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Abstract 

 Within the routine activity approach (Cohen & Felson, 1979) guardianship is 

argued to be a critical component of crime prevention. Guardians are defined as 

ordinary citizens who carry out supervision, which helps prevent or deter crime. 

Traditionally, criminological research has used measures that approximate levels of 

household occupancy to examine the relationship between guardianship and crime. 

More recently, however, Reynald (2009) developed the Guardianship in Action (GIA) 

model. The GIA model proposes a valid way to directly observe residents’ guardianship 

behaviour, and understand the spatio-physical and socio-demographic factors that 

facilitate crime control behaviour by residents. Observations using the GIA model have 

thus far been applied in urban residential environments in The Hague, Netherlands 

(Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2011a) and Boston, Massachusetts (Hollis-Peel, Reynald, & 

Welsh, 2012; Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014). These studies limited observations to 

weekdays. Collectively, The Hague and Boston studies show that the GIA model is an 

ecologically valid method to observe guardianship behaviour. Further, this research 

shows how different environmental and social factors help to facilitate or inhibit 

guardianship across high density, urban contexts. This thesis builds on these existing 

studies by applying GIA in Australia for the first time, and by testing the model for the 

first time in a suburban residential context. Further, this thesis will extend existing GIA 

studies by observing guardianship behaviour on weekdays and weekends for the first 

time.  

 In this thesis, a mixed-method approach was taken to study guardianship. Study 

One was an observational study of active guardianship and related environmental 

factors in the suburbs of Brisbane. This involved undertaking 1,117 observations across 
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24 street segments in two Brisbane suburbs: Wavell Heights and Northgate-Virginia. 

These suburbs were socio-demographically similar; however, differ in property crime 

rates (Wavell Heights had a lower-than-average property crime rate and Northgate-

Virginia had a higher-than-average property crime rate). Further, observations were 

conducted across four time periods to examine temporal variations in observable 

guardianship at different times of the day and week: weekday mornings, weekday 

afternoons, weekend mornings, and weekend afternoons. An adapted version of 

Reynald’s (2011a) observational schedule was used to measure (a) guardianship 

behaviour by residents, (b) physical characteristics of properties, and (c) spatial and 

social characteristics of street segments.  Results revealed that levels of occupancy 

differ significantly over the week; and that territoriality, surveillance, house-to-house 

visibility, and street accessibility were significantly correlated with guardianship 

intensity.  

 Study Two employed semi-structured interviews with 20 suburban residents of 

Brisbane. This study focused on understanding motivations behind crime control 

behaviour undertaken by residents, and examined opportunities available for 

surveillance. Interviews revealed opportunities created by individual routine activity 

patterns are critical in facilitating guardianship. Further, results highlight the 

heterogeneity of guardians, showing four typologies of residential guardians: active 

monitors, responsive monitors, opportunistic monitors, and non-monitors.   

 This research provides unique empirical and theoretical contributions to 

guardianship literature by examining guardianship across different times, in a different 

context. This is also the first study to conceptualise and create typologies of 

guardianship behaviour. Findings from the two studies lead to the conclusion that both 
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the individual and the built environment are critical in understanding and fostering 

guardianship by suburban residents.  
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1 Introduction  

 Routine activity approach argues that crime requires the temporal and spatial 

convergence of three minimal elements: a likely offender
1
, a suitable target/victim, in 

the absence of a capable guardian (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Felson & Cohen, 1980).  

Capable guardianship, therefore, is purported to be a mechanism that can prevent or 

deter crime from occurring. Traditionally, research within the field of routine activities 

has focused on offenders and victims, with a lack of empirical research on guardianship. 

For the most part, past research has used secondary measures that estimate levels of 

household guardianship within residential areas (e.g., number of household members, 

household occupancy) to determine how this affects crime. This lack of research has 

been well documented, with Tewksbury and Mustaine (2003) commenting that, 

“guardianship lags in theoretical development and empirical testing” (p. 303). In more 

recent years, research on this topic has developed, extending our empirical and 

theoretical understanding of guardianship (Hollis-Peel, Reynald, van Bavel, Elffers, & 

Welsh, 2011; Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2009; 

Reynald, 2010, 2011a, 2011b, 2014; Reynald & Elffers, 2015). 

 In her Guardianship in Action (GIA) studies, Reynald (2009, 2010, 2011a) 

progressed the theoretical development of guardianship by creating an observable tool 

to directly observe active guardianship in residential places.  This tool allows the direct 

observation of three critical elements of guardianship (availability, monitoring and 

intervention) in residential areas to measure guardianship intensity
2
.  

                                                 
1
 In the original article published by Cohen and Felson (1979) the wording was “motivated offender”; 

however, in their later work, this wording was changed to “likely offender” (Felson & Cohen, 1980).  
2
 An important distinction needs to be made here regarding the terms active guardianship and 

guardianship intensity. Active guardianship is a concept, while guardianship intensity is the measure that 

aggregates the three elements of active guardianship: occupancy, monitoring, and intervention.   



2 

The GIA studies also explored the physical, spatial, and social correlates of 

guardianship intensity, and the factors which influenced residents’ willingness to 

monitor and intervene.  To date, studies using this observational protocol have been 

undertaken during weekdays in inner-city urban areas in The Hague, Netherlands 

(Reynald, 2009, 2011a), and in Boston, Massachusetts (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Hollis-

Peel & Welsh, 2012). As a result, a number of gaps reveal themselves in that (a) no 

observational guardianship research has been conducted within an Australian context, 

(b) no observational studies on guardianship have done so in an outer-city suburban

context, and (c) guardianship has not been observed on weekends. 

Importantly, Felson and Eckert (2016) assert that there are three key ingredients 

for effective guardianship by residents. First, it must be over a proximal space. 

Residents can supervise their own houses, and their neighbours’ houses, however, they 

cannot supervise their whole suburb. Second, the built environment must facilitate 

supervision. To enhance supervision, houses should be built with clear lines of sight to 

each other, and from inside homes to the street (Armitage, 2013; Felson & Eckert, 

2016). Third, residents must have a defined responsibility over their space (Felson & 

Eckert, 2016; Reynald, 2010). These three elements show how both the built 

environment and the individual contribute to understanding how and why guardianship 

operates in residential areas.  

1.1 Research Objectives 

This research examined how guardianship functions in a different environmental 

and temporal context. As prior research has shown that guardianship intensity is context 

dependent (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012), it is important to understand how active 

guardianship operates in different environments.  To examine the environmental and 

temporal context, observations of active guardianship during different times of the 
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week, within outer-city suburban residential areas in Brisbane, Australia were 

conducted.  By examining guardianship in a different environment, over different times, 

this offers empirical development into how guardianship interacts with the physical, 

spatial, social, and temporal characteristics of suburban areas.    

1.2 Methodological Approach 

This dissertation is comprised of two main studies, utilizing both quantitative 

and qualitative methods, to explore active guardianship within Brisbane suburbs. Study 

One used a quantitative approach and involved field observations of active 

guardianship, and spatio-physical and social characteristics of properties and street 

segments. The first study examined how active suburban Brisbane guardians are, and 

what environmental factors facilitate, and/or inhibit crime control by Brisbane residents. 

Observations were conducted across two Brisbane suburbs—Wavell Heights and 

Northgate-Virginia. These suburbs are socio-demographically similar; however, Wavell 

Heights experiences a lower-than-average rate of property crime, whereas Northgate-

Virginia records a higher-than-average property crime rate. Further, an equal number of 

no reported property crime and high property crime street segments
3
 were selected from

each suburb. As such, observations were conducted on four different types of street 

segments: (a) no reported crime streets in low crime suburb, (b) high crime streets in 

low crime suburb, (c) no reported crime streets in high crime suburb, and (d) high crime 

streets in high crime suburb.  

Further, observations were conducted at different times of the day, and on 

different days of the week to examine changes in guardianship across four observational 

time points. This was the first study to observe guardianship on weekends—an aspect of 

3
 In these two suburbs, a high property crime street segment was operationalised as a street segment that 

experienced three or more property offences over a three-year period. At least one of these offences must 

have been an unlawful entry (burglary) offence. Property crime included: unlawful entry, property 

damage, other theft, and unlawful use of a motor vehicle (car theft).  
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guardianship which many researchers have argued needs to be examined (Hollis-Peel & 

Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2011a). As such, observations were conducted at four different 

times: (a) weekday mornings, (b) weekday afternoons, (c) weekend mornings, and (d) 

weekend afternoons. Overall, Study One examined:  

 the intensity of guardianship provided by Brisbane suburban residents,

 what features of properties and streets facilitated guardianship behaviour,

 how guardianship intensity changed over the course of the day and day of week,

 how guardianship intensity changed over street segments that experience

different levels of property crime.

Study Two employed a qualitative method to interview 20 suburban Brisbane

residents that lived on the observed street segments from Study One. Interviews were 

undertaken to understand what factors facilitate guardianship behaviour, and 

opportunities available to engage in residential surveillance. Study Two replicates 

Reynald’s (2010) interview study, in which she interviewed Dutch residents, and adds 

to the sparse literature on interviewing residential guardians to understand their 

motivations. As such, Study Two examined: 

 opportunities available for suburban residents to monitor their surroundings,

 design, individual, and street level factors which influenced monitoring,

 what residents see when they monitored their street and surroundings,

 how residents responded to unfamiliar or suspicious events witnessed on their

street or surroundings,

 which factors influence intervention in witnessed suspicious or crime events on

their street or surroundings,

 factors that correlation with guardianship attitudes.
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Both studies provide insight into how guardianship operates in an Australian 

suburban context. The research questions that this thesis addressed are outlined in the 

next section. 

1.3  Research Questions 

The research questions that Study One addresses using observations of suburban 

areas of Brisbane are:  

1.1 How does guardianship intensity function within a suburban Australian context? 

1.1.a What levels of guardianship intensity can be observed in Brisbane 

suburbs? 

1.1.b How do levels of guardianship intensity observed within Brisbane suburbs 

differ to previous studies in The Hague and The U.S.? 

1.2 How does guardianship intensity function at different days and times within 

Australian suburbs? 

1.2.a To what extent do levels of occupancy differ between morning and 

afternoons across weekdays and weekends in properties?  

1.2.b To what extent do levels of monitoring change between morning and 

afternoons across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties? 

1.2.c To what extent do levels of direct intervention change between morning 

and afternoons across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties? 

1.2.d Can recurring guardianship of properties be observed? 

1.3 Is there an interaction between guardianship intensity and levels of crime in 

suburban areas?  

1.3.a Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between high and 

low property crime suburbs? 
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1.3.b Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between no 

reported property crime street segments and high property crime street 

segments? 

1.3.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity rates by area? 

1.4 How do physical and spatial characteristics of suburban areas affect guardianship 

intensity? 

1.4.a What physical factors correlate with guardianship intensity at the property 

level? 

1.4.b What physical factors predict guardianship intensity at the property level? 

1.4.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity between different housing 

types? 

1.4.d What combination of factors is associated with high levels of monitoring at 

the property level? 

1.4.e What physical, spatial, and socio-demographic factors correlate with 

guardianship intensity at the street level? 

Further, research questions Study Two addressed using interviews with 

suburban residents are:  

2.1 What factors influence suburban residents’ guardianship behaviours? 

2.1.a How does the physical design of houses influence monitoring by residents? 

2.1.b How does the social context influence guardianship by residents? 

2.1.c How do perceptions and attachment to their area influence residents’ 

guardianship behaviours? 

2.1.d Does prior victimisation influence guardianship habits? 

2.1.e How do daily routine activities affect guardianship behaviour by 

residents? 
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2.2 How does monitoring build awareness?  

2.3 When Brisbane residents are at home, do they monitor their surroundings? 

 2.3.a Are there differences in monitoring patterns of Brisbane residents? 

 2.3.b Do Brisbane residents witness suspicious/unfamiliar activities while 

 monitoring? 

 2.3.c When Brisbane residents see something suspicious/unfamiliar in their 

 surroundings while monitoring, do they intervene? 

 2.3.d What factors influence a guardian’s decision to intervene? 

 2.3.e Is there variation in Brisbane residents’ “guardianship space”? 

  2.3.e.i Do Brisbane residents’ only monitor properties of those they 

  know? 

2.4 What individual factors correlate with guardianship attitudes in suburban 

residents? 

 2.4.a Are there differences in guardianship attitudes and perceptions between 

 the low crime and high crime suburb? 

1.4 Overview of Chapters  

 This introduction serves as a prelude to the theoretical background, 

methodological structure, research objectives, and results for this thesis. This thesis is 

divided into eight chapters. The literature review, discussing the theoretical framework 

underpinning capable guardianship is provided in Chapter 2. Explained in Chapter 2 

will be a discussion of the origins of guardianship, and the modern developments of 

conceptualising and researching active guardianship. How guardianship links in with 

other opportunity theories of crime, including rational choice theory, crime pattern 

theory, situational crime prevention, and the person-situation interaction will be 

discussed within Chapter 2. 
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 The literature review will be continued in Chapter 3, highlighting empirical 

developments. In this chapter, the collective findings of guardianship research will be 

examined. Outlining past research will highlight variations in operationalisations and 

conceptualisations of guardianship, and the issues and critiques of such methods will be 

discussed. Chapter 3 concludes with an examination of the development of Reynald’s 

(2009) GIA model and relevant GIA studies.  

 Outlined in Chapter 4 is the research strategy and sampling framework 

undertaken for both Study One and Study Two. Both studies used the same sample of 

24 street segments across two Brisbane suburbs. First, the research design and research 

site are examined. The Brisbane context will be described, and how this differs to The 

Hague and Boston will be explained. Second, how suburbs were sampled is addressed. 

Third, the sampling framework for selecting street segments is outlined.  

 The method used for the observational study (i.e., Study One) is presented in 

Chapter 5. The observational protocol applied to observe active guardianship (and 

consequently measure guardianship intensity), and the characteristics of properties and 

street segments, is discussed in detail. Relevant issues surrounding piloting, training of 

observers, and ethical considerations for this project are also examined within this 

chapter. The procedure for conducting observations and choosing observation times are 

outlined; and lastly, this chapter concludes with information on data cleaning and 

missing data.  

 Results of the observational study (i.e., Study One) are then presented in Chapter 

6. This chapter outlines the descriptive statistics of active guardianship from the 

observations, and compares the Brisbane site to prior GIA studies. Further, the 

relationships between guardianship, time, and crime are examined. This chapter 
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concludes with a look at the factors that are correlated with guardianship intensity at 

both the property and street level. 

The method undertaken for the interview study (i.e., Study Two) is presented in 

Chapter 7. This chapter outlines the method used to gain a convenience sample of 

residents from the 24 street segments sampled. Further, the process used to code, 

display, and analyse interview data using the Miles and Huberman (1994) matrix 

method is examined within this chapter. 

Outlined in Chapter 8 are the results from the interview study (i.e., Study Two). 

First, this chapter outlines participant characteristics. Second, factors that influence 

monitoring and how monitoring builds contextual awareness in suburban residents are 

examined. Third, differences in monitoring patterns are examined through the creation 

of four monitoring typologies. Fourth, Chapter 8 looks at whether Brisbane suburban 

residents witness suspicious or criminal events, and how they respond to such events. 

Last, this chapter explores the areas suburban residents monitor over, and the factors 

that are correlated with guardianship attitudes.    

The final chapter (i.e., Chapter 9) commences with a discussion of the salient 

themes that emerged from both the observational and interview studies. The 

implications for theory and practice are examined.  Following this examination the 

limitations of this dissertation are discussed. The chapter concludes with directions for 

future research on how our understandings of guardianship can be further researched 

empirically.  
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2 Theoretical Framework for Understanding Guardianship 

2.1 Introduction  

 The purpose of this chapter is to provide theoretical insight into the guardianship 

concept within the routine activity approach.  First, as guardianship served as the core 

component of this study, the routine activity approach (Cohen & Felson, 1979) will be 

reviewed, highlighting the evolution and theoretical developments of guardianship in 

contemporary scholarship. Second, Reynald’s (2009) GIA model will be discussed as this 

served as the foundation for the current study and represents an ecologically valid method of 

examining guardianship in residential areas. Third, the linking of guardianship to 

“opportunity theories” will be discussed, with a key focus on crime pattern theory (P. J 

Brantingham & Brantingham, 1984), and the rational choice perspective (Cornish & Clarke, 

1986). The role of guardianship in crime prevention—specifically situational crime 

prevention (Clarke, 1980)—will be explored. These four approaches (routine activity 

approach, crime pattern theory, rational choice perspective, and situational crime prevention) 

help explain how guardianship functions and can operate as a crime control mechanism.  

Fourth, contextual influences of guardianship are outlined, along with theories that show how 

physical, spatial, and social factors can influence guardianship. As the current study explores 

guardianship within a new context—Brisbane suburbs—and guardianship is context-

dependent, it is important to understand how these three sets of factors can influence 

guardianship behaviours. Finally, this chapter concludes with a look at the person-situation 

interaction framework and how this can be applied to guardianship. Much of the focus on 

understanding guardianship has been on the spatio-physical environment, often neglecting the 

role of the individual. By examining the person-situation interaction, this shows the 

importance of the individual in developing our understanding of guardianship behaviours. 
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The main conclusions from this chapter are: (a) guardianship functions as a crime deterrent, 

(b) guardianship is context dependent, and (c) both the environment and the individual are 

important in fostering capable guardianship.  

2.2 The Routine Activity Approach  

 To understand crime patterns, Cohen and Felson’s (1979) routine activity approach 

argued that structural changes in daily routines can influence crime rates, by affecting the 

spatial and temporal convergence of three elements of a crime: a likely offender, a suitable 

target (defined as a person, object, or place), and the absence of a capable guardian (see 

Figure 2.1).    

 

Figure 2.1. The routine activity approach (adapted from Felson (1998, p. 53)). 
   
 The routine activity approach can be used to understand crime at both macro and 

micro levels. On a macro-level, the routine activity approach was first offered as an 

explanation of increased crime rates in the United States following World War II (Cohen & 

Felson, 1979).  Although urban areas experienced a reduction in disadvantage (through lower 

poverty and unemployment, and increases in levels of education and income), the rates of 

violent crimes, such as robbery, aggravated assault, and homicide, increased from 164%-

263%. Property crimes, including burglary, increased by roughly 200%.  At the time, 

Crime 

Likely 
offender 

Suitable 
target/victim 

Absence of 
capable 
guardian 
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traditional sociological theories of crime seemed inadequate to explain the trend in increased 

violent and property crime (Chamard, 2010).  The routine activities approach argues that 

economic and societal changes post-World War ΙΙ resulted in a larger proportion of female 

labour force participation, single adult households, and changes in auto mobility and 

technology, altering daily routine lifestyles
4
; and therefore lowering levels of guardianship 

(Cohen, 1981; Cohen & Felson, 1979; Cohen, Felson, & Land, 1980; Felson & Cohen, 1980). 

This argument highlights the importance of guardianship in understanding crime patterns.          

 Further, the spatial and temporal organisation of social activities are important to 

understand how opportunities for crime and guardianship arise (Cohen & Felson, 1979).  The 

routine activity approach recognises the importance of opportunities (specifically in daily 

routines) in influencing crime (Chamard, 2010). Routine activities are defined as “any 

recurrent and prevalent activities which provide for basic population and individual needs, 

whatever their biological or cultural origins” (Cohen & Felson, 1979, p. 593). Routine 

activities include work, housework and other activities undertaken at home, along with 

leisure and social activities. As illegal activities are reliant upon other legal activities, the 

spatio-temporal structures of legitimate activities are critical in determining the location, 

type, and quantity of illegal acts undertaken by an individual offender in a given space 

(Cohen & Cantor, 1980; Cohen & Felson, 1979).  An individual’s legitimate routine activities 

may create opportunities to commit offenses by providing offenders with suitable targets, or 

conversely, may provide opportunities for guardians to protect targets (Felson & Cohen, 

1980). Therefore, routine activities affect not only offenders and victims, but also provide 

opportunities for guardians to protect themselves, others, and property against crime.   

 There are two primary contributions of the routine activity approach in understanding 

crime patterns. First, crime rates are not only affected by the volume of each actor, but also 

                                                 
4
 Cohen (1981) also adds more frequent and longer vacation holidays, and an increase in the number of 

recreation and leisure holidays that take place away from the home, remove people at higher rates, and for 

longer periods of time away from their homes, therefore exposing their properties to victimisation.  
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the factors influencing their frequency of temporal and spatial convergence (Cohen & Felson, 

1979); and secondly, that some lifestyles are riskier than others as they allow for more 

contact with offenders, make targets more visible, and decrease levels of guardianship 

(Miethe, Stafford, & Long, 1987; Miethe, Stafford, & Sloane, 1990; R. J. Sampson & 

Wooldredge, 1987). As past research has shown, a reduction in guardians can adversely 

affect crime rates (Cohen & Felson, 1979).  

 Compared to traditional sociological theories of crime, the routine activity approach 

offers a more opportunistic view of how crime occurs, by focusing not only on offenders, but 

also on presence of victims/targets, and absence of guardians. As such, the routine activity 

approach can be applied at the micro-level. For instance, Felson and Cohen (1980) argued 

that the absence of any of these three elements is sufficient to prevent a potential criminal 

event from occurring or from successful completion. They argued that every successful 

criminal act requires a minimum of (a) an offender with criminal motivation and ability, (b) a 

person or object acting as a suitable target, and (c) the absence of a guardian who is capable 

of disrupting or preventing the completion of a criminal violation through supervision or 

intervention (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Felson, 1995). Thus, crime opportunity is diminished 

when crime targets are under direct surveillance by guardians, or conversely, opportunities 

are increased by their absence (Felson, 1995).  As Felson (2006) states “crime seeks time and 

places that are largely unsupervised” (p. 79). This statement highlights the importance of 

guardianship in preventing crime.    

2.3 Guardianship within Routine Activity Approach  

 Guardianship is the core concept of this thesis, therefore, its history and 

conceptualisation is addressed in this section. Capable guardianship is propositioned as a 

mechanism that prevents or controls crime, as crime is reliant upon its absence (Cohen & 

Felson, 1979).  Guardianship was first defined by Felson and Cohen (1980) as, “any spatio-
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temporally specific supervision of people or property by other people which may prevent 

criminal violations from occurring” (p. 392).  As Felson (2006) argues, the most fundamental 

roles for guardians to prevent crime are their (a) availability, and (b) their monitoring over 

potential crime targets. The role of guardians underlines the assumption that a potential 

offender can be deterred from a crime event through the belief someone is watching them, 

and could detect their criminal behaviours (Felson & Boba, 2010). The critical roles for 

guardians have been expanded to include personal responsibility (Felson & Eckert, 2016; 

Hollis-Peel et al., 2011; Leclerc & Reynald, 2015; Reynald, 2010, 2011b, 2014). As such, it 

is argued three elements are required for effective supervision over places (Felson & Eckert, 

2016). First, a person must be in close proximity to the area they are supervising. Second, 

they must have direct visibility to that area. If they cannot see the area, then supervision of 

that area is not possible. Third, a person must have a defined responsibility to look after the 

space. Together, these three factors show that both the built environment through surveillance 

opportunities, and individual factors through personal responsibility, are both useful in 

understanding capable guardianship.  

 As Reynald (2015) argues, the “responsibilization” of residents to act as guardians 

should be a focus point of research within the routine activity framework. Even when 

opportunities for surveillance through the built environment are available, supervision is not 

an automatic behaviour (Reynald, 2010). Interviews with Dutch residents showed that sense 

of responsibility was crucial in heightening residents’ guardianship behaviours (Reynald, 

2010). Further, R. Sampson, Eck, and Dunham (2010) argue that residents are more likely to 

engage with acting as capable guardians when they are encouraged and provided incentives 

to do so. As Clarke and Eck (2005) argue, encouraging guardians to take responsibility for 

the areas they inhabit can work as an effective crime prevention strategy.   
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Cohen and Felson (1979) first emphasised the importance of ordinary citizens 

carrying out their daily routines in the role of capable guardians, and have shied away from 

adopting police, security guards, or people acting in a formal “crime prevention” role within 

their definition of guardianship. Felson (1998) further supports this, arguing that ordinary 

citizens are much more likely to be in a place at the moment a crime occurs, compared to 

police officers or security guards who are more likely to called to the scene. In 2006, Felson 

defined guardianship in the following role:  

A guardian keeps an eye on the potential target of crime. This includes anybody 

passing by, or anybody, assigned to look after people or property.  This usually refers 

to ordinary citizens, not police or private guards…Usually we think of guardians as 

looking after specific persons and property that could be targeted (emphasis in 

original) (p.80).   

Throughout this definition, Felson again reaffirms elements of the original definition 

by highlighting (a) capable guardians are ordinary citizens in daily activities, and (b) 

guardianship is not referring to the activities undertaken by the police or security/private 

guards to prevent crime.  

The definition of guardianship has been developed in more recent scholarship (see 

Hollis-Peel, Felson, & Welsh, 2013).  In their conceptual and theoretical reappraisal of 

guardianship, they set forth the most recent definition as “the presence of a human element 

which acts—whether intentionally or not—to deter the would-be offender from committing a 

crime against an available target” (p. 76). This definition affirms the importance of guardians 

in crime prevention. 

The presence of ordinary humans is common in definitions of guardianship.  Hollis-

Peel et al. (2013) defines guardianship as the actions of humans (as compared to mechanical 

surveillance through CCTV, etc.). These authors reaffirm that capable guardians and police 
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officers are conceptually distinct. Although guardians and police both have a role in the 

reduction of crime, capable guardians can deter criminal behaviour from their presence and 

monitoring, whereas police officers serve in a formal role where the goal is to intentionally 

and actively prevent and control criminal behaviour. Further, these aforementioned 

definitions emphasise the intentionality of guardianship. Many authors agree that 

guardianship does not need to be a purposeful, intentional action (Hollis-Peel et al., 2013; 

Reynald, 2010). As Felson and Eckert (2016) assert, “so long as somebody is clearly around 

and appears to be looking, the local risk declines considerably” (p. 155). So while defined 

responsibility is important in bolstering guardianship (Felson & Eckert, 2016, Reynald, 2010, 

2014), it is not a prerequisite, and intentional and unintentional surveillance can still have the 

same theoretical deterrent effect on reducing crime.     

Hollis-Peel et al. (2013) take a different approach in examining definitions of 

guardianship.  Rather than focusing on what is guardianship, they take another method by 

examining what isn’t guardianship. What is not guardianship includes common approaches to 

operationalising this concept in past literature, including household availability, 

formal/informal social control, and target hardening, all of which do not measure this concept 

directly. These measures are all indicators of household availability; however, as empirical 

research has shown, availability does not equal capable guardianship and surveillance 

(Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2011a; 

Reynald & Elffers, 2015). An in-depth discussion of the critiques of such measurements will 

be provided in Chapter 3; however, the key problem with previous empirical work is the use 

of indirect measurements that estimate the guardianship concept.  More recently, Reynald’s 

(2009) work developed an observational protocol that allows for the direct measurement of 

guardianship within residential micro-places, which is discussed in the next section. 
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 Examining guardianship at the micro-level, Felson and Eckert (2016) assert that we 

need to think about crime prevention at the immediate environment. As Johnson and Bowers 

(2013) acknowledge, most crimes (and the situational characteristics that provide 

opportunities for crime) do not occur at a macro-area level. This argument is also applied to 

guardianship. Guardianship may not be as effective at a broader community level as people 

would not know each other, cannot see each other’s homes, and do not have a defined 

responsibility over a larger space (Felson & Eckert, 2016). A person can supervise their 

immediate area; however, they cannot provide effective supervision to an entire 

neighbourhood. Therefore, it is fundamental to focus on how guardianship operates, and what 

mechanisms facilitate it at the micro level. As such, this thesis focuses on how guardianship 

operates at micro places, including individual properties and street segments. 

2.4 Conceptual Development of Guardianship: Guardianship in Action Studies 

 As a response to the problems with the measurements of guardianship in previous 

research, Reynald’s (2009, 2010, 2011a) developed the Guardianship in Action (GIA) model, 

which employed observational tools that would allow a more ecologically valid measurement 

of guardianship. Throughout this work, a four-stage model of guardianship intensity was 

formulated, as shown in Figure 2.2. This model formed the basis of this research and the 

observational protocol that was utilised to measure guardianship in suburban residential areas 

in Brisbane. This tool allows the direct observation of active guardianship to measure 

guardianship intensity. As outlined in the Introduction, active guardianship is the concept 

which informs the measurement of guardianship intensity. As such, guardianship intensity is 

the result which aggregates the three elements of active guardianship: occupancy, monitoring, 

and intervention. The stages of active guardianship are discussed below.     
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Figure 2.2. Reynald’s model of guardianship intensity (reproduced from Reynald 2009, p. 4).  

 

 The model begins with the invisible guardian stage, in which there is no visible 

guardian present in the residential setting needed to perform necessary surveillance to prevent 

or deter crime.  Reynald (2009) argues that a guardian must be visibly available to supervise 

properly, therefore invisible guardians are inadequate. Next, is the available guardian stage, 

wherein the guardian is present and visible.  However, this does not necessarily imply that 

they are capable (due to blocked visibility, etc.) or willing to perform supervision in their 

residential area.  It simply means there are visible cues to show that the guardian is occupant 

within their home. Although the opportunity is available, residents may not actually take 

advantage of them to act as a suitable guardian for their neighbourhood (Barr & Pease, 1992). 

A willingness to participate in an active role in supervision enters in the capable guardian 

stage.  In this stage, guardianship is enhanced as this is the first phase wherein potential 

guardians take an active role in supervision. This measurement aligns more closely to the 

original definition formulated by Cohen and Felson (1979), wherein supervision is a critical 

component. However, the capability phase of guardianship intensity does not guarantee 

guardian intervention when a criminal event is being witnessed (Reynald, 2009). The 

intervening guardian stage is the final step of Reynald’s model.  Guardians acting within this 
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stage are available, have resources to be capable guardians through supervision, and are 

willing to intervene (either directly or indirectly) in crime events.  However, a willingness to 

intervene is reliant on a number of individual factors such as physicality, personal safety, and 

responsibility, as well as environmental and contextual factors (Reynald, 2010). Factors that 

affect guardianship are expanded upon in Section 2.6.    

 As Massey, Krohn, and Bonati (1989) explain, there are a number of factors that 

influence the capability of residential guardians. These factors include time spent at and 

around one’s home, the number of people living in the household, employment status, the 

proximity to relatives and close friends, general protectiveness in the neighbourhood, and 

motivation to engage in forms of social control. Further, Reynald (2010) found that sense of 

responsibility and perceptions of the residential environment were important factors in 

bolstering monitoring by residents. Collectively, both space (i.e., visibility from windows), 

and individuals (i.e., their daily routines, perceptions of responsibility) are important factors 

to consider in understanding guardianship. 

 This section has highlighted the contemporary conceptualisation of guardianship, and 

the type of factors that can influence each stage of the GIA model. The following section 

examines guardianship within opportunity theories of crime.  

2.5 Linking Guardianship to the Crime Triangle and Opportunity Theories 

 Opportunity theories provide theoretical explanations that help clarify the relationship 

between guardianship and crime. As such, this section will review the crime triangle, crime 

pattern theory (CPT), the rational choice perspective, and situational crime prevention (SCP). 

Each of these approaches will be linked with guardianship to show the underlying 

relationship between guardianship and crime.   
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2.5.1 The crime triangle and guardianship. 

 The original crime triangle (also known as the problem analysis triangle) was derived 

from the routine activity approach (Clarke & Eck, 2003). This involved an offender, a 

target/victim, and place.  This triangle has been developed further by adding controllers to 

each of the original three elements: the handler, the guardian, and the place manager
5
 (Clarke 

& Eck, 2003; Eck, 2003; Felson, 1995) as shown in Figure 2.3.  

 

Figure 2.3. Eck’s crime triangle (reproduced from Clarke & Eck, 2005).  

 As Figure 2.3 shows, Guardians are responsible for the supervision of targets/victims; 

Handlers supervise offenders; and Place Managers control the crime setting.  Controllers are 

responsible for the supervision of each component; and in doing so, have the ability to reduce 

the likelihood of a crime event from occurring by taking action to control their related 

element (Eck, 2003).  As Clarke and Eck (2003) contend, a guardian’s role is to protect the 

target or victim, and is generally categorised as people protecting their own belongings (such 

as property), or family members, friends, neighbours, etc. A handler is a person who knows 

the offender (either emotionally or legally) and has the ability to exert some level of control 

over them (Eck, 2003).  Common handlers that exert control through emotional attachment 

                                                 
5
 Whilst the recent development of super-controllers (R. Sampson et al., 2010) is acknowledged, this falls 

outside the scope of this thesis looking specifically at residents employing guardianship behaviours.    
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include parents, neighbours, and teachers/coaches.  Police or probation officers and judges 

can control potential offenders through a legal standpoint.  Lastly, a manager is responsible 

for controlling a specified place.  A significant part of their role is to be attentive to what 

occurs in their setting and are responsible for dealing with inappropriate behaviour.  

Examples of managers of places include bar managers, teachers in their classrooms, and store 

clerks (Clarke & Eck, 2005; Eck, 2003). In specific reference to residential areas, Chamard 

(2010) outlines that on-site managers of apartments buildings and resident owners can be 

useful in preventing crime, especially if that place manager feels responsible and motivated to 

do so. While this section outlines all actors within the crime triangle, this thesis specifically 

focused on guardians and how they protect themselves against crime and how the built 

environment in Brisbane suburbs can facilitate this behaviour. 

2.5.2 The role of guardianship in opportunities theories.  

 The routine activity approach has been linked with both CPT (P. J Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1984) and rational choice theory (Clarke, 1997; Cornish & Clarke, 1986). Both 

view crime events as a function of opportunity, and are useful in understanding how 

guardianship can work to deter or prevent crime.     

2.5.2.1  Guardianship and crime pattern theory.  

 CPT explores how people move about in time and space and how this influences 

where crime concentrates (P. J Brantingham & Brantingham, 1984).  The Brantingham’s 

argue crime is not a random phenomenon, rather “hot-spots” of crime occur where areas 

experience disproportionately greater levels of criminal activity and victimisation. Simply, 

“the distribution of crime is merely a reflection of the distribution of crime opportunities” 

(Townsley, 2000, p. 25).  As Ratcliffe (2006) suggests, the concentration of crime at certain 

places is due to opportunity and guardianship (or lack thereof) patterns. In conjunction with 
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the routine activity approach, CPT adds to the importance of guardianship in preventing and 

deterring crime.   

 In particular, Brantingham and Brantingham (1995) developed a typology of crime 

places.  Firstly, crime generators are particular areas to which large numbers of people are 

attracted to, but not necessarily for illegitimate purposes.  Potential offenders may enter such 

areas without specific intent to commit an offence, however, once in the area and 

opportunities present themselves, an offender may decide to act upon that opportunity.  As 

Clarke and Eck (2003) argue, this is the result of inappropriate guardianship, leaving many 

unprotected targets vulnerable to criminal victimisation. Again, this argument highlights the 

importance of guardianship in preventing and deterring crime. When guardians are absent, 

opportunities for crime increase because there is no one to witness or disrupt a crime from 

occurring.  

 Secondly, crime attractors are particular places, whether they are areas, 

neighbourhoods, or districts, which are well-known for supporting a number of criminal 

opportunities.  Unlike crime generators, crime attractors draw in offenders who go there 

specifically to commit crime. Such places may not instil proper guardianship practices, 

thereby allowing offenders to commit crimes unperverted.   

 Lastly, crime enablers occur when there is minimal or no proper regulation of 

behaviour in places (Clarke & Eck, 2003). Again, this is due to the lack of proper functioning 

place management, or the absence of appropriate guardianship of targets and handling of 

offenders.  As such CPT offers additional insight into how crime can occur due to the erosion 

of management of places by appropriate and capable guardians.  All three typologies show 

how a lack of guardianship can encourage crime as guardians cannot (a) be present to deter 

offences, (b) view crimes occurring, and (c) intervene and disrupt crime events. How a lack 

of guardianship can encourage offending is outlined in the next section.  
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2.5.2.2  Guardianship and the rational choice perspective.  

 The rational choice perspective outlines how guardianship can deter an offender from 

committing an offence. Rational choice focuses on offender decision-making, and argues that 

before an offender commits a crime, they weigh up the pros and cons of acting on such an 

inclination (Cornish & Clarke, 1986).  This decision making process is not concerned with a 

general decision to engage in offending, but rather for the specific opportunity that presents 

itself at that specific time (Felson & Clarke, 1998).   However, as Felson and Clarke (1998) 

express, there are constraints to this approach and there are limits on an offender’s rationality.  

Offenders have a limited amount of time to consider the information of the situation before 

them, and it is rare for an offender to have all the necessary information on both the benefits 

and costs of committing a criminal act.  As such, offenders give priority to information that is 

immediate and tend to ignore the more distant costs/benefits. Such immediate information 

may include the target suitability, or the availability or visibility of guardians. The presence 

of guardians affects the decision making process by increasing the cons and risks of 

attempting (or completing) an offence. Available guardians can deter or prevent crimes from 

occurring by their presence, as this tells offenders that somebody may be watching, and this 

may increase the risks of being caught (Clarke, 1997; Felson & Boba, 2010).  Overall, the 

combination of routine activity, CPT, and the rational choice perspective highlights the 

importance of guardians in reducing opportunities for crime. 

2.5.3 The role of guardianship in situational crime prevention.  

 Felson and Clarke (1998) have demonstrated how methods employing guardians can 

be successful at reducing crime though situational crime prevention (SCP). Clarke’s (1980, 

1997) SCP is concerned with reducing the opportunities available within an immediate 

environment for crime.  This approach to crime reduction involves the amalgamation of 

routine activities with rational choice to decrease crime opportunity, by modifying the 
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opportunity structure of crime (Clarke, 1997; Clarke & Felson, 2011).  SCP aims to deter 

offenders by increasing the costs and decreasing the rewards gained by committing a crime, 

thus influencing the decision making processes of potential offenders—the basis of the 

rational choice perspective (Clarke, 1997).  One of the cornerstones in SCP is to extend 

guardianship to prevent crime opportunities in the immediate environment (Clarke, 1997). 

Extending guardianship increases the risks of an offence by (a) having someone’s presence 

deter an offence, (b) potentially witness the event, and (c) potentially intervene and disrupt 

the event. As such, increasing emphasis has been placed on using guardians as one of the core 

factors to deter offenders from crime by increasing the risk of detection and potential 

apprehension for offenders. In addition, another SCP technique is to assist natural 

surveillance. Increasing natural surveillance helps facilitate guardianship and supervision. 

The relationship between guardianship and natural surveillance is expanded upon in Section 

2.6.3.1.  

 More recently, Leclerc and Reynald (2015) created a script for the guardianship 

process in public places. They identify the key steps and decisions undertaken by guardians 

and emphasise SCP strategies that can be implemented to increase and encourage crime 

control behaviour. Such techniques include (a) promoting civic responsibility to assist 

victims, (b) providing awards and monetary compensation for civic engagement in preventing 

crimes, (c) using public campaigns to encourage intervention and shaming of inaction, and 

(d) raising awareness of citizens’ legal arrest powers. This ties in with the argument about 

providing incentives to booster guardianship and responsibility over places (R. Sampson et 

al., 2010). Overall, the discussed theories show how opportunity for crime can arise from a 

lack of guardianship and how guardianship can be enhanced. The following sections continue 

to focus on how guardianship can enhanced, by examining the contextual influences of this 

behaviour.  
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2.6 Contextual Influences on Guardianship  

 Wilcox, Madensen, and Tillyer (2007) explain guardianship is a multi-dimensional 

concept, for which a number of factors can affect the level of guardianship observed in one 

area to another. The interaction between routine activities and the contextual environment 

that give rise to guardianship opportunities are complex (Lynch & Cantor, 1992). As Reynald 

(2009) adds, there are essential underlying mechanisms which can work to enhance or inhibit 

a guardian’s capability in residential areas, however, cross-cultural research has shown that 

these mechanisms differ across place, emphasising that guardianship is context dependent 

(Hollis-Peel et al., 2012).  This review focuses on the impact of time, and the physical, 

spatial, and social factors on guardianship specific to residential areas. 

2.6.1 Temporal patterns of guardianship.  

  As Felson and Poulsen (2003) point out, the actors within routine activity approach 

(i.e., offenders, victims, and guardians) are sensitive to temporal changes throughout the day 

due to changes in daily activities. As such, guardianship is time dependent (Felson & Eckert, 

2016).  Reynald (2009) argues that guardianship intensity is a spatial characteristic; and 

subsequently, is vulnerable to changes in the temporal environment.  To elaborate, residential 

guardianship requires residents to spend time at home in order to conduct surveillance and 

intervene where necessary, however, the amount of time spent at home is reliant upon daily 

routine activities (e.g., employment, commuting, leisure and recreational activities, etc.). As 

Clarke and Eck (2003) explain, the timing of commuters leaving residential areas changes the 

number of suitable targets (i.e., unguarded properties) and lowers the number of capable 

guardians available to supervise.   

 To support this notion, Sagovsky and Johnson (2007) outlined the reasons for the 

differences in guardianship during three critical periods of the day in their study of repeat 

burglary victimisation in Victoria.  These are given in Table 2.1.   
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Table 2.1 

Theoretical Differences in Guardianship at Different Times of the Day (adapted from 

Sagovsky & Johnson, 2007, p. 12). 

Period Reasoning 

(1) 01:00 - 

08:59 

The vast majority of capable guardians of properties will be in bed by 1am.  

Consequently, there will be a lack of supervision by guardians at this time. 

(2) 09:00 - 

16:59 

Normal working hours for the majority of the population.  This leaves houses 

and properties unguarded for this extended period of time, leaving them 

vulnerable to victimisation.  

(3) 17:00 - 

00:59 

The evening periods when residents will likely be either at home, or “enjoying a 

night out” (p.12) 

  

 Within their study, Sagovsky and Johnson (2007) found a marked increase in the 

number of burglaries that took place during Period 2, during normal working hours (9:00am-

5:00pm).  As they explain, around 60% of the initial and repeat burglaries took place during 

this time, compared to 21% and 19% for Period 1 and Period 3, respectively. As Cohen and 

Felson (1979) contend, this trend in suburban burglary developed post-World War II, where 

women began to join the workforce; and as a result, left their houses unoccupied during the 

day.  The lack of capable guardianship for extended periods of time during the day increases 

the target suitability of properties for offenders, as no one is present to watch over the targets. 

 Employing data from the Australian Federal Police from 1999-2000, Ratcliffe (2001) 

found similar results using aoristic analyses for residential burglaries in Canberra
6
.  Overall, 

he found that the majority of residential burglaries occurred between 8am-6am (working 

hours).  He also found that burglary rates were lower over the weekend in residential areas.  

This could be due to differences in routine activities, and therefore higher levels of 

guardianship on weekend because many residents would not have work commitments during 

this time (Reynald & Elffers, 2015). By examining the proportion of residents who leave their 

neighbourhoods for work, Wickes, Zahnow, Shaefer, and Sparkes-Carroll (2016) found that 

this lack of available guardianship was significantly associated with property crime. Reynald 

                                                 
6
Ratcliffe (2002) developed the method of using aoristic analyses for determining the patterns on certain types 

of crime, including residential burglaries.  As the precise time of when a burglary occurs is often unknown (i.e., 

burglary could have occurred between 8am-6pm whilst the resident was away at work), this method generates a 

probability estimate to determine the 24-hour rhythms of crimes when the exact time of the offence is unknown.  
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and Elffers’ (2015) work on self-report availability and monitoring by Dutch residents shows 

differences over the course of a day, and day of week. Monitoring was more common during 

mornings and afternoons, compared to evenings and late night periods.  

Further, Johnson and Bowers (2013) comment on how effective guardianship can 

alter depending on the times of day. During the day residents who are home will generally 

have their curtains or blinds open, allowing them to view their street. However, during the 

evening, residents are more likely to have their curtains/blinds closed and sleeping, lowering 

levels of supervision (Johnson & Bowers, 2013; Reynald, 2011b). Further, due to darkness at 

night-time, guardianship is impaired due to difficulties observing in the dark. Reynald 

(2011b) tested levels of guardianship intensity over the day, and found significant differences 

between daytime and night-time guardianship. Specifically, monitoring and intervened 

decreased significantly at night-time, due to residents having their curtain closed, or engaging 

in activities such as television watching, rather than monitoring. Over the course of a day, or 

day or week, guardianship varies significantly. This highlights the dynamic nature of 

guardianship and shows how time can influence when properties are guarded and un-guarded. 

Results from offender target selection interviews supports this notion that the 

availability of guardians within their homes is a key deterrent for how offenders decide what 

properties to burgle, and how this changes over time.  For instance, Rengert and Wasilchick 

(2000) found that offenders were more likely to offend during late morning/early afternoon 

hours, at times when the house is most likely to be unoccupied. In summary this section has 

demonstrated the role of guardians in deterring crime and how opportunities for guardianship 

fluctuate over the day and week.  

2.6.2 Guardianship and spatio-physical factors. 

As stated previously, guardianship has been defined as the supervision of people or 

places for the purposes of crime prevention (Cohen & Felson, 1979).  As such, the physical 
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design of buildings and the spatial characteristics of street segments within a residential space 

is critically important in providing and facilitating opportunities for guardianship (Reynald, 

2009). Two theories are discussed to examine the relationship between the spatio-physical 

environment and guardianship: defensible space theory (Newman, 1972) and the routine 

activities of place theory (Sherman, Gartin, & Buerger, 1989). As guardianship is context 

dependent (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012), these theories are discussed in the coming sections to 

show what factors in the physio-spatial environment influence this behaviour.   

2.6.3 Guardianship and defensible space theory. 

 Newman’s (1972) defensible space theory (DST) can be used to explain how the built 

environment influences guardianship. Building upon previous work of Jane Jacobs (1961), 

defensible space offers an explanation of how the physical environment directly influences 

opportunities for residential control, and techniques which discourage offenders through 

blocking opportunities for crime (Newman, 1972).  Newman’s theory argues that “defensible 

space” can be created through the interaction of three critical elements: (a) territoriality, (b) 

natural surveillance, and (c) image maintenance
7
. By employing these three elements into 

urban spaces, criminal behaviour can be deterred by increasing guardianship.     

2.6.3.1 Natural Surveillance.  

 DST offers an explanation of how the physical environment directly affects a 

guardian’s ability to monitor their residential surroundings, by blocking or increasing the 

opportunities for natural surveillance (Newman, 1972).  Jacobs (1961, p. 44) originally 

emphasised the idea of “eye’s upon the street” and the use of surveillance opportunities in 

urban areas.  Newman (1972) conceptualised this element along similar lines, arguing that 

                                                 
7
 It is acknowledged that contemporary versions of defensible space have been expanded to include three other 

elements (target hardening, activity support, and access control) (Cozens & Davies, 2013), however, this thesis 

used Newman’s (1972) original conceptualisation of defensible space theory as the underlying theory to 

understand and explain guardianship.  



29 

surveillance by residents would (a) increase contextual familiarity and awareness of residents, 

and (b) decrease the likelihood of crime by increasing the probability of offender detection 

and intervention by supervising guardians (Cozens, 2008, 2016; Newman, 1972). Sorensen 

(2003) supports this by finding that burglars avoided properties that were easily overlooked 

by neighbours.  

Natural surveillance opportunities are increased through the architectural design of 

residential properties by ensuring that windows and doors are faced inwards onto the street, 

and that houses face each other along streets (Poyner & Webb, 1991). This design feature 

creates “lines of sight” that allows residents accessible views to the street, to not only guard 

their own properties, but also others. Crucial to surveillance is visibility. Lines of sight from 

the property to the street need to be clear and residents must have unobstructed views from 

their properties to properly survey their surrounding areas. As Poyner and Webb (1991) 

explain, designing houses in such fashion can create “mutual surveillance” between houses, 

“without any need for special organisation or the setting up of any formal collaboration by 

neighbours” (p. 98). As such, this can naturally facilitate guardianship through monitoring. 

Further, Armitage (2013) emphasises the presence of “active rooms” in areas of 

houses that overlook the street. An active room is where a resident would spend much of their 

time awake in their homes (i.e., kitchen and living rooms). By designing houses where active 

rooms overlook the street, this enables residents to monitor their surroundings while at home. 

Reynald’s (2009; 2011a) research into residential guardianship found significant, 

positive correlations between opportunities for surveillance and active guardianship by 

residents, highlighting the importance of having the opportunities available to conduct 

surveillance. Further, Hillier and Shu (2000) argued that properties with strong inter-visibility 

have the lowest crime risk. Poyner and Webb (1991) found that houses with the highest 

burglary risk in Northampton, U.K., had low levels of visibility. In an Australian context, 
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Foster, Giles-Corti, and Knuiman (2011) found that increased natural surveillance was 

associated with fewer incivilities in Western Australian suburbs. Research has consistently 

supported the importance of surveillance in deterring crime (see Armitage, 2013), as this 

increases opportunities for guardianship (Reynald, 2009, 2011a). Opportunities for 

surveillance are emphasised in practice, with the latest Secured by Design (2016) guide for 

homes suggesting that houses should face each other to increase natural surveillance between 

properties, and therefore increase guardianship.   

2.6.3.2 Territoriality. 

Newman (1972) argues one of the pivotal elements of creating defensible space is 

territoriality—the notion of demarcating areas of public and private space.  As Newman 

(1996) explains, his original ideas surrounding defensible space came through the failing of 

the “Pruitt-Igoe” urban development in St. Louis in the 1960’s.  One of the significant 

problems of this development was the grounds within and surrounding the housing were 

common, public areas, which were disassociated from the private units within the buildings.  

As Newman suggests, this left residents unable to identify with them.  Overall, there was not 

a clear delineation of what was public or private space, leaving areas uncared for and 

uncontrolled by the residents, inviting criminal and antisocial behaviour to take place. As 

Felson and Eckert (2016) may assert, these places lacked guardians who had a clear defined 

responsibility to take care over this space.  

The concept of territoriality is based on the assertion that territorial markers of a 

residential building (e.g., nameplates, house plagues), along with physical barriers (e.g., 

gates, fences), and symbolic barriers (e.g., plants, footpath tiles), can be used to send 

messages to users of that area regarding the distinction between private and public space 

(Newman, 1972). Consequently, this communicates to users areas which they should not 

enter. Territoriality shows how residents manage and control for their space effectively and 
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therefore act as capable guardians.  In addition, the creation of boundaries in which residents 

control, limits the ability of people to act in criminal or anti-social ways, as this could be 

easily detected. The concept of territoriality ties in with the issue of anonymity, and how this 

makes it difficult for residents to perform as effective guardians.  As Newman (1996) 

explains, within the Pruitt-Igoe housing development, landings shared by a small number of 

families (i.e., two) were well maintained, however, landings shared by 20 families were 

described as a “disaster” (p. 11). Newman suggests that because of the level of anonymity 

given to residents on these landings, it was impossible for residents: (a) to identify areas to 

care for, (b) determine other residents from intruders, or (c) develop acceptable behaviour 

schemas for these places; thereby increasing the difficulty of implementing effective 

guardianship. 

 However, many authors highlight the problem with defining and measuring 

territoriality (Cozens, Saville, & Hillier, 2005; Ekblom, 2011), resulting in discrepant 

findings in past GIA research (Reynald, 2011b). Two GIA studies found territorial definition 

to be negatively correlated with guardianship intensity (Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2012; Reynald, 

2009) however, Reynald (2011a) found territoriality to correlate positively with guardianship 

intensity
8
. While these results show that territoriality is related to guardianship intensity, the 

underlying mechanism that relates territoriality to guardianship remains unclear. Further, 

others argue that aspects of territoriality, such as the use of physical barriers, may encourage 

property burglaries as they provide opportunities for coverage to offenders (Coupe & Blake, 

2006; Poyner & Webb, 1991). Although this concept requires further attention (Ekblom, 

2011), it does show a relationship to guardianship.  

                                                 
8
 In Reynald (2009) territorial definition was operationalised using four factors: presence of physical barriers, 

outdoor seating, presence of front garden, and landscaping. Reynald (2011a) used seven measures to 

operationalise territoriality: outdoor seating, height of barrier, extent of barrier, landscaping, decorations, 

property signs/nameplates, and size of front yard. Hollis-Peel and Welsh (2012) used these same seven measures 

and included transparency of barrier into their operationalisation of territorial definition. It is likely that 

differences in operationalisations resulted in differing findings.  
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2.6.3.3  Image.  

 Newman’s (1972) defensible space theory is concerned with the level of maintenance 

in a built environment, and this can provide cues to the level of guardianship an area receives.  

He argues that image transmits cues to users of an area about the level of control and care 

guardians have over their area.  Cozens (2008) states that by routinely maintaining an area, 

positive signals are sent to users that this space is well cared for and functions effectively. 

Wilson and Kelling’s (1982) broken windows theory offers support to this notion, as they 

argue that physical signs of deterioration, such as graffiti, broken windows, run-down 

buildings, etc., signify low residential control and guardianship of an area, leaving spaces 

vulnerable to crime and victimisation.  When image is negative one (i.e., building can be seen 

as isolated, neglected, deserted, etc.), this signifies a lack of ownership in which no capable 

guardians or managers are present. Further, it is put forward that residents in such areas are 

unlikely to want to survey their surroundings due to deterioration.    

 Tying elements of DTS together, surveillance can serve to reinforce territoriality as it 

works to foster a sense of security by constant observation by other residents, thereby 

decreasing fear of crime in neighbourhoods.  In turn, increased feelings of security create 

areas which are more frequently used by residents, thereby increasing surveillance and 

improving residents’ desires to maintain and control these spaces (Newman, 1972). As a 

result, guardianship is enhanced.  

 Territoriality is argued to have an inter-dependent relationship with the image 

maintenance of places (Newman, 1972; Reynald, 2011b).  The use of territorial markers 

outlines to residents to areas for which they are responsible for and should control for.  This 

reinforces a resident’s ability to control and maintain these spaces, which has important 

implications for how the area is presented. As Newman (1996), explains spaces that aren’t 

controlled for by residents become vulnerable to graffiti and vandalism, which has dangerous 
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consequences for attracting criminal activity.  Past research has found evidence to suggest 

that levels of territoriality and image maintenance have a negative effect on levels of 

residential burglaries (Brown & Altman, 1983; Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2011a).   

Further, image maintenance, surveillance and territoriality go hand-in-hand.  When 

image of a place is negative, fear among residents increases, which discourages them from 

using that space. When spaces are not used, they are not maintained and cared for properly, 

decreasing guardianship (Newman, 1972).  When the image projected is positive, this 

encourages residents to engage in caring for and spending time in that space, thereby 

increasing levels of natural surveillance. Generally, research has found that properties and 

neighbourhoods with defensible space design features discourage crime due to increased 

opportunities for surveillance, and also have the additional benefit of reducing fear of crime 

(Coupe & Blake, 2006; Cozens et al., 2005; Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2011a; R. B. Taylor, 

Gottfredson, & Brower, 1984)
9
.  Overall, this review of DTS shows how the physical

environment is critical in understanding and bolstering guardianship in residential areas.  

2.6.4 Routine activities of place. 

Spatial characteristics and the environmental context of an area serve as pivotal 

factors that affect the guardianship intensity of residents, as these can contribute to 

opportunities for active guardianship and intervention (P. L. Brantingham & Brantingham, 

1993; Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2011a). Complimentary to the routine activity approach is the 

notion of the routine activities of spaces (Sherman et al., 1989).  Similar to people, places 

have routine activities that are influenced by social organisation that determine the level of 

opportunities for crime and victimisation.  It is argued that routine activities of a place are 

largely determined by two main factors: (a) the level of activity, and (b) the type of activity.  

9
 However, as Reynald and Elffers (2009) explain, many empirical testings of defensible space do not include all 

three elements, thereby leading to “only limited and unbalanced conclusions about its validity” (p. 32).  While 

limitations of defensible space research are acknowledged, a full critique of such measures and research falls 

outside the scope of this thesis.  
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Both of these factors are highly influenced by the accessibility of the place (Eck & Weisburd, 

1995), and the area’s land use patterns (P. J Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995), which are 

discussed in the following sections. Figure 2.6 depicts this point.  

 

Figure 2.6. Routine activities of space model  

2.6.4.1 Accessibility  

 As Johnson and Bowers (2010) explain, access to, and permeability of, an area can 

have an effect on crime risk by increasing number of users, which decreases the ability for 

residents to implement effective crime control. This makes the task of supervision harder by 

increasing anonymity and the difficulty in detection of offenders and crime (Roncek, 1981). 

On less accessible streets, residents would be more likely to know who lives there, and 

strangers are more likely to be noticeable when residents are around (Johnson & Bowers, 

2013). As such, guardianship is argued to be more effective along less accessible streets. 

