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This study explores the relations between neighborhood social capital
(neighbor support and social climate), safety concerns (fear of crime and
concern for one’s child), parenting (solicitation and support), and
adolescent antisocial behavior in a sample of 952 parents (742 mothers)
and 588 boys and 559 girls from five middle schools (sixth through
eighth grades) in a midsize Italian city. In structural equation models,
social capital is strongly and inversely related to safety concerns and
positively related to parental support and solicitation. In turn, safety
concerns are also positively related to parental support and solicitation.
Social capital and safety concerns have indirect effects on children’s
antisocial behavior through their effects on parenting. Implications are
discussed for parenting and community-based interventions to prevent or
reduce youth antisocial behaviors. �C 2010 Wiley Periodicals, Inc.

Growing empirical evidence demonstrates the influence of neighborhood context on
children’s and adolescents’ psychosocial adjustment (Beyers, Bates, Pettit, & Dodge,
2003; Fauth, Leventhal, & Brooks-Gunn, 2007; Kohen, Leventhal, Dahinten, &
McIntosh, 2008; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Prezza & Pacilli, 2007; Simons,
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Johnson, Beaman, Conger, & Whitbeck, 1996; Wandersman & Nation, 1998).
According to these studies, neighborhoods characterized by disadvantaged economic
conditions, low levels of opportunity, high residential instability, and high crime rates
have a negative effect on a wide range of outcomes, such as school achievement and
emotional and behavioral problems. It has also become clear that social processes
within the neighborhood may mediate or moderate the effects of neighborhood
structural characteristics (e.g., Dorsey & Forehand, 2003; Sampson, Raudenbush, &
Earls, 1997). The extensive literature on the effects of neighborhood social conditions
on adjustment of adolescents has been concentrated mainly in North America (Kohen
et al., 2008), has considered groups of serious adolescent offenders (Chung &
Steinberg, 2006), and has generally identified poor and minority neighborhoods as the
riskiest context for children. However, less is known about the interaction between
neighborhood characteristics and social processes in areas outside the United States,
areas not affected by the concentration of poverty, and in neighborhoods with
significant social capital (Putnam, Leonardi, & Nanetti, 1993).

In the present study, we propose and test a model of the mechanisms through
which the effects of neighborhood social conditions as perceived by parents have an
impact on the behavioral outcomes for early-adolescents residing in a mid-sized city in
Italy. In this model, we consider both neighborhood social capital (i.e., support and
social climate) and perceived neighborhood social threats, or dangers, as factors that
may directly and indirectly influence parenting behaviors, and subsequent early
adolescents’ behavior.

Both Bronfenbrenner’s ecological systems theory (Bronfenbrenner, 1979) and
family system theories (e.g., Simons et al., 1996) conceptualize how familial and social/
environmental contexts interact in facilitating (or hindering) developmental outcomes.
Bronfenbrenner’s model posits the child at the center of multiple, interrelated levels of
social systems. The conceptual framework used to guide the present research rests on
several key assumptions or hypotheses (see Fig. 1). These include the ideas that (a) the
exosystem including neighborhood social capital and safety concerns may play a direct
role on children’s development and behavior; and (b) one of the ways in which
exosystems exercise their influence on children is through microsystems such as the
parent–child relationship.

NEIGHBORHOOD AND EARLY ADOLESCENTS’ PSYCHOSOCIAL
ADJUSTMENT

Beginning in early adolescence, there is an increase of unsupervised exposure to
neighborhood settings and conditions, and direct contacts with neighborhood members
(Allison et al., 1999). The neighborhood is therefore an important environment for
adolescent development providing opportunities to forge supportive networks with
people and organizations (Pretty, 2002). The range of child and adolescent outcomes
correlated with forms of neighborhood concentrated disadvantage includes infant
mortality, low birth-weight, teenage childbearing, school dropout, child maltreatment,
and adolescent antisocial behavior (see e.g., Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000).

