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Abstract

The intersection of SES and race-ethnicity impact youth development at the family and
neighborhood levels. The confluence of neighborhood structural and social character-
istics intersects to impact parenting multiple ways. Within lower-income neighbor-
hoods, there is variability in economic and racial-ethnic demographics and social
characteristics and a multitude of different lived experiences. We use a person-centered
approach to understand how a plurality of neighborhood social characteristics shape
parents’ ethnic-racial socialization and monitoring strategies, normative parenting prac-
tices for diverse families. With 144 African American and Latino families in a new des-
tination context—areas lacking an enduring historical and economic presence of same-
ethnic populations—we examined whether we could replicate neighborhood profiles
found in other neighborhood contexts using four neighborhood social process indica-
tors (i.e, connectedness, cohesion and trust, informal social control, and problems),
identified family- and neighborhood-level predictors of profiles, and explored differ-
ences in ethnic-racial socialization and parental monitoring knowledge by profile.
We replicated three neighborhood profiles—integral (high on all positive social dynam-
ics and low problems), anomic (low on all positive social dynamics and high problems),
and high problems/positive relationships. Caregivers in these profiles differed in family
SES and neighborhood disadvantage such that those in anomic neighborhoods had the
lowest income-to-needs ratio whereas those in integral neighborhoods experienced
the highest neighborhood disadvantage and lowest proportion of Hispanic residents.
Egalitarianism, an ethnic-racial socialization message, and parental monitoring levels dif-
fered by neighborhood. Findings suggest African American and Latino families” unique
experiences in a new destination context, signaling a complex interplay between race-
ethnicity, SES, and place.

The intersection of socioeconomic status and race-ethnicity impact youth
development not only at the level of the family, but also at the level of
the neighborhood. The confluence of structural and social characteristics
of residential neighborhoods intersects to impact youth development in a
variety of ways. From an ecological perspective, larger systems affect youth
development through proximal contexts (Bronfenbrenner, 1979, 1986), and
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in this way, neighborhoods serve as socializing agents directly and indirectly
through parents. Within neighborhoods that are lower-income, there is var-
1ability in economic and racial-ethnic demographics and social characteris-
tics, and there are a multitude of different lived experiences based on parents’
interpretations of and interactions in their neighborhoods.

We use a person-centered approach in the current study to understand
how a plurality of neighborhood social characteristics shape parents’ ethnic-
racial socialization beliefs and monitoring strategies in low-income African
and Latino families. Ethnic-racial socialization and parental monitoring
serve to protect youth from contextual risks and help youth meet culturally
relevant developmental competencies. Consequently, parents may be par-
ticularly likely to adjust these culturally and contextually anchored beliefs
and strategies in response to their surrounding neighborhood environment.
For example, based on the neighborhood social milieu and racial-ethnic
composition, parents may deem it more important to impart particular mes-
sages about what it means to be a member of one’s racial-ethnic group
(Winkler, 2012) or engage in more restrictive monitoring behaviors (e.g.,
control, supervision) if there is less cohesion and support among neighbors.

1. Theoretical frameworks

Parental socialization goals, beliefs, and practices represent key family
processes shaped by the contexts in which families are embedded. Ecological
systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1986; Bronfenbrenner & Morris, 2006)
underscores overlapping, immediate developmental contexts (e.g., family,
neighborhoods) that along with more distal contexts (e.g., policies) influenced
directly, indirectly, and interactively the developing child and their families.
Additionally, the integrative model for the study of development in ethnic-
racial minority children brings attention to race-ethnicity and socioeconomic
status as stratifying and intersecting social positions that place families and chil-
dren within specific developmental niches (Garcia Coll et al., 1996) with pro-
motive and inhibiting environmental affordances or “meaningful social and
physical attributes” (White, Nair, & Bradly, 2018, p. 729). Within this per-
spective, environments such as neighborhoods can either be inhibiting or
promotive for child development, and parents adjust their socialization beliefs,
goals, and practices accordingly (Garcia Coll et al., 1996). Culturally-informed
parenting values, beliefs, and behaviors are thus adaptive responses to families’
unique circumstances within their interlocking social positions (Garcia
Coll & Pachter, 2002). For example, the degree to which African American
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or Latino families endorse the importance of certain practices or enact them,
may be dependent on their financial hardship or socioeconomic status. The
experience of a high SES African American family and a lower SES African
American family may be qualitatively different given the intersection of their
race-ethnicity and SES, such that their exposures to varying neighborhoods
(Matthews & Yang, 2013; Noah, 2015) produce multiple demands and
affordances (White et al., 2018). Guided by these frameworks, the current
chapter examines how the intersection of social position and neighborhood
context is associated with parental beliefs (i.e., ethnic-racial socialization)
and involvement strategies (i.e., monitoring) for African American and Latino
families. Below, we provide specific theoretical background for each construct
of interest—residential neighborhoods, ethnic-racial socialization, and paren-
tal monitoring.

1.1 Residential neighborhoods

Neighborhood structural characteristics (e.g., poverty rates, racial/ethnic
composition) and social processes (e.g., social cohesion, informal social
control) are associated with parenting practices and youth outcomes (Cuellar,
Jones, & Sterrett, 2015; Murry, Berkel, Gaylord-Harden, Copeland-Linder, &
Nation, 2011). Social disorganization theory (Shaw & McKay, 1942) posits
that neighborhood poverty and racial-ethnic heterogeneity hamper residents’
ability to unite around common goals, identify shared norms, and build
positive relationships. Structurally disorganized neighborhoods often exhibit
visible cues of disorder such as abandoned buildings and street harassment,
and residents’ awareness of these neighborhood problems are closely linked
with safety concerns (Wandersman & Nation, 1998).

Social disorganization can also negatively impact collective efficacy, or
the willingness of residents to intervene on behalf of the common good
(Sampson, Morenoft, & Gannon-Rowley, 2002). Collective efficacy encom-
passes social cohesion (i.e., attachment and mutual trust among neighbors) and
informal social control (i.e., the willingness of adult residents to act against threats
to the collective well-being; Sampson et al., 2002; Sampson, Raudenbush, &
Earls, 1997). These positive neighborhood social processes can exist even
within structurally disadvantaged neighborhoods, and residents can experience
their neighborhoods differently (Aber & Nieto, 2000). The interplay between
race-ethnicity, poverty, and the built and social environment uniquely impacts
individuals’ behaviors (Tung, Cagney, Peek, & Chin, 2017).
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1.2 Ethnic-racial socialization

Ethnic-racial socialization is a normative child-rearing goal for families of
color (Hughes et al., 2008; Umana-Taylor & Yazedjian, 2006). Socializing
youth about what it means to be a member of their racial-ethnic group
is deemed an important belief and practice given the racial-ethnic stratifica-
tion, segregation, and changing demographics of the United States (Garcia
Colletal., 1996). Although conceptualized in many different ways, theorists
have defined ethnic-racial socialization as the messages caregivers commu-
nicate (or believe to be important to communicate) to their children about
race-ethnicity and have identified four primary types—cultural socialization,
preparation for bias, promotion of mistrust, and egalitarianism/silence
(Hughes et al., 2006). Cultural socialization (or family ethnic socialization,
Umana-Taylor, Zeiders, & Updegraff, 2013) focuses on instilling racial-
ethnic pride and conveying information about a racial-ethnic group’s history
and traditions (Hughes et al., 2008). Preparation for bias messages highlights
the potential for unfair treatment while also offering ways to cope with
discrimination (Hughes et al., 2008). Promotion of mistrust focuses on
instilling mistrust or wariness of out-group members (Hughes et al., 2000).
This practice transmits messages that discourage cross-racial/cross-ethnic
friendships or romantic relationships. Egalitarianism or silence about race
emphasizes the equality of all racial-ethnic groups or does not discuss race-
ethnicity at all. By far, cultural socialization and preparation for bias are
the most frequently studied and most often conveyed ethnic-racial socializa-
tion messages (Hughes et al., 2008, 20006).

‘When examining the relative importance of ethnic-racial socialization in
comparison to general well-being, academic issues, and peer relationships
10% of African American parents and 2% of Latino parents listed it as most
important (i.e., rank 1). Sixty-eight percent of African American parents
listed ethnic-racial socialization as rank 2 or 3, compared to 42% of Latino
families who listed it as least important (i.e., rank 4; Hughes et al., 2008).
As the beliefs about the importance of ethnic-racial socialization messages
vary by racial-ethnic group, so does the practice or communication of
these messages differ by racial-ethnic group. Multi-ethnic samples show that
African American and Latino families engage in cultural socialization prac-
tice more than their Chinese and White counterparts (Hughes et al., 2008).
Research suggests this preparation for bias is used more often by African
American parents than Latino parents (Hughes et al., 2006), African
American and Latino both tend to employ preparation for bias more often
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than White and Chinese families (Hughes et al., 2008; Huynh & Fuligni,
2008). Also, some research suggests that recent immigrants are more likely
to utilize preparation for bias messages than their second- and third-
generation counterparts (Knight, Bernal, Garza, Cota, & Ocampo, 1993).
There is a dearth of literature that explores egalitarianism messages and their
association with youth outcomes. In a multi-ethnic sample, Hughes et al.
(2008) found that communicating egalitarianism messages was ‘“‘somewhat
important” and that Latino and African American caregivers did not differ
in their use of this type of message.

With regard to SES, research suggests that there may be differences
in ethnic-racial socialization messages due to the different ways in which
race-ethnicity may be experienced for racial-ethnic minorities based on
their SES (Hughes et al., 2006). For example, higher income African
American adults and more advantaged immigrants (including Latino immi-
grants) report more discrimination experiences (Portes, Parker, & Cobas,
1980; Williams, 1999) than their lower SES counterparts. Given these
experiences, higher SES parents may engage in more cultural socialization
(Hughes & Chen, 1997), preparation for bias (Caughy, O’Campo, Randolph,
& Nickerson, 2002) or promotion of mistrust messages. Other studies suggest
that there is no relation between SES due to small samples or restricted SES
range and ethnic-racial socialization messages or that there is a curvilinear
association (see Hughes etal., 2000). In a neighborhood context thatis predom-
inantly comprised of individuals of color (e.g., African American and Latino),
the majority group is a group of color, and the environment is predominantly
lower SES (i.e., high poverty) we may expect differences in beliefs about
and communication of ethnic-racial socialization messages between poorer
African Americans and poorer Latinos, such that the numerically dominant
group may report less importance of preparation for bias or cultural sociali-
zation messages because their in-group is more represented and the numerical
minority racial-ethnic group may endorse more promotion of mistrust
messages due to prevailing stereotypes of competition for scarce resources.

Ethnic-racial socialization is thought to confer benefits for developmen-
tal competencies (Neblett, Rivas-Drake, & Umana-Taylor, 2012) such as
psychosocial and academic well-being (Caughy & Owen, 2015; Hughes,
Witherspoon, West-Bey, & Rivas-Drake, 2009; Umana-Taylor et al., 2013).
Some research suggests that promotion of mistrust messages may lower
self~esteem and diminish general psychological well-being (Hughes &
Johnson, 2001; Phelps, Taylor, & Gerard, 2001). However, in a new destina-
tion context for immigrant groups—which lacks an enduring historical
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and economic presence of immigrant populations—or a neighborhood that is
racially/ethnically heterogenous, parents believe it is important to use this strat-
egy to protect their children from discrimination or other unfair treatment by
dissuading intercultural context. Newly-arrived Latino families may rely on ste-
reotypes about African Americans or view the ills of the neighborhood and
attribute them to the primary residents (i.e., African Americans).

1.3 Parental monitoring

Parental monitoring has most often been conceptualized as knowledge
of where youth are, what they do in their free time, and which peers
they associate with (Stattin & Kerr, 2000). As youth negotiate greater
autonomy in adolescence, parental monitoring becomes a prominent and
developmentally appropriate strategy to protect youth from potentially
harmful influences and deviant behavior (Bamaca-Colbert, Umarna-
Taylor, Espinosa-Hernandez, & Brown, 2012; Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Paren-
tal monitoring is a central mechanism in theoretical models of adolescent
development, particularly models of deviant and antisocial behavior
(Stattin & Kerr, 2000). Indeed research has clearly shown that low parental
monitoring is associated with greater risk for substance use, delinquency,
risky sexual behaviors, and association with deviant peers among diverse
populations of youth (Gartstein, Seamon, & Dishion, 2014; Lac & Crano,
2009; Li, Feigelman, & Stanton, 2000; Nagoshi, Marsiglia, Parsai, &
Castro, 2011; Rai et al., 2003; Udell, Hotton, Emerson, & Donenberg,
2017; Yabiku et al., 2010). Beyond deviant behavior, parental monitoring
is also associated with other aspects of development, including higher grade
point average, greater prosocial competence, and lower depressive symp-
toms (Criss et al., 2015; Jacobson & Crockett, 2000; Rankin & Quane,
2002). The ways in which caregivers monitor their youth may be dependent
upon the broader environment. This may be particularly true for African
American and Latino families who reside in the same neighborhoods, which
are undergoing racial-ethnic transformation.

2. New destinations: Latino and African American
families

Historically, immigrants have settled primarily in ethnic enclaves—
neighborhoods with a high proportion of one ethnic group, typically found
in immigrant gateway cities (i.e., areas where immigrant groups tend to first
settle; e.g., Miami; Logan, Zhang, & Alba, 2002). More recently, due to
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migration-related demographic shifts in the United States, an influx of
immigrant families are settling in new destination settlement areas. These
new destination areas include urban, suburban, and rural areas that are char-
acterized by a lack of historical presence of same-ethnic populations
(Hirschman & Massey, 2008; Parrado & Kandel, 2008). Latinos who migrate
to new destination areas are likely to live in areas with more non-Hispanic
Whites and fewer immigrants (Frank & Akresh, 2016) or in integrated
Latino-Black neighborhoods (Hall & Stringfield, 2014). Although research
on new destination areas is growing, there is less research on areas where the
racial-ethnic majority is a national minority, such as primarily African Amer-
ican neighborhoods (Brown & Brooks, 2006).

