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Abstract 
This thesis investigates neighbourhood effects and specifically whether these effects act 
in a non-linear manner in an Australian urban context.  The hypothesis driving the 
research is that neighbourhood disadvantage and disorder must reach a critical threshold 
before the mechanisms of neighbourhood effects have an impact on residents’ economic 
outcomes, such as unemployment and financial difficulties, and on the overall dynamics 
and conditions of the neighbourhood. 

Three lines of inquiry were pursued to test the hypothesis.  The first (Chapter 2) used 
census data from the 1996, 2001 and 2006 Australian Census of Population and 
Housing to test whether a number of neighbourhood indicators had a threshold-like 
relationship with changes in the mean unemployment rate of neighbourhoods over five 
and ten years. A spline regression analysis technique was employed to uncover 
discontinuous ‘break points’ consistent with the threshold hypothesis. Statistically 
significant discontinuous ‘break points’ were found in all eight neighbourhood 
indicators but the indicators with the highest predicted changes were ‘in low status jobs’ 
and ‘without qualifications.’ Neighbourhoods above the 99th percentile in these 
indicators showed statistically significant increases in unemployment (10.41 per cent 
and 8.56 per cent, respectively, higher increase in the proportion of residents 
unemployed than neighbourhoods just below the 99th percentile over five years). Based 
on the analyses, a tentative conclusion is made that urban neighbourhoods with very 
high proportions of residents with particular features show more pronounced increases 
in unemployment over time; however, the results are neither entirely consistent nor 
straight-forward. 

Chapter 3 examined whether there were threshold effects for individual level outcomes 
by linking neighbourhood and individual data from the Housing, Income and Labour 
Dynamics in Australia panel survey. Individuals were divided into quintiles of 
neighbourhood disadvantage at the small-area and suburb level and into quintiles of 
self-rated neighbourhood disorder. A regression analysis of five dependent variables 
related to employment, underemployment and financial difficulties was undertaken, 
controlling for a range of individual, household and geographic factors. The empirical 
results indicate that neighbourhood effects are apparent but that they may not operate in 
a threshold manner. Although individuals living in more disadvantaged neighbourhoods 
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fared worse over time in terms of economic outcomes than those in less disadvantaged 
neighbourhoods for four out of the five outcomes, the relationship was linear. 
Neighbourhood disadvantage in the persistent under-employment model showed the 
strongest evidence for a threshold-like relationship, with the predicted probability of 
experiencing persistent under-employment jumping from around 12 per cent in the 
fourth quintile to around 27 per cent in the third quintile. Neighbourhood effects 
generally operated similarly at different spatial scales, although there were variations. 
The self-reported neighbourhood disorder measure aligned with the objective measures 
of disadvantage in the unemployment and financial difficulties models but not in the 
under-employment models.  

The third methodology (Chapter 4) involved a comparative case study of three 
neighbourhoods in South East Queensland: Woodridge (highly disadvantaged), Slacks 
Creek (moderately disadvantaged), and Daisy Hill (not disadvantaged). The hypothesis 
was that the highly disadvantaged neighbourhood would exhibit a threshold level of 
features that would lead to neighbourhood effects impacting on residents. Detailed 
demographic profiles, a systematic observation of neighbourhood social and physical 
disorder, and interviews with local informants was undertaken.  Results indicate that 
unlike adjacent suburbs with marginally less disadvantage (Slacks Creek) and 
considerably less disadvantage (Daisy Hill), Woodridge had above-threshold levels of 
stigmatisation; social problems and physical disorder. Consistent with the hypothesis, 
the mechanisms of neighbourhood effects most likely to exhibit thresholds were evident 
in Woodridge. 

As neighbourhood effects are implicit in Australian human service policies and place 
based programs, the policy implications of thresholds of disadvantage are discussed. A 
model of neighbourhood interventions based on thresholds is presented to guide policy 
and program approaches. A number of areas of future research are recommended, 
including more specific hypotheses in relation to threshold levels, and methodological 
improvements, such as agent-based modelling and more qualitative research to explore 
the collective socialisation and social contagion mechanisms of neighbourhood effects. 
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1. INTRODUCTION
This research explores the concept of thresholds in neighbourhood effects in an 
Australian context.  Residential neighbourhoods are where most people spend a large 
portion of their lives and where many social and economic interactions take place 
(Ioannides, 2002). Although evidence is very strong that low income and vulnerable 
people move to disadvantaged neighbourhoods because they are low income and 
vulnerable (Cheshire, 2007), there is debate about the impact that peer influences and 
‘contagious’ disadvantage has on residents of disadvantaged neighbourhoods. Overall, 
there is evidence that neighbourhoods themselves contribute to exclusion, deprivation 
and disadvantage (Fallov, 2010).  

1.1 STRUCTURE OF THIS THESIS 

This thesis is organised as follows. First, a summary of the study of neighbourhoods and 
neighbourhood effects theories is presented in the Introduction.  In particular, the 
threshold hypothesis and supporting empirical results are reviewed. Chapters 2, 3 and 4 
each cover a distinct methodology testing different hypotheses related to threshold 
effects.  Each chapter contains a brief literature review of topics related to the specific 
methodology and topic of inquiry.  Chapter 2 examines thresholds at the neighbourhood 
level. The methodology uses census data and a spline regression technique to test 
whether neighbourhoods with high levels of disadvantage show disproportionately 
higher increases in unemployment over time.  Chapter 3 is devoted to neighbourhood 
thresholds and individual outcomes. The methodology uses data from a panel survey 
and census data to test whether there is a threshold of neighbourhood disadvantage and 
disorder above which individuals’ employment and financial outcomes are related non-
linearly to those neighbourhood features. Chapter 4 uses a comparative neighbourhood 
case study approach to examine three neighbourhoods, one above a threshold of 
disadvantage, one below and one that is not disadvantaged.  This methodology seeks to 
compare and contrast these neighbourhoods in terms of the drivers, mechanisms and 
consequences of thresholds in specific places. The Conclusions section (Chapter 5) 
provides an overview of the significant findings and the major implications of the 
research. 
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1.2 BACKGROUND 

This section places the study of neighbourhood threshold effects into the context of 
neighbourhood theory, including neighbourhood change and disorder. 

1.2.1 Neighbourhood and Community 

Community (or neighbourhood) can be seen as a locality, a local social system, or as a 
type of relationship (Worsley, 1987). Community as locality means a human settlement 
located within a fixed and bounded locality. This framework is limited because it 
focuses on geography rather than on residents or their interactions, but it does 
emphasise the link between place and social life. Community as a local social system 
refers to a set of social relationships that take place within a locality. This approach 
places particular attention to patterns of social relationships, and so community is 
viewed as a network of inter-relationships between people living in the same locality. 
Community as a type of relationship means residents share a sense of shared identity, 
commonly referred to as community ‘spirit.’ This approach does not necessarily have a 
geographic basis but focuses on meaningful identity with other people and shared 
experiences. 

These definitions of community do not necessarily convey why they are important to 
people, however. Neighbourhoods are the places where everyday patterns of life occur 
and are essential to people’s lives (Wilson, 2009). People connect these living 
environments to their personal identity, which become personally meaningful. 
Neighbourhoods create and form communities because residents share the same 
experiences and have access to the same housing, education, employment opportunities, 
and services, and also crime, natural disasters, and so on. Putnam (1993) observed that 
neighbourhood matters because what happens in the neighbourhood influences the 
public and societal disposition. That is, neighbourhoods are microcosms of the larger 
urban area. 

Neighbourhoods matter more for some people than others; for example, low income 
people, people with limited mobility, people who spend more time in their 
neighbourhoods, and people who rely on their local area as a source of social 
networking and services (Freiler, 2004). Also, different elements of neighbourhoods are 
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important to people for different reasons. For example, parks or green spaces may be a 
place of leisure or retreat for a commuting worker, or the setting for social contact for 
an older person, or a place of play for a child. 

More broadly, cities, and the neighbourhoods within them, are growing in importance to 
the social and economic well-being of residents. More people live in urban 
neighbourhoods because of demographic and migration changes. Because cities are the 
centre of regional and national prosperity, they compete to attract business and skilled 
labour (Freiler, 2004). This results in the provision of social and physical infrastructure 
to urban areas but also may lead to inequities and complex social issues. 

1.2.2 Neighbourhood Change and Dynamics 

Neighbourhood change (see Lupton and Power (2004) for a literature review) is a multi-
dimensional process that includes physical (deteriorating housing stock, densification, 
land use changes), social (changes in economic status, family status, ethnicity) and 
behavioural (residential mobility) components (Aitken, 1990; Andersson, 1998).  
Different perspectives have been applied to neighbourhood change, including the 
human ecology approach, which emerged with the Chicago School of Sociology in the 
1920s (Anderson, 1983). This model assumed that neighbourhoods will inevitably 
decline because of an ageing housing supply, and the change is a result of economic 
competition for urban locations among various social groups. Specifically, one 
population group can occupy an area (invasion) and then take the place of the sitting 
group of residents or function (succession). Within the human ecology approach, the 
border or tipping point model is particular relevant.  In this model, the out-migration of 
middle-income families to more modern homes on the fringes of the city results in in-
migration of low-income families. The in-migration of these households impacts on the 
decision-making of sitting residents and consequently the neighbourhood (Pitkin, 2001). 
The out-migration can then reach a tipping point, with the neighbourhoods experiencing 
declines in housing values and socio-economic composition. 

The subcultural approach, developed in the 1930s, was a reaction to the ecological 
approaches of neighbourhood change (Temkin & Rohe, 1996). This approach saw the 
motives of households to move from or to a neighbourhood as more than just economic. 
Specifically, places can induce sentimental and symbolic ties that attach people to a 
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neighbourhood. Therefore, neighbourhood change is affected by numerous variables 
including economic, social, psychological and demographic. This approach also does 
not assume that neighbourhoods follow the same trajectory through time and therefore 
do not inevitably deteriorate. 
 
The political economy approach focuses on the impact of larger economic and social 
transformations at the national and local levels (van Beckhoven, Bolt & van Kempen, 
2005). For example, the role of the state is seen as one of the major factors explaining 
urban development patterns and neighbourhood change.  In this approach, the state 
determines to a large extent how social and political resources are divided among 
people. 
 
This thesis employs a model of neighbourhood change and decay outlined by Grigsby 
(Megbolugbe, Hoek-Smit & Linneman, 1996).1 In this model demographic (see Batty, 
2003 for a discussion of the evolution of cities) and economic changes, and 
governmental interventions, are major exogenous influences on the dynamics of 
neighbourhoods. Importantly, Grigsby saw endogenous factors as major reinforcers of 
exogenous influences. For example, Grigsby’s model hypothesises that once a threshold 
of individuals with behavioural problems has been reached, the social fabric of the 
neighbourhood is damaged and the residential, education and employment environment 
is destroyed. Therefore, urban decay and neighbourhood decline is a result of the 
interaction between social, economic and physical changes (Andersen, 2001; Hobcraft, 
2005). Increasingly dilapidated environments, hard-to-let housing, and antisocial 
behaviour results in people increasingly choosing to live elsewhere and the 
neighbourhoods becoming areas of concentrated poverty and unemployment (Centre for 
Analysis of Social Exclusion, 2003). Deprived neighbourhoods also entail self-
perpetuating processes. When these complicated mechanisms commence, 
neighbourhoods are often pulled into a downward trend from which they seldom escape 
without assistance (Andersen 2002). These neighbourhoods have lost access to valued 
resources and services such as job opportunities, schools and environmental amenity, 
and therefore have lost value as a place to live, with property values reflecting this 
(Green, Grimsley & Stafford, 2005). Neighbourhoods in decline also have lowering 
levels of civic group membership and levels of trust (Hughes & Stone, 2006). 
                                                 1 Some researchers have suggested that neighbourhoods pass through distinct stages such as development, transition, down-grading, 
thinning out, and renewal (Wiesel, 2012).  
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As neighbourhoods change or transform, for example in their environmental, 
demographic or service attributes, neighbourhood effects theory predicts differential 
outcomes on residents. It should be noted that some resilient communities can adapt to 
external changes, but only if they have the capacity to identify and access resources, 
such as social capital resources, institutional resources and economic resources 
(Mowbray et al., 2007). Significant and ongoing intervention by government, and 
gentrification, can also regenerate and change neighbourhoods from deprivation 
(Badcock, 2001). 
 
Gentrification refers to a particular type of neighbourhood change process entailing 
class succession and displacement in areas characterised by working-class and unskilled 
households and derelict or lower cost housing.  This process results in the displacement 
of low income residents (Atkinson, Wulff, Reynolds & Spinney, 2011), and the 
transformation of areas into middle class neighbourhoods (Atkinson, 2000a) or into 
‘bipolar’ neighbourhoods (Galster & Booza, 2007) consisting of very-high and very-low 
income residents.  Gentrification is the opposite of neighbourhood decay processes in 
which the fortunes of neighbourhoods are reversed (Bostic & Martin, 2003).  
Neighbourhood effects theory postulates that long-term residents of low-income 
neighbourhoods may experience positive benefits due to decreased concentrations of 
disadvantage.  Specifically, Cameron (2003), Niedt (2006) and Atkinson (2002, 2004) 
cite several potential positive outcomes of gentrification that may lead to positive 
neighbourhood effects, such as reduced crime, greater social mix, improved local 
services, greater collaboration among residents and the stabilisation of declining areas.  
It is debatable whether these effects would outweigh the significant ‘corrosive’ 
(Atkinson, 2003) and negative impacts of gentrification, such as the displacement of 
low income households, the loss of affordable housing (Newman & Wyly, 2006) and 
the reduced sustainability of community networks (Atkinson, 2000b). Another 
important aspect of neighbourhood change is social and physical disorder, which are 
manifestations of decline and decay. 
 
1.2.3 Neighbourhood Social and Physical Disorder 
 
Physical and social disorder is characterised as violations of norms governing public 
behaviour in neighbourhoods, which are evident in visual clues (Wallace, Hedberg & 
Katz, 2012). Social disorder cues are signs of poor social functioning in a community, 
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such as people arguing on the street, loitering or public drunkenness. Physical disorder 
cues are signs of neglected or weakened urban landscapes, such as vacant lots, litter, 
graffiti and deteriorated and abandoned properties. 

An important theoretical aspect of disorder is the broken windows theory, which 
suggests that signs of disorder and anti-social behaviour cause more disorder and anti-
social behaviour, thus causing a spread of these behaviours (Wilson & Kelling, 1982). 
Field experiments have shown that when people observe that others violated a certain 
social norm, they were more likely to violate other norms, which causes disorder to 
spread (Keizer, Lindenberg & Steg, 2008), and could explain one aspect of how 
neighbourhood effects operate. However, the overall link between physical disorder and 
social problems (holding disadvantage constant) has been difficult to prove (Harcourt & 
Ludwig, 2006), although there is some evidence in Australia (McCrea, Shyy, Western 
& Stimson, 2005). 

In addition, social and physical disorder may be harmful to both physical and mental 
health (Latkin & Curry, 2003) and be correlated with sexually risky behaviours (Latkin, 
Curry, Hua & Davey, 2007) and powerlessness (Geis & Ross, 1998). Perceptions of 
neighbourhood disorder have been shown to have a strong mediating relationship 
between neighbourhood poverty levels and individual self-esteem (Haney, 2007). That 
is, decaying neighbourhoods are internalised and incorporated into residents’ 
psychological make-up. There are also associations between poor neighbourhood 
condition and family dysfunction and lower learning motivation (Whitaker, Graham, 
Severtson, Furr-Holden & Latimer, 2012). The physical environment of 
neighbourhoods, such as parks, railroads or major roads, may mitigate neighbourhood 
effects (Noonan, 2005). Sampson and Raudenbush (2001) also argue that disorder and 
anti-social (such as crime) behaviours stem from structural characteristics specific to 
certain neighbourhoods, most notably concentrated disadvantage and absence of social 
resources. 

1.2.4 Spatial Disadvantage and Place Based Approaches in Australia 

Spatial disadvantage is a manifestation of neighbourhood change processes and 
residential differentiation. Despite an Australian economy that has seen sustained 
growth and a high level of wealth creation in recent years, many people and 
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neighbourhoods continue to experience disadvantage, social exclusion and poverty 
(Caniglia, Bourke & Praphakorn-Whiley, 2010; Phillips, Miranti, Vidyattama & 
Cassells, 2013).  There has also been an evident spatial dimension to disadvantage with 
observed increases in social and spatial differentiation and inequality and 
neighbourhood segregation (Gregory & Hunter, 1995; Hunter, 1996, 2003; International 
Labour Organization, 2008; Randolph & Holloway, 2005; Saunders & Wong, 2014; 
Yates, 2002).  Along with these socio-spatial trends, policy makers in Australia have 
continued to take ‘place-based’ approaches to targeting public services; recently these 
approaches have increasingly been taken within a social inclusion framework 
(Australian Services Union, 2007; Australian Social Inclusion Board, 2009; McLachlan, 
Gilfillan, & Gordon, 2013).  Attempts to alter the social mix or improve the conditions 
of disadvantaged neighbourhoods through community renewal or social housing 
policies are examples of such approaches. These approaches attempt to change the 
composition, features, perceptions or conditions of neighbourhoods to improve the lives 
of residents. 

1.2.5 Neighbourhood Effects 

A key research and policy question addressing the spatial disadvantage situation is 
‘does it matter where you live?’  Or, is someone worse off living in a highly 
disadvantaged neighbourhood compared to one that is not?  This question of whether 
‘place matters’ has been explored extensively (Blasius, Friedrichs & Galster, 2007; 
Lupton, 2003).  A major sub-component of this area of research is referred to as 
‘neighbourhood effects’ or sometimes ‘area effects’ or ‘place effects’ and is concerned 
with how a person’s residential context impacts on individual outcomes, such as 
employment, income, health and criminal behaviour, and how neighbourhood context 
leads to decline and dysfunction at the geo-social level.  Neighbourhood effects research 
has become increasingly prevalent in recent years, although evidence in an Australian 
context is still relatively sparse. 

The study of neighbourhood effects emerged with The Truly Disadvantaged (Wilson, 
1987), an examination of the predicament of disadvantaged people in large American 
cities.  The majority of neighbourhood effects research and theory development since 
that time has been undertaken in an American context.  Research in European contexts, 
which have more comprehensive social welfare regimes than the United States, has 
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more mixed evidence for neighbourhood effects.  The difficulty of accurately 
quantifying neighbourhood effects means that the results of this research have been 
varied and there is still no consensus on what impact place has on individuals and 
households.  While the majority of researchers agree that neighbourhood effects exist, 
most also conclude that the effects are small (compared to family effects for example2) 
while some believe their importance has simply been exaggerated (Lupton, 2003) or 
simply misses the key structural questions of why people live where they do in cities 
(Slater, 2013). A literature review of neighbourhood effects research is presented in 
section 1.3. 

1.2.6 Threshold Effects 

Quercia and Galster (1997) raised the unresolved issue of thresholds in neighbourhood 
effects research.  Most neighbourhood effects research treats the association between an 
individual’s neighbourhood context and their life outcomes in a linear manner.  Perhaps 
though, the relationship is non-linear with thresholds beyond which neighbourhood 
effects expand in the depth and spread of their harm.  Quercia and Galster (1997) 
identified a need to empirically validate the existence and numerical value of different 
thresholds.  As expected given the large volume of American neighbourhood effects 
research overall, the subset of studies identifying thresholds has also primarily been in 
an American context.  Galster (2003) notes that it would be unusual to find cross-
national similarities in thresholds.  The threshold hypothesis would address some of the 
issues with neighbourhood effects research and would also allow for the range of views: 
your life changes are affected by where you live but only if you live in very 
disadvantaged residential contexts.  Otherwise, it may not matter. 

Although the patterns of disadvantage in Australia are not as deep or widespread as in 
America, where the theory of neighbourhood effects originated, there are still 
significant concentrations of persistent spatial disadvantage that require better evidence 
and policy and program responses. Thresholds of disadvantage can, in particular, make 
contributions to the evidence base around place-based interventions in ‘neighbourhoods 
of despair’ (Atkinson, Dalton, Norman, & Wood, 2007). 

2 For example, Foley (2012) found that the effect of neighbourhoods on the probability of university attendance differed 
substantially by socio-economic background. For youth whose parents had Bachelor’s degree, neighbourhoods have no effect. The 
results were similar for youth whose parents dropped out of high school. Only youth in the middle of the socio-economic 
distribution were likely to be affected by neighbourhood context. 
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Galster (2008) states that “…exploring non-linearity in neighbourhood effects is not 
merely an academic curiousity; it may be considered a fundamental empirical 
requirement in advancing the field” (p.27). If neighbourhoods are complex systems, 
then a linear approach is unlikely to yield useful theories and is more likely to lead to 
over-simplistic cause-effect relationships (Jericek, Kosir & Kordes, 2005). Other 
researchers see identifying thresholds as often futile because it is unlikely there are 
specific, identifiable ‘points.’  Taleb (2004) says “it is sometimes foolish to look for 
precise ‘tipping points’ as they may be unstable and impossible to know except, like 
many things, after the fact. Are these ‘critical points’ not quite points but 
progressions…?” (p. 178). He argues that the important fact is knowing the existence of 
nonlinearities, not trying to model them. Similarly, thresholds should not be thought of 
as a “gratuitously manufactured discontinuity in a continuous reality” (Dawkins, 2011). 
A threshold may not be a stable, definite or generalisable ‘line’ but rather a 
conceptualisation of how neighbourhood effects operate. Thresholds may vary among 
people, places and times.  Slater (2013) critiques neighbourhood effects research as a 
‘cottage industry’ that misses the question of why people live where they do. However, 
a theory’s vulnerability provides opportunities for testing and apparent weaknesses can 
turn out to be a way forward. The relationship between neighbourhood context and 
individual outcomes has been, for the most part, theorised and analysed linearly but may 
operate non-linearly. 

Therefore, the study of thresholds in neighbourhood effects in an Australian context has 
been prompted by three factors: (1) increasing levels of concentrated disadvantage in 
Australian neighbourhoods and the unresolved issues of whether there are negative 
outcomes of living in such neighbourhoods; (2) the use of place-based initiatives to 
tackle these problems, which are implicitly or explicitly based in part on the existence 
of neighbourhood effects; and (3) the absence of neighbourhood effects research 
undertaken in an Australian context specifically using a non-linear approach. 
The overall hypothesis of this research is: Disadvantaged neighbourhoods have an 
adverse impact on residents and these impacts are non-linear: up to a certain level or 
threshold of disadvantage, the effect is either non-existent or small and relatively 
innocuous, but beyond that level, the negative effects of disadvantaged neighbourhoods 
are deleterious and amplify negative individual-level outcomes.  To pose it another way, 
this research attempts to answer the question: At what concentration of disadvantage 
does a neighbourhood have a significant negative impact on neighbourhood and 
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individual outcomes, such as unemployment and financial difficulties? In addition, the 
research explores what mechanisms, such as social contagion, collective socialisation 
and stigmatisation, operate above a hypothesised threshold level of disadvantage that 
would confer negative impacts on residents. 

1.3 LITERATURE REVIEW OF NEIGHBOURHOOD EFFECTS 

1.3.1 Definitions 

The definition of ‘neighbourhood effects’ varies according to the researcher.  For 
example, Atkinson and Kintrea (2001) defined it as “outcome in life-chances and 
opportunities…might vary if one lived or grew up in different types of area….[it is] the 
net change in the contribution to life-chances made by living in one area rather than 
another” (p. 2278).  Dietz (2002) defined it as “a social interaction that influences the 
behaviour or socioeconomic outcome of an individual” (p. 540).  Finally, Brannstrom 
(2004) defined it simply as the question: “Do neighbourhoods make their residents 
poorer?” Galster and Hedman (2014) state that neighbourhood effects is the degree to 
which local context independently affects outcomes for individuals. All these, and 
other, definitions are conceptually equivalent; the incongruity in the literature arises 
from how the concept is operationalised. It should be noted that the term ‘effects’ is 
used quite loosely in the literature; it does not always refer to precise estimates of causal 
parameters but rather to general associations (Diez Roux, 2004). 

The term ‘neighbourhood’3 is often used interchangeably with ‘community’ and ‘area,’ 
and in Australia, sometimes ‘locality,’ ‘region’ or ‘suburb.’ Definitions of 
neighbourhood can encapsulate physical, social and economic elements (see Meegan 
and Mitchell (2001) for a review of definitions). Neighbourhood is almost always 
operationalised according to administratively generated geographical areas, mostly due 
to the difficulty in obtaining neighbourhood-level data based on subjectively defined 
neighbourhoods, but conceptually, neighbourhood is a type of ‘urban form’ (Webster, 
2003) based on geographical proximity (Goldfeld et al., 2015). Galster’s (2001) 
definition of neighbourhood as “the bundle of spatially based attributes associated with 
clusters of residences, sometimes in conjunction with other land uses including 

3 Neighbouring (such as the act of chatting to one’s neighbours) and neighbourliness (a shared sense of community or belonging) 
are related concepts (Bridge, Forrest & Holland, 2004). 
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characteristics related to the environment, proximity, buildings, infrastructure and 
demographics” (p. 2112) is perhaps the definition with most currency.  Although this 
definition is rooted in American urban research, it is generalisable to an Australian 
context. 

Neighbourhood effects is concerned with the consequence of different attributes of 
neighbourhoods on individuals and households.  This collection of attributes is referred 
to as ‘neighbourhood context’ in this research.  The context of a neighbourhood is made 
up of the characteristics, behaviours and attitudes of its residents and broader structural 
forces4, such as public services and stigmatisation.  Important features of the 
neighbourhood often used in neighbourhood effects are levels of poverty, disadvantage 
or deprivation5, crime or ethnic concentration. 

‘Disadvantaged neighbourhood’ or ‘neighbourhood disadvantage’ is means a complex 
amalgam of poor social and economic circumstances in a locality. Disadvantage is 
linked to poverty, low income, lack of opportunities, low living standards and poor 
quality of life (McLachlan, Gilfillan & Gordon, 2013). Neighbourhood effects may be 
triggered at threshold points of concentrated disadvantage combined with a lack of high 
socio-economic households (Feldman, Warr, Tacticos & Kelaher, 2009). A 
disadvantaged place can be conceptualised as a spatial concentration of disadvantaged 
people; a place which disadvantages its residents (such as through lack of resources or 
poor access to employment); or places with high incidences of social problems (Hulse, 
Pawson, Reynolds & Herath, 2014). In a neighbourhood effects framework, all three 
conceptions are related: spatial concentrations of disadvantage are partially caused by 
and a result of neighbourhood effects. 

The causal pathways through which neighbourhood context are theorised to impact on 
individual outcomes are referred to as the ‘mechanisms’ of neighbourhood effects. 
Mechanisms include stigmatisation of neighbourhood residents, lack of public services 
or a spatial mismatch between residential location and employment opportunities. The 
key mechanisms theorised to operate non-linearly are collective socialisation and social 
contagion. 
4 Macro structural explanations and local reinforcing factors both lead to individual negative outcomes, for example, poverty. Some 
researchers conclude that larger metropolitan-wide changes can explain four fifths of higher poverty in areas but a fifth must be 
associated with neighbourhood effects (Glennerster, Lupton, Noden & Power, 1999). 5 Poverty, deprivation and social exclusion are distinct but overlapping concepts all related to social disadvantage (McLachlan, 
Gilfillan & Gordon, 2013; Saunders, Naidoo & Griffiths, 2007). 
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The consequences of neighbourhood effects are variably called ‘life chances’, ‘life 
outcomes’ or simply ‘outcomes.’  The consequences can be related to an individual’s 
health, education, income, employment or any of a myriad of behaviours such as voting, 
crime, child-bearing or marriage. 

A non-linear relationship exists when two variables or quantities are not linearly related 
to each other. That is, the relationship is not proportional, and therefore a wider range of 
possible dependent relationships are allowed. Non-linear relationships can be 
monotonic (if one variable increases, then the other variable always increases or 
decreases, but not both), and can be smooth (such as a power law relationship) or abrupt 
(such as when a threshold exists). Non-linear relationships can also be non-monotonic 
(if one variable increases, then the other variable increases and decreases) (Bar-Yam, 
2012). An example of a non-monotonic relationship is between age and labour force 
participation, which, when plotted, resembles a convex curve (Schechtman & Yitzhaki, 
2010). The relationship theorised to exist in this research between neighbourhood 
context and individual outcomes is a non-linear, monotonic, abrupt relationship. Non-
linearities may also exist in dynamic variables, for example in the contagious spread of 
a phenomenon in a population (for example, rising slowly then growing explosively6) 
(McDowall, 2002). 

Thresholds, also sometimes called ‘a critical mass’ or ‘tipping points,’ can be defined as 
the point in a dynamic process at which the magnitude of a response (such as an 
individual outcome) changes significantly as the triggering stimulus (such as 
neighbourhood disadvantage) exceeds some critical value (Galster, Custinger & Lim 
2007). Put another way, a threshold is a specific point or value in a non-linear 
relationship or process. In neighbourhood effects research there are two types of 
thresholds: (1) within a neighbourhood, levels of disadvantage can increase over time 
until a threshold is reached and negative impacts on individual residents are evident; 
and (2) across a cross-section of neighbourhoods at a single time, certain 
neighbourhoods can be beyond a threshold of disadvantage where neighbourhood 
effects are more pronounced. 

A version of the general model of neighbourhood effects on individuals suggested by 
Galster (2008) was used to underpin this research.  The model specifies that the 
6 Krauth (2000) developed a model with such a non-linear relationship between network density and employment rates. 
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outcome of interest (O) observed at time t for individual i residing in neighbourhood j in 
metropolitan area k can be expressed: 

Oit = α + β[Pit] + γ[Pi] + φ[UPit] + δ[UPi] + θ[Njt] + μ[Mkt] + ε 

Where: 
[Pit] = observed personal characteristics that can vary over time (such as marital or 

fertility status, educational attainment) 
[P] = observed personal characteristics that do not vary over time (such as year and

country of birth) 
[UPi] =unobserved personal characteristics that can vary over time (such as 

psychological states, interpersonal networks and relationships) 
[UP] = unobserved personal characteristics that do not vary over time (such as 

intelligence, prior experiences, certain values and beliefs) 
[Njt] = observed characteristics of neighbourhood where individual resides during t 
[Mt] = observed characteristics of metropolitan area in which individual resides during t 

(such as unemployment rates) 
ε = a random error term 
i = individual 
j = neighbourhood 
k = metropolitan area7 
t = time period 

The Greek letters represent parameters to be estimated through a multivariate statistical 
technique. Although most neighbourhood effects research uses this or a similar model, 
very few studies make explicit the elements of the model being tested. As with nearly 
all neighbourhood effects research, there are difficulties estimating some of the 
paramaters, particularly personal characteristics. The following sections summarise the 
consequences, size, mechanisms, quantification, and responses to neighbourhood 
effects. 

7 Briggs (2003) discusses the structural forces external to the neighbourhood that operate at the metropolitan, national or global 
scale. 
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1.3.2 Consequences of Neighbourhood Effects 
 
Several reviews of neighbourhood effects research have summarised the impact of 
neighbourhood context on a variety of individual and household outcomes and social 
problems (Dietz, 2002; Durlauf, 2003; Ellen & Turner, 1997; Galster & Killen, 1995; 
Haveman & Wolfe, 1995; Jencks & Mayer, 1990; Oreopoulous, 2005; Sharkey & 
Faber, 2014), including those related to health, well-being, education, crime, problem 
behaviours, voting and property values. The neighbourhood context that is associated 
with these outcomes is most commonly related to neighbourhood disadvantage, poverty, 
unemployment, ethnic composition, and crime levels. There is also evidence of positive 
impacts of neighbourhood context on resident behaviours above a threshold, including 
the level of neighbourhood affluence and school attendance (Galster, 2010). Most recent 
research has controlled for non-neighbourhood characteristics to some degree but the 
majority of neighbourhood effects research conducted prior to 1990 has subsequently 
been invalidated due to insufficient statistical control of family and personal 
characteristics or using statistical techniques that were insufficiently robust.  The current 
research focuses on economic outcomes at the neighbourhood and individual level and 
therefore the key employment, income and educational consequences internationally 
and in Australia are briefly reviewed. 
 
1.3.2.1 Employment and Income 
 
There is evidence that neighbourhood context has impacts on a number of individual 
employment and income outcomes in America and Western Europe. Being born into the 
bottom quartile of neighbourhood income significantly is associated with lifetime 
earnings, as compared to those raised in the top quartile of neighbourhood income, 
although the neighbourhood impact is only half as strong as parental income (Rothwell 
& Massey, 2014). Similarly, cumulative neighbourhood poverty has an independent 
statistical effect on earnings over a number of years (Galster, Marcotte, Mandell, 
Wolman & Augustine, 2007). Neighbourhood deprivation has a significant but small 
association with unemployment in the short-term, and on income (Brattbackk & Wessel, 
2013). 
 
Research has also found neighbourhood effects on earnings, market income and income 
growth (Gomez & Santor, 2001; Musterd, De Vos, Das & Latten, 2012); labour force 
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participation levels and success (Bayer & Bayer, 2006; Holloway & Melherin, 2004; 
O’Regan & Quigley, 1998); long-term poverty (Burgess, Gardiner & Propper, 2001); 
number of hours worked (Bayer & Bayer, 2006); welfare participation (Shang, 2014); 
and the probability of being unemployed (Andersson, 2004; Bauer, Fertig & Vorell, 
2011; Clark & Drinkwater, 2002; Dujardin & Goffette-Nagot, 2006). Lachance (2014) 
found neighbourhood education levels had a significant impact on individual financial 
literacy. Finally, Brown, Ivkovic, Smith and Weisbenner (2008) found the decision to 
own stocks was related to the stock market participation of an individual’s community. 
 
The neighbourhood effects of living in a low-income neighbourhood is hypothesised to 
reduce social mobility, which is defined as the degree to which an individual’s (or 
group’s) socioeconomic characteristics can change over time, such as income and 
labour market outcomes (Pinkster, 2007). 
 
In Australia, individual unemployment has been associated with neighbourhood income 
levels and concentration of vocational qualifications (Andrews, Green & Mangan, 
2007). In metropolitan Brisbane, the spatial distribution of unemployment rates has 
been linked to clustering of low income groups (Trendle, 2006), and in Sydney, the 
percentage of sole parents in a neighbourhood is associated with employment growth 
(Bill, 2005). Australia-wide, local labour markets have been linked with individual adult 
employment outcomes (Baum, Bill & Mitchell, 2008a, 2008b). Among unemployed 
youth in Australia, neighbourhood unemployment rates have been associated with 
individuals’ job search methods (Heath, 1999), with youth in high unemployment 
neighbourhoods using more ineffective indirect search methods.  Finally, low status 
neighbourhoods have an impact on individual socio-economic outcomes, including 
employment (Hunter, 1996). 
 
1.3.2.2 Education and Academic Attainment 
 
Neighbourhood context has an effect on the educational outcomes of children and 
adolescents, even when controlling for individual characteristics, such as parental 
education and class background.  Education is a crucial determinant of employment and 
income outcomes, and therefore it is important to briefly review the evidence of 
neighbourhood context and key individual education outcomes.  In Western Europe and 
America, neighbourhood context has an effect on attaining comprehensive education 
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(Nordin, 2004); dropping-out and high school completion (Crowder & Teachman, 2004; 
Harding, 2003); education level, achievement and advancement (Ainsworth, 2002; 
Goux & Maurin, 2007; Leckie, 2008; Nordin, 2006; Woolley & Grogan-Kaylor, 2006); 
educational composition of regions (Araujo & St. Aubyn, 2005); exclusion from school 
(Bramley & Karley, 2005, 2007); high competence (Maggi, Kohen, Hertzman & 
D’Angiulli, 2004); schooling investments (Yamauchi, 2007); sense of school coherence 
(Nash, 2002); test scores and failing grades (Aratani, 2004); and time spent on 
homework (Ainsworth, 2002). 
 
In Australia, Cardack and MacDonald (2001, 2004) found that the ethnic composition 
of neighbourhoods (Australia wide) had an impact on the high school completion and 
university enrolment of immigrant children. School drop-out rates have been associated 
with the average dropout rate, percentage of adults with vocational qualifications 
(Overman & Heath, 2000) and low socio-economic status of neighbourhoods Australia-
wide (Overman, 2000, 2002). In Melbourne, the proportion of adults possessing higher 
levels of education and occupation status has an impact on the education expectations of 
secondary school students (Jensen & Harris, 2008) and neighbourhood unemployment 
levels impacts the probability of attending post-secondary education of Year 12 students 
(Jensen & Seltzer, 2000). Edwards (2005) found neighbourhood disadvantage across 
Australia significantly related to learning outcomes of 4 and 5-year old children.  
Finally, the socio-economic status, residential stability, household type and ethnic 
diversity of neighbourhoods are associated with early school leaving and participation 
in further education and training (Johnston, Wang-Sheng, Shah, Shields & Spinks, 
2014). 
 
It is worth noting, that despite the publication bias towards reporting significant results 
over publishing negative results (supporting the null hypothesis) in the social sciences, a 
number of researchers have reported finding no significant neighbourhood effects.  For 
example, neighbourhood context was found not to have an impact on: education and 
employment outcomes (Brannstrom, 2004, 2008); income growth (Bolster et al., 2007); 
job outcomes (Maloney, 2002); long-term labour market success (Oreopoulos, 2002a, 
2002b); wages (Cheng & Wang, 2013); and duration of search for a job if unemployed 
(Haurin & Sridhar, 2003). 
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Some researchers argue that neighbourhood effects may exist but that their impact is 
often exaggerated (Lupton, 2003; Slater, 2013) or that neighbourhood effects exist, but 
at different life stages, for men and women, and for different ethnic groups (See 
Beauvais and Jenson, 2003; Fauth, 2004; Oberwittler, 2007).  
 
In sum, the research literature suggests an additionality of problems associated with 
living in disadvantaged neighbourhoods: it is harmful to live in a disadvantaged 
neighbourhood and the negative outcomes extend to economic and educational areas.  
However, the results are mixed; some researchers have failed to find any association 
between neighbourhood context and individual outcomes and a substantial portion have 
found only weak effects.  The complex pathways and differences in impacts among 
different types of people must be taken into account when interpreting any results. All 
the research cited in this section used a linear approach, which may go some way to 
explaining the mixed results. 
 
1.3.3 Size of Neighbourhood Effects 
 
Most researchers have found neighbourhood effects to have small to moderate effect 
sizes, compared to family effects, for example. Erikkson, Hjalmarsson, Lindquist and 
Sandberg (2014) found that family background accounted for 24 per cent of the 
variation in the likelihood of having a criminal convinction while neighbourhood 
explained around 2 per cent. Rothwell and Massey (2014) found that the effect of 
neighbourhood income had about half the effect of parental income for children on 
future earnings. In a study on neighbourhood and health, Halogen et al. (2012) report 
that individual economic characteristics explained 35 per cent, and neighbourhood 
disadvantage and population density explained 17 per cent, of health risk factors among 
residents in Finland. Some researchers have argued than even though neighbourhood 
effects calculated at a point in time may be small, these small effects can accumulate 
over time and have a significant influence in the long term (Edwards, 2005). Given the 
numerous methodological challenges inherent in the measurement of neighbourhood 
effects, a key question is whether observed neighbourhood effects are small because 
they are small or because they are not able to be measured accurately. 
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1.3.4 Non-linear Mechanisms of Neighbourhood Effects 
 
Galster (2007a, 2008, 2010) outlines 15 mechanisms of neighbourhood effects evident 
in the research literature. Although Atkinson and Kintrea (2001) provide a similar 
typology of neighbourhood effects mechanisms8, Galster’s delineation is presented here 
because of its explicit reference and applicability to thresholds.  Galster (2010) divides 
the mechanisms of neighbourhood effects into four areas (a) social-interactive 
mechanisms (social contagion, collective socialisation, social networks, social cohesion 
and control, competition, relative deprivation, and parental mediation); (b) 
environmental mechanisms (exposure to violence, physical surroundings, and toxic 
exposure); (c) geographical mechanisms (spatial mismatch and public services); and (d) 
institutional mechanisms (stigmatisation, local institutional resources, local market 
actors). 
 
Of these 15 mechanisms, the ones relating to social externalities are most likely to yield 
a threshold relationship between the percentage disadvantaged in a neighbourhood and 
the amount of externality generated. Galster (2010) concludes that only a subset of 
mechanisms would manifest themselves in a non-linear or threshold-like manner.  
Specifically, there are two, non-mutually exclusive, behavioural mechanisms through 
which threshold-like relationships between neighbourhood context and individual 
outcomes may operate: collective socialisation and social contagion. A third, 
stigmatisation, may also operate in a binary manner (stigmatised or not stigmatised). 
 
1.3.4.1 Collective Socialisation (Norms) 
 
Individuals may be encouraged to conform to local social norms conveyed by 
neighbourhood role models and other social pressures. This mechanism is based on the 
role that social groups have in shaping an individual’s attitudes, values and behaviours. 
Socialisation occurs when modelling others’ behaviour, not just their characteristics 
(Ioannadis, 2006a). This socialisation effect is characterized by a minimum threshold or 
critical mass being achieved before a norm can produce noticeable consequences for 

                                                 
8 Bernard et al. (2007) developed a theoretical framework with five domains (the physical, economic, institutional, local sociability, 
and community organisation) which cut across neighbourhood environments through which residents may acquire resources that 
shape their lifecourse trajectory in health and social functioning. 
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others in the neighbourhood. Behaviours and attitudes may be affected, either positively 
or negatively, by contact with peers or role models who may be neighbours9.  

Socialisation operates depending on the degree to which an individual comes into social 
contact with a group and the degree to which the group can exert threats and 
inducements to conform.  Thresholds would be evident because it is only when a group 
reaches a certain density (to allow sufficient social contact) and power (to induce 
conformity) over a certain area that it would result in the shaping of the behaviours of 
others10.  Once past this threshold, the group’s influence would grow non-linearly.  
Research based on collective socialisation models that suggest thresholds include 
Wilson (1991-1992), Brock and Durlauf (2002, 2007) and Ainsworth (2002). 

1.3.4.2 Social Contagion (Epidemic) 

Contagion models posit that social problems11 are contagious and spread through peer 
influence, such as illicit drug use as described by Agar (2004), delinquency by Boutwell 
and Beaver (2008), and disorder by Keizer, Lindenberg and Steg (2008).  The 
underlying tenet of this model is that if residents live in a neighbourhood where some of 
their neighbours exhibit behaviours associated with social problems, they will be more 
likely to adopt these behaviours themselves.  Crane (1991) suggests that the effects of 
social problems in a neighbourhood are similar to epidemics: up until a critical mass or 
prevalence, their effect is modest and relatively stable; beyond that level though, the 
negative effects are highly contagious and prevalence expands rapidly.  In this model, 
the development of disadvantaged neighbourhoods is linked to the high incidence of 
social problems in particular areas. For example, concentrated or cumulative poverty is 
assumed to amplify the effects of individual poverty.  Jensen and Seltzer (2000) 
proposed that a vicious cycle operates in disadvantaged neighbourhoods whereby the 
increasing presence of lower education levels in a neighbourhood creates further 
negative externalities though effects on income and employment (see Vartanian and 
Buck (2005) for evidence of the epidemic theory between neighbourhood conditions 

9 Evans, Oates and Schwab (1992) note that individuals and households often have some scope for choice of peer groups whether 
through selection of residence location, school or friends. In addition, each person interacts with only a subset of the relevant 
population, and these interactions need not be with physical neighbours but rather ‘strategic’ neighbours (Haag & Lagunoff, 1999). 
10 Simmel’s theories highlight the importance of local social interactions in shaping an individual’s attitudes, values, and behaviours 
(Pescosolido & Rubin, 2000; Hipp & Perrin, 2006). 
11 Some studies have shown that happiness can also be ‘contagious’ and dynamically spread through a large social network (Fowler 
& Christakis, 2008). 
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and adult income).  Without extensive inter-neighbourhood mobility, there is a risk that 
neighbourhoods will further segment and homogenise. 
 
1.3.4.3 Stigmatisation 
 
Stigmatisation of a place occurs when key institutional, government or market actors 
negatively stereotype or discriminate all residents of a place and/or reduce resources 
flowing into a place because of its household composition.  Certain neighbourhoods 
may be stigmatised regardless of the attributes of the current residents because of 
historical, environmental or topographical factors, types of dwellings, or condition of 
public and commercial spaces (Aero, 2006).12 
 
Neighbourhoods can be stigmatised based on the characteristics of residents, physical 
appearance (such as housing types) or simply its name. Stigma can be defined as a 
discrediting attribute that impairs social acceptability (Warr, 2005b), with poverty being 
a primary contributor to negative labelling and stereotyping. Negative images of 
neighbourhoods, particularly large social housing estates, can accelerate decay and 
lower reputation (Wassenberg, 2004). Opinions held by potential employers and the 
larger community about the residents and reputation of a particular neighbourhood are 
unlikely to be related linearly to changes in the population group that is the basis for the 
stigmatisation (Galster, 2008).  For example, a neighbourhood would not likely become 
stigmatised when the proportion of poor residents increases from 10 per cent to 20 per 
cent.  However, an increase from 50 per cent to 60 per cent, which is similar in 
magnitude but may involve a critical mass, may alter public opinion of the 
neighbourhood significantly for the worse. 
 
Both disadvantaged individuals (such as users of public assistance programs (Jarrett, 
1996)) and disadvantaged neighbourhoods that have high levels of social housing, 
poverty, drug abuse, crime, physical decay or environmental contamination (McCluskey 
& Rausser, 2003) can suffer stigma, which can in turn affect well-being and social trust 
(Kullberg, Timpka, Svensson, Karlsson & Lindqvist, 2010). Both external factors (such 
as physical and institutional aspects) and internal factors (such as high proportions of 
lone parents) are thought to create self-generating declines in neighbourhoods and 
                                                 
12 In a field experiment, Tunstall, Green, Lupton, Watmough and Bates (2014) found evidence of employer discrimination based on 
area reputation but found overt employer preferences for residents within easy access to the workplace, which may be evidence for 
the spatial mismatch. 
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corresponding reputations (Chaudhuri & Sethi, 2003; Hastings, 2004).  Neighbourhoods 
with poor reputations are reinforced through stigmatising assumptions that portray their 
residents negatively (Palmer, Ziersch, Arthurson & Baum, 2004), including by the 
media (Jacobs, Arthurson, Cica, Greenwood & Hastings, 2011).  How areas are 
perceived by non-residents can have important direct harmful impacts on residents, such 
as exclusion from mortgage loans, higher insurance costs, the inability to sell a home or 
find a job, the undermining of self-confidence that limits the possibility for collective 
action, and feelings of loss of control and stress felt when neighbourhoods are 
stigmatised by others (Aalbers, 2007; Atkinson, Dalton, Norman & Wood, 2007; Warr, 
2005a).  Neighbourhood stigma is also tenacious, often persisting during (Hastings & 
Dean, 2003) and lasting for years after regeneration and improvements were made 
(Gourlay, 2007; Greenberg & Hollander, 2006). 
 
1.3.4.4 Other Mechanisms 
 
A fourth mechanism, gaming, was originally theorised to be a mechanism likely to lead 
to non-linear outcomes. Gaming models posit that residents in neighbourhoods often 
make decisions about the personal costs and benefits of different courses of actions in 
the absence of certainty depending on how many other residents choose various 
alternatives.  That is, an individual’s expected benefit of a choice varies depending on 
the number or proportion of others who make a decision before the individual does.  
Schelling’s models of residential segregation and racial ‘tipping points’ (as popularised 
by Gladwell, 2000 and described in Benito & Hernandez, 2004; Bowles & Sethi, 2006; 
Card, Mas & Rothstein, 2006, 2007, and Pancs & Vriend, 2004) and Granovetter’s 
(1978) work on collective behaviour provide examples (see also Macy, 1991).  
Granovetter (1978) defined ‘threshold’ as the number or proportion of others who must 
make one decision before a given actor does so and suggested applications including 
riot behaviour, innovation and rumour diffusion, strikes, voting and migration. Gaming 
simulations have found evidence of thresholds (Asher, Casaburi, Nikolov & Ye, 2009). 
However, gaming has not recently been viewed as a discrete mechanism of 
neighbourhood effects. 
 
Hannon and Knapp (2003) also discuss two competing theories about how increasing 
disadvantage can evince threshold-like relationships.  The accelerating effects theory 
states that at higher levels of disadvantage, additional deprivation will have more 
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devastating effects.  Mechanisms include the accumulation of disadvantages, vicious 
cycle, epidemics of social problems and the collapse of civic order.  The decelerating 
effects theory states that disadvantages can overlap and negate each other.  At higher 
levels of deprivation, additional deprivation has few consequences in terms of 
increasing social problems.  Mechanisms include saturation in attainment processes and 
development of resilient deviant subcultures. 

1.3.5 Threshold Levels 

A threshold effect is a dynamic process in which the magnitude of the response changes 
significantly as the triggering stimulus exceeds some critical value (Galster, Custinger 
& Lim, 2007). Threshold effects and non-linearities are evident in many social and 
economic processes. In terms of economic and financial processes, threshold effects 
have been found in national budget deficits (Arestis, Cipollini & Fattouh, 2004); 
investment practices of firms (Hansen, 1999); firm size (Schivardi & Torrini, 2004); 
unemployment rates over time (Faria & Leon-Ledesma, 2008; Lahiani & Scaillet, 2009; 
Mitchell, 2002); consumer sentiment (Desroches & Gosselin, 2004); and group buying 
(Wu, Shi & Hu, 2014); road traffic changes and segregation (Bjornskau, 2005); school 
quality and house prices (Abbigail, Hernandes-Murill & Owyang, 2010); spreading of 
fads in society and markets (Gronlund & Holme, 2005); innovations (Rolfe, 2004) and 
vacancy rates (Mitchell, 2002). Threshold effects have also been found in individual 
behaviours and attitudes, such as smoking prevalence (Hsieh, Chen, Lee & Yeh, 2014); 
non-acceptance of sexual harassment (Wood & Doan, 2003); tolerance (Alba & Jang, 
1992); educational understanding of concepts (Wimshurst, 2011); aggressive and 
withdrawn behaviour (Regoeczi, 2002). 

The existing evidence of neighbourhood context indicators and the corresponding 
quantifiable threshold levels after which negative outcomes occur are summarised in 
Table 1. There does not appear to be generalisable thresholds across locations, types of 
neighbourhood contexts or types of outcomes. A brief review of threshold values in 
America and Western Europe is useful to guide the current research in an Australian 
context. 
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TABLE 1. Threshold Levels of Neighbourhood Context Indicators: United States 
of America and Western Europe 
 

Neighbourhood Context 
Indicator Threshold Level Outcome Research 

Neighbourhood disadvantage >90th percentile Increased premarital birth rates South & Crowder (1999) 

Renter occupancy >85.5%
Increased poverty rate over time; 
increased percentage of households with 
children headed by women; increased 
unemployment 

Galster, Quercia & Cortes 
(2000) 

Neighbourhood disadvantage 85% Probability of police notification by 
victims of simple assault Baumer (2002) 

Percentage of neighbourhood 
residents without college 
degrees 

>80% Increased unemployment rate Krauth (2000) 

Percentage of workers not 
employed in professional or 
managerial jobs 

>77-83% 
Increased poverty rate over time; 
increased percentage of households with 
children headed by women; increased 
unemployment 

Galster, Quercia & Cortes 
(2000) 

Black population >55% Increased rate of racially motivated 
turnover Galster (1990) 

Poverty rate >54% Increased poverty rate over time Galster, Quercia and Cortes 
(2000) 

Black population >50% Decreased employment McCreary, England & Farkas 
(1989) 

Nonprofessional employment 
Poverty 

>50% 
>5% 

Increased dropping out of school Clark (1992) 

Disadvantage index >33rd or 67th
percentile

Increased dropping out of high school; 
increased non-completion of college Vartanian & Gleason (1999) 

Social housing 
concentration*** > ~25%***

Increased neighbourhood problems; 
desire for neighbourhood 
improvements*** 

Kearns and Mason (2007) 

Unemployment* >14-16%* Decreased probability of becoming 
employed after being unemployed* Musterd & Andersson (2006) 

Black population >10% Increased rate of racially motivated 
turnover by whites Ellen (1996) 

Poverty >10% Decreased property values and rent 
levels 

Galster, Custinger & Malega 
(2007) 

Status <mean Increased dropping out of school Duncan, Connell & 
Klebanov (1997) 

Proportion of low-income* <median* Decreased income* Galster, Andersson, Musterd 
& Kauppinen (2008) 

Neighbours education level Not given Education level Ioannides (2003) 
Public housing concentration >50 units per

square mile Increased neighbourhood crime Joice (2007) 
Proportion of population with 
at least secondary 
education** 

Top quintile** Increased probability of applying to 
upper secondary school** Kauppinen (2008) 

Neighbourhood deterioration 
index 

>1 or 2 standard 
deviations above

mean 
Increased friendship strain; lower self-
rated health Krause (1996) 

Neighbourhood disadvantage curvilinear Young adult obesity Nicholson & Browning 
(2012) 

Mortgage foreclosures >three within 250-
500 foot ring Decreased property values Schuetz, Been & Gould Ellen 

(2008) 
Female unemployment; 
manufacturing employment >median% Decreased likelihood of exiting from

welfare Vartanian (1997) 
Disadvantage index 
Non-professional 
employment 
Poverty 

>10th or 90th
percentile

>33rd or 90th
percentile

>33rd or 67th
percentile

Decreased wages and income; longer 
poverty duration Vartanian (1998) 

Employment rate of adult 
men; percentage of adults 
completing four year degree 

<mean Decreased employment outcomes Weinberg, Reagan & 
Yankow (2004) 

Neighbourhood disadvantage 
>1 standard

deviation above 
mean 

Increased behavioural problems of 
young boys Winslow & Shaw (2007) 

Perceived neighbourhood 
problems >quartile three Decreased physical functioning of adults Yen, Yelin, Katz, Eisner & 

Blanc (2008) 
Note: Atkinson (2008) and Quercia and Galster (2000) also provide reviews of threshold levels.  All locations are United States 
unless otherwise specified: * Sweden ** Finland *** England 
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1.3.5.1 United States of America 
 
For economic and education outcomes, the first research that identified a threshold was 
McCreary, England and Farkas (1989), who found that neighbourhoods with above 50 
per cent Black population had evidence of decreased employment. Clark (1992) found 
that above 50 per cent neighbourhood nonprofessional employment or above 5 per cent 
neighbourhood poverty, there was an increased likelihood of dropping out of school. 
Duncan, Connell and Klebanov (1997) similarly found that there was an increased 
likelihood of dropping out of school in neighbourhoods where status levels were below 
the mean. Vartanian and Gleason’s (1999) research identified the 67th percentile on a 
disadvantage index as the threshold for increased dropping out of high school and 
increased non-completion of college. Vartanian (1997) found neighbourhood female 
unemployment levels and manufacturing employment above the median was associated 
with decreased likelihood of exiting from welfare. Galster, Quercia and Cortes (2000) 
found threshold levels at the 77-83 per cent (workers not employed in professional or 
managerial jobs), 85 per cent (renter occupancy) and 54 per cent (poverty rate) was 
associated with increased neighbourhood poverty rates over time, among other 
outcomes. Threshold levels at the 90th percentile (disadvantage index and non-
professional employment) and 67th percentile (poverty) were found to have non-
marginal impacts on wage and income decreases and poverty duration (Vartanian, 
1998). Krauth (2000) found an increased unemployment rates in neighbourhoods with 
more than 80 per cent of residents without college degrees. Finally, decreased 
employment outcomes were found in neighbourhoods with less than mean employment 
rate of adult men and adults completing four year degrees (Weinberg, Reagan & 
Yankow, 2004). 
 
In terms of non-economic outcomes, when neighbourhood disadvantage levels were 
above 85 per cent, there was a significantly increased probability of police notification 
by victims of simple assault (Baumer, 2002). Neighbourhood disadvantage levels above 
the 90th percentile were associated with increased premarital birth rates (South & 
Crowder, 1999).  Two studies measured the relationship between the per cent Black 
population in neighbourhoods and increased rates of racially motivated turnover: Ellen 
(1996) found a threshold at 10 per cent and Galster (1990) at 55 per cent. 
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Winslow and Shaw (2007) and Nicholson and Browning (2012) examined thresholds of 
neighbourhood disadvantage. The former found a threshold-like relationship at greater 
than one standard deviation above the mean and increased behavioural problems of 
young boys. The latter found a curvilinear relationship with young adult obesity.  
 
Decreased property values and rent levels have been observed at neighbourhood poverty 
levels above 10 per cent (Galster, Custinger & Malega, 2007). Krause (1996) observed 
increased friendship strain and lower self-rated health when neighbourhood 
deterioration index was 1 or 2 standard deviations above the mean. When perceived 
neighbourhood problems were above quartile three, there was decreased physical 
functioning of adults (Yen, Yelin, Katz, Eisner & Blanc, 2008). Two studies have used 
geographical-based thresholds: Joice (2007) found that when public housing 
concentration was greater than 50 units per square mile, there was evidence of increased 
neighbourhood crime. Schuetz, Been and Gould Ellen (2008) found when mortgage 
foreclosures were greater than three within a 250-500 foot ring, there were decreased 
property values. 
 
1.3.5.2 Western Europe 
 
In Sweden, neighbourhood unemployment levels of greater than 14 to 16 per cent have 
been associated with decreased probability of becoming employed after being 
unemployed (Musterd & Andersson, 2006). Also in Sweden, when the proportion of 
low income people in a neighbourhood was above the median, individuals experienced 
a decreased income (Galster, Andersson, Musterd & Kauppinen, 2008). In Finland, 
Kauppinen (2008) found that when the proportion of the population with at least 
secondary education was in the top quintile, there was an increased probability of 
applying to upper secondary school. In England, neighbourhoods with more than around 
25 per cent social housing concentration had increased neighbourhood problems and 
residents had a desire for neighbourhood improvements (Kearns & Mason, 2007). 
 
1.3.6 Challenges of Quantifying Neighbourhood Effects 
 
There a number of complex challenges in assessing neighbourhood effects that 
represent serious obstacles to drawing definitive conclusions on the causal role of 
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neighbourhood context13.  An overview of methodological challenges is given below 
(for full reviews see Blasius, Friedrichs & Galster, 2007; Diez Roux, 2001; Galster, 
2008; and Jensen & Harris, 2008). 
 
Numerous researchers (for example, Buck, 2001; Galster, 2003; Hedman & Galster, 
2013; Manley & van Ham, 2010; Oakes, 2004, 2014; Sampson, Morenoff & Gannon-
Rowley, 2002) have discussed the methodological problem that follows from the 
differential selection of individuals into neighbourhoods (or the decision to stay in a 
neighbourhood)14.  In other words, unobserved individual characteristics such as 
parenting abilities, education levels or self-efficacy that affect individual outcomes may 
also affect choice of neighbourhood (Andersson, Musterd, Galster & Kauppinen, 2007).  
The ability to separate neighbourhood differences in an outcome of interest between 
neighbourhood factors rather than differential selection of individuals and households 
into certain neighbourhoods is likely the largest challenge facing neighbourhood effects 
literature.  Encouragingly though, Sampson and Sharkey (2008) conclude that a number 
of previously unobserved factors that represent hypothesised sources of selection bias in 
studies of neighbourhood effects are of minimal importance in actual or revealed 
neighbourhood selection decisions.  This is supported by studies such as Harding (2003) 
that found unobserved factors would have to be unreasonably strong to account for 
association between neighbourhood and individual outcomes.  Bayer and Bayer (2006) 
also used a sophisticated statistical technique for controlling the non-random sorting of 
households into neighbourhoods and found neighbourhood effects were present but 
small. 
 
Most models of neighbourhood effects are static; that is, they estimate the direct effect 
of current residential neighbourhood context on a particular outcome rather than 
previous neighbourhood contexts (Sampson, Morenoff & Gannon-Rowley, 2002).  
However, there are a number of potential mediating and developmental pathways of 
influence.  Specifically, long-term community influences and developmental pathways, 
such as children’s personal traits, learning patterns, family socialisation and school 
attributes may have an enduring impact (see Kohen, Leventhal, Dahinten & McIntosh, 
2008 for an example). 
 
                                                 
13 Cagney, Browning and Wen (2005) argue that despite these challenges of quantifying neighbourhood effects, there have been 
numerous advances in their quantification in recent years that lead to greater confidence in their results. 14 Residents can also be ‘steered’ into different neighbourhoods by real estate agents (Galster & Godfrey, 2005). 
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Most people experience multiple neighbourhoods during the course of their daily 
routines (that is, people live in more than one context).  Exposure to neighbourhoods 
outside the residence may have both direct and indirect pathways in its association with 
neighbourhood effects (Baybeck, 2006; Inagami, Cohen & Finch, 2007).  
Neighbourhood effects research needs to account for exposure to different 
neighbourhood contexts and the behaviours that take place there, such as work, crime 
and school attendance (Sampson, Morenoff & Gannon-Rowley, 2002).  Mellander, 
Stolarick and Lobo (2014) found that the workplace environment had a larger impact on 
people’s income than their residential environment. Research that looks solely at the 
characteristics of an individual’s place of residence may obscure the individual 
variability of neighbourhood effects. 
 
Simultaneity occurs when people are influenced by their context and at the same time 
influence that context (Buck, 2001).  In situations like these, the effects cannot 
technically be separately identified.  It is therefore difficult for neighbourhood effects 
research to ascertain ‘what is causing what.’ 
 
Different types of neighbourhood effects may operate at the small area, neighbourhood, 
city, regional or even national scale (Andersson, Klaesson & Larsson, 2014; Atkinson & 
Kintrea, 2001; Godley, Haines, Hawe & Shiell, 2010; Hedberg & Tammaru, 2013; 
Johnston et al., 2005).  These effects may operate differently for different people and 
have different dynamics (Hedberg & Tammaru, 2013). Neighbourhood effects 
researchers almost always use administratively defined neighbourhoods, such as census 
data, rather than neighbourhoods defined by individuals as they experience and perceive 
them.  Flowerdew, Manley & Sabel (2008) suggest defining neighbourhood in several 
different ways when examining the effect of neighbourhood conditions.  Boundaries can 
be drawn based on equality of size, compactness of shape, homogeneity in social 
composition or accordance with ‘natural’ boundaries, or subjectively defined and 
computer generated neighbourhoods (Haynes, Jones, Reading, Daras & Edmond, 2008). 
Individual residents define their neighbourhood differently; with some research 
suggesting subjectively defined neighbourhoods are smaller in scale than census defined 
suburbs (Coulton, Jennings & Chan, 2013). Moore (2008) argues that scale should not 
be reified as a ‘fundamental ontological entity’ or central theoretical tool, but rather the 
focus should be on the practical aspects of scale. 
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There are several potential measurement error issues but one in particular is worth 
noting.  Yabiku (2006) noted that aggregating individual measures to the 
neighbourhood level may not accurately reflect an individual’s social environment.  
Such aggregations may suffer from measurement error and therefore not accurately 
reflect any one individual’s experiences.  Similarly, Blasius and Friedrichs (2007) found 
that seemingly homogeneous deprived areas are actually internally heterogeneous, 
which may account for some of the inconsistent findings in the neighbourhood effects 
literature. 
 
Sampson, Morenoff and Gannon-Rowley (2002) note that both neighbourhoods and 
people change and evolve over time.  Most neighbourhood effects research is cross-
sectional in nature, even when exploring social dynamics, and so the impact of dynamic 
neighbourhood processes on individuals is not well known (Lupton & Power, 2004). 
O’Sullivan (2014) calls the fact that neighbourhood effects literature has largely ignored 
neighbourhood dynamics “rather shocking” (p. 1144). 
 
Galster (2003) outlines numerous challenges when attempting to operationalise the 
complex array of neighbourhood processes that may lead to neighbourhood effects.15  
These challenges can be summarised by the questions: how do neighbourhood effects 
happen and how can these processes be adequately measured?  Researchers are 
hampered by a lack of high-quality and relevant neighbourhood measures.  Galster, 
Hayes and Johnson (2005) discuss the issues related to obtaining robust, parsimonious, 
regularly-collected neighbourhood indicators (see also Woolcock & Steele, 2008). 
 
The relationship between neighbourhood characteristics and individual outcomes can 
yield different estimates based on the statistical method used (Galster & Hedman, 
2014). Mooney, Richards and Rundle (2014) found that the construction and analysis of 
neighbourhood contextual measures substantially altered the results. This sensitivity 
requires researchers to employ multi-method investigations to identify the most robust 
findings. 
 
Galster (2003) notes that there is a challenge in ascertaining whether the effects of any 
particular facet of neighbourhood context are linear across the range of variation in that 

                                                 
15 For example, Bellair (1997) found that the frequency of social interaction among neighbours is an important process.  
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facet. This challenge is the main one being addressed by the current research.  Most 
neighbourhood effects studies have not tested for nonlinearities (Kauppinen, 2007). 
 
A full review of specific methodologies used to address these challenges is beyond the 
scope of this research (Galster, 2008 provides an extensive review).  A brief description 
of some strategies used to tackle the specific challenges described above is provided 
here to highlight the options available.  Selection bias has been addressed by employing 
quasi-experimental designs; sibling studies (Plotnick & Hoffman, 1999); longitudinal 
studies, including only people who have not moved during the course of the study; and 
‘residual proxy variables’ to reduce omitted variable bias.  In terms of defining of 
boundaries and spatial scale, several researchers have conducted parallel analyses on the 
same outcome using different spatial scales to estimate the scales over which 
neighbourhood effects are acting (such as Buck, 2001; Knies, Burgess & Propper, 
2007).  In addition, constructing ‘bespoke’ or ‘concentric circle’ neighbourhoods based 
around a household’s place of residence has been employed (Andersson & Musterd, 
2006).  Many researchers conduct regression analyses of survey data to infer 
relationships between neighbourhood context and individual outcomes.  Depending on 
the data, statistical methods can estimate the influence of indirect pathways (Elliot et al., 
1996) and exposure to different neighbourhoods.  Similarly, if the surveys are 
longitudinal, estimates of the temporal dynamics of neighbourhoods and individuals can 
be made (Musterd & de Os, 2007).  The dynamics of neighbourhoods can also be 
explored by combining multiple data sources for individual neighbourhoods, such as 
census data, real estate data and interviews (Skelton, Yauk, Platt, McCleery & Jordan, 
2006). Nonlinearity is assessed through statistical techniques such as spline 
specification and adding quadratic terms (for example, Bramley & Karley, 2007; 
Turley, 2003).  Measurement error is often addressed by combining multiple data sets 
and triangulating the results (Bellair, 2000). In terms of operationalising neighbourhood 
processes, Sampson, Morenoff and Gannon-Rowley (2002) highlight systematic social 
observation as a way to more directly collect information on the “sights, sounds, and 
feel” of neighbourhoods (p.471).  
1.3.7 Responses to Neighbourhood Effects 
 
There are a number of public policy responses that either directly or implicitly relate to 
neighbourhood effects.  They are briefly summarised below. 
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1.3.7.1 Place-based Initiatives 

There is a high degree of interest in Australian and international public policy in area or 
place-based initiatives (Haase & McKeown, 2003; Lawless, 2006; O’Reilly, 2007; 
Smith, 1999; Tunstall & Coulter, 2006).  Although area-based policies are not 
dependent on the existence of neighbourhood effects, there seems to be an underlying 
assumption that these programs will achieve their outcomes by improving the overall 
social and physical conditions in places, often neighbourhoods, which will then result in 
individual benefits.  In Australia, over the past decade, state Governments have been 
moving towards new spatially based approaches that emphasis whole of government 
service delivery to meet the needs of a geographically defined community (Byron, 
2010; Burkett, 2012; Lawson, 2005; Moore et al., 2014).  Andersen (2002) notes that if 
neighbourhood effects exist and they are substantial, there are good reasons for 
considering spatial pockets of poverty as a special problem that should be countered by 
area-based initiatives. If neighbourhood effects are small, though, more general 
measures for the reduction of poverty and social exclusion should be used.  Ostendorf, 
Musterd & De Vos (2001) argue that it is “preferable to approach poverty directly 
instead of hoping for the results of dubious ‘neighbourhood effects’” (p. 371). 