Jencks and Mayer (1990) identified mechanisms through which neighborhoods
may affect child development. They suggested that collective socialization, in which
social and behavioral norms are communicated formally and informally by role models
living in the neighborhood, is an important contributor to neighborhood effects.
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Others have proposed constructs such as neighborhood social organization (Wilson,
1987), and collective efficacy (Sampson et al., 1997) as a way of accounting for how
social processes including social support and cohesion among neighbors, sense of
community, supervision and control of children and adolescents by other adults in the
community (Dorsey & Forehand, 2003; Sampson, 2001) might affect children’s
psychosocial adjustment.

Neighborhood social capital is perhaps the broadest and currently the most
popular way of conceptualizing such community-level social resources. Social capital is
promoted by neighborhood residents through the formation of trust, sharing, and
informal support. Specifically, forms of social capital include both informal and formally
organized, community-focused behaviors (e.g., neighboring behavior or instrumental
support and citizen participation) and opportunities for trust-building (sense of
community and collective efficacy or empowerment; Perkins, Hughey, & Speer, 2002).
It is likely that social capital would have effects on the types and quality of the
relationships children might experience within their neighborhoods. In addition to the
direct effect, low social capital may indirectly affect the lives of children by increasing
neighborhood safety/reducing dangerousness (Dorsey & Forehand, 2003; Leventhal &
Brooks-Gunn, 2000). Neighborhood safety concerns may result from a decreasing
informal social control and neighborhood cohesion (Brown, Perkins, & Brown, 2004).
Research on social capital has suggested that it is an important mechanism in explaining
psychosocial adjustment during adolescence as indicated by its negative effect on both
antisocial behavior (Dorsey & Forehand, 2003; Furstenberg & Hughes, 1995) and
neighborhood dangerousness that, in turn, is associated with child antisocial behavior
(Dorsey & Forehand, 2003; Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000).

There is a large amount of evidence that parenting behaviors affect the occurrence
of antisocial behavior among adolescents. In their extensive review, Barber, Stolz, and
Olsen (2005), for example, found that parental support and parental behavioral
control (as measured in parental solicitation) is predictive of several adolescent
behaviors including antisocial behavior. In fact, the social learning theory of
delinquency (Dishion & McMahon, 1998) is predicated upon the assumption that
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Figure 1. Conceptual model predicting adolescents’ antisocial behavior from neighborhood conditions
and parenting.
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parent monitoring and knowledge of adolescent behavior is a important predictor of
adolescent antisocial behavior.

Ecological theories have suggested that parenting is a critical microsystemic
mediator of neighborhood effects (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000; Sampson &
Groves, 1989). According to the family stress model (Kohen et al., 2008; Simons et al.,
1996), living in dangerous neighborhoods impacts parenting closeness and monitor-
ing. According to this perspective the effects of neighborhood stressors (e.g., low social
capital and dangerousness) on children operate by influencing the types of behaviors
parents might engage in with their children. For example, Leventhal and Brooks-
Gunn’s (2000) review of neighborhood effects research suggested that neighborhood
disadvantage might affect factors ranging from mothers’ display of warmth toward
their children to parental monitoring of their children’s behavior. In turn, decrements
in these parenting behaviors have been associated with child behavior problems
(Dishion & McMahon, 1998; Fletcher, Steinberg, & Williams-Wheeler, 2004; Patterson
& Stouthamer-Loeber, 1984; Maccoby & Martin, 1983; Soenens, Vansteenkiste,
Luyckx, & Goossens, 2006; Vieno, Nation, Pastore, & Santinello, 2009).

The relatively few studies that have examined these relations have supported
parenting as a mediator of neighborhood effects. Conger, Ge, Elder, and Lorenz
(1994) found that low neighborhood social capital is connected to emotional distress
that often disrupts parenting, resulting in increased use of harsh and punitive
parenting behaviors. Also, Dorsey and Forehand found that low social capital in the
neighborhood resulted in decreased parental support and monitoring (Dorsey &
Forehand, 2003). Collectively, these studies suggest that analysis of neighborhood
effects on adolescents’ antisocial behavior would be incomplete without considering
neighborhood effects on parenting.