In neighborhoods characterized by Latino and non-Hispanic Black inte-
gration, Latino residents often report sensing social distance between the
two groups due to racial attitudes that preclude social cohesion (Brown &
Brooks, 2006; Charles, 2006; Marrow, 2008). Latino residents in such
neighborhoods may be less trusting of their Black neighbors and reinforce
social distances by relying on negative stereotypes (Marrow, 2008). Simi-
larly, Black residents report concerns about the potential economic impacts
of Latino immigration and may view Latino residents as economic compet-
itors (McClain et al., 2007). Given strained relations between Black and
Latino residents of the same new destination area, the protective neighbor-
hood social processes such as a high level of social ties may be sparse new
destination areas compared to areas with more racial-ethnic homogeneity
(Almeida, Kawachi, Molnar, & Subramanian, 2009; Brown & Brooks,
2006). Exposure to risks such as discrimination may also be heightened in
new destination areas (Bécares, 2014; Oropesa & Jensen, 2010).

Given these residential neighborhood characteristics, parents may
engage in more monitoring of their youth and less reliance on neighbor-
hood collective socialization in new destination areas. However, we are
aware of no studies that have explored how specific neighborhood char-
acteristics are associated with ethnic-racial socialization beliefs and parental
monitoring strategies in new destination areas. In fact, very little research
has been conducted on parenting in African American/Latino new desti-
nation neighborhoods. More research is therefore needed on the interplay
between race, SES, neighborhood context, and their joint impact on
ethnic-racial socialization and parental monitoring. Below, we review
the extant literature that links neighborhood characteristics with each of
these parenting processes.
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3. Neighborhoods and ethnic-racial socialization

The culture-related parenting strategies (i.e., ethnic-racial socializa-
tion) that African American and Latino families use in new destination areas
may follow similar patterns as in other residential neighborhood contexts.
Although the extant literature linking neighborhood structural characteris-
tics and/or social dynamics with ethnic-racial socialization is limited, some
trends are emerging. Winkler (2012), in a qualitative study with African
American families in a predominantly African American city, found evi-
dence for neighborhood as an important contributor to comprehensive
racial learning (i.e., similar to ethnic-racial socialization). Given the racial
homogeneity of the environment, Winkler found that mothers engaged
in fewer direct cultural socialization messages, because they perceived it
as less necessary; the environment itself instilled racial-ethnic pride and
shared the history of African American people (2012). Further, in this seg-
regated environment, the families and youth experienced a ‘“racial safe
space” and a “false shield” (Winkler, 2012, p. 77). In such a segregated con-
text, ample exposure to adaptive culture promotes youth development.
However, limited exposure to the reality of the broader world may possibly
inhibit development in the long-run by depriving youth of opportunities to
develop coping skills for dealing with discrimination.

Quantitative work with African American and Latino families is also
limited, with more research on this topic focused on African American
families. In general, for African American families, neighborhood racial-
ethnic diversity is related to more cultural socialization (Stevenson, McNeil,
Herrero-Taylor, & Davis, 2005) and more preparation for bias messages
(Stevenson et al., 2005), whereas greater segregation or more racial-ethnic
homogeneity is associated with more promotion of mistrust (Caughy, Nettles,
O’Campo, & Lohrfink, 2006). For Latino families, it appears that neighbor-
hood racial-ethnic homogeneity or concentration is associated with fewer
cultural socialization messages (White, Knight, Jensen, & Gonzales, 2017), a
finding consistent with qualitative work with African American families
(Winkler, 2012).

When examining social dynamics of the neighborhoods, the findings
for African American families are more mixed. With younger children,
Caughy et al. (2006) showed that neighborhood problems were associated
with more preparation for bias messages, whereas among older adolescents,
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greater neighborhood problems were linked to fewer cultural socialization
messages (Bennett, 2006). Also, Caughy et al. (2006) found that in a more
positive neighborhood climate, both cultural socialization and preparation
for bias messages increased. We are aware of no studies that explore these
associations in Latino families.

4. Neighborhoods and parental monitoring

The monitoring strategies that parents use and the extent to which
parents monitor their adolescents’ activities and whereabouts are shaped by
characteristics of the social environment (Ceballo, Kennedy, Bregman, &
Epstein-Ngo, 2012; Rankin & Quane, 2002). The presence of neighborhood
social processes such as social cohesion and informal social control can help
facilitate adaptive parenting norms and promote parental involvement
(Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, Leventhal, & Aber, 1997; Garbarino, 1997; Garbarino,
Bradshaw, & Kostelny, 2005; Sampson, 1997). Parents in neighborhoods
with high levels of social cohesion and informal social control may therefore
engage in higher levels of parental monitoring. Research has shown that high
levels of collective efficacy (i.e., social cohesion and informal social control)
are positively associated with parental monitoring strategies in African American
and Latino families (Chung & Steinberg, 2006; Rankin & Quane, 2002).

Regarding the role of neighborhood problems in parental monitoring,
existing research shows mixed results. Some studies have shown that parents’
perceptions of neighborhood problems and safety concerns are associated
with higher levels of parental monitoring, suggesting that parents adapt their
strategies by engaging in more monitoring in response to neighborhood risks
(Jones, Forehand, O’Connell, Armistead, & Brody, 2005; O’Neil, Parke, &
McDowell, 2001). On the other hand, some studies have shown that higher
levels of neighborhood problems are associated with less parental monitor-
ing and knowledge of youth’s whereabouts in African American and Latino
samples (Chung & Steinberg, 2006; Tolan, Gorman-Smith, & Henry,
2003), suggesting that neighborhood problems may compromise or impede
parents’ monitoring behaviors and knowledge. Finally, some studies have
shown no association between neighborhood problems or risks and
parental monitoring (Jones, Forehand, Brody, & Armistead, 2003; Law &
Barber, 2006). These mixed findings on neighborhood problems and
parental monitoring may indicate that neighborhood problems are only
associated with parental monitoring under certain conditions (i.e., the pres-
ence of a moderating variable). However, few studies have examined
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how neighborhood problems may interact with other neighborhood social
processes to impact parental monitoring strategies.

Theoretically, various neighborhood characteristics operate simulta-
neously to promote or inhibit parental monitoring strategies. A limited
number of empirical studies have examined parental monitoring as a func-
tion of neighborhood characteristics in concert. Jones et al. (2005) found
that African American parents’ perceptions of neighborhood social support
were not directly associated with parental monitoring, but the effect of
neighborhood social support was dependent on neighborhood problems.
Specifically, neighborhood social support was positively associated with
parental monitoring only under conditions of high neighborhood problems.
Empirical studies examining other parenting strategies have similarly dem-
onstrated that the interaction between neighborhood risks and protective
social processes matter for parenting outcomes (May, Azar, & Matthews,
2018). However, few studies have considered how multiple characteristics
of neighborhoods may matter simultaneously (i.e., using moderation ana-
lyses or profile analyses) for parental monitoring strategies or how these asso-
ciations may differ by racial-ethnic group membership and SES.

5. Added value of person-center approach
for understanding neighborhoods

In variable-centered approaches to studying neighborhoods, each
neighborhood characteristic is examined in isolation. A disadvantage of this
approach is that it does not allow for the examination of the roles of multiple
neighborhood characteristics, even though neighborhood characteristics
are not experienced in isolation (Aber & Nieto, 2000). An alternative to
variable-centered analysis is a person-centered approach, which is able to
accommodate interactions that cannot easily be represented in variable-
centered models (Bauer & Shanahan, 2007; Bergman, 2001). Person-centered
approaches offer an alternative to understanding the influences of multiple
positive and negative neighborhood characteristics. They allow for the
identification of subgroups of individuals based on their lived experiences
in their neighborhood, thereby providing a more holistic picture of neighbor-
hood risks and strengths and an opportunity to understand the differing
pathways underlying different combinations. Researchers have used person-
centered approaches to model the complexity of multiple neighborhood
characteristics and their differential effects on adolescent development. For
example, in some of the first work to explore neighborhood typologies,
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Warren (1978) found six empirically-distinct forms of neighborhoods based
on positive social characteristics. Research has also shown that neighborhood
risks and strengths can combine to create different neighborhood typologies.
Using cluster analysis, Seidman et al. (1998) identified six distinct types of
neighborhoods based on adolescents’ perceptions of neighborhood-based risk
(e.g., poverty-related hassles) and strengths (e.g., cohesion). Using more
recent types of person-centered analysis, Rivas-Drake and Witherspoon
(2013) explored perceived neighborhood risks and positive social dynamics
and found six types of neighborhoods, replicating three of the neighborhoods
found originally in Warren (1978). Although studies have used person-
centered analyses to model neighborhoods based on individuals’ perceptions
of risks and strengths, no previous study has used person-centered analyses to
identify subgroups of neighborhoods among African American and Latino
parents residing in a new destination context. Furthermore, no studies to
our knowledge have explored how these profiles relate to parents’ ethnic-
racial socialization beliefs and monitoring practices.

6. Covariates

Parental monitoring strategies may vary by youth characteristics
(e.g., gender, age) and family characteristics (e.g., socioeconomic status,
household structure). Research suggests that girls experience higher levels
of monitoring compared with boys. Among African American youth,
girls report that their parents have more knowledge of their activities and
whereabouts than boys (Li et al., 2000; Rai et al., 2003). Similarly, in Latino
families, parents may use more active measures to monitor girls compared
to boys (Blocklin, Crouter, Updegraff, & McHale, 2011; Cota-Robles &
Gamble, 2006). These gender differences in parental monitoring may be
explained by endorsement of traditional gender roles at home, along with
the notion that girls need more protection than boys (Halgunseth, Ispa, &
Rudy, 2006; Umana-Taylor & Updegraff, 2007). Parental monitoring
may also difter for younger versus older adolescents. Parents may adjust their
strategies as youth develop, and youth may disclose less information to their
parents as they desire greater autonomy. Some studies have shown that
youth’s reports of parental monitoring is not correlated with age (Cottrell
et al., 2003), while others have shown that older adolescents report their
parents have less knowledge compared with their younger counterparts
(Rai et al., 2003). Family characteristics may also be associated with parents’
level of monitoring. For instance, girls who live in two-parent households



Parenting within residential neighborhoods 247

reported higher levels of parental monitoring on average compared with
girls with another family structure (Jacobson & Crockett, 2000).

Over and above parents’ perceptions of neighborhood characteristics,
neighborhood structural characteristics such as neighborhood disadvantage
and racial-ethnic composition may also shape parental monitoring strategies.
Empirically, results are mixed regarding the eftects of neighborhood disad-
vantage on parental monitoring, with some studies showing a positive asso-
ciation (Chuang, Ennett, Bauman, & Foshee, 2005) and others showing a
negative association of neighborhood disadvantage and parental monitoring
(Liu, Lau, Chen, Dinh, & Kim, 2009). Neighborhood structural character-
istics may also be associated with parents’ perceptions of neighborhood social
processes. Consistent with social disorganization theory, neighborhood
disadvantage is associated with lower levels of social cohesion and more per-
ceived problems among parents (Kohen, Leventhal, Dahinten, & Mclntosh,
2008; May et al., 2018). Additionally, under certain circumstances, neigh-
borhood racial-ethnic diversity may be associated with lower levels of
cohesion and trust and less informal social control (Collins, Neal, & Neal,
2017; Stolle, Soroka, & Johnston, 2008).

7. The current study

The neighborhood context shapes parenting beliefs and practices,
and racial-ethnic minority families may adapt their parenting beliefs and
behaviors based on the characteristics of their residential neighborhood.
However, limited research examines both neighborhood structural charac-
teristics as espoused by social disorganization theory (Shaw & McKay, 1942)
and subjective social processes (Jencks & Mayer, 1990; Sampson etal., 1997;
Wandersman & Nation, 1998) and their relation to parenting outcomes
beyond relationship quality (Cuellar et al., 2015). In addition, given the
demographic shifts occurring in the United States, it is imperative that more
empirical investigations explore the links between different types of neigh-
borhoods and parenting outcomes, particularly for Latino immigrant fami-
lies who are settling in non-traditional gateway cities (e.g., new destinations)
where the majority is another racial-ethnic group of color (i.e., African
American). Given these various types of neighborhoods, person-centered
approaches that examine the constellation of multiple neighborhood
characteristics to approximate the lived experience of its residents are
warranted. Therefore, the current study asks three research questions:
(1) Can we identify different neighborhood profiles characterized by
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multiple neighborhood social dynamics (i.e., connectedness, cohesion and
trust, informal social control, and problems) among low-income African
American and Latino caregivers living in a small, urban city that is a new
destination area; (2) What individual and neighborhood structural character-
istics predict these profiles; and (3) Do important parenting beliefs (i.e.,
ethnic-racial socialization) and behaviors (i.e., parental monitoring knowl-
edge) differ by caregivers’ neighborhood profiles? Based on extant literature
(Warren, 1978, Rivas-Drake & Witherspoon, 2013) and theory (Aber &
Nieto, 1990), we hypothesized at least two orthogonal neighborhood
profiles: one characterized by relatively high levels of each of the positive
neighborhood processes and low levels of neighborhood problems, and
one characterized by relatively low levels of each of the positive neighbor-
hood processes but high levels of neighborhood problems and other profiles
that include an array of both positive and negative neighborhood social
processes. Also, we expected that neighborhood profiles would vary by
race-ethnicity, family SES as well as neighborhood SES and racial-ethnic
composition, such that African American families and families with higher
SES would live in the more “optimal” neighborhood profiles whereas
less optimal neighborhood profiles would be characterized by higher neigh-
borhood disadvantage (i.e., greater neighborhood poverty) and more racial-
ethnic heterogeneity (or greater numerical representation of Latino residents).
Finally, we hypothesized that we would find different patterns of ethnic-racial
socialization and parental monitoring knowledge by the identified neighbor-
hood profiles such that in more optimally organized neighborhoods we
may see less parental monitoring and varying endorsement of the different
ethnic-racial socialization messages types.

