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Abstract 

This thesis investigated the distribution of community-based crime 

prevention programs across 223 suburbs in Brisbane, Australia.  It aimed to 

problematise the implementation and funding of services and examine whether 

the number and type of programs implemented were related to crime rates, 

community capacity, community perceptions of collective efficacy or other 

community characteristics.  

The thesis addressed two research questions.  First, what types of 

community-based crime prevention programs are most prevalent in the Brisbane 

Statistical Division?  Secondly, how are resident demographics, community 

cohesion, community levels of collective efficacy and community crime rates 

related to the distribution of community-based crime prevention programs across 

the Brisbane Statistical Division? 

Community-based crime prevention programs were defined as those that 

might impact one or more crime risk factors.  This broad definition includes not 

just programs targeting crime and harm prevention, but also programs with aims 

such as safeguarding against social isolation and providing welfare support. 

I used four main data sources.  The first was an audit I conducted of all 

community-based crime prevention programs in Greater Brisbane, active at some 

point from 2000 to 2005 inclusive.  I found 8,894 programs, funded by a variety of 

organisations, and coded the crime prevention approach of each: 1. problem-

focused, 2. developmental (modifying individual pathways), or 3. social-

community (strengthening the community).  

The second data source was the Australian Research Council Community 

Capacity Survey: Wave One, a survey of 82 randomly selected communities in 
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Greater Brisbane.  This survey captured each community’s perceptions of their 

levels of cohesion, disorder, social activism, and collective efficacy.  

The third dataset consisted of community characteristics and demographics 

from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) 2001 Census.  The fourth dataset 

was Queensland Police Service data on annual crime rates, by crime type and 

community.  

I examined the theoretical construct of collective efficacy to determine 

whether there was a relationship between program density and a community’s 

belief in a common sense of trust and cohesion and willingness to solve local 

problems.  I found no statistically significant relationship.  Interestingly, program 

density instead had a strong positive correlation with civic engagement – the 

extent to which people involve themselves in activities for their community’s 

benefit.  Due to this correlation with civic engagement, but not collective efficacy, I 

propose that it is not residents initiating an intervention, but residents 

participating in an intervention, that impacts program density.  Organisations can 

analyse the needs of a community and develop and organise interventions, but to 

keep a program running it is necessary to engage community residents willing to 

participate in those interventions.  

By comparison, I investigated whether there was a link between low 

program density and residents’ fear of participating.  My research supported this 

hypothesis, finding an inverse relationship between program density and resident 

perceptions of crime levels.  Specifically, program density had moderate or strong 

inverse relationships with community perceptions of community violence, alcohol 

and drug problems, community problems and community divisions.  
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The relationships between program density and actual crime rates were not 

strong, but were positive, the opposite to the relationship of program density with 

perceptions of crime.  Program density had a moderate positive relationship with 

property crime and weak positive relationships with drug, violent, and public 

nuisance crimes.  

In summary, this thesis had two major findings.  The first finding was that it 

was not the perceived level of collective efficacy but the level of civic engagement 

in a community that had a significant relationship with program density.  The 

second finding was that the mix of program types did not differ greatly across 

communities; this was potentially due to programs being implemented without 

investigation of community needs, as well as being implemented broadly.  I argue 

that it is important to understand that programs are not implemented in isolation; 

communities often already have multiple co-existing crime prevention and other 

programs.  A regularly updated and searchable database of existing programs, like 

the one constructed for this thesis, would be a useful resource for both 

government and communities interested in developing and evaluating programs. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

It is commonly accepted by researchers and policymakers that crime 

prevention cannot be the sole responsibility of the police (Bradley & Teasdale, 

2017; Coles & Kelling, 1999; Hope, 1995; Jiwani et al., 2011; Roehl, 1998).  Crime 

prevention is now seen as a matter not only for the criminal justice system, but for 

local businesses, not-for-profit organisations, and community residents.  This shift 

in criminal justice policy is the subject of increased theoretical and political debate 

(Andresen, 2017; Laycock & Tilley, 1995; Roehl, 1998; Vallee & Caputo, 2011).  

Several tensions exist around whether the outsourcing of community crime 

prevention and control is effective for society.  First, formal evaluations of 

community-based crime prevention initiatives show mixed support for 

outsourcing (Gilling, 1997; Sansfacon, 2004; Sherman et al., 1997; Weisman & 

Gottfredson, 2001; Welsh & Farrington, 2006).  Second, there are discrepancies in 

the current evidence on the best approach for achieving community-based crime 

prevention objectives, and the relative effectiveness of social, developmental, 

situational, or criminal justice approach to crime prevention is unclear.  Third, the 

monitoring of community organisations undertaking community-based crime 

prevention programs is difficult but highly important (Mitchell, 2017).  This is 

particularly important because community-based crime prevention programs 

often involve contact with the most vulnerable people in our society 

(Developmental Crime Prevention Consortium, 1999; Jiwani et al., 2011).   

Community-based crime prevention focuses primarily on two key areas; the 

first is improving community cohesion and reducing personal and interpersonal 

risk factors for crime, to facilitate greater social control, and the second is re-

invigorating physical environments (Bradley & Teasdale, 2017; Sutton et al., 2008).  
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In Australia, emphasis has been predominantly on the former – improving social 

networks and community cohesion and reducing risk factors – rather than on 

situational prevention (Developmental Crime Prevention Consortium, 1999).  The 

findings of my audit of community-based crime prevention programs support this 

fact.  The predominance of social and developmental programs is due to the 

funding direction in Australia (P. Homel, 2005).  The Australian and Queensland 

governments fund and manage community-based crime prevention programs 

through various state-based strategic frameworks that focus on social conditions 

(Child Family and Community Services Design and Commissioning, 2016; Child 

Safety, 2016; P. Homel, 2005).  Government (not only in Australia) views 

community-based crime prevention projects as economically and socially 

beneficial for two key reasons.  First, community-based crime prevention projects 

have the potential to reduce both criminal investigation and offender processing 

loads of the criminal justice system and the police service (Coles & Kelling, 1999; 

Laycock & Tilley, 1995).  Second, community-based crime prevention projects have 

anticipated benefits for the wellbeing of each individual community.  For example, 

community-based crime prevention projects can increase a community’s sense of 

empowerment, build community trust, provide community resources and instil 

pro-social values in at-risk community members (Developmental Crime 

Prevention Consortium, 1999; Morenoff et al., 2001; Rosenbaum et al., 1998).   

The preference of Australian governments for social programs in the period 

2000-2005, during my audit of community-based crime prevention programs, was 

not based on research or theoretical evidence, as there was only limited scientific 

evidence at the time that showed community measures reducing crime (Hawkins, 

1999; Hawkins et al., 2008; Sherman et al., 1997).  However there has been a rapid 
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increase in evidence of the benefit of developmental and social-community 

approaches to preventing crime since then (Fagan, 2013; Homel & Freiberg, 2017; 

Homel & Thomsen, 2016).  This broader focus on developing wellbeing and 

community cohesion is not necessarily a negative for government as it may be 

preferable to a more narrowed focus on risk prevention and environmental 

measures evident in many other countries (Developmental Crime Prevention 

Consortium, 1999). 

Even though the theoretical foundation for community-based crime 

prevention is distinctly two sided (focusing on either the social or physical 

conditions), the methods used in community-based crime prevention intervention 

programs for implementing crime prevention principles can be quite varied.  For 

example, programs aiming to decrease graffiti in a community can implement 

clean-up procedures, detection and report schemes, alternative youth activities, 

assistance with finding employment, parental guidance, school-based lectures, 

afternoon homework support and leadership and skill training courses.  Crime 

prevention organisations can also provide recreational facilities for youth or 

commission local artists to paint community murals.  All these programs are 

intended to either eradicate the environmental problem of graffiti in the 

community or build networks and cohesion and increase the youths’ stake in, and 

bond to, their community.  Organisations developing community-based crime 

prevention initiatives can choose from an assortment of implementation strategies 

that focus on diverse problem behaviours and can strive for a variety of outcomes 

affecting their chosen target population.  However, to be considered a community-

based crime prevention strategy, the program must be geared towards change and 
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focused on the wellbeing of the community and its residents (Hope, 1995; 

Rosenbaum, 1988).   

As will be seen in the following chapters, previous research is persuasive in 

explaining the community characteristics that impact on crime and delinquency.  

Disruption and disorganisation of both the physical and social environment are 

related to higher crime rates.  The inability to monitor or control the behaviour of 

deviant people, a lack of trust and a lack of collective values are also known to 

influence crime (Wickes, 2017).   

Recognising the community as an optimal site for crime prevention 

emerged from the Chicago School as early as the 1900s.  Here research focused on 

various community characteristics that affected crime and disorder (Shaw & 

McKay, 1942).  It found high levels of crime and disorder in crowded residential 

communities where the population was largely poor, mobile, lacking social 

connections and economic opportunity, and dominated by one parent families 

(Sampson & Groves, 1989; Shaw & McKay, 1942).  Conclusions suggested these 

characteristics weaken community cohesion and social and institutional networks, 

thereby limiting measures of social control, and it is the combination of social 

control, cohesion and networks that mitigate deviance and crime (Kornhauser, 

1978; Sampson & Groves, 1989; Shaw & McKay, 1942; Wickes, 2017).  The role of 

social control, cohesion and networks in deterring crime highlighted the 

community’s potential for crime prevention and the need for programs that built 

unity, efficacy and deterrence (Jacobs, 1961).   

Further research building on the early conclusions stemming from the 

Chicago School is broadly divided into two lines of thought.  The first follows the 

systemic model of crime prevention and the second concentrates on the physical 
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triggers of crime.  The systemic model of crime prevention focuses on the social 

structure of the community and its impact on crime.  The model is concerned with 

how members of the community interact, for example their trust in each other and 

the types of networks they form, which are seen to be crime prevention tools.  It is 

also concerned with whether the community is self-sustaining or requires support 

from external institutions.  Following this model, social capital theorists argue 

there are three elements needed to ensure a cohesive community – social 

networks, trust and member reciprocity (Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000b; Stone, 

2000).  Social networks are essential to the existence of social capital and they 

assist in the maintenance of social control and provide access to social, 

institutional and economic resources (Ansari, 2013; Jacobs, 1961).  Community 

social control in turn then protects against crime and disorder.  A community high 

in social capital also has a high level of trust among its members.  Trust is 

considered another important element of a cohesive community because without a 

general sense of trust individuals are less likely to contribute to their community 

(Putnam, 2000b).  The third main element of community wellbeing identified by 

proponents of social capital is member reciprocity, or the willingness of 

community members to assist others with the anticipation that the favour will be 

returned (Putnam, 2000b).   

Collective efficacy theorists reject the reliance on networks as maintainers 

of social control; they consider there is an over-emphasis on social networks, 

particularly as such networks are increasingly lacking in modern communities.  

They instead argue that crime and disorder cannot be controlled through social 

networks alone (Sampson et al., 1997).  Rather, community residents must be able 

to identify common goals and local problems, and be willing to intervene in order 
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to address these problems for the benefit of the community (Sampson et al., 1997).  

According to collective efficacy theory, communities would be able to maintain 

crime prevention programs so long as they target perceived problems and 

community members were willing to be involved in the intervention.  These 

community members need not even possess strong social ties to each other, rather 

they require mutual trust and enthusiasm for task-specific collective action 

(Sampson et al., 1997).   

The evolution of crime prevention – from using formal criminal justice 

processes to applying social and physical mechanisms – is evidenced by the 

numerous crime prevention projects using community organisations and groups 

as a foundation for program implementation rather than criminal justice agencies 

(Coles & Kelling, 1999; Hope, 1995; Roehl, 1998).  This observation is supported 

by the results in this thesis, which explore the distribution of community-based 

crime prevention programs across south east Queensland, Australia.   

Government and institutional support of community-based crime 

prevention initiatives increases momentum for this style of crime prevention, but 

in turn their politics and ideals impact on program design and implementation.  

When governments and institutions fund and provide awards to build large 

numbers of community-based initiatives they start to influence the variety and 

types of crime prevention programs in operation and the location of these 

programs.  They choose the organisations they fund and award prizes to and thus 

determine which communities receive intervention; these choices can have 

political ramifications.  Some examples of awards aimed at developing innovative 

techniques for preventing or reducing crime include the Australian Crime and 

Violence Prevention Awards organised by the Australian Institute of Criminology, 
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and the British Community Safety Awards organised by Crime Concern – an 

independent, not-for-profit organisation in the United Kingdom.  With competition 

to perform for prizes and funding, politics indubitably impacts on the advancement 

of community-based crime prevention initiatives.  As Carol Weiss (1993b) 

famously argues, programs are “proposed, defined, debated, enacted and funded 

through political processes, and in implementation they remain subject to 

[political] pressures” (p. 94).  Programs are also intrinsically dependent on the 

development of their volunteer and client member lists and public image for their 

direction and sustainability within the community (Rossi et al., 2004).  Programs 

are inevitably modified to reflect the wishes of volunteers and clients and to attract 

volunteers and clients.  These modifications do not always reflect current theory 

but instead popular thought and politics (Homel et al., 2006).  This helps explains 

how programs that are consistently ineffectual in preventing crime may continue 

to be implemented, due to their political attractiveness.  Therefore, previous 

research has deepened our understanding of the relationship between community-

based crime prevention programs and political processes and how programs are 

influenced by both internal and external politics (Miller, 2001; Sarre, 2011).  It 

could therefore be argued that a study of the crime prevention landscape during a 

period of stable long-term government, such as between the years 2000 and 2005 

in Queensland, would be expected to reveal a rather homogenous array of crime 

prevention types.  

Although there is much research into community-based crime development 

and prevention, there are still several gaps.  One aspect of crime prevention that 

the literature has inadequately addressed concerns the development and 

implementation of community-based crime prevention programs and specifically 
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how these programs, as a collective, impact the wellbeing of the community 

(Garner Clancey, 2015; Mazerolle et al., 2010).  Communities often have multiple 

programs operating simultaneously, but there is currently only limited 

understanding of how programs interact with and impact each other.  Combined 

with this lack of understanding is limited practical consideration of this 

relationship when delivering programs.  Instead, programs are often implemented 

with little or no knowledge of the community and the current crime prevention 

landscape (Sansfacon, 2004).  More research is needed that tallies and monitors 

community-based crime prevention programs in the community.  This thesis 

provides an important precursor for evaluating programs and their 

interrelationships.  It does this by first doing a stocktake of the Greater Brisbane 

crime prevention landscape, through auditing programs (tallying and coding the 

program characteristics) and then studying the relationship between programs 

and community characteristics (such as demographic characteristics and crime 

levels).  

It has been argued that social and community-based “programs are 

notoriously hard to implement and evaluate” (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993, p. 149, 

emphasis added; Hope, 2005; Morgan & Homel, 2013).  One issue is that there are 

often multiple community-based programs operating simultaneously in a 

community, hindering researchers’ ability to determine the effectiveness of a 

particular crime prevention strategy.  Researchers attempting to evaluate a 

program in isolation may fail to recognise the mutually beneficial influence social 

programs have on conditioning a community into developing help-seeking skills, 

providing alternative referral options and otherwise supporting each other 

(Garner  Clancey, 2015; Kania & Kramer, 2011; Sansfacon, 2004; Smart, 2017).  
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Many methods of evaluation have difficulty identifying subtle impacts of programs 

in the community, with researchers arguing for the use of more sensitive research 

designs to solve this problem, or the use of randomised controlled trials (Coalition 

for Evidence-Based Policy, 2015; Mitchell, 2017; Visher & Weisburd, 1997).  Some 

of these methods may be impractical, too costly or could prove difficult to action in 

the politically charged environment of community crime prevention and welfare.   

Given that few of the large number of crime prevention programs are 

evaluated, an important contribution of this thesis is an analysis at the macro level 

of how community-based crime prevention programs are grouped together, 

interact and are distributed across communities and how this relates to the 

characteristics of the communities.  However, as well as a lack of data on 

community-wide crime prevention landscapes, there is also no literature that 

critically analyses how to collect such data effectively.  Once audits and stocktakes 

become a usual part of a continuing process to monitor the crime prevention 

landscape, researchers will be much better placed to effectively analyse how 

community-based crime prevention programs impact the wellbeing of a 

community.   

One question in particular is consistently avoided in the literature and will 

be the focus of this research.  This question asks whether the characteristics (and 

density) of community-based crime prevention initiatives are correlated with the 

presence (or absence) of particular demographic and social characteristics and 

crime rates within communities.  The intention is to improve understanding of 

what sorts of communities get what resources, and why. 
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Research Outcomes 

This research contributes to an understanding of the association between 

community-based crime prevention programs and levels of collective efficacy, 

social cohesion, crime, and deviance in the community.  It also aims to discover the 

spatial distribution of specific types of community-based crime prevention 

programs according to their approach to crime prevention, method of application, 

characteristics of implementation and organisational structure.  This thesis 

documents, for the first time, the distribution of programs in operation in south 

east Queensland, over a specified period.   

To achieve these aims a coding framework was developed for examining 

how the different types of community-based crime prevention programs were 

spatially distributed across the Brisbane Statistical Division.  The aspects of 

programs that I captured included the scope (for example whether it was 

community-wide or governmental area wide); approach to crime prevention 

(problem-focused, developmental or social-community); and target of programs 

(for example, whether it targeted people or places; children, adolescents or the 

elderly).  Using the coding framework, a database was created of programs in 

existence in the Brisbane Statistical Division between the years 2000 and 2005 

inclusive.  This was the first time a project such as this had been conducted.  This 

research forms a foundation for monitoring and studying social programs in the 

future.  The framework and the resulting database of programs were then used to 

understand how the distribution of community-based crime prevention programs 

across communities correlated with community social characteristics and crime.  

The need for this was evidenced by the plethora of literature that discusses the 

importance of understanding a community’s crime prevention landscape – the 
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programs that are currently in place, the social networks that exist, the crime and 

delinquency problems and the community’s unique social and structural 

characteristics.  This research has highlighted the need for more critical thought 

into what types of programs are implemented into a community; thinking of 

community-based crime prevention programs as a collective entity.  At present 

there is little critical thought given to how a new community-based crime 

prevention program can successfully fit into the existing crime prevention 

landscape of a community (Homel et al., 2006).  Researchers warn community-

based crime prevention program coordinators to be mindful of community 

conditions when implementing programs – for some programs to be effective, 

community conditions such as a level of social cohesion or  pro-social networks 

need to be in place (Cisneros & United States: Department of Housing and Urban 

Development, 1995; Sampson et al., 2013).  Cisneros (1995) suggests priming the 

landscape with social and developmental programs targeting the wellbeing of ‘at 

risk’ people prior to introducing situational initiatives.  Both ‘resource 

mobilisation’ theory and systemic models of crime prevention speak to this, with 

theorists arguing that successful programs require communities with a level of 

structure, a lack of residential conflict and distrust, and a series of networks 

directed within and outside the community (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993).  Therefore, 

before bombarding a community, especially a community with conflict and trust 

issues, with ‘helpful’ programs for their problems, these theorists argue for first 

supporting the existing trusted organisations to build a desired community.  This 

requirement – to know a community’s structure – is often advocated for but rarely 

actioned.  For while there are countless evaluations into single programs, there is a 

lack of evaluation or analysis into crime prevention programs as a collective in the 
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community.  Governments have failed to evaluate, or even document and analyse, 

the complex existing network of community-based crime prevention programs.  

Nor have they explored the impact of these programs, as a collective, on the social 

environment of the host community.  Recognising this need, this research has 

examined the programs and social conditions that are in a community before 

additional initiatives are implemented.  This research developed a typology to start 

the process – determining the number of community-based crime prevention 

programs in the Brisbane Statistical Division, what they look like, how they are 

grouped together and what types of organisations implement them. 

After focusing first at the program level, my project then focused on 

communities: their distinctive social and structural conditions and their 

association with community-based crime prevention programs.  Literature shows 

that a community’s social and structural conditions are associated with levels of 

crime and delinquency (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; Putnam, 2000a; Sabol et al., 

2004) and that program outcomes and sustainability vary depending on a 

community’s social conditions and levels of crime (Elliot & Mihalic, 2004).  

Literature also shows the impact single programs have had on levels of crime, 

delinquency and social conditions (Carter et al., 2003; Lurigio & Rosenbaum, 

1986).  Little research, however, has examined the connection between a 

community’s crime prevention landscape, social conditions, and crime.  This thesis 

has contributed strongly to building knowledge in this area.  I analysed community 

crime prevention from the macro perspective, then drew on community-level 

demographic, social cohesion, and crime statistics to analyse their interaction with 

crime prevention.  To do this the studies outlined below were performed.   
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Research Outline 

Two studies were used to produce my research outcomes.  Study One 

consisted of an audit of community-based crime prevention programs with the 

explicit aim of answering the research question: What types of community-based 

crime prevention programs are most prevalent in the Brisbane Statistical Division? 

The typology created for categorising community-based programs was used to 

construct a database describing every community-based crime prevention 

program implemented in 224 Brisbane communities between the years 2000 and 

2005 inclusive.  Information on community-based crime prevention programs was 

collected from various sources to obtain a population sample of programs.  The 

sources consisted of the internet, Queensland Government Department of 

Communities, Queensland Police Service, non-government community program 

providers, and community and public directories such as the Yellow Pages.   

For Study Two the database was aggregated from a program unit of analysis 

to a Statistical Local Area (SLA) unit of analysis, where programs were 

documented according to a community’s access to them.  This allowed for a focus 

on the spatial distribution of community-based crime prevention programs and an 

analysis of how that spatial distribution was associated with community 

characteristics.  This helped answer the second research question: How are 

resident demographics, community cohesion, community levels of collective 

efficacy and community crime rates related to the distribution of community-

based crime prevention across the Brisbane Statistical Division? Models were 

created to show the ability of resident demographics to explain the density of 

programs and, more specifically, the density of problem-focused programs, 

developmental programs, and social-community programs separately.  This study 
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hoped to influence community policymakers to develop and maintain databases of 

programs that could both support future analyses and provide information that 

might improve the selection and implementation of future programs.  The analysis 

used community-level social capital and collective efficacy scores obtained from 

the Australian Research Council (ARC) Community Capacity Survey.1  Study Two 

was important for developing an understanding of how a community’s social 

structure – specifically its support of active involvement in issues of concern – was 

associated with the implementation of community-based crime prevention 

programs.  It was also important in furthering the literature on participation in 

community-based crime prevention.  Existing literature has examined the 

characteristics of participating residents but has not yet adequately explored the 

types of programs implemented into communities that have a high personal regard 

for action to communities (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993). 

Thesis Overview 

This thesis comprises eight chapters.  Chapters 2 and 3 contain a review of 

literature on the association between communities, crime, and the practice of 

crime prevention.  Chapter 2 explains the current theories pertaining to the 

ecology of community-based crime prevention.  It specifically reviews first the 

systemic models of crime prevention, looking at social disorganisation, social 

 

 

1 An ARC grant was awarded for the project entitled: Community variations in crime: A 

spatial and ecometric analysis.  Chief investigators on this project are Professor Ross Homel, 

Associate Professor Lorraine Mazerolle, Dr Anna Stewart and Professor Robert Stimson.  Principal 

investigators are Professor Robert Sampson and Dr Nancy Spencer. 
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capital and collective efficacy and second, the importance of the physical in crime 

prevention, considering concepts of defensible space, , broken windows and 

rational choice.  It argues that the wellbeing of communities is influenced by 

perceived social conditions, specifically those of cohesion, trust, efficacy and a 

sense of ownership and security.  It also acknowledges that the development of 

these characteristics can be achieved through successful community interventions.  

Chapter 3 focuses on these interventions, exploring the approaches used for 

implementing crime prevention, developed from theories described in Chapter 2.  

These approaches are situational, developmental, social-community and criminal 

justice.  Chapter 3 also explores the theoretical, practical, and political concerns 

surrounding the implementation of crime prevention and their implications.  The 

fourth chapter details the research questions and hypotheses.  Chapter 4 explains 

the methods used for the research, with the fifth and sixth chapters presenting and 

explaining the findings.  The first of these results chapters, Chapter 5, presents a 

descriptive analysis of the community-based crime prevention program database, 

detailing the types and characteristics of programs that were in existence in the 

Brisbane Statistical Division between 2000 and 2005.  Chapter 6 studies the 

relationship between community-based crime prevention programs and the 

resident demographics and crime in a community, and provides an analysis of the 

association between community-based crime prevention programs and the 

community’s social cohesion.  The last chapter discusses the results, draws 

conclusions, and presents recommendations for future research.    
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Chapter 2: Impact of Social and Physical Environments on Crime Prevention 

This chapter reviews and examines two perspectives on what influences 

crime – one focusing on the social environment, the other on the physical – and 

how these perspectives explain the distribution of crime prevention.  It highlights 

each perspective’s suggested procedure for preventing crime and details the 

limitations of both.  The current research will then review the relevant literature to 

further explore the relationship between facets of these perspectives and crime 

prevention.  

Theories and research that explore the role residential communities play in 

the distribution of crime can be divided into two distinct approaches (Sutton et al., 

2014).  One concentrates on the social aspects of communities, theorising how 

social processes such as community networks and informal social control facilitate 

crime prevention, sense of security and social cohesion.  These social aspects are 

explored further in the current research.  The other focuses on the impact of the 

physical aspects of communities, arguing a significant reduction in crime and 

deviance can be achieved by identifying spaces experiencing a crime problem, then 

modifying the environment, improving aesthetics and increasing opportunities for 

surveillance and a sense of ownership.  Environmental modifications include 

clearly defining and increasing the amount of private and semi-private spaces in 

the community, thus improving community ownership, mending signs of 

deterioration and limiting access points into crime-prone spots, in turn improving 

surveillance.  How aspects of a community’s physical appearance interact with 

crime prevention is also further explored in the current research.  
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First Approach: Systemic Models of Crime Prevention  

The theoretical argument chosen for why crime originates in a community 

influences the methods that are used and the anticipated outcomes of a crime 

prevention program and in turn the appearance of a community’s crime 

prevention landscape.  Therefore, it is important to understand the basis from 

which community-based crime prevention programs develop.  This section starts 

with an exploration of the systemic models and the overarching argument that 

breakdowns in, or an absence of, social controls exacerbate crime problems.  This 

idea was greatly developed during the 1920s at the University of Chicago when 

researchers began to compare neighbourhood characteristics with crime rates in 

the city’s surrounding neighbourhoods (Shaw et al., 1929).  The research that 

emerged led to the development of social disorganisation theory.  Later research 

adopting this perspective resulted in the development of social capital, and 

collective efficacy theories.  This current study draws on research from these three 

theories. 