Beavon, Brantingham, and Brantingham (1994) illustrate the accessibility of different types 

of street segments in Figure 2.7.   

Routine 
activites of 

space 

Type of activity 
Land use 
patterns 

Level of 
activity 

Accessibility 



35 

 

 

Figure 2.7. Differences in street accessibility through number of turns (reproduced from 

Beavon et al., 1994, p. 127).   

 

 Beavis and Nutter (1977) conducted the first study exploring the relationship between 

street networks and burglary rates in Minneapolis.  After controlling for social conditions, the 

authors confirmed that burglary risk was positively correlated with permeability of an area 

through street networks.  Later North American studies have found similar results, supporting 

the notion that areas with higher access and permeability have a higher burglary risk (Beavon 

et al., 1994; Frisbie, Fishbine, Hintz, Joelsons, & Nutter, 1977; White, 1990).  More recent 

scholarship from the U.K. has found that burglary risk was lower in cul-de-sacs, which are 

characterised by low accessibility; and areas and homes located on, or connected to, main 

roads had greater risk of victimisation (Armitage, 2007; Davies & Johnson, 2015; Johnson & 

Bowers, 2010). Armitage’s (2013) review of accessibility research shows a general consensus 

that it increases crime risk. However, using space-syntax methodology, Hillier (2004) found 
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that the risk of burglary was double for properties within cul-de-sacs
10

 and that busier streets 

had lower levels of crime. However, collectively, these studies illustrate the importance of 

accessibility of an area in creating opportunities for residents to guard their properties.       

2.6.4.2  Activity and land use 

 The accessibility of an area also affects the level of activity within in, and this has 

implications for guardianship. In residential areas, for example, street networks are designed 

for multiple uses, resulting in some areas being more accessible than others.  Some street 

networks are designed to only carry resident traffic (e.g., cul-de-sacs), whereas others are 

designed to carry high volumes of traffic, not limited to residents of that area.  As Johnson 

and Bowers (2013) contend, busier street segments diminishes effective guardianship by 

increasing the difficulty in identifying suspicious people and activities as large numbers of 

people will visit the street. For residents on that street, it is more difficult for them to identify 

who belongs on their street, and who does not.  

 In reference to land use, Felson (2006) argues that as cities got bigger, elements such 

as urban land use and zoning criteria changed significantly.  Mass changes to urban land use 

resulted, wherein residential areas became located away from the inner-city and therefore 

away from job locations. Changes in land use resulted in more people commuting to and from 

work during weekdays, leaving residential areas largely absent of capable guardians, and in 

turn, increasing the area’s vulnerability to criminal victimisation.   

  The level of activity within an area is sensitive to temporal trends, which are 

influenced by a person’s pattern of daily activity (P. J Brantingham & Brantingham, 1984; 

Felson & Poulsen, 2003; Johnson & Bowers, 2013).  Higher accessibility of an area can result 

                                                 
10

 Space syntax uses computerised modelling of street networks within cities to examine the complexity and 

integration of local network spaces. “Local integration” analysis explores the ability for pedestrian and vehicles 

to move about in a specific space.  In areas that are more “integrated” there is more movement potential and 

access into those areas, whereas areas, which are “segregated” represent areas with lower movement potential 

and access (Hillier, 2004).  
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in a higher number of users present, which coupled with the defensible space aspects of an 

area, make supervision harder by reducing (a) the likelihood of detection of a crime event, 

and (b) the ability for residents to implement territorial control over their properties (Reynald 

& Elffers, 2009; R. B. Taylor et al., 1984). Reynald (2011a) found empirical support for this, 

with significant negative relationships found between guardianship intensity and accessibility 

in The Hague.  

 Accessibility, activity, and land-use are inter-related. The type of activity on a street 

can be influenced by land use. Mixed land use patterns such as the presence of commercial 

and non-commercial facilities can effect levels of non-residents commuting in and out of an 

area, creating more activity; and therefore, a reduced amount of familiarity within residents 

(R. B.  Taylor, Koons, Kurtz, Greene, & Perkins, 1995). Additionally, Reynald (2011a) 

explains that the combination of high levels of street activity, high residential mobility, and 

proximity to the city centre are characteristics that serve to make residential guardianship 

more difficult.  These factors make it harder for residents to determine whether people are 

entering an area for legitimate or illegitimate purposes, making detection of illegitimate 

offenders and events more difficult (Roncek, 1981). Difficulty in identifying other residents 

has negative consequences on the level of residents’ social engagement and place 

management; thus leaving areas susceptible to mis-management and deterioration (R. B.  

Taylor et al., 1995).   

 However, some authors argue that activity and mixed land use in residential streets 

can enhance guardianship (Jacobs, 1961; Hillier, 2004; Hillier & Shu, 2000). As Macintyre 

(2001) discovered, the presence of people in the street (among other target hardening 

variables) was important in an offender’s decision-making process as passer-byers served as 

informal guardians. He also found that one of the two most important preventative measures 

for burglary was visible cues that a household was occupied (the other was the presence of 
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alarm systems). Jacobs (1961) referred to users of a space as “eyes upon the street” and 

argued if they were not residents of that area, they still had the ability to supervise, thus 

reducing the opportunities for potential offenders. Robinson’s (1999) work showed that it 

was not just levels of traffic (both pedestiran and automotive) that influenced burglary 

victimisation rates, but also the regularity of such traffic influenced risk. Robinson (1999) 

concluded that “conditions of high volumes of irregular routine activities do not seem to be 

favourable to the commission of residential burglary” (p. 50), due to an unpredictability in the 

number of people in an area. Overall, consequences of mixed-land use, activity, and 

accessibility on guardianship behaviours in residential areas has been reviewed here.  

2.6.5 The social environment and guardianship. 

The social characteristics of an area and the context they arise in can help us 

understand why residents act as capable guardians. The concept of defensible space has been 

criticised on the basis that it ignored the influence of social functioning in the prevention and 

control of crime (Brown & Altman, 1983; Chavis & Wandersman, 1990; Merry, 1981).  Such 

authors called for the introduction of social factors into DTS, as they argued defensible space 

could only be created through the fostering of strong social ties to enable residents to work 

collectively to exert maintenance and control over their space. As Chavis and Wandersman 

(1990) argue, weak ties or sense of community can lead to the neglect of residential 

environments and cohesion within communities.  

Recent scholarship has suggested a need to examine social disorganisation at the 

micro level to understand how social factors may explain variation in crime and guardianship 

patterns (Weisburd, Groff, & Yang, 2012, 2014). They argue that street segments can be 

viewed as “micro communities” in which frequent users of that space become familiar with 

each other and norms of acceptable behaviour can be developed. Familiarity helps to build 

collective trust, which then increases the willingness to intervene and residents to act as 
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capable guardians. As such, socialisation of residents on the street can reinforce crime control 

behaviour. Bottoms and Wiles (1992) add to this, arguing that when social bonds are 

weakened, crime occurs due to insufficient encouragement of legitimate behaviour within 

communities. Collective efficacy argues that when residents trust others in their 

neighbourhood to deal with, and solve neighbourhood problems, this shared trust and 

community expectations foster crime control over the neighbourhood (R. J. Sampson, 

Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997). While trust, cohesion, and social ties within collective efficacy 

offer an explanation as to how the broader social context can influence crime control by 

residents, collective efficacy falls outside the scope of the current research. While collect 

efficacy focuses on group processes at the neighbourhood level, this thesis focuses on 

individuals at the micro level.  

 Further, other authors have been more sceptical of these approaches criticising lack of 

clarity and ambiguousness in defining and operationalising social disorganisation and 

collective efficacy, and how these theories can explain crime (Braga & Clarke, 2014). 

However, this does provide insight into how the social environment of a street may influence 

crime control and guardianship behaviour.   

 Additionally, Freudenberg (1986) argues that the amount of time that a residential 

guardian will spend monitoring their own property, along with other public spaces and 

properties in the area, varies according to the density of acquaintanceship in a community. 

Reynald’s (2009, 2011a) work shows positive correlations with social interactions and 

guardianship intensity at the street level in The Hague. The more residents know each other, 

the better the social structure; and therefore, the more likely they will be to watch out for each 

other, in turn increasing capable guardianship over places.  



40 

 

2.6.5.1  Social-demographic factors and guardianship.    

 Sampson and Groves (1989) argue that certain social characteristics of a place can 

contribute to the disruption and breakdown of local community ties and social organisation, 

having an adverse effect on levels of crime and delinquency within urban areas.  In particular, 

they focus on low socioeconomic status, ethnic heterogeneity, and residential mobility and 

how these factors can influence crime through altering levels of guardianship. More recently, 

Wickes et al. (2016) demonstrated how affluence, language diversity, and residential 

instability influence guardianship differently depending on the neighbourhood context. As 

such, they argue that guardianship is context driven, and the social environment must be 

taken into account when examining guardianship. For instance, Harries (2006) argues that 

areas with higher levels of elderly persons could provide stronger levels of guardianship 

compared to areas with a high proportion of working residents, as elderly people are more 

likely to be at home during the day. However, elderly people may be more reluctant to 

intervene or report witnessed crimes, thereby showing how socio-demographics can influence 

guardianship.     

 Such factors as residential turnover have been shown to have a negative effect on the 

opportunities available for capable guardianship, as the level of familiarity within an area 

decreases, crime increases (Groff, 2015; Xie & McDowall, 2008).  As Sampson (1987) 

explains, a high level of residential mobility increase levels of anonymity between residents 

and weakens the social structure of a community.  This way, residents are not able to easily 

distinguish between other residents or potential offenders, decreasing chances of a resident 

intervening in a crime event, or the offender being challenged informally by residents.  

Skogan (1990) adds support to this, arguing that neighbourhoods that experience disorder 

have higher levels of crime and victimisation, because of residents’ unwillingness to engage 

in informal social control.  
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 Bernasco and Nieuwbeerta (2005) highlighted how the socio-demographic factors of a 

place can influence the social environment and levels of crime control between residents. In 

their study of residential burglary, they found that areas characterised by social deprivation 

(e.g., ethnic heterogeneity, high residential turnover, higher population density) suffered from 

higher burglary rates. Lack of social control means that residents are less likely to (a) take 

notice of crimes occurring, and (b) intervene in these crimes (Bernasco, 2014; Bernasco & 

Nieuwbeerta, 2005). Overall, in areas where social control is lacking, the risks for 

victimisation are increased through a minimisation of the risks for potential offenders 

(Bernasco & Nieuwbeerta, 2005).  Such results were supported in Reynald’s (2010) study in 

which she found that in areas with high reported crime and high ethnic heterogeneity, a 

residents willingness to supervise or intervene were significantly lower than those living in 

low-crime, ethnically homogenous areas.  Reviewing this research shows the importance of 

social context in facilitating residents’ involvement in active guardianship to control crime in 

their residential areas.   

2.6.6 Person-situation interactions. 

 The majority of our understanding of what factors influence guardianship comes from 

research on environmental factors related to residential guardianship. However, individual 

level explanations of guardianship behaviour have been largely ignored. While the person-

situation interaction is already offered as an explanation of offending (Wortley, 2012), it can 

also be applied to understanding guardianship. Opportunities for surveillance through the 

built environment are critical in allowing residents to watch over their street, showing that the 

situation is important for fostering guardianship (Felson & Eckert, 2016; Reynald, 2009; 

Reynald, 2011a, 2015). However, individual influences such as sense of responsibility, 

perceptions of residential environments, and daily routines are significant factors in 

understanding and bolstering guardianship, highlighting the need to also consider the 
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individual in understanding guardianship patterns (Clarke & Eck, 2005; Felson & Eckert, 

2016; Reynald, 2010; Reynald & Moir, Forthcoming). As both environmental and individual 

factors are important, this suggests that the person-situation interaction needs to be 

considered to fully understanding guardianship. 

 Wortley (2012) states that person-situations can be reciprocal or interdependent 

relationships. In reciprocal relationships, “the environment affects the individual and the 

individual in turn affects the environment” (p. 5). As outlined in previous sections, built 

environments influence levels of guardianship, by making this task easier or more difficult 

depending on the situational characteristics. In turn, this influences how, and when, a resident 

engages in guardianship, and this negatively affects opportunities for crime.   

 Further, in reciprocal relationships, the effect that a situation has on a resident’s 

behaviour to act as a guardian depends upon the characteristics of the particular resident 

(Wortley, 2012). Different residents would react differently to the same situation, as 

behaviour is a function of both the situation and the individual. Some residents would hold 

higher levels of personal responsibility over their space and would therefore be more 

predisposed to act as a guardian in environments that offer such opportunities. In adapting 

Wortley’s (2012) arguments about offenders to guardians, it could be argued that 

guardianship does not involve a single decision by the guardian, but rather it is a series of 

decisions based on the situational dynamics. Leclerc and Reynald’s (2015) work supports this 

assertion with their script of guardianship decision making. Decisions about how to react to 

(potential) crime events depend on the individual and the situation they are in. As Reynald 

2010) affirms, the decision on whether to intervene directly in crime or suspicious events is 

contingent on a number of personal factors, including threats to safety, sense of 

responsibility, and the availability of tools for protection.  
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Overall, guardianship is argued to be a result of the interplay between situational 

factors (e.g., surveillance opportunities, accessibility, and time) and individual factors (e.g., 

perceptions of safety). Therefore, the person-situation interaction provides a helpful 

framework to understand guardianship and show how context can affect this behaviour.       

2.7 Conclusion 

Presented in this chapter was the underpinning theory and recent development of 

guardianship, highlighting the role opportunities play in crime events, and how guardianship 

can deter crime. Definitions of guardianship were put forth, which argue that guardianship is 

(a) undertaken by humans, (b) focuses on the act of supervision, and (c) can be intentional or

unintentional (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Hollis-Peel et al., 2011; Reynald, 2011b). Within this 

theoretical development, the GIA model (Reynald, 2009) was outlined, as it forms the basis 

of this study’s methodology. Guardianship was linked to opportunity theories of crime, to 

show how guardianship works to prevent and control crime. Provided in Section 2.6 of this 

chapter was a discussion on the contextual influences of guardianship in residential places. 

As guardianship has been shown to be context dependent (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012), 

understanding how the physical, spatial, and social environments affect guardianship is 

critical. Finally, this chapter concluded with a discussion of the person-situation interaction 

framework and how this can be applied to understand, and explain, guardianship behaviour. 

The person-situation interaction considers the role of individuals, which has often been 

neglected in guardianship research. In summary, both the environmental context and the 

individual should be considered when studying guardianship in residential areas. This chapter 

focused on guardianship from a theoretical perspective; Chapter 3 will discuss empirical 

research related to this concept, concerns with this research, and gaps in the current state of 

literature.   
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3 Empirical Research into Residential Guardianship: Guardianship and 

Crime 

3.1 Introduction 

 The purpose of this chapter is to review past empirical research into guardianship 

within residential areas. As guardianship served as the core concept for this research, 

examining past research provides an overview of the current state of the literature, 

methodological issues with studying guardianship, and research gaps. Importantly, these 

studies have collectively shown that higher levels of guardianship are associated with lower 

levels of crime in neighbourhood contexts. However, contemporary scholarship has been 

critical of operationalisations of guardianship used in these studies, and these limitations will 

be discussed (Hollis-Peel et al., 2013; Hollis-Peel et al., 2011; Reynald, 2009, 2011b). 

Following on from these criticisms, Reynald’s Guardianship in Action (GIA) studies (2009; 

2010, 2011a) will be examined, as these used methods to directly measure the guardianship 

concept, that were replicated within this current study. So far, research using the GIA model 

has been conducted in high-density urban contexts in The Hague, and Boston. Further, 

observations of guardianship have been limited to weekdays. As such, this will lead a 

discussion of the gaps in contemporary empirical literature, with a focus on specific research 

questions for this thesis. Specifically, this chapter highlights the need to examine 

guardianship in low-density suburban environments, across different points of the week.     

3.2 Empirical Support of Guardianship  

 Traditionally, much of the research focus has been how routine activities affected 

victims and offenders within crime events. Although guardians are important in the 

prevention of crime, there has been a lack of research into this concept, with many 
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researchers commenting on this gap within criminological research, and lack of a clear 

operational definition within past studies (Hollis-Peel et al., 2013; Reynald, 2009; Tewksbury 

& Mustaine, 2003).  Many authors agree that little empirical research has focused explicitly 

on the capable guardian’s role and that this concept has largely been underestimated in its 

“crime fighting” abilities (Garofalo & Clark, 1992; Reynald, 2009; Tewksbury & Mustaine, 

2003).  Although there remains contention within the literature regarding past measurements 

of guardianship (see Hollis-Peel et al., 2013; Hollis-Peel et al., 2011), importantly these 

studies have generally found that higher levels of guardianship are associated with a 

reduction in property crime in residential places, collectively reinforcing the importance of 

guardianship in protecting properties from victimisation (e.g., Cohen & Cantor, 1980; Cohen 

& Felson, 1979; Miethe et al., 1990). Table 3.1 highlights the measurements used and main 

findings from these studies.   
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Table 3.1 

Measurements of Guardianship in Empirical Research (adapted from Hollis-Peel et al., 2011, p. 59).  

Author and Publication 

Year (in chronological 

order) 

Measurement of Guardianship City 

(Country) 

Crime type  Methodology Finding 

Cohen and Felson (1979) Household activity ratio – female labour 

force participation, single adult 

households     

U.S.  Homicide, 

forcible rape, 

aggravated 

assault, robbery, 

burglary 

Macro-structural Guardianship related to reduction in 

crime 

Felson and Cohen (1980)  Female labour force participation, single 

adult households, unemployment  

U.S.  Direct contact 

predatory crimes 

Macro-structural Structural changes in society can 

increase risk of victimisation  

Cohen and Cantor (1980) Number of household members, major 

activity (employed; time spent at home) 

U.S.  Larceny National Crime 

Survey, Department 

of Justice census data 

Guardianship measurements 

significantly associated with crime  

Miethe, Stafford and Long 

(1987) 

 

Marital status, major daytime activity, 

nighttime activity 

13 U.S cities  Violent and 

property crimes 

National Crime 

Survey 

Activity associated with risk of 

property crime 

R. J. Sampson and 

Wooldredge (1987) 

Single adult household, marital status, 

time spent at home, employment, local 

friendship networks  

England and 

Wales 

Burglary, 

personal theft  

British Crime Survey  Burglary risk related to guardianship 

Stahura and Sloan (1988) Police employment, police expenditure, 

female labour force participation 

676 U.S 

suburbs 

Property crime, 

violent crime 

Uniform Crime 

Report 

Guardianship related to increase 

violent and property crime 

Massey et al. (1989) Time spent at home, employment, 

marital status, number of household 

members, friends and relatives in 

neighbourhood, neighbours watching 

house 

Atlanta, U.S Burglary, 

vandalism 

Atlanta 

Neighbourhood study  

Employment increased risk of 

property crime   

Miethe and Meier (1990) Household occupancy, nighttime 

activity, single person household, 

possession of weapon or alarm 

England and 

Wales 

Burglary, 

personal theft, 

assault 

British Crime Survey Exposure and proximity stronger 

predictors of risk than guardianship 

Miethe, Stafford and Sloane 

(1990) 

Day and night time activity 10 U.S cities  Personal and 

property crime 

National Crime 

Survey 

Decreased guardianship associated 

with burglary  

Garofalo and Clark (1992) Time spent at home, presence of security 

measures (dog, alarm system or outside 

lighting), neighbours watching house, 

New York 

State, U.S   

Residential 

burglary  

Phone interviews  Guardianship under-estimated in prior 

research 
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Neighbourhood Watch  

Lynch and Cantor (1992) Time spent at home, marital status, 

neighbours watching house 

U.S Residential 

burglary 

National Crime 

Survey, Victim Risk 

Supplement  

Burglary is a function of guardianship 

Moriarty and Williams 

(1996) 

Employment, marital status, number of 

adults, time spent at home, friends and 

relatives in neighbourhood, neighbours 

watching house 

U.S (specific 

city not 

given) 

Property crime Cross-sectional 

neighbourhood 

survey 

Guardianship explained more 

variance in high crime areas, than low 

crime areas  

Robinson (1999) Time spent away from home, 

recreational activities, pedestrian and 

motor traffic, Neighbourhood watch, 

security systems 

Tallahassee, 

Florida U.S 

Residential 

burglary 

Police data, 

telephone interviews 

with residents, site 

observations 

Regular routine activities influenced 

burglary rates  

Tseloni, Witterbrood, 

Farrell and Pease (2004) 

Household composition and occupancy, 

self-protection measures, neighbours 

watching house, presence of security 

measures (locks, lights, dog, burglar 

alarm), Neighbourhood Watch  

England & 

Wales, U.S, 

Netherlands 

Residential 

burglary 

British Crime 

Survey, National 

Crime Victimisation 

Survey, Police 

Monitor 

Effectiveness of guardianship 

measured differed cross-nationally 

Coupe and Blake (2006) Household occupancy at time of 

burglary, presence of security devices, 

detection of burglar 

U.K 

(specific 

cities not 

given) 

Residential 

burglary  

Police data, victim 

surveys, burglary 

incident site audits  

Guardianship operated conditionally 

on daylight and darkness  

Wilcox, Madensen and 

Tillyer (2007) 

Individual-level of  household 

occupancy,                                                                                                       

target hardening place management and 

surveillance; Neighbourhood level target 

hardening, informal social control, 

natural surveillance  

Seattle, U.S Residential 

burglary  

Cross-sectional 

neighbourhood 

survey 

Guardianship multi-dimensional, 

neighbourhood guardianship 

strengthens individual guardianship  

Reynald (2009; 2011a) Household occupancy, monitoring and 

intervention by guardians  

The Hague, 

Netherlands 

Property crimes Observational field 

studies 

Guardianship had a significant 

negative effect on crime  

Hollis-Pell, and Welsh 

(2012) 

Household occupancy, monitoring and 

intervention by guardians 

Boston, U.S Crime not 

measured 

Observational field 

studies 

GIA an ecologically valid instrument  

Hollis-Peel et al. (2012) Household occupancy, monitoring and 

intervention by guardians 

Boston, U.S, 

The Hague, 

Netherlands 

Property crimes Observational field 

studies 

Guardianship had a significant 

negative effect on crime  
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 As can be seen from Table 3.1, the majority of research on guardianship has 

been done in an American context, mostly using secondary data from large national 

crime and victimisation surveys (e.g., Lynch & Cantor, 1992; Miethe & Meier, 1990; 

Miethe et al., 1990).  To date, no observational research of guardianship has taken place 

within an Australian suburban context. Foster et al. (2011) used observations of housing 

design in Western Australian suburbs; however, this study was focused on how Crime 

Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) can reduce crime, rather than 

specifically focusing on guardianship. Further, while the Australian Community 

Capacity Survey (ACCS; Mazerolle et al., 2007) examined crime and disorder in the 

Brisbane suburbs, this focused on collective efficacy and social control and 

neighbourhood levels, which falls outside the scope of this thesis
11

. Moreover, the 

majority of research investigating guardianship remains within a residential context, 

typically studying the relationship between property crime (predominately burglary) and 

guardianship (e.g., Cohen & Cantor, 1981; Cohen & Felson, 1979; Coupe & Blake, 

2006).  Consequently, several authors have suggested that guardianship is better at 

explaining opportunities for property crime, rather than interpersonal crimes or crimes 

of violence (Cohen & Cantor, 1981; Cohen & Felson, 1979; Miethe et al., 1987; Stahura 

& Sloan, 1988).  

3.3 Research Findings  

 In general, past research shows that guardianship is associated with a decreased 

risk of criminal victimisation. For example, both Cohen and Felson (1979) and Cohen 

and Cantor (1980) found their measurements of guardianship to be related to a reduction 

in a number of different types of crime, including burglary. As Cohen and Felson 

                                                 
11

 This point regarding collective efficacy was also highlighted in section 2.6.5.  
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(1979) argue, dispersion of activities away from households generated more 

opportunities for offenders by increasing the number of unsupervised targets, thus 

resulting in higher crime rates.  This has been further supported by work which found 

that the absence of effective guardians increased opportunities for predatory and 

property crimes (Cohen & Cantor, 1980; Cohen et al., 1980; Felson & Cohen, 1980).  

From a British perspective, R. J. Sampson and Wooldredge (1987) found similar results 

in that houses that were frequently left empty experienced a higher risk of burglary.   

Results from such studies suggest that property victimisation risk is significantly 

associated with routine activities of residents with major daytime and night-time activity 

reducing risk of burglary (Miethe et al., 1987).  Garofalo and Clark’s (1992) main 

findings suggested units with greater primary guardianship (i.e., someone is present) 

were more likely to have lower levels of residential burglaries.  Coupe and Blake (2006) 

found less guardianship throughout the property was a significant contributor to daytime 

burglary opportunities, among other socio-demographic factors including employment 

and type of dwelling.  However, this research is limited by its data, with the ability to 

only focus on properties that had been burgled, along with only offenders that had been 

arrested.   

Some studies have found that target exposure and attractiveness serve as 

important indicators for victimisation risk. Lynch and Cantor (1992) found opportunity 

variables (i.e., exposure, guardianship, and target attractiveness) strongly influenced 

burglary.  Overall, they argue that their results should be interpreted in a manner that 

indicates, “high levels of surveillance are one of the attributes of low crime areas that 

keeps crime low” (Lynch & Cantor, 1992, p. 353).  Similar to this study, Moriarty and 

Williams (1996) found that the routine activity model was more useful in explaining the 
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variance of property crime in high crime neighbourhoods, than in low crime 

neighbourhoods (with 28% and 11% of the variance explained, respectively).  They 

found that night-time activity was associated with higher levels of property 

victimisation in high crime areas.   Contrary to the author’s hypotheses, they found that 

increased interactions with neighbours increased the likelihood of property victimisation 

for residents. They argue that this result may be from neighbours victimising neighbours 

in high crime areas. This suggests that the social context at the street level is important 

in understanding residents’ guardianship behaviours.  

 Tseloni et al.’s (2004) cross-national comparison of guardianship found that age, 

lone parenting, urbanisation, and security measures had significant, positive effects on 

burglary victimisation in two or more countries, with the third country showed a non-

significant relationship. However, they did also find a large number of variables that 

had significant relationships in opposite directions cross-nationally, such as rental status 

and household affluence. This might suggest that guardianship does not function 

universally across differing contexts, and that particular social and physical elements of 

residential areas need to be taken into account. Wilcox et al. (2007) presented a research 

study that aimed to create a multi-dimensional operationalisation of guardianship by 

looking at characteristics at both the individual and neighbourhood levels.  They found 

interactions between these two levels, with their findings suggesting that burglary was 

decreased when individual target hardening, place management, and natural 

surveillance increased, alongside increases in target hardening, social control, and 

natural surveillance at the neighbourhood level.   

 However, there are some inconsistent results within this body of literature.  For 

instance, Massey et al. (1989) state that their study only found weak support for the 
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routine activities model, with employment the only guardianship variable to emerge as a 

significant predictor of burglary victimisation risk.  Time spent at home, along with the 

social guardianship variables were, as the authors state, surprisingly non-significant. 

Miethe and Meier (1990) found that proximity and exposure of targets were stronger 

predictors of victimisation risk in Britain, compared to guardianship or target 

attractiveness factors.  They surmise that this difference in results could be due to a lack 

of consistent measurements relating to target attractiveness and guardianship in 

empirical research, and the lack of an integrated theory.  Additionally, Stahura and 

Sloan (1988) unexpectedly found that their measures of police as guardians were related 

to increases in both violent and property crimes.  However, they argue that this could 

result from a closer correspondence between crimes occurring and crimes known to the 

police.  As they say, it would not be unexpected for a suburb with a larger police force 

to have knowledge of a greater number of crimes.  Overall, whilst some studies found 

support for guardianship as a crime deterrent, other studies offer mixed results.  This 

could suggest that guardianship needs to be considered in the context it occurs in. In 

other words, there may be different physical, spatial, and social characteristics between 

these studies samples, which could explain inconsistent findings. Or, discrepant results 

could be due to incongruities in how guardianship has been defined and measured, 

which is the focus of the next section.  

3.4 Measurements of Guardianship 

 There has been diversity in the types of measures used to operationalise 

guardianship, as depicted in Table 3.1 (Hollis-Peel et al., 2013; Hollis-Peel et al., 2011).  

Diversity may arise from how researchers define this concept.  As Akers and Sellers 

(2004) comment, guardianship is often not directly measured—measurements rely on 
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labour force participation, household composition, etc.,—resulting in a difficult 

interpretation of the empirical support for the routine activity approach and 

guardianship.  

 Most authors have applied proxy measures from large national crime and 

victimisation surveys that approximate levels of household guardianship (as can be seen 

in Table 3.1). Sherman et al. (1989) press this point, stating that a great deal of research 

exploring the routine activity approach does not employ direct measures of the three 

actors, but rather employs socio-demographic factors assumed to be correlated with 

them. As such, the construct validity (Gray, 2009) of the guardianship concept in past 

research could be questioned. Although macro-level data, such as national crime and 

victimisation surveys, are generally regarded as unsuitable to test the micro-level 

convergence of the three actors within the routine activity approach (Eck, 1995), this 

may represent what Bursik and Grasmick (1993, p. 77) describe as a “notoriously 

difficult” task for past researchers to find reliable and valid data on the components of 

the routine activity approach.  

 While factors such as number of household members and time spent at home are 

intuitively linked with guardianship, such measurements can only gauge levels of 

household occupancy and cannot be used to measure monitoring and intervention, 

which are core elements of guardian capability (Reynald, 2009). Further, as research has 

shown, household availability does not always equate to residents’ surveying their 

surroundings (Reynald & Elffers, 2015). While the use secondary data is 

understandable, as it is readily available for researchers, and past studies provide a good 

starting point for research into guardianship, more ecologically valid measurements 
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using observations have now been employed (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Hollis-Peel & 

Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2011a).   

In the past, researchers have differentiated between the concept of guardianship 

into categories of social and physical guardianship (Garofalo & Clark, 1992; Meier & 

Miethe, 1993; Miethe & Meier, 1990; Miethe et al., 1987). Social guardianship refers to 

factors such as household composition, levels of occupancy, informal social contracts 

involving neighbours watching other properties, and Neighbourhood Watch schemes 

(Tseloni et al., 2004). Physical guardianship involves the use of self-protective 

behaviours and involvement in crime prevention efforts, such as the implementation of 

security measures (Meier & Miethe, 1993; Tewksbury & Mustaine, 2003; Tseloni et al., 

2004). However, this social/physical dichotomy of guardianship aligns more closely 

with how guardianship is conceptualised within lifestyle exposure theory, rather than 

the routine activity approach (Miethe & Meier, 1994).  

Bennett (1991) divides guardianship into three categories: formal social control 

(e.g., police, courts, corrections), informal social control (e.g., individuals and groups 

employing surveillance and intervention to prevent victimisation), and target hardening 

activities (e.g., locks and alarms). Such categories have been used to measure residential 

guardianship in past studies, and show the diversity of how authors view crime control 

by residents.  However, these measurements remain problematic due to the reliance on 

secondary indicators to approximate guardianship (Hollis-Peel et al., 2013; Hollis-Peel 

et al., 2011).   

3.4.1 Household availability as guardianship. 

It has been hypothesised that daily routines undertaken near a person’s home 

reduce vulnerability to victimisation by increasing the presence of guardians (Cohen & 
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Felson, 1979).  Fundamentally, the greater the increase of time away from home 

decreases the availability and presence of household guardians, increasing the suitability 

of properties as potential crime targets.  As can be seen in Table 3.1, many authors have 

adopted the use of household occupancy and availability measurements to 

operationalise guardianship (e.g., Cohen & Felson, 1979; Lynch & Cantor, 1992; R. J. 

Sampson, 1987; Tseloni et al., 2004). Cohen and Felson (1979) operationalised 

guardianship, using their “household activity ratio”—a variable created by adding the 

number of married, husband-present female labour force participants to the number of 

non-husband wife household—and dividing this sum by the total number of households 

in the United States (Cohen & Felson, 1979, pp. 600-601).     

 Going hand-in-hand with this measurement is also the use of the number of 

household members and demographic variables to approximate guardianship.  As 

Cohen and Cantor (1980) explain, it is expected that young, single adults would be less 

obligated to spend their time at home, due to a lack of familial duties, increasing the 

probability of both personal and property victimisation. Similarly, other studies have 

used related measures, but have included measurements of activity, including 

employment status and time spent at home (Cohen & Cantor, 1980; Felson & Cohen, 

1980). More recently D’Alessio, Eitle, and Stolzenberg (2012) used unemployment as 

their measurement of guardianship in line with previous research.    

 Both Lynch and Cantor (1992) and Miethe et al. (1987) investigated factors that 

influence property crime victimisation. Among demographic variables, both studies 

employed two separate measurements of household occupancy during the day and 

during the night.  Miethe et al. (1990) examined “passive” and “active” lifestyle 

changes to see how these affected risks of personal and property victimisation. They 
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operationalised guardianship as day and night-time activity, as they argue more daytime 

activity for residents would signal a greater exposure of suitable, unguarded targets to 

offenders. Miethe and Meier (1990) developed a “structural-choice” theory of 

victimisation, in which guardianship was measured using household occupancy, night 

time activity, the number of single person households, along with a possession of a 

weapon or alarm. The use of such measures has raised debate and contention in the 

literature (see Hollis-Peel et al., 2013; Reynald, 2011b for a review of these issues).  As 

Reynald (2009; 2011a) explains, while these measurements are an important starting 

point to approximate guardianship, they do not show how often residents actually 

engage in guardianship practices
12

. Cohen and Felson (1979) originally defined 

guardianship as the supervision of people or property for crime preventative purposes, 

of which these measurements do not measure. These types of measurements equate 

guardianship to occupancy; however, as Reynald (2009) identifies in her guardianship 

intensity model, guardians become capable when they are actively monitoring and 

engaging in their residential surroundings. Further, Reynald and Elffer’s (2015) work 

also shows that occupancy does not equal monitoring and residents only engage with 

monitoring for a small proportion of the time they are home. As such, using indicators 

of household availability as guardianship can be problematic.  

3.4.2 Social control as guardianship.  

 There have been a number of studies within the guardianship literature that 

employ both informal and formal social control characteristics to operationalise 

guardianship within residential areas (Massey et al., 1989; Moriarty & Williams, 1996; 

Tseloni et al., 2004).  Measurements include Neighbourhood Watch, having friends or 

                                                 
12

 While direct observations may provide a more valid measure of active guardianship, there are 

limitations with this method too, which are discussed further in Chapter 9.  
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family in the same neighbourhood, or having neighbours watch your house.  The 

reasoning behind the use of these measurements is underlined by the idea that “someone 

may be watching” (Felson, 2006; Tseloni et al., 2004).  Massey et al. (1989) argue that 

“having people whom one can rely in the neighbourhood is assumed to be another 

important dimension of guardianship” (p. 389).  Ultimately, these authors believe that 

such measures indicate a higher level of guardianship. A number of aforementioned 

studies have included whether Neighbourhood Watch programs were implemented or 

operated in the sampled residential area (Garofalo & Clark, 1992; Robinson, 1999; 

Tseloni et al., 2004).  However, these studies do not review the effectiveness or quality 

of the Neighbourhood Watch program in place—just simply if there was one present.  

 Tseloni et al. (2004) were first to undertake a cross-national comparison of 

guardianship.  Their international study included England and Wales, The Netherlands, 

and the U.S., and included cross-sectional measurements of both social and physical 

guardianship.  These measures included household occupancy and composition, the 

presence of self-protection and security measures, along with social guardianship 

variables such as whether neighbours watch each other houses, or whether 

Neighbourhood Watch was operating in their residential area. Further, Massey et al. 

(1989) and Moriarty and Williams (1996) approached their operationalisations of 

guardianship along a similar vein, including measurements of friends and relatives in 

neighbourhood, neighbours watching each other’s houses, employment, marital status, 

time spent at home, and the number of adults in the household. Wilcox et al. (2007) 

included a measurement of informal social control identifying the proportion of 

properties, which were watched over by neighbours in their multi-dimensional approach 

to studying guardianship.  
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 Using “neighbours watching houses” type operationalisations of guardianship 

remains dubious as to whether this is a reliable measure.  Although the social 

environment is important in providing a context for why residents engage in 

guardianship behaviours, using these types of questions sheds little light onto the 

understanding of the mechanics of guardianship as a form of crime prevention.  

Measures of whether neighbours watch each other’s homes, or if friends or relatives live 

in the same neighbourhood, do not indicate if a burgled resident property was actually 

being supervised at the commission of the offence, or how often, or for how long 

neighbours watch each other’s properties.   

 Stahura and Sloan’s (1988) study is the only known empirical research into 

guardianship employing the use formal social control as an indicator for guardianship.  

Unlike informal social control, formal social control involves the controlling of 

behaviour by enforcing the law to deviant behaviour (R. J. Sampson, Morenoff, & 

Gannon-Rowley, 2002).  Within this, Stahura and Sloan (1988) implemented measures 

of police employment and police expenditure, along with levels of female labour force 

participation across 676 U.S. suburbs as their definition of guardianship. In an Australia 

context, Wickes (2010) examined the influence of private security guards within master-

planned communities as a measure of crime control in Brisbane, however, this study 

used collective efficacy as the theoretical scope, not guardianship or the routine activity 

approach.  

 As Hollis-Peel et al. (2013) stress, guardianship is neither formal nor informal 

social control.  Social control and guardianship are conceptually distinct from one 

another, and it is argued that they should not be used interchangeably to try to measure 

one another.  Felson (2006) explains that when talking about the term “guardian” it 
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refers to ordinary citizens, carrying out their daily routines—not people within a formal 

crime prevention role, such as police officers or security guards.  Guardians may deter 

crime by their presence or supervision, which can be done unintentionally (Hollis-Peel 

et al., 2013; Reynald, 2011b). However, concepts of formal and informal social control 

do imply that there is some explicit intention by residents to engage in behaviours to 

disrupt crime and disorder.  Unlike the police force, whose specific role it is to control 

and deter criminal behaviour through formal social control, guardians are not 

necessarily acting in such intentional efforts (Reynald, 2010).  

3.4.3 Target hardening as guardianship.  

 Another method of operationalising guardianship is through measures of target 

hardening or security.  As Meier and Miethe (1993) explain, this “physical” type of 

guardianship involves the use of self-protection measures and collective crime 

prevention efforts. Common approaches to this measurement include the presence of 

locks, alarm systems, outside security lighting, weapon possession, and the presence of 

guard dogs (Garofalo & Clark, 1992; Tseloni et al., 2004).  In essence, target hardening 

is used as a method to decrease the risk of burglary, and has therefore been used as a 

way to approximate household guardianship (Tseloni et al., 2004).        

 Garofalo and Clarke’s (1992) research was among the first to attempt to employ 

a household survey for guardianship rather than relying on victimisation surveys (e.g., 

Cohen & Cantor, 1980; Lynch & Cantor, 1992; Miethe et al., 1990). They 

operationalised guardianship through the presence of security measures including dogs, 

alarms, outside lighting, social guardianship measures such as neighbours watching 

houses and Neighbourhood Watch, and household occupancy. Similarly, Coupe and 

Blake (2006) measured guardianship through household use of security devices, 
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household occupancy and burglary detection at the time of the crime event. Robinson 

(1999) approached his work along similar lines with the use of measurements to 

indicate levels of security, such as bars on windows and doors, security alarms or 

warnings of a security alarm.   

As Hollis-Peel et al. (2013) assert, guardianship is not target hardening.  They 

argue that a clearer distinction needs to be made between the guardian, and the target.  

As such, guardianship and target hardening are two conceptually distinct constructs 

(Hollis-Peel et al., 2011). Guardianship is the action of individuals who monitor target 

areas for potential offenders, for the purposes of deterring crime, whereas targeting 

hardening is concerned with the practice of manipulating targets of crime to make them 

harder to offend against. Measurements such as dogs and security systems are not an 

appropriate measure of how guardianship has been applied and defined in more modern 

times as these measures are more akin to target hardening than guardianship behaviours 

(Hollis-Peel et al., 2013).  Additionally, the use of dogs as guardians is problematic as 

this falls outside the definition of human guardianship (Hollis-Peel et al., 2011).  

Overall, this review has explored the main types of operationalisations used to measure 

guardianship in past research, and why these approaches may be considered 

problematic.    

3.5 GIA Studies 

In response to the criticisms of previous studies and the problematic 

measurements used, Reynald developed her GIA model, which has currently been used 

in The Hague (Reynald, 2009, 2011a) and Boston (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Hollis-Peel 

& Welsh, 2014). The basis for the GIA model and a description of each stage was 

outlined in Section 2.4. The GIA model is both a conceptual model and measurement— 
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it defines stages of active guardianship, and can be used to measure guardianship 

intensity.  

  Reynald’s (2009) was the first study to employ direct observations of 

guardianship using the GIA model to determine how this affected property crime rates 

in parts of The Hague, Netherlands.  To do this, 814 properties were observed on 

randomly selected street segments in The Hague between 9:00am–6:00pm on 

weekdays.  This study used an observational protocol to measure GIA to identify the 

number of properties with available, monitoring and directly intervening guardians. 

This protocol also measured a number of physical and spatial characteristics of 

properties and street segments, including defensible space features, and levels of 

accessibility and activity, to identify environmental correlates of guardianship 

behaviours. The observational protocol was adapted for the purposes of this study. The 

protocol is expanded upon in Section 5.2. 

 Foremost, Reynald (2009) found that as the level of guardianship intensity 

increases, the level of crime (measured as the mean of crime count) decreases (as shown 

in Figure 3.1).  As the graph shows, there are significant differences between crime in 

areas where guardians are invisible, compared to areas with capable guardians.  

Focusing on the built environment, surveillance opportunities, image maintenance, and 

territoriality were all significant correlates of guardianship intensity. Further, the social 

environment was an important determinant in which residential guardianship was 

present. This study reinforced the notion that guardianship intensity in residential areas 

is a multilevel action, that involves both physically supervising one’s surroundings; and 

secondly, intervening when residents are willing and able. However, due to the nature of 

the research and data, Reynald (2009) states the causality of the relationship between 
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guardianship and crime cannot be determined (a number of other authors also comment 

on this point throughout previous work [e.g., Lynch & Cantor, 1992]).  In addition, 

these results do not provide insight as to how residential guardians make guardianship 

decisions, which was addressed in one of her later studies (Reynald, 2010). 

 

Figure 3.1. Relationship between guardianship intensity and mean property crime count 

(reproduced from Reynald, 2009, p. 15).  

 

 To build on this premise, Reynald (2011a) explored the impact of the spatio-

physical and socio-demographic on levels of guardianship intensity in the Netherlands.  

This study used a larger sample size than the 2009 study: 2,847 properties, on 181 street 

segments, in 21 Hague neighbourhoods. Observations were conducted between 

9:00am–5:00pm and 7:00pm–11:00pm; however, it was limited to weekdays only.   

 Within this observational study, a number of physical and socio-demographic 

variables were found to have correlations with guardianship intensity at the street level 

(Reynald, 2011a).  Positive correlations with this measure were: territoriality, 

surveillance opportunities, image maintenance, social interaction, accessibility, home-
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ownership, and single-family dwellings.  Guardianship intensity was significantly 

negatively correlated with activity level, ethnic heterogeneity, and residential mobility.  

The most robust measurements that were found to predict daytime guardianship were 

activity level, surveillance opportunities, distance to city center, and residential 

mobility.  Both activity level and residential mobility were negative predictors of 

guardianship intensity; however, overall such results show that guardianship intensity 

can be determined by a number of spatio-physical and socio-demographic factors.  

 Collectively, these two GIA studies emphasise guardianship’s role as a deterrent 

against property crime. Importantly, the guardianship in action measurement was found 

to be amongst the most robust predictors
13

 when explaining variation in property crime.  

Further, the direct measure of guardianship was found to be a stronger predictor of 

crime levels than traditional measures that estimate the level of guardianship in places.  

As Reynald (2011a) states, this study provides compelling evidence in the power of 

residential guardians in controlling crime in micro-places.  She does, however, highlight 

the GIA measurement used within her study may be viewed as “crude approximations 

of the concepts we have attempted to measure” (Reynald, 2011a, p. 135), and that the 

current GIA measurements sets a foundation to build more robust measurements. 

 The observational protocol was replicated in Boston on a sample of 888 

properties, to determine the socio-cultural differences in guardianship in urban, high-

density, inner-city areas (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2012). With this 

came the first international cross-comparison study of observational guardianship 

comparing guardianship intensity in The Hague to Boston (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012).  As 

these authors argue, a cross-cultural comparison extends awareness of how the 

                                                 
13

 In Reynald’s (2011a) study, six measures were found to significantly predict property crime. 

Accessibility, guardianship intensity, and image were negative predictors of property crime, whereas 

territoriality, mixed land use, and target hardening were positive predictors of property crime.  
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guardianship concept is applied and understood in different contexts. In Boston, 

observations were conducted on weekdays, during daylight hours (7:00am-5:00pm). At 

time of writing, a new GIA study was been undertaken in Texas to examine 

guardianship intensity in rural and unincorporated areas (Hollis, 2016). The plan is to 

observe guardianship intensity in Waco, Texas, and then in San Antonio, Austin, 

Arlington, and Fort Worth, to examine guardianship across rural areas, small towns, 

small cities and large urban cities. To date, no known observational study of 

guardianship has conducted observations during weekends.  

Further, differences were found in levels of guardianship intensity across 

contexts in The Hague and Boston. Hollis-Peel et al. (2012) found that there were a 

higher percentage of guardians who supervise in the Dutch sample, compared to Boston 

residents. However, similarities across the studies also emerged. For instance, a number 

of variables operated similarly in both contexts (i.e., surveillance opportunities were 

positively and significantly correlated with guardianship intensity in both studies).  

They did, however, find differences in the relationship between image/maintenance and 

territorial definition, and came across difficulties observing social interaction in the U.S. 

city.  In The Hague, there was a strong relationship found between social interaction and 

guardianship; however, within the U.S., researchers were not able to observe any social 

interactions between residents
14

 (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012). This lack of social interaction

could be due to differences in spatial and social structures between the two contexts, 

and differences in residents’ routine activities.  Overall, through the GIA studies, it has 

been demonstrated that observable dimensions of guardianship intensity serve as 

reliable and valid measures cross-culturally (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012).  

14
 Although more instances of social interaction were observed in The Hague, this number was still low. 
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 From the similarities and discrepancies in factors that correlated with 

guardianship intensity across the two studies, it seems context is important to determine 

what influences guardianship within different environments. As areas will differ in their 

spatio-physical and socio-demographic characteristics, guardianship may operate in 

different ways. The GIA measurement has been used in The Netherlands and the U.S.; 

however, there is currently no published research using the GIA measurement in an 

Australian study.  In addition, both the studies in The Netherlands and the U.S. have 

used the GIA protocol in inner-city urban areas on weekdays—thus far, this protocol 

has not been tested within an outer-city suburban context, or on weekends. Further, 

observations of guardianship show what people do when they witness unfamiliar people 

on their street, however, interviews with residents can help explain why residents act (or 

do not act) in such ways. This was the framework for another of Reynald’s studies. 

 Finally, to further our understanding of guardianship, Reynald (2010) used 

interviews to explore individual and contextual factors that affect a resident’s 

willingness to supervise their residential surroundings and intervene in crime events. It 

also explored how residents determine “suspicious” behaviour or people.  This sample 

included 255 participants from 13 neighbourhoods in The Hague and Oud-Ade.  These 

areas were chosen based on their levels of crime, income, and non-native populations.  

Semi-structured interviews in Reynald’s (2010) study used the following questions: 

1. Have you ever seen anything or anyone on your street that has struck you as 

being suspicious? 

a. What specific characteristics of the person or situation aroused your 

suspicion? 
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2. If you see something suspicious, what would you ordinarily do? Would you 

intervene yourself?  (Questions reproduced verbatim from Reynald 2010, p. 

365).  

 Results found that monitoring is a fundamental component of capable 

guardianship behaviours, and that prevention of crime can only originate from available 

guardians engaged in active monitoring.  Contextual knowledge supported a guardian’s 

capability, as it facilitated the ability to discriminate between legitimate and illegitimate 

users of their space.  Of the residents who admitted to supervising their residential 

space, only 9% reported that they would choose to ignore a situation deemed as 

suspicious, based on the reasoning of not getting involved in other people’s business.  

Eleven percent agreed that although they may not take any action, they would continue 

to supervise.  Of the remaining 80%, only 16% stated that they would “personally and 

deliberately” directly intervene into a suspicious or criminal event (Reynald, 2010, p. 

372).  She found six themes, which affected a resident’s willingness to intervene in 

crime events, as shown in Figure 3.2.  Findings from this support past research which 

found that people with higher physical capability (i.e., strength and mobility), and more 

experience with training (i.e., security) were more likely to intervene directly in crime 

events (Huston, Ruggiero, Conner, & Geis, 1981).  Reynald’s (2010) study highlighted 

the factors that facilitate a guardian in crime prevention; however, a weakness of this 

research lies in its reliance on self-report data from available guardians and the level of 

generalisability to guardians at other times of the day
15

. While limitations are noted, 

Reynald’s GIA studies (Reynald, 2011b) provide a good basis to extend our knowledge 

                                                 
15

 Interviews were only carried out with residents who were at home, or in their home neighbourhoods, 

during the daytime (Reynald, 2010). 
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of guardianship in residential places and explore motivations of guardians in Brisbane 

suburbs.    

 

 
Figure 3.2. Individual and situational factors affecting the willingness to intervene in 

Dutch residents (Reynald, 2010).  

 

 To summarise the GIA literature, the built environment and individual factors 

are important in facilitating guardianship. A number of spatio-physical factors at both 

street and property level have been shown to facilitate, or inhibit, crime control 

behaviour by residents across multiple contexts (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012). The GIA 

studies also demonstrated the importance of the socio-demographic environment in 

understanding the underlying mechanisms that promote guardianship in micro-spaces. 

Furthermore, individuals and their perceptions must also be considered to truly 

understand why some people monitor and intervene; and why others do not. 

Collectively, existing scholarship suggests that both the environment and the individual 

must be considered in examining guardianship by residents.   
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3.6 Gaps in the Literature 

The current literature review has uncovered aspects of guardianship in need of 

further empirical investigations, which research questions in this thesis addressed.  The 

main gaps are: (a) a lack of observational guardianship research in an Australian 

context, (b) no observational research has been conducted within a suburban context, (c) 

observational research has been limited to weekdays, and (d) limited research on 

guardian motivations. The following sections will describe the Australian and suburban 

context within Brisbane to highlight the differences compared to Euro-American urban 

areas, along with a discussion on the impact of temporal changes on guardianship 

behaviours. Finally, the opportunity to add to the sparse research on guardian’s 

experiences and motivations will be explored.   

3.6.1 Australian context. 

No known research has used the GIA model in an Australian context. There has 

been a predominant focus on American and European studies within the current field of 

guardianship research.  The large majority of which are undertaken within an American 

context; however, some are explored within Britain, with relatively fewer undertaken 

within the Netherlands (see Table 3.1). There has been research involving aspects of 

routine activities which includes guardianship (e.g., Johnson et al., 2007; Sagovsky & 

Johnson, 2007), and observational studies of incivilities in suburban environments 

(Foster et al., 2011). In Australia, however, similar research that explicitly and directly 

focuses on guardianship in action has yet to be undertaken.   

There is also limited research examining the cross-cultural application and 

mechanisms of guardianship within different countries (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Tseloni 

et al., 2004). Tseloni et al. (2004) found many similarities between the countries within 
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their study (England, Wales, U.S., Netherlands); however, they also found differences 

in the effect of community affluence and home ownership on burglary victimisation. 

Hollis-Peel et al. (2012) confirmed that Reynald’s (2009; 2011a) GIA observational 

protocol was valid measurement cross-nationally between high-density, inner-city, 

urban areas in Netherlands and the U.S., however, differences arose in terms of how the 

physical and social context interacted with guardianship intensity. Thus far, these are 

the only studies that have utilised a direct observational approach to studying 

guardianship within residential communities.  This may suggest that there are spatio-

physical and socio-demographic factors that can affect guardianship across different 

contexts, thereby making this research useful in understanding how residential 

guardianship operates within Australian residential suburbs.  

3.6.2 Guardianship in an Australian suburban context. 

 There are only a few studies that have employed the use of GIA protocol to 

directly measure guardianship intensity in residential areas in real time, rather than 

relying on measures to approximate this concept (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Reynald, 

2009; Reynald, 2011a).  Such studies were undertaken within high-density, inner-city, 

urban areas of The Hague, Netherlands (Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2011a), and Boston in 

the U.S. (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012). These studies found differences in how territoriality 

and the social environment correlated with guardianship intensity, demonstrating that 

guardianship is driven by the context of micro-places. No observational research on 

guardianship has been conducted within an outer-city suburban context, which this 

study addressed.  

 The physical, spatial, and social contextual environments are important to 

consider as they all can influence levels of guardianship and resident control. As 



 

69 

 

Johnson et al. (2007) explain, the “urban backcloth” of an area needs to be taken into 

account when examining the spatio-temporal patterns of residential burglary. They 

argue that in Philadelphia (where the study originated) urban backcloths of deprived 

areas of inner-city urban will be different to that within outer-suburbs. Further, Poyner 

and Webb (1991) argue that inner-city high-density areas will provide different 

opportunities for crime when compared to low-density suburban areas because of 

differences in land usage and activity. Their argument could be applied to guardianship 

as well—different opportunities will exist for guardianship between inner-city and 

outer-city suburban areas because of differences in spatial factors. To reiterate, some 

spatial factors that can influence guardianship include: accessibility, transport activity, 

population density, urbanity, and land use patterns, all of which can differ from inner-

city to outer-city areas. This therefore opened up another gap within the literature to 

undertake an observational study of guardianship within suburban areas of Brisbane, 

Australia to answer the following main research questions from Study One: 

 1.1 How does guardianship intensity function within a suburban Australian 

 context? 

 1.3 Is there an interaction between guardianship intensity and levels of crime in 

 suburban areas?  

 1.4 How do physical and spatial characteristics of suburban areas affect 

 guardianship intensity? 

 Further, the context of Brisbane, and how this differs to The Hague and Boston, 

is expanded upon in Section 4.2.1.1.  
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3.6.3 Temporal timeframes. 

Within the aforementioned studies using the GIA protocol, there are temporal 

constraints on when guardianship was measured in inner-city environments.  Reynald 

(2009) examined guardianship between 9:00am–6:00pm in the Northern Hemisphere 

summer months on weekdays during of June and July.  Her follow-up study used the 

same observational protocol in August between 9:00am–5:00pm, and 7:00pm–11:00pm, 

again only during weekdays (Reynald, 2011a).  Hollis-Peel et al. (2012) conducted 

observational audits between June and November, during daylight hours of 7:00am–

5:00pm.  All the observational data was collected on weekdays.  As such, no known 

observational study of guardianship has been conducted on weekends.   

As previously outlined in Section 2.6.1, guardianship is influenced by time. As 

Felson and Poulsen (2003) assert, crime and guardianship is affected by changes in 

time, due to changes in routine activities and human behaviour.  Further, Felson and 

Eckert (2016) argue that guardianship is time dependant and will change depending on 

the hour of the day, time of the week, the month, or even the season. In his study of 

residential burglaries in Canberra, Ratcliffe (2001) found that burglaries were most 

likely to occur during daylight hours (8am-6pm) when residents were not at home, and 

that burglaries rates were lower over the weekend.  This may suggest that there are 

differences in levels of guardianship during the week—where the majority of the 

population would be at work—compared to that on the weekends.  P. J. Brantingham 

and Brantingham (2008) acknowledge this temporal pattern, asserting that weekend and 

holiday activity patterns are different to weekday patterns; although still recognising 

that repetitive activities can occur during weekends (e.g., Saturday morning sports).  
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This therefore opens up another unique dimension that this research aims to explore—

guardianship on the weekends. 

 Further, no known study has examined whether guardianship behaviours can be 

observed at the same property at different times throughout the week, and to what extent 

this occurs. Reynald (2011b) found significant differences in guardianship intensity in 

Dutch households across daytime (9:00am–5:00pm) and night-time observations 

(7:00pm–11:00pm) on weekdays. This provides an empirical basis to show that 

guardianship intensity is dynamic and dependent on time of day. However, to date, no 

known study has examined whether guardianship intensity varies across both time of 

day, and day of week. The main research question to be answered to address this gap 

within Study One was: 

 1.2 How does guardianship intensity function at different days and times within 

 Australian suburbs? 

3.6.4 Motivations and opportunities for guardianship. 

 As outlined throughout Section 3.5, Reynald’s (2010) study interviewed 

residents to help understand, and explain, guardianship behaviours by Dutch residents. 