8. Methods
8.1 Data and sample

Data for this study came from the Families, Adolescents, and Neighborhoods
in Context (FAN-C) Study. FAN-C is a mixed-methods (focus group and
questionnaire), multi-informant (parents and adolescents) study designed to
examine neighborhood and cultural experiences of minority families in the
northeastern United States. This project consisted of two phases. Phase I was
sampled from five target neighborhoods within the Northeastern city; Phase
II was sampled from Latino and/or Hispanic families from across the entire
city. For the purposes of the present study, only self-identified African
American (N=67; 46.5%) and Latino/Hispanic (N=77; 53.5%) parents
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across both phases are included (total N=144). Of these parents, 74.8% are
biological mothers, 7.4% are biological fathers, and the remainder are step-
parents, grandparents, or other relatives. Parents were, on average, 40.62 years
old (SD=9.16). Additionally, 32.6% of parents were married or cohabitating
with a partner. With respect to socioeconomic status, 16.3% of families did
not complete high school; 29.2% obtained at least some college (e.g., voca-
tional training; associates degree; partial completion of bachelor’s degree);
and 11.1% completed a bachelor’s degree or higher. Additionally, the average
annual income for participating families was $21,607 (SD=3$20,948;
range = $5000-$105,000); the income-to-needs ratio for the sample was
0.98 (SD =1.03; range = 0.08-5.15). Only 16.8% of the sample owned their
place of residence. Participating youth were 58.2% female, ranged in age from
11 to 17 years old (M=13.5, SD=1.90), and on average were in the 8th
grade (M=7.95; SD=1.90). Based on parents’ report, youth were Black/
African American (46.80%), Latino/Hispanic (50.40%), and Multiethnic/
Other Race (2.8%). In total, 22 residential census tracts were represented
in the present sample.

Participating families attended focus group sessions. After parents pro-
vided informed consent and permission for their youth to participate, and
youth provided assent, parents and youth were administered the baseline
questionnaire in separate locations. Then, focus groups were conducted
to probe details of participants’ experiences living in their neighborhoods.
Data for the present study are taken from the baseline questionnaires.

9. Measures
9.1 Demographics

Parents reported demographic information for themselves and their partic-
ipating child. Parents’ reported their relationship to participating youth, date
of birth, race-ethnicity, marital status, education level, annual family level
for the previous year, and home ownership status. They also reported par-
ticipating youth’s gender, date of birth, race-ethnicity, and grade. Parental
and youth age was calculated in years from date of birth and the income-to-
needs ratio (INR) was calculated by dividing reported annual income by
the appropriate poverty threshold based on average household size. Gender
(% female), parental race-ethnicity (% Latino) and marital status which
consists of three categories—Single (%), Married (%), and Separated,
Divorced or Widowed (%), family socioeconomic status including INR
and parental education level which consists of three categories—High



250 Dawn P. Witherspoon et al.

School Degree or Less (%), Vocational Training, Some College or Associates
Degree (%) and Bachelor’s Degree or Higher, (%) and neighborhood disad-
vantage, diversity, and racial composition which consists of two categories
percent Black households and percent Hispanic households were included as
measures of demographic characteristics.

9.2 Neighborhood structure

Participants’ home addresses were geocoded to determine the census tracts
in which participants lived (N=22) and the corresponding neighborhood
demographic data from the 2010 U.S. Census was used.

9.3 Neighborhood disadvantage

The neighborhood disadvantage score was informed by work by Shaw and
McKay (1942) and included census tract-level indicators of social disadvan-
tage and degradation within the neighborhood. Five individual variables
were used in the calculation of the neighborhood disadvantage score: Per-
cent of female-headed families in the neighborhood (i.e., census tract); per-
cent of unemployed residents over 16 who are in the work force, percent of
residents over the age of 25 without a high school degree, percent of resi-
dents with incomes below poverty level, and residential turnover in the past
year. These scores were aggregated and standardized, such that higher scores

represent more disadvantage and lower scores represent less disadvantage
(range =—2.02 to 1.00).

9.4 Percent Black/percent Hispanic

Neighborhood racial-ethnic composition was measured by calculating the
percentage of residents within each census tract who were Black and the per-
centage of residents who were Hispanic. A higher value indicates that there
was a greater proportion of households of that racial-ethnic group residing
within a given census tract.

9.5 Neighborhood social characteristics/profile variables

Four subjective indicators of neighborhood quality were used to construct
neighborhood profiles. Two indicators of collective efficacy (i.e., cohesion
and trust and informal social control) were used as well as an indicator of
participants’ perceptions of their sense of connectedness to the neighbor-

hood and of neighborhood problems.
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9.6 Cohesion and trust

The neighborhood cohesion and trust scale was adapted from the Collective
Efficacy Scale (Sampson et al., 1997) and assesses perceived neighborliness
and feelings of mutual trust within neighborhoods. Three items from this
scale (e.g., “People in your neighborhood are close”) were used. Participants
indicated on a 4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 4
(agree a lot) the level of social support present in the neighborhood. The
scale displayed good reliability (a=0.85).

9.7 Informal social control

The neighborhood informal social control scale was adapted from the
Collective Efficacy Scale (Sampson et al., 1997) and assesses the degree to
which neighborhood adults are willing to intervene when they observe
non-relative youth engaging in deviant behavior. Five items from this
scale (e.g., saw neighborhood kids skipping school and hanging out on
the street corner) were used. Participants indicated on a 4-point Likert scale
ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 4 (agree a lot) the level of social sup-
port present in the neighborhood. The scale displayed excellent reliability
(=0.91).

9.8 Connectedness

The neighborhood connectedness scale was adapted from Perez-Smith,
Albus, and Weist (2001) and Seidman et al. (1995) and assesses the degree
to which individuals feel a sense of belonging and connection to their neigh-
borhood and neighbors. Six items from this scale (e.g., “The neighborhood
[ live in is a big part of who I am”) were used. Participants indicated on a
4-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 4 (strongly agree)
their level of connection to their neighborhood. The scale displayed good
reliability (a0=0.84).

9.9 Neighborhood problems

The Neighborhood Problems Index (Perkins & Taylor, 1996), a 16-item
scale, was used to assess caregivers’ perceptions social and physical disorder
(e.g., vandalism, drug dealing) in the neighborhood. Responses ranged from
1 (not a problem) to 3 (a big problem). The scale displayed excellent reli-
ability (x=0.95).
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10. Parenting beliefs and behaviors
10.1 Ethnic-racial socialization

Parents reported on the messages about race and ethnicity using Hughes
and Chen’s (1997) racial socialization scale. Participants indicated how
important they felt it was for caregivers to engage in specific behaviors or
share specific messages on four individual subscales; responses were on a
4-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all important) to 4 (very important).
All subscales displayed acceptable reliability. Cultural socialization, a four-
item subscale (e.g., “teach children about the history and traditions”) was
used to measure parents’ perception of the importance of engaging in
cultural socialization (x=0.72) Preparation for bias, a four-item subscale
(e.g., “teach children about racial problems in society”) was used to measure
parents’ perception of the importance of preparing their youth for race-
ethnicity-related bias (a=0.78). Egalitarianism, a four-item subscale (e.g.,
“encourage children to have friends of all races and ethnicities”) was used
to measure parents’ perception of the importance of emphasizing equality
between groups (= 0.78). Promotion of mistrust, a two-item subscale (e.g.,
“teach children not to trust people who are not [ethnic group|”), was used
to measure parents’ perception of the importance of warning youth to avoid
other ethnic groups (Spearman-Brown =0.71).

10.2 Monitoring (knowledge)

Parents’ self-reported knowledge/awareness of their youth’s whereabouts
and behaviors when they are not together was assessed using a 12-item scale
adapted from Stattin and Kerr (2000). Seven items from this scale (e.g.,
“How often do you make your child tell you his/her plans when [child’s
name] goes out at night?”’) were used. Participants indicated on a 5-point
Likert scale ranging from 1 (never) to 5 (always) the degree to which they
monitored their youth; there was also a response option where parents could
indicate the item was not applicable to their relationship with their child.
The scale displayed good reliability (x=0.89).

11. Analytic strategy

Data analysis was completed in three steps. The first step involved
identifying and describing latent profiles of neighborhood social character-
istics in African American and Latino parents using latent profile analysis
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(LPA; Lazarsfeld & Henry, 1968). LPA is a type of finite mixture model
that posits that there is an underlying unobserved categorical variable that
divides a population into mutually exclusive and exhaustive latent profiles.
Profile membership of individuals is unknown but is inferred from a set
of measured items. In a standard LPA, two sets of parameters are estimated.
The first set is the latent profile membership probabilities, which describe
the distribution of the profiles in the population. The second set is the
item-response means (and variances), which describe the profile-specific
item means (and variances). Profiles are interpreted and named based on
the patterns of item means.

To identify neighborhood profiles, a latent profile analysis (LPA) using
maximum likelihood was conducted. Models with one to six profiles were
estimated. We estimated a maximum of six profiles based on previous
research which found that the optimal solution contained six profiles and
due to sample size we could not explore more profile solutions that would
include adequate proportions of each profile type. Model selection was guided
by the Akaike information criterion (AIC; Akaike, 1974), Bayesian informa-
tion criterion (BIC; Schwarz, 1978), sample size adjusted BIC (a-BIC; Sclove,
1987), entropy (Celeux & Soromenho, 1996) the Lo-Mendell-Ruben Test
(LMRT; Lo, Mendell, & Rubin, 2001) and the Bootstrap Likelihood Ratio
Difference Test (BLRT; Nylund, Asparouhov, & Muthén, 2007) as well as
model stability, interpretability, and parsimony. The AIC, BIC and a-BIC
provide information on how well each model fit the data with lower values
indicating better model fit. Entropy is used to measure accuracy of classifica-
tion, with higher values of entropy indicating better classification. The LMRT
and BLRT compare each model with the neighboring model with one less
class to identify whether there is a significant improvement in model fit
(Berlin, Williams, & Parra, 2014). The BLRT uses bootstrapped samples to
test k classes against k-1 classes. Significant values suggest that increase in
model fit from previous iterations is not due to chance (Henson, Reise, &
Kim, 2007). Theoretical and clinical interpretation was emphasized for the
first step of identifying and describing latent profiles of neighborhood con-
nectedness, problems, cohesion, and informal social control. Model identifi-
cation for all models was checked using 1000 initial stage starts and 100 final
stage starts. LPA model estimation was conducted using Mplus version 7.4
(Muthén & Muthén, 1998-2015).

The second step examined youth, family and neighborhood predictors
of profile membership using an approach proposed by Bolck, Croon,
and Hagenaars (2004), colloquially known as the “BCH approach”



254 Dawn P. Witherspoon et al.

(Bakk & Vermunt, 2016). The BCH approach assigns participants to clas-
ses based on their modal posterior probabilities and then adjusts for clas-
sification error in these assignments when estimating the class-specific
distributions. This model estimation method was used to evaluate differ-
ences in the profile-specific means or distributions of youth age and gen-
der, parental race-ethnicity and marital status, family socioeconomic
status including INR and parental education level and neighborhood dis-
advantage and racial-ethnic composition. Differences in youth, family,
and neighborhood predictors are expressed as pairwise differences
between classes. This approach is recommended currently for predictor
analyses (Asparouhov & Muthén, 2014). Pairwise comparisons were con-
ducted using the BCH option in Mplus version 7.4 (Muthén & Muthén,
1998-2015).

The third step examined whether profile membership was related to the
parenting ethnic-racial socialization beliefs (e.g., cultural socialization, prep
for bias, egalitarianism, and promotion of mistrust) and monitoring control-
ling for youth age, parent race-ethnicity, and neighborhood racial compo-
sition. The effect of profile membership on parenting practices was
examined using the manual-BCH approach in Mplus 7.4 (Asparouhov &
Muthén, 2014). First, the BCH weights, which reflect the measurement
error in the latent profile variable, were saved from BCH analysis exploring
predictors of profile memberships. Next, the covariates of youth age, parent
race-ethnicity, and neighborhood racial-ethnic composition, which were
all mean-centered, were included in the model and held constant across
profiles. Lastly, pairwise Wald tests of equality were conducted to deter-
mine if profiles differed in terms ethnic-racial socialization (e.g., cultural
socialization, prep for bias, egalitarianism, and promotion of mistrust),
and monitoring.