Social Disorganisation 

Fundamental to social disorganisation theory is the argument that when 

people in disadvantaged communities feel connected to a community, the presence 

of social networks will facilitate social control, in turn mediating the relationship 

between disadvantage and crime.  Social disorganisation theory developed as a 

result of the changing urban landscape of Chicago in the early 1900s, when the city 

experienced considerable population and industry growth which was concentrated 

in the residential areas closest to the city (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003).  These 

particular areas came to be labelled ‘transitional zones’, because the residential 

population was constantly turning over (Burgess, 1925; Park & Burgess, 1921; 
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Shaw & McKay, 1942).  Typically, migrants of lower socio-economic backgrounds 

who came to the city would move into these transitional zones.  As time went by 

and their financial conditions improved, they tended to move away to wealthier 

suburbs, making room for new lower-income residents (Shaw & McKay, 1942).   

Shaw and McKay (1969) noted the characteristics that were common to 

transitional zones.  The buildings were typically dilapidated, with industry often 

encroaching on residential housing.  Constant population shifts caused unstable 

residential populations.  All of this weakened community social networks and 

residents’ ability to enforce informal controls.  As a result residents lacked the 

opportunity to establish stable social ties with community members and therefore 

were unable to establish regular communication, maintain informal social controls 

or promote neighbourhood social institutions (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; Shaw & 

McKay, 1969).  Ultimately, the ‘breakdown’ in networks and controls influenced 

higher than average crime and delinquency rates, providing an adequate 

explanation for rates of crime in Chicago’s transitional zones in the early 1900s 

(Gibbons, 1994; Sampson & Groves, 1989; Shaw & McKay, 1969).  Kornhauser’s 

(1978) model of ‘community control’, derived from social disorganisation, agrees 

that those neighbourhoods characterised largely as poor, and with a transient 

population, will find it difficult to develop and maintain social networks between 

community members and social institutions.   

Social disorganisation theorists argue some neighbourhoods have specific 

structural conditions that facilitate the development of subcultures impacting on 

community organisation (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; Shaw & McKay, 1969).  For 

example, some community subcultures hold values that affect the wider 

community by undermining its ability to agree on universal behavioural norms 
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and maintain broad social ties (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003).  When this is combined 

with economic disadvantage and a lack of community resources, both common to 

communities in transitional zones, residents are more likely to become socially 

isolated and unable to then effectively achieve social networks or social control 

(Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; Sampson & Wilson, 1995).  Limited economic resources 

can facilitate subculture development.  An environment of limited resources 

reduces opportunities for conventional financial achievement or status attainment 

and may result in the adoption of unconventional value systems, such as 

willingness to participate in crime (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; Sampson & Bartusch, 

1998).  Therefore, to target subculture development, community-based crime 

prevention programs, under the systemic models, target community conditions, 

economic resources, and network formation.   

Research indicates social organisation is dependent upon three conditions 

(Sampson & Groves, 1989; Shaw & McKay, 1969).  First, social organisation relies 

on the ability of community members to monitor and control the behaviour of 

juvenile groups (Sampson & Groves, 1989).  Sampson and Groves (1989), found 

that the formation of delinquent gangs was due to a lack of direct supervision of 

young people and that characteristics associated with reduced supervision 

included family disruption and low socio-economic status.  Effective supervision in 

this instance could be through the introduction of targeted crime prevention and 

control measures led by community members.  Second, social organisation is 

maintained by informal stable social networks between members of the community 

(Sampson & Groves, 1989; Shaw & McKay, 1969).  Improving social bonds among 

residents in turn improves the ability to achieve effective control because those 

residents are more likely to be able to distinguish between insiders and outsiders 
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(Sampson & Groves, 1989).  It was found that the closeness and stability of 

friendship networks in a community inversely impacted on crime rates, 

particularly rates of robbery (Sampson & Groves, 1989).  Programs that improve 

social interaction and reduce isolation could be effective in this.  Third, active 

participation in either local volunteer groups, and/or formal organisations 

increases social organisation in a community (Sampson & Groves, 1989).  This 

means that participation in community groups has a crime prevention benefit 

whether or not the community group is directly focused on crime prevention.  

The fundamental aspects of social disorganisation – feeling connected and 

having social networks to facilitate social control – are used within many 

community-based crime prevention programs.  The relationship between these 

aspects of social disorganisation and characteristics of crime prevention are 

explored further in this current research.  Social disorganisation has also been the 

foundation for two additional theories of crime development, popular within 

community crime prevention literature: social capital and collective efficacy. 

Social Capital 

Theorists of social capital argue that communities with strong social 

networks, attachment, trust, and cohesion will have less crime and increased social 

organisation, control, and collective action.  This thesis argues that communities 

with characteristics associated with strong social capital can better support 

community-based crime prevention programs resulting in those communities 

showing increased program density.  Social capital theory grew from social 

disorganisation.  The central argument is that social networks, a community sense 

of trust and reciprocity are important not only for reducing crime but also for the 

social wellbeing of the community (Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000b; Stone, 2000; 
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Winter, 2000).  The theory stresses that for strong social wellbeing a community 

also needs social interaction, fellowship and a shared sense of understanding and 

empathy (Rae, 2002).  Jacobs (1961) argued early in the theory’s development that 

communities that have established social networks are better able to mobilise 

their members to actively solve local problems and build community resources.  

She claimed that the failure of a community to either address members’ concerns 

or to provide needed resources was due to the inadequate local management of the 

community.  This should then impact on the density and distribution of 

community-based crime prevention programs. 

Over the past twenty years, social capital theorists have revised and 

augmented this original concept, with Bourdieu (1985) arguably providing the 

most concise explanation (Portes, 1998).  He stated that social capital provides a 

“durable network of more or less institutionalized relationships or mutual 

acquaintances or recognition” with which communities can access “actual or 

potential resources” (Bourdieu, 1985, p. 248).  Therefore, with social capital one 

might see an increase of community-based crime prevention programs because 

access to resources would bring influential people, economic and formal support 

and increased social and economic productivity (Bourdieu, 1985; Portes, 1998).  

Also, research demonstrates that a lack of social capital weakens bonds between 

community members, reduces interest in community issues, increases 

individualism and diminishes trust between community members, leading to civic 

deterioration (Coleman, 1988; Putnam, 2000b; Stone, 2000; Winter, 2000).  

Consequently, one would expect a lack of social capital would also correlate with a 

reduced drive to implement community-based crime prevention. 
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Therefore, to improve social wellbeing and reduce crime through increased 

community levels of social capital Coleman (1988) identifies certain behaviours 

that should be encouraged and nurtured within a community.  These are members’ 

trustworthiness, understanding of local issues and shared interest in the collective, 

as well as shared expectations and general social values.  He argues that these 

elements are maintained through stable and dense social networks, which together 

facilitate action within the group.  This points to the likelihood of an increase in 

community-based crime prevention programs within communities that have high 

levels of social capital characteristics.   

According to Putnam (2000b) social networks can produce one of two types 

of social capital: bonding capital and bridging capital.  Putnam (2000b) uses the 

term ‘bonding capital’ to refer to the consequences of dense social networks 

facilitating in-group loyalty, and enabling members to carry out their day-to-day 

activities within a cohesive environment.  In such groups, there is a sense of thick 

trust – a trust that is shared between people well known to each other.  There also 

exists as normal a standard of interaction he terms ‘specific reciprocity’ whereby a 

person would do something for someone else on the understanding that the favour 

would be returned within a specific time period (Putnam, 2000b).  It might be 

expected that this type of capital would be conducive to program implementation 

because residents have a thick trust of each other and will do favours for each 

other, such as instigating or participating in an initiative to tackle a crime problem.  

On the other hand, Putnam’s research (2000b) found communities showing signs 

of bridging capital were instead more likely to participate in, and contribute to, 

community and charitable organisations, consider the views of others, take an 

interest in politics and comply with rules.  This was due to their general or ‘thin’ 
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sense of trust towards community members, instead of having a think trust.  

Bridging capital exists in a community without the presence of strong social 

networks (Putnam, 2000b).  Putnam (2000b) argues that this type of capital is 

used in communities for ‘getting ahead’.  Bridging capital assists communities to 

circulate information and develop access to resources and opportunities for its 

members (Putnam, 2000b).  Burt (1992) reinforces this idea by asserting that the 

presence of weaker social ties assists with the acquisition of new resources and 

knowledge (see also Portes, 1998).  Bridging capital is also associated with ‘thin 

trust’, referring to trust in those who may not be well known to the person and 

generalised reciprocity, with members assisting others “without expecting 

anything specific” in return (Putnam, 2000b, p. 21).  These gestures are performed 

“in the confidence that someone else will do something for [them] down the road” 

(Putnam, 2000b, p. 21).  Therefore, bridging capital is also useful for community-

based crime prevention programs as it helps to facilitate collective action (Putnam, 

2000b).  Bonding and bridging capital are useful for the implementation of 

community programs; however, this research highlights the benefit of 

understanding the social characteristics of a community and how these 

characteristics will relate to the implementation of different types of community-

based crime prevention programs.  How community characteristics relate to 

prevention programs is the major focus of this thesis.    

Research has found that a community’s social capital and related variables 

correlate with several factors.  Improved education (Coleman, 1988; Onyx & 

Bullen, 2000; Putnam, 2000a; Stone, 2000) and higher socio-economic status 

(Hughes et al., 2000; Stone, 2000) correlate with social capital and trust.  Higher 

grades of paid employment correlate with social capital and civic engagement 



CHAPTER 2: IMPACT OF SOCIAL AND PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENTS 24 
 

(Putnam, 2000a; Stone, 2000).  Home ownership and residential stability are 

related to levels of cohesion, cooperation and civic engagement in the community 

(Lochner et al., 1999; Stone, 2000).  Therefore, as Stone (2000) argues, while social 

capital operates well in environments of prosperity, it falters in environments that 

are characterised by economic hardship and inequality.  In the context of this 

thesis, community-based crime prevention programs with a focus on building 

prosperity and cohesion and reducing isolation may be effective.  However, there is 

the added complication that for social capital to have a better chance at being 

maintained within the community there first needs to be reduced levels of 

inequality.  Chilenski et al. (2014) reported that the PROSPER program appeared 

to improve social capital in low socioeconomic rural areas through engagement 

with community and leaders, service provision to identified youth, and facilitating 

collaboration with education institutions.   

This thesis did not create a social capital score for communities, but 

measures various aspects of it, such as civic engagement, a useful proxy for social 

capital (Putnam, 2000b).  Whether civic engagement correlates with increased 

levels of community-based crime prevention programs will be tested in this thesis.  

Collective Efficacy 

One of the issues with today’s community-based intervention is a reduction 

in both the attainability and desirability of residing in communities with strong 

social cohesion in the form of strong networks and reciprocating community 

members.  However, Sampson et al. (1997) observed a high correlation between 

measures of social cohesion and informal social control (r=0.8, p<.001) and argued 

that these conditions in a community enhance attitudes for active participation in 

crime prevention for the benefit of the community.  Understanding these issues 
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and observations was the basis for the emergence of the collective efficacy theory, 

a major influence for this thesis.  Proponents of collective efficacy argue 

community crime is influenced more by structural disadvantage, sense of trust and 

the potential for collective activism when faced with specific threats of increased 

crime than it is by network formations and reciprocity (Sampson & Raudenbush, 

1999; Sampson et al., 1997).  Collective efficacy focuses on the ability of a 

community to actively control order in public spaces using a task-specific approach 

to realise common goals and solve local problems (Duncan et al., 2003; Sampson, 

2004).  Sampson, Raudenbush and Earls (1997) defined collective efficacy as 

“mutual trust among neighbours combined with willingness to intervene on behalf 

of the common good, specifically to supervise children and maintain public order” 

(p. 1).  It builds on the notions of community cohesion stressed in social 

disorganisation theory and social capital theory (Morenoff et al., 2001).  To attain 

high levels of collective efficacy, community members consider themselves as 

collectively capable of influencing conditions and behaviours in their community 

according to a common set of values, as well as encouraging “active engagement 

among neighbours” (Duncan et al., 2003, p. 245).  This is a task-specific concept: if 

a community never faces a problem then the level of collective efficacy in that 

community will not be realised (Sampson, 2008; Wickes et al., 2013).  Collective 

efficacy therefore refers to the “collective capacity for social action” (Morenoff et 

al., 2001, p. 521).  It could therefore be expected that communities with high levels 

of collective efficacy would be more densely populated with task-specific and 

problem-oriented community-based crime prevention interventions, such as 

problem-focused programs.  This type of reasoning will be tested in this thesis.   
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When working on the collective efficacy concept, Sampson (1995) reviewed 

social and physical causes of community crime, drawing a number of conclusions.  

One was the role residential mobility has on violent crime rates.  The relationship 

of both residential mobility and violent crime with community-based crime 

prevention will be explored in my analysis.  As research demonstrates, residential 

mobility weakens social ties and collective agreement of common values.  In turn 

this limits a community’s ability to develop networks for informal control of social 

behaviour (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; McCabe, 2013).  Other factors affecting 

community crime rates that will also be explored in my analysis are the proportion 

of households headed by one parent (female), and high population density 

(Sampson, 1995).  These conditions are seen to influence the ability of families to 

form social networks and to participate in community crime prevention or social 

control initiatives, in turn impacting on levels of collective efficacy (Duncan et al., 

2003).  Poverty, mistrust and family disruption create an environment of 

insecurity, whereby members have low participation rates in community activities 

and fail to formulate social relationships with others (Sampson, 1995).  A 

population with a high percentage of affluent and educated residents, on the other 

hand, will be more able to make connections with agencies relevant to their needs 

and access available resources to achieve change in the community (Wickes et al., 

2013).  In effect, the factors that pertain to social disorganisation hinder a 

community’s ability to develop the prerequisite characteristics for social capital.   

For collective efficacy theorists, social capital is important for the 

maintenance of social cohesion in a community.  The results from this thesis focus 

on characteristics from collective efficacy and social capital, because of the 

identified importance both have on social cohesion and community action.  
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Communities need to rely on social networks and volunteer groups to maintain 

social cohesion.  However, communities now increasingly lack those dense social 

networks characterised by social capital (Sabol et al., 2004).  This is reinforced by 

residents forming friendships with people or groups outside their community, 

large shopping complexes increasingly present outside community centres, and 

the ease of travel allowing people to more freely move away from their community 

(Sabol et al., 2004; Shaw & McKay, 1969).  A weakening of dense networks need 

not entail disintegration of community or erosion of its ability to solve social 

problems or enforce social control.  Morenoff, Sampson & Raudenbush (2001) 

explain that communities with a firm sense of collective efficacy, regardless of their 

strength of social ties, retain their ability to band together to solve problems if 

required.  Sabol et al. (2004) reiterate this argument, claiming weak ties, 

organisational ties and ties formed outside community are all necessary elements 

in both community crime prevention and maintenance of collective efficacy.  The 

way collective efficacy and social capital interact with residential social conditions 

and the role they play in community-based crime prevention are major focuses of 

this thesis.   

Applying Systemic Models to Crime Prevention 

This research aims to understand the impact systemic models of crime 

prevention have on the implementation of community-based crime prevention and 

on community wellbeing.  Policy proposals for crime prevention and community 

wellbeing that are influenced by systemic models of crime prevention often 

address one or more of five key issues: social and economic conditions, networks, 

civic engagement, trust and education (Shaw & McKay, 1969).  In regard to 

modifying community social and economic conditions, government policy in 
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Australia is largely built on social capital theory, regarding social capital as 

instrumental in improving people’s “capacity for self-reliance so that they can 

move off welfare more quickly” (Stone, 2000, p. 10).  The 2000 McClure Report to 

the Australian Government advocated improving economic and social resources 

through partnerships between government, community stakeholders and 

businesses to encourage ‘community capacity’, particularly within disadvantaged 

communities, and to reduce welfare reliance (Stone, 2000).  Forming community 

partnerships and networks is also supported by, and is one of the policy 

recommendations highlighted in, the Australian Government Department of Social 

Services, Stronger Families and Communities Strategy to assist families in crisis 

(Feinberg et al., 2005; Howard & Newman, 2000).  The strategy develops local 

volunteer networks with strong leadership to guide local projects and provide 

assistance to families trying to access resources and community services (Howard 

& Newman, 2000; Stone, 2000).  This thesis explores whether the implementation 

of programs in Greater Brisbane is consistent with this previous research and is 

focused on improving social and economic resources and community networks.  

Forming networks and partnerships is a constant theme for many 

community initiatives founded on systemic models, with the emergence of 

community policing programs being one such initiative.  Local police beats form 

partnerships with local businesses and agencies and network with local 

community groups and residents in a non-threatening environment so they are 

aware of and understand the problems within their community and have a 

network of mutual support for proactive crime prevention (Fleming & O'Reilly, 

2007).  An important part of community policing is developing not only networks 

but also a cooperative and efficacious community population. Sabol, Coulton and 
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Korbin (2004) argue that programs aimed at developing efficacious communities 

are effective because they include formal and informal control mechanisms 

intended to support residents’ own crime prevention interventions.  This assists 

communities to build their own capabilities for crime prevention (Sabol et al., 

2004).  Determining how these conditions and types of programs correlate with 

the crime prevention landscape is the next step, and will be explored in this thesis. 

A common thread through much of the applied crime prevention literature, 

and highlighted in the collective efficacy theory as an essential component of an 

efficacious community, is supporting and developing civic engagement among 

community residents.  It is argued that this will increase social cohesion and 

mutual trust and nurture a willingness to participate in solving collective problems 

(Sabol et al., 2004).  One method of cultivating civic engagement is encouraging 

participation in voluntary and activity groups such as community interest groups, 

community policing, school parent associations, recreational groups for 

adolescents, church groups and informal surveillance groups such as the 

Neighbourhood Watch programs (Lundman, 1993; Morris, 1966; Putnam, 2000b; 

Sabol et al., 2004; Skogan, 1988b).  Developing levels of collective efficacy and civic 

involvement is argued to in turn create a population who will be willing to notify 

authorities of violations to public order, provide childcare support, organise jobs 

and training for juveniles and lobby governments and local businesses for funding 

and support for future local social initiatives, creating stability for future crime 

prevention projects (DeKeseredy et al., 2003; Sabol et al., 2004).  There is, 

however, a lack of evidence about the shape of the crime prevention landscape for 

communities with high collective efficacy and civic engagement and those with low 

levels of these qualities; this will be explored in my analysis. 
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This research will also explore the argument that some degree of cohesion 

and trust is also essential for a community to be willing to participate in crime 

prevention and to maintain interventions.  It has been reasoned that for 

community members to be willing to take an active interest and intervene in issues 

of crime prevention and public order they need to feel their initiatives will be 

backed up (Sampson & Raudenbush, 1999).  Therefore, previous research and 

policy recommendations highlight building social cohesion and mutual trust 

among community stakeholders, including residents, local businesses, and relevant 

authorities.  A focus on supporting this is important, as it is usually those 

communities whose sense of cohesion, trust and capacity for crime prevention is 

weakest that require crime prevention programs (Sabol et al., 2004).  Community 

demographics such as family disruption, poverty and a lack of social connections 

are seen to impact on the development of trust and, in turn, community 

engagement.  When implementing programs, these characteristics therefore 

require consideration.  Assistance with immediate issues, such as economic, social 

and educational support is useful, even essential, before trust or civic engagement 

can be developed (Duncan et al., 2003).   

The fifth key issue that is often addressed by systemic models of crime 

prevention and will be explored in this thesis is providing education and 

mentoring.  Programs with a primary aim of increasing education and mentoring 

could include intergenerational mentoring, which Putnam (2000b) argues creates 

an environment susceptible to a relay of knowledge.  This type of focus could also 

appear as a program featuring celebrity role models as mentors for at-risk 

teenagers such as Tasmania’s ‘Chance on Main’ program.  This program also uses 
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education and mentoring in the form of “intensive individual support and 

counselling and family support” (Shaw, 2007, p. 10).  

Criticisms and Concerns 

The systemic models discussed above are not without critics and issues.  

First, social disorganisation revolves around the axiom that crime is the direct 

result of disorganisation.  Critics argue that not all illegal behaviour springs from 

disorder; some may be the result of organised alternative norms and values, such 

as with organised criminal groups, coupled with contributory structural factors 

such as high residential density (Becker, 1963; Bottoms & Wiles, 1992; Stark, 

1987).  Social disorganisation does not explain the high percentage of conforming 

people in those communities characterised by high delinquency (Shoemaker, 

1984).  This faces program implementers with a problem: by targeting community 

social disorganisation there is a risk the root of the issue leading to crime may be 

missed or temporarily displaced.  Therefore, it is important for community-based 

crime prevention initiatives to first research underlying conditions in 

communities.  In fact, communities that appear socially disorganised may not be 

experiencing higher crime and delinquency than their more organised 

counterparts.  Official crime rates often support the theory of social 

disorganisation but, as Bursik (1988), (Becker, 1963) and Robison (1936) argue, 

prejudice exists in the juvenile justice system.  This prejudice heightens differences 

in delinquency rates between local communities, when the “ ‘actual’ distribution of 

delinquency would be more evenly distributed throughout the city” (Bursik, 1988, 

p. 533).  Thus, the community a person resides in influences the judgment of and 

penalty for deviant behaviour.  This over- and/or under-policing of disadvantaged 

communities can result in the inability to effectively organise informal social 
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control and resolve community problems (Campbell, 1993; Dixon, 1998; Kubrin & 

Weitzer, 2003).  Therefore, although social disorganisation may be evident in a 

community what is required is a full analysis of the community’s needs and 

attributes, then tailoring initiatives to suit these.   

Social capital also has the capacity to sanction rather than deter criminal 

activity, due to allegiances between community members with dense networks and 

social ties (Pattillo, 1998; Portes, 1998; Venkatesh, 1997).  Pattillo’s research 

indicates that criminal offenders may be given the freedom to continue with their 

operations, because the offender is close to particular members of the community.  

Offenders may also assist those residents who exhibit leniency towards their 

behaviour (Pattillo, 1998).  Alternatively, high levels of social capital can exclude 

members of a community who the collective majority do not want as part of their 

network (Portes, 1998; Waldinger, 1995).  Waldinger (1995) argues that while the 

solidarity and trust components of social capital can be used to improve the 

economic standing of a group, these same social networks can also exclude 

perceived outsiders from obtaining resources.  Populations of ‘outsiders’ within 

communities therefore need specific consideration when implementing programs 

for community wellbeing, to deal with issues of social inclusion.  The other major 

concern about social capital is its progression to a “cure-all” social theory used as a 

fallback concept in research (Portes, 1998, p. 1).  Caution has been expressed about 

the tendency for some theorists and researchers to broaden the parameters of 

social capital and to apply the theory to multifarious and perhaps specious 

situations, and as a result lose sight of the theory’s original meaning (McLean et al., 

2002; Portes, 1998).  Communities also cannot depend on strong levels of social 

capital to control crime, as these community characteristics  sometimes facilitate it 
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(Sampson, 2008).  Plus, the idea of having strong networks and reciprocity in a 

community is becoming less attainable and desirable (Sampson, 2008).   

Critics of collective efficacy argue that, like social disorganisation and social 

capital, communities with high levels of collective efficacy also have an ability to 

harbour criminal offenders.  For example, members of poor communities may feel 

wary of police and believe they are targeted by them more than members of 

wealthier communities (DeKeseredy et al., 2003; St. Jean, 2008).  To decrease 

residents’ chances of being harassed by police officers, they may actively hide 

those under police investigation, an example of high collective efficacy 

(DeKeseredy et al., 2003).  There is also concern about whether it is appropriate to 

measure a willingness to intervene in crime prevention with questions asking 

about a person’s likelihood of intervening if ‘children were showing disrespect to 

an adult’, ‘children were skipping school and hanging out on a street corner’ or ‘a 

fight broke out in front of their house’ (DeKeseredy et al., 2003; Sampson et al., 

1997).  It has been found that people with high levels of collective efficacy may 

prefer to contact authorities for formal intervention rather than personally 

intervene in issues of crime and disorder (DeKeseredy et al., 2003; Wickes, 2010).  

In contacting authorities, these community members still actively participate in 

social control, showing their high levels of collective efficacy.  On the other hand, as 

Green Mazerolle, Kadleck and Roehl (1998) observed in their study of community 

place managers in Oakland, California, there is a difference between the crime 

prevention outcomes of manual, active, collective intervention in crime prevention, 

and an individual notifying police of crime problems.  Collective participation in 

crime prevention through activities such as citizen patrols, neighbourhood clean-

ups and surveillance produces a decrease in levels of disorder and an increase in 
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community cohesion, whereas the individual act of notifying police of specific 

crime problems does not (Green Mazerolle et al., 1998).  The current research 

chooses to consider collective efficacy as the manual, active participation in 

community-based crime prevention and will analyse the relationship of social 

capital and collective efficacy with community-based crime prevention to see if 

high levels of these social conditions relate to higher levels of community 

intervention, as suggested by the original theories.   

Second Approach: The Importance of the ‘Physical’ in Crime Prevention  

The aim of this thesis is to comprehend a crime prevention landscape, 

including anticipated outcomes of programs.  This requires an understanding of 

the theoretical foundations from which the crime prevention programs developed.  

The following section moves from understanding systemic models of crime 

prevention to considering the physical precursors to crime and how these can 

influence the formula of community-based crime prevention programs.   

Studies into the physical causes of crime focus on localities.  These localities 

usually contain micro units that are crime attractors.  This focus is supported by 

research demonstrating crime as more strongly predicted by places and situations 

than by social relationships and socio-structural vulnerability (Clarke, 1983; Eck & 

Weisburd, 1995; Sherman, 1995).  For example, as Sherman (1995) argues, the 

concentration of crime in areas he terms ‘hot spots’ is “more intensive than it is 

among repeat offenders” (p. 35).  ‘Hot spots’ are identified as places 

characteristically small in area (such as parking lots, train stations or individual 

establishments) and subjected to frequent and consistent instances of criminal 

activity over an extended period of at least a year (Nagin & Weisburd, 2013; 

Sampson, 2002; Sherman, 1995).  The identification and mapping of hot spots can 
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assist in preventing crime through the ability to target those areas emerging as 

problems (Bradley & Teasdale, 2017; Nagin & Weisburd, 2013; Sampson, 2002).  

Ecologists argue that it is important to understand the environmental cues leading 

to crime and the emergence of hot spots because change in a crime-prone physical 

environment or situation decreases the future occurrence of criminal activity 

(Clarke, 1983; Poyner, 1992; Sherman, 1995).   

These concepts giving specific consideration to the impact of the physical 

environment on crime and deviance were emerging notably by the 1970s (Angel, 

1968; Clarke, 1992; Jacobs, 1961).  This was when Newman (1972) advocated for 

changes to the layout and structure of public housing complexes to create 

‘defensible space’ and Clarke (1980) explored strategies where crime prevention 

could be achieved by limiting opportunities and rewards through ‘situational crime 

prevention’.  Also during this time the broad concept of ‘Crime Prevention Through 

Environmental Design’ (CPTED) was developed (Jeffery, 1971).  CPTED works on 

the principle that crime is not universally spread across communities but 

concentrated in select areas and hot spots.  According to CPTED principles it is the 

appearance and design of these select areas that impact on the presence of crime.   