1.3.7.2 Social Exclusion/Inclusion 

There is no agreed definition of social exclusion but the UK Social Exclusion Unit 
(1997) provided an influential definition: “a shorthand label for what can happen when 
individuals or areas suffer from a combination of linked problems such as 
unemployment, poor skills, low incomes, poor housing, high crime environments, bad 
health and family breakdown. Dimensions of social exclusion include financial, retail, 
information technology, environmental, transport, housing and location (Gleeson, 
2002). Efforts to increase social inclusion most often involve the provision of 
opportunities for increased social and economic participation, especially by 
disadvantaged people and are most often place-based.  Neighbourhood effects are 
thought to be one of the causes and exacerbations of social exclusion (as is poverty 
(Bohnke, 2001).  A number of international jurisdictions have introduced policy 
interventions using a social exclusion or social inclusion approach.  These interventions 
are well established in the United Kingdom and elsewhere in Europe (for example, 
Beaumont & Hamnett, 2001; Blok, Musterd & Ostendorf, 2001; Bradshaw, Kemp, 
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Baldwin & Rowe, 2004; Brannstrom, 2004; Klasen, 2001; Kleinman, 1999; Marsh, 
2004; Mohan, 2002; Murie & Musterd, 2004; Palomares, Rabhi & Simon, 2001; 
Phillimore & Goodson, 2006; Sharp, Pollock & Paddison, 2005; Somerville, 1998; 
Taylor, 1998) but are relatively new to Australian policy (Arthurson & Jacobs, 2004; 
Arthurson, 2004a; Daly, 2006; Herington, Merrilees & Miler, 2005; Mangan & 
Stephen, 2007; Martin, 2004; Randolph, 2004; Saunders, Naidoo & Griffiths, 2007). In 
the previous decade, the Australian Government took an active policy interest in social 
inclusion (Hayes, Gray & Edwards, 2008) and tied a variety of social policies within a 
social inclusion framework. The current Australian Government’s policy agenda has a 
less explicit focus on social inclusion but includes a number of programs and services 
aimed at increasing social inclusion, such as Strengthening Communities. 

1.3.7.3 Social Mix 

Social mix refers to the degree of heterogeneity or diversity of neighbourhood residents 
in terms of household type, income, education, tenure, ethnicity, gender or age.  Policy 
makers have attempted to alter the social mix of neighbourhoods through a variety of 
methods, including residential mobility programs, social housing allocations and urban 
renewal (see Brophy & Smith, 1997; Bailey, Haworth, Manzi, Paranagamage & 
Roberts, 2006).  It is thought that the residents of neighbourhoods with concentrated 
disadvantage would benefit from more socially mixed communities through the 
mechanisms of neighbourhood effects (that is by providing access to positive middle-
income role models). Arthurson (2002, 2004b, 2005, 2007, 2008) has extensively 
explored social mix in an Australian context.  One key finding is that residents of 
different tenures and incomes in socially mixed communities have limited interactions 
and thereby reduce the impact of social mix initiatives (Butler, 2003), and intergroup 
ties tend to be superficial (Lawder, Walsh, Kearns & Livingston, 2014).16  This is 
mirrored in research undertaken internationally (Atkinson & Kintrea, 2000; Manley, 
van Ham & Doherty, 2011).  Other researchers have highlighted the importance of 
social mix in policy discourses despite the lack of evidence supporting the efficacy of 
social mix in promoting more positive social interactions for residents or reducing 
stigmatisation of neighbourhoods (Allen, Camina, Casey, Coward & Wood, 2005; Cole 
& Goodchild, 2000; Galster, 2007b; Kleinhans, 2004; Musterd & Andersson, 2005; 

16 However, Granovetter (1973) found that, counterintuitively, weak social ties are indispensable to individuals’ opportunities, and 
strong ties can lead to overall fragmentation in neighbourhoods. 
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Ostendorf, Musterd & De Vos, 2005; Ruming, Mee & McGuirk, 2004).  In relation to 
thresholds, Quercia and Galster (1997) suggest that it is likely that the number of 
middle-income households in a given area must exceed a critical value for significant 
benefits to accrue. 

1.3.7.4 Residential Mobility Programs 

Whereas social mix initiatives usually focus on attracting middle-income, usually home 
owners, to areas of disadvantage, residential mobility programs often attempt to 
disperse residents of disadvantaged neighbourhoods to existing socially mixed 
communities that are thought to provide better opportunities.  The Gautreaux residential 
mobility program (Galster, 2005; Keels, 2008; Keels, Duncan, Deluca, Mendenhall & 
Rosenbaum, 2005; Mendenhall, Deluca & Duncan, 2006; Popkin, Rosenbaum & 
Meaden, 1993; Rosenbaum, 1995) and the Moving to Opportunity program in the 
United States provide high profile examples of these types of responses. Johnson, Ladd 
and Ludwig (2002) provided an early review of residential mobility programs and find 
evidence that recipients may experience reductions in welfare receipt, improvements to 
health status, improvement in schooling outcomes for children, and reductions in 
problem behaviours. The effects on non-participants are not well known. Some recent 
reviews have disputed the efficacy of residential mobility programs and highlight the 
limits of such programs in reducing inequality (Sharkey, 2012). Rothwell (2015) 
reviewed the most recent Moving to Opportunity studies and report that there is strong 
evidence for the positive impact of the program, including increased future annual 
income, higher marriage rates, and raised college attendance rates. The main issue with 
previous evaluations of Moving to Opportunity was that not enough time had passed to 
observe positive impacts on children when they became adults (and entered the labour 
market). The most recent research found that offering families with young children 
living in high-poverty housing projects the opportunity to move to lower-poverty 
neighbourhoods may reduce the intergenerational persistence of poverty (Chetty, 
Hendren & Katz, 2016). 

1.3.7.5 Community/Urban Renewal, Revitalization and Regeneration 

Community and urban renewal efforts targeted at areas of disadvantage and disorder, 
such as public housing estates or areas with high proportions of immigrant residents are 
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a common area-based policy response (Andersson, 2006b). Renewal can be defined as 
the process of reversing economic, social and physical decay having reached the point 
where market forces alone will not suffice (Adair, Berry, McGreal, Deddis & Hirst, 
1999).  One of the explicit or implicit bases for these efforts to improve neighbourhood 
conditions is that neighbourhood effects are operating on residents. Specifically, in the 
‘Broken Windows’ hypothesis, residents see the first instance of dilapidation or decay 
as a sign that no one cares, which leads to residents letting other parts of the 
neighbourhood fall into disrepair . Examples of renewal responses include: attracting 
middle-class shoppers and visitors; economic stimulus initiatives (Pomeroy, 2006); 
governance regulations and cultural redefinition (Holm, 2006); housing improvements 
(Bailey & Robertson, 1997); improvements to physical attractiveness and amenity; 
place management and whole-of-government service delivery (Randolph, 2000); 
policing strategies and crime reduction (Raco, 2003; Lehrer, 2000); public housing 
demolition (Keating, 2000); residential development (Bromley, Tallon & Thomas, 
2005); enhancing people’s skills or changing attitudes (Page, 2006); tax credits and 
other incentives to build new properties or renovate existing properties (McIntyre, 
2005); transferring social housing stock to local organisations (Card & Mudd, 2006); 
and urban regeneration partnerships (Ball & Maginn, 2005). 

1.3.7.6 Social and Affordable Housing Construction and Allocations 

Social housing policies are sometimes in part (implicitly) based on neighbourhood 
effects (Atkinson & Kintrea, 2002).  By constructing and allocating social or affordable 
housing away from disadvantaged areas and in existing socially mixed areas, it is 
thought that the negative impacts of disadvantaged areas on individuals can be reduced.  
Musterd, Priemus & Van Kempen (1999) note that the key issues of globalisation and 
welfare state restructuring are outside the influence of the local state, “consequently, the 
only thing left…is the local economy and housing policy” (p. 575). 

1.4 RESEARCH DESIGN 

1.4.1 Research Paradigm 

There is a continuing debate over the relative merits of the two fundamental inquiry 
paradigms in social research: logical-positivism, which uses quantitative and 
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experimental methods to test hypothetical-deductive generalisations and 
phenomenological, which uses qualitative and naturalistic approaches to inductively and 
holistically understand human experience in context-specific settings (Patton, 1990; 
Firestone, 1987). 

This research takes a pragmatic approach to the epistemological debate between these 
different paradigms of inquiry by acknowledging the contribution of both perspectives 
and their related research methods (Hulse & Saugeres, 2007).  Rather than operating 
within a particular paradigm, methodological appropriateness was the main criterion for 
assessing which methodologies to employ and which approach to take.  Neighbourhood 
effects is a complex field of inquiry that no single methodology can illuminate 
adequately.  Consequently, the research design uses several quantitative elements that 
seek to objectively measure the social phenomenon of thresholds in neighbourhood 
effects while attempting to reduce bias and error that would prevent a clear 
understanding of the phenomenon.  The researcher’s role in these elements is one of 
detachment.  The research design will also use qualitative elements that focus on the 
subjective meanings and definitions that individuals place on where they live and the 
impact of their surroundings.  The researcher’s role in these elements is to become 
immersed in the neighbourhoods of interest to understand neighbourhood effects from 
residents’ perspectives. 

The combining or integration of methodologies is called triangulation, which can 
contribute to greater reliability, rigour and understanding of complex phenomena (Judd 
& Randolph, 2006; Pitcher, 2006).  Messer (2007) advocates that neighbourhood effects 
researchers triangulate neighbourhood-level information from a variety of sources, 
including directly observed, administrative source and survey data.  In addition, Lupton 
(2003) also suggests the importance of complementary qualitative and quantitative 
neighbourhood effects research methods. Abell (2001) suggests that social science 
research, in particular economics and sociology, needs to be unified to account for the 
complex interplay between social (macro) conditions and individual (micro) actions. 

When employing multiple methods, an important consideration is the time ordering of 
the research.  By ordering the methodologies shrewdly, each methodology can inform 
and refine previous and subsequent findings and understanding in a cumulative manner 
to ensure that the benefit of all the methodologies is maximised.  The specific research 
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methods and the sequential logic of research are described in the individual sections in 
each chapter. 
 
1.4.2 Research Questions 
 
The specific research questions are divided into three clusters, each of which seeks to 
illuminate different aspects and impacts of thresholds in neighbourhood effects at the 
neighbourhood and individual levels, and which corresponds to a Chapter in this thesis. 
 
The impact of thresholds at the aggregate neighbourhood level (Chapter 2) 
 What neighbourhood indicators are important in identifying threshold effects at the 

neighbourhood-level? 
 When neighbourhoods in Australia reach a certain threshold on a neighbourhood 

indicator, do they exhibit accelerated aggregate neighbourhood effects over time? 
 What threshold levels are evident at the neighbourhood level? 
 
Neighbourhood thresholds and individual outcomes (Chapter 3) 
 Do individuals’ employment outcomes and financial difficulties show a threshold-

like relationship with levels of neighbourhood disadvantage and disorder? 
 Do neighbourhood effects operate at different scales for different individual 

outcomes? 
 Do subjective perceptions of neighbourhood demonstrate threshold effects in the 

same way as objective measures? 
 
Neighbourhoods above and below thresholds of disadvantage (Chapter 4) 
 How do neighbourhoods that are above, close-to, and below theorised thresholds of 

disadvantage and disorder differ? 
 By what specific features or mechanisms do neighbourhood effects act on 

individuals in these neighbourhoods? 
 
A graphical representation of the theoretical basis of the three studies addressing these 
questions is shown in Figure 1. The first diagram corresponds to the threshold 
hypotheses tested in Chapter 2, which state that above a threshold of disadvantage, 
neighbourhoods deteriorate as measured by neighbourhood outcomes, such as 
unemployment.  The linear model assumes that there is a proportionate relationship 
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between disadvantage and neighbourhood outcomes, over time.  The second diagram 
relates to Chapter 3, which tests the hypothesis that people living in a neighbourhood 
above a threshold of disadvantage or disorder will have disproportionally worse 
individual socio-economic outcomes over time as a result of residing in that 
neighbourhood.  This is opposed to a linear interpretation, which assumes that 
disadvantage and disorder impacts on individuals proportionally at any level. The final 
table outlines the hypothesised features of neighbourhoods above and below thresholds 
of disadvantage and those not disadvantaged, which relates to Chapter 4. If the 
hypotheses for each chapter are confirmed, it will demonstrate that neighbourhood 
effects act in a non-linear way: that is, non-marginal changes in disadvantage have non-
marginal effects on neighbourhood and individual (economic) outcomes. 
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 FIGURE 1. Conceptual Representation of Research 

The impact of thresholds at the aggregate neighbourhood level (Chapter 2) 
 
  

 

Neighbourhood thresholds and individual outcomes (Chapter 3) 

Neighbourhoods above and below thresholds of disadvantage (Chapter 4) 

Hypothesised features 
Neighbourhood above 

threshold of 
disadvantage 

Neighbourhood below 
threshold of 
disadvantage 

Neighbourhood not 
disadvantaged 

High levels of relative 
disadvantage lead to 
substantial negative 

outcomes on residents 
through collective 

socialisation, social 
contagion, and 
stigmatisation. 

Moderate levels of 
relative disadvantage lead 

to minimal negative 
outcomes on residents. 

Low levels of relative 
disadvantage result in 
little to no evidence of 
neighbourhood effects. 

Change in negative 
neighbourhood 

outcome variable 
over time 

(neighbourhood 
decline) 

Low level of 
neighbourhood 
indicator 

High level of 
neighbourhood 

indicator 

Threshold 
model 

Linear 
model 

Hypothesis: 
above a 
threshold, 
neighbourhoods 
with high levels 
of 
neighbourhood 
indicators will 
decline over time 
as measured by 
neighbourhood 
outcomes 

Low 
neighbourhood 
disadvantage 
disorder 

High 
neighbourhood 
disadvantage / 

disorder 

Change in 
individual 

outcome 
variable over 

time 

Hypothesis: 
people living in 
neighbourhoods 
above a threshold 
of disadvantage 
and disorder will 
have worse 
individual 
outcomes over 
time 

Linear 
model 

Threshold 
model 
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1.4.3 Research Approaches 
 
Chapters 2, 3 and 4 of this thesis each employ a different methodology to test relevant 
hypotheses. A brief outline of the research approaches is presented here. 
 
1.4.3.1 Thresholds at the Neighbourhood Level 
 
The mechanisms of threshold effects are theorised to operate within the context of 
neighbourhood dynamics and change (Bruch & Mare, 2006), and particularly 
neighbourhood decline, as discussed previously. Two types of neighbourhood change 
threshold effects have been specified (Friedrichs, Galster & Musterd, 2003; Buck, 2001; 
Brannstrom, 2004; Manski, 1993, 1995). An endodynamic relationship occurs when a 
neighbourhood indicator reaches a critical point, it subsequently causes (directly or 
indirectly) a much greater change in itself.  Endogenous neighbourhood variables 
originate within the neighbourhood.  For example, characteristics such as the proportion 
of socially ‘weak’ households, household size, physical attributes and housing structure 
conditions.  An exodynamic relationship occurs when an exogenous (or contextual or 
background) factor affecting a neighbourhood indicator reaches some point, it 
subsequently causes (directly or indirectly) a much greater change in the neighbourhood 
indicator. Exogenous neighbourhood variables originate outside neighbourhoods or are 
predetermined. This chapter analysed both endodynamic and exodynamic relationships. 
 
The methodology used Australian census data from 1996, 2001 and 2006 to empirically 
identify generalisable threshold effects in Australian urban neighbourhoods.  The 
approach was based primarily on previous work using American census data (Galster, 
Quercia & Cortes, 2000; Jargowsky, 1999).  It has been argued that predictive 
regression models (using spline regression) of neighbourhood change should attempt to 
identify threshold effects to determine how exogenous variables are associated with 
changing neighbourhood outcomes (Quercia & Galster, 1997). 
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1.4.3.2 Neighbourhood Thresholds and Individual Outcomes 
 
This chapter linked individual panel data and census data, which is a commonly utilised 
methodology in neighbourhood effects research.17 Individuals are observed over time in 
their residential contexts, and multivariate statistical techniques are used to uncover 
correlations between these contexts and behaviours or outcomes for these individuals, 
controlling for background and other individual characteristics.  Examples include: 
Ginther, Haverman and Wolfe (2000); Ioannides (2003); Islam et al., (2006); Kearns 
and Parkes (2003); and Musterd, Ostendorf and De Vos (2003). The most common 
approach is to use census data to develop measures of external locational influences on 
individuals, with panel data providing information on individual outcomes. This chapter 
employs this general approach but utilises several key improvements drawn from a 
range of robust and innovative studies. First, and most relevant to the hypotheses, non-
linearity or threshold effects were analysed by dividing neighbourhoods into quintiles. 
Second, panel data were used from multiple points over a ten-year period to test 
whether neighbourhoods have a cumulative influence on individual outcomes.  Almost 
all neighbourhood effects research uses static measures of neighbourhood 
characteristics rather than longitudinal indicators (Lupton & Power, 2004). Third, 
different spatial scales were used in the analyses to test whether neighbourhood impacts 
were different (Gordon & Monastiriotis, 2006; Ioannides, 2008; Johnston et al., 2007). 
Fourth, a subjective measure of neighbourhood disorder was used in addition to the 
more common objective measures (see Mykyta, Elo, Margolis & Culhane, 2007; 
Weden, Carpiano & Robert, 2008). Finally, a number of individual, household, family 
and regional variables were included to ensure that observed changes in the outcome 
variables were not a result of non-neighbourhood related influences. 
 
1.4.3.3 Comparative Case-Study Approach 
 
This chapter employed a comparative neighbourhood case-study methodology. 
Neighbourhood case studies can involve examination of individuals’ attitudes, 
behaviours, life trajectories and social interrelationships through archival, survey and/or 
ethnographic methods in one or more neighbourhoods with notable characteristics 
(typically associated with disadvantage); sometimes results are contrasted to those in 
                                                 
17 Including the association between disadvantage and: income trajectories (Bolster et al., 2007; Musterd, Galster & Andersson, 
2012), mental health (Hull, Kilbourne, Reece & Husaini, 2008); behavioural and cognitive development of children (Jackson, 2003) 
health (Marsh, Gordon, Heslp & Pantazis, 2000) and stock market participation (Brown, Ivkovic, Smith & Weisbenner, 2008). 
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other types of neighbourhoods.  Illustrative examples include Atkinson and Kintrea 
(2001, 2004), Friedrichs and Blasius (2003) and Galster and Santiago (2006). 
 
Research designs that compare and contrast a small number of cases using the full 
breadth of evidence available are useful and allow greater understanding of ‘process-
tracing’ and the identification of causal mechanisms that come together to produce 
social phenomenon (Bloemraad, 2013). Young (2001) emphasises that understanding 
place depends on subjective understandings because social and economic forces shape 
places and are in turn shaped by them. Therefore, it is appropriate to examine whether a 
more disadvantaged neighbourhood18 compared to other neighbourhoods demonstrates 
evidence of the mechanisms of neighbourhood effects (Melles, 2003). 
 
The current research builds on the body of inquiry using neighbourhood case studies. 
Pinkster (2014) undertook a case study of a low-income neighbourhood in the 
Netherlands to identify the pathways through which disadvantaged neighbourhoods 
impact the employment opportunities for residents.  The in-depth case study examined 
the social isolation, deviant work ethics and neighbourhood disorder that impact 
unfavourably on socio-economic outcomes. Anderson et al. (2004a, 2004b) employed a 
case study approach to a neighbourhood in Winnipeg, Canada by interviewing key 
informants to understand its decline and relevant interventions. Markey, Halseth and 
Manson (2008) used a case study of a community in Canada to understand place-based 
economic development planning, including the use of key informant interviews and an 
inventory of key socio-demographic and community infrastructure. Bertaux, Boje & 
McIntosh (2002) studied selected neighbourhoods by conducting a social profiling of 
each neighbourhood, based on visual inspection (achieved by walking through the area), 
a study of available documentation on the neighbourhood, the compilation of available 
statistical data, and interviews with key local informants such as community activists, 
teachers, social service personnel and local elected representatives. Greenberg and 
Lewis (2000) researched the attitudes of a single, ethnically mixed neighbourhood in 
New Jersey to understand brownfields redevelopment preferences. Javernick-Will, 
Jordan & Amadei (2012) conducted a qualitative comprative study of neighbourhood-
level recovery following Hurricane Katrina. Mak & Peacock (2011) compared three 
place-based social sustainable developments in the USA, UK and Australia. 
                                                 
18 One potential weakness of the research design is the focus on neighbourhood-level processes rather than on household/family-
level dynamics (Jarrett, Jefferson & Kelly, 2010). The resources of this research limited the ability to undertake such detailed 
empirical analysis. 
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In Australia, Ziersch and Arthurson (2005) used interviews with key informants, 
including policy makers and social housing staff, to examine two case study 
neighbourboods in Adelaide. Cameron, Mulligan & Wheatley (2004) examined 
inclusive projects and networks in an area of Sydney and in the Blue Mountains. 
 
More specific to the current research, a number of comparative case studies of 
neighbourhoods or areas have also been undertaken. Grant, Edwards, Sveistrup, 
Andrew and Egan (2010) examined how a purposive sample of four neighbourhoods in 
Ottawa, Canada that differed on urban form and socio-economic status affected older 
people who walk in their neighbourhood. Kleinhans, Priemus and Engbersen (2007) 
researched two Dutch neighbourhoods to understand social capital in recently 
restructured urban areas. Li and Wu (2006) compared three neighbourhoods in Shanghai 
to understand disparities in socio-spatial differentiation and residential inequalities. 
Cano Hila (2011) compared four neighbourhoods on the periphery of Barcelona and 
Milan to examine the mechanisms of transmission of contextual effects on young 
people. Secor and O’Loughlin (2005) compared residents of two European cities in 
terms of neighbourhood effects and social capital. Ashby and Webber (2006) conducted 
a quantitative comparison of ten neighbourhoods in the United Kingdom, focusing on 
high crime/high disorder localities. McCormack, Rock, Swanson, Burton & Massolo 
(2014) used quantitative and qualitative data derived from first-hand observation of four 
urban parks to generate comprehensive portraits of each area. Cole & Green (2010) 
contrasted the experiences of residents in four challenging neighbourhoods in the UK. 
The current research employs a similar multi-method approach to many of these studies. 
 
1.5 CONCLUSION 
 
This chapter has reviewed the definitions of neighbourhood, and some of the related 
neighbourhood processes and attributes including neighbourhood dynamics, social and 
physical disorder, and spatial disadvantage. A review of neighbourhood effects theory, 
and in particular, threshold effects was also presented. Given the evidence of the 
deleterious consequences of neighbourhood effects, it is important to understand how 
neighbourhood effects operate. Threshold effects are hypothesised to arise as a result of 
collective socialisation, social contagion and stigmatisation mechanisms of 
neighbourhood effects. The realisation of social and economic benefits from responses 
to neighbourhood effects, such as social mix, residential mobility and community 
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renewal programs, may be informed by threshold effects and the threshold levels at 
which they operate. The next chapter investigates at what levels of disadvantage 
neighbourhoods across Australia demonstrate disproportionately worse outcomes over 
time. 
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2. THRESHOLDS AT THE NEIGHBOURHOOD LEVEL 
 
2.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter examines thresholds at the neighbourhood level. Australian Census data 
were employed to test the hypothesis that, over time, neighbourhoods with very high 
levels of disadvantage, as measured by distinct indicator variables, fare worse over five 
and ten year periods in terms of unemployment rates. Specifically, a spline regression 
technique was utilised to identify specific ‘break-points’ or thresholds. That is, an 
attempt was made to identify neighbourhood variables that provide indications of issues 
that predict decline and decay as exhibited in the key socio-economic variable of 
unemployment.  Research has not progressed to such a degree that formal hypotheses 
are possible.  However, research on economic polarisation over time in urban areas in 
Canada offers a broad framework for investigation. Specifically, Hulchanski’s (2007) 
analysis of neighbourhoods in Toronto over 30 years indicates there are distinct patterns 
of neighbourhood change (three types of cities): inner city suburbs with rising income 
and high socioeconomic advantage; disappearing middle-income suburbs; and poor and 
ethnically diverse outer suburbs. This finding provides a broad outline for this research 
but this chapter is principally exploratory in nature and sought to discover which, if any, 
neighbourhood indicators show threshold-like relationships with the neighbourhood-
level outcome of unemployment.  
 
2.2 DATA 
 
2.2.1 Description of Data 
 
The ABS’ Basic Community Profiles for the 1996, 2001 and 2006 censuses were the 
source of data. The Basic Community Profile provides detailed Census data for small 
areas, including all the basic demographic information about persons, families and 
dwellings needed to gain a statistical profile of an area. Basic Community Profiles cover 
a wide range of areas; the smallest area available, called a Census Collection District 
(CCD) and made up of approximately 220 households, was used in this chapter. CCDs 
cover the whole of Australia. 
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One advantage of CCDs is their small size, which aligns with the small area associated 
with ‘knowing neighbours’ (such as a street, a block or a cluster of houses) and the 
slightly larger personal perception of a catchment area for local shops, schools and GPs 
(Glennerster, Lupton, Noden & Power, 1999). 
 
Data from 1996, 2001 and 2006 was used because it was the most recent data available 
at the time the analysis was undertaken.  In addition, including three census years 
allows both five and ten year comparisons to be made, which was considered important 
to illuminate the longer-term impacts of neighbourhood effects.  Neighbourhood 
changes are thought to be relatively gradual processes that occur over several years.  
More practically, data from census years before 1996 were not comparable to census 
data from 1996 onwards because of changes to ABS geographies.  Five and ten year 
intervals were used because the analysis relies on census data collected at five year 
intervals. 
 
The total number of CCDs for each of the three censuses was 34,422 in 1996, 37,209 in 
2001 and 38,704 in 2006.  CCDs with a population of less than 50 were not included to 
avoid the sampling error deliberately introduced by the ABS to protect the 
confidentiality of persons in the neighbourhood (similar to Gregory & Hunter, 1995).  
This resulted in the omission of 310 (for 1996), 1189 (for 2001) and 1008 (for 2006) 
CCDs, which equated to 0.90 percent, 3.20 per cent and 2.60 per cent of the samples for 
each census year, respectively.  In addition, a very small number of CCDs for 2001 and 
2006 had insufficient data to be included in the analysis: 11 in 2001 and 14 in 2006. 
Neither of these omissions were considered large enough to bias the overall sample 
significantly given the large sample size of CCDs that were included.  Although the 
samples are biased toward larger CCDs, including the CCDs with sampling errors 
would have biased the sample in unknown ways. 
 
The ABS redefines CCDs boundaries each census according to a range of criteria. The 
design of CCDs aims to produce convenient areas for a single census collector 
workload. CCDs design therefore involves splitting of CCDs where there has been high 
population growth and the amalgamation of CCDs where population numbers are 
known to have declined. Adjustment of the boundary between CCDs may also occur 
because of the need to respect other boundaries, such as Local Government Area or 
suburb (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2003b). 
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The ABS provides information on the comparability of CCDs between censuses for 
time-series analysis purposes.  For the 1996 to 2001 comparison, there are 10 
comparison categories ranging from ‘perfectly comparable’ to ‘not comparable.’ For 
this analysis, CCDs were included if: 
 The 2001 CCD was perfectly comparable to the 1996 CCD. 
 The 2001 CCD was comparable, even though there was a change to the CCD 

boundary between 1996 and 2001, because there was no change to population and 
dwelling counts due to the boundary change. 

 The 2001 CCD was comparable within a 2 per cent dwelling or population limit. 
This means a boundary change occurred, however no more than 2 per cent of the 
dwelling or population counts in the 1996 CCD were subtracted or added. 

 The 2001 CCD changed slightly when compared with the 1996 CCD due to a 
change in the base map between censuses, for example, for Roads, Rivers or 
Railway lines. The 2001 CCD boundary follows the same features as in 1996, but 
the boundary has been realigned to follow the improved base map data. Although 
the shape of the 2001 CCD may look quite different to the 1996 CCD, for statistical 
purposes the two were comparable. 

 
CCDs were not included if: 
 The 2001 CCD was comparable within a 10 per cent dwelling or population change 

limit. A boundary change occurred, however no more than 10 per cent of the 
dwellings or population in the 1996 CCD were subtracted or added. 

 The 2001 CCD was not directly comparable. A 1996 CCD was split into two parts, 
with the 1996 boundary containing two new 2001 CCDs. 

 The 2001 CCD was not directly comparable as a 1996 CCD was split into three or 
more parts, with the 1996 boundary containing three or more new 2001 CCDs.  

 The 2001 CCD was not comparable because of splits, amalgamations, or boundary 
variations with no common boundaries being retained and there was a change to 
dwellings or population of more than 10% of the 1996 CCD. 

 The 2001 CCD was not directly comparable because it was an amalgamation of two 
adjacent whole 1996 CCDs to give a new 2001 CCD. 

 The 2001 CCD was not directly comparable due to an amalgamation of three or 
more adjacent whole 1996 CCDs, to give a new 2001 CCD. 
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For the 1996 to 2006 comparison, the ABS only provides two categories: comparable or 
not comparable. Only the comparable CCDs were used in this chapter. 
 
Table 2 shows that a total of 5870 CCDs were excluded for the 1996 to 2001 
comparison, which left a total of 28,351 CCDs. This equated to 82.36 per cent of the 
total number of 1996 CCDs and 76.19 per cent of the 2001 CCDs. A total of 8828 
CCDs were excluded for the 1996 to 2006 comparison, which left a total of 25,431 
CCDs. This equated to 73.88 per cent of the total number of 1996 CCDs and 65.71 per 
cent of the 2001 CCDs. 
 
TABLE 2. Comparisons between Census Collection District Data 
 

 1996 -2001 Comparison 1996-2006 Comparison 
Excluded (non-comparable) 5870 8828 
Total Included 28,351 25,431 
Included as per cent of Total 
Census Collection Districts 

82.36 per cent (1996) 
76.19 per cent (2001) 

73.88 per cent (1996) 
65.71 per cent (2006) 

Total Major Cities of Australia 
Census Collection Districts 17,474 16,268 
 
Since this analysis is concerned with urban neighbourhoods, only data from the 
Accessibility / Remoteness Index of Australia ‘Major Cities of Australia’ categorisation 
was used (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2003a; Australian Institute of Health and 
Welfare, 2004).  The focus of the research is on urban neighbourhoods and the CCDs 
identified as Major Cities of Australia are those in major metropolitan areas, which 
likely have more heterogeneous density, accessibility and employment characteristics 
compared to neighbourhoods in very remote, remote and regional areas.  Although 
‘urban’ has no agreed definition, it is characterised by higher population density and 
different land cover and cultural practices than other areas (Andersson, 2006a). People 
in Australia overwhelmingly live in urban areas and Australia is possibly the most urban 
and suburban nation in the world (Gleeson, 2002). In addition, many Collection 
Districts in non-urban areas have low population densities, which may impact on the 
way neighbourhood effects operate and which would make interpretation of the results 
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difficult. Including only CCDs in ‘Major Cities’ resulted in 17,474 included in the 
1996-2001 comparison and 16,268 included in the 1996-2006 comparison. 
 
Basic Community Profiles use two types of census counts: Place of Usual Residence 
and Place of Enumeration (Trewin, 2006a).  The Place of Usual Residence census count 
is a count of every person in Australia on Census Night, based on the area in which they 
usually live. Where sufficient information is provided on census forms, this enables the 
area in which they usually reside to be identified and coded.  Census counts compiled 
on this basis are less likely to be influenced by seasonal factors, such as the snow 
season, and provide information about the usual residents of an area.  The census count 
for place of enumeration is a count of every person in Australia on Census Night, based 
on where they were located on that night. This may or may not be the place at which 
they usually reside (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2003c).  At the time of analysis, the 
Place of Usual Residence data was not easily accessible at the CCD level.  Although the 
study of neighbourhood effects is primarily concerned with the impact of an 
individual’s area of residence on their outcomes, the Place of Enumeration data 
provided a similar set of data. 
 
Specifically, Table 3 shows the statistics for the question on the census form concerning 
whether the respondent’s place of enumeration was also their place of usual residence 
(called ‘counted at home.’). As can be seen, for all the included CCDs, the mean of 
people counted at home was over 95 per cent and the median was over 97 per cent for 
each census. 
 
TABLE 3. People Counted at Home (Per cent) 
 

Year Mean Median Minimum Maximum Standard 
Deviation 

1996 (for 2001 
comparison) 95.55 97.17 1.06 100.00 7.82 
 
1996 (for 2006 
comparison) 

95.68 97.17 1.06 100.00 7.31 
2001 95.52 97.05 0.65 100.00 7.26 
2006 95.70 97.04 0.00 100.00 6.72 
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It was decided not to omit CCDs with low numbers of respondents counted at home for 
several reasons. First, there was no benchmark in the literature to guide a decision on 
what per cent of people in a CCD counted at home was appropriate to include or omit. 
Second, given the exploratory nature of the research, it was decided to include the full 
diversity of urban neighbourhoods, including those, such as central business districts or 
holiday areas, where respondents would be counted in a neighbourhood that they did 
not reside in. 
 
2.2.2 Neighbourhood Indicators and Outcome 
 
Two types of variables were used in the analyses: eight neighbourhood indicators (also 
referred to as independent or exogenous variables in the literature) and one 
neighbourhood outcome (also referred to as dependent or endogenous variables).  The 
selection of variables was determined by availability in the 1996, 2001 and 2006 census 
data; published research and theorised relationships. The eight neighbourhood 
indicators can be classified into two broad groups: Economic and Education; and 
Family, Housing and Cultural. 
 
The eight neighbourhood indicators are listed below.  The term by which the indicator is 
referred to in the rest of this research is in brackets. 
Economic and Education Indicators: 

 Per cent of people in low status occupations (In low status jobs) 
 Per cent of people in lowest quintile of Australian family income (Low Income) 
 Per cent of people who do not have a qualification (Without qualifications) 
 SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage score (Disadvantage) 

 
Family, Housing and Cultural Indicators: 

 Per cent of people who were not born in Australia (Born overseas) 
 Per cent of people who are single parents with children under 15 years old (Lone 

parents) 
 Per cent of people with no or poor English skills (No or poor English) 
 Per cent of people renting their accommodation (Renting) 

 
Neighbourhoods with high proportions of these indicators are theorised to lead to large 
increases in the negative neighbourhood outcomes over time. The mechanisms by 
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which these relationships may operate were described in the Introduction.  Briefly, they 
include social contagion (epidemic), collective socialisation (norms), and stigmatisation. 
For example, neighbourhoods with large concentrations of migrants who don’t speak 
English well may lead to negative stigmatisations of the entire neighbourhood.  In turn, 
this could lead to problems finding employment over time due to postcode bias. 
Neighbourhoods with high proportions of people in low status jobs may exhibit the 
contagion/epidemic or collective socialisation mechanisms.  That is, if the prevailing 
life choice in a neighbourhood is to enter low status jobs, this may lead to more 
precarious employment situations and more frequent periods of unemployment.  This in 
turn could contribute to overall decline of the neighbourhood. Finally, employed, 
middle-income earning families and individuals may decide to leave mixed 
communities, leaving behind unemployed residents, if they believe other similar 
families and individuals may leave in the near future, which is a form of gaming. 

One neighbourhood outcome was used in the analysis: change in per cent of people (15 
years and older) who are not employed (Unemployed) in the CCD. The rationale for 
selecting the neighbourhood indicators is described below, along with further details on 
the operationalisations and specifications. 

It is acknowledged that the classification of the neighbourhood indicators as distinct 
from a neighbourhood outcome is somewhat arbitrary. Furthermore, the causal 
directions and relationships between indicators and outcomes are not clear-cut.  The 
rationale for selecting the neighbourhood indicators in this exploratory research is based 
on consistency with prior research, as described below. 

2.2.2.1 In Low Status Jobs 

The spatial assimilation theory (Massey & Denton, 1985) posits that occupation status, 
among other factors, benefits the life chances of individuals, particularly those 
individuals who are able to convert such characteristics into living in more stable and 
affluent neighbourhoods.  For example, those in low status occupations are more likely 
to experience income poverty (Marks, 2007) and less likely to be home owners (Lyons, 
2003). People in low status jobs are more likely to be less educated and younger, and to 
have experienced unemployment (Marks, 2008). 
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Occupation-based socioeconomic status posits that unskilled manual workers represent 
‘low status’ and upper white-collar employees represent ‘high status’ (Kauppinen, 
2007).19 ‘In low status jobs’ was operationalised by dividing the number of people 
working in manual and unskilled occupational groups (labourers, elementary clerical, 
sales and service) by the number in all occupational groups (Managers and 
administration; Professionals; Associate professionals; Tradespersons and related 
workers; Advanced clerical and service; Intermediate clerical, service and sales; 
Intermediate production and transport; Elementary clerical, service and sales; 
Labourers). 20 
 
2.2.2.2 Low Income 
 
The economic wellbeing of individuals is primarily influenced by their control over 
economic resources; that is, people’s income provides access to many of the goods and 
services consumed that promote economic wellbeing (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 
2009).  For example, low income prevents families from moving to less poor 
neighbourhoods (Fauth, 2004) and thereby reduces their residential mobility and also 
results in housing stress in many Australian markets (Seelig & Phibbs, 2006). 
Additionally, low income families move (to other, similarly poor neighbourhoods) more 
frequently that other families, often because of domestic violence, job loss or other 
economic distress (Coulton, Theodos & Turner, 2012; Phinney, 2012). Low income 
households spend less on medical care and health than other households and have less 
access to and participation in information technology (The Smith Family, 2003). Low 
income can also be a stigmatising experience (Jarrett, 1996) and can create considerable 
instability in family life, paid work, housing circumstances and other life experiences 
(Hulse & Saugeres, 2007). 
 
Neighbourhoods with high proportions of low income residents (also referred to as 
neighbourhood-level socio-economic deprivation or poverty concentration) have been 
consistently found to have social and psychological consequences for those living in 

                                                 
19 Kalleberg (2009) notes that high status jobs are increasingly precarious and insecure due to the creation of more nonstandard 
work arrangements, such as contracting and temporary work. 20 It is acknowledged that the analysis is at the individual level and that different results may be apparent if the household unit of 
analysis was used. For example, there may be differences when households comprise a combination of individuals with low and 
high status jobs. 
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these environments. High concentrations of low income residents are associated with a 
range of negative social and economic issues.21 
 
Spencer (2004) contends that “there is currently little debate that spatially concentrated 
poverty has negative effects on individual residents” (p.546). Some researchers have 
concluded that the main sources of low income are not related to neighbourhood 
characteristics but to earnings, employment and demographics (such as Bolster et al., 
2007). 
 
Income (and earnings) has been used extensively as an outcome variable (see 
Brannstrom, 2005; Galster, Marcotte, Mandell, Wolman & Augustine, 2007; Propper et 
al., 2007; Vartanian & Buck, 2005) and a neighbourhood indicator (Brattbakk & 
Wessel, 2013) in neighbourhood effects research. 
 
It is acknowledged that income is an imperfect measure of the economic circumstances 
of households (Headey & Wooden, 2004); however, the income information from the 
census is the best available for this research. Low income was operationalised by using 
the family categories (such as ‘couple family with children under 15 and non-dependent 
children’) on the census form in conjunction with the weekly income ranges (such as 
‘less than $699’).  All CCDs for each census, including CCDs with populations less 
than 50 people and CCDs that were not comparable across censuses, were used in the 
calculation.  This was to provide the fullest range of data to determine ‘low income;’ the 
data may have been skewed otherwise.  Appendix A contains information on the family 
groups, weekly income ranges in the lowest quintile and the per cent of CCDs this 
accounted for. The lowest quintile of income ranges has been used extensively in 
research on neighbourhood effects and poverty (such as Fauth, 2004).  
 
Because income ranges are used instead of actual incomes in the census, the income 
range closest to the lowest quintile was used.  For example, in 1996, for couple families 
with children under 15 without non-dependent children, the income range ‘less than 

                                                 21 Including, low incomes of individuals over time (Andersson, Musterd, Galster & Kauppinen, 2007); mental health issues and 
low quality of life (Drukker, Feron & van Os, 2004); low levels of children’s and adolescent’s well-being (Fauth, 2004); poor fiscal 
health of cities (Joassart-Marcelli, Musso, & Wolch, 2005); substance abuse, violence, delinquency, HIV/AIDS, and teen pregnancy 
(Nation, 2008); low parental involvement in children’s education (Leventhal & Brooks-Gunn, 2004); low income growth (Musterd, 
De Vos, Das & Latten, 2012); poor infant health (Luo, Wilkins & Kramer, 2006); and high crime rates (Wheeler & La Jeunesse, 
2006).  
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$499’ a week consisted of 19.29 per cent of all CCDs which was closest to the quintile 
of 20 per cent. 
 
One issue with the operationalisation of low income is that some low income 
households actually have high permanent incomes but had low incomes at census time 
because of short-term fluctuations in income (Hardman & Ioannides, 2004b).  There 
was no feasible way to counteract this possibility. Additionally, no adjustment was 
made for household size; therefore the measure is potentially biased in that 
neighbourhoods with higher proportions of large families may suffer greater overall 
disadvantage than neighbourhoods with lower proportions of large families with similar 
average incomes at the neighbourhood level. 
 
The measurement of income used in this research is admittedly basic and does not 
incorporate the multi-dimensional aspects of poverty (Saunders & Bradbury, 2006), 
including market/factor income, private income, public transfer income, gross income 
and disposable income (Headey, 2003).  The different dimensions of financial 
disadvantage (income poverty, subjective poverty and financial stress) were similarly 
beyond the scope of this study (Marks, 2007).  Another potential problem with 
measuring income is the misreporting in household income surveys, for example the 
reliability of self-employment income. Finally, this chapter did not use the more refined 
and complex specification used in the SEIFA Indices, which includes adjustments for 
tax and regional differences in costs of living. 
 
2.2.2.3 Without Qualifications 
 
Individuals without qualifications are at a disadvantage in the labour market (McKay, 
2003) and are less likely to be employed (Simpson, Purdam, Tajar, Pritchard & Dorling, 
2006).  Young people in particular struggle to obtain secure employment (Page, 2006; 
Kieselbach & Traiser, 2004). High numbers of young people without qualifications is 
an educational gap that flows on to overall average labour force productivity (Mangan 
& Stephen, 2007). At the regional level, research in England has found considerable 
geographic overlap between concentrations of worklessness and concentrations of 
people without qualifications (Meen, Gibb, Goody, McGrath & Mackinnon, 2005; 
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, 2004). 
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Research has also found that having parents without qualifications was the largest 
predictor of poor school attainment among students in Scotland (Bramley & Karley, 
2005). In Spain, an association was found between households headed by an individual 
without a qualification and living in depressed urban areas with inferior dwelling 
conditions (Garcia & Hernandez, 2007).  The percentage of people in neighbourhoods 
without college degrees has been shown to have a threshold relationship with 
unemployment levels in the United States (Krauth, 2000). Low educational attainment 
is also associated with low formal human capital (Baum, Haynes, van Gellecum & Han, 
2006, 2007); a higher likelihood of working part-time or in casual jobs (Allison, 2004); 
being vulnerable to social exclusion (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2000); living in a 
deprived neighbourhood (Page, 2006) and being at higher risk of poverty, welfare 
reliance and financial stress compared to those with degrees (Headey & Verick, 2006). 
 
Without qualifications has been used as a neighbourhood indicator, for example in 
assessing the success of neighbourhood regeneration efforts (Duffy, Rhodes, Tyler, 
Williams & Brennan, 2002; Rhodes, Tyler & Brennan, 2005) and as a general indicator 
of social exclusion (Bradshaw, Kemp, Baldwin, & Rowe, 2004; Levitas et al., 2007). 
Without qualifications was operationalised by calculating the per cent of individuals 
over 15 years old that did not have a qualification. 
 
2.2.2.4 Disadvantage 
 
Disadvantage has many meanings but usually is defined in terms of poverty, deprivation 
and social exclusion. There is no single agreed definition of disadvantage because 
disadvantage involves a complex interplay of factors at the individual and community 
level. Disadvantage confers personal costs on people who experience it and has broader 
impacts on communities (McLachlan, Gilfillan & Gordon, 2013). The ‘costs’ include 
economic (such as living standards) and social (such as quality of life) and also extend 
to government spending on health, justice and welfare in response to disadvantage. 
People experiencing disadvantage have lower life satisfaction and poorer health and 
relationships (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2010; McLachlan, Gilfillan & Gordon, 
2013). 
 
To contrast the single-faceted neighbourhood indicators, a composite indicator made up 
of multiple individual indicators was also used in the analyses.  The research uses the 
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SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage which uses indicators of low 
socio-economic wellbeing to provide a general measure of disadvantage (Australian 
Bureau of Statistics, 2006). Relative socio-economic disadvantage is defined in terms of 
people’s access to material and social resources, and the ability to participate in society. 
The variables are categorised into several broad dimensions, including income, 
education, employment, occupation and housing.  
 
2.2.2.5 Born Overseas 
 
Australia is described as a ‘settlement country’ and of the Organisation for Economic 
Co-operation and Development countries it has the highest proportion of population 
who were born overseas (Trewin, 2006b).  Research has found associations between 
being born overseas and a number of negative outcomes.  For example, people whose 
parents were born in a non-English speaking country were found to be at a higher risk 
of being involuntarily employed part-time (Baum, Bill & Mitchell, 2007, 2008a; Baum, 
Mitchell & Bill, 2007).  People born overseas in English-speaking countries were found 
to be significantly less likely than Australian-born people to feel satisfaction with the 
extent to which they are part of the local community (Stone & Hulse, 2007).  
Neighbourhoods with higher proportions of culturally and linguistically diverse people 
tend to show lower levels of trust (Leigh, 2006), likely because immigrants have a 
tendency to feel grateful to the population at large for permitting them to enter the 
country, but suffer discrimination at a local level, or have difficulty adapting into 
unfamiliar surroundings and building trust with their neighbours.  Those born overseas 
are also one of the population groups least likely to feel there are opportunities to ‘have 
a say’ (Leigh, 2006). Socio-economic disadvantage and structural inequalities in labour 
markets, housing and neighbourhood services can also become embedded in migrant 
communities (Zetter et al., 2006). The labour market experience among migrants is 
diverse with important differences among skilled migrants and asylum seekers, those 
from English speaking countries and those from non-English-speaking countries, and 
those from different ethnic minority groups (Gregory, 2014; Ramsay, Barker & 
Shallcross, 2008; Thomson, 2014). 
 
These findings suggest that a high proportion of people born overseas might, overall, 
suggest inexperience and lack of confidence in the labour market.  High numbers of 
people born overseas in a neighbourhood might also lead to potential stigmatisation of 
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areas, although this may be counteracted by the high social cohesion found in tight-knit 
immigrant communities. 
 
The operationalisation of the Born Overseas neighbourhood indicator includes all 
individuals born overseas divided by all persons in the CCD.  This is distinct from other 
research into labour market outcomes (for example, Shields & Wooden, 2003) that has 
distinguished between migrants born in one of the main English-speaking countries and 
those born elsewhere. It is acknowledged that English language ability is vitally 
important for successful integration into many elements of Australian society.  The 
reason for including all migrants in this variable is that a separate variable (No or Poor 
English) was employed to measure the impact of English language ability, while the 
Born Overseas variable more broadly measures issues of integration into a new culture 
labour market. 
 
2.2.2.6 Lone Parents 
 
Being a lone parent family (also called single or sole parent family) is associated with a 
number of factors that, in high concentrations, may lead to negative neighbourhood 
outcomes. Most prominently, lone parent families directly reduce the availability of 
adults who would normaly serve monitoring roles in neighbourhoods (Cleveland & 
Gibson, 2004). Lone parents and lone parent families can experience social isolation 
(Atkinson & Kintrea, 2004) and are less socially connected (Stone & Hulse, 2007). 
They may also be high users of government assistance (Australian Institute of Social 
Research, 2003; Bradshaw, Kemp, Baldwin & Rowe, 2004), and may find it difficult to 
find employment (Bradshaw, Kemp, Baldwin & Rowe, 2004) and have an increased 
likelihood of being involuntarily employed part-time (Baum, Bill and Mitchell, 2007). 
Similarly, lone parents have an increased risk of living in poverty and lower socio-
economic status (Daly, 2006; Dockery & Milsom, 2005; Marks, 2007; Saunders, 
Naidoo, & Griffiths, 2007), experiencing high financial stress (Marks, 2007) and low 
incomes (McNamara, Lloyd, Toohey, & Harding, 2005). Related to these economic 
issues, lone parents are are increasingly likely to be tenants of public housing (Hughes, 
2006) and are less likely to be home owners (Yates, 2002). Socially too, lone parenting 
is associated with issues such as difficulties becoming involved in community activities, 
resulting in decreased social interactions and weakened collective responsibility for 
children (Beauvais & Jenson, 2003), and is associated with how successful children and 
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families in poor neighbourhoods are at avoiding neighbourhood risks (Moore, 2003). At 
the neighbourhood level, the concentration of lone parent families in an area has been 
associated with neighbourhood-level impacts including lower employment growth (Bill, 
2005); and problem behaviours and development in children (Beauvais & Jenson, 2003; 
Boyle & Lipman, 1998). The gender of the lone parent may also have an impact as there 
are observed differences between lone mothers and fathers in terms of employment and 
poverty (Misra, Budig & Boeckmann, 2011; Ruggeri &, Bird, 2014; Tinsley, 2014). 
Overall, however, lone parents face similar issues of welfare dependency, low living 
standards and gaining employment. 
 
The item on the census form indicating ‘Lone parent with child under 15 present on 
census night’ was used to operationalise the lone parent neighbourhood indicator. The 
calculation was based on the per cent of lone parents as a proportion of all family types 
in the CCD. 
 
2.2.2.7 No or Poor English 
 
It is acknowledged that English language ability is important for successful integration 
into many elements of Australian society (Shields & Wooten, 2003) because of 
stigmatisation, difficulty accessing services and difficult forming social networks. Poor 
English proficiency is associated with an increased relative risk of unemployment, and 
increased relative risk of sub-unemployment or being a discouraged worker (Baum, 
Mitchell & Bill, 2007). American research has shown that limited fluency in English 
often compounds the difficulties that immigrants face in job markets. Specifically, 
language difficulties limit people’s ability to form social networks and search for 
employment (Preston, McLafferty & Liu, 1998). 
 
Poor English skills has been found to a component of neighbourhood deprivation 
(Baum, 2008) and disadvantage (Baum, Haynes, van Gellecum & Han, 2006) in 
Australian suburbs. Poor English skills have also been proposed as a key indicator of 
human capital (Hayes, Gray & Edwards, 2008; Headey, 2006) and have been used as an 
indicator of social exclusion in Australia (Mangan & Stephen, 2007). 
 
However, research from the United States found that teenagers who were born overseas 
and had poor English skills were more likely to complete high school than other 
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teenagers, which may reflect different attitudes to education but may also reflect poor 
employment prospects (Overman & Heath, 2000). 
 
The per cent of people who speak another language and speaks English not at all or not 
well was operationalised using the Census question on self-rated English language 
ability. The calculation was based on the proportion of people who speak English not at 
all or not well compared to all people in the CCD. 
2.2.2.8 Renting 
 
In Australia, a number of demand and supply changes over the past several decades, 
including increased migration and international student numbers, greater female 
participation in the workforce, and growth in investment in the private rental market, 
has led to increases in the number of private renters (Hulse, Burke, Ralston & Stone, 
2012). Disadvantaged neighbourhoods are often associated with high proportions of 
people renting their homes, both privately and in social housing (Arefi, 2004). Renters 
are also more likely to have unstable households and experience increased mobility 
compared to owner occupiers (Australian Housing and Urban Research Institute, 2015; 
Gober, McHugh & Reid, 1991). Low-income home owners are more likely than their 
renting counterparts to score higher on scales of life satisfaction, have longer 
neighbourhood tenure and be more civically engaged (Brisson & Usher, 2007). There 
are several theories as to why this relationship is apparent.  One is that renting confers 
less ‘ontological security’ than homeownership (as discussed in Atkinson & Blandy, 
2007).  Another is that low income households are more often reliant on the private 
rental market to meet their housing needs.  This limited choice creates spatial 
mismatches22 and concentrations of disadvantage (Yates & Wood, 2004). Finally, 
compared to owner occupiers, private renters may be more likely to move on quickly, 
not maintain their dwelling well, or not participate in community activities (Norris, 
2006). 
 
There is a large body of evidence suggesting that living in public housing in particular 
and/or living in neighbourhoods with large concentrations of public housing is 
associated with unfavourable individual and neighbourhood conditions, including 
stigma of neigbourhoods and tenants (Blokland, 2008; Ha, 2008; Ziersch & Arthurson, 
                                                 
22 Certain neighbourhoods have limited accessibility to job opportunities appropriate to the skills of their residents, either because 
of spatial proximity and/or transportation barriers (Tunstall, Green, Lupton, Watmough & Bates, 2014). Johnson and Herath (2004) 
discuss transport disadvantage in a discrete Australian community. 
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2005); less social capital (Hiscock, 2001); the absence of neighbourhood attachment 
(Blokland, 2008); social exclusion (Joseph Rowntree Foundation, 2000); racial 
segregation (Popkin et al., 2003) and higher neighbourhood crime levels (Joice, 2007). 
At the individual level, living in public housing is associated with lower educational test 
scores and failing grades (Aratani, 2004); increased poverty rates and poverty 
concentration over time (Carter, Schill & Wachter, 1998; Massey & Kanaiaupuni, 1993) 
and decreased employment participation rates (Wood, Ong & Dockery, 2009). 
 
However, other researchers have found that once other factors are controlled, public 
housing itself does not have a large independent negative effect on individual or 
neighbourhood outcomes, such as unemployment (Dujardin & Goffette-Nagot, 2009) 
and crime (Santiago, Galster & Petit, 2003). 
 
Renting was operationalised by calculating the number of rented occupied private 
dwellings as a percentage of the total number of occupied private dwellings in each 
CCD. 
 
2.2.2.9 Neighbourhood Outcome: Changes in Unemployment 
 
The dependent variable or neighbourhood outcome was unemployment. Social 
exclusion is always linked with unemployment (Kieselbach & Traiser, 2004) and 
employment is the route out of disadvantage for most working age people (McLachlan, 
Gilfillan & Gordon, 2013). Social exclusion can result from exclusion from the labour 
market (such as external barriers to entering the labour market), economic exclusion 
(such as poverty and welfare dependence), institutional exclusion (such as lack of 
support from agencies), exclusion through social isolation (such as shame causing 
retreat from social networks), cultural exclusion (such as, unemployment being 
stigmatising) and spatial exclusion (such as missing infrastructure in high-
unemployment neighbourhoods). 
 
Similarly, Australians who are unemployed have less life satisfaction than 
observationally equivalent employed people (holding income constant) (Carroll, 2007).  
Being jobless also reduces self-esteem and fosters feelings of helplessness and lack of 
control.  Being unemployed is estimated to be equivalent to the loss of $42,100 annual 
income for Australian men and even more for women to reach the same level of life 
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satisfaction as being employed (Carroll, 2007). Unemployment is also strongly linked 
with poverty, welfare dependence and is an important factor in intergenerational 
transmission of poverty (Herault, Kalb & Zakirova, 2011). 
 
Unemployment has been used as both a neighbourhood indicator and neighbourhood 
outcome (Haurin & Sridhar, 2003; Krauth, 2000).  For example, at the neighbourhood 
level, living in deprived neighbourhoods increases the probability of being unemployed 
significantly (Dujardin & Goffette-Nagot, 2006; Howell-Moroney, 2005; Sari, 2012).  
Neighbourhood effects on employment outcomes are generally thought to be weaker 
than on health and other outcomes, although this could be explained by the more 
regional and even national scale of labour markets and economic conditions.  However, 
several neighbourhood effects have been shown in labour force participation levels and 
success in the labour market (Bayer & Bayer, 2006; Holloway & Melhein, 2004); long-
term poverty (Burgess, Gardiner, & Propper, 2001); new mothers’ welfare use and 
employment (Casciano & Massey, 2008); perceptions of job security (Schwarz, 2012); 
number of hours worked (Bayer & Bayer, 2006); and probability of being unemployed 
(Andersson, 2004; Clark & Drinkwater, 2002; Dujardin & Goffette-Nagot, 2006). 
 
Unemployed was operationalised by calculating the number of persons 15 years and 
over who were employed as a per cent of all23 unemployed and employed persons 15 
years and over in each CCD.  There are several limitations to using unemployment as a 
neighbourhood indicator.  For example, there are complex relationships between 
unemployment and labour force participation that are difficult to disentangle (Elmeskov 
& Pichelmann, 1993). 
 
Unemployment is important in neighbourhood effects because informal job referrals in 
the labour market can occur at the neighbourhood level (Ioannides & Topa, 2010). 
Individuals can exchange information about job openings or refer their social contacts to 
potential employers. Data from a number of countries indicates that at least half of all 
jobs are found through informal personal networks rather than through formal search 
methods (Ioannides & Topa, 2010). Although only a portion of an individual’s social 
network would reside in the same neighbourhood, it is still an important factor. 
 
                                                 
23 Future research may consider differences in male and female unemployment, as there are important gender differences (Alonso-
Villar & Del Rio, 2008). 
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This variable offers an important indicator of the levels of disadvantage in 
neighbourhoods.24  Unlike the point-in-time estimates used for neighbourhood 
indicators, the neighbourhood outcome variable was operationalised as changes in the 
per cent of people unemployed in the CCD. It was theorised that neighbourhoods with 
high levels of disadvantage indicators in 1996 would see the highest increases in 
unemployment over 5 (to 2001) and 10 (to 2006) years.  It was decided to use absolute 
as opposed to relative changes (see Lupton and Power (2004) for a discussion) in this 
neighbourhood outcome. The rationale was that, even though for equity purposes 
relative change is important, absolute changes make the most difference in people’s 
lives. That is, absolute changes in the proportion of unemployed people matters more 
than how these levels relate to regional or national levels.  It should also be noted that 
changes in Australian unemployment rates follow cyclical patterns over time (Dixon, 
Freebairn & Lim, 2007), which would not influence the analysis whether relative or 
absolute changes were used. 
 
It is acknowledged that changes in measured unemployment under-represent changes in 
gainful employment and earned income (Elmeskov & Pichelmann, 1993). In addition, 
unemployment compensation mitigates some of the economic hardship experienced by 
people. However, unemployment is still considered to be a socially, emotionally and 
financially negative outcome. 
 
2.3 METHODOLOGY 
 
The analysis was similar to Galster, Quercia and Cortes (2000), which employed non-
linear regression to test for thresholds in endodynamic relationships in neighbourhood 
indicators and between exodynamic variables and neighbourhood indicators.  Although 
this cross-sectional analysis cannot by itself explain the dynamic processes of 
neighbourhoods between censuses, it can identify likely variables or neighbourhood 
indicators that exhibit threshold effects with unemployment. 
 
As recommended by Galster, Quercia and Cortes (2000), the analysis focused on a 
particular type of neighbourhood (urban).  The reason for this is the contention that, due 
to the variability amongst neighbourhoods, it is unlikely that there will be a ‘universal 
                                                 
24 Median labour force participation rates in CCDs were 63.21 and 65.00 (1996-2001 comparison) and 63.14 and 65.85 (1996-
2006). 
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threshold’ for neighbourhoods (Quercia & Galster, 2000).  Although urban Australian 
neighbourhoods may also demonstrate considerable variability, by focusing the analysis 
on a single type of neighbourhood, with similar features of accessibility, it was thought 
that extraneous factors that may impact on the analyses, such as population densities, 
could be minimised. 
 
Spline or piecewise or segmented regression (See Figure 2 and for a more detailed 
explanation see Appendix B) is a statistical technique in which the function changes at 
one or more points along the range of the predictor.25  Ideally, the break-points (also 
called knots) would be theoretically derived.  However, given the lack of Australian 
empirical results and theoretical basis for threshold effects, an approach similar to 
Galster, Quercia and Cortes (2000) was taken wherein the break-points were selected 
based on a range of percentile values.  Five break-points were used for the spline 
regression analyses, located at the 80th, 85th, 90th, 95th and 99th percentiles of the 
neighbourhood indicator variables.  Analysing the data using a range of break-points 
 
 
FIGURE 2. Graphical Representation of Spline Regression Analysis  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
was thought to yield the best opportunity of identifying threshold effects.  These 
percentiles were used because past research has indicated (see Table 1) that thresholds 
are often located only in the extreme limits of neighbourhood indicators. 
 
The spline regression procedure allows a regression line to be fitted above and below a 
break-point where a discontinuity or threshold is hypothesised to exist.  The regression 
                                                 
25 For examples and explanations, see Becher, Kaurermann, Khomski & Kouyate, 2007; Hurley, Hussey, McKeown & Addy 2006; 
Ryan & Porth, 2007; Hellriegel, Daumer & Neiss, 2003; Vartanian & Buck, 2005. 
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lines have distinct slopes above and below the break-point and distinct predicted means 
at the break-point.  The key statistical test is whether the predicted mean of the 
neighbourhood outcome at the break-point is significantly different for each regression 
line. 
 
Galster, Quercia and Cortes (2000) used a three spline model in which slopes and 
discontinuous changes are estimated for three ranges and two break-points, respectively, 
at a time.  For example, slopes were estimated for each of the three ranges bounded by 
the 50th, 60th, 70th and 80th percentiles of a neighbourhood indicator. Discontinuous 
shifts (or changes in means) were estimated for the break-points located at the 60th and 
70th percentiles.  This methodology introduces multiple arbitrary break-points for each 
analysis. 
 
To limit the introduction of multiple arbitrary break-points in each analysis and to avoid 
cumbersome analyses and complex interpretations (see Hurley, Hussey, McKeown & 
Addy, 2006), the current analysis used a single break-point for each analysis.  The 
regression line above and below was estimated and the significance of the change in 
mean at the break-point was calculated (see Appendix C for example of the syntax used 
to conduct the analysis using Statistical Package for the Social Sciences Version 17.0). 
 
2.4 RESULTS 
 
2.4.1 Descriptives and Correlations 
 
Table 4 shows the mean, median, minimum, maximum and standard deviation of all the 
neighbourhood indicators and outcomes used in the analyses. Consistency was high 
between the two sets of comparisons: 1996 to 2001 and 1996 to 2006.  The means of the 
neighbourhood indicators ranged from above 56 per cent (without qualifications) to 
below 4 per cent (lone parents, no or poor English).  Two variables (low income, 
renting) had CCDs with the full possible range of values (from 0.0 per cent to 100.0 per 
cent). The mean SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage score for all 
CCDs used was around 1012, which is above the Australian mean of 1000. 
 
Table 5 shows the Pearson correlation coefficients (two-tailed) among the 
neighbourhood indicator variables.  All correlations were statistically significant at the 
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.000 level.  Given the high number of CCDs (over 16,000 for each comparison) it is not 
unexpected to find statistically significant relationships.  Most relationships were 
positive, which is expected given that each indicator represents a potential negative 
impact on neighbourhood outcomes.  However, lone parents and born overseas were 
negatively correlated.  There were only minimal differences between the 1996 and 2001 
and 1996 and 2006 comparisons. 
 
Table 5 also shows the correlations between the neighbourhood indicators and 
neighbourhood outcome variable (five and ten year changes in the per cent of people in 
the CCD who were unemployed).  The relationships between the neighbourhood 
indicators and the unemployed outcome were all statistically significant at the .000 
level.  The strongest relationships were with the unemployed, low income, in low status 
jobs, in public housing and lone parent variables.  The relationships were generally 
stronger over five years (1996 to 2001) compared to ten years (1996 to 2006), with the 
strongest relationship being between 1996 disadvantage and changes in 1996-2011 
unemployment (r = .631, p < .000). 
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TABLE 4. Variable Descriptives 
 
Variable 
(per cent) 

Comparison
1996 to Mean Median Minimum Maximum Standard 

Deviation 
Economic and Education Indicators 
In Low Status 
Jobs 

2001 17.87 17.30 0.00 90.32 6.92 
2006 17.84 17.27 0.00 75.34 6.89 

Low income 2001 20.94 19.86 0.00 100.00 10.69 
2006 20.90 19.81 0.00 100.00 10.66 

Without 
qualifications 

2001 56.36 57.16 2.19 91.02 10.23 
2006 56.29 57.06 2.19 91.02 10.25 

Disadvantage 2001 1012.21 1025.99 428.78 1232.44 105.80 
2006 1012.57 1026.56 428.78 1232.44 105.98 

Family, Housing and Cultural Indicators 
Born overseas 2001 27.31 25.42 0.00 82.47 11.75 

2006 27.44 25.61 0.00 82.47 11.68 
Lone Parents 2001 3.31 2.74 0.00 30.32 2.50 

2006 3.30 2.74 0.00 30.32 2.49 
No or poor 
English 

2001 3.27 1.57 0.00 46.47 4.53 
2006 3.29 1.61 0.00 46.47 4.50 

Renting 2001 28.99 24.03 0.00 100.00 18.19 
2006 29.12 24.24 0.00 100.00 18.07 

Outcome variable 
Unemployed 
Change 

2001 +2.16 +1.73 -95.42 +92.75 8.55 
2006 +4.12 +3.43 -39.40 +50.00 4.45 

Note: The 1996 to 2001 and 1996 to 2006 values for the Unemployed change variable represent different data; for all other variables 
the 1996 to 2001 and 1996 to 2006 values use the same 1996 data but with small differences due to the different CCDs used in the 
2001 and 2006 comparisons.  
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TABLE 5. Correlations among 1996 Neighbourhood Indicators (1996 – 2001 and 1996 - 2006 Comparisons) and with 
Neighbourhood Outcome 
 
 In low status 

jobs Low income Without 
qualifications Disadvantage Born overseas Lone parents No or poor 

English Renting 
 200
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Low income .622 .627               
Without 
qualifications .681 .686 .614 .620             

Disadvantage .734 .740 .808 .811 .725 .732           
Born overseas .192 .188 .293 .295 .062 .060 .213 .209         
Lone parents .499 .506 .492 .495 .502 .506 .661 .665 -.062 -.067       
No or poor 
English .320 .317 .449 .452 .233 .234 .403 .398 .783 .782 .048 .042     

Renting .188 .191 .361 .367 .044 .045 .494 .494 .270 .267 .330 .332 .265 .257   
Change in 
unemployment .446 .335 .541 .453 .384 .311 .631 .522 .215 .097 .403 .302 .347 .190 .379 .349 
Note: All correlations are significant at the .000 level. n = 17 474 for the 1996-2001 comparison and n = 16 268 for the 1996-2006 comparison.  
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2.4.2 Threshold Effects 
 
Before presenting the spline regression analyses, it is useful to visualise the mean 
changes in unemployment for different segments of the neighbourhood indicators. 
Figure 3 shows the mean change in the per cent of people unemployed in CCDs 
(vertical axis) for each vigintile (20 equal groups26) of the eight neighbourhood 
indicators (horizontal axis) for the period 1996-2001. All eight neighbourhood 
indicators demonstrated similar patterns: between the lowest percentile and the 50th to 
70th percentiles, the mean change in unemployment was minimal but much larger 
differences in means were observed between the 80th-85th, 85th-90th, 90th-95th and 95th-
100th ranges.  For example, for ‘low income,’ the means of the vigintiles rise slowly, 
from -2.30 per cent (0-5th percentiles) to +4.77 per cent (75th-80th percentiles) but then 
much larger increases are observed thereafter: +5.93 per cent, +8.15 per cent, +10.32 
per cent and +16.10 per cent, respectively. This could be evidence of a threshold 
relationship with CCDs above the 80th percentile (around 30 per cent) of per cent low 
income residents have higher mean increases in unemployment. Similar results were 
found for the 1996-2006 time period (Figure 4) but the relationships were less 
prominent. As ‘low income’ percentages increased, for example, the association with 
changes in unemployment was less dramatic (+7.63 per cent in the 90-95th vigintile and 
+9.46 per cent in the 95th-100th vigintile). 
 

