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Abstract

The form and function of social relationships have a long history in both criminology and
sociology. Classical and contemporary scholars from both disciplines view social bonds as
the foundation of social organization and necessary in developing and maintaining a
collective conscious, preventing crime and delinquency and generating positive outcomes for
group members. More recently, however, present day Chicago School scholars suggest that
neighborhoods can prevent deleterious outcomes without the existence of strong social bonds
and call for a shift in emphasis to the shared norms for action. Robert Sampson and his
colleagues suggest a community’s collective efficacy not only mediates the relationship
between structural disadvantage and crime, but better explains the variation of violence
across urban communities. This new wave of social theory questions the importance of
systemic approaches, and, more specifically, of social relationships, in attempting to
understand a community’s ability to prescind serious crime.

In theory, collective efficacy places a greater emphasis on agency and active engagement and
resonates with the changing role of communities in contemporary society. Yet, in practice it
may not provide a substantively different picture of the social processes that lead to crime
reduction or other important collective outcomes. Despite the recent uptake of collective
efficacy in criminology, a systematic examination of its fundamental theoretical tenets and its
empirical conceptualization is notably absent. Drawing on social disorganization and social
capital theory, this dissertation examines the unique theoretical and empirical contribution of
collective efficacy theory in explaining crime and disorder across urban communities.

This thesis comprises two studies and combines quantitative and qualitative research
techniques. Study 1 draws on the results of a large-scale survey of 2,859 residents located in
S.E. Queensland. Using a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) and multi-level modelling it
explores the empirical relationship between multidimensional indicators of systemic and
social capital theories and collective efficacy and assesses the relative importance of
collective efficacy using a more refined operationalization of this construct. The results from
the CFA suggest that the present conceptualization of collective efficacy does not
significantly advance our understanding of social processes as the overlap among various
indicators of community organization is substantial. Using a reconceptualized measure of
vi

collective efficacy, the multi-level models reveal that a belief in the collective's ability to deal
with particular issues is associated with lower perceptions of violence and disorder.
However, contrary to the results from the Project of Human Development in Chicago
Neighbourhoods, levels of collective efficacy are inextricably linked with social relationships
networks across 82 statistical local areas in Brisbane.

Through in-depth interviews with key stakeholders and local residents in two communities,
Study 2 examines particular collective processes or norms that promote or constrain
responses to various challenges or threats. In support of collective efficacy theory, the results
from the interviews suggest that strong social bonds are not necessarily associated with a
belief in the collective. Yet, in line with social capital theory and systemic models of
community organization, the interviews reveal a strong reliance on key institutions and
organizations to manage and respond to problems of a civic and criminal nature. Although
both communities reported high levels of collective efficacy, the task specific processes were
primarily generated by structures not residents.

Moreover, the interviews point to an

important component of community organization, specifically, the ‘imagined community’,
which is not readily captured by collective efficacy theory, social capital or systemic
approaches. In the absence of repeated interactions and strong social bonds, collective
representations or symbols of community life provided important cues to residents and were
central in providing a sense of cohesion, a working trust among neighbors and a perceived
willingness to intervene in pro-social ways.

My research suggests that the unique theoretical, conceptual and empirical contribution of
collective efficacy theory to criminology is limited. In an Australian context, collective
efficacy does not represent a task specific process nor does not elucidate the activation of ties
from the ties themselves. The findings from my two studies lead me to conclude that
collective efficacy, as it stands, can only be understood as a nominal concept not a casual
process as it is heralded in the literature.

.
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Chapter One
The Research Agenda

1.1

Introduction

For nearly a century, the community’s capacity to control crime has captured the attention of
many criminologists. The work of Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay stands as an exemplar.
Their research on delinquency highlighted key impediments to the development of social
bonds in Chicago communities and provided the foundation for a vast body of literature on
social disorganization and the differential distribution of crime and delinquency across
communities. The systemic nature of social disorganization theory held a distinguished
position in criminological research for many years, coupling together the dual themes of
social relationships and collective processes. Although the theory lost some of its prestige
during the 1970’s (Sampson, 2002), the 1980’s saw a renewed interest in community
relationships and neighborhood dynamics. By the 1990’s the Chicago School again held the
helm of the ecology of crime (see Bursik, 1988; Hunter, 1985; Sampson 1988; Sampson &
Groves, 1989).
Within the field of sociology, the role of collective processes in creating positive (or
negative) outcomes is also a key area of social inquiry. Unlike criminology, however, the
focus has not centered so much on neighborhood dynamics, but on the changing nature of
society and its impact on social relationships. The loss or transformation of social bonds
features in the theories of prominent scholars throughout sociology’s history. For Tönnies
(1955[1887]) and Durkheim (1984[1893]) in particular, social bonds were essential to social
organization. They viewed the shift from simple to complex societies as undermining the
1

development of a collective identity and a collective conscious. Likewise, George Simmel
(1997) noted the transformation of human sociality and alienation in contemporary society
and Max Weber (1978) warned of the loss of communal ties and bonds as urbanization and
bureaucratization increased. In the late 20th century, sociology turned to the examination of
social networks in contemporary society, as evidenced by the development and extension of
social capital theory by James Coleman (1988; 1990) and Robert Putnam (1995; 2000).
Functionalist theories of community organization in criminology and sociology, like
social disorganization and social capital, take a similar stance on the role of social
relationships in community capacity research and enjoy a symbiotic relationship, each
benefiting from the other’s advances1. Social relationships are viewed as a pro-social good
and notions of trust, reciprocity, social cohesion and civic engagement are the key processes
associated with collective outcomes. Working within a social capital framework, scholars
show the strong association between the quality and quantity of social relationships and
improved physical and mental health and increased educational attainments for young people
(Coleman, 1988; Drukker, Kaplan, Feron, & van Os, 2003; Hendryx & Ahern, 2001; Israel,
Beaulieu & Hartless, 2001; Kawachi, Kennedy, Lochner & Prothrow-Stith, 1997; Noguera,
2001).

Likewise, systemic approaches in criminology convincingly demonstrate the

importance of social relationships in regulating group behavior associated with crime and
delinquency (Bursik, 1988; Hunter, 1985; Sampson, 1988; and Sampson & Groves, 1989).
More recently in criminology, some have proposed a shift from systemic theories with
a focus on social relationships, to the collective processes of urban communities where
relationships are often diffuse and transitory. Contrary to the claim that dense interlocking
networks are a prerequisite to collective well-being, some suggest that neighborhoods can
1

I note that there are many paradigms associated with the explication of social relationships. In the interest of
theoretical relevance, I am only focusing on functionalist proponents of social capital theory and systemic
theories of community organization rather than conflict and/or critical perspectives. I note that Bourdieu
(1980/1985) in particular felt social capital served to retain the status quo and power of particular groups.
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buffer against crime without the existence of strong social ties (Sampson, Morenoff & Earls,
1999; Morenoff, Sampson & Raudenbush 2001).

Indeed, for some communities

characterized by crime, strong kith and kinship ties may impede the ability to stem disorder
(Pattillio, 1998) or result in a parochial culture where collective responses to problems are not
possible (Wilson, 1987).
This new wave of social theory thus questions the importance of systemic approaches,
such as social disorganization, and of social relationships, in attempting to understand a
community’s ability to prescind serious crime. Robert Sampson (2002), for example, suggests
that social ties and relationships pose serious challenges for thinking about crime in
contemporary communities because most neighbors are acquaintances at best. He argues that
strong personal ties are not the key to understanding crime. Rather, shared norms for action
are more important in generating community organization and in predicting less violence. In
examining the relationship between neighborhood structure and violent crime in Chicago,
Sampson and his colleagues believe it is a community’s collective efficacy, or its ability to
generate mutual trust and a willingness to intervene, that mediates the relationship between
structural disadvantage and crime (Morenoff, Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001; Sampson,
2002; Sampson, 2006; Sampson, Morenoff & Earls, 1999; Sampson, Raudenbush & Earls,
1997). Sampson claims that safety and security are paramount to any group and despite a
community’s cultural heterogeneity, residents can and do agree on this. But it is the “shared
beliefs in a neighborhood’s conjoint capability for action to achieve an intended effect”
(Sampson, 2001: 95) that determines whether such values are realized. Sampson posits that
collective efficacy exists independently of social networks and the density of kith and kinship
ties, as it represents community residents’ sense of active engagement, something not
adequately captured in either systemic or social capital theories (Sampson, Morenoff and
Earls, 1999). Collective efficacy is a relative newcomer to criminology and, as the research
3

literature currently stands, several of its theoretical claims are open to doubt. In particular is
the assertion that collective efficacy signifies a process that de-emphasizes the existence of
social relationships and local institutions. This seems an odd claim in that there is little said
of how a common identity is constructed and understood in urban settings characterized by
multiple identities and conflicting interests. To date, there is no explanation for the process
by which community members come together to solve local issues in communities where
social relationships are few and social exchange is infrequent. For example, is collective
efficacy the result of residents’ own experiences and previous collaborations? Is it generated
from the action of important social and political structures? Is collective efficacy the result of
an imagined capacity deduced from outward symbols or presumed cultural values? Are the
collective representations of “community”, rather than the social intercourse among residents,
more important in encouraging collective action?
Apart from a need for further theoretical clarity, empirically there appears to be
considerable conceptual slippage among collective efficacy theory, systemic approaches in
criminology and social capital theory in sociology. Shared values and trust are central
concepts for each. Moreover, informal social control is the foundation for both collective
efficacy and systemic theories. Although collective efficacy theory places a greater emphasis
on agency and active engagement, its conceptualization may not provide a substantively
different picture of the social processes that lead to crime reduction or other important
collective outcomes than other leading theories.
Sampson and his associates substantiate the relationship between neighborhood
structure, collective efficacy and homicide in Chicago (see (Morenoff, Sampson &
Raudenbush, 2001; Sampson, 2002; Sampson, 2006; Sampson, Morenoff & Earls, 1999;
Sampson, Raudenbush & Earls, 1997). However, some of the assumptions of collective
efficacy theory are not proven empirically and its conceptual murkiness must be addressed
4

before we can determine the unique contribution of collective efficacy to criminological
theory and research. To this end I have two outstanding questions. Is collective efficacy, in a
theoretical sense, any different or any better at explaining community organization and
crime? And, empirically, is the conceptualization of collective efficacy adequately capturing
its theoretical tenets?

1.2

Research Objectives

In 2001, Ralph Taylor asked if collective efficacy was merely a new label applied to older
notions of informal social control and social cohesion. To date there is not an adequate
answer for this key question. The present conceptualization of collective efficacy, especially
as it relates to social cohesion and trust, is remarkably similar to the central tenets of social
capital theory and informal social control. Research has not assessed the nature of collective
efficacy’s relationship with other systemic approaches to understanding crime and disorder.
Nor has there been a critical assessment of collective efficacy’s unique contribution to
criminology.
This thesis aims to address these problems. The goal of this thesis is to provide a
rigorous evaluation of collective efficacy theory by examining its similarities with and
differences from other systemic based approaches to associated collective functioning and
collective outcomes. In particular, my research will examine the function and form of social
relationships and their association with collective efficacy and other social processes
associated with the reduction of crime and disorder in contemporary urban communities. My
thesis will achieve this by:
i. Distilling and synthesizing the criminological and sociological literature to position
collective efficacy alongside other collective or ecologically based approaches in
order to assess its unique theoretical contribution to criminology;
5

ii. Exploring and resolving the empirical overlap of collective efficacy with other
systemic-based measures of collective functioning;
iii. Examining the explanatory power of social processes and social relationships in
explaining crime in a multi-level context; and
iv. Expanding the theoretical and empirical literature on collective efficacy theory by
clarifying the coalescence of structure, culture, collective action and social
relationships in two contrasting communities.
The specific aims of my dissertation are:
1. To deliver a theoretically and empirically consistent understanding of collective
processes and social relationships in urban communities, by empirically locating and
explaining where collective efficacy overlaps with other systemic theories and
identifying important areas where they might also depart.
2. To empirically test which collective process more strongly influences perceptions of
violence and disorder at the community level, specifically to validate whether
collective efficacy remains a significant predictor of perceptions of violence and
disorder when controlling for indicators of social cohesion, intra-neighborhood ties,
network closure and relevant community level demographics.
3. To examine the spatial distribution of social relationships and collective processes
across a selection of communities in Brisbane, Queensland, to better understand their
association with perceptions of violence and disorder in an Australian context.
4. To investigate aspects of a community that promote or constrain collective processes.
This will involve identifying the types of problems or threats the community has
addressed, the nature of these problems (either global or local), how it has responded
to the more serious challenges and who has been behind or associated with such
responses.
6

5. To comprehensively question why people living in particular neighborhoods perceive
their fellow residents as either efficacious or non-efficacious or why they trust or
distrust the people within their community.

In doing so, to make central the

relationship between the perceptions of a community’s efficacy and the norms, values
and social relationships of residents.

1.3

Methodological Approach

My dissertation comprises two main studies, utilizing both quantitative and qualitative
methods to explore social relationships, collective processes (such as collective efficacy) and
perceptions of violence and disorder across communities in Brisbane, Queensland. Study 1
takes a quantitative approach to understanding collective efficacy and addresses the empirical
problem. It undertakes a systematic analysis of the empirical relationship between systemic
approaches to understanding community relationships and collective efficacy. This is central
to examining whether collective efficacy affords a distinctly different way of understanding
social processes at the level of the construct. Drawing on data from a large community
capacity survey of 2,859 residents in Brisbane, Queensland, confirmatory factor analyses
(CFA) assess the distinctiveness of multidimensional indicators of social capital and
collective efficacy. Here I focus first on testing the factorial structure of each construct
separately, and then together in a more complex model.

Following from the CFA, I then

assess the importance of ties and action to perceptions of violence and disorder within the 82
communities that comprise the community capacity study by testing the reconceptualized
model in a multi-level context. The last analysis assesses whether or not collective efficacy
exists independently of social networks and density of kith and kinship ties in an Australian
context by examining the distribution of social capital, collective efficacy and crime across
82 Statistical Local Areas in Brisbane.

Specifically, I test whether the typology of
7

communities that emerged from the Project on Human Development in Chicago
Neighborhoods (PHDNC) holds for the Brisbane data.
In Study 2, I use in-depth interviews in two communities to explore the role of
cultural and structural factors that promote, impede or constrain collective approaches to
community problems. This study gets to the theoretical issues. The communities were
selected because they had similar levels of collective efficacy, similar levels of social
relationships, but significantly different crime rates and structural characteristics. I explore
the substantive differences in these communities through interviews with key informants and
community residents to ascertain:
•

how each community is understood by its residents

•

how collective identities are experienced and maintained

•

the nature of the social relationships within the community

•

the social processes that inform the collective belief in the community’s ability (or
inability) to respond to local issues

The qualitative component does not attempt to portray the minutiae of community
life, as the questions that inform this study are not concerned with an ethnographic account of
community life in general. Rather, the in-depth interviews with key informants and residents
provide an empirical validation of the salience and significance of collective efficacy theory.
My thesis takes an “actor-oriented” (Geertz, 1973:15) approach to ensure that the
interpretation of collective efficacy accurately reflects the views and understandings of
residents living in contemporary urban communities.

8

1.4

Thesis Overview

This introduction serves as a brief prelude to the major theoretical issues, important concepts
and research objectives for this thesis. My thesis is divided into eight chapters. Chapter 2
provides the literature review, beginning with the explication of social disorganization theory
and social capital theory. I then discuss the emergence of collective efficacy theory and
contrast its theoretical platforms with the aforementioned theories. As the purpose of this
chapter is to position collective efficacy side by side with other approaches, I then move on to
summarize the tensions in the literature and highlight the theoretical similarities and
differences between systemic approaches and collective efficacy theory. The specific claims
emerging from collective efficacy research are outlined and the merits of these claims are
assessed. I conclude this chapter with a developed rationale for the present research agenda
and the research questions guiding this dissertation.
Chapter 3 presents the methodology for my quantitative research. Here I explain my
data, the sample population and the sampling procedures.

Further, I provide the

operationalization of the key concepts employed in this thesis and outline the construction of
the measures used to explore the various dimensions of social relationships, collective
efficacy and perceptions of violence and disorder. In this chapter I also discuss reliability and
the validity.
Chapter 4 presents results from the confirmatory factor analyses, the multi-level
modeling and the spatial distribution of collective efficacy and social capital across 82
Statistical Local Areas in Brisbane. This chapter illustrates the points of similarity and
departure of collective efficacy with other measures of social cohesion and social
relationships through the analysis of 4 competing models. I then apply the results from these
models in a multilevel context. The multi-level models suggest that a reconceptualized
9

measure of collective efficacy is a significant predictor of lower perceptions of violence or
disorder when community structure and social relationships are controlled, but social
relationships within the community are also important. This chapter concludes by comparing
the results of the Brisbane study with a typology presented by Sampson and his colleagues
(Morenoff et al., 2001). Within the Australian context, communities with high collective
efficacy but lower levels of social relationships did not perceive lower levels of crime. The
survey results point to a presence of collectively efficacious or non-efficacious communities,
but the communities of limited liability or low yield are notably absent.
Chapter 5 outlines the methodology that informs my in-depth interviews. Drawing on
Pawson’s (1996) theory-driven approach to semi-structured interviews, I provide the
rationale behind the sample selection, the development of interview topics and the approach
to analyzing the data from the in-depth interviews with key informants and local residents. I
also detail the limitations associated with in-depth interviews.
The results from the interviews are detailed in Chapters 6 and 7. Chapter 6 examines
how community is understood, defined and experienced by local residents. It explores the
form and content of social relationships and details important community behaviors that
influence residents’ perceptions of cohesion, trust and reciprocity.

Chapter 7 examines

collective efficacy theory in context. Specifically, this chapter provides an overview of the
social processes most strongly associated with generating a belief in the conjoint capability of
the collective. This chapter commences with a discussion of the most salient problems in
each of the communities studied and examines the role of both residents and local institutions
in preventing and controlling crime and disorder. The chapter concludes with a discussion on
collective representations and local structures that encourage or impede action or
collaboration on community problems.
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The final chapter relates my research results to the wider literature on community,
systemic theories and collective efficacy. This chapter also considers the limitations of this
thesis and provides recommendations for future research.
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Chapter Two
Neighborhood Effects and the Role of Social Ties

2.1

Introduction

Criminological and sociological approaches to community social organization demonstrate
the importance of social relationships in creating positive outcomes for residents within urban
communities. From social disorganization theory (Shaw & McKay, 1931/199) to the more
recent development of social capital theory (Bourdieu, 1980/1985, Coleman, 1988; Putnam,
1995; Putnam 2000), researchers have viewed inter-personal connections and participation in
formal or informal organizations as important mediators of structural disadvantage and
deleterious outcomes. Some, however, argue that there is an over-reliance on systemic
explanations2 of group functioning (see Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson, 2002; Sampson,
2006; Sampson et al., 1999). These scholars suggest that collective processes are more
important than social relationships in differentiating the outcomes for one community to the
next. Robert Sampson (2002) calls for a renewed approach to understanding the changing
nature of communities, and states that “collective efficacy” may be a more salient vehicle
with which to study community level processes and dynamics than explicating the role of
social relationships.

Although collective efficacy theory is complimentary to systemic

approaches, Sampson and others (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson, 2002; Sampson, 2006;
Sampson et al., 1999) view it as a theoretically and empirically distinct process that
challenges traditional neighborhood perspectives on crime.
The purpose of this chapter is to assess the degree to which collective efficacy
represents a shift in our theoretical and empirical understanding of neighborhood dynamics
2

Systemic theories of community organization emphasize “how neighborhood life is shaped by the structure of
formal or informal networks of association” and are “consistent with social disorganization in its discussion of
the regulatory capacities of networks” (Bursik and Grasmick, 1993: x).
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and community regulation. I begin this chapter with an overview of the central tenets and
merits of social disorganization, social capital and collective efficacy within the context of
their historical development, then discuss social disorganization theory, which is theoretically
central to collective efficacy, with an emphasis on the Chicago School and the role of place
on levels of crime. Next, I explore the main theoretical tenets of social capital theory as they
have developed over the last century3, followed by the foundations of collective efficacy
theory and its current uptake in criminology. Drawing on this literature review, I then place
collective efficacy in the context of these approaches, highlighting important theoretical
tensions and empirical shortcomings that form the basis of my dissertation.

2.2

The History of Crime and Place

Ecological (or place-based) theories of crime have a long history beginning with analyses of
crime rates in French provinces in the 19th century (Guerry, 1833; Quetelet, 1842). Since the
early 1900’s, scholars have explored the ways in which a community’s culture and its
structure impact upon the life chances of its constituents. In the 1920’s, Robert Park and
Ernest Burgess departed from then prevailing individualistic theories of crime and deviance
in the U.S. and suggested instead that crime stemmed from the social organization of the city
(1925). In their research, Park and Burgess argued that a city was made up of several zones,
each unique in terms of its structural and cultural characteristics, with the most criminogenic
zone being the zone of transition located immediately adjacent to the central business district.
Neighborhoods located in this zone displayed the highest levels of social disorganization due
to their high levels of residential instability, poverty and their heterogeneous ethnic
3

The discussion of social capital theory will predominantly center on the work of James Coleman (1988/1990)
and Robert Putnam (1995/2001). While I recognize the explosion of interest in social capital theory and the
plethora of empirical research in this area, advances of social capital continue to encompass the core tenets of
Coleman and Putnam’s theses. For the purposes of this thesis, the theoretical underpinnings of this work are of
central interest.
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composition. Park and Burgess (1925) concluded therefore that these communities had been
profoundly affected by social change, as evidenced by their breakdown in both normative
structure and social control.
This ecological approach to understanding the differential distribution of crime
strongly influenced Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay, and they subsequently used the
concentric city zones to guide their investigation into the spatial distribution of delinquency
across Chicago neighborhoods (1931/1999).

Like Park and Burgess (1925), Shaw and

McKay found that, compared to the zones further from the city, the zone of transition had the
highest number of delinquents and displayed “great mobility, change, disintegration of the
social structure and lack of stability” (Shaw & McKay, 1931/1999, pp 294). However, Shaw
and McKay demonstrated that the racial composition of neighborhoods in this zone did not
cause social and physical disorganization, for although the ethnic structure had changed
completely over a 20 year period, rates of delinquency had remained stable4. Shaw and
McKay recognized that criminal activity was related partly to the individual’s propensity to
commit a crime, but argued that it was the cultural transmission of the delinquent behavior
patterns resulting from constant exposure to contradictory standards of behavior, combined
with the breakdown of community norms and conventional values that explained crime more
comprehensively at the community level (Pfohl, 1985).
According to Kornhauser (1978), social disorganization theory rests heavily on the
notion of social control (or the lack thereof). However, she notes that it is not merely the
source of the control that is important but rather “the web of social relationships”
(Kornhauser, 1978, 45) that provides the most important contribution to social order and
effective community regulation. For social disorganization theory, therefore, a community’s
4

I note that these findings were not sustained after the 1950’s. African Americans were increasingly isolated in
socially disorganized communities and there was a strong European resistance to African Americans moving
into adjoining neighborhoods (see Bursik & Webb, 1982).
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inability to realize common values, enforce internal social control and develop primary
relationships relates to the community’s failure to achieve social order (Bursik, 1988).
For many years the ecological approach to studying crime, with its emphasis on social
disorganization, held a distinguished position in criminological research, but by the 1960’s it
began to fall from favor due to a number of empirical and conceptual shortcomings (Bursik,
1988).

In particular, modern criminological thought viewed social disorganization as

marginal, as theories in the 1960’s and 1970’s focused largely on wider social structural
issues, and the re-emergence of individualistic theories relegated the investigation of
community level processes into the shadows (Bursik, 1988). Even when aggregated data
were employed to explore the geographic distributions of criminal activity, the inferences
made from these studies had a decidedly individual flavor (Bursik, 1988; Sampson, 2002).
The 1980’s reintroduced neighborhood dynamics into criminological research, and
studies examining community effects and childhood and adolescent outcomes regained
prominence in the social sciences (see Bursik, 1988; Sampson 2002). During this period,
research moved away from a focus on the static characteristics known to be associated with
social disorganization theory (such as socio-economic status, residential mobility or ethnic
composition) and moved towards an approach that included the role of processes or
mechanisms that might mediate the effects of these forces on crime (Sampson & Groves,
1989).

In the early phase of neo-social disorganization theory, the work of Albert Hunter

(1985), Sampson (1988), Sampson and Groves (1983), Wesley Skogan (1986) and Bursik
and Grasmick (1993) evidenced the importance of intra-neighborhood personal and social
ties. As per Kornhauser’s (1978) clarification of social disorganization theory, the key
themes linking this body of work centered on the importance of interpersonal connections
within the community and how connections and relationships impacted upon levels of crime
and social disorder through the mechanism of social control.
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Albert Hunter (1985) argued that communities could achieve social order and
reductions in crime by enacting private, parochial and public social control. Private control
referred to the role of intimate kith and kin groups in deterring unwanted behavior and
lessening the effects of ostracism and deprivation (see also Bursik & Grasmick, 1993). In
contrast, parochial control related to broader interpersonal networks within the community or
“relationships among neighbors who do not have the same sentimental attachment” (Bursik &
Grasmick, 1993:17). Parochial control was important in encouraging the development and
sustainability of local crime prevention programs.

Finally, public social control, or the

ability to obtain essential services from external sources, centered on loose connections both
exogenous and endogenous to the community.
Like Hunter, the research conducted by Robert Sampson and Byron Groves (1989)
examined the various levels of social control and extended social disorganization theory to
correspond more closely with the composition and capacity of contemporary urban
neighborhoods. Their research identified the most salient aspects of residential communities
that mediated the effects of poverty, residential mobility, urbanization, family disruption and
ethnic heterogeneity. Sampson and Groves (1989) noted three important mechanisms that
influenced levels of crime and delinquency. Using the data from the British Crime Survey,
they found the most important intervening process to be the ability of the community to
exercise control over adolescent peer groups. Their study found that communities able to
deter unwanted teenage behavior would be more likely to experience less crime.

The

existence of locally based friendship groups was significant, as the presence of intraneighborhood friendship ties was indirectly related to lower levels of mugging/street robbery
and stranger violence (Sampson & Groves, 1989).

Their research also demonstrated that

community based organizations and institutions played a significant role in reducing
delinquency and disorder.
16

Additionally, Wesley Skogan’s (1986; 1989 and 1990) research supported the social
disorganization model. Unlike Sampson and Groves (1989) and Bursik and Grasmick (1993),
Skogan’s concern was not necessarily with the need to build relationships among community
members.

Rather, he was primarily interested in what encouraged or motivated local

residents to engage in pro-social action that benefited the collective (Skogan, 1989; 1990).
Skogan (1986) viewed neighborhoods as relatively stable entities, but believed that particular
exogenous triggers could threaten such stability, influence levels of fear and facilitate
community decline. For example, disinvestment or deindustrialization triggered negative
feedback loops among community residents, resulting in increased levels of fear, distrust and
isolation (Skogan, 1986).

Skogan (1986) argued that fear had direct and negative

consequences for community residents through weakening social ties and hindering collective
action.
The mid-1990’s, in the United States in particular, saw a continued interest in
community level interactions and their relationships to collective outcomes. Large non-profit
organizations such as the Ford, Rockefeller and MacArthur Foundations and the World Bank
strongly supported research into crime and place (Sampson, 2002). However, this renewed
focus departed somewhat from the traditional Chicago School/Social Disorganization stance.
The structural characteristics of neighborhoods known to promote social disorganization (for
example poverty, high residential turnover and immigration concentration) and density of
systemic relationships (e.g. family, friendship and neighborhood ties) were no longer seen as
the only variables explaining differential crime rates. Building on the work of Skogan (1986;
1989 and 1990), Sampson (1988) and Sampson and Groves (1989), the focus shifted to the
community’s ability to exercise informal control and its collective capacity for action as the
more proximate mediators of structural disadvantage on crime (Sampson et al., 1997;
Wikstrom & Sampson, 2002).

The “urban village” model which typified social
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disorganization theory was thus seen as outmoded and irrelevant to contemporary
communities.

2.3

The Sociology of Social Ties in the Community Context

The study of social relationships has not been confined to the discipline of criminology.
Indeed, the field of sociology has had great interest in social ties, connections and networks.
The changing nature of social relationships and social organization has been part of
sociological inquiry since the beginning of the discipline.

Writing at the time of

industrialization and urbanization, Ferdinand Tönnies was the first to fully articulate the
changing nature of social bonds in his discussion of Gemeinschaft and Gesellschaft, the
former characterizing interdependency and goodwill among groups of people and the latter
signifying a society where ties were transitory and useful for commercial rather than affective
exchange (Tönnies, 1887/1967). Tönnies believed that the change from agrarian to industrial
societies would result in greater levels of individualism and self-interest, which would make
infertile soil for the development of sociality and humanity.
Although Tönnies’ overly pessimistic view has been theoretically and empirically
challenged, even the most avid proponents of social change shared his concerns.

Scholars

such as Durkheim, Simmel and Weber were wary of the changing world, and warned of the
deleterious consequences of changing social relationships.

Durkheim (1893/1984), for

example, believed that the inability of industrial societies to realize common norms, values or
goals caused anomie or the state of normlessness. Durkheim (1893/1984) was the first
sociologist to capture the importance of social organization and interpersonal connections
and, on many occasions throughout his academic career, articulated the value of face-to-face
contact, dense social networks and organized gatherings as mechanisms for ensuring a
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society’s collective awareness. This is perhaps most clearly illustrated in The Elementary
Forms of Religious Life, where Durkheim wrote:
There can be no society which does not feel the need of upholding and reaffirming at
regular intervals the collective sentiments and the collective ideas which make its
unity and its personality…this moral remaking cannot be achieved except by the
means of reunions, assemblies and meetings where the individuals…reaffirm in
common their common sentiments (cited in Smith, 2001:11).
The nature of social organization and the interconnections among groups continues to
drive sociological research. Recently, a body of literature has developed associated with the
notion of social capital.

Central to social capital is the nature of social relationships.

Contemporary scholars including Pierre Bourdieu, James Coleman and Robert Putnam have
set the social capital agenda.
Social capital has only recently become a significant sociological construct. Yet, as
an idea, it can be traced back to Lyda J. Hanifan, a practical reformer of the progressive era.
In 1916 Hanifan coined the concept when arguing for a greater focus on social connections
and civic associations in the industrial city. Hanifan’s perception of social capital was built
on that of economic capital, although the functions were substantially different, as the former
entailed “goodwill, fellowship, mutual sympathy and social intercourse” (cited in McLean,
Schultz & Steger, 2002:xi).
There are few conceptual differences between Hanifan’s notion of social capital and
present definitions, yet, interestingly, a sociological uptake of this construct remained
relatively dormant for over half a century. It wasn’t until 1961 when the work of Jane
Jacobs, an urban sociologist, again highlighted the importance of social capital. In The Death
and Life of Great American Cities, Jacobs defined neighborhoods as “mundane organs of
self-government” (1961:124) and perceived the inability of some communities to provide a
fruitful environment for their inhabitants as a failure of local level management and declining
intra-community relationships. Jacobs believed that successful city neighborhoods could
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actively thwart problems which threatened their existence, and argued that community wellbeing and collective mobilization depended upon a “stock of networks…a city’s irreplaceable
social capital” (1961:148 emphasis added). Jacobs’ work was highly influential in informing
urban design, however her reintroduction of social capital failed to ignite research, debate and
policy initiatives.
Pierre Bourdieu’s Le Capital Social (1980/1985) was the next attempt to bring the
discussion of social capital to the fore, and while his conceptualization was well received in
Europe, it was far less successful in other Western countries. Portes (1998) has argued that
Bourdieu offered the most theoretically refined explication of social capital, as he not only
highlighted the role of structural inequality but suggested that social capital was not merely a
public good, as it also served to maintain the status quo of the dominant classes (see also
Dika & Singh, 2002). Despite the richness of Bourdieu’s depiction, it was the work of James
Coleman’s Social Capital in the Creation of Human Capital (1988) and Robert Putnam’s
Bowling Alone: America’s Declining Social Capital (1995) that finally captured this
previously fugacious concept and placed it firmly on the American community reform map.
Coleman (1988/1990) viewed social capital as separate from but related to the overall
functioning of the economy, yet his approach was not economically deterministic for he
debunked the notion that people act independently for personal gain and self interest.
Instead, he urged the need to consider how one’s social environment encouraged or
constrained agency and argued that social capital could not reside in individuals, for it was a
public-good existing only in “the structure of relations between actors and among actors”
(1988:S98). For Coleman, the existence of social relationships or social networks was crucial
as social capital’s primary function was facilitating action through the mutual development of
obligations and expectations, shared norms, effective sanctions and a working trust of both
structures and people. This last point is of particular importance, for he claimed “without a
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high degree of trustworthiness among the members of the group, [an] institution could not
exist” (1988: S103). Coleman believed that the level of closure in social networks, the
stability of social networks and the existence of a collective ideology created, in part, norms
of trustworthiness and reciprocity. Thus, to obtain high levels of social capital, a group
should be closely linked, the organization of social relationships should be relatively stable
and a shared belief in the importance of the collective over the individual must be present.
Coleman’s empirical research on social capital was largely concerned with a
community’s impact upon the educational attainment of its youth (Coleman & Hoffer, 1987;
Coleman, 1988)5. Robert Putnam, on the other hand, cast his social capital net much wider in
examining overall levels of civic engagement in the United States.

In Bowling Alone:

America’s Declining Social Capital (1995) and in his later work, Bowling Alone: The
Collapse and Revival of American Community (2000), Putnam demonstrated that civic
decline was associated with weak social ties, the distrust of people and of important social
structures, and the increased emphasis on individualism in American society. By employing
numerous analyses using various credible surveys, he was able to show that social capital did
matter, not only for families and schools as was evidenced in Coleman’s research, but also
for cities, states and nations.
Putnam’s definition of social capital was not qualitatively different from that of any of
the aforementioned scholars, as he too believed social capital was not a resource that resided
within the individual, but rather it existed in “connections among individuals – social
networks and the norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them” (2000:19).
As with Coleman’s (1988/1990) conceptualization, Putnam also perceived social

5

Coleman’s contribution to social theory extends beyond that of his discussion on social capital. However, his
theses on social capital were largely influenced by his interest in school success for children and young people.
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relationships as integral to the creation of social capital, however he extended Coleman’s
thesis in two important ways.
First, Putnam acknowledged the importance of repeated and intensive networks to the
formation and maintenance of social capital, but also argued that social capital exists for a
variety of reasons and could be generated or destroyed by episodic, single-stranded and
anonymous relations. This led Putnam to posit that social networks had two functions: as
bonding and bridging social capital. According to Putnam, bonding capital referred to the
dense social ties that are responsible for facilitating in-group loyalty, mobilizing solidarity
and creating norms of specific reciprocity6. This form of social capital was good for “getting
by” (Putnam, 2000:22). In contrast, bridging capital was good for “getting ahead”. It did not
require strong ties, but rather was associated with the diffusion of information and
opportunities as well as the linkage to external assets. Bridging capital was also vital in
creating norms of generalized reciprocity7.
Second, although previous scholars discussed the importance of trustworthiness to the
existence of social capital, Putnam treated this dimension as absolutely central and
demonstrated empirically its relationship to civic decline. Like Coleman, he argued that
mutual trust was a prerequisite for the existence of social networks and that as levels of trust
in a society diminish, so too would its civic engagement and hence its overall social capital.
However, in order to generate social support and promote collective action, Putnam
suggested that both thick and thin trust was required. Although these two types of trust were
not entirely mutually exclusive, they served different functions. Thick trust occurred in close

6

Putnam (2000:20) defines specific reciprocity as one type of obligational norm. It refers to the expectation that
if someone does a favour for someone else, it is expected that this favour will be specifically returned. An
example of specific reciprocity is, I will loan you $5 if you promise to do the same for me next week.
7
Generalized reciprocity, in contrast to specific reciprocity, is seen as more valuable. Putnam defines
generalized reciprocity as “I’ll do this for you without expecting anything specific back from you, in the
confident expectation that someone else will do something for me down the road” (2000:21).
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knit groups and grew out of norms that create in-group loyalty. It also operated similarly to
bonding capital and specific reciprocity discussed previously. In contrast, he viewed thin
trust as the ability to trust those outside the dense kith and kin networks. Putnam argued that
thin trust was the more crucial emollient for complex societies as it facilitates the formation
of bridging social capital, but also fosters wider civic engagement:
Other things being equal, people who trust their fellow citizens volunteer more often,
contribute more to charity, participate more often in politics and community
organizations, serve more readily on juries, give blood more frequently, comply more
fully their tax obligations, are more tolerant of minority views and display many other
forms of civic virtue (2000:136-137).
Interest in social capital theory has expanded significantly in the last decade, although
two core themes dominate theory and research. The first theme centers on the importance of
networks and social relationships. The notion of networks or social ties is present in almost
all discussions of social capital, with a focus on either the existence or the quality of linkages
or ties (see Woolcock 1998 for an excellent discussion on network relations and functions).
Network relations are considered to be “more or less dense interlocking networks of
relationships between individuals and groups” (Onyx & Bullen, 2000:24). Paxton (1999) and
Western, Stimson, Baum and Van Gellecum (2005) refer to these associations as either
informal or formal relationships existing between individuals (e.g. friendship networks) or
between individuals and organizations (e.g. memberships or connections to voluntary
organizations or groups).

These connections, whether proximal or distal, provide the

resources needed to “solve collective problems and pursue specific goals in a large society”
(Paxton 1999:6).
The second dominant theme in the literature surrounds the notions of trust and
reciprocity or “the norms governing behavior in these social structures or social networks”
(Western et al., 2005:1097). Trust is seen as “a willingness to take risks in a social context
based on a sense of confidence that others will respond as expected and will act in mutually
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supportive ways” (Onyx & Bullen, 2000:24). In this context, it is not one-dimensional nor is
it necessarily dependent on dense ties, rather it is a belief shaped by a range of experiences
and social encounters. Trust is central to social capital theory for, as Coleman (1988) in
particular has stressed, not only would group functioning be inhibited without it, but the
networks central to the formation of social capital could not exist if trust were not present.
However, unlike networks or ties, the multi-dimensional and contextually specific nature of
trust has made it a difficult construct to measure with a high degree of reliability (Welch et
al., 2005). Reciprocity, although strongly linked to trust, is likened to a code of conduct
among people (Putnam 2000). For Putnam and Coleman, reciprocity does not relate to the
immediate or formal exchange of goods or services. Rather, they view it as a pro-social
mechanism, with generalized reciprocity playing a vital role in community or group
interactions.

2.4

Social Capital Theory – The Shortfalls

Social capital theory is extremely popular and empirical evidence appears to support the
notion that interlocking networks among individuals, groups and institutions combined with
norms of reciprocity and trust can assist in the development of a more cohesive community.
For example, higher levels of social capital have been associated with improved physical and
mental health outcomes (Kawachi, Kennedy, Lochner & Prothrow-Stith, 1997; Hendryx &
Ahern, 2001; Drukker, Kaplan, Feron, & van Os, 2003) and increased educational
attainments for urban schools in disadvantaged communities (Coleman, 1988; Israel,
Beaulieu & Hartless, 2001; Noguera, 2001). Further, a growing body of literature indicates
that social capital is strongly associated with reductions in crime and disorder at the
neighborhood level (Kennedy, Kawachi, Prothrow Stith, Lochner & Gupta, 1998; Gibson,
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Zhao, Lovrich & Gaffney, 2002). Yet, despite its ubiquity and empirical usefulness in social
theory and government policy, social capital is not without its critics.

2.4.1

The Absence of Socio-Political Forces

It is suggested that one of social capital theory’s most telling problems is the lack of concern
with the ways in which political, social and economic structures promote inequality among
the constituents of a given collective (see McLean, Shultz & Steger, 2002). Objections of
this nature have been leveled more at Putnam than at the other scholars discussed in the
previous section, perhaps due to his increased popularity post-Bowling Alone (2000).

This

aside, the sidelining of broader socio-political forces is indeed problematic for social capital.
For example, Fried (2002) has well-documented the effects of social class and economic
advantage/disadvantage on levels of efficacy and participation in the political sphere. Schultz
(2002) has argued that Putnam’s approach in particular and social capital theory in general
places the individual as the “ontological centre of democracy” (91) and as such protects
culprits such as the polity or economy from being responsible for the desecration of human
sociability.
Without taking into consideration the structures that constrain or enable people’s
choices, suggestions as to how to improve social capital may be lacking in applicability. As
an example of this in Bowling Alone, Putnam (2000) views the active engagement of citizens
in public life as the way out of America’s civic decline. But if we do not understand the
constraints to participation, how can we support those located in communities characterized
by isolation and disadvantage? How could we possibly expect those who cannot satiate their
basic human needs to sign up for the Red Cross or remember to vote?

In this respect, we

must keep in mind that social capital is not entirely endogenous to a locale. That is, norms of
involvement, trust and reciprocity do not exist in isolation, but are instead influenced by
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wider socio-political structures. Encouraging more picnics, as Putnam has suggested, is
unlikely to promote active civic engagement for those without food.

2.4.2

The Ties that Constrain and Exclude

The second problem relates to the dark side of social capital. Social capital does not only
exist as a social good, for research has found that dense networks and strong social ties may
foster criminal activity (Pattillio, 1998; Portes 1998; Sampson et al., 1999) Pattillio’s (1998)
research on crime in middle class black neighborhoods provided evidence that in some
communities, the dense ties that promoted neighborhood cohesion and facilitate informal and
formal social control were the same ties that interfered with efforts to rid communities of
crime and gang- related behavior. As Pattillio argued, “The criminal minority – already a
part of the kin and neighborly networks that exist, and often contributing to the support of
local families – is given a degree of latitude to operate in the neighborhood” (Pattillio,
1998:770).
Not only can social capital promote criminal behavior, it can also serve an
exclusionary function. As Fine (2001) and Carsen (2004) have articulated, those who do not
“belong” are considered outsiders and, although for all intents and purposes this outsider
might be a community resident, this does not always equate to them being accorded
community membership. Lack of access to such membership may deny some groups access
to networks that generate social and economic rewards inherent in communities with high
levels of social capital. In other words, pockets of exclusion and isolation can exist not only
between locales, but also within them8.

8

An extreme example of this is evidenced in the conflicting relations between Jewish and Palestinian
communities in Israel. Whilst dense networks most certainly exist within each ethnic group, such in-group
loyalty does not serve to alleviate strife within communities where Arabic and Israeli settlements are juxtaposed,
rather these social and ethnic ties serve to perpetuate violence and hatred.
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2.4.3

Concerns with Measurement and Conceptual Clarity

Finally, there is the concern regarding the overuse of social capital as a remedy for society’s
ills. Some suggest that social capital is in grave danger of becoming a victim of its own
success, taking on a one-size-fits-all role in the explication of everything wrong in
contemporary society (de Souza Briggs, 1997; Portes, 1998). This is not to say that social
capital has become a useless tool with which to explore the differential capacity of certain
individuals, groups, communities and nations to achieve positive outcomes in health,
education or crime, for instance. Indeed, social capital’s most outspoken critics would argue
that it is an essential element in understanding social solidarity. What is called for, however,
is a refinement of social capital in both its definition and its measurement (McLean et al.,
2002). As de Souza Briggs recommends, it is now time to “encourage a little carefulness, lest
we march (mobilize) eagerly in some unproductive, or even dangerous directions”
(1997:111).

2.5

Rising to the Challenge? Robert Sampson and Collective Efficacy

In the late 1990’s, Robert Sampson, a leading criminologist in the United States, suggested
the need for a more comprehensive understanding of the differential ability of neighborhoods
to prescind the possibility of serious crime and social disorder. Taking on board the critiques
of Portes (1998) and others, Sampson agreed it was time to move beyond social capital and
instead examine the process of activating or converting social ties into the desired outcomes
of the collective (Sampson, Morenoff & Earls, 1999).

Sampson acknowledged the

importance of shared norms and values, the strength of kith and kinship ties and the
significance of formal and voluntary organizations to a community’s wellbeing. At the same
time, he argued that social capital alone was not sufficient, as the “collective capacity for
social action, even if rooted in weak personal ties, may constitute the more proximate social
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mechanism for understanding between neighborhood variation in crime rates” (2001:521).
Sampson and his colleagues proposed a shift in focus to the active engagement and collective
efficacy of communities; something they believed had not been well captured by social
capital theory (Sampson, Morenoff & Earls 1999).
Collective efficacy was a term originally coined by Albert Bandura (1995, 1997 &
2001) as a component of his social cognitive theory. It is an extension of self-efficacy, which
can best be understood in terms of people’s capacity to act based upon their perceptions of
individual control. Collective efficacy is based upon this same agentic perspective that views
individuals as the producers of their experiences and the architects of their lives, but is
defined as “a group’s shared belief in its conjoint capabilities to organize and execute the
courses of action required to produce given levels of attainments” (Bandura, 1997: 477:
emphasis in original). Collective efficacy is viewed as separate to the sum of individual
attributes, as the focus lies in the emergent properties of a group that are central to the
capability of group level performance. Bandura suggests that a host of factors contribute to
what he calls the interactive effectiveness of the group:
the mix of knowledge and competences in the group, how the group is structured and
its activities coordinated, how well it is led, the strategies it adopts and whether
members interact with one another in mutually facilitory or undermining ways
(Bandura, 2001: 478).
Bandura (1995; 1997; 2001) has argued that modern society’s requirement for the
interdependence of human functioning has placed a premium on the exercise of collective
agency through shared beliefs in the power to produce effects by collective action. As such,
collective efficacy has become an important tool for understanding how groups operate.
Sampson saw collective efficacy as a concept applicable not only to social and
organizational psychology, but one that could be extended to examine group level processes
within neighborhoods and communities.

Since the measurement of collective efficacy
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utilized ecometric rather than psychometric indicators9, Sampson believed it could provide a
more accurate reflection of the extent to which neighborhoods could mobilize resources
effectively and remedy problems facing the collective. Further, Sampson believed collective
efficacy could be a more appropriate indicator of community organization, as the modern
neighborhood was more akin to one of limited liability, not an urban village as depicted in the
systemic literature.
Sampson and his colleagues developed this idea further, using the data resulting from
the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods (PHDCN) led by Felton Earls
in the mid 1990’s10. Sampson was a Scientific Director for the community design of the
PHDCN and was interested in the importance of informal social control or the willingness to
intervene. Sampson derived the collective efficacy scale utilizing 10 items from the PHDNC
survey instrument measuring informal social control or the willingness to intervene, social
cohesion and trust at the community level (see Table 2.1 below). The five questions located
in the first column comprised the ecological measurement of a community’s capacity to
respond to various threats to the community and gauged the extent to which people believed
other residents would intervene in task specific ways. The remaining questions in the second
column assessed perceptions of trustworthiness and cohesion at the community level.