Below I discuss three theories of crime prevention: ‘defensible space’, 

‘broken windows’ and ‘rational choice’.  Defensible space is linked closely with 

situational crime prevention and CPTED.  Broken windows theorises that crime 

can be minimised by targeting physical signs of degradation.  Rational choice 

argues that offenders make a rational choice about whether they would benefit 

from committing a crime.  There are other ecological theories, but I will focus on 

these three as they are essential to my research, their arguments being closely 
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linked to crime prevention measures used in many community-based crime 

prevention programs. 

Defensible Space 

The concept of defensible space centres on developing residential areas 

over which inhabitants can take ownership and in which they are able to easily 

monitor acts of crime and deviance and control these acts through informal social 

measures (Newman, 1972).  Newman highlights the importance of improving a 

resident’s sense of ownership over their dwelling.  This feeling of ownership is 

sometimes lacking in occupants of multi-story housing complexes, especially when 

these are in the form of public housing (Clarke, 1995; Newman, 1972).  Research 

shows that disorder and crime occur more frequently when there is a lack of 

control over residential areas due to ambiguity over what areas a resident can 

legitimately have ownership over and monitor.  Understanding that a housing 

complex’s crime problems stem from reduced monitoring due to a lack of 

ownership can lead to more targeted initiatives aimed at developing a sense of 

ownership.  Understanding these concepts for targeting crime problems improves 

the development and implementation of community-based crime prevention.   

One objective of the defensible space concept, and research into 

environmental design more generally, is for residents to understand the 

boundaries lines of their residential property.  To achieve this, residents need to 

know which areas in their vicinity are open to the public, which are private, and 

which are semi-private, where they share ownership with other residents.  

Theorists of defensible space also advocate for increased communal recreation and 

meeting areas, services, and community involvement in any development in the 

residential area.  This, they argue, builds a sense of community, familiarity 
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between residents and a sense of control over the environment (Armitage, 2007; 

Davies, 2006; Everson & Woodhouse, 2007; Newman, 1972).   

Another way to decrease crime and disorder is to increase the area that 

residents are able to monitor by increasing the proportion of semi-private to 

public areas (Jacobs, 1961; Newman, 1972).  Strategies commonly employed 

include limiting the number of access points into areas in and around housing 

complexes and creating semi-private areas from previously open areas.  It has 

been noted that communal areas in high-rise dwellings characterised by high 

levels of crime and disorder typically had many access points, serviced a large 

number of residents and consequently were difficult to monitor (Gilling, 1997; Lab, 

2000; Newman, 1972).  Areas open to through traffic and with many access points 

allow people who are security risks to enter and exit without being noticed or 

recognised as a non-resident (Armitage, 2007; Gilling, 1997; Lab, 2000; Newman, 

1972).  Concentrating and limiting traffic flow can be achieved through landscape 

design and environmental cues.  Onsite managers assist with monitoring buildings 

but are typically not used in buildings inhabited by low-income families (Newman, 

1972).  Therefore, these buildings especially need to use crime prevention 

initiatives and informal networks of neighbours to build surveillance.  By designing 

the space in and around housing complexes, making the complex easily monitored 

and creating a sense of territoriality for residents, developers and crime 

prevention practitioners can provide the benefits of increased surveillance, 

ownership and social control (Hope & Hough, 1988; Newman, 1972).  However 

practitioners need to be aware that without a strong sense of ownership or the 

ability to procure a sense of ownership over one’s community the defensible space 

concept does not work (Clarke, 1995; Jeffery, 1977).  As argued throughout this 
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thesis, understanding the current social conditions of a community is an important 

aspect of crime prevention.   

Broken Windows 

It is not only the layout of a community or place that can provide an 

effective crime prevention target but also signs of physical degradation.  Factors 

that have been characterised as leading to disorder include the appearance of 

dilapidation, rundown buildings, perceived disorder, vandalism, public drinking, 

drug sales, harassment and attacks on community members in public areas and 

congregations of youth in gangs (Jacobs, 1961; Nicholson & Higgins, 2017; Skogan, 

2008; Wilson & Kelling, 1982).  It is argued that the presence of these elements 

within a community increases incivility, crime and the fear of crime (Skogan, 2008; 

Xu et al., 2005).  The corollary of this is that those members who hold conventional 

values in the community choose to avoid public places, especially hot spots (Jacobs, 

1961; Kelling & Coles, 1996; Nicholson & Higgins, 2017; Wilson & Kelling, 1982).  

This fear of going into the community and the important impact fear of crime has 

on increasing disorder and crime is the catalyst of the broken windows theory.  

Fear and avoidance weaken social ties between members of a community and 

decrease social control, which in turn paves the way for further increases in 

disorder and crime (Kelling & Coles, 1996; Wilson & Kelling, 1982; Xu et al., 2005).  

The broken windows theory supports the argument that the level of fear in a 

community can be reduced by providing crime prevention measures that improve 

the appearance of the community and removing signs of disorder and neglect, such 

as graffiti, vandalism and abandoned items.  A lack of fear then increases informal 

surveillance and other more collaborative crime prevention efforts as more 
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community members intermingle within their environment.  This in turn reduces 

future crime and disorder.   

The broken windows metaphor is based on the supposition that once a 

window in a building is broken, it will attract more broken windows (Nicholson & 

Higgins, 2017; Wilson & Kelling, 1982).  The perspective posits that the physical 

characteristics of a community influence both the behaviours and emotions of 

community members, as well as impacting on the development of criminal activity 

and social controls (Walker, 1984; Wilson & Kelling, 1982; Zimbardo & Ebbesen, 

1969).  The broken windows theory argues that if an area or neighbourhood 

begins to deteriorate physically, and/or the residents’ ability to confidently 

implement social controls decreases, then the community will experience an 

increase in fear of crime and will become more vulnerable to the activities of 

criminal offenders (Garofalo & Laub, 1978; Nicholson & Higgins, 2017; Wilson & 

Kelling, 1982).  Residents of these communities will then start to adapt to the 

deteriorated environment (Taylor, 1999; Wilson & Kelling, 1982).  Initially they 

may call for police action to assist in the increase in disturbance activity, but if 

police are unable to fix the problems then residents will start to feel that the 

possibility of decreasing crime and disorder in their community is unlikely and a 

feeling of helplessness may ensue (Wilson & Kelling, 1982).  Zimbardo and 

Ebbesen (1969) provided evidence for the creation of broken windows theory 

with their research demonstrating the concept in two economically distinct 

communities, one in Palo Alto, California and the other in the Bronx, New York.  

Although their research failed to adequately consider all social structures and 

systems in place in each community, it did highlight that by increasing the signs of 

community neglect, in this case through an abandoned car, an increase in disorder 
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and crime will eventually follow.  In the study both abandoned cars were 

vandalised and destroyed, although in Palo Alto, where disorder was seen as 

comparatively less of a problem, the car was left untouched until a section of the 

car was smashed by one of the researchers (Zimbardo & Ebbesen, 1969).  The 

research stresses the important impact a community’s physical appearance has on 

the social control of people in that community and suggests that crime prevention 

policy needs to consider the physical environment.  There are many instances of 

capital works and community clean-up programs in this thesis and it is important 

to understand the theoretical foundation for these types of programs.   

Rational Choice Perspective 

Other community-based programs have their foundation in the rational 

choice perspective.  This perspective focuses on the degree to which potential 

offenders’ behaviours and dispositions are influenced by their surrounding 

environment (Cornish, 1993; Gilling, 1997; Sutton et al., 2014; Wright et al., 2004).  

Rational choice underpins the notions of defensible space and broken windows.  

According to the rational choice perspective, people choose whether or not to 

commit particular crimes by considering the risks and benefits of carrying out the 

act (Sutton et al., 2014; Wright et al., 2004).  By exploring the cognitive processes 

involved in undertaking criminal actions, the perspective provides a theoretical 

foundation for a range of crime prevention initiatives.  These initiatives can include 

methods drawn from the situational based approach to reducing crime, such as 

limiting opportunities and increasing risks, or from the social-community based 

approach of building bonds and attachments to the community (Clarke & Felson, 

1993; Clarke & Homel, 1997; Linden, 2007; Sutton et al., 2014; Wright et al., 2004).   
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It is argued through rational choice that potential offenders base their 

judgments on previous experience, subgroup norms and the appearance of the 

environment within which they intend to offend (Felson, 1998; Lab, 2000; Taylor, 

2002; Taylor & Gottfredson, 1986; Weaver & Carroll, 1985).  “Target selection is a 

multilevel, sequential process” (Taylor & Gottfredson, 1986, p. 389); offenders 

select their target based on levels of risk and potential benefits, factoring in the 

amount of effort required to carry out their operations (Gilling, 1997; Lab, 2000; 

Taylor, 2002; Weaver & Carroll, 1985).  They take into consideration the place in 

which the crime will take place and possible times to commit the act (Gilling, 1997; 

Matsueda et al., 2006; Taylor & Gottfredson, 1986).  Therefore, according to this 

perspective, community-based programs that make targets tougher and/or 

increase the risk to the potential offender, will result in a reduction in offences.   

Applying Prevention to the Physical Environment 

Research into the impact of the physical environment on crime prevention 

has many useful points for application.  When these points have been incorporated 

into crime prevention initiatives, they have been shown to not only reduce crime 

and deviance but also improve social cohesion and feelings of optimism and 

security.  This section attempts to understand the effect place-oriented programs 

have on both community residents and crime prevention organisations.  For 

example, a focus on hot spots allows law enforcement and crime prevention 

agencies to concentrate on smaller areas, rather than considering the entire 

neighbourhood, creating a more manageable approach to crime prevention.  

Similarly, reorganising the layout of space can be an immediately effective and 

economically viable crime prevention tool, such as the use of Crime Prevention 

Through Environment Design (CPTED), discussed later in this section.   
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Sherman (1995), a lead theorist on the presentation of hot spots, describes 

them as rigid, easily defined zones that provide refined units of analysis when 

evaluating crime prevention initiatives.  Importantly these zones provide spatially 

distinctive and seemingly more manageable problem areas for community 

members and crime prevention organisations to deal with.  This is opposed to the 

idea of a crime blanket being spread over an entire neighbourhood, which can 

overwhelm a community’s confidence to engage with the problem (Sherman, 

1995).  Being small in size the areas are perceived to require less resource outlay 

than large neighbourhoods with equally noticeable improvements (Sherman & 

Weisburd, 1995).  Hot spots have an additional benefit, significant to the research 

being conducted in this thesis, on collective efficacy.  They provide a community 

with an identified problem area around which members can band together and 

pursue solutions.  Initiatives targeting hot spots can range from programs 

improving the security in a commercial car park or train platform to renovating a 

strip of derelict buildings where instances of crime are high.  As such, the use of hot 

spots in crime prevention requires the incorporation of other theoretical 

ideologies such as those of defensible space and rational choice.   

Place-based crime prevention ideologies provide tangible treatment for 

crime and deviance problems that are popular among community members for the 

more clearly visual achievement that they have.  Initiatives using the broken 

windows concept target communities and areas seen to be declining towards 

disorganisation with physical crime prevention.  Broken windows theorists 

suggest that, to optimise crime prevention, programs need to provide persistent 

social control and physical disorder maintenance to communities in the starting 

phases of degradation (Kelling & Coles, 1996; Wilson & Kelling, 1982).  These 
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programs need to target all signs of disorder, such as broken windows, vandalism 

and loitering, so as to prevent more serious crime taking place in the community 

(Kelling & Coles, 1996; Wilson & Kelling, 1982).  The New York City Transit 

Authority’s Clean Car Program was one program based on the broken windows 

theory, combining police patrols of the New York subway with the physical 

maintenance of the subway cars  (Sloan-Howitt & Kelling, 1997).  This program 

successfully targeted vandalism on the subway through the constant maintenance 

of subway cars, combined with patrols of the cars during the times they were most 

at risk of being vandalised (Sloan-Howitt & Kelling, 1997).  The control of 

vandalism was seen to decrease travellers’ fear of crime (Sloan-Howitt & Kelling, 

1997).  Cleaning up community degradation, with its impact on reducing fear of 

crime in community members, has an ability to support other physical crime 

prevention initiatives such as defensible space, which benefit from this reduced 

fear of crime (Cozens, 2005).   

A reduced fear of crime is one of the elements that allows defensible space 

to be more effectively applied, as it ensures residents are more willing to enforce 

informal social control measures over those private and semi-private areas newly 

created through the principles of the defensible space concept (Cozens, 2005).  As 

mentioned previously, other qualities useful in the application of defensible space 

include an awareness of who belongs in an area and who are intruders as well as 

distinct divides between private and public areas.  Crime Prevention Through 

Environmental Design (CPTED) stipulates fitting low fences/hedges or chain link 

fences to create transparent area dividers and reducing thoroughfares, which both 

assist with surveillance of an area.  Community events such as social gatherings or 

networking meetings may improve awareness and cohesion.  Felson (1998) agrees 
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crime and deviance will be reduced by improving levels of informal social control, 

adding to this the need to also improve supervision of children.  He maintains 

crime prevention strategies based on the rational choice perspective have an 

important impact in a community when the strategy targets children by setting 

limits on their behaviour and instigating supervision.  Children with pro-social 

instruction and monitoring are considered more likely to make pro-social choices.  

Community policing is another strategy used to facilitate principles of physical 

crime prevention (Kelling & Coles, 1996).  The methods used in community 

policing aim to manage crime and disorder problems by targeting specific 

community crime problems, monitoring communities and hot spots and aiding 

community-driven programs.  This thesis explores the range of place-based 

programs implemented into communities and therefore it is important to first 

understand the theoretical reasons for these types of programs.   

Concerns with Focusing on the Physical 

A few criticisms are directed at theories focusing on physical contributors 

to crime and deviance.  These criticisms attend to not only the unreliability of 

attributing emotions to the presence or absence of inanimate objects but also the 

unintended consequences of judging a community problem by relying on 

environmental cues.  Some studies argue offenders’ actions are not influenced 

greatly by the appearance of the physical environment and community residents 

do not always avoid areas showing signs of physical deterioration (Phillips & 

Smith, 2004; Wright & Decker, 1994).  In fact Phillips and Smith (2004) found 

interpersonal conduct – being respectful or uncivil – is most important to the 

wellbeing and cohesion of a neighbourhood.  The following studies highlight the 

need for a more systemic approach to community-based crime prevention.   
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One of the central aspects of environmental theories is the argument that 

crime and deviance offenders are swayed by environmental cues and the 

appearance of their surroundings.  Wright and Decker (1994), however, warn 

against approaches to crime prevention developed from a perceived 

understanding of offenders’ thought processes.  Their research into St.  Louis 

burglars showed that any apparent risks to offend were discounted once the 

offender had decided to offend.  This decision was influenced by perceived 

personal circumstances and lack of opportunities for an alternative livelihood, 

causing individuals to believe they had little or no choice but to offend (Wright & 

Decker, 1994).  Therefore, programs aimed at targeting offenders of crime should 

endeavour to amend these influences.  Also, focusing on environmental cues can 

lead to over-policing of communities, as noted by Dixon (1998) and Matthews 

(1992),  and this has a number of disadvantages.  It can provoke community 

disorder when juvenile gangs start to retaliate against the police presence, and 

community members hide offenders who they believe are unfairly treated (Dixon, 

1998).  It can also increase incarceration numbers, which in turn can strengthen 

ties and learning among offenders and cause criminal groups to either become 

more organised or relocate rather than desist from crime (Dixon, 1998).   

There is also criticism of the broken windows argument, which asserts 

instead that disorder encourages avoidance of areas.  Researching people’s 

emotions and behaviours when confronted with disorder and crime in their 

communities, Phillips and Smith (2004) found fear and avoidance were not the 

most common responses to disorder.  Through the Melbourne Everyday Incivility 

Project, which analysed reactions to disorder, specifically kinetic and verbal 

instances of incivility, they instead established that participants’ most common 
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reaction was to be angry and retaliate.  The second most common response was to 

become blasé and do nothing.  Their research concluded that it was incorrect to 

assume experiencing incivility would cause fear and avoidance.  These studies 

highlight the need for community program implementers to observe and study 

their community’s attitudes to adversity before assuming a cause and effect 

relationship (Sutton et al., 2008).   

Current understanding is expanding from focusing solely on one camp of 

crime prevention theory, acknowledging the need for research investigating how a 

mix of social and environmental factors affects crime (Moore et al., 2016; Sutton et 

al., 2014).  Some authors argue that the concept of incivility, often used in 

environmental research, is more aligned with the actions and behaviours of 

everyday residents rather than with the physical signs of decay (Phillips & Smith, 

2004, pp. 383 and 394).  Examples of this mixing of the two theoretical camps are 

seen in CPTED designs over the past two decades adding community social 

cohesion to their objectives and in research considering the role of  environmental 

cues in constraining the behaviour of sexual offenders (Cozens, 2005; Wortley & 

Smallbone, 2006).  The systemic theories of social disorganisation, social capital 

and collective efficacy, explained earlier, can deal with many of the limitations 

occurring when trying to explain crime through, for example, environmental 

criminology, due to their focus on constructing groups and networks.  Likewise, 

environmental, and physical crime prevention can fill the gaps created by focusing 

solely on the social aspect of crime.  In this way, neither one of the theoretical 

camps can work as a sole solution to crime prevention (Sutton et al., 2014).  

This chapter has outlined various ecological theories and their potential 

impact on crime and delinquency.  It has explored the important role social 



CHAPTER 2: IMPACT OF SOCIAL AND PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENTS 47 
 

cohesion, institutional and social networks, trust, addressing social and physical 

signs of community disorder and urban planning all have in preventing crime.  It 

also argued for the importance of first understanding these theories to implement 

crime prevention programs more effectively.  For example, communities appearing 

high in social capital may be experiencing issues of social exclusion, weakening the 

effects of some community-based crime prevention programs, and communities 

experiencing crime problems may benefit from a program targeted to hot spots.  

This leads into the development of a diverse array of approaches and applications 

for crime prevention.  The next chapter examines current crime prevention 

approaches and outlines processes for conducting community-based crime 

prevention initiatives.  It will be seen that these crime prevention approaches are 

based on theories that have been outlined in this chapter.  Following this, the next 

chapter will also explore the politics involved in implementing crime prevention 

strategies, both within community-based crime prevention organisations and 

externally.  The exploration of the theoretical frameworks and practical 

implementations of crime prevention contained within these two chapters will 

provide the foundation for research into Greater Brisbane’s community-based 

crime prevention programs.    
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Chapter 3: Implementing Crime Prevention: Approaches and Issues 

The basic aim of community-based crime prevention programs is to 

mitigate crime and delinquency in communities.  As discussed in the previous 

chapter, there is a range of theoretical explanations and research into how 

demographic and environmental conditions and social cohesion impact on crime 

and crime prevention.  Many factors influence program development and 

implementation; this chapter will discuss those conditions that are expected to 

most strongly influence the distribution of crime prevention programs across 

Greater Brisbane.  The conditions being explored in this chapter are the layout of 

existing crime prevention programs, the governing climate of the time, and the 

assumptions made about the behaviour, attitudes and needs of populations 

targeted with intervention (Andresen, 2017; Crawford, 1997; Miller, 2001; Skogan, 

1988a).  These conditions can influence a program’s crime prevention approach 

and the methods used in its application (such as modifying a place or resourcing 

people viewed as ‘at risk’).  As a result, there is a large array of programs available 

to communities, all attempting in some degree to improve feelings of security and 

increase lawful community conduct and all vying for resources and recognition.  

Community-based crime prevention programs range from deterrence through 

punitive law enforcement to opportunity reduction through structural and civic 

action; they can aim to reduce disadvantage and/or improve social conditions and 

community resources (Andresen, 2017; Green Mazerolle & Roehl, 1998; Lurigio & 

Rosenbaum, 1986; Miller, 2001; Scheingold, 1984; Sutton, 1997).  Their outcomes 

and effects may even interact or compete when both are operating in the same 

community, leading to unintended outcomes.  Government appears to have a 

penchant for implementing the newest evidence-based strategy for crime and 
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delinquency prevention, but with little regard for the initiatives already in place, 

due to the lack of reviews of the crime prevention landscape.   

This chapter examines existing literature detailing four common 

approaches to crime prevention (these are developmental, situational, criminal 

justice and social-community crime prevention) and why these approaches are 

considered useful in preventing crime.  These four approaches to crime prevention 

form the basis from which this current research defined and coded a program’s 

theoretical perspective of crime prevention.  The current research reorganises the 

four approaches into three categories which are more relevant to the Australian 

context, and the progression to reorganisation is explained in this chapter.  The 

chapter also reviews how the political climate relates to implementing crime 

prevention and the assumptions made about populations and communities that 

can influence a program’s outcome.  The impact of the political environment is 

explored due to the substantial role government plays in funding and 

implementing programs in the Australian context.  Finally, the chapter explores the 

range of concerns that have been expressed about the inadequacies of current 

community crime prevention research and previously evaluated community-based 

forms of crime prevention.  It will critically reflect on the lack of community crime 

prevention program research that focuses on analysis into the spatial distribution 

of crime.   

 Constructing a Crime Prevention Classification Method 

It is important to have a clear understanding of what designates a program 

as one focused on crime prevention.  Many of the community-based crime 

prevention programs described in the literature mention their attempts to 

improve perceptions of security and lawful community conduct, and reduce 
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opportunities for crime and delinquency (Green Mazerolle & Roehl, 1998; Lurigio 

& Rosenbaum, 1986; Miller, 2001; Scheingold, 1984; Sutton, 1997).  This thesis has 

defined a crime prevention program as one that aims to influence those factors 

likely to impact the occurrence of crime.  This is a similar definition of community-

based crime prevention to that used by Garner  Clancey (2015) in his research into 

community programs implemented in Glebe, New South Wales. Developmental 

Crime Prevention Consortium (1999) constructed a list of crime correlates.  It lists 

factors that can increase or decrease the occurrence of crime: risk factors and 

protective factors, respectively.  This thesis has expanded the Developmental 

Crime Prevention Consortium (1999) correlates of crime by making several 

modifications and adding some additional factors based on the extant literature, 

using this list to determine if a program should be considered crime prevention 

(Clarke, 1995; Clarke & Homel, 1997; Cozens, 2005; Green Mazerolle & Roehl, 

1998; Lurigio & Rosenbaum, 1986; Moffitt, 1993; Roehl, 1998; Skogan, 1990).  The 

modified version of the correlates of crime is included in Appendix A. 

Due to the broad range of community-based crime prevention initiatives, it 

is necessary to identify each program by its key components, so they can be 

grouped and analysed.  One of the key components consistently defined within the 

literature is a program’s approach to crime prevention.  The different approaches 

will be discussed below, as well as the possibility of modifying the categorisation 

system so that it is more suitable for the analysis of programs within Australian 

societies.  The literature review will then discuss additional ways to classify a 

crime prevention program.  It is important to take this time to explain these crime 

prevention categorisation systems as they form an integral part of the typology 
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developed during this research for studying community-based crime prevention 

programs as a collective entity in the community.   

Four-part Categorisation – Developmental, Situational, Criminal Justice and 

Social-community  

Community-based crime prevention interventions can be categorised into 

one of four different theoretical approaches to crime prevention: developmental, 

situational, criminal justice and social-community (often referred to as ‘social’ or 

‘community development’) crime prevention.  Many researchers identify a 

combination of, or advocate for one or more of, these approaches (Andresen, 2017; 

Clarke, 1997; R. Homel, 2005; Tonry & Farrington, 1995).  This method for 

categorising programs forms the basis of program categorisation in this thesis so 

will be explained in detail.   

Developmental.  Developmental crime prevention is founded on the 

importance of nurture and opportunity in life and refers to those initiatives that 

are designed to prevent the development of criminal behaviour during one’s life 

(R. Homel, 2005; Lawrence, 2007; Tremblay & Craig, 1995).  Fundamental to this 

approach is the argument that behaviour and attitudes are learned and developed 

through influential personal experiences; they can occur at any point in an 

individual’s life and may represent transition points (Developmental Crime 

Prevention Consortium, 1999; R. Homel, 2005; Tremblay & Craig, 1995).  

Intervention directed at particular social experiences, situations or transition 

points aims to either prevent a person becoming involved in, or discontinue their 

involvement in, criminal activities (Developmental Crime Prevention Consortium, 

1999).  Developmental crime prevention emphasises early detection and primary 

intervention, preferably before adolescence, either early in the pathway to 



CHAPTER 3: IMPLEMENTING CRIME PREVENTION 52 
 

offending or during the early formative years (Developmental Crime Prevention 

Consortium, 1999; O'Malley & Sutton, 1997; Tremblay & Craig, 1995).   

Preventing crime using a developmental perspective involves considering 

and trying to influence factors known to either protect people from crime or 

increase their risk of crime.  According to the Developmental Crime Prevention 

Consortium report (1999), protective factors inhibiting the occurrence of 

delinquency include attachment to family and the community, bonding to school, 

meeting a significant person, being optimistic and holding moral beliefs and values.  

In contrast, risk factors include stressful life events, having low self-esteem, 

displaying unruly behaviour, having insecure attachments to family and 

conventional institutions within the community, inadequate parenting, failure at 

school or at conventional activities and a lack of problem solving skills or cognitive 

ability (Developmental Crime Prevention Consortium, 1999; Tremblay & Craig, 

1995).  Every one of these factors can have an effect on the development of 

delinquency and criminal behaviour of members of a community during their life 

(Rosenbaum et al., 1998).  Programs based on the developmental approach target 

both the risk and protective factors in the community through initiatives such as 

assisting young and disadvantaged parents with difficulties they may have in 

raising children, as well as school-based and community-based educational and 

social development programs (Rosenbaum et al., 1998).  It has been argued that an 

effective developmental crime prevention strategy should be based on a 

“cumulative effect model” of behaviour development, because a combination of 

preventative factors can decrease the effect of risk factors (Developmental Crime 

Prevention Consortium, 1999; Tremblay & Craig, 1995, p. 151).   
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The developmental approach aims to decrease community members’ risk of 

developing socially deviant behaviour and attitudes, through means such as 

increasing a person’s social, developmental and employment skills, their bond to 

community and their interest in conforming (Hope, 1995; Weiss, 1987).  Programs 

using the developmental approach may lessen the likelihood of a person being 

tempted to commit a criminal offence, because they might now take into account 

what they have to lose if they are discovered (Toby, 1957).  As Weiss (1987:118) 

posits, ‘developing a sense of competence and usefulness … will translate into 

greater allegiance to the established order’.  This is due to the ‘stake in conformity’ 

aspect of the developmental approach, which argues that a person’s stake in 

conformity increases when they possess feelings of general worth and success 

through things such as achievement in education, being respected in the 

community and having steady employment.  As a consequence, a person will 

voluntarily abide by rules, and be proactive in enforcing the community’s laws and 

norms (Sampson et al., 1999; Toby, 1957; Weiss, 1987).  Conversely, if there are 

high numbers of people who feel that they are not able to compete 

economically/legitimately then the community’s stake in conformity decreases 

(Toby, 1957).   