                                                 
26 For simplicity, the percentile ranges are presented in round numbers. For example, the range of 0 to 4.999 is presented as 0-5 and 
the range of 5 to 9.999 is presented as 5-10. 
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FIGURE 3. Changes in 1996-2001 Per cent Unemployment for Vigintile Means of Neighbourhood Indicators 
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FIGURE 4. Changes in 1996-2006 Per cent Unemployment for Vigintile Means of Neighbourhood Indicators 
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Tables 6 and 7 and Figures 5 and 6 show the results of the spline regression analysis 
(Appendix D contains example SPSS syntax). Of the 80 trials, 55 revealed nonlinear 
relationships (predicted changes significant at the p <.01 level -- a further 10 were 
significant at the p < .05 level). Overall, more of the 5-year predicted changes (32) 
demonstrated a significant nonlinear relationship than 10-year predicted changes (23). 
There is no guidance on what constitutes a ‘threshold’ in terms of scale or pattern other 
than comparisons to existing research findings. Galster, Quercia and Cortes (2000) 
looked for relatively large discontinuous jumps. The largest differences in predicted 
mean changes in per cent unemployed occurred at the 99th percentile for the 1996-2001 
comparison: without qualifications (+10.14 per cent), in low status jobs (+8.56 per cent) 
and born overseas (+5.67 per cent). 
 
The next largest potential thresholds were in the opposite direction than predicted. 
Renting had significant decreases in predicted unemployment (1996-2006) at the 80th, 
85th and 99th percentile breakpoints.  This suggests the threshold may be reversed.  In 
areas with very high proportions (99th percentile or around 82 per cent renters) of 
renters (possibly inner city areas with high concentrations of units and apartments 
housing students and professionals), the predicted percentage of people unemployed 
decreased by 3.91 per cent. Similarly and counterintuitively, the mean predicted per 
cent of people unemployed decreased by 3.42 per cent for neighbourhoods at the 99th 
percentile of low income (about 50 per cent), perhaps indicating targeted employment 
initiatives. 
 
The next largest potential threshold relationships were between changes in 
unemployment (1996-2001) at the 95th percentile for ‘in low status jobs’ (predicted 4.55 
per cent increase in unemployed people in a CCD) and at the 95th percentile for ‘without 
qualifications’ (3.51 per cent increase). Although these are modest changes, they are 
still much larger than predicted changes at lower break points. The next two largest 
threshold relationships were between changes in unemployment (1996-2001) for ‘low 
income’ at the 95th percentile (predicted 3.21 per cent increase in unemployed people) 
and at the 90th percentile (predicted 2.49 per cent increase). 
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TABLE 6. Threshold Effects: Economic and Education Neighbourhood Indicators 
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In low status jobs         
 80th percentile (23.32%) 3.57 5.11 +1.54 .000 4.73 5.39 +0.65 .000 
 85th percentile (24.76%) 4.48 6.33 +1.85 .000 5.08 5.93 +0.85 .000 
 90th percentile (26.74%) 5.73 8.16 +2.43 .000 5.53 6.84 +1.31 .000 
 95th percentile (29.86%) 7.62 12.18 +4.55 .000 6.33 8.16 +1.83 .000 
 99th percentile (37.21%) 12.35 20.91 +8.56 .000 8.16 11.64 +3.47 .000 
Low income         
 80th percentile (29.75%) 3.93 5.54 +1.61 .000 5.23 5.77 +0.55 .000 
 85th percentile (32.10%) 4.99 7.26 +2.27 .000 5.70 6.42 +0.72 .000 
 90th percentile (35.20%) 6.61 9.10 +2.49 .000 6.37 7.06 +0.69 .000 
 95th percentile (40.00%) 9.03 12.23 +3.21 .000 7.41 7.97 +0.56 .000 
 99th percentile (49.56%) 13.89 13.56 -0.33 .000 9.42 6.00 -3.42 .000 
Without qualifications         
 80th percentile (65.37%) 3.38 3.75 +0.38 .111 4.92 4.76 -0.16 .237 
 85th percentile (66.98%) 3.94 4.90 +0.96 .000 5.10 5.26 +0.16 .274 
 90th percentile (68.97%) 4.71 6.58 +1.87 .000 5.40 5.80 +0.40 .020 
 95th percentile (72.02%) 6.01 9.52 +3.51 .000 5.86 7.24 +1.39 .000 
 99th percentile (77.60%) 8.48 18.61 +10.14 .000 6.86 9.36 +2.50 .000 
Disadvantage         
 80th percentile (1090.06) 4.42 5.69 +1.27 .000 5.63 6.25 +0.62 .000 
 85th percentile (1113.17) 5.69 7.16 +1.47 .000 6.20 6.86 +0.66 .000 
 90th percentile (1145.38) 7.49 9.14 +1.65 .000 6.95 7.93 +0.98 .000 
 95th percentile (1201.36) 10.68 11.63 +0.95 .010 8.35 9.20 +0.85 .000 
 99th percentile (1357.61) 18.80 21.13 +2.33 .009 11.89 12.40 +0.51 .323 
Note: Disadvantage values are inverted so that higher scores indicate greater disadvantage. 
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TABLE 7. Threshold Effects: Family, Housing and Cultural Neighbourhood 
Indicators 
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Born Overseas         
 80th percentile (35.74%) 1.19 1.31 +0.12 .638 3.95 3.95 +0.00 .984 
 85th percentile (38.59%) 1.58 1.87 +0.29 .305 4.10 3.85 -0.25 .115 
 90th percentile (42.79%) 2.13 2.98 +0.85 .015 4.24 3.82 -0.42 .026 
 95th percentile (50.00%) 3.42 5.43 +2.01 .000 4.44 4.01 -0.44 .095 
 99th percentile (63.89%) 6.46 12.13 +5.67 .000 4.94 6.53 +1.59 .006 
Lone parents         
 80th percentile (4.68%) 3.62 4.10 +0.48 .038 4.87 5.26 +0.39 .003 
 85th percentile (5.30%) 4.37 5.27 +0.90 .001 5.25 5.69 +0.44 .002 
 90th percentile (6.21%) 5.65 6.95 +1.30 .000 5.83 6.22 +0.39 .025 
 95th percentile (7.97%) 8.38 9.41 +1.03 .016 6.88 7.41 +0.54 .021 
 99th percentile (12.60%) 14.94 16.15 +1.21 .200 9.57 8.28 -1.29 .010 
No or poor English         
 80th percentile (5.30%) 1.31 2.11 +0.80 .003 3.65 4.03 +0.38 .013 
 85th percentile (6.83%) 2.29 3.22 +0.93 .002 4.03 4.24 +0.21 .216 
 90th percentile (8.95%) 3.63 4.93 +1.31 .000 4.47 4.55 +0.07 .697 
 95th percentile (12.70%) 6.18 8.66 +2.48 .000 5.12 5.53 +0.41 .087 
 99th percentile (20.18%) 11.99 15.21 +3.22 .000 6.66 7.76 +1.11 .030 
Renting         
 80th percentile (44.53%) 4.74 1.76 -2.98 .000 5.97 5.20 -0.78 .000 
 85th percentile (49.74%) 5.16 2.61 -2.55 .000 6.19 5.76 -0.43 .005 
 90th percentile (55.69%) 5.66 4.23 -1.43 .000 6.50 6.55 +0.06 .699 
 95th percentile (64.71%) 7.04 6.70 -0.34 .688 7.21 7.63 +0.42 .031 
 99th percentile (82.52%) 10.40 13.70 +3.30 .000 8.85 4.94 -3.91 .000 
Note: Disadvantage values are inverted so that higher scores indicate greater disadvantage. 
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FIGURE 5. Predicted Change in Mean Per cent Unemployed at Five Breakpoints: 1996-2001 
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FIGURE 6. Predicted Change in Mean Per cent Unemployed at Five Breakpoints: 1996-2006 
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Overall, these findings suggest that neighbourhoods with high disadvantage levels and 
high proportions of low income residents, people in low status jobs, people with no or 
poor English skills and people without qualifications are much more likely to see 
increases in unemployment and possibly eroding neighbourhood social and economic 
conditions, particularly over the five year time period. It is not unexpected that 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods would fare worse over time in terms of unemployment 
but the interesting result is that the relationship is not linear: disadvantage levels and 
related indicators do not relate proportionately to unemployment changes. 
 
2.5 DISCUSSION 
 
This element of the research sought to identify aggregate neighbourhood outcomes 
without explaining the causes or individual outcomes. There is evidence of a number of 
threshold relationships.  However, the results are not entirely clear.  In this investigation 
of threshold-like effects at the aggregated neighbourhood level, there appears to be 
thresholds when neighbourhoods reach critical values of neighbourhood indicators on 
unemployment changes.  High (above the 80th percentile) values of neighbourhood 
indicators, such as low income, are related to subsequent changes in unemployment 
proportions at the CCD level. This chapter was exploratory in nature but the findings 
indicate evidence of non-linearity/thresholds. The next sections revisit the hypotheses. 
 
2.5.1 Neighbourhood Indicators 
 
The first research question was: What neighbourhood indicators are important in 
identifying threshold effects at the neighbourhood-level? Eight neighbourhood 
indicators were used in a spline regression model to determine if a threshold effect 
existed at the neighbourhood level.  Non-linear, discontinuous jumps in changes in 
unemployment rates were found for all eight indicators but the indicators with the 
highest predicted changes were in low status jobs and without qualifications. 
Neighbourhoods above the 99th percentile in these indicators (37 per cent and 78 per 
cent of residents, respectively) showed statistically significant increases in 
unemployment. Put another way, a neighbourhood with 78 per cent of residents without 
qualifications would experience, on average, a 10.41 per cent higher increase in the 
proportion of residents unemployed than neighbourhoods with 77 per cent of residents 
without qualifications. 
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2.5.2 Neighbourhood Dynamics 
 
The second research question was: When neighbourhoods in Australia reach a certain 
threshold on a neighbourhood indicator, do they exhibit accelerated aggregate 
neighbourhood effects over time? Based on the analyses, a tentative conclusion could be 
made that urban neighbourhoods with very high proportions of residents with particular 
attributes show more pronounced increases in unemployment over time; however, the 
results are neither entirely consistent nor straight-forward. Particularly at the 90th, 95th 
and 99th percentile levels neighbourhoods show higher increases in unemployment than 
neighbourhoods below these thresholds. Only a few of the predicted changes were large 
(three were 5 per cent or higher, eight were between 3 and 4.99 per cent). Some 
neighbourhood indicators, such as renting and low income over the ten-year 
comparison, had predicted reductions in per cent of people unemployed, which does not 
support the threshold hypothesis. The reason may be because renting may be associated 
with transforming (i.e., more rental stock) real estate markets due to property 
investment and lifestyle choices rather than individual vulnerability. 
 
It is also evident that the five-year predicted changes were larger than the ten-year 
predicted changes, which could be the result of large portions of the original cohort of 
residents moving and therefore the predictive power of the 1996 indicators diminishing. 
 
2.5.3 Threshold Levels 
 
The third research question was: What threshold levels are evident at the neighbourhood 
level? Threshold levels of neighbourhood indicators appear to be concentrated at the 
90th, 95th and 99th percentile levels. This is consistent with contemporary neighbourhood 
effects research which demonstrates that only the most disadvantaged neighbourhoods 
fall into decline and further disadvantage.  In the urban neighbourhoods used in this 
chapter, the 95th/99th percentiles correspond to approximately 30/37 per cent in low 
status jobs; 40/50 per cent with low income; 72/78 per cent without qualifications; and a 
SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage Score of 1201/135827; 50/64 
per cent born overseas; 8/13 per cent lone parents; 13/20 per cent with no or poor 
English; and 65/83 per cent renting. As discussed previously, it would be unusual to 
find international similarities between specific thresholds of disadvantage. For example, 
                                                 
27 The SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage was reversed so that higher scores indicate higher disadvantage to 
be consistent with the other indicators. 
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Clark (1992) found a potential threshold at greater than 50 per cent of residents in 
nonprofessional employment in the United States, whereas this research indicated a 
threshold at 30 to 37 per cent.  Krauth (2000) found a threshold at greater than 80 per 
cent of neighbourhood residents without college degrees, also in the United States,, 
whereas this research found a potential threshold at 72 to 78 per cent. 
 
2.5.4 Conculsion 
 
There are potential alternative explanations for the results of this chapter, most 
prominently as a result of the threats to internal validity discussed previously.  In 
addition, it is possible that the analysis fit the historical data for the period of 1996 to 
2001 and 2006 or that the results may simply be a result of noise and randomness and 
therefore may not hold for future data. Another possibility is a regression to the mean 
effect. In addition, there is the cross-sectional problem. It is unknown whether the 
changes in unemployment were due to neighbourhood effects, or simply that new, 
unemployed people moved (or were shunted) to the neighbourhood due to the structure 
of the housing market. The mean turnover in the relevant CCDs was around 45 per cent 
(people who were at a different address 5 years ago), however turnover did not have 
large correlations with other neighbourhood indicators, suggesting it may not be the 
cause. The current analysis did not control for these factors and so can offer only 
tentative conclusions. However, whether the reason for the poorer neighbourhood level 
outcomes was due to the original or new residents, the outcomes of the neighbourhood 
at the aggregate level are the important factors under consideration. 
 
Despite the limitations of the data and methodology used in the chapter, the analysis 
points to some tentative conclusions about neighbourhoods with very high (relative) 
disadvantage, namely that they exhibit higher predicted declines in neighbourhood 
unemployment. At a minimum, this chapter has provided some direction to future 
theoretical models that seek to develop more formal and specific hypotheses on 
threshold effects in neighbourhoods. 
 
Future work needs to model neighbourhood decline, and potential thresholds, in more 
detail and take account of more of the complexities of neighbourhood effects.  This 
chapter was based on bi-variate correlations at the neighbourhood level; more complex, 
multi-variate models would offer more explanatory power. The data included all urban 
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areas in Australia and therefore provided national results, which may mask any local, 
regional or state variations.  For example, there are distinct differences between the 
metropolitan economic circumstances among Australia’s capital cities. There may be 
different thresholds in different cities or may not exist at all if other factors are 
controlled for. The current research will need to be supplemented by qualitative 
examinations of individual neighbourhoods to understand the underlying mechanisms 
that may contribute to threshold-effects, such as the behaviour of residents. 
 
This chapter explored whether high levels of disadvantage in neighbourhoods was 
related to disproportionately higher levels of unemployment at the neighbourhood level 
over time. The next chapter examines whether the impact is also observed at the 
individual level. That is, it tests in what manner are people’s unemployment, under-
employment and financial difficulties over time related to the disadvantage and disorder 
of their neighbourhoods. 
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3. NEIGHBOURHOOD THRESHOLDS AND INDIVIDUAL 
OUTCOMES 

 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
This chapter examines whether there are threshold effects for individual level outcomes 
by linking neighbourhood (that is, census level measures of disadvantage) and 
individual (that is, panel survey) data28. The results of the previous chapter supported 
the premise that highly disadvantaged neighbourhoods experience decline (as measured 
by unemployment) to a much higher degree than other neighbourhoods.  However, the 
aggregation of individual residents’ characteristics and economic status to a 
neighbourhood level results in issues of simultaneity, and therefore, determining the 
direction of causation is problematic.  For example, do disadvantaged neighbourhoods 
lead some residents to being unemployed, or do high levels of unemployment among 
residents cause neighbourhoods to be disadvantaged?  Using panel data allows 
neighbourhood variables to be defined at an area level and outcomes determined for 
individuals (Yates & Wood, 2004). 
 
This analysis uses longitudinal panel data29 from the HILDA Survey30 to identify any 
threshold-like relationships31 between neighbourhood disadvantage and individual 
outcomes while controlling for as many metropolitan, household, family and individual 
characteristics as practicably possible.  The interplays between the person and external 
                                                 
28 This paper uses unit record data from the Household, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) Survey. The HILDA 
Project was initiated and is funded by the Australian Government Department of Families, Housing, Community Services and 
Indigenous Affairs (FaHCSIA) and is managed by the Melbourne Institute of Applied Economic and Social Research (Melbourne 
Institute). The findings and views reported in this paper, however, are those of the author and should not be attributed to either 
FaHCSIA or the Melbourne Institute. 29 Longitudinal panel surveys or administrative panel data (see Watson & Wooden (2002b) for a discussion) are well suited for a 
number of social scientific inquiries. Panel data has been used to robustly examine a range of phenomenon over time, such as 
adolescent sexual activity (Baumer & South, 2001); income (Aaberge, Mogstad & Peragine, 2010); interethnic conflict (Martinovic, 
van Tubergen & Maas, 2009); economic segregation (Hardman & Ioannides, 2004a); employment (Ryan, 2003); health (Islam et al., 
2006); teenage pregnancy and high school graduation (Harding, 2009); transitions from unemployment to employment and the 
probability of staying in employment for those with a job (Van Ham & Manley, 2010); unemployment and mental health (Eriksson, 
Agerba, Mortensen, & Westergaard-Nielsen, 2010); immigrant wage assimilation (Cobb-Clark, Hanel & McVicar, 2012) and voting 
behaviours (Rink, Phalet & Swyngedouw, 2008). 30 The use of the Housing, Income and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey to examine neighbourhood effects is 
growing but still relatively modest. Shields and Wooden (2003) used HILDA survey data to investigate neighbourhood effects, but 
the analysis was limited to the first wave of results (that is, not longitudinal) and focused only on life satisfaction as an outcome. 
Similarly, Baum, Bill and Mitchell (2007, 2008a, 2008b) used one wave of HILDA survey data to examine the effects of local 
labour markets on individual employment outcomes, but did not examine other aspects of neighbourhood contexts.  Butterworth, 
Rodgers and Jorm (2006) found a modest relationship between neighbourhood disadvantage and mental health outcomes using 
HILDA data. Sinning and Vorell (2006) investigated the effects of ethnic residential segregation on wages of migrant workers in 
Australia. 31 Few neighbourhood effects studies in Australia or internationally have used non-linear analyses to test for threshold effects. 
Exceptions include Dujardin and Goffette-Nagot’s (2010) examination of the probability of being unemployed in France; Earle and 
Peter’s (2004) study of non-linear neighbourhood effects on wage payment delays in Russia; and Dujardin, Peeters and Thomas’ 
(2009) study of labour market outcomes. 
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or environmental influences and the related feedbacks and interactions are exceedingly 
complex (Hobcraft, 2005). However, this analysis matches individual respondents with 
local area characteristics as measured by census and other data, making it possible to 
discern neighbourhood effects, and particularly any signs of thresholds in these effects. 
 
The overall hypothesis for this chapter is that individuals’ unemployment, 
underemployment and financial difficulties32 will be negatively and dynamically 
affected by living in highly disadvantaged neighbourhoods, and that this relationship 
will exhibit a non-linear association. Specifically, the most disadvantaged 
neighbourhoods will independently have negative impacts on residents compared to less 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods. It is acknowledged that individual and broader labour 
market factors will also have an impact on these outcomes. 
 
The specific hypotheses are that people living in more disadvantaged neighbourhoods, 
as compared to less disadvantaged neighbourhoods, will, in a threshold manner, have an 
increased probability of experiencing unemployment (Hypothesis 1); experiencing 
underemployment (Hypothesis 2) and experiencing financial difficulties (Hypothesis 3). 
 
Threshold increases are defined as discontinuous jumps in the relationship between the 
outcome variables and neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder. A threshold is the 
boundary value beyond which there is a substantially different outcome. This was 
operationalised by statistically significant logit coefficients of neighbourhood 
disadvantage/disorder for different quintiles and corresponding increases in the 
predicted probability. If no neighbourhood effects are apparent, the predicted 
probabilities of the outcome variables would be similar for each quintile of 
neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder. If neighbourhood effects operated linearly, the 
predicted probabilities of the outcome variables would have a linear relationship with 
neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder. 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
32 Employment and financial difficulties were chosen as outcome variables of interest because of their primary importance in 
disadvantage and economic exclusion and their use in neighbourhood effects research (Brattbakk & Wessel, 2013; Casciano & 
Massey, 2008; Dujardin & Goffette-Nagot, 2006; Dujardin & Goffette-Nagot, 2010; Galster, Andersson, Musterd & Kauppinen, 
2008; Holloway & Mulherin, 2004; Lindahl, 2011; Musterd & Andersson, 2006; Osterman, 1991; Propper et al., 2007; Schwarz, 
2012; Turney, Clampet-Lundquist, Edin, Kling & Duncan, 2006; Vartanian & Buck, 2005). 
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3.2 DATA 
 
3.2.1 Individual-level Data 
 
Although a number of panel surveys exist in Australia, there are five Australia-wide 
panel data sets, including HILDA (Spong & Ong, 2005). The HILDA Survey is the 
most robust and nationally representative Australian household–based panel study 
currently being undertaken. It collects information about economic and subjective well–
being, labour market dynamics and family dynamics.  Respondents to the HILDA 
survey have been carefully selected to provide a generalisable sample that conforms to 
ABS benchmarks (as described in Watson & Wooden, 2002a), although given the 
number of respondents, few live in neighbourhoods with very high levels of 
disadvantage. There are several potential reasons for this, including that there are few 
neighbourhoods with very high levels of disadvantage and the potential selective 
attrition and difficulty recruiting  HILDA respondents in those neighbourhoods. 
 
The measurement qualities of the HILDA survey have been discussed in detail 
elsewhere33. Given the extensive coverage of the measurement qualities of HILDA, a 
detailed analysis of the reliability of the HILDA survey will not be given. The growing 
body of peer-reviewed, published research34 that has been based on the HILDA survey 
provides confidence in its measurement qualities. The limitations of HILDA survey 
include attrition of respondents over successive waves, panel conditioning where 
respondents change their responses to later waves based on participation in previous 
waves, and seam effects where responses (and differences between responses) may 
differ depending on when the survey responses are collected (Wijesekere, 2009). The 
issue of attrition is likely the most relevant to this research as the sampling strategy was 
relatively cautious, which may have further reduced the sample. 
 

                                                 
33 Including handling of missing values and derived variables (Freidin, Watson & Wooden, 2002); design and structure (Watson, 
2010; Wooden & Watson, 2000; Wooden, 2001; Frick & Haisken-DeNew, 2001; Watson & Summerfield, 2009); income and 
government benefits imputations (Wilkins, 2009); weighting (Henstridge, 2001; Watson, 2004b; Watson & Fry, 2002); quality of 
data (Watson & Wooden, 2002a; Watson & Wooden, 2004a); survey methodology (Watson & Wooden, 2002c; Watson & Wooden, 
2004b; Watson & Wooden, 2011); imputation strategies for non-responses (Watson, 2004a; Watson & Wooden, 2003); recall bias 
(Goode, 2007); standard errors (Hayes, 2008; Horn, 2004); modeling survey response (Watson & Wooden, 2006); and the health 
component of the survey (Butterworth & Crosier, 2004). Wilkins, Warren, Hahn & Houng (2010) review the families, incomes and 
jobs attributes of responses. 
34 For example, Adam and Flatau (2005), Baum, Mitchell and Bill (2007), Buddelmeyer and Verick (2007), Carroll (2007), 
Chapman, Flatau and Kenyon (2004), Dockery and Milsom (2005), Fraser (2008), Headey and Verick (2006), Lawson and 
Ossollinksi (2010), Mangan and Stephen (2007), Marks (2007), Parkinson (2005), Saunders and Bradbury (2006), Stone and Hulse 
(2007), Watson (2008), Whelan (2004), Wooden and Watson (2007), and Mavromaras and Polidano (2011). 
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The wave 1 panel, with data collected in 2001 and 2002, consisted of 7,682 households 
and 19,914 individuals.  Interviews have been conducted annually with all adult 
members of each household. At the time of this research, wave 11 panel data was the 
latest available (collected in 2011 and 2012). 
 
The criteria for inclusion in the data set for this research included:  
 Adult respondents available for paid employment (aged 18 to 60 years old) at Waves 

1 through 11 who were not permanently ill, and were not retired as at Wave 11. The 
reason for this was to focus on respondents’ financial and unemployment outcomes 
independent of retirement choices and age-related pension income (Buddlemeyer & 
Verick, 2007). 

 Those in full time study for more than two years over the period of the panel survey 
were excluded because students experience, for example, changes in employment 
status and steeper income gains than others (Musterd, De Vos, Das & Latten, 2012). 

 Respondents who did not move out of the CCD35 they resided in during the Wave 1 
data collection.  The reason for this was to focus on the impact of a particular 
neighbourhood context on an individual’s life outcomes. This also eliminates the 
possibility that selective migration is the cause of any observed changes (Ensminger, 
Lamkin & Jacobson, 1996; Musterd, De Vos, Das & Latten, 2012) and that sufficient 
‘exposure time’ was present (Hedman, 2011). However, this also resulted in a 
relatively conservative modelling strategy that potentially over-represented home 
owners and may have underestimated the neighbourhood effect. In addition, selective 
non-migration may also be important; households that chose not to or were not able 
to move may differ from those that did or were forced to.36 

 Respondents who lived in an urban area (Major City, Inner Regional or Outer 
Regional according to the Australian Bureau of Statistics regional classification). 

This resulted in a total of 838 respondents that were included in the analyses. 
 
3.2.2 Neighbourhood-level Data 
 
The SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage uses indicators of low 
socio-economic wellbeing to provide a general measure of disadvantage (Australian 
Bureau of Statistics, 2006). This Index was selected because it provides a single and 
                                                 
35 This does not preclude people who moved within their CCD. 36 Future research should examine the different modelling strategies in terms of movers and non-movers. 
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simple measure of disadvantage. The SEIFA Index was used to measure neighbourhood 
disadvantage, not individuals’ disadvantage, and so the ecological fallacy is not of 
concern (Preston, 2010). 
 
The SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage is multidimensional, and 
the social and economic dimensions that are included are guided by international 
research, within the constraints of Census data (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2006). 
Relative socio-economic disadvantage is defined in terms of people’s access to material 
and social resources, and the ability to participate in society. The variables are 
categorised into several broad dimensions, including income, education, employment, 
occupation and housing. Relative disadvantage, as compared to absolute disadvantage, 
is generally accepted methodology in social research literature (Canache, 1996; Knies, 
Burgess & Propper, 2007; Turley, 2002; Vartanian, 1997). This approach sees a 
person’s socio-economic situation as relative to other individuals and groups in society. 
This is an important factor when applying neighbourhood effects theory and results 
from an American or European context, where disadvantage may be greater in absolute 
terms than in Australia.  
 
SEIFA data from 2001 was used, which was the starting time period of the panel 
survey. The Australian Bureau of Statistics (2006) reports that the SEIFA Indices are 
not designed to compare relative disadvantage of areas over time. In addition, the 
relative disadvantage of areas does not vary significantly longitudinally, at least over the 
time period of this research (Hedman, Manley, van Ham & Osth, 2012)37. Finally, 
people do not generally experience enough variation in their local surroundings to 
produce meaningful differences between static and dynamic measurements of 
neighbourhood (Jackson & Mare, 2007). Therefore, the SEIFA data from 2001 was 
used as a single measurement of disadvantage that operationalises the level of the 
‘treatment’ over the years being examined. Neighbourhoods were categorised into five 
quintiles of disadvantage (Small & Stark, 2005). The results from Chapter 2 
(neighbourhood level analysis) indicate that thresholds may appear only at very high 
levels of disadvantage, such as above the 90th percentile (for example, Hahn and 
Wilkins (2013) used deciles).  However, the sample size (n=838) limited the number of 
variables to be included in the regression analyses. That is, the recommended minimum 
number of cases per independent variable is 10 in regression analyses generally; 
                                                 
37 Hulchanski (2007) found differences in neighbourhood socio-economic composition over a 30 year period. 
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however, common practice is to have a ratio of 50 to 1 for stepwise logistic regression 
(Hosmer & Lemeshow, 2005). Therefore, quintiles of disadvantage and disorder were 
selected for analysis because of the precedent in the literature and because adding more 
variables would have reduced the case to variable ratio below 50 to 1. 
 
SEIFA data from two administratively defined geographies were used (CCDs and 
SLAs) and were treated as proxies for neighbourhood. Census geographies do not 
exactly correspond to the complexity of social interactions that individuals undertaken 
in their neighbourhoods (Morenoff, Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001) and do not directly 
correspond to residents' perception of neighbourhoods.  However, census geographies 
are relatively homogenous and are clearly defined, and may be associated with stronger 
area-level effects (Butterworth, Rodgers & Jorm, 2006). To use residents' perception of 
neighbourhood boundaries would be prohibitively difficult because they would vary 
considerably and would not be suitable for panel analysis, which requires identical units 
over time (Pandey, 1994).  
 
Table 8 summarises the statistical properties of the variables used in the analyses. 
Overall, there were 838 respondents included in the analysis.  The median age was 40 
years old and the median household size was four people.  Females accounted for 45.3 
per cent of respondents included in the analysis. The majority of respondents owned 
their home (92.7 per cent) and were in good health throughout the survey time periods 
(68.4 per cent). About a fifth of respondents (21.1 per cent) were born overseas but only 
7.5 per cent were recent immigrants (since 1986). The distribution of respondents 
among Australian states was closely aligned with the overall population distribution. 
 
Perceived neighbourhood indicators are often stronger predictors of various outcomes 
than objective neighbourhood characteristics, such as those collected by the census 
(Haney, 2007). The subjective neighbourhood indicators in HILDA were based on a 
Likert scale where 1 = never happens; 2 = very rare; 3 = not common; 4 = fairly 
common; and 5 = very common. The eight questions measured negative physical 
attributes of the neighbourhood broadly consistent with social and physical disorder 
(Elo, Mykyta, Margolis & Culhane, 2009), including loud traffic noise; noise from 
airplanes, trains or industry; homes and gardens in bad condition; rubbish and litter 
lying around; teenagers hanging around on the streets; people being hostile and 
aggressive; vandalism and deliberate damage to property; and burglary and theft. 
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TABLE 8. Summary Statistics  
Variable (n = 838) Median 
Regional unemployment 5.0 per cent 
Age 
 40.0 years 
Household size 4.0 individuals 
Time at current address 6.47 years 
 Per cent 
Gender (female) 45.3 
Born overseas 21.1 
Education Year 11 or below 25.1 
 Year 12 14.9 
 Certificate or diploma 35.4 
 Degree 24.6 
Tenure Owner 92.7 
 Private renter 3.9 
 Social renter 3.3 
Health Good– good health 68.4 
 Poor– poor health 8.4 
 Poor – good health 1.3 
 Good – poor health 22.0 
Children Children – children 64.7 
 No children – no children 22.3 
 No children – children 12.3 
 Children – no children 0.7 
Household type changed 60.9 
Father unemployed when young 8.9 
Recent migrant 7.5 
Unemployment Persistent 20.2 
 Any 25.2 
Underemployment Persistent 20.2 
 Any 39.4 
Deep financial difficulties 20.2 
State New South Wales 30.3 
 Victoria 28.4 
 Queensland 16.3 
 South Australia 10.4 
 Western Australia 8.9 
 Tasmania 2.9 
 Australian Capital Territory 2.1 
 Northern Territory 0.6 
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3.3 METHODOLOGY 
 
3.3.1 Statistical Model 
 
A binary logistic regression analysis was used to test whether different objective 
neighbourhood indicators as measured by SEIFA and subjective neighbourhood 
indicators of disorder have a threshold-like relationship with individual and household 
outcomes of employment, underemployment and financial difficulties. The key 
rationale for employing this analytical technique is that these dependent variables 
consider distinct outcomes, such as experiencing unemployment or not (Barnes, 2004). 
 
Logistic regression models attempt to predict the likelihood of an event occurring that 
controls for a set of independent variables (Aero, 2006). Logistic regression models 
have been used to model a range of social processes.38 Andrews (2000) as reported in 
Andrews, Green and Mangan (2002) used logistic regression to analyse the impact of 
neighbourhoods on the likelihood of Australian young people being unemployed or not 
in the labour force. The findings indicated that being from a neighbourhood with higher 
levels of disadvantage, significantly increased the probability of youth unemployment. 
Haney (2011) examined the association between neighbourhood characteristics and 
employment outcomes for women on government assistance. Manley and van Ham 
(2010) used logistic regression to examine the impact of neighbourhood effects and 
housing tenure on employment outcomes. 
 
Guo & Zhao (2000) provide a review of logistic models and report that, although 
analysts must be wary that model estimates are biased, the model performs well under 
most conditions. Research specifically testing for non-linear relationships between 
outcomes and discrete levels of neighbourhood disadvantage have been conducted 
previously, including Small and Stark (2005), who used quintiles of neighbourhood 
disadvantage and Hou and Myles (2005), who used quintiles of neighbourhood income. 
This methodology is called piece-wise testing, which involves creating hypothesised 
                                                 
38 Including residential location and neighbourhood mobility (Andrew & Meen, 2006; Clark, Deurloo & Dieleman, 2006; Dawkins, 
2006; Dixon, 2005, Dixon & Meen, 2006; Gibb, 2000; Glynn, Handcock & Waddell, 2003; Habib & Kockelman, 2007; Ioannides, 
2010; Kim, Pagliara & Preston, 2005; Quigley, Raphael & Smolensky, 2001); demolition activity in gentrifying neighbourhoods 
(Weber, Doussard, Bhatta & McGrath, 2006); poverty and social exclusion (Bohnke, 2001); neighbourhood dissatisfaction (Parkes, 
Kearns & Atkinson, 2002); sexual activity (Baumer & South, 2001), police notification of victims of violence (Baumer, 2002), 
violent adolescent delinquency (Bellair, Roscigno & McNulty, 2003; Bellair & McNulty, 2005; Zimmerman & Messner, 2011); 
locational labour preferences (Boyd, Lankford, Loeb & Wyckoff, 2005), education attainment and completion (Bramley & Karley, 
2005; Xie & Greenman, 2005), adolescent development (Brooks-Gunn, Duncan, Klebanov & Sealand, 1993), alcohol use and 
violence (Browning & Erickson, 2012), voluntary association membership (Duncan, 2010), welfare duration (Fitzgerald, 1995), and 
environmental views (Hamilton, Colocousis & Duncan, 2010). 
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‘break points’ (such as at -1 and +1 standard deviations from the mean or quintiles) in 
the neighbourhood indicators to test whether relationships are significant at different 
levels of disadvantage (Bramley & Karley, 2007; Small & Stark, 2005). 
 
The logistic regression model in the current research estimates the probability of 
individual employment and financial difficulties outcomes (dichotomous indicators) as 
a function of different levels of neighbourhood disadvantage. 
 
The general logistic regression model used was: 

ln (πi/1 - πi) = β (neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder) + γ(controls) 
Where: 

 β is a coefficient associated with neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder 
 πi = probability that individual i experiences any or persistent unemployment, 

any or persistent underemployment, or experiences financial difficulties 
 γ is a vector of coefficients associated with control variables 

 
Regression coefficients are interpreted as the amount of change in the logit or logged 
odds that occurs when the independent variable changes by 1 unit. Logits can be 
difficult to interpret.  Because of this, a general technique is to exponentiate the 
coefficient to produce the odds ratio, which is the odds of an event occurring for one 
group or category of X compared to the odds of the event occurring for another group. 
The odds ratio is calculated as: Prob (event) = eβ / (1 + eβ) where e is the constant for a 
natural logarithm. The odds ratio is the number by which one would multiply the odds 
of, for example, experiencing unemployment (the probability divided by 1 minus the 
probability) for each one-unit increase in the independent variable. An odds ratio of 
greater than 1 indicates that the odds of experiencing unemployment increase when the 
independent variable increases; and an odds ratio of less than 1 indicates that the odds 
of experiencing unemployment decrease when the independent variable increases (Aero, 
2006). 
 
The variables used in the model are mostly category variables (such as gender) or 
variables that have been transformed into category variables (such as financial 
difficulties), although some variables are scale (such as age, metropolitan 
unemployment rate, household size). The models were built by starting with 
neighbourhood variables and then adding metropolitan, household, family and 



 87

individual level variables.  This allows analysis of the association between 
neighbourhood disadvantage and employment and other outcomes and then allows 
analysis of the extent to which the other variables contribute to the correlation. 
 
3.3.2 Variables 
 
There were three independent variables: Small area disadvantage, suburb disadvantage, 
and subjective disorder. Small area and suburb disadvantage were measured by using 
the SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage score for each CCD (small 
area) and Statistical Local Area (SLA) (suburb). SLAs are general purpose spatial units 
and correspond to Local Government Areas, or parts thereof, in Australia and are made 
up of multiple CCDs.  SLAs do not correspond to state suburbs but the term ‘suburb’ is 
used in this chapter as shorthand for a geographic area larger than the neighbourhood 
level CCD but smaller than Statistical Subdivisions, which are defined as socially and 
economically homogeneous regions characterised by identifiable links between the 
inhabitants. 
 
Subjective disorder was measured by summing responses to each respondent’s answers 
to questions about neighbourhood disorder, which were collected over seven years 
(waves 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 8 and 9). The median score over all items was used to calculate the 
quintile for each individual.  
 
There were five dependent variables: persistent unemployment, any unemployment, 
persistent under-employment, any under-employment and deep financial difficulties. 
All the dependent (outcome) variables were dichotomous measures of employment, 
underemployment, and financial difficulties. Unemployment was operationalised in two 
different ways. ‘Any unemployment’ measured whether the respondent had experienced 
any period of unemployment over all the waves of the survey. The variable ‘persistent 
unemployment’ measured whether the respondent was in the top quintile of frequency 
of unemployment of respondents in the sample over all the waves of the survey. ‘Any 
underemployment’ and ‘persistent underemployment’ were operationalised in a similar 
manner. Underemployment is a situation where employed persons would like to work 
more hours at prevailing wage rates. While unemployment has greater adverse 
consequences than underemployment, there are significant detrimental effects of 
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underemployment, including lower income and high rates of welfare receipt (Wilkins, 
2004). 
 
The variable ‘financial difficulties’ was based on seven yes/no questions on every wave: 
could not pay electricity, gas or telephone bills on time; could not pay the mortgage or 
rent on time; pawned or sold something; went without meals; was unable to heat home; 
asked for financial help from friends or family; and asked for help from 
welfare/community organisations. The variable was based on whether the respondent 
was in the top quintile of all respondents in the sample experiencing financial 
difficulties over all waves of the survey. 
 
The variable ‘deep financial difficulties’ was used instead of income because of the 
significant issues measuring income. These issues include the complexities related to 
self-employment, labour income, capital income, pensions, inheritances, social 
assistance, tax and wealth, which can bias estimates of income (Lindahl, 2011). Other 
complexities relate to household versus individual income, the dynamics of income 
(Buddlemeyer & Verrick, 2007) and whether to measure absolute or percentage changes 
in income (Bolster et al., 2007). Financial difficulties, although it is a subjective 
indicator, more accurately reflects disadvantage because it measures the ‘bottom-line’ 
impact of the lack of financial resources.  
 
The ‘persistent’ and ‘deep’ measures align with Galster’s (2010) ‘dosage’ analogy. 
Individuals exposed to disadvantaged neighbourhoods over time, 10 years in this 
research, should lead to cumulative impacts on individual’s life chances and economic-
related outcomes. However, this model does not account for the dynamics of 
unemployment, underemployment and financial difficulties. That is, the cumulative 
measures do not account for inter-year changes in employment status or financial 
difficulties; they only quantify the overall levels across 10 years. 
 
A large number of variables related to individual and family characteristics were used to 
control for individual heterogeneity. The control variables were selected on the basis of 
variables included in similar studies39 and theoretical knowledge of variables that have 
                                                 
39 Including Brattbakk and Wessel (2013), Casciano and Massey (2008), Dujardin and Goffette-Nagot (2006), Dujardin and 
Goffette-Nagot (2010), Galster, Andersson, Musterd and Kauppinen (2008), Holloway and Mulherin (2004), Lindahl (2011), 
Musterd and Andersson (2006), Osterman (1991), Propper et al. (2007), Schwarz (2012), Shields and Wooten (2003), Turney, 
Clampet-Lundquist, Edin, Kling and Duncan (2006), and Vartanian and Buck (2005). 
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some relation to economic outcomes. They include variables and constants. Age 
(continuous) was measured using year of birth information. Born overseas 
(dichotomous) was based on whether the respondent was born in Australia or not. 
Education (nominal) was based on the first wave of the survey and categorised 
respondents into four categories: Year 11 or below, Year 12, Certificate or diploma, and 
degree. Housing tenure (nominal) was based on the respondent’s most frequent tenure 
over the waves of the survey and included three categories: owner, private renter, or 
social renter.  Health status change (nominal) was based on variations in responses to 
the overall self-rated health status question, and included four categories (that is, 
excellent, very good, good, fair or poor) over all waves of the survey. ‘Good health’ was 
operationalised as excellent, very good or good responses and ‘poor health’ as fair or 
poor responses. Four categories of change (or no change) over time resulted: good 
health to good health; poor health to poor health; poor health to good health; and good 
health to poor health. Changes in the presence of dependent children (nominal) was 
measured similarly: presence of children to presence of children; no children to no 
children; no children to presence of children; and presence of children to no children. 
Changes in household type (dichotomous) were measured through a derived variable in 
the survey on the composition of the household, for example, marriage relationships. 
 
Family background is hypothesised to have an influence on future employment and 
other outcomes and therefore father’s unemployment40 (dichotomous) was included. 
The survey question asked whether the respondent’s father had been unemployed for a 
total of six months or more while the respondent was growing up. Recent immigration 
(dichotomous) was measured by calculating whether the respondent had immigrated to 
Australia since 1986. Household size (continuous) consisted of the number of people in 
the household in 2001. Finally, time in neighbourhood (continuous) was measured by 
calculating the number of years the respondents had been at the current address in 2001. 
Indigeneity and English language ability were originally included in the analysis but 
were removed because of insufficient sample sizes. 
 
It was beyond the scope of this chapter to attempt to control for the initial 
neighbourhood selection of residents.41 However, restricting the sample to residents 
who did not move during the course of the panel survey meant that selective migration 
                                                 
40 Mother’s employment status is not included in the HILDA survey. 41 Using propensity scores (Bryson, Dorsett & Purdon, 2002; Caliendo & Kopeinig, 2005; Dehejia & Wahba, 2002) is one 
methodology. 
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was eliminated as a cause of observed changes. Conversely, this meant that the sample 
was relatively conservative. 
 
3.4 RESULTS 
 
3.4.1 Persistent Unemployment Model 
 
Table 9 presents logit coefficients and odds-ratios predicting the dichotomous outcome 
variable persistent unemployment using three different measures of neighbourhood: 
 disadvantage at the small area (CCD), disadvantage at the suburb level (SLA), and 
subjective perceptions of neighbourhood disorder (Self).42 In general, odds ratios of 
between 1.1 and 1.5 are considered weak, between 1.6 and 3.0 are considered moderate, 
and greater than 3.0 are considered strong. 
 
With all other factors held constant, being in the most disadvantaged small area 
neighbourhood as compared to the second most disadvantaged increased the log odds of 
experiencing persistent unemployment by 0.467 (odds ratio of 1.596).  Although this 
was the largest log odds and therefore consistent with the threshold theory of 
neighbourhood effects, it was not statistically significant. 
 
The results were similar at the suburb level; being in the first quintile of disadvantaged 
neighbourhoods increased the log odds of experiencing persistent unemployment by 
0.297 compared to being in the second most disadvantaged quintile of disadvantage. 
The odds ratio was 1.346, which shows a weak impact of residing in the most 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods. 
 

                                                 
42 Appendix D contains example SPSS syntax. 
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TABLE 9. Logit Coefficients (β) and Odds-Ratios (eβ) for Model Predicting 
Persistent Unemployment between 2001 and 2011 
 

 Logit Coefficient (β) Odds-Ratio (eβ) Standard Error 
 CCD SLA Self CCD SLA Self CCD SLA Self 
INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLES 

   
Neighbourhood level    
Disadvantage/disorder    
 Fourth quintile .148 .373 .219  1.160 1.453 1.244  .312 .309 .233 
 Third quintile -.001 .115 .393*  0.999 1.122 1.482  .317 .325 .228 
 Second quintile .259 .322 .581***  1.295 1.380 1.787  .308 .329 .226 
 First quintile (most disadvantage) .467 .297 .695***  1.596 1.346 2.004  .309 .319 .225 
CONTROL 
VARIABLES 

   
Regional level    
Regional unemployment .071 .048 .110  1.074 1.049 1.116  .153 .161 .111 
Individual / household    
Age .001 -.001 -.014  1.001 .999 .986  .016 .016 .011 
Gender .287 .313* .142  1.332 1.368 1.153  .187 .186 .141 
Born overseas .486* .537** .391**  1.625 1.710 1.478  .255 .254 .197 
Education 
 Year 12 
 Certificate or diploma 
 Degree 

 
-.196 -.232 -.226 
-.443* -.464** -.392** 
-.724** -.762*** -.626*** 

 
 .822 .793 .798 
 .642 .629 .676 
 .485 .467 .534 

 
 .284 .282 .211 
 .233 .231 .176 
 .283 .278 .196 Housing tenure 

 Private renter 
 Social renter 

 
 1.619*** 1.764*** 1.577*** 
 .744* .757* .648* 

 
 5.048 5.836 4.842 
 2.105 2.131 1.912 

 
 .434 .425 .341 
 .410 .411 .367 Health status change 

 Poor health-poor health 
 Poor health-good health 
 Good health-poor health 

 
 .114 -.336 .056 
 -.264 -.219 -.081 
 .146 -.228 .079 

 
 1.121 .715 1.058 
 1.302 .804 .923 
 1.158 .796 1.082 

 
 .330 .821 .263 
 .833 .869 .640 
 .220 .836 .162 Children change 

 No children - no children 
 No children- children 
 Children - no children 

 
 -.849** .864 -.099 
 -.414 .003 -.007 
 -.739 .421 -.406 

 
 .428 2.372 .906 
 .661 1.003 .993 
 .477 1.523 .666 

 
 .346 1.242 .242 
 .335 1.257 .241 
 1.218 .211 1.153 Household type change  .252 .217 .108  1.287 1.243 1.114  .212 .285 .156 

Father was unemployed  .536* .532* .345*  1.709 1.702 1.412  .286 .379 .210 
Recent immigrant  .048 .052 -.045  1.049 1.054 .956  .379 .094 .286 
Household size  -.186** -.200** -.058  .830 .819 .943  .093 .015 .069 
Years at address  -.008 -.007 -.011  .992 .993 .989  .015 .011 .011 
    
Constant  -1.314 -1.642 -1.499*  .269 .193 .223  1.091 1.796 .831 
Log-likelihood  778.6 780.0 1378.4   
N  838 838 1484   
*p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
Note: CCD = Census Collection District (small area); SLA = Statistical Local Area (suburb); Self = Subjective self-reported 
neighbourhood disorder; Omitted / reference variables are Neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder (fifth quintile); Gender (male); 
Born overseas (born in Australia); Education (year 11 or below); Housing tenure (owner); Health status change (good health-good 
health); Children (children - children); Household type change (did not change); Father was unemployed (father was employed); and 
Recent immigrant (not recent immigrant).  
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Subjective perceptions of neighbourhood disorder increased the log odds of persistent 
unemployment at highly significant levels. All other factors held constant, being in the 
second quintile as opposed to the third quintile increased the log odds by 0.581 (odds 
ratio of 1.787), which was significant at the p<0.01 level. Similarly, being in the first 
quintile increased the log odds by 0.695 compared to the second quintile. The odds ratio 
was 2.004, suggesting that those who perceive their neighbourhoods to be highest in 
disorder are twice as likely to experience persistent unemployment compared to those in 
the second quintile. These results are also consistent with the threshold theory of 
neighbourhood effects. 
 
These results are displayed more intuitively43 in Figure 7, which shows the predicted 
probability44 of experiencing persistent unemployment for each quintile of 
neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder. The figure shows steady increases for small area 
 
FIGURE 7. Predicted Probability of Persistent Unemployment in Neighbourhoods 
by Quintile of Disadvantage/Disorder  

 

                                                 
43 Subramanian and O’Malley (2010) suggest presenting nonlinear results in a scale and manner that practitioners find easiest to 
interpret. 44 All predicted probabilities based on median measured characteristics: median regional unemployment (5.0 per cent), median age 
(40.0 years old), being female and born in Australia, having a certificate or diploma, owning a home, continuing to have good health 
and to have dependent children at home, experiencing a change in household type, father was fully employed while young, not a 
recent immigrant, median number of persons in the household (4.0), and median amount of time in the same area (6.47 years). 
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and suburb disadvantage and subjective disorder models. Although there is a rise of 
probability in the small area disadvantage model from the third quintile (15 per cent) to 
the first quintile (19 per cent), this cannot reasonably be described as exhibiting a 
tipping point or threshold. All included factors being held constant, living in a more 
disadvantaged neighbourhood does increase the probability of experiencing persistent 
unemployment but not in threshold like manner (refer to Figure 7 which shows no 
noticeable ‘jump’ in probability). 
 
The statistically significant predictors of persistent unemployment at the small area 
level were being a private renter (increased the log odds by 1.619), having a degree 
(decreased log odds by 0.724), continuing to have no children (decreased log odds by 
0.849), household size (decreased log odds by 0.186), born overseas (increased log odds 
by 0.486), having a certificate of diploma (decreased log odds by 0.443), graduating 
from year 12 (decreased log odds by 0.196), being a social renter (increased log odds by 
0.744), and having a father who was unemployed (increased log odds by 0.536). The 
statistically significant predictors at the suburb level were having a degree (decreased 
the log odds by 0.762), being a private renter (increased the log odds by 1.764), 
household size (decreased log odds by 0.200), being born overseas (increased log odds 
by 0.537), having a certificate or diploma (decreased log odds by 0.464), being female 
(increased log odds by 0.313), being a social renter (increased log odds by 0.757), and 
having a father who was unemployed (increased log odds by 0.532). In the subjective 
disorder model, other than high levels of perceived neighbourhood disorder, the 
statistically significant predictors of persistent unemployment were having a degree 
(decreased the logs odds by 0.636), being a private renter (increased the log odds by 
1.577), being born overseas (increased log odds by 0.391), having a certificate or 
diploma (decreased log odds by 0.392), being a social renter (increased log odds by 
0.648), and having a father who was unemployed (increased the log odds by 0.345). 
 
3.4.2 Any Unemployment Model 
 
Table 10 presents logit coefficients and odds-ratios predicting the dichotomous outcome 
variable any unemployment. At the small area level, all other factors being held 
constant, being in the second most disadvantaged neighbourhood as compared to the 
third increases the log odds of experiencing any unemployment by 0.246 and being in 
the most disadvantaged neighbourhood increases the log odds by 0.443, neither of  
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TABLE 10. Logit Coefficients (β) and Odds-Ratios (eβ) for Model Predicting Any 
Unemployment between 2001 and 2011  

 Logit Coefficient (β) Odds-Ratio (eβ) Standard Error 
 CCD SLA Self CCD SLA Self CCD SLA Self 
INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLES 

   

Neighbourhood level    
Disadvantage/disorder    
 Fourth quintile  .141 .353 .571*  1.152 1.424 1.770  .284 .280 .298 
 Third quintile  .037 .065 .843***  1.038 1.067 2.324  .286 .294 .289 
 Second quintile  .246 .208 .924***  1.279 1.232 2.519  .282 .300 .288 
 First quintile (most disadvantage)  .443 .222 1.036***  1.558 1.249 2.819  .284 .291 .288 CONTROL 
VARIABLES 

   

Regional level    
Regional unemployment  -.030 -.034 .064  .971 .967 1.066  .139 .147 .138 
Individual / household    
Age  .001 -.001 .002  1.001 .999 1.002  .015 .015 .015 
Gender  .208 .230 .171  1.231 1.259 1.187  .172 .171 .174 
Born overseas  .407* .455* .439*  1.502 1.567 1.550  .239 .238 .244 
Education 
  Year 12 
  Certificate or diploma 
  Degree 

 
 -.045 -.083 -.036 
 -.369* -.394* -.437** 
 -.699*** -.753*** -.770*** 

 
 .956 .921 .964 
 .692 .674 .646 
 .497 .471 .463 

 
 .264 .261 .265 
 .216 .215 .217 
 .261 .256 .252 Housing tenure 

 Private renter 
 Social renter 

 
 1.336*** 1.476*** 1.405*** 
 .779** .780** .810** 

 
 3.804 4.377 4.075 
 2.178 2.182 2.247 

 
 .428 .420 .432 
 .389 .391 .394 Health status change 

 Poor health-poor health 
 Poor health-good health 
 Good health-poor health 

 
 .173 .178 .259 
 -.584 .652 .939 
 .341* .306 .360* 

 
 1.188 1.195 1.296 
 1.794 1.920 2.558 
 1.406 1.358 1.433 

 
 .301 .301 .305 
 .721 .715 .728 
 .200 .199 .202 Children change 

 No children - no children 
 No children- children 
 Children - no children 

 
 -.717** -.720** -.770** 
 -.539* -.567* -.595* 
 -.930 -1.052 -.571 

 
 .488 .487 .463 
 .584 .567 .551 
 .395 .349 .565 

 
 .313 .315 .317 
 .311 .312 .316 
 1.181 1.205 1.146 Household type change  .071 .035 .074  1.074 1.035 1.077  .195 .194 .196 

Father unemployed  .560** .549** .540**  1.751 1.732 1.717  .268 .267 .271 
Recent immigrant  .042 .053 -.128  1.043 1.054 .880  .358 .359 .367 
Household size  -.189** -.203** -.196**  .828 .816 .822  .086 .087 .087 
Years at address  -.007 -.006 -.012  .993 .994 .988  .013 .013 .014 
    
Constant  -.461 -.312 -1.241  .630 .732 .289  .998 .994 1.028 
Log-likelihood  883.8 885.0 866.9   
N  838 838 838   
*p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
Note: CCD = Census Collection District (small area); SLA = Statistical Local Area (suburb); Self = Subjective self-reported 
neighbourhood disorder; Omitted / reference variables are Neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder (fifth quintile); Gender (male); 
Born overseas (born in Australia); Education (year 11 or below); Housing tenure (owner); Health status change (good health-good 
health); Children (children - children); Household type change (did not change); Father was employed (father was employed); and 
Recent immigrant (not recent immigrant). 
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which were statistically significant. Based on the odds ratios, those in the most 
disadvantaged neighbourhood were 56 per cent more likely to experience any 
unemployment than those in the second most disadvantaged. 
 
The results were weaker at the suburb level, with being in the most disadvantaged 
neighbourhood significantly increasing the log odds of experiencing persistent 
unemployment by 0.222 compared to being in the second most disadvantaged quintile 
of disadvantage. The odds ratio was 1.249, meaning that those in the most 
disadvantaged suburbs were 25 per cent more likely to experience any unemployment. 
 
Subjective perceptions of neighbourhood disorder increased the log odds of persistent 
unemployment at highly significant levels. All other factors held constant, being in the 
second quintile as opposed to the third quintile increased the log odds by 0.924, which 
was significant at the p<0.01 level. Similarly, being in the first quintile increased the log 
odds by 1.036 compared to the second quintile and the odds ratio was 2.819, suggesting 
that those who perceive their neighbourhoods to be highest in disorder are nearly three 
times as likely to experience any unemployment compared to those in the second 
quintile of perceived disorder. 
 
Figure 8 shows the predicted probabilities of experiencing any unemployment for each 
quintile of disadvantage/disorder for average measured characteristics. Similar to 
persistent unemployment, there was an overall trend of an increasing probability of a 
person experiencing any unemployment as neighbourhood disadvantage increased. The 
predicted probability in the least disadvantaged quintile at the small area level was 20 
per cent versus 28 per cent in the most disadvantaged quintile, although there was a 
decrease of 2 per cent between the fourth and third quintiles. However, there was no 
evidence of a clear tipping point that dramatically increased the probability at some 
threshold point. The findings were similar at the suburb level with a more pronounced 
peak at the fourth quintile (27 per cent), increasing 7 per cent over the fifth quintile and 
then decreasing 6 per cent at the third quintile. 
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 FIGURE 8. Predicted Probability of Any Unemployment in Neighbourhoods by 
Quintile of Disadvantage/Disorder  

  
 
The largest increases in predicted probability of experiencing any unemployment were 
for subjective disorder.  There was a large overall increase of 19 per cent between the 
lowest (15 per cent) and highest quintile (34 per cent). However, the general pattern was 
of increasing probability rather than a clear threshold point. 
 
The statistically significant predictors of experiencing any unemployment at the small 
area level (at the p<0.01 level) were having a degree (decreased the log odds by 0.699) 
and being a private renter (increased log odds by 1.336). Other statistically significant 
predictors included being a social renter (increased log odds by 0.779), having a father 
who was unemployed (increased log odds by 0.560), household size (decreased log 
odds by 0.189), continuing to have no children (decreased log odds by 0.717), having 
children (decreased log odds by 0.539), transitioning from good health and poor health 
(increased log odds by 0.341), being born overseas (increased log odds by 0.407), and 
having a certificate or diploma (decreased log odds by 0.369). 
 
The statistically significant predictors at the suburb level were being a private renter 
(increased the log odds by 1.476), and having a degree (decreased the log odds by 
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0.753). Other statistically significant predictors included being a social renter (increased 
the log odds by 0.780), continuing to have no children (decreased log odds by 0.720), 
having a father who was unemployed (increased log odds by 0.549), household size 
(decreased log odds by 0.203), being born overseas (increased log odds by 0.455), 
having a certificate or diploma (decreased log odds by 0.394), and having children 
(decreased log odds by 0.567). 
 
The statistically significant predictors of any unemployment in the subjective 
neighbourhood disorder model were having a degree (decreased the logs odds by 
0.770), and being a private renter (increased the log odds by 1.405). Other statistically 
significant predictors included being a social renter (increased log odds by 0.810), 
having a certificate or diploma (decreased log odds by 0.437), continuing to have no 
children (decreased log odds by 0.770), having a father who was unemployed (increased 
log odds by 0.540), household size (decreased log odds by 0.196), born overseas 
(increased log odds by 0.439), transition from good to poor health (increased log odds 
by 0.360), and having no children (decreased log odds by 0.595). 
 
3.4.3 Persistent Under-employment Model 
 
Table 11 presents logit coefficients and odds-ratios predicting the dichotomous outcome 
variable persistent under-employment. At the small area level, all other factors being 
held constant, being in the second most disadvantaged neighbourhood as compared to 
the third increased the log odds of experiencing any underemployment by 0.872 and 
being in the most disadvantaged neighbourhood increased the log odds by 0.925, both 
of which were statistically significant (p<0.01). Based on the odds ratio, those in the 
most disadvantaged neighbourhoods were 2.522 times more likely to experience under-
employment than those in the second most disadvantaged. 
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TABLE 11. Logit Coefficients (β) and Odds-Ratios (eβ) for Model Predicting 
Persistent Under-employment between 2001 and 2011  

 Logit Coefficient (β) Odds-Ratio (eβ) Standard Error 
 CCD SLA Self CCD SLA Self CCD SLA Self 
INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLES 

   

Neighbourhood level    
Disadvantage/disorder    
 Fourth quintile  .731** .004 -.427  2.078 1.004 .652  .323 .321 .324 
 Third quintile  .625* .661** .536*  1.868 1.936 1.709  .330 .306 .282 
 Second quintile  .872*** .376 -.155  2.392 1.457 .857  .322 .325 .309 
 First quintile (most disadvantage)  .925*** .265 .564**  2.522 1.304 1.757  .328 .319 .287 CONTROL 
VARIABLES 

   

Regional level    
Regional unemployment  .085 .092 .204  1.089 1.096 1.227  .153 .163 .153 
Individual / household    
Age  -.003 -.010 -.009  .997 .990 .991  .016 .016 .016 
Gender  .726*** .742*** .663***  2.067 2.100 1.940  .188 .187 .188 
Born overseas  -.187 -.134 -.118  .829 .875 .889  .282 .281 .288 
Education 
 Year 12 
 Certificate or diploma 
 Degree 

 
 .860*** .818*** .879*** 
 .305 .264 .235 
 .080 -.013 -.048 

 
 2.363 2.265 2.408 
 1.357 1.303 1.265 
 1.083 .987 .953 

 
 .284 .281 .284 
 .245 .245 .246 
 .290 .285 .279 Housing tenure 

 Private renter 
 Social renter 

 
 .583 .749* .628 
 .818** .847** .762* 

 
 1.792 2.115 1.873 
 2.267 2.333 2.142 

 
 .451 .438 .453 
 .412 .408 .416 Health status change 

 Poor health-poor health 
 Poor health-good health 
 Good health-poor health 

 
 -.048 -.074 .005 
 -.760 -.742 -.465 
 -.178 .168 .172 

 
 .953 .929 1.005 
 .468 .476 .628 
 1.195 1.182 1.188 

 
 .339 .340 .345 
 1.088 1.084 1.112 
 .220 .218 .220 Children change 

 No children - no children 
 No children- children 
 Children - no children 

 
 -.640* -.553 -.605 
 -.229 -.184 -.309 
 1.251 1.378 1.214 

 
 .527 .575 .546 
 .795 .832 .735 
 3.493 3.965 3.366 

 
 .337 .338 .337 
 .318 .318 .323 
 .898 .890 .889 Household type change  -.174 -.208 -.233  .841 .813 .792  .216 .216 .218 

Father unemployed  -.464 .438 -.405  1.590 1.550 1.499  .293 .291 .294 
Recent immigrant  -.565 -.619 -.617  .569 .538 .539  .401 .401 .410 
Household size  -.147 -.130 -.132  .863 .878 .876  .091 .092 .091 
Years at address  .019 .019 .018  1.019 1.019 1.018  .013 .013 .013 
    
Constant -2.010* -1.407 -1.768  .134 .245 .171  1.099 1.095 1.126 
Log-likelihood  774.4 777.8 765.1   
N  838 1491 1484   
*p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
Note: CCD = Census Collection District (small area); SLA = Statistical Local Area (suburb); Self = Subjective self-reported 
neighbourhood disorder; Omitted / reference variables are Neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder (fifth quintile); Gender (male); 
Born overseas (born in Australia); Education (year 11 or below); Housing tenure (owner); Health status change (good health-good 
health); Children (children - children); Household type change (did not change); Father was employed (father was employed); and 
Recent immigrant (not recent immigrant). 
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 At the suburb level, being in the most disadvantaged neighbourhood significantly 
increased the log odds of experiencing persistent under-employment by 0.265 compared 
to being in the second most disadvantaged quintile of disadvantage. The odds ratio was 
only 1.304, which is inconsistent with the hypothesis. A stronger impact was 
demonstrated between the third quintile of disadvantage and the fourth quintile, which 
increased the log odds by 0.661 (the odds ratio was 1.936). 
 
Subjective perceptions of neighbourhood disorder did not show a threshold like 
relationship. There were significant differences between the third and fourth quintiles 
(increased the log odds by 0.536) and between the first and second (increased the log 
odds by 0.536), but there were decreases between the second and third (-0.155), and 
fourth and fifth (-0.427). 
 
Figure 9 shows the predicted probabilities of experiencing persistent under-employment 
for each level of disadvantage/disorder. At the suburb level and for subjective disorder, 
there was a large increase in probability between the fourth and third quintiles of 
disadvantage (jumping from 15 per cent to 25 per cent, and from 12 per cent to 27 per 
cent respectively). Subsequent quintiles of disadvantage at the suburb level 
demonstrated a decreased probability of persistent under-employment, while there was a 
decrease to 16 per cent (second quintile) and then an increase to 28 per cent (first 
quintile) for the subjective disorder model. The results for small area level demonstrated 
a rising probability, with the steepest increase between the fifth and fourth quintiles (9 
per cent increase in probability) These results suggest there may be thresholds operating 
at the third quintile of disadvantage/disorder for two of the models. 
The statistically significant predictors of experiencing persistent under-employment at 
the small area was being female (increased the log odds by 0.726), having only Year 12 
education (increased the log odds by 0.860), being a social renter (increased the log 
odds by 0.818), and continuing to have no children (decreased log odds by 0.640). 
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FIGURE 9. Predicted Probability of Persistent Under-employment in 
Neighbourhoods by Quintile of Disadvantage/Disorder  

 
 
 
The statistically significant predictors of experiencing persistent under-employment at 
the suburb level was being female (increased the log odds by 0.742), having only Year 
12 education (increased the log odds by 0.818 respectively), being a social renter 
(increased the log odds by 0.847 respectively), and being a private renter (increased log 
odds by 0.749). 
 
In the subjective neighbourhood disorder model, the strongest predictors of under-
employment were being female (increased the logs odds by 0.663), having Year 12 
education (increased the log odds by 0.879), and being a social renter (increased the log 
odds by 0.762). 
 
