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ABSTRACT

The link between aggression and criminal activity in urli@am;income African
American neighborhoods has resulted in many studiesiexanthe predictive role of
individual and neighborhood characteristics in the dgraént of aggressive behaviors.
Factors such as neighborhood violence, poverty, perospbibneighborhood danger
have consistently been linked to poor behavioral outcamerban youth (Colder, Mott,
Levy, & Flay, 2000; Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997), awhgrerceptions of
neighborhood cohesion have been associated with reduzdadizing behavior in
children (Silk, Sessa, Sheffield Morris, Steinberg, & Aerarli, 2004). The purpose of
this paper was to examine, through the use of multilevgjifudinal analysis, the role of
neighborhood disadvantage (rates of poverty and cringeparceptions of neighborhood
problems and cohesion on the development of aggressia@ibehmong a sample of
urban low-income African American middle school aged gdotean age = 11.65 years).
Results indicated that youth experienced significant changeases of aggression across
the three years, and that on average, negative youtegtiems of neighborhood
predicted increases in aggression. Additionally, neididmmat characteristics trended
towards significance as a moderator between negativé peuteptions and aggression.
These results are in accordance with past reseahith wuggests that personal
evaluations of the disadvantage of a neighborhood imndliehild development and

behavior (Silk, Sessa, Sheffield Morris, Steinberg, & Aexli, 2004). Future studies
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should examine the role that perceptions play in youtkldpment, as well as in

interventions geared towards thwarting youth aggression.

viii



CHAPTER ONE
INTRODUCTION
Aggressive behavior is a common occurrence among Africaerisan youth
living in urban, low-income, and high crime neighborhoo@lke elevated rates of
aggression in these neighborhoods can undoubtedly be linkiegl desproportionate
number of African American youth involved in violentramal acts (U.S. Department of
Justice, 2009). Given the link between aggression and ctiagtigity, many studies
have assessed the predictive role of individual anchbeidnood characteristics in the
development of aggressive behaviors. Such literature hasened a variety of
potential risk and protective factors for aggression inudfaican American youth. In
particular, factors such as neighborhood violence andriyoesnd perceptions of
neighborhood disadvantage have consistently been linkgabtrdbehavioral outcomes in
urban youth (Colder, Mott, Levy, & Flay, 2000). Additionalbhgsitive perceptions of
neighborhood, such as perceptions of neighborhood cohésioa been associated with
reduced externalizing behavior in children (Sessa, SheMeldis, Steinberg, &
Avenevoli, 2004).
However, a problem with studies that attempt to deciptne risk or protection
afforded by each of these variables is that they selttknowledge the variables’
symbiotic or reciprocal relationship. This oversighapgarent in the use of theoretical

models and statistical techniques that ignore the “tréinsacor mutual dependencies”
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between neighborhood level characteristics and indivichalacteristics (Roosa, Jones,
Tein, & Cree, 2003; p. 60). Given the enmeshed natureesé thactors, their unique
contribution to the outcome is often times diffictaltdistinguish through the use of
regression analyses. Thus, the purpose of this papdowaamine, through the use of
multilevel longitudinal analysis, the subjective and obyectole of neighborhood in
guarding against or promoting aggressive behavior. In patjdie role of
neighborhood disadvantage (rates of poverty and cringeparceptions of neighborhood
problems and cohesion was explored in relation to thelalement of aggressive
behavior among a sample of urban low-income AfricareAcan youth. Ultimately, the
paper aimed to provide a foundation for neighborhood leteviantions geared at

enhancing the protective factors that guard against aggression.



CHAPTER TWO
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
Aggresson Among Urban African American Youth

The definition of aggression contains four assumptiajsaggression is a type of
behavior, (b) aggression involves hostile intent, (c) @ggion can be intended to do
psychological as well as physical harm, and (d) aggressioibe directed at either a
person or at an object (Moeller, 2001). In addition todemltifaceted, the construct of
aggression is also incorporated in other forms ofreating problems. Violent assault,
for instance, involves aggression and is categorized dsgudnt act by the U.S.
Department of Justice. A recent report found that apmately 250,000 delinquent acts
are committed yearly by children under the age of 13 (Uepament of Justice, 2006).
This statistic is especially alarming because youth wiga@e in aggressive or
delinquent acts before adolescence are at a gre&tef becoming serious, violent, and
chronic offenders later in life. In fact, children whagage in aggressive acts early in life
tend to have longer offending careers and pose greatatsho public safety and
property than individuals who begin committing aggressots kater in life (Loeber &
Farrington, 2001).

The timing or onset of aggression is not the only irtdicaf poor outcomes; the
severity of aggressive acts is also implicated. Rekdas shown that youth who engage

in more severe or violent acts of aggression have taage more chronic offending



records (Tolan & Thomas, 1995). In 2008, juveniles accounteabibut 24% of total
population, and accounted for 16% of all violent crime &sriesthe U.S. (U.S.
Department of Justice, 2009).

In addition to age related differences, racial and scoio@mic differences in the
rates of aggression have consistently shown that myrgnoups, namely African
American youth from low-income households, dispropagtely participate in
aggressive acts. Rates of aggressive behavior among thiatimpale well above the
national average (Guerra, Huesmann, Tolan, Van Ackerof,EL995). Despite only
accounting for 16% of the youth population in 2008, and 4% efadpopulation,
African American youth were involved in 52% of all juvenidiolent crime arrests (U.S.
Department of Justice, 2009). Research on the develomhaggression suggests that
aggressive behavior can begin in early elementary sétwotblis subgroup of youth, and
may even be a normative occurrence in low-income uebamonments (Henry, Tolan &
Gorman-Smith, 2001; Stouthamer-Loeber, Loeber, Werjrigaon & Wikstrom, 2002).

Several anthropological and sociological explanatisimould be considered
before interpreting the bleakness of these findings &tidtics. First, many theorists
point to racism and arrest bias as factors that cutéito the overrepresentation of
African American youth in the criminal justice syst@oeller, 2001). Specifically,
research has found that rates of violent offendingyegater among African American
youth, but that these differences are exaggeratedcigt casparities within the legal
system (Rutter, Giller, & Hagel. 1998). Second, themmpelling evidence to suggest
that the same acts of aggression can be viewed aschmor@c when committed by

African American youth than when committed by EuropeareAcan youth (Miner &
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Clarke-Stewart, 2008). This implies that racial steqset are influencing how behavior
among African American youth is perceived. Third, “samgidts have long recognized
that the experience of racial discrimination provolesdifngs of rage and shame, which
play a potent role in stimulating violence” (Garbarih®99, p. 11). Finally, the
relationship between race and aggression may be dueftrcttibat a disproportionate
number of African American youth live in poverty (Meell 2001). Impoverished
communities typically include higher rates of crime angle-parent households, which
are robust risk factors of aggression (Mistry, Vandewatiuston, & McLoyd, 2002).
These factors create what researchers call a “cascaa#e| of the development of
serious violence, meaning that each factor builds uponetkie which exponentially
increases the risk for developing aggression (Dodge, Geegnt Malone, 2008). Thus,
the occurrence and presentation of aggression amon@@fimerican youth depends
on numerous factors.

Given that there are differences in the presentatigrouth aggression,
researchers have recently begun to examine the tragcbf aggressive behavior.
Trajectories among normative and primarily European Asaarmiddle-class samples
demonstrate that in general, children experience a dedreaggression as they grow
older (Bongers, Koot, van der Ende, & Verhulst, 2003; Breidal., 2003; Cairns,
Cairns, Neckerman, Ferguson, & Gariepy, 1989). It is ardwsdithat accounts for the
decrease in aggression is the accrual of positive szatiah experiences (Odgers et al.,
2009). As children grow older, socializing experiences im tl@me, school, and

neighborhood environments reinforce their ability to deywedelf-regulation and peer



6

relationship skills, which in turn teach them to achithesr objectives through socially
acceptable means (Odgers et al., 2009; Cairns et al., 1989).