12. Results
12.1 Preliminary analyses

Tables 1 and 2 contain means and standard deviations for demographic
characteristics and study variables. There was minimal data missing (<6.3%)
on all variables besides parent age (15.3% missing) and family income
indicators (22.2—25.0% missing, depending on indicator). Table 3 contains
correlations among demographics, neighborhood profile indicators, and
parenting outcomes. All neighborhood profile indicators were significantly
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Table 1 Parent, youth and neighborhood demographic characteristics.
Variable Frequency (valid %) or Mean (SD) Missing (%)

Parent demographic characteristics

Relationship to child 6.30%
Biological mother 74.80%
Adoptive step/foster mother 2.90%
Biological father 7.40%
Step or foster father 5.90%
Grandparent 3.00%
Other relative 5.90%
Age 40.62 (9.16) 15.30%
Race-ethnicity 0.00%
Black/African-American 46.50%
Latino/Hispanic 53.50%
Marital status 2.10%
Single 41.80%
Married or cohabitating 32.60%
Divorced 12.10%
Separated 12.10%
Widowed 1.40%
Parental education level 6.30%
Less than high school 16.30%
High school 40.70%
Vocation school or some college 23.70%
Associates degree 7.40%
Bachelor’s degree or higher 11.80%
Family income
Annual income 21,607 (20,948) 22.20%
Income-to-needs ratio 0.98 (1.03) 25.00%

Continued
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Table 1 Parent, youth and neighborhood demographic characteristics.—cont'd

Variable Frequency (valid %) or Mean (SD) Missing (%)
Home ownership 4.90%
Rented apartment 35.00%
Rented house 48.20%
Owned house or apartment 16.80%

Youth demographic characteristics

Gender 2.10%
Male 41.80%
Female 58.20%
Age 13.50 (1.90) 0.00%
Grade 7.95 (2.14) 3.90%

Elementary school (4th—5th grade) 12.00%
Middle school (6th—8th grade) 50.40%
High school (9th—12th grade) 37.60%

Race-ethnicity 2.10%
Black/African-American 46.80%
Latino/Hispanic 50.40%
Other 2.80%

Neighborhood structural characteristics

Neighborhood disadvantage 0.00 (0.77) 0.00%
Neighborhood racial-ethnic 0.00%
composition

Percent black households 54.34 (19.03)

Percent hispanic households 18.27 (9.96)

intercorrelated except informal social control was not correlated with the
other three neighborhood variables. Racial-ethnic group differences in
demographic characteristics and study variables between African American
and Latino parents were examined using f-tests. There were significant
differences in INR, education level, marital status and neighborhood
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Table 2 Descriptive statistics of neighborhood indicators and
parenting outcomes.
Variable Mean (SD) Missing (%)

Profile indicators

Cohesion and trust 2.45 (0.83) 0.00%
Connectedness 2.52 (0.80) 0.00%
Neighborhood problems 1.92 (0.61) 0.00%
Information social control 2.47 (1.00) 0.00%
Parenting
Ethnic racial socialization
Cultural socialization 3.58 (0.57) 1.40%
Preparation for Bias 3.54 (0.61) 1.40%
Egalitarianism 3.55 (0.63) 1.40%
Promotion of mistrust 2.62 (1.05) 1.40%
Monitoring 4.50 (0.67) 3.50%

racial-ethnic composition (Table 4). African American parents had higher
INRS (Magican American = 1-20 (1.10), M} 4610 = 0.75 (0.92)) and higher educa-
tion levels, were significantly more likely to be single (Magican American = 0-59
(0.50), Mt .4n0o=0.27 (0.45)) and less likely to be separated, divorced or
widowed (Magican American = 0-16 (0.37), M 400 = 0.34 (0.48)), and lived in
neighborhoods with a greater percentage of Black households (Magican
American = 0.58 (0.17), M} 4tino=0.51 (0.20)). African American and Latino
parents also significantly differed in neighborhood collective efficacy and
ethnic-racial socialization beliefs (Table 4). African American parents reported
higher levels of cohesion and trust (Magican American=2-66 (0.67),
M 4600 =2.26 (0.91)) and lower amounts of informal social control in their
neighborhoods (Magican American = 2-28 (1.02), M 4tino =2.66 (0.97)) and
reported that it was less important to deliver promotion of mistrust messages
than Latino parents (Magican American =2-14 (0.94), M 4400 =3.03 (0.97)).

13. Neighborhood profile analyses

Models with one through six latent profiles were estimated and com-
pared in order to select a model of neighborhood social dynamics. The final



Table 3 Correlations among demographic characteristics and study variables.
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

1. Youth age -

2. Youth gender (1 = Female) 0.10 -

3. Parent race-ethnicity

(1 = Latino) -0.12  —0.06 -
4. INR 0.15 0.22% —0.22% -
5 g"e‘;:;z(i“l‘izio“’ highschool 15 45 0.19%  —030% — -
6. Parent educ.ation—bachelor’s 0.19% 013 003 0.23* B B
degree or higher)
7. Marital status, single 0.10 —0.24%F —0.32%* —0.11  0.04 —0.20%* - -
8. Marital status, married 0.06 0.16 0.15 0.11 —0.10 0.20* - -
9. Neighborhood disadvantage 0.02 —0.13 —0.11 —0.18  0.26%*F —0.24%% 0.29%* —(0.31%F —
10. Percent Black —0.02 —0.12 —0.17*  0.00 —0.01 —0.23% 0.19% —0.20% 0.49%% —
11. Percent Hispanic 0.00 —0.14  0.04 —0.18  0.32%F —0.13  0.13  —0.21% 0.77%F 0.01 -
12. Cohesion and trust 0.05 —0.06  —0.24** 0.16 0.03  0.02 0.07 —=0.01 —-0.05 -0.10 —0.01 —
13. Connectedness 0.15 0.02 —0.08  0.26%*  —0.02 0.11 0.05  0.09 —0.21% —0.13  —0.15 0.63** —
14. Neighborhood problems 0.00 —0.03  0.10 —0.30%* 0.03 —0.13 0.01 —0.11 0.35%*  0.19% 0.25%F —0.29%% —(0.47%F —
15. Informal social control 0.00 —0.04  0.17* —0.01 —0.02 0.06 —0.07 —0.06 —-0.06 —0.04 —0.04 0.06 0.08 0.16 -
16. Cultural socialization —0.19% 0.14 0.02 0.02 0.00  0.11 —0.07 —0.02 —0.09 —0.23%F 0.06  0.24%*  0.10 0.02  0.14 —
17. Preparation for bias 0.00 0.14 -0.13  0.17 —0.10 0.13 —0.03 —0.13 —0.12 —0.16  —0.01 0.30** 0.15 —0.06 0.14 0.71%*% —
18. Egalitarianism —0.20%  0.09 —0.12  0.08 0.03  0.01 0.03 —0.05 —0.01 —0.10 0.09 0.27** 0.08 —0.02 0.03 0.80** 0.66™* —
19. Promotion of mistrust —0.15 0.05 0.42%F  —0.20% 0.20% 0.04 —0.09 0.03 —0.13  —0.26%* 0.06 0.01 0.00 0.02  0.14 0.38%* 0.25%* 0.20% -
20. Monitoring —0.26%* —0.01  0.06 —0.03  0.08 —0.08 0.02 0.04 —0.04 —0.01 005 0.04 0.06 —0.03 0.03 0.36** 0.38%* 0.35%* (.12 —

P < 0.01, *P < 0.050.
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Table 4 Racial-ethnic group differences.

African American Latino

Variable N Mean SD N Mean SD t p
Demographics
Youth age 63 1373 1.88 67 1327 197 1.36 0.18
Youth gender 65 0.62 0.49 76 0.55 0.50 0.75 0.46
(% Female)
INR 54 1.20 1.10 54 0.75 0.92 231 0.02
Parental education 62— — 73 - — - -
level

High school 0.47 0.50 0.66 0.48 —224 0.03
degree or less (%)

Some college or 0.40 0.49 0.23 0.43 2.13 0.04
associates degree (%)

Bachelor’s degree 0.13 0.34 0.11 0.31 0.34 0.73
or higher (%)
Marital status 64 77

Single 0.59 0.50 0.27 0.45 4.00 <0.01

Married or 0.25 0.44 0.39 049 —-1.79 0.08
cohabitating

Separated, 0.16 0.37 0.34 0.48 =256 0.01
divorced or
widowed
Neighborhood 67 0.09 071 77 —0.08 0.82 1.34 0.18
disadvantage
Neighborhood 67 77
Racial-ethnic
composition

Percent black 0.58 0.17 0.51 0.20 2.08 0.04

Percent hispanic 0.18 0.10 0.19 0.10 —0.45 0.66
Neighborhood profile indicators
Neighborhood 67 1.85 057 77 197 0.64 —-1.16 0.25
problems

Cohesion and trust 67 2.66 0.67 77 226 0.91 3.03 <0.01

Continued
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Table 4 Racial-ethnic group differences.—cont’d

African American Latino
Variable N Mean SD N Mean SD t P
Connectedness 67 2.59 0.79 77 2.46 0.81 0.96 0.34
Informal social 67 2.28 1.02 77 2.63 097 —=2.08 0.04
control
Parenting
Ethnic-racial 65 77
socialization
Cultural 3.57 0.50 3.59 0.63 —0.18 0.86
socialization
Prep for bias 3.62 0.53 3.47 0.66 1.53 0.13
Egalitarianism 3.63 0.52 3.47 0.70 1.52 0.13
Promotion of 2.14 0.94 3.03 0.97 =553 <0.01
mistrust
Monitoring 62 4.45 0.55 77 4.3 0.75 —=0.72 0.48

profile solution that best approximated the data was selected based on theory
and model fit indices. A summary of the model fit information and model
selection criteria are shown in Table 5. The AIC and a-BIC were not min-
imized and continued to decrease as additional classes were added. The BIC
minimized at the three-profile model, the LMRT suggested the two-profile
model and the BLRT suggested the three-profile model. The two- and
three-profile models were compared using both the statistical evidence
and theory to find the best profile solution for the data. Entropy was 0.80
for both models. The three-profile model showed greater profile separation
compared to the two-profile model, the profiles were more interpretable,
and the three-profile model replicated profiles previously identified in the
literature (Rivas-Drake & Witherspoon, 2013). Thus, we selected the
three-profile model as optimal for interpretation and additional analysis.
Parameter estimates for the three-profile model are shown in Table 6
and Fig. 1. [tem means on the four neighborhood social dynamics indicators
were used to interpret the three profiles. Profile 1 (n=>56) was labeled
Anomic. These neighborhoods were characterized by low levels of cohesion
and trust, low levels of connectedness and high levels of problems,
suggesting that disorder was high and social connections were low in these



Table 5 Model fit information and selection criteria for latent profile analyses.

No. of classes  No. of free parameters  Log likelihood  AIC BIC a-BIC LMRT BLRT Entropy
1 8 —817.31 1650.62  1674.38  1649.06  — - -

2 13 —767.55 1561.11  1599.72  1558.58 P<0.001 P<0.001  0.80

3 18 —756.19 1548.37 1601.83 1544.87 P=0.15 P<0.001 0.80

4 23 —748.88 1543.76  1612.07  1539.29  P=0.53 P=0.09 0.77

5 28 —733.96 152392  1607.08  1518.48 P=0.36 P<0.001  0.88

6 33 —722.53 1511.06  1609.06  1504.64  P=0.42 P<0.01 0.91

Note: N=144. Dashes indicate criterion was not applicable. Bold font indicates selected model. AIC, Akaike information criterion; BIC, Bayesian information criterion;
aBIC, sample size adjusted bayesian information criterion; LMRT, Lo-Mendell-Rubin Likelihood Ratio Test; BLRT, Parametric bootstrapped likelihood ratio test.
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Table 6 Parameter estimates for the 3-profile model.

High problems/
Anomic Integral positive
(n=56) (n=70) relationships (n=18)

Latent profile membership probabilities

0.39 0.49 0.13
Sample

Indicator mean Item-response means

Cohesion and trust 2.45 1.78" (0.10) 2.83" (0.11)  3.03" (0.07)
Connectedness 2.52 1.76" (0.12)  3.04" (0.08) 2.87" (0.15)
Neighborhood 1.92 2.30° (0.09) 1.42* (0.06) 2.51" (0.15)
problems

Information social ~ 2.47 2.41 (0.14)  2.37 (0.14)  2.93 (0.26)

control

*Significantly below sample mean.
*Significantly above sample mean
Note: N=144. Standard errors are provided in parentheses.

1.25

B8 Cohesion and Trust

1.00

0.75 1

0.50
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-0.50
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H @ Connectedness

B Neighborhood Problems
B Information Social Control

Anomic (n = 56)

Integral (n = 70) High Problems/Positive
Relationships (n = 18)

Fig. 1 Neighborhood profiles for African American and Latino Caregivers in a new
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neighborhoods. Profile 2 (n="70) was labeled Integral. These neighborhoods
were characterized by high levels of cohesion and trust, high levels of con-

nectedness, and low levels of problems, suggesting that the social fabric of

these neighborhoods was intact and disorder was low. Profile 3 (n=18)
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was labeled High Problems/Positive Relationships. These neighborhoods were
characterized by high levels of cohesion and trust, high levels of connected-
ness, and high rates of neighborhood problems; informal social control was
also above average, but the effect was marginal. This suggests that in these
neighborhoods, positive social connections co-existed with disorder, which
provides support for pluralistic neighborhood theory.

14. Predictors of neighborhood profiles

Profile predictors were examined using the BCH method, which tests
overall differences in profile-specific means using chi square statistics and
pairwise differences using Wald tests. Within-profile means and pairwise
comparisons between profiles for youth age and gender, parental race-
ethnicity, SES in terms of INR and parental education level, and marital
status, and neighborhood disadvantage and racial-ethnic composition are
presented in Table 7.

Youth age (x2 (2) =4.99, P=0.08) moderately predicted profile mem-
bership. Parents in the anomic neighborhood had the youngest children
(M=13.10, SE=0.29) and their children were significantly younger than
children of parents in the high problems/positive relationships neighbor-
hood who were the oldest (M=14.39, SE=0.48). Groups differed by
INR (¥2 (2)=9.72, P=0.01). Parents in anomic neighborhoods had the
lowest INR with their average relative income falling below poverty level
(M=0.62, SE=0.10) and falling significantly below the INR of parents in
integral neighborhoods. Parents in integral neighborhoods had the highest
INR (M=1.28, SE=0.18), which is still considered low income. In terms
of marital status, the percentage of parents who were separated, divorced or
widowed differed across groups (x2 (2) =6.23, P=0.03). Integral neighbor-
hoods had the lowest percentage of parents who were separated, divorced or
widowed (M=0.14, SE=0.05) and this was significantly lower than the
percentage of separated, divorced or widowed parents in anomic neighbor-
hoods (M=0.35, SE=0.07). Groups differed in neighborhood structural
characteristics. There were significant differences across groups in neighbor-
hood disadvantage (2 (2)=17.74, P<0.001) and neighborhood racial
composition, with groups differing in the percentage of Hispanic house-
holds in their neighborhoods (¥2 (2)=17.74, P<0.001). Parents in
integral neighborhoods experienced the most neighborhood disadvantage
(M=-0.30, SE=0.11) and experienced significantly higher amounts of
neighborhood disadvantage than parents in anomic (M=0.18, SE=0.10) and
high problems/positive relationships neighborhoods (M=0.50, SE=0.18).