3.4.4 Any Under-employment Model 
 
Table 12 presents logit coefficients and odds-ratios predicting the dichotomous outcome 
variable any under-employment. At the small area level, all other factors being held 
constant, being in the second most disadvantaged neighbourhood as compared to the 
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TABLE 12. Logit Coefficients (β) and Odds-Ratios (eβ) for Model Predicting Any 
Under-employment between 2001 and 2011 
 

 Logit Coefficient (β) Odds-Ratio (eβ) Standard Error 
 CCD SLA Self CCD SLA Self CCD SLA Self 
INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLES 

   

Neighbourhood level    
Disadvantage/disorder    
 Fourth quintile  .517** .286 .011  1.677 1.331 1.011  .249 .252 .254 
 Third quintile  .402 .345 .847***  1.495 1.412 2.334  .250 .257 .244 
 Second quintile  .388 .473* .244  1.474 1.605 1.276  .253 .267 .248 
 First quintile (most disadvantage)  .446* .303 .857***  1.563 1.357 2.356  .259 .260 .248 CONTROL 
VARIABLES 

   

Regional level    
Regional unemployment  .062 -.096 .034  .940 .909 1.035  .123 .131 .124 
Individual / household    
Age  -.016 -.017 -.017  .984 .983 .984  .014 .014 .014 
Gender  .758*** .749*** .695***  2.133 2.115 2.003  .154 .153 .156 
Born overseas  .093 .138 .197  1.097 1.148 1.218  .225 .224 .230 
Education 
 Year 12 
 Certificate or diploma 
 Degree 

 
 .188 .180 .190 
 -.188 -.193 -.232 
 -.547** -.521** -.597*** 

 
 1.207 1.197 1.210 
 .828 .825 .793 
 .579 .594 .550 

 
 .248 .246 .252 
 .198 .197 .200 
 .231 .226 .224 Housing tenure 

 Private renter 
 Social renter 

 
 .605 .632 .627 
 .809** .824** .809** 

 
 1.831 1.882 1.871 
 2.245 2.280 2.245 

 
 .426 .419 .438 
 .399 .397 .403 Health status change 

 Poor health-poor health 
 Poor health-good health 
 Good health-poor health 

 
 -.243 -.231 -.172 
 -.732 -.732 -1.331 
 .407** .409** .450** 

 
 .784 .794 .842 
 .481 .481 .264 
 1.502 1.505 1.568 

 
 .281 .281 .288 
 .818 .815 1.088 
 .182 .182 .185 Children change 

 No children - no children 
 No children- children 
 Children - no children 

 
 -.458* -.445 -.474* 
 -.374 -.358 -.378 
 .347 .357 .513 

 
 .633 .641 .623 
 .688 .699 .685 
 1.415 1.429 1.670 

 
 .278 .278 .281 
 .273 .273 .279 
 .911 .910 .909 Household type change  -.077 -.086 -.033  .926 .918 .968  .176 .176 .178 

Father unemployed  .288 .267 .252  1.334 1.306 1.286  .258 .257 .262 
Recent immigrant  -.401 -.412 -.409  .670 .662 .664  .339 .339 .350 
Household size  -.158** -.154** -.148*  .854 .857 .863  .076 .076 .077 
Years at address  -.012 -.011 -.013  .988 .989 .987  .012 .012 .012 
    
Constant  .969 1.239 .461  2.635 3.450 1.586  .898 .895 .932 
Log-likelihood  1035.6 1037.4 1007.8   
N  838 838 838   
*p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
Note: CCD = Census Collection District (small area); SLA = Statistical Local Area (suburb); Self = Subjective self-reported 
neighbourhood disorder; Omitted / reference variables are Neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder (fifth quintile); Gender (male); 
Born overseas (born in Australia); Education (year 11 or below); Housing tenure (owner); Health status change (good health-good 
health); Children (children - children); Household type change (did not change); Father was employed (father was employed); and 
Recent immigrant (not recent immigrant). 
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third increases the log odds of experiencing any unemployment by 0.388 and being in 
the most disadvantaged neighbourhood increases the log odds by 0.446, with the latter 
being statistically significant (p<0.10). Based on the odds ratios, those in the most 
disadvantaged neighbourhood were 56 per cent more likely to experience under-
employment than those in the second most disadvantaged and those in the second most 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods were 47 per cent more likely than those in the third most 
disadvantaged. This is not consistent with the threshold hypothesis of neighbourhood 
effects. 
 
At the suburb level, the results also did not support the threshold hypothesis.  Being in 
the most disadvantaged neighbourhood significantly increased the log odds of 
experiencing any under-employment by 0.303 compared to being in the second most 
disadvantaged quintile of disadvantage. However, larger differences were found 
between the second and third (log odds increased by 0.473) and between the third and 
fourth (0.345) quintiles. 
 
Figure 10 shows the predicted probabilities of experiencing any under-employment for 
each level of disadvantage/disorder. At the small area and suburb level, there was a 
large increase in probability between the fifth and fourth quintiles of disadvantage 
(jumping from 33 per cent to 46 per cent, and from 35 per cent to 42 per cent 
respectively), with subsequent quintiles of disadvantage not demonstrating 
discontinuous increases. The results for subjective disorder demonstrated a 20 per cent 
increase in probability between the fourth and third quintiles (from 33 per cent to 53 per 
cent), and then a large decrease (to 38 per cent) at the second quintile, and finally 
another large increase (to 53 per cent). These results suggest there may be thresholds 
operating but not in entirely expected patterns. 
 
Subjective perceptions of neighbourhood disorder showed some indications of a 
threshold like relationship. There were statistically significant differences between the 
third and fourth quintiles (increased the log odds by 0.558), but the differences between 
the first and second (increased the log odds by 0.814) were much stronger. The odds 
ratio between the first and second was 2.257, indicating that those that felt their 
neighbourhoods exhibited the most disorder were 2.257 times as likely to experience 
any under-employment than their counterparts in the second quintile. 
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FIGURE 10. Predicted Probability of Any Under-employment in Neighbourhoods 
by Quintile of Disadvantage/Disorder  

 
 
Figure 10 shows the predicted probabilities. There was no evidence of a threshold of 
disadvantage or disorder after which the probability of experiencing any under-
employment were substantially increased. Probabilities in all three models increased 
from the fifth to the first quintiles, with the subjective disorder model showing a modest 
increase from 53 per cent in the second quintile to 67 per cent in the first quintile. 
 
The statistically significant predictors of experiencing any under-employment at the 
small area was being female (increased the log odds by 0.758), having a degree 
(decreased log odds by 0.547), being a social renter (increased log odds by 0.809), 
transitioning from good to poor health (increased log odds by 0.407), household size 
(decreased log odds by 0.158), and continuing to have no children (decreased log odds 
by 0.458). 
 
The statistically significant predictors of experiencing any under-employment at the 
suburb level was being female (increased the log odds by 0.749), having a degree 
(decreased log odds by 0.521), being a social renter (increased log odds by 0.824), 
transitioning from good to poor health (increased log odds by 0.409), and household 
size (decreased log odds by 0.154). 
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In the subjective neighbourhood disorder model, the statistically significant predictors 
of under-employment were also being female (increased the logs odds by 0.695), having 
a degree (decreased the log odds by 0.597), being a social renter (increased log odds by 
0.809), transitioning from good to poor health (increased log odds by 0.450), and 
household size (decreased log odds by 0.148). 
 
3.4.5 Deep Financial Difficulties Model 
 
Table 13 presents logit coefficients and odds-ratios predicting the dichotomous outcome 
variable deep financial difficulties. At the small area level, a threshold like relationship 
was not evident. Every quintile of disadvantage significantly increased the log odds of 
experiencing deep financial difficulties. Based on odds ratios, those in the most 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods were 3.4 times as likely to experience deep financial 
difficulties than those in the second quintile, but similarly high odds ratios are evident 
across every quintile comparison. The results were similar at the suburb level with 
every quintile comparison being statistically significant at the p<0.01 level. 
 
Subjective perceptions of neighbourhood disorder demonstrated a threshold like 
relationship. There were significant differences between the second and third quintiles 
(increased the log odds by 0.606) and between the first and second (increased the log 
odds by 0.813). People in the highest quintile of self-reported neighbourhood disorder 
were 2.255 times as likely to experience financial difficulties as those in the second 
highest. 
 
Figure 11 shows the predicted probability of experiencing deep financial difficulties for 
each quintile of disadvantage/disorder. All included factors being equal, people in more 
disadvantaged/higher subjective disorder neighbourhoods were generally more likely to 
experience deep financial difficulties but the differences were not large. At the small 
area level, the probability of experiencing deep financial difficulties rose from 2 per 
cent (fifth quintile) to 7 per cent (first), while for subjective disorder, the probabilities 
rose from 5 per cent (fifth quintile) to 10 per cent (first quintile). 
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TABLE 13. Logit Coefficients (β) and Odds-Ratios (eβ) for Model Predicting Deep 
Financial Difficulties between 2001 and 2011  

 Logit Coefficient (β) Odds-Ratio (eβ) Standard Error 
 CCD SLA Self CCD SLA Self CCD SLA Self 
INDEPENDENT 
VARIABLES 

   

Neighbourhood level    
Disadvantage/disorder    
 Fourth quintile  1.128*** 1.117*** .185  3.090 3.055 1.203  .351 .352 .331 
 Third quintile  .752** 1.155*** .092  2.121 3.174 1.096  .365 .361 .329 
 Second quintile  1.138*** 1.183*** .606*  3.122 3.264 1.833  .354 .374 .314 
 First quintile (most disadvantage)  1.224*** 1.018*** .813***  3.400 2.768 2.255  .368 .368 .310 CONTROL 
VARIABLES 

   

Regional level    
Regional unemployment  -.136 -.201 .058  .873 .818 1.060  .159 .166 .157 
Individual / household    
Age  -.033* -.038** -.039**  .968 .963 .962  .017 .017 .017 
Gender  .847*** .888*** .756***  2.332 2.430 2.129  .201 .201 .201 
Born overseas  -.144 -.008 -.050  .866 .992 .952  .291 .291 .291 
Education 
 Year 12 
 Certificate or diploma 
 Degree 

 
 -.410 -.419 -.435 
 -.059 -.072 -.152 
 -.122 -.107 -.325 

 
 .664 .658 .648 
 .942 .931 .859 
 .885 .899 .722 

 
 .330 .325 .326 
 .250 .248 .248 
 .295 .287 .281 Housing tenure 

Private renter 
 Social renter 

 
 2.650*** 2.820*** 2.883*** 
 1.873*** 1.917*** 1.795*** 

 
14.160 16.779 17.865 
 6.509 6.800 6.017 

 
 .512 .507 .531 
 .428 .425 .429 Health status change 

 Poor health-poor health 
 Poor health-good health 
 Good health-poor health 

 
 -.410 -.387 -.239 
 .553 .586* .419 
 .446* .382* .424* 

 
 .664 .679 .787 
 1.739 1.796 1.520 
 1.562 1.465 1.529 

 
 .396 .394 .396 
 .793 .787 .922 
 .229 .227 .227 Children change 

 No children - no children 
 No children- children 
 Children - no children 

 
 -1.020***-1.013*** -.933** 
 -.281 -.288 -.331 
 .864 .847 1.251 

 
 .361 .363 .393 
 .755 .750 .719 
 2.374 2.332 3.493 

 
 .391 .391 .392 
 .356 .357 .360 
 .965 .961 .975 Household type change  .194 .146 .181  1.214 1.157 1.199  .226 .225 .225 

Father unemployed  .398 .335 .326  1.489 1.398 1.386  .317 .316 .316 
Recent immigrant  1.013** 1.065** .914*  2.754 2.900 2.493  .512 .517 .516 
Household size  -.051 -.056 -.047  .950 .946 .954  .099 .100 .099 
Years at address  -.035* -.032* -.036**  .966 .969 .965  .018 .018 .018 
    
Constant  -1.323 -.925 -1.338  .266 .397 .262  1.177 1.177 1.191 
Log-likelihood  696.0 697.7 697.5   
N  838 838 838   
*p<0.10; **p<0.05; ***p<0.01 
Note: CCD = Census Collection District (small area); SLA = Statistical Local Area (suburb); Self = Subjective self-reported 
neighbourhood disorder; Omitted / reference variables are Neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder (fifth quintile); Gender (male); 
Born overseas (born in Australia); Education (year 11 or below); Housing tenure (owner); Health status change (good health-good 
health); Children (children - children); Household type change (did not change); Father was employed (father was employed); and 
Recent immigrant (not recent immigrant). 
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FIGURE 11. Predicted Probability of Deep Financial Difficulties in 
Neighbourhoods by Quintile of Disadvantage/Disorder  

The statistically significant predictors of experiencing deep financial difficulties at the 
small area were being female (increased the log odds by 0.847), being a private or social 
renter (increased the log odds by 2.650 and 1.873 respectively), continuing to have no 
children (decreased the log odds by 1.020), being a recent immigrant (increased log 
odds by 1.013), and age (decreased log odds by 0.033). 

At the suburb level, the statistically significant predictors were being female (increased 
the log odds by 0.888), being a private or social renter (increased the log odds by 2.820 
and 1.917 respectively), continuing to have no children (decreased the log odds by 
1.013), being a recent immigrant (increased log odds by 1.065), age (decreased log odds 
by 0.038), years at address (decreased log odds by 0.032), transitioning from good to 
poor health (increased log odds by 0.382), and transitioning from poor to good health 
(increased log odds by 0.586). 

In the subjective neighbourhood disorder model, the statistically significant predictors 
of experiencing deep financial difficulties were being female (increased the logs odds 
by 0.756), being a private or social renter (increased the log odds by 2.883 and 1.795 
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respectively), age (decreased the log odds by 0.039), continuing to have no children 
(decreased log odds by 0.933), years at address (decreased log odds by 0.036), 
transitioning from good to poor health (increased log odds by 0.424), and being a recent 
immigrant (increased log odds by 0.914). 
 
3.4.6 Summary of Results 
 
Table 14 summarises where non-linearities have been found based on classifying odds 
ratios results into strong (greater than 3.0) and moderate (1.6 to 3.0). Of the 60 total 
individual logit models estimated (12 independent variables and 5 dependent variables), 
6, all for the deep financial difficulties model, showed strong evidence of non-linearity. 
Living in the most disadvantaged CCDs and SLAs increased the log odds by 3.283 and 
3.155 respectively of experiencing deep financial difficulties compared to living in the 
second most disadvantaged quintile of neighbourhoods. Similarly, people living in 
neighbourhoods in the second quintile of disadvantage had increased log odds of 
experiencing deep financial difficulties compared to the third quintile of disadvantage 
by 3.119 (CCD) and 3.004 (SLA level). 
 
However, examining the predicted probability graphs (Figures 7 to 11) there does not 
appear to be strong evidence of thresholds. Persistent unemployment (Figure 7) and 
experiencing any unemployment (Figure 8) is related to disadvantage and disorder but 
in a linear manner: the predicted probability of experiencing persistent unemployment 
rises gradually at higher quintiles of neighbourhood disadvantage/disorder. Persistent 
under-employment (Figure 9) is the only model that conforms to the predicted threshold 
relationship. For the suburb level and subjective disorder models, there was a large 
increase in probability between the fourth and third quintiles of disadvantage (jumping 
10 per cent to 15 per cent respectively) before falling at the second quintile of 
disadvantage. The any under-employment and deep financial difficulties models had a 
head-and-shoulders pattern (up and down) with no clear thresholds. This could be 
evidence of the decelerating effects theory, when disadvantages overlap and negate each 
other.  At the highest levels of disadvantage, additional disadvantage has few 
consequences in terms of increasing social problems. 
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TABLE 14. Summary of Evidence for Thresholds  
Independent Variables (Quintile) Dependent Variable Odds-

Ratio 
STRONG (> 3.0) Neighbourhood disadvantage – CCD (First) Deep Financial Difficulties 3.400 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – SLA (Second) Deep Financial Difficulties 3.264 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – SLA (Third) Deep Financial Difficulties 3.174 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – CCD (Second) Deep Financial Difficulties 3.122 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – CCD (Fourth) Deep Financial Difficulties 3.090 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – SLA (Fourth) Deep Financial Difficulties 3.055 
MODERATE (1.6 to 3.0)  Self-reported disorder (First) Any Unemployment 2.819 
Neighbourhood disadvantage—SLA (First) Deep Financial Difficulties 2.768 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – CCD (First) Persistent Under-employment 2.522 
Self-reported disorder (Second) Any Unemployment 2.519 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – CCD (Second) Persistent Under-employment 2.392 
Self-reported disorder (First) Any Under-employment 2.356 
Self-reported disorder (Third) Any Under-employment 2.334 
Self-reported disorder (Third) Any Unemployment 2.324 
Self-reported disorder (First) Deep Financial Difficulties 2.255 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – CCD (Third) Deep Financial Difficulties 2.121 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – CCD (Fourth) Persistent Under-employment 2.078 
Self-reported disorder (First) Persistent Unemployment 2.004 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – SLA (Third) Persistent Under-employment 1.936 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – CCD (Third) Persistent Under-employment 1.868 
Self-reported disorder (Second) Deep Financial Difficulties 1.833 
Self-reported disorder (Second) Persistent Unemployment 1.787 
Self-reported disorder (Fourth) Any Unemployment 1.770 
Self-reported disorder (First) Persistent Under-employment 1.757 
Self-reported disorder (Third) Persistent Under-employment 1.709 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – CCD (Fourth) Any Under-employment 1.677 
Neighbourhood disadvantage – SLA (Second) Any Under-employment 1.605 

3.5 DISCUSSION 

This chapter linked panel data from the HILDA survey to measures of neighbourhood 
disadvantage and self-rated disorder. The empirical results indicate that neighbourhood 
effects are apparent but that they may not operate in a threshold manner. Individuals 
living in more disadvantaged neighbourhoods fared worse over time in terms of 
economic outcomes, but proportionally to those in less disadvantaged neighbourhoods 
for four out of the five outcomes. The next sections revisit the hypotheses. 
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3.5.1 Threshold Relationship 
 
The first research question was: Do individuals’ employment outcomes and financial 
difficulties show a threshold-like relationship with levels of neighbourhood 
disadvantage? Specifically, do people living in more disadvantaged neighbourhoods, as 
compared to less disadvantaged neighbourhoods, increase their probability of 
experiencing unemployment, underemployment and financial difficulties in a threshold-
like relationship? 
 
The results suggest that people living in the two most disadvantaged quintiles of 
neighbourhoods fare worse than those in other quintiles, and in some cases substantially 
so. For the unemployment (persistent and any) variables and deep financial difficulties, 
there was a positive, linear relationship between disadvantage and disorder, and the 
outcomes. People living in the least disadvantaged quintile neighbourhoods were nearly 
three times less likely to experience financial difficulties than those in the most 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods, whilst controlling for education, health and household 
size. Underemployment displayed less consistent and less intuitive findings: those 
residing in neighbourhoods in the third and first quintiles of self-reported disorder were 
predicted to have worse under-employment outcomes that those in the second, fourth 
and fifth quintiles. However, the disadvantage in the persistent under-employment 
model showed the strongest evidence for a threshold-like relationship, with the 
predicted probability of experiencing persistent under-employment jumping from 
around 12 per cent in the fourth quintile to around 27 per cent in the third quintile. 
 
One problem with the model is that, due to the relatively small sample size, only the 
relatively broad measure of quintiles of disadvantage and disorder were measured.  It is 
possible that with a larger sample more refined measures of disadvantage could be 
employed (similar to the previous chatper’s vigintiles). Another issue is the difficulty 
operationalising ‘threshold.’ It is left to research judgement what constitutes a threshold 
in terms of the pattern of the relationships.  Future research would benefit from more 
specific hypotheses in relation to thresholds. 
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3.5.2 Geographic Scales 
 
The second research question was: Do neighbourhood effects operate at different scales 
for different individual outcomes? There were apparent differences between the 
neighbourhood effects at the small area (CCD) and suburb (SLA) levels. In the 
persistent unemployment model, the predicted probability followed a similar pattern but 
at different levels (see Figure 7), with the small area model displaying consistently 
higher predicted probabilities than the suburb level: 7 per cent (fifth quintile); 6 per cent 
(fourth and third quintiles); 8 per cent (second quintile); and 11 per cent (first quintile). 
The persistent under-employment model also diverged quite significantly at the third 
quintile. The suburb level had a 7 per cent higher predicted probability of persistent 
under-employment than the small area level. The deep financial difficulties, any 
underemployment and any unemployment models did not demonstrate differences 
among the small area and suburb levels. 
 
It is likely that CCDs (average usual resident population of around 500 in 2006 across 
Australia) and SLAs (average usual resident population of around 14,000 in 2006 across 
Australia) experience similar employment and economic forces that affect the broader 
region, and would be similarly impacted by mechanisms such as stigmatisation. 
However, mechanisms such as collective socialisation are likely to have different 
impacts at smaller scales. 
 
3.5.3 Subjective Versus Objective Measures 
 
The third research question was:  Do subjective perceptions of neighbourhood 
demonstrate threshold effects in the same way as objective measures? The self-reported 
neighbourhood disorder measure aligned with the objective measures of disadvantage in 
the unemployment and financial difficulties models but not in the under-employment 
models. In the under-employment model, predicted probabilities diverged considerably 
in scale and pattern.  Although no firm conclusions can be drawn from the results, it is 
apparent that self-reported disorder and the objective measures of disadvantage do have 
differential relationships to predicted under-employment.  Results are mixed on the 
correspondence between self-reported and objective assessments of the built 
environment (Jack & McCormack, 2014) and other perceptions of neighbourhood 
conditions (Tilt, Unfried & Roca, 2007; Weden & Robert, 2008), with some researchers 
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suggesting subjective constructs mediate the relationship between individual outcomes 
and objective constructs, such as neighbourhood disadvantage. Residents’ subjective 
perceptions of their own neighbourhoods can vary, and are influenced by factors such 
social interactions, collective efficacy, fear of crime and neighbourhood incivilities 
(Dahl, Ceballo & Herta, 2010).  
 
3.5.4 Conclusion 
 
This chapter has tested the hypothesis that there is a threshold relationship between 
neighbourhood disadvantage and disorder and individual economic variables. The 
findings indicate that neighbourhood effects are evident but that threshold effects were 
not as clearly manifested. Individuals living in more disadvantaged neighbourhoods 
fared worse over time in terms of economic outcomes than those in less disadvantaged 
neighbourhoods for four out of the five outcomes; however, for most models, the 
relationship was generally linear. Neighbourhood disadvantage in the persistent under-
employment model showed the strongest evidence for a threshold-like relationship, with 
the predicted probability of experiencing persistent under-employment increasing from 
around 12 per cent in the fourth quintile to around 27 per cent in the third quintile. The 
absence of clear threshold effects may be due to the limitations of the data set, with 
quintiles of disadvantage and disorder the most that could be modelled using the 
number of cases available in the HILDA survey. The next chapter explores the 
mechanisms and processes that may contribute to this relationship through an in-depth 
assessment of three particular neighbourhoods in South East Queensland, Australia. 
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4. NEIGHBOURHOOD COMPARATIVE CASE STUDIES 
 
4.1 INTRODUCTION 
 
To more fully understand the phenomenon of thresholds, a comparative case-study 
approach, employing quantitative and qualitative data collection, was undertaken. By 
comparing and contrasting three neighbourhoods at different levels of disadvantage and 
physical and social disorder, the theorised processes of neighbourhood effects can be 
situated in local contexts. Examination of the local conditions and characteristics within 
specific urban locations is essential if the broader impacts (such as neighbourhood 
effects) are to be understood and thereby planned for appropriately (Fisher, 2003). 
 
Detailed socio-demographic descriptions of each neighbourhood were used to 
understand different aspects of the neighbourhoods that contribute to potentially 
different levels of neighbourhood effects. Methods included (a) based on secondary 
sources, descriptions of each neighbourhoods’ location, built form, demographics, 
property value and socio-economic characteristics; (b) systematic social observation to 
identify observable physical conditions, built environment, social interactions and 
resources of each neighbourhood (Raudenbush & Sampson, 1999 and Sampson & 
Raudenbush, 1999, 2004, 2005); and (c) semi-structured interviews with nine policy 
makers, community workers, and council workers to understand the social patterns of 
life, area contexts and service delivery that exist in each neighbourhood and to the 
linkages between area of residence and individual outcomes. 
 
The intention of this chapter was to understand social processes through an in-depth 
examination of three adjacent neighbourhoods in a particular context (South East 
Queensland, Australia): a disadvantaged neighbourhood (Woodridge); an at-risk 
neighbourhood (Slacks Creek); and a non-disadvantaged neighbourhood (Daisy Hill). 
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The specific questions this chapter sought to answer were: 
 How do neighbourhoods that are above, close-to, and below theorised thresholds of 

disadvantage and disorder differ? 
 By what specific features or mechanisms do neighbourhood effects act on 

individuals in these neighbourhoods? 
 
The general hypothesis guiding the research is that the highly disadvantaged 
neighbourhood will exhibit negative consequences on residents through a variety of 
mechanisms of neighbourhood effects but that neighbourhoods below a threshold will 
exhibit little or no consequences. The research in this chapter is guided by the 
mechanisms of neighbourhood effects, including endogenous, correlated and exogenous 
described in the Introduction. Through interviews with key informants, quantitative 
analyses and systematic social observation, a picture of the differences among three 
suburbs in terms of socialisation (behaviours and attitudes affected by contact with 
peers), stigmatisation (negative stereotyping or discrimination), exposure to violence, 
spatial mismatch (limited access to jobs appropriate to skills), access to local resources 
and public resources was developed. 
 
4.2 METHODOLOGY 
 
4.2.1 Comparative Neighbourhood Case Study Approach 
 
An investigation and comparison of three case-study neighbourhoods was employed to 
uncover some of the underlying mechanisms that may operate in neighbourhood effects, 
paying particular attention to the contextual drivers and individual consequences of 
threshold effects in different neighbourhood contexts. Flyvbjerg (2004) argues 
persuasively for the value of case studies in social research. Case studies provide 
concrete and practical knowledge, and contrary to conventional thinking, can be 
generalised and add to knowledge accumulation. More broadly, Maxwell (2004) argues 
that qualitative research offers strengths in identifying meaning and interpretative 
understanding in causal explanation, something that is lacking in neighbourhood effects 
research. 
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To avoid the results being overly specific to a single disadvantaged location, three 
research areas were chosen for comparison (van Beckhoven & van Kempen, 2003). 
There were a number of criteria for selecting the three neighbourhoods as case studies. 
The purpose of the research was to compare three neighbourhoods that fell along the 
continuum of disadvantage to uncover the presence of neighbourhood effects 
mechanisms and to assess whether a threshold of disadvantage was evident. Another 
consideration was purely practical. Resource and logistical limitations meant that the 
researcher could only physically visit locations in South East Queensland. The 
neighbourhoods were then purposively selected based on the ABS SEIFA Index of 
Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage scores and focused on adjacent urban/suburban 
areas. Recent research shows that at the small-scale neighbourhood level, the most 
disadvantaged localities are becoming more concentrated in certain urban areas, mainly 
in the now aging middle suburbs and post-war public housing estates (Atkinson, Dalton, 
Norman, & Wood, 2007), which was a consideration in selecting the neighbourhoods. 
Spatial disadvantage in Australia is becoming more of an outer-urban problem because, 
unlike inner-city locales, the concentration of poverty is correlated with poor resource 
access (Burke & Hulse, 2015). The final consideration was based on selecting adjacent 
neighbourhoods to control for regional unemployment differences and access to 
employment opportunities. Neighbourhood effects do not require there to be any spatial 
variation in the availability of jobs (Houston, 2005). In addition, adjacent 
neighbourhoods allow illumination of whether perceptions of disadvantage are relative 
(Flint, 2008). 
 
4.2.2 Case-Study Neighbourhoods 
 
The three neighbourhoods selected were Woodridge, Slacks Creek and Daisy Hill, 
which were defined by the boundaries of the ABS (State Suburb 2011). Woodridge was 
homogenously disadvantaged and was above potential thresholds identified in Chapters 
2 and 3. Slacks Creek was more heterogeneous in its social mix and was below any 
potential thresholds of disadvantage identified in Chapters 2 and 3. Daisy Hill was more 
homogeneous in its social mix and was well below any thresholds of disadvantage.  
 
The three case study neighbourhoods are situated in Queensland, which is in the north-
eastern part of Australia.  Queensland is the third most populous state in Australia and 
the second largest in area. The south east corner of the state is a geographical and 
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administrative region known as South East Queensland, which contains around 3.4 
million of the state’s population of 4.8 million people, and the state’s capital, Brisbane. 
The three suburbs are located within the Logan City local government area (see Figure 
12), and are considered outer-ring suburbs of Brisbane. Logan City has around 300,000 
residents and is bordered by Redland City, Gold Coast City, Scenic Rim, Ipswich City, 
and Brisbane City Councils. Logan City is the sixth most populated local government 
area in Australia. The three neighbourhoods were therefore similar in one key 
characteristic: distance to the closest major city centre – Brisbane - and thus having 
similar labour market access, in order to focus on the differences in social context 
thought to lead to threshold effects. 
 
FIGURE 12. Maps of Queensland and South East Queensland 
 

Queensland South East Queensland 

 
Previously called Albert Shire, rapid residential development in the Logan area 
commenced from the 1960s (Logan City Council, 2010). At this time, the Queensland 
Housing Commission (government social housing agency) constructed large amounts of 
public housing in the Logan area to address housing shortages in the post-war period 
(Zappia & Cheshire, 2014), and housed working families on low incomes. However, 
over time such accommodation has come to be utilised by the most disadvantaged 
people in society. The historical development of large areas of social housing has 
created concentrated of disadvantage in suburbs, particularly Woodridge, Kingston, 
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Slacks Creek, Loganlea, Eagleby, Logan Central, Beenleigh, Crestmead, Marsden and 
Waterford West.  

Woodridge (Figure 13) is bounded by the Karawatha Forest area on the east, Compton 
Road on the north, Kingston Road on the east and small suburban roads on the south. 
Adjacent suburbs include Slacks Creek, Underwood, and Logan Central in Logan City 
and Karawatha and Kuraby, in Brisbane City. 

Slacks Creek is bounded by the major north-south Pacific Motorway in the east, 
Kingston Road in the west, and by smaller suburban roads in the north and primarily by 
Slacks Creek, a tributary of the Logan River, in the south. Adjacent suburbs include 
Woodridge, Logan Central, Meadowbrook, Shailer Park, Daisy Hill, Springwood and 
Underwood.  

FIGURE 13. Maps of Case Study Suburbs 

Woodridge Slacks Creek Daisy Hill 

Daisy Hill is bounded by the Pacific Motorway in the west, various small suburban 
roads in the north and south, and by reserves and conservation parks in the north east. 
Adjacent suburbs include Springwood, Priestdale, Slacks Creek, Shailer Park in Logan 
City and Mount Cotton in Redland City. 

4.2.3 Quantitative Analysis 

To understand the general context of the three neighbourhoods, a quantitative 
comparison (Galster & Mikelsons, 1995) was undertaken using key socio-demographic, 
geographic and physical features of the three neighbourhoods. Comparative data using 
the same metrics and time-periods were sourced from the ABS census data, including 
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the SEIFA Index of Disadvantage, Queensland Police Service crime data, housing costs 
from the Real Estate Institute of Queensland, and transport information from the state’s 
transportation agency (Translink). These data primarily provide contextual information 
because, by themselves, they do not explain how or why neighbourhood effects operate 
above a threshold, rather they highlight different levels of disadvantage and point to 
possible mechanisms for further exploration. 

4.2.4 Systematic Social Observation 

Systematic observation of local communities and systematic data collection about 
features of the local environment is crucial for understanding how differences among 
communities affect residents, including crime and other social problems (Carcach, 
2001).45 A number of systematic neighbourhood observational tools have been 
developed in the last 15 years to measure disorder and general neighbourhood 
condition. The tool developed by Raudenbush and Sampson (1999), which was later 
refined (Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999, 2004, 2005), measures physical and social 
disorder using ratings of visual cues such as litter, graffiti and loitering or drunken 
people. Miles (2006) trained surveyors to rate neighbourhoods on physical disorder, 
including litter, graffiti, and the absence of vegetation on facades, balconies or 
windows. Miles (2008) expanded on these indicators to include traffic volume and land 
use. Odgers, Bates, Caspi, Sampson & Moffitt (2009) developed a tool measuring 
physical disorder as well as features of streets, footpaths, buildings and public spaces. 
Parsons et al. (2010) developed a detailed tool containing four dimensions (physicality, 
social, resources, and built environment) with a total of 58 items for use in Toronto, 
Canada neighbourhoods. The tool was based on four previous measures in existence. 
Leonard, O’Brien Caughy, Mays and Murdoch (2011) used the Neighbourhood 
Observation Checklist, which employs 17 items at the neighbourhood level and 14 
items at the block face level. The relatively short checklist limited observation time to 
around 10 minutes per face block. Chaudhury et al. (2011) used an environmental audit 
tool called ‘SWEAT-R’ but it focused on functionality, safety, and aesthetics in a North 
American context. Shareck, Dassa and Frohlich (2012) developed a four-domain 
measure (physical, economic, institutional and local sociability) of neighbourhood 

45 One issue with the relationship between disorder and individual outcomes is that visual clues can be ambiguous and perceptions
of disorder are based on individual characteristics of residents and neighbourhood social structure (Franzini, O’Brien Caughy, 
Murray Nettle & O’Campo, 2008). 



 118

characteristics. Kronkvist (2013) used an adapted version of this tool for use in Sweden 
but broadened the checklist to include items from Raudenbush and Sampson (1999). 
This resulted in 9 items measuring physical disorder. All of these measures are similar 
in their basic purpose and use, and are primarily differentiated by the breadth of items 
included.  None of the measures have been employed in an Australian context. 
 
Many researchers have recently begun to use Google Street View to conduct systematic 
observation of neighbourhoods (Cerruto, McGee, Homel & Odgers, 2014; Kronkvist, 
2013). Although Google Street View provides some benefits over in-person audits, 
including efficiency, safety and cost (Curtis, Curtis, Mapes, Szell & Cinderich, 2013), 
there are some issues with spatio-temporal instability, that is, adjacent images 
sometimes were collected at different time periods, most often at intersections. In 
addition, virtual tours are limited to particular times of day when photographs were 
taken, do not allow for interaction with residents, and do not allow for observation of 
dynamic social situations. Finally, some researchers have argued that Google Street 
View contributes to the stigmatisation of marginalised neighbourhoods by showing 
point-in-time images of desolate spaces and physical disorder, even after renewal efforts 
have been undertaken (Power, Neville, Devereux, Haynes & Barnes, 2012). 
 
Kronkvist (2013) argues that measures of social and physical disorder need to be 
adapted to the cultural conditions of the neighbourhoods under study. Therefore, an 
adapted version of the tool developed Parsons et al. (2010) was used. This tool was 
selected because it was the most comprehensive and it was employed in Canadian 
neighbourhoods, which have similar features to Australian neighbourhoods and lack the 
high levels of disadvantage seen in American cities. 
 
The adaptation of the tool consisted of a number of elements including: 
 Altering terminology to suit an Australian context (such as ‘footpath’ instead of 

‘sidewalk’) 
 Removing or altering items to suit suburban South East Queensland neighbourhoods 

(such as ‘crimsafe’ screens on windows and doors) 
 Removing items theorised not to directly relate to neighbourhood effects 
 Simplifying or expanding the wording of items to increase clarity and face validity 
 Including only items that had evidence differentiating between disadvantaged and 

less disadvantaged neighbourhoods 
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 Positively worded items were changed to negative or absence of positive for 
consistency 

 
Table 15 outlines the final items used. The unit of observation was a block face, which 
was defined as any street between two intersections and included both sides of the 
street. An intersection was typified most commonly by an intersecting street or by street 
signs, breaks in the footpath or a dead end. Each block face selected was assessed 
against the scale and a binary code (yes or no) was applied. Time and resource 
limitations meant the analysis was restricted to 76 block faces. Because the three 
neighbourhoods did not have equal populations or areas, it was decided to distribute the 
selection of block faces in proportion with the number of CCDs, which would also 
allow comparison with measured levels of disadvantage. Within each neighbourhood, 
block faces were identified looking at street maps and recording streets between two 
intersections. Table 16 shows the total distribution of block faces within each level of 
CCD, and the final sample used (Woodridge 31 block faces, Slacks Creek 26 block 
faces and Daisy Hill 16 block faces). Block faces that straddled a border between two 
CCDs were split along the division to maintain concordance with CCD boundaries. 
Block faces within CCDs were selected using a random number generator 
(www.random.org). The block face was not selected if it was shorter than 50 metres or 
contained fewer than four residential or business properties, or was a private retirement 
village or manufactured home park. The researcher and a research assistant drove 
around each block face observing the block face and making agreed ratings. All ratings 
were made between 10.00 am and 3.00 pm on a Saturday. 
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TABLE 15. Systematic Social Observation Instrument  
Item Responses Notes 

Physicality and built environment   
Any abandoned/beat-up vehicles yes or no yes = one or more vehicles 
Some or a lot rubbish (including liquor/beer 
bottles and cigarette butts) or odours yes or no yes = prominent rubbish on or 

near multiple properties 
Any graffiti on any of the buildings, footpaths, 
walls, or signs yes or no yes = at least one noticeable 

instance of graffiti 
Poor/deteriorated condition of the public 
spaces (footpaths, median strips other council 
land) 

yes or no yes = prominent weeds, cracked 
pavement, un-kept landscaping 

Poor/abandoned condition of residential or 
commercial building and grounds (private 
land) 

yes or no yes = dilapidated and unkempt 
appearance 

Vacant/undeveloped property in poor overall 
condition yes or no 

yes = prominent weeds, building 
materials visible; no = either no 
vacant land or vacant land in good 
condition 

Any residences or commercial buildings with 
‘for sale’ or ‘for rent’ signs yes or no yes = one or more signs 
Poor condition of road surfaces, including 
evidence of car ‘burn-outs’ yes or no yes = road cracked and uneven, 

looking unmaintained 
Social   Presence of a police officer or private security 
guards yes or no yes = one or more officers or 

guards 
Presence of teenagers or adults loitering yes or no yes = more than one person 

loitering 
Presence of teenagers or adults drinking, doing 
drugs, or being disorderly yes or no yes = more than one person 
Presence of neighbourhood crime watch signs, 
no trespassing/security/private property signs, 
or protected by dogs signs 

yes or no yes = one or more prominent 
signs 

Presence of any residential, commercial or 
industrial buildings with prominent window 
bars, door grates or barbed wire fences 

yes or no 
yes = heavy-duty and prominent 
bars or grates (not including 
‘crimsafe’ screens or latticed 
screens) or barbed wire 

Resources   Absence of public transportation yes or no yes = no bus stops 
Absence of public courtesies, such as public 
seating, mail boxes and rubbish bins yes or no yes = no amenities 
Absence of disabled accessibility facilities 
such as footpath ramps yes or no yes = for example, hard curbs 

instead of sloped 
Absence of a park, playground or sports fields yes or no yes = none 

Poorly-kept parks, playgrounds or sports fields yes, no or n/a 
yes = prominent weeds, un-
maintained grounds, dilapidated 
equipment; n/a = no parks, 
playgrounds or sports fields 

Absence of institutions (eg. schools, churches, 
medical clinics, libraries, childcare centres) yes or no yes = no community service 

buildings 
Presence of drinking establishments or adult 
shop yes or no yes = bar, pub or bottle shop or 

adult shop 
Heavy traffic yes or no yes = multiple vehicles passing 

per minute 
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TABLE 16. Block Faces  
Woodridge 

CCD 
(31336) 

SEIFA 
Score 

Total 
Block 
Faces 

Description of Sampled Block Face 
01 734 10 Whitey Street between North Road and Wisp Street (north side) 
02 690 7 Orchid Street between Wisp Street and Ewing Road (south side) 
03 631 6 Frederick Street between Station Road and Paterson Street (both 

sides) 
04 776 13 Woonga Street between Yurugu Street and Waratah Street (both 

sides) 
05 727 7 Station Road between Smith Road and Bruce Road (east side) 
06 805 9 Plunkett Street between Victoria Street and Smith Road (both sides) 
07 865 9 Laburnum Street between Casius Street and Victoria Street (both 

sides) 
08 927 8 Nyanza Street between Compton Road and Station Road (west side) 
09 871 4 Vitko Street between end and North Road (both sides) 
10 875 11 Stuart Street between Monash Street and Henty Street (east side) 
11 864 10 Ewing Road between Monash Street and Southgate Drive (east side) 
12 832 5 Birun Street between Toolooma Street and Wurama Street (south 

side) 
13 747 9 Lawson Street between Macquarie Street and Blaxland Street (both 

sides) 
14 750 16 Jean Street between Ewing Road and Toolooma Street (both sides) 
15 827 6 Casius Street between Shannon Street and Damalis Street (north side) 
16 907 4 Compton Road between Nyanza Street and North Road (south side) 
17 899 9 Phillip Street between Arthur Street and Smith Street (both sides) 
18 751 15 Ormesby Street between Hunter Street and Avoca Street (both sides) 
19 819 4 Ewing Road between Fairdale Street and Compton Road (west side) 
20 808 10 Booran Drive between end and Kingston Road (both sides) 
21 895 8 Candish Street between Acacia Road and Louden Street (both sides) 
22 692 3 Patricia Avenue between Laurel Street and Elizabeth Street (both 

sides) 
23 808 12 Elizabeth Street between end and Railway Parade (south side) 
24 803 9 Poplar Avenue between Elm Avenue and Stubbs Road (both sides 

south of Beech Avenue, east side north of Beech Avenue) 
25 861 6 Timms Court between end and Compton Road (both sides) 
26 819 10 Schodel Street between Minoa Street and Floyd Street (both sides) 
27 753 4 Ewing Road between Smith Road and Omar Street (west side) 
28 769 7 North Road between Smith Road and Bruce Road (east side) 
29 763 10 Wagawn Street between end and Nanda Street (both sides) 
30 826 3 Smith Road between and Kingston Road and Schodel Street (north 

side) 
31 832 10 Henty Street between Ewing Road and Stuart Street (both sides) 

TOTAL 801  254  
Note: Sample size was 12.2 per cent of all block faces. 
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TABLE 16. Block Faces continued 

Slacks Creek 
CCD 
(31333) 

SEIFA 
Score 

Total 
Block 
Faces 

Description of Sampled Block Face 
01 1033 5 Alfred Street between end and Nujooloo (both sides) 
02 1001 5 Nirimba Street between end and Nujooloo (both sides) 
03 1015 11 Elonera Drive between Kana Crescent and Pacific Highway (both 

sides) 
04 957 11 Lowry Street between Veldt Street and Plain Street (both sides) 
06 854 10 Coach Street between Lenner Street and Luck Street (both sides) 
07 747 10 Gomana Street between Reserve Road and 22 Gomana Street (both 

sides) 
08 942 3 Reserve Road between 10 Researve Road and 42 Reserve Road 

(north side) 
09 920 8 Glenn Street between Anders Street and Borman Street (both sides) 
10 905 7 Lovell Street between Rowan Street and Borman Streetn (east side) 
11 838 7 Marday Street between Cooinda Street and 23/24 Marday Street 

(both sides) 
12 850 6 Deborah Court between Park Road and end (both sides) 
13 979 3 Gomana Street beween end and Rebecca Way (both sides) 
14 865 3 Park Road between Oriole Crescent and 26/26 Park Road (south side) 
15 929 6 Finlay Street between Darren Drive and 26 Finlay Street (noth side) 
16 927 13 Clifford Street between end and end (both sides) 
17 909 12 Rogoff Drive between end and Paradise Road (both sides to Deakin 

Street, east/south side to Paradise Road) 
18 947 17 Jindavee Crescent bounded by Werona Street (both sides) 
19 839 9 Duke Street between Monarch Street and end (both sides from 

Monarch to 42 Duke Street, north side to end) 
20 974 12 Noorumba Street between Werona Street and Fawkner Street (north 

side) 
21 866 8 Alan Street between Brian Street and Queens Road (both sides) 
22 800 12 Mildred Street between Atkinson Street and Christopher Street (both 

sides) 
23 873 9 Queens Road between Arch Street and 106 Queens Road (north side) 
24 849 9 Diamond Street between Anders Street and 24 Diamond Street (west 

side) 
25 827 8 Opal Street between end and Kingston Road (both sides) 
26 815 6 Veldt Street between Meakin Road and Wagensveldt Street (north 

side) 
27 906 6 Crown Street between Beryl Street and Windsor Street (north side) 

TOTAL 970 216 
Note: CCD 3133305 did not have a SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-economic Disadvantage score and so was not included in the 
sampling. The total sample size was 12.0 per cent. 
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TABLE 16. Block Faces continued 
 
 

Daisy Hill 
CCD 

(31329) 
SEIFA 
Score 

Total 
Block 
Faces 

Description of Sampled Block Face 

01 1012 9 Azalea Avenue between Veronica Avenue and Lobelia Avenue (both 
sides) 

02 1022 12 Hyacinth Street between Boronia Street and Lobelia Avenue (both 
sides) 

03 1067 8 Parkway Road between Daisy Hill Road and Hillside Drive (both 
sides) 

04 1003 3 Hillside Drive between Parkway Road and Daisy Hill Road (north 
side) 

05 1083 6 Gladewood Drive between Lyndale Street and 44 Gladewood Drive 
(both sides) 

06 1080 15 Daisy Hill Road between Lyndale Street and 156 Daisy Hill Road 
(east side) 

07 1100 8 Holyoake Drive between Daisy Hill Road and Highview Terrace 
(both sides) 

08 1108 5 Lawnton Street between end and Daisy Hill Road (both sides) 
09 928 10 Celosia Street between Cupania Street and Lyndale Street (both 

sides) 
11 1088 5 Allamanda Drive between Clivia Crescent and 58 Allamanda Drive 

(both sides) 
12 1055 8 Lilac Street between end and Magnolia Street (both sides) 
13 904 5 Chatswood Road between Barbaralla Drive and Brentwood Drive 

(south side) 
14 1033 8 Springfield Crescent between Brentwood Drive and Brentwood Drive 

(both sides) 
15 1056 9 Ermington Street between Brentwood Drive and Evenwood Street 

(both sides) 
16 1076 8 John Paul Drive between Brentwood Drive and Chatswood Drive 

(west side) 
17 1037 7 Farrington Court between end and Village Drive (both sides) 

TOTAL 1070 126  
Note: CCD 3132910 did not have a SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-economic Disadvantage score and so was not included in the 
sampling. The total sample size was 12.7 per cent. 
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4.2.5 Interviews 
 
Semi-structured interviews were undertaken to explore the perceptions of nine policy 
makers, program managers and community service workers in terms of the policy 
settings, service delivery decisions and the specific patterns of daily life, social 
networks, stigma and the social norms of the three case-study neighbourhoods. The 
qualitative interviews elicited viewpoints on neighbourhood dynamics and the 
hypothesis of ‘threshold of neighbourhood effects.’ Findings were compared with 
expectations based on previous research and implications for policy and practice (Rose, 
2004). Particular attention was paid to uncovering any insights into the different models 
of neighbourhood effects that are likely lead to threshold-like effects: collective 
socialisation, social contagion and stigmatisation.  Interviews were semi-structured and 
were based on a list of topics and questions derived from the research questions (see 
Table 17).  A rigid structure to the interview was not imposed; rather, participants were 
given the opportunity to share perceptions not on the list of topics and questions, 
although the list of topics and questions provided an overall direction and framework 
for the interviews. 
 
Participants included policy makers, program managers and community service 
workers.  Due to time constraints, difficulties recruiting participants, and concerns over 
the vulnerability of some residents, neighbourhood residents were not included as 
participants in the interview research46. Policy makers and program managers were 
included in the sample to gain insights into whether levels of disadvantage or theories of 
contagious disadvantage are applied in policy making and program decisions. 
Community service workers, such as staff from local (such as council community 
development workers), state (such as social housing officers) and federal (such as social 
welfare agency employees) government offices and non-government human service 
providers located in the relevant areas, have valuable insights into the social dynamics 
of neighbourhoods, and particularly disadvantage and disorder. Although these workers 
may not be aware of the research literature on the mechanisms of neighbourhood effects 
on individuals, they can provide insight into neighbourhoods and residents.  Those most 
involved in the delivery of services to the communities understand local differences and 
intricate nuances (Ashby & Webber, 2006). It should be noted however, that 
perceptions of individuals often differ significantly to observed spatial trends. Time and  
                                                 
46 Using peer-interviewing techniques is a useful future avenue for neighbourhood effects research (Warr, Mann & Tacticos, 2011). 
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TABLE 17. Interview Topics and Questions  
Item 
Policy and Program Managers 1. Are the services your department provide place based? (that is, do they aim to improve the overall 

social conditions in a place).  If so, why is this approach taken? 
2. How does your department decide which neighbourhoods to target services? What factors about 

individual neighbourhoods are considered? 
3. Is the range or quantum of services located in neighbourhoods a linear process? That is, do 

neighbourhoods with twice the disadvantage receive twice the services? Or are they different kinds 
of services? 

4. For example, how would services in Woodridge, Slacks Creek and Daisy Hill differ? 
5. What is Woodridge like as a neighbourhood? Slacks Creek? Daisy Hill? For example, in terms of 

social norms? Why do people choose to live in these neighbourhoods? 
6. Are opportunities for residents in these different suburbs different? For example, are some more 

stigmatised than others? 
7. Do you think social problems spread through peer influence? That is, do social groups in 

neighbourhoods shape values, attitudes and behaviours? 
8. Does the theory that neighbourhood disadvantage can be ‘contagious’ inform policy or program 

decisions in your department? 
9. Would policy, program or service delivery change if there was evidence that there was a threshold 

of disadvantage in neighbourhoods, beyond which places had a separate, negative impact on 
residents’ life outcomes, like employment or health? For example, a preventative versus a remedial 
approach? 

10. Are policy makers sufficiently aware of evidence and theory around place-based disadvantage? 
Local Service Managers 1. Are the services your organisation provides place based? (that is, do they aim to improve the overall 

social conditions in a place).  If so, why is this approach taken? 
2. How does your organisation decide which neighbourhoods to target services? What factors about 

individual neighbourhoods are considered? 
3. Are policy, program and service delivery responses differentiated between highly disadvantaged 

neighbourhoods and moderately disadvantaged neighbourhoods? 
 

4. For example, how would services in Woodridge, Slacks Creek and Daisy Hill differ? For example, 
a preventative versus a remedial approach? 

5. What is Woodridge like as a neighbourhood? Slacks Creek? Daisy Hill? For example, in terms of 
social norms? Why do people choose to live in these neighbourhoods? 

6. Are opportunities for residents in these different suburbs different? For example, are some more 
stigmatised than others? 

7. Do you think social problems spread through peer influence? That is, do social groups in 
neighbourhoods shape values, attitudes and behaviours? 

Local Government 1. Are the services Logan City Council provide neighbourhood-based? (that is, do they aim to improve 
the overall social conditions in individual neighbourhoods).  If so, why is this approach taken? 

2. How does your organisation decide which neighbourhoods to target services? What factors about 
individual neighbourhoods are considered? 

3. Is the range or quantum of services located in neighbourhoods a linear process? That is, do 
neighbourhoods with twice the disadvantage or social problems receive twice the services? 

4. Are policy, program and service delivery responses differentiated between highly disadvantaged 
neighbourhoods and moderately disadvantaged neighbourhoods? 

5. For example, how would services in Woodridge, Slacks Creek and Daisy Hill differ? 
6. What is Woodridge like as a neighbourhood? Slacks Creek? Daisy Hill? For example, in terms of 

social norms? Why do people choose to live in these neighbourhoods? 
7. Are opportunities for residents in these different suburbs different? For example, are some more 

stigmatised than others? 
8. Does the theory that neighbourhood disadvantage can be ‘contagious’ inform how or where services 

are delivered? 
9. Would service delivery change if there was evidence that there was a threshold of disadvantage in 

neighbourhoods, beyond which places had a separate, negative impact on residents’ life outcomes, 
like employment or health? For example, a preventative versus a remedial approach? 



 126

available resources limited the size of the sample of participants but saturation, where 
no new themes are apparent, was a key goal. In interpreting the findings, it should be 
noted that the data were based on a small sample of policy makers, program managers 
and community service workers who may not be representative of all individuals’ 
perceptions of the neighbourhoods. 
 
Interviewee selection was based on a list of potential participants but thereafter often 
guided by snowballing (taking interviewee recommendations on other potential 
participants). The sample of participants was not intended to produce unbiased group-
level measures or model the effect of context (Oakes, Forsyth, Hearst & Schmitz, 2009) 
but rather to qualitatively explore perceptions. Interviewees are identified only by their 
organisation type to protect privacy. 
 
4.2.6 Ethical Considerations 
 
In Australia, the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human Research (National 
Health and Medical Research Council, 2007) outlines the ethical responsibilities of 
researchers in respecting and protecting human research participants. The key 
considerations in the design, review and conduct of research are research merit and 
integrity, justice, beneficence and respect. 
 
Ethical issues were of limited importance to this research because of the low 
vulnerability of the research participants. The key informants undertook relatively brief 
interviews about general perceptions of neighbourhoods and residents. To ensure that 
the research project was conducted in an ethical manner, several ethical principles and 
procedures were followed. 
 
Risks to the participants were identified, minimised and managed. There was a potential 
risk to the researcher and second rater in conducting the field work. This was managed 
by informing colleagues and family of the whereabouts and activities of the researcher 
and conducting interviews in public spaces. In terms of informed consent, the research 
participants’ involvement was voluntary and based on sufficient information and 
adequate understanding of the research and implications of participation in it. 
Participants were free to withdraw at any time. Information was presented in ways 
suitable to each participant: written, oral or both and directly (see Appendix E for the 
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Participant Information Sheet and Appendix F for the Informed Consent Form). 
Participants were not reimbursed for their time as it was considered a nominal (around 
30 minute) amount of time.  
 
The confidentiality of participants was maintained. Interviews were recorded digitally 
on audio recorders in locations ensuring privacy. All files were deleted once transcribed. 
Individuals quoted or mentioned in the thesis were de-identified to ensure they remain 
anonymous to readers. The particular neighbourhoods under examination have been 
identified in this research however. To ensure the security of data, electronic files were 
password-protected. All data will be destroyed five years after completion of the 
research. 
 
To ensure participants’ views were not misinterpreted, they were asked to provide 
feedback on the accuracy of summaries and interpretations of interview data. This was 
sought through email or face-to-face conversation as appropriate. Ethical approval for 
the proposed research was approved by the Griffith University Human Research Ethics 
Committee. 
 
4.3 RESULTS 
 
4.3.1 Neighbourhood Profiles 
 
4.3.1.1 Disadvantage 
 
As disadvantage was the primary criteria for selecting the case-study neighbourhoods, it 
is important to contextualise the comparison with an overview of indicators of 
disadvantage. Three indices are outlined in Table 18, including percentile information 
for Queensland and Australia.  Woodridge is among the most disadvantaged suburbs in 
Australia in terms of the Index of Disadvantage, Index of Economic Resources and 
Index of Education and Occupation and places in the top 3rd or 4th percentile at the state 
level and nationally; this corresponds to neighbourhood effects research that found 
possible thresholds at high levels of disadvantage. Woodridge has historically contained 
a high proportion of social housing.  Although originally designed for working class 
families, it has in recent decades become home to more disadvantaged and high-needs 
families. Slacks Creek is less disadvantaged than Woodridge but is more disadvantaged 
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TABLE 18. Disadvantage Profile 
 
 Woodridge Slacks Creek Daisy Hill 
SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-
Economic Disadvantage 797 900 1048 
   Percentile (Queensland) 4 12 73 
   Percentile (Australia) 3 12 80 
SEIFA Index of Economic Resources 826 879 1053 
   Percentile (Queensland) 4 11 71 
   Percentile (Australia) 4 11 73 
SEIFA Index of Education and 
Occupation 834 884 1017 
   Percentile (Queensland) 3 10 67 
   Percentile (Australia) 3 13 80 

 
than state and Australian averages for suburbs. Daisy Hill is not disadvantaged and has 
less measured disadvantage than most suburbs in Queensland and Australia. 
 
Figure 14 shows the distribution of levels of disadvantage among the three suburbs’ 
CCDs. Most CCDs in Woodridge had a SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic 
Disadvantage score of between 750 and 899, while Slacks Creek CCDs had scores 
concentrated between 800 and 949, and Daisy Hill mostly above 1000. This 
demonstrates that there is diversity within suburbs at smaller geographic levels. 
 
FIGURE 14. Census Collection Districts: SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic 
Disadvantage Distribution  

 Note: Data from SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage 2011. 
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4.3.1.2 Demographics 
 
Table 19 provides a summary of the demographic profile of the three suburbs. 
Woodridge is the most populous, with around 13,000 residents, while Slacks Creek had 
around 10,500 residents and Daisy Hill around 6,000 residents in the 2011 Census. The 
gender balance and average children per family was relatively equivalent in all three 
suburbs; however, the median age ranged from 30 in Woodridge, 32 in Slacks Creek, to  
 
TABLE 19. Demographic Profile 
 

 Woodridge Slacks Creek Daisy Hill 
Population (2011) 12,787 10,435 6,255 
Male (per cent) 49.47 49.28 50.25 
Median Age 30 32 35 
Unemployment Rate (per cent) 13.97 9.69 5.07 
Families 3082 2685 1791 
Average children per family 2.0 1.9 1.8 
One parent families (per cent) 28.29 25.31 16.20 
In low status jobs (per cent) 69.29 63.40 51.33 
Without qualifications (per cent) 71.18 53.53 45.03 
Poor English skills (per cent) 14.70 7.99 3.23 
Volunteering (per cent) 12.60 12.78 18.60 
Median weekly household income 
(dollars) 806 1055 1457 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander people (per cent) 5.07 4.21 1.50 
Born overseas (per cent) 46.0 37.1 34.5 

 
35 in Daisy Hill, all of which were below the state median of 36 years old. Woodridge 
had a much higher per cent of families that were one parent families (28.29 per cent) 
verses Daisy Hill (16.20 per cent). 
 
Some of the measures used in Chapter 2 including in low status jobs, without 
qualifications and poor English skills, were higher in Woodridge than in the other 
suburbs.  Nearly 70 per cent of Woodridge workers were in low status jobs, compared 
to around 50 per cent in Daisy Hill. There was an even larger disparity between the per 
cent of people over 15 years old in Woodridge without qualifications (71 per cent) 



 130

compared to Slacks Creek (54 per cent) and Daisy Hill (45 per cent).  The per cent of 
people with poor English skills followed a similar patter, with Woodridge (14.70 per 
cent) much higher than Slacks Creek (7.99) and Daisy Hill (3.23). Volunteering can be 
a measure of social capital (Polidano, Harris & Zhao, 2007), and Daisy Hill’s 
volunteering rate (the per cent of people who volunteer) was around 19 per cent 
compared to around 13 per cent in the other suburbs. 
 
In line with the levels of overall disadvantage, the unemployment rate in Woodridge 
was over twice the state average.  Slacks Creek’s unemployment rate was 60 per cent 
higher than the state average, while Daisy Hill’s was 17 per cent below the state 
average.  There were higher concentrations of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
people and people born overseas in Woodridge (5.07 per cent and 46.0 per cent 
respectively), both of which were higher than the Queensland rates (3.60 per cent and 
20.51 per cent).  Slacks Creek and Daisy Hill both have higher than average percentages 
of people born overseas (37.1 per cent and 34.5 per cent).  Daisy Hill had a relatively 
low proportion of Indigenous residents (1.5 per cent). 
 
Indigenous people (defined as people of Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander descent) 
face a number of barriers and exhibit a number of deleterious individual outcomes that 
may impact on overall neighbourhood outcomes, including employment (Andrews, 
Green & Mangan, 2002; Baum, Bill & Mitchell, 2008a; Biddle, Taylor & Yap, 2009; 
Vinson, 2009); difficulty accessing resources (Austin, 2006); racism, stigmatisation 
(Paradies, Harris & Anderson, 2008); media depictions focusing on negative behaviours 
(Woodhouse, 2006); a higher likelihood of experiencing violence (Vinson, 2009); 
poorer health, higher burden of disease, higher rates of mortality and lower life 
expectancy than other Australians (Josey, 2009; Trewin, 2006b; Vinson, 2009); 
increased likelihood of not owning a home, living in social housing or overcrowded 
housing situations and experiencing homelessness (Josey, 2009; Vinson, 2009); 
decreased likelihood of having tertiary qualifications (Josey, 2009); achieving literary 
and numeracy benchmarks (Vinson, 2009); and have an increased resistance to 
attending and staying in school (Bottrell, 2002; Vinson, 2009). 
Similarly, low-income and disadvantaged neighbourhoods are disproportionately made 
up of Indigenous people (Gorman, 2006). 
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4.3.1.3 Transport 
 
Access to transport is an important aspect of neighbourhood effects. Table 20 outlines a 
number of geographic and transport comparative data for the three suburbs. All three 
case study neighbourhoods are similar distances from the Brisbane CBD and the Gold 
Coast, which are the nearest major population centres. Only Woodridge has a train 
station, which is served by two train routes (Ferny Grove and Beenleigh, and Gold 
Coast and Airport) providing access to Brisbane and the Gold Coast. Woodridge and 
Slacks Creek have 8 and 7 bus routes respectively, which provide access to Brisbane 
City and other suburban centres through-out the day and evening.  Daisy Hill has fewer  
 
TABLE 20. Geographic, Transport and Internet Profile 
 

 Woodridge Slacks Creek Daisy Hill 
Area (square kilometres) 4.7 8.3 9.0 
Distance (by road) to Brisbane CBD 
(kilometres) 24.7 23.1 25.6 
Bus routes 8 7 5 
Average motor vehicles per dwelling 1.3 1.7 1.9 
Most common method of commuting 
(all ‘Car’) (per cent) 81.5 85.7 85.2 
No access to car (per cent) 16.3 9.3 4.4 
Rail Stations 1 0 0 
No Internet access 29.5 21.6 11.7 

Note: Data from Australian Bureau of Statistics’ Basic Community Profiles (2011) and Translink (2015). Method of travel to work 
included only the one method data and ‘Car, as drive’ and ‘Car, as passenger’ were combined into a single category of ‘Car.’  
and less frequent bus services. The majority of residents in all three suburbs used a car 
to commute (over 80 per cent in all suburbs). The Pacific Motorway is the major north-
south vehicle route in South East Queensland.  All three neighbourhoods have relatively 
equivalent access to the motorway but the motorway itself is a perceived division 
between the more affluent suburbs on the east and the more disadvantaged suburbs on 
the west (Cheshire, Pawson, Easthope & Stone, 2014). 
 
Woodridge has a higher percentage of households without a car (16.3 per cent) 
compared to Slacks Creek (9.3 per cent) and Daisy Hill (4.4 per cent). Having no car 
available is associated with constrained accessibility to jobs and other vital destinations 
(Galster, Quercia and Cortes, 2000).  Similarly, the Australian Bureau of Statistics uses 
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‘no car’ as a variable underlying the Index of Economic Resources (Australian Institute 
of Health and Welfare, 2009).  Having ‘no car’ has been used as a measure of 
disadvantage (Bolster et al., 2007; McCulloch & Joshi ,2000; Propper et al., 2006; 
Johnston et al., 2004), deprivation (Smith, 1999) and as one of the proxy indicators for 
poverty (Bramley, Leishman & Watkins, 2008; Dorling et al., 2007; Messer et al., 
2008).  Car ownership has also been found to be related to job accessibility (Gao, 
Mokhtarian & Johnston, 2008). Neighbourhoods with high proportions of households 
with ‘no car available’ may indicate issues with travelling to employment or social 
isolation (Atkinson & Kintrea, 2001; Randolph, 2004). 
 
4.3.1.4 Population and Housing 
 
The three suburbs differ on a number of population and housing characteristics as 
shown in Table 21. Woodridge (2721 people per square kilometre) was more than twice 
as densely populated compared to Slacks Creek (1257) and almost four times as densely 
populated as Daisy Hill (695). Similarly, Woodridge has the least amount of park space 
of the three suburbs. The amount of green space in a residential context is associated 
with better health and well-being (Chong et al., 2013). 
 
Woodridge has more private dwellings per square kilometre (1050 dwellings) compared 
to Slacks Creek (467) and Daisy Hill (267). In line with residential sorting, the house 
prices and rent levels in the more disadvantaged Woodridge were lower than Slacks 
Creek and Daisy Hill. House prices were over $130,000 less expensive in Woodridge 
compared to Daisy Hill, and median weekly rent was $80 less expensive.  Daisy Hill 
residents were more likely to experience mortgage stress compared to the other suburbs, 
but less likely to experience rent stress. Woodridge has a high proportion of social 
housing (14.2 per cent) compared to Daisy Hill (2.2 per cent), and a similarly higher 
percentage of rented dwellings (55.40 per cent versus 24.95 per cent, respectively). 
 
 
 



 133

TABLE 21. Population and Housing Profile 
 

 Woodridge Slacks Creek Daisy Hill 
People per square kilometre 2721 1257 695 
Average people per household 2.7 2.7 2.8 
Private dwellings 4935 3878 2407 
Private dwellings per square kilometre 1050 467 267 
Per cent unoccupied private dwellings 
(vacancy) 5.83 4.75 6.24 
Different address 1 year ago (turnover) 19.16 17.16 17.00 
Different address 5 years ago (turnover) 48.79 44.17 43.13 
Median house price (under 2400 square 
meters) (September 2012)- REIQ 
(dollars) 

236,500 260,000 369,000 
Median monthly mortgage repayments 
(dollars) 1300 1600 1993 
Median weekly rent (dollars) 250 270 330 
Rent stress –(per cent of households) 24.9 16.3 9.0 
Mortgage stress –(per cent of 
households) 7.1 9.0 12.0 
Renting as Tenure of all Dwellings (per 
cent) 55.40 42.32 24.95 
Social housing (per cent of occupied 
private dwellings) 14.2 10.6 2.2 

Note: Data from Australian Bureau of Statistics’ Basic Community Profiles (2011), Real Estate Institute of Queensland (2015) and 
Translink (2015). Rent/mortgage stress defined as households paying more than 30 per cent of total gross household income for 
rent/mortgage repayments.  
High vacancy47 rates (per cent unoccupied dwellings) may indicate areas of potential 
dereliction, deterioration, low demand, foreclosures or community blight (American 
Psychology Association, 2005). However, all three suburbs had low and similar 

                                                 
47 Vacant housing has commonly been used in neighbourhood effects research (such as Baumont, 2009) and has been recommended 
as a key neighbourhood indicator (Galster, Cutsinger, & Malega, 2006; Galster, Hayes, & Johnson, 2005). Vacancy rates have been 
used as measures of community instability (Krivo & Peterson, 1996); deprivation (Katz, 2004); fortunes of neighbourhoods over 
time (Galster, Quercia, Cortes & Malega, 2003); increases in crime (Joice, 2007; Kearns & Parkes, 2003; Lee, 2000); 
neighbourhood disorder (Latkin, Curry, Hua, & Davey, 2007); neighbourhood vitality (Dobilas & Battye, 2005); not caring for a 
neighbourhood (Clare, 2005); perceived disorder (Franzini, O’Brien Caughy, Murray Nettles & O’Campo, 2008); and probability of 
a crime surge occurring (Greenbaum & Tita, 2004). High vacancy rates are also a visual blight that indicate a ‘tipping point’ for a 
neighbourhood (Jacksonville Community Council Inc., 2003) and is a ‘neighbourhood cue’ of a poor neighbourhood (Haney, 2007). 
High rates of vacant and foreclosed properties also indicate a neighbourhood at-risk of decline and destablisation in the 
neighbourhood life cycle framework (Boswell, 2007) and which may discourage further investment and hinder revitalisation and 
regeneration efforts (Alter et al., 2004; Duffy, Rhodes, Tyler, Williams & Brennan, 2002). Large areas of vacant buildings can also 
be focal points for undesirable activities, such as drug dealing (Galster, Temkin, Walker & Sawyer, 2004). Compared to Australia, 
large tracts of vacant housing, sometimes referred to as ‘voids’, may be more prevalent in large cities in England (Andersen, 2002) 
and America where the collapse of industry in the urban core has created large areas of derelict or vacant residences (Bailey & 
Robertson, 1997). Understandably then, extensive policy analysis has been conducted into vacant property in America (Kromer, 
2002) but not in Australia. 
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vacancy rates, which is likely an indicator of the overall housing supply challenges 
facing the region. 
 