There have been several concerns raised by analysts regarding the effective 

implementation of the developmental approach to community-based crime 

prevention.  One concern is that programs providing primary interventions to ‘at-

risk’ individuals may have the effect of erroneously treating children deemed at 

risk of delinquency when some may not ultimately commit delinquent acts later in 

adolescence.  These children may then come to be falsely regarded as deviant in 

adolescence, due to their association with risk in childhood (Becker, 1963, p. 20).  
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To counter this, it is better to universally implement developmental crime 

prevention strategies across a population.  Therefore, my research distinguishes 

between universal, selected (at risk of targeted behaviour) or indicated (targeted 

behaviour manifested) sample populations when exploring what types of people 

have access to community-based crime prevention programs.  In addition, the 

measurable effects of various programs might not be known for some years (Polk, 

1997; Tremblay & Craig, 1995).  Therefore, developmental initiatives are usually 

implemented over a relatively long period of time, so extensive resources are 

required.  This creates problems concerning the requirement for long-term 

funding (Conner, 1998). 

Situational.  The situational approach to crime prevention is a two-

pronged approach.  It aims to reduce the opportunities and rewards for 

committing criminal activities, as well as increasing the associated risks and effort 

by restructuring the environment (Clarke, 1995; Clarke & Homel, 1997; Cornish & 

Clarke, 2003; Jeffery, 1977; Newman, 1972; Shariati & Guerette, 2017).  As 

highlighted by Wortley and Smallbone (2006) and Lab (2007) this perspective 

focuses on modifying those environments and situations conducive to crime – 

targeting sites rather than people.  Situational community-based crime prevention 

initiatives can also be designed to reduce motivation for committing criminal acts 

through the use of highly specific techniques designed to induce guilt and reduce 

temptation and behavioural triggers (Clarke & Homel, 1997; Wortley & Smallbone, 

2006).  These measures and techniques, which will be explained in more detail 

below, are partly based on the rational choice perspective explained in Chapter 2 

(Clarke, 1995; Ekblom & Tilley, 2000).  In general terms, this theory maintains that 

criminal acts are more likely to occur when the opportunity is available and 
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tempting, and where the benefits for committing a crime outweigh the risks 

(Clarke & Felson, 1993; Cohen & Felson, 1979; Cornish & Clarke, 2003; Wortley & 

Smallbone, 2006).   

This approach to crime prevention was highlighted in a review of criminal 

correction methods used in the 1960s and 1970s by the British government’s 

Home Office Research Unit (Clarke, 1995).  The review criticised the criminal 

justice approach to crime prevention for having only limited success and suggested 

that a more effective approach would be to reduce the opportunities for criminal 

activities.  In its conclusion, the Home Office Research Unit advocated the 

situational approach (Clarke, 1995).  Researchers for the review had investigated 

youth correctional institutions and found that there was a significant correlation 

between the structure of the institution and re-offending rates while in those 

institutions, regardless of the individual’s background and personality (Tizard et 

al., 1975).  The corollary of this was that offending could be controlled by focusing 

on structural design (Tizard et al., 1975).  This finding has been supported by other 

theorists such as Engstad (1975), who found that community crime rates are 

positively affected by the proportion and location of facilities and businesses in a 

community, such as the distribution of parking lots, pubs, clubs and other 

businesses.  Situational crime prevention advocates support these measures 

because they consider situations to be more predictable than people; they argue 

that a reduction in crime and disorder can be achieved by modifying the 

environment and situations conducive to offending (Ekblom & Tilley, 2000; Felson 

& Eckert, 2016; Rosenbaum et al., 1998).  These methods of community-based 

crime prevention are clearly established on the theoretical perspective of rational 
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choice, which analyses those situational and environmental conditions that 

influence the actions of offenders.   

Initiatives for blocking criminal opportunities also include altering the 

appearance of surroundings through environmental design, therefore programs 

that alter the environment with an aim to preventing crime are included in this 

thesis.  Crime prevention through environmental design (CPTED) stresses the 

importance of planning the layout of the community, its buildings and public 

spaces, in order to prevent criminal behaviour (Martin & Brinn-Feinberg, 2001).  

The principles developed through CPTED were a progression from Newman’s 

work on defensible space, explored in Chapter 2, and highlight the use of territorial 

markers such as gardens and low walls which were seen to identify those spaces 

which residents have a right to control.  The idea behind CPTED is that the 

occurrence, severity and fear of crime within a community can be lessened by 

changing the appearance and design of that community (Lab, 2000; Lavrakas & 

Kushmuk, 1986).  Such physical alterations could change the attitudes and 

behaviour of residents, increasing their sense of wellbeing and ownership of the 

community and in turn increasing their likelihood of maintaining the community’s 

physical appearance and of implementing informal social controls (Cozens et al., 

2005; Lab, 2000; Martin & Brinn-Feinberg, 2001).  It is argued that the appearance 

of an organised community would discourage offenders, and increase the 

probability of community residents noticing and intervening when disorder and 

crime events occur (Cozens et al., 2005).  Martin and Brinn-Feinberg (2001) note 

that government officials, design professionals, community residents, community 

police officers and social researchers should all be involved in the development of 

a community, as they each have a specific area of expertise in the prevention of 
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crime.  Programs that use environmental changes to improve the safety of a 

community are therefore included as community-based crime prevention 

programs. 

Researchers examining environmental design have identified some key 

intervention methods through which community crime can be deterred.  Firstly, 

crime is deterred by using effective surveillance and by maintaining the visibility 

of people in residential and public areas (Carter et al., 2003; Clarke, 1995; 

Kushmuk & Whittemore, 1981; Lab, 2000; Martin & Brinn-Feinberg, 2001).  This 

can be implemented by providing effective outdoor lighting, balconies and see-

through fencing (Carter et al., 2003; Martin & Brinn-Feinberg, 2001), as well as 

positioning windows appropriately and adopting formal surveillance measures, 

such as closed-circuit television (CCTV) (Kushmuk & Whittemore, 1981).  

Secondly, access to buildings should be restricted, so that only those permitted to 

access the area are able to (Carter et al., 2003; Clarke, 1995; Kushmuk & 

Whittemore, 1981; Lab, 2000; Martin & Brinn-Feinberg, 2001).  Measures to limit 

access include target hardening by providing fencing, locks, alarms, window bars 

and safes, and by lessening access to certain areas and the flow of through traffic 

with the use of landscaping, cul-de-sacs and limiting entry points to streets 

(Felson, 1998; Jongejan & Woldendorp, 2013; Lab, 2000).  The third method is to 

increase residents’ sense of responsibility, ownership and social cohesion in a 

given area (Carter et al., 2003; Clarke, 1995; Kushmuk & Whittemore, 1981; Lab, 

2000; Martin & Brinn-Feinberg, 2001).  This can be achieved by defining private, 

semi-private and public areas, by increasing community social occasions in public 

spaces and by assigning some public spaces to particular community members 

(Carter et al., 2003; Martin & Brinn-Feinberg, 2001; Reppetto, 1974).  Increasing 
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human resident traffic and community interaction in public space increases 

witnesses and surveillance, deterring criminal activities (Angel, 1968; Reppetto, 

1974). 

Defining spaces potentially provides residents with a sense of what should 

be defended, as well as where community social controls should be enforced 

(Newman, 1972).  Therefore, programs with the intention of making spaces 

definable for residents were included in this thesis’s audit.  Territorial markers 

that define spaces for control include gardens and low walls.  In addition, adequate 

recreational areas should be provided for residents (Newman, 1972).  Newman 

(1972) argued that such measures would increase the sense of community control 

and ownership over the environment.  The notion of defensible space should only 

be applied in residential areas, because extending its function to encompass 

schools and commercial areas has not been successful (Clarke, 1995; Jeffery, 

1977).  It is believed that community members’ “territorial behaviour” in these 

areas is not as strong as when it is applied to the defence of a home (Clarke, 1995, 

p. 97).  It has also been argued that a high percentage of rental versus owned 

homes in a community could reduce the level of territorial behaviour, limiting the 

effectiveness of this crime prevention approach (Cherney, 2006).   

There have been many reviews of the success of different aspects of CPTED, 

which have shown mixed results.  Some support the theory, while others highlight 

concerns that some environmental design applications may have either a 

detrimental effect on crime prevention, no impact on crime (seen in many reviews 

of projects that increase lighting in communities, for example) or only a short-lived 

impact on crime (for in-depth reviews see Lab, 2000; Lavrakas & Kushmuk, 1986).  

Crime prevention strategies such as those of target-hardening and formal 
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surveillance through CCTV may have the potential to incite fear and isolate 

residents, which could in turn encourage crime (Wortley, 1996).  An example of 

the successful implementation of CPTED occurred in Sarasota, Florida.  It was 

found that by redesigning the landscape of the community and re-evaluating and 

relaxing building requirements – such as business boundary setback legislation – 

buildings were more visible and renovations more affordable (Carter et al., 2003).  

Investment in designing the structural aspects of the environment, combined with 

a cooperative relationship between community members and a visible police 

service was seen to “build public confidence in the city’s ability to revitalize the 

area, which raised expectations for improvement and decreased citizens’ tolerance 

of criminal behaviour” (Carter et al., 2003, p. 1442).  Lavrakas and Kushmuk 

(1986) argue that the most successful CPTED programs were those implemented 

in the business sector.  As opposed to members of the residential community, the 

business community were more able and likely to fund the different aspects of the 

program, such as target hardening measures.  The business community were also 

more likely to have similar attitudes and concerns about crime (Lavrakas & 

Kushmuk, 1986).   

 There is a range of highly specific situational techniques designed to alter 

situational circumstances that might block criminal opportunities and reduce 

motivations for committing crime.  Clarke (1992) developed a list of methods for 

blocking opportunities for committing crime from within the situational 

perspective.  The list of methods have since been updated by Clarke (1995, 1997), 

Clarke and Homel (1997), and Cornish and Clarke (2003), with Wortley and 

Smallbone’s (2006) additional technique of controlling prompts.  The list of 

methods are explained below.   
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The first category explores techniques to increase effort are target 

hardening (e.g.  steering locks), access control (e.g.  fences), deflecting offenders 

(e.g.  placement of bus stops) and controlling facilitators (e.g.  gun control) (Clarke, 

1995; Clarke & Homel, 1997; Felson & Eckert, 2016; Poyner & Webb, 1987; Webb 

& Laycock, 1992).  The second category, increases in risks, result from increased 

surveillance, whether it be from formal surveillance by using burglar alarms, 

security guards, parking attendants and the screening of entry and exit points, or 

from informal surveillance such as residents’ awareness of strangers (Clarke, 

1995; Clarke & Homel, 1997; Felson & Eckert, 2016).  The third category, reducing 

rewards, consists of removing visible targets, identifying personal property, 

reducing temptation (e.g. having ‘gender-neutral phone lists’) and removing 

benefits (e.g. cleaning up graffiti and removing gang’s tags from places of visibility) 

(Clarke & Homel, 1997, p. 24; Wortley, 1996).  The fourth category describes 

methods to reduce provocations, such as ‘frustrations and stress’, ‘disputes’, 

‘emotional arousal’, ‘peer pressure’ and ‘imitation’ (Cornish & Clarke, 2003, p. 90).  

The fifth category consists of those measures designed to remove excuses the 

perpetrator can use to validate their actions and induce guilt and embarrassment if 

caught.  These measures include setting regulations for acceptable behaviour, and 

highlighting moral values; placing controls on behaviour (such as the drinking 

laws); and facilitating compliance through the provision of community facilities 

(Clarke & Homel, 1997; Wortley & Smallbone, 2006).  Please refer to Cornish and 

Clarke’s (2003, p. 90) table outlining 25 techniques for situational crime 

prevention.  In summary, interventions based on the situational approach have 

involved target-hardening strategies such as installing security alarms and locks to 

businesses and homes, spontaneous surveillance by members of the community, 
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designing the accessibility of certain locations in the community to increase the 

ease of surveillance and managing and influencing the behaviour of people in 

public spaces (Carter et al., 2003; Clarke, 1995; Clarke & Homel, 1997; Cornish & 

Clarke, 2003; Gips, 2003; Jeffery, 1977; Martin & Brinn-Feinberg, 2001; Wortley, 

1996).  Outcomes from situational prevention initiatives have included a reduction 

in overall crime (Gips, 2003) – in particular burglaries and the theft of personal 

and retail property (Felson, 1998; Gips, 2003) – and an increased public 

perception of safety (Carter et al., 2003).  Therefore, programs that include the 

above-mentioned measures are included in the crime prevention program audit of 

this thesis research.  

Criminal justice.  The criminal justice approach to community-based crime 

prevention can be separated into two categories according to the group 

implementing the action.  First, criminal justice organised from within the 

community population or by community organisations provides civil remedies to 

enforce or insist on the enforcement of public and legal regulations.  Community-

based crime prevention instigated by law enforcement agencies such as the 

criminal justice system and state police forms the second category.  Using this 

approach these agencies draw on crime prevention strategies such as community 

policing and problem-orientated policing to enforce public and legal regulations 

(Green Mazerolle & Roehl, 1998; Kelling & Coles, 1996).   

Civil remedies are designed to target either people responsible for a crime-

prone space, such as landlords and building managers, or the individual 

perpetrators of crime and disorder.  Examples of civil remedies to mitigate crime 

and improve community welfare and wellbeing include the redevelopment and 

repurposing of crime-prone buildings and providing empowerment courses for 
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community residents (Roehl, 1998, p. 255).  The benefits of such remedies are that 

they generally achieve a more permanent, holistic solution with greater 

community empowerment than government solutions due to the role these 

interventions play in building self-efficacy (Green Mazerolle & Roehl, 1998; 

Perkins et al., 1996; Roehl, 1998; Skogan, 1990).  According to Roehl (1998), civil 

remedies often take the form of either enforcement or environmental design – 

environmental design being a situational approach.  Enforcement strategies 

include bans on the advertising of alcohol or other things that may lead to 

disorder, the introduction of curfews for children, and organising restraining 

orders against violent individuals (Green Mazerolle & Roehl, 1998).  Civil remedies 

through environmental design using the criminal justice approach to crime 

prevention include not only organising community action to improve the 

community’s physical conditions but also taking civil action against parties seen to 

contribute to community degradation (Roehl, 1998).     

Community policing provides an example of a popular government tactic to 

encourage community members to become involved in law enforcement and crime 

prevention.  The aim of community policing is to develop relationships with 

community members that can help in the targeting of disorder problems in 

communities; its purpose is to influence the development of crime (Community 

Policing Consortium, 1994; Grinc, 1994; Skogan, 1990).  In community policing, 

police are designated a community that they are to work with and be responsible 

for.  The aim of this is to formulate stable relationships between police and the 

community and to provide community members with a contact person and a sense 

of safety and the police with an intimate understanding of the community’s 

problems (Lab, 2000; Sparrow, 1988).  Police are given the role of ‘community 
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managers’, so they focus on issues of community safety, disorder and cohesion 

rather than targeting and arresting offenders; this is a long-term community 

development function (Hoover, 1992; Lab, 2000).   

One example of community policing is its role in the facilitation of the Weed 

and Seed project implemented in many cities in the United States.  The project was 

designed to reduce crime and disorder by targeting, arresting and incarcerating 

violent criminals, as well as introducing social resources and services into 

communities (Miller, 2001).  Within this project, community policing provided 

problem-solving consultations with members of the community and foot patrols to 

increase community involvement in crime prevention.  However, there were 

concerns about implementing such a criminal justice approach to community-

based crime prevention.  The approach was seen to be problematic by members of 

minority groups as they felt that the definition of crime prevention used by the 

criminal justice agencies would be quite different to their own (Miller, 2001).  

Minority groups saw crime prevention measures as more effective if they focused 

on underlying social causes, such as economic and educational disadvantage, 

rather than on punitive measures, which they believed would cause people from 

minority groups to be unfairly targeted (Grinc, 1994; Miller, 2001).   

Problematic relationships between the police and members of communities 

are a common issue for programs based on community policing.  Residents often 

have concerns about being involved with police.  They fear the threat of retaliation 

from offending community members if they are found to be informants for police 

and anticipate the futility of participating in crime prevention projects that often 

do not last long in the community.  They can misunderstand their role in 

community policing programs, reducing the effectiveness of programs; and, 
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particularly in disadvantaged areas, there can be a lack of organised, trusted and 

efficacious community groups willing to work in partnership with police (Grinc, 

1994).  These concerns and issues need to be addressed within community 

policing initiatives to ensure better working relationships between police and the 

community.   

While community policing emphasises broader community problem-

solving, problem-orientated policing concerns itself with individual criminal 

events in a community.  It assesses and targets problems as they arise, in 

consultation with, and often with the assistance of, community members (Lab, 

2000; Skogan, 1990).  Police functions within the community involve conducting 

patrols, collecting information on incidents that have occurred, providing 

emergency response, conducting criminal investigations and, importantly to this 

research, providing support services such as running youth programs and 

consultations (Scott, 2000).  In this approach, community problems are to be 

explored by methodically recognising the extent of the problem, investigating what 

is known and the outcomes of any previous research (what approaches have been 

used and their level of success), noting government involvement and interest and 

determining available resources (Goldstein, 1979).  Strategies are then 

implemented to reduce and prevent the problem, with researchers analysing the 

success of these strategies (Eck & Spelman, 1987; Knutsson, 2003).   

Problem-orientated policing holds some challenges for effective community 

crime prevention.  Scott (2000) identified a number of these challenges, which can 

affect many attempts at implementing community initiatives.  The challenges 

include: a) fully and empathetically understanding the problem – a clear and 

detailed understanding of the problem, defined by those concerned; 
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b) acknowledging and focusing only on those issues that police have expertise in, 

so they do not erode power balances or decrease their own efficiency in the 

community; and c) focusing on community concerns over internal concerns, such 

as administration, organisation and procedure.  Although it is not possible in my 

research to explore whether these challenges proved to be an issue for any of the 

community-based crime prevention programs studied, it is important to 

understand the reasons why programs may not provide intended outcomes for 

their community.   

Social-community.  The social-community approach to crime prevention 

focuses on altering the social conditions in a community that specifically impact on 

the community’s crime rate (Hope, 1995; Rosenbaum et al., 1998).  Social-

community researchers maintain that the conditions that influence the occurrence 

and severity of criminal and antisocial behaviour relate directly to the strength of 

social controls within the community.  The conditions include the strength of 

conservative values, as well as bonds to families, schools, ethnic and community 

groups, and it is these conditions that community crime prevention projects target 

(Skogan, 1990).  Therefore, programs that aim to influence these conditions would 

be included in this thesis as a social-community focused program. 

Central to the social-community approach is developing local groups and 

institutions that identify and actively address community concerns.  Termed the 

‘horizontal dimension’ of this approach, it is intended to build a sense of 

community and connectedness (Hope, 1995).  As members of community groups 

socialise they develop common social values, attitudes towards conformity,  

reciprocity, loyalty and neighbourliness (Hope, 1995; Putnam, 2000b).  Also 

important are networks between community residents and community 
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stakeholders, such as representatives from police, schools, business and 

governance bodies, as these connections assist in social control and in forming 

bonds to pro-social networks  (Cameron & Laycock, 2002).   

Programming that helps communities mobilise resources is another 

important aspect of the social-community approach to crime prevention and can 

be achieved through community-based social institutions and groups.  Termed the 

“vertical dimension” these programs aim to improve community conditions and 

empower members by sourcing and providing political and economic resources 

necessary for modifying the social and physical environment to prevent crime 

(Hope, 1995, p. 24).   

Regardless of the type of approach, involvement of community members in 

a voluntary capacity is a vital prerequisite for community crime prevention.  Not 

only does it help make community approaches more economically viable but it can 

also stimulate interest within the community regarding how crime and disorder 

can be combated (Feinberg et al., 2005; Skogan, 1990).  Moreover, collective 

participation can improve social interaction, strengthening the community’s 

foundations.  This is something that can be lacking in large modern communities 

and institutions, which can be disempowering and alienating to citizens.  Couple 

this with a persistent crime problem, and community members often feel isolated 

and powerless (Perkins et al., 1996).  Through community groups (especially those 

supported by stable institutions such as police and government) community 

members can voice their concerns, assist with solving community problems, and 

maintain crime prevention projects, improving their sense of self-efficacy (Skogan, 

1990).   



CHAPTER 3: IMPLEMENTING CRIME PREVENTION 67 
 

Alternative Approaches to Categorising Programs 

Not all crime prevention researchers see the divide between crime 

prevention types in terms of developmental, social-community, situational and 

criminal justice.  One group of researchers see the categories more simply as a 

divide between social and environmental.  A second group of researchers postulate 

classifying theoretical approaches to crime prevention in terms of primary, 

secondary and tertiary prevention, with developmental, situational, criminal 

justice and social-community approaches as subcategories (Lab, 2007).  Primary 

prevention clusters those initiatives that aim to change conditions conducive to 

crime and delinquency.  These include situational conditions, such as those often 

targeted by programs that focus on physical and environmental vulnerabilities or 

social and economic conditions, such as reducing isolation and improving a 

person’s economic welfare or providing emergency relief.  Secondary prevention is 

designed to look after issues that are a step closer to the crime problem, by 

targeting people in at-risk circumstances.  Initiatives under the secondary 

prevention category target circumstances, people and places that are identified as 

vulnerable to and at a heightened risk of crime and delinquency.  Examples of 

these initiatives include interventions with ‘at-risk’ youth and, as Andresen and 

Jenion (2008) stated, can include the targeting of hot spots.  Tertiary prevention is 

geared towards reducing recidivism by targeting offenders with both intervention 

and punishment.  This approach also aims to limit the harm caused by criminal 

action (Andresen & Jenion, 2008; Brantingham & Faust, 1976; Lab, 2000; Lavrakas 

& Bennett, 1988).  Here there is considerable overlap with primary prevention, for 

as circumstances and environments are modified to limit harm they are also being 

targeted for their vulnerabilities (Lab, 2007).  Because of this significant crossover 
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this system of categorisation is impractical for use for data coding and analysis of 

community-based crime prevention programs.  Some researchers use categories of 

universal, selected and indicated, which are similar to the ‘primary, secondary, 

tertiary’ categories, but are more distinct in their definitions and do not contain as 

many opportunities for crossover  (Lab, 2007).   I use these ‘universal, selected and 

indicated’ categories as subclassifications of my main classification. I explain them 

further later in this chapter. 

A third group of researchers include an extra, fifth approach to crime 

prevention along with the already explored developmental, situational, criminal 

justice and social-community approaches.  This fifth approach to crime prevention 

is termed the public health approach.  However, the public health approach is 

considered by some theorists to incorporate developmental, situational and social-

community approaches to crime prevention, not simply providing individual crime 

prevention (Tonry & Farrington, 1995).  The public health approach to 

community-based crime prevention considers crime – violence in particular – to be 

a threat to the health of communities.  Violence from this perspective refers to 

crimes or ‘interpersonal attacks’ not as crimes per se but as ‘intentional injuries’ 

(Moore 1995; National Committee for Injury Prevention and Control 1989:192).  

The argument is that such injuries affect the health and wellbeing of members of 

the whole community (Lavrakas 1997; Moore 1995).  Community-based crime 

prevention initiatives based on the public health approach typically use primary 

interventions that endeavour to intervene to prevent crime before it can result in 

harm (Moore, 1995).  This approach might also focus on healing the victims of the 

crime, as well as repairing the damage (Moore, 1995).  However, I found that 
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programs did not typically fit exclusively within the public health approach.  

Therefore, I have not included this approach to crime prevention in my analysis.   

Redefining Crime Prevention Categorisation for the Australian Context 

The four-part categorisation of crime prevention programs explored earlier, 

although conceptually distinct, is not practical in its original form for my research 

analysis.  Australia, more so than the United States or the United Kingdom, focuses 

its community-based crime prevention largely on developmental and social-

community approaches (P. Homel, 2005).  This creates a practical problem for my 

analysis, as it leaves only a small selection of programs approaching crime 

prevention from a situational or criminal justice perspective.  Therefore, a 

modification to these categories is required to be suitable for the Australian 

context.   

The classification method I used is was based on the four crime prevention 

approaches of developmental, situational, criminal justice and social-community.  

However, to make them more relevant to the Australian context the approaches 

were reorganised from a different conceptual perspective: those that focus on 

outcomes for the individual, those that aim to strengthen and improve the 

community and those that target the crime problem.  This perspective occurs 

throughout Australian crime prevention literature (see Graycar & Grabosky, 

2002a; Homel, 1996; Sutton, 2000). 

Programs intending to build the individual are centred on the principles of 

developmental crime prevention; in this research this is referred to as the 

developmental approach to crime prevention.  Programs in this category focus on 

an individual’s pathway to crime as well as on the individual’s health, wellbeing, 
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and relationship with institutions in society.  The theoretical explanation for these 

programs was explained earlier in this chapter.   

Initiatives oriented towards strengthening the community are defined 

according to the social-community approach to crime prevention.  These programs 

attempt to intervene in issues of crime and deviance, resources acquisition and 

mobilisation, and community wellbeing as these affect the community collective, 

not the individual need.  It is also not in the scope of programs that strengthen the 

community to target specific crime problem areas or issues.  An exploration into 

the social-community approach to crime prevention was conducted earlier in this 

chapter so will not be repeated here.   

Problem-focused programs target specific crime problem areas or issues.  

This conceptual approach is based around the categories of situational and 

criminal justice crime prevention but views them from a slightly different 

perspective.  In this approach, situational crime prevention and any modifications 

of the environment and place for crime prevention are seen as being focused on 

the crime problem, as opposed to being focused on the individual or community.  It 

also sees the criminal justice approach to crime prevention in this way.   

Targeting Participants using Universal, Selected and Indicated Categories 

Another method previous research has used to define programs, specifically 

those initiatives that target people over those targeting situations, circumstances, 

or places, is according to how potential participants are selected.  Many schools of 

thought compete on the issue of whether it is even wise to target participants at all.  

For some theorists, the idea that participants should be selected for crime 

prevention programs from out of a population of peers brings fears of labelling and 

the possible realisation of a self-fulfilling prophecy.  It is argued that classifying 
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people as being ‘at risk’, and as a result selected for an intervention, can do more 

harm than good.  These participants start to identify with the ‘at-risk’ label 

attributed to them and their peers start to treat them as one who is ‘at-risk’ 

(Becker, 1963; Bernberg et al., 2006).  Conversely, other researchers acknowledge 

there is superfluous use of limited resources when providing programs to people 

who are not the most vital target.  With some universally implemented programs, 

it is those people who do not require the initiative’s objectives who most often 

attend the program, therefore causing the program to lose its effectiveness.   

Due to the importance and contentious nature of this issue I believe any 

codebook for classifying community-based crime prevention programs needs to 

document the scope used for targeting participants.  This has therefore been 

incorporated as a variable in this current research.  There are three identified ways 

a participant can be targeted, or that restrictions can be placed on who can 

participate.  The first is to universally target the entire population.  That means all 

members of a group, be it a school, an entire grade in a school, an ethnic group, a 

gender group, an age group or an interest group, are provided with, and eligible to 

participate in, the program.   