Among low-income urban African American youth, howevegsearch on the
trajectories of aggression is scarce. According to Maas Keiley (2007), “very little
evidence exists about developmental changes of aggresbaedrs in different racial
and ethnic groups” (p. 1048). Additionally, they state thatstudies that do exist focus
on middle or late adolescence, “a time when perhapsitis¢ dramatic and potentially
differentiating developmental changes may have alresdntplace” (p. 2). A couple
studies have found decreases in externalizing behavior dtnesamong a sample of
low-income boys ages 2 to 17, but these studies relied soiatyother-reported
externalizing behaviors and were not specifically examiAimgan American youth
(Gillom & Shaw, 2004; Owens & Shaw, 2003). The lack of nedean the trajectories of
aggression among low-income urban African American ymakes it difficult to
determine if differences in rates of aggression asgaelto socialization processes,
neighborhood characteristics, and/or other factarother words, without examining the
developmental changes that occur in the presentatiaggvéssion, it is difficult for
researchers to determine when and how aggression is cellilenThe current research
suggests that the volatile nature of low-income urban enveatsrand the normative
existence of aggressive behavior fosters socializatiocegses that are markedly
different from those that occur in less caustic enviremis: It is even possible that
children in these neighborhoods are being socializedviayethat promotes aggression.
Support for this claim comes from ethnographic reports by Aoae(1994). Anderson

describes children raised in urban low-income and highecneighborhoods as “street
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children” who are socialized according to the “code efdtieets” (1994, p. 82). The
main premise of th€odeis respect, which is “loosely defined as being granted the
deference one deserves” (Anderson, 1994, p. 82). Respetieyed and maintained
through many means; however, assertiveness and aggrassithe two methods most
often used. If a youth is challenged, verbally or otheawit is expected that he/she
retaliate in a way that asserts his/herself ovechatlenger (Anderson, 1994).

Similarly, Gilligan (2001) argues that violent behaviortimslated by a desire to
eliminate feelings of shame. Youth who are humiliated shamed by either a direct
form of aggression or by a type of social disparityhsas unemployment or
discrimination, feel an unnerving desire to rectify thedifgs of shame. These youth are
especially susceptible to committing acts of violence oresgypn because violence is
the most reliable way to “force respect from othempbeioand from society (Gilligan,
2001, p. 35). These pervasive norms remind youth that aggréssavior is necessary
for social survival. Thus, African American youth framban low-income environments
presumably do not develop the same self-regulation glsligouth from the general
population. Children who do not develop self-regulation skitld are continually
exposed to aggressive models are at a high risk of codtaggression and related
externalizing problems (Tremblay, 2004).

The occurrence of aggression among urban low-incomeaffidanerican youth
is disturbing considering the link between childhood aggressid later antisocial or
criminal activity (Babinski, Hartsough, & Lambert, 1999).in@nal activity is a well-
established characteristic of urban low-income Africamefican communities (Acosta,

Albus, Reynolds, Spriggs, Weist, 2001). Therefore, failingniderstand the
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determinants and trajectories of aggressive behavior loirehiwill perpetuate the cycle
of criminality and violence that permeates and pervasnaigages urban African
American neighborhoods and the youth who reside in them.
Urban Low-Income African American Neighborhoods

Objective M easures of Neighborhood Disadvantage

Since the early part of #&entury, much attention has been paid to the role of
neighborhoods or communities in influencing individual heaitttomes. Notably,
Shaw and McKay’s (1942) finding that urban, poor, and minogtghtborhoods
experienced higher rates of juvenile delinquency than #fiturent and Caucasian
counterparts sparked a wave of research examining uriggtbnehoods. Such research
has consistently revealed that urban low-incomecAfriAmerican communities are
associated with higher levels of poverty and crime, wmdurn are related to both
externalizing and internalizing problems among children (Brdalsn, Duncan,
Klebanov, & Sealand, 1993). Given the distinct demogragtacacteristics of urban
low-income African American neighborhoods, much ofrie@ghborhood-level research
has used objective measures of neighborhood disadvantagee(esgs data, crime
statistics). Researchers argue that objective mesastireighborhood disadvantage
create a profile of the neighborhood’s “social corit€&urton, Obeidallah, & Allison,
1993). Social contexts that create high levels of splas® individuals at risk for
developing distress or psychopathology.

In what is now considered a seminal review of litergtdeacks and Mayer
(1990), proposed several models or mechanisms that exm@aialfionship between

social context and individual child outcomes. In theialogy literature, the term



“mechanisms” does not necessarily mean that the madd¢istisally mediate the
relationship between objective neighborhood charatiteyiand individual outcomes, but
rather that they are the sociological processedtiptexplain the effects of
neighborhood (Sampson, Morenoff, & Gannon-Rowley, 2002 three models
pertaining to objective measures of neighborhood areaaitdgion” or epidemic models,
which suggest that individuals are encouraged to perpetuateghéve behaviors (e.g.
crime and aggression) that are observed in their neigbbdr b) “neighborhood
institutionalized resource” models, which argue that neigidmx resources impact
children by providing them with access to enriching learning enments such as
schools, parks, and community centers, and c) “modelsrapetition,” which suggest
that neighbors compete for scarce community resoudeesKs & Mayer, 1990).
Research has consistently supported the Jencks and {189€) models. For
instance, scarce community resources increase thefrate mployment among
members of a community. Community unemployment isaated with Black male
joblessness, which disrupts family composition and “subiatBnincreases the rates of
Black murder and robbery by juveniles” (Sampson, 1987, p. 34@jitionally, the high
rates of crime that disproportionately occur in low-ineaumban environments expose
children to a variety of “contagion” risk factors. gesure to violence, for example, has
become an increasingly common experience facing childfieg in low-income, urban
communities (Gorman-Smith & Tolan, 1998). Not only arddcéin and families in
urban, low-income African American communities exposeldigher rates of violence,
but also their exposure to violence is pervasive andéwasedy damaging effects on

children’s well-being (Fowler, Tompsett, Braciszewskicques-Tiura, & Baltes, 2009;
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Richters & Martinez, 1993). Finally, objective neighbortia@@terioration can attract
gangs because the deterioration suggests that sociedlasnteak (Sampson, 1995).
Increased gang activity perpetuates the models of crimaggréssion that exist in low-
income urban environments.

Despite providing useful information, there are sevaratdtions to exclusively
studying objective measures of neighborhood disadvantag#, the geographic units
that constitute a neighborhood are often much larger tine developmental niches that
children are exposed to (Burton, Price-Spratlen, & B8alencer, 1997). Second, the use
of objective measures of neighborhood (e.g. census dateprtesent the disadvantage of
a larger geographic unit assumes that the entire unit is¢p@mous. In reality, most
neighborhoods are much more heterogeneous than censusdatauggest (Lee &
Campbell, 1998). Third, as mentioned earlier objective nmeasare thought to affect
individual outcomes through sociological mechanisms (JefdWayer, 1990; Sampson
et al., 2002). This suggests that unlike the more stafarfes of objective
neighborhood characteristics, social processes onanéms provide accounts of how
neighborhoods bring about a change in youth outcomes (8arapsl., 2002). Lastly,
all of the aforementioned studies examined the asswwabetween objective measures
of neighborhood and child outcomes in general, but noteaggm specifically. In order
to address these limitations, and thus, to acquire a mamplete picture of
neighborhood disadvantage, this study examined subjectiasunmes of neighborhood in

conjunction with objective measures.
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Subj ective Perceptions of Neighborhood

Perceptions of neighborhood, or subjective experiencesighborhood, appear
to be one of the sociological mechanisms through whigéctive neighborhood
characteristics impact youth aggression (Sampson @082). Researchers in favor of
studying subjective neighborhood experiences contend thadrzgrevaluations of the
disadvantage of a neighborhood influence child developarhbehavior (Silk, Sessa,
Sheffield Morris, Steinberg, & Avenevoli, 2004). Furtherms acquiring subjective
perceptions of the environment, including perceptions ohiheihood problems and
cohesion, is believed to be important in understanduild development
(Bronfenbrenner & Evans, 2000; Garbarino, Kostleny, & Dubhrt991). Adults’ or
parents’ perceptions of neighborhood have traditionally leeamined in relation to
youth outcomes (Burton, Price-Spratlen, & Beale Sperd&£7). However, because
adults and children can perceive their neighborhoods ditfgreesearchers argue,
“children’s perceptions are uniquely important predictorsetidvioral outcomes”
(Burton, Price-Spratlen, & Beale Spencer, 1997, p. 139; Gadber al., 1991). One
study found that youth reports of perceptions of neighborhard more reliable than
parent reports in predicting child outcomes (Byrnes, Chidfer, & Maguin, 2007).
Therefore, in order to obtain a full picture of a dialexperience, parent and child report
of subjective perceptions should be examined jointly.
Per ceptions of Neighborhood Disadvantage

Shaw and McKay'’s (1942) finding that neighborhoods with higésrat
delinquent behavior were also characterized by low sommenic status (SES), ethnic

diversity, and high population turnover led them to conctadethese neighborhood
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characteristics resulted in social disorganizationctvim turn resulted in delinquency
among individuals. Social disorganization is the ingbdi community residents to
realize common goals and exercise social control {Enlberg & Hughes, 1995).
Inherent in the definition of social disorganizatiorthe notion that neighborhood
residents need to assess “environmental risk” or problethewe neighborhood
(Hyson & Bollin, 1990). Perceptions of neighborhood risk@nsidered important
predictors of child outcomes (Furstenberg & Hughes, 1995). Gieetheorized link
between perceptions of neighborhood risk and child outsprasearch has recently
focused on child and adult perceptions of neighborhood disdalye.