9

According to Raudenbush and Sampson (1999), ecometric measures differ from psychometric measures in that
the former indicate an individual’s perceptions of a collective attribute whereas the latter relates to an
individual’s perception of an individual attribute.
10

The PHDCN is a longitudinal project sponsored by the MacArthur Foundation in partnership with the
National Institutes of Justice and Mental Health, Harvard School of Public Health, the Administration on
Children, Youth and Families of the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services and the U.S. Department
of Education. It is a multi-million dollar project examining the social, criminological, economic, organizational,
political and cultural structures of Chicago’s communities.
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Table 2.1. Collective Efficacy Items in the PHDCN
Informal Social Control/Willingness to Intervene

Social Cohesion/Trust

1. If a group of neighborhood children were 1. People around here are willing to help their
skipping school and hanging out on a street
neighbors? Would you say you strongly agree,
corner, how likely is it that your neighbors would
agree disagree or strongly disagree?
do something about it?
2. This is a close-knit neighborhood? Would you
2. If some children were spray-painting graffiti on a
say you strongly agree, agree disagree or
local building, how likely is it that your neighbors
strongly disagree?
would do something about it?
3. People in this neighborhood can be trusted.
3. If there was a fight in front of your house and
Would you say you strongly agree, agree
someone was being beaten or threatened, how
disagree or strongly disagree?
likely is it that your neighbors would break it up?
4. People in this neighborhood generally don’t get
4. If a child was showing disrespect to an adult, how
along with each other. Would you say you
likely is it that people in your neighborhood
strongly agree, agree disagree or strongly
would scold that child?
disagree?
5. Suppose that because of budget cuts the fire 5. People in this neighborhood do not share the
station closest to your home was going to be
same values. Would you say you strongly
closed down by the city. How likely is it that
agree, agree disagree or strongly disagree?
neighborhood residents would organize to try to
do something to keep the fire station open?
Source: Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighborhoods, 1995

In order to determine whether social and physical disorganization led directly to
crime, Sampson (Sampson, Raudenbush & Earls, 1997) examined the relationship among
individual demographics, neighborhood characteristics and collective efficacy. First, they
explored a range of control variables that might be associated with collective efficacy and
found that high socio-economic status, home ownership and age were associated with higher
levels of collective efficacy, whereas high mobility (residential turnover) was associated with
lower levels. Gender, ethnicity and years living in the neighborhood were not significantly
related to this concept. Next, they explored the dimensions of the neighborhoods’ social
composition, after individual effects were controlled, and assessed this relationship with
collective efficacy. Here concentrated disadvantage11, residential instability and immigrant
concentration corresponded with lower levels of collective efficacy at the neighborhood level.
11

In Sampson, et al. (1997), concentrated disadvantage was determined by the number of people in a given area
living below the poverty line, the percentage of people receiving public assistance, the number of female-headed
families, the percentage of unemployment, the density of children and the percentage of African-American
residents.
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Taken together, these three variables accounted for 70% of the variability in collective
efficacy across the 343 neighborhoods studied.
Their next task was to assess the relationship between collective efficacy and
perceived violence, violent victimization and neighborhood homicide rates (Sampson et al.,
1997). The results from these analyses strongly indicated that the aggregated demographic
characteristics of individuals did not solely contribute to actual and perceived violence and
violent victimization occurring within the neighborhood. Rather, they demonstrated that
crime in general and violence in particular, resulted from the differential ability of
neighborhoods to realize the common values of residents and maintain effective social
controls. Collective efficacy remained a robust predictor of lower crime after the structural
indicators were controlled.

Even when indicators of social and physical disorder12

characterized a community, actual incidences of violence were lower if high levels of
collective efficacy were also present. This led Sampson and his colleagues to conclude that
the efficacious nature of the neighborhood served as the buffer between social
disorganization and violent crime (Sampson et al., 1997). This relationship is depicted in
Figure 2.1.

12

Items used to define social disorder included solicitation for prostitution, adults loitering, public use of
alcohol and drugs, adults fighting, congregation of gang members. Indicators of physical disorder included
graffiti, trash on streets and sidewalks, abandoned cars, the presence of needles and syringes.

31

Structural
Factors
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Ties
Organizational/
Institutional
Factors

Collective
Efficacy

Violence

Prior
Violence

Figure 2.1. Neighborhood Characteristics, Social Processes and Violence

The question that now remained was whether collective efficacy operated
independently of social capital. Sampson argued that “resources or networks alone (e.g.,
voluntary associations, friendship ties, organization density) are neutral – they may or may
not be effective mechanisms for achieving an intended effect” (Sampson, Morenoff & Earls,
1999:635). Instead, Sampson suggested that “shared expectations and mutual engagement”
(Sampson et al., 1999:635) may better explain the differential ability of neighborhoods to
react to specific issues facing the collective. Again using the data from the PHDCN, they
explored the impact of social capital and collective efficacy on the well-being of children and
young people. As with their previous research, the researchers initially controlled for the
various structural characteristics that might confound the role of social mechanisms and, as
one would expect, concentrated disadvantage, extreme poverty and affluence predicted
significant levels of neighborhood social disorganization. Sampson then introduced two
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measures of social capital into the model: intergenerational closure (dense ties/networks) and
reciprocated exchange (the exchange of goods, advice or information pertaining to
childrearing). Finally, he incorporated a modified version of the collective efficacy scale,
using items that were directly related to the informal social control and mutual support of
children. Sampson discovered from these analyses that communities with strong personal ties
and intergenerational closure but low expectations for collective action were more likely to
have negative outcomes for children and young people.
To further test the independence of these concepts Morenoff, Sampson and
Raudenbush (2001) assessed whether it was the presence of collective efficacy or the
existence of social capital that better predicted lower levels of homicide in Chicago
neighborhoods. By combining data from the PHDCN, census data and official homicide
statistics, they demonstrated again that the existence of collective efficacy, rather than the
presence of voluntary associations, organizations or kith and kinship ties significantly
predicted lower homicide rates.

The existence of social capital did appear to facilitate

collective efficacy to an extent, but without the existence of the latter, these communities
were not able to thwart deleterious consequences. Thus communities high in social capital
but low in collective efficacy were significantly more violent than those low in social capital
but high in collective efficacy. The typology created to represent this relationship is detailed
in Table 2.2.
Table 2.2: Sampson’s Typology of Social Capital, Collective Efficacy and Crime

Low Collective Efficacy

High Collective Efficacy

Low Social Capital

High Social Capital

Highest Crime Rate
(non-efficacious
community)
Lower Crime Rate
(community of limited
liability)

Higher Crime Rate
(community of low yield)
Lowest Crime Rate
(fully efficacious
community)

Source: Sampson, Morenoff & Earls, 1999; Morenoff, Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001
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Since the publication of the 1997 Science article, the idea that the presence of
collective efficacy can reduce negative outcomes for community residents has gained much
empirical support, predominantly in the United States. Studies have found that residents of
communities with high levels of collective efficacy report higher levels of self-rated health
(Browning & Cagney, 2002; Franzini, Caughy, Spears & Esquer, 2005) and demonstrate
greater parental monitoring (Rankin & Quane, 2002). Moreover, the presence of collective
efficacy appears to mediate low parental monitoring as it relates to the timing of first
intercourse for girls and boys (Browning, Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2005) and increases
the likelihood that women will formally or informally report instances of domestic violence
(Browning, 2002). Studies in Australia (Mazerolle, Wickes, McBroom & Rombouts, 2006),
the U.K. (Oberwittler & Wikstrom, 2006 and Wikstrom, 2006), and Sweden (Sampson &
Wikstrom, 2004) also support the association between collective efficacy and crime and
disorder.
Sampson and his associates reject the need to return to an “urban village” where
people rely on each other for personal and private needs (Sampson, 1999). They argue instead
that communities with weak personal and social ties can be effective units of social
organization if a working trust and shared expectations for local social control are present.
This is an obvious challenge to communitarian theory and practice. Sampson claimed it is
the efficacious nature of a community rather than its dense ties or social networks that
constitutes the more proximate social mechanism for understanding between neighborhood
variations in social disorder, crime rates and child welfare. If this is so, a continued focus on
encouraging social relationships without a concomitant examination of collective processes
seems misguided.
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2.6

Substantiating the Claims from the PHDCN

My review of collective efficacy presents two major problems.

The first concerns the

validity underpinning the association between social relationships and levels of crime and
disorder. The second centers on tension between theoretical clarification and empirical
substantiation.

Succinctly put, the first problem stems from the fact that traditional

criminological approaches and recent sociological theories place social ties as central to
collective functioning.

However, recent research from the PHDCN challenges

communitarian theory and practice by suggesting that such relationships are not as important
as previously thought. Moreover, this research claims that it is collective efficacy, not the
presence of dense ties, which mediate the effects of structural disadvantage on crime in urban
neighborhoods. Thus, for Sampson and his colleagues (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson,
2006; Sampson et al., 1997; Sampson et al., 1999) the role of local social relationships is
unclear and possibly irrelevant.
This first problem thus leads to the second. Ralph Taylor (2001) states that certain
concepts have a 20 year life cycle. Despite the similarity of items used to measure particular
concepts, the notion or the idea is given a new edge. With reference to collective efficacy, in
theory it provides a rich foundation for thinking about social processes in communities.
However, in practice, it is not clear that collective efficacy provides a distinctively different
empirical understanding of differential community regulation.
The body of research emerging from or inspired by the PHDCN makes several claims
that challenge traditional ecological approaches to understanding the variation of crime and
disorder across geographic contexts. From my reading of the literature, there are four main
assertions:
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1. Collective efficacy denotes an activated, task specific process of achieving social
order that is conceptually distinct from social capital theory and systemic approaches
to understanding crime and disorder
2. Communities with weak ties can be effective units of informal social control if
residents share a belief in their capability to achieve an intended effect
3. The “urban village” ideology is outmoded and irrelevant
4. Psychometric measures of group functioning are imprecise and insufficient
My thesis seeks to validate these claims. Below I elaborate on each and detail the areas that
require greater substantiation.

2.6.1

The Task Specific Nature of Collective Efficacy

Collective efficacy is defined by Sampson and his colleagues as “an activated process that
seeks to achieve an intended effect” (Sampson et al., 1997:919), and as such it “differentiates
the process of activating/converting social ties to achieve the desired outcomes from the ties
themselves” (Sampson et al., 1999: 635).

By stating that “social ties may foster the

conditions under which collective efficacy may flourish but are insufficient for the exercise of
control” (Sampson, 2002:220, emphasis in original), Sampson therefore makes the theoretical
and empirical distinction between one’s potential stocks accumulated through by social ties
(e.g. social capital) and a collective belief in the capacity of residents to achieve an intended
outcome (e.g. collective efficacy).
From my reading of the literature, there are several points of departure suggesting
that, in theory, collective efficacy can be differentiated from alternative approaches to
understanding collective processes and outcomes (Table 2.3). Collective efficacy, as depicted
by Sampson (Sampson et al., 1997), is based on the notion that a community provides
utilitarian or instrumental support for its members. It focuses only on the informal regulation
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of group behavior which does not require strong interpersonal ties, and centers on the norms
surrounding action for specific tasks. In contrast, systemic theories and social capital theory
more strongly align with a communitarian framework where inter-personal relationships are
fundamental and social organization is dependent upon shared values, social stability and
trust. For systemic theories, relationships are important for group regulation and have both
supervisory and socialization effects.

Likewise, social capital theory views social

relationships as crucial in facilitating action and providing collectively beneficial outcomes.

Table 2.3. Comparing the Central Tenets of Systemic Theories with Social Capital and
Collective Efficacy
Systemic Approaches
Social organization requires:
Population stability
Shared values
Intra-community ties with
fellow residents and
informal/formal
organizations

Level of Analysis:
Macro-sociological model –
focus is on community level
dynamics
Theoretical/Empirical Focus
Communitarian
Centers on the group
regulation of behavior as it
relates to crime and
delinquency
Emphasis is on the quality
and quantity of social
relationships
Research
examines
the
supervisory and socialization
effects of personal and
organizational ties

Social Capital
Social organization requires:
• Trust in people and
institutions
• Stability of social relations
• Linkages within groups
(personal or bonding ties)
and across groups
(instrumental or bridging
ties)
Level of Analysis:
• Macro-sociological model –
focus can be on any
ecological unit ranging from
schools to nation states
Theoretical/Empirical Focus
• Communitarian
• Centers on the production of
collectively beneficial
outcomes
• Emphasis is on the quality
and quantity of social
relationships
• Research examines the role
of relationships in facilitating
mutual obligations and the
resources needed to address
collective problems

Collective Efficacy
Social organization requires:
• A working trust
• Social cohesion
• Dense ties important but not
necessary
• Organizational participation
important but not necessary

Level of Analysis:
• Social psychological model
adapted to criminology to
examine variation in crime
across neighborhoods
Theoretical/Empirical Focus
• Utilitarian – critique of urban
village approach - personal and
affective needs often sought
outside of the community
• Centers on the group regulation
of behavior as it relates to crime
and delinquency
• Not a global concept – but is a
task specific process for
effecting change that centers on
achieving an intended effect
• Research centers on the norms
surrounding action for particular
tasks

There is, however, notable overlap, especially as it relates to Sampson’s
conceptualization of collective efficacy.

Referring back to Table 2.1 (page 30), collective
37

efficacy has two fundamental elements: the willingness of others to intervene in task specific
ways; and the degree of social cohesion and trust in a community. While recognizing the
importance of the interactive effects of the group in achieving desired outcomes, Bandura’s
original definition of collective efficacy centered exclusively on the group’s shared belief in
its capacity to execute the necessary action to address a particular problem or situation
(1997:478). However, the items in the collective efficacy scale as developed by Sampson
and his colleagues include those that directly tap action and those that measure cohesion and
trust. The rationale for the inclusion of the latter dimension is empirically and theoretically
driven from the systemic literature; disadvantaged neighborhoods fare better when residents
can trust each other and feel part of an interdependent system (Sampson, 2006).
The issue here is that the defining feature of collective efficacy theory which
differentiates it from other theories of community organization is the focus on the task
specific nature of group functioning. Therefore from a Bandurian perspective, the addition of
a fixed measure of social cohesion and trust is problematic, as the interactive effects of the
group vary from group to group and should be examined as separate from, but related to, the
belief in the collective’s conjoint capacity (Bandura, 1997). Within social psychology, the
measurement of collective efficacy is specifically tailored to target a particular task which is
directly related to a particular outcome. For example, Myers, Feltz and Short (2004) examine
how collective efficacy influences the performance of college football teams over an entire
football season. The items that measured collective efficacy are all specific to the tasks
associated with the game of football. Thus respondents were asked to rate their confidence in
the team’s ability to outplay their opponent in terms of yardage gained, to bounce back from
performing poorly and to win the game against the opposing team (Myers, Feltz & Short,
2004).

Similarly, in a study concerned with undergraduate engineering project teams,

indicators of collective efficacy referred only to the task, measuring interactive effects of
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group functioning such as group cohesion, self-efficacy and performance all as separate and
distinct constructs (Lent, Schmidt & Schimdt, 2005).

The inclusion of the items that

comprise the social cohesion and trust component of the collective efficacy scale used in the
PHDCN research, and later research inspired by this body of work, inadvertently transforms a
task specific theory into a global and stable trait. As such, it obscures the importance of the
residents’ perceived capacity to achieve an intended effect such as the informal control of
young people.
Additionally, the collective efficacy items that measure trust, reciprocity, shared
values and social cohesion are also direct measures of the central tenets of social capital
theory and systemic approaches to crime. Earlier in this chapter, I demonstrated how norms
of trust, cohesion and reciprocity are central to social capital theory. In this respect, there is
little difference between the social cohesion and trust items in the collective efficacy scale
and those consistently measured in the systemic and social capital literature. Thus it is
difficult to tell which process is doing the work. Sampson acknowledges the conceptual
overlap of collective efficacy with other social processes but argues that this “does not mean
they tap the same concept or that statistical methods necessarily help to resolve the problem”
(2006:159). Sampson states that poverty, race and violent crime load on one factor, but
suggests it would be erroneous to assume that “crime is the same concept as race or poverty”
(2006:160, emphasis in original). While acknowledging this point, I suggest that teasing out
the relationship between social relationships and social processes is an important step in
clarifying the unique contribution of collective efficacy in explaining the variation in crime
across community contexts as it has been adapted into criminological research.
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2.6.2

Communities with Weak Ties can Effect Change

Sampson and his colleagues specifically state that “collective capacity for social action, even
if rooted in weak personal ties may constitute the more proximate social mechanism for
understanding between neighborhood variation in crime rates” (Morenoff et al., 2001:521).
They argue that collective efficacy is situated rather than global and exists “relative to
specific tasks such as maintaining public order” (Morenoff et al., 2001: 521). In other words,
collective efficacy is not all encompassing, it is not necessarily found in the social networks
of individuals nor is it a key element of a neighborhood’s culture - people from diverse
backgrounds, with weak social ties, who live in disorganized neighborhoods, can and do
agree on important collective norms (Sampson, 1999). Thus, collective efficacy comprises
the capacity of a community to respond to a task specific issue as and when needed. When
there is no need to respond collectively, collective efficacy lies dormant.
These theoretical tenets require clarification.

If strong social relationships and

frequent social interaction no longer characterize contemporary communities, how is the
belief in the community’s ability to collectively respond to local problems engendered? How
are norms of engagement and trust, which enable their residents to work together in
preventing crime, maintained?

And who is maintaining these norms? Residents or

institutions? Sampson and his colleagues have not adequately tested these fundamental
propositions of collective efficacy theory.
My interpretation of the literature also suggests that there is conceptual slippage when
it comes to measuring social ties. The PHDCN’s conceptualization of collective efficacy (see
page 30) conflates the processes of trust, social cohesion/social ties, reciprocity and action.
Consequently, I suggest that the effectiveness of a community of limited liability (Morenoff
et at 2001; Suttles, 1972) has not been demonstrated. Additionally, as demonstrated in the
following examples, the collective efficacy research does not define what constitutes a weak
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tie. Sampson and Raudenbush, (1999), in Systematic Social Observation of Public Spaces: A
New Look at Disorder in Urban Neighborhoods, measured social relationships by combining
the number of ties within the community with the reciprocated exchange scale (comprising 5
likert scale items asking residents how frequently they did favors for neighbors, watched
television with neighbors, visited with neighbors, asked advice from neighbors or got
together with neighbors for parties). This provided a scale which simultaneously measured
the number of ties in a given area and the frequency of social interaction. However, in
Beyond Social Capital: Spatial Dynamics of Collective Efficacy for Children (Sampson,
Morenoff & Earls, 1999), the 5 item likert scale of reciprocated exchange was then used as a
measure of collective efficacy. Thus the scale turned from being a measure of the frequency
of social exchange to a function or process of social exchange. Neighborhood Inequality,
Collective Efficacy and the Spatial Dynamics of Urban Violence (Morenoff et al., 2001)
measured social ties/relationships by the number of organizations within a given
neighborhood cluster, residential participation in voluntary organizations and the number of
family and friends living in the community.

This conceptualization of ties across the

collective efficacy literature makes it almost impossible to validate Sampson’s claim that
loosely connected communities can effectively ward off potential problems.

2.6.3

The Decline of the Urban Village

One of the most significant challenges to communitarian theory and practice is Sampson’s
(2002) denouncement of the urban village model. Sampson and his colleagues note that the
role of the “community” has changed dramatically and as such “strong ties are no longer the
norm in many urban communities because friends and social support networks are
decreasingly organized in a parochial, local fashion” (Morenoff et al., 2001, 520). Scholars
in sociology support this notion that urban communities have changed in their capacity and
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function in late modernity (see Bauman, 2001; Day, 2006; Giddens, 2001). Giddens, for
example, comments that the world in which we all live stands in significant contrast to any
other period in our history in that we have a heightened awareness of shared experiences
juxtaposed to “new forms of fragmentation and dispersal” (Giddens, 1991:5).
This fragmentation and dispersal of urban communities is well documented. For
example, using network analysis, Barry Wellman (1999) consistently finds that personal ties
not only span across place but are usually sparsely knit and do not supply a great deal of
social support. As Wellman notes “It is not that people’s communities are disintegrating, but
that they are in flux…community ties ramify across changing, fragmented communities”
(1999:25).

Further, not only have communities changed in form, but membership in such

communities is more likely to be voluntary and determined by taste, interest and lifestyle
rather than obligation and fate (Day, 2006).
Social theory might have moved beyond the urban village rhetoric present in social
policy and research, but it is not clear how residents themselves perceive their community
and how these perceptions influence social relationships and collective action associated with
particular tasks. Collective efficacy theory is founded on the notion that highly diverse groups
of people with complex networks of affiliation populate contemporary urban communities.
However, my review of the extant collective efficacy literature has not found any illustration
of how these new social arrangements play out in context.

In the limited liability

communities presented from the Chicago research (Morenoff et al., 2001), it is unclear
whether residents had moved away from an urban village ideology and if so, how this
impacted their experiences within the community.

Did they define their community in

instrumental terms? Moreover, what forms did their new social relationships take? If, as
Day (2006:246) states, “community is understood best as an imaginative tool used by people
as they go about their business of constructing an idea of a better society”, how was
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community imagined in Chicago and how did this imagery facilitate or hinder residents as
they went about their business of preventing or controlling crime?

2.6.4

The Over-Reliance on Psychometrics

Raudenbush and Sampson (1999) argue that ecological research has become too dependent
upon census data and psychometric measures in examining social mechanisms and collective
properties. They point to the number of studies that utilize publicly available data, such as
the U.S. Decennial Census, which provide important social demographic information such as
levels of poverty, unemployment and variability in household structures, but are used as a
proxy rather than a direct indicator of collective processes (Raudenbush & Sampson, 1999).
Raudenbush and Sampson (1999) address this short-coming by advancing methodologies that
allow for quantitative investigations of ecological phenomena such as collective efficacy and
social and physical disorder.

They note that survey research can provide a rich source of

ecological data but rework the traditional survey model and propose a number of ways in
which to move forward. One approach used by Sampson and his colleagues (see for example
Earls, 1995; Raudenbush & Sampson, 1999 and Sampson et al., 1997) is to reconstruct
psychometric questions to directly measure collective as opposed to individual behavior.
Although this is a seemingly small shift, it has significant consequences. By using collective
or ecometric items, Raudenbush and Sampson (1999) demonstrate the need to assess the
inter-rater agreement on collective processes within a geographically bounded space using
intra-neighborhood and inter-neighborhood correlation coefficients.

Through testing the

robustness of such items at a collective level such as the community, they are able to
sufficiently address some of the more salient problems with aggregating individual level date
that have hampered the reliability of social structural research to date.

According to

Sampson, this ecometric approach affords a much greater understanding of community
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processes and is “an enterprise that is conceptually distinct from individual assessment”
(2002:219).
Sampson and his colleagues (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson, 2002; Sampson 2006;
Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999; Sampson et al., 1997 and Sampson et al., 1999) convincingly
articulate the benefit of shifting the study of civic engagement and collective action away
from generic, individually centered indicators to more precise measures of how a community
might address certain types of problems. By developing survey measures of group behavior,
utilizing systematic social observation of communities and employing sophisticated multilevel analyses, they illustrate the impact of collective action and community processes in
bringing about change at the neighborhood level.

This move towards a more refined

methodological and analytic process is a major contribution to the literature.

2.7

Summarizing the Issues

The key issues with collective efficacy theory are twofold and concern:
1. Collective efficacy’s theoretical tenets, as they have been articulated by the scholars
from the PHDCN; and
2. The subsequent conceptualization and measurement of this theory in research
practice.
With regards to the first issue, it is unclear from the collective efficacy literature how
residents perceive their community, how they define, understand or experience intracommunity relationships and how this then leads to lower crime. Understanding the way
residents’ imagine their locale is crucial. The role of community may have changed, but the
ideology of close ties and commonality might persist. In this sense, the way residents
imagine a community might significantly affect their decisions to actively engage with others
to address specific problems. Even though the distinctive element in collective efficacy
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theory, according to Sampson and his colleagues (Sampson et al., 1997, Morenoff et al.,
2001), is its ability to explain crime control in loosely tied communities, there is little in it (as
it has been adapted into criminology) that explains how residents in communities
characterized by diffuse ties come to believe in the community’s ability to effect change. In
this way, it is unclear how collective efficacy theoretically moves criminology beyond social
disorganization and social capital theories.
The second issue concerns the conceptualization of collective efficacy in research
practice. Because collective efficacy conflates aspects of social disorganization (informal
social control) and social capital theory (trust, social cohesion and reciprocity), it is unclear
which indicator of community organization is the most significant predictor of violence or
disorder. The confluence of relationships, trust, shared values and informal control makes it
difficult to gauge the particular empirical contribution of collective efficacy in understanding
community organization and crime.

2.8

The Research Questions

The goal of my thesis is to determine whether collective efficacy as a theory can be
differentiated from other kinds of theories associated with community organization. It also
seeks to address whether the measurement of collective efficacy allows us to validate the
claims from the collective efficacy research. In so doing, this thesis will assess the unique
and distinct contribution of collective efficacy theory to criminology. The following research
questions (RQ) are constructed to achieve this goal:
RQ1. Does collective efficacy depict a distinct social that stands apart from systemic
theories and social capital?
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RQ2. Does collective efficacy remain a significant predictor of perceptions of violence and
disorder when indicators more strongly associated with systemic and social capital
theories are controlled?
RQ3. Does the typology proposed by Sampson (page 34) hold for Brisbane communities?
Can communities with weak ties be effective units of social control?
RQ4. If communities are no longer characterized by strong ties among residents, how does
the community reaffirm its collective identity?
RQ5. What guides residents’ perceptions of social cohesion and trust and what types of
relationships appear to relate to action?
RQ6. How do residents come to view their community as able to respond efficaciously to
specific problems?

Questions 1 through 3 ask how the framework and operationalization of systemic,
social capital and collective efficacy theories differ, how much of the variance in violence
and disorder can be explained by collective efficacy and whether neighborhoods of limited
liability and low yield exist in an Australian context. To answer these questions, three
separate analyses are employed using the data from the Collective Capacity Study (CCS)
undertaken in S.E. Queensland in February/March 2005.
Questions 4 through 6 will be addressed through in-depth interviews with local
residents and key informants of two communities in the CCS sample. The goal of these
interviews is to identify the inter-connection of the individual, the community and the wider
contexts that impact upon a community’s ability to generate collective efficacy. Through
these interviews I will examine the specific aspects of the community that appear to promote,
inhibit and sustain collective efficacy.
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2.9

Summary

In this chapter I have demonstrated the need to reflect on the contribution of collective
efficacy theory to the study of crime and place. I have recommended a combined approach to
studying collective processes that incorporates both qualitative and quantitative methods. By
examining the spatial distribution of collective efficacy and systemic indicators of social
organization, I will identify the structural conditions of Brisbane communities that affect the
generation or persistence of these important social mechanisms. Going down a level, to the
community itself, will illuminate aspects of the environment which might enable or constrain
efficacious responses to local issues. Finally, by bringing the individual back into the picture,
we will gain a useful understanding of how residents make sense of their community, the
impact of prior experiences on their decisions to act or not and, further, how local and extralocal forces influence perceptions of collective capacity and the formation of intracommunity relationships.
The following chapter provides a more detailed explication of the methodology for
the first stage of the research and overviews the methods, the research design and the analytic
approach of the data. This chapter will comprehensively discuss the analyses used to unpack
the spatial distribution of collective processes, such as collective efficacy, social relationships
and perceptions of violence and disorder in the Brisbane Statistical Division of South-East
Queensland, Australia. It will detail the research design, the operationalization of concepts
associated with collective efficacy and social capital and other measures used in the
quantitative analyses.
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Chapter Three
Explicating Social Processes from Social Relationships:
The Methodological Approach

3.1

Introduction

Collective efficacy is a popular notion in the criminological literature.

However, as

evidenced in Chapter 2, there are several problems with the uptake of this theory, two of
which are directly relevant to the first stage of my research agenda. The first concerns the
need to provide an empirically consistent understanding of the conflux of systemic
approaches (including social capital) and collective efficacy.

Presently there is an

unacceptable degree of overlap in the constructs used to measure these frameworks. This
leads to the second problem. It is unclear which process is associated with explaining lower
perceptions of crime and disorder. As the research literature currently stands, we are not able
to determine which aspect of community organization is more important: social relationships
or social processes. Using a reconceptualized measure of collective efficacy that separates
cohesion from agency paves the way for a comprehensive explication of social ties and
collective action at the level of the community.
The present chapter outlines the methodology for my first study. It provides an
overview of the research design, the Collective Capacity Study, and details the data employed
in my analyses. The analytic strategies for each stage of the analyses are also included. The
chapter concludes with a discussion of the preparation of the data, incorporating the results of
the univariate and bivariate correlations and individual and community level reliabilities for
the scales utilized in this research.
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3.2

Research Design

The Collective Capacity Study (CCS) is a large study supported by an Australian Research
Council (ARC) grant (Mazerolle et al., 2006). The overarching goals of the CCS are to
understand and analyze the spatial distribution of crime across Australian communities in
order to cultivate innovative, context specific crime prevention strategies. The CCS
comprises three main projects. The first involves an ecometric and spatial analysis of crime
and collective efficacy across a sample of 82 Brisbane Statistical Local Areas (SLAs). The
second project involves the development of visualization tools and a web-based Geographic
Information System (GIS) for use by government, community members and researchers. The
final study entails a cross-national comparison of collective efficacy with both Chicago and
Stockholm. My dissertation research uses the data from the first part of the ARC grant. In
order to determine if collective efficacy explains spatial variations in reported crime in
Australia, the CCS research team conducted a cross-sectional survey of residents living
across the city of Brisbane13. The CCS cross-sectional survey contains several benefits that
relate specifically to my dissertation research. First, this survey collected data from a large,
representative sample of Brisbane communities. A sample of this size therefore provides me
with a sufficient number of cases to conduct confirmatory factor analyses of the indicators
that make up the collective efficacy scale. Moreover, as the CCS study allowed for an
investigation of differences in crime and disorder within and between communities, it
delivers a purposively generated sample appropriate for multi-level modeling. The CCS
survey also provides the necessary data to explore the spatial distribution of these social
processes and crime across the Brisbane Statistical Division.
Commensurate with cross sectional research, my thesis focuses on examining baselines and understanding patterns rather than measuring change over time.
13

For the results of the main study see Mazerolle, Wickes, McBroom & Rombouts (2006).
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However, a

noteworthy weakness of cross-sectional designs is the inability of the data to determine
causation (Maxfield & Babbie, 2001; Neuman, 2001). While I am interested in identifying
the more salient predictors of perceptions of violence and disorder, I recognize that the data
from CCS only provides correlational evidence of the relationship among various
demographics and social processes and the dependent variables.
My research associate status on the ARC Linkage grant provided several benefits to
my dissertation. First, the data were readily available for my immediate use and all costs of
the data collection were covered by the ARC Linkage Grant. As de Vaus (1995) notes,
graduate students do not often have access to the funds necessary to conduct such extensive
research and instead have to rely on datasets that were not constructed with their thesis in
mind. Second, my involvement in the design of the survey and the selection of indicators
measuring social relationships (see Mazerolle et al., 2006) minimized the major weakness
associated with using data not specifically designed for one’s research question. De Vaus
(1995:76) states that when using secondary data there is often a trade-off “between having
less than ideal measures of the concepts on one hand and having an unsuitable sample or not
conducting the study on the other”. My involvement in the survey design from the outset
minimized this constraint.
Nonetheless, there are many measures of social capital that have been empirically
tested but were not included in the CCS survey. The survey was limited in duration so a
complete incorporation of items measuring this construct was not possible.

Another

limitation of the CCS data was its absence of memberships or relationships with formal
organizational structures. This raises a problem in terms of the representativeness of social
capital and systemic control in a model of community organization. As Bursik and Grasmick
have argued “a consideration of public bases of systemic control is crucial to a full
understanding of the relationship between neighborhood dynamics and crime” (1993:38).
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Although the data allow for a comprehensive examination of resident relationships and
dynamics which are important in understanding the differential ability of communities to
control crime, I am not able to comment on the role of public control or organizational
influence.

3.2.1

The Research Site

To study the spatial variation of community processes, the CCS survey was conducted across
82 SLAs in the Brisbane Statistical Division (BSD) located in South–East Queensland,
Australia (see Figures 3.1 and 3.2). Australia is a typical western nation with established
political and economic infrastructure. It is closely linked with the US, Canada, Germany, the
United Kingdom and other OECD countries in its trade linkages, legal structures,
technological advances and economic cycles (Otto, Voss & Willard, 2001). The CCS was
carried out in Brisbane, which is the 3rd largest city in Australia. It is the capital of the state
of Queensland and has a population of approximately 1.7 million people. The BSD covers
several adjoining local government areas including the Caboolture Shire, Ipswich City,
Logan City, Pine Rivers Shire, Redcliffe City and Redland Shire many of which have
experienced significant growth over the last ten years (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001).
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Figure 3.1: Map of Australia (Geoatlas, 2006)

Figure 3.2: Map of Queensland, Australia (Geoatlas, 2006)
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3.2.2

The CCS Sample

The entire Brisbane Statistical Division (BSD), comprising 224 SLAs, formed the initial
sampling frame (see Figure 3.3). In Australia, an SLA is a general purpose spatial unit that is
used to collect and disseminate statistics.

In some instances the SLA is a geographic

representation of one suburb, but can also comprise two or more suburbs (Australian Bureau
of Statistics, 2001) as was the case in the CCS sample. The population of the SLAs in the
BSD range from 263 to 65,694 residents (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001).
The proposed methodology of the CCS comes with well-known problems of defining
“community.” Scholars have been plagued for over a century with the complexities of
operationalizing the term “community” (e.g. Hillery, 1955). In both the CCS and the
PHDCN, a community (or in the case of Chicago, a neighborhood) is defined and
operationalized by enumerating space and overlaying geographic boundaries. The underlying
assumption is that the imposed territorial boundaries are not solely arbitrary delineations but
represent meaningful ecological units where residents have some shared notion of belonging.
Fine and Weiss suggest that geographic contours are not able to define adequately the
boundaries of a community and reject the assumption that “coherence organizes life within
while differences defines life between” localities (1998: 266).

Additionally, Wellman’s

(1999) research has demonstrated that “community” has moved out of neighborhoods and
thus cannot be measured only in terms of census tracts or suburbs. Certainly, people belong
to many communities - including ethnic, religious or sporting communities to name but a few
- that cannot be measured only in terms of space.
While caution is required when using purpose built spatial units as proxies for
communities, the very nature of community research, as it relates to residential, geographic
locales, necessitates a demarcation of place. The researchers on the CCS were not insensitive
to the complex task of defining “community” and used the pilot test of the survey to explore
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what this term meant to residents (see Mazerolle et al., 2006). The pilot test revealed that
Brisbane participants primarily understood community as corresponding to the suburb in
which they lived. Although the SLAs were not exact matches to the suburbs in the Brisbane
Statistical Division, they were considered to be the most parsimonious unit of analysis, as
they are readily recognizable units which can be matched with important census, police and
other government data (see Mazerolle et al., 2006).
Another nuance of the CCS is that it focused on residential SLA’s rather than
industrial areas. From the outset, researchers examined data on land use to ensure the final
sample comprised SLAs with predominantly residential populations. The Department of
Local Government provided land use data, which researchers divided into residential
(including rural residential and urban residential), commercial, industrial, special purposes
(CBD land use), and other uses such as special facilities, conservation, rural, sport and
recreation and open space. A total of 23 SLAs had less than 50 percent residential/other land
parcels or had greater than 40 percent industrial land parcels and were omitted from the
sampling frame. Eighteen core SLAs were then randomly selected from the remaining
eligible 201 and all adjoining SLAs for each core were selected to provide a final sample of
82 SLAs as illustrated in Figure 3.4 (Mazerolle et al., 2006).
SLA sample ranged from 263 to 39,306 residents.
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The population of the final

Figure 3.3: 224 Statistical Local Areas in the Brisbane Statistical Division (Mazerolle et al.,
2006)
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Figure 3.4. The CCS Sample of Statistical Local Areas (Mazerolle et al 2006)
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To generate statistically reliable ecometric constructs at the SLA level, a quota
scheme was used to determine the number of required respondents per SLA (Mazerolle et al.,
2006; Raudenbush, Rowan and Kang, 1991 and Raudenbush & Sampson, 1999). To assign
respondent quotas per SLA, each SLA was assigned a quintile score by population size (score
of 1-5 from low population size to large population size).

Each SLA was then assigned a

quartile score by their additive coefficient of variation on:
•

Socio-Economic Index for Areas - Disadvantage14

•

Number of residents born overseas

•

Number of residents at a different address 5 years ago

•

Number of private and public rentals

•

Number of total home ownership

Using the scores from the above indicators, the coefficient of variation was calculated as
follows:
Standard deviation
CV = --------------------Mean

The quartile scores ranged from 1 to 4 from low variation to high variation. The scores were
then added together to give a distribution ranging from 2 to 9. For SLAs with a score of 2 or
3 (i.e. low population and low coefficient of variation), the survey quota was 20 respondents.
For SLAs with a score of 4, 5 or 6, the survey quota was 35 respondents. For SLAs with a
score of 7, 8 or 9 the survey quota was 45 respondents (see Mazerolle et al., 2006).
14

SEIFA Disadvantage is an index created by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) (2001) and is derived
from the percent of people within an SLA who are low income earners; have low educational attainment; are
unemployed and are working in unskilled occupations. High scores reflect low disadvantage whereas low
scores reflect high levels of disadvantage in the SLA.

57

Respondents were randomly selected from each SLA with a final sample size of 2,859 (see
Figure 3.5). Using Random Digit Dialing (RDD), the in-scope survey population comprised
all people aged 18 years or over who were usually resident in private dwellings with
telephones in selected SLAs in the BSD (Mazerolle et al., 2006).

Figure 3.5: Geocoded Samples from the CCS Survey (Mazerolle et al., 2006)
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3.2.3

The Survey Procedure

The Office of the Government Statistician (OESR) conducted the survey for the CCS in
February and March, 2005. Interviewers utilized Computer Assisted Telephone Interviewing
(CATI) to perform the survey administration. The survey used a team of up to 20 trained
interviewers for the extent of the survey, with surveys lasting approximately 15 minutes (see
Mazerolle et al., 2006). To ensure the reliability of the results, I and another research
assistant conducted random audits on the OESR interviewers throughout the survey period.
We randomly selected interviewers, and audits consisted of four observations over an hour
(i.e., approximately four interviews) for each researcher per week during the survey
administration period. The interviews were coded onto a hard copy of the survey instrument
and cross-checked with the actual imputed figures. From the 31 observed interviews, the
overall error rate was 0.06 with a range of 0.00 to 0.5015.
The success rate for the survey was somewhat low due to the number of out-of-scope
or disconnected numbers that had been included in the random digit dialing sampling frame.
The overall response rate for the survey was 35.71%. To ensure confidence that the results
from the survey would be representative of the population from which it was sampled, the
consent rate was also assessed, by calculating the number of responding in-scope participants
as a percentage of the total number of responding and non-responding in-scope participants
that were contacted. The overall consent rate was 68.03%, with individual SLA consent rates
ranging from 49.35% to 84.62% (Mazerolle et al., 2006). To further ensure the sample used
in the CCS was representative of the larger population from which it was drawn, descriptive
statistics for the socio-demographic variables were compared to the 2001 ABS census as
depicted in Table 3.1 below. There were some differences of note. The CCS participants

15

The error rate for 30 of the 31 interviews was well within acceptable limits. There was only one survey with
an unacceptable error rate of .50. This survey was therefore discarded from the sample.
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were slightly older, more likely to hold university qualifications and less likely to be
employed full time. As a telephone survey was used in this study, these differences are not
surprising.

Table 3.1 A Comparison of CCS Survey and ABS Census Socio-Demographics
Item
Age
Gender
ATSI
Overseas Born
Language Spoken at Home
Marital Status
Education
Employment
Mean Annual Income
Own Residence

3.3

The Data Sources

3.3.1

The Survey Instrument

CCS Survey
Mean age 40 to 44 years
59.3% Female
1%
25%
92.8% English
54% Married
25% University Degree
41% Full-Time Employed
$40,000 - $59,000
74%

2001 ABS Census
Mean age 34 years
51% Female
1.7%
25%
86.5% English
49.6% Married
14% University Degree
64.9% Full-Time Employed
$41,600 - $51,948
64.6%

A comprehensive literature review, an examination of relevant national and international
surveys and input from researchers in the field of crime prevention, crime control, incivilities,
collective efficacy and social capital all provided the basis for the CCS survey instrument
(Mazerolle et al., 2006). A copy of the survey instrument is included in Appendix 1. The
items in the survey incorporated the collective efficacy scale, victimization questions, sociodemographic items and scales measuring the perceptions of violence and disorder. The
instrument also included a number of indicators measuring various aspects of social capital.
Time limitations of the survey precluded the inclusion of an exhaustive range of social capital
items. The multidimensional nature of the construct was considered and several key
dimensions were incorporated, however the CCS survey strategically selected items to
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include those strongly associated with crime and disorder. The variables of interest to my
research are as follows:
Collective Efficacy: The collective efficacy scale as derived from the PHDCN by Sampson
and his colleagues (Sampson et al., 1997) comprises 10 items with five items examining
community cohesion and trust and five items that gauge the willingness of residents to prosocially intervene in a range of problems. The items measuring social cohesion and trust ask
respondents to indicate their level of agreement with the following statements:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

People in this community are willing to help their neighbors
This is a close-knit community
People in this community can be trusted
People in this community generally don’t get along with each other
People in this community do not share the same values

The response categories for these items were coded along a four-point likert scale with 1 =
strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree and 4 = strongly disagree. The negative wording of
items 4 and 5 necessitated appropriate recoding when conducting the reliability analysis for
the complete collective efficacy scale.
The items measuring residents’ willingness to intervene asked respondents how likely
it was that people in their community would act if:
1. A group of community children were skipping school and hanging around on a street
corner
2. If children were spray painting graffiti on a local building
3. If there was a fight in front of their house and someone was being beaten or
threatened
4. If a child was showing disrespect to an adult
5. If the fire station closest to the resident’s home was going to be closed down
Reponses were coded using a four-point likert scale with 1 = very likely, 2 = likely, 3 =
unlikely and 4 = very unlikely. A reliability analysis of the 10 items that form the collective
efficacy scale demonstrated a sound Cronbach’s alpha of .76 with 95% confidence intervals
between .74 to .77.
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Trustworthiness: The notion of trust is central to both social capital theory and systemic
theories of crime control.

My analyses were concerned with items examining both

particularized and generalized trust. To measure the former, three items developed by Stone
and Hughes (2001) were used. These items asked respondents the extent to which they
would trust:
•
•
•

Close family and other relatives to act in their best interest
Friends to act in their best interest
Current work mates or associates to act in their best interest

Responses to these items were coded along a four-point likert scale with 1 = to a great extent,
2 = to some extent, 3 = hardly at all and 4 = not at all. The reliability analysis of these items
produced a Cronbach’s alpha of .48 with confidence intervals between .45 to .51. This low
alpha was not unexpected for, as noted previously, it is difficult to measure trust with a high
degree of accuracy (see Welch et al., 2005).
Generalized trust has also been a theoretically important concept within the social
capital framework.

Indeed Putnam (2000) and Coleman (1988) believed thin trust was

crucial in developing networks. The CCS survey included only one item asking respondents
to indicate their agreement or disagreement with the statement “Most people can be trusted”.
Responses fell within a four-point likert scale with 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3= disagree
and 4 = strongly disagree.
Civic Participation/Engagement:

The level of engagement in civic matters within a

community is seen as important in ensuring beneficial outcomes for residents (Putnam,
2000). The CCS survey included a scale of 3 items derived by Stone and Hughes (2001), but
in a modified form. As the researchers of the CCS wanted to gauge the perceptions of a
community’s willingness to engage in civic matters, they reworded the items to generate an
ecometric measure of civic engagement and, as such, centered on community behavior as
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opposed to individual behavior. These items asked respondents to indicate how likely it was
that, in the last 12 months, members of their community voluntarily:
•
•
•

Signed a petition
Attended a public meeting
Joined with people to resolve a local or community problem

Responses to the items ranged from 1 = very likely, 2 = likely, 3 = unlikely and 4 = very
unlikely. The reliability analysis for these items demonstrated a sound reliability of

= .82,

with confidence intervals ranging from .81 to .83.
Connection to the Community: The CCS research team was also interested in examining
factors that may inhibit or facilitate sharing support within a community.

Within the

systemic theory and social capital discourse, attachment to place is seen as central to
community capacity (Black and Hughes, 2001 and Bursik, 1988). Community attachment
has also been associated with lower levels of crime.

Research has indicated that, in

communities with higher levels of familial, business or social network attachment, there is a
greater willingness for place managers to take guardianship over the community (Eck &
Wiseburd, 1995). For the CCS survey, researchers therefore included one module to assess
the respondent’s commitment and attachment to their community. This module was modified
and tested by Western et al. (2002; 2005). It comprised four items asking respondents to
indicate their level of agreement or disagreement with the following statements:
•
•
•
•

I feel I belong to this local community
I would like to be living in this local community in three years’ time
I am proud to live in this local community
I feel a responsibility to make a contribution to the local community I live in

Responses were recorded using a four-point response scale with 1= strongly agree, 2 = agree,
3 = disagree and 4 = strongly disagree. A reliability analysis provided strong support for this
summative scale with Cronbach’s alpha = .81 with confidence intervals between .80 and .82.
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Network Closure between Adults and Children: One of the key tenets of social capital
theory, as discussed previously in Chapters 2 and 3, is the necessity of network closure. In
the criminological literature, network closure between adults and young people is important
to crime control, as such closure can provide both a supervisory and socialization function
(Bursik, 1988; Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; Sampson & Groves, 1989; Sampson et al., 1999).
The CCS research team considered network closure, as it related to adults and children within
a community, important due to its association with child-centered control (Mazerolle et al.,
2006). Drawing on the survey used by the PHDCN, the survey utilized a module comprising
four items measuring the intergenerational closure between adults and young people. The
items assessed the respondent’s level of agreement with the following statements:
•
•
•
•

Adults in this community know who the local children are
There are adults in this community that children can look up to
Parents in this community generally know each other
You can count on adults in this community to watch out that children are safe
and don’t get into trouble

All items had the same four-point scale response format with 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3
= disagree and 4 = strongly disagree. The reliability analysis for this scale was sound at .76
with 95% confidence intervals ranging between .74 and .77.
Number of Social, Kith and Kinship Ties within the Community: In order to validate the
claim that collective efficacious communities can exist without strong intra-community ties, a
measure of relationship density is needed. As stated in chapter 3, Sampson (2002) argued
that social ties may assist in fostering collective efficacy but are not necessarily important for
the exercise of control. However, as was also noted, the significance of social ties is explicit
in the conceptualization of collective efficacy. To assess the importance of ties in both the
CFA and in the multi-level models discussed later in this chapter, the survey included two
items asking respondents:
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•

How many friends and/or relatives, not residing in their home, live in their
community?
Generally speaking, how many people do you know in your community?

•

The response format for the first question was 1 = one or two friends or family members, 2 =
three or four friends or family members, 3 = five or more friends and family members and 4
= no friends or family members. The response categories for the second question were 1 =
most of the people in your community, 2 = many of the people in your community, 3 = a few
people in your community, 4 = do not know people in your community.
Quality of Life: As the literature has demonstrated, fear of crime affects the way in which
people use public space, and can alter levels of participation in social life (Ferraro 1995;
Skogan 1986, 1989 & 1990 and Taylor, Gottfredson & Brower, 1984). As such, the CCS
survey included two variables to assess the impact of fear and quality of life on perceptions of
violence and social disorder. These items were:
1. I feel safe walking down the street after dark
2. In general, how would rate the overall quality of your life?

The response format for item 1 was a four-point likert scale with 1 = strongly agree, 2 =
agree, 3 = disagree, 4 = strongly disagree. For item 2, responses were coded along a fivepoint likert scale with 1 = very good, 2 = good, 3 = neither good nor poor, 4 = poor and 5 =
very poor.
Perception of Community Problems: Drawing upon expert research examining neighborhood
incivilities (Mazerolle et al., 2006), 12 items were used to measure community disorder, by
asking respondents how much a concern the following problems were in their community:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Drug problems
Public drinking
People loitering or hanging out
Run down or neglected buildings
Paint-sniffing or chroming (volatile substance misuse)
Prostitution
Vandalism and/or graffiti
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•
•
•
•
•

Traffic problems like speeding or “hooning"
Young people getting into trouble
Poor lighting
Overgrown shrubs or trees
Transients/homeless people on the streets

Responses to each item were recorded on a three-point likert scale with 3 = no problem, 2 =
some problem and 1 = big problem. A reliability analysis demonstrated that these items
formed a reliable scale ( = .79) with a confidence interval between .78 and .81. For the
multi-level model, the perception of disorder scale was constructed by summing the items to
form a composite scale with possible scores ranging from 12 to 36.
Perceptions of Violence: Four items used in the PHDCN measured perceptions of community
violence, by asking respondents to report how often the following events occurred in their
community:
•
•
•
•

A fight in which a weapon was used
A violent argument between neighbors
A sexual assault or rape
A robbery or mugging

The response format for these items was a four-point likert scale where 1 = often, 2 =
sometimes, 3 = rarely and 4 = never. The overall reliability analysis for this scale was
.72 with confidence intervals from .70 to .74.