Table 7 Youth, family, and neighborhood predictors of profile membership.
High problems/

Anomic Integral positive relationships
(n=56) (n=70) (n=18) Overall x2
Youth demographic characteristics
Youth age 13.10, 13.53,, (0.27) 14.39, (0.48) 4,997
(0.29)
Youth gender 0.54, (0.07 0.63, (0.06) 0.52, (0.15) 0.98
(% Female)
Parent/family demographic characteristics
Parent race/ 0.62, (0.07) 0.48, (0.07) 0.49, (0.14) 1.99
ethnicity
(% hispanic)
INR 0.62, (0.10) 1.28, (0.18) 0.89,, (0.29) 9.72%*
Parental education
level
High school 0.60, (0.07) 0.52, (0.07) 0.66, (0.14) 1.01
degree or less (%)
Some college or  0.33, (0.07) 0.32, (0.06) 0.22, (0.12) 0.61
associates degree (%)
Bachelor’s degree 0.07, (0.04) 0.16, (0.05) 0.12, (0.09) 1.69
or higher (%)
Marital status
Single (%) 0.34, (0.07) 0.47, (0.07) 0.49, (0.15) 2.05
Married (%) 0.31, (0.07) 0.39, (0.06) 0.15, (0.11) 3.37
Separated, 0.35, (0.07) 0.14,, (0.05) 0.37,, (0.14) 6.93%
divorced or
widowed (%)
Neighborhood structural characteristics
Neighborhood 0.18, (0.10) —0.30 (0.11) 0.50, (0.18) 17.71%%%
disadvantage
Neighborhood
racial-ethnic
composition
Percent black 0.58, (0.03) 0.51, (0.03) 0.54, (0.05) 3.29
Percent hispanic  0.20, (0.01) 0.15; (0.01) 0.24, (0.03) 10.63%*

Note. Difference tests are reported with chi-square test statistic resulting from pairwise Wald tests. Means
that do not share subscripts differ at P<0.05. Overall global 2 test with df =2 for the equality of means
across the three profile groups. ***P<0.001, **P<0.01, ¥*P<0.05, TP <.0.10.
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Additionally, parents in integral neighborhoods had significantly lower percent-
age of Hispanic households in their neighborhoods (M=0.15, SE=0.01) than
parents in anomic (M= 0.20, SE=0.01) and high problems/positive relation-
ships neighborhoods (M=0.24, SE =0.03).

Overall, parents in the anomic neighborhoods had the youngest chil-
dren, had the relative lowest income, and the majority were separated,
divorced, or widowed. In contrast, parents in integral neighborhoods had
the highest relative incomes, the majority were single or married and lived
in neighborhoods with the highest levels of neighborhood disadvantage and
the lowest percentage of Hispanic households. Lastly, parents in high prob-
lems/positive relationships neighborhoods had the oldest children, an INR
that was below the poverty line but was not significantly different than par-
ents in the other two groups, were the least likely to be married (M =0.15,
SE=0.11), and lived in neighborhoods with the least neighborhood disad-
vantage and the highest percentage of Hispanic households.

15. Neighborhood profiles and parenting outcomes

Results of testing all parenting outcomes across profiles can be found
in Table 8. Of the indicators of parenting behaviors, (when controlling
for child age, parent ethnicity, and proportion of Hispanic residents in
the neighborhood) only two types of parenting differed significantly by
neighborhood profile. Specifically, parents in integral neighborhoods
engaged in higher rates of egalitarianism (M=3.67, SE=0.09) than those
in anomic neighborhoods (M=3.40, SE=0.10). Additionally, parents in

Table 8 Equality of parenting outcomes across profiles.

Anomic Integral High problems/positive
(n=56) (n=70) relationships (n=18)
Cultural Mean (S.E.) 3.47, (0.09) 3.60, (0.08) 3.57, (0.13)

socialization

Prep for bias  Mean (S.E.) 3.41, (0.09) 3.63, (0.08) 3.59, (0.15)
Egalitarianism Mean (S.E.) 3.40, (0.10) 3.67; (0.09) 3.55,, (0.14)

Promotion of Mean (S.E.) 2.48, (0.13) 2.62, (0.14) 2.96, (0.29)
mistrust

Monitoring ~ Mean (S.E.) 4.49,, (0.11) 4.61, (0.08) 4.12, (0.23)

Note. Difference tests are from pairwise Wald tests. Means that do not share subscripts differ at P<0.05.
Tests control for youth age, parent race-ethnicity and percent Hispanic households in the neighborhood.
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integral neighborhoods reported higher levels of monitoring (M=4.61,
SE =0.08) than those in high problems/positive relationship neighborhoods
(M=4.12, SE=0.23). Of note, though preparation for bias did not differ
significantly across all neighborhood profiles, there was a marginal difference
between integral (M=3.63, SE=0.08) and anomic (M=3.41, SE=0.09)
neighborhoods such that parents in integral neighborhoods were slightly
more likely to prepare their youth for discrimination than parents in anomic
neighborhoods.

16. Discussion

Building on existing neighborhood scholarship focused on how and
for whom neighborhood matters (Sharkey & Faber, 2014), we used a
person-centered approach to understand the lived experience of African
American and Latino families in a new destination context and identified
varying neighborhood profiles and their relation to important child-rearing
beliefs and behaviors. With data from a small, urban city that is predomi-
nately African American with a growing Latino population, we capitalize
on our ability to better quantify how neighborhood matters for diverse res-
idents in a lower-income city. Specifically, we identified three conceptually
meaningful neighborhood profiles created from parent-reported indicators
of four important neighborhood social processes (i.e., connectedness, cohe-
sion and trust, informal social control, and problems) and related them to
ethnic-racial socialization and parental monitoring. The findings highlight
that there were different neighborhood typologies and these typologies were
associated with parenting in some unexpected ways, signaling the importance
of understudied ethnic-racial socialization messages (i.e., egalitarianism) in
new destination contexts. Further, both individual and neighborhood charac-
teristics predicted differences in the neighborhood profiles.

Using a person-centered approach to create neighborhood experiential
profiles, we were able to replicate profiles found in earlier studies of African
American residents. Specifically, we replicated the integral and anomic
profiles found by Warren (1978) and Rivas-Drake and Witherspoon
(2013) among adult residents. In our study, the integral neighborhood pro-
file, the largest group represented (49% of caregivers) was characterized by
above average levels of cohesion and trust and connection, average levels of
informal social control and low levels of neighborhood problems. This
neighborhood profile is seen as most optimal and beneficial for residents’
outcomes because they have the relational supports, both emotional and



Parenting within residential neighborhoods 267

instrumental, to enhance their well-being. Conversely, the anomic neigh-
borhood (39% of participants) was characterized by low positive social pro-
cesses and high neighborhood problems. This neighborhood is considered
sub-optimal because it does not have a culture of shared norms, strong rela-
tional bonds, and lack of social organization. An anomic neighborhood pro-
file is what classic social disorganization theory (Shaw & McKay, 1942)
would theorize as high poverty with residential turnover and many diverse
racial-ethnic groups. For the integral and anomic neighborhoods, these
profiles are consistent with social disorganization and collective socialization
theories (Jencks & Mayer, 1990). We were pleased to find evidence of
a neighborhood profile, albeit small in size, characterized by high neighbor-
hood problems as well as high positive social processes; as a testament to
pluralistic neighborhood theory (Aber & Nieto, 2000). This profile demon-
strates that both positive and negative social processes can occur within
a residential neighborhood, providing support for subjective ratings of
neighborhood characteristics. Further, the replication of this profile among
African American and Latino families in a new destination area suggests
that this is a meaningful profile type, because it was first found among
African American caregivers in a mid-Atlantic city with variation in SES
(Rivas-Drake & Witherspoon, 2013). This sample was drawn from the
Maryland Adolescent Development in Context Study (MADICS; Eccles,
1997) and included families with pretax family incomes that ranged from
$5000 or less to $75,000 or more with a mean $40,000-$44,999, which
was higher than the annual African American family income at that time
(i.e., 1990). Further, these families resided in neighborhoods with varying
compositions of African American and White residents (as the predominant
groups) compared to African American and Latino residents. Finding this
profile in multiple types of cities with various racial-ethnic compositions
and SES suggests a complex intersection of race-ethnicity, SES, and place.

Several characteristics predicted profile membership. Importantly,
families who were most at risk for the anomic neighborhoods characterized
by low rates of positive social processes and high rates reported problems
were also more likely to live in family-level poverty (i.e., low INR), partic-
ularly relative to integral neighborhoods. While it is not surprising that
impoverished families are more likely to live in less-advantaged neighbor-
hood, likely by virtue of the limitation of their economic resources, we
also know from various researchers that the combined stressors of family-
and neighborhood-level poverty can be damaging for family processes
(e.g., family stress model; Conger, Conger, & Martin, 2010). The youth,
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generally younger in the present sample, who live in these more-impoverished
families within riskier neighborhoods may be multiply disadvantaged by
lacking both family- and neighborhood-level resources. Evidence for the
disruption of family processes resulting from external (i.e., neighborhood
poverty and social disorder) and internal (i.e., INR) disadvantages may be
found in the higher prevalence of single-parent homes also in anomic
neighborhoods; however, firm conclusions cannot be drawn from these
results as we did not explicitly test the family stress model.

Interestingly, integral neighborhoods were also more likely to be
structurally disadvantaged—meaning typical indicators of structural neigh-
borhood poverty were higher for parents living in neighborhoods they
self-identified as having positive social processes and fewer problems.
The fact that these neighborhoods also had lower proportions of Latino/
Hispanic residents may provide support for researchers (e.g., Brown &
Brooks, 2006; Marrow, 2008) who suggest that racially/ethnically heterog-
enous neighborhoods in new destination areas are less likely to be charac-
terized by positive social processes. Additionally, this may provide some
additional support for pluralistic neighborhood theory. Whereas the high
problems/positive relationships neighborhoods provided subjective support
for the theory, with parents reporting the co-occurrence of positive social
processes and indicators of neighborhood risk, the fact that many of the
neighborhoods where parents reported positive social processes and the
limited presence of both social problems (e.g., loitering) and physical prob-
lems (e.g., graffiti) also happened to reflect higher rates of objective poverty
(e.g., high levels of residential turnover, higher levels of unemployment)
may serve to further underscore the pluralistic nature of neighborhoods
in these new destination contexts.

Lastly, with this unique sample, we were able to examine how our
neighborhood profiles were associated with African American and Latino
parents’ ethnic-racial socialization messages and parental monitoring knowl-
edge. Both ethnic-racial socialization messages and parental monitoring are
normative parenting practices for families of color because they may protect
their youth from the broader environment, particularly if there is the poten-
tial for unfair treatment or exposure to other risks. When examining mul-
tiple forms of ethnic-racial socialization, we only found evidence for
differences in neighborhood profiles for egalitarianism and partial support
for differences in preparation for bias. Specifically, families living in integral
neighborhoods endorsed higher levels of egalitarianism beliefs compared to
their counterparts living in anomic neighborhoods. It may be that caregivers
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in integral neighborhoods may have a more harmonious view of the world
due to reduced stressors and less contextual demands given fewer neighbor-
hood problems and greater social support. It is important to note that these
families are relatively lower-income but still experience their neighborhood
as a welcoming, positive environment which may compensate for their con-
cerns. However, conversely, although a marginal association, families in
integral neighborhoods endorsed slightly more preparation for bias messages
than their anomic counterparts. This finding is consistent with what Caughy
et al. (2006) found among African American families in a southeastern city.
Our finding that endorsement of egalitarianism beliefs differed by neighbor-
hood profiles leads us to ask what is it about this new destination neighbor-
hood context, with its mix of African American and Latino families, that
elicits more importance of messages related to tolerance, inclusivity and
equality or attracts parents to eventually adopt this ethnic-racial socialization
practice? Although egalitarianism is often less studied among the ethnic-
racial socialization types, this set of results suggests that researchers should
pay closer attention to this ethnic-racial socialization message among families
of color with varying SES levels, particularly among those families within
specific SES strata (e.g., lower income) and between families in with difter-
ent SES levels. Itis also possible that race-ethnicity and SES interact to create
unique experiences and exposures to environments that impact the ethnic-
racial socialization beliefs and practices of African American and Latino fam-
ilies. For examples, views about societal fairness and the benefits of
colorblindness may be more advantageous to preserve one’s sense of self
in a socially stratified context.

It was surprising that we did not find any differences between profiles in
cultural socialization, one of the most frequently studied ethnic-racial social-
ization messages (Hughes et al., 2006). However, what is promising is that
this protective cultural process (Neblett et al., 2012) is seen as an important
across all neighborhood types. This finding is somewhat inconsistent with
extant findings from Winkler (2012) and Caughy et al. (2006) who showed
that cultural socialization messages differed by neighborhood context. For
these studies, the racial-ethnic composition of these neighborhoods were
primarily African American. Also, the poverty levels differed across studies
such that 49% (Caughy et al., 2006) and 21% (Winkler, 2012) of the families
lived in poverty and most of the neighborhoods were characterized as dis-
advantaged (neighborhood SES). Given these differences in SES, it is pos-
sible that race-ethnicity and SES (both neighborhood and family) interact to
inform parents’ beliefs about cultural socialization. Another plausible
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contributing factor to the lack of consistent findings it that these other two
studies examined actual delivery of cultural socialization messages (practices)
to youth rather than beliefs about the importance of this message.