Shumow, Lowe Vandell, and Posner (1998) found that pareinttaid
perceptions of neighborhood disadvantage mediated tit@reihip between
neighborhood demographic characteristics and parent m@pdutld misconduct and
psychological distress. Mothers’ perceptions of neigidod problems also mediated
the relationship between objective neighborhood disadgarand parent-child conflict
(Deng et al., 2006). Perceived neighborhood disadvantagdsoaseen related to
increased alcohol, tobacco, and marijuana use among rsiclitbe! children (Lambert,
Brown, Phillips, & lalongo, 2004). With regards to child aggien, perceived
neighborhood disadvantage has been associated witigestrpositive beliefs about
aggression and higher levels of aggression (Colder &08lQ) and delinquency (Byrnes
et al., 2007).

Although a relatively newer construct, perceptions dafmaorhood disadvantage
have been reliably linked to poor individual outcomes. Hamneahe previous studies

provide limited information because they did not utilipprapriate statistical analysis,
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both parent and child reports of perceptions of neighborhadugmns, and/or examine
perceptions of neighborhood in conjunction with objextiveasures of neighborhood.
Per ceptions of Neighborhood Cohesion

A less studied construct is neighborhood cohesion. SamBsoenbush, and
Earls (1997) argue that the social cohesion of neighloaksheir ability to intervene to
prevent delinquent acts and promote neighborhood safetghwhey coined “collective
efficacy,” has a direct effect on the violence theturs in their respective communities.
Sampson and colleagues (1997) found that “collective efficachged aids in the
deflection of violence and is related to reduced neighborkimdehce. They speculate
that social cohesion plays an important role indrevention of community violence
because it allows for the recognition of common valuesrayst neighbors and a
willingness of neighbors to supervise neighborhood children \inele play or to
intervene to prevent acts such as truancy. Neighbdrbolesion is an extension of
social cohesion. Neighborhood cohesion refers to pgores of supportive transactions
within a neighborhood (Kliewer et al., 2004). Higher lewa neighborhood cohesion
are associated with collective socialization and sugien of neighborhood children
(Jencks & Mayer, 1990; Sampson et al., 1997).

Given the theorized protective role of neighborhood cohes@vreral studies
have examined neighborhood cohesion in relation to chikcbmgs. This research has
found an association between perceived neighborhood colasioreduced internalizing
problems (Kliewer et al., 2004), increased participatioe@neational programming and
physical activity (Cradock, Kawachi, Colditz, GortmakerBé&ka, 2009), better physical

health (Abada, Hou, & Ram, 2004), and reduced levels ofoamidehavior (Odgers et
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al., 2009). Although informative, these findings did nog¢dliy test the moderating or
protective role of perceptions of neighborhood cohesioyooth aggression. A
preliminary moderation study found that neighborhood dohdauffered the relationship
between hostile parenting and externalizing behaviok éial., 2004). However, this
study did not evaluate the direct relationship betweerhbeidnood cohesion and other
neighborhood characteristics, nor did it examine chiparis of neighborhood
perceptions. In an effort to fill the gap that formeerdees have left with regards to
neighborhood characteristics, this study examined tbheof@erceptions of
neighborhood cohesion and danger as independent predictsiricah American
youth’s aggressive behavior.

Current Study and Hypotheses

According to Roosa and colleagues (2003), the most frequesety method of
analysis when examining the relationship between neigioloarand individual
outcomes is ordinary least squares (OLS) regressioay difgue that regression is not an
optimal method of analyses for this type of data becth@ssumes the variables are
independent. Instead, Roosa et al. (2003) propose that gteppropriate way to
examine neighborhood predictors of individual child outcoiméy implementing a
multilevel analysis. Incorporating a multilevel anasysir a hierarchical linear model,
will allow for an examination of cross level effecesd. effects of neighborhood
characteristics on individuals), and to partition vace@and covariance among levels
appropriately (as cited in Aber, 1994; Garner & Raudenbush, 1%it¢n the fact that
this study was attempting to decipher the influence oedestighborhood data variables

on individual outcomes, a multilevel analysis was condltddulfill three aims.
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The first aim of this study was to examine youth reporéels of aggression over
three years (sixth, seventh, and eighth grade). Agitled earlier, research on the
trajectories of aggression among young adolescent Afdcaerican youth from urban
low-income environments is lacking. This population of yagéms to experience
higher rates of aggression, as compared to their Caucagldte-class counterparts.
However, it is unclear whether the high rates of aggzasamong low-income urban
African American youth are consistent or variableoasrtime. Therefore, the first aim of
this study was to determine whether changes in aggressan across the middle
school years, which are considered to be an importagtwiith respect to socialization
and aggression (Vazsonyi & Keiley, 2007).

The second aim of this study involved an analysis o$tigective and objective
characteristics of neighborhood disadvantage. Neighbdrtisadvantage, as measured
by objective reports of neighborhood disadvantage and swaeeports of
neighborhood danger has consistently been linked to poefogerental outcomes
(Sampson et al., 1997; Silk et al., 2004). However, both siugeand objective
indicators of neighborhood disadvantage have not beeougbly examined as co-
dependent predictors of child aggression. Thus, the seconoff éihis paper was to
examine whether perceptions of neighborhood problems, higirigaates, and high
crime rates work together to explain increases in r@tgeuth aggression.

The final aim of this study was to examine the protectne of neighborhood
cohesion. Given the harmful costs of living in lowange urban neighborhoods, recent
research has focused on examining the protective fabtimiratay prevent youth from

developing psychological side effects. Despite the pushre protective factors, no
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studies to date have evaluated the moderating effectsaggi®ns of neighborhood
cohesion on the relationship between neighborhood distaty@ and aggressive
behavior. Therefore, this study examined how a senseigiiborhood cohesion
interacts with neighborhood disadvantage in the dewedop of youth’s aggressive
behavior. Understanding how perceptions of neighborhobdsion interact in the
development of aggressive behavior will provide a foundatiothe creation of
intervention programs geared at encouraging positivelsatian and reducing
externalizing problems in urban children. This study utlliadongitudinal analysis on a
sample of low-income urban African American youth.
Question 1 and Hypothesis 1

Do African American youth from urban low-income neighiioods experience a
change in rates of aggressive behavior over time-adthypothesized that the youth in
this study would experience an increase, on averagggiressive behavior over the
three years they were followed.
Question 2 and Hypothesis 2

Do subjective and objective measures of neighborhood dis&alye affect the
rate of child aggression? Specifically, do perceptiomeafhborhood disadvantage,
high poverty rates, high rates of single-mother headaddiwlds, high rates of residents
without high school diplomas, and high crime ratesarpthe variability in the
hypothesized increase in youth aggression over thresdawas hypothesized that an
increase in both subjective and objective neighborhoodhsseiage would explain

variability in the increase in youth aggression oveetim
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Question 3 and Hypothesis 3

Do perceptions of neighborhood interact with objectivasnees of
neighborhood disadvantage in the development of youtlesgign? Specifically, do
perceptions of neighborhood cohesion moderate théoredaip between neighborhood
disadvantage and youth aggression? It was expectedehaldationship between
neighborhood disadvantage and youth aggression will teretit for youth with high
and low perceptions of neighborhood cohesion. It wastmesized that youth who
report higher levels of neighborhood cohesion will expegean attenuated increase in
aggression over time as opposed to those who reporseddeghborhood cohesion.
Thus, neighborhood cohesion was expected to serve ateatjme factor against the

development of aggression.