=

As with the perceptions of community

disorder, the items in the perception of violence module were added together for an overall
score with possible values between 4 and 16.
Prior Victimization: The effects of prior victimization on social withdraw/isolation are well
documented in the literature. Three variables examined victimization in the present research:
While you have lived in this community, has anyone ever used violence such as a
mugging, fight or sexual assault against you or any member of your household?
2. While you have lived in this community, has your home ever been broken into?
3. While you have lived in this community, have you or another member of your
household had property damaged, including damage to a vehicle parked in the
street, to the outside of your home or to other personal property?
1.

66

Responses to these items were coded as either yes or no.
Socio-Demographic Variables: I used several socio-demographic variables from the CCS
survey:
Age: In the CCS survey, age was coded along a 12 point likert scale ranging from 1 = 18 to
19 and 12 = 70 years and onwards (see Appendix 2).
Gender: Gender was coded with 1 = male and 2 = female.
Ethnicity: My analyses employed two variables that measured ethnicity. The first variable
was language spoken at home. In the CCS survey, this variable had four response categories:
1 = European Language, 2 = Asian Language, 3 = Another Language and 4 = English Only.
The second measure of ethnicity gauged whether the respondent was indigenous to Australia.
The response categories included Aboriginal, Torres Strait Islander or South Sea Islander.
Marital status: The CCS survey asked respondents about their marital status. Response
options included never married, married, defacto, separated, divorced and widowed.
Number of dependent children: Respondents were asked how many dependent children lived
in the home at the time of the CCS survey. Responses were coded as continuous variables.
Education:

Respondents’ level of education was assessed with one item with 7 valid

response options.

For my research, I condensed the response categories 1 = no

schooling/primary school, 2 = junior/senior high school, 3 = trade certificate or diploma and 4
= university or college degree/post graduate qualifications.
Employment: The CCS survey asked respondents to describe their current employment status.
Valid response categories included:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Working full-time
Working part-time
On a sick or disability pension
On a sole parent’s pension
On an aged pension
Retired – self-supporting
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•
•
•

Unemployed and seeking work
Home duties
Student

Annual Household Income: This variable was assessed by one item which asked respondents
to indicate the approximate household annual income, including pension, income from
investments and family allowances for the last 12 months before tax. Responses ranged as
follows:
1 = Less than $20,000
2 = $20,000 to $39,999
3 = $40,000 to $59,999
4 = $60,000 to $79,999
5 = $80,000 or more
Religion: The CCS Survey also asked respondents to indicate their religion with 10 valid
response categories, including:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Catholic
Anglican
Uniting Church
Presbyterian
Lutheran
Islam
Greek Orthodox
Baptist
Other
No Religion

Renting/owning: To assess home ownership respondents were asked if they or their family
owned or rented the residence where they were currently living. There were three response
categories with 1 = own, 2 = rent and 3 = other.
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3.3.2

The Australian Bureau of Statistics Census Data

The CCS study also incorporated SLA level data obtained from the 2001 ABS census. In line
with the research from the PHDCN, several key socio-demographic variables were of interest
to the present research:
Concentrated Disadvantage: Similar to the PHDCN research, a factor analysis of poverty
related variables was utilized. This measure included the percentage of persons with no high
school qualifications, the percentage of unemployed persons and the percentage of singleparent families with female head and produced a one-factor solution accounting for 77% of
the variance (Mazerolle et al., 2006). Factor scores were then employed to represent this
dimension.
Household Income:

To examine the effects of income on perceptions of violence and

disorder, one variable was included measuring the percentage of households with an income
less than $500 per week.
Ethnicity: One item measuring the percentage of households from non-English speaking
backgrounds was included as a community level indicator of ethnicity.
Geographic Mobility: One item measuring percentage of residents in an SLA who lived at a
different address five years ago was used as an indicator of geographic mobility.
Number of Children: The percentage of young people living within the SLA.

3.3.3

The Queensland Police Service Data

The Queensland Police Service (QPS) crime data represented yearly counts of reported
offences from 2000 to 2004 spanning 168 suburbs16. The number of offence categories

16

The crime data provided by the QPS needed to be aggregated to the SLA level. The GIS spatial mapping
expert on the CCS team identified 71 postcode areas matching up to the 168 “police” suburbs. As the postcodes
did not strictly match the SLAs, the number of land parcels in each postcode was identified and the postcode
areas were then overlayed on the SLA boundaries. This resulted in the development of unique polygons (areas).
For each polygon, the number of land parcels in each was calculated. The number of crimes was then divided
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numbered approximately 85 which were then collapsed into 23 offence categories (refer to
Appendix 2). These offence categories were checked with statisticians within QPS to ensure
that they were conceptually meaningful and that no overlapping categories existed (Mazerolle
et al., 2006).

The present study utilized the average rate of violent crimes and public

nuisance crimes for the period of 2000 to 2004, and the average rate of total crime and
violence crime for 2005. Total crime rates included all 23 offence categories, whereas the
average violent crime rates (per 100,000) included homicide, armed robbery, unarmed
robbery, serious assault, common assault and other person offences. The average public
nuisance crime rates (per 100,000) included public nuisance and prostitution-related offences
and was entered into the model predicting perceptions of disorder.

3.4

The Analytic Approaches

3.4.1

The Confirmatory Factor Analyses

The Rationale: One of the main goals of the present research is to identify the empirical
overlap and points of departure between collective efficacy and social capital/systemic
indicators and, using this information to, build an organizing model to test the collective
capacity of neighborhoods. Previous analyses of the constructs have relied predominantly
upon principal component analyses (PCA) that specify that the variables in a given data set
form reasonably independent and coherent subsets.

PCA is normally used when links

between variables are unknown or uncertain (Byrne, 2001, Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).
Conversely, the purpose of confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) is not to allocate variables
into various groups as indicated by their correlation to other like items, but rather is an
analytic tool that uses theory and previous research to test the fit between the observed

by the number of land parcels in each polygon by the total land parcels in each postcode area and then
aggregated to the SLA level (see Mazerolle, et al, 2006).
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measures and the latent, hypothesized processes (Taylor 2001). For this research, CFA is
preferred as it provides a framework to test alternative a priori models to ascertain the
operational distinctiveness of social capital and collective efficacy through the examination
of their structural relationship to the items used to measure them. It also allows for the
investigation of convergent and discriminant validities indicated by the loadings on latent
constructs and the correlations between the underlying constructs (Byrne, 2001). To this end,
I employed a confirmatory factor analytic approach (Amos 5.0, Arbuckle, 2003) using the
maximum likelihood estimation procedure, which is often used when the data is categorical.
This estimation procedure is less problematic because it looks at the covariance rather then
the correlation, and is not as likely to yield incorrect standard error estimates when the
variable has 4 or more response categories (Byrne, 2001).

The Analytic Approach/Inclusion of Variables: The confirmatory factor analysis proceeded
in three stages.

It commenced by testing whether the data reflected the hypothesized

structure of collective efficacy (Model 1) and the key constructs from the systemic or social
capital literature (Model 2). The next stage involved the development of a more complex
second order factor model that investigated the extent of the empirical overlap between these
models (Model 3). The last stage involved the construction of a model that attempted to
resolve, to some extent, the dilemma of the overlapping empirical and theoretical dimensions
of these constructs (Model 4). This last step in the analytic strategy was the most important
step in progressing how to investigate collective processes relating to action and social
relationships. Table 3.2 below details the variables used in each of the models.
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Table 3.2. Items used in the Confirmatory Factor Models
Model
Model 1: The Collective Efficacy Model

Variables (# of Items)
Collective Efficacy (10)
Informal Social Control (5)
Social Cohesion and Trust (5)

Model 2: The Systemic Model

Community Civic Engagement (3)
Particularized Trust (3)
Generalized Trust (1)
Place Attachment (4)
Intergenerational Closure (4)
Reciprocity (1)
Community Social Ties (1)
Community Kith and Kinship Ties (1)

Model 3: The Collective Efficacy – Systemic Model

Collective Efficacy (10)
Informal Social Control (5)
Social Cohesion and Trust (5)
Community Civic Engagement (3)
Particularized Trust (3)
Generalized Trust (1)
Place Attachment (4)
Intergenerational Closure (4)
Reciprocity (1)
Community Social Ties (1)
Community Kith and Kinship Ties (1)

Model 4: The Revised Collective Capacity Model

Collective Action (8)
Informal Social Control (5)
Community Civic Engagement (3)
Particularized Trust (1)
Trust Friends
Community Trust (1)
People in Community can be Trusted
Generalized Trust (1)
Place Attachment (4)
Intergenerational Closure (4)
Reciprocity (1)
Community Social Ties (1)
Community Kith and Kinship Ties (1)

To evaluate the hypothesized structure of each model, the absolute, incremental and
parsimonious fit indices were used. The x2 likelihood ratio statistic is reported, but is not
used as a measure of fit as this statistic is unreliable with large sample sizes (Byrne, 2001).
There is a large debate over the usefulness of the x2.

The x2 is a test of the discrepancy

between the implied and observed covariances in the model. It is a simultaneous test that all
residuals are zero (Barrett 2007).

While some scholars recommend using only the x2
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(Barrett, 2007), others contend that with large sample sizes, the residual matrix cannot reach
zero as no model can ever fit the population data perfectly (Goffin, 2007). It is for this reason
that other fit indices must be examined. Goodness-of-fit indices used to assess the adequacy
of the models included the GFI, AGFI, PGFI, CFI and the RMSEA. The GFI and AGFI are
considered to be absolute indices of fit, with values close to 1.00 indicative of a good fit
(Byrne, 2001). The PGFI is a parsimony-based index of fit and assesses the complexity of
model. Byrne (2001) states that parsimonious fit indices can produce smaller values than the
GFI or the AGFI and as such, results in the .50’s are not unexpected. The incremental index
of fit used to assess the hypothesized model against a baseline model is the CFI. The CFI is
considered the index of choice (Byrne 2001; Hu & Bentler, 1999) with values close to .95
indicting a well-fitting model.

The final fit index, the root mean square error of

approximation (RMSEA), assesses the error of approximation in the population and provides
what Byrne considers to be “the most informative criteria in covariance structure modelling”
(2001: 84). Values less than .05 indicate a superior fit; however, Hu and Bentler (1999)
suggest that a value of .06 is indicative of a good fit between the hypothesized model and the
sample data. It is important to note here that there is no golden rule for assessing cut-offs for
the goodness-of-fit indices (Goffin, 2007; Markland, 2007). Bentler (2007) suggests that an
additional measure, the standardized root mean square error (SRMR), should be examined as
it provides a meaningful interpretation and denotes the reproduction of correlations on
average. Thus an SRMR of .04 suggests that “correlations are reproduced to about .04 on
average” (Bentler, 2007:828). Acceptable values for the SRMR are under .05.
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3.4.2

The Multi-Level Analyses

The Rationale: The second analytic strategy employs multi-level techniques to build and test
two separate two-level hierarchical regression models; the first will predict perceptions of
community disorder, the other predicting perceptions of community violence. One of the
requirements of multi-level models states that response (or dependent) variables must be at
the lowest level of the hierarchy. Therefore my choice of dependent variables was based on
this condition. In Queensland, the lack of data capture at the address level of analysis
precludes the use of individual level data from the Queensland Police Service. For the CCS,
only aggregated crime rates were available at the SLA level and therefore I was unable to
utilize them as an outcome variable. In the criminology literature, the relationship between
fear of crime and actual crime rates is not always upheld (Young 1992). However, scholars
suggest the presence of incivilities and crime incidences are inter-related (Hunter, 1978) and
interactive (Lewis & Maxfield, 1980 and Lewis & Salem, 1986). Yet as Taylor (1998) notes,
the association between crime and perceived incivilities is not carved in stone as evidenced in
his study where the correlation between the two ranged from .03 to .99. I note this limitation
and as discussed below, to increase the validity of the multi-level models, I control for prior
crime rates at level 2 and prior victimization at level 1.
Multi-level models are the most accurate way to analyze hierarchically structured data
(Kreft & de Leeuw, 1999). Thus, as I am examining residents nested within communities,
multi-level modeling is the most effective analytic tool that can simultaneously deal with
measures at various levels of the hierarchy. For the present study, I employed multi-level
models (1) to assess the community level reliability of the composite scales used in the
explanatory models and (2) to use these scales along with other covariates in a two level
model to determine the proportion of variance in community disorder or community violence
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attributable to between and within SLA differences. The multi-level analyses utilized R
statistical software program with LME (linear mixed effects).

The Analytic Models: The formula used to construct the SLA intra-class correlation measure
of reliability follows that described in Raudenbush, Rowan and Kang (1991):

1 nSLA
ICSLA =
nSLA i=1
where nSLA denotes the number of SLAs sampled (82) and

SLAi

SLAi

,
is the intra-class correlation

of the ith SLA. The latter is estimated by:
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=
2
SLA
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2
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is the between SLA variation,
2

+

,

2

ni × I
is the between individual (within SLA)

is the within individual, or error, variation, ni is the number of individuals

sampled in the ith SLA, and I is the number of constituent items of the particular construct
under consideration.
Variances for each of the constructs estimated used the following general model, with
X a matrix whose columns consist of indicators variables for each item in the construct and
random intercepts for both the individual and the SLA:

y = XH + Zbij + Wbi + K,
where y is the response vector consisting of yijk , the kth response of the jth individual in the
ith SLA ( i = 1,..., m, j = 1,..., ni , k = 1,..., n j ), X, Z, and W are matrices with columns
corresponding to covariate values for fixed, random individual, and random SLA effects,
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respectively, H is a vector of fixed effects, b ij is a vector of random individual effects, bi is a
vector of random SLA effects, and K is the error vector. The error terms were assumed to be
independent and homoscedastic with a mean of 0 and variance of

2

. For the model

predicting collective action and the explanatory models, Z was set to a zero matrix to denote
a two level hierarchical model.
Variables Utilized in the Models: For the present research, the first level of the model
consists of important individual characteristics and psychometric based items associated with
social capital and systemic theories; in level 2, I add variation between SLAs. The SLA
variables at level 2 are derived from the CCS survey, the ABS Census and the QPS crime
statistics.
Individual predictors are entered into the model at level 1. These include several
demographic variables such as the respondent’s age, gender, ethnicity, marital status and
education, relevant psychometric social capital items and indicators of resident’s quality of
life (Table 3.3). The respondent’s prior victimization experience is controlled at level one.
At level two, community level processes derived from the survey are added including
collective efficacy and intergenerational closure.

ABS data such as household income,

ethnicity, community geographic mobility and percent of young people residing in the
community are also entered at level 2 (again, refer to Table 3.3 for the full complement of
items entered at each level).
Based on the results from the confirmatory factor analyses, some of the variables were
modified for the multi-level models as follows:
Trust: As the reliabilities for the particularized trust scale were low, three individual items
measuring trust were entered into the first level of the multi-level models:
1. To what extent would you trust your friends to act in your best interest?
2. People in this community can be trusted
3. Most people can be trusted
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Item 1 was taken from the particularized trust scale and had a four point likert scale response
format with 1 = to a great extent, 2 = to some extent, 3 = hardly at all and 4 = not at all. Item
2 was the generalized trust question detailed in the previous section and item 3 was a trust
question in the PHDCN collective efficacy scale, also detailed previously.
Perceptions of Community Cohesion: The item from the PHDCN collective efficacy scale
“This is a close-knit community” was entered into the multi-level model. The response
format for this item was 1 = strongly agree, 2 = agree, 3 = disagree and 4 = strongly disagree.
Collective Action: The multi-level models utilized a reconceptualized collective efficacy
scale17 (to be discussed in the next chapter). This scale contains the willingness to intervene
items from the PHDCN collective efficacy scale and the three items from community civic
engagement scale. These scales are detailed earlier in this chapter. The reliability analysis
supported the development of a summative scale of collective action,

= .70 with 95%

confidence intervals ranging from .69 to .72.
Coding the Socio-Demographic Items in the Multi-Level Models:
Age: In the CCS survey, age was coded along a 12 point likert scale ranging from 1 = 18 to
19 and 12 = 70 years and onwards (see Appendix 1). For the multi-level analyses, a midpoint
was obtained and substituted for the categorical variable in order to treat this variable as
continuous.
Gender: In the multi-level analysis, gender was treated as a factor with males vs. females.

17

This scale has been nominally called collective action to differentiate it from the original collective efficacy
measure.
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Table 3.3. Items used in the Multi-Level Analyses
Individual level
Demographics:
• Age
• Sex
• Non-English speaking background
• Marital status
• Number of dependent children
• Level of education
• Employment status
• Aboriginal, Torres Strait Islander or South
Sea Islander descent
• Annual household income
• Own or rent home
• Length of address
Quality of Life:
• Feelings of safety
• Overall quality of life
Social Capital Items:
• Social ties
• Kith/kinship ties
• Trust (friends, community, general)
• Perceptions of community cohesion
Prior Victimization:
• Violence
• Break and enter
• Property damage

Community level
Collective Processes
• Collective Action (Community Civic
Engagement & Informal Social Control)
• Intergenerational Closure
Community Demographics
• Percentage low income
• Percentage speaking other language
• Percentage at address 5 years ago
• Percentage of young people within the
community
• Average rates of violence 2000-2004 (for
perceptions of violence model)
• Average rates of public nuisance disorder
2000-2004 (for perceptions of disorder
model)

Ethnicity: Two items were used to control for ethnicity in both the perceptions of violence
and perceptions of disorder models. The first variable was language spoken at home. In the
CCS survey, this variable had four response categories, however for the multi-level models in
the present research, 1 = speaks English only and 0 = all other responses. The second
measure of ethnicity gauged whether the respondent was indigenous to Australia.

The

response categories included Aboriginal, Torres Strait Islander (ATSI) or South Sea Islander.
For the multi-level models, these were recoded to 0 for ATSI and South Sea Island decent
and 1 for non-ATSI.
Marital status: The CCS survey asked respondents about their marital status. Response
options included never married, married, defacto, separated, divorced and widowed. For the
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multi-level analyses those not currently married were coded as 0 and those married were
coded as 1.
Number of dependent children: The CCS survey asked respondents how many dependent
children lived in the home at the time of the survey. Responses were coded as continuous
variables and treated as such in the multi-level analyses.
Education: For the multi-level analyses, the response categories were condensed from 7 to 4
and treated as factors with 1 = no schooling/primary school, 2 = junior/senior high school, 3
= trade certificate or diploma and 4 = university or college degree/post graduate
qualifications.
Employment: To simplify the multi-level model, the above categories were collapsed into
two: not working or working. Not working was coded as 0 and working was coded as 1.
Household Income: Income was coded as a categorical variable in the survey, but was
treated as a continuous variable for the multi-level analyses.
Religion: The CCS survey also asked respondents to indicate their religion, with 10 valid
response categories. For the multi-level analyses, religion was treated as a dichotomous
variable with 0 indicating a religion and 1 indicating no religion.
Renting/owning: For the multi-level analyses, renting/other was coded as 0 and owning a
residence was coded as 1.
Prior Victimization: Responses to these items were coded as either yes or no. In the
multilevel models, variables were coded as 0 for not-victimized and 1 for victimized.

3.4.3

Community Typology of Collective Processes, Social Relationships and Crime

My third analytic strategy sought to build a typology similar to the one created by Sampson
and his colleagues. Thus, I explored the distribution of collective efficacy, social capital and
crime across the 82 SLAs to assess whether communities with weak ties were effective units
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of social control.

An aggregated database was compiled using both the CCS survey

information and the QPS crime data. The variables employed in this analysis are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•

Collective Action
Intergenerational Closure
Number of kith and kinship ties
Number of people known in the community
Total Crime Rates per SLA for 2005
Total Violent Crime Rates per SLA for 2005

Percentile points were used to determine high and low rates of collective efficacy,
social capital and crime.

Scores falling within the top 10th percentile were deemed

comparatively high and scores located in the bottom 10th percentile were considered
comparatively low. As per the typology created by Sampson and his colleagues (see page
34), SLAs that had low crime, high levels of collective efficacy and high levels of social
capital would be allocated to the quadrant “fully-efficacious”. Conversely, SLAs with high
crime and low collective efficacy and social capital would be considered to be “nonefficacious”. Communities on the diagonal would be categorized as “low yield” (high crime,
high social capital and low collective efficacy) and “limited liability” (low crime, low social
capital and high collective efficacy).

3.5

Data Screening and Preparation

Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) suggest that one of the most crucial steps in data analysis is
data screening. They note that important issues concerning the accuracy of the data file, the
distribution of the scores and the amount of missing data are just some of the issues that must
be fully considered in order to produce an “honest analysis of the data” (Tabachnick & Fidell,
2001:56). With this in mind, I took several steps to ensure the reliability of the CCS data set
for the proposed analyses.
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3.5.1

Removing Duplicated Files

The CCS data file was initially received from the OESR in an XLS format. The number of
records in the XLS file numbered 2,881. This file was then transferred to an SPSS data file.
All variables were then appropriately labeled with response categories and missing values
identified. The first step of the data screening process was to assess if there were any file
duplications.

SPSS then sorted the records in ascending order by the respondent’s

identification number, identifying 22 duplications which were omitted from the data set,
giving a final sample size of 2859 respondents.

3.5.2

Assessing the Frequency Distributions and Recoding Variables

Frequency analyses were conducted on all variables to examine the distribution of the data.
These analyses did not isolate any obvious data errors, but they did indicate that the initial
coding of the variables would make later interpretation of the results somewhat difficult. For
example, high scores on the collective efficacy items represented low levels of the same. To
remedy this problem, the response categories of several items in the CCS survey were
reflected to ensure that high scores also indicated high levels of what was being measured.
Items where the original response categories went from low to high were left unchanged18. In
addition, two variables were given new response categories19. The CCS survey instrument

18

The following variables from the CCS were reflected for use in the present study: Q7a through Q7e; Q8a
through Q8c (questions Q8d and Q8e were originally negatively worded so did not require recoding) ; Q9 a and
Q9b; Q10a through Q10c; Q11a through Q11c; Q12a through Q12l ; Q13a through Q13d; Q15; Q16; Q18a
through Q18c; Q19 and Q21a through Q21d
19
Q14 asked respondents to indicate how many of their friends or family lived in their community. The original
response categories were 1= one or two; 2 = three or four; 3 = five or more and 4 = zero. The new response
format for this variable was changed to 1= zero; 2= one or two; 3=three or four; 4 = five or more. The response
categories for the item measuring highest educational achievement, Q33, were also changed. First, the initial
format of this question included the response “other” which was given a value of 8 on the original scale. A total
of 12 people had indicated this response. As there was no qualitative information provided from OESR on what
“other” might mean, the responses in this category were recoded as missing variables. The response categories
for Q33 were recoded so that 1 = no schooling; 2 = primary school; 3 = completed junior high school; 4 =
completed senior high school; 5 = trade, technical certificate or diploma; 6 = University or college degree and 7
= post graduate qualifications.
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was then altered to reflect the changes made to the data file to be used as a reference
document depicting the changed response categories. This can be found in Appendix 3.

3.5.3

Dealing with Missing Data

The frequency analyses also indicated that levels of missing responses (98 coded as “don’t
know” and 99 coded as “refused”) were above acceptable limits for some items. Upon a
closer examination of the items and the level of completeness of the data (see Appendix 4), I
identified items with the highest level of “don’t know” responses as those asking respondents
to comment on the thoughts, feelings or behaviors of their fellow community residents.
From the interviewer audits conducted throughout the administration of the survey (discussed
previously), the “don’t know” response reflected a genuine uncertainty about the question
being asked, and not a way to avoid a particular item.

With this in mind, and after

consultation with the CCS project statistician, I recoded the response categories for a number
of variables to give the “don’t know” response a “weightless” value in a 5 point scale. The
rationale for this was that although the “don’t know” responses were not meaningless or
indeed missing in the true sense, I needed to ensure the recoding of the “don’t know”
response did not positively or negatively influence the true score. I deemed a middle figure
of zero to be the most appropriate response value. For perceptions of disorder and violence,
all “don’t know” responses were given a value of zero on a four-point scale. The “don’t
know” response was left unchanged for all demographic and victimization items. For all
items in the survey the refused responses were also left unchanged20.

20

The new response values for the changed variables follows: Q7a through - Q7e (1=-2) (2=-1) (98=0) (3=1)
(4=2); Q8a - Q8e (1=-2) (2=-1) (98=0) (3=1) (4=2); Q9A Q9b (1=-2) (2=-1) (98=0) (3=1) (4=2); Q10a Q10b
Q10c (1=2) (2=1) (98=98); Q11a Q11b Q11c (1=-2) (2=-1) (98=0) (3=1) (4=2); Q12 through Q12l (1=-2) (2=1) (98=0) (3=1) (4=2); Q13a through Q13d (1=-2) (2=-1) (98=0) (3=1) (4=2); Q17 (1=-2) (2=-1) (98=0) (3=1)
(4=2); Q18a through Q18c (1=-2) (2=-1) (98=0) (3=1) (4=2); Q20a through Q20l (98=0); Q21a through
Q21d (98=0)
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Once the variables were recoded, the next step was to assess the degree of genuine
missing data. As shown in Appendix 4, the only variable that displayed an unacceptable
level (12.5%) of “don’t know” and “refused” responses was the item asking respondents to
indicate their annual income. In order to decide how to best address this situation, I needed
to assess the pattern of the missing data (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001). It was clear that the
data was “not missing completely at random”. This was also confirmed by running a missing
value analysis on the data in SPSS. The decision now was whether the data was “missing at
random” or “non-ignorable”. Although there are no statistical tests to determine if data are
missing at random, Regoeczi and Riedel (2003:157) suggest that data can be considered
missing at random if “…a particular variable does not depend on variables outside of the
dataset being analyzed”. For the present case, the missing income data should be predicted
by other variables in the data set. As the CCS survey included a complement of sociodemographic items relevant to income, I decided to treat the missing data for the income item
as missing at random and use the Expectation Maximization (EM) algorithm to input an
estimated score. Although the EM procedure is a single imputation of the data, the EM
algorithm does add residual error terms, thus correcting for any underestimation of the
variance (Regoeczi & Riedel, 2003). Further, EM is considered the best general solution for
missing data when the data is categorical (Acock, 1997). Using SPSS, the EM tool was used
to predict the value for missing responses on the income variable using sex, age and
education. The analyses presented herewith21 utilize the data file incorporating the imputed
values.

Descriptive statistics and correlations among the variables employed in these

analyses are in Appendix 5.

21

For the confirmatory factor analyses only, all missing variables were imputed using the demographic
variables as predictors. As the Amos software package is very sensitive to missing data, a complete dataset was
required. The percentages of refused responses for the items used in the CFA were negligible (see Appendix 6)
and the EM imputation was therefore not seen as a threat to the validity of the data or the analyses.
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3.5.4

Checking for Outliers and Assessing Normality

The final stage of the data screening procedure involved checking the data for univariate
outliers and examining the normality of the distribution for each variable. The majority of
the items in the CCS survey were dichotomous or categorical (only 2 of the items were
continuous) and as such the item split was examined to detect any abnormality of the data.
Although the frequency analyses indicated that several of the items were negatively skewed,
the skewness was not to such an extent to warrant the removal of any of the items. For the
dichotomous variables, all splits were below the 90/10 cut-off level as recommended by
Tabachnick and Fidell (2001).
Many of the variables were combined to make composite scales. Thus each scale
created was examined to ensure responses fell within a relatively normal distribution
(descriptive statistics for the scales created can be found in Table 3.4). All scales displayed
reasonably normal distributions, although the distribution of several of the scales was slightly
leptokurtic. To ensure there were no obvious outliers, I converted the scores for the scales
employed in the present analyses to standard scores, and the distribution for each scale was
examined.

Tabachnick and Fidell (2001:67) recommend removal of any items with

standardized scores in excess of 3.29 (p< .001). There were no cases with standardized
scores greater than this figure and thus I removed no cases from the data file.
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Table 3.4. Univariate Scale Statistics and Reliabilities utilized in the Confirmatory Factor
Analyses and/or Multi-Level Models
Scale
Perceptions of Disorder
Perceptions of Violence
Collective Efficacy
Informal Social Control
Social Cohesion and Trust
Revised Collective Efficacy Scale
Generalized Trust
Place Attachment
Intergenerational Closure
Community Civic Participation

N
2859
2859
2855
2856
2858
2854
2853
2858
2858
2857

3.6

Initial Analyses

3.6.1

CFA Model Assumptions

Number
of Items
12
4
10
5
5
8
3
4
4
3

M (SE)
16.87 (.079)
-5.52 (.060)
6.64 (.112)
3.02 (.069)
3.61 (.062)
4.13 (.099)
4.33 (.034)
4.17 (.052)
2.60 (.051)
1.11 (.053)

SD

Range

(CI)

4.21
3.22
6.00
3.74
3.29
5.30
1.80
2.79
2.72
2.83

0 - 36
-8 - 8
-19 – 20
-10 – 10
-10 – 10
-15 - 16
-6 – 6
-8 – 8
-7 – 8
-6 – 6

.79 (.78-.81)
.65 (.62–.67)
.76 (.74-.77)
.61 (.58-.63)
.75 (.73-.76)
.70 (.69-.72)
.48 (.45-.51)
.81 (.80-.82)
.76 (.74-.77)
.82 (.81-.83)

Before building the analytic models, I examined the data to ensure the assumptions of
structural equation modeling were met (Byrne, 2001). Given that the Mardia’s coefficient of
multivariate kurtosis was quite large (138.335, 113.809), bootstrapping procedures were
employed to compare the parametric values with repeated samples drawn from the data to
ensure both the reliability of dataset and the accuracy of the goodness of fit statistics. A total
of 1000 usable samples were generated using the Maximum Likelihood (ML) bootstrapping
mechanism. The bootstrapped standard errors for the estimates did not significantly depart
from the original parameter estimates. Further the parameter estimates for the parametric
model and the bootstrapped sample were almost identical. Thus the following chapter uses
the results from the parametric model.
I also examined the bivariate correlations of the items used in the confirmatory factor
analytic models as an initial examination of construct validity. As I was interested in testing
the empirical relationships between constructs, I used the individual level data from the CCS
survey.

As would be expected by the extant systemic literature, all variables were

significantly correlated with each other in a positive direction (see Table 3.5).
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Table 3.5. Bivariate Correlations of the Variables for the Confirmatory Factor Analyses at
the Individual Level (N=2859)

General
Trust
No. of
Friends
Family
No. of
people
known
CE
Particularized
Trust
Place
Attachment
Intergenerational
Closure
Civic
Engagement

General
Trust

No. of
Friends
Family

No. of
people
known

CE

Particularized
Trust

Place
Attachment

Intergenerational
Closure

Civic
Engagement

Reciprocity

---

.126

.199

.472

.234

.504

.439

.165

.239

---

---

.254

.174

.137

.194

.183

.117

.214

---

---

---

.329

.098

.338

.391

.158

.363

---

---

---

---

.229

.556

.580

.321

.397

---

---

---

---

---

.222

.150

.070

.165

---

---

---

---

---

---

.516

.237

.352

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

.249

.408

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

.310

Note: All correlations are significant at p < .01

3.6.2

Reliability and Validity of SLA Level Indicators

Before constructing the explanatory models, I examined the internal consistency and
community

level

reliabilities

of

the

reconceptualized

collective

efficacy

scale,

intergenerational closure and place attachment. As per Raudenbush and Sampson (1999), the
ecometric properties of the aforementioned scales required substantiation to ensure they not
only had acceptable levels of reliability at the SLA level, but that differences between the 82
SLAs were responsible for some of the variation in measures.
The results showed that 14% of the variation in perceptions of the reconceptualized
collective efficacy scale lies between the 82 SLAs. For intergenerational closure and place
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attachment, the variation between SLAs was considerably lower at 7% and 8% respectively.
This is most likely due to the reduced number of items in each of the scales. All three
measures were reasonably reliable at the SLA level (see Table 3.6 below).

Table 3.6. Sources of Variance and Indicators of Internal Consistency for Collective Action,
Intergenerational Closure and Place Attachment

Collective Action

Intra Class
Correlation
.14

Intergenerational Closure

.07

Place Attachment

.08

Cronbach’s
(95% CI)
.70
(.69-.72)
.76
(.74-.77)
.81
(.81-.83)

SLA Internal
Consistency
.70
.56
.61

To keep in step with the analyses conducted by Sampson and his colleagues (1997),
the next analysis used the general model with Z set to a zero matrix to denote a two level
hierarchical model (page 76). This analysis examined the level of association between
individual and community level demographic variables with the reconceptualized collective
action scale.

Similar to the PHDCN research, 12 individual-level demographics were

included in the model. These comprised age, gender, ethnicity (NESB and ATSI), marital
status, number of dependent children, education, employment status, religion, home
ownership and length of time at the current address. I also added five SLA level variables to
the model, including the percentage of people speaking another language, concentrated
disadvantage, the percentage of people at a different address five years earlier, the percentage
of young people in the SLA and the population density.
There was a strong effect for several person-level predictors: gender, the number of
dependent children, employment status, household income and homeownership were all
significantly and positively related to higher levels of collective action. Thus, being female
predicted high collective efficacy, as did having children. People who were employed and
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people with higher incomes indicated significantly higher levels of collective action.
Interestingly, age, ethnicity, marital status, education and years lived in the present
community were not significantly associated with levels of collective action (see Table 3.7 –
unstandardized coefficients are displayed). Only two of the community level predictors were
associated with collective action: concentrated disadvantage and percentage of young people
in the community. Concentrated disadvantage was significantly and negatively related to
collective action, such that as levels of disadvantage increased, levels of collective action
decreased. Similarly, as the percentage of young people increased within an SLA, levels of
collective action decreased.
Table 3.7. Correlates of the Collective Action Scale
Variable
Intercept
Person-Level Predictors
Age
Gender
Non-English speaking background
Of Aboriginal, Torres Strait Island or South Sea Island
descent
Marital status
Number of dependent children
Highest level of education
No school/primary vs junior/senior high school
No school/primary vs trade certificate/diploma
No school/primary vs university/post graduate qualifications
Employment status
Household annual income
Religion
Home ownership
Number of years at current address
SLA-Level Predictors
Concentrated disadvantage
Percentage speaking language other than English
Percentage at different address 5 years ago
Percentage young people
Population density
*p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Coefficient
6.906

Std Error
2.035

T-Value
3.393***

.004
.879
-.282
-.279

.009
.198
.374
.880

.535
4.441***
-.753
-.317

-.023
.427

.222
.093

-.103
4.605***

-.114
-.216
.173
.688
.205
-.258
.591
.013

.512
.536
.534
.227
.093
.216
.264
.068

-.223
-.403
.324
3.337**
2.202*
-1.200
2.237*
.202

-1.115
-.010
-.037
-.337
-.038

.162
.019
.023
.139
.021

-6.899***
-.549
-1.633
-2.423*
-1.809

3.9

Summary

In combination with key secondary data such as the census and police statistics, the CCS
study provides a comprehensive tool with which to explore the empirical relationship
between collective efficacy and other systemic approaches to understanding community
capacity. It also provides the basis to assess collective efficacy’s unique contribution to
understanding the variation in crime across communities. Although there are some problems
associated with using designated spatial units as a proxy for community, the researchers of
the CCS have addressed these issues to provide the most parsimonious reflection of a
geographic residential area. Drawing on the data discussed above, I provide the results for
each of the three analyses in the next chapter.
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Chapter Four
The Role of Social Relationships in the Distribution of Violence and Disorder

4.1

Introduction

In the criminological literature collective efficacy is positioned as a distinct collective process
distinct from systemic approaches (including social capital) in explaining understanding
crime and disorder. The key element that differentiates collective efficacy theory from other
ecological theories is that it centers on “an activated process that seeks to achieve an intended
effect” (Sampson et al., 1997:919).

Sampson suggests that social relationships in

contemporary communities are largely instrumental, characterized by weak associations; thus
collective efficacy provides a more theoretically consistent way of viewing the differential
ability of communities to prescind crime. However, I suggest there are serious empirical
limitations with the empirical uptake of collective efficacy theory in criminological research.
This chapter presents three analyses that test the empirical distinctiveness of
collective efficacy. First, I assess the conceptual relationship between the standard measure
of collective efficacy (Sampson et al., 1997) and indicators traditionally associated with the
social capital and systemic literature (see Chapter 3). Second, I test the importance of
collective efficacy against the salience of social relationships in predicting perceptions of
violence and disorder. Third, I examine whether communities with weak ties can be effective
units of social control.

90

4.2

Results from the Confirmatory Factor Analyses

4.2.1

The Collective Efficacy Model

The first step of the CFA’s assessed the factorial validity of collective efficacy. Given that
much research has employed collective efficacy and much of the factor analytic work has
been exploratory, a test to determine the extent to which the items designed to measure this
construct do so was warranted (see Byrne, 2001). As noted in Table 2.1 (see page 30,
collective efficacy comprises two dimensions, being informal social control (ISC) and social
cohesion and trust (SCT), and is measured by 10 items. Therefore, in line with collective
efficacy theory and research, the first CFA tests if a two factor model of collective efficacy
with a simple structure fits the CCS data. It also examines the extent of the relationship
between the two factors (see Figure 4.1).
The parameter estimates for the collective efficacy model were sound and the critical
ratios were all statistically significant at the p< .001 level. The standard errors were not
excessively large or small (see Byrne, 2001) and the factor covariance of ISC and SCT was
significant (C.R. = 18.51, p< .001). This model had a significant x2 (34) = 414, p< .001,
however all the relevant goodness-of-fit tests were sound. The GFI was .97 and the AGFI
was .95, indicating a superior fit with a PGFI of .60. The CFI was .93 and the RMSEA was
.06.

The SRMR was .04 (see Table 4.1). The proportions of variance (indicated by the

squared multiple correlations) explained by the items for ISC and SCT were 26% and 38%.
ISC and SCT were strongly correlated at .66.

Thus the model of collective efficacy

reproduced the covariance structure of the data well and supported the hypothesis that
collective efficacy encompasses two dimensions, being ISC and SCT, and that these two
dimensions are strongly correlated. In other words, the results of this first test shows that, in
the Australian context, collective efficacy, measured in the same way as in the PHDCN, does
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indeed comprise a link between informal social control (or a willingness to intervene) and
social cohesion and trust.

Q7A
0.63
Q7B

0.68
Informal
Social
Control

0.37

Q7C

0.41
0.38

Q7D
Q7E

0.65
Q8A
0.71
0.71
Social
Cohesion
and Trust

Q8B
0.66
Q8C

0.55
0.43

Q8D
Q8E

Figure 4.1.

Model 1: Two factor, First Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis for Collective
Efficacy with Standardized Regression Weights
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Table 4.1. Measures of Fit Indices for Four Models
Collective Efficacy
Model
Systemic Model
Full Collective
Efficacy –
Systemic Model
Revised Collective
Capacity Model

4.2.2

X2
414.50

d.f.
34

X2/d.f
12.19

GFI
.97

AGFI
.95

PGFI
.60

CFI
.93

RMSEA
.06

SRMR
.04

868.92

131

6.63

.96

.95

.74

.95

.04

.04

2069.38

343

6.03

.94

.93

.80

.93

.04

.04

1166.07

203

5.74

.96

.95

.77

.95

.04

.03

The Systemic Model

Like collective efficacy, PCA or EFA, in much of the research, has assessed the hypothesized
structure of measures associated with systemic approaches, including social capital.
Therefore the Systemic Model evaluates the extent to which the variables measuring trust,
reciprocity and social relationships are linked to this underlying latent construct.

This

second-order model comprises four first-order latent constructs or dimensions including:
Trust, Intergenerational Closure, Place Attachment and Community Civic Engagement.
Time limitations of the CCS survey necessitated measurement of reciprocity, community ties
and generalized (thin) trust by a single variable. Therefore I added the singular items22 used
to measure these dimensions to the model, as observed variables predicted by the higher
order construct (see Figure 4.2).
As with the first model, the parameter estimates were sound as all critical ratios were
significant and standard errors were reasonable. Community Organization accounted for
70% of the variance in Intergenerational Closure, 64% in Place Attachment and 36% in
Generalized Trust. For reciprocity, social ties, kith and kinship ties, particularized trust and
22

I recognize that it is optimal and indeed preferable to have a full complement of items to fully represent a
particular dimension, but this was not possible due to the nature of the data. As there were no problems with the
model fit, there is no reason to assume that the inclusion of single observed variables posed any difficulty in
interpretation or model stability (see Hayduk & Glaser, 2000). Further, the models that comprise the
confirmatory factor analyses are designed to test the empirical relationships of measures associated with
different theoretical approaches. They are not models to be used as finalized measurement tools; rather, they
have been constructed to assist in the development of a more organizing theoretical model of community social
organization.
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community civic participation, community organization accounted for only .28, .24, .09, .13
and .13 of the variance respectively. The lesser variance is most likely due to the low number
of items for each construct (only one item measured reciprocity, social ties and kith/kinship
ties).

Q18A

.68
.85

Community Civic
Participation (.13)

Q18B

.83
Q18C

.36
Q11A

.42
Particularized
Trust (.13)

.74

Q11B

.45

.36
.60
Community
Organization

Q11C

Generalized
Trust (.36)
Q12A

.75

.80

Place
Attachment (.64)

.72

Q12B

.81
Q12C

.62

Q12D

.84

Q12I

.63

.53
.30

Intergenerational
Closure (.70)

.64
Q12J

.69
.70 Q12K

.49
Q12L

Q17 Reciprocity
(.28)

Q15 Kith/Kinship
Ties (.09)

Q14 Social
Ties (.24)

Figure 4.2. Model 2: Second-Order Confirmatory Factor Analysis for the Systemic Model
with Standardized Regression Weights and Squared Multiple Correlations
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The Systemic Model had a significant x2 (131) = 869, p< .001, but the relevant goodness-offit statistics indicated that the model was representative of the data. The GFI was .96 and the
AGFI was .95, indicating a superior fit with a PGFI of .74. The CFI was .95 and the RMSEA
was .04. The SRMR was also at .04 (see Table 4.1). The results therefore support the multidimensional nature of community organization and are akin to the Collective Efficacy Model
(Model 1) discussed previously. These findings point to a strong association between the
hypothesized relationship of the latent factors with the observed data. That is, this analysis
shows that trust, reciprocity, intergenerational closure, social ties, kith and kinship ties and
place attachment are empirically related to community organization.

Moreover, the

Australian CCS data support the relationships that comprise this over-arching notion of
community organization in the social capital and systemic literature.

4.2.3 The Covariance of the Systemic and Collective Efficacy Models
Model 3 combines the two previous models and allows the latent constructs to co-vary (see
Figure 4.3). This is a more complex second order factor model that examines the extent of
the empirical overlap of the two constructs. As would be expected from the results of the
previous two models, the parameter estimates were sound and the goodness-of-fit statistics
showed a strong fit between the data and the hypothesized model (see Table 4.1). However,
the correlation between the higher order constructs was .97, suggesting significant empirical
overlap between collective efficacy and the indicators used to measure aspects of community
organization within the systemic and social capital frameworks. Thus, at least for the CCS
data, the operationalization of these constructs did not depict two distinct social processes.
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Informal
Social
Control (.50)

0.71

Q7A
0.63
0.67
Q7B
0.37
Q7C
0.42
0.4 Q7D
Q7E

Collective
Efficacy

Q8A
0.7
0.71
Q8B
0.68
0.54 Q8C

0.93
Social
Cohesion &
Trust (.87)

0.43 Q8D
Q8E
Q11A

0.43

.97

0.73

Particularlized
Trust (.13)

Q11B

0.45
Q11C

0.36
Inter
Generational
Closure (.71)

0.84

Community
Organization

Q12I
0.63
Q12J
0.63
0.69
Q12K
0.71
Q12L
.76
Q12A
.72
.81 Q12B
.61 Q12C

0.81
Place
Attachment (.66)

.37

Q12D
Community
Civic
Participation (.14)

.26

.61
.47

.68

Q18A

.84
.83 Q18B

.52

Q18C

Kith/Kinship
Ties (.07)
Generalized
Trust (.37)
Social
Ties (.22)

Reciprocity (.27)

Figure 4.3. Model 3: Full Collective Efficacy and the Systemic Model with Standardized
Regression Weights and Squared Multiple Correlations

The results from this model suggest that the concepts, at least empirically, are very similar.
They also indicate the need for a more nuanced reconceptualization of how these theories
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might be distinguished from each other. As mentioned earlier, the central dimensions of
social capital and systemic theories stress the importance of social relationships, networks,
trust and reciprocity. Within the systemic model, is it hypothesized that such relationships
lead to the ability of the collective to enforce social control. For collective efficacy, there are
two fundamental elements: the willingness of others to intervene in task specific ways and
the degree of social cohesion and trust in a community. As argued in Chapter 2 however, this
aspect of collective efficacy’s operationalization is problematic. Including the interactive
effects of the group as a fixed component of the collective efficacy measure is a problem
because collective efficacy is defined as a group’s shared belief in its capacity to execute the
necessary action to address a particular problem or situation (Bandura, 1997). The way in
which collective efficacy has been adapted from the social psychological literature renders
the task specific aspect of the theory as indistinguishable from other theories of community
organization. With this in mind, it stands to reason that the overlap found in Figure 4.3 is
most likely due to the importance of trust, reciprocity, shared values and social cohesion to
both constructs (e.g. social/systemic and collective efficacy). Therefore, I would expect these
approaches to depart on the ecometric, action based items. I test this hypothesis in the next
section.

4.2.4

Collective Efficacy Reconceptualized

The final step in the CFA attempts to resolve the dilemma of how these two seemingly
equivalent social processes of X + Y (relationships + action) might be reconceptualized
empirically and theoretically in a subtle, but important, way. Model 4 presented below
examines a higher order construct with two overarching elements (see Figure 4.4). The first
depicts collective efficacy in a way that resonates with the core theoretical tenets outlined by
Bandura (1997). The items that comprise this construct include only those that are agentic in
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nature. The latent construct here is nominally labeled Collective Action23. This part of the
model examines only the possible intervention or the action of community residents in
various scenarios.