While the observational studies observed what residents did, interviews with residents 

provided why they acted that way. Further, the observational studies focused on how the 

environment facilitated guardianship, whereas the interview study focused on the 

individual, and how individual characteristics encouraged (or discouraged) guardianship 

behaviours. The interview study provides a strong basis to show how individual level 

features can influence guardianship; however, research into this realm is limited. 

Further, while guardianship attitudes have been shown to encourage residents to act as 

capable guardians (Reynald, 2010; Reynald & Moir, Forthcoming); little is known 
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about what factors influence guardianship attitudes. As such, this thesis expanded upon 

Reynald’s (2010) interview study to understand the motivations and opportunity 

structure for monitoring and intervention habits by interviewing suburban residents. 

This will help answer the following main research questions from Study Two: 

 2.1 What factors influence suburban residents’ guardianship behaviours? 

 2.2 How does monitoring build awareness?  

 2.3 When Brisbane residents are at home, do they monitor their surroundings? 

 2.4 What individual factors correlate with guardianship attitudes in suburban 

 residents? 

3.6.5 Research questions.  

 By reviewing the existing guardianship literature, a number of gaps have been 

identified within the current state of research.  This thesis employed a mixed-methods 

approach and consisted of two studies. The first study replicated Reynald’s (2009, 2010, 

2011a) and Hollis-Peel and Welsh (2014) work by observing guardianship in a 

suburban environment. Further, residents were interviewed to understand factors that 

motivate crime control behaviours.   

3.6.5.1 Research questions: Study One. 

 The proposed main and sub-research questions examined in the observational 

study (Study One) are outlined below. These questions address levels of guardianship 

intensity in Brisbane suburbs, how guardianship intensity changes across time and 

space, and which features help facilitate this behaviour in a suburban context.  

1.1 How does guardianship intensity function within a suburban Australian context? 

 1.1.a What levels of guardianship intensity can be observed in Brisbane 

 suburbs? 
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 1.1.b How do levels of guardianship intensity observed within Brisbane suburbs 

 differ to previous studies in The Hague and The U.S.? 

1.2 How does guardianship intensity function at different days and times within 

Australian suburbs? 

 1.2.a To what extent do levels of occupancy differ between morning and 

 afternoons across weekdays and weekends in properties?  

 1.2.b To what extent do levels of monitoring change between morning and 

 afternoons across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties? 

 1.2.c To what extent do levels of direct intervention change between morning 

 and afternoons across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties? 

 1.2.d Can recurring guardianship of properties be observed? 

1.3 Is there an interaction between guardianship intensity and levels of crime in 

suburban areas?  

 1.3.a Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between high and 

 low property crime suburbs? 

 1.3.b Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between no 

 reported property crime street segments and high property crime street 

 segments? 

 1.3.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity rates by area? 

1.4 How do physical and spatial characteristics of suburban areas affect guardianship 

intensity? 

 1.4.a What physical factors correlate with guardianship intensity at the property 

 level? 

 1.4.b What physical factors predict guardianship intensity at the property level? 
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 1.4.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity between different housing 

 types? 

 1.4.d What combination of factors is associated with high levels of monitoring at 

 the property level? 

 1.4.e What physical, spatial, and socio-demographic factors correlate with 

 guardianship intensity at the street level? 

3.6.5.2 Research questions: Study Two. 

 Further, the research questions addressed in the interview study (Study 2) are 

outlined below. This set of questions examined factors that influenced monitoring 

patterns and intervention behaviours, what area resident’s monitor over, and which 

factors are associated with guardianship attitudes.  

2.1 What factors influence suburban residents’ guardianship behaviours? 

 2.1.a How does the physical design of houses influence monitoring by residents? 

 2.1.b How does the social context influence guardianship by residents? 

 2.1.c How do perceptions and attachment to their area influence residents’ 

 guardianship behaviours? 

 2.1.d Does prior victimisation influence guardianship habits? 

 2.1.e How do daily routine activities affect guardianship behaviour by 

 residents? 

2.2 How does monitoring build awareness?  

2.3 When Brisbane residents are at home, do they monitor their surroundings? 

 2.3.a Are there differences in monitoring patterns of Brisbane residents? 

 2.3.b Do Brisbane residents witness suspicious/unfamiliar activities while 

 monitoring? 
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 2.3.c When Brisbane residents see something suspicious/unfamiliar in their 

 surroundings while monitoring, do they intervene? 

 2.3.d What factors influence a guardian’s decision to intervene? 

 2.3.e Is there variation in Brisbane residents’ “guardianship space”? 

  2.3.e.i Do Brisbane residents’ only monitor properties of those they 

  know? 

2.4 What individual factors correlate with guardianship attitudes in suburban 

residents? 

 2.4.a Are there differences in guardianship attitudes and perceptions between 

 the low crime and high crime suburb? 

3.7 Conclusion 

 Presented in this chapter was an overview of the current state of the 

guardianship literature, highlighting empirical support for guardianship.  The past 

measurements of guardianship were discussed, with a critique of problems with such 

definitions.  Specifically, past research of guardianship remains problematic, as there is 

a heavy reliance on demographic and proxy variables to estimate levels of guardianship, 

rather than directly measuring it (Hollis-Peel et al., 2011; Reynald, 2009). Reynald’s 

GIA studies (2009, 2010, 2011a) offer a more appropriate methodology to examine the 

concept of guardianship by using observational tools that directly measure it in real 

time.  From reviewing the literature, gaps in the research were found and described 

including (a) the lack of Australian research, (b) lack of observational research in 

suburban areas, (c) examining guardianship at different temporal times of the day, and 

day of the week, and (d) limited research on motivations and opportunities for 

guardianship. The research questions that addressed these gaps were outlined in the 
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final section of this chapter.  The next chapter sets forth the research design and 

sampling framework that was used to answer the current study’s research questions.    
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4 Guardianship in the Suburbs: Research Design and Sampling 

Framework 

4.1 Introduction 

Set out in this chapter is the research design and sampling framework for Study 

One (observations) and Study Two (interviews). Both studies used the same sample of 

278 properties, along 24 street segments, within two Brisbane suburbs. First, the 

research design for both studies is outlined. Second, the research site is explored, 

describing the Brisbane suburbs and how this context differs from areas used in prior 

GIA research. Within this section, the term “suburb” will be defined. Third, the 

sampling strategy to select suburbs is examined, outlining the procedure and data used 

to select two Brisbane suburbs. Two socio-demographically similar suburbs were 

selected, that differed in property crime rates. Wavell Heights was selected as the lower-

than-average property crime suburb, and Northgate-Virginia was selected as the higher-

than-average property crime suburb. Fourth, the strategy used to select street segments 

within the two suburbs is discussed. From each suburb, six high property crime street 

segments and six no reported property crime street segments were selected.     

As outlined in Chapter 3, this thesis replicated and extended previous work by 

(a) observing guardianship in action in a suburban context, and (b) interviewing

residents to understand motivations behind guardianship behaviour. This thesis presents 

the first known empirical study examining guardianship in action in Australia, and in a 

suburban context. The purpose of this thesis is to examine the levels of guardianship 

intensity, how guardianship intensity differs across time and space, environmental 
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correlates of guardianship, and mechanisms that promote active guardianship among 

suburban residents.  

4.2 Research Design 

A matched case-control design was employed for both Study One and Study 

Two. Two suburbs in Brisbane were purposively selected, which differed in property 

crime rates, but using a Conjunctive Analysis of Case Configuration (CACC; Miethe, 

Hart, & Regoeczi, 2008), were found to have similar socio-demographic profiles. One 

lower-than-average property crime suburb and one higher-than-average property crime 

suburb were selected using Queensland Police Service (QPS) crime statistics. As prior 

research has shown that socio-demographic variables correlate with guardianship 

intensity (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012), this study controlled for those factors in the sample 

selection process. This allowed the study of the relationship between guardianship 

intensity, crime levels, and environmental factors, while being able to control for 

confounding socio-demographic variables known to affect GIA (Reynald, 2011a).  

Following the CACC to identify the two suburbs, stratified random sampling 

was used to select 12 street segments from each suburb. First, street segments that had 

8-16 properties were selected (Wavell Heights n = 97; Northgate-Virginia n = 74).

Second, property crime counts for all these street segments were calculated. This 

included “no reported property crime” (Wavell Heights n = 37; Northgate-Virginia n = 

15) and “high reported property crime” (Wavell Heights n = 15; Northgate-Virginia n =

15) street segments. In these two suburbs, a high property crime street segment was

operationalised as a street segment that experienced three or more property offences 

over a three year period. At least one of these offences must have been an unlawful 

entry (burglary) offence. Property crime included: unlawful entry, property damage, 
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other theft, and unlawful use of a motor vehicle (car theft). Third, from each suburb, 12 

street segments were randomly selected, six from the “no reported property crime” 

street segments and six from the “high reported property crime” segments as depicted in 

Figure 4.1. The sampling strategies for suburbs and street segments are discussed 

further in Section 4.2.2., and Section 4.2.4, respectively.  

 

Figure 4.1. Brisbane suburb and street selection as part of the study design. 

For Study One, this sample was used to directly observe guardianship intensity, 

and to examine what physical and spatial features of properties and streets correlated 

with guardianship intensity in a suburban context. For Study Two, interviews were 

conducted with residents who lived on the selected street segments. Further, differences 

and similarities in monitoring patterns and motivations for acting as residential 

guardians could be examined across suburbs and street segments that experience 

different levels of crime.  

Wavell Heights - 
low crime suburb 

Six 'no reported 
property crime' 

segments 

Six 'high reported 
property crime' 

segments 

Northgate-Virginia 
- high crime suburb 

Six 'no reported 
property crime' 

segments 

Six 'high reported 
property crime' 

segments 
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4.2.1 Research site: Australian cities and the Brisbane context. 

Brisbane is the capital city of Queensland, situated in the northeast of Australia, 

with Brisbane located in the southeast corner of the state (see Figure 4.2). Brisbane is 

Australia’s third most populous city and consists of 2.24 million people, approximately 

half of Queensland’s estimated total population of 4.8 million (Australian Bureau of 

Statistics, 2013b; Queensland Government Statistician's Office, 2015).  

Figure 4.2. Map of Australia highlighting Queensland. 

Australia will open a new avenue to explore crime control by residents.  

Compared to other countries, Australia’s population is small relative to its size, and has 

a similar population density to that of Canada and Iceland, with an average of three 

people per km
2
 (Organisation for Economic Co-operation and Development, 2009).
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However, Australia is a highly urbanised country, with the majority of the population 

located on two coastal regions on either side of the country. In terms of population 

spread, the Australian Bureau of Statistics (2011d) explains that roughly 70% of 

Australia’s overall population live in areas categorised by the Remoteness Area 

classification as “major cities”.  These areas constitute 0.2% of Australia’s land mass. 

Australian cities closely conform to the “price decay gradient” where house 

prices decline as distance to the CBD increases (Burnley, 1980; Dodson & Sipe, 2006).  

Generally, new developments in Australian cities are situated in new “fringe areas” of 

the outer city (Dodson & Sipe, 2006).  These outer urban “fringe areas” of Australian 

cities are colloquially known as “mortgage belts”, due to more affordable housing 

offered within these areas. The structure of Brisbane is consistent with suburbanisation, 

with the majority of growth occurring outside of the Brisbane Inner City (Coiacetto, 

2007; Stimson & Taylor, 1998). Overall, Australian cities are distinctive due to 

differences in population spread and density, geographical spread of cities, and 

differences in accessibility through transportation. How these characteristics differ in 

Brisbane to The Hague and Boston are discussed throughout the following sections. 

This offers a unique context to explore crime control by residents, as past studies have 

shown these factors can affect the routine activities of individuals, thus influencing 

levels of guardianship (e.g., Reynald, 2011a; Roncek, 1981).   

4.2.1.1 Differences between Brisbane, The Hague, and Boston. 

Brisbane differs from The Hague and Boston on a number of important 

characteristics, which have implications for guardianship. Three main categories of 

difference will be discussed in this section. First are differences in crime. Second are 

differences in socio-demographics, including disadvantage and population density. 
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Third, differences across physical contexts will be outlined, including housing type and 

density. 

4.2.1.1.1 Differences in crime between Brisbane, the Netherlands, and Boston. 

 Differences in crime rates exist between Brisbane (Queensland Police Service, 

2016), The Netherlands (United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime, 2014), and Boston 

(Federal Bureau of Investigation, 2015)
16

, as presented in Table 4.1. 

Table 4.1 

Comparison of Selected Violent and Property Offences between Brisbane, The 

Netherlands, and Boston (Rate per 100,000 Persons) 

 

Homicide Assault Robbery 
Unlawful 

Entry/Burglary
a
 

Theft 

and 

Larceny 

Motor 

Vehicle 

Theft 

Brisbane 

(2014/2015) 

1.0 262.0 28.0 378.0 1,871.0 171.0 

The 

Netherlands 

(2014) 

0.7 298.4 61.2 552.0 3,480.2 114.9 

Boston 

(2015) 

5.7 431.9 233.1 354.3 1,769.5 192.3 

a
Refers to unlawful entry/burglaries of private dwellings, and excludes unlawful entry 

of shops and other premises.  

 Table 4.1 shows that violent crime (i.e., assault and robbery) was lower in 

Brisbane than the Netherlands and Boston. However, Boston recorded the lowest rate 

for unlawful entry/burglary. Brisbane experienced lower levels of unlawful entry and 

theft than the Netherlands. Overall, violent crime is much higher in Boston than 

Brisbane, and property crime is relatively higher in the Netherlands, comparative to 

Brisbane. 

                                                 
16

 Reliable information in English regarding crime rates in The Hague could not be found, therefore, 

crime rates for the Netherlands are used. Further, limitations in directly comparing crime rates collected 

from different agencies are acknowledged here. For instance, crime rates are from different years, and 

each agency used slightly different definitions for crime types.   
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Theoretically, differences in crime rates between these three areas have 

implications for offenders and guardians. Violent crime is more likely related to 

availability of offenders, however, property crime should be “more sensitive to 

opportunities for crime and guardianship” (Stahura & Sloan, 1988, p. 1104). Crime and 

perceptions of crime can influence people’s behaviour in how actively they engage in, 

and guard their space (Mason, Kearns, & Livingston, 2013; Reynald, 2010, 2011b). 

Neighbourhood characteristics and crime can also negatively affect crime control 

behaviour, such as reporting crime to the police (Goudriaan, Wittebrood, & 

Nieuwbeerta, 2006). As such, crime serves as an important contextual influence on 

guardianship behaviour, and differences in levels of guardianship intensity are to be 

expected across place. 

4.2.1.1.2 Differences in selected socio-demographic characteristics between Brisbane, 

The Hague, and Boston. 

  Two socio-demographic factors are discussed in this section: (a) disadvantage, 

and (b) population density. First, levels of deprivation across the three cities are 

discussed. In terms of deprivation, Brisbane has generally lower levels of deprivation 

when compared to other capital cities within Australia (Baum, 2008).  Baum (2008) 

developed a deprivation index using 16 socio-demographic variables in four categories 

of indicators: (a) demographic/household, (b) income, (c) housing, and (d) engagement 

with work
17

. From the index, a six-stage classification schema was used to explore 

                                                 
17

 Variables in the demographic/household category included: (a) % of Indigenous population, (b) % of 

persons over the age of 64, (c) % of persons requiring daily assistance, (d) % of immigrants between 

2001-2006, (e) % of population that do not speak English well, and (f) % of single parent families. Four 

variables were included in the income category: (a) median family income, (b) % of families with low 

income, (c) median individual income, and (d) % of individuals with low income. One variable (% of 

households in public housing) was used for the housing category. Lastly, the following variables were 

included within the engagement with work category: (a) % of youth unemployment, (b) % male 
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levels of deprivation across Australian capital cities.  Within this, “Band 1” suburbs 

contain the highest relative deprivation, whereas “Band 6” suburbs record the lowest 

levels of deprivation. Brisbane did not contain any “Band 1” suburbs (i.e., highest 

relative deprivation). The spatial distribution of deprivation within Brisbane suburbs 

shows a concentration within southern suburbs, whereas areas north or closer to the 

Brisbane River show lower levels of deprivation. Dodson and Sipe (2006) concur with 

this observation, finding that vulnerability was higher in outer-fringe suburbs.  

Boston also experiences low levels of disadvantage compared to other American 

cities. Using Census Bureau data, the Economic Innovation Group (2016) developed a 

“distressed community index” for each zip code, county, and congressional district in 

the United States. To assess economic wellbeing of places, the distressed community 

index combines the following metrics: (a) percentage of the population over 25 years 

old with no high school diploma, (b) percent of housing that is unoccupied, (c) percent 

of the population 16 or over who are unemployed, (d) percent of the population living 

under the poverty line, (e) ratio of an area’s median income to the state’s median 

income, (f) percentage change in the number of jobs available from 2010-2013, and (g) 

percentage change in the number of businesses established from 2010-2013. Using data 

compiled for Suffolk County (in which Boston sits) showed that this county ranked 

fourth out of the 14 counties in Massachusetts, and received an overall “distress” score 

of 38.3 out of 100 (which is considered low).  

However, much like many other large cities, Boston experiences a high-income 

gap between the wealthy and disadvantaged (Economic Innovation Group, 2016). This 

city was ranked second out of the 25 largest cities in the U.S. for disparity in income 

unemployment, (c) % male labour force participation, (d) % female unemployment, and (e) female labour 

force participation rate.  



 

85 

 

inequality. As a large city, Brisbane also suffers income inequality, however, not to the 

same extent. Comparing household income levels of Greater Brisbane to Australia 

showed that there was on average more high income households (earning $2,500 or 

more per week), but a lower proportion of low income households (earing $600 or less 

per week) (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011). Overall, approximately 20% of 

households were classified as high income, whereas approximately 18% were classified 

as low income households.  

 In respect to the Netherlands, the OECD Better Life Index (Organisation for 

Economic Co-operation and Development, 2015) showed that the Netherlands was 

above OECD average in employment, percentage of adults who had completed 

secondary education, life expectancy, and student assessments in literacy, maths, and 

science. However, the country performed lower than average on average household 

disposable income, and ranked much lower than the United States and Australia in civic 

engagement. While direct comparison between cities is difficult due to different 

indicators, Boston experiences higher income inequality than Brisbane, and civic 

engagement is much higher in Brisbane in comparison to the Netherlands. Overall, 

Brisbane does not experience high levels of disadvantage (Baum, 2008). As Reynald 

(2010) found willingness to engage in supervision over residents’ streets lower in areas 

with high disadvantage, it is important to consider how this factor differs across context 

as it can influence guardianship behaviours in residential spaces.  

 The second selected socio-demographic difference between the cities to be 

discussed is population density, as this can affect levels of crime and guardianship 

(Danziger, 1976; Harries, 2006). Potentially, population density can have adverse 

effects on accessibility and the routine activities of place, making it harder for residents 
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to implement effective guardianship (Reynald, 2011b; Roncek, 1981; R. B.  Taylor et 

al., 1995).The population of Brisbane in 2011 was 1,102,228 people
18

 (Australian 

Bureau of Statistics, 2011a). As at 2016, The Hague had an approximate population of 

520,000 ("The Hague in Figures," 2016). The city of Boston had an estimated 

population of 667,137 in 2015, with a total population of over four million included in 

the larger urban region (United States Census Bureau, 2013b). Population density of 

Brisbane
19

 ranges from 0 people per km
2
 to 5,584 people per km

2
, with an average of 

1,889 people per km
2
 (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011a). Comparatively, while 

Brisbane has a relatively larger city-based population, it has a far lower population 

density than The Hague (6,240 people per km
2
), or Boston (5,344 people per km

2
).  

4.2.1.1.3 Differences in selected physical characteristics between Brisbane, The 

Hague, and Boston.  

  There are also a number of physical characteristics that differ across the three 

cities, including (a) size, (b) transportation, and (c) housing density and housing type. 

First, is geographical size. Brisbane City Council covers over 1,136 km
2
, compared to 

the municipality area of The Hague (98 km
2
) or Boston’s state capital area (232 km

2
). 

Brisbane is Australia’s largest capital city by geographical size. Figure 4.3 shows the 

population spread and density throughout Brisbane, demonstrating the majority of 

Brisbane residents concentrate in areas close to arterial roads and transport lines.  

 

                                                 
18

 How Brisbane was defined for this study is outlined in section Error! Reference source not found..  
19

 This was calculated using the 136 Statistical Area Level 2s (SA2) which comprised Brisbane in this 

thesis. SA2s will be described and expanded upon in section Error! Reference source not found..   
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Figure 4.3. Population spread and density within Brisbane (reproduced from 

Department of Infrastructure and Transport, 2011, p. 234). 

 

 The second physical characteristic to differ across contexts is transportation. 

Australian cities are highly dependent on private motor vehicles as the main source of 

transport (Dodson & Sipe, 2006). On average, Brisbane has 1.9 cars per households, 

compared to Boston, which averages 0.9 cars per household (American Community 

Survey, 2013; Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011a). However, in The Netherlands, 

cycling is much more common, with approximately one-third all trips undertaken on a 

bicycle (European Commission, 2011). In Australia, two-thirds of residents use a car to 

commute to work, with 88% of adults using a car to get to places other than work 

(McCrindle, 2014). Cycling was not in the top five responses for transport, with the use 

of trains, walking, buses and trucks all more common than cycling in Australia. In 
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Massachusetts, cars are the predominate mode of transport with almost 70% of trips 

undertaken in a car (compared to 1% by bicycle) (Massachusetts Department of 

Transportation, 2013). The use and type of traffic could have implications for 

guardianship through differences in activity and accessibility levels, thereby influencing 

guardianship in residential places (Johnson & Bowers, 2010). Further, as stated 

previously, Australian cities are consistent with suburbanisation (Coiacetto, 2007), with 

approximately 70% of the Australian population using cars to commute to work 

(McCrindle, 2014). As Felson (2006) explains, this has negative consequences on levels 

of guardianship, as many suburbs in Brisbane could be left without capable guardians 

during the day as people commute into the city.     

Third, there are differences in housing density and housing type. Almost 80% of 

the occupied dwellings Brisbane are singular detached houses, with apartment units 

comprising approximately 12% of the total number of dwellings
20

 (Census Community 

Profiles, 2011). As such, around 85% of the Brisbane population reside in detached 

housing, with apartment complexes housing around 8% of this city’s population. The 

average allotment size is 500-800m
2
. Apartment and terraced housing is more common 

in The Hague and Boston. In The Netherlands, terrace housing is the most common type 

of housing. Due to high population densities, many residents live in terrace housing and 

flats, compared to singular detached housing (ACCESS, 2016). In Boston, apartments 

make up approximately 35% of the housing market, almost three times that of Brisbane 

(National Multifamily Housing Council, 2014), which could potential negative 

consequences for guardianship (Newman, 1972). Further, typical North American 

housing do not have secure front yards, with space surrounding homes offering no 

                                                 
20

 The remaining 8% of dwelling structures comprises of caravans/houseboats, improvised homes such as 

tents, or flats attached to an office or shop (ABS, 2011).  
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significant levels of security, comparative to European and Australian style housing 

(Poyner & Webb, 1991). Figure 4.4 demonstrates the differences in housing density 

across the three study sites: Brisbane, The Hague, and Boston. In suburban areas of 

Brisbane, low density, single-detached housing is common, whereas in The Hague, 

high-density apartment blocks and row housing is prevalent. Singular detached housing 

is also common in Boston, however, house allotments tend to be smaller, with narrower 

streets. Differences in housing could affect guardianship in opposite ways. Row housing 

may enhance monitoring by residents through clear surveillance and visibility to the 

street, with no obstructions and no front yards (Reynald, 2011b). However, high-density 

apartment blocks may hinder guardianship through lack of social relationships and 

higher anonymity (Roncek, 1981). 

 Further, Figure 4.5 shows differences in housing design across the three 

contexts. Housing in Brisbane is largely heterogeneous, with each house having a 

different build, whereas in The Hague, homogenous row housing is more common. 

Fencing between houses, and to the street, is far more common in Brisbane than either 

The Hague or Boston (see Figure 4.4 and Figure 4.5).  
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Figure 4.4. Differences in housing density between the Brisbane suburbs (top left), The Hague (top right), and Boston (bottom centre)
21

.  

                                                 
21

 Brisbane photos were taken from field work for the current study. Photos from The Hague were reproduced with permission from Danielle Reynald, taken during field 

work for her GIA studies (2009, 2011a). Photos from Boston were taken from Google Maps (2014), with the street name has been greyed out to protect privacy.  
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Figure 4.5. Differences in housing design between the Brisbane suburbs (top left), The Hague (top right), and Boston (bottom centre).   
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Further, Queensland has a unique, vernacular style of housing known as 

“Queenslanders” (Fisher & Crozier, 1994).  These are built specifically for the hot-

humid climate experienced in South-East Queensland. Queenslanders are high-set 

houses on stilts, which are generally made from lightweight timber (Miller, Buys, & 

Kennedy, 2013). Roof overhangs and wide veranda’s (balconies) are common to shade 

internal rooms, with doors and windows places to enhance cross-ventilation. These 

factors act as natural cooling agents for these houses.  

Queenslander houses potentially provide better opportunities for guardianship, 

due to their extended height of the ground. Having a house lifted off the ground could 

provide better opportunities for guardianship by having (a) unobstructed views to the 

street, and (b) make it easier for other neighbours to identify when something suspicious 

is occurring. Further, Queenslanders are often built with veranda’s on the front of the 

house (Miller et al., 2013), providing a space for residents to monitor from. 

Queenslander houses are depicted in Figure 4.6. 

This section shows how crime and the built and socio-demographic 

environments differ across these three cities, and how these factors have implications 

for how guardianship operates. Therefore, this opens a unique opportunity to observe 

and examine guardianship by suburban residents.   
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Figure 4.6. Examples of Queenslander style houses in the Brisbane suburbs. 
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4.2.2 The Australian Bureau of Statistics’s geographical framework.  

The Australian Statistical Geographical Standard (ASGS) is the Australian 

Bureau of Statistics’s geographical framework (ABS: Australian Bureau of Statistics, 

2013a). The ASGS is used by the ABS to define areas for the release of national Census 

information, completed every five years, which collects socio-economic data of the 

Australian population. The ASGS follows a hierarchical structure, where each state is 

divided into Statistical Areas, ranging from the largest Statistical Area Level 4 (SAL4) 

to the smallest Statistical Area Level 1 (SA1). The Greater Brisbane Capital City 

Statistical Area (GCCSA) consists of nine Statistical Area Level 4s, which makes it 

Australia’s largest city by geographical size (i.e., approximately 15,825 km
2
), which is 

illustrated in Figure 4.7. However, this thesis only included five SA4s in the initial 

sampling frame: Brisbane North, Brisbane East, Brisbane South, Brisbane West, and 

Brisbane Inner City. The decision to eliminate the four other regions was undertaken 

due to practical reasons—the Brisbane GCCSA covers 15,826km
2
—and it would not 

have been practical to travel several hours to each observation site daily. The five SA4s 

areas are then broken down into smaller areas of SA3s and SA2s. Collectively, there are 

137 SA2s located within the five SA4s. One SA2 (Redland Islands) was immediately 

excluded from further analysis as it consisted exclusively of islands, which was outside 

the scope of this thesis and would be impractical for data collection. As such, 136 SA2s 

formed the initial sampling frame. Using the Annual Population Estimates from 2012, 

the population of SA2s in Brisbane ranged from 0 to 20,127. The size of the SA2s 

ranged from 1.2km
2
 to 65.3km

2 
(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011a).   
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Figure 4.7. Map of the Greater Brisbane Capital City Statistical Area (Australian 

Bureau of Statistics, 2011b).  

4.2.2.1 Defining “Brisbane”. 

There were issues in defining what area constitutes Brisbane. The Brisbane City 

Council (BCC) uses different administrative boundaries to The Australian Statistical 

Geography Standard (ASGS), as well as differences in Queensland Police Service 
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(QPS), and state post codes. Inconsistencies between agencies exist. For example, there 

were eight suburbs that are classified as within Brisbane by the BCC, however, were not 

classified as Brisbane in the ASGS; and therefore, were excluded in this study. As the 

Australian Bureau of Statistics is responsible for defining administrative boundaries 

from the ASGS, and also releases Census data, their defined boundaries were used.  

4.2.2.2 Defining “suburbs”. 

For the current study, two suburbs were used. As Forsyth (2012) explains, “there 

is no consensus as to what exactly constitutes a suburb” (p. 270). Her review outlines 

the many different approaches researchers and planners have used to define suburbs, 

however, the definitions have some common characteristics: (a) suburbs are located 

outside the city centre (but within commuting distance to the city), (b) are large low-

density residential areas, (c) detached housing is the predominate form of housing, and 

(d) suburbs are characterised by middle-class, single-family homes. However, the 

ASGS does not define suburbs, but rather uses SA2s. SA2s are “general purpose 

medium sized areas” that generally have populations of 3,000-25,000 residents, with an 

average population of 10,000. These areas are defined as “a community that interacts 

together socially and economically”, and are generally based on state suburb boundaries 

(Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011d). As such, SA2s were used as a proxy measure 

of suburbs in the current study. Although SA2s were not exact matches to boundaries of 

Brisbane suburbs
22

, SA2s were considered the most parsimonious unit to use, as they 

can be matched with important Census data.     

                                                 
22

 For example, Northgate-Virginia would be considered two separate suburbs by the BCC; however, the 

ASGS considers them one SA2.  
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4.2.3 Sampling suburbs. 

 Two suburbs—Wavell Heights and Northgate-Virginia—were selected from 

Brisbane to undertake observations. To explore socio-demographic profiles of Brisbane 

suburbs and to select two SA2s that were socio-demographically similar, a conjunctive 

analysis of case configurations (CACC) was performed (Miethe, Hart, & Regoeczi, 

2008).  Consequently, the selected two suburbs were socio-demographically similar, but 

had differing property crime rates. Wavell Heights experienced lower-than-average 

property crime rates, while Northgate-Virginia experienced higher-than-average 

property crime rates.   

Past research has shown that many socio-economic factors influence levels of 

active guardianship and an individual’s willingness to act as a guardian (Reynald, 2010, 

2011b); therefore, these factors were controlled for in the sampling process. Two SA2s 

were selected that were socio-demographically similar on six factors; however, differed 

in property crime rates to examine whether differences in reported crimes were due to 

environmental variables, including levels of guardianship intensity. Using the CACC 

each SA2 was compared based on (a) property crime data, (b) population growth, (c) 

disadvantage, (d) ethnic heterogeneity, (e) household composition, (f) residential 

mobility, and (g) potential offenders.  

Crime data was gathered from the Queensland Police Service (2014), and data 

measuring socio-demographic factors were collated from the 2010 Australian 

Population Census and publicly available data from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

(2011a). While other studies have used socio-demographic variables as indicators of 

household guardianship (and critiques of such measures are outlined in Section 3.4), 

this research uses the six aforementioned variables as measures of the social context—
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not as measures of guardianship. The following sections describe how these variables 

were operationalised for this study.  

4.2.3.1 Crime data. 

For the purposes of this study, one SA2 with a lower-than-average property 

crime rate and one SA2 with a recorded higher-than-average property crime rate were 

selected from the 136 SA2s within Brisbane. This was done to examine whether there 

were significant differences in guardianship between suburbs with different levels of 

recorded crime. Crime data were gathered through the Queensland Police Service (QPS) 

between December 2010 to December 2013 and aggregated to the suburb level. In 2014, 

QPS built an online mapping system available to the public, from which offence 

information can be downloaded (Queensland Police Service, 2014)
23

. Property crime 

counts were adjusted to rates using the number of occupied households as the 

denominator.  Occupied households are those where someone currently lives.  Property 

crime in this study was operationalised by combining the following offences used 

within the Queensland Police Service (2015) “Offences Against Property” offence 

division: (a) unlawful entry with intent, (b) other property damage, (c) other theft 

(excluding unlawful entry), and (d) unlawful use of a motor vehicle. Unlawful use of a 

motor vehicle includes the theft and unlawful possession of a motor vehicle and it was 

therefore seen appropriate to include this offence in the definition of property crime, as 

this would reflect cars stolen from residential properties.  

                                                 
23

 In selecting suburbs, data at the street level was available. These categories include offences against 

non-residential property. Due to the categorisation of data, it was not possible at this step to differentiate 

between the sub-categories of offences between residential and commercial offences; and therefore, 

offences against non-residential dwellings are included in the crime rates for each of the SA2s.  However, 

when selecting street segments, point data was available, allowing differentiation between residential and 

commercial offences. Further, as “Other theft” is a broad category of offences, this was only included in 

the selecting of street segments to ensure this meant stealing offences from a house.  
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Limitations exist with this method. First, the Queensland Police Service 

additionally includes arson, property fraud, and handling of stolen goods within the 

“Offences Against Property” offence division. However, these were excluded based on: 

(a) the lack of direct relevance to residential surveillance (i.e., property fraud and 

handling stolen goods are crimes that would occur inside the house and therefore fall 

outside the scope of this thesis), and (b) lack of cases (i.e., in the selected suburbs there 

were 10 arson offences across the selected three year period). Second, there are 

limitations with the use of administrative boundaries from different agencies. The 

suburb boundaries from the QPS differ slightly to the SA2 boundaries from the ABS. In 

most cases, these differences were not severe, or were overcome by combining suburbs 

into one SA2.   

As previously mentioned in Section 4.2.1.1.1, crime levels in Brisbane differ to 

The Hague and Boston. Again, low levels of crime in Brisbane are noted here. Property 

crime rates for each SA2 were created by using the number of occupied households as 

the denominator. For the SA2s included, property crime rates per year ranged from 2.17 

to 20.24 property offences per 1,000 occupied households
24

. On average, SA2s 

experienced 5.48 (SD = 2.99) property offences per 1,000 households per year. Low 

crime rates offer another unique characteristic of the Brisbane suburbs, as 

comparatively, they do not experience as much violent crime as other urban American 

cities, and fewer recorded property crimes than the Netherlands (see Section 4.2.1.1.1). 

                                                 
24

 This was analysed using 132 SA2s. Four SA2s (Brisbane Port-Lytton, Brisbane Airport, Eagle Farm-

Pinkenba, and Mount Cootha) were excluded to examine average property crime rates as they had low 

populations and a low number of occupied households—these areas are either largely industrial or 

bushland. As such, property crime rates for these areas were exaggerated. For example, Brisbane Port-

Lytton has a population of six people, living in three dwellings, however, this area experienced 56 

property crimes over a three year period, resulting in a rate of 755.6 offences per 1,000 households. 
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This section has discussed crime at the suburb level—low crime levels at the street 

segment level (the unit of analysis) are examined in Section 4.2.4.  

4.2.3.2 Population growth. 

Brisbane experiences high rates of population growth with many people 

migrating into the state.  Population growth was measured for each of the 136 SA2s 

using percentage change over a 10-year period, based on Annual Population Estimates 

from 2003-2012. This could affect guardianship by negatively impacting on the ability 

to form relationships, and identify residents and non-residents (Freudenberg, 1986).  

Population growth in the 136 SA2s ranged from -4.61% to 293.38%, with an average 

population growth over 10 years of 23.40% (SD = 35.96). 

Comparatively, the population of The Hague has grown on average 1.26% per 

year over 2013-2015 (Statistics Netherlands, 2015), and Boston experienced a growth of 

six percent between 2010-2014, which was twice the national average (United States 

Census Bureau, 2014). As such, Brisbane has a much higher population growth, almost 

four times that of Boston, and approximately 18 times that of The Hague.   

4.2.3.3 Disadvantage. 

Levels of disadvantage were measured using the Socio-Economic Indexes for 

Areas (SEIFA) developed from the 2011 Census (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 

2011c). SEIFA consists of four indexes, of which one was used to measure both levels 

of advantage and disadvantage: The Index of Relative Socio-Economic Advantage and 

Disadvantage (IRSAD). The IRSAD index is a 25-item scale with measures of 

advantage weighted positively and indicators of disadvantage weighted negatively (the 

higher the indicator of advantage/disadvantage the higher/lower the score). A low score 

reflects a greater level of disadvantage and a lack of advantage in general, for instance, 
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an area with many households on low incomes, and many people in unskilled 

occupations. A high score indicates higher levels of advantage and a general lack of 

disadvantage. Reynald (2010) found that willingness to act as a guardian was lowest in 

low-income areas and was therefore included as an appropriate control for the 136 

SA2s. IRSAD scores for the 136 SA2s ranged from 866 to 1166, with an average score 

of 1061.23 (SD = 51.62)
25

.  

The comparisons between Brisbane, The Hague, and Boston in disadvantage 

have been previously discussed in Section 4.2.1.1.2. Overall, Brisbane is not a 

disadvantaged city, with no suburbs been categorised in the highest deprivation 

category (Baum, 2008).  

4.2.3.4 Ethnic heterogeneity. 

Ethnic heterogeneity was calculated using the proportion of residents that speak 

a language other than English at home. High ethnic heterogeneity was found to 

negatively impact willingness to act as guardian in Reynald’s (2010) study.  Ethnic 

heterogeneity is difficult to accurately capture as there are limitations to using this 

variable. This variable would also include residents who are bilingual and Australian 

born. However, based on available Census data, this was believed to be the most 

appropriate indicator of ethnic heterogeneity. The proportion of residents that spoke 

another language other than English at home ranged from 0% to 54.94% (M = 15.47, 

SD = 10.88). The most common languages other than English spoken in Brisbane 

include Mandarin, Vietnamese, and Cantonese (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011).  

                                                 
25

 For reference, IRSAD scores Australia wide range from approximately 450 to 1300 (Australian Bureau 

of Statistics, 2008). The distribution of IRSAD scores tends to be negatively skewed, with more scores 

clustering to the right (indicating advantage). 
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Although the Indigenous population is an important measure of ethnicity in the 

Australian context, the number of Indigenous individuals in an SA2 and IRSAD scores 

were strongly correlated (r = -.82, p < .001). In addition, crosstabulations indicated that 

84% of suburbs with a higher than average proportion of Indigenous residents recorded 

lower than average IRSAD scores, indicating disadvantage.  Due to the collinearity of 

these two variables, the decision was made to only include the IRSAD score. 

In comparison, The Hague’s population is approximately half Dutch, with 

approximately 16% Western immigrants, and a third of non-western immigrants ("The 

Hague in Figures," 2016). Boston is predominately Caucasian (53%), followed by 

African Americans (25%), Hispanic-Latinos (20%), and Asian (10%) (United States 

Census Bureau, 2015a). Again, although it’s difficult to directly compare contexts due 

to different measurements, some apparent differences emerge. Brisbane does not have 

as large a population of people of colour (i.e., African or Hispanic-Latino), and a larger 

number of Western Immigrants (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011) Further, non-

Western immigrants tend to cluster in enclaves in Brisbane, and on average, suburbs do 

not experience high amounts residents who speak another language.  

4.2.3.5 Household composition. 

The proportion of family households was used as the measure for household 

composition. This was derived by calculating the percentage of family household out of 

the number of total occupied households. This includes households where two or more 

people who are domestically related usually reside. Household composition has been 

used as a proxy measure to approximate levels of household guardianship in several 

studies, as it is argued that family homes may provide more opportunities for 

guardianship than single-adult homes, due to adults with children spending more time at 
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home (see Hollis-Peel et al., 2011). For the 136 SA2s, the proportion of family 

households ranged from 0% to 100%, with an average of 69.27% (SD = 13.61).      

A notable distinction can be made here between the other study sites. Boston’s 

household composition shows that non-family households are the majority constituting 

54% of all households (United States Census Bureau, 2015b). Further, The Hague is 

made up of predominately non-family households, with 47% being classified as “single-

person” households ("The Hague in Figures," 2016). Therefore, Brisbane’s household 

composition is distinct, with a large majority of suburban households classified as 

family households.   

4.2.3.6 Residential mobility.  

Residential mobility was measured by calculating the percentage of people in 

each SA2 who lived at a different address five years ago. This includes both individuals 

who have moved and are still living within the same SA2 and those who have moved to 

a different SA2. For the included SA2s, the proportion of residents who lived in a 

different address five years ago ranged from 0% to 68.66%, with an average of 42.57% 

(SD = 10.01).  High residential turnover can negatively affect guardianship abilities by 

weakening social relationships, and decrease collective efficacy (Wickes, 2007; Xie & 

McDowall, 2008). 

The American Housing Survey (United States Census Bureau, 2013a) identified 

that just under a third (32%) of people had moved into their current residence in the 

preceding three-year period (2010-2013). The Hague had data of residential mobility for 

one-year, showing that 15.2% of their population moved out of this city in 2015 ("The 

Hague in Figures," 2016). Direct comparisons are difficult here due to different 

timeframes; however, a tentative conclusion here could be that Brisbane has a higher 
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residential turnover, with on average, just under half of residents moving within a five 

year period.  

4.2.3.7 Potential offenders.  

To control for the crime rate within each SA2, a measure that incorporated the 

proportion of potential offenders was included. As such, the percentage of 10-20 year 

old males was calculated to measure this indicator. This factor ranged from 0% to 

12.91% (M = 6.79, SD = 1.96). This approach was deemed suitable as male youths are 

responsible for the majority of offences, with juvenile (10-19 years old) rates of 

offending being twice that of adult offenders (20+ years old), with the highest rates of 

offending in Australia observed among youths aged 15-19 (Australian Institute of 

Criminology, 2009).  

4.2.3.8  Conjunctive Analysis of Case Configurations (CACC). 

To explore socio-demographic profiles of Brisbane suburbs and to select two 

SA2s that were socio-demographically similar, a conjunctive analysis of case 

configurations (CACC) was performed (Miethe, Hart, & Regoeczi, 2008). As this 

method relies on categorical variables, six socio-demographic indicators, and crime rate 

were split into quartiles measuring the lowest 25% (i.e., below average), the middle 

50% (i.e., average), and the highest 25% (i.e., above average) for each variable. The 

quartile cut-offs for each variable are presented in Table 4.2. 
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Table 4.2 

Quartile Cut-Offs for Crime and Socio-Demographic Variables for 136 SA2s in 

Brisbane 

 Percentile score 

Variable 25
th

  (low)  50
th

 (average)  75
th

 (high) 

Property crime (per 1,000 households) 3.73  4.87  6.37 

Population growth (%) 9.39  15.43  23.78 

Disadvantage (ISRAD) 1028.50  1069.00  1099.50 

Ethnic heterogeneity (%) 7.74  12.21  20.37 

Household composition (%) 59.89  69.64  78.88 

Residential mobility (%) 36.70  41.26  48.11 

Potential offenders (%) 6.03  6.70  7.91 

 

CACC considers all possible combinations of variable attributes simultaneously. 

The number of possible case configurations depends on the number of independent 

variables, and the number of categories associated with each. For this conjunctive 

analysis, seven independent variables, each with three categories, were used. This 

approach resulted in a total of 2,187 possible combinations of unique socio-

demographic profiles (3
7
 = 2,187), and reflect the total number of theoretical contexts 

that define Brisbane suburbs. However, based on results of CACC, only 99 unique 

profiles were identified. From the CACC, two suburbs, with similar socio-demographic 

profiles were selected.  

As only suburbs with low or high property crime rates were required for the 

current study, case configurations with average crime rates (n = 45) were excluded, 

along with those with missing values
26

 (n = 2). Since more common typologies were 

desired to increase the representativeness of the sampled SA2s, 38 case configurations 

with only one count were excluded. This left a total of 13 case configurations that 

included 30 SA2s and are presented in Table 4.3. These were examined to see if there 

were matches in the socio-demographic makeup between low crime and high crime case 

                                                 
26

 Three SA2s in two case configurations had missing SEIFA values as there was either no population, or 

the population was too small to determine a SEIFA score. As SEIFA was one of the independent 

variables, cases with no SEIFA were therefore excluded. 
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configurations. As seen in Table 4.3, there was one match between case configuration 

numbers two (low crime) and 10 (high crime), which included four SA2s. The two 

SA2s in case configuration two were Wavell Heights and Holland Park West. The two 

SA2s in case configuration 10 were Cannon Hill and Northgate-Virginia. These 

configurations were average in all characteristics, except for potential offenders, which 

was low.  
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Table 4.3 

Conjunctive Analysis of Case Configuration Outcomes for Brisbane SA2s 

Case configuration 

number 

Crime 

rate 

Population 

growth 

SEIFA Ethic 

heterogeneity 

Family 

households 

Residential 

mobility 

Potential 

offenders 

N Match* 

1 Low Low High Average High Low High 4 No 

2 Low Average Average Average Average Average Low 2 Yes 

3 Low High Average Low High High High 2 No 

4 Low Average High Low Average Average Average 2 No 

5 High Average Average Average Low High Low 3 No 

6 High High Average High Low High Low 3 No 

7 High Average Low Average Low Average Low 2 No 

8 High High Low High Low High Low 2 No 

9 High Average Average Average Low High Average 2 No 

10 High Average Average Average Average Average Low 2 Yes 

11 High Average Average High Low High Average 2 No 

12 High High Average High Low High Average 2 No 

13 High High High Average Low High Low 2 No 

*Note: Match means profiles with identical attributes except crime rates.
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4.2.3.9  SA2 selection and context. 

To select one low crime SA2 and one high crime SA2, preliminary site visits of 

four SA2s were conducted to assess their suitability for observations. This involved 

driving through these areas on as many street segments as possible to understand two 

features: (a) whether the suburb was predominately residential, and (b) the context and 

characteristics of each suburb (e.g., the presence of schools, shopping centres, transport 

hubs, etc.). Cannon Hill was excluded as approximately half of its space was bushland 

and commercial businesses and it was possible that not enough street segments would 

be suitable for observations. After the site visits, Wavell Heights and Northgate-

Virginia were selected for observations. Table 4.4 provides the profiles for the two 

selected SA2s, which show alike levels in the socio-demography of these two areas. 

Characteristics of these two SA2s are also compared to mean values for Brisbane in 

Table 4.4.  
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Table 4.4 

Wavell Heights, Northgate-Virginia, and Mean Brisbane Suburb Socio-Demographic Profiles 

            Suburb                               Brisbane 

Characteristics Wavell 

Heights 

 Northgate-

Virginia 

 Brisbane 

Minimum 

 Brisbane 

Maximum 

 Brisbane 

M 

Size (km
2
) 3.60  6.10  1.20  65.30  8.35 

Distance to CBD (km) 10.00  13.00  0.00  36.00  11.82 

Population 10017.00  6703.00  0.00  18469.00  8104.62 

Population growth (%) 14.78  18.91  -4.61  293.38  23.40 

Disadvantage (IRSAD) 1069.00  1030.00  866.00  1166.00  1061.23 

Ethnic heterogeneity (%) 9.39  11.22  0.00  54.94  15.47 

Household composition (%) 71.98  64.64  0.00  100.00  69.27 

Residential mobility (%) 38.09  40.53  0.00  68.66  42.57 

Potential offenders (%) 6.04  5.80  0.00  12.91  6.79 

Property crime (per 1,000 

households) 

3.52 (low)  9.71 (high)  2.17  20.24  5.52 

*Note : Data compiled from (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2011a; Queensland Police Service, 2014). 



 

110 

 

Interestingly, Wavell Heights and Northgate-Virginia are neighbouring areas 

with similar socio-demographic make-up; however, each had different property crime 

rates. Further, they are highly distinct from each other in environmental and spatial 

make-up. Wavell Heights, the low crime SA2, is largely residential with low levels of 

mixed land use. However, the high crime SA2, Northgate-Virginia, has a large 

commercial and industrial estate to the north, two train stations and an arterial road 

running through the middle of the suburb. Comparatively, Northgate-Virginia had 195 

non-residential street segments, compared to 80 non-residential segments in Wavell 

Heights. Based on previous research on the effects of mixed land use, accessibility, 

offender mobility on crime, this could potentially explain the differences in the property 

crime rates (P. J Brantingham & Brantingham, 1995; P. L. Brantingham & 

Brantingham, 1993; Eck & Weisburd, 1995; Felson, 2006; Felson & Clarke, 1998; 

Greenberg & Rohe, 1984; Kinney, Brantingham, Wuschke, Kirk, & Brantingham, 

2008)
27

. Another focus of this study was to examine whether guardianship differed 

across these neighbouring SA2s, which could add to explaining differences in property 

crime. While areas with similar spatial features would have been preferable, areas that 

were both socio-demographically and spatially similar, yet different in terms of property 

crime, were not observed in the Brisbane CACC analysis. This section has reviewed 

how the two suburbs were selected. The following section explains how no reported 

property crime and high property crime street segments within Wavell Heights and 

Northgate-Virginia were selected.      

                                                 
27

 However, the influence of land use on crime is not addressed in the current study.  
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4.2.4 Sampling street segments. 

Within the two selected SA2s, stratified random sampling was used to select 24 

street segments to conduct observations. A street centre line file was used in MapInfo 

v.12 (Pitney Bowes Software, 2013) in order to randomly select street segments from

Wavell Heights and Northgate-Virginia. Across the two SA2s, there were 822 street 

segments. Non-residential street segments were immediately excluded (n = 275). 

Further, due to budget and time constraints available for data collection, street segments 

which had more than 16 properties were excluded from the sample (n = 119). These 

exclusions left 428 segments.  

A matched case control design was used comparing street segments with high 

levels of property offences versus no reporting of property offences, as depicted in 

Figure 4.8. A total of 12 street segments from the two SA2s were randomly selected: six 

which had reported a high level of property crime, whereas the other six had no reported 

property crimes. The reporting period ranged from December 2010 through December 

2013. A high level of property crime was operationalised as a street segment on which a 

minimum of three offences were reported, one of which was an unlawful entry offence.  
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Figure 4.8. Street segment selection flow chart. 

   

Property crime counts on the selected street segments in Wavell Heights and 

Northgate-Virginia, ranged from three to 13 offences, during a three year period, along 

high crime street segments (Queensland Police Service, 2014). On average, street 

segments in Northgate-Virginia experienced 2.15 (SD = 3.48) property crimes during 

the three year period. For Wavell Heights, the average number of property crimes 

during the same period for each street segment was 1.57 (SD = 2.07). Further, 31% of 

all street segments in Northgate-Virginia, and 41% of all street segments in Wavell 

Heights, received no reports of property crime from December 2010 through December 

2013. The relatively low crime levels are acknowledged, and it understood that a street 

segment that experiences one or two property offences a year may not be that different 

compared to a street segment that has no reported property crimes a year.  

The selected street segments had 7-16 properties, with an average of 12 

properties. This average is very similar to the number of properties per street segment in 

Wavell Heights: Low crime 
suburb 

6 steet segments: 3 
reported property 

crimes 

6 street segments: No 
reported property 

crimes 

Northgate-Virginia: High 
crime suburb 

6 street segments: 3 
reported property 

crimes 

6 street segments: No 
reported property 

crimes 
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these two SA2s in general. On residential street segments, Wavell Heights had an 

average of 11.25 properties (SD = 9.29), and Northgate-Virginia had an average of 

10.02 properties (SD = 8.07).  

Again, informal site visits were made before data collection began to ensure that 

these streets would be suitable for data collection. As a result of these preliminary 

observations, four street segments were excluded due to renovation and building work 

being conducted on one or more of the houses. This was believed to affect the activity 

level on the street and guardianship intensity at these properties. Another four street 

segments were randomly selected as replacements. The total sample included 278 

properties, along 24 street segments within two Brisbane SA2s.  These 278 properties 

were used for both studies (observations and interviews with residents). These 278 

properties were observed for Study One (Observations), and residents from these 278 

were approached for interviews (Study Two). The methodology for Study One and 

Study Two are explained in Chapter 5 and Chapter 7, respectively.   

4.3 Conclusion 

 Outlined in this chapter was the research design and sampling framework used 

by the two studies (observations and interviews) that constitute this thesis. First, key 

differences between Brisbane, The Hague, and Boston were outlined, illustrating the 

unique context of the Brisbane suburbs to explore guardianship behaviours by residents. 

Second, the geographical framework used by the ABS was outlined in this chapter. 

Importantly, the ABS do not define “suburbs”, but rather use SA2s, which were used as 

proxies for Brisbane suburbs. Sampling involved a two-step process. In the third 

section, using a matched case control design, CACC was used to select two suburbs that 

varied in property crime rates, however, were socio-demographically similar. Wavell 
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Heights was selected as the lower-than-average property crime suburb, and Northgate-

Virginia was selected as the higher-than-average property crime suburb. Further, these 

two suburbs matched on a number of socio-demographic characteristics including: (a) 

population growth, (b) disadvantage, (c) ethnic heterogeneity, (d) household 

composition, (e) residential mobility, and (f) potential offenders. In the second step, a 

stratified sampling strategy was used to select street segments. From the two suburbs, 

six of “no reported property crime” and “high reported property crime” street segments 

were randomly selected. Overall, this sampling process resulted in 24 street segments 

and a sample of 278 properties, in two Brisbane suburbs: Wavell Heights, and 

Northgate-Virginia. The following chapter outlines the method for Study One 

(Observations).  
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5 Study One: Observing Guardianship in the Suburbs - Methodology  

5.1 Introduction 

 The purpose of this chapter is to outline the method used for Study One 

(observations). Structured observations using an adapted version of Reynald’s (2011a) 

protocol were undertaken across 278 properties on 24 street segments, in Wavell 

Heights and Northgate-Virginia to examine (a) levels of active guardianship, (b) 

physical characteristics of properties, and (c) the spatial and observable social features 

of street segments. First, the observational protocol, along with the ethical requirements 

of the study, training of observers, and inter-rater reliability are covered. Second, the 

procedure undertaken to conduct observations is outlined. This section covers the 

observational period and times. Third, property level variables are defined. Fourth, 

street level variables are discussed. This chapter ends with a discussion on piloting the 

observational protocol and issues with missing and cleaning data.  

 Overall, this study made a number of unique contributions to guardianship 

literature. First, this is the first known study to observe active guardianship within a 

suburban environment. Second, this is the only known study to observe guardianship 

intensity on weekends, and to compare levels of guardianship intensity across different 

times of the day, and days of the week. Observing guardianship behaviours in a 

suburban environment, across different times of the day, and across areas that 

experience different property crime rates addressed the following overarching research 

questions:  

1.1 How does guardianship intensity function within a suburban Australian context? 
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1.2 How does guardianship intensity function at different days and times within 

Australian suburbs? 

1.3 Is there an interaction between guardianship intensity and levels of crime in 

suburban areas?  

1.4 How do physical and spatial characteristics of suburban areas affect guardianship 

intensity? 

5.2 Observational Protocol 

Reynald’s (2009) observational protocol was used and adapted for the 

observations in Wavell Heights and Northgate-Virginia. This measured guardianship 

intensity at each property, along with a number of physical and spatial factors at both 

the property and street segment level. The full schedule can be found in Appendix 1. 

Each of these variables are described in detail within Section 5.6 (property level 

variables) and Section 5.7 (street level variables). Data collected during observations 

addressed the following research questions and associated sub-questions: 

1.1 How does guardianship intensity function within a suburban Australian context? 

1.1.a What levels of guardianship intensity can be observed in Brisbane 

suburbs? 

1.1.b How do levels of guardianship intensity observed within Brisbane suburbs 

differ to previous studies in The Hague and The U.S.? 

As Gray (2009) explains, there are numerous advantages to utilising structured 

observations. First, the reliability of the data should be stronger as it can be replicated 

by the same researcher at different times, or by other researchers. Second, it allows for 

the immediate collection of data in real time and does not rely on researcher or 

participant interpretation. Third, this method was deemed most appropriate for the 
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current study as it can be used to observe guardianship intensity first-hand rather than 

relying on secondary data to approximate household guardianship (Reynald, 2011b). 

Further, through observations, physio-spatial characteristics of properties and street 

segments were measured which were used to examine which factors correlate with 

guardianship intensity. However, there are two key disadvantages to this approach that 

should be noted. First is that the observers must be at a property at the right time to 

observe guardianship in action. Secondly, only clear overt actions by residents can be 

measured by the observers. If a resident was monitoring, but kept their presence hidden 

(i.e., behind curtains), this may not be captured by the observers.   

5.3 Ethical Requirements 

Ethical approval for conducting observations was obtained from the Human 

Research Ethics Committee at Griffith University (Protocol Number CCJ/26/13/HREC) 

(see Appendix 2). As part of the ethical requirements of this study, a number of 

stipulations were made about the conduct and safety of observers in public space taking 

measurements of people’s property and behaviour. These requirements included: (a) 

observations must be conducted in pairs, (b) the supervision team must be aware of 

when and where observations were conducted, (c) observers must carry their university 

identification, (d) observers must carry mobile phones, (e) the local police station must 

be notified of the observations, (f) observations must only to be taken from public 

space, and (g) information sheets outlining the purpose of the project and relevant 

contact personnel must be carried. The information sheet is provided in Appendix 3, and 

was provided to intervening guardians.  
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5.4 Inter-Rater Reliability  

Inter-rater reliability testing took place over two days following observer 

training. The testing took place on two weekdays from 7:00am-9:30am. Inter-rater 

testing took part in pairs across six street segments (25% of street segments) and on 57 

properties (21% of properties). Overall, the observational protocol at both the property 

and street level were found to be reliable. Reliability for property measurements was 

found to be strong (α = .71), showing good inter-rater agreement. At the street level, 

inter-rater agreement was relatively stronger (α = .90). Overall, the observational 

protocol showed good consistency in observer ratings (α = .77).  