THE PRESENT STUDY

Most of the research analyzing the effects of neighborhood social capital on parenting and
adolescent adjustment has been conducted in North America (Kohen et al., 2008), and in
neighborhoods where there is a considerable concentration of poverty, racial segregation,
and disadvantage (Dorsey & Forehand, 2003; Jargowsky, 1996). These neighborhoods are
not representative of most residential areas and their forms of social capital skew toward
less formal ties with few links to power or other resources. Less is known about
neighborhoods where social inequalities are less diffused and where both formal and
informal social capital tends to be higher, as in Italy (Dallago et al., 2009; Zafirovski, 2000).
Thus, the principal aim of the present study is to understand the mechanisms through
which neighborhood effects influence early-adolescents’ antisocial behavior. We do this by
testing a theoretical model where parents’ perceptions of both neighborhood social capital
(i.e., support and social climate) and neighborhood dangerousness predict child antisocial
behavior. Moreover, we hypothesize that parenting behaviors (solicitation and support)
may serve as mediators (Vieno, Santinello, Pastore, & Perkins, 2007) through which
neighborhood conditions affect early adolescent antisocial behavior (see Fig. 1).

According to the model, neighborhood social capital creates a context that shapes
parents perceptions and behavior. Parents’ perception of low social capital is associated
directly with higher levels of child behavioral problems and decreased use of certain
effective parenting strategies (solicitation and support), which, in turn, results in more
behavioral problems. According to this model, families exposed to disadvantaged
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neighborhood conditions display less capacity to act in a supportive involved manner
(e.g., Kohen et al., 2008), solicit less information about their children’s whereabouts,
and provide less monitoring of their children’s behavior (e.g., Chung & Steinberg,
2006). The proposed model addresses limitations of previous studies. For example,
Dorsey and Forehand’s (2003) examination of parenting focused primarily on parental
knowledge. However, subsequent studies have suggested that it is important to
deconstruct parental knowledge into multiple dimensions of parental behavior. Kerr
and Stattin (2000) suggest that parental knowledge may be more related to individual
differences in adolescent self-disclosure, rather than the result of parental practices
(also see Stattin & Kerr, 2000). For this reason, we focus on parent support and include
the construct of ‘‘solicitation’’ to capture the primary behaviors that parents may
engage in to increase their knowledge.

Another important path in this model is an association of parental perception of
local social capital with perceived neighborhood safety concern (Leventhal & Brooks-
Gunn, 2000). Building upon the fear of crime research (see Clemente & Kleiman,
1977) we expand the definition of neighborhood dangerousness to include crime
concerns related to threats to children’s wellbeing. In fact, we argue that, contrary to
Dorsey and Forehand (2003) who used just a general measure of neighborhood
dangerousness, the constructs of fear of crime and concern for children represent the
cognitive factors parents use to make decisions regarding their use of support and
solicitation. In addition to the direct link from neighborhood dangerousness to
adolescent antisocial behavior, we will test whether parenting may also be influenced
by safety concerns in a way that also affects children’s behavior.

Our model extends previous models by exploring an early adolescent sample, a
developmental period when parental solicitation becomes more salient. However, early
adolescence is a critical period in the development of many risky behaviors (Moffitt,
Caspi, Dickson, Silva, & Stanton, 1996). This stage is also critical because during early
adolescence, children are increasingly exposed to a variety of extrafamilial individuals
and settings, and are expected to become increasingly independent and self-regulating
(Patrick, Snyder, Schrepferman, & Snyder, 2005). Also, the model is distinguished by
including both parent and child ratings of the child’s antisocial behavior. In fact, when
models are run separately (for child and parents), significant predictions are likely (in
our case by using just parents’ information). However, the association between
variables may be partially due to a methodological artifact. Researchers (e.g., Bartels
et al., 2004) have suggested using structural equation modeling to address this
limitation. Thus, we address this issue by combining parent and adolescent
information about child behavior to create a latent construct.

More importantly, we test whether or not the relationship between neighborhood
conditions and adolescent engagement in antisocial behavior is direct or indirect depending
on parenting styles or practices, such as solicitation or support towards the child.

METHOD

Procedure

The present data came from a study conducted in a midsized city in the northeast of
Italy. Parents of all sixth-, seventh-, and eighth-grade students (from five public middle
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schools) were asked for their consent to participate and for their permission to allow
their child to participate in the study. Students filled out their portion of the
questionnaire during a single class period. Data were collected during a 4-week period
and was proctored by research assistants. Students were given approximately
50 minutes to complete the questionnaire. Parents also received a questionnaire and
decided whether the mother or father would complete the survey. Eighty-four percent
of parents agreed to participate. Each child returned a sealed envelope to their teacher
containing either the completed survey or their parents’ decision not to participate.