This reconceptualized measure of collective action captures the task

specific nature of collective efficacy that Sampson believes is the most important predictor of
lower crime. This model also places the community civic engagement scale as relating to this
construct. Although civic engagement is specifically related to social capital theory (Putnam
1995; 2000), I suggest that the community civic engagement measure depicts collective
action. As outlined in the previous chapter, the items in this scale ask how likely it is that
people in their community will sign a petition, attend a local meeting or join with others to
solve a local issue. Thus, this scale represents a community’s collective efficacy pertaining
to civic issues. It provides a way of thinking about collective efficacy as something that is
not limited to informal social control, which has a long history in systemic approaches to
understanding the variation of crime across communities, but as a tool to study community
organization more generally.
The remaining dimensions in this model encompass measures of residents’ intracommunity relationships, trust and attachment to place. These are largely psychometric items
from the social capital and systemic literature (as discussed in Chapter 3) that focus on an
individual’s self-reported associations with people and place and reflect their individual
perceptions of social cohesion, reciprocity, trust and belonging.
Splitting these dimensions resonates with the literature and is an important step
forward in understanding the differential capacity of communities to achieve intended
outcomes. Distinguishing collective action from social relationships and dense ties resolves,
23

I recognize that Tilly (1973) also used the term collective action to represent the pooling of communal
resources to achieve a common goal. My conceptualization differs from this. Collective action as it is used in
this thesis represents the task specific process of collective efficacy. It is a nominal term used only to
differentiate collective efficacy as it is used in the PHDCN and my reconceptualized measure from the CCS
data.
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to some extent, the multicollinearity found in Model 3. This is largely due to the separation
of the agentic notion of collective efficacy from the relational elements associated with
systemic approaches to community functioning. Moreover, the collective efficacy aspect of
the model differentiates those types of action that might be important in ensuring reductions
of crime and disorder, such as informal social control and civic action that might be needed to
respond to challenges exogenous to the community, such as over-development of land,
threats to local eco-systems, etc. Third, this final model provides a conceptual road map for
how future research might proceed in unpacking the types of relationships needed to
encourage different types of action.
The goodness-of-fit statistics for the reconceptualized model were sound (see Table
4.1). The GFI was .96; the AGFI came in at .95 while the PGFI and CFI were .77 and .95
respectively, suggesting a superior fit of the data to the model. The RMSEA was also low at
.04 and the SRMR was .03. The parameter estimates were all significant and standard errors
were reasonable. The standardized regression weight for informal control was almost twice
that of community civic engagement (.88 and .45 respectively). This lends some support to
Sampson’s claim that it is the action associated with particular tasks that is most important to
generating positive outcomes for the community. Interestingly, the number of kith/kinship
ties in the community demonstrated the lowest association with community organization, as
did the item measuring thick trust (Q11B). This also supports Sampson and his colleagues’
claim that strong friendship and familial relationships might not be associated with a
community’s ability to organize on key issues.
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Q7A

.63
.67

.88

Informal
Social
Control (.77)

Q7B

.37

Q7C

.42
.41 Q7D

Collective

Q7E

Action
(.63)

.45

.67
Q18A
.84
Community
Q18B
Civic Participation
.83

.79

.87

(.20)

Q18C

Trust
(.75)

Q12E
.69
.25 Q11B
.73
Q8C

Community
Organization
.72

.80
Place Attachment
(.65)

Q12B

.75
Q12A
.81
.61Q12C
Q12D

.85
.26

.47

.64
.69

.67
Intergenerational
Closure (.72)

Q12I
Q12K

.71 Q12L
.62
Q12J

Kith/Kin Ties
(.07)

Social Ties
(.22)

Community
Cohesion (.45)

Figure 4.4. Model 4 - Revised Community Capacity Model with Standardized Regression
Weights and Squared Multiple Correlations
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4.3

Substantiating the CFA with Multi-Level Modeling

The goal of the previous analyses was to assess the extent of the overlap between measures of
collective efficacy and social capital at the level of the construct. The empirical overlap
demonstrated in Model 3 suggested that collective efficacy, as it had been conceptualized by
the PHDCN, could not be discriminated from measures associated with systemic or social
capital theory. The Community Capacity Model (Model 4) confirmed the need to partition
residents’ relationships with people or place from the perceived ability of others to react to
issues facing the community.

Collective action, when viewed as a complimentary and inter-

dependent component of community organization, resulted in a model that was not only more
parsimonious, but also theoretically and empirically consistent.
The focus of these analyses was to strengthen the validity of collective efficacy by
aligning its measurement with its theoretical tenets and by discriminating it from other related
constructs. In line with psychometric approaches to developing reliable and valid measures of
the phenomena (Murphy & Davidshofer, 1998), this was an essential first step in the analytic
process.

However, as collective efficacy is aligned with ecometrics (Raudenbush &

Sampson, 1999), it must also be viewed within a multi-level context. Optimally, it would be
best to examine the construct validity of collective efficacy alongside the other measures
using a multi-level CFA. However, as the number of SLAs in the CCS survey was only 82,
this is not possible24.
The next best option was to use the reconceptualized concept of collective action in a
multi-level linear model. As the research from the PHDCN shows, community context
matters when attempting to explain the variations in crime and disorder. For the present
research, employing a multi-level analysis of the relationship between neighborhood
24

Some structural equation experts argue that any sample under N=200 causes serious problems for model
testing (see Barrett, 2007). While others would suggest that a models with less than 200 cases can still hold,
very small sample sizes, as is the case with the CCS SLA clusters, can be problematic resulting in unstable
models (Goffin, 2007; Kelloway, 1998; Marsh, Balla & MacDonald, 1988).
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structure, individual characteristics, collective processes and social relationships would
provide an analysis of how these constructs relate to each other (through an examination of
the variance inflation factor scores) and their independent association with perceptions of
violence and disorder across the 82 SLAs.

4.4

Results from the Reconceptualized Notion of Community Organization

The final multi-level models test the significance of collective action in predicting perceived
violence and disorder after controlling for individual and community level variables known to
influence such perceptions. I also included additional variables measuring trust, cohesion,
kith, kin and social ties and intergenerational network closure, adding these variables of
interest to the model at one time instead of employing a step-by-step inclusion as preferred by
Sampson and his colleagues (1997). The literature has demonstrated the role of person and
community level effects and their association with crime, as comprehensively discussed in
Chapter 2. Thus a stepwise inclusion of variables in the current models would essentially
entail the comparison of an unspecified model with a more specified one and would not be
statistically sound.
The general model (see page 75) was again used to examine the impact of individual
and SLA level demographics, including the collective action scale and indicators associated
with systemic/social capital theory, on perceptions of violence (Y1) and disorder (Y2). As
with the model predicting collective action, Z was set to a zero matrix to denote a two level
hierarchical model. For both models, the variables included at level 1 were: age, gender,
NESB, ATSI, marital status, number of dependent children, highest level of education,
employment status, household income, religion and home ownership. Also entered at level 1
were measures of trust, community cohesion, density of social relationships (kith & kinship
ties; community ties), quality of life and prior victimization experiences. At level 2, I
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included the demographic variables used to predict collective action (see Table 3.7, page 88),
prior rates of public nuisance or violent crime (depending on the model) and measures of
collective action, place attachment and intergenerational closure.
Before assessing the model statistics, several diagnostics were completed to ensure
the stability of each model. These diagnostics included graphical assessments of error and
random effects normality using quantile-quantile plots; a test for heteroskedasticity using
residual plots; a test of the assumption of random effects independence using scatterplots and
goodness-of-fit tests using fitted versus observed plots. To test for multicollinearity, I used
variance inflation factors (VIF). The visual diagnostics did not reveal any inadequacies;
however, the VIF for a number of the predictor variables was unacceptably high.

Six

variables had VIF scores greater than 2, including: intergenerational closure, place
attachment, collective action, concentrated disadvantage, population density and the average
violent and public nuisance crime rates for 2000 through 2004. A systematic removal of all
problem variables occurred until the VIF scores were reduced to an acceptable level. This
process revealed that place attachment, population density and concentrated disadvantage
were causing the greatest inflation in the model and needed to be omitted. Removing the
disadvantage factor caused concern, as the relationship between poverty and crime, especially
violent crime, is exceptionally strong in the criminological literature. As I felt the model
would be incomplete without an SLA level proxy measure of disadvantage, I substituted the
disadvantage factor with a new ABS census variable measuring the percentage of households
with an income less than $500 per week. I assessed the variation inflation factors again;
scores fell within a much more reasonable range. Table 4.2 displays the results from the
multi-level models.
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Table 4.2. Predictors of Perceptions of Community Disorder and Violence across 82 SLAs in
the Brisbane Statistical Division.
Perceptions of Disorder
Unstandardized Beta
(SE)
Individual Level Demographics
Age
Gender
Non-English speaking background
ATSI
Marital status
Number of dependent children
Highest level of education
No school/primary vs junior/senior high school
No school/primary vs trade certificate/diploma
No school/primary vs university/post graduate
Employment status
Household annual income
Religion
Home ownership
Number of years at current address
Prior violent victimization
Prior break and enter victimization
Prior property damage victimization
Individual Level Survey Items
Trust – friends
Trust – fellow community members
Trust – most people
Community cohesion
Ties – number of people known in community
Ties – number kith/kin in community
Feel safe walking after dark
Overall quality of life
Community Level Demographics
% of people non-English speaking background
% of people with income < $500 pw
% of people at address 5 years ago
%of young people in the SLA
Average rates of Public Nuisance (2000-2004)
Average rates of Violence Crime (2000-2004)
Community Level Processes
Intergenerational Closure
Collective Action
ns=not significant, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001

Perceptions of Violence
Unstandardized Beta
(SE)

-.048 (.006)***
-.385 (.148)**
.244 (.267)ns
-.647 (.623)ns
.084 (.158)ns
.164 (.067)*

-.021 (.005)***
-.023 (.119)ns
.485 (.215)*
.653 (.502)ns
-.063 (.128)ns
.098 (.054)ns

.212 (.369)ns
.505 (.387)ns
.307 (.387)ns
.441 (.161)**
-.115 (.066)ns
-.290 (.153)ns
-.352 (.190)ns
.031 (.051)ns
1.515( .256)***
.339 (.182)***
1.547(.164)***

.209 (.297)ns
.344 (.317)ns
.370 (.311)ns
-.182 (.130)ns
-.009 (.053)ns
.265 (.124)*
-.549 (.152)***
-.025 (.041)ns
1.566 (.206)***
.503 (.146)***
1.014 (.131)***

.016 (.112)ns
-.750 (.098)***
-.170 (.090)ns
-.146 (.074)ns
.193 (.102)*
.160 (.054)**
-.564 (.066)***
-.344 (.088)***

.113 (.090)ns
-.134 (.059)*
-.343 (.072)***
-.346 (.079)***
.084 (.082)ns
.165 (.043)***
-.216 (.053)***
-.190 (.071)**

-.022 (.014)ns
.052 (.076)ns
-.010 (.016)ns
.210 (.121)ns
.001 (.000)**
-----

-.001 (.008)ns
.082 (.046)ns
-.003 (.009)ns
.064 (.071)ns
----.001 (.000)**

.123 (.227)ns
-.184 (.086)*

.336 (.138)*
-.125 (.053)*

Predicting Perceptions of Community Disorder – Individual Level Correlates
The 12-item scale outlined in Chapter 4 assessed perceptions of disorder, with higher scores
on this scale indicating greater perceptions of disorder within the community. In looking at
Table 4.2 above, several individual level predictors were strongly associated with the disorder
scale. Younger people were more likely to report high levels of disorder (t= -7.81) as were
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males (t=-2.60), most probably due to the amount of time younger people, and younger males
in particular, spend in public space (Whyte & Wyn, 2004). The number of dependent
children living in the household was positively associated with increases in perceptions of
disorder, thus when younger children are living in the home, levels of disorder are greater (t =
2.45). Being employed also increased the likelihood of reporting higher levels of disorder,
but with people working full time reporting even higher levels of disorder. This finding is
somewhat contrary to what one might expect, however, it is possible that people spending a
significant amount of time at work could be more sensitive to the levels of disorder in their
own community as they may have a greater stake in social order. Neither measure of
ethnicity was associated with levels of perceived disorder. Those of an Aboriginal or Torres
Strait Islander/South Sea Islander descent and those speaking a language other than English
were no more likely to report higher levels of disorder when compared to non-ATSI, English
speaking residents. Marital status was not significant nor was education, household income
or religion. Further, both indicators of geographic mobility were non-significant predictors.
In line with previous research, prior household victimization was strongly and positively
associated with perceptions of disorder, regardless of the type of victimization experienced.
Greater trust in community residents was significantly related to lower perceptions of
disorder (t=-7.68), however, particularized trust and generalized trust were not significant
predictors.

The number of social ties and the number of kin/kith ties also influenced

perceptions of disorder, but in the opposite direction to what would be predicted by systemic
based theories. For the CCS survey, those reporting a greater number of ties also reported
higher levels of disorder.

As Skogan (1986) notes, community residents often rely on

secondhand information gathered through their social networks, which could explain the
relationship found in the present analysis. Feelings of safety and overall quality of life were
negatively related to perceptions of disorder. Those reporting feeling safe while walking at
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night and those indicating a high quality of life perceived significantly less disorder in their
community.

Predicting Perceptions of Community Disorder – SLA Level Correlates
Interestingly, only two SLA level predictors were significant in this model. Similar to the
research from the PHDNC, the collective action scale was strongly associated with levels of
disorder.

Those communities reporting lower levels of collective efficacy reported

significantly higher levels of disorder (t=-2.13) even when controlling for public nuisance
crime rates from 2000 to 2004 (t=3.26). For perceptions of disorder, the community level
demographic variables were not significant, lending some support to the belief that action
pertaining to particular tasks may mediate the effects of residential instability and poverty.

Predicting Perceptions of Community Violence at the Individual Level
The results of the multi-level model predicting perceptions of community violence, while
similar to the model discussed in the previous section, had some interesting differences. Like
the prior model, age was a significant predictor of reported levels of violence, with younger
people reporting higher incidences of violent occurrences (t=-2.70).

Any type of prior

victimization was also important (see Table 4.2). Gender, however, was not associated with
perceptions of violence nor was the number of dependent children living in the household.
Although being of Aboriginal, Torres Strait or South Sea Islander descent was a not a
significant predictor in the model, people coming from a non-English speaking background
were significantly less likely than their English speaking counterparts to report higher levels
of violence (t=2.26). Education achievements, employment status and household income
were not related to lower levels of violence, yet, in contrast to the model predicting disorder,
home-ownership and religion were significant. Renting was significantly related to higher
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perceptions of community violence (t=-3.60). Religion was also an important predictor
(t=2.15), such that people who indicated a religious orientation were significantly more likely
to report high incidences of violence. One’s quality of life and feelings of safety were
negatively related to level of violence (t=-2.69 and t=-4.05).
Several individual level systemic/social capital variables were also significantly
related to perceptions of violence. Generalized and community trust were strong predictors
(t=-4.76, t=-4.40 respectively) with lower levels associated with higher reports of violent
crime within the community. Perceived community cohesion was also negatively related to
perceptions of violence (t=-2.64). Although the number of social ties in the community was
not important in the violence model, kith and kinship ties were positively and significantly
related to perceptions of violence (t=3.83).

Predicting Perceptions of Community Violence – SLA Level Correlates
As with the perceptions of disorder model, the SLA level demographics were not strongly
associated with perceived violence. Percentage of non-English speaking residents, those at a
different address five years ago and the percentage of young people in the SLA were not
significant predictors in the model. The percentage of people with low incomes, while not
significant at p<.05 level, was significant at p<.10 with t=-1.76. Thus for violence, as levels
of poverty in an SLA increase, so too does the perception of violent crime. Collective action
and intergenerational closure were both significant at the p<.05 level. SLAs with low levels
of collective action were significantly more likely to report higher levels of perceived
violence (t=-2.37).

As was the case with kinship ties, SLAs with high levels of

intergenerational closure also reported more violence (t=2.43).
The results from both models provide some support for Sampson and his colleagues’
claim that communities with high levels of perceived action pertaining to particular tasks can
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mediate the effects of social disorder and crime (Sampson et al., 1997; Sampson et al., 1999;
Morenoff et al., 2001). Of all the SLA level variables, only the collective action scale
significantly predicted both perceptions of disorder and perceptions of violence. While
intergenerational closure was important in the violence model, it was in the direction of
predicting higher perceptions of violence within the community. From these analyses, it is
unclear whether network closure leads to higher levels of actual violence in the community.
Extending Skogan’s (1986) thesis, it may be that network closure facilitates action that might
lead to a reduction in the level of crime. Indeed, it could be that network closure is a
necessary precursor to action. Alternatively, one could make an argument, similar to Mary
Pattillio (1998), that strong networks impede action to eradicate crime problems due to their
kith and/or kin structure. Thus, as per Pattillio (1998), the local drug pusher might be the son
or nephew of another community member, putting the latter in a “double bind” situation eradicate drug selling or play a role in imprisoning one of your own. Unfortunately, as the
CCS data is cross-sectional, it does not allow for an adequate examination of the relationship
between networks, action and crime in the Australian context.

4.5

The Salience of Collective Action in a Multi-Level Context

Despite the importance of community processes, individual attributes and relationships are
also important to consider. Of particular interest to my thesis is the relative role of social ties
and trust in reductions in violence and disorder. Generalized trust, community trust and
number of kith and kinship ties were highly significant predictors in both models.
Interestingly, the number of friends and family in their community was more important than
the number of “loose” connections. Community cohesion was also strongly associated with
lower levels of violence. This casts some doubt on the claim stemming from the PHDCN,
that communities can be effective units of social control without the existence of strong ties.
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Although the number or density of ties could not be adequately measured at the community
level in either the PNDCN or the CCS, it is clear they play a vital role, at least in an
Australian context, in predicting perceptions of disorder and violence.
However, the relationship in Australia differs from that in Chicago, such that
concentrated disadvantage, as measured by a factor score of percentage of persons with no
high school qualifications, the percentage of unemployed persons and the percentage of
single-parent families with female head of household, was significantly correlated with
collective action25. So much so, that when they were both entered into the multi-level model,
the model became unstable due to the high VIF scores. Although further tests are required,
for the CCS data, concentrated disadvantage and collective action appear indecipherable.
This makes intuitive sense and resonates with social disorganization theory and the systemic
literature, which has argued that serious disadvantage is indirectly related to the inability of a
group to engage in self-regulation (see Bursik, 1988; Kornhauser, 1978).
With regards to the multicollinear relationship between place attachment and
collective efficacy, an explanation can again be found by referring to the systemic literature.
Skogan (1986) suggests that one’s commitment to place increases their sense of
“territoriality”, thus, when residents feel some sense of connection with each other and with
the area in which they reside, they have less fear and are more likely to monitor strangers,
young people and suspect activities. However, for communities characterized by renters,
single-headed households and low household incomes there will be “little economic or
emotional commitment to the community” (Skogan, 1986:217). Thus commitment to place,
which has been shown to be largely based upon demographic characteristics such as home
ownership and length of residence, is directly related to the capacity for pro-social action.

25

This was also the case if the PHDCN measure of collective efficacy was used (see Mazerolle et al 2006).
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4.6

The Spatial Distribution of Crime, Ties and Collective Action

The remaining question addressed in this chapter is whether the typology proposed by
Sampson (see Chapter 2) resonates with communities in Brisbane. Specifically, this question
addresses whether communities of limited liability (weak ties but high levels of collective
action) exist in an Australian context. It is important to note here that what constitutes a
“weak” tie in the PHDCN research is unclear. To justify the distinction between systemic
theories and collective efficacy, Morenoff and his colleagues (2001) state that their
conceptualization of weak ties draws on Granovettor’s notion of weak ties. One might then
infer that weak ties would be measured by connections which constitute infrequent
interaction of less intimate nature as outlined by Granovetter (1973).

Instead, their

measurement relies on the number of intra-neighborhood kinship and friendships ties, the
number of organizations or programs in the neighborhood and the residents’ reported
involvement in voluntary organizations. It is not specified what has been operationalized as a
“weak” tie or a “strong” tie. This is a problem that beleaguers community research generally,
as a precise measurement of such ties requires a social network approach. Wellman has
elsewhere argued that contemporary neighborhood ties tend to be narrow, specialized and
largely instrumental, as opposed to being intimate or emotionally supportive (1999:23). He
has also suggested that ties can be tightly bounded or densely knit or, conversely, loosely
bounded and sparsely knit, but stressed that accurate measurement of the types of ties that
exist within a bounded locale requires social network analysis. Unfortunately, neither the
data from the PHDCN or the CCS can provide an accurate depiction of the types of ties that
exist or the primary function of said ties within a neighborhood setting. What can be gleaned
from both data sources, however, is the density of ties and level of network closure between
adults and young people.

110

To determine if communities high in action but low in intra-community ties display
lower rates of crime, the study examined several variables more closely. These included
collective action; intergenerational closure; kith/kinship ties, social ties and crime rates for
each community post the 2005 CCS survey. As the response categories for kith/kinship ties
and social ties were conceptually and numerically similar, these items were combined to form
a composite index of intra-community ties.
Frequency analyses of all variables, with the exception of the 2005 crime rates were
then examined. For the sample of 2859 residents, the scales displayed a reasonably normal
distribution, with responses for all scales falling within the possible range of scores.
However, examination of the means of the SLAs revealed a slightly different picture, with all
three scales displaying a strongly leptokurtic distribution. For intergenerational closure and
density of ties in particular, most of the scores fell within -1.5/+1.5 standard deviations of the
mean. Thus for the CCS data, there were no absolute high or low scores for any of the
aforementioned scales.
With this in mind, instead of using the conventional +/- 2 standard deviation cut-off to
categorize the SLAs as either high or low on the scales of interest, I decided to examine SLAs
falling into the top and bottom 10th percentile. For each scale, simple t-tests comparing a
randomly chosen SLA26 from both the 90th and 10th percentiles provided assurance that I was
indeed comparing significantly higher and lower scores of collective efficacy, density of
intra-community ties and intergenerational closure (see Table 4.3).

26

Pseudonyms have been substituted for all SLAs discussed throughout this thesis.
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Table 4.3. T-Tests of High/Low Communities

Density of Ties
Wootown
Hidden Valley
Intergenerational Closure
Woodcrest
Oakley
Collective Efficacy
Broadmore
Brookvale

N

Mean

Std Dev

t statistic
(df)

p value

27
21

4.19
5.67

1.67
1.49

-3.20 (46)

.003

46
44

1.26
3.61

3.59
2.19

-3.74 (88)

.000

39
21

.949
9.33

5.14
4.31

-6.36 (58)

.000

Several SLAs in the CCS sample could be considered fully efficacious or non-efficacious as
per Sampson’s typology.

Communities considered fully efficacious were those with

relatively high scores on the collective efficacy scale which also had a greater density of ties
or displayed higher levels of intergenerational closure and had low overall rates of crime.
Only four of the 82 SLAs fell into this category. In contrast, non-efficacious SLAs displayed
low collective efficacy, low density of ties or intergenerational closure and high rates of total
crime. Only two communities met these criteria. The CCS data did not find support for the
existence of the two remaining categories: communities of low yield or communities of
limited liability. Indeed, no SLAs displayed low levels of collective efficacy, a high density
of social relationships or intergenerational closure and high crime.

Nor were there

communities with high levels of collective efficacy, low levels of intra-neighborhood
relationships and low levels of crime. For Brisbane, this typology simply did not exist.
Perhaps the failure to find Sampson’s typology in the Australian data was due to the
utilization of total crime rates.

As the PHDCN research primarily focused on rates of

homicide and violent victimization, it seemed warranted to re-examine the data to see if the
typology was more suited to explaining the spatial distribution of violent crimes. However,
this was not the case. Although there were communities that could be considered fully
efficacious or non-efficacious, there were no SLAs that fell into the diagonal quadrants found
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in the Chicago studies. For Brisbane then, it did not appear that communities with weak ties
can be effective units of social control. Both the confirmatory factor and multi-level models
confirmed that collective efficacy, intra-neighborhood ties and network closure are
inextricably linked in the Australian context.

4.7

Summary

Thus far I have addressed two of the three research interests that comprise the first stage of
this dissertation. First, through confirmatory factor analysis, I examined whether collective
efficacy depicts a distinct social process that stands apart from network relationships. From
these analyses, I demonstrated the existence of an unacceptably high degree of overlap
between the constructs used to measure collective efficacy and those aligned with a
systemic/social capital framework. This led to a reconceptualization of collective action that
resonated more with the original definition proposed by Albert Bandura. This
reconceptualization, however, highlighted the importance of informal social control to
collective efficacy, thus casting some doubt on the contention that collective efficacy offers a
new theoretical lens to explore the differential ability of communities to prescind serious
crime. I then employed multi-level models to determine if the reconceptualized measurement
of collective efficacy remained a significant predictor of lower perceptions of disorder and
violence. The results from these models suggested that it was, but that networks and strong
ties also played an important, if perhaps unclear, role as they predicted greater perceptions of
violence and disorder.
In summary, the empirical distinctiveness of collective efficacy from other systemic
approaches has only weak support in the Australian context.

Collective efficacy as

conceptualized from the PHDCN was not empirically different from indicators of social
capital theory or systemic approaches.

Although perceptions of action associated with
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particular tasks were important in predicting lower perceived violence and disorder, the
complex relationship of dense ties, interlocking networks, social cohesion and perceptions of
violence and disorder cannot be overlooked. Theoretically, the findings presented in this
chapter do not suggest that communities with weak ties can be effective units of social
control. Communities with high crime were non-efficacious and disadvantaged, those with
low crime, were, for the most part, highly efficacious and reasonably affluent.
implications of these findings are discussed in the final chapter of this thesis.
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The

Chapter Five
Unpacking Social Processes Using an Inductive Approach

5.1

Introduction

Drawing on Bandura’s original theory, Sampson and others (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson
et al., 1997; Sampson et al., 1999) argue that collective efficacy depicts a task specific
process directly related to a particular outcome, such as crime. Unlike social capital or
systemic theories, collective efficacy does not require members of the group to be closely
linked. Research in Chicago indicates that residents can achieve an intended effect without
strong inter-personal relationships (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson et al., 1999).

The

Australian data did not support this claim, as action and social relationships strongly
influenced perceptions of violence and disorder. However, this relationship was complex.
The intersection of social relationships and community processes associated with crime
reduction is, therefore, unclear in both the CCS and the PHDCN.
To my knowledge, there has been no attempt to explore qualitatively collective
efficacy in context, making it difficult to assess the validity of several major claims emerging
from the collective efficacy literature. First is the claim that communities with weak ties can
be effective units of social control (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson, 2002; Sampson, 2006;
Sampson et al., 1997; Sampson et al., 1999).

If strong social relationships no longer

characterize contemporary urban communities, how is a conjoint belief in the capacity of the
collective engendered? How do residents learn the norms surrounding action? Is this belief
the result of experience or assumptions? If the latter, what collective representations lead to
the development of this belief system?

The second claim relates directly to the first:

specifically, that collective efficacy depicts a task specific process representing the active
engagement of local residents. Yet, from the survey, it is difficult to make out the contours of
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such a process. How does it unfold? Do residents come together informally to decide on an
appropriate course of action? What role does structure play in encouraging collective action
among residents? If social relationships and local institutions are “neutral” (Sampson et al.,
1999), what is it that brings residents together to address local problems? The final claim
concerns the death of the urban village model. I concur that, in reality, contemporary urban
communities are not “organized in a parochial, local fashion” (Morenoff et al., 2001:520).
In practice, the urban village model is not supported (Wellman, 1999). But have residents
moved beyond this imagery of community?

Do residents define community in purely

instrumental terms? What forms do local relationships take? More importantly, how is the
community imagined, and does this imagery facilitate or hinder collective action?
These questions form the basis of the second stage of my dissertation. This phase
takes a more inductive and exploratory approach in examining the tenets of collective
efficacy theory. My research does not seek to be representative of community studies such as
those inspired by Herbert Gans (1967). Instead, it investigates aspects of the community that
promote or constrain collective efficacy and clarifies the relationship among a community’s
efficacy and its norms, values and social relationships.

This chapter provides a

comprehensive overview of the methodology and the methods used in Study 2. Because one
of the hallmarks of qualitative inquiry centers on the importance of reflexivity (Hammersley
& Atkinson, 1995; Mason, 1996), I begin with the difficulties encountered in synthesizing
and integrating quantitative and qualitative methodologies.

Additionally, I discuss the

importance of letting the research questions guide the methods used to study collective
efficacy in a community setting. The remainder of the chapter details the technical aspects
associated with the interviews, including the topics investigated in the interview, the criteria
for the sample selection and the analytic strategy employed. The chapter concludes with a
discussion of the limitations associated with this study.
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5.2

Reconciling a Hybrid Epistemology

My ontological position is one that does not neatly fit into a particular category such as antifoundationalism, positivism or realism (Grix, 2002). I view the social world as comprising
social actors who continuously construct and interpret their own reality but who are also
simultaneously affected by social and cultural practices and processes that exist apart from
their own understandings (Mason, 1996).

In line with this ontological position, my

epistemological stance embraces multiple approaches to viewing a particular phenomenon. I
do not endorse a philosophy that suggests there is one “true” way of knowing. Certainly,
there are patterns of behavior that are best understood through a distinctly quantitative lens.
Yet if we are to fully understand these patterns, we often need a more interpretive approach.
For example, the variation in perceptions of crime and disorder across communities, as found
in the PHDCN and the CCS, is partly attributable to the presence of collective efficacy (or, as
in the present research, collective action) and social relationships. However, this tells me
little of how such influences play out in a community context.
Employing multiple methods is an inherent practice in qualitative research endeavors
(Denzin & Lincoln, 2000). Yet employing a hybrid epistemological stance that cuts across
the quantitative/qualitative divide can open the door for criticism from scholars on either side
of the continuum (Miles & Huberman, 1994). As Miles and Huberman (1994:40) note,
“Fierce battles have been fought on this topic”, with quantitative and qualitative approaches
seen as incommensurable. Miles and Huberman (1994) view the debate surrounding the use
of mixed methods as unproductive and diverting attention from bigger questions. They
suggest that instead of distinguishing one’s epistemological preferences, it is more important
to ask if a combined approach “should be done, how it will be done and for what purposes”
(1994:41).
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I argue that a combined approach, utilizing mixed methods, is important in validating
the central claims of collective efficacy research and in assessing the unique contribution of
collective efficacy theory to criminology. As stated at the outset of this chapter, an inductive
approach utilizing qualitative methods is key to developing a contextualized understanding of
collective social processes.
quantitative data alone.

Important research questions cannot be addressed from the

A distinctly different, yet complimentary research approach is

necessary to progress the theoretical and empirical relevance of collective efficacy theory to
criminology.
Turning a hybrid epistemology into a research reality is not a simple process. When
it came time to prepare for the field after spending many long months conducting the survey
and analyzing the results, I realized the difficulty associated with doing justice to two
different ways of investigating the social world. Changing from a quantitative researcher
involved with random sampling, intra-class correlations and model stability to a qualitative
researcher trying to understand the community relationships and the attitudes associated with
collective responsibility required diligence. Unlike the survey analyses, I had to accept that
qualitative research does not focus on things that can measured “in terms of quantity, amount,
intensity or frequency” (Denzin & Lincoln, 2000:8), as the goal is not to capture an objective
reality. Instead, I needed to shift my focus to the way people made sense of their world and
the symbols which guided their interpretations.
Part of the allure of quantitative methods is that they are more practical, require fewer
resources and less time and thus “fit better with the complexities of our lives” (McElrath,
2001:3). But as McElrath (2001) has posed: What implications does an over-reliance on this
approach mean for criminological inquiry? While the challenges associated with combining
qualitative and quantitative methods should not be under-estimated, employing different, but
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complementary, approaches in the present research provides a more nuanced and detailed
exploration of collective efficacy and its association with other systemic theories.

5.3

Letting the Questions Guide the Method

Geertz suggested that research should be “actor-oriented” to ensure that a sociological
interpretation of the social world accurately reflects the views and understandings of those
being studied (1973:15). Understanding actors in a group context is key for collective
efficacy theory. Indeed, collective efficacy is hailed as a theory that elevates the agentic
nature of community functioning (Sampson et al., 1999). To date, the methods used to
explore collective efficacy theory are not “actor-oriented” and research has not yet reconciled
the Likert responses ticked in a survey with a more comprehensive exploration of the views
and understandings of community residents. One way to verify the actors’ accounts with the
theory’s central tenets is through in-depth interviews.
In-depth interviews are a useful method when the goal is to understand complex
phenomena not easily conveyed through discourse analysis, observation or other qualitative
techniques (Mason, 1996). Fontana and Frey acknowledge that “interviewing is one of the
most common and powerful ways in which we try to understand our fellow human beings”
(2000:645). There are various interview types, ranging from the ethnographic approach of
Anderson, noted below, to the structured and formal questionnaires as used in the PHDCN
household survey.
Criminology has a rich history of using interviews with residents or key informants to
explain why some places are more criminogenic than others (Anderson, 1990, 1999; Miller,
1958; Shaw, 1930; Wirth, 1938). Anderson’s (1999) depiction of inner-city life in Code of
the Street serves as an excellent example of this. Germantown Avenue, a main artery in
Philadelphia, provided Anderson with a natural continuum of social organization with “a
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code of civility at one end and a code of conduct regulated by the threat of violence – the
code of the street, at the other” (1999:15-16). Through interviews with people residing in the
most disadvantaged neighborhoods located along Germantown Avenue, he detailed the
disproportionate impact of social change and the complex mechanisms and strategies used to
govern social relationships and cope with interpersonal violence27. In Anderson’s study the
interviews provided the motives behind relationships and violence which would not
otherwise be easily captured.
Some scholars point to the limits of interviews in understanding social phenomena
and argue that the interview is overused.

Atkinson and Silverman (1997) comment on the

rise of the “interview society” and caution against the assumption that the interview can
provide a true and accurate reflection of what the researcher is studying. Scholars such as
Potter (1997) and Dingwall (1997) suggest that interviews produce situated accounts and
must be analyzed as such:
The interview is a turn-taking system that requires that the interviewer proposes topics
and that the respondent seeks to produce locally acceptable answers…data produced
by interviews are social constructs, created by the self-presentation of the respondent
(Dingwall, 1997:58-59).
Despite these critiques, interviews remain a useful tool in social research. However, these
concerns are important in shifting the academic approach to interviewing to one that views
the process as interactive, reciprocal and capable of providing only a partial account of social
reality (e.g. Gubrium and Holstein, 1997; Holstein and Gubrium, 1995, 2004).

27

Although Anderson also employed observation techniques – the ‘stories’ of street formed the basis of his
study.

120

5.4

Interview Themes

My qualitative study aims to investigate aspects of the community that promote or constrain
collective efficacy and to examine the relationship between the perceptions of a community’s
efficacy and the norms, values and relationships of residents. These aims were linked to the
broader goal of the thesis, which was to clarify the theoretical and empirical contribution of
collective efficacy theory (as it has been conceptualized by the PHDCN) to criminology.
Thus, I selected theory driven interview topics linked to the following research questions:
•

How do residents come to view their community as able to efficaciously respond to
specific problems?

•

What guides residents’ perceptions of social cohesion and trust and what types of
relationships appear to relate to action?

•

If communities are no longer characterized by strong ties among residents, how does
the community reaffirm its collective identity?

Pawson (1996) suggests that a theory driven model places the theory as the subject
matter of the interview, and views the respondent or the participant’s role as confirming,
falsifying or refining the elements of the theory under investigation. For this thesis, the
participants’ views and attitudes were central in addressing the aforementioned questions.
Here the key theoretical activity in developing the interview themes was to create questions
that would uncover the mechanisms that relate to collective efficacy in each SLA. Thus, I
relied on the central claims from the PHDCN and the theoretical and empirical gaps in the
collective efficacy literature (discussed in Chapter 2) to guide the development of the
interview schedule28.

It is important to note that Pawson (1996) does not position the

28

Although I approached each interview with a predetermined list of open-ended questions, I allowed
participants to elaborate or expand on any area of interest and, if new themes of relevance to my thesis were
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interview participant as all knowing nor does he negate the need to treat the interview as an
interaction.

Instead, his theory driven model places the onus on the researcher to

conceptually focus the interview to allow the subject or respondent to understand the purpose
of the interaction.
Appendices 6 and 7 contain the full interview schedules for the residents and key
informants respectively. For both groups, three main themes guided the development of the
interview questions, as discussed next.

5.4.1

The Community Defined, Understood and Experienced

The first theme sought to investigate aspects of the community that promote or constrain
collective efficacy. It also linked to Sampson’s claim that the urban village ideology is
outmoded and irrelevant (Sampson, 2002). While social theory and some empirical research
illustrate the changing nature and functions of local communities, others suggest that
community is not diminishing in importance (Massey, 1994). Thus I felt it was essential to
solicit the opinions of local residents on the importance of place. The goal was not to simply
evoke yet another list of indicators associated with defining community, but rather to explore
whether residents’ sense of community is aligned more with an instrumental, functional
notion of place or with an urban village imagery characterized by intimate relationships and
strong networks among neighbors.

Understanding how community is understood and

experienced would provide insight into how the community reaffirms its identity. It would

discovered, these were incorporated into the subsequent interviews. For example, after the second interview it
became clear that different motivations were being ascribed to particular actions – e.g. people didn’t intervene
when children were disrespecting older people as respondents believed this was the primary responsibility of the
parent. In contrast, inaction associated with violence was mainly due to fear of bodily harm. With regard to
civic engagement, apathy or lack of time was given as possible reasons for community inaction. Thus, for the
remainder of the interviews, I made sure to examine the motives associated with different types of problems.

122

also reveal the important structures or processes that might influence or encourage action in
reducing local problems.

5.4.2

Community Relationships and Accounts of Action

Sampson and his colleagues suggest that informal social control can occur in communities
with weak ties (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson et al., 1999). Yet this research relies
predominantly upon items measuring the number of friends or family in a community or the
number of organizational memberships. Therefore the second interview theme focused on
the form and function of intra-community relationships and how these relationships relate to
the exercise of control. Specifically, the questions that comprise this theme assess whether
relationships among community members were predominantly based on instrumental needs,
which would be representative of weak ties as outlined by Granovetter (1973), or if they had
a deeper, personal core. Here I wanted to uncover the boundaries of such relationships by
examining the limits of neighborly behavior. For example, I asked residents to indicate the
type of advice or assistance they could expect from people in their area. I would give
examples such as borrowing money, asking for help with child care, seeking marital or childrearing advice, etc., and would ask them to elaborate on why they felt comfortable or
uncomfortable in asking such things of their fellow residents.
difference

between

neighborly/instrumental

behavior

and

To further explicate the
more

personally

based

relationships, I included questions pertaining to the types of activities that occurred with
neighbors. The purpose of these questions was to see if such activities were indicative of
personal relationships based on shared interests or if they reflected more diffuse
acquaintanceships predicated on a collective identity. Following from this, I also explored
avowed motives associated with action (see Mills, 1940). Questions of this nature were
structured to examine whether motives were associated with collective altruism or individual
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instrumentalism. That is, did residents believe that others respond to problems because it was
the “right” thing to do, or did they perceive action to be conditional upon the benefits that
would be accrued by the individual?

5.4.3

Threats to the Community and the Notion of Threshold

The final theme examined how local residents perceived threats to the community and how
these perceptions related to action or inaction associated with crime and disorder. In the CCS
survey and the PHDCN, I measured disorder using a widely accepted and reliable incivilities
scale29. This approach is a valid way of detecting the presence of crime related problems but
it cannot address the impact such problems may or may not have on residents’ collective
capacity to respond. For example, one of the communities chosen had some of the highest
crime rates in the CCS sample. Yet this SLA had relatively high levels of collective efficacy.
Despite the presence of crime and disorder, residents in this area perceived people within
their community as able to intervene in various ways.
Skogan (1990) provides a possible explanation for this. Crime and disorder can serve
as the impetus for action, therefore it is possible that people in the high crime community are
collectively responding to the problems reported through the CCS survey and the QPS data,
which in turn influences their belief in the community’s capacity to deal with local problems.
There are also other plausible explanations. Action or inaction might also be associated with
a threshold of concern about particular problems. People may be aware of issues and can
accurately report them, but they may not see them as potentially overwhelming. As research
suggests, people in crime prone areas normalize the occurrence of vandalism or young people
getting into trouble as part and parcel of urban life (Girling, Loader & Sparks, 2000).

29

The PHDCN also used this scale, but incorporated results from the systematic social observation of 343
neighborhood clusters.
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Alternatively, people may have faith in local structures or authorities and thus, in spite of
seemingly pressing crime problems, their belief in the collective remains steady.

To this

end, the questions that comprise this theme seek to explore the relationship between the
capacity (or the perceived need) to respond to problems and the threshold for crime and
disorder.

5.5

Choosing the Research Sites

In the initial development of my research plan, I had assumed the SLAs would fall into the
typology noted in Table 2.2 (and replicated below), such that a certain percentage of
communities align with each quadrant, allowing me to compare a community of low yield
with a community of limited liability. Because Australia is a typical western nation in many
respects, I had no reason to believe a priori that communities here would be radically
different from those in Chicago or Stockholm.

Table 2.2: Sampson’s Typology of Social Capital, Collective Efficacy and Crime
Low Social Capital
Low Collective Efficacy

High Collective Efficacy

Highest Crime Rate
(non-efficacious
community)
Lower Crime Rate
(community of limited
liability)

High Social Capital
Higher Crime Rate
(community of low-yield)
Lowest Crime Rate
(fully efficacious
community)

Source: Sampson, Morenoff & Earls, 1999; Morenoff, Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001

In Chapter 4 I noted the differences between the Chicago typology and the
distribution of collective action and social relationships in Brisbane. There were communities
that were fully-efficacious and non-efficacious, but the diagonals found in the Chicago study
were notably absent. Moreover, the SLAs that could be considered fully efficacious were
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primarily those that fell into the highest socio-economic bracket, and those falling into the
non-efficacious quadrant were some of the most disadvantaged areas in the Brisbane
Statistical Division. While I could have chosen a community from the efficacious and nonefficacious categories, this would not provide a meaningful understanding of collective
efficacy, social ties and crime. In particular, I felt that choosing an SLA with a classic
disadvantage profile would only confirm what other scholars have articulated (see Anderson,
1990; Anderson, 1999; Shaw & McKay 1931/1999; Wilson, 1987; Wilson, 1996).
Unemployment, the de-skilling of the labor force, population instability, the lack of public
assistance, poor access to education, poor health, inadequate housing and marital breakdown
all impede the formation of the social organization necessary to collectively respond to crime
and disorder. To explore the factors creating high crime rates in a disadvantaged setting
would not make a material contribution to the ecology of crime literature, especially as it
relates to collective efficacy.
While much research exists on disadvantaged communities, there are no studies of
which I am aware that focus on generating collective action in affluent settings30. The
research in Chicago shows that concentrated disadvantage and concentrated affluence are
strong predictors of collective efficacy and crime (Morenoff et al., 2001). But, as Sampson
has stated, research has overly concentrated on “the poverty paradigm with its attendant focus
on the outdated concept of the inner city” (2002:216).

Girling, Loader and Sparks also

comment on the paucity of research on affluent communities and note the “absence within
criminology of any established tradition of writing about relatively prosperous communities”

30

An exception is a study conducted by Atkinson and Flint (2003). Examining informal social control in two
affluent and two deprived neighborhoods in Scotland, they argue that the processes for defending the
neighborhood were dependent on the socio-economic standing. Although a detailed research design and
sampling strategy was not provided in their paper, they argue that informal social control was important to both
areas, but the process of neighborhood defense varied across place. In disadvantaged neighborhoods, gangs and
community groups maintained such control, whereas in affluent areas, the police and Neighborhood Watch were
relied on to perform this task.
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(2000: 84). Therefore, for my first research site, I chose a fully efficacious, affluent
community demonstrating high levels of collective action and intra-community relationships.
The selection of this community contributes to the literature in two ways. First, research has
focused almost exclusively on why poverty matters in understanding high crime rates. It
therefore seems prudent to examine why wealth matters in reducing crime. Is it because
people in wealthy communities are more vigilant in their observation of public and private
space? Are they able to more effectively organize to deal with local problems? Perhaps, but
one cannot assume that an affluent community is simply a mirror image of its disadvantaged
counterpart, especially as it relates to collective efficacy and the function of intra-community
relationships. Therefore, detailing community organization in more advantaged communities
might shed light on the types of relationships and collective processes that lead to greater
collective functioning.

Second, in line with Sampson’s suggestion to move away from a

focus on inner city suburbs, in the CCS sample the fully efficacious communities were
located some distance from the city center in what could be described as semi-rural settings.
Thus they provided a contrast to the more densely populated city suburbs found in so much of
the ecological research.
The four efficacious SLAs in the Brisbane sample were Oakley, Langley Park,
Hidden Valley and Brookvale. Because I live in the one of these SLAs, and it would have
been unethical to conduct research with my neighbors and friends, I chose the second site
from the remaining 3 SLAs. These SLAs did not differ substantially in terms of socioeconomic status, residential stability or crime rates. I based my decision to select Hidden
Valley over the other two SLAs on practical grounds. As a neighboring resident of this area
for over 10 years, my knowledge of Hidden Valley was an advantage in the interviews and in
gaining access to key informants.
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In order to select a research site that would provide some contrast to Hidden Valley, I
revisited the data and my categorization of SLAs to see if I could find an anomalous
community that would serve as a deviant case (Neuman, 2006). In examining the crime rates
of the SLAs, Abbotsford stood out as a potential community of interest. From the 2005 QPS
crime data, Abbotsford was in the 90th percentile for both total crimes and violent crimes.
This puzzled me, for, as a local Brisbane resident, I knew that this SLA contained one of the
most celebrated master planned residential communities in Australia31. When looking at the
SEIFA Index of Disadvantage (see Chapter 3), the score for this SLA was neither high nor
low, but was came in at the midpoint of the 82 SLAs in the CCS sample. Going to the ABS
Census and CCS data also revealed Abbotsford had the 3rd highest percentage of residents
living at a different address 1 year prior to the census. Interestingly, however, this CCS
survey showed that this SLA displayed high levels of intergenerational closure. As the multilevel analyses had indicated that communities with high levels of intergenerational closure
were likely to have higher perceptions of violence and disorder (see Chapter 4), and as the
analysis of the QPS crime data showed that Abbotsford had some of the highest crime rates in
the CCS sample, this seemed a community worthy of further study.
Hidden Valley and Abbotsford were different, in terms of their socio-economic
status, their population composition and the services available to residents in each of the
areas. Further, when examining the crime rates, the two SLAs were at the opposite end of the
crime rates, with Abbotsford one of the highest crime areas and Hidden Valley one of the
lowest. However, they were not significantly different from each other on relevant measures
of the CCS survey. Independent samples t-tests comparing the two communities revealed no
significant differences in levels of collective action, intergenerational closure or the density

31

In 2005, the developers were awarded The Best Master Planned Development from the Urban Development
Institute of Australia.
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of intra-neighborhood ties. Although not statistically significant, Hidden Valley reported
slightly higher collective efficacy (t(48) = -2.03, p<.10) and density of intra-community ties
(t(48) = -1.99, p<.10).

Interestingly, despite the significant difference in the crime rates in

Abbotsford and Hidden Valley, there were no differences in perceptions of disorder or
violence. In light of these analyses, I felt a comparison of these two SLA would best
illustrate the relevant aspects of community structure that promote or encourage relationships
and the conjoint belief in the capacity of the collective.

5.5.1

Hidden Valley

Hidden Valley is part of the Brisbane City Council and is located approximately 20
kilometers west of Brisbane’s central business district. Over the past 20 years, this area has
changed dramatically with the development of several subdivisions and the changing
demographic of residents from farmers to professionals. As indicated in the ABS 2001
Census, the population of Hidden Valley was 2263 residents, representing an increase of 36%
since 1996. The median age of this area was 39 years, with 64% of the population currently
married. The majority of residents in Hidden Valley were Australian born (73%) and, similar
to Abbotsford, the main countries of birth other than Australia comprised the United
Kingdom, New Zealand and South Africa. Only .1% of people in Hidden Valley identified
as being of Indigenous origin.

English was the primary language spoken at home (93%).

Approximately 32% of the population held a Bachelors Degree or had post graduation
qualifications and 65% of people were full-time employed. The median weekly individual
income was $500 to $599 per week.
Apart from a public primary school, an environmental education center and a small
local hall, there were no services available to residents in Hidden Valley at the time of the
CCS survey or the interviews. While there are plans for development of a small shopping
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center, this will not occur until 2008. Residents therefore travel to neighboring SLAs where
there are facilities such as shopping centers, doctors’ offices, service stations and restaurants.
Apart from a local retirement community and a recent urban residential development, most of
the residents in Hidden Valley live on “life-style” acreage ranging in size from 1 to 10 acres
of land (see Figures 5.1 to 5.4). Although the area has a rural feeling, the population of
Hidden Valley has full access to town water, electricity and waste management services.

Figure 5.1. Hidden Valley
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Figure 5.2. The Suburban Estate in Hidden Valley

Figure 5.3. A Homestead in Hidden Valley
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Figure 5.4. A Private Home in Hidden Valley

5.5.2

Abbotsford

The SLA of Abbotsford comprises two suburbs – Calhoun and Gum Nut Park32. It is located
approximately 25 kilometers north of Brisbane’s central business district. Prior to 1961, the
local shire in which Abbotsford is based was fairly underdeveloped with only a few small
townships and local centers. However, since 1988 the area has grown substantially. At the
2001 census, the population of Abbotsford totaled 3114 people, representing an increase of
126% from 1996 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2001).
The demographics of Abbotsford point to a young, predominantly European
population. The median age of residents was 30 years, with 65% of people currently married.
Most people in the SLA were Australian born (79.1%) with overseas born residents coming
primarily from the United Kingdom, New Zealand and South Africa. The language spoken at
32

As will be discussed further in the chapter, despite the random selection of residents from each SLA, there
were no residents from Calhoun included in the CCS survey. This is likely due to the low residential population
in this suburb as most residential houses are located on large parcels of land. From my discussion with the
developer of Redwood Estate, this area is considered a potential site for further subdivisions.
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home was mostly English (93.5%). Approximately 1.6% of the total Abbotsford population
identified as being of Indigenous origin.