5.5 Procedure 

This study involved completing observations of properties and street segments, 

using an adapted version of Reynald’s (2011a) observational protocol. Observations 

were undertaken for 278 properties across 24 street segments. When observers first 

arrived at a sampled street segment, they were instructed to walk from one end of the 

street segment to the other before starting observations. This allowed for residents to 

potentially become aware of the observer’s presence. This was consistent with 

procedures of Reynald (2011a) and Hollis-Peel and Welsh (2014).  The street level 

variables were observed and recorded first. After this, each observer took one side of the 

street and began the property observations. 

Each street segment and property was observed on four occasions, over different 

times of the day, and days of the week. As each street segment and property was 

observed four times, only the full observational protocol was completed on the first 

visit. For example, static variables, such as the presence of a fence is unlikely to change 

across four observations, so this characteristic was only measured once. However, other 
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variables were dynamic and likely to change across observations. The dynamic 

variables included image, guardianship intensity, and activity, and these were measured 

for each repeated visit. The breakdown of the full protocol and repeated observational 

variables can be viewed in Appendix 1. As such, four types of observations were 

conducted: (a) full property observations, (b) repeated property observations, (c) full 

street observations, and (d) repeated street observations.  

 An observational survey was filled out for each individual house and street 

segment. As more observations were conducted, familiarity with the protocol grew and 

the time taken to rate each property decreased. For the first visit, each observation took 

approximately 12 minutes at the start of inter-rater testing, to 4 minutes to rate each 

individual property. For the repeated observations, observers were instructed to spend 3 

minutes observing each property. As such, observers were on each street segment for a 

period that ranged from 20 minutes (doing repeat observations) to 2 hours (conducting 

inter-rater reliability testing). While previous GIA studies have spent longer at each 

property—approximately 20-25 minutes (Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014, Reynald, 2009, 

2011a); in this study this was not necessary due to (a) lower-density housing, and (b) 

not feasible due to budget and time constraints. 

Each observer was provided with an iPad to collect data using the iSurvey 

application (Institutional Software Limited, 2014). This application can be used offline 

and after each house and street segment was observed, this data was saved. In addition 

to the iPad, each observer was given a note pad to make any changes after the 

observation. For instance, if a resident returned home and started monitoring after their 

property had been observed, observers could note this, and then changed in the data set. 

At the end of each observation day, the iPads were connected to the Internet and the 
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data was uploaded into a password protected database on the applications website. The 

data was then downloaded into a .csv file and imported into Excel. Field notes from the 

observers were collated and necessary changes to data were completed. For example, if 

a property was observed with no residents available, and then returned home and began 

to monitor the observers, the observer would make a field note of this, and scores for 

availability and monitoring were changed from “No” to “Yes” in the data set.   

5.5.1 Observational period and times. 

 Observations took place during July and August 2014. A unique aspect of this 

study is the use of repeated observations for each property and street segment. 

Reynald’s (2009) conducted observations from 9:00am-6:00pm and night-time 

observations from 7:00pm-11:00pm, and Hollis-Peel and Welsh (2014) completed 

observations from 7:00am-5:00pm. These studies observed properties and street 

segments once, and conducted observations on weekdays only. This study used repeated 

observations across both the time of the day, and day of week. This is the first study to 

explore guardianship behaviour on weekends. As such, each property and street 

segment was observed four times: (a) weekday morning (7:00am-9:00am), (b) weekday 

afternoon (2:00pm-4:00pm), (c) weekend morning (7:00am-9:00am), and (d) weekend 

afternoon (2:00pm-4:00pm).  

Time intervals were selected based on general routine activity patterns of suburban 

residents: 7:00am-9:00am weekdays corresponds to when residents are likely getting 

ready and leaving for work, whereas 2:00pm-4:00pm corresponds to when residents 

were likely doing school “pick-ups”. Further, using QPS crime statistics, reported 

property offences from 2010 to 2013, the “morning” represented the time when property 

crime was low, compared to the “afternoon”, when it was higher. Levels of property 
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crime within Wavell Heights and Northgate-Virginia were low from 7am-9am and high 

in the afternoon from 2:00pm-4:00pm. As such, observations only took place during 

these times on both weekdays and weekends to examine the differences in guardianship 

intensity and explore guardianship as a routine activity. In addition this allowed the 

comparison of guardianship intensity in a low crime period and a high crime period. 

This was relevant in order to answer the research questions:  

1.2 How does guardianship intensity function at different days and times within 

Australian suburbs? 

 1.2.a To what extent do levels of occupancy differ between morning and 

 afternoons across weekdays and weekends in properties?  

 1.2.b To what extent do levels of monitoring change between morning and 

 afternoons across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties? 

 1.2.c To what extent do levels of direct intervention change between morning 

 and afternoons across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties? 

 1.2.d Can recurring guardianship of properties be observed? 

 Although the observations took place in the middle of the Australian winter 

(July is on average the coldest month of the year), the temperature in South-East 

Queensland during this time is mild when compared to areas in Europe and Northern 

America. Temperatures rated during the observations ranged from 8
o
C to 23

o
C (46.4

o
F 

to 73.4
o
F). The median temperature was 16

o
C (60.8

o
F). This is comparable with the 

mean summer temperature in The Hague of 15–17
o
C (Royal Netherlands Meterological 

Institute, 2013). Boston experiences much colder winters than Brisbane, with 

temperatures ranging from -5
 o
C  to 2

 o
C on average (National Oceanic and Atmospheric 

Administration, 2016). Temperatures during observations were comparable to average 
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temperatures in June for Boston (15
 o

C–24
 o

C). As property crimes are susceptible to 

seasonal changes (Bernasco, 2014; Farrell & Pease, 1994), counts of property offending 

were examined through visual inspection of graphs created through QPS’s online 

mapping service (Queensland Police Service, 2014), from December 2010 to December 

2013, and were found to be average across July and August. 

5.5.2 Observational sites. 

 As outlined previously in Section 4.2.4, four sites were used in the current study 

in a low crime and high crime suburb (Wavell Heights and Northgate-Virginia, 

respectively): (a) no reported property crime street segments in the low crime suburb (b) 

high property crime street segments in the low crime suburb, (c) no reported property 

crime street segments in the high crime suburb, and (d) high property crime street 

segments in the high crime suburb. By observing guardianship behaviours across four 

spatial areas, the following research questions were addressed: 

1.3 Is there an interaction between guardianship intensity and levels of crime in 

suburban areas?  

 1.3.a Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between high and 

 low property crime suburbs? 

 1.3.b Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between no 

 reported property crime street segments and high property crime street 

 segments? 

 1.3.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity rates by area? 

 As part of this study, 1,213 observations
28

 were completed for 278 properties, 

along 24 street segments, in two suburbs, in Brisbane. Four types of observations were 

                                                 
28

 This number excludes observations for inter-rater reliability testing. 
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made: (a) full property observations, (b) repeated property observations, (c) full street 

observations, and (d) repeated street observations. As such, each property and street 

segment was observed four times: (a) 7:00am-9:00am weekdays, (b) 2:00pm-4:00pm 

weekdays, (c) 7:00am-9:00am weekends, and (d) 2:00pm-4:00pm weekends. Full 

observations involved completing the full observational protocol, while the repeated 

observations measured the dynamic variables, including image, activity levels, and 

guardianship intensity. At the property level, 1,117 observations
29

 were conducted, and

96 observations were completed at the street level. At both the street and property level, 

25% of observations involved completing the full observational protocol, while 75% 

were repeat observations. Overall, 51% of all observations were made in Wavell 

Heights, while 49% were conducted in Northgate-Virginia.  

5.6 Property Level Variables 

The first part of the observational protocol included measuring property level 

variables
30

. Each of these variables are discussed throughout the following sections.

Four scales were created to examine the relationships between physical characteristics 

and guardianship intensity at the property level: (a) territoriality, (b) barriers, (c) target 

hardening, and (d) image maintenance. In creating these scales, answers that were 

observed as “Don’t know” were coded as missing because the presence/absence of such 

features was unknown. This approach answered the following questions:  

1.4 How do physical and spatial characteristics of suburban areas affect guardianship 

intensity? 

29
 This does not equal 1,112 (278 x 4 = 1,112) as one property was on a corner of two selected street 

segments and observed eight times, and three properties had missing data. Therefore, the total number of 

observations equals 1,117.    
30

 All descriptive data is presented together as well in Appendix 4. Appendix 4 outlines descriptive data 

for all variables measured–including variables not used in analyses. For example, characteristics such as 

lighting and traffic calming (Felson, 1998) were measured, but did not (a) create reliable scales, or (b) 

there were too few cases to include for analyses.    
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 1.4.a What physical factors correlate with guardianship intensity at the property 

 level? 

 1.4.b What physical factors predict guardianship intensity at the property level? 

 1.4.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity between different housing 

 types? 

 1.4.d What combination of factors is associated with high levels of monitoring at 

 the property level? 

5.6.1 Guardianship intensity scale.  

Guardianship intensity of each property (N  = 278) was measured on a scale 

from 0-4: 

0- No guardian available (either physically or via cues) 

1- Guardian available, but not visible 

2- Guardian visibly available 

3- Guardian available and monitoring 

4- Guardian available, monitoring and intervening on seeing observers 

First, a property was rated as invisible and scored zero if no guardian was 

present. This occurred when there were no visual or auditory cues to suggest a resident 

was available within their home during the observation. Second, a property was rated as 

“1” if someone was just available, but not visible (i.e., people were present; but could 

not be seen). Non-visible cues included hearing a television or radio, a person speaking, 

or if a door was open (this was based on the justification that people would not leave 

their doors open whilst away from home). Non-visible occupancy was not measured in 

Reynald’s (2009; 2011a) studies; however, it was measured in Boston by Hollis-Peel 

and Welsh (2014). Hollis-Peel and Welsh (2014) combined ratings for non-visible and 
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visible occupancy into one rating, making the current study the first GIA study to 

include non-visible occupancy as an independent measure.  

A property scored “2” when observers physically saw someone inside their 

house or somewhere on the property (e.g., cleaning a car in the driveway). This meant 

that a resident was only available, but did not monitor or intervene.  

A score of “3” for a property indicated a resident actively monitered observers. 

Active monitors at a property kept an eye on the street and the observers for a period of 

time (i.e., for the entire time observers were on the street, or for a period as short as 

checking the mailbox).  

Finally, a property was scored a “4” when a resident directly intervened with the 

observer. Direct intervention involved a person directly approaching an observer and 

asking about their presence on their street.  Indirect intervention measures, such as calls 

for police service, were not measured in this study. Hollis-Peel and Welsh’s (2014) 

study included both indirect intervention (through police calls for service) and direct 

intervention; however, these data were not available for this study, and therefore, only 

direct intervention was captured through observations. When a person was visibly 

home, monitoring and intervened to question the observer, this property received a “4”, 

the highest possible score for guardianship in action. Table 5.1 outlines the frequencies 

for each level of observable guardianship.  
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Table 5.1 

Levels of Observable Guardianship in Brisbane 

Suburbs (N = 1,117) 

 n % 

Occupancy   

No  703 62.9 

Yes 414 37.1 

    Non-visible occupancy 184 16.5 

    Visible occupancy 230 20.6 

Monitoring   

No  993 88.9 

Yes 124 11.1 

Direct Intervention   

No  1076 96.3 

Yes 41 3.7 

 

Table 5.1 shows raw data collected from property observations, with categories 

that are not mutually exclusive. For example, a resident who intervened is counted three 

times: as an intervener, as a monitor, and as a visible occupant. To overcome this issue, 

a guardianship intensity score was created for each observation by adding scores on 

occupancy, monitoring and intervention, as presented in Table 5.2. Guardianship 

intensity scores could range from 0–4, where “0” corresponds to an observation were 

guardianship was not visible to the observer (i.e., there were no indications that a 

resident was present). On the other hand, observations that scored a “4” meant that the 

resident was a visible occupant, was monitoring, and intervened with the observer(s). 

This is a similar coding strategy to Reynald (2009; 2011a) and Hollis-Peel and Welsh 

(2014), facilitating cross national comparisons (presented in Section 6.3).  

 Guardianship intensity scores are presented in Table 5.2. These data are used 

for all subsequent analyses. This table shows that approximately two-thirds of 

properties did not have cues of occupancy, and that 7% of residents engaged in 

monitoring. Less than 5% of observations recorded a resident that intervened. In this 
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study, guardianship intensity scores for properties ranged from 0-4, with an average 

score of 0.73 (SD = 1.13).   

Table 5.2   

Guardianship Intensity in Brisbane Suburbs (N = 1,117) 

Guardianship intensity score n % 

Not visible 702 62.8 

Non-visible occupancy only 184 16.5 

Visible occupancy only 107 9.6 

Visible occupancy + monitoring only 83 7.4 

Visible occupancy + monitoring + intervention 41 3.7 

5.6.2 Housing.  

 Housing was measured by two variables: (a) housing type, and (b) house setting. 

Housing type was measured through four types of housing: (a) single detached, (b) 

duplex, (c) row housing, and (d) apartment block. House setting was a dichotomous 

variable that captured high-set Queenslander housing (for a review of Queenslander 

housing see Section 4.2.1.1). This variable measured (a) on ground setting, or (b) high 

setting. A house was considered high set if it was approximately five feet off the 

ground. Table 5.3 shows that the majority (92%) of housing was singular detached 

housing, and that high-set Queenslanders comprised approximately one-third of the 

properties.  

Table 5.3 

Housing Type Frequencies from Observed Properties in Brisbane Suburbs (n = 277)  

Variable n % 

Housing type   

Single detached 254 91.7 

Duplex 5 1.8 

Row housing 0 0.0 

Apartment block 18 6.5 

House setting   

On ground 188 67.9 

High set (Queenslander) 89 32.1 
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5.6.3 Surveillance opportunities. 

Natural surveillance was measured by two variables: (a) the number of 

observable windows, and (b) house-to-house visibility. As outlined in Section 5.9.2, 

measuring surveillance opportunities was difficult, and this variable was therefore 

adapted for this context. As such, this variable was not measured consistently with prior 

GIA studies (Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2009, 2011a). First, the number of 

observable windows on each property was counted as a continuous variable to measure 

surveillance opportunity. This included any window that could be seen by an observer 

from the street on any side of the property. The number of observable windows ranged 

from 0–64, with an average of 10.40 observable windows per property (SD = 5.87).   

Second, a categorical measure of house-to-house visibility was included that 

measured the visibility to the house across the street. This was done by the observer 

standing in front of the house being rated and facing the house on the opposite side of 

the street. There were three levels of house to house visibility, including complete 

obstruction = “0”, partial obstruction = “1” and clear view = “2”.  Where there was no 

house on the other side of the street, this was coded as “98”. Table 5.4 shows that 

almost half of properties had clear house-to-house visibility, and that less than 3% of 

properties had a completed obstructed view between them.  

Table 5.4 

House-to-House Visibility Frequencies from Observed Properties in Brisbane Suburbs 

(n = 278)  

Variable n % 

House-to-house visibility 

Clear view 132 47.5 

Partial obstruction 106 38.1 

Completed obstruction 7 2.5 

No house on other side 33 11.9 
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Figure 5.1 shows two properties that offered clear views from their windows to 

the street with no obstructions. From a guardianship standpoint, this is crucial for 

residents as unobstructed views provide them with opportunities to watch over their 

street. This helps create clear lines of sights between neighbouring houses. On the other 

hand, in Figure 5.2, foliage and high fences lower opportunities for surveillance by 

residents. 
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Figure 5.1. Brisbane suburban houses with clear opportunities for surveillance from 

windows to the street.  
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Figure 5.2. Brisbane suburban houses with obstructed opportunities for surveillance 

from the window to the street from (a) heavy tree coverage, and (b) high fencing.  
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5.6.4 Territoriality scale. 

Figure 5.3. Indicators observed to create territoriality scale (α = .80).
31

Five indicators were used to measure the defensible space characteristic of 

territoriality and are illustrated in Figure 5.3. Territoriality refers to the level of 

ownership displayed by a resident to define the care and control over their property and 

to differentiate between public and private space (Newman, 1972). The five indicators 

combined to create the territoriality scale used in the current study include: (a) presence 

of balcony, (b) presence of a front yard, (c) size of front yard, (d) presence of outdoor 

seating, and (e) presence of decorations. Each were coded by either absent = “0” or 

present = “1”, except for size of front yard, which was measured as absent = “0”, small 

(1-3m) = “1”, or large (over 3m) = “2”. These scores were added together to create a 

territoriality scale. A higher score reflected a property with which the owners denoted 

higher levels of care and ownership. Overall, the territoriality scale ranged from 0-6, 

with a mean score of 3.48 (SD = 1.58). Table 5.5 demonstrates that the majority of 

31
 These figures are illustrative and do not denote a factor analysis. 
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scale 

Balcony 

Front yard 

Size of front 
yard 

Outdoor 
seating 

Decorations 



133 

properties (97%) had a front yard (or private space), and just over half were rated as 

being small. 

Table 5.5 

Territoriality Frequencies from Observed Properties in Brisbane Suburbs (n = 278) 

Variable n % 

Balcony 

Yes 141 50.7 

No 135 48.6 

Don’t know 1 0.4 

Missing 1 0.4 

Front yard 

Yes 269 96.8 

No 5 1.8 

Don’t know 4 1.4 

Size of front yard 

No front yard 5 1.4 

Small (1-3m) 148 53.2 

Large (over 3m) 122 44.2 

Don’t know 2 0.7 

Missing 2 0.7 

Outdoor seating 

Yes 105 37.8 

No 165 59.4 

Don’t know 8 2.9 

Decorations 

Yes 74 26.6 

No 196 70.5 

Don’t know 8 2.9 

Further, 

Figure 5.4 illustrates some of the territoriality indicators that were observed including 

decorations, outdoor seating, presence of balconies, and front yards.
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Figure 5.4. Indicators observed to create territoriality scale, showing from top left to bottom right (a) large front yard with decorations, (b) 

decorations on front steps, (c) apartment complex with balconies and outdoor seating, and (d) small front yard.  
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5.6.5 Barriers scale. 

Figure 5.5. Indicators observed to create barrier scale (α = .83). 

Three indicators were used to measure barriers: height, transparency, and extent. 

These variables were originally included in the territoriality scale, as past GIA research 

has done (Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2009, 2011a). However, in scale 

reliability analysis the barrier variables did not function well with other territoriality 

variables; therefore, a separate scale was included. As such, territoriality and barrier 

measures in this study differ from prior GIA research. This is surmised to be due to 

differences in territoriality and fencing across the GIA studies. As depicted in Figure 4.4 

and Figure 4.5, fencing was very common in Brisbane suburbs, however, lacking in 

Boston and The Hague.  

Height was measured based on observers estimates using low-moderate 2ft-4ft 

barriers = “1”, or high-fortressing 5ft-7ft barriers = “2”. Extent was measured by partial 

barriers = “1”, or full perimeter barriers = “2”. Transparency was rated as can’t see 

through = “1”, or see through “2”. This also included barriers by foliage (hedges) and 

symbolic barriers. These scores were added together to create a barrier scale. A higher 

Barrier 
scale 

Height 

Transparency Extent 
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barrier rating indicated a stronger barrier.  Each variable had the option of “0” for no 

barrier. Overall, scores ranged from 0-6, with an average score for properties of 3.48 

(SD = 1.58). 

A problem emerged with high barriers that observers could not see over. High 

barriers meant that other characteristics of the property (e.g., target hardening) could 

neither be seen nor rated. Rather than rating characteristics that could not be seen as 

absent (which may not be true), a “Don’t know” option was included for most variables 

as can be seen in Appendix 1. Table 5.6 shows that the majority of properties had a 

barrier, and just under half (46%) encircled the full perimeter of the property. Three-

quarters of barriers were transparent and could be seen through at some point on the 

property.   

Table 5.6 

Barrier Frequencies from Observed Properties in Brisbane Suburbs (n = 278) 

Variable n % 

Barrier height 

No barrier 38 13.7 

Low-moderate 155 56.1 

High (over 6ft) 84 30.2 

Barrier extent 

No barrier 38 13.7 

Partial 111 39.9 

Full perimeter 129 46.4 

Barrier transparency 

No barrier 38 13.7 

Transparent 209 75.2 

Non-transparent 31 11.2 

Figure 5.6 presents a property with a low, transparent, partial barrier, compared 

to a property with a high, non-transparent full perimeter barrier which received the 

maximum scale score of six. 
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Figure 5.6. Indicators observed to create barrier scale, showing from top to bottom (a) 

property with a low, partial perimeter, and transparent barrier, and (b) property with a 

high, full perimeter, and non-transparent barrier
32

.

32
 Housing numbers have been blacked out in photographs to protect privacy. 
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5.6.6 Target hardening scale. 

Figure 5.7. Indicators observed to create target hardening scale (α = .70). 

The six target hardening indicators included in the current study were 

dichotomised as either absence = “0” or presence = “1”. This approach was designed to 

measure the extent to which the property was made resistant to property offences. If one 

or more of the windows or doors had security bars, for example, then the property was 

coded as having them present, even if not all windows or doors had this. Further, a dog 

was coded present if the observer could see or hear it, or if there was a warning sign for 

one. A gate was considered having a lock if a key or code was required to open it (i.e., 

latches that could be opened without a key were not considered locks). The louvre 

window variable was unique to this study, as previous Brisbane-based research has 

shown that burglars target houses with these windows as they are easier to break in to 

(Macintyre, 2001). As such, this score was reversed coded, so that presence = “0” or 
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absence = “1”.  Scores were added to create a target hardening scale in which the higher 

the score, the more “hardened” and less penetrable the property was. Scores range from 

0-6, with an average score of 2.77 (SD = 1.15)  Table 5.7 shows that the majority (83%)

of properties did not have alarm systems, and just over half of properties had security 

bars on at least one window (56%). Locks on gates were uncommon, with only 7% of 

properties recording this feature.   

Table 5.7 

Target Hardening Frequencies from Observed Properties in Brisbane Suburbs (n = 

278) 

Variable n % 

Alarm 

Yes 40 14.4 

No 231 83.1 

Don’t know 7 2.5 

Security windows 

Yes 120 56.1 

No 156 43.2 

Don’t know 2 0.7 

Security doors 

Yes 165 36.7 

No 102 59.4 

Don’t know 11 4.0 

Dog 

Yes 246 88.5 

No 31 11.2 

Don’t know 1 0.4 

Lock on gate 

Yes 19 6.8 

No 145 52.2 

No gate 111 39.9 

Don’t know 2 0.7 

Missing 1 0.4 

Louvre windows 

Yes 44 15.8 

No 231 83.1 

Don’t know 3 1.1 

Figure 5.8 depicts many of the target hardening variables with a locked gate, a 

dog present on the property, the downstairs windows of a property with security bars on 

windows and a security door, and an alarm system with a warning sticker. 



140 

Figure 5.8. Indicators observed to create target hardening variable, showing from top 

left to bottom right (a) gate lock, (b) dog, (c) security bars on windows and security 

mesh on door, and (d) alarm and alarm warning sticker.  
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5.6.7 Image scale. 

Figure 5.9. Indicators observed to create image scale (α = .85). 

Seven indicators were used to create an image scale, which were consistent with 

measures in Reynald’s (2011a) observational protocol
33

. Litter, trash, graffiti, broken

windows, and repairs were measured dichotomously with presence = “0” or absence = 

“1”. Property condition rated the image of the house, whereas garden condition rated the 

image of the garden and landscaping of the property. Garden condition was measured 

by either no garden = “0”, poorly maintained = “1”, or well-maintained = “2”.  Property 

condition was measured by poorly maintained = “0” or well-maintained = “1”. Litter 

was coded present when a piece approximately the size of a palm of a hand could be 

seen (i.e., soft drink/beer can)
34

. Trash was rated present when larger items could be

seen (i.e., broken television, old mattress). A property was coded as having repairs 

33
 Reynald’s (2011a) protocol observed all the above measures, however, only three were included in 

final analyses: graffiti, state of disrepair, and broken windows/lights. 
34

 For instance, a single chewing gum wrapper or cigarette butt was not considered large enough to for the 

property to be rated as having littler present. However, if there were multiple cigarette butts that 

combined would constitute the size of a palm of a hand (i.e., 10 cigarette butts), then this property was 

rated as having litter present. 
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needed if there was one image or structural problem present on the house (i.e., rusting 

roof). Within the property condition variable, for a property to be rated as poorly 

maintained, it was required to two or more image and structure problems. Poor image 

cues included flaking paint, broken fencing, rusting roof, etc. For a garden to be coded 

as poorly maintained, two or more problems needed to be observed in garden or 

landscaping of the property. Poor garden image cues included weeds, overgrown grass 

and shrubs, leaf litter, broken tiles in the garden, etc. Scores were added together to 

create an image scale, wherein a higher score signified a better maintained property. For 

the observed properties, the scores ranged from 0-8, with a mean score of 7.12 (SD = 

1.20). 

As this was a dynamic variable that could change over time, image was 

measured at each of the four observations (N = 1,117). Table 5.8 presents the 

frequencies for the image variables. This shows that instances of graffiti and broken 

windows were rare (less than 1% of observations). Further, the majority of properties 

(95%) were rated as well maintained by observers.  
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Table 5.8 

Image Frequencies from Observed Properties in Brisbane Suburbs (N = 1,117) 

Variable n % 

Litter 

Yes 284 25.4 

No 823 73.7 

Don’t know 9 0.8 

Missing 1 0.1 

Trash 

Yes 154 13.8 

No 949 85.0 

Don’t know 14 1.3 

Graffiti 

Yes 3 0.3 

No 1109 99.3 

Don’t know 5 0.4 

Broken windows 

Yes 4 0.4 

No 1107 99.1 

Don’t know 6 0.5 

Repairs needed 

Yes 219 19.6 

No 893 79.9 

Don’t know 5 0.4 

Garden condition 

Well maintained 111 85.2 

Poorly maintained 952 9.9 

No garden/landscaping 34 3.0 

Missing 20 1.8 

Property condition 

Well maintained 1057 94.6 

Poorly maintained 57 5.1 

Don’t know 3 0.3 

Figure 5.10 presents examples of properties which had litter and trash present in 

their front yards, a poorly maintained garden, and poorly maintained property due to 

flaking paint and broken fence palings. Figure 5.11 gives three examples of well-

maintained properties and gardens.  
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Figure 5.10. Indicators observed to create image scale, showing examples of poor 

image maintenance, from top left to bottom right (a) litter in the form of cans and used 

paper coffee cups, (b) large trash, (c) poorly maintained fence and overgrown garden, 

and (d) poorly maintained property with flaking paint and broken wooden palings.  
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Figure 5.11. Indicators observed to create image scale, showing examples of good 

image maintenance, from top left to bottom (a) well maintained property and front lawn, 

(b) well maintained garden with manicured lawn and trimmed hedges, and, (c) well

maintained house and front garden.
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5.6.8 Property level scales summary. 

A summary of the descriptive statistics for the scales and continuous variables 

are presented in Table 5.9. 

Table 5.9 

Descriptive Statistics for Property Level Scales and Continuous Variables 

Scales and continuous variables n Min Max x SD Alpha 

Guardianship intensity  1117 0 4 0.73 1.13 - 

Surveillance opportunities 277 0 64 10.40 5.87 - 

Territoriality 278 0 6 3.54 1.25 0.80 

Barriers 278 0 6 3.48 1.58 0.83 

Target hardening 278 0 6 2.77 1.15 0.70 

Image 1117 0 8 7.12 1.20 0.85 

5.7 Street Level Variables 

The second part of the observational protocol measured the spatial variables at 

the street level, which were used as indicators to create to create two scales: (a) 

accessibility, and (b) street functionality. In addition, levels of activity were recorded. 

Variables that were indicative of land use were also observed and consistent with past 

GIA research (Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2011a); however, this was deemed 

not suitable for analyses, as numbers were too small. For example, out of 24 street 

segments, 21 segments were purely residential. It is argued that this is due to the 

Australian suburban context, where mixed land use is uncommon. Overall, 

characteristics of the street were collected to answer:  

1.4 How do physical and spatial characteristics of suburban areas affect guardianship 

intensity? 

1.4.e What physical, spatial, and socio-demographic factors correlate with 

guardianship intensity at the street level? 
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5.7.1 Accessibility scale. 

Accessibility to the street was measured by combining two variables (α = .55): 

the number of turns onto the street (as pictured in Figure 5.12) and the number of lanes 

on the street. The number of lanes onto the street was added in this study as this served 

as another indicator for access (e.g., a four lane road would be more accessible than a 

one lane road). Stahura and Sloan (1988) comment on the negative influence of street 

widening and increasing through traffic on crime. In turn, this is argued to make the task 

of guardianship harder by increasing the difficulty in identifying non-residents to the 

area (Beavon et al., 1994; Johnson & Bowers, 2013).  

Figure 5.12. Measurement for the number of turns onto the street (reproduced from 

Beavon et al., 1994, p. 127).   
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 The number of turns onto the street and number of lanes of traffic were added 

together to create an accessibility scale, wherein a higher score reflects a higher level of 

accessibility to the street. In this study, accessibility scores ranged from 5-10, with a 

mean score of 6.33 (SD = 1.17).  

 Table 5.10 presents the descriptive statistics for the accessibility variables. Just 

under half (46%) of street had four turns onto the segment, and the overwhelming 

majority (92%) of street segments had two traffic lanes (one lane for each direction). 

Table 5.10 

Accessibility Frequencies from Observed Street Segments in Brisbane Suburbs (n = 24) 

Variable n % 

Number of turns onto street   

1 0 0.0 

2 0 0.0 

3 5 20.8 

4 11 45.8 

5 6 25.0 

6 2 8.3 

Number of traffic lanes   

1 0 0.0 

2 22 91.7 

3 1 4.2 

4 1 4.2 
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5.7.2 Street functionality scale.  

 

Figure 5.13. Indicators observed to create street functionality scale (α = .85). 

Three indicators were used to create a measure of street functionality for public 

use, as presented in Figure 5.13. These were measured by the number of each factors 

present on the street segment. It is argued that the inclusion of these variables into a 

street segment eases public access and creates differences in the routine activities of the 

street, which can affect guardianship and crime. Armitage (2013) writes extensively on 

the influence of the road layout on crime, and how poorly designed street segments with 

higher levels of through movements can increase risks for crime. Further, Bernasco 

(2006) found higher levels of burglary on street segments with sidewalks. As such, 

these factors were included to examine what relationship they had with guardianship. 

The number of these factors present were added together to create a street functionality 

scale. For this scale, a higher score reflected a street that was more functional for public 

use. Scores ranged from 0-16, with a mean score of 4.79 (SD = 4.06).   

Function
scale 

Street 
lights 

Sidewalk 
Public 

transport 
node 
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Table 5.11 shows that just under half (46%) of street segments had two street 

lights, the majority (54%) of street segments had no public sidewalks, and almost 80% 

of streets did not have a public transport stop. 

Table 5.11 

Street Functionality Frequencies from Observed Street Segments in Brisbane Suburbs 

(n = 24) 

Variable n % 

Number of street lights   

0 1 4.2 

1 2 8.3 

2 11 45.8 

3 7 29.2 

4 3 12.5 

Number of sidewalks   

0 13 54.2 

1 3 12.5 

2 8 33.3 

Number of public transport stops   

0 19 79.2 

1 4 16.7 

2 1 4.2 

 

 As seen in Figure 5.14, the first image shows a high crime street segment with a 

school on the right, which requires sidewalks on either side of the street and a bus stop. 

On the other hand, the second street segment had no reported property crimes over the 

three year period. It had no non-residential properties, and did not have any sidewalks or 

public transport stops. 
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Figure 5.14. Differences in street functionality across observed street segments, showing from top to bottom (a) street segment with non-

residential land use (public school on the right), bus stop, street lighting, and sidewalk, and (b) street segment with no non-residential land 

use, no public transport stops, and no sidewalks.   
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5.7.3 Activity.  

Three types of activity were taken in the street level observations: (a) pedestrian, 

(b) cyclists, and (c) vehicular traffic. These were measured on a three minute basis, 

similar to Reynald’s (2011b) approach. As activity levels are dynamic, the types of 

activity were measured at all four observations. However, these measures did not 

collectively create a reliable scale (α = .02), which was likely due to low levels of 

cyclist and pedestrian traffic that were present during observational times. For instance, 

only five cyclists were observed across the 1,117 observations. As such, this variable 

was removed from analyses. Further, pedestrians were not present in 67% of 

observations. This sits in stark contrast to the activity levels that would have occurred in 

urban areas of The Hague and the U.S. As such, vehicular and pedestrian activity 

remained as individual variables in analyses, which differs from prior GIA research in 

inner-city urban areas (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2011a). For 

guardianship, activity would have a similar effect to that of accessibility—by increasing 

the number of non-residents to an area, making deciphering who belongs and who 

doesn’t belong in an area more difficult (Reynald, 2011b; Roncek, 1981; Stahura & 

Sloan, 1988). The number of pedestrians and vehicles traffic was computed for each 

street segment, and scores ranged from 0-7 and 0-92 for pedestrians and vehicular 

traffic, respectively. Across the 24 street segments, the mean score for pedestrian traffic 

was 0.70 (SD = 1.41) persons. The mean score for vehicles was 12.08 (SD = 20.88).   

5.7.4 Street level scales summary. 

 Descriptive statistics for the scales and continuous variables measured at the 

street level are presented in Table 5.12. 
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Table 5.12 

Descriptive Statistics for Street Level Scales and Continuous Variables 

Scale N Min Max x SD Alpha 

Accessibility 24 5 10 6.33 1.17 0.55 

Street functionality 24 0 16 4.79 4.06 0.85 

Pedestrian traffic 96 0 7 0.70 1.41 - 

Vehicular traffic 96 0 92 12.08 20.88 - 

5.8 Summary of Variables 

Provided in Table 5.13 is a summary of variables at the property and street level 

and the indicators used to operationalise each variable. 

Table 5.13 

Summary of Observational Scales and Operationalisations of Indicators 

Variable Operationalisation 

Property level 

    Physical variables 

Guardianship intensity Not visible 

Non-visual occupancy 

Visible occupancy 

Monitoring 

Direct intervention 

Surveillance opportunities Number of observable windows anywhere on the 

property from the street 

House-to-house visibility No house on other side of the street 

Completely obstructed view 

Partially obstructed view 

Clear view 

Territoriality Balcony 

Front yard 

Size of front yard 

Outdoor seating 

Decorations 

Barriers Height of barrier 

Transparency 

Extent of barrier 

Target hardening Alarm 

Security windows 

Security doors 

Dog 

Lock on gate 

Louvre windows 

Image Litter 

Trash 

Graffiti 

(continued) 
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Table 5.13  

Summary of Observational Scales and Operationalisations of Indicators (continued) 

Variable Operationalisation 

Image Repairs needed 

Broken windows 

Garden condition 

Property condition 

Street level 

    Spatial variables 

Accessibility Number of turns onto the street 

Number of lanes on the street 

Street functionality Street lights 

Number of side walks 

Public transport node 

Pedestrian activity Number of pedestrians counted during 3 minute 

period 

Vehicular activity Number of cars counted during 3 minute period 

    Socio-demographic variables 

Household composition Percentage of family household out of the number 

of total occupied households 

Population growth Percentage change over a 10 year period, based on 

Annual Population Estimates from 2003-2012 

Potential offenders Percentage of 10-20 year old males 

Disadvantage Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas 

Ethnic heterogeneity Proportion of residents that speak a language other 

than English at home 

Residential mobility Percentage of people who lived at a different 

address five years ago 

5.9 Piloting and Training 

5.9.1 Piloting of observational protocol. 

The piloting process of this study was to ensure three things: (a) that this 

protocol could be used within a suburban context, (b) if there were any additional 

features within this context that were missing from the protocol, and (c) that ratings for 

the protocol would be reliable. The piloting process took place on three occasions 

during October and November 2013. Thirty-eight properties on three street segments 

were observed during the pilot.  The first occasion involved observing properties on one 

street segment to determine whether the protocol was suited to a suburban context and if 
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any additional variables needed to be added. As a result of this process, additional items 

were included in the observational protocol at both the property and street level.  

At the property level, these variables were: (a) house setting, (b) number of 

stories, (c) street light in front of house, (d) louvre windows, (e) type of parking, (f) 

open gate, (g) open door, and (h) visible car. At the street level, the following variables 

were added: (a) road obstacles, (b) number of traffic signs, (c) speed limit, (d) number 

of parked cars, (e) security signs, and (f) children playing in the street. While these 

variables were added into the observational protocol, not all of these were used in 

analyses.   

The following piloting sessions involved observations in pairs to ensure that 

other observers could understand the variables being measured and ratings would be 

reliable. This helped in the creation of a Training Manual for observers and creating 

clear definitions for each variable to be observed.  

5.9.2 Training. 

A 29-page Training Manual was created for the observational team and outlined 

(a) the method of observations, (b) the ethical issues associated with the project, and (c)

a detailed description of each of the variables in the observational protocol. The manual 

followed a similar outline to Grimshaw’s (2010) manual for observers in his thesis on 

observing aggression in the night-time economy. The observational team consisted of 

the author and three final year undergraduate criminology students enrolled at Griffith 

University. All observers were Caucasian, in their early-to-mid-twenties, and three were 

female. Each member of the observational team was provided a copy of the training 

manual four weeks before the observational period commenced. A five-hour training 

session was held the day before observations started. First, this involved a meeting 
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further explaining the processes involved and how to measure each variable. Second, 

three hours were spent on a street segment close to the university to run through the 

observational protocol with the three observers on 17 properties.  

During the training session, after each property was rated, the four observers 

discussed their ratings. Any discrepancies were discussed and a solution to how to 

measure this reliably was implemented. Two issues arose during training regarding 

ratings of image and surveillance. These two variables were the most subjective and 

therefore were the most difficult to measure. First, to reliably rate image, stricter 

guidelines of how to measure it were employed and were discussed with the 

observational team. Second, there were issues relating to rating surveillance in a valid 

and reliable way.  

Surveillance was originally measured by the level of visibility from each 

window on a scale from 0 to 3 (with 0 equal to no view of window from public space, 

and 3 equal to clear view of window from public space)  (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; 

Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2011a). In prior GIA research, 

row housing with large windows that had minimal obstructions was common meaning 

that surveillance was relatively easy to measure. However, in Brisbane, a number of 

factors increased the difficulty in measuring surveillance reliably and validly. These 

factors included (a) singular detached housing that were heterogeneous in design, (b) 

differing types of obstructions including fences, hedges and trees, (c) houses set back 

from the street because of front lawns, and (d) a larger number of windows on the front 

and side of each house. Figure 5.15 presents photos from two street segments showing 

heterogeneous housing design. Due to each house having a different build, this made 

reliably and validly measuring surveillance difficult.  
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Figure 5.15. Examples of heterogeneous housing design in Brisbane suburbs. 
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Observations using the original measure of surveillance were attempted during 

training; however, ratings between observations for surveillance were inconsistent due to two 

issues. First, observers were measuring surveillance from different points on the property. 

Second was the large number of windows on each property (i.e., trying to measure visibility 

on a four-point scale from 18 windows consistently across four observers was difficult). 

Peeters (2013) also comments on the difficulty of reliably measuring visibility from 

windows. Methods to counter-act this measurement problem were attempted, but were 

unsuccessful at creating a reliable and valid measure of surveillance
35

. As such, the 

surveillance variable was adapted from other GIA studies, and was operationalised as the 

number of observable windows on the property from anywhere on the street. This is limited 

in the ability to measure changes in visibility from these windows, however, if a window 

could be seen from the street that meant that a resident could likely observe out of it and was 

therefore counted.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
35

 For example, observers were told to measure surveillance from directly in front of the house for the front 

windows, and on each corner of the property line for side windows. However, this did not create a valid measure 

of surveillance. This also had consequences for validity. For instance, Figure 5.16 shows the same property’s 

front windows from different observational points. In the first view, they are clearly viewable from the side of 

the property; however, from the front, they are largely obstructed due to fencing and foliage.  
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Figure 5.16. Example of different opportunities for surveillance from different points for the 

same property, showing from top to bottom (a) clear opportunities for surveillance from the 

side of property, and (b) blocked opportunities for surveillance from the front of the property.  

5.10 Missing and Cleaning Data 

After collection, data were cleaned and examined for missing information. There was 

no missing data for guardianship intensity; but there were missing values for 13 variables, 12 
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of which were missing one value (0.3%). One variable (i.e., number of windows on front of 

house) was missing five values (1.5%).  

Further, data were cleaned to ensure that all properties and street segments had the 

correct number of observations (i.e., four).  From this process, it was discovered that three 

individual addresses were missing one observation each (0.3%). Each of the three properties 

had a full observation conducted, so one of the repeated observations was missing. Overall, 

this level of missing data was not considered to be problematic. 

5.11 Conclusion  

This chapter has covered the method undertaken for Study One (Observations). First, 

ethical requirements of this study, along with the processes undertaken to train observers and 

test inter-rater reliability were discussed. Overall, observations using the observational 

protocol were found to have good inter-rater agreement (α = .77).  Second, the procedure for 

conducting observations was outlined. This included a discussion on observation times and 

sites. To reiterate, observations were conducted at four different times (a) weekday mornings, 

(b) weekday afternoons, (c) weekend mornings, and (d) weekend afternoons. Further, 

observations were carried out in four areas: (a) no reported property crime street segments in 

a low crime suburb, (b) high reported property crime street segments in a low crime suburb, 

(c) no reported property crime street segments in a high crime suburb, and (d) high reported 

property crime street segments in a high crime suburb. Observations at different times and 

places were done to examine differences in guardianship intensity across both time and space. 

Third, property level variables were outlined. Indicators for scales were defined, and 

descriptives for each variable were provided. Fourth, variables measured at the street level 

were outlined. Again, indicators for scales were defined, with descriptives provided. A 

summary of the variables and the indicators used to operationalise variables was provided in 
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Section 5.8. This chapter ended with a brief examination of the piloting process, training, and 

missing data. The next chapter outlines the results from the observational study. 
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6 Study One: Observing Guardianship in the Suburbs — Results from 

the Observational Study 

6.1 Introduction 

Observations of guardianship intensity were conducted across 278 properties, along 24 

street segments, in the suburbs of Wavell Heights (low crime suburb) and Northgate-Virginia 

(high crime suburb), in Brisbane. Described in the last chapter, were the methods used to 

measure the physical and situational characteristics of properties and street segments to 

examine the environmental correlates of guardianship intensity. Further, these observations 

were conducted at different times of the day and days of the week to examine the temporal 

profile of guardianship. In this chapter, the results from these observations are discussed. 

These results make unique contributions to existing GIA literature in two meaningful ways. 

First, the investigation examines guardianship intensity in a new context (i.e., the suburbs); 

and secondly, it compares guardianship across weekdays and weekends. The purpose of 

Study One was to answer the following research questions: 

1.1 How does guardianship intensity function within a suburban Australian context? 

1.1.a What levels of guardianship intensity can be observed in Brisbane suburbs? 

1.1.b How do levels of guardianship intensity observed within Brisbane suburbs 

differ to previous studies in The Hague and The U.S.? 

1.2 How does guardianship intensity function at different days and times within Australian 

suburbs? 

1.2.a To what extent do levels of occupancy differ between morning and  afternoons 

across weekdays and weekends in properties?  

1.2.b To what extent do levels of monitoring change between morning and  afternoons 

across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties? 



 

163 

 

 1.2.c To what extent do levels of direct intervention change between morning and 

 afternoons across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties? 

 1.2.d Can recurring guardianship of properties be observed? 

1.3 Is there an interaction between guardianship intensity and levels of crime in suburban 

 areas?  

 1.3.a Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between high and low 

 property crime suburbs? 

 1.3.b Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between no  reported 

 property crime street segments and high property crime street segments? 

 1.3.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity rates by area? 

1.4 How do physical and spatial characteristics of suburban areas affect guardianship 

intensity? 

 1.4.a What physical factors correlate with guardianship intensity at the property 

 level? 

 1.4.b What physical factors predict guardianship intensity at the property level? 

 1.4.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity between different housing 

 types? 

 1.4.d What combination of factors is associated with high levels of monitoring at  the 

 property level? 

 1.4.e What physical, spatial, and socio-demographic factors correlate with 

 guardianship intensity at the street level? 

First, levels of guardianship intensity observed during the study are outlined and 

compared to previous studies in The Hague (Reynald, 2009; 2011A) and Boston (Hollis-Peel 

& Welsh, 2014) (Question 1.1). Second, the temporal differences across days of the week and 

times of day will be examined (Question 1.2). Third, levels of active guardianship will be 
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compared across “no reported crime” and “high crime” street segments to determine the 

relationship between GIA and crime (Question 1.3). Finally, environmental correlates of GIA 

will be analysed to identify the specific physical and spatial features of space that appear to 

facilitate or inhibit guardianship by residents (Question 1.4).  

6.2 Guardianship Intensity in Brisbane 

The observational protocol measured the key stages of guardianship intensity: 

occupancy, monitoring, and intervention by residents, which addressed the first research 

question: 

1.1.a What levels of guardianship intensity can be observed in Brisbane suburbs? 

The variables measured during observations were (a) occupancy, (b) monitoring, and 

(c) intervention as presented Table 6.1
36

. The following results present levels of GIA across 

both suburbs, and across all time periods.  

Table 6.1   

Guardianship Intensity in Brisbane Suburbs (N = 1,117) 

Guardianship intensity score n % 

Not visible (0) 702 62.8 

Non-Visible occupancy only (1) 184 16.5 

Visible occupancy only (2) 107 9.6 

Visible occupancy + monitoring only (3) 83 7.4 

Visible occupancy + monitoring + intervention (4) 41 3.7 

 

As presented in Table 6.1, results show the number of observed levels of guardianship 

was inversely related to intensity. This conforms to previous GIA findings (Hollis-Peel & 

Welsh, 2014, Reynald, 2009, 2011a).  Approximately two-thirds of properties were rated as 

not being occupied, approximately 7% of observations recorded a resident monitoring, and 

just fewer than 4% recorded a resident who directly intervened with observers. 

                                                 
36

 This is the same table as Table 5.2. However, as this table also answers the first research question, it is 

duplicated here.  
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6.3 International Comparison of Guardianship Intensity 

This study compares guardianship intensity in Brisbane to previous studies in The 

Hague (Reynald, 2009) and Boston (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014) to 

answer the second research question: 

1.1.b How do levels of guardianship intensity observed within Brisbane suburbs differ 

 to previous studies in The Hague and The U.S.? 

Frequencies of occupancy, monitoring, and intervention in these three studies are 

presented in Table 6.2. There are noteworthy differences between how occupancy was 

measured across each study. For example, observations in The Hague did not include a 

measure of non-visible occupancy. In Boston, both measurements of non-visible and visible 

cues were included in the one operationalization of occupancy. A car present on the property 

was used to indicate occupancy in Boston, however, it was not considered to be a sign of 

occupancy in Brisbane, as suburban residents may commute to work and leave their cars at 

home during the day. In Brisbane, both non-visible and visible occupancy were measured 

independently.  

Table 6.2 

 
 

 
 

 International Comparison of Guardianship Intensity in Three Cities 

  Percent of GIA in — 

 

GIA 

The Hague 

(N = 814)  

 Boston 

(N = 888) 

 Brisbane 

(N = 1117) 

Occupancy      

No 62.3  14.5  62.8 

Yes -  74.5  26.1 

     Non-visible occupancy -  -  16.5 

     Visible occupancy 15.0  -  9.6 

Monitoring 13.7  8.4  7.4 

Intervention 9.0  2.5  3.7 

  

 Further, examination of the studies produced from the three cities reveals a similar 

pattern with respect to guardianship intensity. Specifically, fewer observations recorded 

higher levels of active guardianship.  The Hague had similar levels of visible occupancy to 
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that which was observed in Brisbane, with approximately 10-15% of properties identified as 

having a visibly available resident. However, as Boston included both measurements of non-

visible and visible cues for occupancy, levels were much higher (i.e., approximately 75%). 

Across these three cities, The Hague recorded the highest levels of monitoring and 

intervention, followed by Brisbane and Boston.  

A different profile emerges when the data were reanalysed to exclude properties 

where there was no visible occupancy. That is, of properties where a potential guardian was 

available, how many actually engaged in active guardianship? Three different profiles 

emerge, as presented in Table 6.3. Although The Hague recorded the lowest levels of visible 

occupancy, comparatively, it also recorded the highest rates of monitoring and intervention. 

In approximately 91% of properties that were occupied, residents engaged in monitoring. Of 

those residents who were available and monitored, just less than two-thirds of monitors 

intervening when they noticed observers. On the other hand, in the U.S., which had the 

highest rates of occupied households, it had the lowest rates of residents monitoring and 

intervening. In other words, approximately 11% of residents at home were observed 

monitoring their surroundings, with just fewer than 30% of monitors intervening. In 

Brisbane, approximately 29% of visibly available residents were observed monitoring during 

observations, with half of the monitors then going on to intervene. 

Table 6.3    

International Comparison of Guardianship Intensity Rates in Three Cities 

 Percent of GIA in  — 

Guardianship intensity The Hague Boston Brisbane 

Occupancy 15.0 74.5 26.1 

Monitoring rate by occupants 91.3 11.3 28.4 

Intervention rate by monitors 65.7 29.8 50.0 

 

The ecological validity of the GIA model has been confirmed by previous GIA 

studies (Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2011a) and these results further 

support that guardianship can be measured in different physical environments. Additionally, 
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the overarching pattern of active guardianship appears to be similar in that fewer observations 

recorded the highest levels of guardianship in action: monitoring and intervention. However, 

this does highlight the necessity to examine guardianship behaviours in different contexts, 

because each city offers a unique pattern of observable guardianship. Variances in the 

housing structure and physical and spatial characteristics may offer explanations for these 

differences. Further, the socio-demography of each area may have a unique influence over 

residents’ willingness to act and/or participate in guardianship behaviours. 

6.4 Temporal Profile of GIA 

A unique aspect of this study was examining guardianship across different times of 

the day and days of the week. This was the first observational study to examine weekday and 

weekend differences in guardianship intensity. As routine activities change over time of day, 

and day of week, it was important to understand how this affected guardianship intensity. As 

such, Research Question 1.2 examined the temporal differences in guardianship intensity: 

1.2 How does guardianship intensity function at different days and times within Australian 

suburbs? 

As outlined in Section 5.5.1, observations were conducted at four different times: (a) 

7:00-9:00am weekdays, (b) 2:00-4:00pm weekdays, (c) 7:00-9:00am weekends, and (d) 2:00-

4:00pm weekends. A quarter of property observations were conducted for each temporal 

group (i.e., 25% of observations were conducted on weekday mornings, 25% of observations 

were conducted on weekday afternoons, etc.).  Examination of the Queensland Police Service 

crime statistics for these suburbs indicated that mornings represented a time when reported 

property offending was low and the afternoons represented a time when reported property 

offending was relatively higher (Queensland Police Service, 2014).  

Temporal differences across the four observation times for GIA are presented in Table 

6.4. Examining weekday mornings, 63% observations conducted at that time had properties 
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rated as being “not visible”, 23% of observations rated properties as being occupant, 9% 

recorded a resident monitoring, and 5% of observations conducted on weekday mornings 

involved a resident directly intervened. Further, occupancy is divided into non-visual and 

visible occupancy. On weekday mornings, 60% of occupied properties were rated as having 

non-visible occupancy, and 40% were rated as having a visible resident. 

Table 6.4 
 

       Frequency of Guardianship Intensity by Day of Week and Time of Day (N = 1,117) 

      Percent of GIA in — 

   

Weekday 
 

Weekend 

Guardianship intensity  N morning   afternoon   morning   afternoon 

Total 1117 24.9 

 

25.0 

 

25.1 

 

25.1 

 

Not visible 702 63.3 

 

65.2 

 

66.8 

 

56.1 

 

Occupancy
a
 291 22.7 

 

24.4 

 

25.4 

 

31.8 

 

Non-visible 184 60.3 

 

50.0 

 

69.0 

 

70.8 

 

Visible 107 39.7 

 

50.0 

 

31.0 

 

29.2 

 
Monitoring 83 8.6 

 
7.9 

 
6.1 

 
7.1 

  Intervention 41 5.4   2.5   1.8   5.0 
a
Total occupancy represents the total of non-visible occupancy and visible occupancy 

combined. 

 

When looking within time intervals, monitoring remained fairly consistent across time 

points, ranging from 6%-8%; however, variation across intervention patterns over time was 

found (from 2%-5%). Specifically, intervention was highest on weekday mornings and 

weekend afternoons and lowest on weekend mornings. Households being rated as having no 

one occupant (i.e., not visible) was the most frequently score occurring across all time 

periods.  

To examine temporal differences in guardianship intensity, a series of Cochran’s Q 

(Cochran, 1950) tests and McNemar’s test (McNemar, 1947) were performed. First, tests 

were performed to analyse differences in “occupancy” for properties across time of day, and 

day of week. Second, tests were run to examine differences in “monitoring” across time of 

day, and day of week. Third, differences in “intervention” across time of day, and day of 

week were inspected.   
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McNemar’s test can be used to determine differences between two related groups on a 

dichotomous dependent variable. Cochran’s Q is an extension of the McNemar’s test, and can 

be used to determine differences between three or more related groups on a dichotomous 

dependent variable. Cochran’s Q and McNemar’s test was deemed suitable as the variables 

were categorical, and were from related groups (i.e., the same property was observed multiple 

times). As the groups were not independent, chi-square analyses were not appropriate. Two 

properties were missing records of guardianship intensity for all four time periods; therefore 

the sample for following analyses was 276 properties. 

6.4.1 Occupancy. 

To test whether differences in levels of occupancy existed across time of day, and day 

of week, Cochran’s Q (Cochran, 1950) tests, and a series of McNemar’s tests (McNemar, 

1947) were performed. First, the three types of occupancy (i.e., non-visible occupancy, 

visible occupancy, and total occupancy) were examined across all four time points, using a 

Cochran’s Q test. Second, a series of McNemar’s tests were used to discover where 

significant differences were present between time of day, and day of week.  This was to 

answer the following research question: 

 1.2.a To what extent do levels of occupancy differ between morning and afternoons 

 across weekdays and weekends in properties? 

 Table 6.5 presents the results of the Cochran’s Q tests for the three types of 

occupancy: total occupancy, non-visible occupancy, and visible occupancy. Results show that 

total occupancy (Q(3, n = 276) = 9.59, p = .022) and non-visible occupancy differed 

significantly across time (Q(3, n = 276) = 12.98, p = .005). Further, differences in visible 

occupancy across the four time periods approached significance (Q(3, n = 276) = 6.87, p = 

.076). The lack of significance for this result is likely due to a small sample, resulting in low 

power, and therefore making it harder to find an effect (Everitt, 2002). As this result 
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approached significance with a small sample, further investigation would be useful with a 

larger sample size.  

Table 6.5 

Results of Cochran’s Q Tests Comparing Occupancy at Four Time-Points (n =276)  

Guardianship category Q df p 

Total occupancy 9.59 3 .022 

Non-visible occupancy 12.98 3 .005 

Visible occupancy 6.87 3 .076 

 

To find out where the significant differences lie, a series of McNemar’s tests were 

completed. For the two types of occupancy, four McNemar’s tests were conducted to 

examine differences across: (a) weekday morning vs. weekday afternoon, (b) weekday 

morning vs. weekend morning, (c) weekend morning vs. weekend afternoon, and (d) 

weekday afternoon vs. weekend afternoon.  

Total occupancy was significantly higher on weekend afternoons (32%) than weekend 

mornings (25%) (p = .008), and significantly higher on weekend afternoons (32%) than 

weekday afternoons (24%) (p = .015). Non-visible occupancy was significantly higher on 

weekend afternoons (71% of occupied households) than weekday afternoons (50% of 

occupied households (p < .001).  

These results are not surprising, as you would expect to find more people at home on 

the weekends when they do not have work obligations, and therefore would have spent more 

leisure time at home. Further, non-visible occupancy was found to be significantly lower on 

weekend mornings—a time residents could spend sleeping in.  