CHAPTER THREE
METHOD
Participants
A sample of 271 urban African American sixth grade studgnésn age = 11.65
years, 40% males and 60% females) from six public schoddsviincome Chicago
neighborhoods were recruited for the first year ofradfyear longitudinal study
examining youth's exposure to violence frothté 8" grade. The six schools were
located in different neighborhoods throughout Chicagoo fundred fifty-four seventh
grade students (mean age = 12.57 years, 41% males and 59% )@adiepated in the
second year of the study and 222 eighth grade students ageanl3.58 years, 41%
males and 59% females) participated in the third yearsikhublic schools selected for
this study were located in high-crime neighborhoods asteghby Chicago Police
Department crime statistics for the year preceding clataction. Consistent with
previous studies of similar samples (e.g., Cooley-Q@illerion, 1999), 58% of youth
recruited during the first year of the study agreed to paatie.
The majority of the participants lived in lower-incolmguseholds. Median
family income was between $10,000 and $20,000 according to parentardians.
Eighty-three percent of parents had, at minimum, a $adjool degree and 10% reported

having a college or graduate/professional degree. A previodg sf this sample also
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reported that 69% of participants came from householdieldday single mothers and
31% of participants’ parents were unemployed (Ortiz, Ra$akohl, & Zaddach, 2008).
Procedure

Of the students asked to take part in the study, 58% agreeditippte. Student
assent and parental consent were obtained for aitiparits. Data collection began
when the students were iff Grade (Time 1), and again when the students wer8 in 7
grade (Time 2) and"8grade (Time 3). Participants completed a variety oftipregires
that were administered by trained research staff fmrd of five consecutive days each
year for three school years (1999-2002). Participants aléonaterials home for their
parents or guardians to complete during each assessmext [Baiticipants returned the
completed parent/guardian questionnaires to project staffglaach wave of data
collection. This study analyzed self-report and parembitedata from all three years of
data collection.

M easures

Demographic

Information on the following demographic variables wasss=# gender, parent
and child age, parent and child race/ethnicity, SES (assesb®y family income), parent
education attainment, parent occupation, and number ofgopome.
Objective M easures of Neighborhood Disadvantage

To objectively examine participants’ neighborhood disadpgmta composite
variable was constructed depicting 2000 Census data and ChicagoBeEpartment
crime statistics for the six neighborhoods from whlwh students were recruited. The

six neighborhoods were identified through zip codes i2€@ Census database, and
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participants fell into one of the six neighborhood catiesg. The 2000 Census data
identified the percentage of families living below povepgtcentage of single-mother
headed households, and percentage of neighborhood resiadoist a high school
diploma. These three statistics have been assdaidtie an increased risk of homicide
in the six neighborhoods that were examined (Eno & Shaké8). Additionally,
Chicago Police Department reported crime statisticedch of the six neighborhoods
and each of the three years of data collection (1999, 200Q,) was examined. The
crime statistics reflected a composite score of viateme per person and violent crime
per square mile for each of the years of data collecti®articipants from the same
neighborhoods received the same scores on each ofdhjeséive measures.

Child Perception of Neighborhood Disadvantage

A revised version of Mason, Cauce, Gonzales, Hiraga aodeG (1994)
Neighborhood Environment Scale (NES) was used to agsatss perceived levels of
crime and problem behavior. Mason and colleagues’ (1994urehas demonstrated
good reliability and validity in a sample of young AfncAmerican adolescents. . The
scale is composed of 22 items and two subscales. Theuiyscalebehavior problems,
includes items such as “Violent crime with a weapoftie second subscalgng
problems includes items such as “Street gang activity.” Respofedeon a 4-point scale
from “Never Happens” to “Happens Very Often.” Cronbadiftha range from .89 to
.93 across the two subscales and the three years afadlatzion.
Child Perception of Neighborhood Cohesion

A revised version of Chipeur et al.’s (1999) NeighborhoodtNdaventory

(NYI) was used to measure youth’s perceptions of neighlorbohesion. This measure
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has demonstrated good internal consistency and convedgamiminant, and construct
validity in a sample of urban youth (Chipeur et al., 199%)e revised measure is
comprised of 10 items and three subscales that assessamamongst neighbors such
as, perceptions @upport(e.g. “People in my neighborhood pitch in to help eabker),
perceptions of cohesiativity (e.g. “There is a place for kids my age to hang outyin m
neighborhood”), and perceptionsfaéndlinesstowards neighbors (e.g. “When | want |
can find someone to talk to in my neighborhood”). Resmora®ge from “Not At All
True” to “Completely True” on a 5-point scale. Crorttaalphas for each of the
subscales range from .71 to .83 across all three years.
Parent Perception of Neighborhood Disadvantage

Items for this scale were adapted from Buckner’s (1988) unead beliefs about
the neighborhood. This measure has demonstrated good l@nsastency, test-rest
consistency and criterion related validity (Buckner, 1988)e measure included two
subscales that best assess problems in the communigyfir§ihsubscaleneighborhood
problems included items such as “Gangs are a problem in my neigbbdt and
“Violent crime is a problem in my neighborhood.” Thewed subscaleeighborhood
decay included items such as “Abandoned or boarded-up homes avblampron my
block.” Parents’ responses ranged from “Strongly AgteeStrongly Disagree” on a 5-
point scale. Cronbach’s alphas range from .73 to .8%ifdr ef the subscales across the
three years.
Parent Perception of Neighborhood Cohesion

Items for this scale were also adapted from Buckner’'s (1988sure of beliefs

about the neighborhood. The scale assessed paremisppens of neighborhood
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cohesion and includes two subscales. The first subseatgyborhood cohesion,
includes items such as, “If | needed advice about sometltiogldl go to someone in my
neighborhood.” The second subscalkeighborhood involvementcludes items such as
“I feel like I belong to the neighborhood.” Parenesponses ranged from “Strongly
Agree” to “Strongly Disagree” on a 5-point scale. Tduale demonstrated strong
internal consistency; alphas range from .70 to .82 athessvo subscales and three
years of data collection.

Aggressive Behavior

Child-reported aggression will be measured yearly using a cotianire the
Things | Do scale (TID) and aggression items from thvedile Delinquency Scale
(JDS). The 9 items of the TID reflect aggressive and sigpoal behavior (e.g., “How
often do you push or shove others?”) on a 4-point rafilmgcurrence from Ongvel) to
3 (a lot). The JDS was adapted from the Delinquency Self-Repasumne by Tolan &
Lorion (1988) and the Self-Report of Early Delinquency &tgl Moffit and Silva
(1988). The JDS consists of twenty-three items th&ate$erious rule-breaking and
violent behavior rated on a 6-point scale of occurrdma 0 (“Never”) to 5 (“5 times or
more”). Seven items that reflect aggression weretldrom this measure (e.g., “l have
attacked someone with a weapon in order to hurt or kiththe The TID and JDS were
significantly correlated for years one<x .36,p < .001), two { = .28,p < .001), and three
(r =.40,p <.001). Therefore, using a procedure similar to that dlussbaum, and
Richards (2007), items from these two measures were stirethand combined to
create the child-report of aggression variable. Religlalitalyses were conducted and

four items were removed due to low corrected item-tatakdations < .25) across the



23

three time points. The resultant scale consisted akeibsi(8 TID items and 4 JDS items)
with adequate internal consistency for TimexXE(.82), Time 2¢ = .81), and Time 3o(

= .81).



CHAPTER FOUR
RESULTS
Preliminary amd Correlation Analyses

The means and standard deviations for reports of aggrepsi@eptions of
neighborhood cohesion, perceptions of neighborhood\disdage, and objective
characteristics of neighborhood disadvantage at ak tthaéa points were examined to
check for outliers. After checking for outliers, stardized scores were computed for
each of the variables. Standardizing the variable®dex dual purpose. First, it
allowed for a comparison of variables that were notsmesl on a similar metric.
Secondly, standardizing the variables made the meachfda the variables equal to
zero, which allowed for an accurate assessment diyihethesized moderation effects.
In other words, by translating the variables’ meansto,zany positive coefficients that
resulted in the moderation analysis would be considdredeathe mean, and any
negative coefficients would be considered below the ptbareby indicating whether
high or low levels of the moderator were predictive ef¢hanges in aggression.