Participants

Participants included 952 parents: 742 (77.3%) mothers, 210 (21.9%) fathers. Mothers’
mean age was 42.07 years (SD 5 4.97). On an 8-point rating scale their mean
educational level was 4.27 (SD 5 1.47) indicating that they had at least 11 years of
education on average. Fathers’ mean age was 45.49 years (SD 5 4.99). Their mean
educational level was 4.55 (SD 5 1.47) indicating that they had 13 years of education
on average.

In addition, participants included 1,147 early adolescents (588 boys and 559 girls)
from five middle schools (sixth through eighth grades). The children’s ages ranged
from 11 to 15, with a mean of 12.58 (SD 5 .97). Four hundred twenty-two students
were in the sixth grade (36.8%), 341 in the seventh grade (29.7%), and 384 (33.5%) in
the eighth grade. Most of the children were born in Italy (94.8%), with most of the rest
from Eastern Europe (3.5%). In relation to family structure, 89.5% of the students
came from a two-parent family (with parents married and living together), 6.0% had
divorced parents, 4.5% lived with one parent (mainly the mother).

The nonresponse of parents (N 5 188), and excessive missing values from some of
the children (N 5 107) and parents (N 5 103) reduced the number of participants in
the final sample. The theoretical model was tested on a final sample of 749 pupils
(50.7% boys) and parent dyads (78% mothers). Compared to the excluded sample, the
analysis sample was equally distributed in terms of students’ gender, w2(1) 5 1.81, ns;
and age, t(1142) 5 .69, ns. Given the way mothers and fathers were recruited into the
study, we also compared the percentage of boys (78.6%) and girls (76.7%) whose
mother participated, w2(1) 5 1.09, ns. Also, we found no differences related to mothers’
and fathers’ education, t (920) 5 2.13, ns; or to the youths’ age, t(920) 5 1.43, ns.

The youth included in the analysis may differ systematically from those who were
excluded because we required parental participation and active parental consent
(Weinberger, Tublin, Ford, & Feldman, 1990). For this reason, we used t tests to
compare participants to students who were excluded because their parents did not
participate in the study. We found no differences in terms of parental control,
t(1153) 5 1.10, ns; mothers’ closeness, t(1076) 5 .12, ns; fathers’ closeness, t(1067) 5 .04, ns;
self-disclosure to mother, t(1134) 5 2.72, ns; self-disclosure to father, t(1109) 5 .67, ns;
mothers’ knowledge, t(1129) 5 3.80, ns; fathers’ knowledge, t(1105) 5 1.66, ns; or
adolescents’ antisocial behavior, t (1153) 5 .77, ns.

Measures

Parents were given measures of neighborhood social capital, safety concerns,
parenting behavior (support and solicitation), and their perception of child antisocial
behavior. This is consistent with much of the literature on social capital, where adult
informants are traditionally used (e.g., Dorsey & Forehand, 2003; Sampson et al.,
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1997). To have a more valid and detailed measure of antisocial behavior, a student self-
report measure was also used.

Neighbor support. Neighbor support was measured using neighbor support and positive
neighborhood climate scales. The Italian neighbor support subscale (Bonaiuto,
Fornara, Aiello, & Bonnes, 2002) was used by parents to rate their perceptions of
neighboring behavior within their community. The scale was composed of five items
(e.g., ‘‘In general, people in my neighborhood are interested in helping other
people’’). The participants responded on a Likert scale that ranged from 1 5 completely
agree to 7 5 completely disagree. The Cronbach’s a for the five-item scale was .78.
Responses were averaged for the measure of low neighbor support.

Social neighborhood climate. The Italian neighborhood climate subscale (Bonaiuto et al.,
2002) was used by parents to rate their perception of the climate in the neighborhood.
The scale was composed of five items (e.g. ‘‘The atmosphere in my neighborhood is
untroubled’’ or ‘‘Living in this neighborhood is pretty stressful’’). The participants
responded on a Likert scale that ranged from 1 5 completely agree to 7 5 completely
disagree. The Cronbach’s a for the five-item scale was .79. Responses were averaged for
the measure of bad neighborhood climate.

