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Appendix A. Bivariate correlations and variable descriptions

TABLE A1 Spearmans’ rho correlations and descriptives. Wave 1 below diagonal and Wave 2 above diagonal. (N = 341 individuals).
Correlations at diagonal represent continuity between Wave 1 and Wave 2.

1. 2. 3. 4. S. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 11. 12. alpha M SD Min Max
1. 0.492%* 0.672%**  0.765*%**  0.221***  0.063 0.192***  0.102* 0.112* -0.033 -0.339%**  (0.428***  .0.471*** | 0.842 4.047 7.089 0.000 54.000
Delinquency
2. Violence 0.721%**  0.454%* 0.396%**  0.217***  (.140* 0.228***  0.062 -0.018 0.081 -0.246%**  (0.183***  _0.291*** | 0.727 1.003  2.084 0.000  11.000
3. Property 0.811***  0.456***  (.369** 0.206***  0.030 0.141** 0.115* 0.140* -0.140%* -0.272%**  0.416***  -0.418*** | 0.690 1.580  3.191  0.000 24.000
delinquency
4. 0.349***  (.179%* 0.368***  (0.356** 0.556%**  (0.488***  (0.438***  (.475%**  (.184** -0.251%*%*  (0.280***  -0.156** - 4393 5055 0.000 28.000
Unstructured
socializing
In
neighborhood
with:
5. Low CE 0.202%**  0.219*%**  (.163** 0.391***  (.382%* 0.125* 0.072 -0.063 0.223***  _(0.116* -0.010 -0.069 - 1.504 2716 0.000 17.000
6. Low-to- 0.245***  0.156** 0.209***  0.486***  (0.089 0.381** 0.062 0.035 0.066 -0.197%**  (0.227***  0.216%** - 0.909 2.295 0.000 20.000
average CE
7. Average- 0.120* 0.052 0.129* 0.412***  0.028 -0.021 0.227** 0.217***  0.070 -0.130%* 0.215***  0.023 - 0.792  2.133  0.000 22.000
to-high CE
8. High CE 0.064 -0.067 0.144%* 0.341%**  -0.246%**  -0.194***  0.094 0.520** -0.011 -0.052 0.284***  -0.051 - 1.188  2.406 0.000 17.000
9. Age 0.065 0.040 0.017 0.124* 0.124* 0.158** 0.075 -0.027 0.961** -0.102 0.018 0.017 - 16.189 1.583  13.750 19.920
10. Parental -0.351%%%  _0.217***  -0.312%%*  _(0287***  -0.164** -0.118* -0.109* -0.066 -0.176** 0.481** -0.373%**  0.207*** | 0.807 16458 4.587 5.000  30.000
monitoring
11. Attitudes ~ 0.436***  0.211%*%*  (0.472*%**  0.276***  0.077 0.088 0.114* 0.264***  0.277**%*  -0.443%*%*  (0.602%**  -0.271*%** | 0.882 34.551 8.408 16.000 61.000
to
delinquency
12. Self- -0.467**%*  _0.351%**  -0.413%*%*  -0.247***  -0.093 -0.222%*%*  _0.128* -0.003 -0.091 0.247***%  -0.284***  0.536%** | 0.693  30.407 5.731 13.000 48.000
control
Alpha 0.895 0.812 0.804 - - - - - - 0.760 0.906 0.744
M 5.202 1.495 1.806 5.144 1.214 1.355 0.836 1.739 14.082 17.562 32.030 30.040
SD 9.355 2.892 3.803 5.065 2.589 2.069 2411 2.992 1.526 4.178 9.255 6.358
Min 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 0.000 11.920 5.000 16.000 10.000
Max 100.000 15.000 45.000 33.000 16.000 9.000 25.000 28.000 17.580 25.000 64.000 45.000

Abbreviation: CE = collective efficacy
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).