After computing standardized scores and checking forepsitlpreliminary
analyses suggested that the hierarchical linear modeling Wwewdficult to compute,
given the large number of independent variables. Theredorrelations between the
subscales were examined to determine if composite variatlds be computed. The

correlation analysis determined that there were saamfi correlations between the
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independent variables that comprise the larger constrigisyputh and parent
perceptions of neighborhood cohesion, youth and pareceg@ns of neighborhood
disadvantage, and objective neighborhood characteriatiegch of the three years of
data analysis. Thus, composite variables composedrofisamtly correlated and
conceptually related subscales were used to reduce the mahab@ependent variables
from thirteen to five, and increase the power of the robieal linear modeling analyses.

The subscales that constituted positive youth perceptioperceptions of
neighborhood cohesion wesapport, activityandfriendliness. These subscales had
significant positive correlations ranging from .51 to .6ddach of the three years of data
collection. The subscales that described youth percepifareghborhood disadvantage
werebehavior problemsndgang problems These two subscales had significant
positive correlations ranging from .68 to .76 for eacthefthree yearsThe parent
perceptions of neighborhood disadvantage variable waprezed of theneighborhood
problemsandneighborhood decasubscales. These variables were also significantly
and positively correlated (ranging from .70 to .81) forttivee years. Theeighborhood
involvementandneighborhood cohesiosubscales described parent perceptions of
neighborhood cohesion, which were also significamty positively correlated (ranging
from .52 to .68) at each of the three years. Finatiymposite variables of the objective
neighborhood characteristics were also created ustaytesl crime statistics from the
Chicago Police Department and 2000 Census data assessingctdgge of families
living below poverty, percentage of families headed by singdthers, and percentage of
neighborhood residents not graduating high school (Enbak&, 2011). As expected,

correlation analyses for the objective neighborhoodacteristics revealed that the
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variables comprising the composite variable were sigmfigand positively correlated
at rates ranging from .89 to .98 for each of the thezsesy

The correlation analyses from each of the threesyaa reported in Tables 1, 2,
and 3, respectively. Notably, the correlation analyses fyears 1, 2, and 3 indicated
that youths’ perceptions of neighborhood disadvantage signdicantly and positively
correlated with their reported aggression (see TableS) tdhese results indicated that
for each of the 3 years, the more neighborhood disaayantouth perceived, the more
aggression they reported. With regards to positive pgors of neighborhood, youth
perceptions of neighborhood support and cohesive neighlibduivity were
significantly and positively correlated with aggressiogear 2, which indicated that the
more supportive and cohesive youth perceived their neigbbdshthe more aggression
they reported as well. Parent perceptions were noffisgntly correlated with youth
aggression for any of the years.

Interestingly, youth perceptions of cohesive neighbodrexdivity and youth
perceptions of friendliness towards neighborhoods wenrgfisgntly and positively
correlated with youth perceptions of neighborhood disadgenat year 2. This indicated
that as youth perceptions of cohesive neighborhood aciindyfriendliness towards
neighbors increased, so did youth perceptions of neighbortisadvantage. However,
by year 3 these correlations were no longer significanfact, year 3 youth perceptions
of neighborhood support were significantly and negativetyetated with youth
perceptions of neighborhood disadvantage, which signifigdas youth perceptions of
neighborhood support increased, youth perceptions of neighddidisadvantage

decreased.
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The final noteworthy correlations were between paredty@uth perceptions.
Year 1 youth perceptions of neighborhood support were palgitand significantly
correlated with parent perceptions of neighborhood invohremThis suggested that
parents and youth had parallel views of their neighborhqumstive engagement at year
1. However, year 2 and 3 youth and parent perceptionsmaneevariable. For
instance, year 2 youth perception of neighborhood supporsigraisicantly and
negatively correlated with parent perceptions of neigimd cohesion. Additionally,
youth perceptions of neighborhood disadvantage were signlficard positively
correlated with parent perceptions of neighborhood cohdsioyear 2, and there was
also a significant negative correlation between youtbgmions of neighborhood
cohesion and parent perceptions of neighborhood disadyantdese results indicated
that youth and parents had significant discrepant viewseafneighborhoods’ support at
year 2.

Similar correlations were found in year 3. For examypdar 3 youth perceptions
of neighborhood cohesion were significantly and negativeirelated with parent report
of neighborhood disadvantage, and year 3 youth perceptioresghborhood
disadvantage were significantly and positively coreglavith parent report of
neighborhood cohesion and neighborhood disadvantagerall) the correlation
analyses indicated there was an increase in the sgmifcorrelations between parent
and youth report of neighborhood perceptions from yeaws31 dnd that despite being

correlated, youth and perceptions were not always @msit
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Hierarchical Linear M odeling Analysis

Given the longitudinal and repeated measures design dathehierarchical
linear modeling (HLM) using HLM 6.08 was used to analyze the &yymary aims.
HLM accounts for shared variance in within-subjectsgieswith multiple data points
across time, allows for the estimation of differantmbers of individual observations,
and provides estimates of variance for individual and-inidividual variance across
time (Wood & Zhu, 2006). Specifically, HLM allows for tegamination of nested data.
In this study’s case, individual perceptions and reporéggfession were nested in the
neighborhoods in which the participants lived. Thus, tiidysconstructed two-level
hierarchical (or nested) models. The first level exentiithe parent and youth individual
perception variables, as well as youth reported aggres3ioa second level examined
the objective neighborhood characteristics.

The first aim of the study was to determine whethenetiaere changes in
aggression over time among the urban, low-income Afrigaerican youth who were
sampled. In order to do this an unconditional randonficeefts model was constructed
to obtain the average initial levels of aggression andvtbeage slope of aggression. This
model also determined if there was significant variaitiotie intercept and slope for

aggression. The following model was used to test hypathesi

Level 1: Yi = moi + mi(Year)
Level 2: 70i = Poo
m1i = B1o

Results indicated that there was a negative correlagbmeen the intercept and

slope (-.34), suggesting that there was a moderate relatween where participants
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started and how quickly their reported levels of aggresshanged over time. In other
words, the higher the initial level of aggression yoeborted, the less change the youth
experienced in his/her level of aggression. Examinatidixed effects indicated that the
average initial level of aggression for all participafts= 0.005,SE= 0.06, was not
significantly different from zera, (302) = 0.087p = .93. However, since the youth
aggression variable was standardized, the average naigabf aggression was not
expected to be different than zero. In other wordsgetihesults should not be interpreted
to mean that youth aggression was non-existent. Térage slope for aggression across
individuals, 301 = 0.019,SE= 0.037, was also not significantly different from zero
(302) = 0.504p =.61 (see Table 4). This indicated that although thaseawnegative
relationship between initial levels of youth aggressioth i@mte of change, on average,
there was no change in aggression over the course tirde years, when averaging all
youth reports of aggression. Interestingly, examimatiovariance components revealed
that both the intercepteo = .53,x*= 528.69 @f = 253p < .01) and slope terms varied
across participantsyo = .07,x?= 314.14 (f = 253,p < .01), indicating that participants
differed significantly in initial levels of aggressias well as their rate of change across
time (see Table 5 and Figure 1). The significant varigbitnitial levels of aggression
and in the changes in aggression across the threemeatsd an examination of the
predictors of aggression.

In order to test the second aim of the study, detengiwhich factors contributed
to the differences in levels of initial aggression &l as the rate of change in aggression

across time, a second unconditional model was constttictinclude individual level
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Table 4. Fixed effects for the unconditional level 1deiqaggression across the 3 years)

Fixed effect Coefficient SE tratio
Mean initial status00 .01 .06 .09
Mean growth rate310 .02 .04 .50

*p<.05. *p<.01. **p<.001.