Population turnover has long been associated with the most deprived neighbourhoods 
(Kruger, 2008), and can often reach more than 50 per cent of the total population 
(Rhodes, Tyler & Brennan, 2005). The ‘spiral of decline’ discussed in the 
neighbourhood decline section is often exhibited by high turnover (Power, 1996) 
because high turnover rates are also theorised to affect the mobility thoughts of others 
(Bergstrom, 2009). Problems arise in high turnover neighbourhoods in part because of 
the high concentration of residents and home owners with a lack of long term direct 
interest in the quality of life in the area. Neighbourhoods with low turnover may have 
higher levels of place attachment, which addresses the psychological relationship 
between social and physical components of a neighbourhood.  That is, high levels of 
attachment may mitigate the effects of otherwise disadvantageous physical factors of a 
neighbourhood (Alter et al., 2004). Therefore, reducing high turnover is one of the main 
aims of social mix and income mix initiatives (Martin & Watkinson, 2003; Meen, Gibb, 
Goody, McGrath, & Mackinnon, 2005; Tunstall & Lupton, 2003).  
 
Research has found neighbourhoods with high residential turnover (also called 
neighbourhood or residential instability or community transience) are associated with a 
range of negative outcomes.48  
 
It must be noted that some neighbourhoods may have high turnover without negative 
impacts, such as neighbourhoods that offer ‘starter homes’ for socially mobile people 
(Walker, 2007). This may be the situation in Woodridge because the turnover rate was 
only slightly higher (48 per cent) compared to Slacks Creek (44 per cent) and Daisy Hill 
(43 per cent) over five years. 
 
                                                 
48 Including neighbourhood-level exclusion (Aalbers, 2007) and vulnerable communities (Baum, Mullins, Stimson, & O’Connor, 
2002); disruption of the continuity of relationships and social networks (Bridge, 2002); low social capital (Butler & Robson, 2001); 
personal satisfaction of low turnover residents (Parkes, Kearns & Atkinson, 2002; Poetz, Eyles, Elliott, Wilson & Keller-Olaman, 
2007); housing market failures, particularly when turnover reaches a tipping point (Lee & Nevin (2003) suggest around 16 per cent); 
higher rates of violence and crime (Harding, 2009; Bridge, Flatau, Whelan, Wood, & Yates, 2003) and higher police spending 
(Office of the Deputy Prime Minister, 2005) due to the inability of the neighbourhood to establish and maintain order; more 
vacancies and empty homes, which creates more opportunities for crime, vandalism and drug dealing (van Beckhoven, Bolt & van 
Kempen, 2005; Wallace, 2001); pollution and low tenant participation (van Beckhoven, Bolt & van Kempen, 2005); institutional 
disruption, weakening or severing of existing interpersonal ties, and hindrance of the formation of new social networks, particularly 
if high turnover leads to excessive population loss (Sampson, Morenoff & Earls, 1999); low levels of social engagement, sense of 
belonging and the overall stability of an area (Hulse & Stone, 2006); erosion of familiarity, trust and social order (Forrest & Kearns, 
2001); fewer opportunities and less motivation to form friendships, informal ties and organisational contacts (Ainsworth, 2002), 
particularly for women (Atkinson, 2005); weakening social cohesion (Andrew & Meen, 2006) and sense of community (Feitosa & 
Wissmann, 2006); eroding trust and feelings of safety and security (Livingston, Bailey & Kearns, 2008); low social sustainability 
(Morck, Robbins & Charlot-Valdieu, 2003); and negative impact on services, such as shops and schools. 
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The Internet can act as a leveller between advantaged and disadvantaged communities 
by building collective efficacy through local communication in areas of concentrated 
disadvantage (Hampton, 2010); however, nearly 3 in 10 households in Woodridge had 
no access to the Internet, which makes it difficult to overcome the influences of 
neighbourhood context. The more affluent Daisy Hill had far fewer households without 
Internet access (only 11.7 per cent). In addition, the Internet can provide a network of 
informal contacts for job search purposes (Ioannides & Datcher Loury, 2004). 
 
4.3.1.5 Crime 
 
Crime is a major component of neighbourhood effects and crime statistics (Table 22) 
from the three suburbs aligned with disadvantage levels.  Woodridge experienced the 
highest rates of crime among 9 of the 16 types, including drug offences, good order 
offences, other property damage, assault and robbery. Slacks Creek had the highest rates 
of crime in 7 of the 16 types, including other theft, unlawful entry, traffic and related 
offences (likely due to the Pacific Motorway being within the suburb), fraud and arson. 
Daisy Hill had the lowest crimes rates among all types, often significantly. For example, 
the Fraud rate was 10.6 times higher in Slacks Creek than in Daisy Hill (likely due to 
the presence of more businesses in Slacks Creek), and the Robbery rate was 6.1 times 
higher in Woodridge compared to Daisy Hill. 
 
Violent crime in particular is theorised to contribute to neighbourhood effects. That is, 
visible violent crime is thought to be contagious. Since 2005, there have been 6 
homicides in Woodridge and 5 in Slacks Creek, while Daisy Hill has had none (Table 
23).  The rate of assaults is consistently higher in Woodridge and Slacks Creek than in 
Daisy Hill. The median assault rate between 2005 and 2014 was nearly four times as 
high in Woodridge compared to Daisy Hill (75.6 versus 19.3 per 10,000 population). 
 
 



 136

TABLE 22. Crime Profile 
 
 Rates per 10,000 population 
Type of Crime Woodridge Slacks Creek Daisy Hill 
Drug Offences 340.2* 204.1 105.5 
Other Theft (excluding Unlawful Entry) 325.3 372.8* 166.3 
Good Order Offences 192.4* 122.7 38.4 
Unlawful Entry 183.0 192.6* 102.3 
Other Property Damage 179.9* 157.2 78.3 
Traffic and Related Offences 111.1 241.5* 63.9 
Assault 90.7* 71.9 16.0 
Unlawful Use of Motor Vehicle 59.4 73.8* 32.0 
Fraud 36.0 50.8* 4.8 
Handling Stolen Goods 33.6* 17.2 8.0 
Weapons Act Offences 30.5* 29.7 9.6 
Robbery 19.6* 8.6 3.2 
Miscellaneous Offences 16.4* 10.5 3.2 
Other Offences Against the Person 10.2 11.5* 1.6 
Liquor (excluding Drunkenness) 7.8* 2.9 1.6 
Arson 3.9 16.3* 3.2 

Note: From 12 March 2013 – 12 March 2014. Suburb population based on 2011 Census data. Crime data from 
www.police.qld.gov.au/forms/crimestatsdesktop.asp *Highest crime levels of the three suburbs.  
TABLE 23. Violent Crime Profile 
 

 Homicides 
(number) 

Assaults 
(rate per 10,000) 

 Woodridge Slacks 
Creek Daisy Hill Woodridge Slacks 

Creek Daisy Hill 
2013-14 0 0 0 90.7 71.9 16.0 
2012-13 1 2 0 92.3 71.9 12.8 
2011-12 0 0 0 66.5 48.9 22.4 
2010-11 0 0 0 50.1 36.4 11.2 
2009-10 1 0 0 64.1 30.7 28.8 
2008-09 1 0 0 65.6 58.5 37.1 
2007-08 0 2 0 75.6 53.7 19.3 
2006-07 3 0 0 84.9 49.8 24.2 
2005-06 0 1 0 93.9 53.7 14.5 
Total/ 
Median 6 5 0 75.6 51.8 19.3 

Note: Populations based on 2011 and 2006 Census data. Crime data from www.police.qld.gov.au/forms/crimestatsdesktop.asp   
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4.3.1.6 Fractionalization 
 
The heterogeneity of neighbourhoods is thought to relate to neighbourhood effects and 
to broader economic (Patsiurko, Campbell & Hall, 2012) and health (Ivory, Collings, 
Blakely & Dew, 2011) outcomes. Usually applied at the country level (Alesina, 
Devleeschauwer, Easterly, Kurlat & Wacziarg, 2002, 2003), diversity at the small scale 
may also be a factor in neighbourhood effects. Ethnic conflict within countries is 
thought to lead to political stability, poor quality institutions and disappointing 
economic performance (Alesina, Devleeschauwer, Easterly, Kurlat & Wacziarg, 2002). 
Although measures of heterogeneity or fractionalization49 cannot measure social 
cohesion or the extent to which residents actually interact, they can provide an 
indication of the diversity of neighbourhoods. A fractionalization index (Bossert, 
D’Ambrosio & La Ferrara, 2005, 2006) was calculated for three domains: religious, 
ethnic and linguistic (see Table 24). A higher fractionalization index score indicates 
higher levels of diversity. Religious diversity was highest in Woodridge (51.52) but was 
only marginally greater than in Slacks Creek (49.15) or Daisy Hill (43.73). Ethnic 
diversity was also highest in Woodridge (49.02) but similarly was only slightly greater 
than in the other suburbs.  However, linguistic diversity was nearly twice as high in 
Woodridge (23.80) than in Slacks Creek (12.76) or Daisy Hill (13.59). 
 
 
TABLE 24. Fractionalization Profile 
 
Type Woodridge Slacks Creek Daisy Hill 
Religious  51.52 49.15 43.73 
Ethnic (country of birth) 49.02 42.48 46.86 
Linguistic 23.80 12.76 13.59 

Note: Fractionalization calculated using: FRACTj = 1 – 
N

i 1 sij
2  where s2ij is the share of group i (i = 1….N) in population j. 

 

                                                 
49 McDonald & Dimmick (2003) review 12 probability-based, logarithm-based and rank-based measures. 
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4.3.2 Systematic Social Observation 
 
The systematic social observation results (see Table 25, and Appendix G for the full 
results) show the prevalence (per cent) of each item for each suburb. A Fisher’s exact 
test (two tailed) was conducted for each item comparing two suburbs. 
 
Comparing Woodridge and Slacks Creek, statistically significant differences were 
identified for four items: some or a lot of rubbish; poor/deteriorated condition of the 
public spaces; poor condition of road surfaces; and absence of park, playground or 
sports fields. The other 16 items did not demonstrate statistically significant differences 
between the two suburbs.  In a threshold model of neighbourhood effects, it would be 
expected that there would be differences between some of the items but overall the 
results are consistent with the similarity between the two suburbs in terms of overall 
disadvantage.  
 
Comparing Woodridge and Daisy Hill, a total of nine items demonstrated statistically 
significant differences, including seven out of the eight items in the physicality/build 
environment domain; and one item each in the social and resources domains. Many of 
the items that did not demonstrate statistically significant differences consisted of rare 
observations, such as the presence of police officer (only one instance) or presence of 
teenagers or adults drinking, doing drugs or being disorderly (only one instance).  
 
Comparing Slacks Creek and Daisy Hill, a total of six items demonstrated statistically 
significant differences between the two suburbs, all of which were among the items that 
differed significantly in the Woodridge/Daisy Hill comparison.  Four of the items were 
in the physicality/built environment domain, including any abandoned/beat-up vehicles; 
some or a lot of 
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TABLE 25. Systematic Social Observation: Prevalence of Items in Neighbourhoods 
 

 Prevalence (per cent) Fishers Exact Test (p values) 

Item 
Woodridge 

(n=31) 
Slacks 
Creek 
(n=26) 

Daisy Hill 
(n=16) 

Woodridge 
– Slacks 
Creek 

Woodridge 
– Daisy Hill 

Slacks 
Creek – 

Daisy Hill 
Physicality / Built Environment       

Any abandoned/beat-up vehicles  54.8  34.6  6.3  .183  .001***  .061* 
Some or a lot rubbish (including liquor/beer bottles and cigarette butts) 
or odours  100.0  81.0  18.8  .016*  .000***  .000*** 
Any graffiti on any of the buildings, footpaths, walls, or signs  48.4  27.0  6.3  .111  .004***  .127 
Poor/deteriorated condition of the public spaces (footpaths, median 
strips other council land)  54.8  81.0  12.5  .051*  .006***  .000*** 
Poor/abandoned condition of residential or commercial building and 
grounds (private land)  77.4  77.0  0.0  1.000  .000***  .000*** 
Vacant/undeveloped property in poor overall condition  16.1  23.1  18.8  .524  1.000  1.000 
Any residences/commercial buildings with ‘for sale’ or ‘for rent’ signs  32.3  38.5  62.5  .781  .065*  .204 
Poor condition of road surfaces, including evidence of car ‘burn-outs’  35.5  11.5  12.5  .062*  .009***  .275 

Social       
Presence of a police officer or private security guards  0.0  3.9  0.0  .456  .111  .547 
Presence of teenagers or adults loitering  6.5  15.4  0.0  .396  .541  .280 
Presence of teenagers or adults drinking, doing drugs, or being 
disorderly  3.2  0.0  0.0  1.000  1.000 -- 
Presence of neighbourhood crime watch signs, no 
trespassing/security/private property signs, or protected by dogs signs  58.1  34.6  25.0  .111  .000***  .008*** 

Resources       
Absence of public transportation  80.7  84.6  62.5  .741  .289  .142 
Absence of public courtesies, such as public seating, mail boxes and 
rubbish bins  90.3  88.5  50.0  1.000  .004***  .011** 
Absence of disabled accessibility facilities such as footpath ramps  35.5  34.6  25.0  1.000  .527  .733 
Absence of a park, playground or sports fields  58.1  80.1  56.3  .089*  1.000  .158 
Poorly-kept parks, playgrounds or sports fields  6.5  7.7  12.5  .143  1.000  .429 
Absence of institutions (eg. schools, medical clinics, libraries)  90.3  96.2  93.8  .617  1.000  1.000 
Presence of drinking establishments or adult shop  3.2  0.0  0.0  1.000  1.000 -- 
Heavy traffic  22.6  7.7  18.8  .160  1.000  .352 
Note: * p<0.1 ** p<0.05 ***p<0.01
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rubbish; poor/deteriorated condition of public spaces; poor/deteriorated condition of 
residential or commercial building and grounds. 
 
Some items were not effective at differentiating between suburbs. Some items had very 
few instances observed, including: presence of a police officer or private security 
guards; presence of teenagers or adults loitering; presence of teenagers or adults 
drinking, doing drugs, or being disorderly; poorly kept parks, playgrounds or sports 
fields; and presence of drinking establishments or adult shop. Other items measured 
similar levels among all three suburbs, including: vacant/undeveloped property in poor 
overall condition; absence of public transportation; absence of disabled accessibility 
facilities such as footpath ramps; absence of institutions; and heavy traffic. 
 
The systematic social observation was inherently subjective, and the two raters had 
subjective perceptions of each of the neighbourhoods. First, there was a different ‘feel’ 
to Woodridge and Slacks Creek.  The areas were demonstrably less maintained, the 
condition of the roads and buildings were poorer, and it generally felt like an area of 
relative poverty. Furthermore, there were more people on the streets and in their yards.  
The smaller block sizes in Woodridge and Slacks Creek made the areas feel denser, 
with many streets being crowded with parked cars. Daisy Hill was more expansive with 
fewer people interacting on the streets.  Movement was limited to vehicles whereas in 
the more disadvantaged areas, there were more people walking and riding bicycles. 
Woodridge and Slacks Creek houses appeared to be closer to the street, with less 
privacy and separation from neighbours compared to Daisy Hill, in which many houses 
had longer driveways and a more secluded feel. Figure 15 shows Google Street views 
from a randomly selected street face in each suburb. Perceptions of disorder may not be 
shared by all residents in the three suburbs.  A representative sample survey of 804 
Logan residents in 2013 found that only 8 per cent of residents were dissatisfied with 
the collection of litter; 9 per cent were dissatisfied with graffiti removal, and 11 per cent 
were dissatisfied with the appearance of streets (IRIS Research, 2013). 
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FIGURE 15. Photographs of Representative Street Faces  
Woodridge 

Slacks Creek 

Daisy Hill 
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4.3.3 Neighbourhood and Threshold Effects: Interviews 

The statistical profiles of neighbourhoods and systematic social observation results 
demonstrate that Woodridge is more disadvantaged, experiences more crime, is more 
fractionalized, and exhibits more physical and social disorder than Slacks Creek, and 
much more than Daisy Hill. Returning to the mechanisms of neighbourhood effects 
introduced in the Introduction that may cause threshold effects, the statistical 
information in conjunction with the perceptions of the key informants (Appendix H 
contains the transcripts from the interviews) are presented below. 

4.3.3.1 Stigmatisation 

Neighbourhoods can be stigmatised based on the characteristics of residents, physical 
appearance (such as housing types) or simply its name. Stigma can be defined as a 
discrediting attribute that impairs social acceptability. Negative images of 
neighbourhoods can accelerate decay and lower reputation. Opinions held by potential 
employers and the larger community about the residents and reputation of a particular 
neighbourhood can also be detrimental. 

Most interviewees thought that Woodridge was a stigmatised neighbourhood: 

Yeah which is dumb because beyond the big five which is Woodridge, 
Loganlea, Kingston, Beenleigh and Eagleby, maybe Crestmead, there's 
no problems. Slacks Creek, you live in Slacks Creek, you live out at 
Browns Plains, Regents Park, all of that but because we've got this 
issue in the central six, yes they absolutely get stigmatised. 

Although direct evidence of postcode bias50 in Australia is not strong (Tunstall, Green, 
Lupton, Watmough & Bates, 2014) several interviewees thought that residents of 
Woodridge, unlike the other suburbs, experienced a bias from potential employers 
simply because of where they lived. 

I think an example of [opportunities for residents] is going back to 
2007-2008, working very closely with … business owners in the 
collective. It was quite evident in the first few engagements and 
community consultations with their business entities that there was a 
distinct postcode bias. It was an automatic view from a resume 
submitted for a vacancy that if it was Woodridge, are you taking a risk 

50 Calavrezo & Sari (2012) found evidence of postcode bias or ‘territorial discrimination’ in France. 
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reading the resume, because without a picture of the person what are 
you getting? And that was really, really interesting that people were 
viewed immediately on any qualifications, experience or anything, the 
postcode and their residence dictated the employer’s first impression of 
the resident. 

 
Another participant agreed: 

It depends on how much you let the perception get to you if you're an 
employer.  If you have a negative perception of Woodridge and 
particularly if you don't know much about Woodridge or you've never 
been to Woodridge or you've never lived in Woodridge it might be 
possible that you have negative perceptions of that suburb and 
therefore that impacts your perception of a person who might be from 
there. 

 
Exacerbating the stigmatisation of Woodridge is media coverage. High profile racial 
tensions in 2013 involving neighbourhood disputes escalating into violence between 
groups of Aboriginal and Pacific Islander people dominated social, television and print 
media for several weeks. Even a federal MP tweeted that “Mobs tearing up Logan 
tonight. Did any of them do a day’s work today, or was it business as usual and welfare 
on tap?” (Calligeros, 2013). One informant noted: 

I think Woodridge has a reputation that precedes it.  Having worked there 
for a number of years, based in the middle of Woodridge, I don’t think it’s 
actually as bad or as unsafe as the media portray it.  I think the 
multicultural aspect to Woodridge and the lack of positive media attention 
severely affect it, and I think that is then a flow on effect to the way people 
who reside in the area view themselves. 

 
One interviewee felt that the negative media representations of Woodridge were biased: 

Through the media Woodridge still cops it; if something bad happens, 
Woodridge is the first name that you hear, or Logan is the first name 
you hear. If something good happens it's ‘south of Brisbane.’ …There 
are interesting media stories that the media want to latch on to. 
Actually as a city, the crime rates aren't any higher than the rest of 
Queensland. …You don't need to travel far to hear people being 
disparaging of Woodridge…. 

 
Another thought that Woodridge had more of a media focus than Slacks Creek: 

Yeah, it's just the average suburb.  Everybody's getting on with their 
business and the media tends to put - if something is happening in there 
it's Logan Central or Woodridge.  They don't go Slacks Creek.  The guy 
that got hit beside the road at Crestmead I think it was the other day, it 
was Logan. 
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One person thought the Australian Broadcasting Corporation (ABC) actually tried to 
improve the image of Logan but that viewers just saw that as more evidence of its 
problems: 

Yeah the media certainly does because it reflects - that's a cultural 
thing in our society.  I think that's sort of the - the media would be 
actually trying to be exactly the opposite.  The ABC are certainly - 
South East Queensland ABC try to be really good to Logan and give it 
lots of positive vibes so they're very much on-side but it's almost as 
though by doing that - it's almost as though people see through it, 
they're just trying to be good about Logan because it's not really as 
good as everywhere else.  That's the way it feels. 

 
Slacks Creek was viewed quite differently than Woodridge.  Even though it has 
moderately high levels of disadvantage, the high profile businesses based there may 
provide a different perception that meant a negative stigma was not associated with 
Slacks Creek: 

Slacks Creek…[has] very small pockets of disadvantage.  Slacks Creek 
again has a lot of businesses based there, so it’s very fragmented as a 
community.  I think when people external to Logan would look at Slacks 
Creek, they would look at the business there in preference to anyone 
actually residing there.  It’s viewed completely differently. They 
wouldn’t consider it a residential area at all. [It] doesn’t have the same 
sort of stigma…because people will go there to purchase something, 
view it, and leave.  And they view it very much as an industrial estate. 

 
Two other participants agreed that businesses changed the perception of the 
neighbourhood: 

[Slacks Creek] doesn’t have the same sort of stigma, no, because people 
will go there to purchase something, view it, and leave.  And they view 
it very much as an industrial estate. 

 
…. Slacks Creek has got IKEA and it's got all those wonderful nice 
places that you can go, the camping joint and Spotlight. 

 
All interviewees agreed that Daisy Hill was not stigmatised in any way. In fact, the 
suburb had quite a positive perception, even though it is still part of Logan City, which 
is stigmatised overall. Interviewees described Daisy Hill as: 

 
All working class, very strong, upstanding people.  New development, 
the newer houses.  It's the up and coming professional family groups 
that are in there. 

 
It's beautiful.  It's…lovely - and it backs up onto the reserve. 
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Yeah, that's uptown….That's money.  Like I said before, not too many of 
my [clients are from there]. 

 
The Pacific Motorway was seen by all interviewees as both a physical and 
psychological divider between the more affluent eastern suburbs and the more 
disadvantaged and stigmatised western suburbs of Logan: 

One of the things I think is interesting about that particular piece of 
geography is that's where the geography obviously has some effect. I 
couldn't give you a scientific reason why, but anyone can see what that 
freeway does. There's one side of the freeway, and there's the other. It's 
totally different. It's a totally artificially-constructed thing, and yet 
they're unbelievably different areas: one side of the freeway you've got 
very few people with economic disadvantages, you've got nice houses, 
you've got not community centres but services – all the businesses and 
the work is there; and literally you go under the underpass and you may 
as well have driven a hundred kilometres away. It's quite bizarre, I find. 
 

 
..if you live on…the western side of the motorway…that's not good but if 
you live on the eastern side of the motorway in Daisy Hill that's okay, 
you can live there. 

 
It's certainly a psychological as well as a physical barrier. People think 
of the sides of the highway differently, including council, including 
councillors. You may or may not know that a couple of years ago the 
councillors on that side of the highway asked to join Redlands [adjacent 
local government]. 

 
I think the motorway is a definite - it's a geographical barrier basically 
and I think suburbs on the east side of the motorway may not 
necessarily feel part of the bigger city… definitely confirmed that there 
is that motorway there that people somewhat perceive to be a 
geographical delineation between two separate parts of the city. 

 
I do think the motorway going in between, even though Daisy Hill, 
Slacks Creek and Woodridge are all pretty much next to each other, 
that motorway I do think that makes a big difference…my first six years 
I just worked with people who were from this side of the highway.  Then 
when I met these other clients who were from Daisy Hill, yeah I 
couldn't get over how articulate [they were]- yeah definitely, it's like a 
divide. 
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4.3.3.2 Collective Socialisation (Norms) 
 
This mechanism is based on the role that social groups have in shaping an individual’s 
attitudes, values and behaviours.  It operates depending on the degree to which an 
individual comes into social contact with a group and the degree to which the group can 
exert threats and inducements to conform. 
 
One interviewee noted the positive norms in Daisy Hill: 

… a lot of it is about…access to resources, access to people and 
neighbours and networks and community. Like in Daisy Hill, where 
there's a culture of – more of a culture of going to uni[versity], and 
working in particular white-collar jobs, and having those networks and 
those family and friendship circles that will help to develop that culture 
and provides that opportunity to move into those spheres which 
provides greater access to capital and employment. …. 

 
Another interviewee spoke about cultural and gender norms overlaying geographic-
based social norms:  

So you have these overlays of cultural norms, both gender and cultural, 
that attach to place about how you talk, how you interact within that 
unit and that place.  Then when you go out of that you've got to be able 
to learn a different way.  Learning the different way takes time. So 
unless you have that ability to do that - and there are a few people that 
do that, that can breach the rules and unstated expectations. Generally 
you've got to be quite strong in yourself to be able to do it.  So you need 
something else that will bring you through. So I think there's a 
combination of factors that can build that set about the appearance of 
that clumping together of disadvantage but also that if you become the 
tall poppy, if you become successful then you're perceived as leaving 
that behind.  You can't be both. 

 
One interviewee thought neighbourhood norms were unlikely to make a significant 
difference in most cases but that pockets of problems associated with neighbourhood 
norms were possible: 
 

For me what I believe is that the area can compound.  So if you've got, 
for instance, a number of families that are at the same capacity level 
and then they all start to hang out, well that's when you're creating one 
of your little pockets.  Because then they're going to come up with all 
sorts of concoctions to do whatever, be it criminal, be it drugs, be it 
alcohol.  Whatever is in their little mindset that they're going to do, in 
that pocket it's that community then that they've leant on to create that 
but they've already come to it with a little of disadvantage which is 
environmental. But that proximity to each other compounds it a little 
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bit? It can.  We see transience across Ipswich, Logan, Beaudesert.  So 
our families move through that triangle.  So it doesn't matter where, 
they'll relocate and not make any relevant changes, do you know what I 
mean?  When I say relevant changes, not changes that we would see as 
self-determining and taking control of their life for improvement of their 
set of circumstances.  They relocate, they do it for a very short period of 
time and then they fall back into their environmental norms. 

 
One person thought that social norms of unemployment began at a young age: 
 

…we've got children that never actually are exposed to witnessing 
somebody getting up every day going to work. So how are we expecting 
people that haven't experienced - and this become part of their norm - 
to all of a sudden have a work ethic and I'm going to hold a job?…So it 
comes back to when people have lived in disadvantage how do we 
expect them to be able to hold down a job when that's not their norm? 
That's not the norms around them at all? No, it's not their social norm 
in any way shape or form around it. 

 
Another commented on the difficulty of adapting to expected norms: 

I think there's an element of that because what you perceive as normal 
and normal behaviour…will play out when you're looking at trying to 
participate in a society that expects different norms. 

 
Woodridge is a major destination for many refugees that are resettled by the Australian 
Government (Harte, 2010), low cost housing attracts low income families to the area, 
and culturally and linguistically diverse families are attracted to the family and social 
networks already living there.  Several interviewees commented on the diversity in 
Woodridge: 

Firstly I think that theory [neighbourhood effects] could possibly ring 
true particularly if a new person moving into a disadvantaged 
neighbourhood is not familiar with Australian culture, protocols, what's 
right and what's wrong and what's a reasonable level of noise at 
parties, do you bring your bins in or not?  If you're new to a country I 
think just by looking around you and seeing what your neighbours do 
could potentially have an impact on how you operate. 

 
… it is the first port of call for refugee settlement in this area, and one 
of the largest in Queensland and Australia 

 
Add to that the immigration policies of the country where they've put 
them [refugees] all in one spot and the natural need of CALD 
[Culturally and Linguistically Diverse] communities to come together 
so you get all your refugees in one spot and then you get all your 



 148

Samoans and New Zealanders in one spot and you get your Aboriginals 
in one spot.  It just leads to disharmony. 

 
4.3.3.3 Social Contagion (Epidemic). 
 
Contagion51 models posit that social problems are contagious and spread through peer 
influence, such as illicit drug use, delinquency and disorder.  The underlying tenet of 
this model is that if residents live in a neighbourhood where some of their neighbours 
exhibit behaviours associated with social problems, they will be more likely to adopt 
these behaviours themselves.  In this model, the development of disadvantaged 
neighbourhoods is linked to the high incidence of social problems in particular areas. A 
vicious cycle operates in disadvantaged neighbourhoods whereby the increasing 
presence of lower education levels in a neighbourhood creates further negative 
externalities though effects on income and employment.  
 
One interviewee agreed that peer influence could spread social problems in Woodridge: 

Look it's going to impact quite a bit [contagious social problems].  I 
don't personally look at Woodridge in the negative but if we get down 
into it we've got huge complexities of trans-generational impacts.  
We've got poor education standards and participation in education.  
We've had children that are exposed and families long term that are 
exposed to environmental trauma through domestic violence, drug 
taking, all the rest of those things. 

 
Another interviewee also thought that peer influence can be a factor in spreading social 
problems: 

Yes I think social problems spread through peer influence absolutely. 
 
One interviewee felt that social contagions did occur and were difficult to address 
because they didn’t happen in public places: 

I think it can be [joblessness being contagious between and within 
households]…Like when I think of particularly young people if they're 
unemployed and then if they're all unemployed in a cluster, there's not 
meaningful things for them to do, then that's when they tend to gather 
like in groups and all that…there have been pockets [volatile substance 
misuse] when I think about it from some of the clients who live in 
Woodridge of congregating together.  The hardest thing was, because 
it's harder to deal with, it was often in people's backyards.  It wasn't in 
a park where they were sniffing and things like that.  …But I think 

                                                 
51 Granovetter (1973) was one of the first to discuss contagious behaviours and the diffusion in social networks. 
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particularly for younger people the peer influence is fairly strong if 
there's a gathering of people with some of those social problems. 

Another interviewee did not believe disadvantage was contagious, or at least that could 
not overcome a person’s core values: 

No I don't believe it's true [social contagion theory]…I believe that you 
could become engaged in it and some of your own ethical behaviours 
could change but I don't believe that it could change your whole value 
system. 

One person thought that the social problems were more than contagious and that young 
people from Woodridge consciously committed crimes based on their residential 
suburb: 

..there is this weird thing about, I don't know if it's contagious 
disadvantage or self-perception stuff, but I remember when I was a 
youth worker in Woodridge and there was almost this 
competitiveness…a number of young men that were in juvenile 
detention, there was a perception that if people from other areas 
outnumbered the number of kids from Woodridge in detention, they'd 
actually commit more crimes to even the number out. 

4.3.4 Summary of Results 

The central area of inquiry of this chapter is the features of a highly disadvantaged 
suburb, above a certain threshold, that would make it more prone to impacting 
negatively on its residents. By examining three suburbs, one highly disadvantaged 
(Woodridge), one moderately disadvantaged (Slacks Creek), and one not disadvantaged 
(Daisy Hill), a number of features and mechanisms that may make Woodridge more 
susceptible to neighbourhood effects is evident, although the conclusions can only be 
tentative given the limitations of the methodology.  

Woodridge is qualitatively different, not just quantitatively more disadvantaged, than 
Slacks Creek and Daisy Hill because it is beyond a threshold in a number of areas of 
disadvantage and disorder. 

4.3.4.1 Negative Stigma and Postcode Bias 

Woodridge is widely and deeply stigmatised as a locale, within Logan City and 
generally in Queensland, and has been for several decades; residents may internalise 
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this stigma to a degree not felt in Slacks Creek because of the differential attribute of 
high-profile businesses being located in Slacks Creek. The media reinforces stigmas of 
Woodridge by focusing on negative aspects of the suburb, and not covering positive 
aspects, unlike other suburbs. This exacerbates and perpetuates stigma that is not 
present in the other suburbs. Employers may be biased against recruiting residents of 
Woodridge into employment, although the evidence was only anecdotal. Both 
stigmatisation and postcode bias seem to operate in a binary manner: Woodridge 
experienced both while Slacks Creek did not, according to the interviewees, even 
though objectively measured disadvantage was relatively similar. Negative 
neighbourhood reputation may also change the behaviour of residents by leaving the 
neighbourhood and maintaining social contacts (Permentier, Bolt & van Ham, 2005). 
 
4.3.4.2 Cultural Diversity 
 
Woodridge is the destination for a number of families and individuals from different 
cultures. The diversity mix may be a positive attribute in many respects (leading to high 
cultural capital that is the summation of cultural assets such as festivals and distinctive 
customs and conventions (Bridge, 2006)) but may also lead to some negative effects 
(Stolle, Soroka & Johnston, 2008) such as fractualization that could find positive social 
norms difficult to establish and maintain. Neighbourhood confrontations between young 
people of different ethnic origins is a common phenomenon internationally (Smets, 
2005) and has occurred in Woodridge recently. A higher relative proportion of people 
with poor English skills could also contribute to higher unemployment and negative 
perceptions of residents. Language capacity is often found to be a screening tool of 
employers in rationed labour markets (Baum & Mitchell, 2008). Woodridge’s cultural 
diversity is objectively higher than the other suburbs but also features more prominently 
in media and among the perceptions of the interviewees. 
 
4.3.4.3 High Unemployment, People in Low Status Jobs and Without Qualifications 
 
Woodridge’s unemployment rate is twice the state average, and the suburb has a higher 
proportion of people in low status jobs and without formal qualifications than the 
comparison suburbs, making these residents more susceptible to economic down-turns. 
In addition, the employment situation of local peers has an impact on successfully 
entering the job market (Solignac, 2013). Some interviewees felt that unemployment 
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was contagious and that there were a lack of positive role models for some young 
residents of Woodridge. 
 
4.3.4.4 High Proportion of Social Housing and Low-income Renters 
 
Atkinson and Kintrea (2000) found that social renters conduct most of their daily 
activities within their neighbourhood while owners conducted the majority of their 
activities outside the neighbourhood. Despite the emergence of networked communities 
unrelated to geography, research continues to reveal the significance of local face-to-
face interactions in neighbourhoods (Clark, 2009). This could help to explain why more 
disadvantaged neighbourhoods may convey neighbourhood effects more prominently 
(Alex-Assensoh, 1997). Woodridge has a much higher proportion of social housing and 
has concentrations (‘pockets’) of deep disadvantage in several areas (5 CCDs had 
SEIFA Index of Relative Socio-Economic Disadvantage scores of below 750). 
Homeowners provide more social capital to neighbourhoods than renters, and have been 
found to contribute to rises in the economic status of neighbourhoods, all other factors 
being equal (Rosenthal, 2008). 
 
4.3.4.5 Disorder and Crime 
 
As demonstrated through systematic social observation, Woodridge has more evidence 
of physical and social disorder than neighbouring suburbs, which reinforces negative 
perceptions. Neighbourhood aesthetics and appearance have been linked with mental 
wellbeing (Bond et al., 2012) and feelings of respect, status and progress. It is possible 
that the owners and renters in Woodridge (and possible Slacks Creek) did not recognise 
positive externalities (that maintaining their property enhanced neighbourhood value) 
and so under-maintained (Pavlov & Blazenko, 2005). Modelling has shown that social 
groups can be maintained when individuals imitate the behaviour of neighbours (Durrett 
& Levin, 2005). The ageing and poor condition of housing stock in Woodridge (Zappia 
& Cheshire, 2014) may also contribute to entrenched disadvantage; without re-
development or gentrification, the area will continue to attract low-income renters and 
first-time buyers who sacrifice neighbourhood quality to buy their homes (Santiago et 
al., 2010). In addition to disorder, Woodridge also has higher levels of assault, robbery, 
property damage, and liquor and drug offences than the other suburbs, which could 
contribute to the social contagion mechanism of neighbourhood effects. 
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4.3.4.6 Population and Building Density and Social Isolation 
 
Woodridge is more densely populated (twice as many people per square kilometre and 
nearly four times as many dwellings per square kilometre as Daisy Hill) and provides 
more opportunity for neighbour social interactions and peer influence than the 
comparison suburbs. Population density in urban areas has been associated with 
negative individual outcomes, such as drug use (Mason & Mennis, 2010) and 
aggressive and withdrawn behaviour (Regoeczi, 2002). 52 However, Woodridge is only 
densely populated in comparison to Daisy Hill; relative to inner-urban areas the 
population density is not high. Woodridge has fewer households with Internet access 
and more households without access to a car.  The more spatially segregated and 
socially isolated an individual is from the wider community, the more they tend to rely 
on the local environment for many aspects of daily living (Rankin & Quane, 2000). 
Woodridge may also suffer from overcrowding, partly due to large migrant families 
being unable to be housed in appropriate social housing (Zappia & Cheshire, 2014). 
 
4.3.4.7 Collective Efficacy and Social Services 
 
Collective efficacy53 includes a shared willingness and capacity for people in a 
neighbourhood to intervene in neighbourhood activities to promote social good 
(Freedman & Woods, 2013). In neighbourhoods with low collective efficacy, residents 
may feel isolated and have little belief in the neighbourhood’s capacity to improve 
negative situations. Research has shown that there is a distinction between pessimism 
and hopelessness (individual traits) and perceived difficulty (collective efficacy) as 
neighbourhood-level cultural traits (Hobson-Prater & Leech, 2012). Woodridge 
residents may not feel personally hopeless, but Woodridge as a community may feel 
that the effort required to engage in group action is unattainable due to a lack of social 
cohesion and long-term, entrenched disadvantage. 
                                                 
52 However, Freeman (2001) found no relationship between neighbourhood density and social ties. 53 Social capital is a related concept and refers to those features of social relationships, such as levels of interpersonal trust and 
norms or reciprocity and mutual aid that facilitate collective action for mutual benefit (Putnam, 1995; Kawachi, 1999).  Social 
capital at the neighbourhood level may impact on individual outcomes through processes of social control, maintenance of norms, 
and the provision of access to social support (Crawford, 2006).  For example, neighbourhoods with high levels of social capital may 
be better able to exert informal control over problem behaviours (such as neighbours monitoring youth crime activities and 
intervening in situations) or reinforcing healthy behaviours (such as discouraging smoking in public places).  However, people 
living in disadvantaged places may have the strongest communities and maintain strong local ties (Holdcraft, 2003). However, 
Middleton, Murie and Groves (2005) question the analytical use of social capital at the neighbourhood level, having found no 
evidence of differences in certain types of social capital among poor and affluent neighbourhoods.  In contrast, Ziersch and 
Arthurson (2007) found that social capital varied by housing tenure and Ziersch, Putland, Palmer, MacDougall and Baum (2007) 
found that elements of neighbourhood-related social capital were significantly associated with perceptions of safety for residents. 
Neighbourhood resources, such as libraries, recreation facilities, parks and grocery stores, and social services, are strong predictors 
of social capital (Curley, 2010), rather than the socio-economic mix of neighbourhoods. 
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A number of social and human service organisations are located in Woodridge and it is 
considered ‘service rich’ (Zappia & Cheshire, 2014). A self-perpetuating feedback loop 
may be created whereby the high concentration of social services addressing high-needs 
individuals and families attracts additional residents who require these services. 
 
4.4 DISCUSSION 
 
The specific questions this research sought to explore were: 
 How do neighbourhoods that are above, close-to, and below theorised thresholds of 

disadvantage and disorder differ? 
 By what specific features or mechanisms do neighbourhood effects act on 

individuals in these neighbourhoods? 
 
The exploratory case study approach sought to overlay the threshold hypothesis onto 
three neighbourhoods and to investigate whether there were apparent features of a 
highly disadvantaged neighbourhood that made it qualitatively different to other 
suburbs. The hypothesis that three mechanisms of neighbourhood effects act non-
linearly was also investigated. The measurement of disadvantage is relatively straight-
forward in comparison to the measurement of stigmatisation, collective socialisation 
and social contagion.  The interviews with key informants uncovered some anecdotal 
evidence for some of the mechanisms but any conclusions are tentative. 
 
4.4.1 Mechanisms of Neighbourhood Effects 
 
This research has taken the theoretical approach of classifying three case-study 
neighbourhoods into above (Woodridge), close-to (Slacks Creek), and below (Daisy 
Hill) a ‘threshold’ of disadvantage. While Chapter 2 provided some evidence for a 
threshold at very high levels of neighbourhood disadvantage (above 80 to 99 percentile 
disadvantage), the results described in Chapter 3 were less clear in terms at what level 
of disadvantage neighbourhood effects operate. The results of the exploratory 
comparative case study have demonstrated how a highly disadvantaged neighbourhood 
is qualitatively different than the comparison neighbourhoods. 
 
Table 26 summarises the key differences between the three neighbourhoods in terms of 
features most likely to be related to the three mechanisms of neighbourhood effects 
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TABLE 26. Features of Case Study Neighbourhoods  

Mechanisms 
Woodridge Neighbourhood above 

threshold of disadvantage 
Slacks Creek Neighbourhood below 

threshold of disadvantage 
Daisy Hill Neighbourhood not 

disadvantaged 
Stigmatisation Level  Highly stigmatised  Negative media focus  Postcode bias 

 
 
 

Contributing Features  “Wrong side” of the 
motorway  Social housing (14)  Renting (55)  Physical disorder (48)* 

Level  Minimal stigmatisation  Businesses dominate 
non-residents’ 
perceptions 

 
Contributing Features  “Wrong side” of the 

motorway  Social housing (11)  Renting (42)  Physical disorder 
(42)* 

 
 

Level  None (positive media 
image) 

 
 
 
 

Contributing Features  “Right side” of the 
motorway  Social housing (2)  Renting (25)  Physical disorder (24)* 

Collective 
socialisation 

Level  Negative norms (such 
as joblessness, crime) 

 
Contributing Features  Unemployment (14)  In low status jobs (69)  Without qualifications 
(71)  Household weekly 
income ($806)  Crime (assault rate 91)  Poor English (15)  Born overseas (46)  Linguistic diversity (24 
fractionalization) 
 

Level  Norms not identified 
 
 

Contributing Features  Unemployment (10)  In low status jobs (63)  Higher without 
qualifications (54)  Household weekly 
income ($1055)  Crime (assault rate 72)  Poor English (8)  Born overseas (37)  Linguistic diversity (13 
fractionalization) 
 

Level  Positive norms (such as 
education, 
employment) 

 
Contributing Features  Unemployment (5)  In low status jobs (51)  Lower without 
qualifications (45)  Household weekly 
income ($1457)  Crime (assault rate 16)  Poor English (3)  Born overseas (35)  Linguistic diversity (14 
fractionalization) 
 
 

Social 
contagion 

Level  Some evidence of peer 
influence on social 
problems (such as 
crime, joblessness) 

 
Contributing Features  Population density 
(2721 per square km)  One parent families 
(28)  No car (16)  No Internet (30) 

Level  No evidence of peer 
influence on social 
problems 

 
 

Contributing Features  Population density 
(1257 per square km)  One parent families 
(25)  No car (9)  No Internet (22) 
 

Level  No evidence of peer 
influence on social 
problems 

 
 

Contributing Features  Population density  One parent families 
(16)  No car (4)  No Internet (12) 
 

Note: Numbers in parentheses are percentages unless otherwise identified. * Overall percentage across all three domains of disorder. 
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hypothesised to operate in a threshold-like manner. In terms of stigmatisation, 
Woodridge is highly stigmatised and possibly suffers postcode bias, while Slacks Creek 
and Daisy Hill had minimal and low stigmatisation respectively. This conclusion is 
supported by concentrations of social housing, renters and physical disorder. 
 
In terms of collective socialisation, Woodridge possibly experiences pockets of negative 
social norms, such as joblessness, while Daisy Hill has positive norms, such as 
educational attainment.  A range of data reinforce this analysis, including Woodridge’s 
higher unemployment, lower income, higher crime, and higher migrant populations. 
 
Social contagion was the most difficult mechanism to assess. There was some anecdotal 
evidence of peer social influence on social problems in Woodridge, which could have 
been influenced by higher population density, lower access to cars, and lower Internet 
access levels. 
 
Burke and Hulse’s (2015) model of spatial disadvantage can be applied to Woodridge: 
concentrations of poverty and disadvantage lead to a sense of hopelessness, 
concentrations of youth unemployment, concentrations of high problem families, and 
population turnover which contribute to the mechanisms of neighbourhood effects, and 
ultimately lead to widespread social dysfunction and a long-term cycle of disadvantage. 
Woodridge is one of the few areas in Queensland that is historically disadvantaged. 
Areas of disadvantage from several decades ago in inner city areas are no longer 
disadvantaged because of gentrification processes. 
 
Among the three suburbs, stigmatisation seems to operate in a binary (non-linear) 
manner.  Woodridge is stigmatised among non-residents, which is re-enforced in the 
media, but Slacks Creek is not stigmatised, and Daisy Hill has positive perceptions 
among non-residents. Higher proportions of social housing, renters and lower income 
families and higher physical disorder also contribute to the stigmatisation.  Given Slacks 
Creek has proportions that are only marginally lower in these measures (for example, 
the proportion of social housing in Slacks Creek is only three per cent less than in 
Woodridge), this lends credence to the threshold hypothesis. Collective socialisation 
was more difficult to measure but interviewees did indicate Woodridge had some 
negative social norms and social pressures, such as joblessness and crime that may be 
conveyed by neighbourhood role models, particularly among children and young 
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people. Higher levels of unemployment, proportions of people in low status jobs and 
without qualifications may have reached a critical tipping point in Woodridge whereby 
it becomes the norm; however, there is significant small-area variability in disadvantage 
in Woodridge, so norms may operate in smaller pockets of high disadvantage only.  
Cultural and linguistic diversity and the higher number of migrants and refugees being 
resettled in Woodridge also adds an unknown dimension to the adaptation of norms. 
New migrants to Australia may look to neighbours for cues to social behaviour in a new 
country.  
 
4.4.2 Conclusion 
 
It is difficult to make strong conclusions about the degree to which the behaviours, 
aspirations and attitudes of Woodridge residents are changed by contact with 
neighbours. However, there seem to be elements present and anecdotal evidence that 
contagious social behaviour through peer influences operates in Woodridge.  The higher 
population density and the higher percentage of people without access to a car or the 
Internet may make Woodridge residents more likely to interact in their local community 
in comparison to the wider community. More one parent families may also contribute to 
an environment where there are fewer adults supervising children and young people. No 
interviewees spoke about peer influences working in Slacks Creek but did mention there 
may be positive peer effects in Daisy Hill, in terms of educational attainment, for 
example. 
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5. CONCLUSIONS 
 
5.1 OVERVIEW OF SIGNIFICANT FINDINGS 
 
This research has explored the concept of thresholds of neighbourhood effects, and 
tested a number of hypotheses in an Australian context. The results have given rise to a 
number of noteworthy empirical findings: 
 
1. Urban neighbourhoods beyond a threshold value (between the 90th and 99th 
percentile) on indicators of disadvantage, such as per cent of the population without 
qualifications or in low status jobs, have disproportionate increases in neighbourhood-
level disadvantage (as measured by per cent unemployed) over time, compared to 
neighbourhoods just below the threshold value. This supports the threshold hypothesis 
of neighbourhood decline. 
 
2. The threshold effect is stronger over shorter periods (5 years) than longer periods (10 
years), which may be the result of residential mobility. That is, as residents move in and 
out of neighbourhoods and the mix of households changes over time, the relationship 
between the initially measured neighbourhood conditions and the hypothesised impacts 
may diminish. 
 
3. Individuals living in the most disadvantaged neighbourhoods have worse cumulative 
economic outcomes than those in less disadvantaged neighbourhoods, controlling for 
other variables. However, there were not apparent threshold points for most dependent 
variables, although this may be as a result of using quintiles instead of percentile break 
points at higher levels of disadvantage.  The results do not support the threshold 
hypothesis but do support neighbourhood effects theory. 
 
4. Overall, objective measures of neighbourhood disadvantage had similar impacts to 
self-rated measures of neighbourhood disorder: individuals in high disadvantage and 
high disorder neighbourhoods fared worse in terms of unemployment, under-
employment and financial difficulties over time. However, there were specific 
differences between objective measure of disadvantage and subjective measures of 
disorder at different quintiles. Similarly, neighbourhood effects operate somewhat 
differently at the small-area level (CCD) and larger suburb level. 
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5. The highly disadvantaged suburb in the comparative case study chapter (Woodridge) 
had a set of features conducive to neighbourhood effects that were not present in the 
other suburbs with lower levels of disadvantage. Most importantly, the disadvantaged 
neighbourhood was stigmatised and had physical and social features, such as high 
unemployment and disorder, that could lead to contagious social problems and 
collective socialisation. 
 
5.2 STRENGTHS OF THE RESEARCH 
 
This research has made advances methodologically and theoretically. A mixed-
methodological approach was undertaken using several quantitative and qualitative 
techniques. 
 
Chapter 2 used a spline regression methodology to explore thresholds of disadvantage. 
The spline regression technique was able to reveal possible ‘break points’ that standard 
regression would not have. Chapter 3 compared neighbourhood effects at different 
spatial scales (small area and suburb) and used objective measures of disadvantage and 
subjective measures of disorder.  Both methodologies explicitly tested for thresholds, 
which is uncommon in international research and very rare in Australian research. 
 
Chapter 4 used a comparative case-study approach to explore the features of a highly 
disadvantaged neighbourhood and the mechanisms of neighbourhood effects that may 
be operating. The mix-mixed methodology approach had many features of robust 
qualitative research, particularly credibility (Baxter & Eyles, 1997; Morrow, 2005; 
Porter, 2007). Credibility relates to the extent to which the research findings consist of 
an authentic and accurate representation of the perspectives of the participants. A 
number of techniques were employed to maximise trustworthiness. Data on 
neighbourhoods was gathered using multiple sources, including systematic social 
observation and interviews with research participants. A combination of snowball and 
convenience sampling was undertaken but with an underlying goal of reaching 
participants with the ability to provide ‘rich information’ and allowing for a diversity of 
participants to ensure relevant perceptions and experiences were not omitted. The size 
of the sample was limited by available resources but saturation, where no new themes or 
constructs emerge, was an overarching goal. Prior to data collection commencing, the 
researcher familiarised himself with the case-study neighbourhoods in an informal 
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manner in order to reframe initial preconceptions. Sufficient time was spent with the 
research participants to build trust and rapport and to investigate for possible 
information distortions introduced by the researcher or the participants. Research 
findings were cross-checked with informants to ensure accuracy of the data. 
 
5.3 LIMITATIONS OF THE RESEARCH 
 
The research has a number of acknowledged limitations, which are explored in this 
section.  These include limitations in the research topic, methodologies, resources 
available, and the availability and willingness of participants. 
 
The research focused on one aspect of neighbourhood effects research related to the 
hypothesised thresholds beyond which neighbourhood context has an accelerated 
impact on neighbourhood and individual outcomes.  The research was exploratory and 
therefore did not contain detailed analyses of all the economic, social, cultural, political 
and environmental factors at play in people’s lives that may directly or indirectly 
contribute to individual or aggregated neighbourhood outcomes. 
 
As discussed previously, neighbourhood effects research is beset by a number of 
complex methodological problems, not all of which were addressed by the 
methodologies employed for this research.  For example, the analysis of census data is 
‘black box’ in nature: it cannot explain any of the causes or mechanisms of 
neighbourhood change that may have led to any threshold effects.  Due to the 
limitations of the HILDA panel survey data and measures of neighbourhood context, it 
was not possible to account for all the individual and neighbourhood variables that may 
be directly or indirectly causing the outcomes attributed to neighbourhood effects.  For 
example, exposure to other neighbourhoods outside of places of residence was not 
captured and the individual outcomes were limited to employment and financial 
difficulties. The research also did not control for the unobservables that determine 
unemployment and influence selection into neighbourhood types (Dujardin & Goffette-
Nagot, 2010), which may inflate the measured neighbourhood effect. However, the 
methodological issues with neighbourhood effects research are common to many fields, 
including epidemiology and observational field studies (Diez Roux, 2004). The 
comparative neighbourhood case studies were limited to only three neighbourhoods at 
one point in time, which may not be generalisable to the diverse range of 
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neighbourhoods in Australia at different points in time, although it can be argued that 
the purpose of qualitative research is not to generalise to other contexts.  It is 
acknowledged that the data from the small set of interviews are not sufficient to fully 
‘unpack’ the numerous and complex neighbourhood effects mechanisms, nor was it 
entirely sufficient to fully explain and understand the results generated in the 
quantitative studies.  
 
The selection of the three case study neighbourhoods were, in part, based on proximity 
to the location of the researcher.  This was due to the intention to have a prolonged 
engagement with the neighbourhoods and research participants, which ruled out costly 
travel to areas outside South East Queensland. 
 
The interviews in the comparative neighbourhood case studies depended on the 
availability and willingness of informants to participate in the research in the 
neighbourhoods under study.  Some of the intended interviewees were not able to 
participate because of time constraints. 
 
There were issues with interpretation. It is possible that poor employment and financial 
outcomes are not caused by neighbourhood effects but are causing neighbourhood 
effects, or more likely, that they are simply correlated (Seife, 2010). Also, it is possible 
that randomness has been interpreted as a pattern, and a framework has been overlaid to 
make sense of the chaos, even though there is no underlying order. The best test to 
ensure that a false pattern was not interpreted is to replicate using future data. Finally, 
there could be a real relationship between the sets of data but the relationship could lack 
any meaning or have any research or policy value (Seife, 2010). Popper (1963) reminds 
us that it is easy to obtain confirmations or verifications for a theory if one is looking for 
confirmation. 
 
Census data is generally considered to be robust and an invaluable resource for social 
scientists and economists (Hull, 2007). The reliability of Australian Census Data is 
discussed in detail in the Managing Census Quality section of the Census Dictionary 
(Trewin, 2006a). It is generally thought that Census data provides a robust, 
comprehensive and reliable measure of a variety of aspects of the Australian population 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011). However, despite recent advances through the 
Indigenous Enumeration Strategy, a number of problems remain in accurately and 
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comprehensively measuring the individual social and economic characteristics of 
Indigenous people (Martin, Morphy, Sanders & Taylor, 2002). However, these 
problems are likely more pronounced in remote areas of Australia, which were outside 
the scope of this research. CCDs are administratively designed and likely do not 
conform to individuals’ perception of neighbourhood. However, because individuals’ 
perceptions of neighbourhood may vary dramatically, determining ‘geographies of 
communities’ (Bajari & Kahn, 2002) was beyond the scope of this research and the 
capacity of census data.  
 
Census information on income is limited to gross income and income ranges only.  No 
information is collected about the amount of tax paid, which means that disposable 
income cannot be calculated (Chin, Harding & Tanton, 2006).  Disposable income 
provides a more accurate measure of the economic resources available to households.  
In addition, using gross income tends to overestimate the number of ‘poor’ households. 
More sophisticated approaches have been applied to overcome these issues using 
different datasets, but census data does not provide this capacity. 
 
Internal validity refers to the degree to which one can infer that a relationship between 
two variables is causal or that the absence of a relationship implies the absence of cause 
(Cook & Campbell, 1979).  A number of threats to validity have been identified, 
including confounding, selection bias, history, maturation, repeated testing, instrument 
change, regression toward the mean, mortality/differential attrition, selection-maturation 
interaction, diffusion, compensatory rivalry/resentful demoralisation and experimenter 
bias.  Internal validity is usually a criterion of experimental studies but can used in 
neighbourhood effects research.  That is, neighbourhood effects can be thought of as a 
natural experiment, with the residents being exposed to their neighbourhood as the 
‘treatment’ or dependent variable and their individual life outcomes as independent 
variables. In this chapter, the variables were aggregates of individual outcomes at the 
neighbourhood level. 
 
The analysis of census data was prone to several threats to internal validity, particularly 
confounding, because unmeasured inter-census neighbourhood change processes may 
have been operating that were causing the observed outcomes.  That is, structural 
economic factors may have been differentially affected different neighbourhoods 
without being measured by the variables in the analysis. The issue of ‘regression to the 
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mean,’ where extreme values of variables tend to be less extreme over repeated 
measurements, would tend to underestimate the threshold relationships in this chapter.  
That is, CCDs with very high mean values of neighbourhood outcomes in the 1996 
census would, if regression to the mean was operating, tend to decrease in the 2001 and 
2006 census.  
 
Selection bias may have also been present because residents non-randomly select their 
neighbourhood because of the structure and operation of the housing market.  Similarly, 
residents who faced financial and other barriers to moving would be more likely to 
remain in their neighbourhood between censuses (survivor bias). Turnover was only 
weakly correlated to other neighbourhood indicators (except renting) and 
neighbourhood outcomes.54 
 
Diffusion must also be considered an issue because nearby neighbourhoods may exert a 
‘spill-over’ unmeasured influence on individuals and other neighbourhoods (see 
Gibbons (2003) for an example). This diffusion problem would be limited by the 
relatively small size of CCDs. It is acknowledged this methodology is exploratory and 
offers only initial indications of thresholds because it largely cannot account for these 
threats to validity. 
 
External validity refers to the degree to which one can infer that a presumed causal 
relationship can be generalised to and across alternate measures of the cause and effect 
and across different types of persons, settings and times.  The analysis of census data 
sought to uncover generalisable Australian thresholds for urban neighbourhoods but 
makes no claim as to the causal nature of the relationships.  The conclusions are limited 
only to indications of threshold relationships and therefore no claims are made as to the 
how generalisable the results are to non-urban neighbourhoods, areas larger or smaller 
than CCDs (because neighbourhood effects may operate at different spatial scales) or 
different variables. 
 
 

                                                 
54 Pearson correlation co-efficients between 1996 turnover (number of people at different address five years ago) and 1996 in low 
status jobs (-.108); low income (-.007); without qualifications (-.204); disadvantage (.014); born overseas (.135); lone parents 
(.010); no or poor English (-.023); renting (.524) and change in 1996-2001 per cent unemployed (.061) 
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5.4 IMPLICATIONS OF THE RESEARCH 
 
5.4.1 Theoretical Implications 
 
Non-linearity and thresholds are a different way of interpreting social phenomenon. The 
bulk of social science research is based on assumptions of linearly or a normal 
distribution (the ‘bell curve’). The current research has argued for a ‘power law’ 
conceptualisation where small or no effects are common (neighbourhood effects below 
thresholds of disadvantage) whereas large effects are rare (neighbourhood effects in 
highly disadvantaged areas). 
 
This thesis adds to the emerging evidence base that the mechanisms of neighbourhood 
effects operate in a non-linear manner. This evidence may require researchers and 
policy makers to re-examine the ways in which neighbourhood effects are 
conceptualised and analysed. That is, the mixed results evident in neighbourhood effects 
research to date may in part be due to the failure to account for such non-linear 
processes.  The search for thresholds in neighbourhood effects will not proceed clearly 
or easily, as disentangling the complex interactions between cause and effect; social, 
economic and physical forces; and static and dynamic processes will involve “how to 
determine which of all demonstrable events are indications of scientifically usable 
phenomena; which of them are really connected to the fixed regularities of nature, and 
which are merely passing phantoms, clouds with ever-changing form never twice the 
same, and thus reflecting only ephemeral concatenations?  We might call it the problem 
of telling the difference between signal and noise” (Holton, 1995 as quoted in Cole, 
1997, p.87). Measuring neighbourhood effects and the demonstration of causal links 
between place and disadvantage (or opportunity) has proved elusive (Darcy & Gwyther, 
2009) but the persistence of social disadvantage among households residing in 
proximity to one another demands further study. 
 
5.4.2 Empirical Implications 
 
Thresholds in neighbourhood effects are an under-researched phenomenon, and to the 
researcher’s knowledge, have not been studied in Australia to date.  Although many 
researchers advocate for more analyses of nonlinear and threshold effects (Vaden-
Kiernan et al., 2010), few actually do so. As Galster (2003) notes, it would be unusual 
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to find cross-national similarities in threshold effects, given the significant differences 
in welfare regimes, labour markets, race and class segregation and housing policies and 
environments operating in different countries.  This exploratory research was therefore a 
first step in establishing whether threshold effects exist in an Australian context and an 
initial indication of quantifiable threshold levels and the related mechanisms. “Science 
is…fallible and untidy, a matter of craft rather than logic…Scientific certainties do not 
come from experimental method, but from the way ambiguous results were interpreted” 
(Collins & Pinch, 1993, p.i). So to, the empirical implications of this research depend on 
the way the results are interpreted. 
 
5.4.3 Methodological Implications 
 
The current research uses several methodological advances that have seldom been 
applied in neighbourhood effects research, particularly in Australia. A spline regression 
technique was used on census data to explore whether there are generalisable threshold 
patterns in neighbourhood indicators.  The spline regression methodology uncovered 
statistically significant discontinuous ‘break points’ consistent with the threshold 
hypothesis, which would likely would not have been uncovered using standard 
regression analysis. 
 
Similarly, HILDA survey data was analysed using a non-linear regression model on 
individual outcomes using several different spatial scales.  It is the only research to date 
to employ HILDA survey data to longitudinally examine non-linear neighbourhood 
effects on individual outcomes. The methodology also comprised a range of un- and 
under-employment measures (any and persistent) and individual economic 
circumstances (deep financial difficulties).  
 
Finally, a subjective measure of neighbourhood disorder was used along with objective 
measures of neighbourhood disadvantage. The comparative neighbourhood case studies 
element of the research employed an in-depth assessment of neighbourhood context and 
perceptions of neighbourhood effects in three neighbourhoods: an above-threshold 
neighbourhood, a below-threshold neighbourhood and a non-disadvantaged 
neighbourhood.  The comparative neighbourhood case studies used a variety of 
qualitative and quantitative methods to measure aspects of the local physical and social 
environment and to ‘unpack’ specific exposures and pathways through which 
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neighbourhood effects may operate (Kawachi & Subramanian, 2007) and in particular 
the significance of thresholds. In particular, an adapted systematic social observation 
tool for use in Australia was developed to measure social and physical disorder. 
 
5.4.4 Policy and Program Implications 
 
Complex problems such as disadvantage require a meaningful understanding of the 
causes and interactions among individuals, families, neighbourhood and city in order to 
inform policy (Jenson, 2007). Threshold effects are important for several aspects of 
social policy, including targeting and program evaluation (Quercia & Galster, 1997). 
Linear and generalised approaches to place-based targeting of human services to 
disadvantaged areas may lead to undifferentiated policy and program responses (see 
Section 1.2.7 for a review of responses to neighbourhood effects).  That is, it may 
behove policy makers to target preventative measures to neighbourhoods that have not 
reached a critical threshold of disadvantage while neighbourhoods that have exceeded a 
critical threshold of disadvantage may benefit from receiving different, remedial 
measures. 
 
Figure 16 presents a conceptual model for the approach to neighbourhood interventions. 
In this model, the majority of neighbourhoods are not disadvantaged and their residents 
principally require universal services, such as general education and health services and 
maintaining a strong economic base, aimed at the whole population. 
 
A smaller number of neighbourhoods are moderately disadvantaged and have the 
potential to decline into higher levels of disadvantage. The interventions for these 
neighbourhoods are based on preventative measures to stop deterioration and promote 
positive norms and inhibiting negative stigmas. For example, efforts could be focused 
on local employment, which is likely to have positive impacts on quality of life and 
social capital, reductions in disadvantage, decreased commuting and development of 
information-rich local employment networks (Immergluck, 1998; Partridge & Rickman, 
2007), and that would also disrupt negative social norms. 
 
Evidence that neighbourhood effects are non-linear suggests that policy makers should 
focus especially on those neighbourhoods that are ‘on the edge’ (or ‘red alert suburbs’ 
as described by Baum and Mitchell (2009)) – where the cycle of decline may put these  
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FIGURE 16. Approach to Neighbourhood Interventions  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
places past the reach of conventional regeneration (Berube, 2005). In the conceptual 
model in Figure 16, this is called the ‘threshold region.’ 
 
Highly disadvantaged neighbourhoods, beyond the threshold region, receive remedial 
interventions in the conceptual model.  These include targeted reductions of stigma and 
‘norm seeding,’ which attempts to foster social meanings in particular local contexts, by 
for example, creating better connections among individuals in a neighbourhood (Picker, 
1997). It is likely that both traditional universal (redistributive economic and social 
policies) and targeted responses to spatial disadvantage would be required for these 
neighbourhoods (Klein, 2004). People in highly disadvantaged areas may use services 
differently than in less-disadvantaged areas, such as using more emergency and less 
secondary services (Cooper et al., 2011). Therefore, services will need to match the 
dynamics of the neighbourhood and correspond to its needs. Finally, individuals who 
live in highly disadvantaged urban neighbourhoods are often characterized in 
homogenous ways that understate diverse responses to disadvantage, which suggests the 
need for policies more specifically tailored to the existing strengths of neighbourhoods 
(Barnes, 2004). 
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Another intervention type is relocation or residential mobility strategies and some social 
housing construction and allocation strategies. These are based on the proposition that 
there are detriments associated with living in disadvantaged neighbourhoods.55 The 
existence of thresholds may impact on the targeted origin and destination 
neighbourhoods and the benefits expected to result from mobility programs and policies 
related to social housing. 
 
To maximise the odds of success, the specific approaches described thus far should be 
holistically combined to explicitly reduce concentrated disadvantage, which few place-
based initiatives in Australia have done (Pawson, Davison & Wiesel, 2012).  For 
example, place-based planning that uses local characteristics, organisations and 
partnerships to identify and prioritise needs and deliver services (Yeboah, 2005), or 
ensuring the context of place and the implementation of policy interventions are closely 
aligned (Markey Halseth & Manson, 2008). 
 
Thresholds are also important when assessing the success of place-based programs, 
such as community renewal or other revitalisation efforts.  Programs or community 
renewal activities may show minimal impact in neighbourhoods if disadvantage or 
stigma is not reduced beyond a threshold, even if levels are reduced significantly 
(Galster, Tatian, & Accordino, 2006).  Alternately, programs that reduce disadvantage 
or stigma only marginally, but below a threshold, may show dramatic impacts. That is, 
interventions may bring disproportionally positive results (Boney, 2004) and thresholds 
lend themselves to ‘leverage points’,56 which are places within a complex system, like a 
city or neighbourhood, where a small shift in one aspect can have large changes in other 
aspects (Meadows, 1999). Focusing on the management of important neighbourhood 
variables that matter (at leverage points), even if the management is incomplete or 
indirect, can avert reaching thresholds of disadvantage (Goering, 2013). If 
neighbourhoods and their residents constitute complex and highly interacting systems, 
then past approaches relying on orderly models will not result in better understanding 
(Forrester, 1995). In fact, counter-intuitive and unanticipated effects can occur when 
people intervene in complex social systems. Namely, social systems are insensitive to 

                                                 
55 For example, the Logan Renewal initiative is a 20-year plan in Queensland to reduce the social housing concentration.  
http://www.hpw.qld.gov.au/Housing/SocialHousing/TransferInitiatives/Pages/Logan-Renewal-Initiative.aspx  56 Economic modelling has demonstrated that there may be a threshold level of integration above which group inequality cannot be 
sustained (Bowles, Loury & Sethi, 2007). 
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most policy changes designed to alter the behaviour of systems, however there may be a 
few sensitive influence points through which behaviour can be changed. 
 
The policy implications should not be over-stated however. Neylan (2005) warns of the 
risks of social quantifications leading to uncritical decision making and Bauder (2002) 
cautions that the concept of neighbourhood effects may be used as a political tool to 
blame disadvantaged communities for their own marginality. Atkinson (2008) points 
out that the difficulty of identifying generalisable threshold levels means that it may be 
primarily useful to consider thresholds as a guiding or sensitising concept that informs 
localised information gathering systems. In addition, all neighbourhood effects research 
stresses the importance of policies focusing on ‘places’ and ‘people’ (Poortinga, 
Dunstan & Fone, 2008) and targeting a range of improvements, as neighbourhood 
effects by themselves are insufficient to positively impact people and areas. The policy 
focus should therefore not be on measuring the exact thresholds of disadvantage in 
every neighbourhood as this may be unrealistic; rather orders of magnitude differences 
are what may be important (Swain, 2003). Finally, thresholds may not exist in every 
neighbourhood. If there is an absence of thresholds or neighbourhood effects, it may 
indicate the need to abandon area-targeted interventions and focus on more universal 
policies and programs to raise overall social and economic equality (Brannstrom, 2005). 
 