Fear of crime. The Italian Fear of Crime subscale (Bonaiuto et al., 2002) was used by
parents to rate their perception about the climate in the neighborhood. The scale was
composed of five items (e.g., ‘‘In this neighborhood, one can walk at night without any
risk of harm’’). The participants responded on a Likert scale that ranged from
1 5 completely agree to 7 5 completely disagree. The Cronbach’s a for the five-item scale
was .81. Responses were averaged for the measure of fear of crime.

Concern for child. Three items were used to assess parents’ concern about their child:
‘‘When my child goes out in my neighborhood without my supervision I’m concerned
about: (1) criminals, (2) bad company, (3) drugs.’’ The participants responded on a Likert
scale that ranged from 1 5 not at all concerned to 7 5 a lot concerned. The Cronbach’s alpha for
the three-item scale was .87. Responses were averaged for the measure of concern for child.

Parental solicitation. Five-items from the Parental Solicitation Scale (Kerr & Stattin,
2000) was used to assess the extent to which parents try to gain knowledge about their
child’s unsupervised activities (e.g., ‘‘During the last month, how often did you initiate
a conversation with your child about his free time?’’). The participants responded on a
5-point scale: 1 5 never to 5 5 always. The five items were averaged to yield a single
measure of parental solicitation with an alpha of .65.

Parental support. Parents rated the items with respect to their own parenting behavior using
the Child Rearing Practices Report (CRPR; Rickel & Biasatti, 1982) composed of 10 items
(e.g., ‘‘I encourage my child to talk about his/her troubles’’). Parents responded on a scale
that ranged from 1 5 not at all descriptive of me to 5 5 highly descriptive of me. The alpha for the
10-item scale was .86. Responses were averaged for the measure of parental support.

Adolescent antisocial behavior. This is a latent variable based on both parent and child
survey scales. Parents rated 11 items from the Problem Checklist (PLST, Oregon Social
Learning Center, 1997), with respect to their child’s misbehavior. The parents
responded on a scale that ranged from 1 5 never to 6 5 always/almost always. The alpha
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for the scale was .84. Responses were averaged for the measure of adolescent’s
antisocial behavior (parent report).

In addition, adolescents completed an adapted version of the self-report measure
of antisocial behavior (Kiesner, 2002). The scale was composed of 11 items (e.g., ‘‘How
many times did you take money from your parents without their permission?’’).
Participants were asked to respond by considering the past 30 days. The answer
options were based upon a 6-point ordinal scale, ranging from 1 5 Never to 6 5 More
than 20 times. The Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was .82. Responses were averaged for
the measure of adolescent’s antisocial behavior (child report).

Statistical Analyses

Structural equation modeling (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996), implemented by the
program LISREL (8.50), was used to test model fit. We considered a variety of indices
as indicators of the model’s overall goodness of fit: Chi square was used as a test of the
null hypothesis that the model fit the data. However, reliance on the w2 has been
criticized, especially in the case of large samples (more than 200; Jöreskog & Sörbom,
1996; Saris, 1982). For that reason, we also used the comparative fit index (CFI) and
non-normed fit index (NNFI)—with values ranging from 0 (a poor fit) to 1 (a perfect
fit). We also used the root mean squared error of approximation (RMSEA), which is
considered a measure of a good fit when lower than .06 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Finally,
we examined the squared multiple correlations for the structural equations.

To evaluate child gender differences in the model, a multigroup approach was
used (Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996; see, for example Byrne, 1989). This approach allows
estimating the fit of the model and the parameters simultaneously on different
subgroups. In particular, the hypothesis of the invariance of the covariance matrix (s)
and the hypothesis of the form invariance (same dimensions, and same patterns of
fixed, free, and constrained values in all matrices; k) on different groups tested the fit
and parameters of the model comparing boys and girls.