Table 5. Random effects for the unconditional level Hehgaggression across the 3

years)
Fixed effect Coefficient SE tratio
Initial Status, RO .53 253 528.69***
Growth Rate, R1 .07 253 314.13**
Level 1, E .48

*p<.05. *p<.01. **p<.00L.

1.96

0.77

AGGRESSI

-0.42

)

10

0.45 1.00 1.55 2.10
YEAR

Figure 1.Individual slopes of youth aggression for a random sawiptases.
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predictors. Thus, at the first level, the youth and gaverception composite variables

(one for each year) were added. The following model wed: us

Level 1: Y = noi + mai(Perception Variable)
Level 2: Toj = Boo
m1i = P1o

Examination of fixed effects revealed that, on avertgae was no effect of
youth perceptions of neighborhood cohesjféyy,= 0.04,t (297) = 0.88p = .38, youth
perceptions of neighborhood disadvantdige= 0.01,t (299) = 0.27p = .79, parent
perceptions of neighborhood cohesifgy = 0.07,t (248) = 1.21p = .23, or parent
perceptions of neighborhood disadvantdige= 0.06,t (248) = 1.14p = .26 on the
initial level or intercept of aggression (Table 6). aNlexamining the changes in
aggression across the three years, neither youth pertept neighborhood cohesion,
B10=0.05,t (297) = 0.98p = .33, parent perceptions of neighborhood cohefigr
0.41,t (248) = 1.01p = .31, nor parent perceptions of neighborhood disadvarftages
0.06,t (248) = 1.31p = .19, were significant predictors. Interestinglyugfoperceptions
of neighborhood disadvantage was the only significaediptor of changes in
aggressionfio = .26,t (299) = 6.56p < .001, indicating that as negative youth
perceptions increased, so did youth aggression acrossebeytdars. Furthermore,
examination of variance components revealed thatdhance in the slope of aggression
was no longer significantyo = .02,x?= 256.84 (f = 253,p = .35) when the negative
youth perceptions variable was in the model, indicatiagjnkegative youth perceptions

explained most of the variability in the changes in aggreg3able 7).
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Table 6. Fixed effects for the unconditional level 1deiqperception variables as
predictors)

Fixed effect Coefficient SE tratio

Model for initial aggression, PO

YouthCoh,300 .04 .05 .89
YouthDis, 300 .01 .05 27
ParentCohp00 .07 .05 1.21
ParentDisf300 .06 .05 1.14

Model for growth rate of aggression, P1

YouthCoh,310 .05 .05 .98
YouthDis,[310 .26 .04 6.68***
ParentCohp10 .04 .04 1.02
ParentDisf310 .06 .04 1.32

*p<.05. *p<.01. **p<.00L1.

Table 7. Random effects for the unconditional level Heh¢for youthdis: Youth
perception of neighborhood disadvantage)

Variance
Fixed effect component df x>
Initial Status, RO .38 249 492.43***
Growth Rate, R1 .02 249 256.84
Level 1, E .54

*p<.05 *p<.01l. **p<.001.

In order to further probe the predictive value of tidividual youth and parent
perceptions of neighborhood cohesion, the individuaésmn subscales were then
independently placed in the unconditional model. Thisyaisatiemonstrated that none
of the five individual youth and parent perception variablere significant predictors of

the initial levels of aggression; youth perception of soleeneighborhoodctivity, Boo =

0.04,t (297) = 0.82p = .42; youth perception of neighborhosupport Boo = 0.04,t
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(297) = 0.74p = .46; youth perception dfiendlinesstowards neighborgo, = 0.05,t
(297) = 0.77p = .44; parent perception néighborhood cohesiofigo = 0.07,t (247) =
1.29,p = .20; parent perception néighborhood involvemeriy = 0.07,t (248) = 1.23,
p = .22. Fixed effects of the slope of aggression indec#hat four of the five individual
perception variables were not significant predictors of agipa, and therefore, did not
significantly predict the changes in aggression actwsshiree years; youth perception of
neighborhoodupport 310 = -.06,t (297) = -1.58p = .12; youth perception of
friendlinesstowards neighborg1,0 = 0.03,t (297) = 0.84p = .40; parent perception of
neighborhood cohesiofi;o = 0.03,t (247) = .82p = .42; parent perception of
neighborhood involvemer;o = 0.03,t (508) = .78p = .44 (see Table 8)However,
there

Table 8. Fixed effects for the unconditional level 1deiqperception of neighborhood
cohesion subscales as predictors)

Fixed effect Coefficient SE tratio

Model for initial aggression, PO

YouthCohActivity, 300 .04 .05 .82
YouthCohSuppor{300 .04 .05 74
YouthCohFriendp00 .04 .05 g7
ParentNeighCo300 .07 .05 1.29
ParentNeighlnvol300 .07 .05 1.23

Model for growth rate of aggression, P1

YouthCohActivity, 310 .10 .04 2.62*
YouthCohSuppor{310 -.06 .04 -1.58
YouthCohFriendp10 .03 .04 .84
ParentNeighColf310 .03 .04 .82
ParentNeighinvol310 .03 .04 .78

*p<.05. *p<.01. **p<.00L.
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To determine whether objective neighborhood charactermsioibuted to the
initial level or changes in aggression, a conditionatlel was created to include the
neighborhood characteristic composite (NC) variabidsval 2.
Level 1: ¥ =noi + wyi(Time)
Level 2: Toi = Boo+ BOl(NC le)+ Boz(NCYI’Z) + Bog(NCYI’3)
Ty = B10+ Bll(NC le)+ Blz(NCYI'Z) + B13(NCYI'3)

Table 9. Random effects for the unconditional level Heh¢for youthactivity: Youth
perception of cohesive neighborhood activity subscale)

Variance
Fixed effect component df X2
Initial Status, RO 44 246 532.80***
Growth Rate, R1 .07 246 296.69*
Level 1, E .48

*p<.05 *p<.01l. **p<.001.

This analysis showed that neighborhood characteristjiogisantly predicted
both the initial level of aggression and the rate aingje in aggression (see Table 10)
across the three years; neighborhood charactensarsl,3o; = -48.12t (299) = -2.25,
p <.05,B11 =40.341t (299) = .63p < .01; neighborhood characteristics yedbd,=
77.20,t (299) = 2.19p = < .05,B1, = -65.111 (299) = -2.93p < .01; neighborhood
characteristics year Bgs = -28.74t (299) = -2.08p = < .05,13 = 24.531 (299) = 2.82,
p <.0l1l. These results revealed that over the treassyobjective neighborhood
characteristics accounted for significant variabilityooth the average initial start of
aggression and the changes in aggression. GenerallylMeoefficients indicated that
there was a positive relationship between objectivghimirhood characteristics and

youth aggression, meaning that as objective neighborhood digade increased, so did
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Table 10. Fixed effects for the conditional level 2 mddelghborhood characteristics;
NC)

Fixed effect Coefficient SE tratio

Model for initial aggression, PO

Intercept,300 -.01 .06 -.20*
NC Yrl, 301 -48.12 21.38 -2.25*
NC Yr 2,302 77.20 35.26 2.19*
NC Yr 3,303 -28.74 13.80 -2.08*

Model for growth rate of aggression, P1

Intercept,310 .02 .04 .63

NC Yr1, 311 40.34 13.49 2.99**
NC Yr2,[312 -65.11 22.24 -2.93**
NC Yr3,313 24.53 8.70 2.82**

*p<.05 *p<.01l. **p<.001.

youth aggression. Notably, several of the HLM coeffigemtre negative, which
indicated the inverse relationship. However, becauselijeetive neighborhood
characteristics were highly correlated, the negatiedficeents could likely be due to
multicollinearity, and should thus, be interpreted wahton. Nonetheless, even after
adding these neighborhood-level variables, there wésigtiificant variation in initial
aggression scores and in the rate of change in aggrésemitable 11).

Table 11. Random effects for the conditional level 2 m@aeghborhood
characteristics)

Variance
Fixed effect component df x>
Initial Status, RO .50 250 512.11***
Growth Rate, R1 .05 250 299.35
Level 1, E 1.33

*p<.05. *p<.01. **p<.00L.
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The final aim of the study was to examine the intévadbetween neighborhood
characteristics and the parent and youth perceptiorbl@sian predicting youth
aggression. Examining the interaction between perceptibneighborhood cohesion
and objective neighborhood disadvantage in the developmhaggression was a
particularly import part of this analysis because neightimidicohesion was hypothesized
to provide a buffer against the development of youth aggressn order to evaluate
these research questions, the previous conditional madeleplicated to include youth
and parent perception variables at level 1 and neighbdrtizaracteristic variables at
level 2.