Approximately 8.1% of the population had

university degrees or post-graduate qualifications, with 66.7% of people working full time.
The median weekly income for individuals was $400 to $499 (Australian Bureau of Statistics,
2001).
The population of Abbotsford is estimated to grow to more than 25000 residents
during the coming decades. Much of the population currently resides in the suburb of Gum
Nut Park, as Calhoun remains largely undeveloped. Despite the relatively small population,
this SLA contains many services and facilities. There is a large shopping complex with
dining facilities and future plans include an increased number of stores and a cinema
complex. Within Gum Nut Park, there is a large multi-purpose facility comprising a public
library, an indoor swimming complex and meeting/function rooms has recently been opened.
There are three schools in Gum Nut Park – one private school, a public high school and a
public primary school as well as two early childhood development centers. During the time I
spent in Gum Nut Park, an additional set of shops had been developed and opened to the
public within the Redwood Estate, which included a convenience store, a fish and chips takeaway restaurant and a Domino’s Pizza outlet.
Gum Nut Park contains three distinct residential areas. The Village comprises several
acreage properties and the original urban residential area developed in the 1970s.
Additionally there are two planned communities: Redwood Estate and Eden Forest. The
Village and Redwood sit side by side, with only a 50 meter section of eucalyptus trees
between them. Despite their close proximity, they present as significantly different settings.
The residences in the Village are all modest homes on reasonably sized land parcels. There
are no facilities within this residential area, apart from a local hall, an oval and a small
children’s playground. In many of the front yards, cars were parked on the lawn and curb
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and guttering was not present along any of the streets (see Figures 5.6 to 5.8). Although part
of the suburb of Gum Nut Park, Eden Forest is divided from the Village and Redwood Estate
by a 6-lane major arterial road, and exists as a separate residential enclave (a conceptual
layout of Gum Nut Park is provided in Figure 5.5).

50 Meter Strip of Eucalyptus Trees

Redwood Estate

Shopping Complex

Schools

6 Lane Arterial Road

Single Dwelling Acreage
Sites

Eden Forest

Figure 5.5. Conceptual Layout of the Suburb of Gum Nut Park
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The Village

Figure 5.6. Open Gutter System Running throughout the Village

Figure 5.7. The Village Community Center
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Figure 5.8. A Typical Suburban Residence in the Village

In contrast to the 1970s feel of the Village, Redwood Estate is a master planned
community, with 12 artificial lakes and wetlands, more than 40 kilometers of walking trails
and bike tracks and 33 parks and playgrounds (Redwood promotional material).

The

residential areas are located in separate “villages”, with names such as Blue Water,
Crestmeade and Edenvale. There is even a gated community within the estate. Within each
village there are a variety of different house styles ranging from cottages (324m2) to premium
traditional large 2 storey houses (640m2). The schools, shopping center and other services
noted previously are all within the general vicinity of the residential area. The majority of
residences in this area had immaculately groomed lawns and garden areas, and few cars were
parked on the street as all the villages had designated parking areas for visitors.

The

children’s playgrounds were modern and the lake areas were clear of rubbish or vandalism of
any kind (see Figures 5.9 through to 5.12).
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Figure 5.9. Redwood Lake

Figure 5.10. A Two-Story Lakeside Residence
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Figure 5.11. A Single Story Dwelling in the Redwood Estate

Figure 5.12. Courtyard Style Home in the Redwood Estate
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5.6

Selecting the Sample of Local Residents

Qualitative research rarely employs probability sampling to generate a representative sub-set
of the studied population (Neuman, 2006). Instead, the goal is to ensure that the chosen
participants are theoretically and empirically relevant to the topic being investigated (Flick
1998; Mason, 1996). Often in qualitative studies, purposive, snowball or quota techniques
are used and include as many respondents as needed to reach saturation of the data (Strauss
and Corbin, 1997).

For the present study, I chose participants for the in-depth interviews

from a subset of respondents who had participated in the CCS survey33. In the survey, a
question asked participants if they would participate in future research, with approximately
67% agreeing to a follow up interview.

At the time of the survey, 62% of Hidden Valley

residents (N=13) and 58% of Abbotsford residents (N=17) agreed to participate in the followup interview. These residents provided their telephone numbers and their contact names to
the CCS research team.
To ensure the profile of those willing to proceed did not significantly differ from
those who did not want to continue with the research, I compared their relevant demographics
and responses with the survey items for each group. As the sample size was too small to
conduct any statistical tests, I used descriptive statistics. I examined the means for variables
with ordinal response categories (including age, number of dependent children, length at
current address and annual income) and percentages for the categorical demographic
variables (gender, marital status, country of birth, level of education and occupational status).
From Tables 5.1 and 5.2, there were some differences worth noting. In Hidden Valley,
younger people, Australian born residents and those not working were more likely to refuse
to participate in an interview. In Abbotsford, those not willing to continue in the study were

33

As discussed in Chapter 3, the sample for the CCS survey was derived from a random probability sampling
frame using random digit dialing.
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more likely to be unmarried, overseas born and reported slightly lower levels of collective
action. In both SLAs, men were more likely to continue with future research than women.

Table 5.1

Descriptive Statistics for Interview Participants (N=13) and Non-Participants
(N=8) for Hidden Valley
Mean (SE) or Percentage

Age
Number of Dependent Children
Length at Current Address
Approximate Annual Income
Gender
Male
Female
Marital Status
Married
Not Married
Country of Birth
Australia
Other
Level of Education
Primary/Secondary Only
Trade
University Qualifications
Occupational Status
Working
Not-working
Perceptions of Disorder
Perceptions of Violence
Collective Efficacy (reconceptualized)
Density of Ties
Intergenerational Closure
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Yes Follow-up
Interview
7.46 (.73)
1.15 (.32)
4.92 (.33)
4.49 (.17)

No Follow-up
Interview
6.00 (.78)
1.63 (.59)
5.00 (.46)
4.63 (.26)

69%
31%

12%
88%

92%
8%

88%
12%

54%
56%

75%
25%

15%
15%
70%

12%
12%
76%

77%
23%
16.08 (.71)
-5.62 (.71)
8.54 (1.00)
5.46 (.48)
3.85 (.71)

50%
50%
15.63 (1.16)
-4.75 (.80)
9.75 (1.92)
6.00 (.38)
3.50 (.85)

Table 5.2. Descriptive Statistics for Interview Participants (N=17) and Non-Participants (N=
12) for Abbotsford
Mean (SE) or Percentage
Yes Follow-up
No Follow-up
Interview
Interview
6.29 (.70)
6.83 (.87)
1.00 (.26)
.92 (.31)
3.24 (.33)
3.33 (.43)
3.35 (.36)
3.94 (.36)

Age
Number of Dependent Children
Length at Current Address
Approximate Annual Income
Gender
Male
Female
Marital Status
Married
Not Married
Country of Birth
Australia
Other
Level of Education
Primary/Secondary Only
Trade
University Qualifications
Occupational Status
Working
Not-working
Perceptions of Disorder
Perceptions of Violence
Collective Efficacy (reconceptualized)
Density of Ties
Intergenerational Closure

29%
71%

100%

88%
12%

67%
33%

77%
23%

50%
50%

47%
18%
35%

40%
40%
20%

65%
35%
15.29 (.68)
-6.06 (.53)
7.58 (1.07)
4.88 (.42)
3.35 (.54)

58%
42%
14.00 (1.12)
-5.33 (.88)
5.08 (.96)
4.58 (.47)
4.00 (.55)

Approximately six months passed between the residents’ participation in the CCS survey and
my subsequent follow-up call. In Hidden Valley, I interviewed 10 of the 13 residents who
had originally agreed to a follow-up meeting (77%). Unfortunately, 2 people were no longer
interested in participating and 1 resident was out of scope because their residential address
was not located in the SLA of Hidden Valley34. The final sample for this SLA comprised 7
men and 3 women with an average age range of 45 to 49 years. All the residents interviewed
34

This resident lived at the boundary of two SLAs that are separated by a hill. Although her geographic address
was Hidden Valley, she lived at the end of a dirt road near the top of this hill dividing Hidden Valley and
Brookvale. The nearest community for this participant was Brookvale, not Hidden Valley and she was therefore
excluded from the study.
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had university qualifications, were married and either owned or were in the process of
purchasing their home. Most of the participants were Australian born, however one was born
in South Africa, the other in Europe.
The response rate was slightly lower in Abbotsford with 12 out of the 17 (71%)
residents agreeing to be interviewed. Of the 5 residents who did not agree to be interviewed,
3 were not contactable (numbers disconnected) and 2 people were no longer interesting in
participating. The average age of the participants ranged between 40 and 44 years and a total
of 7 women and 5 men were interviewed. All the respondents were born in Australia and all
but one owned or was purchasing their residence. Only 4 of the 12 people interviewed held a
Bachelors Degree or post graduate qualifications. Grade 10 was the highest level of education
for most of the other participants. All participants resided in the suburb of Gum Nut Park,
with 10 living in the Redwood Estate and 2 residing in the Village35.

5.7

Selecting the Key Informants

In line with other community research, I selected key informants on the basis of their role
within the community (Houston & Sudman, 1975; Krannich & Humphrey, 1986; Neuhring &
Raybin, 1986; Kreps, Donnermeyer, Hurst, Blair & Kreps, 1997). For each SLA, I contacted
the local council member and the principal of the local public school. While I was able to
meet with the local council member in Hidden Valley, despite multiple attempts I was not
successful in obtaining a meeting with anyone from the Abbotsford council. I was, however,
able to meet with the developer of the Redwood Estate who was able to provide me with
relevant information on the development of the SLA.

35

In the subsequent chapters, the accounts of the residents and key informants relate only to Gum Nut Park
which contains two distinct communities, Redwood Estate and the Village.

142

In addition to contacting these stakeholders, I used my interviews with local residents
to source additional participants. This allowed the inclusion of well known community
leaders who might not hold official positions, but nonetheless play a key role in community
development. From the interviews conducted in Abbotsford, I was referred to a local police
officer, a senior member of the Neighborhood Watch Group, an editor of one of the local
newspapers and the President of the Local Progress Association in the Village. The residents
in Hidden Valley were not aware of any community leaders, however, the informants from
the council and the local school referred me to two voluntary associations - a land care group
and a local community group that provided bursaries and awards for local school children.
The total number of key informants numbered 4 and 6 for Hidden Valley and Abbotsford
respectively.

5.8

The Interview Process

Before contact was made with the participants of the original CCS survey, I sought and
obtained ethics approval from the Griffith University Human Research Ethics Committee.
All participants were initially contacted by telephone. The purpose of this initial contact was
to introduce myself to the participants, to provide them with information on my research
agenda and to organize a mutually convenient time and place where the interview could take
place. Approximately one week prior to the interview, I sent each participant a copy of the
questionnaire along with an information sheet on the project and a consent form (see
Appendices 6 and 8). In line with Pawson’s (1996) model of theorizing the interview, I
provided participants with this information before our meeting to give them time to reflect on
the various aspects of community organization that I wished to discuss with them. As
Pawson states, “Our everyday familiarity with conversational practices will always make
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interviews happen, but do not always allow for the apposite data to be constructed”
(1996:305).
I conducted interviews in Gum Nut Park between November 2005 and February 2006
and in Hidden Valley between March and May 2006.

Most of the interviews with

community residents took place in their homes. To ensure my safety, I carried a cellular
phone at all times and provided my supervisor with a full interview schedule including the
date and time of each interview and the address, telephone number and full name of each
interviewee. Four interviews took place in the participants’ work places and one interview
was undertaken in a coffee shop at the request of the interviewee. Interviews with residents
lasted between 45 minutes and 2 hours and were recorded using a digital voice recording
device. A professional transcription company transcribed the interviews, and I checked all
transcripts against their audio file for errors. Transcription was verbatim and included pauses
and repetitions. Further, when double checking the transcripts with the actual interview
recordings, I made note of tone, use of humor or irony to ensure I achieved a meaningful
interpretation of the interview process (Kvale, 1996).
The interview process for the key informants followed a similar trajectory. I initially
contacted them by telephone to explain the project, then followed up with an email providing
them with the topics/themes I wished to discuss with them (see Appendix 7). As was the case
with the residents, a project information sheet was also forwarded along with a consent form
(see Appendix 8). Interviews with key informants occurred within the same time frame noted
above and lasted between 45 and 60 minutes. All interviews were recorded and transcribed.
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5.9

Analytic Approach

My choice of method, the development of the thematic content of the interviews and my
approach to the interview itself followed Pawson’s (1996) theory driven model.

Thus

collective efficacy theory was the subject of my inquiry and I used the subsequent data to
clarify and expand the central tenets and claims of collective efficacy theory as postulated by
Sampson and his colleagues36. Using a semi-structured interview format provided the more
direct responses I needed in order to answer some of the set questions, but still allowed for an
interpretive approach.
Scholars have stressed that the collection and analysis of data constitutes an
interrelated process (Corbin & Straus 1990); thus throughout the data collection period, I
continuously analyzed the voice recordings and transcripts. Apart from providing benefits in
developing and refining categories and subcategories, taking this approach had other benefits.
Notably it provided a safeguard against enforcing my ideas on the participants. Because I
came to the interviews with a strong conceptual focus, it was imperative that I remained
sensitive to views and opinions of the respondents, especially if they contravened my own
opinions. Revisiting the transcripts also ensured the clarity and relevance of the questions
being asked of the respondents. For example, in analyzing the first interview, I noted that I
had posed several double-barreled questions which had made it difficult for the respondent to
interpret the meaning of the query. Seeing this in the transcripts, and indeed hearing my
voice in the audio files, ensured that subsequent interviews were better focused and more
comprehensive. Most importantly, this inter-related approach provided me with a deeper
connection to the data and the participants in my study.

36

As stated earlier, this approach does not treat the participant as a repository of facts. On the contrary, it
privileges the participant’s knowledge and their understanding of the social world.
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With qualitative research, as the study progresses, the data grow exponentially.
Ultimately, deciding what to include is a selective process that should be guided by the
conceptual framework and the research questions, incorporating that which is relevant and
important to the study (Miles and Huberman, 1994). The interviews with local residents and
key informants revealed several emerging themes that were not necessarily relevant to my
research questions, but were nonetheless interesting and could provide the impetus for future
research.
The responses from the participants were closely aligned with the research questions
outlined earlier in this chapter and related to the main themes that formed the basis of these
questions. However, at the completion of the analysis, the number of overarching thematic
categories had grown from 3 to 6 with a total of 32 sub-categories, and each sub-category
contained a number of dimensions. For example, in coding responses associated with the
definition of community (the thematic category) there were two sub-categories, place and
people, both with several dimensions.

Place included infrastructure, demographics and

environment, whereas the sub-category of people included dimensions such as friendships,
families, children and neighbors.
Drawing on Fine and Weiss’s (1998:295) analytic approach to their life-history
narratives, I wanted to confirm that the coded data were able to “speak to” the hierarchical
structure I had imposed. To do so, I constructed thematic tables to reflectively assess the
correspondence of the coded data to the developed categories. These tables allowed me to
ensure that 1) the coded data fit the sub-category within the context of other data comprising
this field, and 2) the data comprising these subcategories resonated with the higher
categorical structure.

If the coded data did not work or if they did not “slice up the

phenomenon…the way the phenomenon appears empirically” (Miles and Huberman,
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1994:61), their fit with other subcategories was assessed. In instances where recoding was
not possible, I removed the data from the analysis.
Throughout the analytic process, I relied on my own judgment and skill in coding the
data. While I recognize that using such software may make lighter work of an already
onerous task, I was not convinced that specialized computer packages would provide a depth
to the analysis that I could not supply myself. In many respects, such packages, such as NVivo, merely provide an electronic storage tool that allows for quick and easy refinement of
codes and re-organization of themes. As all transcripts were stored as electronic files, I
created thematic tables and databases using a word processing system which allowed the
same ease when refining the categories and sub-categories discussed in the proceeding
chapter.

5.10

Methodological Limitations

The qualitative methodology has three main limitations. The first concerns use of SLAs as
proxies for communities. The problem with using spatial units as indicators of community
was discussed in Chapter 3 and, as I noted, one must use caution in interpreting the data
resulting from studies where community has been operationalized according to imposed
geographic boundaries (see Fine & Weiss, 1998: Wellman, 1999).

Therefore, in

consideration of the difficulty associated with defining community, I engaged in several
“conceptual focusing” tactics (Pawson, 2006: 306) to ensure that I correctly interpreted and
distilled each interviewee’s understanding of their geographic community. During my initial
conversation with the participants, I advised them that the focus of my study was on
residential communities. To further illustrate the purpose of the interview, a copy of the
questionnaire was sent out prior to our meeting time. When I met with the participants, I
again asked them to focus on their geographic, residential community.
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I informed

participants that although I recognized that people may belong to various communities of
interest, our discussion would center on the area in which they lived. I also provided each
participant with a map outlining the Statistical Local Area in which they lived. On each map
I had placed a red dot approximately locating the participant’s home, and asked them to draw
a circle around the area that best represented their residential community. For Hidden Valley,
only 2 residents designated the SLA as their community. Most circled their own street or
several streets close to their residence as depicting their geographic community.

In

Abbotsford, 3 residents circled the entire SLA as their community. Those that lived in the
Redwood Estate were more likely to include only this residential area as their community –
indeed one participant circled the Village and wrote “EXCLUDE” over that section.
Similarly, those in the Village were more likely to circle only this area as their community,
even though they often frequented the facilities in Redwood.

Thus for the majority of the

residents interviewed in both SLAs, their notion of place did not fall neatly within
structurally imposed boundaries (the implications of this will be discussed further in later
chapters).
The residential location of participants in Abbotsford also posed a problem for this
study.

In Australia, SLAs are representative of one or more suburbs.

The SLA of

Abbotsford comprised two distinct suburbs: Calhoun and Gum Nut Park. Although the CCS
team employed a random selection process, participants from Calhoun were not selected for
the sampling frame. Moreover, the majority of participants from Gum Nut Park resided in
Redwood Estate. This distribution of respondents was problematic for two reasons. First, the
selection of Abbotsford was based on the crime rates for the entire area and the concentration
of residents in Gum Nut Park posed a significant threat to the validity of this selection
process. Fortunately, the Queensland Police Service had originally provided the crime data
reported by suburb, not SLA. Therefore, I was able to compare the crime rates for Gum Nut
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Park with Calhoun. As it turned out, the crime rates in Gum Nut Park were over 5 times
greater than Calhoun, providing support for my classification of this area as a deviant case.
The concentration of residents in Redwood Estate posed an additional problem.
Redwood Estate and the Village are distinctly different residential areas within the suburb of
Gum Nut Park, and to treat them as representing one community in this study was
methodologically unsound. At this point I considered three options. One was to exclude the
residents of the Village. However, from the accounts of the residents and the key informants,
the Village had all the hallmarks of a contemporary urban village and was worthy of
consideration in the context of this study.

I then considered expanding the number of

residents I would interview in this area. However, to do so posed a threat to the validity of
my sampling frame and my intent to corroborate the responses in the survey with in-depth
accounts of the participants. The final option was to closely examine the accounts of the two
residents in the Village with those proffered by the key informants and assess their level of
agreement. If the level of agreement was low, I would exclude the Village from my analysis
and would concentrate only on the larger of the two residential areas.

As will be

demonstrated in the following chapters, the accounts of the residents in the Village strongly
reflected those offered by the local police constable, the president of the Gum Nut Progress
Association37 and the editor of a local newspaper. Based on the corroboration of perceptions
and experiences, I progressed with the complete sample. In doing so, and in conjunction with
the tenets of qualitative research, I am not suggesting that the views of the residents and key
informants in the Village represent the views of this entire residential area, but rather serve as
valid accounts of the participants’ own perceptions, attitudes and behavior.
37

The president of the Progress Association provided me with a documented history of the Village including
many photographs, the results of several community surveys and bounded copies of all the Progress Association
newsletters, dating back to the early 1980’s. He had several photo albums of community events which we also
looked through. This information corroborated with the accounts the residents living in the Village, the
president of the Progress Association and the local police constable adding to the reliability of the interview
data.
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The final methodological limitation concerns the sole reliance on interviews to
understand and analyze collective mechanisms and processes. Traditionally, community
studies take a more ethnographic approach, incorporating several complimentary methods to
understand community functioning.

For example, Girling, Loader and Sparks (2000)

incorporated a range of sources in their study of crime in Macclesfield, England, including
discourse analysis of public documents, focus-groups and in-depth interviews with residents
and local business people and participant observation38.

Likewise, Fine and Weiss (1998)

incorporated focus groups and public documents with in-depth quasi-life history interviews
with residents of Jersey City and Buffalo to provide a rich and detailed description of the
difficulties faced by young working class people.
Several qualitative tools could have been successfully applied in answering the
research questions for this stage of the project. For example, social observation would
provide a description of the everyday minutiae of social life (Neuman, 2006) which may
reveal important clues as to how collective efficacy is sustained. Observations could range
from in-depth participant observation (Angrosini & Mays de Perez, 2000) to detached,
systematic social observation (Sampson & Raudenbush 1999). While those approaches could
qualify and contextualize the existence or lack of visual indicators of social organization,
social observation would not necessarily reveal the motives associated with the formation of
relationships or the types of intra-community relationships needed to encourage collective
action.
An alternative approach could have involved studying culture and cultural codes
through textual analyses (Frow & Morris, 2000). As Miller has argued, texts are an important
aspect of the “sense-making activities through which we construct, sustain, contest and
change our senses of social reality” (1997:77). Examining themes or discourses prevalent in
38

Indeed both Evi Girling and Ian Loader lived in Macclesfield for the entire duration of the study.
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local publications of the communities of interest would certainly yield interesting information
about the presentation of each community and the ways in which they frame and discuss local
issues. Yet, as with observation techniques, this approach would not illuminate the attitudes,
beliefs and intra-community relationships that might lead to a perceived capacity for action.
The present research utilizes the data from surveys and interviews to provide insight
into the norms and attitudes surrounding action and community relationships, but does not
definitively elucidate the in situ processes that lead to their development. My thesis provides
a theoretical and empirical test of collective efficacy theory and is not concerned with its
methodological uptake at this time. In the next two chapters I focus on the perceptions and
attitudes of local residents as they relate to social and personal relationships and the capacity
of the collective to respond to local problems or challenges. This component of the thesis,
therefore, provides a starting point for understanding the relationship between systemic
approaches to crime and collective efficacy.

5.11

Summary

This chapter summarized the methodology and the analytic approach of the second stage of
my research agenda. Although combining different, yet complimentary methods brought
some difficulties, I have argued in the chapter the importance of investigating collective
efficacy theory through two different lenses. The following chapter details the results of the
in-depth interviews.
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Chapter Six
Social Relationships and the Imagined Community

6.1

Introduction

Collective efficacy theory rests on the fundamental assumption that contemporary
communities are no longer characterized by strong affective ties (Sampson, 1999; 2002;
2006). Sampson believes that communities are “an important arena for realizing common
values and maintaining effective social controls” (1999:242), but comments that “attachment
to the neighborhood is contingent, voluntary and based on instrumental values tied to rational
investments” (Sampson, 1999:245). Specifically, he states that the urban village model
implicit in social capital theory and systemic models of crime control is outmoded, as intracommunity relationships no longer provide essential support for day to day living.
In urban communities, research suggests that intra-community relationships are more
functional in nature and diffuse in form (Janowitz, 1975; Suttles, 1972; Wellman, 1999). But
what does this mean for community control? If relationships are no longer important, how do
residents come to understand the obligations, expectations and shared norms for action?
What reinforces a belief in the ability of fellow residents to prosocially respond to local
challenges when strong ties are absent and membership is contingent?
In the collective efficacy literature, the processes that lead to action in the absence of
strong social bonds are not clearly outlined. There is no theoretical link that connects how
residents sense or understand community and community cohesion and how this then relates
to collaboration on task specific crime problems among residents. Examining how
community is imagined is as important as understanding how it functions. In his discussion
of national communities, Benedict Anderson stressed that “communities are to be
distinguished, not by their falsity/genuineness, but by the style in which they are imagined”
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(Anderson, 1983:14). I suggest that the same is true of urban communities.

The way in

which community is imagined or, drawing on Durkheim (1915[1912]), the particular
collective representations that symbolize community for local residents, may be more
important than the density of social relationships.
This chapter, therefore, focuses on this gap in the community organization literature.
The themes discussed herewith center on how residents define community, the nature and
form of their intra-community relationships and the mechanisms that symbolize cohesion and
commonality. Contrasting how relationships are imagined and how they are practiced will go
some way in explicating the role of social networks in contemporary urban communities.

6.2

Defining Community

In Hidden Valley and Gum Nut Park, residents predominantly defined community in two
ways: in terms of inter-personal connections and relationships with other people, and as a
place where people share common interests and values. Many participants characterized
community largely by affective relationships and face-to face social interaction:
Clara: Every(body) knows everybody. It is back in the days …when I was growing
up if you saw someone down the street they waved and yeah, that type of thing…Like
getting back to the old basics where people know each other.
Ian: Social networks – the support networks to sustain the area that you live
in…community needs to be somewhere to be able to support your family needs, your
personal needs, support with your day to day living.
Mary: People working for the good of everyone that lives within an area. It is just
looking out for each other and what everyone can do for each other and how you can
benefit from like being in one sort of area…Like minds.

Several residents expressed the view that community suggested the importance of
collective interests over and above individual pursuits. This was most clearly articulated by
Linda, a 29-year-old resident of Redwood Estate:
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I think a community is about, I think to an extent, looking at what is the community
interest as opposed to your own private interest or your own private inconvenience…I
would expect a recognition of public interest as opposed to private interest...And I
think – I mean your own private interest might be to let your kids roam the streets but
I think there’s a greater public interest in knowing what they’re doing to other
peoples’ property or interfering with other peoples’ privacy or peace and quiet.
People always dispute about speed bumps and things, some people don’t like them
but some people do…You might not like a speed bump or a set of traffic lights but
the community interest in preventing accidents or pedestrians being hit is greater. So
I’d probably look at that as a sense of community.
While relationships and common interests featured through the interviews, the presence of
shared values was also important in defining community. Using an analogy of weaving,
Ryan, a Hidden Valley resident, believed common values were essential to community
functioning:
My main understanding of community describes the weave or texture that makes the
cloth, by which most members of this or that society function. Not unlike the weave
of a tartan or the spin of a Thai Silk. It’s by the reconciliation of a common pattern by
which we function best. To go against that pattern, would bring up a flaw within the
cloth. That’s what I understand of community.

Of the 24 residents I interviewed, only one participant defined community in purely
pragmatic or instrumental terms.

Joanne, a resident from Redwood Estate, defined

community as simply “a region that you live and support…access to medical and food,
basics”. However, over the course of our interview, Joanne also mentioned the importance
of friends, shared interests and a common identity as some of the key features that she
identified as important in her particular community of Redwood Estate.
Almost all the interviewees characterized community by strong ties, face-to-face
interactions with others and the presence of essential services that facilitate daily living.
Over a century ago, Tonnies stated that “the force of Gemeinschaft persists although with
diminishing strength, even in the period of Gesellscaft, and remains the reality of social life”
(1955:272). In other words, in spite of the fragmentation and diffusion of communities in
contemporary society, the way people imagine community is important, for it provides them
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with a mental map of how things ought to be (see also Day, 2006).

The collective

representation of community among the residents interviewed in Hidden Valley and Gum Nut
Park strongly aligned with an urban village model. However, there was significant disparity
between how community and community relationships were imagined and how they
functioned, as I demonstrate in the next section.

6.3

Instrumental Relationships and Communities of Limited Liability

Although a Gemeinschaft imagery was evident in Hidden Valley and Redwood Estate, it did
not align with the day-to-day accounts of relationships and interactions.

Despite the

emphasis on connections to place and people in definitions of community, the majority of
participants lived in the community, but were not necessarily of the community. Friendships
were few in number, only a small minority of interviewees participated in either formal or
informal organizations within the community and only a handful of residents had attended a
community event during the preceding 12 month period.
In both areas, the intra-community relationships were proximal, not distal, and existed
predominately among immediate neighbors. In contrast to the density of social relationships
and the levels of intergenerational closure reported in the CCS survey for Hidden Valley and
Gum Nut Park, the accounts of social relationships provided by the interviewees did not
depict strong ties and communal inter-dependence.

Instead, the reality of community

functioning was more akin to Janowitz (1967) and Suttles’ (1972) depiction of a community
of limited liability.
I would suggest the CCS survey captured an imagined sense of community.
Certainly, in the abstract, community cohesion and strong social bonds were important to
many of the participants interviewed. At the outset of the interviews, residents reported
having many friends and social networks in the community, but as the interviews progressed,
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the reality was only a small proportion of people had what could be considered affective
relationships with fellow residents. Social interactions, for the most part, were not structured
according to leisure interests or common pursuits but were more purposive and concerned
with general community interests, such as which type of plant thrives best in drought
conditions, or what could be done about wild deer.
The way in which community was practiced in Gum Nut Park and Hidden Valley
support Sampson’s (2002; 2006) claim that infrequent interactions associated with particular
issues is more important for community regulation than the density of kith and kinship ties as
proffered by social capital theory or the systemic approaches. Residents were not tightly
linked, but yet they had a shared sense of the collective that guided their perceptions of
community organization and informal social control Each SLA, however, displayed subtle
differences in the way residents experienced and understood social relationships, as discussed
below.

6.3.1

Social Relationships in Hidden Valley

At the outset of each interview, participants were given a map of their area and were asked to
designate the area which they considered representative of their local community. In Hidden
Valley, the areas circled directly related to the location of the interviewee’s social
relationships. The majority of respondents in Hidden Valley did not draw the boundaries of
their community to fully encompass the SLA, but drew them either around the respondents’
own streets or the immediate streets surrounding their residential location. For the most part,
therefore, relationships with immediate neighbors played a large part in generating a feeling
of community for the Hidden Valley participants.
Anthony, a resident of Hidden Valley of less than one year, regarded his neighbors as
key in how he interpreted the community more broadly. As a relative newcomer to the area,
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he had not had an opportunity to meet many people, but the few relationships he formed with
fellow residents were important in making him feel part of his new community:
Rebecca: Do you feel as though you identify with the Hidden Valley community?
Anthony: Yeah, I think so. Certainly, in my area we get together and know each
other fairly well, so yeah, more so than I did in Woody Hill.
Rebecca: What is the difference between Woody Hill and Hidden Valley in that
respect, in terms of feeling like you’re a part of a community?
Anthony: We’ve been impressed by them [the neighbors] going out of their way, and
being friendly and including us in all sorts of things…they just went out of their way
to introduce themselves, organized get-togethers and more of social get-togethers.
But it was really good. We got to know each other, and yeah, we have a fairly good
relationship. We didn’t have that at Woody Hill…I think it is just the effort. Maybe
it’s just we’re very lucky to have some neighbors who enjoy interacting I suppose.

Although Gladys had lived in Hidden Valley for 13 years, she too knew only her immediate
neighbors. As with Anthony, it was not the quantity of ties that mattered, but the perceived
quality of such relationships.

Although Gladys did not have a large number of

acquaintanceships in Hidden Valley, the connections to her neighbors gave her a sense of
belonging:
A lot of people I don’t know, but I’d say our particular little neighborhood is close
and do look out for each other…there is a sense of community despite the big
spaces…I mean we have created a community because I guess we all needed to see
each other or talk about whatever, so we have created that.

Only 2 people reported strong friendships with a range of people throughout the
community. Dee and Mark, both long-term residents, spent much of their leisure time with
other community residents. Their depiction of community on the map included the entire
SLA. Their “territory” (Skogan, 1986; Taylor, Gottfredson & Brower, 1984) was more
expansive than others as a result of the more frequent face-to-face interactions with other
Hidden Valley participants. Interestingly, these participants were also the only people with
children enrolled at the local school. Dee and Mark regarded the school as a central meeting
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place where they could get together with other parents and talk about issues ranging from
community activities to the needs of local children. The school not only provided Dee, a
resident of 8 years, with the opportunity to develop strong friendships with local women, but
also allowed common interests to be realized:
Most of my friends are from Hidden Valley. I’ve met them through the school…A lot
of the community revolves around the school…that’s where I suppose the
commonality begins…through the school and through the common interest in their
children and their children’s interests.
Being connected to a local institution facilitated the formation of friendships for Dee and
provided her with a feeling of support and commonality with fellow residents across the
community.

Bursik (1988) argues elsewhere that the systemic literature overlooks the

school’s role as an important component of community self-regulation.

The number of

institutions and organization in Hidden Valley was low. However, the function of the school
in particular was vital in creating an atmosphere conducive to community development.
Connection to the school was also important for Mark, a long-term resident of the
area of 18 years. Many of his friendships in Hidden Valley and in neighboring SLAs resulted
from his children’s attendance at the local school and their participation in sporting activities
and playgroups in the local area. Mark believed that his children’s participation in local
activities facilitated his own sense of community:
Because that is one way of getting to know people, I guess it is a very important
part…you meet people that you are on one level with because they have the same
aged kids and you can exchange news and stuff like that…we identify ourselves with
the community and send our kids to the school here and do all sorts of stuff.
Despite the limited number of family and friendship ties in Hidden Valley, the
relationships with neighbors, in particular, were important in reinforcing norms of
reciprocity, and articulated the boundaries of acquaintanceships. As evidenced from Gladys’s
account below, talking with her neighbors reinforced the obligations concerning the care of
local wildlife:
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Rebecca: So how did you create that [cohesion among residents]? What were some
of the things that you did to bring the community together?
Gladys: Mainly just get together, meeting neighbors and discussing lawn mowers and
that sort of thing.
Rebecca: So just discussing sort of day-to-day things?
Gladys: Yes and how if we did this on our property it could affect the next-door
neighbors, sort of thing. And I think also to a point the wildlife aspect has brought
everybody together a bit.
Rebecca: What specifically about the wildlife aspect?
Gladys: Just looking out for sick birds and checking, you know, looking and making
sure that the koalas, not that there are many of those left, but wallabies and snakes are
okay if they are headed on to your property.
Gus’s relationships with his neighbors were similar. After living in Hidden Valley for 18
years, he was certainly friendly with his immediate neighbors, but apart from the occasional
Christmas gathering, his interactions with others centered mainly on helping each other out
with well defined tasks:
Yeah, I mean Bob managed to blow up his motor mower, I just went over, put it back
together for him, off you go! And it is not even something you think about, it is just
the way it is.
Nearly all the residents in Hidden Valley could articulate the boundaries of intracommunity relationships. Even if residents considered their neighbors as friends, no one felt
they could ask others for money, even in the case of an emergency. They also reported
feeling uncomfortable discussing any family problems they were having. When I asked Gus
what he could ask of his friends in the community, he replied, “time and sweat, that is about
it”.
In line with a community of limited liability, however, all residents felt comfortable
discussing issues of concern that affected the community.

Communicating with other

residents about local problems engendered a feeling of mutual support and cohesion for the
participants.

Residents readily shared information on plants, how to manage the drought,
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what to do about wild animals and how they could rally the council and local government to
deal with local traffic issues. Their relationships were not characterized by shared personal
interests and they did not rely on each other for psychological support. Sampson and his
colleagues would suggest (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson, 1999; Sampson, 2002; Sampson,
2006; Sampson et al., 1997; Sampson et al., 1999) that although relationships were weak,
social exchange was instrumental and purposive. The loose ties with others provided norms
of obligation and conveyed a sense of cohesion for some of the Hidden Valley residents.
Therefore the function of the ties, as opposed to the density of the ties, was important.

6.3.2

Social Relationships in Gum Nut Park

Unlike Hidden Valley, the territory imposed on the map by the residents of Gum Nut Park
did not align with the presence of social relationships. Participants in Redwood Estate
generally circled Redwood but excluded the Village, and visa-versa, even though the
residents were located in the same suburb and separated by only a 50 meter strip of
eucalyptus trees. Indeed, one of the Redwood residents wrote “exclude” over the Village on
her map. Residents of each area generally saw themselves as disconnected from each other,
and consequently social relationships were contained within their own residential area. The
boundaries separating the Village from Redwood estate were both imposed and imagined, as
clarified by Brendan, a resident of Redwood Estate:
I know it is separate because it’s got delineated boundaries and you can’t get to one
without going back out on the main road. They have rallied for their own name and
their own title of Redwood because technically it’s Gum Nut Park, it’s not Redwood.
But they have had that approved and granted…there is some competition between the
Village and Redwood. And I only perceive it because I read it, not because I feel it. I
don’t see it around me. It’s only in the readings of the local magazines like the
Redwood Messenger and the Gum Nut News or something like that. You know and
they talk about us and them and that sort of thing and stickers and we’re over here on
an 800 square meter block and you’re over there on a 600 square meter block so
therefore you know. And Redwood think that they’re better than the Village and the
Village think they’re better than Redwood because they’ve got a bigger block. To me
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it’s all bullshit…I don’t have personally that same perception of us and them but I can
read it and I can see it.

Mary from Redwood Estate also sensed the division between the two areas:
Mary: I think here and the Village there is, when you read the paper, like we don’t
become involved. Redwood is actually trying, the developers are actually trying to get
their own postcode for the estate, so there is a big thing. The Village, they think they
are better then us…if you need deliveries, or you need anything, people say “Gum
Nut Park? Which side?” And you go Redwood, and it is just an identification thing. I
don’t think people are trying to say that it is any better or any different. I think
Redwood is like a marketing thing that everyone goes “oh that is this part and the rest
of it is Gum Nut Park”…I think for me with the Village there are those kind of
people, the narrow minded people that, and it might only be a few people of them as
well, but they have kind of bagged out the whole of the people living in Redwood.
Rebecca: So do you think there is kind of an us and them situation?
Mary: Very much yeah. But I mean they’ve all benefited from everything. Their
houses have all gone up in price because of Redwood, and anyone who lives in here
has paid for, like the blocks of land weren’t cheap and are getting dearer, whereas
everyone else just kind of building on. Like they would use that to sell their houses to
get a better price, so why get upset about it?

The residents of the Village view the separation of the two areas as necessary to
maintain its own collective identity. Jim, the President of the Progress Association, who also
lives in the Village, sees this separation as vital for retaining a strong identity in a rapidly
growing area. He believed that if the Village could remain small and isolated it would be
easier for residents to maintain common values and interests, and he has actively rallied
against a connecting road between the Village and Redwood Estate:
This area here, [the Village] over the generations that we have been here, we’ve had
three or four or five or six generations of kids coming through…The quality of life is
the more important thing…most of the people I’ve talked to accept that this is an area
without the mod cons but a delightful place to be. The people next door [Redwood
residents] keep telling me it’s so nice to walk through the trees and see this place…I
believe home is where you make it. I love to live where I live and so do you. We
have a very safe, quiet community, basically sheltered from the development around
us, or so we think, and we want to keep it that way…we sacrifice facilities for
isolation.
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The form and content of social relationships differed significantly between the Village
and Redwood Estate.

Those living in the Village appeared closely linked with other

residents. This was not only evidenced by the residents’ and key informants’ reports, but was
visible during my time in this neighborhood. For example, I conducted part of the interview
with Jim as we walked through the Village.

Our walk took place on a weeknight at

approximately 5.30 p.m. and there was much activity between residents on each street.
Women were talking to each other on the front lawns, parents and children were playing in
the park and children were riding their bikes throughout the streets. Jim greeted everyone by
name and they in turn responded. On two occasions during our walk, we stopped to talk with
local residents who were on personable terms with one another.
Robert, a local police constable, also confirmed this perception of local relationships,
believing the social interaction of the Village to be decidedly different from Redwood, with
community organization resonating more with a country town than an urban suburb:
The Village, which is probably about 500 people, and it’s got the true country style,
people are interested, go out of their way to assist others, know each other, actually
talk to their neighbors, and has a community spirit.

Likewise, strong relationships characterized residents’ accounts of community life. Clara, a
long-term resident of the Village, had many friends and family who lived in the area. She
believed that the village was a child-focused area where parents took the time to get to know
each other and the other children:
Rebecca: Is Redwood as kid-centered as this area?
Clara: I wouldn’t say that, no. I would say this is more for the kids than what
Redwood is.
Rebecca: What is the difference do you think, between this area here and Redwood in
terms of children’s activities?
Clara: I would say it comes down to the parents really.
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Rebecca: In what way?
Clara: Well some up there really don’t care whether they [the children] go down to
the park or not, where over here there are always adults around.
Eva, an elderly resident of the area for many years, knew people throughout the village and
noted the strong relationships among residents and the importance of adult-child interactions.
While Eva primarily socialized with people her own age, she also commented on her
friendships with younger women and her fondness for the local children in the area. She was
often invited to children’s parties to take part in the festivities. Eva strongly identified with
the people of the Village and felt her identification with the community centered on the
people who lived in the area:
Oh, I don’t know…just more the friendliness of the people – I mean people really
make a community, don’t they? So I think it’s the people that live here really.

The Village, as the residents and key informants characterized it, was a closely linked
community with strong affective ties and a salient collective identity.

In contrast, the

interviewees in Redwood Estate described their community relationships in more
instrumental terms. Although most people interviewed knew their immediate neighbors, few
reported that they mixed with their neighbors socially. They were happy to say hello when
out gardening or to spend 5 minutes over the fence talking about plants or building materials,
but the boundaries of friendships were clear. Neighbors could be relied on in times of
emergency and were helpful when assistance with small tasks was needed, but were not seen
as being appropriate for emotional support or affective relationships. In my interview with
Brendan, he ardently rejected the need to form strong bonds with community residents:
I don’t go to community clubs or socialize with any of them [neighbors]. I don’t even
know the names of my neighbors. I believe high fences make good neighbors… I am
not really a community minded person myself as such. I don’t really contribute to the
community, but I don’t take from it either.
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However, he recognized that in the future he would need to build instrumental ties in order to
be successful in a planned business endeavor in the local area:
As I put my stage two of my own business down the road in a convenience center
over there, I will probably start to contribute to the community. We do so in
Hinchcliff which is where our business is, but we don’t do it here. But we will do
because I believe to grow my business – it is part of the social responsibility of having
a business is that you give as well as take, so it is part of our business strategy but not
our personal strategy.
Linda, who at the time of our interview did not have any friends or family living in
Redwood, commented on her need to develop stronger relationships with local people once
her youngest child was of school age. She felt that as her child got older, she would need to
become more “community minded” to enable/support her son’s interests and activities:
I think as my son grows up, he’ll go to the school there, he’ll have school friends who
live in the community, so I’ll meet their parents and be a tuck-shop lady. Or as he is
older and he wants to go kick a football around the park, I think then I feel more of a
sense of involvement
For now, however, for Linda, being part of the Redwood community “…just feels like it’s
where you go to sleep, eat and shower because we travel out of the community…our recent
life as married people with no kids, you sort of leave the community to socialize”.
Of the Redwood participants, Richard, a resident of two years, was the most active
within the community, participating in many of the local events and taking on the role of
block coordinator with Neighborhood Watch.

He reported having many friends in the

Redwood Estate, but as the interview progressed, it became clear that these relationships
were limited to people living on his street. Moreover, while he and his wife had formed
strong friendships with one set of neighbors, most of his reported interactions in the
community involved volunteering or providing practical assistance to neighbors:
If I want a hand with anything, they just jump the fence and give me a hand and
everything. And if they want something, I jump the fence and help them out. See, so
everything works in together.
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6.4

Symbols of Social Cohesion

One of the key questions guiding this dissertation is how community residents garner a sense
of social cohesion in loosely connected communities. Over 30 years ago, Albert Hunter
(1974:7) argued “for meaningful social action to take place, individuals need some
organizing principle, some definition of the situation which includes a spatial referent”. For
Hunter, this definition could be influenced by social networks or symbolic images. The
latter, he argued, received little empirical attention in the ecology of crime literature. Indeed,
as Sampson (2002; 2006) has argued, a major limitation of understanding the differential
outcomes of urban communities is the intense focus on neighborhood ties rather than the
functions of those ties. I argue that unpacking how a community is imagined and how it is
symbolized in the minds of residents provides a way to understand the organizing principle
behind perceived social cohesion when ties are few in number and instrumental in form.
In the previous section I noted the different ways each of the three areas experienced
community.

In the Village, the accounts of residents and key informants suggested

community was understood predominantly through dense ties and a sense of belonging that
extended beyond instrumental relationships with neighbors. As this was a small (both
geographically and in population) and residentially stable community, it was relatively easy
to stay connected with one another.

Compared with this, in Redwood Estate and Hidden

Valley a sense of community was not attributable to affective social bonds with fellow
residents.

In these areas, relationships with fellow residents were limited in form and

number. There were a few interviewees who actively participated in the community and
reported developing a number of strong friendships with fellow residents as a result of that
participation.

On the whole, intra-community relationships existed primarily among

immediate neighbors. Interactions were not based on affect or common interests, but were
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instrumental and purposive, generated by a desire to help those living in close proximity or to
facilitate their own family’s needs or pursuits.
Most of the participants in Hidden Valley and Redwood Estate believed they lived in
cohesive communities and reported sharing similar values with their fellow residents. For
each locale, dense interlocking relationships did not generate the feeling of social solidarity
and commonality. Instead, important collective representations, both assumed and observed,
symbolized community for these participants as discussed in the following sections.

6.4.1

Sensing Cohesion in Redwood Estate

In Redwood Estate community values were derived from community events, local
newsletters and the presentation of private dwellings and public spaces.
Community Events: Residents had knowledge of the many activities that occurred in the
Redwood estate throughout the year. Carols by Candlelight at Christmas, movies at the park
through the summer months, a spring festival and the openings for new villages in Redwood
Estate were the main community get-togethers. The developers of the estate sponsored and
organized these events, which were free to all attending and did not require volunteer labor
from local residents. In Redwood Estate and the Village, many had attended at least one of
these events during the preceding 12 months. From the accounts of the residents and key
informants interviewed, these events were extremely well attended, not just by local
residents, but also by those living in neighboring SLAs. In my interview with the developer
of Redwood Estate, Ross estimated that more than 5000 people attended Carols by
Candlelight each year, almost double the number of total residents in the SLA itself.
The residents who attended these events generally viewed the atmosphere as fun and
relaxing, providing a real community atmosphere.

Shelley believed that these events

provided people with a sense of community that was not available in other suburbs:
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Shelley: That’s another thing they have in here that you can’t get in a lot of other
places, they have a fair and they’ll have the carols at Christmas and they’ll have
movie nights, that’s really good.
Rebecca: Oh really, what do they do for the movie nights?
Shelley: Like they had Finding Nemo one night, they had a huge big screen down here
at the lake, everyone just brings a deckchair, bring your own drinks, bring your own
rug and the kids can – just like the old outdoor, come for a movie night, so good.
Yeah, and it doesn’t matter what’s on, it’s usually kids’ movies, like PG movies, so
there’s people that bring their tables and their wine and….
Rebecca: So a lot of people turn out for those things?
Shelley: Yes, they do.
Rebecca: What about the spring fair and the carols, are there a lot of….
Shelley: Yes, it’s huge.
Even those residents who did not regularly attend community events gained a sense of
community and community participation just seeing people congregating together:
Linda: There are fellows who race these little yachts in the lake, the fairs and the
movie things, you might not attend them but you drive past them and they’re well
attended…it certainly appears that a lot of people are participating.

The developer considered these events to be very important, serving two main purposes: to
symbolize community cohesion and to reinforce the expectations associated with property
maintenance and personal ownership for the well-being of Redwood Estate.