Finally, parental monitoring was higher in integral neighborhoods than
others, particularly compared to high problem/positive relationship neigh-
borhoods. The fact that parents who lived in neighborhoods characterized
jointly by fewer problems and more positive social relationships reported
higher levels of monitoring is at odds with researchers who have found that
monitoring may be higher in riskier neighborhoods (e.g., Jones et al., 2005;
O’Neil et al., 2001; Vieno, Nation, Perkins, Pastore, & Santinello, 2010).
Our findings seem to suggest that parents in integral neighborhoods may just
be more vigilant and involved with their youth despite contextual risks and
environmental supports. Perhaps, lower income families are simply trying to
structure their youth’s environment and experiences to gain a “leg up” that
they attempt to “control” behavior no matter what.

17. Strengths, caveats, and implications for future work

The current study examined how neighborhood structural character-
istics, experiential profiles, and African American and Latino caregivers’ par-
enting practices were related. Using cultural-ecodevelopmental models, we
advanced the scholarship on how neighborhoods matter for parenting, par-
ticularly highlighting parenting practices that are often understudied in rela-
tion to neighborhood characteristics (Cuellar et al., 2015). However, this
study does have limitations. First, selection bias is an issue as with all neigh-
borhood studies. Families choose where they will live, even if only for a
short amount of time. Similar to most neighborhood investigations, we tried
to reduce the effect of this selection bias on our outcomes by including sev-
eral individual characteristics (e.g., family SES, marital status) known to be
linked with neighborhood selection. Second, given the nested nature of the
data (i.e., families within neighborhoods), it would be ideal to decompose
the variance attributable to within versus between neighborhoods
(Raundenbush & Bryk, 2002). However, given our relatively small sample
size, families nested in neighborhoods (i.e., lack of sufficient clustering at the
neighborhood tract level), we were unable to conduct these analyses within
a multi-level framework. Future studies should include larger samples with
more variability and greater representation of neighborhoods in the metro-
politan area. Nevertheless, we believe that this study is a key first step toward
beginning to understand the unique experiences of African American and
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Latino families in a new destination context and lays the groundwork for
future research to continue examining the intersection of place, race-
ethnicity, and poverty among diverse families.

Third, this study is cross-sectional, so we are unable to make predictions;
longitudinal studies that explore changing neighborhood dynamics are
needed to advance our theorizing about how neighborhood exposures mat-
ter for youth and families. To date, most researchers consider neighborhoods
as static entities that residents experience. However, we know that families
spend a considerable amount of time outside of their residential neighbor-
hoods to get their daily needs met. For Latino families in a new destination
context, this mobility may be amplified to increase cultural reinforcement
and exposure to other co-ethnics. Activity space research (Browning &
Soller, 2014; Matthews & Yang, 2013) is a promising avenue for interdisci-
plinary scholars to explore how spatial and temporal aspects of place impact
relationships, choices, and behaviors.

Lastly, omitted third variables likely impact the processes we examined.
Future research should explore how the acculturation process (Berry, 2003),
other forms of parental monitoring (Stattin & Kerr, 2000), aspects of the
parent-youth relationship (Cuellar et al., 2015), and neighborhood resources
(Jencks & Mayer, 1990) interact to inform the neighborhood experience
and parenting practices of African American and Latino families in a new
destination context. Particularly for Latino families, future research should
delve into these families’ experiences in new destination areas to determine
whether there is a greater vulnerability risk for parents and youth. Further-
more, our measure of ethnic-racial socialization focused on beliefs (i.e., the
importance of communicating the message). Ongoing research should
examine how parents’ beliefs translate into action (i.e., communicating spe-
cific ethnic-racial socialization messages) and whether these messages vary by
African American and Latino families in new destination areas.

18. Conclusion

In this chapter, our overarching goal was to take a more holistic
approach to neighborhoods by examining neighborhood profiles configured
across a number of social characteristics within a sample of low-income Afri-
can American and Latinos residing in a new Latino immigrant destination
where African Americans are the established minority-majority. In addition,
we examined differences in parenting (i.e., ethnic-racial socialization beliefs
and monitoring) by neighborhood profiles. Altogether, our findings
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revealed three types of profiles that are consistent with past work. We also
found that parents differed in the degree to which parents endorsed the
importance of egalitarianism and preparation for bias messages and engaged
in monitoring. Findings underscore the need for future research to take a
comprehensive perspective on neighborhoods and how the intersection
of parents’ social positions, namely, race-ethnicity and SES, can create
unique niches and exposures to neighborhood environment that can shape
parenting, a key family domain related to child adjustment and adaptation.

References

Aber, M. S., & Nieto, M. (2000). Suggestions for the investigation of psychological wellness
in the neighborhood context: Toward a pluralistic neighborhood theory. In D. Cicchetti,
J. Rappaport, L. Sardler, & R. Weissberg (Eds.), The promotion of wellness in children and
adolescents (pp. 185-219). Washington, DC: CWLA Press.

Akaike, H. (1974). A new look at the statistical model identification. IEEE Transactions on
Automatic Control, 19(6), 716-723. doi:10.1109TAC.1974.1100705.

Almeida, J., Kawachi, 1., Molnar, B. E., & Subramanian, S. V. (2009). A multilevel analysis of
social ties and social cohesion among Latinos and their neighborhoods: Results from
Chicago. Journal of Urban Health, 86, 745-759.

Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. (2014). Auxiliary variables in mixture modeling: Three-step
approaches using Mplus. Structural Equation Modeling, 21(3), 329-341. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10705511.2014.915181.

Bakk, Z., & Vermunt, J. K. (2016). Robustness of stepwise latent class modeling with con-
tinuous distal outcomes. Structural Equation Modeling, 23(1), 20-31. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10705511.2014.955104.

Bamaca-Colbert, M. Y., Umaia-Taylor, A. J., Espinosa-Hernandez, G., & Brown, A. M.
(2012). Behavioral autonomy age expectations among Mexican-origin mother—daughter
dyads: An examination of within-group variability. Journal of Adolescence, 35(3), 691-700.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.10.005.

Bauer, D. J., & Shanahan, M. J. (2007). Modeling complex interactions: Person-centered and
variable-centered approaches. In T. D. Little, J. A. Bovaird, & N. A. Card (Eds.), Model-
ing contextual effects in longitudinal studies (pp. 255-283). Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203936825.

Bécares, L. (2014). Ethnic density effects on psychological distress among Latino ethnic
groups: an examination of hypothesized pathways. Health & Place, 30, 177-186.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2014.09.010.

Bennett, M. D. (2006). Culture and context: A study of neighborhood effects on racial social-
ization and ethnic identity content in a sample of African American adolescents. Journal of
Black Psychology, 32(4), 479-500. https://doi.org/10.1177/0095798406292470.

Bergman, L. R. (2001). A person approach in research on adolescence. Journal of Adolescent
Research, 16(1), 28-53. https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558401161004.

Berlin, K. S., Williams, N. A., & Parra, G. R. (2014). An introduction to latent variable
mixture modeling (part 1): Overview and cross-sectional latent class and latent profile
analyses. Journal of Pediatric Psychology, 39(2), 174-187. https://doi.org/10.1093/
jpepsu/jst084.

Berry, J. W. (2003). Conceptual approaches to acculturation. In K. M. Chun, P. B. Organista,
& G. Marin (Eds.), Aculturation: Advances in theory, measurement, and applied research
(pp- 17-37). Washington, DC: American Psychological Association.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0020
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.915181
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.955104
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705511.2014.955104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2011.10.005
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203936825
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.healthplace.2014.09.010
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095798406292470
https://doi.org/10.1177/0743558401161004
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsu/jst084
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsu/jst084
https://doi.org/10.1093/jpepsu/jst084
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9015

Parenting within residential neighborhoods 273

Blocklin, M. K., Crouter, A. C., Updegraft, K. A., & McHale, S. M. (2011). Sources of
parental knowledge in Mexican American families. Family Relations, 60(1), 30—44.
https://doi.org/10.1111/7.1741-3729.2010.00631 .x.

Bolck, A., Croon, M., & Hagenaars, J. (2004). Estimating latent structure models with cat-
egorical variables: One-step versus three-step estimators. Political Analysis, 12(1), 3-27.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1979). The ecology of human development: Experiments by nature and design.
Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press.

Bronfenbrenner, U. (1986). Ecology of the family as a context for human development:
Research perspectives. Developmental Psychology, 22(6), 723-742.

Bronfenbrenner, U., & Morris, P. A. (2006). The bioecological model of human develop-
ment. In R. M. Lerner & W. Damon (Eds.), Handbook of child psychology: Theoretical models
of human development (pp. 793—828). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Brooks-Gunn, J., Duncan, G. J., Leventhal, T., & Aber, J. L. (1997). Lessons learned
and future directions for research on the neighborhoods in which children live.
In J. Brooks-Gunn, G. J. Duncan, & J. L. Aber (Eds.), Neighborhood poverty: Context
and consequences for children (pp. 279-297): Russell Sage Foundation.

Brown, E. E., & Brooks, F. (2006). African American and Latino perceptions of cohesion in a
multiethnic neighborhood. American Behavioral Scientist, 50, 258-275. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0002764206290640.

Browning, C. R., & Soller, B. (2014). Moving beyond neighborhood: Activity spaces and
ecological networks as contexts for youth development. City, 16(1), 165-196.

Caughy, M. O., Nettles, S. M., O’Campo, P. J., & Lohrfink, K. F. (2006). Neighborhood
matters: Racial socialization of African American children. Child Development, 77(5),
1220-1236. https://doi.org/10.1111/§.1467-8624.2006.00930.x.

Caughy, M. O., O’Campo, P. ., Randolph, S. M., & Nickerson, K. (2002). The influence of
racial socialization practices on the cognitive and behavioral competence of African
American preschoolers. Child Development, 73(5), 1611-1625. https://doi.org/
10.1111/1467-8624.00493.

Caughy, M. O., & Owen, M. T. (2015). Cultural socialization and school readiness of African
American and Latino preschoolers. Cultural Diversity and Ethnic Minority Psychology,
21(3), 391-399. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037928.

Ceballo, R., Kennedy, T. M., Bregman, A., & Epstein-Ngo, Q. (2012). Always aware
(Siempre pendiente): Latina mothers’ parenting in high-risk neighborhoods. Journal of
Family Psychology, 26(5), 805-815. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029584.

Celeux, G., & Soromenho, G. (1996). An entropy criterion for assessing the number of clus-
ters in a mixture model. Journal of Classification, 13, 195-212. https://doi.org/10.1007/
BF01246098.

Charles, C. Z. (2006). Won’t you be ny neighbor: Race, class, and residence in Los Angeles. Russell
Sage Foundation.

Chuang, Y.-C., Ennett, S. T., Bauman, K. E., & Foshee, V. A. (2005). Neighborhood influ-
ences on adolescent cigarette and alcohol use: Mediating effects through parent and peer
behaviors. Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 46(2), 187—204.

Chung, H. L., & Steinberg, L. (2006). Relations between neighborhood factors, parenting
behaviors, peer deviance, and delinquency among serious juvenile offenders. Develop-
mental Psychology, 42(2), 319-331. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.42.2.319.

Collins, C. R, Neal, Z. P., & Neal, J. W. (2017). Transforming social cohesion into informal
social control: Deconstructing collective efficacy and the moderating role of neighbor-
hood racial homogeneity. Journal of Urban Affairs, 39(3), 307-322. https://doi.org/
10.1080/07352166.2016.1245079.

Conger, R. D., Conger, K. J., & Martin, M. J. (2010). Socioeconomic status, family pro-
cesses, and individual development. Journal of Marriage and Family, 72(3), 685—704.
https:/doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00725 .x.


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3729.2010.00631.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0080
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764206290640
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764206290640
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0090
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00930.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00493
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00493
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0037928
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0029584
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01246098
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF01246098
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0125
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.42.2.319
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2016.1245079
https://doi.org/10.1080/07352166.2016.1245079
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00725.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2010.00725.x

274 Dawn P. Witherspoon et al.

Cota-Robles, S., & Gamble, W. (2006). Parent-adolescent processes and reduced risk for
delinquency: The effect of gender for Mexican American adolescents. Youth & Society,
37(4), 375-392. https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X05282362.

Cottrell, L., Li, X., Harris, C., D’Alessandri, D., Atkins, M., Richardson, B., et al. (2003).
Parent and adolescent perceptions of parental monitoring and adolescent risk involve-
ment. Parenting, 3(3), 179—195. https://doi.org/10.1207/515327922PAR0303_01.

Criss, M. M., Lee, T. K., Morris, A. S., Cui, L., Bosler, C. D., Shreffler, K. M, et al. (2015).
Link between monitoring behavior and adolescent adjustment: An analysis of direct and
indirect effects. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24(3), 668—678. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10826-013-9877-0.

Cuellar, J., Jones, D. J., & Sterrett, E. (2015). Examining parenting in the neighborhood con-
text: A review. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 24(1), 195-219. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10826-013-9836-y.

Eccles, J. S. (1997). MADICS study of adolescent development in multiple contexts, 1991-1998.
Retrieved April 14, 2011, from http:/hdl.handle.net/1902.1/01066.

Frank, R., & Akresh, I. R. (2016). New faces in new spaces in new places: Residential
attainment among newly legalized immigrants in established, new, and minor
destinations.  Social ~ Science  Research, 57, 195-201. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.ssresearch.2015.12.005.