Level 1: Y= moi + myj(Perception Variable)

Level 2: 7o = Poot Por(NC YrX)

i = Bro+ Br2(NC YrX)

The final estimation of fixed effects analysis revedle the youth and parent
perceptions of neighborhood cohesion composite varialdeasot interact with objective
neighborhood characteristics to predict neither iniéaéls of aggression nor changes in
aggression across the three years (see Table 12). EHQweuth perceptions of
neighborhood disadvantage were marginally significarderators of the relationship
between neighborhood objective characteristics and aygmnest year 3, but only with
regard to the slope, or change in aggresflors .09,t (298) = 1.68 = .09. This
indicated that the relationship between objective neighloatrlcbaracteristics and youth
perceptions of neighborhood disadvantage marginallyacted to predict the increases
in youth aggression in year 3 or eighth grade. Thaig$er levels of youth perceptions

of neighborhood disadvantage were marginally relatetepsr increases in the slope of



40

objective neighborhood characteristics and youth aggresEmnparent perceptions of
neighborhood disadvantage variable was also trending dsveaynificance in year 3 as a
moderator of the relationship between neighborhood deaistics and youth aggression,
(both slope and intercepfer = .13,t (247) = 1.72p = .086,311 = .10,t (247) = 1.63p =
.10, indicating that the higher the parent perceptiomeighborhood disadvantage, the
stronger the relationship between neighborhood charaatestd youth aggression.
Collectively, these results suggest that youth andnpaexceptions of neighborhood
disadvantage were the variables most likely to intexébt objective neighborhood
characteristics in the development of youth aggressidditionally, interaction effects
seemed to be stronger ifi §rade, as opposed t8 énd 7' grade.

Table 12. Fixed effects for the conditional level 2 mddeéraction effects)

Fixed effect Coefficient SE tratio p value

Model for initial aggression, PO

Intercept,300 .05 .05 .98
ParentDis-NC Yr 3301 13 .05 1.72 .09

Model for growth rate of aggression, P1

Intercept,310 .26 .04 6.72
YouthDis-NC Yr 3,310 .09 .05 1.68 .09
Intercept,310 .04 .04 1.05
ParentDis-NC Yr 3310 10 .06 1.63 10

*p<.05. *p<.01. **p<.001.



CHAPTER FIVE
DISCUSSION

The present study had three primary goals. The firdtvgamto examine the
trajectories of aggression among urban, low-incomecafriAmerican youth.
Specifically, the purpose was to determine whether youibreenced increases in
aggression across the three years of data collectibe.two additional aims were to
determine whether objective and subjective neighborhoodatkastics predicted the
changes in aggression, and whether they interacted mhetvelopment of aggression.
The findings will be discussed with respect to each cielgoals.

Trajectories of Aggression

The first goal of the study was largely explorato/research regarding the
trajectories of aggression among youth who reside imudya&-income neighborhoods is
scarce. Nonetheless, in contrast to the hypothesizeebises in aggression across time,
this study found that, on average and as a group, youth tekperience significantly
different changes in aggression across the three.yb@esestingly, there was a negative
correlation between the average initial level of aggion and the average slope or
change in aggression. This indicated that the highantted level of aggression youth
reported, the less change the youth experienced in hisiteof aggression. Previous
research has also found that youth with higher initislof externalizing behavior

experience slower declines in aggressive behavior (Sh#hent Ingoldsby, & Nagin,
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2003). These findings are consistent with research oaucd disorder and oppositional
defiant disorder. Youth who demonstrate extreme farhe®nduct problems,
delinquency, and aggression are more likely to suffer franagere psychopathology
and exhibit more stable patterns of antisocial behavimsac¢heir development
(Hinshaw & Lee, 2003; Moffit, 1993).

In addition to detecting a negative correlation betwaearage initial level and
slope of aggression, results showed that there wadisagnivariability in both the initial
levels of aggression and changes in aggression betweeangaants. Similar findings are
reported in the literature of externalizing behavior (Mi&eClarke-Stewart, 2008). The
variable rates of change in externalizing behavior aaegslopment seem to depend on
a variety of factors (Bongers et al., 2003; Miner & KdaGStewart, 2008). The
existence of significant variability in aggression begwéhe youth in this study merited
an examination of factors that could be predictive of @eggjon.

Predictors of Aggression

The second aim of the study was to examine the predetieets of objective
neighborhood disadvantage, and youth and parent perceptinaghborhood cohesion
and disadvantage. Although all of the six neighborhtiatswere examined had much
higher rates of poverty, crime, single-mother heaartéholds, and residents not
graduating high school than other communities in Chicagoe thas still enough
variability within these six neighborhoods to find a rielaship with aggression (CPD,
1999, 2000, 2001; U.S. Census, 2000). Thus, objective neighborhoadtehatics
were examined in order to determine whether a composuienaoé, poverty, education

level, and single-mother headed households predicted gggtiession. In line with
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decades of research on the effects of neighborhoaatondual outcomes, this study
found that the composite of objective neighborhood disddgarsignificantly predicted
the initial levels as well as the changes in aggressiorss the three years of data
collection. More objective neighborhood disadvantagepeedictive of higher initial
levels of aggression and steeper increases in aggregsyam, this finding was
expected given the robust literature supporting the link d&etvobjective neighborhood
disadvantage and delinquency and aggression (Brooks-Gunnl&t9d; Sampson et al.,
2002; Shaw & McKay, 1942). However, it should be notedttiee are both direct and
indirect links between the objective neighborhood charatics and youth outcomes
(Garbarino, 1982; Sampson et al., 2002). As discussedreadighborhoods are
thought to influence individual behavior through mechanisow) as perceptions of
neighborhood (Jencks & Mayer, 1990; Sampson, Morenoffagr®Gn-Rowley, 2002).
The results from this study support the research regandiighborhood mechanisms of
change; indeed, variance components revealed thatvwiasrstill significant variability

to be explained in aggression despite the highly predintieeof objective neighborhood
disadvantage.

The two mechanisms that affected the youths’ reporteceagign were youth
perceptions of neighborhood disadvantage and youth pemeti cohesive
neighborhood activity. The composite of youth perceptmimeighborhood
disadvantage was the primary predictor of the changgsuitth reported aggression.
Specifically, the urban low-income African Americaough in this sample were more
aggressive if they perceived their neighborhood to be oheaelvantaged. Past research

has also found a positive relationship between perceptioeighborhood disadvantage
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and youth aggression (Byrnes et al., 2007; Colder et al., 2Q00ike the studies by
Byrnes et al. (2007) and Colder et al. (2000), the resuttsstudy indicated that youth
perceptions of neighborhood disadvantage were consptediittors of youth aggression
across B, 7", and & grade. This finding is important because according tdtdrature
on conduct disorder, youth typically begin to experieadecline in aggressive behavior
before early adolescence (Hinshaw & Lee, 2003; Shaw, &C413). Thus, it seems that
youth who perceive their neighborhoods to be disadvantagdpitemore aggression
despite the developmental tendency for aggressive behav@aper off at this age.

To further probe this finding, post-hoc analyses were coadustamining
correlations between the individual items on the meastimat comprised the youth
perceptions of neighborhood disadvantage and youth aggressiis analysis revealed
that youth perceptions of gang and drug activity in theght@rhood were significantly
and positively correlated with their reports of aggressiBpecific items that were highly
correlated with youth aggression were “drugs are sold"yimeighborhood and there is
“street gang activity” in my neighborhood. These figgitighlight the fact that perhaps
youth perceptions of specific types of problematic and delirtqueaghborhood activities
are more related to aggression. Interestingly, peoorepof social disorganization
among incarcerated adult male gang members have been linketetsed reported
offending behavior (Fox, Lane, & Akers, 2010), which supportsghidy’s finding that
perceptions of neighborhood disadvantage predict aggression.