As Ross

advised:
We do the Spring Fair each year, where we try to have a garden competition and
handout the prizes of the garden competition. Now, there’s two things in that. We do
it to make our gardens look great and it gives people a sense of pride, but also…I
guess I just touched on it, that sense of pride and to get everyone aware that Spring’s
in the air, make it look good, give them a sense of ownership and pride of their area
and so they take the positive, proactive steps in looking after their environment rather
than letting the crime slip in and then they’ve got to be reactive.
According to Ross, the presentation of Redwood Estate as a cohesive and engaged
community served as a protecting factor against crime and disorder. It was not important that
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the majority of people attending the events were not local residents, as the imagery projected
aligned with the community message the developers were marketing.

Community Newspapers:

Benedict Anderson (1983) argued that the most powerful

mechanism in promoting nationalist ideology across diverse groups was the rise of print
media, “the convergence of capitalism and print technology on the fatal diversity of human
language created the possibility of a new form of imagined community” (1983:49). Such
dissemination of information made it possible for “rapidly growing numbers of people to
think about themselves and relate themselves to others, in profoundly new ways” (1983:40).
With the rapidly growing population in Redwood Estate, the dissemination of information
through newsletters promoted a sense of community and provided clear community norms
and expectations. The local newsletters were a vital source of community information for all
people interviewed living in Redwood Estate.

There were three newsletters circulated

throughout the SLA: The Redwood Messenger, The Gum Nut News (the editor a Redwood
resident) and the Gum Nut Progress Association Newsletter. In every house I visited in both
Redwood Estate and the Village, the latest copy of the Redwood Messenger39 donned the
kitchen bench, the coffee table or the front hall. Many of the residents had saved the latest
newsletter(s) so I could keep up with local affairs. Indeed, one resident had compiled
newsletters over a twelve-month period for me to copy and keep. For the participants in this
study, the newsletters projected common values and a sense of community, but also alerted
them to the types of problems in their area and the community’s capacity to respond to such
issues.

39

The Pine Lakes Messenger is a free, glossy-print weekly newsletter rumored by some residents to be
sponsored by the local council and the Pine Lakes developers.
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Charlotte, a Redwood resident, was one of the few participants who reported spending
a lot of her time with fellow residents. Interestingly, however, when I asked what guided her
perceptions of community cohesion; she did not draw on her day-to-day relationships with
others, but instead referred to the images projected in the newsletters:
I see it reflected in our local paper. We have a local – two actually, one is Redwood
Messenger, and I can see it reflected in that and the Gum Nut News which comes
from the wider Gum Nut Park area and I can see it reflected in that…just people are
interested in people…trying to solve problems and – there just seems to be a real
interest in other people.

Shelley, a full-time employed mother of two residing in Redwood Estate, also believed that
the newsletters provided a sense of community. Shelley works outside of her local area and
both her children attend a private school in a neighboring suburb. Therefore, she has little
time to participate in her community. The newsletters provided Shelley with an important
symbol of belonging “We have Redwood Messenger, it’s a free little magazine…and you
kind of get that [sense of community] and if you work, like me, you know what’s going on.”
The Redwood Messenger, in particular, also provided residents with information on
what was considered appropriate behavior or conduct. In many ways it acted as a source of
informal social control. The Rants and Raves column contained letters written to the editor
expressing mostly concern or consternation about local issues. The residents interviewed in
Redwood and the Village were regular and avid readers of this column, some finding the
protracted dialogue between residents over seemingly minor issues quite amusing.

I

examined the Rants and Raves section of several issues. This column demonstrated clear
norms of what was considered acceptable behavior.

This was especially true when it

concerned young people’s behavior in public spaces and the need for adult supervisor or
intervention. This can be seen in the following excerpts from the August 2005 edition:
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I often go to WF [Westfield Shopping Town] on a Thursday evening. It’s not so
much the large groups or the bouncing of balls, it’s the foul language these teenagers
use, trying to big note themselves. It is tacky and uncalled for.
I fully support your thoughts on the kids from Redwood hanging around the shopping
centre to meet up with friends, not to be baby-sat!!!...As the parent of a teenager, I
know there is a need for them to have something to do, and a place to go. It’s a shame
that the developers have not taken this into consideration and catered for them.

The newsletter was also an important forum to “out” local residents or organizations
for doing the wrong thing. Referring to the August 2005 edition of the Redwood Messenger,
a fellow resident wrote the following warning to fellow residents of a rogue animal breeder:
A warning for potential pet owners of the feline kind: I recently purchased two
Siamese kittens from a woman advertising exotic Asian kittens for sale for $100. On
taking these kittens to vet, I discovered they were riddled with fleas, had ear mites, cat
flu and conjunctivitis. They were malnourished and very sick. Upon my entire
family breaking out in ringworm, another visit to the vet confirmed they were carriers.
This involved some very healthy doctor bills for seven people. Our account is now
over $1000 for these kittens and we are still counting…If you are thinking of
purchasing a cat, I suggest you go through legitimate breeders or pet suppliers.
Beware of this woman from Wooddale Farm.

Residents in Redwood Estate were fully aware that they could rely on this newsletter to
obtain information on who or what to avoid. Ian, a Redwood Estate resident and a regular
reader of the newsletter knew that if someone stepped “out of line”, it would be there in the
Rants and Raves column for all to see:
They have the Redwood News or whatever and they have Rants and Raves so people
dob in other people…they just say so-and-so was doing such-and-such so the whole
community kind of knows that there are people that aren’t doing the right thing…And
then it goes on for about six weeks to and fro.

Finally, the Redwood Messenger and Gum Nut News were important in keeping
residents informed of local activities or important issues which the community was
supporting.

Mary, a Redwood Estate resident, spends most of her time outside of the
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community and relied on the newsletters for local information. For Mary, the newsletters
also generated a feeling of efficacy among residents:
I think that is trying to send a positive message to residents. And I think the Rants and
Raves is just a free public forum to air your whatever. The Gum Nut News, like Gael
that writes that, she is promoting like cancer awareness and that type of, like being
involved in things. By the sounds of it she seems to get fairly good responses, and I
think if people, if you put it out there that these are ways to help people, that’s how
you get it, you know sometimes you just don’t know how or where to go.
The newsletters, therefore, disseminated information on the values, beliefs and
capacity of the community. With the influx of residents into Redwood Estate, the newsletters
were an important mechanism in symbolizing social cohesion, projecting social norms and
reinforcing community values. In the absence of affective relationships and strong social
networks among the participants in Redwood Estate, the newsletters maintained an imagery
of community life that resonated strongly with the urban village model. For those living in
the Village, the newspapers kept them abreast of local occurrences, but did not provide the
sense of cohesion felt by the Redwood Estate residents.

The Presentation of Place: More so for residents residing in Redwood, the presentation of
place also influenced the way people viewed the community. The appearance of public
spaces and the upkeep of private residences were signifiers of community cohesion and
commonality among those residing in Redwood Estate. However, through the interviews
with residents and key informants, it became clear that the projection of a well-maintained
community was not something that was instigated at a grass roots level, but instead was
generated and maintained by the developers through building covenants on the appearance of
the house and land area. Although I could not procure a copy of a building contract from the
developers, two residents told me of the specifications relating to the presentation of
individual residences:
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Charlotte: They do have covenants on our buildings which they are very strict with.
Rebecca: What are the covenants?
Charlotte: That causes a bit of angst. Well they vary according to your house style.
The cottages have covenants that are different.
Rebecca: Do they say you can’t paint your house purple?
Charlotte: They don’t like if your house is purple. There is a house near Heathcoat
Avenue and it was a purple – burgundy and somebody said to me ‘how did they get
away with that because they have been told that you can’t paint your houses’ [purple].
We got a whole covenant book.
Rebecca: So you have to keep the house a certain way? What about the lawns or are
there other things that you have to do?
Charlotte: Well there are a lot of lawns that haven’t been kept very nicely so I don’t
know how they get on but they would like you too. They don’t penalize you if you
don’t. With the cottages they said we had to put the picket fence in the front. Nobody
else had a fence and the previous cottages didn’t have a fence but we did. The
driveways had to be done a certain way. There is a lot of variety but you can’t just
have a concrete driveway or an aggregate, they changed that just as we were building.
We got a diamond in ours and I don’t know how we got away with it. We have to
keep bricks up the side.
Rebecca: To keep a traditional kind of feel to it.
Charlotte: Yes but everybody has to do that, not just the cottages. The cottages have
to have a certain pitch in the roof, we have to have nine feet ceiling. Basically it is all
external stuff. You have to have two rooms at the front, you have to have your door
centered in your hallway. You have one garage and a zero lot line. You have to a
hood over a window that doesn’t have a patio. We had to have glass in our front door.
We had to paint out front patio. Little things I guess but they are cottage things so it
didn’t bother us one bit…They pass every plan. Every plan goes to them for passing
to get stamped. Yes you can’t have cars in your front lawn; you can’t have a caravan
in your front yard. You have to have a driveway at least long enough to have at least
two cars in your driveway.

In a later email, Charlotte also advised me on the expectations concerning the upkeep of any
visible yardage:
When we purchased our block of land here, we must pay the developers a covenant
deposit of $2000. After the house is completed, they come by and inspect it and if
everything in the covenant has been done, they then refund our $2000. This even
includes the landscaping of the front yard, as everybody must plant three 2-meter trees
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and five 1-meter shrubs. Minimum. They want the landscaping to look mature right
from the start.
Not only did residents have to pay a deposit, but according to Linda, the developers also
provided a cash incentive to motivate residents to design their gardens using particular plants
and landscaping products:
The other thing Redwood do is they landscape, when you buy [your residential block]
you get a $1500 package of plants and a gardening plan so you can do your front
yard. So as you drive through the estate people have these beautiful landscaped
gardens and things and it makes such a difference.

A less obvious way of keeping up the standards of Redwood Estate was by placing a
limit on the number of properties that could be sold to investors. In signing their contract,
residents had to give an undertaking to live in the residence they had purchased. This was
done specifically to keep the level of renters to a minimum, as confirmed by Ross:
Ross: There is one area within here that we as developers are conscious that it is a
slightly different demographic and that was an area that was sold probably four years
ago, five years ago, when things were really tough and a lot of investment sales were
put through. So, that there are tenants living there, not actual residents…which are a
bit more transient, they don’t look after their house doesn’t appear as good, they don’t
look after the landscaping as well. We made a conscious decision about two to three
years ago to not sell to investors which we were lucky because it was in the boom
time so we could be choosy who we sold to in that we couldn’t produce enough stock
to sell to everyone. And that has helped that investor perception of Redwood. So, it
is seen as a real community where people who live here, own here, and are conscious
of their future capital values, so they are quite happy to spend the extra in the
landscaping.
Rebecca: So, is there only one block per person here?
Ross: Yes. Yes. I mean sure there are definitely areas where a resident might own an
investment house down the road, but over the last few years that would be quite rare.
Probably five per cent of all sales have gone to investors, which has worked really
well. Yes, we are starting to open up again now because the investors aren’t so
prevalent in the market. Compared to Queensland which I think the average is about
30 per cent of all properties owned are owned by investors. We’re below that.

While residents were aware of the developer’s role in creating and maintaining an
image of community, the participants in this study did not connect the actions of the
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developer with their perceptions of community cohesion. Attributions of pride and a shared
desire to create a beautiful community were largely ascribed to the fellow residents living in
Redwood. From the visual presentation of the community, people sensed a commonality
among residents. They perceived fellow residents as having a strong sense of pride and
viewed the community having similar values and aspirations, as evidenced in the following
passages:
Linda: I suppose if you’re thinking of Redwood specifically, it looks alike, it’s welllandscaped so I guess there’s that kind of feeling of connection or some sort of
similarity between the people who live there.
Mary: I think it is just everyone would like to live somewhere nice, promote a certain
type of [community]. Redwood has been branded as a community, like that is the
way they sell it, that is why we bought in here, because this was a community
development…yeah, I think in here – this will sound a little – I think it looks better if
it looks nice, if there is nice houses, if there is well maintained lawns. If there is lots
of, I think, when you can see the paths and the walkways. It’s inviting.
David: It’s that sort of environment. Because it’s new everybody’s making positive
attempts to meet other people and to be part of that environment, that new
development of that town. It’s got pride in the community, it’s well landscaped, it’s a
nice place to live, it’s nice people, it’s just probably everything that most people are
looking for in the place that they call home. Everybody has a sense of
pride…everybody’s trying to make that place much better.
The mature trees, the manicured lawns, the limited number of renters were visible
representations of commonality and shared values. As stated earlier, even though social
relationships in Redwood Estate were predominantly instrumental, symbols of “sameness”
provided residents with a shared sense of the collective.
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6.4.2

Sensing Cohesion in Hidden Valley

In Hidden Valley, there are almost no centrally organized community activities. With the
exception of a kite-flying day40 which occurred annually for three years, the only other
community activities include an annual Hidden Valley Ball (organized by non-residents) and
a school fete which is held every other year. Of the residents interviewed, no one had
attended the kite flying day or the ball and only those people who were presently or
previously associated with the public school attended the fete. Roslyn, the local councilor,
claimed that the people in Hidden Valley were resistant to supporting or participating in local
events:
I suppose from my point of view I … one thing I’ve pushed as long as I’ve been here,
and it applies to the whole ward, is that I’ve seen enough of how other communities
operate to feel that I think this community could function better as a community in
terms of getting together, working together, socializing together, you know. A lot of
people seem to just go about their own lives and, you know, they’re too busy, caught
up in their own businesses or whatever and constantly you just get the comment, oh
but I’m too busy, well, I’m afraid … you know, you can always find time if you really
want to do something.
The lack of community events did not necessarily disturb Hidden Valley residents.
The majority of the interviewees primarily socialized outside of the community. When I
asked Gladys to comment if community organizations and activities were important to people
in Hidden Valley, she replied, “No, I wouldn’t say so, no…I think everybody’s leading their
own lives and are busy and they don’t have time to additional stuff”.

However, Jack

perceived the lack of central activities and facilities as a drawback for the area:
Jack: There’s no sort of cohesive element of Hidden Valley other than the fact that
everyone probably has acreage properties, can afford to live there because it’s a
higher income area…It’s a residential location which uses facilities at Bellbird or the
facilities at Kenwood or Ingletown to carry out its functions.
40

The Kite Flying Day was established by an informal group of local residents. I was able to interview one of
the founding members who told me that the kite-flying day was established in an attempt to create community
awareness and get local residents to finally support important projects at the school not covered through federal
funding. This activity ran for three consecutive years but was cancelled in 2005 due to poor attendance. To
raise funds, this group now organizes a wine tasting night that occurs outside of the community attended by
people from a range of suburbs in Brisbane’s west.
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Rebecca: So do you feel that the presence of facilities is an essential component to
building community?
Jack: Yeah, well satisfies the needs of the population. So for example, the rec club
down at Bellbird was established there as a base for the soccer club. It fulfils a much
wider function, people use that as a main sort of social gathering point, go out for a
meal and meet your friends, play pool, have a drink, play the pokies…it’s just the
nature of the people coming in and their interests and pursuits. Most of their interests
and pursuits are outside the district rather than being inside it.
Joseph, the principal of the local school for over 12 years, also felt that the lack of
organized activities precluded residents from realizing common interests and generating
cohesive responses to local issues:
Joseph: Most of the kids, when they go into sport and stuff like that, they tend to take
part in stuff with Merton’s name on it. For example, they play for Merton United
Soccer team, they go to the Merton Pony Club…but with regard to the suburb of
Hidden Valley there isn’t a shop in this suburb. There’s really no infrastructure at
all...there’s the Hidden Valley Hall up the road there, which seems to be run by
people who don’t live in Hidden Valley, that have some association but live in Woody
Hill and places like that. I would love to see some sort of community center built,
whether it be a hall or whether it be a sports club or something like that, just where
people could meet, whether it be a bar, whether it be, just somewhere to get people to
come together and focus…
Rebecca: A central place?
Joseph: There isn’t one…we’re sort of a dormitory suburb if you like.

There were no community newsletters in Hidden Valley providing residents with
information on local issues, community events or community groups. There was only an
environmental group newsletter for paid members and a weekly newsletter available to those
with children enrolled in the school. Unlike Redwood Estate, a sense of belonging and
cohesion was not generated through print. Further, as indicated earlier in the chapter, social
relationships rarely extended beyond the participants’ immediate area.

Sampson (2002;

2006) argues that a community can be self-regulating without strong networks or
organization participation. However, the question remains, what are the processes that
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generate shared values and a common identity? For example, how did residents in this
community develop such a strong sense of cohesion in the absence of strong, affective ties,
community events and the dissemination of community values through print media? From
the accounts of the interviewees, community cohesion was symbolized through the
demographic profile of residents and the presentation of the local area.

Common Demographics = Common Values: Nearly all of the residents interviewed in
Hidden Valley were acutely aware of the affluent status of their community and they believed
people living in the area held powerful positions in both the private and public sector. When
Gus talked about Hidden Valley and the kind of community that he felt existed there, he
described it in terms of affluence and education:
Okay it is a very tolerant, very free form and I think a lot of that has to do with
reasonable affluence. And the reasonably high standard of education that most of the
people here have. I think you would be flat out finding anyone who doesn’t have at
least post-secondary school qualifications and most would have uni and post grad
qualifications and that in itself breeds a tolerance…so it is a very free, open sort of
community. At the same time it has fairly right wing standards or views or politics.
Ryan, too, was well aware of the affluence in Hidden Valley and described his fellow
residents as “well-oiled”:
I always say to my wife, Sally, look they’re all having such a bloody good time it’s
just sickening. They’ve all got these smirks on their faces. They’re all so gloating –
where they live and what they’ve got and it’s just shocking. Three quarters of the
population are below the poverty line and look at all these people. They’re well oiled,
they’re well greased, they’re well stacked. If you put it all into an equation, it is
totally decadent.
He also noted the level of education and professionalism present in the community and
quoted the ABS statistics to support his perceptions:
The interesting thing, if you look at statistics, that the highest percentages of personal
computers for the whole of Australia is in Hidden Valley…and I thought, hmmm, if
that’s the case that means that they’re dominantly professional people…but what it
also means is professional people are going to have professional children, and that
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over a time of say two or three generations, is going to exacerbate into a sort of more,
like an elite community.

The participants in Hidden Valley attributed the shared values of fellow residents to
the financial health of the community. Despite the lack of intra-community relationships, by
and large people felt that they could trust fellow residents to act in their best interests, as they
saw their interests closely aligned. As Gus advised, “my best interests living here is in the
best interest for everyone else, because the majority of them have the same sort of interests,
the same sort of skills”. Sam, the youngest participant, at only 20 years of age, also attributed
trust in fellow residents to the area’s demographics:
Well pretty much everyone, like a lot of people out there, they’re mainly just doctors
and professionals and stuff so they’re generally people you could assume you could
trust…Yeah, you had the feeling that the people around you were very powerful
because the were all sort of wealthy professional people and they have a lot of
economic, political and social power.

Dee viewed the homogeneity of community values as directly associated with the
level of education in Hidden Valley and referred to the common values shared by residents as
they pertained to children:
Dee: A lot of the people are like-minded. They’re mostly university educated, as are
we, so they tend to have the same values. They tend to want the same things for their
children.
Rebecca: And what would those values and thing be for you?
Dee: I don’t know. They’re quite moral people in some ways. They want to bring up
children who probably put back into the community or put back wherever they are,
wherever, they should be. But they want to do as well as they can too, to achieve as
much as they can…on the whole they’re educated people who want the same for their
children.

For many of the residents, affluence and education symbolized work ethic, honesty,
competency and power. However, Mark, a tradesman, and his wife, Barbara, a homemaker,
did not see the education or wealth in Hidden Valley as symbolizing strong values. In fact,
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they saw these community attributes as somewhat divisive and exclusionary. Mark noted that
the area was a “little too up market” for them and that there was a “certain element of the
community…where they perceive their standard should be also be other people’s standard in
the community”. Mark felt that:
Hidden Valley is pretty much an exclusive society and wants to stay that way…well it
is probably more a money thing than anything. It wants to keep its prestige, hilltop
position sort of stuff…there’s a lot of conservative people here really, especially the
old money and it’s been inheritance and this and that, you know.

Despite the assumed cohesion among the local residents in Hidden Valley, three of
the key informants provided a somewhat different picture of community life. They did not
view the socio-economic standing of the area and the collective wealth and education of
community residents as encouraging commonality. Joseph, Roslyn, and Paul perceived the
growing wealth in the area as driving greater self-interest. I will come back to this in the next
chapter.

Collective affluence rather than the presence strong social relationships provided a
powerful symbol of collective identity.

Sampson and his colleagues note that affluence is

“theoretically relevant to understanding the activation of social control, regardless of dense
social ties” (Morenoff et al., 2001:528). From the accounts of the residents, commonality
was assumed through the socio-economic standing of the community. The dissemination of
shared values did not occur through dense ties and networks. Morality, tolerance, shared
interests and common pursuits were largely assumed and attributable to the levels of
education and wealth in Hidden Valley.

Environmentally Friendly: The aesthetic beauty and semi-rural nature of Hidden Valley also
provided residents with a sense of social cohesion. Some participants likened Hidden Valley
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to a country area where environmental values were assumed to be commonplace. Gladys saw
people residing in Hidden Valley as liking nature and sharing similar environmental values.
She regarded those who lived in Hidden Valley as people “who appreciate the countryside I
suppose it being, I’d say semi-rural, and I suppose people care about their properties and look
after their houses…well kept, a sense of pride.” Although Gus knew only his immediate
neighbors, he believed the love the land drew people to Hidden Valley:
Most of the people out here are interested in the rural lifestyle…most of us are here
for the rural, because we enjoy nature, because we enjoy plants, because we like
having animals around all that sort of stuff…the people for some reason that move in
here seem to enjoy the same sorts of things we do.
Similarly, Lucy and Anthony felt the “country feel” of the place brought people together.
Lucy believed that people living in Hidden Valley “have a fairly good respect for the
environment and for each other”. Anthony preferred Hidden Valley to other places he had
lived because it was “sort of country”, and his fondness for the rural nature of the community
certainly contributed to his perceptions on shared values and interests among residents. On
several occasions throughout the interview he mentioned the environmental awareness among
his immediate neighbors and felt there was strong support for environmental groups.
The presentation of place, as was the case in Redwood Estate, signaled a shared
attachment to the community and led residents to believe that people had a sense of pride. In
this way, the care of one’s property symbolized common values and community membership.
In the absence of strong relationships and frequent face-to-face interactions, the physical
presentation of the community provided residents was an important and highly visible
indicator of belonging and social organization.
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6.5

Discussion/Summary

The community concept was strong for participants in Gum Nut Park and Hidden Valley and
a working trust was present all three of distinct communities present in this sample. In the
Village, the notion of community was reinforced through strong networks, affective
relationships and a history of collaboration. From the accounts of the residents and key
informants, this community aligned strongly with an urban village model. Yet in Redwood
Estate and Hidden Valley, local relationships were limited in both density and function.
Contrary to the social capital literature, the assumed social cohesion in the aforementioned
areas did not result from strong social networks with fellow residents nor was it derived from
participation in community events.

Instead, social cohesion and collective values were

understood and experienced through symbols in the community, including newsletters, the
presentation of physical space and the presumed socio-economic standing of their fellow
residents.
In Redwood Estate, and Hidden Valley each there were subtle, but important
differences in the mechanisms associated with perceptions of community cohesion. Those
living within the Redwood Estate gleaned perceptions associated with community life
primarily from two local newsletters. The Redwood Messenger and the Gum Nut News were
distributed to all residents living in the local area. Apart from providing the residents with
information on local activities and social groups, they also contained information on behavior
norms, expectations for youth and the more salient issues facing the community. Of equal
importance to the formation of a shared identity was the development of Redwood Estate
itself. For those residents living within the estate, belonging was understood through the
marketing and the physical layout of community. The images portrayed by the developers,
along with the landscape and architectural design of the villages within the estate, provided a
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sense of camaraderie. The “like minds” living in Redwood Estate were assumed through
symbols of group belonging, as opposed to face-to-face interactions.
For most of the residents interviewed in Hidden Valley, relationships primarily
existed with immediate neighbors and were purposive in nature. Moreover, community
participation was extremely limited. The community was largely understood through the
demographic composition of the area. Morality and family values were assumed by the
“type” of people who lived in this SLA, with affluence and education playing a large role in
the participants’ accounts of community cohesion and commonality.
Although the residents in Redwood Estate and Hidden Valley reported high levels of
cohesion, network closure and a density of social relationships in the abstract, in practice they
were more similar to Suttles’ notion of a community of limited liability, characterized by the
“partial or incomplete involvement of people in their residential areas” (Suttles, 1972:48).
People in Redwood Estate and Hidden Valley lived in the community, but were not
necessarily of the community in any real sense.
The nature of social relations as practiced in Redwood Estate and Hidden Valley
provides support for Sampson’s (2006) claim that social relationships in contemporary
neighborhoods are loosely bound and distinguished by a growing instrumentality. These
communities were very successful in maintaining of a strong sense of social cohesion in the
absence of affective social ties and strong networks. This finding provides a challenge to
social capital theory and systemic models of community regulation. In the Village, however,
a sense of cohesion was reinforced through face-to-face interactions and social relationships.
Therefore, in this locale, a systemic model was firmly upheld.
The key missing link, as I see it, is how symbolic or impressionistic notions of the
perceived characteristics of fellow residents create a sense of community in the absence of
strong ties. In contemporary communities, the organizing principle or the “definition of the
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situation” that leads to social action (see Hunter, 1974:7) is largely attributable to the
“imagined community” rather than an urban village reality, however, neither collective
efficacy nor social capital theory clearly articulate the process by which this imagination is
fostered.

In some cases it may be that social networks produce a strong sense of

community. In other areas where such relationships are not possible or even feasible, the
collective representations of the area lead to a belief in the capacity (or the incapacity) of the
collective to achieve an intended effect. Durkheim (1915[1912]) suggested that collective
representations provide a way in which one can study how culture or society (or, in
Durkheim’s case, religion) becomes established in minds of the collective. Understanding
the collective representations associated with perceptions of community organization is a
crucial component in explaining the variation of crime across loosely connected
communities.
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Chapter Seven
Generating Action and Responding to Local Challenges:
Collective Efficacy in Context

7.1

Introduction

Robert Sampson (1999; 2002; 2006) argues that social order and community regulation is
achievable in communities with weak ties.

He suggests that “voluntary organizations,

friendship ties and organization density are neutral and may or may not be effective
mechanisms for achieving an intended effect” (Sampson, et at, 1999:635).

Rather, a

“working trust” and a sense of cohesion generate a “collective-action orientation” (Sampson,
2006: 154). Yet this is the same process assumed in both the systemic model of community
organization and social capital theory (see Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; Coleman, 1988 and
Putnam, 2000). The difference between these frameworks, according to Sampson and his
colleagues (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson, 1999; Sampson 2002; Sampson, 2006; Sampson
et al., 1999), is that the development of collective efficacy does not rely on strong ties, is a
situated process that exists “relative to specific tasks such as maintaining public order”
(Morenoff et al., 2001: 521) and represents “the active sense of engagement on the part of
residents” (Sampson, 2006:155).
Understanding the influences that guide residents’ believe in the capacity of the
community is necessary to validate these claims. If the theory of collective efficacy is
relevant within an Australian context, I would expect to find evidence of collective responses
to specific problems, such as graffiti or public disorder. Moreover, I would expect that such
responses were not dependent upon the presence of local organizations and strong ties.
Based on the findings discussed in the previous chapter, it is likely that collective
efficacy, as was the case with collective identity, is largely assumed through symbols or
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collective representations. Recall from Chapter 6, residents in Redwood Estate and Hidden
Valley in particular did not have affective relationships with fellow community members and
their sense of cohesion and “sameness” stemmed from symbols of affluence, educational
attainments, property maintenance and in Redwood Estate, newsletters and marketing
material. In the Village, a sense of cohesion was derived through strong bonds and a shared
vision of their community. From these accounts, it is likely that a belief in the capacity of the
community, at least for Hidden Valley and Redwood Estate, might be imagined and not
derived from “specific tasks” or an “active sense of engagement”.
This chapter details the major influences associated with collective-oriented action in
each community and discusses the task-specific processes that generate a shared belief in the
collective. It explores the extent to which these processes are generated and/or sustained by
local residents and examines the role or function of local organizations.

7.2

Perceptions of Local Problems

In order to examine the processes associated with action associated with particular problems,
I needed to firstly understand the current issues facing residents in Redwood Estate, the
Village and Hidden Valley. As Skogan (1986) has suggested, the nature and intensity of
social problems can influence residents’ ability to collectively mobilize on local issues. To
this end, I asked residents:
•

To specify the most salient problems facing the collective

•

To indicate their level of concern associated with these problems; and

•

Whether these local problems affected their family or their day-to-day experiences in
the community.
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7.2.1

Problems in Hidden Valley

In Hidden Valley, respondents reported that the most salient problems were of a civic nature.
Although residents commented on the increased traffic, the continuing urbanization of semirural areas and threats to local wild life as key problems facing the collective, they were not
overly concerned with the presence of these issues. These problems caused the majority no
personal concern, nor did they affect their daily life in any way.

They were considered

general annoyances as opposed to pressing threats.
None of the Hidden Valley residents considered crime to be a problem. When asked
to report on the types of crime that might be prevalent in the area, all interviewees believed
that, apart from an opportunistic crime now and then, there was little crime to speak of. As
Gus said:
Rebecca, you know the stats as well as I do. Occasionally a ride-on mower goes
missing and usually that is because it was left at the front of the block…there is no
crime out here.

The problems noted by the key informants in Hidden Valley mirrored those mentioned by the
residents, with one exception. As mentioned in Chapter 6, 3 of the 4 informants thought that
the lack of a collective identity was the most pressing issue for residents of Hidden Valley.
They attributed this to the dramatic change that had occurred in the area, with fewer residents
desiring reciprocal relationships and strong social relationships. The newer residents of the
community, according to the key informants comprised an increasing number of wealthy
professionals wanting privacy and prestige. Paul said that the population change in Hidden
Valley was the biggest change he had ever witnessed in a community, as it represented “a
whole demographic shift from being a country area with high moral values to being a typical
rich kid, do-what-I-want type of area”. Paul believed that the incoming “elites” and the
longer-term residents represented “two-averages”:
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There’s the new group and the old group…not old in age but that have been there for
longer. There are some new people that have moved in that have the same values and
it’s a case of they’ll do almost anything for a mate down the road or to help out. And
so there’s a very big group that are motivated just to be good neighbors and good
community people. Then there is a group out there who wouldn’t give a damn.
Everything is about themselves.

Joseph, the principal of the local school for 12 years, believed that the change in residential
composition caused an increase in levels of “self-interest”. He advised that “what makes
most of these people tick is how much money they can earn…there are some very busy
people here and they’re tied up with their work…they don’t have a lot of time to think about
their community”.

Roslyn agreed, and lamented the loss of the community in Hidden

Valley, “That’s the problem I think. You know, there is just no community focus”.

7.2.2

Problems in Redwood Estate and The Village

Because the suburb of Gum Nut Park experienced a high rate of crime in 2005, I expected
that residents in Redwood Estate and The Village would be aware and concerned about this.
However, none of the residents mentioned crime as a pressing problem facing the collective.
Only the local police constable saw crime as a problem warranting a community response.

The Problem with Young People
The problems most noted by residents in Redwood Estate and the Village concerned the lack
of infrastructure for young people, and supervision of them in the area. However, these
problems were framed in different ways in each community. In both communities, the
behavior of young people was not framed in terms of deviance per sé, but was discussed
primarily in terms of parents’ failure to supervise their children. For residents in Redwood
Estate, the lack of the developer’s foresight in providing sufficient and appropriate
recreational outlets for teenage kids was viewed as the crux of the matter.
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Almost every resident in Redwood Estate mentioned the problem with young people;
however, only two people recounted an actual experience or incident that directly influenced
this perception. The awareness of “the problem with young people” was primarily derived
from reports or accounts of these issues in the Redwood Messenger.

Those who had

unpleasant experiences with young people believed this issue to be of some concern to
themselves and fellow residents. For example, Linda, a Redwood resident, believed that
groups of young people loitering at night were unsettling:
A lot of sort of gangs of teenage kids out after dark, they’re on the streets, they are
swearing and its sort of travels up into your house. They’re skateboarding around the
shops and things, jaywalking and that brings a sense of discomfort because you don’t
know if they’re going to harass you…and you’re concerned if you’re driving that you
might hit them because they’re jaywalking or playing chicken.
Linda viewed the groups of young people as “gangs” and noted the unpredictability
associated with gang behavior. During our interview she reported being hesitant to directly
confront any of these young people as she was unsure how they might respond, and she
believed others in the community would feel the same way. As Skogan has suggested
(1986:215), when people are fearful, “not getting involved seems a wise course”. However,
this can result in a lack of informal social control of young people in particular (Skogan,
1986).
In contrast to the residents of Redwood Estate, those living in the Village did not see
the behavior of young people as especially problematic. While Clara and Eva noted the
problem with young people’s behavior at the shopping center or in Redwood Estate, they did
not feel it impacted their particular residential area in any way. Clara thought much of the
behavior of young people in the Village was just a “bit of a nuisance” and did not attribute
any willful maliciousness to the young people living in her community. Although she
mentioned that some kids were prone to “riding their motor bikes up and down the street”,
this did not cause her concern, as the kids were “only trying to have some fun”.
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Likewise,

Eva could recount experiences where young people in the Village got into “mischief”, but
believed that the kids in her community were essentially “good” and obeyed their parents. As
an example, she provided an account of young boys who were loitering on a vacant lot close
to her home. When they started to become somewhat loud and unruly, one of the local
residents complained directly to the parents of children and the behavior stopped. Eva said
she felt a little bit bad about that “because it was a good place for them to play, but they sort
of got a bit over the fence, you know?”
The behavior of young people as described in each of the areas was the same: groups
of kids congregating without adult supervision, young people swearing and acting
inappropriately, kids “hooning” around on their bikes, not cognizant of the traffic. Through
the Redwood Messenger, residents in both areas were also aware of the behavior at the local
shopping center. Yet residents in the two residential areas framed the problem with young
people in different ways. The behavior of young people did not evoke fear in the Village
residents. They either considered it as normative or handled it directly by contacting parents.
Yet in Redwood Estate, residents were uncomfortable with such activities and referred the
problem of young people loitering in the estate to either the police or the developer for action.

Traffic Problems
The other problem noted by residents in Redwood Estate and the Village was traffic and
again the impact of this problem was significantly different for residents in each area.
Redwood Estate residents predominantly associated traffic problems with access in and out of
the estate, and their level of concern with this problem was quite low. Although some
reported an annoyance with the amount of time it took to leave the estate in the morning, they
believed the developers were aware of the difficulty and were working on a solution. One of
the solutions the developer had put forward was the placement of a connecting road between
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Redwood Estate and the Village.

While this would go some way towards easing the

congestion experienced by Redwood Estate residents, those interviewed in the Village
thought it would significantly affect their way of life.
Eva’s primary concern with the proposed road and increased traffic in the Village was
associated with the safety of local children:
People particularly like living here because of the lack of traffic and because it’s
quiet. Children play on the roads around here you know, and ride their bikes and that
sort of thing. Well, I mean that doesn’t affect me because my children are grown up
but I can see why they [fellow residents] like that about out our community.
Eva also mentioned that the increased traffic would spoil the area’s tranquility, a feature that
is highly valued by fellow residents:
I think a lot of people who’ve bought in this area have bought here because it is so
quiet and they think if they let the traffic in that – and I mean having lived in areas of
Brisbane, if there is a way to rat run and beat the lights, they’ll use it. That’s what
people feel around here.
Jim, however, regarded a connecting road between the two estates as not only a threat
to safety of local children, but to the identity of the entire community:
If you’re talking about the threat of the road, the link road, I see that as a rating of
10/10 as a threat, because the village community will cease to be a village
community. That’s as simple as that. It’s not a disaster from the point of view of hell
on earth, but it will lose the identity and the safety.
Jim believed that what set the Village residents apart from those in other neighboring areas
was the ability to close themselves off from the increased urbanization occurring all around
them. He believed that the road would change all of this, as residents would lose control over
who was coming into and going out of their community.

The Village residents’ ability to

respond to local problems was, in a large part, due to the community’s seclusion and selfsegregation, which in turn fostered the development of strong social networks. Incorporation
into Redwood Estate would therefore threaten the strong private and parochial control
(Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; Hunter, 1985) established in the community.
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7.3

Generating a Belief in the Collective

From Sampson’s point of view, collective efficacy represents “a theoretically plausible
contextual process that accounts for or explains a given phenomena, in this case crime”
(2006:149). He further states that the defining element of collective efficacy theory is its
purported ability to elevate “the agentic aspect of social life over a perspective centered
mainly on the accumulation of stocks of social resources” (Sampson, 2006:153). For these
assumptions to be true in an Australian context, I would expect to find a link between the
collective’s belief in its ability to respond to local problems and past experiences where local
residents have joined together collectively to solve or address a particular problem. This link
was absent in both Hidden Valley and Redwood Estate. As with the perceptions of trust and
social cohesion, the conjoint capacity of the collective to respond to local problems was
largely assumed in both of these areas. However, this was not the case in the Village. Past
experiences in working collaboratively with others, and strong social bonds with fellow
residents, guided the belief in the collective’s ability to thwart local problems.

7.3.1

Hidden Valley: A Case of Cumulative Efficacy?

The CCS survey revealed Hidden Valley as one of the highest scoring SLAs in levels of
collective efficacy, regardless of whether Sampson’s measure or the collective action
measure (see Chapters 4 and 5) was used. When considering the low levels of crime in the
area, I assumed that a belief in the capacity of the community to deal with crime would be
primarily influenced through collaborations concerned with crime prevention. But there was
no Neighborhood Watch in Hidden Valley, nor any other community groups which dealt with
crime prevention.

None of the residents were able to provide concrete examples of

community-oriented crime prevention efforts. According to Roslyn, the local councilor,
residents had displayed no interest in starting up a Neighborhood Watch program for the area:
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They tried to get Neighborhood Watch going in Hidden Valley and it failed. Now
part of that is that there is such a low crime rate, I suppose, but I look at
Neighborhood Watch groups in some other parts of the city and they’re proactively
out there doing things…And I’ve talked myself blue in the face about, you know,
what the Neighborhood Watch groups could be doing to facilitate better community
spirit, but as I say, we couldn’t even keep one going in Hidden Valley.

Because I could find no evidence of collaboration associated with crime prevention, I
looked for evidence of informal surveillance among neighbors. Specifically, I inquired if
immediate neighbors watched over each other’s homes or if they kept a look-out for strangers
or people who might not have a legitimate purpose in the community. As Skogan (1986)
suggests, when there is little crime, people are more likely to increase their level of informal
surveillance in a community.
Many of the residents believed that immediate neighbors would certainly take this
role if they were asked, and they were able to provide examples of when this might occur,
such as when neighbors are away on business or on vacation. However, even though the
interviewees thought this was likely, only a handful had specifically asked neighbors to keep
a watchful eye over their home when they were away and, conversely, few had been asked to
reciprocate. Lucy’s account serves as an example here:
Yeah, I tend to tell Fiona, and she’ll tell me if she’s going away. Because they are
sort of next door…there is quite a few who will tell me they’ll be away. I wouldn’t
necessarily go and check their houses for them, though.
Similarly, according to Jack:
They sort of generally keep an eye out but there’s no formal sort of arrangement or
anything like that. If you happen to have a neighbor who thinks that way, they will, if
you don’t they won’t.

There was no indication that residents’ belief in the community’s capacity to deal with crime
and disorder was related to previous experiences of collective responses to task-specific
problems. In contrast to Sampson’s theory, the reported collective efficacy in Hidden Valley
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did not depict an activated process of any kind as it related to crime, crime prevention or even
to informal surveillance. Thus I turned my line of questioning from crime to environmental
issues. Here, several residents were able to provide concrete examples of the community
coming together to solve a particular environmental problem. Lucy and Jack, in particular,
had previously attended local meetings to address the problem of wild, non-native animals.
Additionally, Frank served as a volunteer member of the Hidden Valley Environment Group
and had attended community working bees where community residents got together to plant
native flora and eradicate noxious weeds on publicly owned land.
The experiences with these two community action groups were mixed. For Lucy and
Jack, the meetings to discuss eradication of wild animals did not evoke a belief in the group’s
ability to effect change. Lucy and Jack walked away from these meetings with little faith that
the problem with wild dogs, in particular, would be addressed.

Indeed, they have not

attended another meeting since nor do they plan on doing so in the future. In contrast,
working with the Hidden Valley Environmental Group was a positive experience for Frank.
Prior to joining the group, Frank had noticed that an aggressive weed had taken up residence
in the local park which he and his wife often frequented. He had planned on dealing with this
problem himself, but when he saw others were working together, he joined the group:
Frank: Well we walk through the park and I like a lot of the things they’ve done
there, but you walk along and see the glycine, and I thought I need to get stuck into
this. And then I saw that that was exactly what they [the Hidden Valley Environment
Group] were going to tackle and so we sort of felt an obligation…
Rebecca: So did you feel it important to get involved because this was something that
could affect the community broadly or just something that interested you in
particular?
Frank: Well I just like the park, I do like what they’ve done down there and I think
it’s a very positive project and to sort of help out with that. I think it’s time well
spent.
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Of the 10 interviewees in Hidden Valley, only Frank could recount a positive
experience in working collaboratively with other residents to solve a local problem.
Residents provided little evidence to support the task-specific notion of collective efficacy.
Moreover, their accounts did not suggest an active sense of engagement on behalf of other
residents.

So what, then, generated such confidence in the ability of others? Chapter 6

showed that it was not generated from strong ties with fellow residents, for social
relationships were limited in form and function.
From the interviews, the “shared belief in a neighborhood’s conjoint capability for
action to achieve an intended effect” (Sampson, 2001:95) was primarily based on the
residents’ own skills, resources and extra-local connection. Moreover, residents were aware
of the skill base and socio-economic status of others in Hidden Valley. Residents strongly
believed in their own ability to effect change if necessary. Anthony felt he could easily rally
support for a problem if it was of concern to him, and Dee believed she could influence
change through “underground lobbying”. Frank said he was on a first name basis with people
who could get things moving on a number of problems. Scott, the 20-year-old university
student, said that he knew many “powerful people” who would provide him with the support
to address a local problem.
The key residents in Hidden Valley confirmed this perception. All commented on the
skill base and the powerful networks of residents. Joseph, Roslyn and Paul believed that
people in Hidden Valley would respond to a problem only if it were worthy of their attention,
of direct relevance to them or if it posed a threat that could affect their own family or
property. Joseph believed that people in Hidden Valley could individually influence action
not only through their connections, which went “very high up”, but also “through their
knowledge of the system”. Likewise, Roslyn regarded people in Hidden Valley as “highly
skilled and well resourced”, and could certainly respond to a local problem if it were in their
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interest. However, as the local councilor for the area for 12 years, she could not think of any
incident where collaboration had occurred. Instead, when a problem did arise in Hidden
Valley, Roslyn was the first person to know about it. She told me that people in Hidden
Valley believed she was there “to do their work for them… they’re busy and it’s up to me or
somebody else to look after all the little problems for them”. The demands on her time to
attend to seemingly insignificant problems prevented her from dealing with the bigger
political problems she was elected to address. She believed this over-reliance on political
structures is particularly prevalent in affluent areas, stemming from a “mentality that, you
know, somebody else should do everything for them”.
Instead of talking with neighbors about problems, Mark and Barbara believed many
residents would just “dob people in” to Roslyn:
Mark: Once a Brisbane City councilor told me, “oh, I wouldn’t live for quids in
Hidden Valley because my pile of complaints from neighbors and about neighbors
would be 11 miles long”. He said that Hidden Valley is the worst suburb.
Rebecca: Really, for complaints?
Mark: Just dobbing-in neighbors.
Barbara: Dobbing in, Hidden Valley’s the worst.
Mark: The dog’s on the loose or whatever…all sorts of petty stuff. We got dobbed-in.
Barbara: We had invited the neighbors across the road, they’d moved in not long, to
come around for dinner and a party (for) New Year’s Eve or whatever it was. And
they came across and our pool wasn’t fenced because when we bought the place the
pool wasn’t fenced. So I just mentioned, I said look just be careful because we don’t
have a fence around the pool and they saw that when they came that evening. And
nothing more was said. And then five weeks later the council came knocking at the
door…
Mark: And said, oh, you got dobbed-in.
Barbara: You haven’t got a fence around your pool. We said no, we don’t.
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Mark: And he said, oh, because now with freedom of speech or whatever it’s called
they can tell you who it was. And it was the person who came here for the party….we
thought well how silly is that, at least they could talk to us and say…
Barbara: I’m a bit worried; can you fence your pool? So we’d have to do it then.
They didn’t say anything to us.

Anthony was a Hidden Valley resident who reported having excellent relationships
with his immediate neighbors. Indeed, as noted in Chapter 6, these relationships formed the
basis of his opinions on the community more broadly. However, even Anthony knew that
while some neighbors would attempt to solve problems directly, they would also report the
problem to the local council:
Anthony: I have a lady that lives near me that’s very into the environment, so I’m
terrified to chop a tree down, or anything, because I know she’ll be on me. So I think
that’s a good example.
Rebecca: Would she come to you directly? Or would she file a complaint against you
with the council or something?
Anthony: She’d probably just file a complaint. She’s a nice lady. I don’t know. I
think she would come but she’d also probably file a complaint, yeah.
Rebecca: To make sure it got followed up?
Anthony: Yeah. So yeah, you’ve got to be on your toes with some of them.

In Hidden Valley, repeated interactions with fellow community residents did not generate or
sustain collective efficacy, nor was it influenced through past experiences where the
community came together to solve a collective problem.

Hidden Valley was not a

collectively efficacious community in the true sense, but could be better described as
cumulatively efficacious. Residents interviewed in this community were highly educated and
financially secure. Moreover, they knew that others living in the area were also wealthy,
powerful people. As Gus stated, “you don’t get to live in a place like this if you are apathetic,
lazy and don’t know how to work pretty damn hard, and pretty cleverly.” When problems
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did arise, residents, as a rule, did not work together to find a solution but relied on political
connections and processes to get the job done. Although Hidden Valley appeared to be a
highly individualized community with the freedom to do what they wanted, paradoxically, it
was a highly regulated community for seemingly trivial matters. But the regulation was not a
result of “repeated interactions” or a “collective-action orientation” as Sampson (2006) would
suggest. Instead the control of behavior within the community resulted from residents’
ability to draw upon an external threat to regulate the actions of those perceived as violating
an official code of conduct.

The stocks of resources and connections with exogenous

institutions accounted for the high levels of collective efficacy, as measured in the CCS
survey. In the context of Hidden Valley, the processes explaining community regulation
aligned strongly with a social capital framework or the systemic model rather than with the
tenets of collective efficacy theory.