Garbarino, J. (1997). The human ecology of child maltreatment: A conceptual model for
research. Journal of Marriage and the Family, 39, 721-736.

Garbarino, J., Bradshaw, C., & Kostelny, K. (2005). Neighborhood and community influ-
ences on parenting. In Parenting: An ecological perspective (2nd ed., pp. 297-318). Mahwah:
Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Garcia Coll, C., & Pachter, L. M. (2002). Ethnic and minority parenting. In M. H. Borstein
(Ed.), Handbook of parenting Vol. 4: Social conditions and applied parenting (pp. 1-20).
Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates.

Garcia Coll, C., Crnic, K., Lamberty, G., Wasik, B. H., Jenkins, R., Garcia, H. V., et al.
(1996). An integrative model for the study of developmental competencies in minority
children. Child Development, 67(5), 1891-1914.

Gartstein, M., Seamon, E., & Dishion, T. J. (2014). Geospatial ecology of adolescent problem
behavior: Contributions of community factors and parental monitoring. Journal of Com-
munity Psychology, 42(3), 299-315. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21611.

Halgunseth, L. C., Ispa, J. M., & Rudy, D. (2006). Parental control in Latino families: An
integrated review of the literature. Child Development, 77(5), 1282-1297. https://doi.
org/10.1111/7.1467-8624.2006.00934 x.

Hall, M., & Stringfield, J. (2014). Undocumented migration and the residential segregation of
Mexicans in new destinations. Social Science Research, 47, 61-78. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.ssresearch.2014.03.009.

Henson, J. M., Reise, S. P., & Kim, K. H. (2007). Detecting mixtures from structural
model differences using latent variable mixture modeling: A comparison of relative
model fit statistics. Structural Equation Modeling, 14(2), 202-226. https://doi.org/
10.1080/10705510709336744.

Hirschman, C., & Massey, D. S. (2008). Places and peoples: The new American mosaic.
InD. S. Massey (Ed.), New faces in new places: The changing geography of American immigration
(pp- 1-21). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Hughes, D., & Chen, L. (1997). When and what parents tell children about race: An exam-
ination of race-related socialization among African American families. Applied Develop-
mental Science, 1, 200—214. https://doi.org/10.1207/51532480xads0104_4.

Hughes, D., & Johnson, D. (2001). Correlates in children’s experiences of parents’ racial
socialization behaviors. Journal of Marriage and Family, 63(4), 981-995. https://doi.org/
10.1111/5.1741-3737.2001.00981 .x.


https://doi.org/10.1177/0044118X05282362
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327922PAR0303_01
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9877-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9877-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9877-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9836-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-013-9836-y
http://hdl.handle.net/1902.1/01066
http://hdl.handle.net/1902.1/01066
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2015.12.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2015.12.005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0165
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0170
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0175
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0175
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.21611
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00934.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2006.00934.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2014.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2014.03.009
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510709336744
https://doi.org/10.1080/10705510709336744
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0200
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0200
https://doi.org/10.1207/s1532480xads0104_4
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2001.00981.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2001.00981.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2001.00981.x

Parenting within residential neighborhoods 275

Hughes, D., Rivas, D., Foust, M., Hagelskamp, C., Gersick, S., & Way, N. (2008). How to
catch a moonbeam: A mixed-methods approach to understanding ethnic socialization
processes in ethnically diverse families. In S. M. Quintana & C. McKown (Eds.), Hand-
book of race, racism, and the developing child (pp. 226-277). Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley &
Sons.

Hughes, D., Rodriguez, J., Smith, E. P., Johnson, D. J., Stevenson, H. C., & Spicer, P.
(2006). Parents’ ethnic-racial socialization practices: A review of research and directions
for future study. Developmental Psychology, 42, 747=770. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-
1649.42.5.747.

Hughes, D., Witherspoon, D., Rivas-Drake, D., & West-Bey, N. (2009). Received
ethnic—racial socialization messages and youths’ academic and behavioral outcomes:
Examining the mediating role of ethnic identity and self-esteem. Cultural Diversity and
Ethnic Minority Psychology, 15(2), 112. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015509.

Huynh, V. W., & Fuligni, A. J. (2008). Ethnic socialization and the academic adjustment of
adolescents from Mexican, Chinese, and European backgrounds. Developmental Psychol-
ogy, 44(4), 1202—1208. https:/doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.44.4.1202.

Jacobson, K. C., & Crockett, L. J. (2000). Parental monitoring and adolescent adjustment: An
ecological perspective. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 10(1), 65-97.

Jencks, C., & Mayer, S. (1990). The social consequences of growing up in a poor neighbor-
hood. In L. E. Lynn & M. F. H. McGeary (Eds.), Inner-city poverty in the United States
(pp. 111-186). Washington, DC: National Academy Press.

Jones, D. J., Forehand, R., Brody, G., & Armistead, L. (2003). Parental monitoring in
African American, single mother-headed families: An ecological approach to the iden-
tification of predictors. Behavior Modification, 27(4), 435—457. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0145445503255432.

Jones, D. J., Forehand, R., O’Connell, C., Armistead, L., & Brody, G. (2005). Mothers’ per-
ceptions of neighborhood violence and mother-reported monitoring of African Amer-
ican children: An examination of the moderating role of perceived support. Behavior
Therapy, 36(1), 25-34. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7894(05)80051-6.

Knight, G. P., Bernal, M. E., Garza, C. A., Cota, M. K., & Ocampo, K. A. (1993). Family
socialization and the ethnic identity of Mexican-American children. Journal of Cross-
Cultural Psychology, 24, 99—114. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022193241007.

Kohen, D. E., Leventhal, T., Dahinten, V. S., & Mclntosh, C. N. (2008). Neighborhood
disadvantage: Pathways of effects for young children. Child Development, 79(1),
156—169. https:/doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01117 x.

Lac, A., & Crano, W. D. (2009). Monitoring matters: Meta-analytic review reveals the
reliable linkage of parental monitoring with adolescent marijuana use. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 4(6), 578-586. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01166.x.

Law, J. H. J., & Barber, B. K. (2006). Neighborhood conditions, parenting, and adolescent
functioning. Journal of Human Behavior in the Social Environment, 14(4), 91-118. https://
doi.org/10.1300/J137v14n04_05.

Lazarsfeld, P. F., & Henry, N. W. (1968). Latent structure analysis. New York: Houghton
Miftlin.

Li, X., Feigelman, S., & Stanton, B. (2000). Perceived parental monitoring and health risk
behaviors among urban low-income African-American children and adolescents. Journal
of Adolescent Health, 27(1), 43—48.

Liu, L. L., Lau, A. S., Chen, A. C.-C., Dinh, K. T., & Kim, S. Y. (2009). The influence of
maternal acculturation, neighborhood disadvantage, and parenting on Chinese American
adolescents’ conduct problems: Testing the segmented assimilation hypothesis. Journal of
Youth and Adolescence, 38(5), 691-702. https://doi.org/10.1007/5s10964-008-9275-x.

Lo, Y., Mendell, N. R., & Rubin, D. B. (2001). Testing the number of components in a
normal mixture. Biometrika, 88(3), 767-778.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0210
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0210
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.42.5.747
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.42.5.747
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015509
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015509
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.44.4.1202
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.44.4.1202
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0220
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0225
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0225
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445503255432
https://doi.org/10.1177/0145445503255432
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0005-7894(05)80051-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022022193241007
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01117.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.2007.01117.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6924.2009.01166.x
https://doi.org/10.1300/J137v14n04_05
https://doi.org/10.1300/J137v14n04_05
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0255
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0260
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0260
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-008-9275-x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0270
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0270

276 Dawn P. Witherspoon et al.

Logan, J. R., Zhang, W., & Alba, R. D. (2002). Immigrant enclaves and ethnic communities
in New York and Los Angeles. American Sociological Review, 67(2), 299-322. https://doi.
org/10.2307/3088897.

Marrow, H. B. (2008). Hispanic immigration, black population size, and intergroup relations
in the rural and small-town south. In D. S. Massey (Ed.), New faces in new places: The chang-
ing geography of American immigration (pp. 211-248). New York: Russell Sage.

Matthews, S. A., & Yang, T. C. (2013). Spatial polygamy and contextual exposures
(SPACEs): Promoting activity space approaches in research on place and health. American
Behavioral Scientist, 57(8), 1057—1081. https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764213487345.

May, E. M., Azar, S. T., & Matthews, S. A. (2018). How does the neighborhood “come
through the door?” concentrated disadvantage, residential instability, and the home envi-
ronment for preschoolers. American_Journal of Community Psychology, 61(1-2), 218-228.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12223.

McClain, P. D., Lyle, M. L., Carter, N. M., Soto, V. M. D., Lackey, G. F., Cotton, K. D.,
etal. (2007). Black Americans and Latino immigrants in a southern city: Friendly neigh-
bors or economic competitors? Du Bois Review: Social Science Research on Race, 4, 97—-117.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742058X07070063.

Muthén, L. K., & Muthén, B. O. (1998-2015). Mplus User’s Guide (7th ed.). Los Angeles,
CA: Muthén & Muthén.

Murry, V. M., Berkel, C., Gaylord-Harden, N. K., Copeland-Linder, N., & Nation, M.
(2011). Neighborhood poverty and adolescent development. Journal of Research on Ado-
lescence, 21, 114—128. https://doi.org/10.1111/7.1532-7795.2010.00718 x.

Nagoshi, J. L., Marsiglia, F. F., Parsai, M., & Castro, F. G. (2011). The moderating effects of
ethnic identification on the relationship between parental monitoring and substance use
in mexican heritage adolescents in the Southwest United States. Journal of Community
Psychology, 39(5), 520-533. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20449.

Neblett, E. W., Rivas-Drake, D., & Umana-Taylor, A. J. (2012). The promise of racial and
ethnic protective factors in promoting ethnic minority youth development. Child Devel-
opment Perspectives, 6(3), 295-303. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2012.00239 .

Noah, A. J. (2015). Putting families into place: Using neighborhood-eftects research and
activity spaces to understand families. Journal of Family Theory & Review, 7(4),
452—467. https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12119.

Nylund, K. L., Asparouhov, T., & Muthén, B. O. (2007). Deciding on the number of classes
in latent class analysis and growth mixture modeling: A Monte Carlo simulation study.
Structural Equation Modeling, 14(4), 535-569.

O’Neil, R., Parke, R. D., & McDowell, D. J. (2001). Objective and subjective features of
children’s neighborhoods: Relations to parental regulatory strategies and children’s social
competence. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology, 22(2), 135—155. https://doi.org/
10.1016/S0193-3973(01)00073-9.

Oropesa, R. S., & Jensen, L. (2010). Dominican immigrants and discrimination in a new
destination: The case of Reading, Pennsylvania. City & Community, 9(3), 274-298.
https://doi.org/10.1111/7.1540-6040.2010.01330.x.

Parrado, E. A., & Kandel, W. (2008). New Hispanic migrant destinations: A tale of two
industries. In D. S. Massey (Ed.), New faces in new places: The changing geography of American
immigration (pp. 99—123). New York: Russell Sage Foundation.

Perez-Smith, A. M., Albus, K. E., & Weist, M. D. (2001). Exposure to violence and neigh-
borhood affiliation among inner-city youth. Journal of Clinical Child Psychology, 30(4),
464—472. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15374424]JCCP3004_03.

Perkins, D. D., & Taylor, R. B. (1996). Ecological assessments of community disorder: Their
relationship to fear of crime and theoretical implications. American_Journal of Community
Psychology, 24(1), 63—107. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02511883.


https://doi.org/10.2307/3088897
https://doi.org/10.2307/3088897
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0280
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0280
https://doi.org/10.1177/0002764213487345
https://doi.org/10.1002/ajcp.12223
https://doi.org/10.1017/S1742058X07070063
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9060
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2010.00718.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20449
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1750-8606.2012.00239.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12119
https://doi.org/10.1111/jftr.12119
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0315
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0315
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0193-3973(01)00073-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0193-3973(01)00073-9
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-6040.2010.01330.x
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0330
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0330
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15374424JCCP3004_03
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02511883

Parenting within residential neighborhoods 277

Phelps, R. E., Taylor, J. D., & Gerard, P. A. (2001). Cultural mistrust, ethnic identity, racial
identity, and self-esteem among ethnically diverse black students. Journal of Counseling &
Development, 79(2), 209-216. https:/doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.2001.tb01962 x.

Portes, A., Parker, R. N., & Cobas, J. A. (1980). Assimilation or consciousness: Perceptions
of U.S. society among recent Latin American immigrants to the United States. Social
Forces, 59(1), 200—224. https://doi.org/10.1093/5t/59.1.200.

Rai, A. A., Stanton, B., Wu, Y., Li, X., Galbraith, J., Cottrell, L., et al. (2003). Relative influ-
ences of perceived parental monitoring and perceived peer involvement on adolescent
risk behaviors: An analysis of six cross-sectional data sets. Journal of Adolescent Health,
33(2), 108-118. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1054-139X(03)00179-4.

Rankin, B. H., & Quane, J. M. (2002). Social contexts and urban adolescent outcomes: The
interrelated eftects of neighborhoods, families, and peers on African-American youth.
Social Problems, 49(1), 79—-100. https://doi.org/10.1525/5p.2002.49.1.79.

Raudenbush, S. W., & Bryk, A. S. (2002). Hierarchical Linear Models: Applications and data anal-
ysis methods (2nd ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Rivas-Drake, D., & Witherspoon, D. (2013). Racial identity from adolescence to young
adulthood: Does prior neighborhood experience matter? Child Development, 84(6),
1918-1932. https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12095.