Unexpectedly, occupancy levels did not differ significantly between weekday 

morning and weekday afternoons. Due to differences in crime during morning (low crime) 

and afternoon (high crime) periods, differences in the routine activities and guardianship 

patterns of suburban residents were expected. However, this result could be explained by the 

number of households with female caregivers and retirees who were not involved in the 
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labour force. According to the 2011 Australian Census (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 

2011a), Wavell Heights and Northgate-Virginia recorded 64% and 66% female labour force 

participation, respectively. Further, these two suburbs recorded similar levels of total labour 

force participation taking into considerations those who have retired (70% for Wavell Heights 

and 71% for Northgate-Virginia). As such, individuals not involved in the workforce would 

have different daily routines, which could require spending time at home to complete 

domestic duties and leisure activities. These suburban residents were available during both 

these times of the day as they would not have work commitments. 

6.4.2  Monitoring.  

Differences in monitoring across time and day, and day of week were also examined 

to answer the following question: 

 1.2.b To what extent do levels of monitoring change between morning and afternoons 

 across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties?  

 To examine differences in monitoring across the four time points, a Cochran’s Q test 

was completed. Results found that monitoring did not differ significantly across the four 

observation times (Q(3, n = 276) = 6.05, p = .109). As this result was not significant, no 

further tests were conducted. 

As presented in Table 6.4, variations in monitoring ranged from 6-9% across the four 

time periods, and this difference was not large enough to reach statistical significance. This 

non-significant result was surprising, as based on the routine activity approach, differences in 

monitoring across the four time periods were expected. The lack of difference in monitoring 

may be due to the suburban context, small number of residents who monitored (n = 83), the 

lack of perceived threat that residents held towards the observers, or limitations of the 

observational method used in this study. These points are expanded upon in Chapter 9. 

However, the finding of no significance difference between weekdays and weekends was 
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unexpected; but does confirm other past research, which found that availability does not 

equate to monitoring (Reynald, 2009; 2011a; Reynald & Elffers, 2015). It appears that 

although total occupancy was significantly higher on weekends, this does not mean that those 

residents at home automatically engaged in monitoring.  

6.4.3  Intervention. 

Third, differences in intervention across time and day, and day of week were 

examined using a Cochran’s Q test. This answered the following research question:  

 1.2.c To what extent do levels of direct intervention change between morning and 

 afternoons across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties?  

 Results of the Cochran’s Q test found that differences in intervention across the four 

observation times approached significance (Q(3, n = 276) = 6.33, p = .097). Again, the lack 

of significance here is likely to be an issue with low power due to a small sample (Everitt, 

2002). As this result was not significant, no further tests were conducted, however, this 

provides a promising avenue for future GIA research with larger sample sizes.  

6.4.4 Recurring guardianship. 

This section examines whether recurring guardianship can be observed at the same 

property at different times. Literature informs us that there are repeat offenders and repeat 

victims (see Clarke & Eck, 2005); however, to date, little research has investigated the idea of 

recurring guardianship (i.e., the same resident acting as a capable guardian across time). 

While Reynald (2011a, 2011b) observed a sub-set of properties in The Hague at both 9am-

5pm and 7pm-11pm, and found significant differences across day time and night time 

observations, the proportion of properties that had recurring guardianship was not analysed.   

As such, the research question here is: 

1.2.d Can recurring guardianship of properties be observed? 
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A total of 278 unique addresses were observed in two Brisbane suburbs in order to 

assess recurring guardianship. Results of observations are reported in Table 6.6, which 

supports the existence of recurring guardianship. Because each property was observed four 

times, a property received a “0” rating when the house had no signs of guardianship at any 

time during each of the four visits. A property was coded a “1” if there was a guardian 

present during one of four observations. Recurring guardianship was classified as those 

observations where a property had someone present on two or more occasions. As such, the 

unit of analysis here is properties (i.e., is a property occupied multiple times), not individual 

residents. A property could have recurring guardianship by multiple household members 

being available or monitoring at different times.    

Table 6.6    

Recurring Guardianship (n = 278) 

  Number of Visits (%)  

 No 

guardian  

Singular 

guardian  

Recurring 

guardians  

Total 

repeat 

Guardianship intensity 

score 

(0) (1) (2) (3) (4)  

Total 22.6 31.2 26.9 14.7 4.7 46.2 

Occupancy 34.1 37.3 19.4 8.6 0.7 28.7 

Monitoring 76.3 17.9 5.0 0.7 0.0 5.7 

Intervention 86.4 12.9 0.7 0.0 0.0 0.7 

 

As can be seen on Table 6.6, approximately one-third of properties (29%) were rated 

as having someone present on more than one occasion. For properties that had a resident 

monitor, 18% monitored once, and approximately 6% monitored on two or three occasions. 

No property was rated as having a resident monitor all four times. Recurring intervention by 

guardians was rare, with this type of guardianship only occurring on two addresses (0.7%). 

Residents intervening three or four times were not observed in this study.  

However, there are limitations in trying to capture recurring guardianship using this 

study’s observational method. It would be expected as residents would be available in their 

homes at different times of the day and days of the week, therefore, finding properties that are 
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recurringly occupied is not particularly meaningful. Further, this method may not be most 

reliable in capturing recurring interventions. If a person had previously intervened, they were 

informed of the study by observers. Therefore, if they monitored a second time, they would 

see another observer with an iPad and understand what they were doing on their street and 

therefore would not have a reason to intervene. Also, as the observations were captured at 

different times of the day, and day of the week, this could have missed repetition in resident’s 

guardianship behaviours. For example, a resident may to monitor every weekday morning; 

however, as this time was only observed once, this property would have only been rating as 

monitoring once, when in reality, the resident that lives there would monitor quite frequently. 

While limitations are noted here, it provides a promising basis for future research, which 

could examine recurring guardianship and the (expected positive) impact this could have on 

crime.   

6.4.5 Summary of temporal analyses. 

Overall, results from the temporal periods show that levels of occupancy and 

intervention often differed significantly by day of week, which is summarised in Table 6.7. 

Monitoring did not differ significantly across time of day, or day of week. Further, Table 6.6 

demonstrated that guardianship behaviours can be observed at the same property over time, 

highlighting the recurring nature of guardianship. The current study—believed to be the first 

to examine GIA on weekends—provides further support to the temporal sensitivity of 

guardianship in action. 
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Table 6.7  

Summary of Temporal Analyses of Guardianship Intensity Across Time in Brisbane Suburbs 

Research question Result 

1.2.a To what extent do levels of occupancy 

differ between morning and afternoons 

across weekdays and weekends in 

properties?  

 

Occupancy significantly higher on weekend 

afternoons than weekend mornings 

Occupancy significantly higher on weekend 

afternoons than weekday afternoons  

Occupancy significantly lower on weekend 

mornings  

 

1.2.b To what extent do levels of monitoring 

change between morning and afternoons 

across weekdays and weekends in occupied 

properties? 

 

No significant differences identified 

1.2.c To what extent do levels of direct 

intervention change between morning and 

afternoons across weekdays and weekends in 

occupied properties? 

 

Intervention significantly higher on weekday 

mornings than weekend morning 

Intervention significantly higher on weekend 

afternoons than weekend mornings 

1.2.d Can recurring guardianship of 

properties be observed? 

29% of properties occupied more than once 

6% of properties recorded monitors more 

than once 

Less than 1% of properties recorded 

interventions more than once 

  

 So far, the relationship between guardianship intensity and time has been examined. 

The following section examines the relationship between guardianship intensity and space to 

see whether guardianship intensity differed across areas that experienced different levels of 

crime.  

6.5 GIA and crime 

Observations were conducted in two Brisbane suburbs, with different rates of property 

crime. Data collected from Wavell Heights (i.e., a low crime suburb) and Northgate-Virginia 

(i.e., a high crime suburb) were analysed in order to examine the relationship between active 

guardianship and crime, providing an answer to the following research question:  

1.3 Is there an interaction between guardianship intensity and levels of crime in suburban 

areas?  
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A total of 12 street segments were selected from both Wavell Heights and Northgate-

Virginia. Streets were selected based on the number of recorded property crime incidents that 

occurred between December 2010 and December 2013: six street segments with high 

property crime from each suburb, and six street segments with no reported property crime 

from each suburb. High crime was operationalised as three or more reported property crimes 

in the three year period. The sampling strategy selected four groups: (a) Wavell Heights’s 

streets with no reported crime, (b) Wavell Heights’s streets with high crime, (c) Northgate-

Virginia streets with no reported crime and (d) Northgate-Virginia streets with high crime.  

Table 6.8 presents frequencies guardianship intensity observed across the four areas. 

This table shows that approximately a quarter of observations were conducted within each 

area. For example, 26% of observations were conducted on no crime street segments in 

Wavell Heights (the low crime suburb). Of those observations conducted on no crime street 

segments in Wavell Heights, over half of observations (55%) recorded that there was no one 

visible on the property. Further, approximately 19% of observations in this area were recoded 

as having some home. Occupancy is then broken down in sub-categories of non-visible and 

visible occupancy, which constituted 62% and 38% of occupied properties, respectively. 

Further, in this group, approximately 4% of observations involved monitoring, and 3% 

involved intervention by a resident.  

 Table 6.8 reveals a few interesting patterns. First, results show that total occupancy 

was higher on high crime street segments in both suburbs (23% in both, compared to 18%-

19% on no crime street segments). Second, that monitoring was lowest on the no reported 

crime street segments in the low crime suburb (4%). Third, intervention remains consistently 

low across place (2%-3%).  
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Table 6.8 
     

    Frequency of Guardianship Intensity by Suburb and Street Crime Level (N = 1,117) 

 

  

 

  Percent of GIA on — 

    

Wavell Height Streets 
 

Northgate-Virginia Streets 

 

Guardianship intensity 

 

N 
  

No 

crime  

High 

crime 

 

No 

crime  

High 

crime 
  

Total 1117   26.4 
 

23.3 

 

23.9 
 

26.4   

 

Not visible 702 
 

55.1 
 

44.4 

 

55.4 
 

45.0 
 

 Total occupancy
a
 291  18.7  23.1  17.8  22.8  

 

Non-visible  184 
 

61.8  59.0  64.0  67.8 
 

 

Visible  107 
 

38.2  41.0  36.2  32.2 
 

 

Monitoring 83 
 

4.4 
 

6.2 

 

6.8 
 

6.3 
 

 

Intervention 41   3.0 
 

3.3 

 

2.2 
 

3.1   
a
Total occupancy represents the total of non-visible occupancy and visible occupancy combined. 

 

 As each property was observed four times, and the differences in guardianship 

intensity across time has been examined in Section 6.4, each property was given an average 

guardianship intensity score, which could range from 0-4. Each property was observed four 

times and therefore had four guardianship scores. These were then averaged across the four 

time points to give an overall guardianship intensity score. Descriptive statistics for average 

guardianship intensity scores at the suburb and street type level are presented in Table 6.9.  

Table 6.9 
    

Average Guardianship Intensity Scores Across Place (n = 278)      

Place Min Max 
 

SD 

Between suburbs 
    

 

Wavell Heights 0 3.5 0.73 0.69 

 

Northgate-Virginia 0 2.5 0.72 0.61 

Between street types 
    

 

No reported property crime streets 0 3.5 0.64 0.64 

 

High reported property crime streets 0 3.0 0.80 0.65 

 

 In order to test whether these differences in guardianship intensity scores were 

significant, a 2x2 between groups factorial ANOVA was completed. The two categorical 

variables were (a) suburb (low crime vs high crime suburb), and (b) street type (no reported 

property crime streets vs high reported property crime streets). The continuous dependent 
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variable was average guardianship intensity. A factorial ANOVA was deemed suitable based 

on having a continuous dependent variable and categorical independent variables.  

Examination of histograms showed positive skew on guardianship intensity for each 

group. However, as the sample size was larger than 30 and each group had roughly the same 

number of properties, ANOVA would be robust to this violation of normality (Pallant, 2011). 

Further, the Levene’s test for homogeneity of variance was non-significant showing that there 

were no significant differences in the variances between the groups, meeting this assumption.  

First, differences between suburbs in average guardianship intensity were examined to 

investigate the following research question: 

1.3.a Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between high and low 

 property crime suburbs? 

 There was no significant difference in  guardianship intensity between Wavell 

Heights (low crime suburb) and Northgate-Virginia (high crime suburb) (F(1, 274) = 0.46, p 

= .830).   

 Second, differences between street types in average guardianship intensity were 

inspected to answer the following research question: 

 1.3.b Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between no  reported 

 property crime street segments and high property crime street segments? 

 A significant main effect for street type was found between no reported property 

crime street segments and high reported property crime street segments (F(1, 274) = 5.05, p = 

.025). Unexpectedly, this analysis found that average guardianship intensity was significantly 

higher on the high crime street segments. However, the effect size was small, with street type 

accounting for only 2% of the variation in level of guardianship intensity (η
2
 = .018).  There 

was no significant interaction effect between suburb and street type (F(1, 274) = .12, p = 

.727). 
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 To summarise this section, significant differences were not identified between 

suburbs as depicted in Table 6.9. Significant differences were identified when no reported 

crime streets and high crime streets were compared. Table 6.10 summarises these findings.  

Table 6.10  

Summary of Spatial Analyses of Guardianship Intensity Across Space in Brisbane Suburbs 

Research question Result 

1.3.a Are there differences in average 

guardianship intensity between high and 

low  property crime suburbs? 

 

No significant differences identified 

1.3.b Are there differences in average 

guardianship intensity between no reported 

property crime street segments and high 

property crime street segments? 

 

GIA significantly higher on high crime street 

suburbs  

    

 Three suggestions are offered to explain this surprising difference in GIA across low 

and high crime street segments, as this is not an expected finding. First, it could be a function 

of high crime street segments recording higher levels of occupancy. As Table 6.8 on page 

177 shows, although not significant, occupancy was slightly higher on high crime streets 

(23%) than no reported crime streets (18-19%). Perhaps with an increased sample size this 

difference may be significant. Second, it could be that as there are higher levels of 

guardianship in high crime areas, this may lead to higher detection of crime as residents are 

available to witness and report crime. Third, this may be a reactionary response to prior 

victimisation. In areas with higher crime rates, residents may respond by being more vigilant 

of their surroundings, therefore, more guardianship behaviour was observed on these street 

segments. In addition, methodological issues are noted here. The current study employed a 

cross-sectional design. The explanations provided are causal, which cannot be tested using 

the current research design.   
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6.5.1 Guardianship intensity rates by spatial area  

The previous section examined differences in average guardianship intensity across 

place. However, it is important to consider the intensity rates of monitoring by occupants and 

the intervention rate by monitors, as shown in Table 6.11. Calculating rates can provide a 

better indication of how many residents monitor (i.e., what proportion of available residents 

actually monitor?) This addresses the following research question: 

1.3.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity rates by area? 

 First total occupancy rates were calculated. Occupancy rates were calculated by 

dividing the number of occupied properties by the number of properties in that area
37

. 

Second, the monitoring rate by occupants was calculated. To calculate the monitoring rate, 

the number of residents monitoring was divided by the total occupancy rate. This controls for 

the number of residents available at home. Third, the intervention rate by monitors was 

determined. This was done by dividing the number of residents that directly intervened by the 

number of residents monitoring.  For example, in the no crime streets of Wavell Heights 23% 

of houses had evidence of either visible or non-visible occupancy.  For these 23%, 23% had 

evidence of occupants actually monitoring, and of those monitoring 69% intervened.    

Table 6.11 
Guardianship Intensity Rates by Area (n = 278)  

 Guardianship intensity percent in -  

 Wavell Heights  Northgate-Virginia 

 

No 

crime 

streets  

High 

crime 

streets  

No 

crime 

streets  

High 

crime 

streets 

Total occupancy rate 23.1  30.0  21.7  29.5 

Monitoring rate by occupants 23.4  27.0  36.9  27.5 

Intervention rate by monitors 68.5  51.9  32.5  50.6 

 

                                                 
37

 Total occupancy in Table 6.11 does not match total occupancy in Table 6.8 due to differences in calculation. 

In Table 6.8, the percentage of total occupancy is a proportion of all three elements of guardianship: occupancy, 

monitoring, and intervention. In Table 6.11, total occupancy was calculated by the proportion of occupied 

household against those that were not occupied.  
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6.5.1.1 Monitoring rates by occupants.  

Overall differences in monitoring levels across street segment types were not large, 

ranging from 5% to 8% (see Table 6.8). However, once the monitoring rate of occupants was 

considered, more noteworthy patterns emerged and are presented in Table 6.11. For example, 

in the low crime suburb, on the low crime streets, 23% of observations involved a resident 

monitoring, which was the lowest percentage. Interestingly, the no reported crime streets in 

the high crime suburb had the highest rate of monitoring by occupants (37%). Overall, on 

average, Northgate-Virginia (high crime suburb) had a higher monitoring rate by occupants 

than Wavell Heights (low crime suburb) (32% v. 25%).  

6.5.1.2 Intervention rates by monitors.  

Similar to monitoring, overall levels of intervention were not largely different across 

segment type (see Table 6.8). However, looking at Table 6.11, although Northgate-Virginia 

had the higher rate of monitors (37% and 28%), Wavell Heights had the highest rate of 

interveners (69% and 52%) Furthermore, the monitoring rate was lowest in the low crime, no 

crime streets locations (23%); yet, these streets recorded the highest intervention rate by 

monitors (69%). This is hypothesised to result from living on a no crime segment, in a low 

crime suburb. Wavell Heights residents in this area may feel that they do not need to monitor 

as there is no cause for such action; however, when they do monitor and see something 

suspicious, they have the belief in their ability to intervene and do so regularly. Interestingly, 

although the no crime streets in the high crime suburb had the highest rate of monitoring by 

residents (37%), these streets recorded the lowest rate of intervention by monitoring residents 

(33%). It is hypothesised that residents on high-crime street segments are better at assessing 

threat. These hypotheses would be good avenues for future research.  
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6.6 Environmental correlates of GIA. 

This section contains results of analysis used to identify the physical and spatial 

features of the Brisbane suburbs that are correlated with guardianship in action. As such, the 

question of focus in this section is: 

1.4 How do physical and spatial characteristics of suburban areas affect guardianship 

intensity? 

Previous studies using the GIA model have been conducted in The Hague, 

Netherlands and Boston (Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2009; 2011). However, this is 

the first study to employ this observational protocol in a suburban context. As discussed in 

section 3.7, the Australian suburbs differ in multiple ways to urban city environments in prior 

studies, and opens a new avenue to explore the contextual influences of guardianship 

intensity. For a review of physical and spatial variables, see Table 5.13 on page 153.  

6.6.1  Environmental correlates at the property level 

The first step was to examine the environmental correlates of active guardianship at 

the property level to answer the following question: 

1.4.a What physical factors correlate with guardianship intensity at the property 

 level? 

To do this, data were aggregated to each address. As each property was observed four 

times, repeat variables (e.g., guardianship intensity and image maintenance) were averaged 

when the data was aggregated. For other variables (e.g., territoriality) these were only 

observed once, so these scores remained the same.  

Analysis that follows is based on data collected during the observations of sampled 

homes in Wavell Heights and Northgate-Virginia (N = 278). When analysing the assumption 

of normality, territoriality, barriers, target hardening, and house-to-house visibility were 

found to be approximately normally distributed. Histograms illustrated that several variables 



 

183 

 

were found to have significant departures from normality (Field, 2009). Guardianship 

intensity (skewness = 0.96, SE = 0.15) and surveillance opportunities (skewness =3.71, SE = 

0.15) showed severe positive skew as fewer residents engaged in higher levels of 

guardianship and apartment buildings have more windows than detached houses. Boxplots 

identified an extreme score on the surveillance opportunities variable with a large apartment 

complex that had 64 windows. As suggested in Tabachnick and Fidell (2007), this score was 

changed to one score higher than the next lowest score. As such, this was changed from 64 to 

37 windows. Changing this score reduced the variation between the mean and median (M = 

10.30, Median = 9.00), however skewness (1.95, SE = 0.15) and kurtosis (5.94, SE = 0.29) 

still remained significantly different from normality (Field, 2009). Lastly, image maintenance 

was found to be negatively skewed (-1.67, SE = 0.15) as many residents showed a high level 

of care over their properties. This level of skewness was also a significant departure from 

normality (Field, 2009). Very few properties scored low for image maintenance as 

deterioration of properties was rare in Brisbane suburbs. 

To deal with positive skewness for guardianship intensity and surveillance 

opportunities, square root transformations were applied (Pallant, 2011). Further, reflected 

square root transformations were applied to image maintenance for negative skew. However, 

these transformations did not alter interpretation of results; therefore, non-transformed 

variables were used in analysis.  Due to the violation of normality, the non-parametric 

Spearman’s rho was used (Spearman, 1904). Results are presented in Table 6.12. 
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Table 6.12   

Spatio-Physical Correlates of Guardianship Intensity at the Property Level (n = 278)  

 GIA Territoriality Barriers Image TH SO HHV 

Guardianship intensity (GIA) 1       

Territoriality .16** 1      

Barriers .04 -.02 1     

Image .03 .16** .11 1    

Target hardening (TH) .01 .01 .15* .13* 1   

Surveillance opportunities  (SO)  .16** .09 -.21** .08 .02 1  

House-to-house visibility (HHV) .12
+
 .18** -.17** .17 .15* .13* 1 

Note: *p < .05, **p < .001, 
+
p < .10 (2-tailed)  
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 Spearman correlations show significant relationships between guardianship intensity 

and territoriality (rs = .16, n = 276, p = .009), and surveillance opportunities (rs = .16, n = 

276, p = .007). The correlation between guardianship intensity and house-to-house visibility 

approached significance (rs = .16, n = 276, p = .056). These results indicate that as 

territoriality and surveillance opportunities increase, so does guardianship intensity.  

Theoretically, these results are expected. Residents that have levels of territoriality that define 

their property as private and show ownership are more likely to act as guardians over their 

space. Further, territoriality included outdoor seating and presence of balconies. These 

features of a property provide a resident space to monitor from the front of their house to the 

street. Further, surveillance opportunities, and house-to-house visibility are critical in 

allowing residents to monitor outside, to see who is on their street, and what is happening in 

their surroundings. Further, these two features significantly correlated with each other (rs = 

.13, n = 276, p = .028). Correlations also showed that barriers impeded opportunities for 

visibility (rs = -.17, n = 276, p = .005). This highlights the importance in creating clear views 

from properties to the street, and to each other, to encourage monitoring by residents.  

 Further, additional correlations were consistent with expected findings. Territoriality 

showed positive significant correlations with image maintenance (rs = .16, n = 276, p = .007), 

and house-to-house visibility (rs = .18, n = 276, p = .003). A resident who defines their space 

as private and shows ownership is also more likely to spend more time caring for their 

property and maintaining a good image over where they live.  

 Image maintenance positively and significantly correlated with target hardening (rs = 

.13, n = 276, p = .035). This relationship between image and target hardening show a level of 

investment and attention that a resident maintains over their property. Further, target 

hardening and visibility were positively correlated with each other (rs = .15, n = 276, p = 

.011). It is hypothesized that properties which are highly visible from the street would make 
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efforts to implement security features on their property to deter offenders. It could also be a 

function that territoriality characteristics were easier to view and record for highly visible 

properties. While this section has outlined correlates of guardianship intensity at the property 

level, it should be addressed that according to Cohen (1988) the strength of these 

relationships would be classified as weak. 

6.6.2 Environmental predictors at the property level. 

A multiple regression (Galton, 1886) with transformed variables was performed to 

examine whether physical factors can be used to predict guardianship intensity at the property 

level. This was conducted to address this research question:  

 1.4.b What physical factors predict guardianship intensity at the property level? 

Similar to the previous section, guardianship intensity was averaged for each property 

across the four observations. Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007) guidelines were used to confirm 

an appropriate sample size, using their formula N > 50 + 8m (where m is the number of 

independent variables). With six independent variables, a minimum sample of 98 is 

recommended. The regression included 276 cases; therefore, the sample size was appropriate 

for a multiple regression.  

Assumptions of multicollinearity, normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, 

independence of residuals, and absence of outliers were checked using Pallant’s (2011) 

guidelines. As regression models are highly sensitive to skewed data (Pallant, 2011), 

transformed variables were used for guardianship intensity, surveillance opportunities, and 

image maintenance. Square root transformations were applied to guardianship intensity and 

surveillance opportunities to deal with positive skewness (Pallant, 2011). A reflected square 

root transformation was applied to image maintenance for negative skew.  

Multicollinearity was found to not be violated checking the tolerance and VIF scores. 

Tolerance values were all above 0.10 (the lowest value was 0.90), and VIF values were below 
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10 (the highest value was 1.11), suggesting no issues with multicollinearity. The normal 

probability plot of the regression standardised residual and the scatterplot were examined 

visually and were found to have no major deviations from normality. Outliers were examined 

by Mahalanobis distances, using Tabachnick and Fidell’s (2007) guidelines to determine the 

critical cut-off value. With six independent variables, the critical value was 22.46. Three 

cases were found to have Mahalanobis distances larger than this critical cut-off, suggesting 

that these were outliers. However, all Cook’s distance scores were found to be less than one, 

suggesting that these cases were not having an undue influence over the model (the highest 

value was 0.20). However, the regression model was run excluding these three outlying cases 

which produced similar results, therefore, these cases were left in the model. A one-tailed test 

was used on the regression as directional hypotheses could be made from the correlation 

results.  

Overall, the model was found to be significant (F (6, 269) = 4.00, p < .001). Using the 

adjusted R-square value, physical characteristics of a property were found to explain 6.1% of 

the variance in guardianship intensity. The results of the multiple regression is presented in 

Table 6.13. 

Table 6.13    

Spatio-Physical Predictors of Guardianship Intensity at the Property Level (n = 276)  

Variable β B p 

Territoriality .12* .05 .024 

Barriers .10 .03 .061 

Target hardening -.06 .-02 .179 

Image -.01 -.02 .407 

Surveillance opportunities .20* .12 < .001 

House-to-house visibility .11* .10 .033 

Note: R
2
 = .061.  

Note: One-tailed test. 

 

 As shown in Table 6.13, three variables emerged as significant predictors of 

guardianship intensity: territoriality, surveillance opportunities, and house-to-house visibility. 

Of these, surveillance opportunities has the strongest unique contribution to explaining 
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guardianship intensity when all other factors are controlled for (β = 0.20, p < .001) when 

compared to territoriality (β = 0.12, p = .024), and house-to-house visibility (β = .11, p = 

.033). However, the amount of variance that is uniquely explained by these two factors is 

small. Surveillance opportunities, territoriality, and house-to house-visibility uniquely explain 

approximately 4%, 1%, and 1% of the variance in guardianship intensity, respectively.  

 Even though the explained variance is small, this remains an important finding in that 

visibility and surveillance to and from the street, and to and from neighbouring houses is 

critical in facilitating active guardianship by suburban residents. Further, territoriality 

significantly predicts and facilitates this type of crime control behaviour too. This highlights 

the importance of housing design to enhance these features to ensure houses are visible to 

each other, there are unobstructed views to the street, and residents have defined spaces they 

can implement control over.  

6.6.3 Guardianship intensity and housing design. 

 To examine the effect of housing type on guardianship intensity, chi-square tests for 

independence (Pearson, 1900) were conducted to answer the following research question: 

 1.4.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity between different housing types? 

 For the subsequent analyses, guardianship intensity was transformed into a categorical 

variable with three categories based on inter-quartile ranges: low guardianship intensity 

(37%), average guardianship intensity (28%), and high guardianship intensity (36%).  

 There were two categories of house setting for this analysis: (a) Queenslander type 

housing, and (b) on-ground housing. As discussed in Section 4.2.1.1, Queenslanders may 

provide better opportunities for guardianship, due to their extended height off the ground, and 

verandas at the front of the property. Cross-tabulation results between guardianship intensity 

category and house setting are presented in Table 6.14.  
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Table 6.14 

Cross-Tab of House Setting and Guardianship Intensity Categories (n = 276) 

 House Setting  

Guardianship intensity  On-ground Queenslander  Total 

Low 70 32 102 

Average 55 21 76 

High 62 36 98 

Total 187 89 276 
 

 To examine differences in guardianship intensity categories between housing types, 

two types of housing were used: (a) single detached houses, (b) apartment blocks, duplexes 

and row-housing. Cross-tab results between housing type and guardianship intensity 

categories are presented in Table 6.15. 

Table 6.15 

Cross-Tab of Housing Type and Guardianship Intensity Categories (n = 276) 

 Housing type  

Guardianship intensity  Single detached Apartment, duplex, row Total 

Low 97 5 102 

Average 72 3 75 

High 84 15 99 

Total 253 23 276 

 

 Results of the chi-square test to examine differences in guardianship intensity across 

house setting and housing type are presented in Table 6.16. Results show that there was a 

significant difference in guardianship intensity between housing type (χ²(2, n = 276) = 6.58, p 

= .037). This suggests that guardianship intensity was higher in singular houses, when 

compared to apartment blocks and duplexes. No significant difference was found between 

Queenslander type houses and regular houses.  

Table 6.16     

Results of Chi-Squares Comparing Guardianship Intensity by Housing Types (n = 

276) 

Housing types χ² df p Cramer’s V 

Queenslanders versus other types 1.68 2 .432 N.S 

Single residences versus duplex/apartments 6.58 2 .037 .21 
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Overall, results show that guardianship intensity interacts with physical features of 

properties to facilitate guardianship behaviour. Surveillance and visibility turns out to be  key 

features of a property which significantly, positively correlate with guardianship intensity.  

Further, properties where residents show more ownership have heightened guardianship 

intensity. Collectively, results show the relationships between physical design, guardianship 

intensity and care that residents implement over their properties.  

6.6.4 Conjunctive analysis of physical characteristics and monitoring at the property 

level.  

A conjunctive analysis of case configurations (CACC; Miethe et al., 2008) was 

completed to examine what mix of characteristics was associated with high levels of 

monitoring at the property level (N = 268)
38

 to answer this research question: 

1.4.d What combination of factors is associated with high levels of monitoring at the 

 property level? 

 This section only focuses on the specific factors that are associated with the 

monitoring dimension of active guardianship to examine what configurations of factors is 

associated with high levels of surveillance by residents. This allows for the exploration of 

what housing features are most associated with monitoring by residents. Each of the six 

predictors of guardianship intensity that were included in the preceding regression analysis is 

included in the CACC that follows (i.e., territoriality, barriers, image, target hardening, 

surveillance, and house-to-house visibility). However, independent variables were 

dichotomised as higher-than-average and lower-than-average because CACC involves the 

analysis of crisp sets (i.e., categorical data). The outcome was the percentage of case 

configurations, defined by the unique combinations of predictor attributes that correspond to 

high monitoring levels. As with the independent variables, monitoring levels were considered 

                                                 
38

 Due to missing data for one or more characteristic, the sample included for the CACC totalled 268.  
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high when they exceeded the mean. Based on this classification scheme, the CACC matrix 

was defined by a total of 61 observable case configurations. Thirty-eight configurations had a 

sample of less than five, and were therefore excluded, based on established threshold rules 

(Hart, 2014). Twenty-three configurations remained. Table 6.17 presents the nine most 

common case configurations
39

. A benefit of this method is that it allows the examination of 

multiple variables at once to see how they interact with each other to produce a specific 

outcome ((Miethe et al., 2008). As such, we can examine characteristics of properties to see 

which combination is associated with high levels of monitoring by suburban residents.  

 

                                                 
39

 The 10
th

 most common configuration (which had seven cases each) consisted of four case configurations, so 

only nine have been presented. 
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Table 6.17 

Conjunctive Analysis of Case Configurations for Monitoring  

ID Territoriality Barrier Image 

Target 

hardening Surveillance Visibility 

% High 

Monitoring n Pct. 

Cum. 

Pct. 

1 High Low High High High High 58 12 4.5 4.5 

2 Low High Low Low Low Low 36 11 4.1 8.6 

3 Low High High High High High 9 11 4.1 12.7 

4 High High High Low High High 27 11 4.1 16.8 

5 Low Low High Low High High 50 10 3.7 20.5 

6 Low High High High Low High 50 10 3.7 24.2 

7 High High High High Low High 20 10 3.7 27.9 

8 Low High Low High Low High 44 9 3.4 31.3 

9 High High High High High Low 38 8 3.0 34.3 

    9 dominant case configurations: 92 34.3  

    52 other case configurations: 176 65.7  

    61 total observed case configurations: 268 100  
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Results from the CACC show that the most common typology of properties had high 

territoriality, image, target hardening, surveillance opportunities, house-to-house visibility, 

and low barriers. Fifty-eight percent of properties within this typology recorded high levels of 

monitoring (i.e., above average levels of monitoring). Importantly, high surveillance and high 

visibility are present in five and seven out of nine case configurations, respectively. However, 

low surveillance opportunities were found in four case configurations. This may suggest that 

it is not only the quantity of windows on a house, but also the quality of surveillance 

windows offer to the street. A house with relatively few windows could still engage with 

monitoring their surroundings if such windows provided clear, unobstructed views to the 

street.  

This may relate to observations of houses with “frosted” or “mosaic” glass. Examples 

of frosted glass are presented in Figure 6.1, and were especially common on older 

Queenslander houses. Views these windows would offer to the street when closed would be 

blurry and foggy. Further, other properties had clear glass windows but were covered with 

external blinds blocking views as presented in Figure 6.2.   
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Figure 6.1. Frosted glass on suburban Brisbane houses. 
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Figure 6.2. Obstructed windows on suburban Brisbane houses. 

 

Results from the CACC also show that high image and high target hardening appear 

to be important in fostering monitoring by residents. This suggests that residents who define 

their space and show high levels of care over their property are associated with higher levels 

of monitoring. Surprisingly, high barriers were found in seven configurations. However, in 

six cases where barriers were high, surveillance or visibility was also high. Even if a property 

had a high fence, opportunities for surveillance were still present.   

The ranking of case configurations and their relationships with high monitoring 

demonstrates variability across typologies (i.e., from a low of 9% to a high of 58%), 

highlighting the contextual nature of residential monitoring, and the influence that property 

characteristics have on facilitating monitoring by suburban guardians. 
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6.6.5  Environmental and socio-demographic correlates at the street level.  

The next step is to examine how the physical and spatial features of the street relate to 

guardianship intensity to address the following research question: 

1.4.e What physical, spatial, and socio-demographic factors correlate with 

 guardianship intensity at the street level? 

The examination of how spatio-physical and socio-demographic features of the street 

interact with guardianship intensity is examined here. For a review of variables, see Table 

5.13 on page 153. Data from observations were aggregated to the street level (N = 24). 

Aggregated variables were the average from each property on that street. For example, 

territoriality scores from individual properties were added and divided by the number of 

properties on that street.  

The data for socio-demographic variables was gathered from the 2011 Community 

Census at the Statistical Area Level 1 (SA1). These are the smallest unit at which the Census 

data is publicly released (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2013a). Within the two sampled 

suburbs, these had on average 462 residents (SD = 103.77) and 179 households (SD = 51.38). 

Whilst this is the smallest geographical area to which data is released, this raises problems as 

these areas are substantially larger than a singular street segment, and may not accurately 

represent the street segment itself.  

 Considering the small sample size, the assumption of normality was upheld for the 

following variables by visibly inspecting histograms and boxplots: territoriality, image, target 

hardening, house-to-house visibility, household composition (measured by the percentage of 

family households), potential offenders (measured by the percentage of male youths aged 10-

20), and population growth (from 2003-2012). Further, no outliers were found on these 

variables. 
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Visible inspection of histograms and boxplots showed that multiple variables had 

positive skew and outliers present. Boxplots identified an extreme score for surveillance; 

therefore, this score was changed to one above the next lowest score as suggested by 

Tabahnick and Fidell (2007). IRSAD (the measure of disadvantage and advantage) and 

household structure showed negative skew, as most SA1s showed did not suffer from serious 

disadvantage and had high levels of singular detached housing. Reflected square root 

transformations were applied to these three variables (surveillance, IRSAD, and household 

structure), which removed outliers. To deal with positive skewness, square root 

transformations were applied to the following variables: guardianship intensity, surveillance, 

street features, pedestrian activity, vehicular activity, ethnic heterogeneity, and residential 

mobility. These transformations were successful in removing outliers; however, these 

variables still had distributions that were significantly different from normality (Field, 2009).  

Square-root transformations were applied to both variables, which removed outliers; 

however, the distribution remained significantly distinct from normality (Field, 2009). Square 

root transformations were also applied to barriers and street accessibility, however, the 

outliers remained. Correlations using transformed variables showed differences in results, and 

therefore were used in the analyses.  

Three variables had to be excluded for having too few cases: land use, cyclist activity, 

and social interaction. Three street segments had non-residential facilities, and during 

observations, five cyclists and nine social interactions were observed in total, and were 

therefore excluded from analyses. Due to violations in normality on several variables, the 

non-parametric Spearman’s rho (Spearman, 1904) was used for correlations to examine the 

relationship between guardianship intensity, and spatio-physical and socio-demographic 

features of the street, and how these interact with each other features at the street level. 

Results are presented in Table 6.18. 
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Table 6.18 

Spatio-Physical and Socio-Demographic Correlates of Guardianship Intensity at the Street Level (n = 24) 
 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 

1. Guardianship intensity 1                  

2. Territoriality .23 1                 

3. Barriers -.09 .16 1                

4. Image -.03 .09 -.10 1               

5. Target hardening .01 .08 -.02 .33 1              

6. Surveillance .55** .02 -.30 .13 .07 1             

7. House-to-house visibility .49* .17 -.18 -.07 .13 .20 1            

8. Accessibility -.49* .24 .45* -.27 -.28 -.32 -.20 1           

9. Street functionality .07 .02 .26 -.27 -.04 .04 -.24 .27 1          

10. Pedestrian activity .06 .00 .33 -.29 .25 .20 -.32 .21 .72** 1         

11. Vehicular activity -.19 .07 .34 -.24 -.04 -.07 -.01 .31 .63** .37+ 1        

12. Composition -.15 -.31 .19 .04 -.31 -.40* -.24 .13 -.02 -.13 -.10 1       

13. Population growth .25 .06 .10 -.24 -.52** .17 -.07 -.05 .05 .03 -.15 -.22 1      

14. Potential offenders -.18 .04 .22 .26 .26 -.43* .07 .04 -.24 -.16 -.10 .60** -.51* 1     

15. IRSAD .27 .26 -.05 -.21 .18 .42+ .28 -.09 .36 .32 .22 -.78** .32 -.71** 1    

16. Ethnicity .07 .26 -.28 .15 .27 .32 .26 -.17 -.07 .03 .07 -.62** .19 -.09 .48* 1   

17. Mobility .11 .20 -.30 -.12 .00 .34 .22 .01 .14 .04 .24 -.74** .36+ -.55** .59** .75** 1  

18. Housing structure .15 .31 -.19 -.04 .31 .40* .24 -.13 .02 .13 .10 -.99** .22 -.60** .78** .62** .74** 1 

Note: *p < .05, **p < .001 (2-tailed)  
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 Correlations show that guardianship intensity is related to surveillance 

opportunities (rs = .55, N = 24, p = .005), house-to-house visibility (rs = .55, N = 24, p = 

.005), and street accessibility (rs = .49, N = 24, p = .021). Guardianship intensity 

showed strong positive correlations to visibility and surveillance, suggesting that as 

these increase, guardianship intensity also increases. A strong negative correlation 

between accessibility and guardianship suggests that as street accessibility increases, 

guardianship intensity decreases. This makes sense theoretically. Streets with high 

levels of visibility and surveillance between houses can facilitate monitoring over the 

street. On the other hand, on streets with higher levels of access, guardianship intensity 

can be hindered due to the increased difficulty for residents to identify insiders and 

outsiders. Further, correlations showed that on streets with higher accessibility, 

properties had higher and less transparent barriers (rs = .45, N = 24, p = .028). This 

could be a result of residents implementing barriers on busier streets to protect their 

privacy; however, these results show the consequences this has for visibility and 

guardianship intensity.   

Examining situational characteristics of streets, street functionality was 

positively and strongly correlated with pedestrian activity (rs = .72, N = 24, p < .001) 

and vehicular traffic (rs = .63, N = 24, p < .001). This shows that on streets with more 

traffic and activity, more footpaths, street lights and bus stops were present. Streets that 

had higher levels of access, more lanes, footpaths, and bus stops had more cars and 

pedestrians as this facilitated both foot and car traffic.  Further, street segments with bus 

stops had more foot traffic as people would need to travel to these places to catch public 

transport.  
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Examining the relationships between the physical and spatial features of the 

street to the socio-demographic variables, few significant correlations emerge. None of 

the socio-demographic variables correlated with guardianship intensity at the street 

level. Surveillance opportunities correlated negatively with a number of socio-

demographic variables: household composition (r = -.40, N = 24, p = .050), potential 

offenders (r = -.43, N = 24, p = .037), IRSAD (r =   .42, N = 24, p = .061), and housing 

structure (r = .40, N = 24, p = .050). It is inferred that this is the function of housing 

structure in that apartment buildings have more windows and therefore more 

opportunities for surveillance. Correlations have shown that apartment buildings are 

associated with less families and male youths and higher levels of disadvantage. 

Overall, these correlations show the interplay between the physical and spatial features 

of the street and the socio-demographic factors of the area.  

6.7 Conclusion 

Provided in this chapter were results from Study One—observational study— 

that measured guardianship intensity across different times, in different crime rate areas, 

and examined the physical, spatial, and socio-demographic features that correlated with 

guardianship intensity. Overall, the following research questions have been answered in 

this chapter: 

1.1 How does guardianship intensity function within a suburban Australian context? 

 1.1.a What levels of guardianship intensity can be observed in Brisbane 

 suburbs? 

 1.1.b How do levels of guardianship intensity observed within Brisbane suburbs 

 differ to previous studies in The Hague and The U.S.? 
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1.2 How does guardianship intensity function at different days and times within 

Australian suburbs? 

 1.2.a To what extent do levels of occupancy differ between morning and 

 afternoons across weekdays and weekends in properties?  

 1.2.b To what extent do levels of monitoring change between morning and 

 afternoons across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties? 

 1.2.c To what extent do levels of direct intervention change between morning 

 and afternoons across weekdays and weekends in occupied properties? 

 1.2.d Can recurring guardianship of properties be observed? 

1.3 Is there an interaction between guardianship intensity and levels of crime in 

suburban areas?  

 1.3.a Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between high and 

 low property crime suburbs? 

 1.3.b Are there differences in average guardianship intensity between no 

 reported property crime street segments and high property crime street 

 segments? 

 1.3.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity rates by area? 

1.4 How do physical and spatial characteristics of suburban areas affect guardianship 

intensity? 

 1.4.a What physical factors correlate with guardianship intensity at the property 

 level? 

 1.4.b What physical factors predict guardianship intensity at the property level? 

 1.4.c Are there differences in guardianship intensity between different housing 

 types? 
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1.4.d What combination of factors is associated with high levels of monitoring at 

the property level? 

1.4.e What physical, spatial, and socio-demographic factors correlate with 

guardianship intensity at the street level? 

Question 1.1.a found that Reynald’s (2009; 2011a) observational protocol can be 

used validly in a suburban context and that as guardianship intensity increased, the 

percentage of residents engaged in this behaviour decreased. This was compared to 

previous research conducted in The Hague (Reynald, 2011a; 2011b) and Boston 

(Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014) to answer question 1.1.b. Each 

city shows a different profile in terms of how many available residents monitor, and 

how many monitors intervene. As such, this laments the importance of cross-contextual 

research. 

Examining temporal differences in GIA for question 1.2 is a unique contribution 

of this research and has not been done previously. Current findings reveal that levels of 

guardianship intensity differed across days of the week or times of day. This highlighted 

how guardianship operates as a routine activity, and as routine activities change over the 

course of the day, and time of week, so do guardianship patterns. Question 1.3 

examined variation in guardianship intensity across different spatial areas to see if a 

relationship between property crime and guardianship existed. The current study found 

that across both suburbs, the high crime street segments had more observable guardians. 

Interestingly, the high crime suburb had a higher rate of monitors, likely due to more 

people being at home in areas.  However, the low crime suburb had a higher rate of 

interveners. The final section of this chapter examines the relationship between 

guardianship and physical space, to address question 1.4. Results from this highlighted 
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the importance of territoriality, surveillance, house-to-house visibility, and street 

accessibility in understanding how guardianship functions in a suburban environment.  

 Discussed in this chapter were the results of the observational study and how 

often people engage in guardianship behaviours. The following chapters outline the 

method and results of 20 interviews conducted with residents to examine the 

motivations underlying guardianship behaviours and what influences decision making 

processes to intervene and act as capable guardians.  
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7 Study Two: Understanding Guardianship — Methodology 

7.1 Introduction 

Interviews with 20 residents who lived on the sampled street segments in Wavell 

Heights or Northgate-Virginia were conducted throughout June, July, and August 2015. 

The aim of the interview study was to complement observational results, to uncover 

what motivates residents to act as guardians by monitoring their surroundings, and what 

factors influence their decisions to intervene directly or indirectly in suspicious or crime 

events.  While the observational study measured if a resident monitored or intervened, 

the interviews were helpful in understanding why a resident displayed this behaviour. 

Interviews consisted of three components: (a) semi-structured interview, (b) cognitive 

map of street segments, and (c) quantitative survey. Miles and Huberman’s (1984) 

matrix method was used to analyse interview data. The interviews produced information 

that answered the following research questions: 

2.1 What factors influence suburban residents’ guardianship behaviours? 

 2.1.a How does the physical design of houses influence monitoring by residents? 

 2.1.b How does the social context influence guardianship by residents? 

 2.1.c How do perceptions and attachment to their area influence residents’ 

 guardianship behaviours? 

 2.1.d Does prior victimisation influence guardianship habits? 

 2.1.e How do daily routine activities affect guardianship behaviour by 

 residents? 

2.2 How does monitoring build awareness?  

2.3 When Brisbane residents are at home, do they monitor their surroundings? 
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 2.3.a Are there differences in monitoring patterns of Brisbane residents? 

 2.3.b Do Brisbane residents witness suspicious/unfamiliar activities while 

 monitoring? 

 2.3.c When Brisbane residents see something suspicious/unfamiliar in their 

 surroundings while monitoring, do they intervene? 

 2.3.d What factors influence a guardian’s decision to intervene? 

 2.3.e Is there variation in Brisbane residents’ “guardianship space”? 

  2.3.e.i Do Brisbane residents’ only monitor properties of those they 

  know? 

2.4 What individual factors correlate with guardianship attitudes in suburban 

residents? 

 2.4.a Are there differences in guardianship attitudes and perceptions between 

 the low crime and high crime suburb? 

First outlined in this chapter is information about participants’ characteristics.  

Second, the sampling strategy and procedure are outlined. Third, the interview themes 

are detailed. Fourth, the process undertaken to code and analyse interview data are 

presented. Within this, an example of the Miles and Huberman method is provided 

using interview data.  

7.2 Participants 

Demographic information about the 20 participants can be found in Table 7.1. 

Most participants were female, had completed an undergraduate degree, were reportedly 

married, lived with their partner and children, were born in Australia, and indicated they 

were employed full time at the time of the interview. To examine the representativeness 

of the sample, the participants’ demographic information was compared to the 2011 
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Census data, at the SA2 level, from Wavell Heights and Northgate-Virginia. As can be 

seen from Table 7.1, participants in this study are not representative in terms of 

education, relationship status, and nationality, with the sample having higher levels of 

tertiary education, marriage, and being Australian born, compared to the general public.  
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Table 7.1 

Interview Sample Representativeness Compared to 2011 Census Data (N = 20) 

 Sample 2015 Data 

Collection 

Wavell Heights SA2 

2011 Census 

Northgate-Virginia SA2 

2011 Census 

    

 N % % % Min Max x  SD 

Gender 

Male 

Female 

 

8 

12 

 

40.0 

60.0 

 

48.3 

51.7 

 

50.2 

49.8 

    

Education 

No schooling 

Primary school 

10
th

 grade 

12
th

 grade 

Diploma 

Undergraduate degree 

Postgraduate degree 

 

0 

0 

0 

2 

2 

10 

6 

 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

10.0 

10.0 

50.0 

30.0 

 

0.3 

4.5 

15.5 

47.2 

9.2 

19.4 

4.2 

 

0.6 

4.7 

15.1 

47.5 

8.6 

17.1 

3.6 

    

Relationship status 

Single/Never married 

Married/De-facto 

Divorced 

Widowed 

 

1 

17 

2 

0 

 

5.0 

85.0 

10.0 

0.0 

 

32.9 

48.7 

9.0 

5.6 

 

41.6 

41.3 

9.5 

4.5 

    

Australian born 

Yes 

No 

 

19 

1 

 

95.0 

5.0 

 

78.5 

18.5 

 

72.9 

20.9 

    

Employment 

Unemployed 

Full time 

Part time/casual 

Not in labour force 

 

1 

10 

6 

3 

 

5.0 

50.0 

30.0 

15.0 

 

3.9 

44.1 

19.0 

27.5 

 

5.2 

44.9 

17.8 

23.6 

    

(continued) 
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Table 7.1 

Interview Sample Representativeness Compared to 2011 Census Data (N = 20) 
 

 Sample 2015 Data 

Collection 

Wavell Heights 2011 

Census 

Northgate-Virginia 2011 

Census 

    

 N % % % Min Max x  SD 

Living status 

Live with partner  

Live with partner and 

children 

Live with children 

Live with other family 

Live with parents 

Live with friends 

Live alone 

 

7 

10 

 

1 

0 

0 

0 

2 

 

35.0 

50.0 

 

5.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

10.0 

 

24.8 

60.9 

 

12.7 

2.4 

9.6 

4.2 

9.2 

 

27.3 

57.9 

 

12.5 

2.9 

9.2 

6.5 

11.7 

    

Age (years)     24 83 46.8 14.5 

Length of residence (years)     0.5 32 9.4 7.9 
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The average length of residence was nine years (SD = 7.9) with an average age of 47 

years (SD = 14.5). These demographics show that this sample tended to be older than the 

SA2 population, with median ages of 36 and 34 being recorded for Wavell Heights and 

Northgate-Virginia, respectively in the 2011 Census. This highlights one limitation of 

convenience samples in that the representativeness can be skewed; however, in this instance, 

as we can compare this with the 2011 Census data, we can at least understand where these 

discrepancies between the sample and the general public lie (Gray, 2009). While the 

skewness limits the generalizability of the findings, it does not limit the substantive findings 

from the current research, which are outlined in Chapter 8. 

7.3 Sampling 

For the current study, the same sample framework outlined in Chapter 4 (and Study 

One) was used. This included 278 properties across 24 street segments in Wavell Heights and 

Northgate-Virginia. The streets consisted of “no reported property crime” and “high reported 

property crime” segments. To gain participants for the current study, convenience sampling 

from the 24 street segments was used. In June 2015, doorknocking of properties was 

undertaken to see if residents would be interviewed. This was completed from 9:00am-

4:00pm on weekdays, in pairs, for researcher safety. The 278 properties included 379 unique 

addresses, as there were 18 apartment complexes, and five duplexes in the sample.   

If a resident was home, they were informed of the study and asked if they would like 

to participate in accordance with the ethical requirements of the study. Ethics for interviews 

were obtained from the Human Research Ethics Committee from Griffith University 

(Protocol Number CCJ/30/13/HREC) (see Appendix 7). If they were interested and available 

at that time, the interview was conducted. If they were interested, but not available at that 

time, their contact details were taken and they were called at a later date. If a resident was not 

home, the property was not accessible, or there was a “No Doorknocking Sign” on their door, 
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a letterbox drop was completed. In some instances, properties also had a “No Junk Mail” or 

“Australia Post Only” sticker on their mail box, which meant the residents were not 

contactable. Properties that were for sale were not approached.  Notes were taken of each 

property to record the action taken, including (a) whether they were interviewed or if their 

contact details were taken, (b) their lack of interest in participation, (c) if the property was not 

contactable either through access, the presence of a “No Doorknocking” sign on their 

property, or the presence of a “No Junk Mail”/“Australia Post Only” sticker on their mail 

box, (d) whether a letterbox drop was completed, and (e) if the house was for sale. This was 

done to understand what percentages of properties were not contactable and whether there 

were differences between the two suburbs. These values are presented in Table 7.2, and 

showed that just over 50% of properties required a letterbox drop, approximately a quarter 

were not contactable, and about 5% of households had a resident who was interviewed. 

Table 7.2  

Doorknocking Sampling Outcomes (N = 379)  

 n %  

Interviewed or contact details taken and interviewed later 20 5.3  

Contact details taken but no interview  19 5.0  

Not interested 49 12.9  

Not contactable 93 24.5  

Letterbox drop 195 51.5  

For sale 3 0.8  
 

To examine whether there was sampling bias between the two suburbs in whether 

residents were contactable, cross tabs were conducted and the results are presented in Table 

7.3. This table shows a fairly even split between the number of residents were interviewed 

from both suburbs. However, there were identifiable differences between the percentage of 

residents that were not interested or not contactable between Wavell Heights and Northgate-

Virginia. This shows that Northgate-Virginia (the high crime suburb) had a higher percentage 

of residents who were not interested, and almost a third or residents were not contactable 

either through blocked access to properties or “No Doorknocking” or “No Junk Mail” 
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stickers. This could be due to Northgate-Virginia having a larger number of apartment 

complexes in which “No Doorknocking” and “No Junk Mail” signs were more common. 

Northgate-Virginia had 14 apartment complexes whereas Wavell Heights had four. 

Table 7.3 

Doorknocking Sampling Outcomes by Suburb (N = 379) 

 Wavell Heights 

(low crime suburb)   

(n = 170) 

 Northgate-Virginia 

(high crime suburb) 

(n  = 209) 

 N %   N % 

Interviewed or contact details taken and 

interviewed later 

11 6.5  9 4.3 

Contact details taken but no interview  14 8.2  5 2.4 

Not interested 15 8.8  34 16.3 

Not contactable 31 18.2  62 30.0 

Letterbox drop 98 57.6  97 46.4 

For sale 1 0.6  2 1.0 

7.4 Procedure 

Interviews took place inside residents’ home, or in one instance, a coffee shop, 

between June and August 2015. Before an interview, residents received an information sheet 

about the study (see Appendix 5) and signed a consent form (see Appendix 5). Further, a $10 

Coles Myer gift card was given as an incentive for participation. With their permission, 

interviews were recorded with a digital recording device for later transcription. To ensure the 

safety of the researcher, the supervision team was contacted via text with the address and first 

name of the resident prior to the interview. The supervision team was contacted again at the 

completion of the interview. Interviews took on average around 30 minutes to complete, with 

a range between 15 and 50 minutes.  

7.5 Interview Themes 

The current study builds upon questions asked in Reynald’s (2010) study which asked 

residents about how they determine whether someone was suspicious, and what influenced 

them to intervene in a crime event.  
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There were three sections to each interview. First, a semi-structured interview was 

undertaken using a semi-structured interview schedule (see Appendix 8). Second, a cognitive 

map of the resident’s street was completed. Third, a quantitative survey was undertaken (also 

shown in Appendix 8). The interview covered topics such as (a) how the resident felt living 

in their current area, (b) their relationship with their neighbours, (c) their view of surrounding 

properties and street from inside their home, (d) whether they monitor the street while they 

are at home, (e) if they had witnessed anything suspicious or a crime on their street, and (f) 

whether they have, or would, intervene in such a situation. As it would be possible residents 

would not have witnessed suspicious or criminal events, hypothetical scenarios were also 

offered to explore how they think they would respond in such situations. Asking such 

questions could help to answer the following questions:  

2.1 What factors influence suburban residents’ guardianship behaviours? 

 2.1.a How does the physical design of houses influence monitoring by residents? 

 2.1.b How does the social context influence guardianship by residents? 

 2.1.c How do perceptions and attachment to their area influence residents’ 

 guardianship behaviours? 

 2.1.d Does prior victimisation influence guardianship habits? 

 2.1.e How do daily routine activities affect guardianship behaviour by residents? 

When required, further probing questions were used to elicit more information about a 

topic. As this was largely an exploratory study and sought to elicit personal motivations and 

attitudes, interviews were deemed to be an appropriate method for this study (Gray, 2009). 

As each participant would have different experiences with witnessing and responding to 

crime, a semi-structured interview schedule was utilised that enabled probing questions when 

necessary. Similarly, as participants would have subjective views on their relationships, 

surroundings and behaviours, this method was desirable to allow expansion on participant’s 
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answers (Gray, 2009). The main themes from the interview schedule are discussed in the 

following sections.  

7.5.1 Views from inside house.  

 Participants were asked what views they had of other houses, and the street, from 

inside their house. Specifically, participants were asked what views they had from each side 

of their house. Understanding what opportunities were available for residents to monitor was 

essential in understanding their monitoring habits, as past research has demonstrated the 

importance of surveillance opportunities in facilitating guardianship (Armitage, 2013; Hollis-

Peel & Welsh, 2014; Poyner & Webb, 1991; Reynald, 2011a). This helped address the 

following research question: 

 2.1.a How does the physical design of houses influence monitoring by residents? 