Appendix B. Items of delinquency, unstructured socializing, and control variables
General delinquency

How often in the past schoolyear have you ... (1) defaced walls, doors, or other objects with, for
example, spray paint or a pen; (2) damaged or destroyed something, for example, bikes, bus stops,
street lights, or something else; (3) set fire somewhere (for example in a building, a house, a bus or
car); (4) stolen something from a shop that was worth less than 5 euro (6.85 USD), for example,
candy, pens, or something else; (5) stolen something from a shop that was worth more than 5 euro
(6.85 USD), for example, clothes, DVDs or something else; (6) bought something of which you knew
or thought it was stolen, for example, a bike, clothes, or something else; (7) stolen a bicycle; (8) stolen
a scooter or moped; (9) broken into a house to steal something; (10) broken into a car to steal
something; (11) broken in somewhere else to steal something (for example in a shop, at school, in a
company); (12) robbed someone; (13) stolen something from another person covertly, such as a hand-
bag, wallet or purse, phone, or something else; (14) threatened someone to scare or coerce them into
doing something; (15) kicked or hit someone on the street (we do NOT mean for fun); (16) injured
someone by kicking or hitting them; (17) sold drugs such as weed or hashish; (18) sold drugs such as
XTC, cocaine, speed, or something else; (19) carried a knife or other weapon; (20) used a knife or
other weapon. Answer categories: never (0); once (1), twice (2); three to five times (3), six to ten
times (4); more than ten times (35).

Unstructured socializing

Unstructured activities: Hanging around (doing nothing, not necessarily alone, but no socializing,
e.g., waiting in line); walking or biking around without a goal; going to a party, including parties at
someone’s home; going out (e.g., in a pub or a club); combination of socializing (e.g., by instant
messaging, face-to-face communication and texting); socializing (not organized); talking (face-to-
face), socializing; going to a birthday party; socializing and having a drink.

Peers who are present: Peers (general code); partner (male); partner (female); partner and 1 male
peer; partner and 1 female peer; partner and 2 or more male peers; partner and 2 or more female peers;
partner and both male and female peers; 1 male peer; 1 female peer; 2 or more male peers; 2 or more
female peers; both male and female peers.

Adult authority figures who are absent: Mother, father, both parents, family (general code), other
adult family members (uncle, aunt, grandpa, grandma, adult cousins, godparents), combinations of
adult family members and other family members, teacher, sports trainer, other trainer, supervisor,
mother or father of friend, adult neighbors, partner of parents, partner of other family member, janitor,
employer, religious leader, other (e.g., doctor, dentist), parents of friends, psychologist/therapist,
family member of friend, hairdresser/beauty therapist, other adults, combinations of trainers,
employers or other adults.

Parental monitoring

Say for each of the following sentences whether this applies to you: (1) I can just go out at night (after
7 pm), without having to tell my parents; (2) If I come back later than an agreed moment, my parents
expect me to tell where I was and with whom (reverse coded); (3) When I come home at night (after 7
pm) too late, my parents will try to find me on the street or at friends (reverse coded); (4) If I go out,
my parents expect me to tell where I go, with whom, and what I’m going to do (reverse coded); (5)
My parents expect me to tell where I go to during weekends and what I’m going to do (reverse
coded). Answer categories: YES! (1); yes (2); yes/no (3); no (4); NO! (5).



Attitudes toward delinquency

How bad do you think it is when someone of your age does the following? (1) Ride a bike through red
light; (2) Skip doing homework for school; (3) Skip school or work without an excuse; (4) Lie,
disobey or talk back to teachers; (5) Go skateboarding in a place where skateboarding is not allowed;
(6) Tease a classmate because of the way he or she dresses; (7) Smoke cigarettes; (8) Get drunk with
friends on a Friday evening; (9) Hit another young person who makes a rude comment; (10) Steal a
pencil from a classmate; (11) Paint graffiti on a house wall; (12) Smash a street light for fun; (13)
Smoke cannabis; (14) Steal a CD from a shop; (15) Break into or try to break into a building to steal
something; (16) Use a weapon or force to get money or things from another young person. Answer
categories: very bad (1); bad (2); a little bad (3); not at all bad (4).