Sampson, R. J. (1997). Collective regulation of adolescent misbehavior: Validation results
from eighty Chicago neighborhoods. Journal of Adolescent Research, 12(2), 227-244.
https:/doi.org/10.1177/0743554897122005.

Sampson, R. J., Morenoff, J. D., & Gannon-Rowley, T. (2002). Assessing “neighborhood
effects”: Social processes and new directions in research. Annual Review of Sociology, 28(1),
443—478. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.28.110601.141114.

Sampson, R. J., Raudenbush, S. W., & Earls, F. J. (1997). Neighborhoods and violent crime:
A multilevel study of collective efticacy. Science, 27, 918-924. https://doi.org/10.1126/
science.277.5328.918.

Schwarz, G. (1978). Estimating the dimension of a model. The Annals of Statistics, 6(2),
461-464.

Sclove, S. L. (1987). Application of model-selection criteria to some problems in multivariate
analysis. Psychometrika, 52(3), 333—343.

Seidman, E., Allen, L., Aber, J. L., Mitchell, C., Feinman, J., Yoshikawa, H., et al. (1995).
Development and validation of adolescent-perceived microsystem scales: Social support,
daily hassles, and involvement. American Journal of Community Psychology, 23(3), 355—388.
https:/doi.org/10.1007/BF02506949.

Seidman, E., Yoshikawa, H., Roberts, A., Chesir—Teran, D., Allen, L., Friedman, J. L., etal.
(1998). Structural and experiential neighborhood contexts, developmental stage, and
antisocial behavior among urban adolescents in poverty. Development and Psychopathology,
10(2), 259-281. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579498001606.

Sharkey, P., & Faber, J. W. (2014). Where, when, why, and for whom do residential
contexts matter? Moving away from the dichotomous understanding of neighborhood
effects. Annual Review of Sociology, 40, 559-579. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
s0c071913-043350.

Shaw, C. R., & McKay, H. D. (1942). Juvenile delinquency in urban areas. Chicago: University
of Chicago Press.

Stattin, H., & Kerr, M. (2000). Parental monitoring: A reinterpretation. Child Development,
71(4), 1072-1085. https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00210.

Stevenson, H. C., McNeil, J. D., Herrero-Taylor, T., & Davis, G. Y. (2005). Influence
of perceived neighborhood diversity and racism experience on the racial socialization
of black youth. Journal of Black Psychology, 31(3), 273-290. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0095798405278453.


https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.2001.tb01962.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/j.1556-6676.2001.tb01962.x
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/59.1.200
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1054-139X(03)00179-4
https://doi.org/10.1525/sp.2002.49.1.79
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf9075
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12095
https://doi.org/10.1177/0743554897122005
https://doi.org/10.1177/0743554897122005
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev.soc.28.110601.141114
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5328.918
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5328.918
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0375
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0380
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0380
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02506949
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02506949
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0954579498001606
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc071913-043350
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-soc071913-043350
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0395
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0395
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8624.00210
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095798405278453
https://doi.org/10.1177/0095798405278453

278 Dawn P. Witherspoon et al.

Stolle, D., Soroka, S., & Johnston, R. (2008). When does diversity erode trust? Neighbor-
hood diversity, interpersonal trust and the mediating effect of social interactions. Political
Studies, 56(1), 57-75. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00717 .x.

Tolan, P. H., Gorman-Smith, D., & Henry, D. B. (2003). The developmental ecology of
urban males’ youth violence. Developmental Psychology, 39(2), 274-291. https://doi.
org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.2.274.

Tung, E. L., Cagney, K. A., Peek, M. E., & Chin, M. (2017). Spatial context and health
equity: Reconfiguring race, place, and poverty. Journal of Urban Health, 94(6),
757-763. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11524-017-0210-x.

Udell, W., Hotton, A. L., Emerson, E., & Donenberg, G. R. (2017). Does parental mon-
itoring moderate the impact of community violence exposure on probation youth’s sub-
stance use and sexual risk behavior? Journal of Child and Family Studies, 26(9), 2556—-2563.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0769-6.

Umaila-Taylor, A. J., & Updegraft, K. A. (2007). Latino adolescents’ mental health: Explor-
ing the interrelations among discrimination, ethnic identity, cultural orientation, self-
esteem, and depressive symptoms. Journal of Adolescence, 30(4), 549-567. https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2006.08.002.

Umania-Taylor, A. J., & Yazedjian, A. (2006). Generational differences and similarities
among Puerto Rican and Mexican mothers’ experiences with familial ethnic socializa-
tion. Journal of Social and Personal Relationships, 23(3), 445—464. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0265407506064214.

Umaia-Taylor, A. J., Zeiders, K. H., & Updegraff, K. A. (2013). Family ethnic socialization
and ethnic identity: A family-driven, youth-driven, or reciprocal process? Journal of
Family Psychology, 27(1), 137—-146. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031105.

Vieno, A., Nation, M., Perkins, D. D., Pastore, M., & Santinello, M. (2010). Social capital,
safety concerns, parenting, and early adolescents’ antisocial behavior. Journal of Commu-
nity Psychology, 38(3), 314-328. https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20366.

Wandersman, A., & Nation, M. (1998). Urban neighborhoods and mental health: Psycho-
logical contributions to understanding toxicity, resilience, and interventions. American
Psychologist, 53(6), 647—656. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.53.6.647.

Warren, D. 1. (1978). Explorations in neighborhood difterentiation. Sociological Quarterly,
19(2), 310-331. https:/doi.org/.10.1111/j.1533-8525.1978.tb01173 .x.

‘White, R. M. B., Knight, G. P., Jensen, M., & Gonzales, N. A. (2017). Ethnic socialization in
neighborhood contexts: Implications for ethnic attitude and identity development
among Mexican-origin adolescents. Child Development, 89(3), 1004-1021. https://doi.
org/10.1111/cdev.12772.

White, R. M. B., Nair, R. L., & Bradley, R. H. (2018). Theorizing the benefits and costs of
adaptive cultures for development. American Psychologist, 73(6), 727-739. https:/doi.
org/10.1037/amp0000237.

Williams, D. R. (1999). Race, socioeconomic status, and health: The added effects of racism
and discrimination. In N. Adler & M. Marmot (Eds.), Vol. 896. Socioeconomic status and
health in industrial nations: Social, psychological, and biological pathways: Annals of the New York
Academy of Sciences (pp. 173—188). New York: New York Academy of Sciences.

Winkler, E. N. (2012). Learning race, learning place: Shaping racial identities and ideas in African
American childhoods. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University Press.

Yabiku, S. T., Marsiglia, F. F., Kulis, S., Parsai, M. B., Becerra, D., & Del-Colle, M. (2010).
Parental monitoring and changes in substance use among Latino/a and non-Latino/a
preadolescents in the southwest. Substance Use & Misuse, 45(14), 2524-2550. https://
doi.org/10.3109/10826081003728256.


https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9248.2007.00717.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.2.274
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.39.2.274
https://doi.org/10.1007/sll524-017-0210-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10826-017-0769-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2006.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.adolescence.2006.08.002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407506064214
https://doi.org/10.1177/0265407506064214
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0031105
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcop.20366
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.53.6.647
https://doi.org/.10.1111/j.1533-8525.1978.tb01173.x
https://doi.org/.10.1111/j.1533-8525.1978.tb01173.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12772
https://doi.org/10.1111/cdev.12772
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000237
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000237
https://doi.org/10.1037/amp0000237
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0460
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0465
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0465
https://doi.org/10.3109/10826081003728256
https://doi.org/10.3109/10826081003728256

Parenting within residential neighborhoods 279

Further reading

Berry, J. W., Phinney, J. S., Sam, D. L., & Vedder, P. (2006). Immigrant youth in cultural tran-
sition: Acculturation, identity, and adaptation across national context. Mahwah, N.J.: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates.

Byrnes, H. F., Miller, B. A., Chen, M.-]., & Grube, J. W. (2011). The roles of mothers’
neighborhood perceptions and specific monitoring strategies in youths’ problem behav-
ior. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 40(3), 347-360. https://doi.org/10.1007/510964-
010-9538-1.

Criss, M. M., Shaw, D. S., & Ingoldsby, E. M. (2003). Mother—son positive synchrony in
middle childhood: Relation to antisocial behavior. Social Development, 12(3), 379—400.

Garcia Coll, C., & Pachter, L. (2002). Ethnic and minority parenting. In M. Bornstein (Ed.),
Handbook of parenting: Vol. 4. Social conditioning and applied parenting (2nd ed., pp. 1-20).
Mahwah, NJ: Erlbaum.

Hernandez, M. M., Conger, R. D., Robins, R. W., Bacher, K. B., & Widaman, K. F.
(2014). Cultural socialization and ethnic pride among Mexican-origin adolescents during
the transition to middle school. Child Development, 85(2), 695-708.

Hughes, D. (2003). Correlates of African American and Latino parents’ messages to children
about ethnicity and race: A comparative study of racial socialization. American_Journal of
Community Psychology, 31(1-2), 15-33. https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023066418688.

Kerr, M., & Stattin, H. (2000). What parents know, how they know it, and several forms of
adolescent adjustment: Further support for a reinterpretation of monitoring. Developmen-
tal Psychology, 36(3), 366—380. https://doi.org/10.1037//0012-1649.36.3.366.

Rivas-Drake, D., Hughes, D., & Way, N. (2009). A preliminary analysis of associations
among ethnic racial socialization, ethnic discrimination, and ethnic identity among urban
sixth graders. Journal of Research on Adolescence, 19(3), 558—584. https://doi.org/10.1111/
j-1532-7795.2009.00607 .x.

Sampson, R. J., & Groves, W. B. (1989). Community structure and crime: Testing social-
disorganization theory. American Journal of Sociology, 94(4), 774. https://doi.org/
10.1086/229068.

Sluiter, R.., Tolsma, J., & Scheepers, P. (2015). At which geographic scale does ethnic diver-
sity affect intra-neighborhood social capital? Social Science Research, 54, 80-95. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2015.06.015.

Thornton, M. C., Chatters, L. M., Taylor, R. J., & Allen, W. R.. (1990). Sociodemographic
and environmental correlates of racial socialization by black parents. Child Development,
61(2), 401-409. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1990.tb02786.x.

Umana-Taylor, A. J., O’Donnell, M., Knight, G. P., Roosa, M. W., Berkel, C., & Nair, R.
(2014). Mexican-origin early adolescents’ ethnic socialization, ethnic identity, and psy-
chosocial tfunctioning. The Counseling Psychologist, 42(2), 170-200. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0011000013477903.


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0475
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0475
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-010-9538-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10964-010-9538-1
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0485
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0490
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0495
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S0065-2407(19)30021-7/rf0495
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1023066418688
https://doi.org/10.1037//0012-1649.36.3.366
https://doi.org/10.1037//0012-1649.36.3.366
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2009.00607.x
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1532-7795.2009.00607.x
https://doi.org/10.1086/229068
https://doi.org/10.1086/229068
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2015.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ssresearch.2015.06.015
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-8624.1990.tb02786.x
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000013477903
https://doi.org/10.1177/0011000013477903

	Parenting within Residential Neighborhoods
	Untitled

	Parentingwithin
	Parenting within residential neighborhoods: A pluralistic approach with African American and Latino famili ...
	Theoretical frameworks
	Residential neighborhoods
	Ethnic-racial socialization
	Parental monitoring

	New destinations: Latino and African American families
	Neighborhoods and ethnic-racial socialization
	Neighborhoods and parental monitoring
	Added value of person-center approach for understanding neighborhoods
	Covariates
	The current study
	Methods
	Data and sample

	Measures
	Demographics
	Neighborhood structure
	Neighborhood disadvantage
	Percent Black/percent Hispanic
	Neighborhood social characteristics/profile variables
	Cohesion and trust
	Informal social control
	Connectedness
	Neighborhood problems

	Parenting beliefs and behaviors
	Ethnic-racial socialization
	Monitoring (knowledge)

	Analytic strategy
	Results
	Preliminary analyses

	Neighborhood profile analyses
	Predictors of neighborhood profiles
	Neighborhood profiles and parenting outcomes
	Discussion
	Strengths, caveats, and implications for future work
	Conclusion
	References
	Further reading



	Title of article paper or other content: Parenting within Residential Neighborhoods: A Pluralistic Approach with African American and Latino Families at the Center
	Last Name First NameRow1: Witherspoon, Dawn P.
	AcademicOrganizational AffiliationRow1: Department of Psychology, The Pennsylvania State University
	ORCID IDRow1: 
	Last Name First NameRow2: May, Emily M.
	AcademicOrganizational AffiliationRow2: Department of Psychology, The Pennsylvania State University
	ORCID IDRow2: 
	Last Name First NameRow3: McDonald, Ashley
	AcademicOrganizational AffiliationRow3: Department of Psychology, The Pennsylvania State University
	ORCID IDRow3: 
	Last Name First NameRow4: Boggs, Saskia
	AcademicOrganizational AffiliationRow4: Department of Psychology, The Pennsylvania State University
	ORCID IDRow4: 
	Last Name First NameRow5: Bámaca-Colbert, Mayra
	AcademicOrganizational AffiliationRow5: Human Development and Family Studies, The Pennsylvania State University
	ORCID IDRow5: 
	Last Name First NameRow6: 
	AcademicOrganizational AffiliationRow6: 
	ORCID IDRow6: 
	PublicationCompletion Date —if in press enter year accepted or completed: 2019
	Group3: Choice3
	Name of institution, type of degree, and department granting degree: Advances in Child Development and Behavior, Volume 57
	DOI or URL to published work if available: 10.1016/bs.acdb.2019.05.004
	Office name: Institute of Education Sciences
	Grant number: R305B150033
	Institution: The Pennsylvania State University
	Office name(same): Institute of Education Sciences