7.3.2

Collective Efficacy in Redwood: A Conjoint Belief in Structures

The developers of Redwood Estate wanted to create a sense of psychological belonging and
well-being for both present and future residents. One way of achieving that was through the
layout of the estate. The artificial lakes, the walking trails and the planting of mature trees
were all created to encourage the use of public spaces and create a feeling of community. For
Ross, “our brand, what we are selling, it is everything to us”.
As the previous chapter evidenced, the developers also worked to create an “identity”
in their marketing campaigns and through the images portrayed in their promotional material:
We spend more time on trying to create the community and keep them informed of
what is going on and fostering relationships amongst new residents, in the marketing
sense, than we do in trying to justify our prices or anything like that…People see it as
trying to get into the Country Club or something like that. Yes. They’ve saved up
and they’ve become successful and they’re entering the club…People who are
moving into Redwood are aspiring to move to Redwood…And they stretch
themselves that extra little bit to move to Redwood compared to the surrounding
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areas, which are more affordable, they might be able to buy a bigger house, but they
want to feel that … I don’t know, they want to feel like they’re living with like
people.
The developers considered it important to maintain an image promoting a safe and
secure residential estate. Security and safety were prominent messages in Redwood Estate’s
promotional material, and to acknowledge crime problems would pose a threat to the success
of further developments in the estate. In my meeting with Ross, I specifically asked him to
comment on the crime in Redwood. Despite his close connections with the security company
and the local police constable, his response was, “There are definitely no crime problems.
There are no security issues and we have a less-than-normal issue for teenagers”. Clearly,
this was not the case.
The developers, through their connections with the police and the security company,
made sure that problems were dealt with before people saw them as a local problem. Signs
of physical disorder, such as vandalism and graffiti were removed immediately. As Ross
advised, “if there is any vandalism or any graffiti on walls, we pay to get rid of that within 24
hours so it doesn’t get seen to be a problem…we jump on it, it is like quick, quick, get the
guys out there today”. Ross informed me that they provide 24-hour security for residents in
Redwood Estate and completely fund the position of the local constable. In addition, they
provide the local constable with his own home, located in the heart of the estate. They also
fund the Neighborhood Watch program for the Redwood Estate only. When residents move
into the estate, they are provided with the contact names and numbers of all the key players in
Redwood, and are encouraged to contact the relevant institution in the first instance should a
problem of any kind arise.
With the resources provided by the developer, it was no surprise to find that residents
in Redwood Estate had no direct experience in working collaboratively with others to deal
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with local problems. Redwood Estate’s structures generated the belief in the community’s
capacity to respond to local problems. No one in Redwood Estate could provide an example
of “the active sense of engagement on the part of residents” (Sampson, 2006, 155) without
referring to the engagement of the developer, the security company and the local police
constable.
Tom believed that the police constable and the security company could handle any
problem. Although he had never had to call upon their services, he was certain he could rely
on them in a time of need “because there is a lot of police patrol, as I said, there is a police
beat two streets away from here.

If they’re ever called, they would respond quickly”.

Shelley saw the police and the security company as very capable in keeping crime under
control:
I think we’re fortunate that we have a police house in here, it’s a house-cum-police
beat office and he’s really right out there. You see him all the time, especially at the
shopping centre, Thursdays and Saturdays. And I’ve often seen him driving around
talking to kids. So he’s always out there.
This view was also reflected in my interview with Charlotte:
We have security that runs around all the time. Day and night. And that gives me a
real feeling of security knowing they are there. They could be here within two
minutes.

Not only did residents know that they could call on important structures to address
local problems, many saw the responsibility for civic or criminal matters as belonging to the
developers and the police.

This was especially true for crime.

David believed the

community had a responsibility to deal with issues, “only up to a point”:
If its crime, then there is a limit to the preparedness of those people [fellow residents
in Redwood Estate] to deal with the problem. The expectation is that we’ll provide
whatever eyes and ears we can and we’ll notify where we can, but this is a policing
problem and we expect support from the police.
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Ian took a similar position and advised that he would be reluctant to get directly involved in a
criminal matter, and believed other people in the estate felt the same way. The responsibility
of local residents, according to Ian, was to notify the developer or the police. Richard
referred to the capacity of the local police constable 14 times in 48 minutes; he said that
whenever there was a problem in the community, all he had to do was “take my phone out
and call Robert”.
One could argue that the residents in Redwood Estate did intervene on particular
problems. When a local problem arose, they contacted the relevant institution and demanded
action. However, they were not collectively efficacious on crime or civic matters. The role of
organizations in this community was not neutral. Nor was there evidence of agency among
residents in any real sense, as problems were not resolved through their active collaboration.
Instead, they referred local problems to the appropriate organization with an expectation that
they would be dealt with swiftly and competently.

Redwood Estate did not support

Sampson’s claim that collective efficacy can exist independently of social networks and local
organizations. The reliance on mechanisms of formal social control was strong and the
action of key institutions provided residents with a belief in the conjoint capability of
organizations to address threats to the community. Community self-regulation was not
achieved through the efforts of residents, but through the formal structures and processes.

7.3.3

Repeated Interaction and Collective Efficacy in The Village

The residents’ perceptions, attitudes and behaviors found in the Village were significantly
different from those in Redwood Estate. The accounts of the residents and key informants
revealed that repeated interactions and past experiences in working together to address local
problems influenced the belief in the capacity of others. Indeed, the Village had a history of
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community self-regulation dating back to the 1980’s41. According to Jim, the first collective
response to a local issue occurred in 1985, concerning the placement of a concrete drain that
cut Jim’s street in half. While Jim appreciated the necessity of the drain, as the Village was
prone to flooding, he believed that it had cut people off from one another. He and other
residents on his street lobbied the local council for a footbridge to keep the street connected:
In 1985 Council put that big cement drain in and I suppose all I did was say to the
people in our street, look, we love to have the drain, but it would be nice to have a
footbridge across, so I wrote a letter that everybody signed in the street bar two. And
the Councilor wrote back and said “good idea, we’ll give you a footbridge”.

In July, 1986, a bigger threat emerged. Specifically, the council wanted to build a
refuse dump close to the Village. For Jim, the proposed dump “sparked off the Progress
Association”:
I simply said to a couple of colleagues “get off your backside or you’ll wear this
problem” and apart from the dust and the smells and the water issues, the biggest
issue I saw was in fact roads coming into the area. And that would just destroy our
quiet way of life. So we got about 180 to 200 people to the local meeting and for the
first time in my life I spoke in public. First time in my life I was attacked in public.
We had a certain councilor who got up and told the people here we’ve got the right to
do it under State law…and we said no.
The victory with the dump gave the Progress Association the incentive to tackle other
matters, such as reforestation, building the local playground and lobbying the council for a
community hall. Jim believed the residents of the Village took ownership in making the
village a community that everyone could take pride in and enjoy:
What you see in the park with all the tennis court, the basketball court, that’s what we
have done. And as a result of saying no to the dump, we sort of said well, maybe we
can do a few things for ourselves, so we started having the annual Christmas tree and
the festivals and the regular meetings and essentially it just became a self-help
group…what you see at the park is essentially, we offered, we gave, we raised money,
we paid half of the early playground equipment, half of the shelter, little things that
should have been done by Council.
41

Jim, who had been the President of the Progress Association since its inception, had kept all the newsletters,
grant applications, correspondence with local council, survey data from various local surveys and photographic
accounts of the community’s development over a 20 year period.
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Eva and Clara regularly attended the Progress Association and enjoyed taking part in
community projects. Eva, Clara and Jim had lived in the Village for many years, so they
knew the history of the community and were proud of the community’s ownership of local
problems. Eva knew that she could draw support from fellow residents if any particular
problems needed to be addressed:
The amount of people that go to the meetings of our Progress Association, I mean it
really does get a very good turn up for such a small area. And the people who do get
up and speak there, it’s obvious they’re very interested in the community.
Key informants and the residents believed that the community could competently
address most problems. Clara recalled a time when a young man living in the area was a
serious trouble-maker and a threat to the community. “Harry” lived with his mother and
sister in rented accommodation and had several convictions for theft and vandalism. His
behavior in the community was seen as “out of control”, and Clara and her fellow neighbors
believed that something had to be done:
He was just one of these feral kids; I suppose you would class him as. If he wanted
something he would put on a tantrum, go and punch holes in the walls. He actually
threatened his mother and sister. Yes, it got to the stage where my children wouldn’t
go out to the mailbox if Harry was outside. So, we got into contact with real estate
and a few other people did as well. The kids had control of the house. So they used to
play the music 12 o’clock at night or 1 o’clock in the morning… Basically we had to
write a letter to the real estate, so everybody else did as well. And basically they got
kicked out.
The local police constable who lived in Redwood Estate thought that people living in
the Village were able to talk to one another about local problems and were therefore able to
address a problem before it got out of hand. Working in both areas, he was able to contrast
the different problem solving styles of residents in each locale He believed the social
relationships among residents and the informal social control of young people greatly reduced
any potential for crime in the area:
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Like, a lot of those people have lived there for decades, and the kids who are now
teenagers were young five- or six-year-olds when the neighbors moved in…the level
of turnover of properties I would venture is very low…people know each other, they
socialize, they talk over the fence to each other... They know when someone moves
into the street, everyone introduces themselves and gets to know them.
The Village experienced significantly less crime42 than neighboring residential areas
like Redwood Estate. Residents’ and key informants’ reports in the Village revealed that the
processes associated with lower crime centered on strong community relationships and a
history of pro-social collaboration.

Unlike Redwood Estate or Hidden Valley, social

relationships among the Village residents were not assumed, but experienced. Interviewees’
belief in the community’s capacity was based on actual instances where the community had
rallied together to solve local problems. My interviews found that the Village most strongly
resonates with Sampson’s notion of a “fully-efficacious” community. Residents reported
strong social ties, connections to extra-local resources and belief in the capacity of fellow
residents based on an “active sense of engagement on the part of residents” (Sampson, 2006:
155).

7.4

Discussion/Summary

Despite the high levels of collective efficacy, as measured in the CCS survey, in Redwood
Estate and Hidden Valley there was no evidence of an active sense of engagement on behalf
of the residents. The accounts of the interviewees indicated that task-specific processes in
response to local problems were not present. There was no evidence to support past or
present collaboration on an identifiable task associated with crime control or crime
prevention.

There was also limited evidence of any collaboration on civic matters.

Moreover, local organizations and institutions were not “neutral”. In Redwood Estate, in

42

Specific crime rates from the QPS were not available for Gum Nut Village. However, the local police
constable had records of all reported incidents over several years that he shared with me during our interview.
Taking into consideration the difference in population size, Gum Nut Village experienced significantly less
violent crime, property crime and drug crime when compared to the rates in Redwood Estate.
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particular, they were crucial in maintaining community regulation and social control. The
appropriate organizations in Redwood Estate handled problems for residents. The developer
dealt with civic matters, and the local police constable or the security company handled
problems with crime or disorder. In Hidden Valley, civic issues and even common neighborly
annoyances were directed to local councilor.
Sampson (2006) argues that collective efficacy provides a distinctly different
approach to understanding the variation in crime and disorder across communities because it
does not focus on the accumulation of stocks of social resources. The interview data from
Redwood Estate and Hidden Valley do not validate this claim. Indeed, the accumulation of
stocks and social resources was strongly associated with creating a belief in the conjoint
capability of the community.

In Redwood Estate, a belief in the structures and the

institutions with a direct interest in the community’s future “marketability” generated
collective efficacy. For residents in Hidden Valley, confidence in the collective’s ability to
deal with local problems resulted from the accumulated resources of the residents.
The Village, however, stood as a direct contrast to these areas. Here, residents
appeared closely linked with each other and had drawn on the strength of the community on
several occasions to effect change. Despite higher levels of crime in surrounding areas, the
Village remained largely crime free, and residents considered the care of young people to be
a communal responsibility. The strong bonds reported by the residents and key informants
and the stable and highly active Progress Association were the primary sources of community
regulation. Although council funding was procured for local projects, the residents did the
work, and the motivation seemed to derive from a genuine interest in the collective. By all
accounts, the urban village was alive and well in the Village.
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Chapter 8
Conclusions and Implications

8.1

Collective Efficacy Theory Revisited

In the late 1990’s, Robert Sampson and his colleagues (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson et al.,
1997; Sampson et al., 1999) argued for a theoretical shift away from both social capital
theory and systemic models of community regulation. They called for an examination of task
specific processes associated with generating action to achieve desired collective outcomes
(Sampson, Morenoff & Earls, 1999). These scholars acknowledged the importance of shared
norms and values, the strength of kith and kinship ties and the significance of formal and
voluntary organizations to a community’s wellbeing. Yet they suggested that underlying
social structures and social capital alone were not sufficient in explaining the spatial variation
in crime and other social outcomes (e.g. educational attainments, health, etc). They argued
as the “…collective capacity for social action, even if rooted in weak personal ties, may
constitute the more proximate social mechanism for understanding between neighborhood
variation in crime rates” (Morenoff et al., 2001:521).

Therefore, they proposed that

collective efficacy theory was a preferred theoretical framework to examine the spatial
variation of crime and disorder across the contemporary urban landscape.
Sampson and his colleagues (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson, 1999; Sampson, 2001;
Sampson, 2002; Sampson 2006, Sampson et al., 1997; Sampson et al., 1999) claimed that
collective efficacy was distinct from social capital theory and the systemic model in two
ways. One, collective efficacy denoted an activated, task specific process, whereby social
capital and systemic theories focused on the static existence of relationships and self-reported
actions. Two, unlike the premises of social capital and systemic theories, collective efficacy
was not dependent upon strong social ties, organizational density or civic participation.
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Instead collective efficacy reflected a “process of activating/converting social ties to achieve
the desired outcomes from the ties themselves” (Sampson et al., 1999:635) and afforded an
active-oriented approach to studying the differential capacity of urban communities
My thesis set out to examine and better understand these claims.

Systemic

approaches and social capital theory comprise much more than just the existence of social
ties.

Explicit in both theoretical frameworks is the notion of trust, social cohesion,

reciprocity and active engagement. Constructs that are also central to collective efficacy.
The goal of my dissertation, therefore, was to provide a rigorous evaluation of collective
efficacy alongside social capital theory and systemic models of community regulation and
deliver a theoretically and empirically consistent understanding of collective efficacy’s
unique contribution to criminology.

8.2

Summary of the Results from Study 1

Through confirmatory factor analyses, multi-level modeling and by examining the
distribution of ties and crime across 82 statistical local areas, I assessed the relationship
between systemic approaches to understanding community relationships with collective
efficacy. The following research questions guided this process:
RQ1
RQ2

RQ3

Does collective efficacy depict a distinct social process that stands
apart from systemic theories and social capital?
Does collective efficacy remain a significant predictor of perceptions of
violence and disorder when indicators more strongly associated with
systemic and social capital theories are controlled?
Are there communities with weak ties that exhibit high levels of collective
efficacy and consequently lower levels of perceived violence and
disorder?
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8.2.1

A Distinct Social Process at the Level of the Construct?

The first step was to test the factorial structure of several related, but theoretically distinct
constructs of community regulation.

These analyses did not support Sampson and his

colleagues’ claim that collective efficacy provides a distinctively different tool with which to
explore the differential capacity of communities. As evidenced by results of Model 3, the
Covariance Model, (Model 3, page 96), the empirical overlap between the constructs was
unacceptably high ( = .97). I anticipated this result because the central dimensions of social
capital theory, collective efficacy and systemic models all include social relationships,
networks, trust and reciprocity.
In Chapter 4, I argued that including the interactive effects of the group as a fixed
component of the collective efficacy measure was problematic. Constraining aspects of
group functioning, like social cohesion, as a fixed component of collective efficacy precludes
an investigation of how communities might vary in terms of their trust, relationships and
values and what this might mean for the development of a shared belief in the collective. In
the social psychological literature, collective efficacy theory represents the group’s shared
belief in its capacity to execute the necessary action to address a particular problem or
situation (Bandura, 1997). The emergent properties of each group, including self-efficacy,
trust and prior experience are viewed as variables which influence this belief (see Bandura
1997; 2001; Lent, Schmidt & Schmidt, 2005; Myers, Feltz & Short, 2004). In line with the
original theory, I developed a new model where the action component of collective efficacy
was separated from the interactive effects of group functioning (see Model 4, page 100).
This model resolved the overlap of collective efficacy, social capital and the systemic model
to some extent. However, the correlation between the constructs remained high. Thus, even
in the final model, the distinctiveness of collective efficacy is not overtly evident in the data
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which makes it difficult to separate the unique empirical contribution of this measure when
compared to the indicators already present in the literature.

8.2.2

Social Relationships, Collective Action and Perceptions of Violence and Disorder in

a Multi-Level Context
The next step of the analysis examined the reconceptualized scale of collective-action in a
multi-level context.

Supporting Sampson and his colleagues’ research, the results of the

multi-level analyses showed that after controlling for individual and SLA level structural
variables, higher levels of collective action significantly predicted lower perceptions of both
violence and disorder. Yet social relationships were also significant. The number of social
and kith/kinship ties predicted greater perceptions of disorder. Kith and kinship ties were
also significantly and positively related to higher perceptions of violence as was
intergenerational closure. In other words, the stronger the network closure, the greater the
perceptions or sensitivity to levels of community violence.
It is possible that these results support Pattillo’s (1998) claim that strong ties may
encourage crime. Alternatively, these findings could indicate that network closure facilitates
action which subsequently leads to a reduction in crime (see Skogan, 1986). As one of the
limitations of this study is the unavailability of address level data from Queensland Police, I
cannot directly test which explanation is supported in this dissertation.

However, as

perceptions of community cohesion significantly predicted lower levels of reported
community violence, Skogan’s (1986) interpretation seems most plausible. If community
residents report a high number of ties and if strong social cohesion predicts lower perceptions
of violence, it stands to reason that the networks provide residents with important information
about crime which, in turn, encourages action of some kind.
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In addition to the above, there are two further findings worthy of discussion here. The
first concerns the multicollinear relationship between collective action and place attachment.
The place attachment scale measured the participants’ level of commitment to their
community. Drawing from the systemic model and the social capital literature, commitment
to place is a central component of community regulation: the stronger the commitment or
attachment, the greater capacity of the community (Black & Hughes, 2001; Bursik, 1988;
Eck, 1995). The VIF scores for these dimensions, when placed together in the multi-level
model, were high.

From the CCS data, place attachment and collective action were

indistinguishable and either scale could have been used in the analysis (recall from Chapter 4
only collective action was used in the final models). This finding supports the confirmatory
factor analyses. Thus, at the level of the construct and in the multi-level analyses, the
distinctive contribution of collective efficacy is not evident.
The non-significant relationship between SLA level structural variables and
perceptions of violence and disorder was not expected. Household poverty, as measured by
the ABS income categories, came close to significance when predicting perceptions of
violence, but only at p<.10. This finding is contrary to what Australian scholars have
demonstrated in research. For example, Vinson and Homel (1975) studied the coincidence of
medical and social problems (including crime) in disadvantaged Newcastle communities;
Braithwaite (1979) examined social status and crime across Australian communities and
found crime was strongly associated with disadvantage. Weatherburn and Lind (2001)
analyzed Sydney-area neighborhoods and proposed an epidemic model of growth in the
offender population derived from measures of economic and/or social stress, especially in the
absence of social supports (2001: 124). More recently, Vinson (2007) claimed that negative
outcomes, including high levels of crime and imprisonment, are concentrated in particular
communities. From Chapter 4, I found collective action and concentrated disadvantage were
209

strongly correlated.

Indeed, the relationship between collective action and concentrated

disadvantage was almost perfectly linear43. It is likely therefore, that in contrast to the U.S.
setting, in the Australian context, collective action or collective efficacy may act as a proxy
for disadvantage. From my interviews in two SLAs, one a middle class area, the other a more
affluent residential setting, local structures played an important part in creating a sense of
efficacy pertaining to local issues. In these communities residents had links to important
institutions or organizations. This in turn promoted a belief in the ability of these institutions
to respond to local challenges or threats. It is possible that in more disadvantaged areas
where these important connections are absent, perceptions of collective efficacy will be
lower.
Overall the findings from my multi-level analyses provide mixed support for
Sampson’s thesis. On the one hand, my models demonstrate the importance of collective
action in predicting lower perceptions of violence and disorder. Yet, they also point to the
complex role of intra-community relationships and collective efficacy’s strong overlap with
social capital and the systemic model.

Therefore, the association between community

regulation and social relationships is not as clear cut as Sampson would suggest.

8.2.3

A Distinct Social Process at the Level of the Community?

I then examined the distribution of social relationships, intergenerational closure, collective
action and crime to assess if the typology of community organization found in Chicago was
present in the CCS data. It was not. Among the 82 SLAs there were communities that fit the
categories of fully efficacious or non-efficacious. Yet, from the survey and police data, there
were no communities that aligned with Sampson’s categories of low-yield or limited liability

43

This was true whether collective action or collective efficacy was used. See Mazerolle, Wickes, McBroom
and Robouts (2006).
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(Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson et al., 1999).

For the most part, the disadvantaged

communities in the CCS had fewer social relationships, lower levels of intergenerational
closure and higher violent crime. The inverse was true for the affluent communities. The
results of the last analysis in Study 1 supported a systemic model of community organization
and confirmed the results of the previous analyses. From the CCS survey data, the agentic
element characterizing some of the disadvantaged communities in Chicago (Morenoff et al.,
2001; Sampson et al., 1999) was not present in Brisbane.
From these analyses, the efficacy of collective efficacy to the ecology of crime
literature is not fully supported. As Taylor (2001) stated, although collective efficacy theory
gives a new edge to theories of community organization, theoretically and empirically the
significance of its contribution, at least in an Australian context, is questionable.

8.3

Going Deeper: Results from Study 2

In Study 2, the next step of my thesis research was to delve a little deeper to gain a
contextualized understanding of community processes in the Australian setting. I used indepth interviews with key informants and local residents in 2 distinct communities. The aim
of this study was to explore the role of cultural and structural factors that promote, impede or
constrain collective approaches to community problems. Study 2 sought to answer three
main research questions:
RQ4

If communities are no longer characterized by strong ties among residents,
how does the community reaffirm its collective identity?

RQ5

What guides residents’ perceptions of social cohesion and trust and what
types of relationships lead to action?

RQ6

How do residents come to view their community as able to respond to
specific problems?
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8.3.1

The Imagined Community and the Nature of Social Relationships

For the most part, residents in both research sites defined community in terms of
relationships, shared values and common interests. In both locales, the community concept
was very strong.

The rhetoric associated with the urban village model of community

functioning resonated with how community was imagined by the majority of participants.
But contrary to the social capital literature or the systemic model of community organization,
the assumed social cohesion in Redwood Estate and Hidden Valley did not result from strong
social networks with fellow residents. Here social relationships were limited in both density
and function and community life strongly aligned with Janowitz (1967) and Suttles’ (1972)
notion of a community of limited liability. In this respect, the nature of social relations as
practiced in these communities provided support for Sampson’s (2006) claim that social
relationships in contemporary neighborhoods are loosely bound and distinguished by a
growing instrumentality.

However, one of the limitations with Sampson’s theory is an

inability to explain how a collective identity is maintained in the absence of strong ties and
social relationships. The results from my interviews with residents and key informants go
some way in addressing this.
Trust, cohesion and collective values were largely assumed through the collective
representations of community life. Social cohesion was symbolized through newsletters, the
presentation of physical space and the presumed socio-economic standing of their fellow
residents. For example, those living in Redwood Estate obtained much of their knowledge
on the community through the local newsletters and the marketing and the physical layout of
community. While many of the residents believed they lived among people with like minds,
shared values and commonality was assumed and derived from symbols of community
membership as opposed to face to face interactions. In Hidden Valley, like minds and
community membership was also assumed. In the absence of developers, newsletters and
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community functions, a collective identity was garnered through the demographic
composition of the area and the presentation of place. Morality and family values were
assumed by the type of people who lived in this SLA, with affluence and education playing a
large role in the participants’ accounts of community cohesion and commonality.
In Hidden Valley and Redwood Estate, the attributes or values associated with
particular characteristics were important in generating trust and social cohesion. Residents
here did not need strong ties or a particular configuration of action. As long as there were
symbols that represented something they related to community, a shared identity, even if in
the form of a virtual sensibility, could exist. As the research literature stands, neither
systemic models nor collective efficacy theory adequately incorporates the importance of
symbols or collective representations into their model of community regulation.
Understanding how community becomes established in the minds of the collective
(Durkheim, 1915[1912]) is missing from the theoretical tenets of both approaches.

8.3.2

Activated Processes and Collective Efficacy

For Robert Sampson and his colleagues (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson, 1999; Sampson
2002; Sampson, 2006; Sampson et al., 1999) the key difference separating collective efficacy
theory from other systemic approaches, including social capital theory, is that the former
represents a situated process. Collective efficacy, as they have defined it, exists “relative to
specific tasks such as maintaining public order” (Morenoff et al., 2001: 521) and represents
“the active sense of engagement on the part of residents” (Sampson, 2006:155). From the
perspective of Sampson and his colleagues, social capital or systemic models of community
regulation present a uniform or universal notion of community capacity. This notion, they
claim, is imprecise and unable to disentangle the process of achieving particular outcomes
from the existence of social relationships.
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In my research however, I did not discern an active sense of engagement on behalf of
the residents in Redwood Estate or Hidden Valley nor could I detect any task specific
processes concerned with local problems. The majority of interviewees had no knowledge of
past or present collaboration on an identifiable task associated with crime control or crime
prevention. There was also limited evidence of any collaboration regarding civic issues.
Residents did not take a direct and pro-active approach to community regulation. In my
research, the “agency” or the “collective-action orientation” of residents (Sampson, 2006:
154) was dependent upon the actions or the orientations of key institutions.
In the Village, a different story emerged. Residents appeared closely linked with each
other and there was a long history of community collaboration and participation. The Village
remained largely crime free and the care of young people was seen as a communal
responsibility. In the Village, the agentic aspect of community life was present, and a
“collective-active orientation” was driven by strong bonds among residents and an active
Progress Association. Although the number of residents interviewed in this community was
limited, from the accounts of the key informants, the historical documentation provided by
Jim and the accounts of Eva and Clara, it was the urban village approach to community
regulation that brought about a high quality of life in their area.

8.4

Bringing it all Together

The findings from my dissertation pose a challenge for several of the assertions emerging
from the PHDCN as they relate to collective efficacy. The results from Study 1 do not
support the claim that collective efficacy, at least in the Australian context, is conceptually
distinct from social capital theory and systemic models of community regulation at either the
level of the concept or the level of the community.

The empirical overlap of collective

efficacy (as it has been operationalized within criminology) with other indicators of
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community organization makes it impossible to statistically disentangle the unique
contribution of one set of mechanisms from the other.

Moreover, from Study 2, the

interviews with key residents and informants in Redwood Estate and Hidden Valley, in
particular, did not elucidate any identifiable task specific process associated with reducing
crime and disorder. Nor did their accounts suggest the presence of an active sense of
engagement on the behalf of community members.

Residents relied heavily on key

institutions and organizations to handle problems of both a civic and criminal nature.
Responses to crime, disorder or council violations were not coordinated by residents, but
were handled by the local council, the police department and community developers. As
Hunter (1985) and Bursik and Grasmick (1993) suggest and as evidenced in my research,
“public” social control is vital in generating community regulation and a belief in the
collective’s capacity to effect change.
There was mixed support for the claim that communities with weak ties can be
effective units of social control. The results of Study 1 indicated that intra-community
relationships and network closure predicted higher perceptions of violence and disorder. Yet,
social cohesion (measured by responses to the item “this is a close-knit neighborhood”)
strongly predicted lower perceptions.

Despite reporting high levels of intra-community

relationships and network closure, from the accounts of residents and key informants in
Redwood Estate and Hidden Valley, the form and function of social relationships were
indicative of a community of limited liability, more so than a fully-efficacious community as
conceptualized by Sampson and his colleagues (Morenoff et al., 2001; Sampson et al., 1999).
However, the residents and key informants for the Village reported strong ties and network
closure. Residents in the Village worked together to achieve intended outcomes.

These

results support Sampson’s (2002; 2006) call for a greater scrutiny of social relationships and
their association with crime and disorder.
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Finally, Sampson (2002; 2006) has claimed that the urban village is outmoded and
irrelevant. My interviews with local residents suggest, as a symbolic concept, it is alive and
well. For residents in Redwood Estate and Hidden Valley community life did not revolve
around strong friendships, strong organizational participation and civic engagement.
Relationships were casual and instrumental and the amount of leisure time spent with fellow
community members was limited. Yet, the way in which the community was imagined stood
in stark contrast to how it functioned. Apart from “Brendon” in Redwood Estate and “Ryan”
from Hidden Valley, residents in both areas believed they lived in closely-knit, socially
cohesive communities.

They reported having many friends and their definitions of

community resonated strongly with the urban village model. For Redwood Estate and Hidden
Valley in particular, how the community was imagined largely determined residents’
perceptions of the community’s capacity.

The presence of symbols and collective

representations were central in sustaining this imagery.
Overall, my research suggests that the unique contribution of collective efficacy
theory to criminology is limited. Certainly, Sampson and his colleagues shift in focus from
the presence of social networks, institutions and organizations to the functioning of these
elements is timely and necessary to progress research. Their emphasis on action is a valuable
theoretical dimension.

Their methodological sophistication in examining ecometric

properties of collectivities pushes the boundaries and adds rigor to the study of the ecology of
crime.

However, collective efficacy theory, as conceptualized by Sampson and his

associates, has three main limitations. First, my research suggests that collective efficacy
does not represent a task specific process. Rather, collective efficacy, in the Australian
context, depicts a perceived capacity for intervention that may or may not be related to
action. Second, collective efficacy does not elucidate the activation of ties from the ties
themselves. As demonstrated in Study 2, a belief in the capacity of the collective was
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generated through many different channels. Third, collective efficacy does not address how
social cohesion is achieved or how collective capacity is presumed in urban communities
where strong bonds are few and relationships are instrumental in nature. My research
demonstrates the importance of including the various mechanisms (both imagined and
practiced) that create social cohesion and a confidence in the collective. For example, in the
Village, social cohesion was derived from previous collaboration, strong relationships and
connections to extra-local resources. For Redwood Estate, a collective capacity was strongly
influenced by the active engagement of local institutions, including the security company and
the police. In Hidden Valley, capacity was largely assumed through symbols of power,
affluence and education. For both these areas social cohesion and a collective identity were
deduced from symbols or collective representations of community life.
These findings lead me to conclude that collective efficacy, as it stands, can only be
understood as a nominal concept. Collective efficacy may be the more proximate concept
explaining the variation of crime and disorder across place, but it is not a mechanism nor
does it depict a causal process. It is a belief or a perception that stems from a variety of
community processes. In some communities, collective efficacy is garnered through strong
relationships, in others through the action or intervention of key institutions or organizations.
Still yet in other areas, collective efficacy is largely assumed through symbols of power,
wealth or education.

8.5

Factoring in the Australian Context

The failure to replicate the Chicago study may be in part due to the structural and cultural
differences between Australia and the United States. Sampson claims “nothing in the logic of
collective efficacy is necessarily limited to specific cities, the United States or any country
for that matter” (2006:161).

However, structural and cultural peculiarities may indeed
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influence the level of, or the perceived need for, active collaboration among community
residents. My research certainly suggests the likelihood of cultural variation in the relevance
of the theory.
The level of concentrated disadvantage for some communities in Chicago, and in
other cities throughout the United States, is profound. With the significantly higher homicide
rates, the gross inequality among various social groups and the limited access to scarce
resources in the United States, it may be that the needs of the collective are only recognized
when there are sufficient numbers backing a particular agenda or when a community is in
great need. In other words, when collaboration is key to effecting change. In contrast,
Australia certainly has its share of disadvantaged communities characterized by higher crime
(Vinson, 2004; 2007), but as Hope (1995) suggests that “with the exception of the severe
distress of Aborigines, there is little evidence of an underclass in Australia” (p.22).

The

social security system and socialized access to medical services for all Australian residents
provide a safety net not present in the United States. It is entirely possible that the prevalence
of formal structures and support available to many urban communities across the Australian
landscape may work against promoting residential collaboration on local issues.

As

evidenced in Redwood Estate and Hidden Valley, the expectations of formal structures were
high and there was little incentive to join with others in dealing with problems. For the
participants in my study, it was much easier to pick up the phone and make a formal
complaint that would then be actioned by some one else.

This apparent reliance on

organizations and institutions warrants further investigation in future research.
Apart from the structural differences between Australia and the United States, there
are also cultural peculiarities that might explain the persistence of an urban village ideology
and the imagined social cohesion found in Gum Nut Park and Hidden Valley. Although a
discussion of Australian national culture is beyond the limits of this thesis, it is worth noting
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that Australia is largely seen by its citizens as the “lucky country” embodying tolerance and
equality (Blainey, 1993). Further, notions of egalitarianism and mateship are central to
Australia’s national narrative (see Blainey, 1993; Fiske, Hodge and Turner, 1987; Turner,
1986; Phillips and Smith, 2000). The idea of mateship in particular might strongly influence
the way in which people answered questions pertaining to social ties and social cohesion. It
is possible that assumed shared values and a sense of commonality are not specific to the
residential community, but is influenced by a broader national narrative of what it means to
be an Australian citizen. Again, this is an area that requires further study.

8.6

Future Directions for Collective Efficacy Theory

The results from my dissertation research do not provide unequivocal support for collective
efficacy theory.
criminology.

This does not mean that collective efficacy does not have a place in

However, moving the collective efficacy agenda forward requires careful

theoretical and methodological reflection.

8.6.1

Returning to Collective Efficacy’s Roots

In developing an organizing theoretical model, as Sampson (2006) has requested, we must
return to the origins of collective efficacy theory as articulated by Bandura (1997; 2001). In
both the present research and the PHDCN, the operationalization of collective efficacy has
incorporated two or more dimensions. In the former, the collective action scale encompasses
items associated with civic engagement and informal social control. In the latter, informal
social control is combined with measures of social cohesion, shared values and community
trust. This combination is a problem as one cannot easily decipher which conjoint belief
relates to crime. Is it a belief in the community’s ability to deal with crime problems? Is it a
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belief in the community’s ability to deal with civic or environmental matters? Or is a belief
that is based upon the emergent properties of the group?
Including a variety of different scenarios cannot tell us much about the specific beliefs
associated with violence, the informal control of young people or the ability to rally extralocal institutions for particular support. From the PHDCN research, it is impossible to
disentangle which task or cluster of tasks relates to the outcome measure of homicide. For
example, how might scolding a child for being impertinent lead to reductions of violence?
The link between the task and the outcome is decidedly unclear. As a general measure of
informal social control, the cluster of items in the collective efficacy scale work well. As a
specific measure of the conjoint ability to prevent violence, it does not.
In the organizational and social psychological literature, collective efficacy is
operationalized according to the outcome variable. Thus, as demonstrated by Myers, Feltz
and Short (2004) a belief in the team’s ability to win the premiership was associated with
particular tasks directly related to achieving this goal.

Future research concerned with

explaining the differential capacity of communities to prescind violence and disorder would
benefit from an adaptation of this approach. Including various scales of collective efficacy
that depict the perceived capacity of the collective to respond to particular crime and civic
problems would be a start. For example, examining a community’s perceived capacity to
control social disorder like drinking in public, people dealing drugs or prostitution against
rates of reported incidences of this nature would provide a stronger link between perceptions
and outcomes currently missing in the collective efficacy literature.

8.6.2

Examining Collective Efficacy in Situ

While the above recommendation will go some way in clarifying how particular belief
systems interact with or impact upon specific types of crime, it still fails to elucidate a task
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specific process of any kind.

Indeed, surveys are ill-equipped, regardless of how well

thought out they might be, in depicting agency. At present, collective efficacy theory resides
squarely within a neo-positivist ontological framework that stands at odds with scholars who
view processes as examinable only as they occur (see Dingwall, 1997). Paradigms which
have traditionally investigated processes have been less concerned with outcomes, but have
instead focused on the way people make sense of their social world through their production
of action. For collective efficacy to signify a “…process of activating or converting social
ties to achieve desired outcomes from the ties themselves” (Sampson, Raudenbush & Earls,
1999:635 emphasis added), a detailed examination of these processes in situ is necessary. As
Firth has suggested, “…it is through the doing – and only there - that the order, sense,
rationality and stability of social activities is made possible and achieved” (1995: 270). If we
are to understand how communities with weak ties achieve social order within an ontological
framework that privileges agency, future research must incorporate appropriate methods to
examine how collective efficacy works in real-time.

8.6.3

Clarifying the Role of Social Ties

As with the research from the PHDCN, my dissertation research does not resolve the dense
ties dilemma in criminology. In some respects, the present research further confuses the
issue. From Study 1, it is unclear if social relationships and network closure facilitate or
inhibit crime. In Study 2, social relationships were important in generating positive outcomes
for the residents of the Village, but for those residing in Hidden Valley or Redwood Estate,
they were superfluous to effecting change.

In these communities, connections with

institutions were more likely to generate a particular outcome.
Future research needs to specifically examine the presence of social relationships, the
functions of social relationships and the association between these functions with collective
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outcomes. This is necessary in order to provide a consistent measure of a weak and a strong
tie. Granovettor (1973) suggested a weak tie was one characterized by infrequent interaction
of a less intimate nature. However, an alternative conceptualization might focus primarily on
the functional aspect of the relationship. Thus a weak tie could reflect a kith or kinship
relationship that is essentially dormant and serves no functional purpose. Conversely, a
strong tie could represent a less intimate relationship that provides a necessary and important
function, whether it be through generating a sense of community or in providing particular
resources or skills that benefit the collective. I suggest that the present definitions of intracommunity relationships require clarification to facilitate a more refined approach to
understanding their impact on community organization.
Not only is the measurement of intra-community relationships important, but so too is
the analysis of the same. Aggregating survey measures are a crude way of demonstrating the
effects of relationships on community organization. Combining alternative analytic tools,
such as social network analysis, seems a logical way forward. Using the results from such an
analysis in a multi-level context would provide a more nuanced explication of the density,
frequency and functionality of social ties in a community setting. I believe this approach is
the missing link in addressing the dense ties dilemma in criminology.

8.6.4

A Continued Focus on Ecometric Measures

The most important contribution from the collective efficacy research is the refinement of
measurement and analytic strategies to better understand the spatial distribution of crime and
disorder. With regards to measurement, as evidenced in Chapter 3 the collective action scale
outperformed place attachment and intergenerational closure in terms of its reliability at the
community level. The reason for this was clear: the items in the collective action scale, like
the items in Sampson’s collective efficacy scale, were created to reflect the perceived
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behavior of fellow residents. That is, they were ecometric in scope. Many of the indicators
used in social science research are aggregated to the level of the community and assumed to
be reflective of a collective construct (Sampson, 2006). However, as the team from the
PHDCN has demonstrated, this is a dangerous assumption.

The development of more

comprehensive scales measuring the collective attributes associated with crime and disorder
is necessary. It is only when we have reliable and valid measures of collective mechanisms
will we see a shift in the ecology of crime literature from a focus on structural indicators and
psychometric measures to a more complex model of community organization.
The analytic strategy employed by Sampson and his colleagues (Morenoff et al.,
2001; Sampson et al., 1997; Sampson et al., 1999), has also propelled a more sophisticated
analysis of the ecology of crime in a forward moving direction. Prior to the 1997 Science
article, community organization was not analyzed as a hierarchical structure.

Instead,

ANOVAs, ANOVAs and multiple regression dominated ecological research.

The

incorporation of multi-level modeling into criminological research therefore provided
scholars with a new way of simultaneously analyzing the individual and community level
predictors of crime and disorder. In this respect, I strongly agree with Sampson that this
renewed approach to community organization is “an enterprise that is conceptually distinct
from individual assessment” (2002:219).

8.7

Concluding Remarks

In the quest to develop new theoretical insights and exciting ideas that tap into the
contemporary nature of the phenomena we study, we often overlook, obscure or reinvent that
which has come before. As Raymond Williams notes in Keywords (1976), a characteristic
feature of much sociological inquiry is the mutability of its concepts which frequently acquire
new meanings and usages over time. With reference to criminological research, Taylor
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(2001) notes that certain terms seem to have a 20 year life cycle and despite the similarity of
items used to measure particular concepts, the notion or the idea is given a new edge. This
problematic relationship between classical theory and contemporary research raises issues
that do not appear to confront other forms of scientific knowledge and some have suggested it
is this curious ambivalence which challenges the progress of social sciences (see Adatto and
Cole, 1981).
The research agenda informing this dissertation was specifically constructed to avoid
this pitfall of social scientific enquiry. Instead of generating new labels or theories, the aim
of this dissertation was to consolidate a large body of literature to augment core knowledge
and to systematically build upon and expand the work of key scholars in this particular field.
Taking this approach paves the way for future research to eventually supersede this
dissertation, which as Max Weber once suggested, should be the goal of our sociological
efforts (Adatto & Cole, 1981; Wickes & Emmison, 2007).
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Griffith University
Community Capacity Survey – Main Survey
Good morning/afternoon/evening, my name is ____ and I work for Griffith University. As part
of an Australian Research Council project, we are currently undertaking research in selected
suburbs about community and crime.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 1

Could you please tell me the suburb we have called?
Suburb List
If another suburb –

Unfortunately your suburb has not been selected to participate in this survey. Thank
you very much for your assistance. Press Enter and code Out Of Scope Suburb.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 2

To obtain a representative sample of all people aged 18 years or over,
we would like to randomly select one person over the age of 18 from
your household to complete the survey. Could you please tell me the
number of people aged 18 years or over who usually live in this
household?

...............................................................................................................
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 3

Could I please speak to the Randomly Selected Person?
(If Callback - select ALT S and book appointment time)
(Yes ……………………………………………………………………….….. 1
No - Language Problems Person…………………………………………… 2
No - Unable Person Away……………………………………………………. 3
No - Unable Person Illness…………………………………………………… 4
No - Unable Person Hearing…………………………………………………. 5
No - Unable Person Other Disability………………………………………… 6
No - Unable Person Speech…………………………………………………. 7
No - Unable Person Intellectual……………………………………………… 8
Refused Person)………………………………………………………………. 99

_________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 4

Repeat opening statement if directed to a different person than the one answering the
phone initially.
This is a voluntary study exploring local community life, victimization, and crime in the Greater
Brisbane area. Individual responses are kept confidential, and names or data that would
allow identification of participants will NOT be released. Are you willing to include your
opinions in this study?

_________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 5

Could you please tell me your age?
(Read out ranges only if necessary)
(18 – 19 ........................................................................................ 1
20 – 24.......................................................................................... 2
25 – 29.......................................................................................... 3
30 – 34.......................................................................................... 4
35 – 39.......................................................................................... 5
40 – 44.......................................................................................... 6
45 – 49.......................................................................................... 7
50 – 54.......................................................................................... 8
55 – 59.......................................................................................... 9
60 – 64.......................................................................................... 10
65 – 69.......................................................................................... 11
70 or more .................................................................................... 12

Refused) ....................................................................................... 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 6

(Record if known, otherwise ask: ) Are you male or female?
(Male............................................................................................. 1
Female.......................................................................................... 2

Refused) ....................................................................................... 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Section 2 – Community Capacity
I am going to read some statements about things that people in your community may or may
not do
Q. 7

For each of the following statements, please tell me if it is very likely, likely, unlikely or very
unlikely:
Very
Likely

Likely Unlikely

Very
Unlikely

Don’t
Know

Refused

If a group of community
children were skipping school
and hanging around on a street
corner, how likely is it that people
in your community would do
something about it?...........................1 ...... 2.......... 3.......... 4...........98…….99
If some children were spray
painting graffiti on a local building,
how likely is it that people in your
community would do something
about it? ...........................................1 ...... 2.......... 3.......... 4...........98…….99
If there was a fight in front of your
house and someone was being
beaten or threatened, how likely
is it that people in your community
would break it up? ............................1 ...... 2.......... 3.......... 4...........98…….99
If a child was showing disrespect
to an adult, how likely is it that
people in your community
would scold that child? .....................1 ...... 2.......... 3.......... 4...........98…….99
Suppose that because of budget
cuts the fire station closest to your
home was going to be closed
down. How likely is it that
community residents would
organise to try and do something to
keep the fire station open? ..............1 ...... 2.......... 3.......... 4...........98…….99
If public officials asked everyone
to conserve water or electricity
because of some emergency,
such as severe drought, how
likely is it that people in your
community would cooperate? ..........1 ...... 2.......... 3.......... 4...........98……99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 8

For each of the following statements, please indicate whether you strongly agree,
agree, disagree or strongly disagree.
Strongly
Strongly
agree
Agree Disagree Disagree

Don’t
know

Refused

People in this community are
willing to help their neighbors ...........1 ...... 2.......... 3.......... 4...........98……..99
This is a close-knit community..........1 ...... 2.......... 3.......... 4...........98 ........99
People in this community
can be trusted ...................................1 ...... 2.......... 3.......... 4...........98 ........99
People in this community
generally don’t get along with
each other .........................................1 ...... 2.......... 3.......... 4...........98 ........99
People in this community do
not share the same values................1 ...... 2.......... 3.......... 4...........98 ........99
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Section 3: Social Capital
I am now going to ask you some questions about your local community.
Q. 9

For each of the following statements, please indicate whether these factors are very
important, important, somewhat important, or not at all important in your local community:
Very
important

Important

Somewhat
Important

Not at all
important

Don’t
Know

Refused

Differences in religious beliefs?. .......1 ........2 ............ 3 ............. 4............98 ........ 99
Differences in ethnic background?....1 ........2 ............ 3 ............. 4............98 ........ 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 10

During the last 12 months, without being paid, have you:
Yes

No

Don’t know

Refused

Signed a petition ..................................................................... 1 ...........2...........98 ........ 99
Attended a public meeting....................................................... 1 ...........2...........98 ........ 99
Joined with people to resolve a local
or community problem............................................................. 1 ...........2...........98 ........ 99
______________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 11

For each of the following statements, please indicate to what extent would you trust the
following people to act in your best interest? To a great extent, some extent, hardly at all
or not at all?
To a great
extent

To some
extent

Hardly
at all

Not at all

Don’t
Know

Refused

Your close family and other
relatives with whom you
don’t live ......................................... 1.. ........2 ............ 3 ............. 4............98 ........ 99
Your friends .................................... 1.. ........2 ............ 3 ............. 4............98 ........ 99
Your current work mates
or associates .................................. 1.. ........2 ............ 3 ............. 4............98 ........ 99
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Q. 12

Please indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with
the following statements.
Strongly
agree Agree

Strongly
Disagree Disagree

Don’t
know

Refused

I feel that I belong to this local
community………………………………...1…….2………3……….4……..98……. 99
I would like to be living in this local
community in three years time………….1…….2………3……….4……..98……. 99
I am proud to live in this local
community………………………………...1…….2………3….……4………98…….99
I feel a responsibility to make a
contribution to the local community
I live in……………………………………..1…….2………3………4………98….…99
Most people can be trusted..……………1…….2………3………4………98……..99
I feel safe walking down the street
after dark……………………..……………1…….2………3………4..…….98……..99
Multiculturalism makes life in my
local community better……………………1…….2………3………4..…....98…..…99
I enjoy living amongst people with
different lifestyles………………………….1…….2……… 3…..….4………98….….99
Adults in this community know who
the local children are………………..…….1……2………3………4………98….….99
There are adults in this community
that children can look up to………………1…….2…..….3………4………98….….99
Parents in this community
generally know each other…………..……1……2……...3………4………98….....99
You can count on adults in this community
to watch out that children are safe
and don’t get into trouble…………….……1…...2………3………4………98….…99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 13

I am now going to ask you about your feelings and perceptions of how other people
behave in your community. Based on your experiences, please indicate whether you
strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the following statements.
Strongly
agree Agree

Strongly
Disagree Disagree

Don’t
know

Refused

The people around here feel
emotionally attached to our
local community………………………..…..1…….2………3………4………..98………....99
The people around here feel they
belong to this local community……… ….1… …2…… .3…… …4……… 98………….99
People around here believe that
multiculturalism makes life in our
local community better …………………...1……..2……..3………4……..…98……….….99
People in this community enjoy
living amongst people of different
lifestyles………………………… ………...1……..2……...3………4………98…………..99
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Q.14

Apart from the people that you live with, how many relatives and friends live in your
community?
(One or two……………………………………………………... 1
Three or four……………………………………………………. 2
Five or more……………………………………………………..3
None……………………………………………………………..4
Don’t know……………………………………………………….98

Refused)………………………………………………………….99
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Q.15

Would you say that you know Most of the people in your community

……………………..…. .1

Many of the people in your community

………………………….2

A few of the people in your community

…………………………3

Do not know people in your community

……………………..4

(Don’t know……………………………………………………….. ....98
Refused)……………………………………………………………… 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q.16

Generally speaking do you feel that you can influence things that are happening
in your local community?
(Yes…………………………………………………………… ...1
To some extent………………………………………………...2
No………………………………………………………………..3
Don’t know………………………………………………………98
Refused)………………………………………………………....99

________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 17

About how often do you and people in your community do favours for each
other?
(ask only if prompted – “By favours we mean such things as watching each
other’s children, helping with shopping, lending garden or house tools or other
small acts of kindness”)
Never .............................................................................. 1
Rarely ............................................................................. 2
Sometimes ..................................................................... 3
Often............................................................................... 4
(Don’t Know.................................................................... 98
Refused) ......................................................................... 99

________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 18

In the past 12 months, can you please tell me if it is very likely, likely, unlikely or very
unlikely that members of your community have voluntarily:
Very
Likely

Likely

Unlikely

Very
Unlikely

Don’t
Know

Refused

Signed a petition………………………………1……2............ 3……….4....... 98…………99
Attended a public meeting…………………….1….. 2 ........... 3……….4....... 98…………99
Joined with people to resolve a local
or community problem…………………..