The final perception variable that significantly predécthanges in aggression
was youth perceptions of cohesive neighborhaatlity. Youth who endorsed more

perceptions of cohesive neighborhood activity (e.g. “theeeglace for kids my age to
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hang out in my neighborhood”) reported more aggressiothoégh this finding was not
expected, it is sensible considering the findings fromitbeature on social mechanisms
of behavior and on social learning theory.

In their comprehensive review of the neighborhood-levelhaeisms that
promote individual behavior, Sampson and colleagues (2002) sodeisthe importance
of social cohesion (“social ties”) and perceived neightboddisorder. Specifically, they
identified studies that found a direct link between percedisorder and crime (Sampson
& Raudenbush, 1997), as well as between social cohesibgeag/criminal activity
(Morenoff, Sampson, & Raudenbush, 2001; Pattillo-McCoy 199%hat do perceptions
of neighborhood/social cohesion and perceptions of nertiblod disorder/disadvantage
have in common? Simply put, both sets of thoughts ohamesms of behavior are
working under the principles of social learning theory (Bag, 1978) and the contagion
or epidemic model (Jencks & Mayer, 1990).

Bandura (1978) was among the first to suggest that aggressanned and
maintained through social processes. First, aggressmadsled by senior residents,
then replicated by those who observed the aggressioinglly children), and finally
socially reinforced through social interactions, angstlperpetuated. Therefore, it seems
that residents who live in communities with high raieaggression likely emulate the
aggression they observe because it has become a colmnoed behavior. Similarly,
epidemic or “contagion” models of aggression also tkedhat aggressive behaviors are
shared among members of a community. Jencks and Mayer @r@@@)that residents
of a confined geographical space are likely to share the a#titudes, beliefs, and

behaviors even if they are deemed inappropriate or illgtie majority of the
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population. Thus, in close-knit communities where aggyagsicommon, aggressive
activity is propagated because it represents a connext®shared characteristic among
community members. These two theories explain the timan effect findings of this
study. First, objective neighborhood disadvantagessmied by residents. Second,
social learning theory suggests that the aggressive beheafatied to objective
neighborhood disadvantage (e.g. crime) are modeled byrseambers of the
neighborhood and learned and replicated by junior memig@ngally, the aggressive and
socially maladjusted behaviors are maintained through mofletscial contagion
because they represent a commonality or cohesionganeghbors.

Findings regarding the third aim of this study provide furthgport that
individual perceptions and objective neighborhood charatitsrigteract in the
development of youth aggression. The results of tleeantion analysis found that the
higher the youth and parent perceptions of neighborhoadisitage, the stronger the
relationship between objective neighborhood charatiteyiand youth aggression.
Although these results were not statistically sigatfi; they trended towards significance
suggesting that further analyses are needed to determidegiee to which the variables
interact.

Further exploration of youth and parent perceptionss mierited, given that the
correlation analysis revealed that youth and parent péoos, although at times
correlated, were not always consistent. Many studiemiexaparent perceptions and
parent report of youth aggression exclusively (Deng €2@06; Miner et al., 2008).

This study’s findings suggest that youth perceptions are awugate predictors of

aggression. The developmental time period during whichwdatta collected could have
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influenced these results. Early adolescence, whiginés youth and parents were
surveyed, represents a time during which youth begin toueer experiences that are
independent of their parents and caregivers (Holmbeck, 19%@efore, it seems that
during preadolescence and adolescence, youth may be marataceporters of their
own behavior and of the individual-level variables infiaeg their behavior.

Collectively, the current study’s results suggest tbatly perceptions are perhaps
more important in the development of aggression thaenpaerceptions. These findings
have implications for research on prevention andwetg&ion of youth aggression,
especially with regards to community engagement or camtgrbased participatory
research. These topics will be discussed in the gsiocis and implications section.

Strengths, Limitations, and Future Directions

The present study had several strengths. First, itiboted to the dearth of
literature on the trajectories of aggression amongrulki&-income African American
youth. Not only did the study examine the trajectoryggfrassion across three years (i.e.
longitudinal data), but also the three years that weamined (8, 7", and &' grade)
represent a pivotal point with regard to youth sociabreand aggression (Vazsonyi &
Keiley, 2007). This study determined th&t@ade seemed to be the most influential
year with regard to youth aggression. Secondly, thiseidirst known study that
examined the effects of individual youth and parent pemepnf neighborhood in
relation to youth aggression. As mentioned earli@strstudies that examine the
predictors of youth aggression rely solely on parent tepidris study demonstrated that
perhaps youth are more reliable reporters of their behawmit of the factors that

influence their behavior. Third, this is the only knostady that employed a multi-level
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analysis to examine the role of individual perceptionseaghborhood along with
objective neighborhood characteristics in the developoieyduth aggression.
Regression analysis is the typical statistical procedtilized when examining predictors
of individual outcomes. However, regression does notitdkeaccount the inter-
dependent nature of variables that represent differenéxis. The ability of HLM to
account for variance in nested data makes it a supeeithoch of analysis (Roosa et al.,
2003). Finally, this study highlighted the importance of dgmelental context when
examining youth outcomes. Indeed, child outcomes arel lmashow parents and
children organize, adapt to, and shape their inmediateoamv@nts (Bronfenbrenner,
1979; Garbarino, 1982, 1995). This study demonstrated the edfautdtiple
environmental mechanisms in the development of youth agjgrnesnd thus,
emphasized the need to continue examining role of coméxe development of youth
aggression.

Despite the contributions this paper makes to the fitexan youth aggression,
several limitations should be discussed. The finsitdition concerns the external validity
of the sample. Although it was the intention of thigjgct to examine the predictors of
aggression among urban low-income African American yaatack of a diverse sample
prevents comparisons from being made across groups, andntdikes it difficult to
generalize the findings to other populations. Second, bettaisata from this study
were part of a larger study that was conducted severnd gga, it was impossible to
include ideal measures of aggression. ldeally, multigerters (e.g. parents and
teachers) of youth aggression should have been examioedeinto acquire a complete

picture of the youths’ behavior. The third limitation Ideaith the composite perception
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and objective neighborhood characteristic variableswbat developed. Composite
variables are beneficial because they capture the meulitiptors that contribute to a
construct. However, when composite variables are itssdgssumed that that all the
factors comprising the composite are equally importagitigifuential to the construct.
This assumption prevents the detection of the variabégsatk most influential to the
construct. The final limitation involves the sampleesas well as the levels of analysis
that were employed by the HLM software. The samgk is this study provided
sufficient statistical power to examine the compositeggion and objective
neighborhood characteristic variables. Nonethetassnteraction effects of the
individual perception subscales could not be examined betaersewere not enough
respondents to detect an effect across the 2-level model

To combat these limitations, future studies should cotlata from larger and
more diverse samples, assess aggression through epdtier methods, and examine
variables that are both aggregated composites and apprlypnatghted. Furthermore,
to make the full use of the HLM analysis, and to acqaire@ven broader picture of
children’s contextual development, variables from atl@vel should be examined. An
examination of family characteristics and/or school mmment could further elucidate
the development of aggression among urban low-inconmeafftAmerican youth.
Finally, the recent link that was found between antadmhavior and certain genetic
traits, such as the neurotransmitter-metabolizing enzyor@amine oxidase A (MAOA,
Caspi et al., 2002) merit an evaluation of the chronesyist(Bronfenbrenner, 1990)

influences that affect youth aggression.
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Conclusions and Implications

The findings from this study emphasize the need to unddrgtarmechanisms
that influence aggression among urban low-income Africareican youth. In
particular, the relationship between youth perceptiomemfhborhood and objective
neighborhood characteristics should be fully understodtia prevention and
intervention efforts can appropriately target youth aggjos. Interventions that
implement community-based participatory action rese@@&PAR) models would likely
benefit from this study’s findings because CBPAR modelsigeoyouth with a voice
and with an opportunity to discuss how their perceptiorscttheir behavior (Bryant,
2000; Caldwell, Rafferty, Reischl, Loney, & Brooks, 2010; Mareiual., 2004).

Finally, this study highlights the need to acquire a congrsive view of youth
development before making conclusions about youth outtoMeuth do not develop as
a result of just one environmental influence; their getions and individual
characteristics need to also be considered in order tpuatidy capture their experiences

(Bronfenbrenner, 1979; Garbarino, 1982; Roosa et al., 2003)
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