The second method used to select an assembly of participants is through 

selecting people or groups seen as ‘at risk’ according to stated selection criteria.  

For example, a group from within a school year level is targeted with a program, 

according to their observed learning difficulties or antisocial playground 

behaviour, or a group of young mothers is selected from a mothers’ group 

association for a program in parenting techniques and support.  However, as I have 

mentioned, some researchers may shy away from this method of targeting 
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participants, due the negative outcomes for participants that may sometimes 

occur. 

The third technique for selecting program participants is through using 

‘indicated’ target groups.  These types of initiatives are only available to people 

who have been identified as already participating in, experiencing, or exhibiting 

the issue that is central to the program.  An example of this style of program is one 

that involves people who have been caught stealing cars and joyriding.   

Problems with Defining ‘Community’ 

An issue for consideration in the development and analysis of community-

based crime prevention is understanding what is meant by the term ‘community’.  

For example, did the developer of the initiative intend it to be implemented into 

particular local areas or was it intended for particular collectives of people; and 

when collecting data on community-based crime prevention programs it is 

important to clarify whether the boundary of the program was geographical or if 

other parameters were used.  Furthermore, as this current research studies 

community-based crime prevention programs, it is important for the reader to 

know what is meant by that term.   

A review of the literature shows that the term ‘community’ is ambiguous 

and hard to define, even though there have been many different attempts to 

precisely define it.  To highlight the ambiguity and problems associated with it, Bell 

and Newby uncovered more than ninety definitions, none of which appeared to be 

universally accepted (Bell & Newby, 1971; Crawford, 1997; Ekblom, 1994; Moore 

et al., 2016; Rosenbaum, 1988; Weiss, 1987).  Weiss (1987) argues that this is due 

to the imprecision of definitions and the ill-defined parameters that are set for the 

term.  Due to the seeming impossibility of unanimously defining the parameters 
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for what a community is, it may be more useful to explore the range of concepts 

attributed to the word ‘community’.  Ekblom (1994) argues that ‘community’ 

refers to relationships among people with a common interest, and that it is usually 

based on locality.  However, a common locality is not always required.  In much 

previous research, communities are defined in terms of geographical locations 

(Hope & Shaw, 1988; Johnson, 1987; Moore et al., 2016; Reiss, 1986; Skogan, 

1990).  An example of this is how Skogan (1990) and Rosenbaum, Lewis and Grant 

(1986) use the concept as if it were interchangeable with ‘neighbourhood’, In other 

words ‘community’ refers specifically to geographical residential areas.   

Hope and Shaw (1988) note an additional requirement: a ‘community’ 

needs to be recognisable by its residents and is often also recognisable as a 

‘community’ by outsiders.  Johnson’s (1987) analysis of place-based definitions of 

‘community’ also extends past a common residential locality.  For Johnson (1987), 

one type of community combines location with a “collective identity” (p. 22), a 

sentiment echoed by Hope and Shaw (1988), who argue that people who reside in 

a particular physical location develop a discriminating sense of who is included as 

a community member and who is a stranger.  Members develop shared sentiments 

and beliefs and a sense of cohesion largely as a result of continuing connection 

with each other as well as local networks (Johnson, 1987; Moore et al., 2016; 

Putnam, 2000b).   

The second version of community is the “local self-sufficient unit” where 

‘community’ is a conscious organisation of people who band together in order to 

acquire services and needs, such as food, housing, activities for children and adults, 

companionship, cultural understanding or religious fulfilment; this makes them 

dependent on each other (Communities that Care Ltd, 2016; Ekblom, 1994; 
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Johnson, 1987, p. 22).  The benefit of community-based initiatives in this sense is 

that they may increase a person’s stake in conformity, because those who become 

reliant on a community may not want to jeopardise their membership when they 

are able to use the community to have economic and social needs and aspirations 

met (Johnson, 1987; Toby, 1957; Weiss, 1987).  For a community susceptible to 

crime, community initiatives should be implemented to help fulfil the aspirations 

and needs of the community; otherwise individuals may be less likely to conform 

to, or participate in, the community (Toby, 1957).  

Johnson’s (1987, p. 22) third version of community is the “minimal unit of 

social organisation”, where community is an intermediary group that filters 

resources and connects individuals and families to wider city, state and national 

structures (Johnson, 1987).  Unlike the two previous versions of community, this 

one does not focus on the relationship that binds a group of people, instead it is the 

last receptor of the provision of resources from more macro structures (Johnson, 

1987).  It has been argued in theories such as collective efficacy that this is the 

version of community that neighbourhoods are moving towards.   

Researchers should be mindful of which type of community they are 

referring to when analysing the effectiveness of community-based crime 

prevention programs.  Taking a ‘service providing’ definition of community means 

there is anticipation that the effectiveness of a community as a service provider 

will impact on the effectiveness of the programs implemented.  In contrast defining 

a community as a ‘unit of collective identity’ means there is anticipation that 

programs will perform best in communities with strong social capital.  Drawing 

from previous literature, this current research will use a ‘community’ definition 
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based on geographical locality as well as a general sense of belonging.  A locality 

classification will be used that is positioned around statistical local areas (SLAs).2   

Impact of Current Social Climate on Community-based Crime Prevention 

Some of the theories presented in Chapter 2 covered how social conditions 

in general impacted on crime development and prevention.  However, the degree 

to which these conditions make an impact relates to the variation in social 

conditions in society.  The cross national collective efficacy project, comparing the 

social characteristics of Stockholm in Sweden, Chicago in the United States and 

Brisbane in Australia, found a much more pronounced variation in the social 

characteristics in Stockholm and Chicago than in Brisbane (Mazerolle et al., 2010).  

This reduced variation would weaken the ability to effectively evaluate 

community-based crime prevention programs.   

Politics of Implementing Community-based Crime Prevention 

The most appropriate approach to crime prevention and definition of 

community are not the only factors that determine the type of crime prevention 

attempted within a community.  Local knowledge, local politics, the implementer’s 

existing knowledge base, and the politics of the crime prevention funding body 

also have an impact.  Some researchers believe that funding bodies rely too much 

 

 

2 At the time of my data collection the Statistical Local Area (SLA) was a standardised 

geographical unit used by the Australian Bureau of Statistics. This measurement has now been 

superseded and replaced with the geographical unit, the Statistical Area 2 (SA2).  In south east 

Queensland the size and population of SA2s are similar to SLAs (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 

2016). 
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on theory and ‘best-practice’, ignoring local knowledge and not adapting the 

program to fit the intended community (Cherney & Sutton, 2007).   

The Impact Politics has on Communities and Crime Prevention 

Political factors have a significant impact on community development, 

crime rates and the funding and implementation of community-based crime 

prevention initiatives, as well as a major role in shaping a community’s social and 

economic conditions.  In research conducted by Lang and Rumbold (1997), it was 

documented that policies administered by government can be in conflict with 

community-based initiatives and consequently undermine the effectiveness of 

these initiatives.  Economic development policies, and in particular policies 

concerning lending from local banks, potentially affect the economic and social 

stability of communities as well as residential mobility and the rate of home 

ownership in the community (Skogan, 1990).  Another impact politics has on 

communities is through decisions on how community land will be used; such 

decisions can impact negatively on communities in terms of public housing or the 

introduction of correctional centres and drug and alcohol treatment centres, for 

example (Skogan, 1990).  Each of these factors  that are influenced by politics – 

home ownership, residential mobility, economic stability, proximity to correctional 

centres and public housing – can impact on community crime rates and the success 

of crime prevention initiatives (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; Sampson et al., 1997; 

Shaw & McKay, 1969).   

It is not simply at the level of community structure that politics has an 

impact; as Weiss (1993a, 1993b) notes, community-based crime prevention 

programs and policies are inextricably linked to the political process.  Community-

based crime prevention programs are “proposed, defined, debated, enacted and 
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funded” from within the political arena and are subject to political pressures 

(Weiss, 1993b, p. 94).  The implementation of community-based crime prevention 

programs is frequently the direct result of political decision-making (Weiss, 

1993b).  Government departments and major funding agencies develop, or assist 

in the development of, community-based crime prevention initiatives (Sarre, 2011; 

Skogan, 1990).  They also provide community organisations with funding and 

communities with resources with which to implement the programs.  Researchers 

have observed that when politically based agencies and departments are involved 

in community-based crime prevention, an environment susceptible to political 

struggles and manoeuvring results (Presdee & Walters, 1997).  Both crime 

prevention programs and communities are susceptible to being selected and/or 

modified based on politically favourable factors, outside of their suitability for a 

particular crime prevention strategy.  This can ultimately result in the relegation of 

the theoretical and practical foundations for community-based crime prevention 

programs to secondary importance, leading to possible adverse effects for 

communities.   

Having politics entwined in the process of implementing community-based 

crime prevention initiatives, and the consequent environment this creates, has a 

major impact on the objectives held by program coordinators.  The immediate 

concern for program coordinators may shift from achieving the intended outcomes 

for the crime prevention program or from trying to prove or disprove the founding 

theory to concerns that are political in nature.  They may focus instead on 

budgetary issues, the development of a volunteer and client base, recruitment and 

training of qualified staff, the development of the program’s public image, the 

formation of networks between funding agencies and the community, and 
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managing the impetus of the program so that it may continue operating (Weiss, 

1993b).  There can be clashes between what government and the community see 

as priorities of crime prevention and control; these need to negotiated, with 

differences in political standpoints between policymakers and local community 

leaders sometimes being quite striking (Miller, 2001).  Policymakers are likely to 

lean towards punitive models of crime prevention based on their perception of 

citizens’ collective fears of crime, while community leaders may focus on more 

practical approaches as they are significantly accountable to community members 

for obtaining crime prevention results (Beckett, 1997; Miller, 2001; Scheingold, 

1991).  The political objectives for community-based crime prevention can be 

contrary to the objectives and requirements of minority groups (O'Malley, 1997).  

Communities characterised as disadvantaged, and those that consist of ethnically 

heterogeneous and minority groups, often hold the belief that crime results from a 

breakdown of social, economic and educational conditions, especially in inner-city 

communities (Miller, 2001).  However, to meet political goals and to be seen to 

decrease crime rates, it may be more attractive for political agencies to implement 

strategies that have a distinctive crime control objective.   

Because of this demand on coordinators, theorists and researchers need to 

consider the practical and political implications of implementing policy and/or 

programs into communities.  Evaluators of programs have understood this, so 

evaluations of programs consider whether a program’s outcomes were achieved, 

as well as how successfully the targeted problems were defined, how the program 

models were developed and how the program operated within the community 

(Weiss, 1993a).  The political climate in which this current research is embedded 

was a stable Labor (liberal) government at the state level, and a stable 



CHAPTER 3: IMPLEMENTING CRIME PREVENTION 79 
 

conservative government at the federal level.  Therefore, as I have argued, the fact 

that programs were operating under a long-standing stable government affects the 

crime prevention landscape observed.   

Government Doctrine and its Approaches to Crime Prevention 

Crime prevention researchers also acknowledge the influence of the ruling 

federal, state, or local government parties’ political leanings.  The three basic 

political approaches are loosely labelled as liberal, conservative and radical 

(Crawford, 1998; White, 1996).  The liberal approach is theorised by Crawford 

(1998) as viewing crime and disorder from a social problem perspective, where 

criminal activity is seen to be the result of offenders’ pathological behaviour 

arising from frustrations about failing to achieve goals through legitimate means.  

Liberal crime prevention attempts to correct this behaviour by identifying risk 

factors, then targeting them through strategies that aim to increase social control, 

social organisation, and community resources for people at risk of offending.  As 

noted, this was the political leaning in Australia at the time this current research 

project was undertaken.  Crawford (1998) explains that the conservative approach 

to crime prevention views criminal behaviour from a choice perspective, in that 

there are incentives and disincentives for committing a crime and it is up to the 

individual to make the choice.  Crime prevention initiatives using this perspective 

target deterrence by increasing surveillance, reducing opportunities for 

committing crime and protecting individuals from victimisation (Crawford, 1998; 

White, 1997).  The third approach, the radical perspective, considers a 

community’s crime rate to be influenced by inequality, social and economic 

division and political marginalisation (Crawford, 1998).  Crime prevention 
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programs adopting a radical approach focus on building a sense of community 

empowerment and eradicating power differences and inequality (Crawford, 1998).   

Governments in countries such as the United Kingdom and Australia have 

developed a growing interest in community-based crime prevention initiatives, 

and they have moulded them to political objectives.  The ideology of the British 

Conservative government of the 1980s and 1990s shifted the responsibility for 

crime prevention away from the state towards civil society, thereby increasing 

individuals’ active responsibility for areas such as law and order, education and 

housing (Fyfe, 1995).  The introduction of Neighbourhood Watch programs, 

popular within Australia, is an example of the active citizenship principle in 

practice (Fyfe, 1995; Hancock & Matthews, 2001).  The program places 

responsibility on the individual for the surveillance of crime and disorder 

problems in the community (Hancock & Matthews, 2001).  Fyfe (1995) argues that 

the reason Neighbourhood Watch continues to be a popular crime prevention 

choice, despite its unproven effectiveness, is because it accords with current 

political doctrine and is therefore supported by the government.   

One reason for the Australian government’s enthusiasm for community-

based crime prevention programs is due to the perceived ability of such programs 

to develop a community’s sense of empowerment, which in turn increases 

community members’ active interest in solving local crime problems and 

participating in community-based crime prevention programs (Perkins et al., 

1996).  It has been argued that an increased sense of empowerment could augment 

self-reliance, which the Australian government considers to be essential if citizens 

are to abandon their dependence on welfare support (O'Malley, 1997; Stone, 

2000).  In 2000, the year data collection started for this current research project, 
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the McClure Report that was presented to the Australian government in that year 

outlined measures necessary to build ‘community capacity’ in disadvantaged 

communities (Stone, 2000).  The report argued that increasing economic and social 

resources, through partnerships between community residents, government, the 

business community and other social stakeholders might encourage the 

development of ‘community capacity’ within disadvantaged communities (Stone, 

2000, p. 11).  This argument helped justify the government’s involvement in 

community and resource-building projects being implemented at the time 

throughout Australia.   

Weiss (1993b) has studied the specific nature of evaluating programs and 

policies within the political arena, and she argues that the evaluation process is 

also intrinsically political in nature.  Programs intended for evaluation most likely 

arose from political decisions, so ultimately evaluation reports are designed to 

help government decide the overall course of program administration (Weiss, 

1993b).  Evaluation reports outline the problems and concerns a program was 

developed to address, the legitimacy of a program’s aims, its strategies and 

implementation and make political statements regarding these factors (English et 

al., 2002; Weiss, 1993b).  Therefore program evaluators need to remain sensitive 

to the politics that impact on the programs, in terms of the programs’ theoretical 

bases, implementation and construction (Skogan, 1990).  This scrutiny should 

entail an understanding of political motivations behind the formation of programs 

and debates about the programs, as well as “the limitations and possibilities for 

putting the results of evaluation to work” (Weiss, 1993b, p. 38).   

In summary, the implications of the current political climate are important 

to bear in mind when implementing community-based crime prevention programs 
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because government and major funding agencies influence the initiation, 

maintenance, and sustainability of the programs.  A government’s particular 

political doctrine can influence what it sees as a beneficial type of program, and 

therefore whether a program is seen as worth funding (Homel & Homel, 2012).  

Consequently, to achieve a more complete understanding of a program’s role and 

success within a community, researchers and evaluators need to be mindful of the 

influence politics has on developing and implementing programs.   

Concerns with Community Programs when Implemented 

Community-based crime prevention program coordinators tend to 

encounter a range of difficulties with implementing and sustaining projects.  This 

section outlines concerns and difficulties specific to the implementation of 

community-based crime prevention programs that have been raised in the 

literature.  It has been argued that the following concerns impact on the work of 

community-based crime prevention program coordinators and evaluators, and 

that they affect the sustainability of community-based crime prevention programs 

and the chances of these programs meeting their objectives.   

The Heterogeneity of Many Programs  

The inception of crime prevention strategies often takes place without 

previously studying relevant crime prevention theories developed from in-depth 

explorations into particular crime problems (Farrington et al., 1986; Visher & 

Weisburd, 1997).  Farrington et al. (1986) maintain that the implementation of 

programs based simply on ‘a vague idea about what might influence offending’ can 

be difficult to evaluate, as the often heterogeneous nature of these programs can 

make deciphering the crime prevention element of the project difficult 

(DeKeseredy et al., 2003).  Willemse (1994) considers this to be a common 
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problem, given that a heterogeneous program can often be preferred by program 

coordinators due to its perceived likelihood of providing a chance to reduce crime 

in the community.   

Visher and Weisburd (1997) propose that there are three procedures 

researchers and program coordinators should follow to increase the effectiveness 

and the evaluation results of single purpose programs once they are implemented.  

They argue that:  

crime prevention programs must be carefully focused and very specific in 

orientation … Researchers must be concerned not only with the theory behind a 

program, but also with its development and implementation … [and] research 

designs must be developed in ways that make it possible to show effects if they 

exist (Visher & Weisburd, 1997, p. 231 [italics eliminated]).   

The argument here is that programs need to be developed to suit a particular 

community and problem type.  Defining a program’s targets in terms of type of 

crime, disorder, and offenders, as well as its intended location, can help ensure a 

less complicated evaluation.  These definitions need to be specific because, as 

Goldstein (1979) argues, combating communities’ crime problems is likely to be 

unsuccessful if these problems are viewed from such broad categories as targeting 

delinquency, crime, disorder or violence.  Furthermore, a focused program assists 

researchers in the evaluation process because of its structure and stated intended 

outcomes.   

The development of programs based on theory should involve researchers, 

so that the theory-program package is well designed.  It should not be left up to the 

coordinators to make sure that theories are correctly represented in their 

programs (Visher & Weisburd, 1997).  However, an alternative to having 

researchers personally involved in the development of every program to ensure 
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the ‘correct’ use of the theory is to consider changing the current form through 

which programs are evaluated.  The third point put forward by Visher and 

Weisburd (1997) argues that sensitive research designs need to be developed that 

can accurately test a program’s impact (or lack of impact) on a community.   

Displacement of Crime 

A common concern raised in crime prevention literature is the possible 

tendency for community-based crime prevention initiatives to simply displace 

crime and disorderly behaviour instead of eliminating it (Reppetto, 1976; Roehl, 

1998; Schneider, 1986).  For structural approaches the concern is that criminal 

and disorderly behaviour may be transferred to other places or times that are not 

as well monitored (Schneider, 1986).  It has been argued that displacement is 

likely to occur when there is a strongly motivated offender, there are alternative 

targets available, researchers do not anticipate the possibility for counteraction, 

and unprotected vulnerable targets are in close proximity to the protected targets 

(Heal & Laycock, 1988).  Although many researchers are mindful of this concern 

regarding crime prevention strategies, numerous studies have shown that it is rare 

for all targeted behaviour to be displaced by a crime prevention program, and that 

the majority of reduction outcomes in crime are genuine (Clarke, 1997; Felson, 

1998; Gabor, 1990; Newman, 1972; Visher & Weisburd, 1997).  In fact, instead of 

crime being displaced to surrounding communities as the result of implementing 

crime prevention strategies into a target community, researchers have noted that 

when some strategies are implemented into target communities they also decrease 

the crime levels of adjacent communities (Clarke, 1997; Clarke & Weisburd, 1994; 

Felson, 1998; Sampson, 1995).  It is argued that this is because adjacent 

communities benefit from the resources and facilities provided by the crime 
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prevention strategy, as well as the tactics used in the strategy (Clarke, 1997; Clarke 

& Weisburd, 1994; Felson, 1998; Sampson, 1995).  Felson (1998) cites an example 

of a strategy devised to prevent train fare evasion leading to a decrease in 

robberies because of offenders’ reduction in mobility.   

Focusing on Symptoms Instead of Causes 

Another concern about community-based crime prevention initiatives is 

that they can have a tendency to be symptomatic – they focus on treating the 

symptoms of crime rather than the causes (Roehl, 1998).  Therefore, by failing to 

treat the fundamental problems and situations that factor into the prevalence of 

disorderly and/or criminal behaviour in communities and by only targeting the 

overt appearance (through crime) of the underlying problems, these problems 

may simply be suppressed.  For example, opportunity reduction measures for 

crime prevention are argued to be at risk of being symptomatic, as they target the 

opportunity for committing criminal acts and not the causes.  However Laycock 

and Tilley (1995) argue that it is sometimes “the too good to miss opportunity” (as 

in the case of some petty crimes) that causes a crime to take place (p. 537).  

Surveillance programs such as Neighbourhood Watch might also tend to only treat 

the symptoms of crime and disorder when implemented into a community if they 

do not also implement additional elements that target the causes of crime and 

disorder (Roehl, 1998; Weiss, 1987).  Surveillance programs might by more 

effective in the short- and long-term prevention of criminal behaviour if they form 

only a part of a program that also aims to improve the social and physical 

conditions that are seen to lead people to commit criminal or disorderly actions.   
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Not Understanding Prerequisites for Crime Prevention Initiatives 

Implementing community-based crime prevention programs without first 

understanding the structures that are present and the relationships that exist 

between members of a particular community can lead to ineffective initiatives 

(Fagan, 2013; Hope, 1995; Sampson et al., 2013).  For example, a project might fail 

in its objectives if it relies on a network of community members that does not exist.  

Observers such as Cisneros (1995), who worked as secretary for the United States 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, have argued that it is important 

that community-based crime prevention program coordinators understand the 

correct sequence in which to implement programs.  Cisneros found that sometimes 

it was unwise to implement a strategy for improving the physical conditions of a 

community if the existing rate of disorder and criminal behaviour in that 

community was high, as the project might be sabotaged (Cisneros & United States: 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1995).  Instead, an initial project 

designed to improve the social behaviour of at-risk people could help the 

subsequent situational reform project to be more effective (Cisneros & United 

States: Department of Housing and Urban Development, 1995).   

A ‘collective impact’ approach to addressing community issues may help 

mitigate problems caused by an incomplete understanding of a community’s 

needs.  Collective impact focuses on using a network of community stakeholders 

and multiple agencies (Logan Together, 2018).  This collective develops a shared 

understanding of the community’s needs and issues and provides a more 

coordinated and holistic approach for the community (Garner  Clancey, 2015; 

Kania & Kramer, 2011; Smart, 2017).  An example of where this coordinated 

approach has been implemented is in Logan, Southeast Queensland, through the 
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Logan Together project.  The 10-year project commenced in 2015, with 

collaborations between government and non-government organisations, as well as 

community representatives. Collaboratively these groups identified key areas of 

community need, strengths and weaknesses, prioritised objectives and funding 

and analysed strategies to implement through consultation and partnerships 

(Logan Together, 2018).  Information on  program performance is regularly 

updated for stakeholders and community members at logantogether.org.au (Logan 

Together, 2018). 

Funding and Resource Requirements 

Persistent concerns that affect the implementation of community 

organisations’ community-based crime prevention programs relate to a lack of 

funds and resources required to sustain the programs (Roehl, 1998).  Though 

government agencies provide either total or partial economic support to many 

community-based programs, these agencies do not always maintain funding for 

the life of the programs.  Therefore, program coordinators are forced to source 

other means for sustained funding.  An alternative strategy that has been used by 

community organisations is to raise funds and resources from private supporters 

to overcome the gaps in government financial support.  However successful 

fundraising requires specific organisation and training.  Conner (1998) supports 

the decision made by the United States Executive Office for the Weed and Seed 

program to provide coordinated crime prevention projects with training in 

fundraising techniques, so that coordinators are able to support their program in 

the long term should government funding diminish or cease.  He cites 

organisations such as the Red Cross and the Boy Scouts, which operate in almost 

every community with no government funding (Conner, 1998).  Robin Robert 
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Harven identified an additional alternative source of funding when he worked with 

drug users in treatment programs.  He organised contract work for the clients 

(Conner, 1998).  This work brought funds into the organisation, so that it did not 

need to rely on government funding (Conner, 1998).   

Some programs advocate a community’s right to services and funds from 

government.  An example of the types of program that use this measure is the 

resource mobilisation approach.  However, this tactic for acquiring additional 

resources may have political ramifications.  If a program comes to be seen by 

funding agencies as over-ambitious and aggressive in terms of resources, it can 

mean that agencies decrease funds available to the program (Hope, 1995).   

Summary 

This chapter has explored the various ways to define community-based 

crime prevention programs and has argued for a modification of the standard four-

part categorisation system of developmental, situational, criminal justice and 

social-community approaches, instead arguing that programs in the Australian 

context should be defined according to whether they focus on building the 

individual, strengthening the community or cleaning up the crime problem.  The 

rationale for this approach is largely that crime prevention in Australia is primarily 

focused on social rather than situational conditions.  This chapter has also 

explored the additional method of defining a program according to how program 

participants are targeted.  I have argued that this is an important variable to 

capture due to research surrounding the contentious nature of targeting 

participants and the relationship of targeting with future crime and delinquency 

behaviours.  The chapter has also highlighted problems with defining what 

‘community’ is, and I have chosen to define community in this research project as 
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based on a geographical locality that also holds a sense of belonging among 

residents, using the classification of SLA.  The chapter has noted the politics and 

political leanings that will impact on the types of community-based crime 

prevention programs implemented and consequently data collection for this 

research project.  Finally, this chapter reviewed a series of identified concerns with 

community-based crime prevention initiatives that affect program sustainability 

and success in the community.   

There is substantial literature on the role and effectiveness of community-

based crime prevention programs.  However what has not been examined is how 

the crime prevention landscape differs across many adjacent communities, and the 

community characteristics that may explain these differences, such as crime rates, 

social and demographic characteristics and community capacity.,   This is therefore 

the focus of this research.  The following section will outline the structure of the 

current study and the research questions.   

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

This thesis investigates how spatial distributions in community-level 

resident demographics, community capacity and crime relate to the varying 

distributions of community-based crime prevention programs across a sample of 

communities in Australia, specifically in communities that make up the Greater 

Brisbane area of south east Queensland.  To achieve this the thesis is divided into 

two studies.  The first study centres on answering the question: What types of 

community-based crime prevention programs are most prevalent in the Brisbane 

Statistical Division? The second study focuses on answering: How are resident 

demographics, community cohesion, community levels of collective efficacy and 
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community crime rates related to the distribution of community-based crime 

prevention programs across the Brisbane Statistical Division?  

Study One 

What types of community-based crime prevention programs are most 

prevalent in the Brisbane Statistical Division? Study One is descriptive in nature and 

highlights the breadth and vast quantity of programs available to communities 

within the Brisbane Statistical Division between the years 2000 and 2005.  The 

results of Study One are detailed in Chapter 5.   

Hypotheses for this study were based on previous research that found 

Australia is focused more on developing welfare and social networks than on 

situational and criminal justice forms of crime prevention.  It was therefore 

hypothesised that there would be more programs using social-community and 

developmental approaches, and using methods such as welfare support and 

building social networks, than using the problem-focused approach, and methods 

such as programs focused on environmental improvements or the crime situation.  