Self-control

Say for each of the following sentences whether this applies to you: (1) I always say what I think,
even if it is not nice or smart; (2) If I want something, I do it immediately; (3) When I have an
argument with someone, I can talk calmly about it (reverse coded); (4) I get angry very fast; (5) When
I am really angry, other people better stay away from me; (6) I sometimes find it exciting to do things
that may be dangerous; (7) I often try to avoid things that I know will be difficult; (8) I get easily
bored; (9) I often do things without thinking of the consequences; (10) Sometimes I will take a risk
just for the fun of it. Answer categories: YES! (1), yes (2); yes/no (3); no (4); NO! (5).



Appendix C. Findings for variety measure general delinquency

TABLE C1 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (variety measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing: Within-

individual effects

Model 1 Model 2
B SE IRR CI B SE IRR Cl

US (all hours) 0.036** 0.011 1.037%* 1.014-1.060 0.012 0.009 1.012 0.993-1.030

Parental monitoring -0.031 0.016 0.969 0.939-1.000

Age -0.127%%* 0.032 0.880***  0.826-0.938

Attitudes to delinquency 0.034%** 0.008 1.035***  1.019-1.050

Self-control -0.033* 0.015 0.968%* 0.941-0.996

Intercept 0.212%* 0.094 1.236%* 1.028-1.487  2.894%** 0.601 18.070%** 5.559-
58.739

N persons 341 341

N observations 682 682

Note. Results of Poisson intercept panel models with robust standard errors. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables
represent within-individual effects. Model 3 fits data better than Model 1 (Wald > = 18.45, p < 0.01). Model 4 fits data better than Model 2

(Wald 2 = 23.34, p < 0.001).

Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.

*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).



TABLE C2 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (variety measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing in
neighborhoods with varying levels of collective efficacy: Within-individual effects

Model 3 Model 4
B SE IRR Cl B SE IRR Ci

US in neighborhood with:

Low CE (<25%) 0.065** 0.024 1.067** 1.018-1.119 0.049** 0.018 1.050%** 1.014-1.087

Low-to-average CE 0.034 0.026 1.035 0.984-1.089 -0.013 0.019 0.987 0.952-1.024

Average-to-high CE 0.038 0.024 1.039 0.992-1.089 0.017 0.019 1.017 0.980-1.055

High CE (>75%) 0.011 0.008 1.011 0.995-1.028 -0.011 0.009 0.989 0.971-1.007
Parental monitoring -0.030* 0.015 0.970* 0.942-1.000
Age -0.144%%* 0.033 0.865%**  0.812-0.923
Attitudes to delinquency 0.036%** 0.007 1.036*%**  1.021-1.052
Self-control -0.032%* 0.013 0.968* 0.944-0.993
Intercept 0.198* 0.093 1.219* 1.016-1.461  2.681%*** 0.596 14.604%%** 4.542-

46.961

N persons 341 341
N observations 682 682

Note. Results of Poisson intercept panel models with robust standard errors. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables
represent within-individual effects. Model 3 fits data better than Model 1 (Wald > = 18.45, p < 0.01). Model 4 fits data better than Model 2
(Wald x~ =23.34, p <0.001).

Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.

*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).



TABLE C3 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (variety measure): Results of Wald tests corresponding to Models 3 (above
diagonal) and 4 (below diagonal) as presented in Table C2. The reported values are absolute coefficient differences, e.g. the difference between
coefficients for Low CE and High CE in Model 3 equals 0.065 — 0.011 = 0.054.

Unstructured

socializing in
Unstructured Low CE (<25%) Low-to-average CE  Average-to-high CE  High CE (>75%)
socializing in
Low CE (<25%) 0.031 0.027 0.054*
Low-to-average CE  0.062** 0.004 0.023
Average-to-high CE  0.032 0.004 0.027
High CE (>75%) 0.060%* 0.002 0.028

Abbreviation: CE = collective efficacy
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).