7.5.2 Perceptions and relationships. 

This theme sought to examine participant’s experiences and perceptions of their area, 

and the relationships with their neighbours. Asking about people’s perceptions would help to 

uncover the social context and how this operated with guardianship in Brisbane, and helped 

answer the following questions: 

 2.1.b How does the social context influence guardianship by residents? 

 2.1.c How do perceptions and attachment to their area influence residents’ 

 guardianship behaviours? 

The importance of social context is linked to Reynald’s (2010) work, which 

discovered that perceptions of your area influenced whether residents engaged in supervision 

over their property and street. The influence of the social context could work in two ways. 

Firstly, residents who hold negative perceptions of their space would be less likely to engage 

in monitoring; or secondly, residents who believed their area was safe and secure would be 
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less inclined to monitor as they would not believe it was necessary. Therefore, it was 

important to understand how attitudes influence guardianship in this context.  

Further, questions relating to relationships with others in their area were asked to 

understand how many people participants knew (or could recognise), and the depth of those 

relationships. Prior research argues that residents are more likely to watch over each other in 

areas where they know each other (Freudenberg, 1986). Further, in areas with high residential 

turn-over, relationships between neighbours are harder to build and it becomes increasingly 

difficult for residents to identify who belongs on their street (R. J. Sampson et al., 1997; Xie 

& McDowall, 2008). First, questions were asked regarding how they got along with their 

neighbours. Second, a cognitive map was used of their street segment. Aerial maps of the 

street segment were printed out using a 20m from Google Map Earth View for each street 

segment.  Residents were given the 20m scale map and were asked to define what neighbours 

they knew and what area they monitor over. Residents identified who they knew on the map 

(either by name or face) by drawing an ‘X’ on the top of the roof.  If they explained that they 

knew more people elsewhere, they were given a 50m scale map and asked to indicate who 

they knew in the same way. Further, residents showed what area that they would monitor 

over by drawing a shape over the area. This was to identify how many households they knew 

on their street and immediate surroundings, and what houses and area they tended to 

supervise over. This would answer the questions:  

 2.3.e Is there variation in Brisbane residents’ “guardianship space”? 

  2.3.e.i Do Brisbane residents’ only monitor properties of those they know? 

7.5.3 Victimisation and daily routines. 

 Participants were asked about their experiences with a number of types of property 

victimisation in the survey. Further questions were asked regarding if they thought this 
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victimisation changed their behaviour around vigilance and monitoring. This was asked to 

address the following question: 

 2.1.d Does prior victimisation influence guardianship habits? 

 Further, as availability at home is reliant upon routine activities (Cohen & Felson, 

1979), participants were asked about their general weekly routines, and how often they were 

at home during a typical weekday, and typical weekend day. These questions were asked to 

address the following question: 

 2.1.e How do daily routine activities affect guardianship behaviour by residents? 

7.5.4 Guardianship behaviours. 

As guardianship is the focus of this thesis, the guardianship behaviours of participants 

were examined. This was to uncover how often residents monitored, the motivations behind 

this behaviour and to understand the decision making process of guardians in this context. 

This would answer the following research questions:  

2.2 How does monitoring build awareness?  

2.3 When Brisbane residents are at home, do they monitor their surroundings? 

 2.3.a Are there differences in monitoring patterns of Brisbane residents? 

In order to monitor the street, the opportunity to do so must be present. As such, 

before participants were asked about their monitoring habits, they were asked what views 

they had of the street and neighbouring properties. For instance, a participant may not 

monitor because they physically could not see the street, not because they did not have any 

motivation to do so. This information was important as it would allow us to contextualise 

how and why a participant monitored.  

Following questions about their views, participants were asked whether they watched 

over the street when they were home. To further explicate their answers, questions could then 

be asked about where they monitored the street from and how long they monitored. If they 
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did monitor, participants were asked why they believed they engaged in this behaviour and if 

they were looking for anything in particular. If they did not monitor, participants were asked 

why they thought this was something they did not do. The purpose of these questions was to 

ascertain whether residents engaged in monitoring and under what circumstances this 

behaviour emerged. 

Residents were questioned about whether they had witnessed anything or suspicious. 

From this, probing questions followed regarding how they saw or came to witness such 

behaviour on their street. From their answer in the interview, they were asked how they 

responded to witnessing a suspicious event, and why they responded this way. For example, 

if a resident explained they did not directly intervene, they were asked why they chose this 

course of action. This type of questioning was desired to uncover their decision making 

process and what factors influence them to intervene or not. If a resident had not witnessed 

anything they thought was suspicious or a crime, they were given a hypothetical situation and 

asked what they think they would do in that situation. These questions were asked to answer 

the following questions:  

 2.3.b Do Brisbane residents witness suspicious/unfamiliar activities while 

 monitoring? 

 2.3.c When Brisbane residents see something suspicious/unfamiliar in their 

 surroundings while monitoring, do they intervene? 

 2.3.d What factors influence a guardian’s decision to intervene? 

7.5.5 Survey 

 Finally, a quantitative survey was administered. Prior research has shown that many 

factors (i.e., perceptions of residential area, relationship with neighbours, perceptions of 

strength, threats to physical safety, etc.) influence a resident’s willingness to monitor their 

surroundings and intervene in events they witness (Reynald, 2010). As such, these factors 
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were measured in the current survey. While some of these topics were elicited in the 

interview, this was a standardised approach to measure this information across all 

participants. The survey asked participants about (a) guardianship attitudes, (b) perceptions 

and familiarity of their local area, (c) perceptions of crime, (d) prior victimisation, (e) training 

experience, (f) relationships with neighbours, and (g) demographic information. The survey 

can be viewed in Appendix 8. Data collected from the survey helped answer:  

2.4 What individual factors correlate with guardianship attitudes in suburban residents? 

 2.4.a Are there differences in guardianship attitudes and perceptions between the low 

 crime and high crime suburb? 

Once the semi-structured interview was complete, participants were asked if they 

would complete the survey. The quantitative survey was taken to complement participant 

responses in the interviews and gather valid measures of the concepts outlined throughout the 

following sections.  

7.5.5.1 Guardianship attitudes. 

Reynald’s guardianship attitudes scale from the International Guardianship Survey (2010) 

was used to ask participants about whether they would take action if they saw a crime and 

how much responsibility ordinary citizens have in crime control. The items asked: 

1. If I see a crime in progress, I would take some action to stop it 

2. If I see a crime in progress, I would call the police  

3. Dealing with crimes is not the responsibility of ordinary citizens 

4. I am not capable of preventing crime 

5. In the past, I have seen a crime happening and ignored it 

6. I will do what I can to protect my neighbours from crime 

7. In the past, I have taken action myself to stop a crime I saw happening 

8. I will protect myself and my family from crime 
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9. I have been a witness to a crime in the past 

10. If I witness a crime I will take action myself to stop it as long as I am sure I will not 

be hurt 

11. I believe I have a role to play in preventing crime 

12. Dealing with crime is solely the responsibility of the police 

These were measured on a five-point Likert scale with responses ranging from “1” = 

strongly disagree to “5” = strongly agree. The higher the score, the higher a resident believed 

in their ability and responsibility to act as a guardian and protect people from crime. 

Negatively worded items in this scale and all following scales were reversed coded. In the 

current study, this scale was found to be reliable (12 items, α = .81)   

7.5.5.2 Perceptions of local area. 

Perceptions of their local area were measured using Bonaiuto, Fornara, and Bonnes 

(2003) residential upkeep and care scale. Again, this was measured using a five-point Likert 

scale, ranging from “1” = strongly disagree to “5” = strongly agree, and was found to be 

reliable (13 items, α = .70). Higher scores on this scale reflect positive attitudes to how the 

participant’s area is cared for, respected, and cleaned.  The items included:

1. Residents show care for their local area 

2. There are too many pot holes in the streets 

3. Residents avoid making the area dirty and unclean 

4. Residents do not respect the environment 

5. Many buildings are in poor condition 

6. Road signs are maintained well 

7. There are signs of vandalism and graffiti on too many buildings  

8. There is too much litter/trash on the street 

9. The garbage collection service is efficient 
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10. Streets are regularly cleaned 

11. Cars are parked properly 

12. There are too many abandoned areas 

13. Street lighting is insufficient 

7.5.5.3 Fear of crime. 

Fear of crime was measured using four questions adapted from the Hart et al. (2014) Gold 

Coast Community Survey about how often a resident worries about: 

1. Being assaulted by a stranger in the street 

2. Being robbed or mugged in the street 

3. Having someone break into your home whilst you are there 

4. Have someone break into your home whilst you are away 

Response alternatives were “1” = Never in the past month, “2” = 1-2 times in the past 

month, “3” = 1-2 times in the past week, and “4” = every day in the past week. Further, 

respondents were asked whether they thought each crime was a problem in their area. 

Responses were measured from “1” = strongly disagree to “5” = strongly agree. Together 

these items made a reliable scale (5 items, α = .53), considering the small number of items 

(Pallant, 2011).  

7.5.5.4 Property victimisation. 

Prior property victimisation was measured using definitions from the Queensland Police 

Service. The five crime types measured here were burglary, attempted burglary, property 

damage, other property theft, and motor vehicle theft as follows: 

1. Has anyone broken into or illegally entered your home, garage, or other building on 

your property? 

2. (Other than the incident just mentioned), have you ever found a door jimmied, a lock 

forced, or any other signs of an attempted break-in into your home? 
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3. Have you had property – like a barbeque, bicycle, lawn chairs or decorations stolen 

from your yard or balcony? 

4. Have you had any windows broken, property destroyed, or other damage done, 

including vandalism and graffiti to your home? 

5. Have you had your car broken-in to or stolen? 

As disclaiming victimisation can be a sensitive issue, residents had four response 

alternatives: “0” = No, “1” = Yes, “98” = Don’t know, and “99” = Prefer not to answer.  

7.5.5.5 Experience with training.  

 Experience with training was measured using five types of training: (a) first aid, (b) 

security, (c) armed forces, (d) police, and (e) State Emergency Services. Residents had four 

response alternatives to each type of training: “0” = No, “1” = Yes, “98” = Don’t know, and 

“99” = Prefer not to answer. Such questions were asked as these had been shown to promote 

intervention (Reynald, 2010). 

7.5.5.6 Familiarity with local area, and relationships with neighbours. 

To examine the social context, questions relating to a participants relationship, familiarity 

with their local area, and frequency of contact with neighbours were included.  First, 

participants were asked about their familiarity of their area (4 items, α = .70). This included if 

they could tell if a person was a stranger on their street. Again, this was measured using a 5-

point Likert scale, ranging from “1” = strongly disagree to “5” = strongly agree. Additionally, 

they were asked how often they (a) went for a walk, (b) ate at a local café/restaurant and (c) 

shop/visit a local business. Response alternatives were, “0” = Never, “1” = Yearly, “2” = 

Monthly, “3” = Fortnightly, “4” = Weekly, “5” = Daily, and “98” = Not applicable. Two 

questions measured whether they belonged to formal or informal community organisations. 

Respondents could answer “0” = No, “1” = Yes, “98” = Don’t know, and “99” = Prefer not to 
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answer. The purpose of these questions were to understand how engrained a resident was in 

their local area.  

Second, questions were adapted from the Australian Community Capacity Survey 

(Mazerolle et al., 2007) to quantity a resident’s relationships with their neighbours (8 items, α 

= .80). This set of questions asked respondents how many neighbours they knew and how 

often they had contact and perform altruistic tasks for their neighbours. First, participants 

were asked whether they had good friends or relative on their street: “0” = No, “1” = Yes, 

“98” = Don’t know, and “99” = Prefer not to answer. Secondly, they were asked how many 

of their neighbours they knew by name: “0” = None, “1” = One, “2” = Two and “3” = Three 

or more. Thirdly, the survey questioned how often participants had contact and helped their 

neighbours. These questions asked how often: 

1. Do you have contact with your neighbours 

2. Borrow or loan something from a neighbour 

3. Visit a neighbour 

4. Speak with a neighbour about a problem 

5. Keep watch on neighbours’ houses while they are away 

Response alternatives were “0” = Never, “1” = Yearly, “2” = Monthly, “3” = Fortnightly, 

“4” = Weekly, and “5” = Daily. Finally, a number of socio-demographic factors were asked. 

This would allow us to examine whether differences existed across these characteristics in 

analysis. The descriptive statistics for the scales created are found in Table 7.4. These show 

that guardianship attitudes and perceptions of the area were generally high, and fear of crime 

and victimisation was low. Most residents had fairly good familiarity with their area and 

relationships with neighbours. For most people, they did not have experience with multiple 

types of training.  
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Table 7.4 

Descriptive Statistics for Survey Measures (N = 20) 

Variable Min Max x  SD 

Guardianship attitudes 31 56 45.1 6.4 

Perceptions of area 43 56 49.2 3.6 

Fear of crime 1 8 3.2 2.5 

Victimisation 0 4 1.5 1.5 

Familiarity with area 8 19 14.5 15 

Training 0 2 1.2 1.0 

Relationships with neighbours 5 21 13.7 15 

7.6 Piloting of Interview Schedule and Survey 

Prior to doorknocking, the interview schedule and survey were piloted. Piloting was 

used to ensure that the participants could understand each of the questions, to check the 

length of the interview, and to ensure reliability. Piloting took place in April and May 2015, 

with four participants. This provided valuable feedback on questions that required re-wording 

and where further prompts in the interview schedule were necessary.  

7.7 Coding Interview Transcripts 

Miles and Huberman’s (1994) approach to qualitative data analysis was adopted for 

the present study to analyse interview data. They argue that analysis consists of three stages: 

(a) data reduction, (b) data display, and (c) conclusion drawing and verification. This is a 

continuous, iterative process wherein coding data (data reduction) leads to links and ideas 

that form a matrix (data display). When this information is added into the matrix, conclusions 

can be made (conclusion drawing and verification).  

7.7.1 Data reduction. 

First, interview data were reduced through coding. Codes are a useful method to 

organise information into discrete categories. According to Miles and Huberman (1994), 

conceptual frameworks and research questions are useful in coding interview data to prevent 

“data overload” (p. 55), resulting in too much data that can become unmanageable. 

Therefore, codes used to analyse transcripts were determined through research questions and 
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theoretical frameworks. In addition, during coding, a new theme emerged (i.e., contextual 

awareness) and was included in the coding schedule. There was an iterative process of 

reviewing the transcripts, and this allowed the process to be open-minded and context 

sensitive (Glaser & Strauss, 1967). This approach enables conclusions to be drawn about how 

residents’ experiences and perceptions of their place may influence their guardianship 

behaviours. It also allows for the discovery of how often residents engaged in surveillance 

and factors that impacted their decision making process in intervention.   

Figure 7.1 presents the nine codes used in the interview transcripts, which were 

derived from four places: (a) research questions, (b) prior research, (c) theoretical themes, 

and (d) first reading of the data. Witnessing incidents, monitoring behaviours, and 

intervention were derived from research questions. Prior research (Reynald, 2010) helped 

build themes of attachment to place, perceptions of area, and relationship with neighbours. 

Routine activities and views from the house were codes built from theory, including the 

routine activity approach (Cohen & Felson, 1979), and natural surveillance from defensible 

space theory (Newman, 1972).  From a first reading of the data, contextual awareness was a 

theme that emerged, and was therefore including as a code.  

  Each transcript was read line-by-line to understand what participants were trying to 

communicate (Crabtree & Miller, 1992) and labels of these codes were attached. Coding and 

analysis was completed by hand, using Track Changes in Microsoft Word. This was deemed 

to be appropriate with small samples (Saldana, 2013). 
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Figure 7.1. Coding themes used on interview transcripts.  

7.7.2 Data display. 

 Second, data were displayed. Miles and Huberman (1994) argue that systematic data 

display is an advantageous method in qualitative research. Rather than using unreduced text, 

they assert that this method enables greater confidence in drawing and verifying valid 

conclusions by making comparisons easier, and similarities and differences between cases 

can be identified. Detection of trends and patterns is also easier when this approach is used.   

For this study, a matrix was used to display data. Formats of matrices depend on the 

particular research project and questions, however, good practice suggest setting up matrices 

using research questions and key variables (Miles & Huberman, 1994). There is no strict 

structure on how to format a “right” matrix, however, researchers should focus on whether 

the matrix is helpful in displaying data that depict key trends and themes. As such, an 

Informant-by-Variable matrix format was used (Miles & Huberman, 1994). In this approach, 

rows represent participants and columns represent variables. The variables in the current 
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study consisted of the nine key themes presented in Figure 7.1 to code interview transcripts. 

Further, participants were segregated into four residential groups of where they lived: (a) 

Wavell Heights low crime suburb, no reported property crime street segments, (b) Wavell 

Heights low crime suburb, high reported property crime street segments, (c) Northgate-

Virginia high crime suburb, no reported property crime street segments, and (d) Northgate-

Virginia high crime suburb, high reported property crime street segments.  

The adopted strategy is helpful in multiple ways (Miles & Huberman, 1994). First, 

each participant can be examined on the key themes and research questions. Second, 

similarity and differences can be inspected between participants and residential groups. 

Third, interactions and relationships between key themes can be observed. Further, it is 

argued that this type of matrix is most helpful when clear conceptual themes have been 

constructed. 

Like most traditional qualitative methods, the limitation of this method is that it relies 

upon what the analyst decides to enter into each cell. It also requires the researcher to identify 

and select data he/she deems relevant. As Miles and Huberman (1994) state, “the conclusions 

drawn for the matrix can never be better than the quality of the data entered” (p. 241). 

Therefore, their 10 rules of thumb for data entry were followed to ensure that data was 

entered into the matrix appropriately and to combat potential bias. These rules are as follows: 

1. Be clear about the level of data entered. 

2. Be aware of how material was coded and selected. 

3. Use codes to locate key information. 

4. Keep records of decision rules in selection of data into the matrix. 

5. Explain the decision rules. 

6. Explicitly identify where data is missing. 

7. Keep data entry process iterative. 
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8. Include text over numbers. 

9. Order cases carefully and clearly. 

10. Get the matrix reviewed early in the process. 

As suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994), text in each cell was multiform and 

consisted of short blocks of texts, direct quotes, and researcher explanations.  Quotes are 

useful in that they supply grounded meaning and context for the text in the cells and can 

easily be extracted. To select the text for each cell, coded transcripts were re-read and the 

content relating to each theme was identified. Strategies suggested by Ryan and Bernard 

(2003) were used to search for themes. These included (a) searching for repetitions in the 

data, (b) exploring similarities and differences between participants, and (c) material related 

to theory. When a key theme was found, it was summarised into the matrix, along with direct 

quotes. Further evidence to support or contradict an original statement was sought to 

understand its representativeness and validity. This process remained iterative and allowed 

content to be added throughout the analytic process.  

 Where information about a theme was limited or contradictory evidence was found, it 

was entered into the matrix. Further, caution was taken not to reduce the data significantly. 

As Tufte (1990) explains, detail is important to clarify what the participants were saying and 

what this meant. In essence, more information and detail is better (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

In addition, the matrix was reviewed by one thesis supervisor familiar with this method to 

ensure correct procedures were followed. However, it must be acknowledged that some 

authors argue that complete objectivity in analysis is not possible and that by using theory as 

a guide, this can influence the way we seek themes and draw conclusions from the data (Van 

Maanen, 2011). For example, in the current study, as guardianship emerged from Cohen and 

Felson’s (1979) routine activity theory, evidence of this theory in interview transcripts was 

particularly looked out for, over evidence of other theories.  
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7.7.3 Conclusion drawing and verification. 

Third, conclusions were drawn and verified. This followed the first two steps of data 

reduction/coding, and data display. Again, Miles and Huberman (1994) propose 11 rules of 

thumb for conclusion drawing. The rules were applied in an attempt to ensure a thorough and 

valid understanding of the conclusions drawn. These rules are as follows: 

1. Start with scanning the matrix quickly to examine preliminary themes. Then verify, 

revise, or disconfirm through more examination. 

2. Use multiple methods for drawing conclusions. Most commonly used are: noting 

patterns and themes, making contracts and comparisons, clustering, and counting. 

3. Make conclusions explicit and write them down. Then reform, clarify, and re-analyse 

4. Use summary tables to clarify your understanding. 

5. First conclusions need to be rechecked with raw data and field notes. 

6. Early conclusions need further confirmation and verification. Such tactics include 

following up unexpected results, triangulating, making “if-then” tests, and checking 

disconfirming explanations. 

7. Explore each case first to be sure descriptive understandings are clear before trying to 

build cross-case patterns. 

8. Include specific illustrations with representative exemplars from the conclusions you 

are drawing. 

9. Check conclusions against your data and then clarify the conceptual import of those 

conclusions are show how these link into theoretical frameworks. 

10. Document your conclusion-drawing procedures. 

11. Generally, the complete matrix should be presented in final reports. 

The matrix was scanned throughout the process to identify emerging themes. In 

addition, cases were checked to ensure their level of description was clear and thorough. In 
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order to draw conclusions, two methods were used. First, reading across the rows was 

conducted to examine the profile of each participant. This allowed for their experiences to be 

identified, along with the elucidation of how the themes interact with each other.  Preliminary 

patterns emerged and were noted. Second, reading down the columns was undertaken to 

make comparisons between participants. Comparisons between individuals, along with 

comparisons between high and low crime suburbs and streets, could be made.   

Cross-case analysis is important for two reasons. First, it enhances generalizability 

and helps understanding whether people’s behaviours and experiences are idiosyncratic, or if 

broader trends and processes can be identified (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Second, it aids in 

developing and understanding and explanation of trends and patterns. This also followed 

Carney (1990) ladder of analytical abstraction, in which identification of themes and trends in 

the data was completed. Multiple strategies to draw meaning from the data were used, 

including: (a) looking for repetitions of themes and patterns, (b) developing a conceptual 

process, (c) counting experiences and motives, (d) comparing cases, and (e) identifying 

relationships between variables (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Keeping count of frequencies is 

a method helpful to overcoming bias and making accurate inferences from the data.  

In this type of research, the validity and interpretations of the conclusions drawn 

should be scrutinized (Miles & Huberman, 1994). Common methods used to confirm findings 

from the matrix were employed, including: (a) checking for representativeness, (b) looking 

for negative or contradictory evidence, (c) checking for researcher effects in the interview 

transcript, (d) triangulation of participant responses against observational data, and (e) 

examining extreme cases. As outlined in Section 7.2 on page 205, the sample size is small 

and is skewed towards residents who were tertiary educated, Caucasian, employed, and 

married. Generalizability is limited in this regard. To ensure confirmation of the data, this 

process remained iterative, going back to the original transcripts and field notes multiple 
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times. Further, links to theory were made to ensure verification and to seek whether 

preliminary conclusions may be inaccurate. By using these methods, confirmability and 

internal validity of findings can be strengthened. Overall, the matrix consisted of 42 pages 

and approximately 23,000 words. A condensed example of the matrix, using “Matthew”, can 

be found in Table 7.5.   
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Table 7.5
Example of Informant-by-Variable Matrix Using Data From Matthew’s Interview 

Participant Perceptions & 

Attachment 

Neighbours Views Awareness Routine 

activities 

Monitoring Witness Intervene 

“Matthew” 

Lived here 

for 4 years 

with partner 

Strong attachment 

to place – both 

monetarily and 

personally. 

Highlights the 

convenience of 

the location – 

very easy to live 

there. Very 

positive 

perceptions of the 

area overall – 

rates the area as 

being “fantastic”. 

“because we own 

the property and 

we spent a fair bit 

of time and effort 

doing it up, so 

we’re not about to 

leave shortly”(11-

12) 

Positive 

relationships with 

direct neighbours 

– noted as a

reason for staying

in the area.

Neighbours help

each other out.

Similar interests

and lifestyles. 

Understand the 

demographics of 

neighbours.  

Ambivalent 

relationship with 

neighbours to the 

back due to past 

issues – no 

communication.  

Clear views to the 

front of the street due 

to elevation of house. 

Direct views onto 

side properties. Back 

views partially 

obstructed by trees.  

“I suppose we’re 

very fortunate, we 

have a good access 

point from the front 

of the house. It’s 

elevated, with glass 

sliding door, so 

probably a good 

vision of the area. We 

have very close 

neighbours, on the 

sides, so from the 

side windows of the 

house and towards 

the rear of the 

property, we have a 

very close sensation 

of what’s going on, 

and actually we do 

get a lot of it” (78-

84).  

Has a strong 

awareness of what 

occurs on his street. 

Understand what 

behaviours are 

common and who 

regularly visits the 

street. Understands 

the demographics of 

people who visit his 

neighbours. 

“we know the 

people that go 

there, I mean, 

people that are 

friends and families 

and that, that 

belong there, so I 

suppose if it’s just a 

little bit out of 

place, then you kind 

of get to know that” 

138-140).

Awareness built

from 1) time living

in suburb and 2)

relationship with his

neighbours.

“but if I wasn’t

aware of what is

going on, then I

suppose I wouldn’t

know who comes

and goes and

therefore I wouldn’t

have an idea” (160-

163)

Does not 

have routine 

work hours. 

Works shift 

work so 

hours away 

from home 

changes 

significantly 

based on 

work roster. 

Monitors in response 

to: 

1. Noise (squeaky

fence, dogs &

people);

2. Sensor light;

3. Car parked on

street.

Monitors in response 

to stimulus that 

catches his attention. 

Cars parked on street 

is not common: 

“Cause it’s a busy 

road that we have 

here and stuff, if 

anyone parks out the 

front here, it’s a bit 

suspicious why they 

are cause it’s not a 

common occurrence” 

(102-103).   

“So if you do hear 

someone, you just, 

you know, have a bit 

of a look” (110). 

“So, so essentially 

whenever someone 

somewhere opens a 

fence the first thing 

we do is go and have 

a look whether it’s us 

or someone else 

(laughs) just out of 

curiosity” (97-101). 

In four years, 

has witnessed 

one incident 

which was a 

fight between 

a taxi driver 

and drunk 

passenger. 

Noise woke 

him up, to 

which he 

monitored the 

situation and 

directly 

intervened. 

Directly intervened in 

assault. Intervened after 

monitoring the situation and 

realising it was a dangerous 

event. Other neighbours 

were also involved and 

intervened with him and 

called the police. Intervened 

based on the seriousness of 

the situation and had prior 

experience in dealing with 

this in his role as a security 

officer.  

“So visually, I had a quick 

look out the front before I 

went out there, saw what 

was going on, and then 

turned all the lights on, so to 

try and make them aware 

that there were people 

there” (220-222)  

“I needed to intervene in 

case someone was injured. 

And plus that I didn’t want 

that happening on my 

property, so I suppose it’s 

two things. As part of my 

job, it’s very varied cause 

there’s a security aspect 

there as well. Where we deal 

with lucid and aggressive 

persons” (225-228) 
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7.8 Conclusion 

 Outlined in this chapter was the method used to sample and interview residents about 

their guardianship behaviours. The purpose of this was to understand whether residents 

monitored their surroundings while they were home, why they engaged in this form of 

guardianship, whether they witnessed suspicious or crime events, and what they did in such 

situations. First, participant characteristics were outlined. Twenty participants from Wavell 

Heights and Northgate-Virginia were interviewed. Second, the sampling method and 

procedure was discussed. Doorknocking along the sampled 24 street segments from the 

observational study was undertaken to acquire potential interviewees. Third, interview 

themes were outlined, with interviews focusing on perceptions of the area, relationships with 

neighbours and guardianship behaviours. Interviews consisted of three parts: (a) semi-

structured interview, (b) cognitive map of the street segment, and (c) quantitative survey. 

Fourth, the Miles and Huberman (1994) matrix method was outlined for coding, displaying, 

and analysing interview transcripts. Overall, the purpose of this study is to understand 

whether residents act as guardians, and the factors that help to promote this behaviour.  



 

232 

 

8 Study Two: Understanding Guardianship – Results from Interviews 

with Residential Guardians  

8.1 Introduction 

The purpose of this chapter is to provide results of interviews conducted with residents to 

explore motivating factors that facilitate guardianship behaviours in residential areas. 

Interviews consisted of three parts: (a) semi-structured interview, (b) cognitive map, (c) and 

survey. First, interview questions sought to explore two key themes: perceptions and 

behaviours. Residents’ experiences living in their area, including the relationships with their 

neighbours were questioned. Further, the physical views of the surroundings that the 

architecture of their house offered were examined. Importantly, residents were asked whether 

they monitored their surroundings (and if so, for how long), if they had witnessed anything 

suspicious or criminal on their street, and their response in those situations. Second, the 

cognitive map was used which was a Google Map print out of their street for residents to 

identify how many people they knew on their street and what area they typically monitored 

over. Residents were asked to draw an “X” on the houses of those they know or recognise, 

and draw the area they typically monitor over. Third, the survey asked about their 

guardianship attitudes, perceptions of their street, prior victimisation, experiences with 

training, community engagement, and relationship with neighbours.  The aim of this research 

is to understand the factors that drive residents to act as capable guardians over their property 

and for their street within an Australian suburban context. Overall, this study seeks to answer 

the following research questions: 

2.1 What factors influence suburban residents’ guardianship behaviours? 

 2.1.a How does the physical design of houses influence monitoring by residents? 

 2.1.b How does the social context influence guardianship by residents? 
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 2.1.c How do perceptions and attachment to their area influence residents’ 

 guardianship behaviours? 

 2.1.d Does prior victimisation influence guardianship habits? 

 2.1.e How do daily routine activities affect guardianship behaviour by residents? 

2.2 How does monitoring build awareness?  

2.3 When Brisbane residents are at home, do they monitor their surroundings? 

 2.3.a Are there differences in monitoring patterns of Brisbane residents? 

 2.3.b Do Brisbane residents witness suspicious/unfamiliar activities while 

 monitoring? 

 2.3.c When Brisbane residents see something suspicious/unfamiliar in their 

 surroundings while monitoring, do they intervene? 

 2.3.d What factors influence a guardian’s decision to intervene? 

 2.3.e Is there variation in Brisbane residents’ “guardianship space”? 

  2.3.e.i Do Brisbane residents’ only monitor properties of those they  

 know? 

2.4 What individual factors correlate with guardianship attitudes in suburban residents? 

 2.4.a Are there differences in guardianship attitudes and perceptions between the  low 

 crime and high crime suburb? 

This chapter details the results from 20 semi-structured interviews, cognitive maps, and 

surveys with residents of Brisbane suburbs. To protect participant’s anonymity, pseudonyms 

are used.  Overall, this chapter explores the extent to which residents act as guardians, and the 

role of their perceptions and experiences in influencing this crime control behaviour.  

8.2 Participant Characteristics  

Outlined in Table 8.1 are the characteristics of the 20 interviewees from Wavell 

Heights (low crime suburb) and Northgate-Virginia (high crime suburb). Further, participants 
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came from four street segment types: (a) low crime suburb, no reported property crime, (b) 

low crime suburb, high reported property crime, (c) high crime suburb, no reported property 

crime, and (d) high crime suburb, high reported property crime.  The typical interviewee was 

well-educated, worked full time, owned their homes, and lived with their families. 

Interviewee’s ages ranged from 24 to 83 years old, with an average age of 46.75 years old 

(SD = 14.45). Further, length of residence ranged from six months to 32 years, with an 

average length of 9.43 years (SD = 7.90).  
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Table 8.1 

Interview Participant Characteristics (N = 20) 

 Name Age Length of residence (years) Employment Education Homeowner Live with 

Wavell Heights no crime street segments 

 Matthew 36 4 Full time Undergraduate Yes Partner 

 Wayne 64 6 months Full time High school Yes Partner 

 Gregory 83 32 Retired Diploma Yes Alone 

 Eric 35 2 Unemployed Undergraduate Yes Alone 

 Jacqui 40 5 Part-time Undergraduate Yes Partner & children 

 Diana 41 5 months Part-time Postgraduate Yes Partner & children 

Wavell Heights high crime street segments 

 John 49 4 ½ Full time Postgraduate Yes Partner & children 

 Heather 41 15 Part-time Undergraduate Yes Partner & children 

 Ruth 66 14 Full time Diploma Yes Partner & other family 

 Brian 61 17 Full time Undergraduate Yes Partner 

 Jane 55 10 Full time Postgraduate Yes Partner 

Northgate-Virginia no crime street segments 

 Ryan 24 1 Full time Undergraduate No Partner 

 Melissa 45 14 Full time Postgraduate Yes Partner & children 

 Mary 61 15 Part-time Undergraduate Yes Partner 

 Theresa 35 10 Stay-at-home parent Undergraduate No Partner & children 

Northgate-Virginia high crime street segments 

 Samuel 40 10 Full time Postgraduate Yes Partner & children 

 Hannah 30 4 Student Postgraduate No Child 

 Gloria 51 19 Full time High school Yes Partner & adult children 

 Louise 36 4 Full time Undergraduate No Partner 

 Helen 42 7 Part-time Undergraduate Yes Partner & child 
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8.3 Guardianship in Action: Results from Interviews 

This section outlines results obtained from the 20 interviews, cognitive maps 

and surveys. As presented throughout Section 7.7, Miles and Huberman’s (1994) matrix 

method was used to code, display, and deduct meaning from interviews. Nine themes 

based on research questions, past research, and theoretical themes were used to code the 

data: (a) perceptions of area, (b) attachment to place, (c) relationship with neighbours, 

(d) views from their house, (e) contextual awareness, (f) routine activities, (g) 

monitoring patterns, (h) witnessing of crime or suspicious events, and (i) experiences 

and perceptions of intervention. Information relevant to these themes was displayed in 

an informant by variable conceptually ordered matrix (Miles & Huberman, 1994). 

Following their guidelines as presented in Section 7.7.3, conclusions were drawn from 

the matrix. Using this, interviews were used to provide answers to the first research 

question: 

2.1 What factors influence suburban residents’ guardianship behaviours? 

8.3.1 Factors influencing monitoring. 

Overall, the first research question sought to examine the mechanisms that 

encourage monitoring and intervention by residents. Five different factors were 

identified that affect monitoring by suburban residents: (a) the physical design of the 

house, (b) relationships with neighbours, (c), perceptions of the local area, (d) prior 

victimisation, and (e) residents’ routine activities. These are extrapolated below in 

Figure 8.1, which shows the themes’ relationship with monitoring and each other. 

Further, relationships with neighbours, routine activities, and monitoring help establish 

contextual awareness over space, which facilitates identifying suspicious events and 

decisions of whether to intervene in such events. Lastly, monitoring enables residents to 
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witness suspicious of crime events, which leads onto decisions of whether to intervene 

or not. The coming sections discuss each theme and its relationship to monitoring. 

 

 

Figure 8.1. Map of factors that affect available residents’ monitoring process.  

8.3.1.1 Physical design and views. 

As the architecture of properties in suburban Brisbane differs remarkably from 

that of The Hague or Boston, it is important to understand how this manifests in terms 

of views to neighbouring houses and the street for residents. As such, the research 

question is: 

2.1.a How does the physical design of houses influence monitoring by residents? 

In order for a resident to monitor, the opportunity to do so must be present. As 

such, residents need unobstructed views to the street to engage in monitoring. To 

understand what views of the street and surroundings, residents were asked: 
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 Can you describe when you look out of your front/side/back windows, what 

can you see? 

 What views of your neighbour’s house do you have? 

Based on interview responses, 90% of residents explained that they had clear 

views to the street from some point on their property. This meant that part of the 

property provided clear views; however, other rooms had their view obstructed by other 

buildings, fences, and trees. Among these residents, 40% explained they had generally 

consistent clear views throughout their properties to the street and neighbouring houses.  

Importantly, only 10% of participants described severely obstructed views that inhibited 

them from surveillance. From this, three groups could be extrapolated: (a) those with 

clear views who generally monitored (20%), (b) those with clear views but did not 

actively monitor (55%), and (c) those with some level of obstructed views who did not 

generally monitor (25%).  

8.3.1.1.1  Clear view: Residents who monitor.  

In the first group were those with clear views that monitored. As Matthew 

explained, clear views to the street and neighbouring properties enabled surveillance, 

which increased awareness over his space. 

“I suppose we’re very fortunate, we have a good access point from the front of 

the house. It’s elevated, with glass sliding doors, so probably a good vision of 

the area. We have very close neighbours on the sides, so from the side windows 

of the house and towards the rear of the property, we have a very close 

sensation of what’s going on, and actually we do get a lot of it.” Matthew, 

Wavell Heights resident.  
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Gloria, a Northgate-Virginia resident, lived in an elevated Queenslander and 

described clear views to the street, neighbouring houses, and the park across the street, 

which allowed her to, “keep an eye out for (neighbours) sirens going off or whatever.” 

Ruth was another resident whose house design provided unobstructed views of her 

surroundings, as explained: 

“See, I’ve got a deck, a big long deck on the back of the house, so we can see all 

over.” Ruth, Wavell Heights resident.  

It is important to recognise that views did not remain consistent throughout the 

whole property. Melissa lived in a Queenslander that provides clear views from the 

front of her house; however, due to the landscaping at the back of the property, the 

neighbouring houses are not visible: 

“Out the back…because the property’s sort of sloping that way, it’s very hard to 

see over. We’ve got a six foot fence, so it’s very hard to see, so I wouldn’t know 

if there was any sort of burglaries going on over there, I wouldn’t’ see that. But 

definitely this way [front of house] I would and we’ve always looked out for 

them.” Melissa, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

8.3.1.1.2 Clear view: Residents who do not actively monitor. 

Although clear views are a requirement for monitoring, not all residents take 

advantage of them. These residents belonged in the second group: those with clear 

views, but did not actively and consistently monitor. For example, Ryan, who lived in 

Northgate-Virginia, could see the entire length of the street from the front of his house; 

however, seldom engaged in surveillance over this space. Similarly, Jane explained: 
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“We got French doors at the front of our bedroom, so yeah, we can see mainly 

that intersection there and obviously the house diagonally and the units. Rarely 

look out there.” Jane, Wavell Heights resident.   

8.3.1.1.3  Obstructed view: Residents who do not actively monitor.  

Last is the third group of residents who had obstructed views of their 

surroundings. This meant that they physically could not survey their area or view their 

neighbours’ houses. Two residents described severe obstructions; however, they 

preferred blocked views as it protected them with a layer of privacy. Mary had no clear 

views of her surroundings, due to heavy landscaping of her property. When asked if she 

could see the street and her neighbour’s houses, she responded: 

“No, because we’ve built up a big environment of trees and things like that, so 

basically I see trees. The dogs the best warning – sometimes – that there might 

be people there.”  Mary, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Likewise, because of the design of her complex, Hannah could not see the street. 

“Well, I don’t see a great deal because I’m kinda in the corner and inside, but 

yeah, so I don’t see, I don’t see what’s happening on the street, no.” Hannah, 

Northgate-Virginia resident.  

This means that if anything suspicious or criminal was occurring on their streets, 

residents like Hannah might not be alerted to it, or might not know it was occurring. As 

a result, their awareness of what usually occurred on their street and their ability to act 

as capable guardians can be diminished. Overall, this section highlights the important in 

the design of housing to enable clear views of the street that provide residents with 

opportunities to engage  in surveillance.  
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8.3.1.2 Social context. 

This section aims to answer the following research question: 

 2.1.b How does the social context influence guardianship by residents? 

As presented in Figure 8.1, relationships with neighbours are important in 

influencing monitoring behaviour by residents and their awareness of what is happening 

in the space around them. Additionally, routine activities of residents and their 

neighbours could boost these relationships. Relationships also help foster positive 

perceptions and attachment to place. To understand social relationships, participants 

were asked: 

 How do you get on with your neighbours? 

Sixty-five percent explained that they had predominately positive interactions 

and relationships with their neighbours. However, the closeness and frequency of 

relationships varies across residents. For some residents, this means civil, friendly 

interactions, but not close relationships. For 40% of residents, they have relationships 

that could be characterised as symbiotic. These residents look after each other’s 

properties and complete chores to help elderly neighbours. This facilitated guardianship 

behaviours in that (a) residents look after each other’s properties, and (b) residents know 

who lives on their street, meaning they could recognise familiar and unfamiliar people. 

This type of relationship is crucial to building contextual awareness. 

While 65% of residents thought positively of their neighbours, the remaining 

35% held either mixed, negative, or ambivalent positions towards them. There was a 

fairly even split with positive relationships between suburbs—45% living in low crime 

area and 55% living in the high crime area. However, 85% of residents that held 

negative or ambivalent perceptions of their neighbours lived in the high crime suburb; 
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however, this did not necessarily stop a resident from reportedly monitoring. Three 

patterns emerged here. First, were residents who held positive relationships that looked 

after each other, including monitoring their houses. Second, were residents who held 

negative beliefs about their neighbours and would therefore monitor unfamiliar people 

who they deemed suspicious. Third, were residents who did not know their neighbours 

and therefore could not determine who was and wasn’t a resident on their street.  

8.3.1.2.1  Positive relationships: Residents who monitor.    

 As Matthew knew his neighbours well, he understood which behaviours were 

common, and who regularly visited his street. Through monitoring his street, a strong 

contextual awareness of what occurred was created, allowing him to identify someone 

unfamiliar or a potentially suspicious event. Similarly, Heather knew her neighbours 

well and built knowledge of their cars and visitors who came to see them. Therefore, 

unfamiliar people or cars serve as stimulus for monitoring, as according to Heather: 

“There’s an old couple that live across the road. If there’s a strange car over 

there, I’ll just keep an eye on it.” Heather, Wavell Heights resident.  

Gloria had similar experiences with her neighbours, whose relationships she 

described as “friendly”. Living in her area for 19 years has allowed her to build many 

relationships on her street and this reportedly facilitates monitoring. 

“They’re all quite friendly and we, we keep an eye on their houses. Like an 

alarm went off—we’ve all got alarms anyway—we hear if there’s any problems 

and check it out.” Gloria, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

More commonly, participants explained they would watch each other’s 

properties when they went away. John knew his immediate neighbours and would talk 

to them about what was happening on their street, which reportedly built his contextual 
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awareness. In addition, John would act as a guardian over his neighbours’ houses while 

they were gone: 

“If they do go away, I keep an eye on their house and you know, pull their mail 

in and mow the grass and things like that.”  John, Wavell Heights resident.  

Factors such as similar demographics and routine activities, length of residence 

and community involvement strengthened relationships. For Matthew, good 

relationships with his neighbours were a reason he would remain in his area and 

contributed to a sense of belonging and fostered attachment to place. When asked how 

he got along with his neighbours, his response was:  

“Really well, which is another reason why we would probably stay here for a bit 

longer.” Matthew, Wavell Heights resident.  

Residents’ routine activities appear to influence how these relationships were 

formed. For instance, Helen and Gloria, both Northgate-Virginia residents, built 

relationships through their children’s schools and attending swim club. For Diana, she 

got to know her neighbours through informal interactions during the day as she studied 

from home. The type and frequency of activities people engage in can be productive in 

building positive relationships between neighbours.     

8.3.1.2.2  Negative relationships: Residents who monitor. 

For Brian and Samuel, who resided in Wavell Heights and Northgate-Virginia, 

respectively, negative relationships with neighbours were due to past disputes and a 

suspiciousness of the legality of their neighbour’s behaviour. Brian had lived on his 

street for 17 years and stated that apartment blocks affected his street negatively and this 

impacted his perceptions of the area. He also believed a number of his neighbours were 

involved in illegal behaviours, such as drug use. As a result, monitoring was due to 
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negative relationships and pre-formed suspicions, for which he would look out for “if 

there’s something suspicious,” such as the following incident: 

“When I was about to leave, I saw this guy on the passenger side of the vehicle 

with the door open and he seemed to be fluffing around
40

 as I was about to leave 

and I kinda went, ‘he’s spent a lot of time fluffing around, I just wonder what the 

guy’s up to.’” Brian, Wavell Heights resident 

8.3.1.2.3  Negative relationships: Residents who do not actively monitor.  

The issue of apartment blocks and the negative impact this reportedly had on 

relationships was brought up in the interview with Mary, who had lived on her street for 

15 years with her family. She explains: 

“The only thing is it’s an environment, in this street where I don’t know any of 

the neighbours because they tend to come and go. This street seems to be much 

more itinerant sort of street where people come and ago. Apart from the older 

guy across the road who’s lived there forever, we’re probably the longest, 

amongst the longest people in this actual street.” 

In streets with apartment blocks that were predominately rented, residential 

mobility was high, which appears to increase the difficulty for residents to build 

relationships with neighbours. It also means that the continuous influx and changing of 

residents made it challenging to recognise who did, or did not, belong on their street. 

Mary best summarises this by stating if she sees pedestrians on her street, “I wouldn’t 

have a clue who they were.”  In turn, this creates difficulty in monitoring and 

understanding when something untoward is occurring and intervention may be required.  
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 Fluffing around is Australian slang for loitering, doing nothing, or wasting time.  
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Overall, this section shows that relationships appear to be important in fostering 

monitoring and crime control behaviour by residents.  

8.3.1.3 Perceptions and attachment.  

Reynald (2010) found that resident’s perceptions of their area influenced 

whether they engaged in surveillance over their area. This study addressed the same 

issue by answering the following research question: 

 2.1.c How do perceptions and attachment to their area influence residents’ 

 guardianship behaviours? 

 Perceptions of your area can influence guardianship in multiple ways. First, 

residents have positive perceptions of their area so take care to look after it. Second, 

residents have positive perceptions of their area and believe there is no need to act as a 

crime controller. Third, residents hold negative perceptions and low attachment and are 

not motivated to act as guardians, or fourth, residents hold negative views and therefore 

believe they are the ones that are responsible for crime control. The first three types 

were found within the 20 interviews. To uncover this, participants were asked: 

 How long have you lived in this suburb/on this street? 

 What’s it like to live in on this street? 

 Are there any things you like or dislike about living here? 

Brisbane may be a unique environment in that most residents held positive 

perceptions and high attachment over their area. Eighty percent of residents held 

positive perceptions, 10% held negative, and the remaining 10% held mixed perceptions 

of their area. Of those that held positive perceptions, 50% belonged in the low crime 

suburb and 50% belonged in the high crime suburb. The same pattern emerged with 

residents that held negative and mixed perceptions, with 50% coming from each area. 
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Common themes that increased positive perceptions were the area was “nice”, the 

neighbours were friendly, and it was a convenient location. Some residents explained 

they liked the quietness and similar demography of families with young children in the 

area. Positive relationships increased positive perceptions and attachment; and in this 

way, relationships and perceptions interplay to promote monitoring.  

8.3.1.3.1 Positive perceptions: Residents who monitor. 

Jacqui and Louise serve as good examples of residents who had positive 

perceptions and strong attachments, and how this influenced monitoring. Jacqui, who 

had lived in Wavell Heights for five years, described her street as, “the best street we’ve 

ever lived in” and had formed good relationships with her immediate neighbours. As 

such, she would look after her neighbours’ properties and provided care to an elderly 

neighbour. 

“Yeah, absolutely and also if they go out, if they go away, we let each other 

know and so we just keep an eye out on, on people. I watch [neighbour’s name] 

just cause he’s an elderly gentleman, so I just like check on him from time to 

time to make sure he’s okay. And yeah, we just keep an eye out.” Jacqui, Wavell 

Heights resident.  

 Louise, a Northgate-Virginia resident, knew everyone in her apartment complex 

and neighbouring properties, engaged in monitoring to ensure, “nothing happens to 

myself or the neighbours, yeah.”  

8.3.1.3.2  Positive perceptions: Residents who do not actively monitor.  

More common were residents who had positive perceptions that their area was 

safe, but did not consistently engage in crime controlling behaviours. Most often, 

residents explained their areas were safe, however, still engaged in intermittent 
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monitoring when they heard something unfamiliar. Samuel had lived in Northgate-

Virginia with his family for 10 years and believed his area was safe. As he explains this 

reduces the motivation to act as a guardian: 

“I feel like the area is, you know, very inherently safe…I don’t see when we go 

around and take a walk, I don’t see any inherent, inherent threats or issues in 

the area. So I’ve never really felt the need, felt the need to do anything, anything 

more.” Samuel, Northgate-Virginia resident.   

8.3.1.3.3  Negative perceptions: Residents who do not actively monitor 

Among the minority that held negative perceptions, they tended not actively 

monitor their surroundings; however engaged in monitoring sporadically. There was no 

resident that was completely disengaged from monitoring their surroundings. For 

example, Wayne, who recently bought his property in Wavell Heights, did not enjoy 

living on his street as it was a main road and he reportedly had planned to move within 

six months. However, he would still look onto the street when he heard a noise, or when 

he was expecting someone.  

“If I hear some, somebody talking, you know, it could just be school kids coming 

down the street or, you know, just, just, basically like that.” Wayne, Wavell 

Heights resident.  

Similarly, Brian, who lived on a high crime street with many apartment 

buildings, did not have a strong attachment to his area and could foresee moving. 

Because he believed residents were involved in illegal or suspicious behaviours, he 

would monitor in response to these suspicions to prevent criminal activities. The 

specific cue he uses is people who are loitering. On one occasion, he noticed someone 

unfamiliar loitering in their car and took notice of this: 
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“So I drove along the street, just had a quick look, took a note of the number 

plate and he decided in his wisdom he’d move up to about here. And I went 

‘what are you doing?’ So I hung around the neighbourhood for another 10 or 15 

minutes, he got the message and kind of like shot through.” Brian, Wavell 

Heights resident.  

 This section demonstrates the interaction between perceptions, attachment, and 

relationships and how this can influence monitoring. Both positive and negative 

perceptions appear to have a relationship with residents’ surveillance. Most of the 

residents held positive perceptions, but were not active “crime fighters.” Instead they 

monitored their area in response to noise or other unfamiliar stimuli.  

8.3.1.4 Prior victimisation. 

This section seeks to answer the research question of whether prior property 

victimisation alters guardianship behaviour. The research question was: 

 2.1.d Does prior victimisation influence guardianship habits? 

In the survey at the end of the interview, residents were asked to provide 

information in regards to prior property victimisation. Five types of property crime were 

measured: (a) unlawful entry, (b) attempted unlawful entry, (c) theft from their property, 

(d) property damage, and (e) motor vehicle theft. Sixty percent of residents reported 

prior property victimisation at any point in their past. Seventy-five percent of reported 

incidents involved a burglary. Two patterns emerged: (a) residents who began to 

actively monitor as a response to victimisation, and (b) residents whose behaviour did 

not reportedly change significantly after victimisation. 
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8.3.1.4.1  Prior victimisation: Residents who actively monitor.  

 For John, who lived on a high crime street, property victimisation (he was 

burgled, and items including phones were stolen) served as the catalyst for surveying 

his street. Along with monitoring the street every night, he deliberately engaged in 

monitoring to look out for potential offenders and to prevent repeat-victimisation. 

“Yeah [I monitor] every time I go out. If I see a couple of people you know, with 

hoodies on that look, not very friendly type people, I always have a look, see 

who it is. I like to check out who they are, after being broken into….So I’m 

always conscious of whose walking up and down the street. If I see someone I 

take note of who it is for that reason.” John, Wavell Heights resident. 

From monitoring, contextual awareness of who did and did not belong on the 

street developed, consequently, increasing the capability to recognise potential 

offenders. Likewise, Gloria, a Northgate-Virginia resident lived close to the train line 

and had been burgled at least six times, over a period two decades, and would monitor 

in response to neighbour’s alarms or people loitering on her street. 

“Only because of the history that there’s been break-ins. Like we get the 

Neighbourhood Watch newsletter to see what break-ins and that have happened 

around the area. So yeah, just more conscious of what’s going on.” Gloria, 

Northgate-Virginia resident.  

8.3.1.4.2 Prior victimisation: Residents who did not actively monitor.  

For other residents, they relied on target hardening measures instead of 

monitoring and becoming active guardians themselves. Helen and Melissa had 

previously been burgled and their main response was target hardening their houses. As 

Helen explains, adding security mesh to her windows, “really kind of sufficed.” 
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However, as her property provided clear views to the street, she could monitor the street 

often.  

“I guess its general security. I’m not, I’m not terribly worried about security, 

but I suppose that’s what my antenna is looking out for.” Helen, Northgate-

Virginia resident.  

 There also seemed to be a decay effect in vigilance to security following 

victimisation. Melissa explained her watchfulness increased immediately after the two 

burglaries, however, declined over time.  

“[The burglaries] That’s ten years since. So you do become more and more 

complacent I guess, so I don’t think I worry about that at the moment, but I 

know I did for a long time after it.” Melissa, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

In many instances, experiences of prior victimisation appeared to trigger 

vigilance and monitoring by residents. For some residents, this was a deliberate, active 

behaviour. For others, their day-to-day behaviour did not change significantly; however, 

they responded when they heard an alarming or unfamiliar noise.  

8.3.1.5 Routine activities.  

 As the routine activity approach suggests, capable guardians must be present to 

have an effect on crime (Felson & Eckert, 2016). Therefore, residents must be home to 

engage in active guardianship and daily routine activities affect how often, and when, a 

resident will be home. As such, the following research question was: 

 2.1.e How do daily routine activities affect guardianship behaviour by 

 residents? 
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Residents were asked in the interview whether they worked and how often they 

were home. Prompting questions were used often to glean more information about daily 

routines inside the house, while a resident was home. A distinction between macro-

routines and micro-routine activities can be made, based on this information. Macro 

daily routines are the regular day-to-day activities that take place outside the home, such 

as work, study, attending social events, and sporting commitments. These take people 

out of their homes for specified amounts of time. However, there are also micro daily 

activities, which could have a more proximal influence over guardianship. Micro 

activities are those which take place within the home. Depending on where these 

activities take place in the home, they can facilitate or hinder opportunities for 

surveillance. For instance, Wayne was reportedly able to monitor the street while 

working from home, as his study was situated at the front of the house: 

“I can have a peep view through where I’m working at the computer table.” 

Wayne, Wavell Heights resident.    

For Gregory, monitoring was not an intentional activity, but one that occurred 

when he arrived and departed from his home.  

“I don’t necessarily look out, but as I go and come and go all day, I, not 

intentionally, but I do see their houses regularly and their fences and what’s 

going on.” Gregory, Wavell Heights resident.  

 Jacqui would spend approximately one and a half hours a day on her front deck 

before and after work. Although the purpose of sitting outside was for leisure and not to 

monitor, it facilitated watchfulness of the street. Regardless of the intention, it is still 

beneficial in building contextual awareness and being able to prevent or disturb criminal 

activities. Jane would do the same. While surveillance was not the reason she reportedly 
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spent time on her balcony, it is something she could do passively while she was there. 

This also made it easier to identify unfamiliar incidents, according to her. 

“So I’ve got a fairly good idea of whose around – if there’s different sounding 

cars or trucks, you know you’ll have a good look up, see what’s going on.” Jane, 

Wavell Heights resident 

Likewise, another micro daily routine is cooking dinner. This is tied in with the 

physical design of the house and where rooms and windows are located in reference to 

the street. For Brian the location of his kitchen enables him to watch the street: 

“The kitchen is upstairs facing the street. I tend to do all the cooking so I’ve got 

a fairly good idea of what’s going past the window.” Brian, Wavell Heights 

resident.  

Helen explains that as her kitchen window provides unobstructed views to the 

street, she naturally can watch the street while cooking and states that if, “anybody is 

mucking around there I’ll know.”  

Samuel had two young children who he and his wife play with outside about 

four to five times a week. As they played at the front of the property, this helped him 

build an awareness of the street, relationships with local residents, and facilitated 

supervision: 

“We’ve spent a lot of time playing out the front, so we spend a lot of time 

looking out the front yard.” Samuel, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

These micro daily activities such as having a drink on the balcony after work, 

cooking dinner, or playing with children appear to facilitate monitoring based on 

interviews with Brisbane residents. Although this is not the primary purpose of these 

activities, the location of where they take place in, and around, the house allows 
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residents to monitor the street. This helps to build an awareness of the normal patterns 

of the street and identification of suspicious or unfamiliar cars or people.  

Mary was the rare resident who did not have routine hours, and she believes this 

to be advantageous to preventing victimisation: 

“Maybe 10 years ago and there were some issues going on then…a lot of 

robberies, burglaries, but we never really got burgled because either my kids 

were home, or I was home, we’re not gone for set hours, so if people walk by 

and they’re watching us, I might be home one day, but not the next and I think 

that’s always gone in our favour.” Mary, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Routine activities can also hinder guardian capabilities. At a macro level, this 

would involve removing people from home to work locations. For example, Louise and 

Melissa, both Northgate-Virginia residents, worked full time so their ability personally 

to monitor during the day was non-existent. Undertaking household chores and other 

similar activities in a location of the house that does not facilitate monitoring could 

explain monitoring habits at the micro level. For instance, Mary and John work from 

home but in locations of the house that did not offer views to the street. Even though 

they were available at home, they physically could not monitor the street. However, 

John would often report leaving his house during the day, and this activity enabled him 

to see who was on his street: 

“I’m working from home now, so, yeah, I don’t get much of a chance to get out 

and monitor, but if I drive down the street, I always, you know, am, I’m 

conscious of whose wandering around the streets and pay special attention to 

who they are.” John, Wavell Heights resident.   
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Overall, routine activities can help explain when and why a resident monitors 

the street. As this section shows, residents may not have had a specific motivation to 

monitor their street, but rather their daily routines afforded them the opportunity to do 

so. As such, opportunities created through daily routines could be more important than 

motivations in facilitating active guardianship.  