It was also hypothesised that, based on Australia’s focus on the social aspects of 

crime prevention, such as building social networks, rather than the specific crime 

situation or act, there would be more programs in Greater Brisbane with a 

universal and selected focus than programs with an indicated focus. 

Study Two 

How are resident demographics, community cohesion, community levels of 

collective efficacy and community crime rates related to the distribution of 

community-based crime prevention programs across the Brisbane Statistical 

Division?  The second study analyses the relationship between community-based 
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crime prevention programs and community characteristics and crime.  Results of 

Study Two are detailed in Chapter 6.   

Hypotheses for Study Two were based on previous research that argues 

there is a lack of unique and targeted community-based crime prevention 

programs being implemented selectively to address the needs of the community.  

Instead, programs are being implemented en masse to try and fix community 

problems.  It was predicted that in Greater Brisbane communities there would be a 

lack of variation in communities’ resident demographics, social characteristics, and 

crime rates.  However, communities with disparate demographic, social and crime 

profiles are still expected to have similar types and quantity of crime prevention 

programs.  Based on previous community crime prevention literature I 

investigated whether one parent families would be unable to provide as much of a 

social control or efficacious role in the community as two-parent families.  I also 

hypothesised there would be a significant inverse relationship between the 

percentage of households headed by one parent (female) and the density of 

community-based crime prevention programs. I hypothesised this relationship 

would be particularly strong with problem-focused programs and social-

community oriented programs. 

It was hypothesised that communities with significantly high or low 

densities of community-based crime prevention programs would have the 

following macro characteristics: 

• Communities with either a high proportion of university-educated 

residents or a high proportion of residents with no schooling would 

have the highest density of programs. 
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• Communities with a high percentage of unemployed residents would 

have less collective efficacy, fewer residents who graduated from 

high school and a higher percentage of community-based crime 

prevention programs, especially those implemented by government 

agencies. 

• There would be more community-based crime prevention programs 

implemented into communities with a high percentage of home 

ownership and fewer in communities with high levels of residents 

who rent, due to a lack of territorial/ownership behaviour. 

• Communities with higher proportions of residents who lived at one 

address for more than five years would have a higher number of 

community-based crime prevention programs implemented in their 

community as well as a higher level of place attachment, sense of 

collective efficacy, feelings of cohesion and trust, and civic 

engagement. 

• Communities that perceive a higher than average degree of 

community problems and violence would implement a significantly 

higher density of problem-focused programs. 

• There would be a higher density of problem-focused programs in 

communities with high civic engagement, high levels of collective 

efficacy and/or a high proportion of university-educated residents. 

• The developmental approach to crime prevention would be more 

prevalent in communities with higher levels of structural 

disadvantage than communities with lower levels of structural 

disadvantage. 
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• Communities with strong civic engagement and adherence to social 

norms would also have a higher prevalence of developmental 

programs. 

• The implementation of programs that have a social-community 

approach to crime prevention would be positively correlated with 

community levels of collective efficacy, civic engagement, and place 

attachment.  This correlation would be stronger than for problem-

focused and developmental programs. 

• Communities with high unemployment and communities with a high 

proportion of residents on low incomes would have a higher 

proportion of programs aimed at skill building and welfare support.   

• Communities with a high percentage of residents aged 15 to 19 years 

of age would in turn have a high number of programs aimed at 

assisting with employment searching and with skill building over 

other methods of application.   

• Communities with a strong sense of place attachment would have a 

higher than average implementation of programs using a capital 

works/clean-up method. 

• Sexual crimes and domestic violence would not affect the 

implementation of community-based crime prevention programs as 

these are still hidden forms of crime that do not gain the same level 

of collective action as property crime, drug crime, violent crime and 

public nuisance.   

• Communities reporting high levels of property crime, violent crime 

and public nuisance are likely to have more problem-focused crime 
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prevention programs implemented than communities that report 

lower levels of these types of crime.   

• Communities that implement the highest density of community-

based crime prevention programs would also have much higher than 

average rates of crime.  The inverse relationship would also exist.   

• Community crime rates for all four types of crime would be 

significantly positively correlated with both a community’s 

percentage of households headed by one parent (female), and a 

community’s population density.  
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Chapter 4: Methodological Approaches 

This thesis explores the spatial distribution of community-based crime 

prevention programs across communities in Greater Brisbane and analyses the 

relationship of these programs to variations in community capacity and crime.  

Community capacity is measured here by drawing on theories of collective 

efficacy and social capital synthesized in earlier chapters.  This methods chapter 

describes the data collection methods and analytic approaches used to explore 

the spatial distribution of community-based crime prevention programs 

available in the Brisbane Statistical Division between the years 2000 and 2005 

inclusive.  This thesis focuses on crime prevention program characteristics such 

as a program’s target, scope, approach to crime prevention (for example, 

whether it builds the individual, strengthens the community or cleans up the 

crime problem), method of application (such as skill building, clinical/therapy, 

capital works/clean-up) and the program location.  Beyond the program 

description, this methods chapter also explains the measures and data 

collection methods and introduces the analytic approaches to exploring 

associations between community-based crime prevention programs and 

community levels of collective efficacy, community cohesion and crime.  The 

chapter concludes with a discussion of the methodological limitations of the 

thesis project.   

Research Overview 

This thesis provides an unprecedented exploration of the crime prevention 

landscape of Greater Brisbane.  It combines a census of community-based 

programs that had crime prevention outcomes with census data from the 

Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS), crime data from the Queensland Police 
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Service (QPS) and survey data from the Australian Research Council (ARC) 

Community Capacity Survey. 

This research comprised two separate studies.  Study One explored 8,894 

different community-based crime prevention programs in the Brisbane Statistical 

Division (Brisbane SD), detailing their characteristics and exploring how these 

programs were distributed across the Brisbane urban landscape.  Study Two 

aggregated the above programs to the 224 Statistical Local Areas (SLAs) in the 

Brisbane SD and analysed how community characteristics, crime rates and 

indicators of community capacity, such as collective efficacy and social capital, 

impacted the use of different types of community-based crime prevention. 

Research Site  

Data for this project were collected from the 224 Statistical Local Areas 

(SLAs), incorporating 414 suburbs and towns, constituting the Brisbane SD (see 

Appendix B).  At the time of my data collection SLA was the standard, suburb size, 

geographical unit used by the Australian Bureau of Statistics.  It has since been 

superseded by the Statistical Area 2 (SA2).  In south east Queensland the size and 

population of SA2s and SLAs are similar (Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2016).   

Brisbane, the capital city of Queensland, Australia, is the third largest city in 

Australia and had  an estimated resident population of 1.82 million as at 30 June 

2005, the time of the  data collection: refer to Figure 1 (Australian Bureau of 

Statistics, 2009).  The Brisbane SD is in south east Queensland (see Figure 2).  Also 

known as Greater Brisbane, the Brisbane SD has the central business district at its 

centre, which sits on the Brisbane River.  The resident population is sprawling, 

with most housing stock being detached dwellings.  There is high density around 

the river near the central business district and poorer areas to the south west.  The 
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Brisbane SD encompasses Brisbane city and all or parts of nine Local Government 

Areas.  The Local Government Areas (LGAs) in the Brisbane SD include Beaudesert, 

Brisbane, Caboolture, Gold Coast, Ipswich, Logan, Pine Rivers, Redcliffe and 

Redlands and are shown in Figure 3.   

Figure 1 

Map of Australia Pinpointing Brisbane Within the State of Queensland 

 

Figure 2 

Map of the Brisbane Statistical Division (Brisbane SD) Within the State of Queensland 
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Figure 3 

Distribution of Local Government Areas (LGAs) Across the Brisbane SD 

 

Audit of Community-based Crime Prevention Programs 

In the primary data collection phase of the research, extensive information 

was gathered on the population of all community-based crime prevention 

programs operating within the Brisbane SD between 2000 and 2005.  These 

programs were community-based with a crime prevention aspect and had been in 

operation in at least one community within the Brisbane SD at some stage between 

the years 2000 and 2005 inclusive.  The audit produced a population of 8,894 

community-based crime prevention programs.  A range of information was 
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gathered about each of these programs including their scope, purpose, target, 

approach to crime prevention, as well as methods of application and initiating 

organisation (see below for elaboration of these variables).  The type of 

information collected on community-based crime prevention programs during the 

audit is listed in Appendix C.   

Many different techniques were used to identify the total population of 

community-based programs in the Greater Brisbane SD.  First, the Department of 

Communities provided access to spreadsheets of community organisations whose 

programs had been funded by the department at some stage between the years 

2000 and 2005.  All programs that articulated intervention covering at least one of 

the correlates of crime were selected.  Appendix A provides an exhaustive list of all 

known correlates of crime from the literature and this governed the inclusion 

criteria for the audit.   

Second, a snowball technique was used, starting with the Queensland 

Department of Communities intranet network.  The networked database included 

details of program managers within the various units of the Department.  The 

program managers were contacted and were asked for information on programs 

they had been involved with, located in the Brisbane SD, between the years 2000 

and 2005 inclusive.  The community organisations and program implementers 

named by the program managers or listed in the Department of Communities 

funding spreadsheets were then contacted to gather detailed information about 

each listed program and about other previously unknown organisations, networks, 

and programs.   

Third, organisations’ websites and offices were searched for information.  

Information was also gathered from brochures of organisations, networks and 
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programs suggested as being relevant by the program implementers or by contacts 

made in already identified organisations. 

Fourth, both the internet and community directories were used to locate 

additional organisations that implemented programs in the Greater Brisbane area.  

Websites were searched and personnel from departments contacted in: 

• Federal Government – Families, Youth and Community Care  

• Queensland Government – Communities; Education; Employment and 

Training; Health; Housing; Premier and Cabinet; and Tourism, Fair Trading 

and Wine Industry Development – Liquor Licensing 

• Queensland Police Service 

• Queensland Rail  

• Local Government Area councils – Beaudesert, Brisbane, Caboolture, Gold 

Coast, Ipswich, Logan, Pine Rivers, Redcliffe, Redlands.    

• Anti-Discrimination Commission Queensland  

• Australian Institute of Criminology.   

Fifth, the Brisbane White Pages and Yellow Pages (public and commercial 

directories) were searched and community welfare, support and information 

centres were contacted, and their directories searched.   

Sixth, databases of community organisations were obtained from the 

internet directory InfoXchange and from the welfare organisation Lifeline.   

Seventh, keyword searches of the internet were conducted using words 

drawn from the correlates of crime list, previous program searches, and literature 

(see Appendix D for a list of these keywords).   
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Eighth, additional community stakeholders, such as representatives of local 

welfare organisations and active community groups, were contacted for any 

further information on programs and organisations.   

The method for contacting personnel from government and non-

government departments and organisations consisted of first contacting human 

resource, service and/or administration staff via email or phone to obtain details 

of people who could assist in the data collection of community-based crime 

prevention programs.  The contact person was either met face-to-face, sent a letter 

or emailed to explain the project and outline the information needed (see 

Appendix E for a copy of this letter).  Some provided their program information 

over the phone.   

Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria 

Known correlates of crime, derived from the research literature, and 

described in Chapter 3, guided the inclusion/exclusion criteria used to select 

community-based crime prevention programs for this research.  They consisted of 

individual trait characteristics, individual behaviour factors, parental and family 

risk factors, social risk factors, cultural risk factors, community, or neighbourhood 

risk factors and situational or environmental risk factors.  A list of these crime 

correlates is included in Appendix A.  The search was restricted to not-for-profit 

programs that sought change or development within individuals, families, or 

communities.  Programs that involved handing out awards, released information 

only, or held ad hoc events (with no programmatic basis) were excluded from the 

search.  This excluded community events and awards, such as the annual Seniors 

Week or council Citizen Day Awards.  For-profit enterprises and programs (such as 

fee-paying financial advising programs) were also excluded from the audit.  This 
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was because businesses providing for-profit services might target their services to 

areas, and/or participants, where a profit could be made, as opposed to where 

crime or harm reduction is required. I appreciate that not all for-profit services are 

solely profit focussed, however I did not have the detailed information to make this 

distinction.  Limiting the collection of programs to those that are not-for-profit 

may have the effect of reducing the count of crime prevention programs provided 

by private organisations.  The audit was also restricted to include only those 

organisations with documentation either on the internet, in the Department of 

Communities database, advertised by another community organisation, in a 

community directory or in a public directory, such as the Yellow Pages, White 

Pages, or web-based public directory.  Programs were accepted regardless of 

whether they were evaluated or unevaluated.   

Creating the Community-based Crime Prevention Program Database 

The foundation of this research project was the large dataset of community-

based crime prevention programs that I collected and coded to develop a picture of 

the crime prevention landscape across the Brisbane SD between the years 2000 

and 2005 inclusive.  This dataset of programs will be referred to as the 

‘community-based crime prevention program database’.   

I coded the data for those programs that met the selection criteria for 

inclusion in the database, converting free text values into consistent and 

comparable categories.  The information coded in this way included where the 

program was to be delivered, the approach to crime prevention and the program 

deliverables, such as providing skill building, education, clinical therapy and so on.  

Also coded was information on the type of organisation implementing the program 

and the type of population targeted by the program.  Details of the information 
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coded for this current research are contained in three appendices: Appendix B, for 

a list of the communities contained in Greater Brisbane; Appendix F, for the 

codebook; and Appendix G, for details of the type of population targeted. 

An analysis of the dataset was conducted to test the reliability of each 

program in the audit.  The source of information was coded for each of the 

programs including whether knowledge of the program was obtained from a 

website, the Queensland Government Department of Communities, Queensland 

Police Service, an organisation’s own records, networks, Local Government Area 

council crime prevention officers, a service directory, a public directory, other 

organisation contacts, or a colleague’s suggestion.  The number of times each 

program was received from the different sources were then tallied (see Table 1). 

Table 1 

Number of Sources that Referred to each Program for Inclusion in Census 

Number of sources referring to  
the program  

Programs 
n % 

1 5257 59.1 
2 2761 31.0 
3+ 876 9.9 
Total 8894 100.0 

 

Australian Research Council Community Capacity Survey 

This research used the Wave One Community Capacity Survey collected by 

Mazerolle et al. (2007) and funded by the Australian Research Council (ARC) 

Linkage Project, ‘Community Variations in Crime: A Spatial and Ecometric 

Analysis’.  I was the Australian Postgraduate Awards Industry (APAI) scholarship 

holder involved in this ARC Linkage Project.  I participated in the planning 

meetings for the project and quality checked the administration of survey 

questions.  Quality checking involved listening to and checking that the Office of 
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Economic and Statistical Research employees using Computer Assisted Telephone 

Interviewing were selecting respondents and asking survey questions in the 

agreed way and order.  I also co-authored some conference papers using data from 

the ARC Linkage Project in combination with my own community-based crime 

prevention program audit database.  

The Community Capacity Survey included data on community levels of 

collective efficacy, social capital, and neighbourhood problems.  Eighty-two SLAs 

were sampled from the 224 in the Brisbane SD.  Mazerolle et al. (2007) excluded 

SLAs with greater than 40% of land parcels designated as industrial or commercial 

premises or less than 50% of land parcels designated to residential or other 

purposes (N = 23 excluded SLAs).  From the remaining 201 SLAs, 18 SLAs were 

randomly selected as SLA ‘cores’.  The final sample included all 64 SLAs adjoining 

the randomly selected 18 core SLAs, making a total of 82 SLAs in the survey 

sample.  Researchers drew samples of residents from these 82 SLAs to participate 

in a telephone survey.  The survey took place from February to April 2005 (see 

Appendix H for a copy of the survey questions that were analysed in this current 

research).  The Office of Economic and Statistical Research (OESR), using the 

Computer-Assisted Telephone Interviewing (CATI) system, conducted the survey.  

Researchers selected survey participants using a stratified random sampling 

method, using random digit dialling of phone numbers that all had prefixes 

commonly assigned to the targeted communities.  Researchers verified 

participants’ addresses, excluding those who reported living outside selected 

suburbs.  The final sample comprised 2,945 respondents with a range of between 

20 and 45 residents per SLA (Mazerolle et al., 2007). 
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Interviewers asked participants for personal demographic details and 

gathered information about respondent attitudes regarding community 

appearance, crime and disorder levels and social conditions (see Mazerolle et al., 

2007 for a more detailed description of the research design and survey items, as 

well as the results of a reliability analysis).  A full copy of the Community Capacity 

Survey is reproduced in Appendix I. 

Data sourced from the ARC Community Capacity Survey is unlike the other 

datasets used for this thesis.  The other datasets are the audit of community-based 

crime prevention programs, the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) census data, 

and the Queensland Police Service (QPS) crime data.  These were all drawn from 

the entire population of all 224 SLAs that comprise the Brisbane SD, whereas data 

sourced of the Community Capacity Survey gathered resident opinions and 

attitudes from a sample of 82 SLAs from within the 224 SLAs. 

Australian Bureau of Statistics Demographic Statistics 

The Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) online database provides census 

data on the structural and demographic characteristics of the 224 SLAs across the 

Brisbane SD.  Detailed information for each SLA was obtained from the ABS 

database, including the number and percentage of residents, a breakdown of the 

SLA’s ethnicity and religious characteristics, the SLA’s renting and mobility 

landscape, the proportion of youth residing in the SLA, income, employment and 

education levels of residents in the SLA, whether residents had motor vehicles, 

computer use or internet access and whether families in the SLA consisted of one 

or two parents.   
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Queensland Police Service Crime Statistics 

The Queensland Police Service (QPS) through the ARC Linkage Project, 

‘Community Variations in Crime: A Spatial and Ecometric Analysis’, supplied data 

on crime rates for the 224 SLAs across the Brisbane SD.  QPS also provided access 

to crime data, separated by crime type, for each of the 224 communities for the 

years 2000 to 2005 inclusive.  Police collection district boundaries differed from 

SLA boundaries, so QPS data were transformed to fit the SLA boundary lines of the 

224 SLAs that make up the Brisbane SD.  Please refer to Appendix J for a detailed 

explanation of the transformation and for the transformation equations.   

‘Community’ as a Geographical Entity 

The Statistical Local Area (SLA) was used as the spatial unit of 

measurement for this research.  However, it was recognised that a residential 

community is not always identifiable as either a suburb or an SLA.  Indeed 

‘community’ is a fairly imprecise term, (see Hillery, 1955 for 94 definitions) (Brint, 

2001).  In some cases, an SLA can be split into two recognised individual 

‘communities’ using landmarks such as railways or main roads that may physically 

split the suburb in half.  SLA geography, however, provides the most consistent 

geographical boundary for each of the four sources of data and therefore will be 

used in this thesis.  The Wave One Community Capacity Survey sample was 

generated using SLA geographic boundaries and it was determined in the pilot 

survey that the use of the word ‘community’ corresponded with the boundaries of 

an SLA. The pilot survey asked participants to select one of six geographical sizes 

to determine their ‘community’, for example ‘your street’ or ‘the six to 10 streets 

around your address’, and the results corresponded closest with SLAs(Mazerolle et 

al., 2007; Wickes et al., 2011).  ABS census data also used SLA as the geographical 
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boundary for their Census data.  QPS crime data was transformed to the SLA for 

consistency.  When collecting information on community-based crime prevention 

programs the geographical boundary used most often was the ‘suburb’.  This was 

then converted to SLA for consistency with the Community Capacity Survey and 

the ABS census data.3   

Community-based Crime Prevention Program Database Variables 

Below are explanations and descriptions of 18 variables drawn from this 

database that were analysed for the current research.   

 

 

3 A detailed list of all suburbs and towns in Greater Brisbane was obtained; this included 

details of which SLA/s each suburb/town was within.  For example, the suburb of Albion was 

88.5% in Albion SLA, 4.8% in Hamilton SLA and 6.7% in Richmond Shire SLA.  Suburbs/towns with 

10% or more of their area within an SLA were counted as having their community programs 

accessible by that SLA, therefore programs implemented in only one specific suburb/town may be 

treated as being accessible from several SLAs.  Of the 414 suburbs/towns in the research site, 293 

were 100% within one SLA, Of the 121 split suburbs/towns, 61 were more than 90% within one 

SLA.  Sixty suburbs/towns were split more evenly between multiple SLAs, with more than 10% in 

each (the average was 34.5%).  An example of this is the suburb of Anstead, which had 55.6% of its 

area in the SLA of Anstead, 41.4% of its area in the SLA of Bellbowrie and 3.0% of its area in the SLA 

of Pullenvale.  Therefore, community specific programs implemented in Anstead were accessible by 

both Anstead and Bellbowrie SLAs but not Pullenvale SLA.  It should be noted that not all 414 

suburbs/towns contained community programs and so some SLAs, though containing parts of split 

suburbs/towns, were left unaffected by the suburb/SLA distinction.  It should also be noted that 

this research incorporates the discrepancies between SLA and suburbs but keeps the SLA names as 

the community name. 
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Variable 1: Approaches to Crime Prevention 

There are three categories for the crime prevention approach variable 

recorded in the community-based crime prevention program database.  These are 

the problem-focused approach, developmental approach, and social-community 

approach.  The problem-focused approach to crime prevention is a category 

unique to this research.  As discussed in the literature review, this category is 

based on a combination of the criminal justice approach to crime prevention and 

the situational approach to crime prevention but addresses them from a different 

perspective.  The impetus of the problem-focused approach is that it describes 

programs that focus on discrete crime problem areas or issues such as violence in 

a community park, or vandalism of a parking lot.  This approach includes programs 

that aim to not only reduce problems in specific places but also provide initiatives 

for those people (victims or offenders) who are over-contributing to the problem.  

The problem-focused approach to crime prevention also includes enforcing public 

and legal regulations, designing the physical environment to make it less 

conducive to crime and providing people with legal aid when faced with a specific 

crime issue.  In this category, programs are primarily designed and implemented 

by crime prevention and criminal justice authorities, such as the police and other 

government bodies.  Examples of programs include: Neighbourhood Watch, Safety 

House, third-party policing, crime prevention through environmental design, and 

auto-mechanic workshops.  Auto-mechanic workshops are one example of an 

alternative to traditional punishment, where people convicted of vehicle theft 

repair and donate a vehicle to a victim of vehicle theft.   

The second category captures programs that build the individual.  Termed 

the developmental approach to crime prevention, programs within this category 
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focus on individual people and preventing the development of criminal behaviour 

by targeting the events, behaviours and circumstances that impact negatively on 

individuals conforming to socially acceptable behaviour and social attitudes.  Such 

antecedents of criminal behaviour targeted by these programs include antisocial 

early childhood experiences, early indicators of aggression and parent substance 

abuse (National Crime Prevention 1999; O’Malley and Sutton 1997; Tremblay and 

Craig 1995).  Initiatives coded according to the developmental approach aim to 

train in and instil pro-social behaviours and attitudes in individuals who are early 

in the pathway to offending or in the formative years and are at crossroads and 

transition points.  The fundamental basis for this approach is the notion that 

behaviour and attitudes are learned and developed through influential personal 

experiences, and it emphasises early detection and primary intervention.  

Examples of programs include accommodation assistance, breakfast programs for 

children, behavioural modification programs, counselling programs and methods 

of education support.   

The third category codes programs that are social-community oriented, 

focusing on the wider community context that contributes to individual antisocial 

behaviour (developmental approach) and/or clusters of crime problems (problem-

focused approach).  Programs using the social-community approach to crime 

prevention aim to strengthen the community by building social belonging and 

community ownership.  This is accomplished by engaging community members in 

collective activities and/or providing facilities to enhance connectedness, 

community pride and social exchange (Hope 1995; Putnam 2000; Rosenbaum et al.  

1998).  A sense of connectedness might also emerge following the formation of 

community groups, using combinations of organisations and formal and informal 
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control units (such as church, council, and family).  Through these groups, 

members can socialise, helping to develop common social values and attitudes 

towards conformity.  The target of these programs is the community or group.  

Examples of programs include social groups – for example knitting groups and 

mothers groups – community health clinics, sporting groups and Police Citizen 

Youth Clubs. 

Variable 2: Methods Used 

This variable describes the various methods used by community-based 

crime prevention programs.  Up to three different methods were coded for each of 

the 8,894 programs in the audit.  The methods included education and information 

dissemination, clinical support and therapy, medical consultation, skill building, 

welfare support, social interaction, advocacy, capital works/clean-up, assistance 

with employment search, respite, and a place of safety.  Analysis of the 

combinations used by different programs allowed the program methods to be 

condensed into 14 mutually exclusive method categories.  These 14 categories 

were:  

• education and information dissemination only 

• clinical support and therapy in combination with education and information 

dissemination, welfare support and/or social interaction 

• medical consultation in combination with clinical support and therapy, 

education and information dissemination, welfare support and/or social 

interaction 

• skill building in combination with education and information dissemination 

and/or social interaction 
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• welfare support in combination with education and information 

dissemination and/or social interaction 

• social interaction in combination with education and information 

dissemination 

• advocacy in combination with education and information dissemination 

and/or social interaction 

• capital works/clean-up in combination with education and information 

dissemination, skill building, social interaction, welfare support, respite, 

and/or place of safety  

• assistance with employment search in combination with education and 

information dissemination, clinical support and therapy, skill building, 

social interaction, welfare support, advocacy, medical consultation and/or 

respite 

• respite in combination with education and information dissemination, 

welfare support, social interaction, skill building, clinical support and 

therapy, place of safety, advocacy and/or medical consultation 

• place of safety in combination with social interaction, welfare support, skill 

building, clinical support and therapy, education and information 

dissemination, and/or medical consultation 

• combined clinical support, therapy, and skill building, with components of 

education and information dissemination, social interaction, or medical 

consultation 

• combined skill building and welfare support, with components of social 

interaction, education and information dissemination, clinical support and 

therapy or medical consultation 
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• combined advocacy with one of the following additional methods: skill 

building, clinical/therapy, welfare, social interaction, medical consultation, 

or education. 

Variable 3: Primary Stated Goal of the Program 

This variable captures the stated goal of each crime prevention program.  

Program details specified a range of different goals including improving economic 

wellbeing, improving social conditions, enhancing health and welfare, increasing 

educational opportunities, or reducing crime situations within communities.   

Variable 4: Type of Target 

This variable distinguishes between programs that target people and those 

designed to affect specific places such as parks, train stations or shopping malls.   

Variable 5: Scope of Targeted Participants 

Programs designed to target people (rather than places or spaces) imposed 

restrictions on who could participate.  The variable ‘scope of targeted participants’ 

specifies the target group of a program and could be one of three categories.  The 

first category is ‘universally targeted populations’; it includes programs in which 

all members of certain groups are eligible to participate, such as all children within 

a particular local area or all female students at a high school.  The second category, 

‘selected target groups’, identifies programs that restrict participation to those 

people who meet a set of ‘at-risk’ selection criteria.  For example, a program that 

targeted only those female high school students identified as being at risk of 

dropping out of school would fit in this category.  The third category, ‘indicated 

target groups’, includes programs that are only available to people identified as 

already participating in, experiencing, or exhibiting the targeted problem.  For 
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example, this category would include a community art program targeting children 

in a Local Government Area arrested for graffitiing local buildings.   