Appendix D. Findings for violence and property delinquency

TABLE D1 Individuals’ engagement in violence (frequency measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing: Within-individual

effects
Model 1 Model 2
B SE IRR CI B SE IRR CI

US (all hours) 0.045%** 0.016 1.046%* 1.014-1.079 0.020 0.014 1.020 0.992-1.049

Parental monitoring -0.045%* 0.031 0.956 0.899-1.017

Age -0.180** 0.060 0.836%* 0.743-0.940

Attitudes to delinquency 0.019 0.014 1.019 0.992-1.047

Self-control -0.053** 0.020 0.949%* 0.913-0.986

Intercept -0.388* 0.160 0.678%* 0.496-0.927 2.303%* 0.982 10.001* 1.458-
68.600

N persons 341 341

N observations 682 682

Note. Results of Poisson intercept panel models with robust standard errors. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables
represent within-individual effects. Model 3 fits data better than Model 1 (Wald x~ =27.10, p < 0.001). Model 4 fits data better than Model 2

(Wald 2 = 33.86, p < 0.001).

Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).



TABLE D2 Individuals’ engagement in violence (frequency measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing in neighborhoods with
varying levels of collective efficacy: Within-individual effects

Model 3 Model 4
B SE IRR CI B SE IRR CI

US in neighborhood with:

Low CE (<25%) 0.072* 0.035 1.074* 1.004-1.150 0.056* 0.028 1.057* 1.001-1.117

Low-to-average CE -0.016 0.040 0.984 0.911-1.064 -0.072* 0.033 0.930%* 0.873-0.992

Average-to-high CE 0.032 0.031 1.032 0.971-1.097 0.009 0.027 1.009 0.957-1.065

High CE (>75%) 0.074%** 0.022 1.076** 1.030-1.124 0.041 0.021 1.042 1.000-1.086
Parental monitoring -0.039 0.030 0.961 0.907-1.019
Age -0.210%%* 0.058 0.811%**  0.723-0.909
Attitudes to delinquency 0.026 0.016 1.027 0.996-1.058
Self-control -0.050%** 0.019 0.951%* 0.917-0.987
Intercept -0.442 0.158 0.642 0.472-0.875 1.809 0.990 6.105 0.878-

42.460

N persons 341 341
N observations 682 682

Note. Results of Poisson intercept panel models with robust standard errors. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables
represent within-individual effects. Model 3 fits data better than Model 1 (Wald %> = 27.10, p < 0.001). Model 4 fits data better than Model 2
(Wald y* =33.86, p <0.001).

Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.

*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).



TABLE D3 Individuals’ engagement in violence (frequency measure): Results of Wald tests corresponding to Models 3 (above diagonal) and 4
(below diagonal) as presented in Table D2. The reported values are absolute coefficient differences, e.g. the difference between coefficients for
Low CE and High CE in Model 3 equals 0.072 — 0.074 = -0.002.

Unstructured

socializing in
Unstructured Low CE (<25%) Low-to-average CE Average-to-high CE High CE (>75%)
socializing in
Low CE (<25%) 0.088 0.040 0.002
Low-to-average CE ~ 0.128** 0.048 0.090
Average-to-high CE  0.047 0.063* 0.042
High CE (>75%) 0.015 0.113%* 0.032

Abbreviation: CE = collective efficacy
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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TABLE D4 Individuals’ engagement in property delinquency (frequency measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing: Within-

individual effects

Model 1 Model 2
B SE IRR CI B SE IRR CI

US (all hours) 0.054** 0.019 1.056%* 1.018-1.095 0.024 0.017 1.025 0.991-1.060

Parental monitoring -0.070** 0.026 0.932%%* 0.886-0.981

Age -0.087 0.050 0916 0.830-1.010

Attitudes to delinquency 0.047%** 0.011 1.048***  1.027-1.070

Self-control -0.067** 0.022 0.935%* 0.895-0.978

Intercept -0.283* 0.135 0.754* 0.579-0.982  2.426** 0.887 11.310%* 1.989-
64.299

N persons 341 341

N observations 682 682

Note. Results of Poisson intercept panel models with robust standard errors. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables

represent within-individual effects. Model 3 fits data better than Model 1 (Wald x~ =21.37, p <0.01). Model 4 fits data better than Model 2

(Wald 2 = 16.34, p < 0.05).

Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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TABLE D5 Individuals’ engagement in property delinquency (frequency measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing in

neighborhoods with varying levels of collective efficacy: Within-individual effects

Model 3 Model 4
SE IRR CI B SE IRR CI

US in neighborhood with:

Low CE (<25%) 0.034 1.102%* 1.031-1.178 0.075%* 0.029 1.078* 1.017-1.142

Low-to-average CE 0.032 1.067* 1.003-1.135 0.006 0.020 1.006 0.967-1.046

Average-to-high CE 0.036 1.087* 1.014-1.166 0.049 0.028 1.051 0.994-1.111

High CE (>75%) 0.014 1.002 0.974-1.030 -0.021 0.016 0.979 0.950-1.010
Parental monitoring -0.069%* 0.023 0.933** 0.892-0.976
Age -0.118* 0.051 0.889%* 0.805-0.982
Attitudes to delinquency 0.049%** 0.012 1.050***  1.026-1.074
Self-control -0.066*** 0.017 0.936*%**  0.905-0.968
Intercept 0.132 0.755% 0.583-0.978 2.242% 0.875 9.416%* 1.695-

52.316

N persons 341
N observations 682

Note. Results of Poisson intercept panel models with robust standard errors. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables

represent within-individual effects. Model 3 fits data better than Model 1 (Wald %> = 21.37, p < 0.01). Model 4 fits data better than Model 2
(Wald y* = 16.34, p < 0.05).

Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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TABLE D6 Individuals’ engagement in property delinquency (frequency measure): Results of Wald tests corresponding to Models 3 (above
diagonal) and 4 (below diagonal) as presented in Table D5. The reported values are absolute coefficient differences, e.g. the difference between
coefficients for Low CE and High CE in Model 3 equals 0.097 — 0.002 = 0.095.

Unstructured

socializing in
Unstructured Low CE (<25%) Low-to-average CE Average-to-high CE High CE (>75%)
socializing in
Low CE (<25%) 0.032 0.013 0.095%**
Low-to-average CE ~ 0.069* 0.019 0.063
Average-to-high CE  0.026 0.055 0.082*
High CE (>75%) 0.096%* 0.027 0.070%

Abbreviation: CE = collective efficacy
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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Appendix E. Findings from negative binomial models

TABLE E1 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (frequency measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing: Within-

individual effects

Model 1 Model 2
B SE IRR CI B SE IRR CI
US (all hours) 0.040%*** 0.010 1.040%** 1.019- 0.014 0.009 1.014 0.996-1.033
1.062
Parental -0.045* 0.018 0.956* 0.922-0.991
monitoring
Age -0.137%%* 0.037 0.872%** 0.811-0.936
Attitudes to 0.040%** 0.008 1.041%** 1.024-1.058
delinquency
Self-control -0.047%%* 0.013 0.954%** 0.931-0.978
Intercept -0.441%* 0.166 0.643%** 0.465- 2.664%** 0.622 14.357***  4.238-48.630
0.890
N persons 341 341
N observations 682 682
Log likelihood -1631.474 -1501.457

Note. Results of negative binomial random intercept panel models. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables

represent within-individual effects. Model 3 does not fit data better than Model 1 (LR y? = 11.22, p = 0.08). Model 4 fits data better than Model
2 (LR y"=21.04, p <0.01).
Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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TABLE E2 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (frequency measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing in
neighborhoods with varying levels of collective efficacy: Within-individual effects

Model 3 Model 4
B SE IRR CI B SE IRR CI
US in neighborhood
with:
Low CE (<25%) 0.076%** 0.021 1.079%** 1.036-1.124 0.060%* 0.018 1.062%%* 1.026-1.099
Low-to-average CE  0.003 0.022 1.003 0.961-1.048 -0.038 0.022 0.962 0.921-1.006
Average-to-high CE  0.051* 0.023 1.052* 1.006-1.101 0.032 0.020 1.033 0.994-1.074
High CE (>75%) 0.024 0.017 1.025 0.991-1.060 -0.006 0.015 0.994 0.965-1.024
Parental monitoring -0.048%** 0.018 0.953** 0.920-0.987
Age -0.159%** 0.036 0.853***  0.794-0.915
Attitudes to 0.042%** 0.008 1.043***  1.026-1.060
delinquency
Self-control -0.048%** 0.012 0.953***  0.931-0.976
Intercept -0.448* 0.175 0.639* 0.453-0.900 2.7725%** 0.638 15.253%%* 4.365-
53.294
N persons 341 341
N observations 682 682
Log likelihood -1625.863 -1490.94

Note. Results of negative binomial random intercept panel models. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables
represent within-individual effects. Model 3 does not fit data better than Model 1 (LR y? = 11.22, p = 0.08). Model 4 fits data better than Model
2 (LR ¢~ =21.04, p <0.01).

Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.

*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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TABLE E3 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (frequency measure): Results of Wald tests corresponding to Models 3 (above
diagonal) and 4 (below diagonal) as presented in Table E2. The reported values are absolute coefficient differences, e.g. the difference between
coefficients for Low CE and High CE in Model 3 equals 0.064 — 0.026 = 0.052.

Unstructured

socializing in
Unstructured Low CE (<25%) Low-to-average CE Average-to-high CE High CE (>75%)
socializing in
Low CE (<25%) 0.073* 0.025 0.052
Low-to-average CE ~ 0.098%** 0.048 0.021
Average-to-high CE  0.028 0.006* 0.027
High CE (>75%) 0.066%** 0.032 0.038

Abbreviation: CE = collective efficacy
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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Appendix F. Findings with alternative subsample (75% available information on CE)

This alternative subsample (N = 403 individuals) includes respondents who had 75 percent or more information available on collective efficacy
in the locations where they spent time in unstructured socializing for each wave.

TABLE F1 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (frequency measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing: Within-
individual effects

Model 1 Model 2
B SE IRR Cl B SE IRR Cl

US (all hours) 0.050%** 0.013 1.051%** 1.024-1.079 0.021 0.011 1.021 1.000-1.043

Parental monitoring -0.039* 0.015 0.962 0.934-0.991

Age -0.133%** 0.036 0.875***  0.816-0.939

Attitudes to delinquency 0.048%** 0.009 1.049***  1.030-1.069

Self-control -0.039** 0.014 0.962%%* 0.935-0.989

Intercept 0.830%*** 0.128 2.204%** 1.784-2.949  3.121%** 0.609 22.680%*** 6.869-
74.887

N persons 403 403

N observations 806 806

Note. Results of Poisson intercept panel models with robust standard errors. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables
represent within-individual effects. Model 3 fits data better than Model 1 (Wald y? = 19.36, p < 0.01). Model 4 fits data better than Model 2
(Wald ¢~ = 32.49, p <0.001).

Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.

*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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TABLE F2 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (frequency measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing in
neighborhoods with varying levels of collective efficacy: Within-individual effects

Model 3 Model 4
B SE IRR CI B SE IRR CI

US in neighborhood with:

Low CE (<25%) 0.078** 0.028 1.081** 1.024-1.142 0.061** 0.020 1.063** 1.022-1.106

Low-to-average CE 0.026 0.029 1.026 0.970-1.085 -0.031 0.021 0.970 0.931-1.010

Average-to-high CE 0.065%* 0.024 1.067** 1.018-1.119 0.028 0.019 1.028 0.990-1.068

High CE (>75%) 0.028* 0.012 1.028* 1.003-1.054 0.001 0.010 1.001 0.982-1.022
Parental monitoring -0.034* 0.014 0.967* 0.940-0.993
Age -0.150%%* 0.035 0.861*%**  0.804-0.921
Attitudes to delinquency 0.053*** 0.010 1.054***  1.034-1.075
Self-control -0.042%* 0.013 0.959%* 0.936-0.983
Intercept 0.821%* 0.125 2.2773%** 1.779-2.905  2.958%*** 0.600 19.268*** 5.946-

62.441

N persons 403 403
N observations 806 806

Note. Results of Poisson intercept panel models with robust standard errors. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables
represent within-individual effects. Model 3 fits data better than Model 1 (Wald %> = 19.36, p < 0.01). Model 4 fits data better than Model 2
(Wald x° =32.49, p <0.001).

Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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TABLE F3 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (frequency measure): Results of Wald tests corresponding to Models 3 (above
diagonal) and 4 (below diagonal) as presented in Table F2. The reported values are absolute coefficient differences, e.g. the difference between
coefficients for Low CE and High CE in Model 3 equals 0.078 — 0.028 = 0.050.

Unstructured

socializing in
Unstructured Low CE (<25%) Low-to-average CE Average-to-high CE High CE (>75%)
socializing in
Low CE (<25%) 0.052 0.013 0.050
Low-to-average CE ~ 0.092%** 0.039 0.002
Average-to-high CE  0.033 0.003* 0.037
High CE (>75%) 0.060* 0.032 0.027

Abbreviation: CE = collective efficacy
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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Appendix G. Findings at between-individual level

TABLE G1 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (frequency measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing: Between-

individual effects

Model 1 Model 2
B SE IRR Ci B SE IRR Cl

US (all hours) 0.117%** 0.017 1.124%%* 1.087-1.162 0.040%* 0.015 1.041%* 1.010-1.072
Parental monitoring -0.046** 0.017 0.955%* 0.923-0.987
Age -0.051 0.036 0.950 0.886-1.020
Attitudes to delinquency 0.054%** 0.008 1.055%** 1.039-1.072
Self-control -0.088*** 0.013 0.915%** 0.893-0.938
Intercept -0.814%** 0.135 2.257%** 1.733-2.940 3.283%** 0.668 26.666***  7.198-98.787
N persons 341 341

N observations 682 682

Note. Results of Poisson intercept panel models with robust standard errors. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables
represent between-individual effects. Model 3 fits data better than Model 1 (Wald ¥> = 16.23, p < 0.05). Model 4 fits data better than Model 2

(Wald 32 = 28.95, p < 0.001).

Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.

*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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TABLE G2 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (frequency measure) regressed on their time in unstructured socializing in
neighborhoods with varying levels of collective efficacy: Between-individual effects

Model 3 Model 4
B SE IRR CI B SE IRR CI

US in neighborhood with:

Low CE (<25%) 0.153%** 0.027 1.165%** 1.104-1.230 0.072%* 0.026 1.074%* 1.020-1.131

Low-to-average CE 0.144%** 0.035 1.155%** 1.078-1.237 0.072%* 0.033 1.075% 1.008-1.145

Average-to-high CE 0.045 0.033 1.046 0.981-1.116 0.008 0.029 1.008 0.953-1.067

High CE (>75%) 0.097*** 0.022 1.101*** 1.056-1.149 0.005 0.021 1.006 0.966-1.047
Parental monitoring -0.043%* 0.016 0.958** 0.928-0.988
Age -0.052 0.035 0.949 0.886-1.017
Attitudes to delinquency 0.057*** 0.008 1.059***  1.043-1.075
Self-control -0.086%** 0.012 0.917*%**  0.895-0.940
Intercept 0.802%** 0.132 2.220%%* 1.722-2.886  3.041%*%* 0.655 20.935%** 5.804-

75.511

N persons 341 341
N observations 682 682

Note. Results of Poisson intercept panel models with robust standard errors. The coefficients of the unstructured socializing and control variables
represent between-individual effects. Model 3 fits data better than Model 1 (Wald x> = 16.23, p < 0.05). Model 4 fits data better than Model 2
(Wald x~=28.95, p <0.001).

Abbreviations: CE = collective efficacy, US = unstructured socializing.

*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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TABLE G3 Individuals’ engagement in general delinquency (frequency measure): Results of Wald tests corresponding to Models 3 (above
diagonal) and 4 (below diagonal) as presented in Table G2. The reported values are absolute coefficient differences, e.g. the difference between
coefficients for Low CE and High CE in Model 3 equals 0.153 — 0.097 = 0.056.

Unstructured

socializing in
Unstructured Low CE (<25%) Low-to-average CE Average-to-high CE High CE (>75%)
socializing in
Low CE (<25%) 0.009 0.108%* 0.056
Low-to-average CE 0 0.099* 0.047
Average-to-high CE  0.064 0.080 0.052
High CE (>75%) 0.067* 0.067 0.003

Abbreviation: CE = collective efficacy
*p <0.05; **p <0.01; *** p <0.001 (two-tailed).
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