1….. 2............ 3……….4....... 98…………99

________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 19

Using a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 = ‘very good’ and 5 = ‘very poor’, in general
how would you rate the overall quality of your life?
(Very good ………..…………………………………………. 1
Good………………………………………………………….. 2
Neither good nor poor………………………………………. 3
Poor…………………………………………………………... 4
Very poor……………………………………………………...5
Don’t know……………………………………………………98
Refused)……………………………………………………...99

________________________________________________________________________________________________

Section 4 – Community Problems
Q. 20

I am now going to read a list of things that are problems in some communities.
Please tell me how much of a concern the following problems are in your
community. Are they no problem, some problem or a big problem?
No
problem

Some
problem

Big
problem

Don’t
know

Refused

Drugs ................................................……….1............2 ..........…3....……98…….99
Public drinking...................................……….1............2 ..........….3...……98……99
People loitering or hanging out .........……….1............2 ..........….3...……98……99
Run down or neglected buildings...... ............1 ..........2 .......... ... 3………98…...99
Paint sniffing, chroming
(volatile substance misuse) ..............……….1............2 ..........…3....……98…...99
Prostitution ........................................ ............1 ..........2 ..........…3………98…...99
Vandalism and/or graffiti ................... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3....……98…...99
Traffic problems like speeding
or hooning ......................................... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3....……98…...99
Young people getting into trouble ..... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3……….98….99
Poor lighting ...................................... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3……….98….99
Overgrown shrubs or trees ............... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3……….98….99
Transients/homeless people on
the streets ......................................... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3……….98….99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Section 5 – Victimization
Q. 21

The next section asks about victimization that may have happened in your community, to
yourself or to members of your household. If any of these questions cause you any distress,
we can provide you with a list of counsellors who will be able to help you upon request.
Please indicate whether the following events have happened often, sometimes,
rarely or never in this community during the past six months.
Often Sometimes Rarely Never

Don’t know Refused

A fight in which a weapon
was used...........................................1 ..........2 ..........3 ...... 4...........98 ........99
A violent argument between
neighbors ..........................................1 ..........2 ..........3 ...... 4...........98 ........99
A sexual assault or rape ...................1 ..........2 ..........3 ...... 4...........98 ........99
A robbery or mugging .......................1 ..........2 ..........3 ...... 4...........98 ........99
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Q. 22 While you have lived in this community, has anyone ever used violence such as in a
mugging, fight or sexual assault against you or any member of your household
anywhere in your community?

(Yes ....................................................................................1
No .......................................................................................2
Don’t Know .........................................................................98
Refused) .............................................................................99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
If Q22 = 1, go to Q23.
Otherwise, go to Q24.
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 23 Was that in the past 6 months?

(Yes ...........................................................................................1
No ..............................................................................................2
Don’t Know ................................................................................98
Refused) ....................................................................................99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 24 While you have lived in this community, has your home ever been broken into?

(Yes ....................................................................................... 1
No .......................................................................................... 2
Don’t Know ............................................................................ 98
Refused) ................................................................................ 99
If Q24 = 1, go to Q25.
Otherwise, go to Q26.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 25 Was that in the past 6 months?

(Yes ....................................................................................... 1
No .......................................................................................... 2
Don’t Know ............................................................................ 98
Refused) ................................................................................ 99
______________________________________________________________________________________________

Q. 26 While you have lived in this community, have you or another member of your
household had property damaged, including damage to a vehicle parked in the
street, to the outside of your home, or to other personal property?

(Yes ....................................................................................1
No .......................................................................................2
Don’t Know .........................................................................98
Refused) .............................................................................99
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
If Q26 = 1, go to Q27.
Otherwise, go to Q28.
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Q. 27 Was that in the past 6 months?

(Yes ....................................................................................1
No .......................................................................................2
Don’t Know .........................................................................98
Refused) .............................................................................99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Section 6: Demographic Information
Q. 28

Now we need to ask you a few demographic questions. In which
country were you born?
(Australia ...................................................................................... 1
England ........................................................................................ 2
Fiji ................................................................................................. 3
Germany....................................................................................... 4
Greece.......................................................................................... 5
Holland ......................................................................................... 6
Hong Kong.................................................................................... 7
Ireland........................................................................................... 8
Italy ............................................................................................... 9
Malaysia ....................................................................................... 10
New Zealand ................................................................................ 11
Philippines .................................................................................... 12
Pacific Islands............................................................................... 13
Scotland........................................................................................ 14
United States of America.............................................................. 15
Vietnam ........................................................................................ 16
Wales............................................................................................ 17
Other (please specify) _________________________________ 18
Refused) ....................................................................................... 99

________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 29

Do you usually speak a language other than English at home?
(Yes - a European language ........................................................ 1
Yes - an Asian language .............................................................. 2
Yes - another language ................................................................ 3
No - English only .......................................................................... 4
Refused) ....................................................................................... 99

________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 30

Do you identify yourself as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander or
are you of Australian South Sea Islander origin?
(Yes - Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander ................................... 1
Yes - South Sea Islander ............................................................. 2
Yes – both Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander and South
Sea Islander ................................................................................. 3
No ................................................................................................. 4

Refused) ....................................................................................... 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 31

How would you describe your current marital status?
Never married............................................................................... 1
Married ......................................................................................... 2
Other ‘live-in’ relationship (de facto)............................................. 3
Separated but not divorced .......................................................... 4
Divorced ....................................................................................... 5
Widowed....................................................................................... 6

(Refused)...................................................................................... 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q.32

How many dependent children under the age of 18 live at this address?

(Don’t know……………………………………………………….98
Refused)…………………………………………………………..99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 33
What is your highest educational achievement?
Post graduate qualifications ......................................................... 1
A university or college degree ...................................................... 2
A trade, technical certificate or diploma ....................................... 3
Completed senior high school ...................................................... 4
Completed junior high school ....................................................... 5
Primary school.............................................................................. 6
No schooling................................................................................. 7
(Other (please specify)_________________________________ 8
Refused) ....................................................................................... 99
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Q. 34

How would you best describe your current employment status?
Working full-time........................................................................... 1
Working part-time ......................................................................... 2
On a sick or disability pension...................................................... 3
On a sole parent’s pension........................................................... 4
On an aged pension ..................................................................... 5
Retired - self-supporting ............................................................... 6
Unemployed and seeking work .................................................... 7
Home duties ................................................................................. 8
Student ......................................................................................... 9
(Other (please specify)_________________________________ 10
Refused) ....................................................................................... 99

________________________________________________________________________________________________

Q. 35

What was the approximate household annual income including pensions,
income from investments and family allowances for the last 12 months before
any tax (gross income) was taken out?
Less than $20,000 ........................................................................ 1
$20,000 to $39,999....................................................................... 2
$40,000 to $59,999....................................................................... 3
$60,000 to $79,999....................................................................... 4
$80,000 or more ........................................................................... 5
(Don’t know................................................................................... 98
Refused) ....................................................................................... 99

________________________________________________________________________________________________

254

Q. 36

What is your religion?
(Catholic……………………………………………………………..1
Anglican (Church of England)……………………………………..2
Uniting Church………………………………………………………3
Presbyterian…………………………………………………………4
Lutheran…………………………………………………………….. 5
Islam……………………………………………………………….....6
Greek Orthodox……………………………………………………..7
Baptist………………………………………………………………..8
Other (please specify)……………………………………………...9
No religion…………………………………………………………..10
Don’t know………………………………………………………….98

Refused)…………………………………………………………….99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 37

Do you or your family own or rent the residence where you are currently living?
(Yes – own………………………………………………………….. 1
Yes – rent…………………………………………………………… 2
Other (please specify)……………….………………..…………… 3
Don’t know…………….…………………………………………….98

Refused)……………………………………………………………..99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 38

How long have you lived at this current address?
Less than 6 months ...................................................................... 1
6 months to less than 12 months ................................................. 2
12 months to less than 2 years .................................................... 3
2 years to less than 5 years ......................................................... 4
5 years to less than 10 years ....................................................... 5
10 years to less than 20 years ..................................................... 6
20 years or more .......................................................................... 7
(Don’t know................................................................................... 98
Refused) ....................................................................................... 99
If Q38 = 5, 6, 7, 98, or 99, go to Q40. Otherwise, go to Q39.

Q. 39

How many times have you moved in the past five years?

(Don’t know…………………………………………………………98
Refused)…………………………………………………………….99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 40

Can we please have the street number and street name of your residence? This
information will help us to calculate distances between where people live and amenities in
the community, such as the distance people have to travel to get to bus stops, shopping
centres, and schools.
(PROMPT for street number, name, and extension, eg. Rd, St, Ave, Cres.)

(Don’t know ……………………………………………………… .9998
Refused)…………………………………………………………… .9999
________________________________________________________________________________________________
If Q40 = 9998 or 9999, go to Q41.
Otherwise, go to Q42.
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 41

Can we please have the names of the nearest cross streets to your residence?

(Don’t know ……………………………………………………… .98
Refused)…………………………………………………………… ..99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 42

In the next 12 months we expect to conduct a face to face interview exploring
community life in your suburb. Would you be willing to participate in an interview?
Yes (please specify name and phone number)……………………1
No……………………………………………………………………….2

Refused……………………………………………………………….99
______________________________________________________________________________________________

That concludes the survey.
Your responses will be strictly confidential. Your answers will not be linked to you personally or to
your telephone number. All your responses will be combined with those of other participants. If
you have any queries or concerns regarding this research you can contact the Griffith University
switchboard on 3875 7111 or the Principal Investigator, Dr. Lorraine Mazerolle, directly on
3875 5938.
Thank you very much for your assistance.
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Collective Efficacy Project Crime Categories
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Crime Categories from the Queensland Police Data

CE Offence Categories
Homicide-related

Serious assaults

Common assaults
Sexual offences

Armed robbery
Unarmed robbery
Other offences against the person
Burglary (dwelling)

Unlawful entry

Possession of stolen property

Dangerous driving

Unlawful use of motor vehicle
Other driving-related offences
Breach domestic violence order
Drug-related offences

Weapons offences

Arson

Police Offence Categories
Homicide (murder)
Other homicide
Conspiracy to murder
Manslaughter (excluding by driving)
Grievous assault
Serious assault
Serious assault (other)
Common assault
Rape and attempted rape
Indecent behaviour
Other sex offences
Armed robbery
Unarmed robbery
Other offences against the person
Stealing from dwellings
Unlawful entry with violence – dwelling
Unlawful entry without violence - dwelling
Unlawful entry with intent – other
Unlawful entry with intent – shop
Shop stealing
Receiving stolen property
Possess property suspected stolen
Other stealing
Other handling stolen goods
Possess tainted property
Driving causing death
Drink driving
Dangerous operation of a vehicle
Unlawful use of motor vehicle
Vehicles (steal from/enter with intent)
Disqualified driving
Interfere with motor vehicle
Breach domestic violence order
Other drug offences
Possess drugs
Produce drugs
Sell supply drugs
Trafficking drugs
Weapons Act offences – other
Unlawful possession concealed firearm
Unlawful possession firearm – other
Possession and/or use other weapons
Bomb possession and/or use of
Arson
259

Public nuisance offences

Disorderly behaviour
Language offences
Liquor (excluding drunkenness)
Resist incite hinder obstruct
Trespassing and vagrancy
Fare evasion
Public nuisance
Prostitution-related offences
Knowingly participate in provision
Procuring prostitution
Other prostitution offences
Found in places used for purposes of
Have interest in premises used for
Public soliciting
Property damage
Other property damage
Extortion/fraud
Extortion
Fraud by cheque
Fraud by credit card
Fraud by computer
Other fraud
Kidnapping/abduction
Kidnapping/abduction
Miscellaneous offences
Miscellaneous offences
Gaming racing and betting offences
Stock related offences
Source: Mazerolle, et al. (2006) Community Variations in Crime: A Spatial and Ecometric
Analysis Technical Report No. 1
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Griffith University - Community Capacity Survey
Recoded Survey Responses
FOR REFERENCE ONLY
Good morning/afternoon/evening, my name is ____ and I work for Griffith University. As part
of an Australian Research Council project, we are currently undertaking research in selected
suburbs about community and crime.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 1

Could you please tell me the suburb we have called?
Suburb List
If another suburb –

Unfortunately your suburb has not been selected to participate in this survey. Thank
you very much for your assistance. Press Enter and code Out Of Scope Suburb.
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 2

To obtain a representative sample of all people aged 18 years or over,
we would like to randomly select one person over the age of 18 from
your household to complete the survey. Could you please tell me the
number of people aged 18 years or over who usually live in this
household?

...............................................................................................................
_________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 3

Could I please speak to the Randomly Selected Person?
(If Callback - select ALT S and book appointment time)
(Yes ……………………………………………………………………….….. 1
No - Language Problems Person…………………………………………… 2
No - Unable Person Away……………………………………………………. 3
No - Unable Person Illness…………………………………………………… 4
No - Unable Person Hearing…………………………………………………. 5
No - Unable Person Other Disability………………………………………… 6
No - Unable Person Speech…………………………………………………. 7
No - Unable Person Intellectual……………………………………………… 8
Refused Person)………………………………………………………………. 99

_________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 4

Repeat opening statement if directed to a different person than the one answering the
phone initially.
This is a voluntary study exploring local community life, victimization, and crime in the Greater
Brisbane area. Individual responses are kept confidential, and names or data that would
allow identification of participants will NOT be released. Are you willing to include your
opinions in this study?
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Q. 5

Could you please tell me your age?
(Read out ranges only if necessary)
(18 – 19 ........................................................................................ 1
20 – 24.......................................................................................... 2
25 – 29.......................................................................................... 3
30 – 34.......................................................................................... 4
35 – 39.......................................................................................... 5
40 – 44.......................................................................................... 6
45 – 49.......................................................................................... 7
50 – 54.......................................................................................... 8
55 – 59.......................................................................................... 9
60 – 64.......................................................................................... 10
65 – 69.......................................................................................... 11
70 or more .................................................................................... 12

Refused) ....................................................................................... 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 6

(Record if known, otherwise ask: ) Are you male or female?
(Male............................................................................................. 1
Female.......................................................................................... 2

Refused) ....................................................................................... 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Section 2 – Community Capacity
I am going to read some statements about things that people in your community may or may
not do
Q. 7

For each of the following statements, please tell me if it is very likely, likely, unlikely or very
unlikely:
Very Unikely Likely
Unlikely

Very
Likely

Don’t
Know

Refused

If a group of community
children were skipping school
and hanging around on a street
corner, how likely is it that people
in your community would do
something about it?...........................-2 ..... -1 ........ 1.......... 2...........0…….99
If some children were spray
painting graffiti on a local building,
how likely is it that people in your
community would do something
about it? ...........................................-2 ..... -1 ........ 1.......... 2...........0…….99
If there was a fight in front of your
house and someone was being
beaten or threatened, how likely
is it that people in your community
would break it up? ............................-2 ..... -1 ........ 1.......... 2...........0…….99
If a child was showing disrespect
to an adult, how likely is it that
people in your community
would scold that child? .....................-2 ..... -1 ........ 1.......... 2...........0…….99
Suppose that because of budget
cuts the fire station closest to your
home was going to be closed
down. How likely is it that
community residents would
organise to try and do something to
keep the fire station open? ..............-2 ..... -1 ........ 1.......... 2...........0…….99
If public officials asked everyone
to conserve water or electricity
because of some emergency,
such as severe drought, how
likely is it that people in your
community would cooperate? ........... -2 .... -1 ........ 1.......... 2...........0…….99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 8

For each of the following statements, please indicate whether you strongly agree,
agree, disagree or strongly disagree.
Strongly
disagree Disagree Agree

Strongly
Agree

Don’t
know

Refused

People in this community are
willing to help their neighbors ...........-2 ..... -1 ........ 1.......... 2...........0…….99
This is a close-knit community..........-2 ..... -1 ........ 1.......... 2...........0…….99
People in this community
can be trusted ...................................-2 ..... -1 ........ 1.......... 2...........0…….99
Strongly
Strongly
Agree Agree Disagree Disagree

Don’t
know

Refused

People in this community
generally don’t get along with
each other .........................................-2 ..... -1 ........ 1.......... 2...........0…….99
People in this community do
not share the same values................-2 ..... -1 ........ 1.......... 2...........0…….99
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Section 3: Social Capital
I am now going to ask you some questions about your local community.
Q. 9

For each of the following statements, please indicate whether these factors are very
important, important, somewhat important, or not at all important in your local community:
Not at all
important

Somewhat
Important

Important

Very
important

Don’t
Know

Refused

Differences in religious beliefs?. .......-2 .......-1 ........... 1 ............. 2............0 .......... 99
Differences in ethnic background?....-2 ....... -1 .......... 1 ............. 2............0 .......... 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
During the last 12 months, without being paid, have you:
Q. 10
Yes

No

Don’t know

Refused

Signed a petition ..................................................................... 2 ...........1...........98 ........ 99
Attended a public meeting....................................................... 2 ...........1...........98 ........ 99
Joined with people to resolve a local
or community problem............................................................. 2 ...........1...........98 ........ 99
______________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 11

For each of the following statements, please indicate to what extent would you trust the
following people to act in your best interest? To a great extent, some extent, hardly at all
or not at all?
Not at All

Hardly
at all

To some
extent

To a great
extent

Don’t
Know

Refused

Your close family and other
relatives with whom you
don’t live ......................................... -2 ........-1 ........... 1 ............. 2............0 .......... 99
Your friends .................................... -2 ........-1 ........... 1 ............. 2............0 .......... 99
Your current work mates
or associates .................................. -2 ........-1 ........... 1 ............. 2............0 .......... 99
Q. 12

Please indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with
the following statements.
Strongly
disagree Disagree Agree

Strongly
Agree

Don’t
know

Refused

I feel that I belong to this local
community………………………………...-2…….-1……1……….2……..0………. 99
I would like to be living in this local
community in three years time………….-2…….-1……1……….2……..0………. 99
I am proud to live in this local
community………………………………...-2…….-1……1……….2……..0………. 99
I feel a responsibility to make a
contribution to the local community
I live in……………………………………..-2…….-1……1……….2……..0……….99
Most people can be trusted..……………-2…….-1……1……….2……..0……….99
I feel safe walking down the street
after dark……………………..……………-2…….-1……1……….2……..0……….99
Multiculturalism makes life in my
local community better……………………-2…….-1……1……….2……..0……….99
I enjoy living amongst people with
different lifestyles………………………….-2…….-1……1……….2……..0……….99
Adults in this community know who
the local children are………………..……. -2…….-1……1……….2……..0……….99
There are adults in this community
that children can look up to………………-2…….-1……1……….2……..0……….99
Parents in this community
generally know each other…………..……-2…….-1……1……….2……..0……….99
You can count on adults in this community
to watch out that children are safe
and don’t get into trouble…………….……-2…….-1……1……….2……..0……….99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 13

I am now going to ask you about your feelings and perceptions of how other people
behave in your community. Based on your experiences, please indicate whether you
strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the following statements.
Strongly
disagree Disagree

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Don’t
know

Refused

The people around here feel
emotionally attached to our
local community………………………..…..-2……-1………1………2………0………....99
The people around here feel they
belong to this local community………..….-2……-1………1………2………0………....99
People around here believe that
multiculturalism makes life in our
local community better …………………...-2……-1………1………2………0………....99
People in this community enjoy
living amongst people of different
lifestyles………………………… ………...-2……-1………1………2………0………....99
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Q.14

Apart from the people that you live with, how many relatives and friends live in your
community?
(None…….……………………………………………………... 1
One or two ……………………………………………………. 2
Three or four……………………………………………………..3
Five or more……………………………………………………..4
Don’t know……………………………………………………….98

Refused)………………………………………………………….99
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Q.15

Would you say that you know Most of the people in your community

……………………..…..4

Many of the people in your community

………………………….3

A few of the people in your community

…………………………2

Do not know people in your community

……………………..1

(Don’t know……………………………………………………….. ....98
Refused)……………………………………………………………… 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q.16

Generally speaking do you feel that you can influence things that are happening
in your local community?
(Yes……………………………………………………………….3
To some extent………………………………………………….2
No………………………………………………………………...1
Don’t know………………………………………………………98
Refused)………………………………………………………...99

________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 17

About how often do you and people in your community do favours for each
other?
(ask only if prompted – “By favours we mean such things as watching each
other’s children, helping with shopping, lending garden or house tools or other
small acts of kindness”)
Never .............................................................................. 1
Rarely ............................................................................. 2
Sometimes ..................................................................... 3
Often............................................................................... 4
(Don’t Know.................................................................... 98
Refused) ......................................................................... 99

________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 18

In the past 12 months, can you please tell me if it is very likely, likely, unlikely or very
unlikely that members of your community have voluntarily:
Very
Likely

Likely

Unlikely

Very
Unlikely

Don’t
Know

Refused

Signed a petition……………………………….2……1........... -1………-2 ..... 0…………99
Attended a public meeting…………………….2……1 .......... -1………-2 ..... 0…………99
Joined with people to resolve a local
or community problem…………………………2……1 .......... -1………-2 ..... 0…………99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 19

Using a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 = ‘very good’ and 5 = ‘very poor’, in general
how would you rate the overall quality of your life?
(Very good ………..…………………………………………. 5
Good………………………………………………………….. 4
Neither good nor poor………………………………………. 3
Poor…………………………………………………………... 2
Very poor……………………………………………………...1
Don’t know……………………………………………………98
Refused)……………………………………………………...99

________________________________________________________________________________________________

Section 4 – Community Problems
Q. 20

I am now going to read a list of things that are problems in some communities.
Please tell me how much of a concern the following problems are in your
community. Are they no problem, some problem or a big problem?
No
problem

Some
problem

Big
problem

Don’t
know

Refused

Drugs ................................................……….1............2 ..........…3....……0…….99
Public drinking...................................……….1............2 ..........….3...……0……99
People loitering or hanging out .........……….1............2 ..........….3...……0……99
Run down or neglected buildings...... ............1 ..........2 .......... ... 3………0…...99
Paint sniffing, chroming
(volatile substance misuse) ..............……….1............2 ..........…3....……0…...99
Prostitution ........................................ ............1 ..........2 ..........…3………0…...99
Vandalism and/or graffiti ................... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3....……0…...99
Traffic problems like speeding
or hooning ......................................... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3....……0…...99
Young people getting into trouble ..... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3……….0….99
Poor lighting ...................................... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3……….0….99
Overgrown shrubs or trees ............... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3……….0….99
Transients/homeless people on
the streets ......................................... ............1 ..........2 ..........…3……….0….99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Section 5 – Victimization
Q. 21

The next section asks about victimization that may have happened in your community, to
yourself or to members of your household. If any of these questions cause you any distress,
we can provide you with a list of counsellors who will be able to help you upon request.
Please indicate whether the following events have happened often, sometimes,
rarely or never in this community during the past six months.
Often Sometimes Rarely Never

Don’t know Refused

A fight in which a weapon
was used...........................................4 ..........3 ..........2 ...... 1...........0...........99
A violent argument between
neighbors ..........................................4 ..........3 ..........2 ...... 1...........0...........99
A sexual assault or rape ...................4 ..........3 ..........2 ...... 1...........0...........99
A robbery or mugging .......................4 ..........3 ..........2 ...... 1...........0...........99
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Q. 22 While you have lived in this community, has anyone ever used violence such as in a
mugging, fight or sexual assault against you or any member of your household
anywhere in your community?

(Yes ....................................................................................1
No .......................................................................................2
Don’t Know .........................................................................98
Refused) .............................................................................99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
If Q22 = 1, go to Q23.
Otherwise, go to Q24.
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 23 Was that in the past 6 months?

(Yes ...........................................................................................1
No ..............................................................................................2
Don’t Know ................................................................................98
Refused) ....................................................................................99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 24 While you have lived in this community, has your home ever been broken into?

(Yes ....................................................................................... 1
No .......................................................................................... 2
Don’t Know ............................................................................ 98
Refused) ................................................................................ 99
If Q24 = 1, go to Q25.
Otherwise, go to Q26.
_____________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 25 Was that in the past 6 months?

(Yes ....................................................................................... 1
No .......................................................................................... 2
Don’t Know ............................................................................ 98
Refused) ................................................................................ 99
______________________________________________________________________________________________

Q. 26 While you have lived in this community, have you or another member of your
household had property damaged, including damage to a vehicle parked in the
street, to the outside of your home, or to other personal property?

(Yes ....................................................................................1
No .......................................................................................2
Don’t Know .........................................................................98
Refused) .............................................................................99
_______________________________________________________________________________________________
If Q26 = 1, go to Q27.
Otherwise, go to Q28.
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Q. 27 Was that in the past 6 months?

(Yes ....................................................................................1
No .......................................................................................2
Don’t Know .........................................................................98
Refused) .............................................................................99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Section 6: Demographic Information
Q. 28

Now we need to ask you a few demographic questions. In which
country were you born?
(Australia ...................................................................................... 1
England ........................................................................................ 2
Fiji ................................................................................................. 3
Germany....................................................................................... 4
Greece.......................................................................................... 5
Holland ......................................................................................... 6
Hong Kong.................................................................................... 7
Ireland........................................................................................... 8
Italy ............................................................................................... 9
Malaysia ....................................................................................... 10
New Zealand ................................................................................ 11
Philippines .................................................................................... 12
Pacific Islands............................................................................... 13
Scotland........................................................................................ 14
United States of America.............................................................. 15
Vietnam ........................................................................................ 16
Wales............................................................................................ 17
Other (please specify) _________________________________ 18
Refused) ....................................................................................... 99

________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 29

Do you usually speak a language other than English at home?
(Yes - a European language ........................................................ 1
Yes - an Asian language .............................................................. 2
Yes - another language ................................................................ 3
No - English only .......................................................................... 4
Refused) ....................................................................................... 99

________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 30

Do you identify yourself as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander or
are you of Australian South Sea Islander origin?
(Yes - Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander ................................... 1
Yes - South Sea Islander ............................................................. 2
Yes – both Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander and South
Sea Islander ................................................................................. 3
No ................................................................................................. 4

Refused) ....................................................................................... 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 31

How would you describe your current marital status?
Never married............................................................................... 1
Married ......................................................................................... 2
Other ‘live-in’ relationship (de facto)............................................. 3
Separated but not divorced .......................................................... 4
Divorced ....................................................................................... 5
Widowed....................................................................................... 6

(Refused)...................................................................................... 99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q.32

How many dependent children under the age of 18 live at this address?
Don’t know……………………………………………………….98
Refused)…………………………………………………………..99

________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 33

What is your highest educational achievement?
Post graduate qualifications ....................................................... 7
A university or college degree .................................................... 6
A trade, technical certificate or diploma ..................................... 5
Completed senior high school .................................................... 4
Completed junior high school ..................................................... 3
Primary school............................................................................ 2
No schooling............................................................................... 1
(Other (please specify)_______________________________98
Refused) ................................................................................... 99
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Q. 34

How would you best describe your current employment status?
Working full-time........................................................................... 1
Working part-time ......................................................................... 2
On a sick or disability pension...................................................... 3
On a sole parent’s pension........................................................... 4
On an aged pension ..................................................................... 5
Retired - self-supporting ............................................................... 6
Unemployed and seeking work .................................................... 7
Home duties ................................................................................. 8
Student ......................................................................................... 9
(Other (please specify)_________________________________ 10
Refused) ....................................................................................... 99

________________________________________________________________________________________________

Q. 35

What was the approximate household annual income including pensions,
income from investments and family allowances for the last 12 months before
any tax (gross income) was taken out?
Less than $20,000 ........................................................................ 1
$20,000 to $39,999....................................................................... 2
$40,000 to $59,999....................................................................... 3
$60,000 to $79,999....................................................................... 4
$80,000 or more ........................................................................... 5
(Don’t know................................................................................... 98
Refused) ....................................................................................... 99

________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 36

What is your religion?
(Catholic…………………………………………………………….. 1
Anglican (Church of England)…………………………………….. 2
Uniting Church……………………………………………………… 3
Presbyterian………………………………………………………… 4
Lutheran…………………………………………………………….. 5
Islam……………………………………………………………….....6
Greek Orthodox……………………………………………………..7
Baptist………………………………………………………………..8
Other (please specify)……………………………………………...9
No religion…………………………………………………………..10
Don’t know………………………………………………………….98

Refused)…………………………………………………………….99
________________________________________________________________________________________________

Q. 37

Do you or your family own or rent the residence where you are currently living?
(Yes – own………………………………………………………….. 1
Yes – rent…………………………………………………………… 2
Other (please specify)……………….………………..…………… 3
Don’t know…………….…………………………………………….98

Refused)……………………………………………………………..99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 38

How long have you lived at this current address?
Less than 6 months ...................................................................... 1
6 months to less than 12 months ................................................. 2
12 months to less than 2 years .................................................... 3
2 years to less than 5 years ......................................................... 4
5 years to less than 10 years ....................................................... 5
10 years to less than 20 years ..................................................... 6
20 years or more .......................................................................... 7
(Don’t know................................................................................... 98

Refused) ....................................................................................... 99
If Q38 = 5, 6, 7, 98, or 99, go to Q40.
Otherwise, go to Q39.
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 39

How many times have you moved in the past five years?

(Don’t know…………………………………………………………98
Refused)…………………………………………………………….99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 40

Can we please have the street number and street name of your residence? This
information will help us to calculate distances between where people live and amenities in
the community, such as the distance people have to travel to get to bus stops, shopping
centres, and schools.
(PROMPT for street number, name, and extension, eg. Rd, St, Ave, Cres.)

(Don’t know ……………………………………………………… .9998
Refused)…………………………………………………………… .9999
________________________________________________________________________________________________
If Q40 = 9998 or 9999, go to Q41.
Otherwise, go to Q42.
________________________________________________________________________________________________
Q. 41

Can we please have the names of the nearest cross streets to your residence?

(Don’t know ……………………………………………………… .98
Refused)…………………………………………………………… .99
________________________________________________________________________________________________
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Q. 42

In the next 12 months we expect to conduct a face to face interview exploring
community life in your suburb. Would you be willing to participate in an interview?
Yes (please specify name and phone number)……………………1
No……………………………………………………………………….2

Refused……………………………………………………………….99
______________________________________________________________________________________________

That concludes the survey.
Your responses will be strictly confidential. Your answers will not be linked to you personally or to
your telephone number. All your responses will be combined with those of other participants. If
you have any queries or concerns regarding this research you can contact the Griffith University
switchboard on 3875 7111 or the Principal Investigator, Dr. Lorraine Mazerolle, directly on
3875 5938.
Thank you very much for your assistance.
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Appendix 4
Missing Values for the CCS Survey Data
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Missing Values for the CCS Survey Data

Item
SLA
Sex
Age
7a CE Skipping School
7b CE Spray Painting
7c CE Break-up Fight
7d CE Disrespect Adults
7e CE Fire Station Close
7f CE Conserve Resources
8a CE People Helpful
8b CE Close Knit
8c CE Trust Residents
8d CE People Don’t Get Along
8e CE People Don’t Share Values
9a CD Differences in Religion
9b CD Differences in Ethnicity
10a PCP Signed a Petition
10b PCP Attended a Public Meeting
10c PCP Joined with others
11a PT Trust Family
11b PT Trust Friends
11c PT Trust Workmates/Associates
12a PA Belong to Community
12b PA Continue Living in Community
12c PA Proud to Live in Community
12d PA Contribute to Community
12e GT Most People Trustworthy
12f FOC Feel Safe after Dark
12g TOD Agree with Multiculturalism
12h TOD Agree with Different Lifestyles
12i IGC Adults Know Children
12j IGC Adult Role Models
12k IGC Parents Know Each Other
12l IGC Parents Watch Children
13a EPA People Connected to Community
13b EPA People Belong to Community
13c ETOD Community Accepting of
Multiculturalism
13d ETOD Community Accepting of
Different Lifestyles
14 Number Kith/Kin Ties in Community
15 Number of People Known in
Community
16 Level of Influence in Community
17 Level of Reciprocity in Community
18a ECP People in Community Sign
Petition

Percent of
Don’t
Know
Responses
------8.0
4.1
6.0
8.1
7.0
3.6
1.5
4.4
6.2
2.9
9.7
4.6
3.6
.7
.2
.3
.7
.4
9.8
1.4
1.3
1.5
1.5
3.1
2.7
13.9
4.2
10.6
10.5
10.5
7.2
7.5
5.3
21.9

Number
of
Refused
Responses
------0
1
0
1
1
0
0
0
0
0
1
1
1
0
0
0
0
1
5
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
1
0
1
0
0
0
0

Percent of
Refused
Responses

Valid
2859
2859
2859
2631
2741
2688
2626
2657
2757
2817
2733
2683
2777
2582
2726
2755
2839
2853
2851
2838
2847
2574
2818
2822
2817
2814
2771
2781
2461
2738
2555
2558
2559
2654
2646
2708

Missing
0
0
0
228
118
171
233
202
102
42
126
176
82
277
133
104
20
6
8
21
12
285
41
37
42
45
88
78
398
121
304
301
300
205
213
151

Number of
Don't Know
Responses
------228
117
171
232
201
102
42
126
176
82
276
132
103
20
6
8
21
11
280
41
37
42
44
88
78
397
120
304
300
300
205
213
151

2230

629

625

2439
2847

420
12

419
12

14.7
.4

1
0

.0
---

2852
2768
2835

7
91
24

7
88
24

.2
3.1
.8

0
3
0

--.1
---

2238

621

621

21.7

0

---
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--------.0
--.0
.0
----------.0
.0
.0
--------.0
.2
------.0
----.0
.0
--.0
--------.1

4

18b ECP People in Community Attend
Public Meeting
18c ECP People in Community Joined to
Solve Problems
19 Overall Quality of Life
20a CP Drugs
20b CP Public Drinking
20c CP Loitering
20d CP Run Down Buildings
20e CP Paint Sniffing/Chroming
20f CP Prostitution
20g CP Vandalism/Graffiti
20h CP Traffic Problems
20i CP Young People in Trouble
20j CP Poor Lighting
20k CP Overgrown Shrubs/Trees
20l CP Transients/Homeless
21a CV Fight with a Weapon
21b CV Violent Argument b/w Neighbors
21c CV Sexual Assault/Rape
21d CV Robbery or Mugging
22 PV Violence
24 PV Break and Enter
26 PV Property Damage
28 Country of Birth
29 Speaks Language Other than English
30 Identify as ATSI
31 Current Marital Status
32 Number of Dependent Children
33 Highest Educational Achievement
34 Current Employment Status
35 Approximate Annual Income
36 Religion
37 Own or Rent Residence
38 How Long at Present Address
39 How Many Moves in Five Years

2303

556

556

19.4

0

---

2344
2857
2631
2766
2806
2852
2559
2552
2848
2857
2677
2835
2848
2812
2709
2787
2701
2780
2856
2856
2858
2858
2859
2858
2856
2856
2834
2859
2504
2841
2854
2859
2854

515
2
228
93
53
7
300
307
11
2
182
24
11
47
150
72
158
79
3
3
1
1
0
1
3
3
25
0
355
18
5
0
5

513
2
228
93
53
7
300
307
11
2
182
24
11
47
150
72
158
79
2
3
1
0
0
0
0
3
12
0
258
13
3
0
4

17.9
.1
8.0
3.3
1.9
.2
10.5
10.7
.4
.1
6.4
.8
.4
1.6
5.2
2.5
5.5
2.8
.1
.1
.0
--------.1
.4
--9.0
.5
.1
--.1

2
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
0
1
0
0
1
0
1
3
0
13
0
97
5
2
0
1

.1
----------------------------------.0
----.0
--.0
.1
--.5
--3.4
.2
.1
--.0

Abbreviation Key
CE
Collective Efficacy
CD
Community Divisions
PCP
Psychometric Civic Participation
PT
Particularized Trust
PA
Place Attachment
GT
Generalized Trust
FOC
Fear of Crime
TOD
Tolerance of Diversity
IGC
Intergenerational Closure
EPA
Ecometric Place Attachment
ETOD
Ecometric Tolerance of Diversity
ECP
Ecometric Civic Participation
CP
Community Problems
CV
Community Violence
PV
Prior Victimization
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Appendix 5
Person and SLA Level Descriptive Statistics for Multilevel Models:
2001 ABS Census and 2005 CCS Survey
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Person and SLA Level Descriptive Statistics for Multi-Level Models: 2001 ABS Census
and 2005 CCS Survey
Independent Variable
SLA Level 2001 ABS Census
% Non-English Speaking Background
% Low Income < $500 p/w
% At Address 5 Years Ago
% Young people (15-19) in SLA
SLA Level 2005 CCS Survey
Intergenerational Closure
Reconceptualized Collective Efficacy
Person Level 2005 CCS Survey
Age
Gender
Non English Speaking Background
ATSI
Marital Status
Number of Dependent Children
Highest Level of Education
Employment Status
Household Annual Income
Religion
Home Ownership
Number of Years at Current Address
Prior Violent Victimization
Prior Break and Enter Victimization
Prior Property Damage Victimization
Trust Friends
Trust Community Members
Trust Most People
Community Cohesion
# People Known in Community
# Friends/Family in Community
Feel Safe Walking After Dark
Overall Quality of Life

N

Mean, Mdn,
Mo, %

Standard
Deviation

Minimum

Maximum

82
82
82
82

10.95
3.46
2.34
7.12

8.63
2.05
.42
1.25

2.17
.58
1.46
5.05

46.92
11.11
3.62
10.28

82
82

2.61
4.23

.78
1.95

.46
-.33

4.52
9.33

6.62
1.59
7.1%
1.2%
2 (Mo)
.83
4 (Mo)
1(Mo)
3.17
10 (Mo)
75%
4.62
7.9%
19.6%
26%
1.67
.79
.78
.49
2.39
2.75
.46
4.24

3.06
.49
------1.14
----1.36
----1.68
------.64
.88
.92
1.10
.75
1.33
1.20
.83

1
1
------0
----1
----1
-------2
-2
-2
-2
1
1
-2
1

12
2
------7
----5
----7
------2
2
2
2
4
4
2
5

2859
2859
2859
2858
2856
2856
2834
2859
2859
2841
2854
2859
2856
2856
2858
2858
2859
2859
2859
2852
2847
2859
2857

282

.159*

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

283

---

---

---

---

.150*

.189*

.071*

.118*

.226*

.195*

.178*

Quality of
Life

.653*

---

---

---

---

---

.263*

.031

.138*

.351*

.298*

.122*

Feel
Safe

.627*

---

---

---

---

---

---

.141*

.341*

.342*

.462*

.102*

Community
Cohesion

Perceptions of Violence
.518*

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

.254*

.126*

.127*

Family
Friend
Ties
.107*

Perceptions of Disorder
.523*

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

.199*

.254*

.105*

Social
Ties

*Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Average Public Nuisance Crime Rates
from 2000-2004
Average Violent Crime Rates
from 2000-2004

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

---

.149*

Trust
Most
People
.217*

*Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed)

Trust
Friends
Trust
Community
Trust
Most People
Social
Ties
Family
Friend
Ties
Community
Cohesion
Feel
Safe
Quality of
Life
Intergen
Closure
Collective
Action
Perceptions
of
Violence

Trust
Community

Trust
Friends

---

---

---

.182*

.314*

.507*

.183*

.391*

.439*

.440*

.127*

Intergen
Closure

---

---

.443*

.202*

.311*

.408*

.163*

.250*

.310*

.350*

.135*

Collective
Action

Correlations of Independent and Dependent Variables in the Multi-level Models

---

-.136*

-.207*

-.168*

-.204*

-.200*

.030

-.064*

-.267*

-.280*

Perceptions
of
Violence
-.057*

.455*

-.180*

-.224*

-.210*

-.273*

-.220*

.022

-.069*

-.276*

-.347*

-.084*

Perceptions
of Disorder

Appendix 6
Interview Schedule for Community Residents

284

Community Capacity Interviews
Prepared by Rebecca Wickes
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice
Griffith University, Mt. Gravatt Campus
•

Basic demographic questions:
o Family size, marital status, educational achievement, employment, health

•

Time spent living in present neighborhood

•

Perceptions of the community
o How do you define community – what does community mean to you?
o How would you describe the geographic boundaries of your community – where
does your community begin and end?
o Do you identify with your community?
o Do you feel a part of your community?
o What are the things you like and/or dislike about your community?
o If a friend was planning on moving to your community, what would you tell them
was the best thing about living here? What would be the worst?
o How do you think other people living outside this area view this community?

•

Experiences in the community
o What community activities/events have you attended?
o What have been your experiences with these activities/events?
o Do you do things with neighbors or other community residents in your spare time?
o Do you belong to any community organisations or groups?
o Do you volunteer time to community organisations like the school, church or aged
homes?
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•

Relationships with neighbors and other community residents
o Do you rely on your fellow neighbors for advice?
o Can you ask people in your community for help? What kind of help could you
request?
o Do you trust the members of their community to act in your best interests?
Why/why not?
o Do you know people in the community who could assist you in finding a job,
helping you with your children, etc?

•

Perceptions of the extent and nature of other residents’ community involvement – these
questions relate to your feelings and perceptions of how other people behave in your
community based on your experiences.
o Do fellow residents attend community activities?
o Do fellow residents seem to enjoy spending time with other people in your
community?
o Do your fellow residents belong to any community organisations or groups?
o Are your fellow residents likely to volunteer their time at the local school, church
or aged home?
o Are your fellow residents likely to assist other people in your community if they
needed help? For example, would they drive a neighbor to a doctor’s
appointment, help them prepare a resume for a job interview, etc.

•

Perceptions of problems or threats facing your community.
o What are the most pressing problems facing the people in your community?
o What types of crime do you think are most prevalent here?
o What is being done about these problems?
o Do you think these problems can be dealt with by people in the community? Why
or why not?
o Do you talk about community issues with your residents?
o Can you rely on people to do something about local problems? Why/why not?
o Can you think of examples of what fellow residents have done to help deal with
any problems faced by your local community?
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o In the survey we asked you how likely it was that people in your community
would do something about:
•
•
•
•
•

Children skipping school
Young people spraying graffiti
People fighting
Young people disrespecting adults
The closure of local fire stations or the conservation of water and
electricity

o Based on your experiences in the community, why do you think your neighbors
would/would not intervene in these issues?
o Have you been directly involved in trying to find solutions to community
problems?
o If so, what have you done? What do you think needs to be done?
o What is your personal level of concern regarding these problems?
o What level of influence do you feel you in having in dealing with these issues?
o What are the most pressing issues for you and your family at present?
o Are these issues related to the issues that are of concern to the community?
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Appendix 7
Interview Schedule for Community Key Informants
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Community Capacity Interviews
Prepared by Rebecca Wickes
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice
Griffith University, Mt. Gravatt Campus

Questions/Items for Key Informants

Your perceptions of the community
Geographical boundaries of the community
Your experiences within the community
The extent and nature of your community involvement
Your perceptions of the extent and nature of community residents’ involvement
Your perceptions of the most pressing problems or threats currently facing the
community
Your level of concern regarding these problems
Your perceptions of how the community will respond to problems or threats
Your views on previous problems or threats to the community
The nature of these problems – community limited or from outside the community
Your opinion of how problems have been dealt with in the past
What kind of activities take place in the community that might facilitate residents’
willingness to intervene in prosocial ways for the collective good
What kind of behaviour occurs in the community to build trust and good will among
neighbors
Your views on how the community reaffirms its collective identity
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Appendix 8
Project Information Sheet/Consent Form
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Information Sheet
Research Team
Name:
School/Centre

Rebecca Wickes, Principal Researcher
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice
Griffith University, Mt. Gravatt Campus
07-3875-6809
07-3875-5608
r.wickes@griffith.edu.au

Contact Phone
Fax:
Contact Email
Name
School/Centre

Dr. Lorraine Mazerolle, Project Supervisor
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice
Griffith University, Mt. Gravatt Campus
07-3875 5938
07-3875-5608
L.Mazerolle@mailbox.gu.edu.au

Contact Phone
Fax:
Contact Email
Project Title:

An Exploration of Collective Efficacy, Social Capital and Crime across
South-East Queensland Neighborhoods

Reason for Research:
Collective Efficacy is a new and promising theoretical construct in the international literature
on crime and communities. Research in Chicago and Stockholm has found that communities
where there is a perception that fellow residents are willing to intervene in pro-social ways
and display signs of cohesion and trust, experience lower levels of violence regardless of a
community’s socio-economic status or ethic composition. The present research explores
what differentiates an efficacious from a non-efficacious community by interviewing key
informants and community residents. It will report on the reasons why community residents’
perceive their fellow neighbors as trustworthy or untrustworthy. This research will also
provide insight as to why people to perceive their community as being able/unable to act prosocially when faced with challenges to its security and stability.
Project Description:
This research project will entail in-depth interviews with community residents and key
informants. The interview seeks to understand what community means to you and asks you
to discuss your perceptions of community life and the collective ability of your community to
deal with problems or threats. It is expected that interviews will last approximately 1 hour.
All interviews will be tape recorded and later transcribed.
Benefits of the Research:
This project is consistent with the National Research Priority of Safeguarding Australia and
will provide important insights for reducing crime in community and developing evidencebased policies for crime control. Interviews with residents and key informants of Brisbane
communities will provide a rich understanding of the ways in which communities promote,
inhibit and sustain collective efficacy. It will also provide a rich understanding of the reasons
or motivations behind people’s engagement or disengagement from community life.
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Confidentiality of Information:
All the information that is gathered in the project is confidential. Griffith University is bound
by law to protect your privacy and to maintain confidentiality of data records. When the
research is complete, the interview responses will be grouped and reported as thematic
aggregates, and any discussion of individual responses will use pseudonyms, rather than real
names, to protect the identity of those who participate in the study. Other information that
could identify an individual, such as specific location, will not be used for the same reason.
Voluntariness:
Your participation in the research is voluntary. That means you don’t have to answer any
question and can end the interview at any time. I would also like to tape this interview and
am seeking your consent to do that. If at any point in the interview, you wish to switch off
the tape recorder, I will of course do that.
Further Questions:
The conduct of ethical research in Australia also requires that if any participant has a
complaint about the manner in which a research study is conducted, the complaint is made to
the Project Supervisor, Associate Professor Lorraine Mazerolle on 07-3735-5757 or 073735-5938. If an independent person is preferred, you may contact: the University, either:
Griffith University's Research Ethics Officer, Office for Research, Bray Centre,
Griffith University, Kessels Road, Nathan, Queensland 4111, +61 7-3875-6618;
Feedback to Participants:
Feedback can be made available to participants upon request in the form of an overall
summary of the research project.
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Consent Form
Research Team
Name:
School/Centre:
Contact Phone:
Fax:
Contact Email:
Name:
School/Centre:
Contact Phone
Fax:
Contact Email

Project Title:

Rebecca Wickes, Principal Researcher
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice
Griffith University, Mt. Gravatt Campus
07-3875-6809/07-3374-4896
07-3875-5608
R.Wickes@griffith.edu.au
Associate Professor Lorraine Mazerolle, Project Supervisor
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice
Griffith University, Mt.Gravatt Campus
07-3875 5938
07-3875-5608
L.Mazerolle@mailbox.gu.edu.au

An Exploration of Collective Efficacy, Social Capital and Crime across
South-East Queensland Neighborhoods

I consent to participate in the research project as described in the Information Sheet, which I
have read and understood. I understand that my participation is voluntary, that I can end the
interview or the recording of the interview at any time, and the research team will protect the
confidentiality and privacy of the information that I give.

Name:_____________________________________________
Signature:__________________________________________
Date:______________________________________________
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