RESULTS

Descriptive Statistics

Descriptive statistics for the total sample and separated by child gender, and bivariate
correlations among variables for the total sample are shown in Table 1. Similar to
previous studies (see for example, Kerr & Stattin, 2000), boys scored higher on
antisocial behavior, independently from the informant. Parents of girls scored higher
on fear for crime, concern for child, and support.

In general, all the correlations are in the expected direction. Although the
correlation between the two indicators of antisocial behavior measured on the children
and parents were significant, the magnitude was relatively low (.26). These results are
generally consistent with previous studies (see Soenens et al., 2006; Stattin & Kerr, 2000).

Testing the Theoretical Model

Analyses began with testing the proposed theoretical model (Fig. 1) in which all paths
among the variables were assessed. Three direct path coefficients from neighborhood
conditions (Low social capital and safety concerns) and antisocial behavior were not
significant. Figure 2 represents the tested model with estimated standardized
parameters.
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The resulting model produced these fit indices: w2
ð14Þ ¼ 29:78(po.01), CFI 5 .98,

NFI 5 .97, NNFI 5 .97, RMSEA 5 .04. Observing the remaining indices, it is possible
to conclude that the model produces a very good fit. Moreover, the squared multiple
correlations for structural equation are R2

Z1 ¼ :66, R2
Z2 ¼ :08, R2

Z3 ¼ :09. Thus, 66% of
the variance in neighborhood safety concerns, 8% of parenting, and 9% of variance in
antisocial behavior is accounted for in the model.

In addition to the direct relation presented in Figure 1, there are some indirect
relations (not included in Fig. 2). Neighborhood social capital has an indirect effect on
parenting through neighborhood safety concerns (.36) and on adolescent antisocial
behavior through its effect on parenting (.13). Safety concerns have an indirect effect
on antisocial behavior (�.13) through their effect on parenting.

After evaluating the overall fit of the model in the total sample, multigroup
comparisons were used to examine the extent to which this model is consistent, in
terms of covariance matrices (s) and forms (dimensions, and patterns of fixed, free,
and constrained values; k), across child gender. All the fit indices presented indicate
significant statistical differences in the covariance matrices, w2

ð29Þ ¼ 46:78(po.05),
CFI 5 .98, NNFI 5 .96, RMSEA 5 .04; and forms, w2

ð34Þ ¼ 156:71(po.01), CFI 5 .98,
NNFI 5 .96, RMSEA 5 .04, between males and females. It was therefore necessary to
analyze and compare the structural parameters of the model for gender subgroups.
Table 2 presents all the parameters included in the model and the R2 for each of the

Figure 2. Path coefficients for the model proposed. Relations among variables represented by a continuous
line were significant at least at po.05. Relations among variables represented by a cross-hatch line were
nonsignificant, w2

ð14Þ ¼ 29:78(po.01), CFI 5 .98, NFI 5 .97, NNFI 5 .97, RMSEA 5 .04.

Table 2. Standardized Structural Parameters of the Relationships Among Latent Constructs and R2

for Total Sample and By Sex

g11 g21 g31 b21 b31 b32 R2
Z1 R2

Z2 R2
Z3

Total sample .81 �.47 ns .45 ns �.28 .66 .08 .09
Subgroup
Sex

Male .82 �.57 ns .57 ns �.37 .68 .12 .15
Female .82 �.53 ns .53 ns �.40 .68 .09 .25

Note. ns 5 Not significant.
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endogenous variables. All the paths are the same as the general model; parenting
factors explained slightly more variance for girls’ behavior than for boys.

DISCUSSION

This study explores the mechanisms through which neighborhood social capital are
associated with early adolescent antisocial behavior. The proposed model postulated that
both neighborhood social capital and perceived neighborhood social threats and
neighborhood dangers are factors that may directly affect early adolescent antisocial
behavior and indirectly influence child behavior via differential parenting behaviors. The
present study partially validates the theoretical model proposed in which parents’
perceptions of low social capital are associated indirectly with higher levels of child
behavioral problems by decreasing the use of effective parenting (solicitation and support).