5.5 SUGGESTIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 
 
This thesis has examined and tested the threshold theory of neighbourhood effects in an 
Australian urban context. This section suggests further research to further advance this 
field of inquiry and also to address specific results and issues raised in this research. 57 
 
In general, more research needs to be conducted into whether the relationship between 
neighbourhoods and individuals is non-linear, and to ascertain quantitatively the relative 
contributions of different mechanisms in this relationship. Galster (2010) recommends 
more research into whether there are critical points at which marginal changes in 
neighbourhood enviornment have non-marginal effects. This is particularly the case in 
an Australian context. 
                                                 
57 Van Ham and Manley (2012) provide a useful summary of ten broad challenges for future research into neighbourhood effects, 
including explaining the causal neighbourhood effect mechanisms; taking into account people’s neighbourhood histories; the 
intergenerational transmission of neighbourhood effects; broadening to other spatial contexts which matter in addition to the 
residential context; and to combine qualitative and quantitative methods into a single research design. 
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In Chapter 2, two neighbourhood indicators (renting and low income) had unexpected 
relationships with unemployment over five and ten years at the 99th percentile. Further 
research should be conducted to ascertain why neighbourhoods with very high levels of 
renters and people on low income showed decreases in unemployment over time. 
 
In Chapter 3, neighbourhood conditions were linked with individual outcomes through a 
logistic regression technique. The results supported the existence of neighbourhood 
effects but likely could not control for all the extraneous variables that also influenced 
individual economic dependent variables.  The randomised58 nature of some residential 
mobility programs allow researchers to take a quasi-experimental approach, which can 
control for these variables.  For example, a large body of research surrounds the Moving 
to Opportunity program in the United States59, which seeks to demonstrate the benefits 
of moving residents from high-poverty neighbourhoods to low-poverty 
neighbourhoods.60 
 
Because of the problems of controlling for extraneous variables in field-based studies of 
neighbourhood effects, laboratory based studies could also be conducted to complement 
field research, quasi-experimental approaches, and census and survey based research 
(for example, Falk, Fischbacher & Gachter, 2004). The empirical analysis of social 
interactions, which are the processes by which social contagion and collective 
socialisation take place, would benefit from well-designed experiments in controlled 
environments (Manski, 2000). Field experiments have also been conducted to test 
different aspects of neighbourhood social environment and residents’ perceptions (Hill, 
Pollet & Nettle, 2014). 
 
In Chapter 4, an exploratory case-study approach was taken to elucidate the processes 
and mechanisms of neighbourhoods effects theorised to relate to thresholds. Although 
the multi-method approach uncovered several noteworthy findings, better qualitative 
approaches are required that capture the subtley and complexity of thresholds. For 
example, Darcy (2007) calls for ‘reflexive epistomology’ that is deeply engaged in the 
                                                 
58 Pruitt et al. (2014) found evidence of neighbourhood effects in randomised control trial designed to decrease colorectal cancer. 59 Bembry & Norris, 2005; Duncan, Clark-Kauffman & Snell, 2004; Feins & Shroder, 2005;Goering, 2003; Kling & Liebman, 
2004; Kling, Liebman & Katz, 2006, 2007; Kling, Liebman, Katz & Sanbonmatsu, 2004; Kling, Ludwig & Katz, 2005; Leventhal & 
Brooks-Gunn, 2003, 2004, 2005; Leventhal, Fauth & Brooks-Gunn, 2005; Liebman, Katz & Kling, 2004; Ludwig & Kling, 2007; 
Ludwig et al., 2008; Ludwig et al., 2013; Orr et al., 2003; Petit & McLanahan, 2003; Sanbonmatsu, Kling, Duncan & Brooks-Gunn, 
2006; Small & Feldman, 2012; Turney, Clampet-Lundquist, Edin, Kling & Duncan, 2006. 60 Applicants are randomly assigned to three groups: the ‘treatment’ group are provided assistance to move to low-poverty areas, 
the ‘comparison’ group is provided assistance to move but can move to any neighbourhood they choose; and the ‘control’ group are 
provided assistance (such as rental vouchers) but remain in their original high-poverty neighbourhood. 
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neighbourhood context to understand the experiences and viewpoints of residents. 
Davidson, Mitchell and Hunt (2008) found that people from more disadvantaged areas 
more readily accepted the theory that disadvantaged neighbourhoods had impacts on 
well-being and quality of life. How does this impact on the threshold hypothesis? 
Broadly, non-linearities introduce more complexity into an already complex theoretical 
framework. Research needs to “embrace complexity” (Shankardass & Dunn, 2012, 
p.138) and dynamic processes, rather than compartmentalising them.  
 
The interview results in Chapter 4 suggested that norms were transmittable but the exact 
causes, nature and impacts need more consideration. Specifically, in terms of collective 
socialisation (norms), more research is required on the transmission of norms and 
susceptibility to the spread of norms, for example where it is correlated with education 
level and whether norms spread in clusters (Ehrlich & Levin, 2005). Another aspect 
missing from non-linear aspect of neighbourhood effects research is a focus on positive 
attributes of neighbourhoods, such as what keeps neighbourhoods from declining and 
becoming disadvantaged? Nearly all the outcomes used in neighbourhood effects 
research can be classified as negative outcomes, reflecting the paucity of research 
assessing the positive outcomes of neighbourhood effects. The measurement of 
neighbourhood environment that include multiple dimensions (such as aesthetic quality, 
availability of services and amenities, safety, violence, social cohesion, social capital, 
collective efficacy, neighbourhood activities, etc.) to more specifically assess what 
attributes contribute to non-linearities (Mujahid, Diez Roux, Morenoff & Raghunathan, 
2007). Finally, statistically based forecast have not been successful in prediction of 
turning points in trade cycles or financial market prices and volumes (Moss & 
Edmonds, 2005). Can a statistically based threshold estimation be used to predict the 
fortunes of a neighbourhood? 
 
Chapter 4 also produced interesting findings on how residents interact and influence one 
another.  However, the complexity of these residential networks warrants much 
additional investigation.  Neighbourhoods are complex systems consisting of 
neighbours (or agents) that interact with and make decisions based on others’ 
behaviours. In these complex adaptive social systems, non-linearities can emerge 
(Ioannides, 2006b). Agent-based modelling and micro-simulation offer a useful avenue 
for insights into neighbourhood effects, particularly because neighbourhood effects is an 
emergent social phenomenon (that is, it neighbourhood level outcomes are the result of 
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individual interactions) (Conte, Edmonds, Moss & Sawyer, 2001; Crooks, 2012). These 
techniques are particularly useful for modelling dynamical processes (such as 
neighbourhoods, in which individuals are constantly interacting, listening and doing) 
(Gilbert, 2004a) and complex phenomenon like urban unemployment (Conley & Topa, 
2007). 
 
In particular, agent-based modelling61 provides useful accounts of group behaviours that 
may be contagious. This type of modelling assumes that individuals participate in 
collective organisational structures (such as neighbourhoods) that they might not 
understand or perceive, and that these organisations affect and are affected by individual 
behaviour (Goldstone & Janssen, 2005). Agent-based modelling can be used to conduct 
virtual experiments that test macro-sociological theories by manipulating structural 
factors such as social stratification or residential distribution (Macy & Willer, 2002). 
The agent-based model paradigm aims at enriching understanding of the fundamental 
processes underlying social phenomena rather than providing an accurate representation 
of a particular instance (Suematsu, Takadama, Nawa, Shimohara & Katai, 2003). 
Cellular autonoma have been used to model a range of social phenomena, often in 
human (Bonabeau, 2004; Boman & Holm, 2004) and particularly urban environments 
(Ettema, de Jong, Timmermans & Bakema, 2005; Benenson & Torrens, 2004; 
Benenson, Aronovich & Noam, 2001; Crooks, 2006; Jiang, 2000; Torrens & 
O’Sullivan, 2001; Xie, Batty & Zhao, 2007). Most relevant to the current research are 
the potential applications of agent-based models in predicting neighbourhood decline 
(Wedick, 2007), urban dynamic systems (Helleboogh, Vizzari, Uhrmacher & Michel, 
2006; Hammam, Moore, Whigham & Freeman, 2003; White, 1998), and the study of 
epidemics in social contexts (Gong & Xiao, 2007; Eubank et al., 2004) and related 
process of diffusion (Jager & Janssen, 2001). More broadly, the methodology of 
complex systems will progress integrated, multidisciplinary and multi-scale work (An, 
Linderman, Qi, Shortridge & Liu, 2005; Daniell et al., 2005) which includes the 
integration of agent-based models and actual geographic data (Brown, Riolo, Robinson, 
North & Rand, 2005). Agent-based modelling has the potential to shift neighbourhood 
                                                 61 The complexity of neighbourhood effects and social interactions lends itself to computer modelling in many areas germane to 
neighbourhood effects research, including residential distribution and preferences (Benenson & Omer, 2001; Brown & Robinson, 
2006; Caruso, 2005); house prices and markets and rent (Bossomaier, Amri & Thompson, 2003; Bradford, Sheppard, Bergerson & 
Engler, 2006; Yin, 2005); segregation (Yan, Boland, Dykes, Dingwall & Zhang, 2007; Chen, Irwin, Jayaprakash & Warren, 2005; 
Clark, 2006; Fossett & Waren, 2005; Fagiolo, Valente & Vriend, 2007); urban migration (Espindola, Silveira & Penna, 2006); 
intergenerational effects (Makowsky, Tavares, Makany & Meier, 2006); labour dynamics (Gilbert, 2004b); urban growth (Makse, 
Havlin & Stanley, 1995); gentrification (Nara & Torrens, 2005; Torrens & Atsushi, 2007); and norms (Lopez, Luck & d’Inverno, 
2006).  
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effects research from largely variable based to configurative ontologies (Cederman, 
2005). 
 
Gieryn (2000) argues that it is difficult, if not impossible, to look ahead to questions and 
problems most in need of research in the future because there are no straight-forward 
empirical findings about the social causes and effects of place.  The effect of place is so 
unbounded that it is hard to identify the gaps in understanding.  The neighbourhood 
provides the ‘research vehicle’ to connect theoretical debates about place effects and 
people’s lived experience and government policy (Kennett & Forrest, 2006). Thresholds 
and non-linearities are a useful framework to help make this connection. 
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APPENDIX A. LOWEST QUINTILE INCOME GROUPS 
 
Group 

Weekly Income 
Ranges in Lowest 
Quintile 

Percent* 
1996   
Couple family with children under 15 and non-dependent 
children Less than $699 22.39 
Couple family with children under 15 without non-dependent 
children Less than $499 19.29 
Couple family with dependent students (15-24) and non-
dependent children Less than $999 27.32 
Couple family with dependent students (15-24) without non-
dependent children Less than $499 14.13 
Couple family with children under 15 and dependent students 
(15-24) Less than $699 15.79 
Couple family with children under 15 and dependent students 
(15-24) without non-dependent children Less than $499 13.55 
Couple family with non-dependent children Less than $699 20.75 
Couple family without children Less than $299 20.57 
One parent family with children under 15 and non-dependent 
children Less than $299 11.51 
One parent family with children under 15 without non-
dependent children Less than $119 2.79 
One parent family with dependent students (15-24) and non-
dependent children Less than $499 19.51 
One parent family with dependent students (15-24) without non-
dependent children Less than $299 24.02 
One parent family with children under 15 and dependent 
students (15-24) and non-dependent children Less than $499 26.63 
One parent family with children under 15 and dependent 
students (15-24) without non-dependent children Less than $299 19.46 
One parent family with non-dependent children Less than $299 8.91 
Other family Less than $299 15.81 
2001   
Couple family with children Less than $699 18.94 
Couple family without children Less than $399 21.08 
One parent family Less than $299 14.28 
Other family Less than $399 17.87 
2006   
Couple family with children Less than $999 19.64 
Couple family with no children Less than $499 18.29 
One parent family Less than $349 20.29 
Other family Less than $499 18.68 
Note: The income ranges totalling the closest to 20 per cent were used (as opposed to the income range that contained the lowest 
quintile due to large variations in the total per cent).  The income ranges for 1996 were (per week): negative/nil income; $1-$119; 
$120-$299; $300-$499; $500-$699; $700-$999; $1000-$1499; $1500-$1999; and $2000 or more.  For 2001, they were: $1-$199; 
$200-$299; $300-$399; $400-$499; $500-$599; $600-$699; $700-$799; $800-$999; $1000-$1199; $1200-$1499; $1500-$1999; and 
$2000 or more.  For 2006, they were: negative/nil income; $1-$149; $150-$249; $250-$349; $350-$499; $500-$649; $650-$799; 
$800-$999; $1000-$1199; $1200-$1399; $1400-$1699; $1700-$1999; $2000-$2499; $2500-$2999; and $3000 or more. 
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APPENDIX B: SPLINE REGRESSION TECHNIQUE 
 
In the simplified example of a spline regression technique, the association between 
levels of neighbourhood disadvantage (horizontal axis) and negative individual 
outcomes (vertical axis) are plotted below.  In linear regression, the dashed-line would 
represent the best fit with the data but would produce a weak association.  The spline 
regression technique splits the analysis into different “splines” and can uncover 
“thresholds” (in this example, around a neighbourhood disadvantage score of 70) where 
an accelerated impact on individual outcomes is evident. 
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APPENDIX C: EXAMPLE OF SPSS SYNTAX FOR SPLINE 
REGRESSION ANALYSIS 

 
This Appendix contains the syntax for the spline regression analysis for the 
neighbourhood indicator ‘Born Overseas’ and the neighbourhood outcome ‘Change in 
Unemployed’ (1996-2001) for the 80th percentile.  Version 17.0 of the Statistical 
Package for the Social Sciences was used. 
 
bornoverseaspercentile80 = .35735. 
 
bornoverseas1 = (@96bornoverseas - bornoverseaspercentile80) . 
IF (@96bornoverseas >= bornoverseaspercentile80) bornoverseas1 = 0. 
bornoverseas2 = (@96bornoverseas - bornoverseaspercentile80). 
IF (@96bornoverseas < bornoverseaspercentile80) bornoverseas2 = 0. 
intercept1 = 1. 
IF (@96bornoverseas >= bornoverseaspercentile80) intercept1 = 0. 
intercept2 = 1. 
IF (@96bornoverseas < bornoverseaspercentile80) intercept2 = 0. 
EXECUTE. 
 
REGRESSION 
  /MISSING PAIRWISE 
  /STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA 
  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10) 
  /ORIGIN  
   /DEPENDENT @9601unemploymentchange 
  /METHOD=ENTER intercept1 intercept2 bornoverseas1 bornoverseas2. 
  
REGRESSION 
  /MISSING PAIRWISE 
  /STATISTICS COEFF OUTS R ANOVA 
  /CRITERIA=PIN(.05) POUT(.10) 
  /NOORIGIN  
  /DEPENDENT @9601unemploymentchange 
  /METHOD=ENTER bornoverseas1 bornoverseas2 intercept2. 
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APPENDIX D: EXAMPLE OF SPSS SYNTAX FOR 
INDIVIDUAL LEVEL ANALYSES 

 LOGISTIC REGRESSION PersUn WITH CCDquin2 MedRegUn Age ahgsex  aanbcob 
Education Tenure Health ChildChg2 HHTypeChg afmfuemp RecImmig ahhpers 
ahsyrcad/ 
CATEGORICAL=CCDquin2 ahgsex aanbcob Education Tenure Health ChildChg2 
HHTypeChg afmfuemp RecImmig/ 
CONTRAST (CCDquin2)=Indicator(1)/ 
CONTRAST (ahgsex)=Indicator(1)/ 
CONTRAST (aanbcob)=Indicator(1)/ 
CONTRAST (Education)=Indicator(1)/ 
CONTRAST (Tenure)=Indicator(1)/ 
CONTRAST (Health)=Indicator(1)/ 
CONTRAST (ChildChg2)=Indicator(1)/ 
CONTRAST (HHTypeChg)=Indicator(0)/ 
CONTRAST (afmfuemp)=Indicator(2)/ 
CONTRAST (RecImmig)=Indicator(0)/ 
MISSING CASEWISE/ 
METHOD=ENTER. 
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APPENDIX E: PARTICIPANT INFORMATION SHEET 

Griffith University 
Participant Information Sheet* 

Project Title: The Impact of Neighbourhoods on People’s Lives  
Researcher: Christopher Banks 

Ph.D. Candidate 
Urban Research Program, School of Environment 
Griffith University, Nathan Campus 
Ph: 0434 890 026 Email: christopher.banks@student.griffith.edu.au 

Supervisor: Scott Baum, Ph.D. 
Deputy Director, Urban Research Program, School of Environment 
Griffith University, Nathan Campus 
Ph: 373 55430 Email: s.baum@griffith.edu.au 

Purpose The aim of this study is to understand how neighbourhoods influence resident’s lives,
such as on employment and income. 
Background You are being asked to participate in this study because you have expertise in the
neighbourhoods that are being studied or on neighbourhood policies.  The study is part 
of a doctoral program of research. You are invited to read this form carefully and ask 
Mr Banks any questions that you may have before making a decision whether or not to 
participate. This form contains important information and telephone numbers, and you 
will be given a copy to refer to as the study proceeds. 
Methods Your participation in this research involves being interviewed by the researcher for up
to 30 minutes in a public venue of your choice and at your convenience.  The interview 
will be recorded digitally, with your permission, to ensure your views are captured 
accurately. After the researcher has transcribed your comments, the recording will be 
erased. The researcher will also take brief notes. You will be asked about different 
aspects of the neighbourhoods under study and how you think they impact on residents. 
You will be asked how you think other people view the neighbourhoods. Most 
questions will be open-ended allowing you to voice your own opinions. 
The researcher will contact you at a later date to discuss a summary of the interview so 
that you can clarify or confirm the accuracy of his understanding of those discussions.  
In addition, if you wish you may read and discuss the written transcripts of your 
interviews with the researcher. Feedback in the form of a summary will be provided to 
you at the end of the study. 
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Inclusion Criteria You may be included in this study if you are over 18 years old and have expertise in the
neighbourhoods or policies or services relevant to the neighbourhoods under study. 
Exclusion Criteria You will be excluded from this study if you have a medical or psychological condition
that makes it difficult or impossible to take part in an interview; or if you have 
difficulties communicating in spoken English and cannot provide a suitable translator to 
assist with the interview. 
Risks It is expected that there will be no physical risk from your participation in this study.
There is a very small emotional risk that the discussion could be upsetting to you.  You 
have the right to end any conversation at any time. 
Benefits You may gain no direct benefit from this study.  However, you may find participation in
this study validating because it will give you an opportunity to share your perceptions 
and experiences about neighbourhoods and their impact on people. It is hoped that the 
research will lead to improved understanding of the ways that neighbourhoods affect 
residents and improvements to government policies and programs. 
Confidentiality Your results will be kept confidential. All data will be kept in the possession of the
researcher. If the results of the study are published in a journal or presented at meetings, 
your identity, description and location will not be revealed. Participants will not be 
referred to by name during research reports or study discussions. All records and 
transcriptions will be stored in a locked filing cabinet with restricted access for a 
minimum of five years in a private office. All digital recordings will be erased after they 
have been transcribed. All computer records are restricted by password. 
Contacting the Researchers We are happy to answer any questions you may have at this time.  If you have any
queries later, please do not hesitate to contact Christopher Banks on 0434 890 026 or Dr 
Scott Baum on (07) 37355430. 
Feedback A summary of study results will be made available to all interested participants upon
completion of the study. 
Voluntary Participation Whether you decide to participate in the study or not, your decision will not prejudice
you in any way. If you do decide to participate, you are free to withdraw your consent 
and discontinue your involvement at any time. In the event that you do withdraw from 
this study, the information you have already provided will be kept in a confidential 
manner. 
Complaints Mechanism Students of Griffith University conduct research in accordance with the National
Statement on Ethical Conduct in Research Involving Humans. If you have any concerns 
or complaints about the ethical conduct of the research project you should contact the 
Manager, Research Ethics on 3875 5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 
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For more information concerning this research you are free to contact the Researcher, 
Christopher Banks on 0434 890 026. If you have any questions about your rights as a 
research participant, you may contact: 
Manager, Research Ethics 
Office for Research 
Bray Centre, Griffith University 
Kessels Road, Nathan, QLD, 4111 
Ph: (07) 3735 5585 
Griffith University gratefully acknowledges the support you have provided to this study. 
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APPENDIX F: INFORMED CONSENT FORM 
 Griffith University 

 
Informed Consent Form 

 
 I have read the contents of this informed consent form and have been encouraged to ask 
questions.  I have received answers to my questions to my satisfaction.  I have received 
a copy of the Participant Information Sheet for my records and future reference.  I agree 
to participate in the “How do neighbourhoods affect people” project and give my 
consent freely.  I understand that the study will be carried out as described in the 
information statement, a copy of which I have retained.  I realised that whether or not I 
decided to participate is my decision and will not have any negative impacts.  I also 
realise that I can withdraw from the study at any time and that I do not have to give any 
reasons for withdrawing. 
 
 
 
Signatures: 
 
 
 
_____________________________  _________________ 
Researcher     Date 
 
 
_____________________________  _________________ 
Participant     Date 
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APPENDIX G: SYSTEMATIC SOCIAL OBSERVATION RESULTS 
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CCD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
Woodridge 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 2 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 3 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 4 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 5 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 1 
Woodridge 6 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Woodridge 7 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 8 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 9 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 10 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 11 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 1 
Woodridge 12 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 13 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 1 0 
Woodridge 14 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Woodridge 15 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 16 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 1 
Woodridge 17 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 18 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 19 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 n/a 1 0 1 
Woodridge 20 0 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
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CCD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
Woodridge 21 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 22 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 
Woodridge 23 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 24 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 25 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 
Woodridge 26 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Woodridge 27 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 1 
Woodridge 28 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 n/a 1 0 1 
Woodridge 29 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Woodridge 30 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 1 n/a 0 0 1 
Woodridge 31 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 1 0 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 2 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 4 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 6 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 7 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 8 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 9 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 10 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 11 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 12 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 13 0 0 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 14 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 n/a 1 0 1 
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CCD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
Slacks Creek 15 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 16 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 17 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 18 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 19 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 
Slacks Creek 20 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 21 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 22 1 1 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 23 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 n/a 1 0 1 
Slacks Creek 24 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 25 0 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 26 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Slacks Creek 27 0 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Daisy Hill 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Daisy Hill 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Daisy Hill 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Daisy Hill 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Daisy Hill 5 0 1 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 0 0 
Daisy Hill 6 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 n/a 1 0 1 
Daisy Hill 7 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Daisy Hill 8 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 
Daisy Hill 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 n/a 1 0 0 
Daisy Hill 11 0 0 1 1 0 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 
Daisy Hill 12 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
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CCD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 
Daisy Hill 13 0 1 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 
Daisy Hill 14 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Daisy Hill 15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 
Daisy Hill 16 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 0 1 n/a 1 0 1 
Daisy Hill 17 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 1 1 n/a 1 0 0 

Note: 1 = present; 0 = not present.  
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APPENDIX H: INTERVIEW TRANSCRIPTS 
 

Interview 1: Queensland Government Policy Maker 
 
So the first question is: are the services your department provides place-based? So 
that is, do they improve the overall social conditions in a place? 
 It's a yes and no answer – I think some of our investment by default becomes place-
based, but generally it doesn't start that way. I think it's part of the difficulties at state 
level with ongoing funding: unless there's a really clear decision to have a place-based 
approach and a decision to actually spill funds to actually do that, it's very hard because 
funding's always incremental. There's already a service system in place and we're 
adding to it. But having said that, generally when there's any sort of new funding around 
– and this is true whichever government we're in or what the political agenda is at the 
moment – there's always some sort of process, if there's a new policy direction, a new 
investment, new funding basically, there's always some attempt to try and look at “Well, 
where is the need? What place should it be? Where, geographically, should it be?” 
 
I think regionally – because we've got a regional structure – we've almost got this 
default of “We've got an investment, we should have a bit of it in each region,” that's 
trying to get some sort of reasonable spread of resources across the state. But of course 
the regions are quite unofficial, there's no way to cover every community in Queensland 
with what we do, so we wind up having much more of a regional approach to most 
things, I think. 
Well, either a regional approach or a very localised approach. So if we're responding to 
a particular issue and that issue is very – things like the alcohol reforms, we know 
there's particular issues in indigenous communities – we've got a very tight focus on a 
very small area where we invest. But then other issues that affect everybody, anywhere, 
any time – the D.V.s, and the gambling help, and all those sorts of services – we've only 
got so many dollars to go so we wind up having sort of regional centres that wind up 
doing a whole lot of work in multiple communities. 
 
Having said that though, I think there's a real appetite for doing more place-based stuff? 
And it does come in waves, like ten years ago we had the idea of community renewal 
where government actually picked fourteen communities we'd actually really focus on 
for a five-year period and really put money into them; that was quite successful. I think 
one of the things about that is that it only lasts for so long, because governments have to 
go for the whole state. There's not enough money to have that sort of focus at a local 
level all the time. 
 
So it's sort of like bursts of energy. 
 Yeah, and I think we're gearing up for another one now, by the way people are talking. 
 
So I think you sort of answered the second part of that, which is: why is this 
approach taken? So I think you've described the political and funding criteria that 
go into it. Now I don't have to follow this exactly, it can lead us where it leads to 
but I'm following it generally. And again I think you've answered the second 
question a little bit, but if you have anything to say about how does your 
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department decide which neighbourhoods to target services? And when I say 
neighbourhoods, I'm talking suburbs. 
 Again, there's that same sort of balance between having some very targeted services and 
then almost regionally-based services. It's hard not to think of things like the 
Neighbourhood Centre Program which is that sort of universal sort of services. I think 
theoretically we'd love to target every suburb in Queensland to have that service base, 
but the resources don't go that far. And I'd like to say it's always based on identified 
need where the most vulnerable people are, but it's a political process. Where a new 
community centre comes into place, or a new neighbourhood centre, can often be as 
much about the political decision as much about regions vying for resources between 
each other in competition. But we try and spread as much as we can, and we don't do 
too bad with some of those bigger programs; we do have a bit of a presence in most 
places in Queensland. Where we struggle in Queensland of course is in the rural and 
remote areas. You've got entire areas like Croydon and Etheridge LGAs where Croydon 
is fifteen families but it's the size of Tasmania. It's – how do you have a place-based 
response there when the fair distribution of resources would mean you'd give them 
twenty-five dollars for a service?  
 
Again, just not enough to go around.  
Yeah, but look, I think we fall on the tried and true things about – which 
neighbourhoods are more likely to get up for any sort of investment, and certainly that 
notion of disadvantage, of vulnerability, raises its head almost every time. Each 
department might have a slightly different system, but everybody's got something that 
looks like SEIFA, or something that looks like NASSA, or some sort of tool that helps 
us to map where – and unfortunately it's almost always about economic disadvantage, 
that will inform that – which I don't think always works. It is that general notion of 
disadvantage: if people are living below the poverty line they're going to be 
disadvantaged in lots of different ways. But I don't think that works for everything, 
when we've got such a broad range of services we provide. Things like – I always go 
back to D.V.: D.V. doesn't necessarily have anything to do with economic disadvantage. 
There's nothing to say one community – this afternoon, it could happen anywhere in 
Queensland, so there's nothing to say it's more likely to happen in Woodridge than it is 
in Kenmore or anything like that. But I think that the default position is around 
economic disadvantage for most investment. 
 
Okay. I think you've answered the second part of that question too – about what 
factors in individual neighbourhoods – so economic disadvantage, is considered. 
But it's not as comprehensive or as detailed as you think it needs to be. So the third 
one is a little bit of a technical one, not sure if you'll be able to answer it. But 
basically it's the idea of linearity. So do more disadvantage neighbourhoods get 
more services and less disadvantaged neighbourhoods, sort of a linear process – if 
a neighbourhood is twice as disadvantaged as another does it get twice as much 
services? Is it that sort of relationship?  
I don't think it is at all. It's hard to look at it in the short run, but if I look at in like a 
twnety-year period, you can almost see trends. Certain communities get a perception of 
a level of disadvantage that might be higher or lower than it really is just because of the 
perception of that subrub. And the example over a twenty-year period I think of is 
Woodridge, so all government departments, all religious organisations, everyone that's 
working in this area – probably thirty years ago there was hardly any services there, it 
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was an old Housing Commission area, great levels of financial disadvantage, and then 
for some reason every new piece of funding a government did or any new service went 
to that community. I don't think it was any more or any less disadvantaged than areas 
like Pine Rivers at the same time, but it was almost automatic – “We've got new funding 
for gambling!” “Oh, Woodridge.” It's their first port of call. 
 
So it's like a momentum or something that builds up?  
Yeah, there's something about it, it's weird. And whether it's because you've got the 
service providers there, you know you can actually build onto existing services. But 
then there's other areas that by default just get nothing. 
 
Get ignored.  
That always get overlooked. And the same, certainly in my experience, I don't know if 
it's random, I don't know what actually causes it but there seems to be particular 
communities that, when we do whatever our evidence-based process is, and the example 
I think of is when we were doing a response to VSM – and it seems like every time we 
gather the data and have a look at it, there'll be these four or five communities that come 
up, and that's where the money goes. And the next on the list would always miss out. 
Ipswich is classic for that: there's always a high level of need for whatever we're doing 
but it's not quite high enough to get into it. And you can see it now in the funding spread 
we've got there's probably a really big gap in service delivery there for a fairly 
disadvantaged population. But it's not a conspiracy over time, it's just that every time we 
do that evidence-based process it comes in in fourth position and doesn't get a ribbon. 
 
Right, okay. So because the funding is so constrained, there's no such things as a 
twice-as-much of one or the other, it's basically just a few communities get it.  
Yeah. Almost with all funding and all investment in community services there's never 
enough to meet the need. This notion of – look we've mapped demand, and we can put 
services where they need to be – well, we'd have to spend a hundred times the amount 
of money we do now. Every type of service we do, demand exceeds supply. So, I think 
that adds to those sorts of areas, and again you've gotta look at politics again. A 
marginal electorate will be more likely to get funding, the process or something will be 
tweaked to go towards that, Cabinet will make decisions about locations of things that 
aren't necessarily based on need, and I'm not saying that's right or wrong but the 
government they're allowed to make decisions. But it's not always an evidence-based... 
I'm rambling a bit now. 
 
That's okay. So I think we've done three, so number four is about differentiating 
responses. So, in this idea of a threshold highly disadvantaged neighbourhoods 
might need something different than moderately disadvantaged neighbourhoods, 
like qualitatively different types of services. Moderately disadvantaged might need 
more preventative services where highly disadvantaged might try and get them 
back below that to a threshold.  
Oh, okay, I think we've got a bit of a mixed-bag reputation on that. And again it's 
because of the types of investment we have – there is the ones that there isn't anything 
about any particular neighbourhood that influences it, like D.V. again. I think we try, at 
least in our thinking, to have the same sorts of ability to respond everywhere. We don't 
make it, because the resources don't go that far. I know things like perpetrator programs, 
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we'd love to have them in every community but we just don't have enough money to do 
it. But other things, um... 
 
So do service providers target their services in a different way, or... 
 For some we do. We probably don't do it nearly enough and that's because I don't think 
we think nearly enough about that difference between early intervention and crisis 
intervention, and I think there's always the pressure to respond to the crisis that we 
always over-invest in that anyway. But other things – gambling help services I know 
Queensland Treasury used to do an enormous amount of work to actually think about 
what services they wanted in what location, and they actually went down to a suburb 
level eventually doing some analysis. A number of factors like the number of poker 
machines in an area, the number of people reporting they had problems and all that – 
and they had a complex formula at one stage for saying 'well that means for these 
postcodes we want to have counselling in place, for these postcodes we're gonna have 
counselling and sort of broad outreach education services' and had a different mix each. 
But the amount of work that goes into doing that, and it is just a formula, it's not a 
magic formula – and I think part of the problem with doing that sort of work is the 
moment you do it, it's out of date. So it becomes this perception then about 'this is what 
we need in this location' but any sort of issue, any sort of service could change 
tomorrow. I don't think we – I think we try and talk a more universal approach with 
what we do. 
Probably we should do more, especially in thinking in the long term about where we 
could be investing more in prevention and early intervention stuff to stop the costs of 
services being so high. 
 
This question just popped in my mind, but I'm just going to ask it – we're talking 
about targeted services in neighbourhoods where people live, is there any 
consideration about where people might work?  
Oh, um – yes, there is, and there's other things besides work as well. That's a good 
question. Certainly in south-east Queensland there is that whole notion of people might 
live in one spot and certainly work in another spot, and you've got that with those 
surrounding areas to Brisbane: you might live in Logan and work in Brisbane, or live in 
Brisbane and work in Logan, or West Moreton, or Pine Rivers, those sorts of areas, and 
it's just by housing costs I guess that you wind up having people in more economic 
disadvantage in that ring around the city. I know the thinking used to be very much that 
we should be putting more services in those areas, but depending on what the support 
service was people might prefer to actually not be around their neighbours when they're 
accessing whatever the embarrassing service is.  
 
Yeah, to rock up with a car with the logo on the side-- 
 Yeah, that's exactly right – coming into Brisbane might be better. The other one that's 
interesting about people moving around is areas like Townsville and Palm Island, where 
you've got almost the entire Palm Island community has extended family in Townsville, 
and we pump all these services into Palm Island and people are actually spending nine 
months of the year in Townsville, which is a regional centre: cheaper services, you can 
attract staff, and that's where they are! And we've put all the money... 
 
… into an empty island.  
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So sometimes I think we just get it spectacularly wrong, and it's about the perception of 
the issue there, but not looking at how people move around. And just how we do divide 
services up – again, because regions are fairly artificial, I've seen when we've drawn up 
services and gone 'Well, we've got this many dollars to create a service, or create this 
catchment area' but without being terribly scientific we just try and get a map out and 
look at it when we do that, because often you find yourself – you've done it on paper 
and realised that you've put in your investment in Ipswich for these people who live ten 
minutes away from Toowoomba. 
And it's sort of made sense on paper, but either way they're going to get in the car, and 
one would be a five minute drive and one would be an hour and a half drive. And 
literally I find until I'm sitting and looking at a map, you don't actually realise you're 
even thinking that way. 
 
My research is looking at three neighbourhoods in particular – it's funny you 
should mention Woodridge, because Woodridge is one of them – and I've purely 
based it on levels of disadvantage from SEIFA, and Woodridge is in the top three 
per cent in Australia in disadvantage. Near the top of the list in terms of that 
measure anyway. So I looked at Woodridge and Slacks Creek, which is right next 
door – doesn't have quite the level of disadvantage but might have some warning 
signs of problems, and then Daisy Hill on the other side of the motor way which is 
not disadvantaged at all. 
Can you make any comment on the service responses in those three areas in 
particular? 
 One of the things I think is interesting about that particular piece of geography is that's 
where the geography obviously has some effect. I couldn't give you a scientific reason 
why, but anyone can see what that freeway does. There's one side of the freeway, and 
there's the other. It's totally different. It's a totally artificially-constructed thing, and yet 
they're unbelievably different areas: one side of the freeway you've got very few people 
with economic disadvantages, you've got nice houses, you've got not community centres 
but services – all the businesses and the work is there; and literally you go under the 
underpass and you may as well have driven a hundred kilometres away. It's quite 
bizarre, I find. 
 
Do you think it emerged over time because of that barrier, or was it planned that 
way? 
 Don't know – I worked there years ago, I worked there in the 80s, so... 
 
Has it always been like that? 
 Yeah, pretty much, yeah. I don't think it's deliberately planned that way, but the things 
that I noticed - from when I worked there, even – there is the Housing Commission 
stuff; Woodridge was back in the days when the idea was 'let's create a suburb of all 
very low-cost housing' and everyone's moved away from that and everything's much 
more diverse, I think forty or fifty years later there's still the overhang of that. But that 
still doesn't explain the freeway thing, it's weird. I do know it's not easy to get on and 
off the freeway to Woodridge: all the exit ramps go that way and it's not – in Brisbane 
every exit ramp on the freeway, you can go off and then turn right and go underneath 
the freeway. In Woodridge you can't. You can go off, and you go into Springwood, and 
you have to drive three blocks down, and it's like this gated community. I don't know if 
that's deliberate design or unconscious design, or what. It really has created this 
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geographic separation. But then again on the other hand there's this notion of 
Woodridge, but... it's that artificial line that Woodrdige, Slacks Creek, Kingston... what 
is a community, what community do people identify with? And a lot of people refer to 
Woodridge but they're actually talking about Kingston. I think that's a bigger 
community on that side of the freeway, and certainly more densely populated. There's 
no clear line between them. 
 
Okay, that's good insight. The next question is about the idea that disadvantage 
can be contagious. It's the idea that social norms influence your behaviour in a 
neighbourhood. So you'd be worse off in a disadvantaged neighbourhood, all 
things being equal. Has that theory, or any evidence – has that informed anything, 
any decision making in terms of services? Or is that just not a factor at all? 
 I don't think it consciously does, but I think probably again because Woodridge has a 
particular reputation, I think sub-consciously... program planning and policy planning 
makes you think of particular areas. But because most of the work at a State 
Government level is trying to look at service provision for all of Queensland, I think it's 
more likely about how we get the best spread of services. Probably for the Woodridges, 
Slacks Creeks, and Daisy Hills, the disadvantaged areas being the second-largest city in 
Queensland next to the largest city in Queensland – when you've gotta spread across 
such a huge state you're gonna put a service in Brisbane and expect it to service a whole 
lot of areas. So there's that, but I don't know... there is this weird thing about, I don't 
know if it's contagious disadvantage or self-perception stuff, but I remember when I was 
a youth worker in Woodridge and there was almost this competitiveness: a number of 
people - a number of young men that were in juvenile detention, there was a perception 
that if people from other areas outnumbered the number of kids from Woodridge in 
detention, they'd actually commit more crimes to even the number out. 
 
Oh, really? 
 Yes. And it was quite deliberate. It was about 'we don't want to be outnumbered in John 
Oxley.' So, I don't know if that's a particularly weird cultural thing to there, and I don't 
know that's still true, that's a long time ago. 
 
What were you saying, because service planning, policy delivery is statewide, you'd 
never go to that sort of level of detail looking at backgrounds? 
 Very rarely. Very rarely, I think. Again it depends on the type of service. Most of the 
time we're trying to get as much coverage for the dollar as possible. I think we err in the 
other way and just try and make an investment go way too far and it becomes a bit 
diffused rather than focused on the particular area, in the name of trying to get the best 
coverage possible. You know, we'll set up a service to cover a quarter of the state in 
north-west Queensland or south-west Queensland. 
 
The seventh question I think I've already asked you, which is preventative versus 
remedial approaches. This theory that I'm working on, this threshold theory would 
say that there's this level of disadvantage past which there's actually a negative 
effect living there. It might have a different response for different neighbourhoods, 
but your theme is here is 'no, we're just trying to spread the dollars, we wouldn't 
really differentiate to that degree.' 
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We probably should, but I don't think we do. And if we do, it'd be in very isolated cases. 
I do wonder in some communities – I know what you mean about that threshold point. 
And it's a very fine line – it's a very tight line, there's I think communities that wander 
either side of it quite quickly and frequently. Things like the gentrification stuff, like a 
community that was perceived as a fairly poor community very quickly through real 
estate can change around. Look at the inner-city suburbs of Brisbane, thirty, forty years 
ago were the poorest communities. West End. 
 
West End – it's going to be unrecognisable in a few years. 
 And that's real estate-driven. It's weird. 
 
It's not government at all, it's just the housing market. 
 I don't think so. It might be, it might be in what services go in place. I do remember 
when we were doing community renewal that was one of the bad outcomes, one of the 
unintended outcomes was that bizzarely, combined with the urban renewal stuff of 
actually putting better amenities and making the community a more vibrant place, it did 
drive the house prices up and started that gentrification process in places, and actually 
drove the most – people living in the most amount of poverty – moved out of the 
community.  
 
So you didn't get that effect of the mixed community and role models, it just drove 
them straight out. 
 Yeah, it was weird. But then there's other communities like – if there's a certain 
community spirit or a certain community leadership, that people, the community itself 
can sort of push its own destination. When they were developing Varsity Lakes, which 
was another old Housing Commission area, Stevens, not unlike Woodrdige – in fact the 
houses were exactly the same, as they used to be in those days – this huge area, and then 
it was this vacant land that got turned into Varsity Lakes. And when they developed it 
and applied for a postcode, they said 'we want our own unique postcode' and something 
happened in Stevens, and they went 'no, we're one community' and they got the Varsity 
Lakes postcode. So I think maybe fourth or fifth is Stevens in the SEIFA index and is 
now called Varsity Lakes which is one of the richest communities in Queensland. It's 
still all the same community and it's still very high up on the SEIFA index-- 
 
But you don't think of it the same way as Woodridge, or somewhere else. 
 No, no, that's right. And probably over time it will have that same gentrification, it will 
effect house prices and all of that. And that was purely community-led, that wasn't some 
intervention by some service, or intervention by government, it was a bit of people 
power stuff. I don't know what triggers that – you'd think that if a community's more 
coherent, or a community's more together, has communication in place or something – I 
don't know what it is. Whether it's one person that makes that happen and it grows, but I 
don't know how you predict where something like that's gonna happen or not. 
 
Not a planned approach, just based on personality or persuasiveness. 
 Yeah, that's right. Quite strange. 
 
Last question, it's kind of a leading question – 
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 Certainly. That's okay. 
 
Do you think policy makers are sufficiently aware of evidence and theory about the 
neighbourhood effects that we've been talking about? 
 That's a hard one to answer. Look, myself I don't think I have much of a theoretical 
knowledge at all, but because I've had responsibility for some of the more broader 
community-based programs, like the Neighbourhood Centre program for a long time, I 
think purely by experience and talking to services that's where a lot of my knowledge 
comes from. It is amazing when you've got – I feel I get quite a different view of the 
world to other people in the program areas around me, because I've got the 
neighbourhood centres: it's universal services, and it is the broad, broad, broad 
discussions people have rather than focused in on this one particular issue. And that's 
really, I've really appreciated having that responsibility for a length of time, because it 
has influenced the way I think. I've noticed it in the department about people 
understanding how communities work. A lot of the work that neighbourhood centres do 
has been trivialised at a policy level, going 'oh well they're just running--' 
 
'—feel-good programs or something?' 
 Yes. The joke for a long time was the DG used to – and I'm not going to say which DG 
– the DG used to drive past a neighbourhood centre on the way home, and they 
advertised belly-dancing classes on a board out the front. 
 
Didn't go over so well.  
And everybody was going 'This is ridiculous!' And I was the one stuck in the middle, 
talking to a network of neighbourhood centres, who had a very good theory about why 
that was the cleverest thing in the world to do, and that was very sound. It was about– 
they had a large Turkish community, this was attractive to them, the women that were 
not integrated in the community in any sort of way, it got them in the door, and they got 
the access to a whole range of other services – brilliant! 
So all the theory around the world, you could demonstrate it, and people would just go, 
'Belly dancing!? That's ridiculous!' So I don't think we do. I think as policy-makers we 
get so caught up in whatever the policy agenda is: we must reduce the number of people 
living in poverty, or whatever the policy direction is at the moment, that we probably 
overlook that. And the interesting thing is that no matter what the policy context is, that 
stuff actually stays the same. It doesn't get a gurnsey around here I think. 
 
Well just between you and me, the evidence is not hugely strong on neighbourhood 
effects. It says that there is an effect, it's fairly small, but family has a much bigger 
impact on your life outcomes, which sort of makes sense. But I've always been 
curious about where you live and... 
 But, you've only got to drive through suburbs to know it's not just – there's something, 
there's got to be something. 
 
There's definitely stigmas attached to certain neighbourhoods which can impact on 
things, employment, whatever.  
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That's exactly right. That, and it is actually practical things as well. You know, 
particularly in south-east Queensland the difference between a community that has a 
train station and a community that doesn't in terms of access to a whole lot of things, 
we're seeing that now with those new train lines going through. Like a community like 
Inala, that was fairly isolated and yet another old Housing Commission area – there's a 
bit of a theme there – I think we're gonna see generations of that old policy. But as soon 
as a railway station goes in, all the business comes in, people do want to move there 
because people do work in the city and it's easy to get to and from there... it has an 
amazing effect. 
 
Cool. Alright, thank you very much.  
You're welcome! It was interesting, I enjoyed it! 
 

Interview 2: Queensland Government Service Manager 
 
Okay, so I won’t read the questions as you’ve got them in front of you, but do you 
want to just have a crack at question one?  
Certainly. 
 
What place-based services.  
Um.  I suppose the answer to question one from my perspective is that certain program 
areas of funding are place-based and certain areas aren’t.  We have different streams 
that are based on evidence bases, whereas we have other funding approaches which are 
based on a larger range of factors than the actual need itself.  If you look at funding 
which is attached to the DNR disadvantage-needs-risk ratings as a social investment, 
those things are targeted at the suburbs which have the highest ratings to be able to fix; 
if you look at some of the funding areas such as domestic and family violence, the 
investment for that place sits somewhere else, because you wouldn’t necessarily provide 
a large range of services exactly in the immediate facility where the highest offender 
rate would be.  They have to be placed somewhere else for the safety of the individuals 
involved.  So, you do have, yeah, you do have great differences in some of those 
approaches, and again if you look at family and domestic violence for the provision of 
shelters and things like that you then have affordability factors that come in.  You’d like 
to put them in a particular place that’s, you know, well serviced by other providers but 
also well outside of the usual social demographic that they’re positioned in at the 
moment, but housing affordability and service availability to take then where that 
investment has the service rather than where the actual need sits.  That makes sense? 
 
Yes.  
Do you want any more on that? 
 
No, I think just your overall sort of response is fine. So-  
Yeah, question two.  How does your department decide which neighbourhoods to target 
services?  Again, we do a lot of, a reasonable amount of research into where the 
investment needs to sit, depending on what type of investment it is.  We do rely on the 
SEIFA Index and the DRN ratings to give us the indications of where the investment 
needs to sit.  One of the confusing things there, and this is a regional investment 
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mapping problem within the department, is our investment, when you look at where it 
sits, doesn’t necessarily indicate where the spend is.  We will invest in a, provide 
funding to an organisation, regardless of where their head office sits or their service 
provision is for them to provide services across a particular area or region.  For instance, 
say, the Logan LGA.  What we don’t have is the data to say the service users accessing 
that funding come from particular suburbs.  If we had the other end of, say, the data 
validation and tracking of the service users themselves, we’d be more efficient in 
positioning our investment to the needs of the community.  So being that we don’t 
collect that historical data, I think we do have very broad spectrum approaches to fixing 
social issues. 
 
Right.  So you basically leave it up to the services to decide which sort of smaller 
scale areas to target.  
Yes.  Absolutely.  And we rely a lot on anecdotal feedback of the services.  For 
individual services I think their data is very clean and can be relied upon.  I’ve 
experienced over the last ten years, I think when smaller organisations get together in a 
collective, such as a network environment, they tend to become self-perpetuating, where 
the collective of organisations can use the data to influence government expenditure 
because of an identified need.  The government doesn’t actually have the ability to 
either say it’s correct or incorrect.  Homelessness is one of those areas where you rely 
on a lot of data to come back in the round where the organisations are finding homeless 
people, but the research and the information that the government has at hand doesn’t 
support the volume of numbers that the services are telling you. 
 
Right, okay.  The next question is about sort of the quantum of services and 
whether it’s linearly related to, you know, those indicators that you talked about 
before.  Is it this relationship like that or is it more of a different process to decide?  
I think there are two processes there.  One of the processes that’s a very linear process 
was some of the funding in areas where the highest areas of disadvantage get the 
majority of funding, but you always have to be mindful that that is sometimes 
influenced by the political momentum of needing investment or being seen to invest in 
another area, which may be a marginal seat or an unhappy population, can then change 
the way we invest to address certain social issues.  I think if you go back to the days of 
department housing and some of the small, specific funding programs such as 
community renewal, if you looked at the nine regions of Queensland where that was 
funded to do the large scale community consultation and capacity development, it 
wasn’t necessarily the areas that were highest in need, it was combined with the areas 
which were seats in need of probably the publicity side of being seen to be addressing 
the need. 
 
Okay.  And I guess that wouldn’t be a surprise really that we take both things into 
account.  
No.  Not at all.  And that’s not party specific, that’s just government on the whole. 
 
Yeah.  So the next one is about, sort of similar to the previous one, about are 
services delivered in highly disadvantaged neighbourhoods qualitatively different 
from other areas that maybe aren’t so disadvantaged?  Or is it the same kinds of 
services?  
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I think we have very much the same kinds of services.  We have a very blanket 
approach.  We will release a particular- it’s different with a pilot. That’s when you will 
get some regional specific program output specifications to address a particular need.  
As soon as that is graduated from a pilot to a particular funding stream, we will then 
refine it down to a more blanket approach and spread it across more regions in 
Queensland.  So there’s a big difference between pilot and the regional programs. 
 
Right.  But between two neighbourhoods, one disadvantaged, one sort of 
moderately, it would be the same types of services, maybe just not as much in one?  
Absolutely.  Yep.  And I think that’s particular to the way that we fund for, we fund for 
LGAs, we don’t generally fund for anything smaller than an LGA.  We will fund for 
regions that don’t necessarily have a boundary as well, we will do something for 
Northern Gold Coast, but we will not define a defined boundary of what is Gold Coast, 
what is Northern Gold Coast.  So when it comes to specifics like Woodridge, Slacks 
Creek, Daisy Hill, we will fund for Logan.  And again, without the tracking mechanism 
of where the service users, where they actually come from or reside, which is easy 
enough to do the same as a lot of retail stores do on the postcode tracking, you would, if 
we gathered that data we would then be able to target the investment a lot more to the 
individual community that needs it. 
 
Currently we can’t do that.  
We can’t, no, because we don’t collect the data to enable us to do that. 
 
Yep.  So I think you’ve sort of answered the question five.  We just don’t know if 
the service delivery would be different in those three particular neighbourhoods in 
Logan.  
No we don’t, because what we do is collect from the LGA, and we don’t define down to 
those specifically, the council divisions or individual suburbs. 
 
Do you think that would be a useful thing to do, to know?  
Absolutely.  Yeah, definitely.  If we collected that data for even as short a term as three 
years, we would then be able to target the funding to the majority of the service users, 
the same as marketing collateral is targeted at where your client base is. 
 
Okay.  So this next question, you know, you can sort of answer it as a government 
employer or just as a person who understands these neighbourhoods, but how 
would you describe Woodridge?  What is it like as a neighbourhood?  
To be honest, I think Woodridge as a reputation that precedes it.  Having worked there 
for a number of years, based in the middle of Woodridge, I don’t think it’s actually as 
bad or as unsafe as the media portray it.  I think the multicultural aspect to Woodridge 
and the lack of positive media attention severely affect it, and I think that is then a flow 
on effect to the way people who reside in the area view themselves.  I think that’s a 
view very, very much reflected and perpetuated by the local government, Logan City 
Council, because the- I think that organisation has a culture of publicising disadvantage 
to leverage federal and state funding.  That works for them, and has worked for them for 
a very long time.  If they were to maybe balance some of the negative publicity and that 
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leveraging for disadvantage into investment to create a better community, then that flow 
on effect would be the way the communities viewed themselves. 
 
Interesting.  
And I think the culture of the organisation of the Logan City Council would change as 
well. 
 
And what about Slacks Creek, which is sort of next door and not as disadvantaged, 
but still showing some signs of disadvantage?  What do you think of that?  
Slacks Creek is a very interesting area.  You have very small pockets of disadvantage.  I 
think if you looked to the department of housing data, you’d be able to nail them down 
to particular streets.  A lot of those would have a higher concentration of Department of 
Housing houses than the other, than the surrounding areas.  Slacks Creek again has a lot 
of businesses based there, so it’s very fragmented as a community.  I think when people 
external to Logan would look at Slacks Creek, they would look at the business there in 
preference to anyone actually residing there.  It’s viewed completely differently. 
 
Yeah.  Even though there’s six or seven thousand people living in Slacks Creek.  
That’s right.  They wouldn’t consider it a residential area at all. 
 
So there’s not the same sort of stigma attached to it?  
Doesn’t have the same sort of stigma, no, because people will go there to purchase 
something, view it, and leave.  And they view it very much as an industrial estate. 
 
Where they wouldn’t necessarily go to Woodridge unless they had relatives there 
or something.  
No, that’s- Yep.  Their only contact with Woodridge generally is the negative media 
that comes out from isolated events. 
 
Okay, and so across the motorway to Daisy Hill.  What’s your sort of views on that 
neighbourhood?  
Again I think there’s graduated steps from Woodridge up to Slacks Creek and then up to 
Daisy Hill.  I think topography has a lot to do with it.  Daisy Hill is obviously a lot 
higher up, so you’ve got a koala sanctuary at the top of the hill, you have a lot of the 
housing development going on there, and some very well established areas 
encompassing it.  You’ve also got the Logan Hyperdome within a very quick- it’s only 
two roads away from the area.  The housing prices alone push out a lot of the lower 
socio-economic bracket from Daisy Hill.  Completely different.  It’s again, when you’re 
funding for Logan LGA, I think there’s just an inherent government expectation that 
you’re not expecting the money in any way, shape or form to be spent in Daisy Hill.  No 
service users you would anticipate would be coming from there.  You would 
automatically assume you’ve got Woodridge, Kingston would be your two primary.  
But again, without collecting the data you just don’t know. 
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We sort of touched on this a little bit, but do you think opportunities are different 
for residents in those neighbourhoods?  Do you think there’s something about 
those neighbourhoods that provide more or less opportunities for them?  
Yeah definitely, definitely, I think an example of that is going back to 2007-2008, 
working very closely with the Crestmead industrial estate and the business owners in 
the collective.  It was quite evident in the first few engagements and community 
consultations with their business entities that there was a distinct postcode bias.  It was 
an automatic view from a resume submitted for a vacancy that if it was Woodridge, are 
you taking a risk reading the resume, because without a picture of the person what are 
you getting?  And that was really, really interesting that people were viewed 
immediately on any qualifications, experience or anything, the postcode and their 
residence dictated the employer’s first impression of the resident. 
 
Right.  And of those three you think Woodridge is the only one that would have 
sort of experienced that bias?  
I think Woodridge was probably prominent.  Woodridge and Kingston definitely were 
top of that list.  Slacks Creek probably distant second.  You would not experience the 
same bias with Daisy Hill.  It wouldn’t actually rate at all on their radar.  So I think it’s 
over the years when you see the very clear cut evidence, and from the view of that 
postcode bias, I think it speaks volumes.  And, I’m trying to think, there was another 
experience very similar to that, where Australia Post were doing a recruitment from 
disadvantaged communities, training people as posties and bits and pieces.  They had 
the reverse of that where they had identified that people coming from particular 
postcodes should be targeted first, because they are the most disadvantaged.  Which is 
exactly the same perspective the other way around.  And again, I said from our 
investment you’ve only got to look at the SEIFA index or the DNR that when we think 
investing in a particular area, we have those primary hot spots in mind for the 
investment.  And there is an automatic assumption that the clients come from there, but 
that assumption could be completely wrong.  Because we don’t track the service users. 
 
So you talk about the media sort of perpetuating these stigmas I guess attached to 
the most disadvantaged areas.  You talked about employers having a postcode 
bias.  Do you think there’s any other factors that make those sort of 
neighbourhoods sort of viewed differently?  Do you think people experience 
different sort of daily things in those things?  
I think when you look at Woodridge in particular, I think you have a very- a similarly 
fragmented community around different ethnic groups.  I think that to a certain degree 
it’s poor social planning, where you have suburbs who tend to break themselves up into 
racial groups.  The investment in probably the social areas of Logan, the parks and 
access to facilities and things like that, the investment in Woodridge would not be the 
same as say your investment in Palm Beach.  It’s not viewed the same.  Again this 
comes down to the local government investment as well.  If it’s viewed as 
disadvantaged area and too high maintenance to have that level of investment in, is that 
not creating a self-perpetuation where without the facilities it doesn’t get better?  But 
because it doesn’t get better it still works to a certain level of always continuing to be 
what it is.  One of the other things I think that is very specific to Woodridge, and maybe 
Slacks Creek, but probably not Daisy Hill, is the transient rate of the community.  I 
know from some very, very basic participant tracking that we did in partnership with 
Department of Employment Training back in 2005-2006, we were able to track the 
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transient rate of working intensively with families and with individuals to get the 
education better, to get the employment better.  One of the things we discovered is as 
soon as we did that and generally created a better environment for those people.  The 
first thing they did was leave, and were replaced by a family back in the very 
disadvantaged area and we’d start the process again. 
 
So in your opinion, you know, if you had two people, say twins, and they’re exactly 
the same in every respect, and one lived in Woodridge and one lived in Daisy Hill, 
everything else equal, do you think that they would have different outcomes in 
their life just based on where they lived?  
Yes. 
 
Based on everything we’ve sort of talked about?  
Yeah, I think so.  I think your exposure to your environment counts for a lot for those 
people.  I think it does.  And particularly again, media plays a very large part in that.  
And government process plays a large part in that, because we don’t invest in positive 
media for an area like that, but we won’t object to negative media coming out.  There 
was an interesting project done, I partnered with Professor Phil Hayward I think it was, 
back in, I think that was 2007-2008, and we’d actually done a study of Beenleigh here 
for what was the public assumption of Beenleigh that then fit in to redoing the local 
government act for the area, and looking at commercial construction and zoning and 
pieces like that, but it was- this project sat off to the side and it was basically what 
people’s assumptions were.  And it was very interesting through that that even the views 
of the area depended on how you arrived in the area.  So if you drove to Beenleigh you 
had a completely different perspective from the market testing than people who took the 
train.  And the reason for that was, when you pull in to the train station you are 
surrounded by ten foot fences with razor wire on the top. 
 
Yeah.  Probably graffiti everywhere too.  
Yeah.  But your immediate assumption was you are arriving in a war zone of high 
crime.  The statistics don’t back that up, but that’s just the way you viewed the 
environment.  When you arrive in Woodridge, generally it’s not dirty, it’s not over 
graffiti’ed and it’s no worse than arriving anywhere else, but because of the media 
portrayal and the way that I think local government investment portrays Woodridge, 
you don’t see the signage, you don’t see the parks, you don’t see the level of 
maintenance or anything that you would see in a more affluent area.  Your immediate 
assumption is that this is a disadvantaged area.  More investment into publicising the 
good things about the region would go a long way into balancing that out. 
 
Yeah.  Apart from any services, just that that perception-  
That perception, yeah absolutely.  People will I think will gravitate to that common 
denominator of what the region is. 
 
Alright so just two more sort of more general questions that sort of gets to the 
whole sort of thesis I have.  So, does this idea that disadvantage is contagious 
inform how or where services are delivered?  Is that sort of any relevance to 
service planning or service deliverers, do they take that into account at all?  
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Yeah.  Yeah, I think so.  I think we don’t even I think to a certain degree have to do 
detailed research on specific funding if certain names like Woodridge and Kingston are 
the most prominent names.  We would make an automatic assumption that that was the 
most highest need, regardless of what the program was. 
 
And that somebody moving there would have worse outcomes than if they moved 
somewhere else.  
That’s right. Absolutely. 
 
So the last one sort of generally a question about this idea of a threshold, so the 
idea that living in most neighbourhoods is not going to have a big impact in your 
life but highly disadvantaged neighbourhoods might have a separate negative 
impact on life incomes, like employment, health.  So would that, if you think if that 
were true and there was evidence behind that, do you think that would change how 
services are delivered or planned?  
I think quite possibly.  I think to a certain degree we should be looking at not the one 
size fits all for some of the investment that goes into these areas.  Some of these things 
are fixed with more targeted investment to address the lack of opportunities, not to fix 
the problem, which is the outcome of the lack of opportunity.  And that’s I think what 
we tend to do with a lot of investment, we will look at, I mean, going back to look at the 
Crestmead employers’ association.  What they saw, we couldn’t invest or address in 
changing a lot of those industry community views, because of the way that we were 
designed in our investment.  We were still pouring millions of dollars a year into 
employment, education and training, but if we already inherently knew that those 
people wouldn’t get those opportunities because of a postcode bias, why didn’t that 
influence the way that we invest in those training and education products and on that 
pathway to employment when they should have.  Maybe a percentage of that funding 
really should have been used for working with the employers’ association, looking at all 
the factors that come into why they’re viewing that population demographic that way, 
and change that invest to, you know, change some of those public perceptions. 
 
Okay, cool.  Well that’s the end.  Is there anything else you wanted to add about 
the things we talked about or has that about covered it?  
No, I don’t think so.  Is there anything else you want to know? 
 
No, that was great.  Yeah, very helpful thank you.  
Interview 3: Logan City Council Policy Maker 
 
So the first one just about the services that council provides, and whether its 
targeted at particular neighbourhoods, or is it more general services you provide 
throughout the council area. So is there any sort of policy or program approach 
that you take to different neighbourhoods or is it pretty much even?  
That's a really good and interesting question. I'd say overall they are more city-based in 
terms of the social programs that we provide, and the services that add to the social 
fabric of the community. So the leasing of around 300 community and sporting facilities 
within the city the council manages and leases to community organisations and sporting 
organisations. So that's just done as an entire program across the city. However there are 
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Sport and Rec officers that work directly with individual clubs within neighbourhoods 
to support them and do their action plans and all that sort of stuff. So the policy's the 
same – well in fact this has caused a bit of grief in the paper recently, you might have 
heard about it – when we inherited Gold Coast in the 2008 amalgamation, the level of 
service which Gold Coast Council was providing to their clubs at the time was much 
higher than the service that Logan clubs were receiving, in terms of. So the Gold Coast 
clubs, their fields were completely maintained by the council and all costs associated 
were picked up by the council. So here there was a contribution from the clubs towards 
that and so that's caused some significant issues trying to get one policy across the 
whole city. 
The other programs that we run are – like the School holiday program, for example, the 
Live Well Logan program; the program-based initiatives – are very much across the 
whole city. So we basically need to demonstrate that they’re servicing each of the 
particular divisions within the city. When I say divisions I mean the councillor 
divisions. 
 
So you don’t look at levels of disadvantage or social problems in a particular 
neighbourhood and tailor your services?  
We may tailor the services to the needs of the particular community and the desires of 
the part comm. So in that program for example we may. Taking that as an example we 
don't provide additional resources in Logan central, Crestmead, wherever it might be. 
And I have to say partly because at the end of the day it's a political decision and each 
of the councillors want to see those types of activity and event in their area. And so if 
we're seen to be administering that program and putting five programs in Logan Central 
and one in Daisy Hill then that ain't gonna work-- 
 
That's not gonna fly.  
That's not gonna fly. But certainly the particular types of program that operate there, 
they can be targeted much more-- 
 
--to the needs yeah. So the quantum would be the same no matter what the level of 
disadvantage but how it implemented may--  
broadly speaking, yeah. Broadly speaking. There are different initiatives that have been 
undertaken through Logan Together which have a very city-wide approach. But will 
also benefit specifically, because they're targeting things like employment, things like 
indigenous engagement – we're doing it across the city but because there are high levels 
on unemployment, there are high numbers of people from Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander backgrounds, there are higher populations of people from multicultural 
backgrounds in Logan Central, Crestmead, Marsden, etc. So naturally those areas 
receive attention because of those issues like employment etc. so that's how it kind of 
works, in this council anyway. And we have run different programs recently which are 
targeted: for example, we ran a trial transport project that targeted these suburbs – the 
high unemployment suburbs – and provided a transport service to the Crestmead 
industrial estate . So the council has done different things like that over the years, but 
this branch also does community infrastructure planning. So again we delivery facilities 
on a desired standard of service across the whole city, not particular neighbour and 
suburbs. It's how many community centres per head of population for example. 
So, yeah, does that answer that question? 
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That does answer that question, and I think it answers quite a few of the next ones 
too. So the next one is “How do you decide which neighbourhoods to target 
services in?” and you've already sort of explained that it's more of a city-wide 
policy with maybe some differences in location, but you're saying there are some 
pilot projects that might be targeting for example high unemployment suburbs, 
and those are not as common, I guess?  
Yeah. And the work that say for exam the Logan Office of Economic Development has 
done – again just as an example – in the Memorandum of Understanding with JSAs, 
obviously that's throughout the city but the fact of the matter is that the higher-
unemployment suburbs are here, where we're sitting right now, like Logan Central, et 
cetera, so the main target group will be people in these suburbs. So that's how it sort of 
rolls out. 
 
Okay. I think we've actually answered question 3 too, about the quantum of 
services in different neighbourhoods, and we've already said it's more of a per 
capita approach to most services. And number four, again, I think you've sort of 
answered that, that the responses are not really differentiated except maybe in how 
they're implemented in meeting local needs, but the overall policy wouldn't be 
different. So now I think I'd be really glad to get your insights on these three 
particular neighbourhoods, that I'm looking at. And number 5 is about how 
services might differ, and I think we've talked about this generally, but do you 
think the services are any different in those suburbs of Woodridge, Slacks Creek 
and Daisy Hill?  
Again, only in so much as there are no policies that I'm aware of that indicate that 
there'll be more resources or whatever it might be going into particular suburbs because 
they're more socially or economically disadvantaged. However as I've said, council is 
committed to community well-being, and as such, as an example, Logan City Choice 
Initiative – got enough time? 
 
Yeah, that's fine  
And responding to key community social and economic issues – education, 
employment, housing, safety, social infrastructure – and the fact of the matter is that 
some of those social issues and challenges are more highly concentrated in fewer 
suburbs like Woodridge, Slacks Creek to some degree and Daisy Hill to a lesser degree. 
So given that the focus of council is on community well-being and resources do go into 
those areas of need - areas as in areas like employment – then in some respects you 
could say yes those areas do get additional resources, but not at a policy level, not at a 
geographic level, saying “these areas are going to get special attention.” it's more of a 
community well-being perspective. 
 
I understand, okay. This question you can answer personally, or professionally, or 
both, or whatever: How would you describe Woodridge as a suburb, for example? 
Like, how would you describe it?  
Well, uh. Culturally diverse, it's an amazing place, it's just an incredible place. You can 
walk, you can drive-- I drive to work from my gentrified suburb in Brisbane, and you 
know, where everyone's-- well, most people are from an Anglo background, and by the 
time you get to the border of Woodridge that all changes. So you see people from 
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African backgrounds, Asian backgrounds, you know, Indian, Pakistani, Middle Eastern 
– you name it. 
 
It's the United Nations.  
It is, it's the United Nations, it's extraordinary. 
 
So why is that, do you think? Why does it attract such a diverse range of cultures 
there?  
Partly because the service providers are here, so your access and multi-link, your 
refugee and humanitarian services are here, and they're responsible for settling people 
into a community and providing those support services. Secondly when people are 
starting in a new community they obviously have less resources, less ability to access 
capital and employment and whatever it might be, so they need to live in areas that are 
less expensive and Logan's cheaper housing than other areas. It ends up becoming just a 
melting pot of different cultures and there's events here that we have in Logan that you 
couldn't dream of having in other cities in Australia. I'd say it's an energetic community, 
it's a young community, but it also has its challenges as we know. In Woodridge I think 
the latest figures were 18% levels of unemployment, youth unemployment's higher than 
that, we've got a range of different service providers all trying to meet that need through 
Job Services Australia, your Access, your Multi-Links, your Youth and Family Service, 
any range of different faith-based organisations, housing providers, et cetera et cetera. 
So we've got lower levels of educational attainment, lower levels of Year 12 attainment, 
lower levels of higher education qualifications, a lack of employment opportunities as 
well. Retail is one of the largest employers in the city, and the level of employment self-
containment is low, so a lot of people are driving to Brisbane just to earn their living. 
It's a complex web of networks and people and resources. 
 