8.4 Monitoring and Building Awareness 

 As Reynald (2010) discovered, contextual awareness was critical for residents to 

understand what was normal (or abnormal) on their street. Awareness helped residents 

identify strangers, and highlighted when an event, or person, was potentially suspicious. 

This section seeks to address this research question to examine monitoring can help 

build contextual awareness in Brisbane suburban residents: 

2.2 How does monitoring build awareness?  

 No specific questions were asked about contextual awareness in the interviews; 

however, during data coding and analysis, the theme emerged. Monitoring over the 

street was crucial in building contextual awareness for residents. This conforms to 

Reynald’s (2010) findings that those residents who did not monitor lacked awareness 

over their space. Further, this is consistent with arguments stating that awareness is 

fundamental for a resident to act as a capable guardian by being able to discern 

malevolent and benevolent users of their space (Felson, 2006). 

Monitoring can bolster awareness and understanding of what is occurring in 

residents’ environment. A resident needs to understand what normally occurs in their 

surroundings in order to be able to identify people or events that are unfamiliar and 

therefore could be suspicious. For Matthew, his awareness was built by monitoring, 
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time living in the suburb, and relationships with neighbours. From this, he reportedly 

could identify legitimate visitors to his street: 

“I suppose because we, we know the direct people around, we kinda know what 

people, obviously as we’ve been here a while, we know the people that go there, 

I mean, people that are friends and families and that, that belong there. So I 

suppose if it’s just a little bit out of place, then you kind of get to know that…So 

for like our neighbours on this side—mid-twenties—and that kind of thing. They 

have a lot of guests that are around that age, so small families and that, and the 

next tier for them, is like grandparents on that side. You don’t–for them they 

don’t get pretty much anyone coming to the house in the 40 or 50 bracket that 

age…These guys on this side—opposite. They don’t get any one under the 30 

demographic, so if there’s someone there in that age group, I start to go, well 

why are they there, cause they’re, not, not related to them, they’re not part of the 

family group, it’s not their interest group, so that’s a little bit odd. Across the 

road, they’re just new tenants, young twenties, again, that’s the kind of 

demographic that, that comes around and so we haven’t seen any older people 

over there at all. That side on that house there, it’s a dearer property—it’s 

$700,000 plus, so again, if you see a $2000 Commodore
41

 parked out the front it 

starts to go—it doesn’t quite fit there in the social group, that kind of thing.”  

As he further states, this awareness is critical in identifying legitimate and 

illegitimate people on his street.  
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 Holden Commodore is a brand of Australian car.  
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“If I wasn’t aware of what is going on, then I suppose I wouldn’t know who 

comes and goes and therefore I wouldn’t have an idea.” Matthew, Wavell 

Heights resident.  

For John, his active monitoring due to past victimisation has enabled him to 

understand who lives in his area to detect when people may not belong on his street. 

Through monitoring he is able to identify regular commuters at the two bus stops on his 

street: 

“The people that do pull up and get on there I know, by face, just recognising 

them over time, repetitive.”  

From this understanding of who lives in his area, this attracts him to identify 

potential offenders.   

“Yeah, that’s the main thing I notice about these people…they wouldn’t fit the 

typical profile of a neighbour in the area, and therefore I associated them with 

you know, potential burglars.” John, Wavell Heights resident. 

 Although Eric was not a habitual monitor like Matthew or John, over time, an 

awareness of the regular users of his street was built. His comments highlight that 

building awareness does not have to be an active process, but one that can be slowly and 

passively built over time: 

“I’m not looking out for strangers on the street, I might pick up cars that aren’t 

normally parked in the street because people tend to park in very similar spots 

every day, so I would probably pick up on a car that is not normally there. 

However, I’m not purposefully looking out for these things, I just pick up on 

them.” Eric, Wavell Heights resident.  
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For Samuel, even though he did not engage in active monitoring and felt his 

suburb was safe, he still had a reportedly high level awareness of those around him. 

Knowing who lived near him was important and may contributed to his sense of safety. 

Further, this helped him recognise unfamiliar people. 

“For, for me it’s just I like to know a bit about the people who are there, who 

are the sort of people in the city and the neighbourhood, and sometimes also 

where, if I can see people out the front, some of their faces and what sort of jobs 

they’re in and that sort of gear, just for myself if I see them in the area, then I 

know what they are there for, or if somebody looks a bit out of place.” Samuel, 

Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Being aware of the routine patterns and behaviours that occur on the street can 

alert residents to when someone unfamiliar or suspicious is present. Theresa is a stay-at-

home mother who because of her (a) macro routine activities of spending a lot of time at 

home, (b) micro routines of spending a lot of time with her children in her front lounge 

room, and (c) the clear views her front lounge room offers to the street, she is able to 

naturally view the street during the day and this increases her awareness. As she lives 

near a train station and school, she understands that there is a lot of transient pedestrian 

traffic on her street. Because this is a frequent occurrence, this does not raise her 

attention. However, a car stopping or someone loitering is infrequent and she will take 

notice of this.  

“Cause the school is that way, like the people are, and the train station is that 

way as well, so quite a few people walk past with school kids, or, yeah. But it’s 

not really, unless, they’re stopping and doing this, I would take notice, yeah.” 

Theresa, Northgate-Virginia resident.  
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 The type of street and the housing on the street appears to be important in 

facilitating awareness through monitoring. For instance, on quieter streets with fewer 

houses, it was easier for residents to identify each other and genuine visitors. As 

Heather explains: 

“Because there’s only like four of five houses in this area, I know pretty much 

who visits them.” Heather, Wavell Heights resident.  

Interviews gleaned that on streets with apartment buildings, high residential 

turnover and renters this task was more difficult. Jane had trouble identifying who was 

responsible for irresponsible driving (hooning)
42

 on her street: 

“It’s really hard to tell cause of so many units and they turnover really quickly, 

the, the tenets and yeah, they’re [drivers] nobody that we know.” Jane, Wavell 

Heights resident.  

Ruth had similar experiences living on a main road. She would not be able to 

identify a stranger on her street and the plumbing business that runs on her street 

increases the difficulty for her to identify residents.   

“I wouldn’t have a clue if a stranger or a resident was on my street, because this 

is a main road, you’d never know would you? And people are moving in and out, 

down, you know, this street. You know, there’s a lot of rental houses around.” 

Ruth, Wavell Heights resident.   

 Similarly, Mary and Melissa lived on a street with many renters and high 

residential turnover in Northgate-Virginia. Mary is aware that five houses on her street 

have sold in the previous year and as such she, “wouldn’t have a clue who lives next 

door to us now.” For Melissa, residential mobility reportedly made it difficult to build 
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 Hooning is Australian slang for reckless driving, including; speeding, street racing, or driving in a way 

that makes excessive smoke or noise. 
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relationships with her neighbours and she states that for one property “I don’t even 

know if anyone’s actually living there at the moment.”  

 Relationships with neighbours strengthened awareness of space and they could 

inform each other of what was happening in their suburb. For example, John indicated 

he was aware about burglaries occurring on his street from conversing with neighbours. 

“The neighbours directly opposite…probably about, probably about a year ago 

was broken into…so I didn’t see that, just through talk I found out between these 

neighbours.” John, Wavell Heights resident.  

 Similarly, Helen found out an elderly neighbour was involved in a home 

invasion robbery through their relationship. Gregory explains, “neighbours talk and 

they say that one talks to that one.” Through this form of communication, residents 

build knowledge of the crime incidents that occur on the street.   

8.5 Typologies of Monitors  

Other important research questions were addressed in order to understand how 

often residents monitored their street and whether there were differences between 

residents in this type of crime control behaviour. The specific research questions 

answered in this section are: 

2.3 When Brisbane residents are at home, do they monitor their surroundings? 

 2.3.a Are there differences in monitoring patterns of Brisbane residents? 

To answer this question, residents were asked in the interview: 

 When you are at home, do you monitor/watch over your surroundings or 

your neighbours houses?  

 Where do you mostly monitor from? 

 When you are at home, how often would you say you do this? 
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 What sorts of things do you look out for? 

 Why do you think you do this/don’t do this? 

Exploring the Variable-by-Informant matrix created using Miles and 

Huberman’s matrix method (1994) (as described in Section 7.7) variations in 

monitoring habits of residents were found. It was often hard for respondents to provide 

definite answers on how often they monitor as this was not always a purposeful action. 

From their responses, four common typologies of guardians were developed: (a) active 

monitors who monitor their surroundings purposefully, (b) opportunistic monitors who 

monitor their surroundings passively, (c) responsive monitors who monitor in response 

to noise or something unfamiliar, and (d) non-monitors who do not tend to engage in 

monitoring (however, no one exclusively never engaged in monitoring). This is the 

known first study that typologies of residential guardians have been and created. 

However, these are not mutually exclusive categories and residents could belong to 

multiple typologies, as illustrated in Table 8.2.  
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Table 8.2 

Typologies of Guardians Found in the Brisbane Suburbs 

(a) Active monitors (b) Opportunistic monitors 

Jacqui 

John 

Louise 

Helen 

Wayne 

Eric 

Diana 

Gregory 

Jacqui 

Jane 

Brian 

Theresa 

Mary 

Helen 

Samuel 

(c) Responsive monitors (d) Non-monitor 

Wayne 

Matthew 

Diana 

Jacqui 

Heather 

Jane 

Brian 

Ruth 

Theresa 

Ryan 

Mary 

Melissa 

Hannah 

Gloria 

Louise 

Helen 

Diana 

Gregory 

Ruth 

Ryan 

Mary 

Hannah 

Samuel 

 

Seventy percent of residents belong to more than one typology, showing that 

conditions and opportunities for guardianship are dynamic. For example, Ryan, a 

Northgate-Virginia resident, is classified as a non-monitor and a responsive monitor. He 

did not reportedly actively monitoring when he was home and rarely looked out onto 

the street; however, he did respond in a situation where he heard screaming from a 

neighbour’s house. This turned out to be a child with an intellectual disability who was 

screaming at his parents; however, as Ryan had never heard this before and thought it 
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was unusual (and serious), he went to see what was happening. Each typology is further 

explained in the following sections. 

8.5.1 Active monitors.   

Active monitors are defined as residents who actively engage in surveillance 

over their street. Only 20% of residents indicated they engaged in this type of 

monitoring during their interviews. Their surveillance was purposeful, and residents had 

a predetermined reason to engage with monitoring. For three of these residents, the 

predominate reason for engaging in monitoring was to ensure that they, or their 

neighbours, were not victimised.  As John explains: 

“I monitor every night. I check the front out here before I go to bed and most of 

the time I see, sort of more, sort of, I don’t know, the people that look like they 

would be potential people to break in to a house.” John, Wavell Heights 

resident.  

Jacqui had strong relationships with her direct neighbours, which facilitated her 

active monitoring because the neighbours reportedly would watch each other’s 

properties and take care of each other. Relationships were important for Louise too, as 

she would monitor her street, “one or twice a week” to ensure that she and her 

neighbours were safe. When she monitored, she was looking out for things she had not 

seen before and that were unfamiliar: 

“I suppose just people I haven’t seen before or cars that are, kinda, yeah, a bit 

odd.”  

Further, as there was construction occurring on her street at the time of 

interviewing, there was an influx of unfamiliar people coming to and from her area. 

This shows she is aware of the people who are normally on her street. This increase in 
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unfamiliar people reportedly increased her awareness on what was happening on her 

street: 

“Like I know the cars and stuff that are generally are in the small area here, but 

yeah, there’s been building and stuff happening in certain areas up the 

street…so yeah, I keep an eye on that.” Louise, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Although Helen monitors, “all the time” monitoring is a behaviour she 

purportedly undertakes mostly for enjoyment and interest: 

“Because it’s a pretty quiet street, you just tend to, yeah, you tend, you know, 

look for interest sometimes. So if someone was walking, or a dog walking past, 

have a look, or yeah, if someone stops at night time and the blinds are down, we 

tend to sort of get up and have a poke, just see if they’re coming here, yeah.”  

Although she admitted she also monitors to make sure people do not “pinch stuff 

under my house” and nothing untoward was occurring near her property. Due to the 

design of the house, she has clear views to the street, which facilitated monitoring while 

she was at home.  

“Just, it’s just something to do as well really, you know, it’s just a general kind 

of sticky beak
43

 sort of thing. I’d probably do it, you know, every five minutes or 

so.”  

This small group of residents have both motivation and opportunities to engage 

in monitoring. The main motivation behind their monitoring was reportedly due to 

safety concerns, and to prevent crime. Monitoring was used as a protective measure to 

keep their families, homes, and streets safe. Relationships, routine activities, and 

designs of houses appear to be important factors in facilitating active guardianship.  
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 Sticky beak is Australian slang for being nosy and prying into other people’s business. 
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However, this typology had the fewest members. As Poyner and Webb (1991) 

explain, “motivation is not enough” (p. 30) for offenders, and that opportunity also 

plays a role in explaining crime. The same argument can be applied to guardianship–

while motivation was important for some residents, this factor alone was not sufficient 

to explain guardianship patterns. The next section highlights the importance of 

opportunities for guardianship.   

8.5.2 Opportunistic monitors. 

Many residents explained that they did not purposefully monitor their street. As 

Reynald (2010) found, monitoring was not an automatic process. Eleven residents can 

be classified as opportunistic monitors, as seen in Table 8.2. Because they did not have 

a predetermined willingness to monitor, they monitored in response to opportunities. 

Opportunistic monitors appear to passively engage in monitoring because of two 

reasons. First, some houses naturally facilitated supervision of the street by offering 

clear, unobstructed views. It was not that residents supervised for a predefined reason; 

rather, this behaviour naturally occurred while they completed daily activities within 

their house as a result of their property’s architecture. For Diana, she often studied on 

the front verandah, where she can get views of the street: 

“So I’ll often sit out there and read, so that kind of, you know, you’re more 

aware of what’s going on out the front.” Diana, Wavell Heights resident.  

Jacqui lived in a Queenslander with a front verandah which and she often sat 

outside before and after work. Nevertheless, as this provided clear views to the street, 

she could watch the street and her neighbours’ houses. 
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“Well we spend a lot of time on the balcony, so we obviously can see [name] 

house…and the street itself and obviously our neighbours too on this side.” 

Jacqui, Wavell Heights resident.  

It is not always an active decision to monitor the street. It was that the location 

of windows and unobstructed views that allowed this to occur naturally. Ekblom (2011) 

describes this as ‘passive surveillance’, in which a resident is not specifically 

monitoring to find suspicious/criminal behaviour, but rather the resident notices it when 

it occurs. Helen often cooked in her kitchen, which offered clear views to the street, so 

she was able to monitor passively while cooking.   

“Yeah, well the kitchen…you can see out of those side windows onto the street, 

so yes, we can be, we are a bit of sticky beaks really. Someone walks past, you 

kinda just check out who it is, or a car stops, you sort of check it out. Yeah, so, 

it’s a pretty good view out that side.” Helen, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Therefore, a motivation to monitor did not have to be present for guardianship to 

occur, also demonstrated by Gloria: 

“Well, I don’t really think about it daily, but, yeah, I guess it, it’s a 

subconscious-unconscious-subconscious thing, that yeah, checking what the 

neighbours doing, making sure there’s no strangers walking around.” Gloria, 

Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Just as there does not need to be a motivation for offending to take place, the 

same can be applied to guardianship behaviours. For offenders and guardians alike, 

opportunity may be more important than motivation. These opportunities to monitor can 

be further facilitated by micro daily routines around a resident’s property and street.  
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Second, natural monitoring occurred as a resident engaged in daily routines, 

such as leaving the house. Daily routines not only affect a person’s opportunities for 

offending, or risks of victimisation, but also a person’s ability to act as a guardian over 

their residential space. Even regular activities within the home appear to facilitate a 

person’s ability to supervise, either actively or not. For some residents, completing 

every day chores such as cooking or playing in the yard with their children appeared to 

facilitate monitoring. Residents explained that as they left and arrived home for work, 

they would be able to see who was on their street and what was going on in their 

surroundings as Gregory exemplifies: 

“So, as I drive past, I’m aware of people and what they are doing.” Gregory, 

Wavell Heights resident.  

“If I’m driving from home I drive down here so I keep a, I keep, you know, just 

look out and see what’s going on…you just keep, you just, if you know 

something looks suspicious.” Jane, Wavell Heights resident.  

Mary did not routinely monitor and reportedly had a low awareness of who lived 

around her, but she did monitor when she comes and goes from her car. This activity 

provides her with the opportunity to look at who is on her street.  

“It’s more when I go in and out of the driveway, like getting in and out of the 

car. If I see people lingering around or whatever, and occasionally people walk 

into our yard–that you’re thinking ‘hang on, what are you doing in here?’” 

Mary, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Residents would routinely go for walks around their area, which allowed for the 

natural supervision over their street, which would build-up of their contextual 
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awareness of these micro-spaces. Again, this routine activity allowed Mary to monitor 

her area. 

“So I walk around up here, up here a lot…cause the train station is over here, 

so I watch, just not particularly consciously, but just yeah. I’m not obsessed with 

it or anything, but sometimes you see people just standing around, or just, yeah, 

just looking not quite right.” Mary, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Samuel would take his young children to play in the front yard, which occurred 

at the same times of the day and week. Through this routine activity, he was able to 

build relationships with neighbours, and build an awareness of the cars and people that 

belong on his street.  

“Because we take the kids for a walk quite often around the block, just cause, 

cause we like to see what’s going on in the neighbourhood.” Samuel, Northgate-

Virginia resident.  

Monitoring meant that residents were able to identify who belonged on their 

street and who did not. This awareness not only applies to people, but also vehicles. 

Residents were reportedly able to identify, over time, familiar and unfamiliar cars. This 

highlights the need for clear views onto the street for residents to engage in this 

behaviour to deter or prevent crime. Further, monitoring can be tied back into the theory 

of routine activities, as much of the supervision took place occurred during regular daily 

events. Guardianship itself can therefore be considered a daily routine for some 

residents.   

8.5.3 Responsive monitors.  

Sixteen residents conveyed that they generally engage in monitoring their 

surroundings, when a stimulus was present (see Table 8.2). However, contextual 
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awareness of their immediate space was required. After living in an area, residents were 

able to build this awareness of what occurs, and when. For many residents, it was only 

after they heard something outside of this normal pattern on their street that they would 

see what was happening.  

For example, Matthew reportedly monitored in response to stimulus that was not 

common: 

“Cause it’s a busy road that we have here and stuff, if anyone parks out the 

front here, it’s a bit suspicious why they are cause it’s not a common 

occurrence….so if you hear someone, you just, you know, have a bit of a look.” 

Matthew, Wavell Heights resident.  

Similar responses were gathered from other residents about responding to noise 

or unfamiliar stimulus on their street: 

“I don’t spend that much time looking out the window, but, I mean, if I hear a 

noise, I will go.” Diana, Wavell Heights resident. 

“Yeah if I hear a car I generally look out to see who, and as I know all the cars 

yeah.” Heather, Wavell Heights resident. 

“Only if I hear something that sounds unusual.” Jane, Wavell Heights resident. 

“Usually at night if it’s—you can hear groups of younger people just sort of 

wandering the street…so I’ll just have a look and make sure they’re just moving 

along.” Jane, Wavell Heights resident. 

“Normally if I hear something, so if I hear screeching tires or something out of 

the ordinary, like it’s so peaceful now, if people are talking loudly if they walk 

along the street, I often look out and see what’s going on.” Melissa, Northgate-

Virginia resident. 
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“Basically if we hear any alarms, we’ll go out and see if there is anybody 

exiting the premises or something like that—running around, looking 

suspicious”. Gloria, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

“Not unless I have reason to. So noises and things like that, but other than that 

not a lot.” Ryan, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

For these residents, it was only after a stimulus was present that supervision 

reportedly began. Prerequisite to monitoring was the ability to identify what was normal 

or abnormal behaviour on their street segment, which was developed through time 

living on the street segment.  However, the reasoning behind this behaviour remained 

the same as active monitors—to ensure the safety of their street and that nothing 

untoward was occurring.  

8.5.4 Non-monitors.  

A small sub-section of residents explained that they do not typically monitor 

their surroundings. Seven participants listed in Table 8.2 expressed these views that 

occurred for three main reasons: (a) lack of ability, (b) pre-occupied with other 

activities, and (c) they didn’t feel the need to. First, there was the lack of structural 

ability by to monitor their surroundings. For Eric, there was an issue of obscured views 

and heavy blinds that were hard to move, which inhibited him from monitoring from 

certain rooms in his home.  

“I don’t look out that side, the view is too obscured that way. I have to open up 

heavy blinds and stuff and I just don’t bother.” Eric, Wavell Heights resident.  

This shows that it is just not the physical structure of the house, but also what is 

inside the house that is important to facilitate monitoring. While windows are important, 
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the type of windows needs consideration. For example, as Samuel explains, opaque 

windows are essentially meaningless because you can’t see out them. 

“When we first moved in, we had opaque windows which we changed to clear 

glass. Not only so people could see us, but also so we could see out. I talk to my 

neighbour and he …doesn’t see anything because he says ‘I can’t’. He changed 

his windows to opaque so he can’t see through them.” Samuel, Northgate-

Virginia resident.  

For Hannah, due to fencing, she had no view of the street from the ground floor 

of her property. Her bedroom window upstairs offered the only view to surrounding 

areas.  

“I can’t see anything that’s happening that side. I can see the train station but 

not really anything that’s happening in the complex.” Hannah, Northgate-

Virginia resident.  

Second, residents also spoke about not engaging in supervision as they were 

preoccupied with other activities inside their home, such as child rearing and household 

chores. When asked if they monitored their surroundings, residents often responded 

Like Eric and others: 

“Very rarely. I’m normally concentrating on what I’m doing inside the house.” 

Eric, Wavell Heights resident.  

“I’m too busy doing other things. I mean, really that, that’s it. If I hear a car 

that kind of feels like there’s loitering out the front, or might be driving into our 

drive, you know, I will respond to that, but otherwise, you know.” Diana, Wavell 

Heights resident.  
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“Yeah, it’s something that I’ve never done. I don’t, I don’t think that it’s, like its 

none of my business looking out and seeing what’s happening in the street and 

yeah, and when you’re busy doing your own things, so yeah.” Hannah, 

Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Third, some residents did not feel the need to supervise, or there was no 

motivation to do so. Lack of motivation stemmed from feelings of safety or that it was 

not a necessary task required of them. Issues of safety are important for both monitoring 

and the lack thereof. For some respondents, they engaged in monitoring to make them 

feel safer. For others, they already felt safe and did not feel the responsibility or need to 

behave in such a way. 

“There’s just no motivation to. Unless there’s a reason for it then I don’t see the 

point being nosy around the street. You can hear when certain people get home 

and things like that and you already know the noises of particular cards and 

thing like that and gate. I don’t need, I don’t really need to actually look out.” 

Ryan, Northgate-Virginia resident.   

“I think we’re just in a very, generally in a very safe area. I think we’re in a nice 

area at the moment.” Samuel, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

 These results provide supporting evidence that guardians are heterogeneous and 

display different behaviours based on their circumstances. No resident was completely 

disengaged from monitoring their surroundings; and likewise, even active monitors did 

not monitor all the time. This provides evidence that the person-situation interaction is 

important for understanding guardianship behaviours (Wortley, 2011, 2012). As 

Wortley (2012) explains, people will respond differently to the same situation and that 

crime occurs as an interaction between the person and the situation. As such, it could be 
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argued that like offending, guardianship is also an interaction between a person and 

his/her situation. A person’s environment is important in influencing their behaviour 

and these results show that depending on the context, people respond differently across 

situations.  

However, behaviour is not solely dependent by the environment. A person’s 

constitution is important to an extent  (Wortley, 2011), and person responsibility plays a 

role in effective supervision over places (Felson & Eckert, 2016). Just like offending 

behaviour is produced by interactions between the environment and the offender, 

current results suggest guardianship is similar. That is, guardianship behaviour is 

produced as a result of the interaction between the built environment and a resident. As 

such, the way we think about opportunities in offending can be transplanted to the ways 

we think about opportunities for guardianship. Guardianship is shaped by daily routines 

and opportunities, responses to stimulus, protection against victimisation, contextual 

awareness, and personal motivation.   

8.6 Witnessing of Crime Events 

In addition to understand if, why and where residents monitor, it is important to 

know what residents see when they monitor. This is to inform the following 

research question: 

2.3.b Do Brisbane residents witness suspicious/unfamiliar activities while 

 monitoring? 

Residents were asked in the interviews: 

 Have you ever seen or heard anything suspicious or unusual in your 

surroundings while living on this street? 

 What is the most unusual thing you have seen? 



 

273 

 

  This meant that participants could recall any incidents they had witnessed on 

their street and was not limited to incidents within a specific time frame. This shows 

that the number of incidents witnessed is relatively low and that a quarter of the sample 

had not witnessed anything either criminal or suspicious. The numbers of incidents 

reportedly witnessed by residents are presented in Table 8.3. 

Table 8.3 

Number of Suspicious or Crime Incidents Witnessed 

by Interview Participants (N = 20) 

Number of incidents n % 

0 5 25.0 

1 8 40.0 

2 2 10.0 

More than 2 5 25.0 

 

 Data from interviews show that 75% of residents had witnessed a crime or 

something they believed to be suspicious on their street. Forty-six percent of those who 

had witnessed events could be classified as observing a serious event (i.e., assault, 

burglary, and attempted burglary). Within this sub-group, a majority of residents (71%) 

explained that these incidents had been brought to their attention by noise and that they 

were not actively monitoring these situations beforehand. Examples of incidents include 

assaults, burglaries, and neighbours verbally fighting (i.e., a potential domestic violence 

issue). Even when residents witnessed a serious event, it was rare and mostly only 

occurred once. 

 “We had a fight in front of the house one night.” Matthew, Wavell Heights 

resident.  

“It’s the first time ever we’ve had some drunk guys fighting just up the corner 

there. It’s the first time I’ve ever had anything happen here, but they resolved it 
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themselves. They didn’t actually pull any punches, but I got up cause it woke me 

up.” Jacqui, Wavell Heights resident.  

“So then the siren went off. So went out the back to try and see if we could see 

anything and then came out the front to see if we could see—that’s when we saw 

people running up the street—sorta looked suspicious.” Gloria, Northgate-

Virginia resident.  

As Samuel explains, even though he had witnessed a potential domestic violence 

incident and loud parties, he states that these types of events are unusual: 

“It’d be really, really rare to hear about any sort of significant policing matter 

in the area, so, and it’d be very rare for me to even see somebody walking 

around the streets these days that I though looks a bit out of place to like ‘what 

are they doing here.’” Samuel, Northgate-Virginia resident. 

Fifty-three percent of witnessed incidents were classified as not serious or public 

nuisance offences. Examples include ‘hooning’, loud parties, or suspicious people 

loitering on, or around, their property.  

 “I knew that one of our neighbours, we hadn’t seen him for a while, and I saw 

people looking through all of our letterboxes, so that was kinda a bit weird.” 

Louise, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

“I remember one night, it was at night—I was sitting on the verandah and 

somebody opened up our car door and the light came on and then just kept 

walking up the street.” Gloria, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

“They were in my property and just standing looking. So that would— and then 

you, just a couple of men with unidentified shirts, you know, they weren’t, they 
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didn’t look professional, were just wandering about.” Melissa, Northgate-

Virginia resident.  

“I’ve been home when I’ve had a group of guys with baseball bats walk in, 

pretending they were looking for someone, and that was a few years ago and I 

talked to the guy over the back and he had already rung the police—he’d been 

monitoring them.”  Mary, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

The remaining 25% of residents explained that they never witnessed anything 

occur on their street, like Eric and Jacqui who lived on low crime streets.  

“It is, to my knowledge quite safe yeah. I’m not aware of what the crime stats 

are. I know my neighbours had their car broken into once in the two years I’ve 

been here, and that’s the only thing I’m aware of.” Eric, Wavell Heights 

resident.   

“No, not really. Other than kids playing in the front yard, there’s really nothing 

going on. We’re pretty boring actually to be honest.” Jacqui, Wavell Heights 

resident.  

However, the absence of witnessing crime events does not mean that crime does 

not occur on participants’ street. For instance, Heather lived on a high crime street for 

15 years; however, had not witnessed anything criminal or suspicious.  

 “No I haven’t seen anything that—other than if there’s a strange—like there’s 

an old couple across the road, if there’s a strange car over there, I’ll just keep 

an eye on it. But nothing suspicious that I’ve seen, no.” Heather, Wavell Heights 

resident.   

Likewise, John lived on a street for four and a half years that experienced 

burglaries however; never had been home to witness them: 
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“Neighbours directly opposite, the one opposite over here, probably about, 

probably about a year ago was broken into…so I didn’t see that, just through 

talk I found out.”  

 Overall, this section shows that the majority (75%) of residents had some 

experience with witnessing crime or suspicious incidents on their street. The next 

section explores what residents did in these situations and the factors that prompted 

intervention.  

8.7 Intervention 

This section explores what Brisbane residents reportedly did when they 

witnessed something criminal or suspicious on their street. The corresponding 

research questions are: 

 2.3.c When Brisbane residents see something suspicious/unfamiliar in their 

 surroundings while monitoring, do they intervene? 

 2.3.d What factors influence a guardian’s decision to intervene? 

To understand what residents did when they witnessed something criminal or 

suspicious, they were asked: 

 What did you do in this situation?  

 Has there been a situation where you didn’t intervene? 

 What do you think you would do in a suspicious or unusual situation? 

Table 8.4 outlines responses that participants took when they witnessed a crime 

event, or something they deemed suspicious. Seventy-five percent of residents reported 

witnessing an event. This table shows that the most common responses were to 



 

277 

 

intervene indirectly by calling the police or to continue monitoring the situation
44

. The 

least common response was to do nothing and ignore the situation. Further, these 

categories are not mutually exclusive, as residents could respond differently in different 

situations. For example, Brian, a Wavell Heights resident directly intervened when he 

believed people were attempting to break into his property; however, ignored situations 

when his neighbours were verbally fighting.  

Table 8.4  

Interview Participant Responses to Witnessing Suspicious or Crime Events (N = 20)  

Response n % 

Direct intervention 5 23.0 

Indirect intervention 7 32.0 

Monitored situation 8 36.0 

Did nothing 2 9.0 

Total 22 100.0 

8.7.1 Direct intervention.  

Five residents explained they had directly intervened in situations. For three 

residents these situations were active, attempted, or possible crime events. For the other 

two residents, these involved unfamiliar people loitering on their property. Motivation 

to intervene was based on the seriousness of the event and to prevent harm or escalation. 

According to Matthew, he directly intervened once to disrupt an assault occurring 

outside his house: 

“So visibly I had a quick look out the front before I went out there, saw what 

was going on and then turned all the lights on, so try and make them aware that 

there were people there…I needed to intervene in case someone was injured…As 

part of my job, it’s very varied cause there’s a security aspect there as well 

where we deal with lucid and aggressive persons.” Matthew, Wavell Heights 

resident.  

                                                 
44

 As indirect intervention and monitoring involve responding to witnessing such an event, these 

responses can be classified under capable guardianship. 
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Matthew’s choice to intervene was based on his experience working in security
45

 

and to prevent harm. Likewise, Samuel reported similar motivations to intervene 

directly with neighbours having a fight to disrupt it and prevent escalation. Even though 

these residents intervened to disrupt these situations, there was an undertone that they 

would rely on the police to handle these matters appropriately. Residents seemed to 

understand the limits of their abilities and their powers to control these situations: 

“There was one time where they were having an obvious blue
46

. And I just went 

out the front and said ‘you’ve got, you know, 30 minutes to get this under 

control or I’m calling the police’ and we never heard a boo out of them 

afterwards. That’s about as far as I’d be going with it, so, cause the police are 

there, that’s their job….I’m not going to do their job for them.” Samuel, 

Northgate-Virginia resident.   

 Mary reported multiple experiences of directly intervening with unfamiliar 

people loitering around her house and in her garden.  

“I’ve been out, down and there’s been people, a couple of times leaning against 

the ute smoking. So sorta ‘that’s my car, what are you doing’” Or people come 

into the yard looking for someone or, you know, I might ask them you know 

‘where you from’ or try and make up a casual conversation…If I was really 

suspicious I’d ring the police.” Mary, Northgate-Virginia resident.   

 For Samuel, intervention was about disrupting events to stop them from 

escalating: 

                                                 
45

 Matthew indicated he worked in security; however, he did not disclose his specific role or organisation 

he worked for.    
46

 Blue is Australian slang for a fight/argument.  
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“I prefer more to disrupt and prevent and I think there’s much more value to the 

community in disrupting and preventing things.” Samuel, Northgate-Virginia 

resident.  

Overall, there appear to be three characteristics that influenced decision making 

to intervene directly in these events: harm prevention, seriousness of the event and, 

experiences with training. 

8.7.2 Indirect intervention and monitoring.  

 More common responses to suspicious or crime events were to intervene 

indirectly or to continue monitoring the scene. Combined, these responses occurred 

68% of the time when an incident was reportedly observed by participants. In situations 

such as these, residents were reluctant to intervene directly for three main reasons: 

1. Issues of personal safety and ambiguity of events; 

2. Reliance on police as the professional agency that have the skills and strategies 

of deal with situations more effectively than residents; and 

3. Inexperience of how to diffuse situations.  

8.7.3 Safety. 

Issues of personal safety were the most common response for why residents were 

reluctant to intervene directly. Eighty percent of residents reported considering their 

safety in their decision making process. Issues of safety were coupled with the 

uncertainty of the event and what could happen to them, or if the situation could 

escalate. Residents were most concerned about potentially jeopardising their safety and 

often believed if they intervened the (potential) offender could have a weapon.   

“If I go out and somebody pulls a knife on me or something, then the two kids are in 

the house, and then, you know yeah.” Diana, Wavell Heights resident. 
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“Yeah, I just thought he looked, yeah, he wasn’t quite with it, and I, yeah, I didn’t 

feel comfortable intervening…I’d be concerned for my safety yeah. Intervening with 

him.” Jane, Wavell Heights resident.  

“No, no I don’t, no, because that’s how people get killed, don’t they.” Ruth, Wavell 

Heights resident.  

“I guess its fear of being injured or hurt yourself, I guess, you know, the 

unpredictability of someone who would be doing that.” Theresa, Northgate-Virginia 

resident.  

“It may not be that safe, they could attack. Yeah, just keep monitoring at a safe 

distance and monitor and call the police.” Gloria, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

When Jacqui reported hearing two men fighting on her street, she continued to 

monitor the situation and realised it was de-escalating, so she didn’t intervene. 

However, as she explains, she does not think direct intervention is safe: 

“I could hear them resolving it, but I was just listening for them, but if they’d 

started to fight, then I would had to call the police, cause I’ve had to do it before in 

another place where people where fighting and you’d just call the police because 

it’s just not safe to go out and actually intervene.” Jacqui, Wavell Heights resident.  

Other residents thought monitoring the situation was advantageous and was 

prepositioned on the idea that people would stop their behaviour if they believed they 

were watched. This ties in with situational crime prevention (Clarke, 1980; Cornish & 

Clarke, 1986) in that guardians could see an offender. Being seen by a guardian 

theoretically increases risk and heightens chances of being caught. 

“The person knowing that there’s another person watching, I think you’d think 

would stop, stop the behaviour.” Melissa, Northgate-Virginia resident.  
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“There’s many ways you go intervene—physically or whether it’s videoing it, I 

think that’s a pretty interesting weapon these days. I think you can possible get 

better results with that.” Brian, Wavell Heights resident.  

8.7.4 Reliance on the police. 

 Many residents saw the police as the official and professional agency that was 

suited to deal with crime. They did not seem themselves as active crime fighters and 

believed that it was police responsibility to deal with these events. They believed the 

police had the skills and ability to respond to crime events or suspicious people.  

“When it’s two guys bashing each other up, I don’t get involved, cause I can’t 

physically help that situation, so I just think it’s better if the police just come and 

they know, they know all the tactics to diffuse it so I just let them do it.” Jacqui, 

Wavell Heights resident. 

“I’ve got no qualms about calling the police and say ‘Hey, we need your help’. 

Give them the facts straight up and let them look after the situation.” Brian, 

Wavell Heights resident.  

“I don’t think anything like that’s a good idea because people can come back 

and have retribution. You’re better off just ringing the police and let them 

handle it.” Ruth, Wavell Heights resident.  

“There’s so many different scenarios that could occur when you start to 

intervene. It’s just better to call the agencies, hopefully they know what they’re 

doing.” Louise, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

“I think it’s better if the police catch people.” Helen, Northgate-Virginia 

resident.  
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8.7.5 Inexperience.  

The inexperience of how to handle such situations was an important factor that 

residents considered. Residents believed they would not know how to resolve such 

situations, because they did not have the skills or strategies to do so. As Melissa 

explains: 

“I’d be worried I’d be blundering into something.” Melissa, Northgate-Virginia 

resident.  

“I don’t think that I am equipped to deal with people like that, to be honest and I 

won’t…have anything constructive to do or say, so better stay away.” Hannah, 

Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Overall, this section shows that in most of the situations witnessed, residents chose 

to intervene indirectly by calling the police or continue to monitor the situation. The 

reasons indirect action was preferred was due to (a) issues of safety, (b) a thinking that 

the police were best equipped to deal with crime, and (c) the inability for residents to 

control situations themselves.  

8.7.6 Doing nothing 

 There were only two occasions were residents explained they did nothing 

regarding a potential crime event or public nuisance offence that they reportedly 

observed. The seriousness of the event determined their responses in opposite ways. For 

Gregory, the event was too serious; however, Helen considered the event trivial and did 

not warrant further attention. In Helen’s situation, she witnessed juveniles jump the 

train fence on her street; however, did not believe this required police involvement. As 

Gregory explains, his previous neighbours would fight loudly: 
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“The father fought with the mother and the daughter fought with the father and 

the son fought with them all…I ignored them. I stayed away from them. They 

were too violent…I didn’t want to get involved.” Gregory, Wavell Heights 

resident.   

Here the seriousness of the event, and not want to get involved were the reasons 

behind a lack of intervention.  

8.7.7 Context and decision making  

The context of the situation was important for residents in deciding to intervene. 

In particular, the seriousness of the situation and the vulnerability of victims appear to 

be critical event characteristics that residents considered before intervening. Further, the 

same residents responded differently across situations, which shows the situational 

context is important in the decision-making process. In other words, someone who 

directly intervenes in one instance will not always do so. Likewise, someone who is 

reluctant to intervene may do so if a victim is more vulnerable.   

“If there was a child or a woman and I felt I was able to safely intervene, then I 

probably would, in fact I definitely would.” Jacqui Wavell Heights resident.  

For Theresa, intervention and the method of intervention are context specific. In a 

more serious situation with people involved, she explains her action would likely be 

quicker: 

“If it was people versus possessions, I would be more inclined to act more quickly I 

think, yeah. Or be, or be in more urgency.” Theresa, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Similarly, Ryan would consider a number of factors that would determine whether 

intervention was required, and what type of intervention would be appropriate: 



 

284 

 

“Likelihood of being able to verbally break down the fight, or for it to self-resolve, 

or extent of violence that was going on…or whether there’s risk of actual injury to 

someone.” Ryan, Northgate-Virginia resident.  

Further, as a quarter of the residents had not witnessed anything and therefore had 

not had to intervene, hypothetical questions were posed about what they think they 

would do in situations—including those where a neighbours alarm went off, or when a 

dog started barking.  Although there may be problems with socially acceptable bias, 

many residents replied that they would do something, however, would be hesitant to 

directly intervene. 

“I’d keep my distance, but I’d keep an eye on it and if I had to, I would, or I’d be 

ringing the cops.” Wayne, Wavell Heights resident. 

“If I thought that that person was in imminent danger that was severe enough, some 

sort severe imminent danger, I would intervene, yeah. I don’t know how, I’ve never 

been in that situation. I’m not sure what I’d do. And there’s a possibility that I might 

try and get on the phone to the police at the same time, or just beforehand to sort of, 

they could be on their way—I am thinking of an extreme situation though.” Eric, 

Wavell Heights resident. 

“I might yell out at them, yeah just let them know that they’re spotted. But yeah, I 

generally wouldn’t really intervene unless I, you know, unless I really felt I had to. 

But I don’t think that’s a wise thing to do generally…You don’t know whether these 

people have got a knife, or what they’ve got, so yeah, I’d avoid that”. John, Wavell 

Heights resident.  

“I guess depending on it, I’d call the police, yeah, if I was concerned about 

something.” Louise, Wavell Heights resident.  
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Overall, results indicate the many responses residents have to witnessing a crime or 

potentially suspicious incident. Most residents responded by indirect intervention (i.e., 

calling the police or through continuing to monitor the situation). Fewer residents did 

nothing in untoward situations, based on the seriousness (or lack thereof) with the 

position they were facing. Further, there were a relatively small amount of residents that 

took action into their own hands, by direct intervention. This was reportedly done to 

prevent harm and/or control or disrupt situations.  

8.8 Guardianship Space: Results from Cognitive Mapping 

In understanding why residents monitor their environment, it is also important to 

consider what residents monitor. In order to demonstrate this, residents were provided 

with an aerial map from Google Maps of their street segment, upon which they were 

asked to identify (a) what neighbours they knew or could recognise by drawing an “X” 

on that roof, and (b) to circle the area over which they may monitor. As such, the 

following section outlines results from cognitive mapping.  This helps to understand the 

following research questions about whether variations in monitoring areas exist among 

participants, and whether residents monitor only properties of those neighbours they 

know.   

 2.3.e Is there variation in Brisbane residents’ “guardianship space”? 

  2.3.e.i Do Brisbane residents’ only monitor properties of those they 

  know? 

To calculate a residents’ “guardianship space”, the number of houses they knew 

or could recognise someone (houses known) and the number of houses that fell within 

the area they monitored over (houses monitored) were tallied. The number of houses 

known was subtracted from houses monitored so each resident had a “guardianship 
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space” score. A positive score reflects that a resident monitors more houses than they 

know. For example, Gloria identified 11 households she knew, but indicated she would 

generally monitor over 14. A negative score reflects a resident who monitors fewer 

houses than they know, such as Jacqui who knew nine households, but only tended to 

watch over five. Table 8.5 shows the guardianship scores for each of the residents.  

Table 8.5 

Calculation of Guardianship Space Scores for Suburban Brisbane 

Residents (N = 20) 

 Houses known Houses 

monitored 

Guardianship 

space score 

Wavell Heights no crime street segments 

Matthew 12 16 4 

Wayne 2 - - 

Gregory 18 18 0 

Eric 5 5 0 

Jacqui 9 5 -4 

Diana 6 - - 

Wavell Heights high crime street segments 

John 5 12 7 

Heather 5 5 0 

Ruth 4 4 0 

Brian 6 8 2 

Jane 7 34 27 

Northgate-Virginia no crime street segments 

Ryan 5 - - 

Melissa 2 18 16 

Mary 2 7 5 

Theresa 5 6 1 

Northgate-Virginia high crime street segments 

Samuel 7 17 10 

Hannah 6 - - 

Gloria 11 14 3 

Louise 11 3 -8 

Helen 5 - - 

Note: Where blank, the participant did not complete the map. 

Based on these calculations, 45% of residents reported monitoring more houses 

than they knew, 10% of residents reported monitoring fewer houses than they knew, and 

20% received a score of zero which meant they monitored only the houses of those they 

knew. In addition, 25% did not generally monitor and did not complete the map.  
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Results show most residents reported monitoring over an area that included 

houses they did not know. A distinction was made to examine whether residents only 

monitor their street to see where residents generally monitored over. Forty-five percent 

showed they generally monitor their street only, while 35% indicate they monitor their 

street and others. Monitoring of other streets occurred for three reasons: (a) 

relationships with residents on those streets, (b) daily routines such as driving and 

walking, and (c) the view from their property offered views to other streets. Again, for 

25% of the sample this could not be determined as they did provide a cognitive map. 

Current results of this technique reinforce previous findings of the importance of 

relationships, routine activities, and physical design to facilitate surveillance.  

8.9 Guardianship Attitudes: Results from Survey 

 This section outlines results from participant surveys within interviews. The 

survey measured (a) guardianship attitudes, (b) perceptions of residential area, (c) fear 

of crime, (d) property crime victimisation, (e) familiarity with area, (f) experience with 

training, and (g) contact with neighbours.   

8.9.1 Correlates of guardianship attitudes 

 Reynald (2010) found that attitudes and perceptions of capability and 

responsibility were important in fostering guardianship behaviour. This section seeks to 

uncover what factors are correlated with guardianship attitudes by examining the 

following research question: 

2.4 What individual factors correlate with guardianship attitudes in suburban 

residents? 

 To answer this question, correlation analysis was performed. Histograms 

showed approximately normal distributions for all variables, especially considering the 
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small sample size (N = 20) (Pallant, 2011). Further, as all variables were continuous, 

Pearson correlations were performed (Pearson, 1900). Results are presented in Table 

8.6. 

Table 8.6 

Individual Correlates of Guardianship Attitudes in Suburban Brisbane Residents (N = 

20) 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

1. Guardianship attitudes 1       

2. Perceptions of area .49* 1      

3. Fear of crime .34 -.05 1     

4. Victimisation .16 -.30 .54* 1    

5. Familiarity with area .30 .29 .04 -.12 1   

6. Training .50* .33 .27 -.02 .04 1  

7. Contact with neighbours -.01 .08 -.19 .12 .27 .25 1 

Note: *p < .05 

 Results from correlation analysis show that guardianship attitudes were 

moderately and positively correlated with perceptions of the area (r = .49, N = 20, p = 

.028) and prior experience with training (r = .50, N = 20, p = .025). This suggests that as 

positive perceptions of area’s increase, guardianship attitudes also increase. Further, 

residents who had experience with training (e.g., police, security, or first-aid training) 

held higher perceptions of capability and responsibility. This would make sense as those 

with training are taught how to deal with volatile events and would therefore hold 

higher beliefs about their personal capabilities in suspicious situations. Not surprisingly, 

prior victimization was found to be positively correlated with fear of crime (r = .54, N = 

20, p = .014). Intuitively, this result makes sense as it suggests that residents who have 

suffered property victimization are more likely to be fearful of crime. Overall, this 

section showed perceptions and training correlated with higher levels of guardianship 

attitudes in suburban Brisbane residents.  
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8.9.2 Attitudes and perceptions across low and high crime suburbs. 

In order to examine differences in attitudes and perceptions between the two 

suburbs, a series of independent measures t-tests were conducted (Gosset, 1909). This 

was conducted to answer the following research question: 

 2.4.a Are there differences in guardianship attitudes and perceptions between 

 the low crime and high crime suburb? 

T-tests were suitable due to two independent groups with a categorical 

independent variable (suburb) and continuous dependant variables (attitudes and 

perceptions). For analyses, both types of street segments were included for each suburb 

(i.e., Wavell Heights suburb includes both no reported property crime street segments 

and high reported property crime street segments). Considering the small sample size (N 

= 20), examination of histograms showed approximately normal distributions, with no 

outliers. Further, Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances was non-significant, meeting 

the assumption of equal variances.  Results are presented in Table 8.7 

Table 8.7 

T-Test Results Comparing Attitudes and Perceptions Between Low Crime and High 

Crime Suburbs (N = 20) 

   95% CI    

Variable Mean Difference SE LL UL t df p 

Guardianship attitudes 2.20 2.91 -3.92 8.32 .76 18 .460 

Perceptions of area .27 1.68 -3.25 3.79 .16 18 .873 

Fear of crime .07 .84 -1.69 1.83 .08 18 .934 

Familiarity with area 1.37 1.64 -2.07 4.82 .87 18 .413 

Contact with 

neighbours 

2.74 2.56 -2.63 8.11 1.07 18 .298 

  

 Results from t-tests show that there were no significant differences across 

Wavell Heights (low crime suburb) and Northgate-Virginia (high crime suburb) on the 

attitudes and perception variables surveyed. This indicates that guardianship attitudes, 

perceptions of the area, fear of crime, familiarity with the area, and contact with 
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neighbours were similar across the low crime (Wavell Heights) and high crime 

(Northgate-Virginia) area. This could also be a function of the small sample that did not 

hold enough power to find significant differences.  

8.10 Conclusion 

 Outlined in this chapter were the results gathered from the interviews conducted 

with 20 Brisbane residents. Interviews consisted of three parts: (a) a semi-structured 

interview, (b) a cognitive map, and (c) a quantitative survey. Results from the 

interviews showed that five factors were important in influencing monitoring by 

residents in suburban areas: (a) the physical design of the house, (b) relationships with 

neighbours, (c) perceptions of the local area, (d) prior victimisation, and (e) residents’ 

routine activities.  Further, monitoring was crucial in building a residents contextual 

awareness of the regular patterns and residents on their street. High contextual 

awareness was linked with the ability to identify unfamiliar people and suspicious or 

unusual events. This study makes a unique contribution to the literature by developing 

four typologies of monitors. First, active monitors were residents who actively engaged 

in monitoring their street and surroundings. Second, opportunistic monitors engaged in 

passive monitoring through two opportunities: (a) the design of their house provided 

clear views to the street so they could passively monitor while inside, and (b) they could 

survey the street during routine activities, such as coming and going from their house. 

Third, responsive monitors engaged in monitoring once they heard a noise that they 

thought was unfamiliar. Fourth, there was a minority of residents who did not generally 

monitor due to three reasons: (a) the design of their house did not facilitate this, (b) they 

were pre-occupied with other household activities, and (c) they did not have any 
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motivation to do so. This was the first study to categorise monitoring behaviours in such 

a manner.  

 In addition to asking residents if they monitored, residents were asked if they 

witnessed anything suspicious or unfamiliar, and how they responded. Seventy-five 

percent of respondents indicated they witnessed such an event, however, the majority of 

events were not categorised as serious criminal events. In regards to how residents 

responded, the majority of residents preferred indirect intervention or continued to 

monitor the situation. Residents were reluctant to intervene due to issues of (a) safety, 

(b) a reliance on the police, and (c) inexperience with dealing with potentially volatile 

events. The context of the event was regarded as important by residents in deciding 

whether intervention was required, and what type of intervention they would likely take.  

 Second, results from the cognitive map showed that 45% of residents generally 

monitored over their neighbours’ houses, regardless, of whether they reported knowing 

them. Ten percent of residents did not monitor over every neighbour’s house they knew 

and 20% only monitored houses of those they did.  Third, results from the survey 

showed that perceptions and attitudes between the high and low crime suburbs did not 

differ significantly. However, perceptions of the area and experience with training were 

important in fostering positive guardianship attitudes among Brisbane residents.  
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9 Discussion and Conclusion  

9.1 Introduction 

 Overall, the purpose of this thesis was twofold: (a) to understand the environmental 

factors in a suburban context correlated with guardianship intensity, and (b) to understand 

why (or why not) residents undertake crime control behaviour. This thesis adds to existing 

guardianship literature by being the first known study to explore active guardianship 

behaviour within an Australian context, and the known first observational study of 

guardianship behaviour in a suburban environment. The current thesis consisted of two 

studies: (a) observations of guardianship intensity among residents living in Brisbane 

suburbs, and (b) interviews with suburban residents. Therefore, the purpose of the current 

study was not only to replicate prior research (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 

2014; Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2010, 2011a, 2011b) by examining active guardianship, but 

also to extend the current scholarship in a number of ways. First, guardianship intensity was 

explored in a new context: Brisbane suburbs. Second, guardianship was examined across new 

temporal settings: weekdays and weekends. This was the first known study to observe 

guardianship behaviours on weekends. Third, typologies of guardians were derived from 

interviews with study participants. Again, this was the first known research to categorise 

guardianship behaviour in this manner. Results from this thesis have implications for both 

theory and housing design.  

 To re-cap, direct observations of 278 properties, along 24 street segments, in two 

Brisbane suburbs were conducted. Two suburbs were selected that were socio-

demographically similar; however, had different property crime rates. Wavell Heights was 

selected as the low property crime suburb, and Northgate-Virginia was selected as the high 

property crime suburb. Within each suburb, an equal number of no reported property crime 
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street segments and high reported property crime street segments were selected. Further, 20 

residents who lived on these selected street segments were interviewed. This approach was 

used examine the prevalence of guardianship intensity, guardianship across time and space, 

and to understand what factors facilitate guardianship by suburban residents. 

This thesis contributes to the literature in five significant ways. Each of these 

contributions are discussed in the following sections. First, active guardianship operates as a 

routine activity. A person’s daily routines inside their house can influence when, and for how 

long, a person monitors their street. Second, is the importance of opportunities for 

surveillance in facilitating guardianship by residents. Third, understanding the different 

environmental mechanisms that promote guardianship can be context dependent. Fourth, 

guardianship can operate as both a proactive and reactive behaviour to crime, underscoring 

the dynamic nature of guardianship behaviour in residential areas. Fifth, the applicability of 

the person-situation interaction to guardianship is discussed. 

9.2 Guardianship as a Routine Activity 

Results from both observational and interview studies support the notion that 

guardianship operates as a routine activity. Here a distinction can be made between macro 

and micro daily routines. Marco daily routines involve those that take place outside of the 

house. For example, commuting to and from work would constitute a macro daily routine. On 

the other hand, micro daily routines involve those that take place inside of the house, 

including cooking dinner, playing with children in the front yard, and watching television. 

Both macro and micro routines influence when, and for how long, a person can monitor and 

act as a capable guardian. Similar to how routine activities affect opportunities for offending 

(Cohen & Felson, 1979), routine activities can also affect opportunities for guardianship. 

At the macro level, this was the first known study to observe guardianship behaviours 

on weekends—an aspect of guardianship that many authors have called to be explored (Braga 
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& Clarke, 2014; Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014; Johnson & Bowers, 2013; Reynald, 2011b). 

Felson and Eckert (2016) also comment that supervision is time-dependent as people will 

have different routine activities. Overall, findings showed that levels of occupancy differed 

across day of week, with occupancy being significantly higher on weekends. Routine 

activities over the week could explain this, with residents spending time at home due with no 

work commitments on weekends. As such, macro daily routines that involve employment 

during the week influence levels of guardianship intensity in suburban Brisbane. As Reynald 

(2009) states, availability is essential for a person to be able to monitor. If no one is available, 

then guardianship is not possible. As monitoring and intervention are reliant upon 

availability, macro daily routines therefore influence when a person can engage in 

guardianship behaviour.  

 Examining the micro level of daily routines shows their importance in facilitating 

supervision and offering opportunities for guardianship. As Reynald and Elffers (2015) 

assert, availability does not equate to supervision, so it is important to understand where and 

what a person does when they are at home and how this can affect guardianship 

opportunities. Interviews with residents gleaned that a person’s routine activities inside their 

house influenced their monitoring habits. Specifically, residents who spent a lot of time in 

rooms that offered clear lines of sight to the street and other properties were able to engage in 

opportunistic non-purposeful (i.e., passive) monitoring (Ekblom, 2011). Further, residents 

who spent a lot of time at the front of their property (either on the balcony or in the front 

yard) where able to monitor the street due to their location, and this helped to build awareness 

of what normally occurred on their street. As Reynald (2010) explains, awareness further 

facilitates monitoring by allowing the resident to identify who does and doesn’t belong on 

their street and suspicious events. The location of residents inside their house ties in with 

Armitage’s (2013) work on “active rooms”. An active room is one that is likely to be used by 
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residents whilst awake—this includes kitchens and living rooms. In an Australian suburban 

context, this could also include verandahs/balconies. Understanding the interplay between 

micro daily activities, monitoring, and active rooms has important implications for 

surveillance and housing design. Active rooms where residents spend time during the day 

should have direct lines of sight to the street, surrounding properties and areas so a resident 

can partake in either active or passive surveillance (Armitage, 2013; Ekblom, 2011; Reynald, 

2011b).   

9.3 Importance of Opportunities for Surveillance 

 This study reinforces the importance of opportunities for surveillance in enabling 

guardianship in residents. Results from both observations and interviews highlight the 

importance of housing design and window placement in fostering monitoring by residents. 