Moreover, according to our hypothesis, and contrary to Forehand and Dorsey
(2003), the construct of safety concern, composed of fear of crime and concern for
children, represents an important psychological factor influencing parents’ decisions
to be more supportive and solicitous toward their children and to know more about
their child’s daily activities. Again, our results suggest that parenting is influenced by
safety concerns in a way that also affects children’s behavior. The indirect effect of
neighborhood social capital and safety concerns on early adolescent outcomes suggests
that the connection between these constructs was fully mediated (Baron & Kenny,
1986) by family-level (parenting) processes (Kohen et al., 2008). This result again
confirms how familial and social/environmental contexts interact in facilitating (or
hindering) developmental outcomes (Bronfenbrenner, 1979).

Although there were no major gender differences found within the model, the
results suggest that parenting might play an even more important role in girls’ than
boys’ antisocial behavior.

Strengths and Limitations

The strengths of the study include the use of a relatively large sample of parents as well
as their children’s self-reports (for cross-validation) and the multigroup comparison
that allowed us to test the stability of the model by sex. The sample was also drawn
from a different kind of community than is typical in the literature. That is both a
strength and a limitation, however, as the sample from a region in northeastern Italy
may not be generalizable to young adolescents in other parts of the world where
parenting styles and other cultural factors may be very different (see Claes, Lacourse,
Bouchard, & Perucchini, 2003). In relation to solicitation, for example, parents in our
sample may have more concern about neighborhood conditions because we
considered a region of Italy (Veneto), where political parties have been effective in
mobilizing voters around the issue of fear of crime. Also, there are regional variations
in parenting practices among Italian families that may limit the ability to generalize
these conclusions. Additionally, the sample of fathers was much smaller than that of
mothers, resulting in further threats to external validity.

The present cross-sectional design does not allow us to determine the dynamics of the
relationships between some of the study variables. For example, it is possible that parents of
children who engage in antisocial behavior may begin to engage in fewer parenting
behaviors because of their perceived ineffectiveness. That is, just as parents may withdraw
from dangerous neighborhoods, they may withdraw from children that they perceive are
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uncontrollable. Another alternative hypothesis is also possible: Those parents who are
more anxious may simply see their neighborhood as more dangerous and lower in social
capital. This may lead them to rate their adolescents as more difficult. Also, the cross-
sectional design does not allow examination of the stability of the effects, or to study how
the relations between parent and child variables change over time. Longitudinal (including
experimental and other panel) studies of parenting and neighborhood perceptions are
needed to determine the causal relationships with antisocial behavior.

Moreover, in considering the results we have to take into account how well student
views of parenting behavior relate to those provided by their parents. Previous
research has demonstrated that although the correlation between all the indicators
(e.g., closeness and control) of the same constructs measured on the children and
parents were significant, the magnitude was relatively low, ranging from .18 to .27 for
fathers and from .24 to 34 for mothers (Vieno et al., 2009). This suggests that the
behaviors that parents may engage in response to neighborhood conditions may not
be perceived or received as intended by their children. This difference may be one of
the reasons the impact of parenting on antisocial behavior was indirect.

Despite these limitations, the present study does hold important implications for
parenting and community-based interventions to prevent or reduce youth antisocial
behaviors. It suggests that although interventions are often conducted in schools or
youth organizations, they should not ignore the key role of parenting styles and
behaviors and that those are significantly influenced by parents’ perceptions of the
social capital resources and safety concerns of their community.

A social environment rich in participatory opportunities, allowing people to meet
frequently, is fertile ground for nurturing shared values and social norms of trust and
reciprocity. Where such values and norms develop, the likelihood of informal social
controls and other cooperative behaviors is higher. The concept of social capital invites
us to look at family resources that parents and adolescents could more easily change.
The ability to enhance these resources during adolescence makes them very different
from other characteristics of families such as income and parental education. Second,
Coleman’s discussion of social capital outside the family (Coleman, 1988) invites us to
examine the integration of the family into the community in which it lives as an
important family resource of value to children. Integration is not completely up to the
family; it also involves the attitudes and behaviors of school personnel, peers and friends
of the adolescent, and other parents in the community. Nonetheless, family integration
into the community is more susceptible to change than are family income and parental
education. Encouraging parents to develop strong connections with their children, their
children’s schools, and their surrounding community could lead to better educational
outcomes, as well as stronger families (Sandefur, Meier, & Campbell, 2006).
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