So do you think there's a stigma attached to living in Woodridge?  
Oh, absolutely, yeah. Absolutely. 
 
How do you think that manifests itself?  
Through the media Woodridge still cops it; if something bad happens, Woodridge is the 
first name that you hear, or Logan is the first name you hear. If something good happens 
it's South Brisbane. We just can't take a trick. There are interesting media stories that the 
media want to latch on to. Actually as a city, the crime rates aren't any higher than the 
rest of Queensland. In particular pockets they are, and they're the challenges that we 
face. You don't need to travel far to hear people being disparaging of Woodridge, Logan 
Central, you know, Kingston. 
 
Do you think employers have some sort of bias against people who might live in 
those areas, or do you think it's not a factor?  
My personal opinion is yes, they do. And that that will create further barriers for people 
to access employment down the track. 
 
Now what about Slacks Creek, which is sort of next door, but has a different 
perception. How would you describe Slacks Creek?  
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Slacks Creek's another really interesting suburb. It doesn't quite experience any of the 
degree of disadvantage that Logan Central and Woodridge experiences in terms of 
unemployment levels and the SEIFA index isn't quite as low. But again, it does 
experience challenges. It's not an average Australian suburb in terms of educational 
attainment, employment, housing, ownership, all of those types of things. It's probably 
one of those suburbs that is off people's radar a little bit, 'cause Woodridge and 
Kingston get all the attention, but it still has its own particular challenges and dynamics. 
 
Do you think the way people live their lives is any different between the two 
suburbs? The social norms, or is it fairly equivalent?  
That's an interesting question. 
 
Given they're adjacent to each other, is there some sort of difference because one 
or the other?  
I don't know that Slacks Creek has the same stigma. I'd imagine that that does change 
people's perceptions, alter people's perceptions of individuals with that particular suburb 
as their postcode. I think the... yeah, it's a good question. 
 
I think that Slacks Creek seems to have maybe more businesses and employers in 
the area, so does that give it a different perception?  
I think certainly a different perception from the outside world. When you drive down 
there's a lot of employers, there's a lot of businesses, there's a small industrial estate 
there, so it's got a very different physical feel to it as well. Just different dynamics that 
are in play, where Logan Central is much more retail-focused and residential: you've got 
the two big shopping centres, the train station, the strip shops up near the train stations, 
and then just residential and service providers, really. I think they're quite different 
dynamics that are playing themselves out. 
 
The third suburb I'm looking at is Daisy Hill, so how would you describe Daisy 
Hill as a neighbourhood or suburb?  
I went on a tour of Daisy Hill a number of years ago and was blown away by the quality 
of the housing. I think that is because the messages you receive about Logan is it's 
cheap housing, and that's sort of the general perception across – that people have of 
Logan City. And then you go to a place like Daisy Hill, and there are million-dollar 
homes sitting on hills with amazing views and so it sort of shakes your image and your 
preconceptions and your stereotypes of what housing in Logan should be, and is. Over 
that side of the highway as well you've got – I forgot the name of the school. 
 
John Paul College.  
John Paul College, which is an extremely well-thought-of school producing great 
outcomes of OP levels and great educational outcomes. The figures of-- the SEIFA 
figures, the unemployment figures, the educational attainment figures, the housing 
ownership figures – all of that is worlds apart from Woodridge. And obviously there's 
less cultural diversity as well. It's a different planet. 
 
Now you mentioned the motorway; do you think that has something to do with it? 
That sort of, one side or the other? 
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It's certainly a psychological as well as a physical barrier. People think of the sides of 
the highway differently, including council, including councillors. You may or may not 
know that a couple of years ago the councillors on that side of the highway asked to join 
Redlands. 
 
Yes, I'd heard about that.  
There is that – in some respects it's a frustration from their part, I suppose, that they 
perceive that all the rates that are paid over that side of the freeway help to subsidise all 
the activities and services and what-not that are provided on this side of the freeway. 
And also, similarly in some respects, to  the other side of the Mt. Lindsay Highway, 
places like Forest Dale again are nice acreage blocks, some significantly priced houses 
as well, that are similar in some respects, so that's sort of that middle section bordered 
by two main arterial roads through the city which is perceived to be the 'poor cousin' 
and gets the benefit of having the rates come from the other side. So that's the 
perception. 
 
Whether it's reality or not.  
Yeah. 
 
Okay. So there's no stigma attached to Daisy Hill, in fact it's quite the opposite, is 
that what you're saying?  
This is the interesting thing I think. There's no perception about Daisy Hill, when you 
call it Daisy Hill. But, when you say Logan, there is a perception, a stigma. 
 
There's multiple levels of geography that are working there.   
It's not simple. And in Logan, you've got your Daisy Hills, your Shailer Parks, your 
Springwoods, and so they get tarred with the same brush that people are using to want 
to tar your Woodridge or your Kingston, but vastly different communities with different 
challenges and different indicators on almost every level. The semantics are very 
interesting about how that works. 
 
Last few questions are a bit more hypothetical, and just your opinion. So all things 
being equal, if you had triplets, and they're exactly the same, and one lived in 
Woodridge, one lived in Slacks Creek, one lived in Daisy Hill, do you think their 
life outcomes would be any different? All things being equal, except where they 
live? Do you think there would be some sort of difference in their lives, just 
because of where they live?  
Are they living with the same family? 
 
Yeah.  
Okay, same family, same house, same school? They're all going to the same school? 
 
Well, same school in the suburbs, that have similar sorts of outcomes.  
Okay.  
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Would there be something about living in those suburbs that would impact on 
their health, or their educational outcomes, or their employment outcomes?  
Definitely. 
 
You think so?  
Definitely. Yep. I don't think – 
 
Just because of the things we talked about before?  
Yeah. It's for various reasons, but a lot of it is about those access to resources, access to 
people and neighbours and networks and community. Like in Daisy Hill, where there's a 
culture of – more of a culture of going to uni, and working in particular white-collar 
jobs, and having those networks and those family and friendship circles that will help to 
develop that culture and provides that opportunity to move into those spheres which 
provides greater access to capital and employment. As you said, the schools are similar, 
but again if the community is different, all of those factors that are influencing the entire 
neighbourhood also influence the school community, then yeah those outcomes will 
also be influenced. And if you've got more neighbourhoods that are less transient, have 
more home ownership, you'll have stronger community networks. That's part of the 
challenge of communities like here, like Eagleby, like Beenleigh, you know, you get a 
high transient population, so those community networks are continually needing to 
rebuild themselves and you don't have as many people who've been there for five or ten 
or fifteen or twenty or thirty years, who have lived in a community that are able to be 
those informal community builders. 
 
Is that because Woodridge is sort of like where you start off, but once you work 
your way up the proper ladder you move out of Woodridge? Is that why it's 
transient?  
That's part of it. And also, because it is the first port of call for refugee settlement in this 
area, and one of the largest in Queensland and Australia. So that plays itself out, has a 
large impact, and people move where they can find work. And if that means they need 
to move to Ipswich, they need to move to Western Sydney, then that's what they do. In 
fact the largest internal migration from Logan is to Western Sydney. That may be for 
different reasons like family networks and so forth, but I think it's also partly trying to 
access secure employment. 
 
Just a few more questions. It's taking a bit longer than I thought, but it's such good 
information you're giving me. Just getting to my thesis, it's that disadvantage is 
contagious, but only in really disadvantaged areas. So basically saying that Daisy 
Hill probably doesn't really matter, it's not going to impact your life, but in 
Woodridge it probably will. So I think you kind of concurred with that thesis, 
about Woodridge having a lack of resources and what-not. If that theory were 
true, do you think that would have an impact on how you deliver services? Or do 
you think you would still keep the policy of equality of services across the council 
area, and do you think that would have any impact on how you look at service 
delivery?  
Should it, or would it? 
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Both.  
At a political level: hard to tell. At a social planning level: yes. A social planning, 
service delivery model that's coming out of a social justice framework, then yes it 
should. I mean, the long and short of it is that there's more needs. I'm trying not to paint 
it as this poor, needy, give-us-everything type of community, because it's got real 
strengths, and it's got real capacity, and there are community leaders and – it's diverse, 
however the challenges still remain. The unemployment levels remain high, the home 
ownership level remains low, all those types of things. There's a significant amount of 
people with a disability that live in this particular area because it's cheaper, and they 
don't have access to employment that other people enjoy. Sorry, what was the question 
again? Lost my train of thought. 
 
Just about how you might look at services or policies between different 
neighbourhoods.  
It has different needs than other communities, and those types of needs need to be 
addressed. If we're going to place refugees in this community, we know the resources 
they're going to need to be successful citizens and community members. If we don't 
provide those, if they don't have those links into the community from the start, if they 
don't find a job and have support in finding a job, if they don't get the English language 
classes and resources – and we've seen that shrink over the last five or ten years, the 
availability of those, of that education – all of that stuff then, we see the social fallout. 
 
So working against the media interpretations too aren't you?  
“Dole bludgers” gets thrown around, “Australia: if you don't love it, leave” and all of 
that propaganda and crap when all we're trying to do is provide equity in outcome, and I 
think that's where people get stuck. They think of equality as the same as equity, and 
they think everyone should be treated absolutely the same, when we're not all really 
starting from the same positon. If we want to get equity in the community, then we 
really need to target resources where they're needed to make sure everyone gets the 
same outcome. That's from a planning and social justice framework. 
 
That's the end of my questions, unless you have anything else you want to add 
about what I've asked you?  
I don't really. My only reservation is – and it's hard to balance the two – is when you're 
writing funding submissions, your job is to paint the picture of how much need there is 
in the community and how much crime there is, how low the levels of education, how 
low the levels of employment are and how high the levels of unemployment are, and all 
that really needs a deficit model. At the same time, there are some really great things 
that happen in the community, there are some strong networks, there are some really 
strong and capable community organisations providing great services to people. All in 
all, it's a fairly harmonious community. There aren't major divisions or conflicts along 
cultural or racial lines. The Logan Centrals, the Kingstons, they do pretty well. They 
could be a lot, lot worse given all of those challenges. It could be a much more socially 
dysfunctional community than it is. Considering all the challenges, the communities are 
fairly robust and achieving good outcomes for the individuals within them. 
 
That's a good positive way to end, I guess. Thank you very much. 
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Interview 4: Logan City Council Program Manager 

The first one there, I am aware that the services that council provides through the library 
are very neighbour based.  I have helped the library staff out before in accessing 
demographic information about particular neighbourhoods so they can tailor some of 
their library services to meet the needs of that neighbourhood somewhat. 
You've got eight or 10 libraries or something like that? 
Yeah probably eight or 10 physical libraries and they do a lot of outreach services as 
well where there's not a library. 
They cover a few suburbs each sort of thing? 
Yeah, the bigger libraries will cover quite a big catchment of suburbs and the smaller 
ones might just cater to the immediate suburbs around there but people will travel to the 
bigger ones rather than the smaller ones. 
How do the services differ do you think in terms of where they are located? 
I'm not 100 per cent sure but I know they do different programs in different libraries, 
like some of them do the mums and bubs sort of programs and the yarning with our mob 
sort of programs and they aren't necessarily in every library. 
They look at suburbs around and say, there's a lot of young mothers here and 
there's where we want to focus? 
Yeah, so it'd either be based on the demographics of that particular catchment or it will 
just be that the library is bigger, it has a bigger catchment so it's more likely to capture 
more of that demographic but I can find that out for you if you like. 
That's okay, I'm just looking for your perceptions.  I think one or two of them 
have some specific Aboriginal programs or whatever? 
They do yeah.  Not every library provides those services but I'm sure they try and target 
the particular catchments that would have higher numbers. 
The other neighbourhood based service that Logan City Council offers is the Live Well 
Logan program.  Live Well Logan offers a whole heap of low cost or free physical 
activities for people across the city and there are some specific ones.  They try and 
spread them out.  There are some specific ones where they will offer that particular 
service or program in locations where a lot of the young people go and things like that.  
For example there's a skateboarding one for youth so they'll run that activity where a lot 
of the youth use a particular skate park and things like that. 
Do you think in more disadvantaged areas versus less disadvantaged areas the 
services would be different like that? 
I think so particularly with some of the programs through Live Well Logan.  They do 
things like cooking programs and stuff and those cooking programs are often targeted at 
culturally and linguistically diverse communities.  I have no doubt that where they 
decide to locate that particular activity it would be much closer to people with a CALD 
background compared to somewhere out in the suburbs, white middle class suburbs. 
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There's a few targeted services but I think Luke was saying generally because of 
political reasons the council has basically citywide service provision? 
We do have citywide but the catchment would be a consideration in where to locate that 
particular service like the cooking class because there's only one of them.  We're not 
going to put it out - it's going to be somewhere where the target group is going to be. 
We're sort of covering one and two I think there about services.  Is there anything 
else about number two, like how you decide where?  You mentioned 
demographics, stats and whatnot. 
Public transport is one as well.  If we want to, I don't know, for example build a new 
library somewhere it would have to be close to public transport preferably close to 
schools, close to other complementary activities like local government, universities, 
TAFE or training centres.  So yeah, demographics, public transport.  What else?  I guess 
where there's need as well, so demographics, transport, if there's a particular need in that 
given area - 
Your area looks at that need? 
Yeah, I can give an example of that actually.  In the community services branch there's 
the leasing team.  They're responsible for selecting any applicant to go in a particular 
vacant facility that we might have available.  My role would be to help guide them in 
their decision on who to fill that facility so I will do a little needs assessment on a local 
area. 
So if the facility is in Woodridge say, I would do a little demographic analysis and say 
we've got lots of young people.  We've got lots of people from multicultural 
backgrounds.  We've got lots of elderly people.  Something like that.  Then I'd say, 
based on these characteristics of this neighbourhood I would recommend that something 
like a youth service or a service for people from CALD backgrounds would be 
preferential when we select someone to lease that premises. 
It would be that focused on the suburb level? 
Yes. 
That's interesting.  Okay, good.  Number three is maybe one of those ones that I 
have to explain but does the amount of services in an area depend on the level of 
disadvantage?  You talked about targeting to certain areas but would an area 
that's twice as disadvantaged get twice the number of services or is there not that 
sort of relationship between service delivery and need?  Because often you don't 
have enough services to actually do that sort of approach. 
Would an area that's more disadvantaged receive more services because they're 
disadvantaged? 
Yeah. 
My perceptions are yes. 
They would? 
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Yeah.  I think an area that is more disadvantaged obviously you're probably going to 
have more of a clientele base to support that service. 
It's not the neighbourhood itself are you saying?  Is it more just that it happens to 
be the people there? 
It's the people living there, so it doesn't matter where it is as long as the clientele - and 
some of these services they report on numbers so the more clients they get the more 
funding they get.  So they want to be located somewhere that's easily accessible, 
conveniently accessible for their clientele.  Yeah definitely. 
Okay, cool.  Again I think four we've covered a bit of that too.  It's just about 
whether service delivery responses are different in highly disadvantaged 
neighbourhoods versus moderately disadvantaged neighbourhoods?  We might get 
into that a bit later but we've talked about the amount of services but are they 
different? 
Do the programs differ? 
Yeah. 
Again I'm coming back to the whole demographics thing.  It would depend on the type 
of disadvantage, if it's youth disengagement well then you're going to have potentially 
more youth service providers. 
It's sort of the kind of service rather than how it's delivered? 
The level or how it's delivered?  It'd be the type of service, yeah.  I'm not sure if that 
answers your question. 
That's okay.  It's not an easy question to answer. 
In some respects I'm not too sure if the responses would be delivered differently.  If the 
same response was required in both neighbourhoods I don't think the - my perception is 
that they wouldn't respond too differently because they all - there doesn't seem to be 
much innovation in that sector from my perception.  Often they deliver the exact same 
thing, it just might be branded differently or they might have to both comply to the same 
state government guideline or something like that. 
I guess it's hard for a service really to tailor to the individual neighbourhood 
because that requires expertise - 
Yeah and a lot of the time there's conditions around their funding so the way that they 
deliver the service it's pretty difficult to be innovative because they have to abide by all 
these guidelines.  In some ways they're locked in pretty stringently in the way they 
actually deliver their response. 
Okay, that's good.  Now the next few questions are about the three suburbs I'm 
looking at in particular.  Can you say anything about the services in those three 
suburbs or have you already covered that with the libraries, Live Well Logan and 
so on? 
How would services in Woodridge, Slacks Creek and Daisy Hill differ?  I think 
definitely the ones in - I know Woodridge and Slacks Creek have a much higher 
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proportion of I guess disadvantaged people, so people from Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander backgrounds or culturally and linguistically diverse backgrounds, high levels of 
unemployment, intergenerational unemployment.  I know those are statistically more 
prevalent in Woodridge and Slacks Creek compared to Daisy Hill and a lot more social 
housing in Woodridge and Slacks Creek compared to Daisy Hill as well. 
I think the services in Woodridge and Slacks Creek would be more tailored towards 
those demographics and perhaps a greater concentration in Woodridge and Slacks Creek 
as well I think just because they'd have a larger client base and it's pretty centrally 
located as well, Woodridge and Slacks Creek with the train station and just off the 
motorway. 
Would Daisy Hill have any services from the council besides the normal - 
I'm sure they would.  They'd have the normal services that council offers.  I just think - 
Sports clubs and stuff like that? 
Yeah, just some of the ones in Woodridge and Slacks Creek would be a bit more 
targeted to those demographic groups I mentioned earlier. 
If you had to describe Woodridge as a suburb or a neighbourhood how would you 
describe it? 
The first thing that comes to mind is concentration of social housing.  Very culturally 
and linguistically diverse compared to other suburbs in Logan.  If you go down to the 
local shopping centre you can see all different types of people there just by walking 
around.  Perceptions of Woodridge? 
Good or bad, positive or negative. 
I think the media focuses on Woodridge a lot which impacts on people's perceptions so I 
think the media always gives Woodridge a bit of a bad rap.  It's a bit skewed. 
I know the mayor was trying to change a lot of those perceptions. 
Yeah and a lot of them I think are just safety perceptions.  It's not necessarily reflective 
of any sort of statistics or anything like that.  That's Woodridge.  Slacks Creek is kind of 
similar, not as bad as Woodridge but there's still perception around social housing and 
lots of intergenerational unemployment.  There's also a lot of Pacific Islanders in 
Woodridge and Slacks Creek as well compared to Daisy Hill. 
There was a big fracas a few years ago between two groups.  That seemed to get a 
lot of media attention didn't it? 
Yeah, it got a huge amount of media attention.  Yeah, there was a conflict between two 
families in Woodridge that made national news.  I'm not too sure if it made international 
news but that's pretty much what Logan: City of Choice came out of as well. 
Daisy Hill?  I probably don't work in Daisy Hill as much, do as much work but I see 
that probably more as a white middle class suburb.  I think there's a bit more schools in 
Daisy Hill as well, higher household incomes, probably a higher proportion of people in 
private housing and more people with mortgages or who own their home rather than 
renting. 
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Is there anything about Woodridge or Slacks Creek about the diversity of cultures 
that is actually a positive that brings people together or is it - 
I think so.  They have the night markets at Woodridge.  I think they're called the World 
Food Markets or something like that.  I think that's a great event.  Local people in the 
area, particularly those who are recent arrivals or they're not skilled for the industry 
available here, they attend the markets and sell their produce and things like that. 
But it's mostly you're saying a stigmatised sort of - 
It's just perception. 
But you don't think that matches with reality often, like the negative perception? 
I don't think it matches with reality often.  I've heard people say things like, if I drive 
through Woodridge I'll lock all the doors in my car, and stuff like that.  I'm like, are you 
serious?  It's just a little bit over the top. 
You think the media is the number one reason that that happens? 
Media and I also think people outside of the city think that as well even though they 
may have never been to Woodridge as well as people inside the city.  I've heard people 
who live here in Logan say - they've made comments about Woodridge and things like 
that within the city.  If people in the city are saying this stuff people outside the city are 
going to be saying it as well. 
You think people start believing the negative perceptions - 
I think so, yeah. 
- or internalising them? 
Yeah and there's been a couple of massive events in the media.  They've been blown out 
of proportion such as that incident between two families fighting in Woodridge.  To 
make national news.  I'm sure that happens in many other streets around Australia.  
When that woman got murdered near McDonald's at Woodridge that's a pretty high 
profile event but I think if that had happened in Sydney or somewhere it wouldn't have 
had the same image issues that Woodridge has from that compared to in Sydney. 
Do you think there's something about the motorway dividing Logan into two 
areas? 
Absolutely. 
What do you think that's about? 
First of all Logan doesn't have a core CBD or civic space that people can relate to.  I 
think the motorway is a definite - it's a geographical barrier basically and I think 
suburbs on the east side of the motorway may not necessarily feel part of the bigger 
city.  This is just perception. 
The thing that I think really validated that recently - we usually try not to talk about it 
here at council - is that some of the divisional councillors that side of the motorway 
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came out and said that they wanted to join Redland City Council.  Did you hear about 
that? 
Yes. 
That definitely confirmed that yeah there is that motorway there that people somewhat 
perceive to be a geographical delineation between two separate parts of the city. 
I think you've got a background in town planning.  So is there anything else about 
the built forms in those neighbourhoods that are different that you think impacts 
on people?  Like Woodridge is more densely populated than the other suburbs.  Is 
that - 
Yeah, the other ones are a bit more green leafy suburbs over that side of the highway. 
Daisy Hill has more green space? 
Yeah, lots of parklands. 
Do you think that has an impact on people when there's not a lot of green space? 
Potentially yeah but I think Logan is pretty low density development so most people 
have big yards and things like that here in Logan so I don't think that's - 
It's not a big factor? 
- significant, no, a big factor for Logan residents.  What else?  Maybe transport.  I don't 
know much about the transport services here but it seems as though a lot of them come 
down the motorway and they all go to the hyper dome, Woodridge, the train stations 
and stuff like that. 
I'm not too sure what public transport is like on the other side of the city and whether 
people who live there would actually travel to Logan to do their shopping and things 
like that or whether they're closer to Redlands or not.  I'm not sure where they would 
gravitate towards. 
It might have contributed to that feeling that they want to be - 
Yeah.  I don't really have a scale in mind at the moment but if they're closer to shopping 
and entertainment centres in Redlands they gravitate towards that way more than 
towards Logan. 
Six and seven together, I just wanted to ask you - we talked a bit about stigma in 
terms of Woodridge being stigmatised.  Do you think Slacks Creek has the same 
level of stigma as Woodridge or is it not as much? 
Not as much as Woodridge.  I think maybe that's because Woodridge has received a lot 
more media attention around high profile incidents as well as you know in Slacks Creek 
you have IKEA and all those big - 
Big businesses? 
- business.  You don't really see behind those sometimes.  The residential houses are 
more hidden if you're driving along the motorway or something like that. 
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People might not think of it as a residential area, more of a business area? 
Maybe like business, industry because that's along the main highway there. 
Do you think employers would treat people differently from the different suburbs 
all things being equal?  Do you think there's any bias towards any one of those?  
Some people claim that people from Woodridge, it might be held against them that 
they're from Woodridge.  There's not a lot of evidence that that's true but some 
people believe that.  Do you have any thoughts? 
I guess.  It depends on how much you let the perception get to you if you're an 
employer.  If you have a negative perception of Woodridge and particularly if you don't 
know much about Woodridge or you've never been to Woodridge or you've never lived 
in Woodridge it might be possible that you have negative perceptions of that suburb and 
therefore that impacts your perception of a person who might be from there. 
But you haven't heard anything - 
I've never heard anything. 
That's okay.  There's not a lot of evidence out there so I was just interested. 
Interesting question though. 
One I didn't get to is why do people choose to live in those neighbourhoods?  Why 
would a person move to Woodridge for example? 
Well one of the things would be potentially cheaper housing.  Compared to other 
suburbs Woodridge is relatively cheap particularly if you're a renter.  Access to social 
housing if that's what you require.  Good transport connectivity to other parts of Logan 
as well as Brisbane and the Gold Coast particularly because of the train line.  
Woodridge has pretty good access to things like local family and child services.  The 
schools there as well, shopping centre and good road links to the motorway up the coast 
and down the coast as well. 
If you worked in Brisbane or the Gold Coast whatever it's easy access? 
Yeah, well if you have a household where one partner works in Brisbane and one works 
in the Gold Coast it's sort of midway.  Also if you have existing friends or family that 
are over in Woodridge.  We know a lot of Pacific Islanders actually choose Brisbane 
and Logan to live in when they come from New Zealand because they've already got 
family links here. 
Family's already here? 
A lot of them already live in Woodridge so they choose to live close to existing 
networks where they feel comfortable. 
That's a good point.  Would Slacks Creek have the same factors or are they 
different? 
I think Slacks Creek would be very similar to Woodridge, so access to social housing.  
There's quite a lot of schools along that main road through - is it Paradise Road or 
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Compton Road?  Paradise I think.  One of them.  Same thing, fairly good transport, 
close to the motorway, close to shops, services, schools and things like that. 
Daisy Hill, why do you think people move there? 
Daisy Hill's almost in Brisbane so it's really close to the border.  If you choose to live 
down here you can still travel to Brisbane quite easily.  I think Daisy Hill's a bit more 
green and leafy.  Like I think there's the koala reservation area.  I know someone who 
recently moved to Daisy Hill from the Gold Coast because they worked in Logan and 
they chose to live in Daisy Hill because it was green, leafy, koalas and things like that. 
I know there's a lot of sports opportunities in Daisy Hill.  They have a massive park 
there called Underwood Park where they have like BMX, netball, cricket, soccer, a 
whole range of sporting activities there.  I also think compared to some other suburbs 
it's white middle class.  If you had negative perceptions of other neighbourhoods in the 
city Daisy Hill, you'd think you were moving into a good neighbourhood. 
If you wanted to make connections with people that live there and that sort of 
thing? 
Yeah. 
Okay, cool.  Just a few more questions and they're a bit more theoretical unless 
you have anything else about those three neighbourhoods you want to add? 
No but I just want to point out that I do think the motorway going in between, even 
though Daisy Hill, Slacks Creek and Woodridge are all pretty much next to each other, 
that motorway I do think that makes a big difference. 
I've heard that from a few people so that's interesting.  Number eight is about this 
idea that disadvantage can be contagious almost like a virus, like living in a 
disadvantaged neighbourhood makes you more disadvantaged.  That's a theory.  
I'm not saying it's true or not.  But if that was true would that change the way you 
deliver services do you think, Logan City Council?  Would you change the way you 
do Live Well, the libraries or anything like that or is it - 
Contagious? 
It might not be as relevant for a city council than say state government services but 
do you have any views? 
Firstly I think that theory could possibly ring true particularly if a new person moving 
into a disadvantaged neighbourhood is not familiar with Australian culture, protocols, 
what's right and what's wrong and what's a reasonable level of noise at parties, do you 
bring your bins in or not?  If you're new to a country I think just by looking around you 
and seeing what your neighbours do could potentially have an impact on how you 
operate. 
The social norms in that neighbourhood? 
Social norms. 
Do you mirror that in your own behaviour? 
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Yes I think so. 
If they moved to Daisy Hill for example they might have different norms? 
I think potentially yeah. 
But how you might deliver services might not change?  It's just - 
No.  It's an interesting question. 
It's okay if you don't have anything else to add on that one. 
Whether our services would be delivered differently based on that contagiousness? 
Yes, if that was true.  I guess number nine is really getting into what my theory is 
that in most neighbourhoods it probably doesn't matter, it's not contagious.  But in 
some of those really disadvantaged areas like maybe Woodridge that - 
Where you get a lot of cultural and linguistically diverse? 
Yeah. 
I don't know if this answers your question but I know council does get a lot of 
complaints from the community that people aren't bringing in their bins, they're just 
leaving them out on the footpath all week which is not allowed, just little things like 
that.  Often it's because someone, a refugee or someone, has moved into the area and 
new to the country and they just don't know that that's what you do.  They don't know 
whether that's a bylaw or not. 
One of the responses that we're talking about right now at council is perhaps preparing 
fact sheets in different languages to go out to those particular neighbourhoods where 
this seems to be prevalent.  In that sense we have changed the way that we deliver 
information to people, maybe not service but the way we deliver information to people. 
You're trying to influence behaviour - 
Yeah. 
That would be targeted at say your Woodridge's and your Logan Central? 
Yeah where cultural diversity quite high in that area. 
Because a lot of refugees are resettled in Woodridge aren't they? 
They are yeah, it's one of the main settlement areas for them. 
Well that's about all the questions I have unless you have any further insight you 
want to add. 
I think in terms of - going back to the question how neighbourhoods influence residents' 
lives such as employment and income, that's what I was going to talk about, the 
intergenerational unemployment. 
That's a huge issue in Woodridge and Slacks Creek and often it's clustered.  You'll get 
whole streets where people just don't work.  I don't know whether that's because they 
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start mingling with each other and then they'll end up working or whether because 
they're all related - often those families like to live close to each other.  That 
intergenerational unemployment seems to be particularly concentrated in those two 
suburbs, Woodridge and Slacks Creek which I think is interesting.  So there must be 
something about that particular place to have an impact on that. 
It's unclear whether say Woodridge is disadvantaged because of the 
neighbourhood or is that just because that's where low cost housing is?  It attracts 
people that that's what they can afford.  It's hard to sort out what's causing what 
basically. 
Yeah and I also think that the social housing does have a big impact on people's lives.  
This is just my perception but sometimes I think people perceive social housing to just 
be this end solution.  So you move into social housing and that's it.  You've got a house.  
You can be there forever and it's cheap forever.  Rather than seeing it as an interim 
measure to help you get up onto your feet and to get employment, to seek education. 
I don't know whether that's because we don't have enough wrap around and support 
services to complement social housing.  I think people just think once they're in social 
housing everything is all good, it's fine. 
I think having that concentration of social housing, particularly in Woodridge and 
Slacks Creek, you do attract a certain type of people with that mentality where as long 
as I've got my housing for my family I don't have to go and get a job now and things 
like that. 
I guess what my theory is, that there has to be a certain threshold of say public 
housing in a public housing in a certain area before it becomes a problem.  There 
must be some sort of level where that becomes an issue but below which it 
probably isn't.  Woodridge, maybe that's above a threshold.  It could be. 
I agree with you.  I think there's a certain threshold but it's also the way they're 
dispersed.  If you only have say four per cent of a suburb with social housing it seems 
quite low but if that's all clumped into two streets I think that could, I don't know, have 
a big impact compared to if they were all dispersed. 
The mix? 
Yeah. 
Okay, great.  Anything else to add? 
No.  It's a really interesting topic.  I like it. 
Good.  All right, well I might - 
Thanks. 
 

Interview 5: Non-government Organisations Worker 
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So yeah, as I talked about, it's about neighbourhood effects and whether your 
residential context basically impacts on your life.  It's just helpful to know about 
your organisation and what services you provide just to give it a bit of context.  
Does YFS provide service on a place based approach or is it more individual based, 
client based? 
It's individual client based really but our clients come from Logan City.  Because we're 
diverse and work across about eight different service streams we can often analyse - our 
database will record the suburbs they come from.  So yes, because of the demand a lot 
of our clients also come from the neighbouring suburbs here which includes Woodridge 
and Slacks Creek.  They'd form probably sometimes nearly 40 to 50 per cent of our 
clients in our case management services. 
We participate a lot in the local community too as an organisation but yeah, 
predominantly our services are individually based but we do do some groups, what we 
call community education and a lot of that happens in schools and community centres. 
Okay, mostly individual based? 
Yes. 
You wouldn't target a particular neighbourhood and think that we're going to try 
and improve conditions in that neighbourhood?  It's more about just where the 
clients' needs - 
Come from yeah.  Because we have had - it's just been reduced but we've had 100 
community housing properties we've managed in the last five years, that many.  It's 
going back to 40 soon.  Some of our properties or most of our properties have been very 
close to us here and so at times we've done some street based targeting just because 
there can be sometimes neighbourhood fatigue.  People don't want public housing in 
their street or sometimes they have had a bad run of neighbourhoods who have been our 
tenants and we've had to move on.  We've done some work that way in neighbourhoods 
specifically around housing. 
Right, okay, that's good.  I think you've actually answered question number two 
which is about where you decide to target services.  It's more about where the 
individuals have needs rather than - 
Yes.  In the future we know we need to be a bit more strategic because we're always full 
in all our services because Logan's grown and some of those growth areas that are 
disadvantaged which are outside your scope don't have many services.  We may in the 
future be a bit strategic to say, we'll target getting some people from Eagleby or from 
Western Logan. 
That might be more of a Queensland government state question about where areas 
are targeted but where is your catchment?  Is it quite defined? 
It's quite defined in Logan City. 
All of Logan City basically? 
All of Logan City but, as I said, it often means for our family and youth programs in 
particular we could be full just from the suburbs around us. 
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Do you base it on the highest needs or is it just first come first served? 
Well a mixture, it depends which program but for YouthLink, the young people's 
program in families, if there's vacancies the next person who comes in and presents with 
that need.  In housing when we're allocating some of those properties we have a criteria 
as to the one with the greatest need getting the house. 
This is going to be the same answer I think. 
That's okay. 
You don't differentiate your services based on suburb.  It would only just be on the 
person's individual need? 
Yes and one thing we do find really for some of our clients, they're very mobile 
particularly the young clients and often - 
In terms of where they live you mean? 
Yes particularly if their housing, which is not very affordable for some people on their 
income, isn't stable they'll move around a bit.  That's why we tend to work more on a 
one-on-one basis. 
If they're moving around a lot their residential context is always changing so you 
can't really deliver services tailored to a neighbourhood because they're moving all 
around? 
Yes, some of them are highly mobile.  Some of that is to do with their low income and 
their not having stable tenancies.  Some of it's to do with even government policy 
because there's been a bit of, what we've seen lately, housing churn where government 
has changed some of the criteria in housing.  It's not as permanent and people's 
eligibility changing. 
Three strikes you're out and all that kind of stuff? 
Yeah. 
We're getting into a bit of the more specific suburbs now.  I think you've said that 
the services in Woodridge, Slacks Creek and Daisy Hill wouldn't differ?  It would 
just be depending on where the people come from and their needs? 
Yes. 
I don't think we can ask that question but I can ask you about the different 
neighbourhoods. 
I can give you - some of this is very old examples and whether it's relevant.  How I 
came to YFS, and that's a long time ago - it's nearly 20 years ago, I was a disability co-
ordinator and the service was really new.  It had just been started.  It was started by 10 
parents who had quite severely disabled children who were leaving school. 
It's interesting, I reckon eight out of those 10 parents lived in Daisy Hill and the other 
two lived in Rochedale which is next door.  I had worked before that in Logan in a 
disadvantaged school for truants in Kingston and I was really intrigued because I'd only 
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ever known people in Logan who'd come from this side of the highway.  I just thought 
that was really interesting differentiation, that everyone in this disability service was 
from - 
From that suburb? 
Yeah and to me it was a bit about people's backgrounds and their advocacy skills in 
getting what they needed and being able to articulate it.  I set myself a goal in the first 
two years that I would find 10 people from Woodridge who needed the service which 
happened.  I don't think that's probably related but I was just intrigued at the difference 
in those two suburbs. 
If I just ask you from your personal or professional perspective what Woodridge is 
like as a suburb what would you say?  What's it like?  If you could describe it. 
It's such a mixed bag.  I actually lived in Woodridge for six years when I first came to 
work down here and we were the only house in that particular street that was privately 
owned at the time. 
All social housing or private rentals? 
Actually there were some private rentals too.  I just found from a personal perspective 
that was a real eye opener.  I lived beside a family that had several children and their 
mum actually was quite upfront to us and used to say, I'm going to keep having babies 
because I've worked out by the time I get to this age I'll move from family support to 
almost the age pension - not quite but you know.  She'd worked out - 
She'd planned it out? 
Yeah. 
Wow. 
All that used to just blow our mind because I used to be a teacher.  I used to have a bit 
of a target at the time to want to teach the kids next door words and how to read on the 
weekend but I was really intrigued.  The kids I was really intrigued with.  They were 
lovely kids but they just had no concept of certain things and they used to say to us, 
you're mad, you go to work every day. 
Like why? 
Yeah.  This might not be relevant but that was my introduction to Woodridge a long 
time ago.  They used to say, our mum can just get the money from a machine in the 
wall.  How come you can't and you've got to go to work? 
You're crazy yeah. 
Now not all of Woodridge is like that but there's been high density areas where people 
have been co-located which I don't think has helped with some of - I think like the kids 
next door used to say to us, like eventually, how do you get a job and all that sort of 
stuff?  Sometimes there was no close role modelling that you might get from 
neighbours. 



 297

You could tell at times even when you walked down the street to get to the shops or 
something sometimes there'd be real tension in the air, people screaming.  In those days 
there were more public phone boxes even.  At one stage when our phone wasn't 
working I remember going to a public phone box and using it - you didn't have mobiles 
- and people banging on the door to get out and things like that. 
But then I've seen also the other side where like a house in the street was on fire.  There 
was a whole other spirit of - and it's a mixture in terms of some people who'd lived there 
actually a long time too who would have come to Woodridge when it opened up as a 
Housing Commission area and were long term residents and quite proud of where they'd 
lived since the 1970s and 80s. 
This jobless social norm, you gave an example, but do you think that's quite 
pervasive throughout the suburb? 
I think it has been.  I think also the other thing that happens a bit to Woodridge more 
than the other two suburbs - Slacks Creek a little bit and Desley Scott who's been our 
local member here for many years, has just finished, used to say - there's also a flow 
through of people who get put in these suburbs - 
Like refugees? 
Yeah in particular - they're a good example - who that's their first residential address.  
Then they get on their feet and they move on or they get a job and get to save money.  
The refugee stories can be quite successful.  They'll eventually buy a house, pool 
together and all that.  I think also it has a bit of churn as well. 
Low cost housing that attracts people to there and then they move on? 
Yeah, come down, that's where they might start, then they can eventually either afford 
to buy or something or go somewhere a bit closer to where they really are going to work 
or are working, they don't have to travel as far. 
Is there anything else about Woodridge that comes to mind in your experience? 
The other thing I suppose about Woodridge is, as you probably pick up, there's a lot of 
services here as well. 
High density - 
Yeah services, they're all in that sort of cluster.  It is very multicultural now.  We've got 
the evidence of the demographics but also how it's changed and become more 
multicultural over the years.  Yeah I think it unfortunately at times has a bit of a stigma 
which is unfortunate.  It's also portrayed by the media - 
The media? 
Which can really happen in many suburbs but it's unfortunate... 
Do you think there's any bias against people living in Woodridge in terms of 
employment or any other - 
I think there probably could be, yeah for sure, in terms of people thinking whether 
they're going to be reliable and things like that.  I've got no hard evidence of that. 
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No, there isn't much evidence out there but there's this feeling that there is. 
Yeah, exactly.  Well even when I tell people on the weekend where I work and then 
they'll say, where's that?  They go, oh my god - or something like that.  Like 
occasionally we try and employ as many staff who are qualified to do the job from 
Logan as we can.  Sometimes they're not the best candidates but occasionally we find 
some positions here hard to fill and I actually think that's because we're in Logan too. 
People just don't want to come here to work? 
Yeah. 
Okay. 
Maybe not and one or two people have come and said, this is too hard. 
Okay, so Slacks Creek is right next door. 
Yeah, actually our address here in the bureaucracy world is Slacks Creek, this side of 
the road. 
Right, so what's your perception of Slacks Creek? 
It's a mixed suburb really.  Behind us here, right behind the office this way, there are 
some quite high needs people but again some of it's long term settlement.  I think it'd 
had more home ownership.  Again I don't have the evidence but I suspect it would - and 
then Slacks Creek even goes over the other side of highway briefly, not much of it.  So 
it is a mixed suburb but it still has some significant need. 
The other people I've talked to have said because they have all those big businesses 
along the motorway that that's maybe people's perception of Slacks Creek - 
Yes, that's true - 
- an industrial area? 
- around Moss Street and all that.  For sure yeah, there's a big belt of industrial. 
Even though all those thousands of people live in Slacks Creek maybe it's not 
perceived that way. 
That's right no. 
Do you think it has the same level of stigma as Woodridge? 
No I don't think it has at all.  I'm sure if people said their address was Slacks Creek 
people would even probably closely align it with Springwood say or something, not 
quite. 
Why do you think that is?  Because the disadvantaged levels aren't that much 
different. 
No, exactly.  Again when I look at where our clients come from we have a number from 
Slacks Creek.  Yeah I just think it's that long term banding and stigma that's been 
associated unfortunately with Woodridge and I know there's been a big drive from 



 299

Logan Council to rename Woodridge Logan Central but that doesn't happen 
everywhere. 
I know the mayor, I think she was saying, she's trying to get over that stigma and 
stereotypes that are not good. 
Yeah no, that's right. 
Anything else about Slacks Creek that comes to mind, how you think about it or 
how you think other people think about it? 
I haven't thought as much about Slacks Creek I suppose but yeah, it's mainly residential 
and then industrial as you say.  Slacks Creek goes from what, Compton Road down to 
just around this area and then out to the freeway almost as you say doesn't it? 
Yeah - 
Like where IKEA would be Slacks Creek? 
Yeah, that's Slacks Creek. 
Yeah, so it is a really mixed commercial. 
So maybe that's interesting that a lot doesn't really come to mind when you think 
of Slacks Creek whereas Woodridge evokes a lot more - 
Yeah exactly and yet when I think of the people who immediately live behind us - our 
cleaners who are a wonderful firm, they're a local family.  They clean every night as 
well as some shopping centres.  They live in Slacks Creek.  Occasionally I've had to 
drop things off to them and their street is so neat and natty.  Everyone looks as if - 
whereas you drive into the next street and you can tell they're all rentals or there's junk 
everywhere.  Just the appearance is a mixture really. 
There's quite a lot of variability within every suburb isn't there? 
Yeah that's right. 
The last one I'm looking at is Daisy Hill.  When I say that suburb what do you 
think of? 
I think of the forest. 
Green spaces? 
Yeah, the nice green spaces.  More upmarket residential I guess.  It's got some shops.  
Well they've all got shops in all of them really.  A few eating places I suppose.  It just 
seems a bit more middle class obviously. 
The people there, higher income, probably more home owners, is that what you're 
saying? 
Yeah and even - I have a bit to do with the domestic violence shelter that's located, 
actually their address would be Daisy Hill.  They're quite close to John Paul College just 
over in that belt.  But they were saying when they have to transition women out of the 
refuge often the houses that are available are in Woodridge, they were telling me the 
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other day, and women don't want to move here.  They feel quite safe in Daisy Hill.  Just 
again the perception.  Whether they're safe because they've been in the shelter but just 
what they've heard of Woodridge, thinking they don't want to go there. 
Are you saying maybe the reality doesn't often match? 
No and that's what these domestic violence workers said.  They try really hard to prove 
to them that they'll be safe there and what are some things to help them be safe.  The 
fact that this is an affordable house that's being offered to them and all that, that they 
might not be able to get a rental house in Daisy Hill that they're going to be able to meet 
the rent. 
You mentioned before the motorway.  Do you think there's something about that 
motorway dividing the suburbs? 
Definitely yeah.  That's what struck me when I first came to work here.  As I said, my 
first six years I just worked with people who were from this side of the highway.  Then 
when I met these other clients who were from Daisy Hill, yeah I couldn't get over how 
articulate - yeah definitely, it's like a divide.  Actually I find the whole of Logan City - 
I've always found this, I have worked here a long time - it sort of has no hub in Logan 
like a town up the coast or somewhere might have a hub, whether it's the main street or 
something. 
But I used to always say there's no central hub.  Like people tend to think where Logan 
City Council is but that's not necessarily a natural hub.  That just happens to be their 
precinct where they are.  But I used to say there were like four hubs in Logan, the four 
shopping centres even - hyper dome then this one here and down the road where K-Mart 
is, Browns Plains.  What was the other shopping centre?  I suppose the one at 
Rochedale or Arndale there.  But yeah, it's quite a fragmented city and I think that the 
freeway divides it. 
Do you think it's a physical and a psychological divider? 
I think so yeah.  The freeway is a divider because I've been on a Griffith Uni Logan 
Campus advisory group and continually we're trying to work with the uni on how to 
keep their enrolments up but they're a very community minded university.  But they 
were even talking about how difficult it is - difficult public transport anyway, to get to 
the uni;  it's improved a bit over time with some buses and that - but how particularly if 
you lived over in Daisy Hill and were a student because of the freeway to actually get to 
the uni if you didn't have a car. 
We're talking about these suburbs and we talked about how Woodridge, there 
might be some social norms set up that might be negative but do you think in Daisy 
Hill there might be positive social norms that if you live there you might have 
positive role models that you mentioned before? 
Yeah I think possibly.  Again, I probably haven't connected with anyone directly living 
there lately but I think all that incentive around even streetscape, homeownership, what 
that establishes in a street, people having a bit of stability. 
One of our clients actually who has a disability and lives alone, that I know pretty well 
because she was a client when I did my old job, she lived in a departmental house here 
but was relocated over there.  She feels (a) safer and (b) she's got a bit of a network now 
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for neighbours and the local shops and things like that.  She probably could have had 
that here too but she probably didn't explore it as much. 
Why do you think people choose to live in those three different suburbs?  Why 
would somebody choose, for example, to live in Woodridge?  Is it simply because of 
the low cost housing or do you think there are other reasons? 
I think that's a major factor.  Sometimes it might be just historic.  A lot of it is I reckon 
to do with that churn and turnover of people coming in, getting on their feet and 
moving.  Whereas people probably - I don't know about the relocation rates in Daisy 
Hill but if they're going to invest in their own home they're likely to stay there longer I 
imagine. 
Do you think there's something about Woodridge, that multicultural aspect, that 
there might be family and social networks there that attract people? 
Yeah that's another key reason especially that whole thing because you can see evidence 
of that.  Many years ago when I first came to work down here there were Vietnamese 
even and people from South America.  Now it's the different communities who have 
been refugees from Afghanistan, the African countries and all that.  Yeah, it is that 
connection too of wanting to be close by. 
Even for some of them because of where they lived prior to coming here, they're used to 
living on top of one another in a camp, so the closer they are the better and the more 
crowded they probably are in all together the better too. 
It's also relative isn't it because we think of Woodridge of being disadvantaged but 
compared to where refugees come from it's paradise. 
I know.  The other day they were telling a story.  This parent, a mum.  She's from one of 
the African - maybe from Somalia or somewhere but she went into a shop up the road 
here in Woodridge and left all her little kids on the footpath and just said, wait here.  Of 
course people came along and panicked, saw all these little kids - they were all under 
four - lined up or whatever.  She said, they're really safe.  They're not going to be shot 
or anything like that. 
Indeed yes.  Question six was opportunities.  Do think, all things being equal, say 
you had triplets who were exactly the same - same family, same everything - and 
one lived in Woodridge, one lived in Slacks Creek and one lived in Daisy Hill - do 
you think their life opportunities would be different just because of where they 
lived or do you think it doesn't make much difference? 
That's a hard one.  I think it really does dependent - I suppose it depends on people's 
makeup sometimes too doesn't it?  But I do think at times some of those influences 
would make some difference even in terms of if there was a higher crime rate.  Like 
after living - as I said, actually my first six years - it's a long time ago, '89 to '94 when I 
came down to live here - I taught in this school but we had a high number of break ins. 
Probably crime rates have changed a lot since then too but at the end I thought that was 
pretty ideal to want to live close to work but I thought I don't want to live here.  You got 
a bit of fatigue at times.  Now some of that has possibly changed somewhat and I live 
now in Coorparoo which is quite a different suburb but you can still get fatigue from 
certain neighbours wherever you are too can't you?  So it's a bit circumstantial really. 
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Question seven, we've talked a little bit about this but do you think social problems 
spread through peer influence?  You've talked about the jobless households.  Do 
you think they're contagious in a way, that those norms spread like that? 
I think it can be, in terms of it really depends.  Like when I think of particularly young 
people if they're unemployed and then if they're all unemployed in a cluster, there's not 
meaningful things for them to do, then that's when they tend to gather like in groups and 
all that. 
One of our programs here, the volatile substance misuse, there have been pockets when 
I think about it from some of the clients who live in Woodridge of congregating 
together.  The hardest thing was, because it's harder to deal with, it was often in people's 
backyards.  It wasn't in a park where they were sniffing and things like that.  So to try 
and work - we have tried to work with some families about that and things like that.  
But I think particularly for younger people the peer influence is fairly strong if there's a 
gathering of people with some of those social problems. 
The last question, my whole theory that I'm working in is that disadvantage is 
contagious and that there's a certain threshold of disadvantage.  So most 
neighbourhoods where you live doesn't really make a big difference.  It's only in 
really disadvantaged areas where it might become a problem.  If that was true 
would that inform how your service delivers services or would it still just be - 
Yeah I think it would like I'd love to run a pilot, not a pilot, a real program.  That's when 
I often think of even the way YFS is funded and maybe I should write a paper about it 
but we get all this different sort of funding, like domestic violence and all that, but what 
I'd love to run is something intense, like say to take 20 pretty disadvantaged families in 
Woodridge who are jobless or have no-one in the household working and do some 
really intense work with them through a case management thing. 
Instead of addressing - you know how you might be funded to address one thing in a 
person's life, but to be really holistic.  So you'd address - if there was some violence 
you'd address whether the kids were going to school.  Work might take a long time with 
the adult to look for employment or training.  But to try and - it'd be hard yakka because 
there mightn't be some motivation but really to inject some of that.  I think that'd be 
good because that's often then the people who can also fall behind in their rent and then 
face three strikes or eviction.  Just to inject some direct support. 
In a place or - 
I think so.  I reckon it'd be worth trying to see - it could be - you could still do all that, 
what I just described, with 20 random people in Logan couldn't you?  But I actually 
would be keen to see what it did.  Like would it bring about other things.  Some of the 
tenancy things have brought about things like community garden or things like that. 
But would it bring about, even in that intense work, something you could develop in an 
area that fulfils some of those gaps like while there wasn't a job maybe someone got 
interested in this community project even?  Some of those good examples you read 
about in some tenancy projects attempt that and it often brings about eventually then 
employment. 
Cool.  Okay, that's all the questions I have.  Did you have anything else you wanted 
to add? 
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No, it's very interesting actually because I haven't thought about some of that for a 
while.  As you would have picked up some of my stuff is probably more historic 
because I've been here a while, some of the examples. 
It's all useful, thanks. 
 

Interview 6: Community Organiser 
 
Thanks _______.  The first question is place based initiatives.  Are you aware of 
any place based initiatives in Logan? 
Well I'm aware of the Logan Together project and the Community Children project 
which sits inside it.  I'm actively working on them at the moment, the Community 
Children project which the Salvation Army is the facilitating partner and has been for 
10 years but there's a real significant shift in direction as a result of the Logan Together 
thinking. 
I think the other reason that the Community Children has got a shift in direction is 
because after 10 years of doing that around Australia in different communities the 
results aren't all that good.  They've actually found you can't keep spending that amount 
of money on programs that don't make any difference. 
You don't think they are making a difference? 
Well the work that Ross Homel's done evaluating the program basically shows that 
according to what he tells us. 
These initiatives are - 
That's his analysis. 
Yeah okay, fair enough.  These are place based initiatives, so they're targeting 
particular suburbs or neighbourhoods? 
Well ostensibly they are but one of the big issues with them is that they look as though 
they're placed based but they're really not because they're very top-down government 
strategic things.  So governments keep coming in and setting their agendas.  It's not 
really local.  It doesn't emerge from the local community. 
I suppose the collective impact model basically says that you actually need governments 
to stop doing that.  If you read the Logan Together prospectus what do we want from 
government, that's what it says, stop doing it.  It looks as though they're place based but 
they're not really genuinely place based. 
I see Logan Together as more of an attempt to get more genuine - I was telling you 
before that I was on the board of Springwood and we quickly became concerned about 
the future of small organisations.  That was happening all around Australia but certainly 
all around Queensland.  We formed a group called the Coalition of Community Boards.  
Are you aware of them? 
Yeah I think so. 
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Well I'm one of the driving forces behind that together with [person’s name] and there 
are people in Central Queensland, the Sunshine Coast, here in Logan and there's similar 
stuff going on in South Brisbane.  They're just beginning to come forward.  We're 
putting together a position paper to the new government, which you'll probably see at 
the moment, which says that very strongly.  It's the Logan Together message.  We really 
need genuine place based stuff, not this pseudo place based stuff that we've been 
getting. 
Are there any examples of true place based initiatives like I think the 
neighbourhood centres are place based? 
Yeah, they are but it's very difficult for them to do that and there's lots of local place 
based activity.  For example the life skills program I'm on is a local place based activity.  
It's emerged out of Springwood Community Centre.  It's an alliance with a guy called 
David from Bayside.  They've been working together for many, many years.  I've been 
involved with them for the last eight years.  That's really emerged from here. 
We've had federal government funding for that but they've just pulled their funding in 
the last round of DSS things because it doesn't fit their agenda.  They've got no idea 
what's happening really.  We've been funded by them, a considerable amount of money, 
for the last eight years.  They've never been anywhere near it but they still cut it because 
they've got different agendas and they want to think in different ways. 
So the place based stuff can keep going for so long but it's effect is really limited by 
reliance on government.  A lot of the activity in the local - the history of most of these 
community centres is just people coming together and they set up their little 
neighbourhood groups and so on.  They come up and they become more 
professionalised and so on.  That's what LECNA’s history is about 23-24 years old. 
But then governments become involved and the governments have the power to stop the 
activity and this stuff can't keep going.  That's my point really.  So it's pseudo place 
based stuff in a lot of ways but there's lots of it happening and it's actually hard.  
Government can't stop it happening, the place based stuff. 
The men's shed will start up or whatever and some of those things become really quite 
powerful things.  The number of men's sheds which are actually run by large non-
government organisations, some of them multinational organisations because they come 
into - and then suddenly find you want to do something and they say, we'll have to 
contact Melbourne to see whether we can actually do that. 
There's a lot of place based activity but currently the relationships between the way it 
relates to government gets in the way and I see certainly things like collective impact 
projects is an attempt to do something about that. 
How do you think government decides where to put services?  What do you think 
their rationale is? 
I think they've mostly got a dart board or something. 
You don't think it's very - 
I know that they've got systematic things and they try to do it on a very big picture thing 
so that they would look at the patterns of disadvantage.  They would say, well these 
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areas, we really need to invest heavily in them.  But you get problems on the grounds 
and things like that. 
In fact the community centre at Springwood suffered from that traditionally as opposed 
to say the community centre at Kingston East which is within spitting distance really of 
each other.  They're very close together.  They serve basically the same area but because 
the LECNA [Logan East Community Neighbourhood Association] is in Springwood on 
that side of the highway it's not in a disadvantaged area so government will say well 
they're not serving a disadvantaged area.  Well that's crap because they are.  LECNA 
has got massive emergency relief stuff, one of the leading emergency relief deliveries.  
People from all over come in from that area. 
This life skills program, we service people from all over Logan, people coming in.  It's 
not lines on maps but governments find that hard to understand because they've got 
lines on maps and they say, well we need to prioritise this area and not that area. 
I see, so the government takes these hard views of borders but it's much more 
porous so people come and go - 
Well they're not locally based.  They don't really know what's happening.  That's why I 
say they're sitting in George Street or Mary Street - 
Wherever. 
You can't actually tell that from there.  They don't know the local area really well.  They 
actually need some local expertise. 
You think the way that they decide where to fund is too quantitative and they're 
not taking the intelligence of the local people?  Is that what you're saying? 
Yeah, it's not genuinely place based.  It's very much top-down.  We know what's 
happening in our state sort of thing.  When I was a boy, as a young man, I worked in a 
factory, the factory my father worked in.  I had this job - I was just doing internship 
stuff.  I was a student working for three or four months over summer.  I had this thing 
where I had to do some costing of a new project.  It was an electronics thing.  It was an 
electrical appliance factory.  They got a new iron they wanted to make and I did a cost 
analysis of what it would cost to make a new iron. 
My dad who was a foreman in one of the departments in the factory he said, if you want 
to know how to do that don't stay in the office.  You go and talk to people at my level 
and they know what's happening and they'll tell you the answers. 
I did that project in three days and they'd allowed me four weeks to do it.  I did it in 
three days and I presented it after a week and they said, how did you do that?  I said, I 
went and talked to the guys in the factory.  That's the point. 
Seems commonsense. 
It does seem commonsense but that's not the way they - they envisaged me doing that 
academically as a theoretical exercise, doing all the - using all the - but dad's advice was 
the guys in the factory will tell you all the answers to those questions, just go and ask 
them.  So I did. 
Lacking that community insight? 
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It's a bit like, as I say, about the DSS funding that we've had.  We'll give you 120,000 a 
year.  You just keep sending us the evaluation forms in which were crap and they never 
come anywhere near you.  You try to get them to come near you and they're all, we're a 
bit busy for that.  Then they suddenly say, well we'll have this big rethink.  You write us 
a few pages and tell us what you want to do and we'll make decisions.  They never 
talked to us, no interaction at all.  We've been in partnership for eight years with them.  
We didn't even know who was - most of the time we didn't know who was the officer 
responsible for looking after us.  We had to keep phoning up, can you tell us who to 
speak to?  She's moved to - 
Okay, I think I got that point.  The next point is just about do you think services 
are different depending on the levels of disadvantage in a place?  So would a 
service in a really disadvantaged place be qualitatively different or is it just about 
there's more services in that area or is it the way they deliver them is different?  
Because you talked about the two neighbourhood centres fairly close to each other.  
Is it just based on who the clients are that come through the door? 
Well it would be in part but it's just as much likely to be on the philosophies of the 
people delivering the services.  It's much more interactive than that, what the service 
looks like, what the activity looks like. 
But what factors do you think they take into account in what kinds of services they 
deliver?  Because you said it wasn't really place based so what do you think it is 
based on? 
Sorry that last bit threw me a bit.  I was thinking of an answer but you said it's not place 
based. 
Well say if you look at the neighbourhood centres in Logan they each have a job to 
do.  Is it based on the neighbourhood they're in or what generally the issues are? 
Well certainly that is a big factor.  It would influence what they're doing but if you look 
at, as I say, LECNA if you were to - we used to have this thing when I was working in 
schools, if you moved to a new school go and drive around the area, walk the streets and 
get a feel for the place. 
Well if you did that around the community centre in Springwood what you'd see is a bit 
like Daisy Hill.  It's fairly middle class in lots and lots of ways but that's not what it's 
like when you get inside the centre because it's actually servicing this other area and 
that's really down to why is it doing that? 
Well it's down to the philosophy and the ethos of the people who run it.  The people 
who run the LECNA stuff have been there for 23 years and they've grown into that.  
They're a pair of sisters, the managers there, and Julie worked in domestic violence stuff 
before she got the paid job at LECNA.  So she was working part time in paid work in 
women's refuges and things and part time voluntary and then the position became 
available because the Department of Communities funded the thing and she moved 
more to working full time at the centre. 
So it's there.  It's a function of all of the factors, all of those people, the environment and 
the neighbourhood would be the - 
It's not one thing? 
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It's not one thing - 
It's a combination of factors? 
But certainly the neighbourhoods would have an effect.  Like I worked at Woodridge 
High School in the 1970s.  There were no Pacific Island students at Woodridge High 
School when I first went there.  I remember the first groups arriving.  In fact one of the 
first groups to arrive is currently working at the school now.  She sits on the City of 
Choice leadership - not on the leadership, on the Logan Together thing.  She's been co-
opted to the leadership team.  She was one of the first Pacific Islanders to come into the 
school as a girl of 15 from New Zealand. 
That's certainly had a significant difference on the feel and I suppose about some of the 
things you were doing.  What we did at Woodridge High School, it really accentuated 
the values of the performing arts.  Pacific Islanders are great musicians, dancers.  That's 
part of their thing so that became a real strength of the school.  It was a strength to start 
off with but it became more of a strength, built on that and still is.  You go there and - 
All right, you've already gone on to my next question which is great.  I want to talk 
about these three suburbs and just your personal and professional views.  If I said 
what's Woodridge like as a neighbourhood? 
I lived in Woodridge - 
How would you describe it? 
When I was working at Woodridge High School I actually lived in Kingston for a while 
and then in Woodridge itself.  I lived in Defiance Road.  I had two places in Defiance 
Road.  I was there for about six years. 
What's it like?  What's Woodridge like if you had to describe it to somebody? 
I don't know Woodridge now because I've not lived there for a while but at that time 
there was a community feel.  As I said Defiance Road is just behind the shops near the 
railway station there and there was a community feel about it.  You didn't know people 
really well although I knew some of them because their kids were at school and you'd 
see the kids a lot so that gave you a bit of an image of/in into the community but it'd got 
a community feel about it and it still does to some extent. 
It's different though, it's a very different community now.  The colour of the skin is very 
different.  There's a lot more Africans there and I don't know those people really well at 
all.  There was always this sense of - it's a different physical environment to Coorparoo 
where I lived before that, different. 
In what way is it different? 
The houses are different.  There's obviously less money spent on the houses, the 
Housing Commission houses.  The shops are different.  There aren't the same cafes.  
There are cafes but they're a different kind of cafe.  So it's a different physical 
environment and a different feel about it. 
Do you think there's any stigma attached to being from Woodridge? 
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For sure yeah.  You felt that very, very strongly in the school.  A lot of the schools I 
worked at we used to play sport against Springwood and the Woodridge kids would 
always be a little bit defensive, oh they look down on us.  There was always that kind of 
feel about it. 
So there's that perception that they were looked down on? 
You went into the schools and the Springwood kids would always be the Woodridge 
kids …ooohhh. There's almost a little bit of a fear and really strongly more so with the 
teachers.  You used to play basketball and some of the teachers, you'd get a sense of 
fear, what if this basketball or this volleyball team like?  Volleyball teams were really 
good because they were always big Pacific Islanders. 
But it wasn't really based on anything? 
No, it was just - 
Just perceptions? 
- perceptions.  They were big pussycats.  If you're playing sport it's a really good idea to 
have the other side a little bit intimidating.  It can be an advantage. 
Yeah okay.  It can be a disadvantage in ways too I guess? 
It can be a disadvantage, a real disadvantage. 
Employers? 
It's really limiting on your sense of identity and if you think you're not as good as other 
people then you're not as good as other people. 
You start internalising that? 
Yeah. 
Do you think the media plays any role in that stigma or do you think it's just been 
there? 
Yeah the media certainly does because it reflects - that's a cultural thing in our society.  
I think that's sort of the - the media would be actually trying to be exactly the opposite.  
The ABC are certainly - South East Queensland ABC try to be really good to Logan and 
give it lots of positive vibes so they're very much on-side but it's almost as though by 
doing that - it's almost as though people see through it, they're just trying to be good 
about Logan because it's not really as good as everywhere else.  That's the way it feels. 
The mayor had a mission to improve the image of Logan too didn't he? 
Absolutely, the whole City of Choice stuff, let's draw a line in the sand.  I've worked in 
Woodridge now since 1977 or lived in Logan and I worked - as I say, I didn't just work 
in Logan, I worked in Inala and Redbank Plains, so that corridor. 
I worked in those areas all that time and the really frustrating part about it is I've seen 
outstanding work, some of the world's best quality work done here.  I've worked with 
some of the best people, really top quality people.  Schools like Woodridge High School 
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attract top quality people.  They nurture top quality people.  You've got to be good to 
work there. 
I also worked for a year at Brisbane State High School.  The teachers there thought they 
were really good because they got fantastic results but my assessment was, and I shared 
it with the principal who agreed with me at the time - Colin Mason was the principal - 
that they were coasting.  They were coasting on the backs of - and they certainly weren't 
doing anywhere near as good a job with a big part of their population.  Two thousand 
students there and 1,200 all come in - some of the teachers, middle class people, all over 
Brisbane.  Twelve hundred of them were coming in but there was a local school there of 
600 and, I'll tell you what, the kids in that school weren't doing anywhere near as well 
as some of the ones at Woodridge. 
They weren't anywhere near as well served and where they were served by it, it wasn't 
the teachers who were doing all the work, it was actually all these other kids who did 
the work.  The kids were the strength.  These kids coming in, they were a fantastic 
strength, the young people that came in from - and some of the local ones.  The student 
body was really strong but the teaching body was coasting compared with the teaching 
body. 
I think that tends to happen but the point I was trying to make - I was a bit off the point 
there - is that for all that wonderful quality work it's so bloody frustrating because the 
situation's not changed. 
Why do you think that is?  Is it just intergenerational - 
No, I think it is possible to change it.  That's what the collective impact - that's why I 
put my time into it.  This is the best chance I've ever seen.  If we can get it genuinely 
place based, if we can genuinely follow some of the principles, if we can get the 
relationships right, including the relationships between government - and that's why Liz 
and Janet's work, trying to get the relationships right between the Department of Social 
Services and the Department of Communities and then between them and Logan City 
Council and stop them getting in the way with all this bloody top-down, the new 
minister knows best stuff.  If we can get all that sort of stuff right then we can make a 
genuine difference. 
The collective impact, the stuff that Brian Baumgartner and some of those people have 
achieved in Pennsylvania is outstanding in communities like this.  We can achieve that.  
That's what the vision is.  Within 10 years we can really make a difference, an overall 
difference rather than just some isolated success stories. 
Including those of disadvantaged areas like Woodridge? 
Absolutely.  If we can get the developmental and educational outcomes for zero to eight 
year olds at least up to the Queensland and national norms in 10 years well that's a 
significant outcome.  That's the goal. 
I might bring us back a little bit to - 
Sorry. 
That's okay, no it's great.  I love the tangents but I - 
Yeah, I understand. 
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We talked about Woodridge and you talked about a bit of a multicultural aspect. 
We were talking about Woodridge there weren't we? 
Yeah. 
You wanted to know about - 
Your perceptions of what it's like as a neighbourhood I guess or a suburb. 
Well it's got lots and lots of strengths but it has got this - life for many of the people is 
not as fulfilling as it could be.  I have a very passionate view about social justice.  I've 
got a definition of social justice which I find really useful.  It's certainly about equity 
and fairness.  Equity and fairness, equitable and fairness access to freedom, self-
determination and self-realisation. 
I don't think the people in Woodridge are as free as they could be - many of the people, 
some of them.  Many of them are not as free as they could be and they're certainly not - 
it's not as easy for them to make the most out of their lives and achieve what they'd 
really like to in life.  Life's not as fulfilling. 
Do you think that lack of opportunity is because of where they live?  Is that one of 
the factors?  Like all things being equal - 
It's because they live in poverty. 
So it doesn't matter where they live - 
If they lived in poverty elsewhere it would be - 
The same thing? 
Yeah, in fact in some ways it might be worse but it certainly has an effect.  I think living 
in poverty in central Brisbane is certainly very, very limiting but at least you've got a 
nice place to live, you've got nice buildings around you.  There are a lot of people 
around you all the time who are in a better position to help you on a day to day basis. 
But you don't think there's anything - 
You're more likely to get a free cup of coffee in Brisbane if you're on the streets than 
you are in Woodridge. 
But there's nothing about being surrounded by poverty, about the norms that go 
on there, that you think is actually worse? 
This notion is poverty catching? 
Yes. 
That's an interesting notion isn't it?  I'm not sure what I think about that.  It certainly 
would be to some extent because if you believe that human development is a function of 
characteristics of the person and their environment then that would certainly imply that 
there's some of that to do with it. 
Yeah but teasing out the mechanisms is quite difficult. 
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But how that happens - 
Don't know? 
Yeah.  Certainly it's not economic poverty that's the problem. 
Okay, what is it? 
Because I think that - there's a lovely piece of work.  I work with Anne.  They've written 
a paper recently and they start out off by this story of a lady called Camille who's a 
migrant from an African nation living in Logan.  The opening quote at the top is La 
Dance, La Musique, Les Ami and La Rire - the dance, the music, the friends and the 
laughter. 
The point that they make is that Camille lived in a really unsafe place.  She's a refugee 
and she had to leave but she thinks that where she was living in poverty in this really 
dangerous unsafe place, she actually had a better communal life.  She had dance, music, 
friends and laughter in her life.  Now she's here very safe, very well looked after with all 
the basic services provided to her and she's not got that to the same extent and she's 
missing it. 
Interesting. 
So it's not economic poverty, it's not even safety that's really important in life and 
certainly I was brought up in families that live in poverty.  My grandfather on my 
mother's side was a miner.  After the 1921 miners' strike he never worked again because 
he was blackballed by the mining companies, he was a union man.  He also became 
very, very sick.  He died in 1926 so my grandmother was left with eight children.  Two 
of them died in infancy and she brought the others up through the 1920s and 1930s on 
her own, so in real economic poverty with a really rich cultural life.  It was a struggle 
but she had a good life.  You could tell.  I knew her when she was older and she - a bit 
like Camille. 
Some people say that Woodridge has strong social networks and values. 
For some people it's certainly got that but it's also got all this migrant stuff coming in 
and there people, the Camilles of this world, who are really feeling - when you read 
some of that stuff about her, she's a single woman and she's got children.  She is a single 
mum and that doesn't go down well in her own community so she actually feels cut off 
from her own community but she stays in touch with them and all that sort of stuff.  She 
really is fitting into this new life. 
I might just ask you about the other suburbs to see if you have any views on them 
one way or the other.  Slacks Creek, next door, what do you think about when you 
think of Slacks Creek? 
I'm not sure.  I can see that on paper there'd be a difference but I think in a lot of ways 
it's very similar to Woodridge.  In some ways it's not as fortunate.  I think it has this 
other disadvantage of being suburbia so it doesn't have that communal centre stuff.  
There isn't a big shopping centre there.  There's no railway station.  You've got further 
to go to get to things. 
So you've got isolation living in Slacks Creek but you've still got all the other stuff 
about the poverty and the disconnection which families coming in there.  I think 
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similarly the lives of many people in Slacks Creek are nowhere near as [unintelligible]. 
That's my perception. 
Fair enough. 
I think it's similar in a lot of ways but it's actually got some extra stuff in there because 
of its physical location.  I live in middle class suburbia and certainly there's a lot 
missing from that that I used to have.  I can't go out for a walk around the streets and 
meet lots and lots of people.  I could when we lived in Defiance Road.  To do that I 
have to get in the car and go to the Hyper dome to see people. 
Because it's isolating, suburbia? 
Absolutely, living in suburbia is really isolating.  Similarly in Daisy Hill. 
Yeah well that's the third suburb I'm looking at.  So what do you think about when 
you think Daisy Hill? 
Well I think the people in Daisy Hill generally speaking they're more prosperous.  
They're also more likely to be in professional or qualified trade positions which I think 
adds a different quality to their lives so it would be very different there.  They do have 
this issue of isolation but they overcome that issue by getting in the car.  A lot of them 
might have got the financial resources to go out to a restaurant, to go to the club which 
the people in Woodridge wouldn't except on payday but then they spend it all... which is 
one of the big disadvantages. 
Some people have said that the motorway is like a real physical and psychological 
dividing line.  Do you agree with that or do you think it's not a big deal? 
Yeah, it's certainly perceived - that's what I was saying.  The kids in Springwood, 
people in Springwood - I look down on him.  Yeah there's a lot of that. 
That's the border - 
Yeah, it's certainly seen as the borderline between the areas but that's a false kind of 
thing.  Like the people living in the caravan park there just behind BMW, they live on 
the right side of the line.  They're much more in tune with the people. 
That's what I've found.  There's just such great diversity within suburbs as there is 
disadvantage.  There's areas of Slacks Creek that are - 
Some of the older people living in Springwood are in isolation.  They find that really 
quite difficult  even though they own their own homes and things.  It's hard to draw the 
line somewhere. 
Do you think people in Daisy Hill don't interact as much with each other as 
compared to Woodridge for example or do you think it's - 
I think they interact with other people.  I think people generally do yeah. 
In their place, like in their neighbourhood? 
Maybe not as much in their neighbourhood. 
Or they get and, as you said, their economic conditions buy them more? 
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I just thinking living in Daisy Hill must be [unintelligible].  I live in [unintelligible], I 
know what it's like.  I talk to our neighbours but I can't always remember their names.  I 
do talk to them.  Some of them have lived there for quite a while.  We talk on a regular 
basis but we don't do things.  I don't run into them as much as I used to when I lived in 
Woodridge because we were on top of each other and that was kind of high density 
housing units.  That physical closeness makes a difference. 
We've sort of covered a lot of the other questions just in the way the conversation 
has gone but just to finish up, this theory that disadvantage is contagious.  Say you 
had twins and one lived in Woodridge and one lived in Daisy Hill do you think 
their lives would turn out differently just based on where they lived everything else 
being equal? 
I think the environment certainly that you live in but there's a lot more to the 
environment than the neighbourhood.  That would be my answer to your question.  It 
certainly would make a difference and you've got to remember - this is the beautiful 
thing - it's all complex. 
Complexity means by definition that cause and effect are non-linear and small factors 
here can have huge impacts in some cases and the same small impact can have no 
impact whatsoever in other places.  The other thing about that is you can never tell in 
advance because it's genuinely complex.  So you can't tell in advance what the effect is 
going to be but when you look in retrospect you can usually see there's a reason for that. 
That element of chance, almost by chance - it's not really chance - there is a cause and 
effect, it's just you can't see it because it's genuinely complex makes me think - and part 
of my thinking is that we actually need to come to terms with that complexity stuff.  
One of the great difficulties that governments have - getting back to our starting point 
where the people are saying, we'll do this - they find it much more difficult to come to 
terms with the complexity of it.  They're imagining an ordered world where you can tell 
the difference between cause and effect and if you could their stuff would work. 
The reason it doesn't work is because it actually is a complex world and you actually 
need to operate in very, very different ways.  So I think we need to get into that 
complexity theory stuff and that's what I'm tackling in within my stuff, get into the 
complexity theory stuff to find different ways of operating.  I'm really hoping that in 
doing this collective impact stuff here in Logan we can actually start to do that whole - 
Is that why it's really important to let the community decide and let the solutions 
emerge? 
Absolutely and it's a really difficult thing.  You don't want governments to waste 
taxpayers' money but you do want them to trust the taxpayers. 
Good point. 
I think there's a genuine desire in government to say, well there's some sense in that.  
That frustration that I said about not having changed anything, that's shared right across 
the whole of the community including by government. 
I suppose the real test of it, the real glaring example in Australia is I think for the last 
20-30 years at least we've been really trying to make a difference in indigenous 
outcomes.  It's so bloody frustrating we've not been able to do it and it's not because 
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we've not tried.  It's not because we've not been prepared to pour money into it, pour 
resources into it.  It's just that we've not figured out how to do it. 
Got to keep trying though. 
Keep trying.  Well I think it's similar with areas of disadvantage like Logan and I'm 
more excited now - and I'm not alone in this.  There are people who have worked in this 
area for a long time who are really excited about this process of being able to try 
something a bit different. 
Anything else you want to add before we finish up? 
No, that's interesting - 
That's a good way to end. 
I'd like you to come and see if some of my ideas are relevant. 
I'd love to.  I'm really into complexity theory too so I'd love to. 
Do you know Snowden's work? 
Sowden? 
Snowden? 
Snowden? 
The framework? 
No. 
You need to get into that. 
Okay, will do.  I'll turn this off. 
 