Observations showed at both the property and street level, surveillance opportunities and 

house-to-house visibility emerged at significant correlates of guardianship intensity. As 

Felson and Eckert (2016) explain, the design of the built environment is fundamental in 

allowing people to survey what is happening in their area and therefore act as a capable 

guardian. So far, surveillance opportunities has remained the consistent significant factor that 

influences active guardianship across the GIA studies in The Hague (Reynald, 2009; 2011a), 

Boston (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014), and now Brisbane.  

 Interviews also shed light on the importance of housing design and surveillance 

opportunities. Residents who had clear lines of sight from their windows to the street and 

surrounding properties were able to engage in opportunistic monitoring. This type of 

monitoring was non-purposeful, but was able to occur due to the placement of windows in 

such a way residents could see the street from inside their homes. Housing design was also a 

critical factor in residents who did not monitor. When views to the street were blocked by the 

structural design, residents could not monitor because the opportunity to do so was hindered.   
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 Research consistently shows that houses with high visibility to the street and other 

houses deter offenders (see Armitage, 2013; Armitage, Rogerson, & Pease, 2013). As such, 

this promotes the need for clear lines of sight to houses from the street, along with sight lines 

between houses to continue to facilitate supervision by residents (Poyner & Webb, 1991). 

Monitoring one’s surroundings is contingent on opportunity. Low or obstructed surveillance 

restricts residents or passers-by to observe suspicious or potentially criminal behaviour (e.g., 

Armitage, 2013; Felson & Eckert, 2016; Reynald, 2015). Conversely, having clear lines of 

sight to surrounding areas from windows enables residents to monitor the street and therefore 

act as a capable guardian.  

9.4 The Importance of Context on Guardianship. 

 Context of place is critical in considering how guardianship functions, and the 

influence it has on the mechanisms which support it. Examining guardianship across each 

city brings to light three distinctive patterns, illustrating the impact of context on residential 

crime control. The Hague had much higher rates of monitoring and intervention by available 

residents, compared to Boston. In addition, Brisbane had a rate of monitoring by occupants 

that was almost three times higher than Boston. Although Boston had the highest recorded 

occupancy level, it recorded the lowest levels of both monitoring and intervention by 

residents. This affirms arguments suggesting that occupancy alone does not equate to 

adequate guardianship (Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2011a; Reynald & Elffers, 2015). It also 

highlights the need to examine context, as each space offered a distinct pattern of 

guardianship in action.  

 Levels of guardianship intensity were observed across two Brisbane suburbs to 

compare with findings from prior GIA research (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Hollis-Peel & 

Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2009; Reynald, 2010, 2011a, 2011b). Collectively, these studies have 

one finding in common: that as guardianship intensity increases, the number of residents 
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engaging in active guardianship behaviours decrease. This finding further supports the 

ecological validity of the GIA model in that guardianship in action can be measured in 

different environments. 

 It is argued that differences across studies appear for three reasons: (a) differences in 

operationalising occupancy across studies, (b) variances in housing design, and (c) 

differences in crime levels. First, there were differences in the way occupancy was recorded 

across the three studies. The Hague (Reynald, 2011a) recorded visible availability only—

where an observer could physically see someone inside their property. In Boston (Hollis-Peel 

& Welsh, 2014) visible occupancy and non-visible occupancy were recorded as one measure 

of occupancy. The Boston measures also included a parked car in the driveway as a measure 

of occupancy. The current study in Brisbane included two separate measures of occupancy: 

visible and non-visible. Further, a parked car was not deemed an appropriate measure of 

occupancy in this study as residents may commute and leave their cars at home during the 

day. By including a parked car, this could explain the higher levels of occupancy in Boston.  

 Second, differences in housing design and structure exist across the studies. Row-type 

housing was common in The Hague, whereas singular detached housing dominated the 

Brisbane context. Due to a lack of front yards, fencing, territoriality, and windows directly on 

the street in The Hague, residents could watch the street more easily. However, the 

combination of these factors in a suburban environment makes the task of guardianship more 

difficult.   

 Further, different correlates of active guardianship were found across study sites, as 

depicted in Table 9.1. This table identifies (a) negative correlations with GIA, (b) positive 

correlations with GIA, (c) non-significant findings, and (d) where data was not included in 

analysis (N/A). While Table 9.1 highlights the consistent pattern of surveillance opportunities 
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fostering guardianship regardless of place, this identifies differences in the mechanisms that 

promote or hinder crime control behaviour by residents in their areas.  

Table 9.1 

Similarities and Differences in Environmental Correlates in GIA Studies 

  Study site 

Variable The Hague (2009) 

(N = 814) 

The Hague (2011) 

(N = 2847) 

Boston 

(N = 888) 

Brisbane 

(N = 278) 

Territoriality Negative Positive Negative Positive 

Surveillance opportunities Positive Positive Positive Positive 

House to house visibility N/A N/A N/A Positive 

Accessibility N/A Negative N/A Negative 

Activity level Not sig. Negative Not sig. Not sig. 

Image maintenance Positive Positive Positive Not sig. 

Social interaction Positive Positive N/A N/A 

 

 Importantly, these studies show differences in the impact of activity levels on 

guardianship intensity. Activity was found to be negatively correlated in the 2011 Hague 

study (Reynald, 2011a); however, non-significant in the remaining three studies. Likewise, 

social interaction was positively correlated with guardianship intensity in The Hague, 

however, not enough instances of social interactions were observed in Boston and Brisbane to 

be included in analyses. This implies that the routine activities of these places differ, and 

impacts of this on guardianship are important to consider. Further, in Brisbane, vehicular 

traffic and pedestrians were not aggregated like previous studies, and cyclists were not 

included in analyses (due to low levels of pedestrians and cyclists observed). While neither 

were significantly related to active guardianship, vehicular traffic trended towards a negative 

relationship, while pedestrian activity trended towards a positive relationship. As such, 

different types of activity may have different effects on guardianship intensity. It could be 

argued that suburban residents are more likely to monitor pedestrians as such individuals 

could be seen as more of a potential threat that passing vehicles. Future studies are 

encouraged to disaggregate activity types to further explore the effects of this on 

guardianship activity.   



 

 

299 

 

 Accessibility was found to hinder guardianship intensity in two studies, although this 

was measured differently. In The Hague (Reynald, 2011a) distance to city centre was used to 

operationalise accessibility and this found as distance to city centre increased, guardianship 

intensity also increased (i.e., more accessible areas had lower levels of guardianship). In 

Brisbane, accessibility was measured by the number of turns onto the street and the number 

of lanes for traffic. From the current body of guardianship research, it seems that accessibility 

hinders guardianship. Being situated on a highly accessible busy street increases the difficulty 

for residents to implement crime control by identifying ‘insiders’ and ‘outsiders’ and those 

who visit their street for malevolent reasons (Johnson & Bowers, 2010; Roncek, 1981). 

Further, this supports general findings that connectivity of streets increases crime risk (see 

Armitage, 2013).  

 Further, some of these differences in which factors correlate with guardianship may 

be due to differences in operationalisation of key concepts. For example, territoriality was 

found to be positively correlated in two studies; however, negatively correlated in another 

two. Several authors argue the conceptualisation of territoriality requires attention as what 

dimensions constitute territoriality remains in conflict and could explain conflicting 

conclusions (Ekblom, 2011; Reynald, 2011b, 2011c; Reynald & Elffers, 2009).   

 Third, levels of crime in suburban areas in Brisbane are important to mention in 

comparison to levels of crime in previous sites: The Hague and Boston. In this study, for a 

street segment to be classified as “high crime”, it needed to have three reported property 

crimes (one being an unlawful entry offence) across a three-year period. Street segments with 

no reported property crime and three reported properties crimes were compared, when in 

reality, the difference in crime the streets experience are minimal. In addition, interviews 

demonstrated that most residents felt safe in their residential areas. Further, as highlighted in 

Section 4.2.1.1.1, levels of violent crime is much lower in Brisbane compared to Boston, and 
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levels of property crime are much lower in Brisbane than in the Netherlands. Differences in 

crime provide an important contextual backdrop to study and understand guardianship and 

the supportive mechanisms that support this behaviour. Scholars have argued that crime (and 

perceptions of crime) can influence behaviour, including guardianship and the reporting of 

crime, and that guardianship may be easier to undertake in low crime areas (Goudriaan et al., 

2006; Lynch & Cantor, 1992; Mason et al., 2013; Reynald, 2011a).  

 Overall, two conclusions can be drawn from comparing environmental correlates 

from GIA research. First, regardless of context, opportunities for surveillance are critical in 

enabling residents to act as guardians. Second, other factors do differ between cities. This 

shows that context and cross-cultural research is important in understanding what 

mechanisms facilitate crime control behaviour by residents in different environments. 

9.5 Guardianship and Crime: Preventative and Responsive Guardians 

 This thesis asserts that (a) guardianship is a dynamic behaviour that is influenced by 

opportunity, housing design, and individual factors, and (b) that guardianship is both reactive 

and proactive (Felson, 1995; Greenberg & Rohe, 1984; Reynald, 2010). Using data from 

observations and interviews, different motivations for guardianship emerged. The 

observational study paradoxically found that guardianship intensity was significantly higher 

on high crime street segments. This does not conform to prior GIA studies, which found 

negative relationships between guardianship intensity and mean property crime rates (Hollis-

Peel et al., 2012; Reynald, 2009). Further, interviews highlighted the effect of victimisation 

on protective behaviours, including surveillance. In this way, guardianship is a reactive 

behaviour. Three suggestions are offered to explain this result. First, it could be a function of 

high crime street segments recording higher levels of occupancy. Occupancy was slightly 

higher on high crime streets than no reported crime streets (however, this difference was not 

significant). Second, it could be that as there are higher levels of availability in high crime 
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areas, this could equate to more residents witnessing and reporting crime. Stahura and Sloan 

(1988) showed similar surprising results in that suburbs with higher police presence recorded 

higher crime rates. Their result is explained by arguing that more crimes that are committed 

come to the attention to police, as more police are present in an area. As such, it does not 

mean that the presence of guardians or police increases crime rates; but rather, that there is a 

greater awareness of crime when more people are present. Third, this also could be a 

reactionary response to prior victimisation. Greenberg and Rohe (1984) found that when 

residents of high crime areas were out in their neighbourhood, they were more likely to 

monitor and watch over for unfamiliar or suspicious people or activities.  As such, when a 

property is victimised on a street, residents could be more cognisant of crime occurring and 

respond by being more vigilant. In this way, guardianship is the response to crime (Greenberg 

& Rohe, 1984). Results from interviews provide further support for this.  

 Further, guardianship also functions as a proactive behaviour to prevent crime. The 

differences in motivation support prior arguments that guardians assume different roles that 

manage different levels of responsibility (Eck & Weisburd, 1995; Felson, 1995). As 

interviews showed, protection of oneself and neighbours was an important factor that 

influenced residents’ monitoring habits. A sense of responsibility to protect immediate areas 

helped foster regular surveillance by residents. As such, the motive for these individuals was 

to monitor and “keep an eye” over their surroundings to ensure nothing suspicious of 

untoward was occurring, highlighting the importance of considering responsibility and 

motivation in residential guardians (Felson & Eckert, 2016). This also implies the importance 

of the person-situation interaction in better understanding the mechanisms and motivations 

that promote guardianship behaviours in suburban residents.  
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9.6 Person-Situation Interaction 

 This research demonstrated that guardians are heterogeneous. Interviews showed 

there was no typical “profile” of who is a guardian, and four typologies were created. 

However, the typologies were not mutually exclusive and residents drifted between groups, 

demonstrating the dynamic nature of guardianship. It is argued that guardianship and 

monitoring stemmed from the interplay between the situation and the individual. As Felson 

and Eckert (2016) assert, local supervision has three components: (a) proximity, (b) direct 

visibility, and (c) defined responsibility. This thesis offers support to this statement by 

showing how housing design interacts with individuals to survey their immediate 

surroundings.  

 When an incident recently occurred, residents made decisions as to how to respond—

do nothing, continue to monitor, intervene directly, or intervene indirectly. These decisions 

were not consistent and point towards a person-situation interaction. Guardianship can be 

viewed under this scope. According to Wortley (2012) “in a person-situation interaction the 

environment affects the individual and the individual in turn affects the environment” (p. 5). 

Interviews showed even if a resident had clear views to the street and the potential to act as a 

guardian, clear views mean little if they felt no sense of responsibility for acting as a guardian 

over their area. Likewise, a highly motivated resident who has no clear view to the street is 

hindered in their ability to deter crime and survey their street.  This supports the interplay 

between design and responsibility and how effective supervision involves residents to be able 

to see their surroundings, and feel a sense of duty to protect themselves and their neighbours 

(Felson & Eckert, 2016; Hollis-Peel et al., 2011).   

 Person-situation interactions were particularly evident in the decision-making and 

intervention process. As Wortley (2012) explains “crime does not involve a single decision 

by the offender, but instead there is a connected chain of decisions based on an ongoing 
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evaluation of the available options” (p. 6).  Like offending, guardianship can be seen as a 

dynamic process which can “take many different paths”, depending on the circumstances of 

the situation and situational feedback (Reynald, 2010; Wortley, 2012). A resident must 

decide whether they intervene, and as residents expressed, their decisions were often based 

on the characteristics of the situation. This research found fear of safety and uncertainty of 

events were premised as main reasons to not directly intervene, however, these residents 

explained that if they were faced with a situation involving a vulnerable person (e.g., a child 

or elderly person) they would intervene. One resident described this simply as whether the 

situation involved “people versus property”.  

 While the situation and housing design has been shown to influence monitoring, the 

environment is not the only factor to consider (Wortley, 2012).  The effect that a situation has 

on a resident will likely depend on the nature of that person (Wortley, 2012). What one 

person may deem as suspicious, another resident may not. When one resident might 

intervene, another resident might not. As such, personal capabilities and responsibility are 

also important to consider. Reynald’s guardianship attitudes scale (Reynald & Moir, 

Forthcoming) was administered to residents to understand what factors were positively 

correlated with positive guardianship attitudes. Positive perceptions of their area and 

experience with training (e.g., first aid, security, and police training) were positively 

correlated with guardianship attitudes. These perceptions showed that residents that believed 

their area was well looked after and other residents cared for their space, and those that had 

experience with training held higher beliefs in responsibility and capability to act as 

guardians. This could tie in with the person-situation interaction again (Wortley, 2012). 

Residents who had experience with training were more likely to directly intervene than those 

without training. Further, although this has not been empirically confirmed in this study, it 

may be argued that people who held negative perceptions of their space would react 
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differently to seeing someone unfamiliar on their street, compared with someone who held 

positive beliefs. This would again align with Greenberg and Rohe (1984) work, which found 

residents of high crime areas were more likely to monitor.     

 Although Reynald (2010, 2011b) did not explicitly apply the person-situation 

interaction to her flow diagram of residential guardians’ decision making, it provides support 

to this model. For instance, she found that personal characteristics (such as sense of 

responsibility and physical competence) interacted with situational characteristics (such as 

the severity of incident and availability of tools for protection) to determine whether a 

resident intervened or not, and what type of intervention they would take (i.e., direct or 

indirect intervention). Results from the current research support the person-situation model in 

that both individual and situational factors determined whether suburban residents in 

Brisbane would intervene. In this way, the person-situation interaction can be applied to 

guardianship as well. 

9.7 Implications 

 This thesis has important implications for theory, housing design, and crime 

prevention policy. First, implications for theory will be examined, followed by crime 

reduction measures.  

9.7.1 Implications for theory.  

 This thesis builds upon prior research and enhances our understanding of how 

guardianship operates in a suburban environment; and importantly, how different typologies 

of guardians exist. The most novel contribution of this research is understanding that 

guardianship is not a static behaviour, and that this behaviour is influenced by space and 

time, personal responsibilities, and the person-situation interaction. This was the first study to 

develop typologies of monitors. As Wortley (2011) explains, offenders are not a homogenous 

group and diversity exists between offenders. Now, the same argument has been 
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demonstrated for guardians of crime in a routine activity theory context. Guardians are 

heterogeneous and can be grouped into different typologies: (a) active monitors, (b) 

opportunistic monitors, (c) response monitors, and (d) non-monitors. However, importantly, 

these are not mutually exclusive categories—guardianship behaviours ebbs and flows, and 

during analysis, it was apparent that it was not possible to characterise a resident as only one 

type of guardian. Again, this points towards the importance of considering the person- 

situation interaction when examining guardianship.  

9.7.2 Crime reduction measures. 

 Both studies highlight the importance of surveillance opportunities in fostering 

monitoring by residents. Observations identified surveillance opportunities as a key factor 

that correlates and predicts guardianship intensity. In addition, interviews identified housing 

design that promotes clear views to the street as important in allowing residents to survey 

their surroundings. An attractive aspect of guardianship for crime prevention is that it does 

not have to be a purposeful behaviour to have the same effect. A person purposefully looking 

out their window will theoretically have the same deterrent effect as someone passively 

looking out their window. Someone watching decreases local risks of crime considerably 

(Felson & Eckert, 2016). This necessitates housing to be designed and built in ways that offer 

clear views to streets from inside them to increase guardianship. By implementing best 

practice housing design that facilitates supervision, secure residential environments that 

naturally prevent crime can be built (Armitage, 2013).  

 Felson and Eckert (2016) argue that two crime reduction measures that have the 

greatest chance of success at the lowest cost are: (a) designing secure environments, and (b) 

removing crime situations. Collectively, results from this thesis support these propositions. 

When residents monitor, the risk of detection and apprehension to offenders increases, 

successfully completing an offence is made more difficult (Felson, 1998), which decreases 
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the chance an offender will go through with the offence (Cornish & Clarke, 1986). Indeed, 

interviews identified situations where unknown people loitering left after being monitored by 

a resident (and a potential crime event was disrupted). Further, prior GIA studies have found 

negative correlations between guardianship intensity and property crime rates (Hollis-Peel et 

al., 2012; Reynald, 2009). While the causality of guardianship and crime is not demonstrated, 

this relationship shows promise for using guardianship as a crime reduction measure.  

 Designing houses to facilitate natural surveillance has important implications for 

planning systems in Queensland. Brisbane has experienced a growing population in recent 

years due to an influx of inter-state migration (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2014), 

resulting in a proliferation in master-planned estates (Dowling & McGuirk, 2005). In 

Brisbane, houses are often built on quarter-acre blocks with a backyard. Newer homes in 

master-planned estates also tend to have “active rooms” (e.g., kitchen, lounge room) situated 

to the back of the property. This contradicts Secured by Design in the UK, which promotes 

that active rooms should be situated at the front of the house (see Armitage, 2013). Therefore, 

the level of surveillance offered by houses in newer master-planned estates to the street and 

other properties could be examined, to see what impact this has on residents’ guardianship 

behaviours and crime. While housing design will be different in Brisbane than to other 

countries due to culture and climate, and this context needs to be considered (Armitage, 

2013), it is still important to build areas that promote surveillance and guardianship by 

residents to prevent crime.  

 Overall, this thesis highlights the importance of surveillance on guardianship, which 

has been shown to have a negative relationship with crime (Reynald, 2009). However, newer 

master-planned estates within South-East Queensland may not be building houses that offer 

many opportunities for surveillance by residents, which provides an avenue for further 

research.  
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9.7.3 Getting residents to act as guardians 

 As stated previously, the built environment is only one element of the guardianship 

equation. Personal responsibility must also be considered as this has been argued and shown 

to influence monitoring habits (Felson & Eckert, 2016; Reynald, 2010; Reynald & Moir, 

Forthcoming). However, only a minority of residents interviewed explained that they felt a 

personal responsibility to protect themselves and their neighbours from crime. Leclerc and 

Reynald (2015) developed a 12-step script for guardian intervention in public space (i.e., 

witnessing crime, monitoring, and intervention). For each step, they outline key strategies 

using a situational crime prevention framework that would enable and encourage people to 

act as guardians (they outline 25 strategies in total). Of particular relevance to this context 

would be to promote active guardianship, introduce incentives for intervention, create social 

pressure to assist victims (remove excuses), and promote citizen intervention laws (increase 

rewards). As Felson and Eckert (2016) state, we cannot rely on citizens to act as guardians if 

they cannot see other’s homes and do not have a defined responsibility. Therefore, strategies 

that target bolstering guardianship should focus on defining responsibility for residents to 

guard over their immediate areas. 

9.8 Limitations 

 While this study makes an important contribution to research by examining active 

guardianship for the first time in a suburban context, limitations must be noted. These include 

(a) small sample size, (b) use of official data, (c) observational measurement issues, and (d) 

arguments regarding the relationship between guardianship and crime.  

 First, the small sample size is noted. Observations were conducted on 278 properties 

across 24 street segments in two Brisbane suburbs. This sample is significantly smaller than 

samples used in prior GIA studies (Hollis-Peel et al., 2012; Reynald, 2011b). Further, 

interviews were conducted with 20 residents within these suburbs—a sample that was skewed 
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towards white-Anglo, highly-educated Australians. The suburbs where observations and 

interviews took place were average in terms of advantage and that overall, Brisbane city is 

not a disadvantaged city (Baum, 2008). In addition, the interview study suffered the same 

limitations as Reynald’s (2010) study as it relied on self-report data from guardians and 

doorknocking only occurred during the day. As such, results should be interpreted with this in 

mind and understand that generalizability of these findings is lacking to areas with high levels 

of property and violent crime, and disadvantage.  

 Second, official Queensland Police Service (2014) data was used to identify streets 

with high reported property crime counts and no reported property crime. While unlawful 

entry and motor vehicle theft have high reporting rates to police (Australian Bureau of 

Statistics, 2016), it would be naïve to assert that the no property crime street segments did not 

actually experience any property crime. For instance, on one of the no reported crime street 

segment, during observations, a resident informed the observers that her dog had been stolen 

from her yard the previous year, although this was not reported officially to the police.  

 Third, measurement issues inherent to observational research need to be outlined. As 

Reynald (2011a) explains, measuring observable guardianship in action is both a strength and 

limitation of her studies. While it collects data that is more ecologically valid than the use of 

proxy measures (Reynald, 2011a), this study is limited due to the time frame spent measuring 

each property. Due to constraints on this project, it was not possible to spend as much time 

(around 20 minutes) at each property as has been done in prior studies. As such, observing 

whether someone was actually home in their property may be limited in this study due to a 

small amount of time measuring each property. Further, within the routine activity approach, 

a capable guardian is one who prevents or deters crime from occurring. In the observational 

study, observers stood out the front of residents’ houses to see how they would respond to 

someone unfamiliar. As such, we may not be exploring all dimensions of capable 
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guardianship as observers were not actually committing (or preparing to commit) a crime. 

Each of the observers was in their early 20’s, Caucasian and wore casual clothing. Further, 

three out of four observers were female. As such, it is argued that observers may been 

perceived as low threat (or not a threat at all) by some residents, who then did not elicit any 

visible guardianship behaviours. Further, a resident seeing such a person simply standing on 

their street could elicit a very different response to if they saw an actual crime occurring.    

  Further, this study employed a different measure of surveillance opportunities than 

prior GIA research. In prior GIA studies, the level of visibility from each window were 

measured on a scale from zero to three (zero being completed obstructed view to three being 

completely clear view). Due to differences in housing design and the number of windows on 

suburban houses, it was not possible to use this operationalisation of surveillance and gain a 

reliable measure. A limitation of this study is that only quantity of windows was measured—

not quality. Unfortunately, the observational protocol did not differentiate type of glass in 

windows, such as mosaic or frosted glass, which can impede visibility to the street (see 

Section 6.6.4). However, an avenue for future research is opened here to enhance the 

observational protocol design. In regards to housing design and facilitating guardianship, this 

is another important factor to consider. This study provides a cruder measurement of 

surveillance, however, does highlight the difficulty in measuring surveillance in a different 

context (Peeters, 2013).  

 Fourth, this thesis cannot state that guardianship reduces crime. Although this is the 

argument at the theoretical level (see Felson & Eckert, 2016), to test this statement 

empirically is difficult. The issue of whether guardianship reduces crime is clouded by cross-

sectional methodologies, of which this study employed. Reynald (2011a) also makes this 

point. Lynch and Cantor (1992) argue that high guardianship could help maintain an already 

low crime rate and Reynald (2011a) asserts that it may be easier for residents to identify 
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suspicious of unusual events in low crime areas as these are far less common than high crime 

areas. Therefore, it may be that guardianship is easier in low crime areas and that this keeps 

low crime rates low. These results call for the need of longitudinal approaches to studying 

guardianship to really tease out the relationship and causation of guardianship on crime.  

9.9 Future Directions for Research 

 Guardianship within routine activity has become a growing body of research; 

however, there are still many avenues for further exploration. As stated in the above section, 

master-planned communities are increasing within Brisbane and South-East Queensland 

(Dowling & McGuirk, 2005). While Queensland and Brisbane follow relevant planning acts 

including the Integrated Planning Act 1997 (Queensland Government, 1997) and the 

Sustainable Planning Act 2009 (Queensland Government, 2009), that include building safe 

spaces, it would be ideal to examine how these acts are used to build new areas of suburban 

Brisbane and how building design provide opportunities for surveillance in these areas. As 

active rooms are often built to the back of the property, it would be interesting to study 

whether this increases property crime risk and whether residents are able to monitor their 

streets and surroundings effectively. Examining crime types and modus operandi of offenders 

could elucidate important findings on the impact of housing design in these areas. Further, 

examining property developers floor plans could help quantify the extent to which active 

rooms are not positioned at the front of the house to enable opportunistic surveillance by 

residents.  

 Overall, examining these factors and guardianship in master-planned estates and what 

factors facilitate this would extend current scholarship by examining this phenomenon in 

another different context. In terms of planning policy, this would be important in 

understanding whether guardianship and crime control suffers as a result of design and lack 

of surveillance in these areas. In her case study of two areas in Brisbane, Wickes (2010) 
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found the master-planned estate experienced higher than average crime rates compared to 

other Brisbane suburbs. Understanding if or how housing design affects guardianship in 

master-planned communities and crime could serve as a future research project. 

 Thus far, guardianship in action has only been explored in residential contexts. 

Multiple authors have suggested the need to examine guardianship in action in other contexts, 

including public space. As prior research shows, offenders do not offend in each context 

(Wortley, 2012), and as such, guardians may not act as capable guardians in each context 

either. While residents may feel a responsibility to guard their private residential space 

(Felson & Eckert, 2016), this level of responsibility may be diminished in public and non-

residential areas. The role of guardianship within public spaces remains untapped and could 

provide important insights into how different environments provide different opportunities 

and responsibilities for guarding.   

 As already stated, the causal relationship between guardianship and crime remains 

undetermined. Due to cross-sectional methodologies employed by past studies (Hollis-Peel et 

al., 2012; Hollis-Peel & Welsh, 2014; Reynald, 2011b) and this thesis, the causality cannot be 

established. As such, an ambitious study may take a longitudinal approach to studying this 

relationship.  

9.10 Conclusion 

 To conclude, this thesis makes important and novel contributions to empirical 

guardianship literature. This was the first study to measure observable guardianship in 

Australia, and the first study to explore active guardianship in a suburban context. Further, 

this was the first study to explore guardianship on weekends. This study supports the 

ecological validity of Reynald’s (2009) GIA model and that guardianship can be observed in 

different contexts, including Australian suburbs. Further, results from observations show the 

time sensitivity of guardianship (Felson & Eckert, 2016), and how it fluctuates over the week. 
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Importantly, this research builds upon the theoretical component of guardianship by 

providing evidence to show that this behaviour is dynamic and is influenced by the built 

environment and personal responsibility. This thesis demonstrates that guardians are not 

homogenous and that monitoring and intervention is impacted by layers of contextual 

influence. Such an understanding promotes the person-situation interaction in explaining 

guardianship, and that by only focusing on one element (either the environment or the 

individual) is not helpful in building our understanding of the mechanisms that work to 

promote this crime control behaviour by residents.    
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Appendix 1 – Observational Protocol 

Adapted Observational Protocol – Field Ready (April 2014)  

 

PROPERTY LEVEL 

 

 

Suburb    ________________________ 

 

Observer initials  ________________________ 

 

Date    ________________________ 

 

Day of Week   Mon TuesWedThursFriSatSun 

 

Time of Day    7-9am  2-4pm 

 

Time – Beginning  ________________________ 

 

Observation type:  Full observation (first time visiting) 

Repeated observation (will skip to measure the dynamic 

activity variables only) 

 

Property address:   Street name and number_______________________________ 

 

Territoriality: 

 

Housing type:   Single family home___________ 

    Apartment block____________  

Duplex___________________     

Townhouse_______________ 

 

House setting:   High setting (off ground)  On ground 

 

Number of stories: 1   2   3 + 

 

Balcony/verandah:  Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

 

Front yard:    Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Size of front yard:  Small (1-3m) Large (3m+)  Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Private Landscaping:  Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable  

 



 

 

336 

 

Outdoor seating:   Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Decorations:   Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

Property signs/Nameplates:  Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

 

Barrier Height   No barrier  

 

 Low-Moderate (easy to see over, 2-4 ft.)   

 

    High-Fortressing (becomes difficult to see over, 5-7ft) 

 

 Don’t know/Not applicable  

  

Extent of barrier:  No barrier  Partial barrier  Full perimeter barrier 

Barrier transparency:  No barrier    Can’t see through it  See through 

House on corner:  Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Front facing street segment:   Yes   No  Not on corner  

 

Lighting: 

 

Lighting on property perimeter:   Yes   No  Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

Lighting on house:     Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

Glass Broken?:    Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Street light in front of house?:  Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

 

Target Hardening 
 

Lock on gate:     Yes   No   No gate  

 

 Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

 

Alarm system:    Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

Security doors (including lattice doors): Yes   No   Don’t  

know/Not applicable  

 

Security bars on windows:   Yes   No    Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Louvre windows:   Yes   No    Don’t know/Not applicable 
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Dog (or warning sign for dog) Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

Type of parking:   Secure (garage)  Not secure (open car port)   

 

     No off-street parking  Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Surveillance Opportunities 

 

Number of observable windows from FRONT of house_____________________________ 

 

Number of severely/completed obstructed view of FRONT windows ____________ 

 

Number of partially obstructed view of FRONT windows __________________ 

 

Number of clear view of FRONT windows from _____________________________  

 

Number of observable windows from SIDE of house_____________________________ 

 

Number of severely/completed obstructed view of SIDE windows ____________ 

 

Number of partially obstructed view of SIDE windows __________________ 

 

Number of clear view of SIDE windows from _____________________________ 

 

 

House to House Vis:  No house visible from this property 

 

    Partially obstructed visibility between houses 

 

    Clear visibility from house to (facing) house 

 

    No house on other side of street 

 

 

Repeated observation variables 

 

Open gate:    Yes   No   No gate 

 

 Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

Open door:    Yes   No   Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

Visible car on property:  Yes   No    Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Image: 

 

Small Litter (palm size): Yes  No   Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

Large trash:   Yes   No    Don’t know/Not applicable 
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Graffiti:    Yes   No    Don’t know/Not applicable 

  

Broken windows:  Yes   No    Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

Garden condition:  No garden  

 

 Poorly maintained (overgrown grass, weeds) 

 

    Well maintained  

 

    Don’t know/Not applicable  

 

Paint/repairs needed:    Yes   No    Don’t know/Not applicable

  

State of property disrepair:  Poorly maintained (e.g., broken fence, flaking paint)  

 

     Well maintained 

 

 Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Guardianship Intensity  

 

Occupancy:   Visible occupancy  Non-visual occupancy (hear, doors open)  

 

    No occupancy/cannot determine  

 

Monitoring   No monitoring by occupant(s)  Monitoring by occupant(s) 

 

Direct Intervention  No intervention by resident(s)  Intervention by resident(s) 

 

Time – Ending  ________________________ 

 

 

Comments and Notes: 
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STREET-SEGMENT LEVEL 

 

Suburb:    ________________________ 

 

Street (numbers and street): ________________________ 

 

Observer:   ________________________ 

 

Weather:    Rainy   Overcast  Clear   

 

  Other: ____________________________ 

 

Temperature:  ____________________________________ 

 

Observation type:  Full observation (first time visiting) 

Repeated observation (will skip to measure the dynamic 

activity variables only) 

 

Date:     _______________________ 

 

Day of Week   Mon TuesWedThursFriSatSun 

 

Time of Day    7.30-9.30am  2-4pm 

 

Begin Time: _________________ 

 

 

Street Features 

 

Street layout (all that apply):  Straight Curved Dead-end/cul-de-sac  

 

Number of turns onto street: ___________________________ 

 

Number of lanes of vehicle traffic: ________________________ 

 

Number of sidewalks/footpaths: __________________________ 

 

Number of designated bicycle paths: ______________________ 

 

Number of street lights: ______________________________________ 

 

Number of working street lights: _______________________ 

 

Number of traffic/road signs: _______________________________________ 

 

Number of road obstacles (speed bumps, chicanes, pedestrian crossings etc) :____________ 

 

Speed limit on street (don’t know, enter 99)_____________________________ 
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Median dividing the street:   Yes   No 

 

Public transport node on street?:  Yes   No 

 

On street parking allowed:   Yes   No 

 

On street parking limited to certain hours?:  Yes   No 

 

Street block facilities (Number all that apply): 

 

   Retail/Store______________ 

 

   Entertainment/recreational/restaurants______________ 

   

   Work buildings/offices____________ 

 

Image 

 

 

Public landscaping:   Yes   No    Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Well maintained:  Yes   No   No public landscaping  

 

  Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Any vacant lots on street?:   Yes   No    Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Guardianship 

 

Any security signs on street (e.g., “Neighbourhood Watch”)?:  Yes   No  

 Don’t know/Not applicable 

Repeated observation variables 

 

Social interaction:  No social interaction by resident(s)  Social interactions  

observed  

Number of cars parked on street segments: ___________________ 

  

Children outside playing in the street?  Yes   No   

 Don’t know/Not applicable 

 

Pedestrian flow (per 3 minutes): ________________________________ 

 

Flow of cyclists (per 3 minutes): _______________________________ 

 

Traffic flow (per 3 minutes): __________________________________ 

  

 

End Time: __________________                                     Comments and Notes: 
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Appendix 2 – Ethical Approval for Study One (Observation Study)  

         GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 

 

                                                              11-Oct-2013 

 

Dear Ms Moir 

I write further to the additional information provided in relation to the provisional approval 

granted to your application for ethical clearance for your project "NR:  Guardianship in the 

Brisbane Suburbs: An Exploratory Study of Crime Control by Residents in Non-Urban 

Contexts: Part One - Observations" (GU Ref No: CCJ/26/13/HREC). 

The additional information was considered by Office for Research. 

This is to confirm that this response has addressed the comments and concerns of the HREC. 

Consequently, you are authorised to immediately commence this research on this basis. 

The standard conditions of approval attached to our previous correspondence about this 

protocol continue to apply. 

Regards 

 

Dr Kristie Westerlaken 

Policy Officer 

Office for Research 

Bray Centre, Nathan Campus 

Griffith University 

ph: +61 (0)7 373 58043 

fax: +61 (07) 373 57994 

email: k.westerlaken@griffith.edu.au 

Researchers are reminded that the Griffith University Code for the Responsible Conduct of 

Research provides guidance to researchers in areas such as conflict of interest, authorship, 

storage of data, & the training of research students. 

You can find further information, resources and a link to the University's Code by visiting 

http://policies.griffith.edu.au/pdf/Code%20for%20the%20Responsible%20Conduct%20of%2

0Research.pdf 
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Appendix 3 - Information sheet for Residents during Observations 

 
 
 

Guardianship in the Brisbane Suburbs: An Exploratory Study of 

Crime Control by Residents in Non-Urban Contexts 

 
Professor Anna Stewart 

Chief Investigator 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice  

Phone: 3735 5784 

Email: a.stewart@griffith.edu.au 

Emily Moir 

Student Researcher 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice  

Phone: 3735 5600 

Email: e.moir@griffith.edu.au 

 

What are we doing in your residential area? 
  

This research is being conducted as part of the requirements for a Higher Degree by Research by 

a student within the School of Criminology and Criminal Justice. This work is exploring crime 

control and guardianship practices in suburban areas of Brisbane. Our findings will be used to 

investigate the differences in the implementation of crime control methods in different contexts. 

 

What does the research involve? 

 

In order to conduct this research, we need to observe selected street segments and properties in 

suburban areas of Brisbane. Observations will measure the social, physical and spatial 

characteristics of individual properties and street segments. These include measures related to 

environmental design features, such as security, territoriality, image/maintenance, surveillance 

opportunities and guardianship intensity. Observations will take approximately 30-40 minutes 

and will be repeated at different times of the day and the week. The data and handling of this 

data is limited to the research team and is not available to any other person, thereby 

restricting the possibility of a breach of confidentiality. Only aggregated data will be presented 

in the results to avoid revealing any identifying information.     

 

Do we have permission to be here? 

 

This research has been supported by the Human Research Ethics Committee at Griffith 

University.  All observations will be taken from a public place and at no point will the observers 

attempt to gain access into or onto a private property. Hendra Police Station has been notified of 

our presence here.  
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The ethical conduct of this research 

 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research.  If potential participants have any concerns or complaints about the 

ethical conduct of the research project they should contact the Manager, Research Ethics on 3735 

5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix 4 – Observational Variables Descriptive Statistics 

Table 10.1 

Descriptive Statistics for Observations -  Full Observation Variables at Property Level (n = 

278) 

Variable n % Variable n % 

Housing type   Property signs   

Single detached 254 91.7 Yes 26 9.4 

Duplex 5 1.8 No 249 89.6 

Row housing 0 0 Don’t know 3 1.1 

Apartment block 18 6.5 Barrier height   

House setting   No barrier 39 14.0 

On ground 188 67.9 Low-moderate 155 55.8 

High setting (Queenslander) 89 32.1 High 84 30.2 

Number of stories   Barrier extent   

1 173 62.2 No barrier  38 13.7 

2 97 34.9 Partial 111 39.9 

3 or more 8 2.9 Full 129 46.4 

Balcony   Barrier transparency   

Yes 141 50.7 No barrier 38 13.7 

No 135 48.6 Transparent 209 75.2 

Don’t know 1 0.4 Non-transparent 31 11.2 

Front yard   House on corner   

Yes 269 96.8 Yes 62 22.4 

No 5 1.8 No 215 77.6 

Don’t know 4 1.4 House facing street   

Size of front yard   Yes 253 91.0 

No front yard 5 1.4 No 25 9.0 

Small  148 53.2 Lighting house   

Large 122 44.2 Yes 231 83.1 

Don’t know 2 0.7 No 41 14.7 

Private landscaping   Don’t know 6 2.2 

Yes 265 95.3 Lighting perimeter   

No 12 4.3 Yes 19 6.8 

Don’t know 1 0.4 No 259 93.2 

Outdoor seating   Lighting broken   

Yes 105 37.8 Yes 3 1.1 

No 165 59.4 No 258 92.8 

Don’t know 8 2.9 Don’t know 17 6.1 

Decorations   Street lighting   

Yes 74 26.6 Yes 103 37.1 

No 196 70.5 No 175 62.9 

Don’t know 8 2.9 Parking type   

Gate lock   On-street 8 2.9 

No gate 111 39.9 Open garage 109 39.2 

Yes 19 6.8 Secure 143 51.4 

No 145 52.2 Don’t know 17 6.1 

Don’t know 2 0.7  continued 
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Table 10.1 

Descriptive Statistics for Observations -  Property Level: First Observation Variables (N = 

278) 

Variable N % Variable N % 

Alarm   Louvre windows   

Yes 40 14.4 Yes 44 15.8 

No 231 83.1 No 231 83.1 

Don’t know 7 2.5 Don’t know 3 1.1 

Security doors   Dog   

Yes 165 59.4 Yes 31 11.2 

No 102 36.7 No 246 88.5 

Don’t know 11 4.0 Don’t know 1 0.4 

Security windows   House to house visibility   

Yes 120 43.2 No house 33 11.9 

No 156 56.1 Completed 

obstructed  

7 2.5 

Don’t know 2 0.7 Partially obstructed 106 38.1 

   Clear view 132 47.5 

(continued) 

Table 10.2 

Descriptive Statistics for Observations -  Property Level: Repeated Observation Variables 

(N = 1,117) 

Variable N % Variable N % 

Litter   Graffiti   

Yes 284 25.4 Yes 3 0.3 

No 823 73.7 No 1109 99.3 

Don’t know 9 0.8 Don’t know 5 0.4 

Large trash   Broken windows   

Yes 154 13.8 Yes 4 0.4 

No 949 85.0 No 1107 99.1 

Don’t know 14 1.3 Don’t know 6 0.5 

Image – garden   Open doors   

No garden 35 3.1 Yes 182 16.3 

Poorly maintained 110 9.8 No 924 82.7 

Well maintained 952 85.2 Don’t know 10 0.9 

Don’t know 20 1.8 Open gate   

Image – repairs   No gate 442 39.6 

Yes 220 19.7 Yes 198 17.7 

No 892 79.9 No 477 42.7 

Don’t know 5 0.4 Visible car   

Image – property   Yes 543 48.6 

Poorly maintained 57 5.1 No 562 50.3 

Well maintained 1057 94.6 Don’t know 12 1.1 

Don’t know 3 0.3    
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Table 10.3      

Descriptive Statistics for Observations -  First Observation Variables at Street Level (n = 

24) 

Variable n % Variable n % 

Street layout   Number of footpaths   

Straight 22 87.5 0 13 54.2 

Curved 2 8.3 1 3 12.5 

Dead-end 1 4.2 2 8 33.3 

Number of turns   Number of bicycle paths   

1 0 0 0 24 100 

2 0 0 Number traffic obstacles   

3 5 20.8 0 22 91.7 

4 11 45.8 1 2 8.3 

5 6 25.0 Median strip   

6 2 8.3 Yes 0 0 

Number of traffic lanes   No 24 100 

1 0 0 Public transport node   

2 22 91.7 Yes 5 20.8 

3 1 4.2 No 19 79.2 

4 1 4.2 Facilities   

On street parking    No facilities 20 83.3 

Yes 24 100 Work buildings/offices 2 8.3 

No 0 0 Public parks 2 8.3 

On street parking hours limited   Park maintenance   

Yes 2 8.3 Well maintained 2 100 

No 22 91.7 Poorly maintained 0 0 

Vacant lots   Neighbourhood Watch signs   

Yes 6 25.0 Yes 10 41.7 

No 18 75.0 No 14 58.3 

Number of street lights   Working street lights   

0 1 4.2 Yes 57 100 

1 2 8.3 No 0 0 

2 11 45.8 Road signs   

3 7 29.2 Yes 11 45.8 

4 3 12.5 No 13 54.2 

 

Table 10.4 

Descriptive Statistics for Observations -  Street Level: Repeated Observation Variables (n = 

96) 

Variable n % Variable n % 

Social interaction   Weather   

Yes 9 9.4 Rainy 2 2.1 

No 87 90.6 Overcast 29 30.2 

Child playing in street   Clear 65 67.7 

Yes 3 3.1    

No 93 96.9    
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Appendix 5 – Information Sheet for Interviewees 

 
 

 

Guardianship in the Brisbane Suburbs: 

An Exploratory Study of Crime Control by Residents in Non-Urban Contexts 

Research Team 
Chief Investigator 

Professor Anna Stewart 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Griffith University 

Phone: 3735 5784 

a.stewart@griffith.edu.au 

 

Dr Danielle Reynald 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Griffith University 

Phone: 3735 1145 

d.reynald@griffith.edu.au  

Dr Timothy Hart 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Griffith University 

Phone: 5552 7052 

t.hart@griffith.edu.au  

Student Researcher 

Emily Moir 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

Griffith University 

Phone: 3735 5600 

emily.moir@griffithuni.edu.au 

 

Project Description: 

This research project will entail conducting interviews with residents of suburban areas 

within Brisbane.  These interviews seek to understand the influences behind crime control 

and guardianship behaviour, and ask about your experiences in acting as a guardian for crime 

prevention on your property and in your area.  It is expected that interviews will last 

approximately 30-45 minutes.  All interviews will be recorded using a digital recording 

device and later transcribed.  

 

Benefits of the Research:  

This research is consistent with the National Statement on Ethical Conduct in Human 

Research.  This research will provide important insights into how effective guardianship is at 

controlling crime within an Australian suburban context and will be useful in developing 

evidence-based policies for crime control.  Interviews with residents will provide a detailed 

understanding of the influences or motivations behind the guardianship behaviours of 

residents. Residents will be offered a $10 Coles/Myer gift card in exchange for their 

participation.  

 

Risks to you: 

The research team has taken all necessary means to avoid any participants encountering 

personal risks as a result of participating in this research. It is unlikely that you will feel 

distressed by any questions in this survey; however, if you do feel distressed, you can contact 

Lifeline on 13 11 14. 

 

mailto:a.stewart@griffith.edu.au
mailto:d.reynald@griffith.edu.au
mailto:t.hart@griffith.edu.au
mailto:emily.moir@griffithuni.edu.au
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Confidentiality of Information: 
All the information gathered in the project will be confidential and protected by the research 

team. The data and handling of this data is limited to the research team and is not available to 

any other person, thereby restricting the possibility of a breach of confidentiality.  All 

publications resulting from the research will de-identify all participants in order to avoid 

revealing participant identities. Data will be retained after the completion of the project for 

possible future work.  

 

Privacy Statement: 

The conduct of this research involves the collection, access and / or use of your identified 

personal information. The information collected is confidential and will not be disclosed to third 

parties without your consent, except to meet government, legal or other regulatory authority 

requirements. A de-identified copy of this data may be used for other research purposes.  

However, your anonymity will at all times be safeguarded. For further information, consult the 

University’s Privacy Plan at http://www.griffith.edu.au/privacy-plan or telephone 3735 5585. 

 

Voluntariness: 

Your participation in the research is voluntary.  That means you are free to withdraw from the 

project at any time. The interview will be recorded with your permission. 

 

Further Questions: 

Griffith University conducts research in accordance with the National Statement on Ethical 

Conduct in Human Research.  If potential participants have any concerns or complaints about the 

ethical conduct of the research project you may contact the Chief Investigator, Anna Stewart on 

3735 5784.  If an independent person if preferred you may contact the Manager, Research 

Ethics on 3735 5585 or research-ethics@griffith.edu.au. 

 

Feedback to Participants: 

Feedback can be made available to participants upon request in the form of an overall 

summary of the research project.  

 

Participation: 

If you would like to participate in this research project, please contact the research team via 

the student researcher Emily Moir through email on emily.moir@griffithuni.edu.au, or 

alternatively by phone on 3735 5600. 

http://www.griffith.edu.au/privacy-plan
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:emily.moir@griffithuni.edu.au
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Appendix 6 – Interview Consent Form 

 
 

Guardianship in the Brisbane Suburbs: An Exploratory Study of 
Crime Control by Residents in Non-Urban Contexts 

CONSENT FORM 
Research Team 

 
Professor Anna Stewart 
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 
Griffith University 
Phone: 3735 5784 
a.stewart@griffith.edu.au 
 

Dr Danielle Reynald,  
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 
Griffith University 
Phone: 3735 1145 
Email: d.reynald@griffith.edu.au  

Dr Timothy Hart 
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 
Griffith University 
Phone 5552 7052  
t.hart@griffith.edu.au  
 

Student Researcher 
Emily Moir 
School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 
Griffith University 
Phone: 3735 5600 
e.moir@griffith.edu.au 
 
 

By signing below, I confirm that I have read and understood the information package 

and in particular have noted that: 

 I understand that my involvement in this research will include a trained university 
researcher to conduct an interview; 

 I have had any questions answered to my satisfaction; 

 I understand the risks involved; 

 I understand that there will be no direct benefit to me from my participation in this 
research (other than a $10 gift card); 

 I understand that my participation in this research is voluntary; 

 I understand that if I have any additional questions I can contact the research 
team; 

 I understand that I am free to withdraw at any time, without comment or penalty; 

 I understand that I can contact the Manager, Research Ethics, at Griffith University 
Human Research Ethics Committee on 3735 5585 (or research-
ethics@griffith.edu.au) if I have any concerns about the ethical conduct of the 
project; and 

 I agree to participate in the project. 

Name 
 
 

Signature 
 
 

Address 
 
 

Date  

 

mailto:a.stewart@griffith.edu.au
mailto:d.reynald@griffith.edu.au
mailto:t.hart@griffith.edu.au
mailto:e.moir@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
mailto:research-ethics@griffith.edu.au
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Appendix 7 – Ethical Approval for Study Two (Interview Study) 

         GRIFFITH UNIVERSITY HUMAN RESEARCH ETHICS COMMITTEE 

 

                                                              11-Oct-2013 

 

Dear Ms Moir 

I write further to the additional information provided in relation to the provisional approval 

granted to your application for ethical clearance for your project "NR:  Guardianship in the 

Brisbane Suburbs: An Exploratory Study of Crime Control by Residents in Non-Urban 

Contexts: Part Two - Interviews" (GU Ref No: CCJ/30/13/HREC). 

The additional information was considered by Office for Research. 

This is to confirm that this response has addressed the comments and concerns of the HREC. 

Consequently, you are authorised to immediately commence this research on this basis. 

The standard conditions of approval attached to our previous correspondence about this 

protocol continue to apply. 

Regards 

Dr Kristie Westerlaken 

Policy Officer 

Office for Research 

Bray Centre, Nathan Campus 

Griffith University 

ph: +61 (0)7 373 58043 

fax: +61 (07) 373 57994 

email: k.westerlaken@griffith.edu.au 

 

Researchers are reminded that the Griffith University Code for the Responsible Conduct of 

Research provides guidance to researchers in areas such as conflict of interest, authorship, 

storage of data, & the training of research students. 

You can find further information, resources and a link to the University's Code by visiting 

http://policies.griffith.edu.au/pdf/Code%20for%20the%20Responsible%20Conduct%20of%2

0Research.pdf
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Appendix 8 – Semi-Structured Interview Schedule and Survey 

Interview Schedule (open ended questions) 

1. How long have you lived in this suburb/on this street? 

2. Does anyone else live here with you? 

3. What’s it like to live in on this street? 

4. How do you get on with your neighbours? 

5. MAP Can you identify on this map how many neighbours you know by name? 

6. Can you describe when you look out of your windows, what you can see? What views 

of your neighbour’s house do you have?  

a. front 

b. side 

c. back windows 

7. MAP Can you show on this map, can you draw lines to what houses you can see 

when you look out of your windows? 

8. When you are at home, do you monitor/watch over your surroundings or your 

neighbours houses?  

a. If they monitor - Where do you mostly monitor from?  

b. If they monitor - When you are at home, how often would you say you do 

this? 

c. If they monitor - What sorts of things do you look out for?  

d. If they don’t monitor – What happens, for example, when you are cooking 

dinner or relaxing on the back verandah?  

9. MAP Can you show on this map what area you would look after/monitor over? 
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a. Can I check that I have got this right? This shows that you generally monitor 

over your neighbours that you know? Is this accurate or not? OR 

b. This shows that you watch over those you don’t know as well, is that accurate 

or not? 

10. Have you ever seen or heard anything suspicious or unusual in your surroundings, 

such as a neighbours alarm go off, or dog start barking or someone unfamiliar on your 

street?  

a. What did you do in this situation?  

b. If they have intervened - Previous research shows that people do not always 

intervene in situations due to issues of safety. Has there been a situation where 

you didn’t intervene?  

c. If they haven’t witnessed anything suspicious – What is the most unusual 

thing you have seen? 

d. If they haven’t witnessed anything suspicious or intervened – What do you 

think you would do in a suspicious or unusual situation?  
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These following questions measure your attitudes towards guardianship. 

To what extent do you agree with these following statements? 

If I see a crime in progress, I would take some action to stop it 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

If I see a crime in progress, I would call the police 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Dealing with crimes is not the responsibility of ordinary citizens 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

I am not capable of preventing crime 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

In the past, I have seen a crime happening and ignored it 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

I will do what I can to protect my neighbours from crime 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

In the past, I have taken action myself to stop a crime I saw happening 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

I will protect myself and my family from crime 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

I have been a witness to a crime in the past 

Agree Disagree 

If I witness a crime I will take action myself to stop it as long as I am sure I will not be 

hurt 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 
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disagree 

I believe I have a role to play in preventing crime 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Dealing with crime is solely the responsibility of the police 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

These following questions ask about your perceptions of your local area 

and surroundings. 

 

To what extent do you agree with these following statements? 

Residents show care for their local area 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

There are too many pot holes in the streets  

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Residents avoid making the area dirty and unclean 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Residents do not respect the environment 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Many buildings are in poor condition 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Road signs are maintained well 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

There are signs of vandalism and graffiti on too many buildings  

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 
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There is too much litter/trash on the street 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

The garbage collection service is efficient 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

 

Streets are regularly cleaned 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Cars are parked properly 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

There are too many abandoned areas 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Street lighting is insufficient 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

These questions ask about your perceptions of crime and experiences with 

crime in the past. Remember, your answers will be kept confidential and 

will not be able to be traced back to you.  

To what extent do you agree with the following statements? 

 Crime is a problem in this area 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

I feel safe walking in this area after dark 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 
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How often during the past month do you worry about these types of crime 

occurring to you? 

Being attacked by a stranger in the street 

Never in the past 

month 

1-2 times in the past 

month 

1-2 times in the past 

week 

Every day in the past 

week  

Being robbed or mugged in the street 

Never in the past 

month 

1-2 times in the past 

month 

1-2 times in the past 

week 

Every day in the past 

week  

Being harassed, threatened, or verbally abused in the street 

Never in the past 

month 

1-2 times in the past 

month 

1-2 times in the past 

week 

Every day in the past 

week  

Having someone break into your home whilst you are there 

Never in the past 

month 

1-2 times in the past 

month 

1-2 times in the past 

week 

Every day in the past 

week  

Have someone break into your home whilst you are away 

Never in the past 

month 

1-2 times in the past 

month 

1-2 times in the past 

week 

Every day in the past 

week  

 

These questions ask about your prior experiences with different types of 

property crimes.  

Has anyone broken into or illegally entered your home, garage, or other building on 

your property? 

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

(Other than the incident just mentioned), have you ever found a door jimmied, a lock 

forced, or any other signs of an attempted break-in into your home? 

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

Have you had property – like a barbeque, bicycle, lawn chairs or decorations stolen 

from your yard or balcony? 

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

Have you had any windows broken, property destroyed, or other damage done, 

including vandalism and graffiti to your home?  

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 
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Have you had your car broken-in to or stolen? 

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

 

These questions ask about your familiarity with your local area.  

Do you think you will be living in the same area 5 from years from now? 

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

I could easily tell if a person is a stranger or resident on my street 

Strongly agree Agree Neutral Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

 

These questions ask about how much time you spend in your local area. 

How often do you do the following in your local area? 

 

Go for a walk 

Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Yearly Never Not applicable 

Visit a park 

Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Yearly Never Not applicable 

Eat at a local café/restaurant 

Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Yearly Never Not applicable  

Visit/shop at a local business 

Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Yearly Never Not applicable  

Attend recreational activities (e.g., church, sporting events) 

Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Yearly Never Not applicable 
 

 

Are you part of any formal community organisations (e.g., Neighbourhood Watch, 

Rotary Club etc.)?  

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

Are you part of any informal community organisations (e.g., Parent groups, sporting 

teams etc.)?  

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 
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These questions ask about your experiences with different types of training. 

 Have you ever completed? 

First aid training 

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

Security training  

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

Armed forces training 

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

Police training 

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

State Emergency Service training   

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

 

This set of questions asks about the relationships with your neighbours. 

Do you have any good friends or relatives who are neighbours on your street?  

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

How many of your neighbours do you know by name? 

1 2 3 or more None 

Do you currently have neighbours watch your home when you are not at home/away? 

Yes No Don’t know Prefer not to answer 

 

 

How often do you? 

Have contact with your neighbours 

Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Yearly Never 

Borrow or loan something from a neighbour 

Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Yearly Never 

Visit a neighbour 

Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Yearly Never 

Speak with a neighbour about a problem in the local area 

Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Yearly Never 

Keep watch on neighbours’ homes while they are away 
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Daily Weekly Fortnightly Monthly Yearly Never 

 

This is the final part of the questionnaire. This gathers demographic 

information about you. Remember, all information will be confidential.  

Gender Male 

Female 

Age  

___________________________ 

Highest Education 

Completed  

No schooling completed 

Primary School 

Secondary School – up to 10
th

 grade 

Secondary School – finished 12
th

 grade 

Diploma 

Undergraduate Degree 

Postgraduate Degree 

Australian Born Yes 

No 

     Country of birth:____________________ 

Relationship Status Single, never married 

Married or domestic partnership 

Widowed 

Divorced 

Separated 

Employment Status Employed full time 

Employed part-time/casual 

Student 

Retired 

Unemployed 

Who do you live with? Live by myself 

Live with partner (no children) 

Live with partner (with children) 

Live with children 

Live with other family members 
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Live with parents 

Live with friends  

Other_______________________________________________ 

____________________________________________________ 