Variable 6: Type of Population: Targeted People, Groups or Places 

This variable measures the type of people, group or place targeted by the 

initiative.  It identifies the specific types of individuals, the type of family, the type 

of group (e.g. a particular cultural or community group) or a type of place.  Please 

refer to Appendix G for a complete list of the values in this variable and value 

descriptions.  However, as an example, the top two category levels that define the 

type of target are as follows: 

• Individual. 

o Prevention of social and economic disadvantage and/or crime.  

These programs assist with improving social and/or economic 

outcomes.  They aim to improve or increase social, educational, 

employment, health, economic and security conditions.  Programs 

may also improve a person’s experience of the criminal justice 

system and police service.  Participants may or may not have limited 

opportunities, lack positive role models or have learning, emotional 

or behaviour problems.  

o Active crime problem.  The criminal behaviour is current and/or 

persistent and requires modification.  

o Past problem (support after the fact).  These programs support 

and/or assist in the emotional, social, moral, attitudinal and/or 

behavioural development of people who were once a victim of crime 

or an offender.  

• Family. 
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o Prevention of social and economic disadvantage and/or crime.  

Participants may or may not have limited opportunities, lack positive 

role models, have limited education, and experience marital discord 

or family disorganisation.  

o Active crime problem. The criminal behaviour is current and/or 

persistent and requires modification. 

o Past problem (support after the fact). 

• Cultural. 

o Prevention of social and economic disadvantage and/or crime.  

o Active crime (and injustice) problem.  The criminal behaviour is 

current and/or persistent and requires modification using a 

program that encompasses the whole of a cultural group.  

o Past problem (support after the fact). 

• Community.  

o Criminal.  Programs targeting a community’s violence and crime 

issues.  

o Social.  Programs targeting a community’s lack of social resources, 

low trust and connectedness, such as a strained relationship with 

neighbours, or a lack of pride in their community.  

o Economic and socio-economic.  Programs targeting a community’s 

unemployment issues and socio-economic disadvantage. 

• Environmental.  

o Criminal and situational specific.  Programs targeting environmental 

evidence of crime, for example vandalism, graffiti, theft, violence, and 
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public nuisance.  There could be an availability of specific crime 

escalators such as drugs and weapons.  

o Non-criminal or situational specific.  Programs targeting the 

appearance of disorder, problems with deciphering public from 

private areas, problems with keeping surveillance on different areas 

with easy access to potential targets, the presence of rewards for 

antisocial behaviour, a close proximity to industry, or issues with the 

distribution of parking lots, pub, clubs and bars.  

Variables 7–9: Demographics 

Three additional variables define the demographic targets of an initiative; 

these are gender of the target population, race/ethnicity/religious beliefs of the 

people targeted by program and age of the target population.  Each program 

targets one of eight age categories: 

• babies/young children (0 to 5 years) 

• children and youth (up to 16 years) 

• young adults and adults (16 to 25 years) 

• young adults and older (16 years and over) 

• adults (26 years and over) 

• elderly 

• all ages or no age specified 

• other or a combination of groups. 

Variable 10: Type of Organisation 

The purpose of this variable is to distinguish between programs 

coordinated by government based, non-government based or private 

organisations.   
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Variable 11: Scope of Organisation  

This variable captures whether the administering organisation was 

international, national based, state based or locally based.    

Variable 12: Scope of Program 

This variable measures the geographic range of the program.  It measures 

whether the implementation of a program was state-wide or limited to particular 

areas: south Brisbane, north Brisbane, west Brisbane, south west Brisbane, a Local 

Government Area, a community, a school, or a particular hot spot.  Concern about 

the suitability of state-wide programs being implemented into communities which 

have unique population issues and concerns has been noted in the literature 

(Miller, 2001; O'Malley, 1997; Sporer et al., 2017).    

Variable 13: Program Density 

This variable measures the density of programs in the community.  It was 

calculated by dividing the number of programs that operated in the community 

between the years 2000 and 2005 inclusive by 1,000 residents in the community 

population.  A log transformation was then applied to the variable to reduce 

skewness.4   

Variable 14: Program Density by Problem-Focused Approach to Crime 

Prevention 

As with the previous variable, this variable specifies the density of 

programs in the community, except it only includes programs with a problem-

 

 

4  The original distribution of the variable showed a substantial positive skewness.  A 

logarithm transformation brought the distribution of this variable to near normality.  
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focused approach to crime prevention.  Once again, a log transformation was then 

applied to the variable to reduce skewness.   

Variable 15: Program Density by Developmental Approach to Crime 

Prevention 

This variable specifies the density of programs in the community with a 

developmental approach to crime prevention.  A log transformation was applied to 

the variable to reduce skewness.   

Variable 16: Program Density by Social-Community Approach to Crime 

Prevention 

This variable specifies the density of programs in the community with a 

social-community approach to crime prevention.  A log transformation was applied 

to the variable to reduce skewness.   

Variable 17: Program Density by Method of Application 

There were 14 methods of application combinations.  Therefore 14 

categories were created, showing the density of programs in the community for 

each combination.  The three methods of application combinations that were best 

explained by the independent variables are presented in Study Two.  A log 

transformation was then applied to each category to reduce skewness.   

Variable 18: Program Density of Specific to Non-specific Programs 

This variable examines the divide between specific and non-specific 

programs, particularly the density of programs in the community that target a 

specific program or issue and the density of general crime prevention programs.  It 

has been argued that a task-specific approach to crime prevention is a founding 

element in the collective efficacy theory (Sampson et al., 1997).   
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 Australian Bureau of Statistics Census Variables 

Several structural measures to help differentiate one community from 

another were extracted from the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) 2001 Census 

data for this research project.  The details of these census variables are below.   

Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas Index of Disadvantage 

The Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA) scale used in this research 

was developed by the ABS as “the most general” of four SEIFA indexes used by the 

ABS in 2001 (Trewin, 2001a, p. 1).  Being general, this scale was suitable for this 

study to broadly capture communities’ levels of disadvantage.  The SEIFA Index of 

Disadvantage (or Index of Relative Socio-economic Disadvantage, as it is labelled in 

some ABS documents) measures the level of disadvantage in a community, based 

on socio-economic conditions (Trewin, 2001b).  Please refer to Appendix K for a 

list of the variables that contribute to this scale.  

Percentage Born Overseas 

One of the issues explored in this thesis’s literature review was the 

relationship between ethnicity, community cohesion and access to social and 

structural resources (Robinson, 2005).  To explore the spatial relationship 

between ethnicity and community-based crime prevention programs the 

percentage of residents in the community with both parents born overseas was 

calculated.   

Percentage Who Speak Other Language at Home 

A second measure of ethnicity used in this thesis is the percentage of 

residents in the community who spoke a language other than English in their 

home. 
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Rent and Home Ownership  

There are two variables measuring the percentage of community residents 

who resided in a rented dwelling and one variable measuring the percentage who 

owned their own home.  These variables allowed an analysis of the relationship 

between property ownership and the types of community-based crime prevention 

programs in a community.  One of the rental variables measures the percentage of 

residents who rent from the government, the other measures the percentage of 

residents who rent from the private market or other methods.  The home 

ownership variable measures the percentage of community residents who reside 

in their own home and is a combination of three ABS Census variables – the 

percentage of residents who fully owned their home, the percentage who were in 

the process of owning their home and the percentage who were involved in a 

rent/buy scheme.    

Percentage of Households headed by one parent (female) 

It has been argued that factors such as high community levels of female 

headed one parent families, poverty, unemployment and a heterogeneous culture, 

coupled with changes in socio-economic conditions, contribute to the crime and 

disorder rate within a community (Elliott et al., 1996; Reiss, 1986; Shaw & McKay, 

1942).  Therefore, it was important to include as one of the independent variables 

the percentage of households in the community that consist of a female headed one 

parent family.  Female headed one parent households were chosen as opposed to 

male headed one parent households or one parent households with no gender 

signifier because of the crime prevention literature’s focus on the female headed 

one parent family.   
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Percentage of Residents Who are University Educated 

Communities with a high percentage of educated residents have been 

reported to also be more efficacious in preventing crime when the need arises 

(Wickes, 2010).  Therefore, the percentage of community residents who are 

university graduates was coded.   

Percentage of Residents Who are High School Graduates  

A second variable was also included to measure education attainment and 

its connection with community-based crime prevention.  This variable is the 

percentage of residents who reported graduating from high school as their highest 

level of education.    

Percentage of Residents Who are in Full-time Employment 

 This variable measures the percentage of residents in the community in 

full-time employment.    

Residential Mobility 

This variable measures population stability by calculating the percentage of 

residents in the community who reported living at a different address five years 

previously.  High residential mobility has been argued to be one of the primary 

factors hindering the development of community networks, social control and 

community-based crime prevention (Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; Shaw & McKay, 

1969).   

Community Capacity Survey Variables 

Nine variables from the Australian Research Council, Wave One Community 

Capacity Survey were used in this thesis research.  These variables are: 
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Community Level of Collective Efficacy 

This measures respondents’ perceptions of the extent of residents’ shared 

beliefs and their potential for active participation in their community to solve 

issues of collective concern (Sampson, 1995).  The community level of collective 

efficacy is a combination of two Community Capacity Survey variables: Social 

Cohesion and Trust, and Willingness to Intervene.  These variables are discussed in 

more detail below.  The items used in the Community Capacity Survey to measure 

collective efficacy were drawn from the measures used by Earls (1995) to examine 

the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighbourhoods.  Attitudes 

considered when measuring collective efficacy included whether people would 

actively intervene in community problems such as children skipping school, 

graffiti, fights and incivility, resource cuts and environmental problems.   

Ecometric Measure of Social Cohesion and Trust 

This ecometric scale was formulated by asking respondents of the 

Community Capacity Survey whether they strongly agreed, agreed, disagreed, or 

strongly disagreed with the following statements:  

• People in their community are willing to help their neighbours.  

• This is a close-knit community. 

• People in this community can be trusted. 

• People in this community generally don’t get along with each other.  

• People in this community do not share the same values. 

Ecometric Measure of Willingness to Intervene 

Willingness to Intervene was the second variable used in the creation of the 

collective efficacy scale.  It measures the level of belief residents in a community 

had that they would intervene in instances that are in opposition to the consensus 
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of the community.  It is an important variable to include because having a 

willingness to deal with antisocial aspects of a community and implementing 

measures for the informal control of behaviour assists in the prevention of crime 

and incivility within communities (Cohen & Felson, 1979; Felson, 1986, 1997; 

Hirschi, 1969; Sherman, 1995).  The score used for this concept was summated 

from a four-point Likert scale asking respondents to answer either very likely, 

likely, unlikely, or very unlikely to the following six questions: 

• If a group of community children were skipping school and hanging around 

on a street corner, how likely is it that people in your community would do 

something about it? 

• If some children were spray painting graffiti on a local building, how likely 

is it that people in your community would do something about it? 

• If there was a fight in front of your house and someone was being beaten or 

threatened, how likely is it that people in your community would break it 

up? 

• If a child was showing disrespect to an adult, how likely is it that people in 

your community would scold that child?  

• Suppose that because of budget cuts the fire station closest to your home 

was going to close.  How likely is it that community residents would 

organise to try and do something to keep the fire station open?  

• If public officials asked everyone to conserve water or electricity because of 

some emergency, such as severe drought, how likely is it that people in your 

community would cooperate? 
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Community Level of Place Attachment 

The variable Place Attachment was included to see if the existence of 

community-based crime prevention programs could be associated with increased 

levels of community cohesion.  Having a sense of belonging and pride in one’s 

community is important for cohesion.  Four attitudinal statements were used in 

the Community Capacity Survey to obtain a community level of place attachment.  

These are listed below; participants responded to these statements using the four-

point Likert scale with categories of strongly agree through to strongly disagree.   

• I feel that I belong to this local community. 

• I would like to be living in this local community in three years’ time. 

• I am proud to live in this local community.  

• I feel a responsibility to make a contribution to the local community I live in. 

Civic Engagement Scale 

The Community Capacity Survey civic engagement scale measures the 

extent to which the individual engaged in activities beneficial to the community.  

The scale was developed by asking whether in the last 12 months a resident had 

signed a petition, attended a public meeting, or joined with other people in the 

community to resolve a local problem.  Positive responses to each of the questions 

were summated to create the scale, which is an index of participation.   

Community Level of Perceptions of Community Divisions 

This scale measures the level of potential conflict that may exist between 

members of the community. Survey participants were asked the level of 

importance their community would place on the following: 

• differences in religious beliefs 

• differences in ethnic background.  
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Community Level of Perceptions of Community Problems 

This was a scale produced in the Community Capacity Survey to measure 

the level of concern about the extent of incivility and disorder within a community.  

Questions in the Community Capacity Survey asked respondents whether a series 

of items were a problem in their community.  They could choose from three 

possible responses – no problem, some problem, or a big problem.  The items 

were: 

• drugs 

• public drinking 

• people loitering or hanging out 

• run down or neglected buildings 

• paint sniffing, chroming (volatile substance misuse) 

• prostitution  

• vandalism and/or graffiti 

• traffic problems like speeding or hooning 

• young people getting into trouble  

• poor lighting 

• overgrown shrubs or trees 

• transients/homeless people on the streets. 

Community Level of Perceptions of Alcohol and Drug Problems 

A sub-variable of ‘Community level of Perceptions of Community Problems’, 

this variable specifically looks at perceptions of drug and public drinking problems 

in the community.  Participants in the survey could choose whether drugs and 

public drinking were no problem, some problem, or a big problem.  
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Community Level of Perceptions of Community Violence 

This was a scale produced in the Community Capacity Survey to measure 

perceptions of community level violence.  It measures the level of perceived 

victimisation in communities.  This is considered a “more direct measure of 

problem behaviour” than official police crime data (Elliott et al., 1996, p. 390).  

Participants in the Community Capacity Survey were asked whether, over a 

specific period, the following events happened often, sometimes, rarely, or never: 

• a fight in which a weapon was used  

• a violent argument between neighbours 

• a sexual assault or rape 

• a robbery or mugging. 

The measures of disorder in a community described above are used in this 

research project because, as previous research explains, high levels of community 

disorder can simultaneously increase community crime levels and decrease social 

interaction between residents.  This leads to weakened enforcement by 

community residents of social controls and crime prevention initiatives (Gibbons, 

1994; Sampson & Groves, 1989; Shaw & McKay, 1969; Skogan, 1990).   

QPS Crime Data 

Four categories of crime data5 were obtained from the Queensland Police 

Service (QPS) and used to show the average rate of crime across the years 2000 to 

2005.  Crime data was used to understand how the crime prevention 

 

 

5 Rates of public nuisance, violent crime, property crime and drug crime were used because 

of higher levels of reporting for these crimes. 
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characteristics of communities interact with the differing crime problems that 

affect communities in south east Queensland (Graycar & Grabosky, 2002b).  The 

QPS collects crime data according to its own geographical boundaries, not 

according to SLAs.  Therefore, this data was adapted to the SLA level by a 

Geographic Information Systems (GIS) mapping specialist.  The transformation 

was done by first matching postcode areas to the QPS boundaries.  The number of 

land parcels in each postcode was then identified and overlayed onto SLA 

boundaries.  Calculations were then made on the proportion of QPS boundaries in 

each land parcel.  The data was then divided amongst the SLAs by the number of 

land parcels in each SLA.  The four categories of crime data were then used to 

create four SLA-level variables, described below. 

Community Level of Public Nuisance 2000–2005 

This variable documents instances of public nuisance and prostitution-

related offences in the period 2000 to 2005.   

Community Level of Violent Crime 2000–2005 

The violent crime variable includes instances of homicide, armed robbery, 

unarmed robbery, serious assault, common assault, and other person offences for 

the period 2000 to 2005.  Researchers have argued that a high crime rate can 

hinder the development of social ties between members of the community as well 

as impact on the progress of community-based crime prevention initiatives, 

making this an important aspect of community to analyse (Felson, 1998; Green 

Mazerolle et al., 1998; Newman, 1972).  Mazerolle et al. (2010) examined the 

relationship between the density of community-based crime prevention programs 

and violent crime rates and used for their research a subset of my program data 
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used in this thesis.  Their research found no significant correlation between 

density of community-based crime prevention programs and violent crime. 

Community Level of Property Crime 2000–2005 

The variable of property crime for the period 2000 to 2005 includes 

unlawful entry into dwellings and commercial buildings, burglary from dwellings, 

possession of stolen property, property damage, unlawful use of a motor vehicle, 

stealing from a motor vehicle and arson. 

Community Level of Drug Crime 2000–2005 

This variable documents the instances of all types of drug-related offences 

for the period 2000 to 2005.   

Analytic Approaches 

Study One Analytic Approach 

The purpose of Study One was to explore the spatial distribution of crime 

prevention programs across the Greater Brisbane area.  The research question 

answered was: What types of community-based crime prevention programs are 

most prevalent in the Brisbane Statistical Division? Study One consisted of a 

descriptive analysis into the types of community-based crime prevention 

programs implemented across the Brisbane SD, with programs (n=8,894) as the 

unit of analysis.  This study also mapped the spatial distribution and density of 

community-based crime prevention programs across the 223 targeted 

communities.  MapInfo Software was used to construct this visual depiction of the 

targeted communities to ascertain the distribution of community-based crime 

prevention programs.  The map showed: 

• the prevalence and types of programs that have been implemented in the 

targeted communities  
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• the structural conditions of the community  

• demographic information concerning the residents in the community. 

Study Two Analytic Approach 

The second study explored how the demographic characteristics of 

residents, social characteristics and crime rates of communities relate to the 

distribution of community-based crime prevention across the Brisbane SD.  This 

study relied not only on the community-based crime prevention program database 

but also on secondary data, including ABS demographic statistics and QPS crime 

data.  The community-based crime prevention program database was aggregated 

to the community level, so that the data explored the community where 

community-based crime prevention programs were implemented.  This provided a 

sample of 223 communities after Ipswich–Central was dropped from the sample 

over issues of inconsistency.6  

 

 

6 The community of Ipswich–Central was dropped from this sample creating a final sample 

for Study Two of N=223.  The decision to drop Ipswich–Central from the analysis arose from 

concern over the reliability of data for this community to explain trends in the Brisbane SD after it 

was found to be inconsistent with the other 223 communities.  The inconsistencies were found 

after attempts to extrapolate data from the Community Capacity Survey using ABS demographic 

data.  Please refer to Appendix L for the method used to extrapolate the Community Capacity 

Survey sample of 82 SLAs to a sample of 223 SLAs.  During the data collection phase of this research 

Ipswich–Central, which is approximately 40 km south west of Brisbane city, was embarking on a 

substantial marketing venture and expansion of its infrastructure, commerce, trade and industry, 

all with the aim of promoting Ipswich as the next major metropolis (Ipswich City Council, 2007; 

Ipswich Visitors and Tourism Association, 2007).  This community was unique in the Brisbane 

Statistical Division and socially unstable; therefore, it could not be used in this research. 
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Bivariate correlations and ordinary least squared regressions were used to 

answer the Study Two research question: How are resident demographics, 

community cohesion, community levels of collective efficacy and community crime 

rates related to the distribution of community-based crime prevention programs 

across the Brisbane Statistical Division?  Regression models were generated to 

explore the relationship between the spatial distribution of community social and 

crime characteristics and the different types of community-based crime prevention 

programs.  The community social and crime characteristics explored were aspects 

of social capital and collective efficacy, such as social cohesion and trust, place 

attachment, civic engagement and a willingness to intervene; perceptions of crime 

and community problems; and rates of property, violent, public nuisance and drug 

crimes.  The different types of programs explored included the approach and 

methods used for crime prevention; the scope of the programs; and the type of 

participants targeted by the programs.  The first few models explored the 

relationship using the density of all crime prevention programs.  The following 

models then explored this relationship according to the type of approach the 

programs used for crime prevention.  That is, the density of programs with a 

problem-focused, developmental, or social-community orientation. 
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Chapter 5: Results Study One – Brisbane’s Community-based Crime 

Prevention Landscape 

In this, the first of the results chapters, the spatial distribution of the 

different types of community-based crime prevention programs across the 

Brisbane Statistical Division (Brisbane SD) is explored.  A requirement for all 

programs included in this research was that they must have an impact on the 

correlates of crime, as explained in Chapter 4 (a list of the correlates of crime is 

presented in Appendix A).  The focus was on the years 2000–2005.  This was a 

time when Queensland had a fairly stable Labor government (headed by Peter 

Beattie from 1998 to 2007) and Australia had a fairly stable conservative 

government (headed by John Howard from 1996 and 2007).   

During this time, it was found that 8,894 community-based crime 

prevention programs were delivered across the Greater Brisbane area (that is the 

Brisbane SD).  The map at Figure 4 shows that these programs were not evenly 

distributed across Greater Brisbane but instead were clustered around certain 

locations.  Darker shaded areas on the map represent communities with higher 

densities of programs to people, while the lighter shaded areas represent 

communities with lower program density.  The communities with the highest 

program density were generally clustered around the city fringe and characterised 

as urban residential with pockets of industry.  Pinkenba-Eagle Farm also houses 

the state’s major domestic and international airports.  Moreton Island, in the top 

right corner of the map, is considered particularly isolated with a tiny population 

density.  The five communities with the highest density of program 

implementation (marked as Group A in the Figure 4 map) were Willawong, Nudgee 

Beach, Capalaba West, Pinkenba-Eagle Farm and Pinjarra Hills.  Also, marked as 
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Group B on the map, are the five communities with the lowest density of program 

implementation per 1,000 population.  These five communities had a lower than 

average population density and a SEIFA level that was consistent with the overall 

SEIFA score for Greater Brisbane.  As can be seen on the map, they are also 

towards the outer boundaries of the Brisbane SD characterised by a more rural 

landscape than most communities in Greater Brisbane.  The five communities were 

Ipswich (C)-East, Dakabin-Kallangur-Murrumba Downs, Hills District, Greenbank-

Boronia Heights, and Beaudesert (S)-Pt A.    
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Figure 4 

Map of Number of Programs Across SLAs by 1,000 Population 

 

 

To unpack Brisbane’s community-based crime prevention landscape, the 

research explores the kinds of programs that were delivered across the Brisbane 
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SD between the years 2000 and 2005 inclusive.  Throughout this chapter the 

characteristics of 8,894 community-based crime prevention programs were 

analysed to examine the Brisbane SD as a whole.   

The collection of community-based crime prevention programs came from 

a diverse set of organisations with aims that varied from welfare improvement, 

harm reduction and preventing social isolation through to improving a 

community’s physical layout.  Some organisations targeted specific vulnerable 

groups with a particular activity, possibly as a single-site one-off niche program, 

while others had a more general scope.  All these programs, however, had one 

common long-term goal, that of effecting crime prevention in some way.  The 

common thread through all the programs included in the study is that they 

targeted the correlates of crime.  They aimed to reduce the harm that can be 

caused by risk factors such as impulsivity, poor problem-solving skills, social 

isolation, discrimination, and socio-economic disadvantage and/or to improve 

protective factors.  They did this by attempting to improve community members’ 

physical and mental health and fitness, guarding against abuse and neglect, 

reducing social isolation and/or providing pro-social interaction.   

Ten variables were developed that captured the theoretical approach used 

by each program to prevent crime; the practical methods or types of activities used 

in each program; the primary focus of each program; the type of target of the 

program; the characteristics of the targeted program participants and the 

organisational characteristics of the organisation implementing each program.  

These were used to explore the diversity of community-based crime prevention 

within the Brisbane SD.  The variables were explained in detail in Chapter 4.  The 
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following sections describe the analyses performed to decipher the sorts of 

programs implemented in Greater Brisbane.   

Approach to Crime Prevention 

All 8,894 community-based crime prevention programs in the database 

were classified into one of three approaches to preventing crime and improving 

social and welfare conditions: problem-focused approach; developmental 

approach; and social-community approach.  Given a growing preference in 

Australia for resource building and alternative measures to punitive crime 

prevention (Howard & Newman, 2000; Sarre, 2011; Stone, 2000; Sutton et al., 

2014) it was expected that there would be more programs identified using social-

community and developmental approaches, and using methods such as welfare 

support and building social networks, than using the problem-focused approach, 

and methods such as programs focused on environmental improvements or the 

crime situation.   

Problem-focused Approach  

The programs that were classified as taking a problem-focused approach 

targeted their activities on discrete crime problems.  Programs in this category 

included: 

• local Neighbourhood Watch groups 

• Legal Aid 

• short-term programs providing a place of safety for intoxicated individuals 

(with the aim to reduce harm and possible incarceration) 

• environmental maintenance, landscaping/town planning and clean-up 

programs aimed at reducing crime through the principles of Crime 

Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED) 
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• safety houses 

• advocacy and advice services targeting individuals’ complaints or problems 

and as a result aiming to prevent crime and/or improve the complainant’s 

wellbeing and outlook. 

Overall, the problem-focused approach to crime prevention accounted for only 747 

(8.4%) of the 8,894 programs.   

Developmental Approach  

Programs classified as taking a developmental approach to crime 

prevention aim to mitigate the development of antisocial behaviour in the 

individual by directing program focus towards assisting vulnerable individuals.  

Programs were coded as having a developmental approach to crime prevention if 

they had characteristics that included supporting people facing abuse, behavioural 

and emotional issues, homelessness, disability, alcohol, or drug dependency 

and/or financial problems.  Forty-four per cent of all programs in the Brisbane SD 

in the years 2000 to 2005 inclusive had a developmental approach to crime 

prevention. 

An example of a program with a developmental approach to crime 

prevention was the Preschool Intervention Program delivered to children in their 

preschool.  It was one of two programs (the other being the family-focused Family 

Independence Program) intended to be delivered together as part of the Pathways 

to Prevention Project. I have described this program in Box 1, below, illustrating 

the developmental approach and methods used by the program to support 

children of preschool age in selected schools across the Brisbane SD . 
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Box 1 

Description of a Program that Uses a Developmental Approach to Crime Prevention 

 

 

Pathways to Prevention – Preschool Intervention Program 

This program was delivered to preschool aged children in selected 

schools in the Brisbane Statistical Division – specifically local government 

schools in the Inala and Carole Park areas (Carole Park, Durack, Inala, Inala 

West, Richlands, Richlands East and Serviceton South state schools).  These 

schools were seen to be in communities at risk of economic and social 

disadvantage and had a high percentage of residents with English as a second 

language.  The program developed children’s communication skills by 

introducing complex vocabulary and teaching them to use appropriate syntax.  