Interview 7: Non-government Organisation Worker 
 
Thank you very much.  The first question is just about your organisation and 
whether the services you provide are place based or are they more based on client 
needs.  Do you - 
A cross-section of both.  We have a specific - we've got a children and family centre 
that's based at Waterford West and we're one of 38 across the nation which comes out of 
the National Indigenous Early Education Partnership Agreement from COAG. 
The core purpose of a child and family centre is to focus on family support, child and 
maternal health, early education.  They're our key headings of what we do.  We also 
have a community kindergarten and we also have a range of other programs from justice 
programs, forensic mental health, family mental health programs that we deliver as 
well. 
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Some of them are area specific due to disadvantageness.  Some of them are location due 
to community need and emerging community developments that come out of them. 
Does your organisation decide that or is that what you're funded on? 
One of my funding streams has identified a particular priority corridor that that's what 
we provide a service program in it.  Our other service agreement, like service 
agreements have a catchment area on them.  The majority of our service agreements are 
for the Logan boundary areas so the - 
Logan City Council? 
Yeah Logan City Council boundary areas which goes all the way out to Jimboomba and 
all the way around to that.  Then we've got a service agreement with boundaries of the 
south east region. 
Quite a bit wider then? 
Yeah. 
Then how do you decide where within that larger boundary to target? 
Well that's where emergency need - so you could be providing a service in accordance 
with your service agreement and identify that there is a trend.  All our programs work 
on an action learning mechanism.  We require our staff to be keeping quite good data in 
relation to what is emerging, what is coming out so that we can come back and go, okay 
what do we need to put in place to address that?  The majority of our programs are 
about removing the barriers for participation. 
But is it tailored to specific neighbourhoods and the needs of that suburb or 
neighbourhood or is it based on - 
Sometimes. 
- the clients that come in - 
Sometimes.  It depends.  Logan, we have large child protection here and our Aboriginal 
and Torres Strait Islander child protection data sits very high, this region is extremely 
high.  So we provide a free recreational holiday program in the school holidays for any 
Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander child in Logan. 
If their family is potentially at risk or who have entered the child protection system 
they're a priority, so it's about decreasing the stress within the family home, having the 
child fed so that it's not impacting.  It's not impacting upon emotions.  It's not impacting 
upon a number of different strains.  The child is being sighted.  The child is then 
potentially engaging in programs around protective behaviours and managing their own 
resilience in complex family issues.  That's a prime thing. 
Then another program that we run is a targeted program, so we run universal and 
targeted.  A targeted program would be - and we've done this - suburb by suburb we 
will run a wellbeing program for children.  We will collect children from a specific 
suburb to run that program with and then the next day we'll be at another suburb and 
collect the children for that program.  That's all around children living with complex 
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environmental trauma which we could pretty much say that is a lot of our low 
socioeconomic areas. 
It is a very - like here it talks about the differences between Woodridge, Slacks Creek 
and Daisy Hill.  You wouldn't find too many black families in Daisy Hill because of 
social housing, do you know what I mean? 
Yeah. 
If there's families over there they're more in a - they're in that middle class bracket range 
and they're not necessarily accessing these sorts of services.  They're accessing user pay 
services and stuff like that.  But sometimes they actually come back and engage because 
of their family connections back in - 
They're drawn back to here? 
Yeah, they're drawn back to here and engage. 
The services wouldn't be different in terms of the different suburbs?  You would 
just draw upon that client base or would you tailor it to different suburbs? 
If we needed to run something at Daisy Hill it would be tailored very differently to what 
you would be providing to children and families from the heart of Woodridge because 
the need - 
Different issues? 
- different issues.  They've got food, these kids don't.  That's a true fact. 
What about domestic violence in Daisy Hill or something? 
They still might be exposed to domestic violence and all of those sorts of things so then 
they would participate in a program the same as what these kids would be exposed to 
and engaged in.  For instance all our programs run with food so that we know that those 
children have been fed because we see many, many children that are in feast and 
famine.  They just can't get enough food in any one sitting so we'll feed them breakfast, 
morning tea, lunch, afternoon tea, send them home.  With ever program we run has food 
and transport. 
But for the really disadvantaged suburbs like Woodridge, Logan Central or 
Kingston that's really important, not so much maybe on the other side of the 
motorway? 
Yeah or not so much at Jimboomba or Logan Village because out there they're usually 
two parent families, two car families that can actually get themselves to locations and 
stuff like that.  Where we would encourage them to bring a plate of food versus 
providing food, do you know what I mean? 
Yeah. 
So it's about their parental engagement versus necessities of food. 
So there's different levels of need I guess? 
Yeah. 
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Great.  Now I want to ask about these three suburbs I'm looking at and I chose 
them quite specifically because Woodridge is one of the most disadvantaged 
suburbs in South East Queensland.  How would you describe Woodridge positively 
or not so positively?  When you think of Woodridge what do you think of? 
I don't personally look at Woodridge in a negative light I guess because I've worked 
here for so long, do you know what I mean? 
Yeah. 
I live in Jimboomba which is still a part of Logan around that.  For me Woodridge is 
diverse.  We've got diversity here.  We've got a high population of Aboriginal and 
Torres Strait Islander.  So we've got one of the second highest populations outside of 
Cairns of Torres Strait Islander people here in Woodridge and their needs are different. 
Like even though we're Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander organisations we have 
very separate customs and traditions, methods of raising children and all of that sort of 
stuff.  It's about ensuring that you take those cultural components into consideration 
when you're providing your services to a community. 
Look, everyone kicks off about Logan, everyone kicks off about Woodridge.  It's full 
on.  I'll give you an example of the riots that was held here with our young boys.  I was 
there on a daily basis.  We were taking food up there and blah, blah, blah.  The media 
just made that bigger than Ben-Hur than it actually was.  At the end of the day it was an 
issue between two families, two boys that just blew into this great manifested crap that 
then put Logan in the spotlight of look at what they do. 
The media just exacerbated - 
They were egging those boys on.  They were standing on the corners and egging them 
on and then they would call the police to get more police in attendance when the boys 
came out and started going at them, but they didn't report that.  They didn't report how 
they were antagonising the young people within the mechanism. 
Then we found we had a lot of people from outside this area come and put their two 
cents in which made it worse on both sides of the fence with it.  As our elders and our 
leaders in our communities were coming together trying to calm these young people 
down and do all of that it was the outside influences that kept burring it within that but 
that's not a part of day to day life of Logan or of Woodridge. 
People that live in Woodridge probably have a different view to say people that live in 
Daisy Hill or Logan or those more affluent areas within it. 
You're saying Woodridge, people have a different perception, outsiders maybe, of 
what life is like in the suburb?  You think it's not as bad as people - 
Yeah, it's not as bad as what the outside world looks in.  One of the major changes that I 
have witnessed and seen is the resettlement of multicultural people into Logan and how 
that has had a diverse impact upon the heart of Woodridge. 
In what way? 
In the way that say for instance the Sudanese, they come from war torn countries and 
their aggressive mechanisms that at times can be perceived as quite aggressive against 
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the young people within the community.  Then the whole frustration comes into play 
with poor English understanding, around that sort of stuff and Woodridge is quite a big 
suburb and you've got pockets in Woodridge as well. 
Yeah, there's a lot of diversity within that suburb? 
Yeah, there's lots of diversity within that suburb.  You start heading up the hill a bit 
you're getting a little bit what we call uptown to what's right here - Defiance Road, 
Smith Road, in that pocket corridor there, down the train station, Garfield Street, those 
ones down like all around there sort of thing. 
What about Slacks Creek?  What do you think about Slacks Creek?  It's right next 
door but is there a different perception of that suburb do you think? 
I'm going to ask you a question.  Woodridge, Kingston, Slacks Creek virtually used to 
share the one postcode until they split.  I think part of Kingston still shares the 4114 
postcode.  What made you choose those specific suburbs? 
Well Woodridge I chose because it was one of the most disadvantaged suburbs in 
the area but I wanted a suburb that was really close by, so had the same access to 
employment opportunities and whatnot but wasn't quite as disadvantaged.  I just 
want to see if there's some sort of difference, even though they're right next door to 
each other, between perceptions of those two neighbourhoods or opportunities.  
Because Slacks Creek is still fairly disadvantaged but not quite as much as 
Woodridge and I just wonder why?  Is there differences in the perceptions I guess 
of those two? 
Community wise we don't have difference in perception between the two. 
The borders are sort of irrelevant? 
Yes because of the old way it was all Woodridge, do you know what I mean? 
Long term residents still think of it that way or - 
Yeah.  To tell you the truth I actually haven't heard of any of our families make a, we 
live in Slacks Creek statement, don't say we live in Woodridge.  I've never come across 
- in all the time that I've worked here I haven't come across that at all.  The same with 
Kingston.  There's high social housing in all three of those areas.  The social housing in 
Slacks Creek is just as high as what it is here in Woodridge. 
But I just wonder why - it doesn't seem like Slacks Creek is as stigmatised as 
Woodridge and I just wonder why. 
Because it comes back to back in the day it was all Woodridge. 
Then they sliced it off? 
Then they sliced it off.  We got even a little bit more uptown and we had Logan Central, 
Woodridge, Slacks Creek, Kingston, do you know what I mean?  Where initially - I 
know community members that have lived here for 40-50 years, it's all Woodridge.  
They class it all as Woodridge. 
That's interesting.  So there's no particular perception for you for Slacks Creek? 
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No. 
Just part of the area? 
It's just part of the area.  It's part of the service delivery area.  What's the closest school 
in Slacks Creek, is that Mabel Park that those kids go to? 
I'm not sure, it could be yeah. 
See we have a high Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander population of children at 
Mabel Park State School.  There's 140 families in that school and what they raise as 
what they need is no different to what Woodridge State School would raise with us of 
support mechanisms that they need at all. 
All right, so if you go across the motorway to Daisy Hill do you think that's a 
different perception? 
Yeah, that's uptown. 
That's uptown? 
That's money.  Like I said before, not too many of my families - 
They wouldn't come from there? 
- would reside in Daisy Hill due to socioeconomic disadvantageness. 
So you think that maybe the price of housing, people - 
It's huge over there, huge. 
Is that why people choose to live in Woodridge and Slacks Creek and whatnot is 
because of the low cost of housing and social housing? 
It's where the social housing is.  To be honest with you the rental in this area is not 
cheap. 
Isn't it? 
No.  In the private sector what people are being expected to pay for very crappy 
rundown houses is ridiculous.  So it's not cheap, cheap to live here where years ago it 
used to be.  They used to be about to pick up a little one-two bedroom unit for $130-
140.  Well they're now up to $200-300 just for a two bedroom unit.  If you take that out 
of a Centrelink payment - 
There's not a lot left over? 
- there's not a lot left over but they wouldn't be able to live in Daisy Hill for that type of 
money. 
It's just not even an option? 
So it's not even an option.  Part of the 2020 plan though for Logan is actually to move 
them out so the corridor is going out through Beaudesert Highway out to Jimboomba, 
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out to Beaudesert.  There's huge social housing infrastructure going into at Beaudesert 
that they've actually started to relocate out there, so they're pushing them out. 
Just talking about opportunities, we talked a little bit that people from the outside 
might think of Woodridge differently.  Do you think that might impact on 
employers like if somebody looked in Woodridge? 
Look it's going to impact quite a bit.  I don't personally look at Woodridge in the 
negative but if we get down into it we've got huge complexities of trans-generational 
impacts.  We've got poor education standards and participation in education.  We've had 
children that are exposed and families long term that are exposed to environmental 
trauma through domestic violence, drug taking, all the rest of those things.  In amongst 
all of that we've got children that never actually are exposed to witnessing somebody 
getting up everyday going to work. 
So how are we expecting people that haven't experienced - and this become part of their 
norm - to all of a sudden have a work ethic and I'm going to hold a job?  Because due to 
all of the complexities that goes on with them probably their most significant day is 
payday where you go to the shop.  If they've got leftover they'll use it to go to the pub or 
do whatever they do with their leftover money around that sort of stuff.  That's probably 
the most kids witnessed - and they know that.  They get a good feed on that day.  I 
couldn't tell you how many of our kids go, yeah it's payday - 
Get some meals? 
Yeah, so they get a good feed out of it.  So it comes back to when people have lived in 
disadvantageness how do we expect them to be able to hold down a job when that's not 
their norm? 
That's not the norms around them at all? 
No, it's not their social norm in any way shape or form around it.  So it's all well and 
good for the government to have these workforce employment strategies and all this 
other sort of stuff.  If it's not their norm what are the steps then that we need to take, that 
we need to sit back as social services, as community services to assist people to remove 
those barriers for that to become their norm? 
Yeah, that's not an easy thing to do. 
That's a huge thing especially when you're dealing with drug and alcohol issues within 
that.  One of the things that over many, many years you'll witness two weeks is 
probably what they can maintain.  Well one of the employment KPIs to keep them 
employed is 26 weeks.  So if you're funded to provide an employment support service 
or a JSA or anything, your goal is about them staying there for 26 weeks.  Well you've 
got buckleys because it all comes back to they've got no ethical understanding, it's 
outside of their norm.  Their cognitive abilities just do not commit that. 
Do you think the place influences that?  That where they reside actually has a big 
impact because that's their norms is in their neighbourhood.  Is that what you're 
saying?  Because they don't have the resources to go out, like the Daisy Hill people 
can go out and interact - 
Well see like where you're saying neighbourhood and suburb I would actually bring it 
back to environmental impacts, family impacts. 



 321

Much broader? 
So it's much broader than just initially the suburb.  You could be relocated into a suburb 
if you had skill, if things were a part of your norm.  Say for instance if you had to 
relocate to Woodridge to a social housing, Housing Commission house in Woodridge 
and you had to locate with your current skills, knowledge and understanding of what 
you have, you would be fine. 
When people don't have them to start with then it's not necessarily the suburb or the 
location of where they are.  It actually comes back into their environmental what they 
know, what they've been raised with.  If they don't have an understanding or willingness 
to change a cycle it doesn't matter where you locate them it's still going to have the 
same outcome. 
You could put them in a - if you have the opportunity as an experiment, like if you did a 
fishbowl experiment and you took one of our families and put them in Daisy Hill in a 
big uptown house with all the lovely furniture and all of that sort of stuff in it, you 
would still not have the same outcomes.  They'd maintain the level of house for a short 
period of time then it would become a party house because it's uptown and then they 
wouldn't be able to maintain it because they don't have the skill to start with to be able 
to do that. 
It's like a child.  If the time and energy isn't put into a child to nurture them as they're 
going from crawling to walking it's going to take them longer to take their steps isn't it? 
Yeah. 
Same thing. 
You're just confirming what the research is saying which is it's actually family and 
capacity that matters the most. 
It is. 
Neighbourhood has a small influence but not - 
Not a lot, not an absolute lot.  For me what I believe is that the area can compound.  So 
if you've got, for instance, a number of families that are at the same capacity level and 
then they all start to hang out, well that's when you're creating one of your little pockets.  
Because then they're going to come up with all sorts of concoctions to do whatever, be it 
criminal, be it drugs, be it alcohol.  Whatever is in their little mindset that they're going 
to do, in that pocket it's that community then that they've leant on to create that but 
they've already come to it with a little of disadvantage which is environmental. 
But that proximity to each other compounds it a little bit? 
It can.  We see transience across Ipswich, Logan, Beaudesert.  So our families move 
through that triangle.  So it doesn't matter where, they'll relocate and not make any 
relevant changes, do you know what I mean?  When I say relevant changes, not changes 
that we would see as self-determining and taking control of their life for improvement 
of their set of circumstances.  They relocate, they do it for a very short period of time 
and then they fall back into their environmental norms. 
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This moving around is that because people have existing family and social 
networks and they want to be hooked into that - 
The shit's hit the fan over here and I'm just going there.  Then when they've worn out 
their welcome that way or they can't get into social housing that way they'll come back 
this way.  If Child Protection is chasing them - 
Just keep moving on? 
- keep moving, you keep moving around because Child Protection is associated to their 
their money.  I'm not saying that they don't love their children.  It all comes down to that 
skill base again. 
Which they have a limited skill base. 
Yeah, so if you're a child in the Child Protection system or your family has had poor 
parenting skills where do your parenting skills come from and what do you revert back 
to? 
Do you think people aspire to move out of Logan?  Do you think people want to get 
enough money to move out or do you think they're - 
In their big dreams they'd love there.  In their big dreams they'd like to have cars, all the 
nice things and all of that sort of stuff.  The realism comes back to if someone has - I 
look at social work that we're in people's lives for a season.  You might be there for 
many seasons or you might be there for very limited seasons but as practitioners it's our 
job - and this is how we - to me it's one of the ways we can measure outcomes, 
successful outcomes.  If they've made this change to something you've met an outcome. 
If they've made no change to anything then the season that you spent in their life was 
purposeless.  All you did was then either build a co-dependency, you funded their initial 
crisis, not made them responsible for their own decision making and all of those sorts of 
things which has allowed them to perpetually continue that cycle. 
I have one more question and I think I already know your answer because you've 
sort of talked about it.  This whole theory is that disadvantage can be contagious, 
that if you live in a really disadvantaged area that it actually has a small but 
significant effect.  If that was true, which I don't think you think it is true - 
No I don't believe it's true. 
Well then there's sort of no point asking then. 
Yeah no, I don't believe - I believe that you could become engaged in it and some of 
your own ethical behaviours could change but I don't believe that it could change your 
whole value system. 
Those influences are not going to the core? 
I don't believe that they're going to the core because, as a prime example, if you looked 
at kids that come from good families, that they decide that in their rebellion stage that 
they're going to go and do all the crime and they're going to do all of this and all of that, 
you actually find statistically they levitate in and out back to their value systems, back 
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to where it's good.  They don't sit here and fester in the core of disadvantageness.  They 
come in and out. 
I did that. 
We see it a lot.  We see it a lot with kids that come from good homes that choose to be 
doing some of these behaviours and when they get hungry well off they go and leave 
these ones sitting here.  These kids have got nowhere to go.  Their escapism is that 
group because then they create their own family groups inside disadvantageness so they 
have their families and that's one of those community things that can breed within a 
community.  Then they can congregate together and create their own sense of family 
and create their own purpose. 
At times I've seen it create their own value system but that value system is not 
necessarily good.  It could be around scamming people.  It could be around chroming, 
drug taking, alcohol use, that sort of stuff.  They create that like Robin Hood behaviour 
within that - one for all, all for one.  We see that a lot as well. 
They create their system because there's not much else to - 
That's their system so that then creates their family base system.  But with our kids what 
you find is they do that but they know when they have to levitate back out to their 
family of origin because of cultural responsibilities. 
A lot of our kids, our young ones are parentified, so they've got responsibilities of 
rearing the younger ones underneath them so they're doing this escapism in and out, in 
and out, in and out.  Where is that forming for them a reality of your life's going to be 
okay and you're going to have a nice house and a car and you're going to have education 
and you're going to earn money?  Because it's just not presenting for them. 
That's what where I take - like what we do in social services - and I say to this my 
practitioners all the time - if you create a safe environment for that child to come, that 
that child feels that they can come and offload and just have a chat about what's going 
on for them and you might be able to give them one skill based thing to support them 
and assist them if that comes up again, well that's how you make systemic change.  
Because if we go in as social workers with bandaids it's just ridiculous.  I say to our 
practitioners, don't come and tell me you've put a bandaid, because if you're band aiding 
I'm going to go and take it off. 
Because there's no point? 
Because there's no point.  There is just absolutely no point to it whatsoever. 
False hope sort of thing or - 
It's false hope.  It's them doing all that co-dependency.  It's doing that welfare 
dependency.  Some practitioners, especially young ones when they come straight out of 
- they will chase ER for people to the ends of the earth.  Okay you've done it once 
because they've been in crisis.  When they come back the next week and they're in crisis 
again and you're doing it again what have you done?  Have you asked them, where is 
your money?  Because they get some money.  Have you asked them, what's going on 
and what are you spending your money on because you're here chasing me for this? 
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I know exactly what you're saying?  Well thanks for that.  Do you have anything 
else that you wanted to add about what we've been talking about? 
I can talk until the cows come home about this.  No not really but if at any point while 
you're going through this process if you think of anything else that you think I could add 
value to, touch base back with me. 
Get back in touch? 
Yeah. 
That's very generous, thank you. 
I think through processes like this - and I don't necessarily know the direction of what 
your paper is going through but if practitioners such as myself are able to give insight 
from grass root mechanisms around it that somewhere someone's going to listen to us 
and go, well maybe that's not - from a policy level in government - maybe that's not the 
way we go. 
I hope.  That's my goal. 
I'm happy to support that. 
Thank you. 
 

Interview 8: Queensland Government Service Manager 
 
Thank you for doing this.  The first question is just about Department of Housing 
and public works and how you deliver services.  Are the services you provide place 
based overall? 
Yes.  The way that housing works is somebody comes in and they put an application in 
for housing.  Over the last five years we've started to move away from that kind of 
waitlist management function to talking about housing solutions, so what can we do to 
get you housed rather than the ultimate end game is social housing. 
Logan trialled something three years which has now gone state wide where they come 
in and we actually talk about housing solutions and then take them through 
RentConnect first.  Then if there's severe disadvantage or some sort of blockage in the 
system then we'll put them in the social housing system. 
Generally they are allowed to nominate six areas in the state and then it's a matter of 
waiting until something comes vacant. 
Obviously you have different concentrations of housing in different suburbs? 
Absolutely.  Logan is one of the densest areas in the state if not the country.  It managed 
to grow up that way because it was put out there by Bjelke-Petersen in the 70s as a 
working solution.  For young families with low incomes, they go out to brand new 
social housing at Logan.  The idea was that they either buy the house or they move 
forward. 
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Over the years the policies have changed to the last policy change which was a massive 
mistake in my opinion to where we started to house highest need only.  So of course 
eventually what you get is ghettos and that's been proven - 
Do you think that's what's happening? 
Absolutely.  In defence of the government that just got thrown out, the antisocial 
behaviour policy has actually worked.  I'm not answering any of your questions but - 
That's okay. 
Over time in Logan what has happened is we're getting generations of welfare 
dependent people who don't actually understand that there's a normal way of living.  
You get kids that have never seen mum and dad go to work, never seen anybody go to 
school, don't know what a dinner table is but they have a bright and shiny big plasma 
TV.  So they don't understand that there's concepts of saving, working.  That's 
completely foreign to them. 
No role models for them? 
Not at all.  People like [person’s name], he's unusual in that he gets that the 
disadvantage, it doesn't need to be there but you have to show people how to get out of 
disadvantage.  That's the principal thing that's never happened in Logan. 
We've thrown millions and millions of dollars at it and what essentially we've been 
doing in just extending the disadvantage, so saying, poor you, if you don't want to go to 
the work job that's okay - that sort of stuff.  You don't have the education or the 
whatever to do this stuff.  So we'll just pat you on the head and hopefully it'll all be all 
right and what's happened over four generations is it's not all right. 
Add to that the immigration policies of the country where they've put them all in - 
Refugee settlements? 
- one spot and the natural need of CALD communities to come together so you get all 
your refugees in one spot and then you get all your Samoans and New Zealanders in one 
spot and you get your Aboriginals in one spot.  It just leads to disharmony. 
A lot of it leads to disharmony in the way that we treat disadvantage in that we have all 
these beautiful departments - like one for indigenous, one for DCALB, one for white 
people with blue eyes and one for something else - and we're all feeding into the 
disadvantaged groups but we're not actually linking up and going, how can we have a 
joined up solution in this city?  City of Choice is the first time I've ever seen the three 
sets of government go, hang on, we've actually got to hold hands on this. 
Yes I think social problems spread through peer influence absolutely.  It'll be interesting 
to see when Pam Parker leaves.  She has a definite view that social housing in Logan is 
the reason why there is social disadvantage in Logan.  We have 5,000 houses.  There are 
258,000 houses in Logan so obviously we can't be the root of all evil. 
We don't house refugees because they come in under the DIAC program, whatever 
DIAC is called these days and they go straight usually into private rental.  We don't 
house the Samoans because usually they're on a New Zealand passport and they're not 
eligible and we usually don't house big areas of Western Africans, all that sort of stuff 
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generally because they've got somebody else looking after them putting them in private 
rental. 
The problem that comes out of housing is not a cultural or a whatever problem.  It's the 
white Australian, for want of a better word 'trash', which is not the way I think about 
them but that's what people think.  You get a kid growing up in that neighbourhood and 
they look around and nobody's going to school, everybody hates them, the cops are 
always at their house, what do you reckon is going to happen?  They don't see anything 
better. 
So there's pockets of places like Mabel Park High School where they can go to school 
and have their babies, if you've got a drug problem they'll help you through it, all that 
kind of stuff but they're pockets.  Mabel Park was started by this beautiful woman who 
basically said, this is bullshit.  The kid's made a mistake and now she can't go to school 
because she's got a baby.  It started there and it was seven years before they got 
recurrent funding and it was only through her pushing and pushing. 
Really, if we were serious about Logan we would come back a step and go, all right 
what's endemic here?  What exactly is our problem here?  A lot of it is nobody cares 
enough to do anything about it.  Ipswich had exactly the same problems.  They're on the 
way to Brisbane or they're on the way to Toowoomba so people see it.  People actually 
notice that there is an issue there.  Logan's on the way to nowhere unless you go to 
Jimboomba and god knows, why would you do that?  So nobody sees that drama.  It's 
just - 
You've got a hidden problem you think? 
- that thing that happens down there and occasionally you hear about a car chase.  The 
combination of all of that has led to almost an apathy.  We'll just throw lots of money at 
it and see whether or not it comes better.  Yeah, so I think a lot of your questions, yeah 
absolutely, a lot of this stuff is structurally something that we have to actually fix and by 
fix I mean not two years City of Choice.  It took 40 years to put this thing in place.  It's 
going to take us another 30 to get rid of it and make it better. 
Do you think the people that live in Logan are stigmatised? 
Absolutely. 
From outside the city? 
Yeah which is dumb because beyond the big five which is Woodridge, Loganlea, 
Kingston, Beenleigh and Eagleby, maybe Crestmead, there's no problems.  Slacks 
Creek, you live in Slacks Creek, you live out at Browns Plains, Regents Park, all of that 
but because we've got this issue in the central six, yes they absolutely get stigmatised. 
Do you think employers are biased against people that live there or do you think 
that doesn't make much of a difference? 
I think it would be difficult for you to get a white collar job if you say, yeah I live in 
Woodridge.  Our minister even said it because she lives at Woodridge and she said her 
boys had trouble going to a good school which I think was - I can't remember which 
boys school they went to but they went to a good school, they're good kids, they got 
good grades, oh you're just from Logan.  It does, it stigmatises kids. 
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Do you think they start believing that? 
Absolutely.  If you get a couple of knocks - the ones that bother me most are not the 
kids that just get into trouble and stay in trouble because in a way there's not really a lot 
you can do about those kids or the ones that manage to escape.  It's the ones that they 
make one screw up and suddenly they're at Youth Justice and they've got to go on report 
and that sort of stuff.  If those kids aren't grabbed and said, it's okay, you've made one 
mistake, they can fall back into this.  Do you have to go to juvie today?  Oh yeah, right, 
well you come over and smoke some dope.  It'll be all right. 
That peer influence is sucking them back into that? 
Yeah and if you've never seen your mum or your dad have anything good why would 
you expect you would?  Looking at your questions, yes. 
I'm looking at these three suburbs.  You talked about Woodridge being one of the 
six central ones.  When you think of Woodridge you think most people think of not 
very positive things? 
Not very nice.  They actually changed Woodridge's name to Logan Central a few years 
back and I can't remember exactly why but somehow or other half of it was okay to be 
Logan Central but the rest of it had to be Woodridge.  You can almost draw a line 
through it, down through where Woodridge and where Logan Central is.  Woodridge is 
one side of the train line and Logan Central is the other.  You can tell.  People just take 
on a whole different demeanour and even the way the council looks after some of the 
streets and parks as stuff - 
It's not as well maintained? 
Yeah.  That lady got murdered, the pregnant one walking to Maccas.  She was walking 
through Logan Central.  That's why everybody was like, oh my god, that's a beautifully 
maintained park.  If she'd been walking up North Street down through the park where 
that other bloke got murdered, what are you doing down there you stupid witch? 
Just different perceptions? 
Absolutely. 
Just based on the name of the suburb? 
Yeah. 
What about Slacks Creek which is right next door?  Do you think it has the same 
sort of stigma attached to it? 
Not at all and also Slacks Creek has got IKEA and it's got all those wonderful nice 
places that you can go, the camping joint and Spotlight. 
People just have a different perception of it because it's got the businesses there? 
Yeah and you can go and have a coffee.  You don't see all those pesky black people.  
You walk down the street in Woodridge and if you see a white face you'll be doing well.  
You're what, a kilometre away, and if you see a black face in IKEA well that's strange.  
It's almost like the demarcation line across Paradise Road. 



 328

Maybe even a bigger one is the motorway.  When you think about Daisy Hill is that 
different? 
Now that you say it, if you live on - I think this is right - the western side of the 
motorway in Daisy Hill, that's not good but if you live on the eastern side of the 
motorway in Daisy Hill that's okay, you can live there. 
The motorway really is like a dividing line? 
Absolutely. 
What do you think about when you think Daisy Hill?  What's your perception? 
It's beautiful.  It's got a lovely - and it backs up onto the reserve - 
Green space? 
- and all that stuff, so yeah, it's beautiful. 
what about the people who live there?  What do you think about - 
Same thing. 
Beautiful people? 
Well Daisy Hill has got - maybe, if I'm remembering rightly, about 23 housing 
properties there - 
Negligible? 
- and they're not all clustered together. 
Right, so it's more of a mix, dispersed social housing? 
Yeah and I've noticed this out at Regents Park and Browns Plains as well, the one-off 
ones that we bought for whatever reason, there's a bit of pressure from the neighbours.  
Like, alright you're social housing, but you're going to keep your house clean and you're 
going to do this and you're going to do that.  If you don't I'm going to complain.  We get 
more objectionable behaviour complaints from those outlying areas.  The ones in the 
big five are someone's having a blue, that's what happens around here. 
You think it's that concentration in Woodridge that makes those social norms not 
exist?  But in Daisy Hill because there's not very many that pressure to actually 
maintain is there from the neighbours? 
Absolutely. 
That sort of aligns with my hypothesis that there's sort of a threshold of 
disadvantage before you get those real serious problems. 
I would completely agree with your hypothesis because even if you look up - if you 
want to go to a comparable area, Caboolture, D Bay you just don't live there but one 
suburb over is - I can't remember the name of the damn thing but it's beautiful and it's 
getting a new shopping centre and it's getting a this and a that - North Lakes.  Literally - 



 329

Different - 
- 25 years ago when I was in Centrelink I tell you what, you took a shotgun to both 
areas.  It's just a matter of where people put their investment.  If you look at Browns 
Plains with the big shopping centre and all that versus the middle of Woodridge.  Now 
they've got the same things.  They've got K-Mart, they've got Woollies, they've got 
whatever but you walk in and Tim Mander noticed it the first time he drove through.  
He said, it's all a bit dingy isn't it?  We weren't anywhere near housing.  We were 
driving down Wembley Road.  That's the stuff that if people are going to still use 
something and it still looks crap then what's the incentive for the shopkeepers to fix it?  
None at all. 
It's the same along Station Road.  I can't remember which consortium it was but one of 
them tried to clean up along near the AusPost.  They were going to make it all pretty 
and whatever else.  I don't know, I think it was about four broken windows later they 
got the shits and stopped which is what happens. 
So that physical environment you think plays a part in its perceptions? 
Absolutely. 
That broken windows theory? 
Yeah. 
Not looking after, the nobody sort of cares? 
That's it.  I know I've had lots of arguments with people in town about when they've 
tried to sell our properties mainly in the big five, well how can you get them to stop 
being vandalised?  I can't and you need to move faster on your sales because if they're 
going to be there for more than a month trust me it's either going to get trashed or burnt 
down.  You just can't take six months to do this guys.  They just don't understand.  Then 
I'll send them in the [unintelligible] vandalised.  [Unintelligible] will go, well maybe 
you were right.  No shit Sherlock? 
We talked about these different suburbs.  Do you think opportunities are different 
depending on where you live?  Do you think your life opportunities are different if 
say you had twins and one lived in Woodridge and one lived in Daisy Hill?  Do you 
think their outcomes would be different? 
Absolutely. 
Why do you think that is? 
For example, we live out at Cleveland but at one point my husband had a look at Logan 
Village and it is beautiful up there.  There's lovely big acreages and whatever.  The one 
thing that stopped us was that there's no good schools and that's because they get this 
reputation.  Probably the only school that's got a decent reputation is Mabel Park and 
that's all that work that that woman put into it. 
But yeah, I don't know what it is, whether it's - it could be a bit of snobbery on the part 
of teachers or something but you very rarely have anybody with a decent background in 
teacher nominate to go to Woodridge or nominate to go to Kingston. 
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They don't want to go there?  It's too hard or something? 
It's too rough.  Even physical things like I had a friend who was at Kingston - I'm 
hoping I've got the right place - State School, so up to Grade 7.  The Grade 7 Samoan 
boys - and she's a little bit bigger than them but the Grade 7 Samoan boys were bigger 
than her.  If you're not confident in yourself and you're not a really good teacher and 
you're not able to control a class then that's going to be intimidating.  So imagine what 
they're like in Grade 10. 
Basically the quality of school has this perception so people don't want to move 
there and it just attracts that cohort of disadvantage? 
You get a whole bunch of kids there whose mum and dad probably don't speak English, 
so English is their second language, so that makes English classes a little bit slower.  
You've got a bright Samoan kid who does speak English, what's he going to do?  He's 
going to sit there and he's probably - because teachers looking after 20 kids who can't 
speak English and he's sitting there, okay, I'm bored shitless, what am I going to do?  
I'm going to start playing up - like any kid on the planet. 
Fair enough. 
Yeah, it's that kind of - we almost need to change the model of our education and even 
our health.  Logan Hospital is one of the best hospitals in the world and it's the leading 
maternity hospital in Australia but all you hear about is the shitty things that happen in 
emergency on a Saturday night. 
The positives are just overwhelmed by the negatives? 
Absolutely.  They literally have the highest rate of live births in Australia.  The 
midwifery section gets awards but you don't hear that.  You hear about the - 
Do you think the media has a role in exacerbating that stigma? 
Don't even get me started.  When Tim started the whole antisocial behaviour thing his 
ministerial advisor would ring me probably twice a week and say, I need a shitter, 
where am I going?  So we took him through.  I reckon ACA must have been through 
our houses - I reckon we did 20 goes at it because it's Logan.  It's 20 minutes from the 
city, it's easy to get to and you can find whatever you need. 
To play up that bad behaviour and stuff like that? 
Absolutely. 
Do you think that bad behaviour is going on everywhere or it's just the Logan - 
Well you don't hear about Deception Bay.  You don't hear about South Brisbane.  You 
don't hear about what's that - next to Inala.  It's gone but there's another at Inala that you 
wouldn't walk through at night time.  I wouldn't walk through Capalaba at night time 
but you don't hear about any of that, you hear about Logan. 
Just because it's self-perpetuating, they just feed into it? 
Absolutely. 



 331

What about the department's policies?  I know about this Logan renewal process.  
Is that trying to de-concentrate social housing? 
Yeah, that's one of the primary objectives.  What the idea is, is that we're going to 
upgrade and uplift our portfolio, so going away from the three bedroom detached 
houses on big blocks of land - like most of them are about 800m2 - to more condensed 
going up.  Probably the first - I think one of the first projects they're going to do is three 
post-war red brick houses which you couldn't knock over with a bulldozer and they're 
going to put - I think it ended up being about five stories and it'll be about 60 units.  
That'll be affordable housing, not social housing, so it'll be for people who are working 
but can't quite get out into the market. 
The issue with the housing market in Logan at the moment is not that we don't have too 
much social housing.  It's that we don't have enough affordable housing.  So we've got 
people in our houses that really don't need to be there.  They need to be in affordable 
housing working towards either private rental or home ownership. 
If we break up some of this stuff and start moving people into where they need to be, 
taking them out of the four bedrooms if there's only one of them and putting them in a 
seniors complex, making that an aging in place type arrangement.  Yeah, start moving 
the stuff around. 
We've got I think it's 3,321 three bedroom detached houses.  That's the smallest waitlist.  
The biggest waitlist we've got is for one or two bedroom accommodation for singles and 
for elderly so we've got to reconfigure the portfolio and in the process we'll break it up, 
make it look better, make it look pretty.  One of the things that Compass has been given 
is the directive that you will keep the antisocial behaviour policy.  You'll make sure that 
it sticks. 
This idea that disadvantage might be contagious is trying to address that by 
keeping the physical features maintained and trying to break up that 
concentration? 
Absolutely and it's part of the wider plan that Logan City Council have got for 
themselves.  I don't know if you've ever been to Logan but there's a particular 
intersection where there's the arts centre, the council chambers and then the - 
Yes, I know the one. 
- entertainment - 
It's on Wembley Road. 
Yeah, so that eventually will all be an entertainment precinct.  Woodridge School will 
move down to the high school and become like Capalaba College, preschool through to 
- 
All the way, yeah. 
Yeah and hopefully a TAFE.  Then everything else in between there will become like a 
Southbank, almost like a Southbank.  So yeah, you'll have lots of cafes and funky places 
and building on the multicultural viability, the face of Logan and having lots of good 
African cafes and that sort of stuff. 
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Aboriginal, the Yarning Circle up at the railway station which causes so many dramas, 
will be sanctified and taken out of public - what is the word? - traffic.  At the moment 
you get to the railway station by that bloody awful tunnel and that tunnel causes more 
dramas than god's own earth.  They'll have the train station being accessed by on high 
so you basically don't need to be down here.  That will help the Aboriginal community 
have their sacred space and that sort of stuff. 
Yeah, we've got to start thinking outside the box and start saying, okay well it's all here, 
we've got to do something with it and hopefully the City of Choice will do that. 
Just building that arts precinct, maybe that will lift the perception of Logan, 
something to be proud, that sort of thing? 
Yeah, so the arts centre very rarely gets vandalised.  It's big, it's pretty, it's bright.  You 
go a kilometre up the road to KFC which gets vandalised three times a week. 
It just builds on itself? 
Yeah. 
If people don't care then they just keep doing it? 
Yeah.  There's a dirty old pub next to KFC.  I think it's called the Logan Tavern.  It's a 
bloody awful place.  The councillors thought, well right, that's one of our problems.  
We're going to move that.  It's not going to be here anymore.  This whole precinct will 
be alcohol free.  There'll be CCTV.  They've got 350, now there'll be 450 when that's 
there.  Just making people safe, making people feel like it's okay to be in that 
environment and actually relax, not constantly looking out for each other. 
That's probably the other thing.  If you're constantly on edge and wondering if the next 
guy coming around the corner has got a knife then it tends to make you pretty edgy too 
so you don't relax. 
Do you think people in government and policy makers are aware of the theories of 
contagious disadvantage?  They're aware of that or - 
I don't think they're - people like Jonathon would be but I think your run of the mill 
bureaucrat probably isn't aware of the actual theory but they'd think, well I get it. 
They know there's problems there? 
Yeah.  For years - and I was at Woodridge Centrelink for five years before I got to 
housing - we were all saying, we have got to start moving our offices apart because 
you've got Centrelink, you've got housing, around the corner child safety, parole and 
then there's a Youth Justice all in the one block.  So you're asking for trouble.  Let's put 
all the troublemakers in one spot.  It's that kind of stuff that we've really got to think 
more sensibly about or more collectively about.  Even put us all in the one building.  
That way we're not all spending money on CCTV, guards and whatever else. 
We can pool our resources.  We'd also get better case management because you've got 
somebody in Centrelink who desperately need housing but has a Youth Justice problem.  
If we're all in the same building it'd be much simpler to just walk into a conference 
room and go, come on guys, we've got to sort this out. 
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Anything else you want to add about what we've been discussing? 
The other problem that places like Woodridge have is privacy.  That is the biggest 
bloody block to any other thing that happens. 
What do you mean by that? 
In Centrelink you come in and you want an age pension.  You sign on the dotted line to 
say that your data will be matched with various other places and here's your tax file 
number for you to be able to do that.  You don't want to give us your tax file number, 
you get 50 per cent of your benefit and that's your problem.  You walk into any part of 
the Queensland government and you have got to physically got to give privacy access to 
your private stuff to 15 other government departments. 
If we had a system where we had one number, even if we borrowed the tax file number 
off the Australian government, and said, all right you're getting a house.  That means 
that we are going to cross-check with Child Safety, police and everything else if 
something else goes wrong.  Don't do anything wrong there's no problem. 
You can't get that through the Queensland government to save your life which just 
drives me crazy because it means that people can pick and choose the help that they're 
given which means that they can pick and choose what disadvantage they stay in. 
The more we know the better off we can provide the services? 
Absolutely and we're wasting money.  If we were properly cross-checking with other 
departments we'd know if someone was working so we'd know that we need to put their 
rent up.  We've got money bucketing out the back of pretty much every department in 
the place because we're just not doing due diligence in my opinion. 
Okay. 
I could be a Nazi too. 
I don't think so.  Thanks very much. 
Was that any help? 
 

Interview 9: Queensland Government Service Manager 
 
All right.  The first question is just about your department and whether the 
services you provide are place based or not.  Would you say that some or all of 
your services are place based? 
There's a combination of services. I am with the Department of Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander partnerships and I'm in the regional setting in the South East Queensland 
South.  There's a split agenda happening within the department.  That orientates it to – 
both an economic participation focus as well as a community participation focus.  Some 
parts they interact and some parts they don't. 
Looking at it from a community participation component - the engagement is really 
with Elders and the communities and the services within that community and the 
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provision of services to that community it naturally falls into a place based construct.  
The systems etc that are there, it looks at the interaction of those services servicing that 
community and the Elder groups and the network groups tend to be able to focus within 
that process. 
That's very much place based and not only place based in a larger Logan construct but 
place based say for the Gold Coast would be north, south so it's down to suburb 
constructs in some cases.  It really depends on the service and the discussion that's 
occurring within that. 
EP, the Economic Development side of things looking at jobs, jobs, jobs - you've got to 
say it three times - and looking at - we're actually moving away from place based 
although it will draw its origins from that but it's more a regional sense, so industries 
within the region and it's individuals within the region.  It's not a true place based 
construct although it does look at regional demographics etc, schools and services 
within that area. 
Is that because the economy has a regional reach I guess or whatever? 
It does.  There's the business drivers within that, so industries and businesses that are 
located to that but also it's around matching individuals to jobs so it's a client service 
model of saying, well where is that job who is interested in going for that job?  So it 
could be out of the region that the actual job is located- you're working with that 
particular client and vice versa.  You may be working with an employer and the match 
for that job may come from anywhere in the state so it's not a real place based construct. 
So you're not trying to improve the conditions in a place?  You're just trying to 
match a person's needs with wherever that can be met? 
Yeah although there are some measures around as well - there is a big discussion about 
what is that impact in unemployment rate etc and how are you going to measure that 
impact outside of just raw numbers - numbers of jobs.  So there's still a discussion to be 
had about whether or not it actually is impacting unemployment levels for Indigenous 
peoples. 
Now I might be making a gross stereotype assumption here but do you think 
Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people have generally a stronger connection 
to place than other people or do you think that's just untrue because of the 
historical context, do you know what I mean? 
I actually think it's fundamental in terms of belonging.  As an Indigenous person if I'm 
saying where I'm from I won't say I'm from Brisbane even though I've spent 35 years 
and a bit in Brisbane. 
You say you're from? 
I'll be from my community in a place of my communities.  Now I have particular 
obligations to the community of Brisbane and surrounding areas because I have lived 
and operated in this space.  Place is a very important construct from an Indigenous 
perspective and it formulates our own identity.  When you get into discussions around 
identity and knowing yourself any psychologist/psychiatrist will tell you that's a 
fundamental view. 
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Okay good.  So my assumption is correct then, great.  You said your department, 
particularly around the community participation, goes down to the suburb level or 
smaller areas.  How would you decide where to target services or where to focus 
your efforts? 
We would look at overall demographics of particular areas and services.  It's a straight 
analysis process of saying for those people living in a particular area what's the health 
implications for that?  Now at the moment you can get to local government areas was 
the smallest quantum but you also have indicators coming out of your Indigenous 
organisations around health particularly and also specific education measures now 
you've got NAPLAN down to school level. 
So you can really see how specific cohorts in places are achieving or not achieving and 
what's happening within this particular areas to look at are there gaps?  Where is it?  If it 
is falling over and where it's falling over.  Where it is succeeding to actually see how it's 
succeeding.  I think that's the strength of the regional base particularly feeding that into 
a whole of government perspective.  So it's a very important component as far as I'm 
concerned within that. 
You're looking at those key indicators but is overall disadvantage something that 
you would consider? 
Yeah and we do.  We look at local government percentile points and looking at 
disadvantage within the community itself and how it sits but also how does that, for that 
Indigenous community, and a lot of its family groups, how does that play out in real 
terms.  If we've got an average of employment - well who's employed?  Do we have 
whole family groups that aren't employed?  That really comes from your local 
knowledge development processes within that that you don't get necessarily in the stats. 
You need your Elders and your services to tell you? 
Yeah, so you need the combinations.  The statistics give you an indication but then you 
need to be able to look at well what do they really mean on the ground?  What's actually 
happening within that particular area? 
Right, so then you can focus down into smaller geographic areas? 
Yeah. 
Okay, great.  I think you sort of answered question number three which is about 
do you differentiate between really disadvantaged areas and maybe moderately 
disadvantaged areas?  Generally you'd focus on areas with the most need, is that 
true or is it spread out a bit more? 
Well it's actually interesting because in both spaces it has two different measures.  CP 
tends to look at most need and this is why there's a push-pull happening within the 
department and yet the economic development will look within that who's the most 
likely to succeed for economic participation?  When you think about the economic 
participation it's saying, you've got the groups that are looked after by their JSAs, high 
needs clients that maybe looking at numeracy and literacy. 
Now we're interested in those individuals in say making sure that they are getting a 
service but it's a federal responsibility so we have to feed that up through.  Our focus is 
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saying, well given the amount of resources that we have, who can we help, who are the 
groups that with a little bit of help would actually make a difference to? 
So we've got these two ends of the department, the social construct of saying highly 
disadvantaged, non-participation, disengagement over here and looking at the service 
side of things to improve the services overall.  Then we also have this thing of saying, 
well actually most of these people in this group will look at, if they just get a little bit of 
help, would be flying on their own. 
But that's about people that second one, the economic participation.  That's about 
people not places right? 
That's right and that's the difference is when you're looking at - so you've got these two 
things happening simultaneously in a lot of the cases.  You've got a whole heap of 
matrixed type of activity happening within that regional construct. 
Yeah, that's interesting. 
Our regional office is a little unique example I suppose about how people get involved.  
We're not a pass through scenario but the only service that we actually provide direct to 
a member of the public is in employment. 
Now I wanted to get to the three suburbs I'm looking at and you can provide your 
perception, personally, professionally, both or whatever you want.  But if I say 
Woodridge to you - I know your office is in Woodridge - what do you think?  What 
do you think the perception is of Woodridge? 
Well the general perception would be high unemployment, high levels of social 
dysfunction in family structures.  So you've got potential broken families, as in families 
that don't live together, different versions of what we term broken, but anyway, families 
that don't necessarily live together.  You have complex families in terms of probation or 
parole services, Juvenile Justice constructs.  They have one of the largest TV 
monitoring camera - 
CCTV? 
Yes, CCTV processes outside of probably Brisbane CBD. 
You're not painting a very positive picture of the perceptions? 
No. 
Is there anything - 
Perception. 
- that's positive or is it in reality what it's like? 
I think that we're actually not far off the average salary.  When you dig down to the 
salary rates etc against Queensland, against Woodridge, it's actually not that far off.  
We're pretty close to the 20 per cent percentile in terms of highly disadvantaged and the 
other end.  So we've got a big whack of people in the middle, going to work, doing their 
stuff and getting on with their business really. 
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There is high unemployment within the area, no doubt about that.  There's a sort of 
construct, it's more than, than any other area of that group.  There's about to be this big 
development.  The Logan City of Choice type activities about saying, well hold on, 
yeah we've got some of that but we've got all this other stuff too. 
The great parklands - just telling you know it needs more trees on the streets but 
anyway - but the road systems and that sort of stuff in that area are fantastic.  Housing is 
on the rise in terms of price values of properties.  Business development.  There's over 
1,000 different business entities within the geographical boundaries of Woodridge so 
you can actually employment locally.  So there's a lot of positives within that. 
But you don't think that's getting out there? 
That's not out there.  The perception is that it's the downtrodden, difficult, unsafe that 
you hear on the news of the stabbings. 
You think the media - 
This month I think it was two stabbings, one death, no three deaths and that's what you 
hear.  On one news show there were two events on Logan. 
It just exacerbates that perception of problems there? 
Reinforcing all of those sorts of things.  In terms of school students, they're actually 
doing pretty well overall in terms of Indigenous students tracking through.  It's up 
around the 87 per cent retention into Year 12 from Year 11 so that's not too bad.  It's got 
a ways to go to get to the 95 but it's not all doom and gloom within that region. 
You think those positive aspects get overshadowed by the negative? 
Yeah I think they do and I think there's some structural things about trying to create that 
community centre thing because it has disparate shopping centres and then the big 
clunker one in the middle where it looks like a big car park.  There's some things like 
that but once you get over to the cultural centre area and the oval and components 
around those there's some really exciting things happening in that area. 
What about Slacks Creek?  It's right next door.  What kind of perceptions do you 
think people have of that? 
You can tell a north sider but anyway.  I'll just note that now for the record.  Yeah, I'm a 
north sider so I don't know Slacks Creek really well.  Because the demographics tend to 
be at that local government area in terms of schools etc, pretty much they're on par.  
What I can see again you've got the housing prices increasing etc.  It tends to have a 
better image.  Slacks Creek seems to have a better image than Woodridge in terms of 
perception, like we're not Woodridge. 
What do you think the perception is of Slacks Creek?  Just a suburb sort of thing? 
Yeah, it's just the average suburb.  Everybody's getting on with their business and the 
media tends to put - if something is happening in there it's Logan Central or Woodridge.  
They don't go Slacks Creek.  The guy that got hit beside the road at Crestmead I think it 
was the other day, it was Logan. 
Logan.  If it happens in Woodridge it's Woodridge? 
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It's Woodridge yeah.  It's either bumped up to the Logan construct as Logan City 
Council construct or it's Woodridge. 
Interesting. 
It's interesting how it reports that. 
Now across the motorway Daisy Hill.  I know you're not from the area but do you 
have any perceptions of Daisy Hill? 
All working class, very strong, upstanding people.  New development, the newer 
houses.  It's the up and coming professional family groups that are in there. 
You don't have a lot of clients in that area I'm assuming or do you? 
We do.  Overall we've got about - it's a small Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 
population in that area in real terms.  Much more a diverse community, multicultural 
community.  Having said that, it's a growing community and growing very quickly.  
They're not high numbers of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people in any of 
those areas. 
That's not where they're located?  Are there other areas of Logan where there are 
more Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander? 
No, I'm saying they're actually spread out, people are spread out.  So you've got family 
groups in Beenleigh.  You've got Woodridge.  You've got Slacks Creek and Daisy Hill.  
It tends to be a lot of your public service Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people at 
Daisy Hill with home ownership, new housing opportunities, rentals and that sort of 
stuff. 
Whereas the other two areas are really old, a lot of old public housing stocks and the age 
of the houses, they're the stocks of the 70s, high set houses, fibro all base stuff where 
you've got a different housing set.  Now that's going to change very shortly as we know. 
The Logan renewal initiative? 
Yeah.  So that's going to make quite a bit of difference because the housing stocks are 
actually ageing the community in real terms.  Like you have the odd newer house in 
Woodridge.  You have more newer houses in Slacks Creek.  You have lots of new 
houses in Daisy Hill that are 10 maybe 15 years old at the most. 
Do you think people have different opportunities in life depending on where they 
live between those three suburbs? 
I think the thing that drives that is the expectation of other people to those locations.  If 
you present a student from Woodridge, for example, the likelihood you're going to get 
one reaction unless they're at the private school. 
So some sort of built in bias based on where they live? 
Yeah, where they live before they even get to the result.  If you look at people, and see 
long term unemployment, or core long term unemployment, do you see people in terms 
of their tattoos and body piercing and that's the image that people get when they go to 
present somebody in employment.  How do they fit into that?  I think that there is - even 
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from the people in businesses within the area you have that saying, what you expect is 
what you get from a person.  Am I expecting them to fail before they start?  Or we have 
to make considerations because we know they're not going to be as good as somebody 
from Chermside. 
It's going to be a disadvantage going in because the employer's going to have a self-
fulfilling prophecy? 
That's right and it's with anybody.  If you look for the deficit you will find it.  The 
education that needs to happen with employers is to present the strengths and the 
individual needs to present strengths and trying to match that through.  That's with 
anything.  There's expectation.  Recently being in the area, expectation around our 
block, because we have probation and parole in our building so does that mean that 
everybody near that building has a criminal background?  If you look for that bias, if 
you have that bias, if you're looking for that deficit you will find it. 
Yeah, you'll see the world through that lens of stigma? 
Yeah and it's been shown, the whole thing around schools about increase - and that's 
why educators will talk about well if you have lower expectations that's what you're 
actually going to get.  You're going to get what you are seeking. 
There's this theory that I'm looking at that disadvantage is actually contagious.  So 
where you actually live, if you live in a highly disadvantaged area, that actually can 
be bad for you because there are certain norms that exist about maybe joblessness, 
crime or whatever that become the norm in that area.  How do you feel about that?  
Do you think there's any truth to that or do you think that's not true? 
I think there's an element of that because what you perceive as normal and normal 
behaviour and normal in your language construction will play out when you're looking 
at trying to participate in a society that expects different norms.  If you've got a 
professional group - and you see it in - I'll bring it back to employment, you see it 
clearly in employment. 
You'll see companies marketing in a particular way that people look a particular way to 
go into that industry.  So if you're a lawyer you look at all of the websites etc around 
lawyers and studying law and that sort of stuff, they'll have a particular look and if you 
don't fit the look - 
You don't fit in? 
- you don't fit in or fit the norm.  Does that mean you're automatically –excluded - 
instead of being a corporate law firm you're going to be working for Legal Aid?  How 
does that play out?  Australia and the western world has marketed that way.  What 
happens when you don't fit into that idea. This happens to Aboriginal and Torres Strait 
Islander people quite a lot. People make assumptions. -  So when people speak with a 
long drawl or you drop your H's then you're not going to necessarily be perceived in a 
customer service facing job.  But also there's some things within that your cultural set 
when you're coming into a workplace which are different and you just don't feel like 
you fit.  You don't see yourself in that workplace.  If people aren't very strong in 
themselves and their identity then they don't marry up.  They tend to leave. 
It's a barrier to - 
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Yeah because you don't get any cultural receptors that reaffirm that you have a place 
here so what you think is normal, that's not the way it's done.  I equate it to - employers 
say you need to start work at nine o'clock.  Does that mean I've got to simply be there at 
nine o'clock or am I taking my first call at nine o'clock, my first email at nine o'clock?  
Am I allowed to get there and have breakfast first or socialise with work colleagues for 
the first half hour?  All of these different - and nobody actually says any of those things.  
They just say, you've got to start work at nine o'clock but what does that really mean, if 
you have never worked before? 
Even schooling etc, they're saying, well if the learner doesn't see themselves in the 
learning there's no connection to it so you can't put it into a context.  That means you 
have to take a step back to try and put it into a context to then marry it back along.  
When you're in an environment that says, you've got to do more with less, bigger, faster, 
slicker how do you fit? 
These norms can marginalise people because if they don't feel like they fit in then 
they don't feel part of that group or whatever? 
Yeah. 
And the opportunities are fewer? 
Yeah and then they disengage.  You overlay that with the construct of women, for 
example.  Women look at an ad for a job and they'll go, I can't do that one thing, I'm not 
applying for it.  Generally men don't do that.  Men go, I can do everything on there.  I 
have no idea what that means but I'll wing it. 
No worries. 
I'll just do the rest of it.  So you have these overlays of cultural norms, both gender and 
cultural, that attach to place about how you talk, how you interact within that unit and 
that place.  Then when you go out of that you've got to be able to learn a different way.  
Learning the different way takes time. 
So unless you have that ability to do that - and there are a few people that do that, that 
can breach the rules and unstated expectations. Generally you've got to be quite strong 
in yourself to be able to do it.  So you need something else that will bring you through. 
So I think there's a combination of factors that can build that set about the appearance of 
that clumping together of disadvantage but also that if you become the tall poppy, if you 
become successful then you're perceived as leaving that behind.  You can't be both. 
Wow that's interesting.  So do you think the people you work with aspire to leave 
Woodridge or Logan generally or do you think there are such strong family ties 
there that they want to stay?  Do you think there's this idea that I want to be 
successful and leave or is it not really thought of that way? 
Most of the people I deal with end up staying where they are or they may go for a while 
but they'll come back.  There was a thing done - there used to be an old program called 
the Aboriginal Development Commission and it was around - probably before you were 
born. 
Before my time yeah. 



 341

But what it basically was, was a relocation program for Indigenous people to be set up 
in a town that had a job, that you could develop all of these social norms to become 
active members of society.  Because there were no jobs where they were.  There was 
disadvantage etc and basically it was see by moving the immediate family into a 
different location, linking into employment that it would actually work.  A dismal 
failure. 
Dismal failure? 
Dismal failure.  Some people lasted a week.  Some people lasted a bit longer but 
generally most people drifted back to place. 
Is that because there just wasn't the social support networks that they needed? 
Yes and you see it a lot in aged care as well as people get older is that you take people 
out of their community where they have those supports then they're lost and you get 
high levels of depression and health issues. 
It happens with rough sleepers too, like if you take them away from the street and 
their networks, put them in the suburbs it doesn't work. 
Yeah, it doesn't work.  So all of those things around - so I don't know whether or not it's 
attracting disadvantage.  It's more about saying, well I know the rules.  I know how to 
survive in this space and I have the supports to be able to do what I need to do to get on 
with what I want to do.  You do have some people that will move away or they will 
move away and come back. 
People in my office and staff like that have been in in the same area most of their lives 
or the surrounding areas.  I look at my own family and it's the same.  Most of family are 
still at home.  I'm probably the only one that's moved away to live and I have a routine 
of driving down that freeway quite often because it would be unacceptable for me to not 
do it.  
I've sort of reached the end of my questions.  Do you have anything else you want 
to add that you think I've missed about disadvantage, place and the impact 
neighbourhoods might have on people?  Is there anything else? 
I think that people are looking to belong somewhere.  The more and more we get into 
individual families and individuals and you see that within social media is that this thin 
construct about people coming back together, even through social media, about trying to 
belong to and connect with each other. 
I think that's a fundamental thing that comes with all of us. 
From an Indigenous perspective you tend to see people going to places where there is 
already family as well.  I think there's some of that in other areas, in other cultural 
groupings as well is that there's some commonality - I'm not on my own, I'm not out 
there hanging because I've got all this other stuff I've got to cope with while that's all 
happening. 
 
 