The children learnt extra social skills through puppetry, games, songs and visual 

aids that all demonstrated appropriate behaviour in social situations.  This was 

aimed at reducing anxiety and anger and improving their methods of dealing 

with social problems, such as in the playground.  These activities were 

administered through structured interactions in small groups with specialised 

teachers or program staff.  The program was aimed at assisting children along 

the pathway from preschool to school.  It was designed to make for a smoother 

transition because these children would have improved abilities in language 

and communication and a reduced tendency for expressing themselves through 

antisocial behaviour (Homel et al., 2006). 
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Social-Community Approach  

The programs that were categorised as having a social-community 

approach to crime prevention focused their activities on using wider community 

involvement to prevent crime.  For example, programs could use groups of 

community members to influence the prevention of antisocial behaviour and/or 

the clustering of crime problems.  These programs may include work with 

community groups and clubs such as recreational activities, educational training, 

and social groups, or may involve more general advice, lobbying and support 

services compared to the problem-focused approach.  Examples of such programs 

are social groups for mothers with babies, which help to reduce isolation and 

improve support networks and The Lion’s Club, which improves a person’s social 

interaction and skills and reduces isolation.  The social-community approach to 

crime prevention was the most common style of crime prevention program in 

Greater Brisbane describing just under half (47.7%) of all programs.  This is 

consistent with what has been found in other parts of urban Australia, for example 

by Garner Clancey (2015) in his study of Glebe in Sydney, New South Wales, 

Australia. 

Methods of Application  

A huge variety of methods were used by community-based programs to 

achieve their crime prevention aims.  Some crime prevention programs provided 

education and disseminated information as their method for delivering crime 

prevention outcomes.  Other programs instead built skills, provided a place of 

safety, or delivered clinical and therapy support.  Programs were categorised 

according to the multitude of different types of methods of application used when 
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delivering programs to communities.  Eleven unique types of methods were 

identified: 

• education and information dissemination 

• clinical and therapy 

• medical consultation 

• skill building 

• welfare support 

• facilitate social interaction 

• advocacy 

• capital works/clean-up 

• assist employment search 

• provide respite 

• provide place of safety. 

Table 2 details the frequency and percentage of all community-based crime 

prevention programs according to the methods of application they employed.  

Each program could have up to three methods identified and all these responses 

are included in the table.   
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Table 2 

Number and Percentage of Programs that used Each Method of Application 

Method of application used in program n a % a, b 
Facilitate social interaction 4310 49.6 
Education and information dissemination 4086 47.0 
Skill building 3901 44.8 
Welfare support 2824 32.5 
Clinical and therapy 1622 18.6 
Provide place of safety 715 8.2 
Provide respite 637 7.3 
Medical consultation 453 5.2 
Advocacy 419 4.8 
Assist employment search 330 3.8 
Capital works/clean-up 119 1.4 

Note:  a Analysis drawn from 8,698 valid cases.  It was not possible to determine 

the method of application used in 196 programs and these cases were therefore 

excluded from this analysis.  

b Percentages do not add to 100% because each program could have up to three 

methods of application. 

 

The research shows the most common methods for applying crime 

prevention aims in Brisbane SD were facilitating social interaction (49.6%) for 

example, in group activity programs; and the dissemination of education and 

information (47.0%) for example, in drug awareness programs.  These two 

methods of application were each involved in almost half of all programs.  This was 

not surprising as from the earlier discussions of program types we know that 

many of Brisbane’s programs incorporate some form of social interaction and 

support.  Also, as was explained in the methods chapter, many of the programs 

required some form of education to be considered crime prevention (please refer 

to Chapter 4, Section ‘Inclusion and Exclusion Criteria’). 

 ’Skill building’ was the third most common method for applying crime 

prevention aims in Brisbane SD, being incorporated into 44.8% of all community-

based crime prevention programs.  This was followed by ‘welfare support’ 
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(32.5%).  This is consistent with findings from previous research that Australia 

was focused more on developing welfare and social networks than situational and 

criminal justice forms of crime prevention (Howard & Newman, 2000; Stone, 

2000).   

Each of the 11 methods of application was cross tabulated against the three 

approaches to crime prevention to determine the methods most prevalent in each 

approach to crime prevention.  As can be seen in Table 3 below, for the problem-

focused approach to crime prevention the most common method of application 

was education and information dissemination (with 5.1% of all programs using 

this method) followed by facilitating social interaction (3.2%).  The dense 

implementation of Neighbourhood Watch programs across communities within 

south east Queensland influenced these results.  The focus of Neighbourhood 

Watch is disseminating information and facilitating social interaction between 

community members.  For the developmental approach to crime prevention the 

most common method of application employed was welfare support (23.3%) such 

as was found in many programs that support or assist people during times of 

transition in life.  This was followed by education and information dissemination 

and clinical and therapy (both with 15.9%).  The most common method of 

application used for social-community oriented crime prevention programs was 

facilitating social interaction (36.1%) followed by skill building (29.6%).  Fourteen 

unique combinations were then created of methods of application that could have 

been employed by each program (Appendix M illustrates these 14 combination 

groupings).  These groups of methods were cross tabulated against the approaches 

to crime prevention which yielded a significant chi square (χ2 (26) = 3453.905, 
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p<.001), and a strong effect size (Cramer’s V = .45) showing there is a relationship 

between method of application and approach to crime prevention. 

Table 3  

Method of Application by Theoretical Approach to Crime Prevention 

Method of application 

used in the program 

Problem-

focused  Developmental  

Social-

community 

n a % a, b  n a % a, b  n a % a, b 

Facilitate social 

interaction 

280 3.2  887 10.2  3143 36.1 

Education and 

information 

dissemination 

440 5.1  1386 15.9  2260 26.0 

Skill building 189 2.2  1136 13.1  2576 29.6 

Welfare support 143 1.6  2026 23.3  655 7.5 

Clinical and therapy 57 0.7  1382 15.9  183 2.1 

Provide place of safety 79 0.9  271 3.1  365 4.2 

Provide respite 2 0.0  420 4.8  215 2.5 

Medical consultation 31 0.4  309 3.6  113 1.3 

Advocacy 23 0.3  166 1.9  230 2.6 

Assist employment 

search 

3 0.0  276 3.2  51 0.6 

Capital works/clean-up 79 0.9  14 0.2  26 0.3 

Total 1326   8273   9817  

Note:  Largest numbers and percentages for each approach to crime prevention are 

in bold type. 

a Analysis drawn from 8,698 valid cases.  It was not possible to determine the 

method of application used in 196 programs and these cases were therefore 

excluded from this analysis.  b Percentages do not add to 100% because each 

program could have up to three methods of application. 
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Program’s Primary Focus 

The goals of the crime prevention programs implemented into a community 

illustrate the needs and challenges within that community.  To capture the issue a 

program was attempting to address, a program’s ‘Primary Focus’ or primary stated 

goal was recorded.  All community-based crime prevention programs were 

categorised according to whether they were primarily focused on improving the 

social, health, educational, economic, or crime situation within communities.   

Table 4 presents the results of analysis of the different types of community-

based crime prevention programs according to their primary focus.   

Table 4   

Primary Focus of Programs by their Approach to Crime Prevention 

Primary focus of 

program 

Problem- 

focused  Developmental  

Social-

community  Total 

n * %  n * %  n * %  n * % 

Improving social 

conditions 87 1.0  1087 12.5  2478 28.5  3652 42.0 

Enhancing health 

and welfare 105 1.2  1443 16.6  373 4.3  1921 22.1 

Increasing 

educational 

opportunities 99 1.1  441 5.1  1071 12.3  1611 18.5 

Improving 

economic 

wellbeing 7 0.1  738 8.5  171 2.0  916 10.5 

Reducing crime 

situations 427 4.9  135 1.6  33 0.4  595 6.8 

Total 725 8.3  3844 44.2  4126 47.5  8695 100.0 

Note.  *Analysis drawn from 8,695 valid cases.  It was not possible to determine the 

primary focus of 199 programs and these cases were therefore excluded from this 

analysis.   
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As can be seen in Table 4, the overwhelming majority of all programs in the 

Brisbane SD were focused on improving the social situation within a community 

(42.0%).  Socially focused programs aim to increase social interaction and support 

and reduce the isolation faced by some community members.  Programs such as 

mothers’ social groups, youth spaces and activity groups for people with a 

disability are examples of initiatives included in this category.  The next two most 

common categories of programs were focused on health and welfare issues (22.1% 

of programs) and educational issues (18.5% of programs).  Health-focused 

programs included community-based health and substance awareness programs.  

Examples of education programs are trade and academic programs assisting youth 

who are at risk of isolation and dropping out of school or who face unemployment.  

Economically focused programs included activities to improve the employment 

opportunities of at-risk youth and comprised only 10.5% of all community-based 

crime prevention programs.  Few programs (6.8%) were primarily focused 

specifically on crime issues.  An example of the types of programs included in this 

last category is the Woodridge Community Renewal Program.  Box 2 below 

illustrates the aims of, and methods used to deliver, the Woodridge Community 

Renewal Program.  This program was designed to reduce crime and increase safety 

in the community of Woodridge though a variety of projects, including those using 

a capital works method of application, as described below.   

 



CHAPTER 5: RESULTS STUDY ONE  144 
 

 

Box 2 

Description of a Program that was Primarily Focused on a Crime Issue 

 

 

The primary focus of programs was cross tabulated with the theoretical 

approach to crime prevention; this yielded a significant chi square (χ2 (8) = 

5285.918, p<.001), and a strong effect size (Cramer’s V = .55).  The cross tabulation 

showed that the most common type of focus and approach combination in Greater 

Brisbane was a social-community oriented program that had a primary focus on 

improving social conditions (28.5% of all programs had this classification 

combination).  Data also showed that programs with a developmental approach to 

crime prevention in Greater Brisbane were most likely to be focused on enhancing 

health and welfare (16.6% of all programs fell into this specific category 

combination) followed by improving social conditions (12.5% of all programs).  

Community Renewal Program – Woodridge 

Some of the aims of Community Renewal Programs are to improve the 

appearance, useability and safety of a community, while increasing residents’  

sense of ownership due to their being involved in the program.  One of the 

projects that was undertaken by the Woodridge Community Renewal, and  

which reflects an example of a capital works initiative designed at reducing 

crime, was the ‘revitalisation of the Station Road business precinct, including 

landscaping, paving, improved street lighting and public artworks developed by 

local students’ to make the area more open and visible and appealing to be in 

and as a result reduce crime through the use of Crime Prevention Through 

Environmental design or CPTED (Logan City Council, 2006). 
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These results suggest that the Australian government invested considerably 

more in broader, social welfare oriented programs that affect the correlates of 

crime by dealing with social, health and educational issues than in improving 

economic wellbeing or reducing crime situations.  However, there was no data 

available to explore how Brisbane compared with other countries and areas.  

Greater Brisbane’s focus on improving social conditions and on implementing 

social-community oriented types of programs could have two possible 

explanations.  It could either highlight the types of issues that people in Greater 

Brisbane see as being important to address or it could illustrate the types of issues 

that community members believe they themselves could address through 

community-based programs.   

Scope of Targeted Participants: Universal, Selected or Indicated 

As well as categorising programs according to their approach to crime 

prevention and methods of application, they were also categorised by the type of 

participants targeted.  Community-based crime prevention programs implemented 

in Brisbane SD were explored according to how inclusive the programs were of the 

whole community population.  Previous findings show that crime prevention in 

Australia during the time of data collection was more focused on building social 

networks rather than focusing on specific acts of crime (Howard & Newman, 2000; 

Stone, 2000).  Considering this, I hypothesised that there would be more programs 

in Greater Brisbane with a universal and selected focus than programs with an 

indicated focus. 

Many community-based programs did not target specific individuals but 

instead provided universal access to services for all.  For example, drug 

prevention programs such as DRUG ARM’s Centre for Addiction Research and 
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Education (CARE) offered workshops that could be delivered to all school students 

in most communities throughout Brisbane, across all high schools, and did not 

differentiate based on an individual’s need or problem.  Other examples of more 

generalised programs were found within large multi-sited organisations providing 

a broad range of activity, educational and socially based programs such as Police 

Citizens Youth Clubs (PCYC).   

Some other community-based crime prevention programs, in contrast, were 

delivered to select groups or individuals in the community seen as at risk of 

disadvantage or being involved in crime either as a participant or a victim.  Using 

DRUG ARM again as an example, this organisation provided another program 

called MOSHPIT, which stood for Mobile Outreach Support and Health Program by 

Integrated Teams.  This outreach program targeted youth seen to be 

disadvantaged and at risk of homelessness, which are both risk factors in the 

correlates of crime.  The youth were selected using pre-determined selection 

criteria – they were on the streets at night.  Entire communities can also be 

selected for intervention, or groups within selected communities; an example is 

Vulcana’s Community Circus Outreach program, a targeted but geographically 

broad program. Box 3, below illustrates the purpose of this program that targets 

women and youth, across multiple communities throughout Brisbane SD. 
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Box 3 

Description of a Program Targeting a Population Group Within a Community 

 

 

Finally, some crime prevention programs are those the literature refers to 

as ‘indicated’ programs.  These types of programs are tailored to address specific 

problematic behaviour.  For example, the organisation ‘Enough is Enough’ had a 

program specifically designed for community residents who had assaulted 

someone, providing an anger management program to address this antisocial 

behaviour.   

Vulcana – Community Circus Outreach program 

The Community Circus Outreach program was provided by Vulcana to 

selected marginalised Brisbane communities.  It targeted women and youth, 

providing workshops that aimed to improve self-esteem, physical strength, 

motor and performing skills, confidence, health and wellbeing.  The program 

consisted of learning the traditional circus skills of trapeze, tight-rope, juggling 

and other activities, plus additional skills useful for performing.  Participants 

had an opportunity to perform to an audience at the conclusion of the 

workshop. 

The ultimate aim of the organisation was to help improve the 

participants’ representation in their community and the community’s standing 

in society, improve social cohesion and provide an outlet for creative 

expression, social interaction and connections with other women and youth.   

For more information, see the Vulcana website: www.vulcana.org.au (Vulcana 

Women's Circus, 2007) 
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In Greater Brisbane over half (53%) of programs had a universal focus, 

41.6% were selected programs and only 5.4% of programs targeted specific 

problematic behaviour (see Table 5).  This finding supports the hypothesis and is 

in keeping with Australia’s focus away from programs that are aimed at specific 

acts of crime (Howard & Newman, 2000; Stone, 2000).   

An analysis of how the scope of programs in Greater Brisbane correlated 

with the programs’ approaches to crime prevention revealed a significant chi 

square (χ2 (4) = 4298.239, p<.001), and a strong effect size (Cramer’s V = .50).  

Therefore, there was a relationship between whether a program had a universal, 

selected or indicated scope and the theoretical approach used for crime 

prevention.  As can be seen in Table 5, the majority of problem-focused and social-

community oriented programs had a universal scope, whereas developmental 

programs were more likely targeted to a selected population. 

Table 5  

Number and Percentage of Programs Implemented by Scope of Targeted Participants 

and Theoretical Approach to Crime Prevention 

Scope of 

targeted 

participants 

Problem-

focused  Developmental  

Social-

community  Total 

n * %  n * %  n * %  n * % 

Universal 488 5.6  560 6.4  3557 40.9  4605 53.0 

Selected 147 1.7  2908 33.4  566 6.5  3621 41.6 

Indicated 90 1.0  375 4.3  3 0.0  468 5.4 

Total 725 8.3  3843 44.2  4126 47.5  8694 100.0 

Note. *Analysis drawn from 8,694 valid cases.  It was not possible to determine the 

scope of targeted participants of 200 programs and these cases were therefore 

excluded from this analysis.  
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Program’s Typical Target Population 

It was anticipated that programs in Greater Brisbane would target people 

more than places, based on the extant literature surrounding the two perspectives 

on influences of crime: the social influences, which Australian crime prevention 

largely focuses on, and the environmental influences, which is a less popular focus 

(Stone, 2000).  The results of the current research were consistent with previous 

research in that environmental criminology and place-based crime prevention 

were found not to be a popular theoretical foundation of crime prevention in 

Greater Brisbane.  Instead almost all (8,633, 97.1%) of programs implemented into 

the Brisbane SD between the years 2000 to 2005 were focused specifically on 

assisting and modifying people rather than places.  Only a few programs (29, 0.3%) 

in the Brisbane SD targeted places, while 2.5% of programs targeted both places 

and people.  Thus, most crime prevention programs in Greater Brisbane target 

people, and are thus based on the social, as opposed to the situational or 

environmental, side of crime prevention.  More specifically it was found that more 

than half (51.4%) of all programs targeted the individual, 31.8% targeted the 

family, 11.9% targeted the whole community, 4.7% targeted cultural groups and 

only 0.3% targeted environmental conditions such as in hot spot places like parks, 

shopping centres and school areas (see Table 6).  It should be noted that funded 

programs targeting environmental conditions may not always be community-

based programs but instead the result of government policy or work conducted by 

an organisation for their own benefit. Such funding was not captured by this 

research.  The above result is an important finding because it illustrates a paradox.  

Despite criminological theory evolving over the last 30 years to more strongly 

appreciate the importance of place in both understanding crime and developing 
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approaches to reducing it, still very little is being done to reduce the crime 

opportunities in places.  Much more is being done to reduce the social influences of 

crime.   

Table 6  

Number and Percentage of Programs Implemented by the Type of Target 

Target of program n* % 

Individual 4471 51.4 

Family 2761 31.8 

Community 1031 11.9 

Cultural 408 4.7 

Environmental 23 0.3 

Total 8694 100.0 

Note.  *Analysis drawn from 8,694 valid cases.  It was not possible to determine the 

type of target of 200 programs and these cases were therefore excluded from this 

analysis.   

 

An example of a family-focused program implemented in the Brisbane SD is 

the Parents Under Pressure Program.  This program targeted high-risk families. 

This program is described in Box 4, below.  
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Box 4 

Description of a Program Targeting High-risk Families 

 

 

Parents Under Pressure (PUP) Program 

This program was designed for use with multi-problem, high-risk 

families, characterised by their use of authoritarian parenting practices (high 

rates of physical punishment) and low levels of child-centred parenting (e.g. 

play, praise, physical affection).  It was delivered in parents’ homes.  The 

primary focus was on helping parents improve their mental health and learn 

skills to improve child behaviours.  It was an intensive program, consisting of up 

to 12 sessions focusing on parental functioning (including psychopathology and 

problem solving), parent-child relationships, beliefs about parental adequacy, 

and lifestyle issues (including engaging support and reducing drug abuse).  

There were 10 modules for participants, including goal setting, emotional skills, 

emotional regulation, positive thinking and self-soothing skills, connecting with 

the child and encouraging good behaviour, child management, avoiding lapses 

to drug use, support networks, life skills (budgeting, diet, nutrition, housing, 

employment, education) and intimate relationships.  The program linked with 

schools, helping parents to collaborate with teachers on goals and programs to 

help the child in a school setting.  The PUP Program included regular 

assessment of parents’ responses to the program and their achievement of goals 

and provided integrated support options for families when required (Dawe & 

Harnett, 2008). 
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To further investigate the targeted problems being addressed by 

community-based crime prevention programs in the Brisbane SD, those programs 

that targeted individuals, families or cultural groups were categorised into 

whether the program was preventative in nature or was focused on targeting an 

active crime problem; a past crime problem; a potential, active or past victim; a 

potential, active or past offender; a problem with learning or behaviour; a problem 

with substance use; or was focused on dealing with unemployment.  Of the 

programs targeting individuals, families, or cultural groups it was found that 

almost half (47.7%) did not have a specified target problem, while 41.4% had a 

preventative focus.  Of community-focused programs, the majority (92.4%) did not 

have a specific target problem, with very few targeting a criminal problem (4.3%), 

an economic or socio-economic problem (2.0%) or a social problem (1.3%). 

An example of one program that targeted potential offenders is 

COMMUNIK8, a Youth and Community Combined Action (YACCA) program. Box 5, 

below describes the eight-week long YACCA program, which focuses on young 

people aged between 10 and 17, who are at risk of entering the juvenile justice 

system. 
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Box 5 

Description of a Program Targeting Potential Offenders 

 

Target Demographics of Programs 

Most of the community-based crime prevention programs implemented in 

Greater Brisbane did not target any gender, ethnicity, or age.  The majority 

(94.7%) were open to both males and females and 94.6% did not focus on any 

ethnicity, race, or religious belief (see Tables 7 and 8).  Of the programs that did 

target an ethnicity, race, or religion the most common target was Aboriginal, 

Torres Strait Islander or South Sea Islander, followed by programs that targeted 

immigrants to Australia in general.  This was an expected result, as it is consistent 

with research showing those Australian programs that do target a subset of the 

population commonly target young people (discussed further below) or Aboriginal 

and Torres Strait Islander people (Headey et al., 2006).  

Youth and Community Combined Action – COMMUNIK8 

This service catered to the Wynnum and Redlands Local Government 

Areas.  It targeted young people aged 10 to 17 years most at risk of becoming 

involved in the juvenile justice system and living in communities with high 

levels of youth crime.  This was an intensive eight-week program, which 

included targeted case work and follow-up.  Participants consisted of young 

people on court orders or who had recently exited detention.  Communik8 

included DJ-ing workshops, spray painting sessions and providing family 

support; all these were aimed at re-connecting young people to their 

community (YACCAN Network & BABI-Youth and Family Support, 2005). 
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Table 7  

Gender of Target Population 

Gender targeted n % 

Both females and males 8427 94.7 

Females specifically 321 3.6 

Males specifically 121 1.4 

Not applicable 25 0.3 

Total 8894 100.0 

 

Table 8  

Ethnicity, Race or Religious Belief of Target Population 

Ethnicity, race, or religious belief targeted n* % 

No focus on ethnicity 8401 94.6 

Aboriginal, Torres Strait Islander or South Sea Islander 241 2.7 

Any immigrant 141 1.6 

Asian generally or Chinese or Vietnamese specifically 27 0.3 

Western European generally or Finnish, Italian, or 

Polish specifically  

19 0.2 

Eastern European generally or Croatian specifically 16 0.2 

Filipino, Samoan or Maori specifically 6 0.1 

Religion: Islam specifically 6 0.1 

African generally  2 0.0 

Not applicable 25 0.3 

Total 8884 100.0 

Note.  *Analysis drawn from 8,884 valid cases.  It was not possible to determine the 

ethnicity, race, or religious belief targeted of 10 programs and these cases were 

therefore excluded from this analysis.   

 

Over half (53.5%) of all community-based crime prevention programs did 

not target any age group for their intervention (see Table 9).  Of those that did, the 
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most common age group targeted was children and youth up to and including 16 

years, with 14.7% of programs specifically targeting this age group.  This was 

followed by 12.1% programs specifically targeting infants and young children up 

to and including the age of five years.  Following infants and young children was 

the mature aged and elderly group with approximately 8% of programs. 

One example of a mature aged program is the ‘60 and Better Health Ageing 

Program’ (described in Box 6).  This program targeted many of the correlates of 

crime (listed in Appendix A) by attempting to improve community members’ 

physical and mental health and fitness, reducing social isolation and providing pro-

social interaction, thus guarding against abuse and neglect.  This program is a good 

example of a community-based crime prevention program that may not be 

recognised as ‘typical’ crime prevention.  It provides a guard against potential 

elder abuse, neglect and internet-based extortion and scamming. 
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Box 6 

Description of a Program Targeting Mature Aged People 

 

 

A cross tabulation of programs’ approaches to crime prevention by the age 

of the targeted populations (presented in Table 9) shows that while just over half 

of all programs did not target a specific age group this changed across the different 

approaches to crime prevention.  The clear majority (82.5%) of problem-focused 

programs did not specify a target age group; this compared to 66.4% of 

developmental crime prevention programs and only 36.6% of social-community 

oriented crime prevention programs. 

Of those programs that focused on a specific age group, the most common 

age group targeted by problem-focused programs and by developmental crime 

‘60 and Better Healthy Ageing Program’ from Acacia Ridge 

This program was provided to the Acacia Ridge community and managed 

by a committee of the participants, with similar programs located throughout 

Queensland.  Committees met regularly to plan activities, discuss health issues 

and decide on directions for the program.  All ‘60 and Better’ activities had an 

emphasis on keeping the body and the mind fit and active.  They encouraged 

new experiences and new friendships and opened opportunities for new 

learning.  Some of the programs available included gentle exercise classes, Tai 

Chi, walking groups, craft, bocce, healthy shopping tours, shared meals, guest 

speakers (health-related topics), social outings, computer classes, garden 

groups, card and mahjong gaming groups and poetry groups (60 and Better 

Healthy Ageing Program [Pamphlet], 2005). 
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prevention programs was children up to and including 16 years (9.0% and 8.5% 

respectively).  Social-community oriented crime prevention programs, on the 

other hand, had a young age profile relative to the others, with many of the 

programs in this category catering to the age groups of infants and young children 

up to and including five years (24.5%) and children up to and including 16 years 

(21.4%). 

Table 9 

Age Targeted by Program by Theoretical Approach to Crime Prevention 

Age targeted by 

program 

Problem-

focused  Developmental  

Social-

community  Total 

n * %  n * %  n * %  n * % 

All ages or no 

age specified 616 82.5  2592 66.4  1548 36.6  4756 53.5 

Infants and 

young children 

(0≤5yrs) 2 0.3  37 0.9  1038 24.5  1077 12.1 

Children and 

youth 

(0≤16yrs) 67 9.0  333 8.5  908 21.4  1308 14.7 

Young adults 

(16≤25yrs) 13 1.7  160 4.1  56 1.3  229 2.6 

Young adults 

and older 

(≥16yrs) 0 0.0  153 3.9  74 1.7  227 2.6 

Adults (≥26yrs) 2 0.3  35 0.9  12 0.3  49 0.6 

Mature aged and 

elderly 8 1.1  289 7.4  407 9.6  704 7.9 

Other/ 

combination 25 3.3  301 7.7  182 4.3  508 5.7 

Not applicable 14 1.9  1 0.0  10 0.2  25 0.3 

Total 747 100.0  3901 100.0  4235 100.0  8883 100.0 

Note.  *Analysis drawn from 8,883 valid cases.  It was not possible to determine the 

age targeted by 11 programs and these cases were therefore excluded from this 

analysis.   
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Program Management and Targeted Geographical Area 

One of the factors that can impact the design of community-based crime 

prevention programs is the type of organisation that manages the program and the 

size of the geographic area that the program is intended to reach.  These 

characteristics were recorded to determine whether a program was coordinated 

by government, non-government or private organisations; whether a program was 

administered by an organisation that was international, national, state or locally 

based; and the geographical area targeted, for example state-wide or specifically to 

a community.  

Type of Organisation 

Many of the programs in the Brisbane SD resided in several non-

government organisations that ran a series of different types of programs across 

Greater Brisbane.  One such example is DRUG ARM, mentioned previously in this 

chapter.  This organisation produced programs targeted towards preventing and 

reducing drug-related harm and educating people, particularly young people, 

about drugs and alcohol.  For example, the DRUG ARM Brisbane West Youth 

Partnership program provided young people with the opportunity to plan, design 

and implement local community initiatives, particularly concerning illicit drug use 

by young people.  It aimed to develop leadership skills and provided mentoring by 

trained adults.  Just over three-quarters of community-based crime prevention 

programs in the Brisbane SD were implemented by non-government organisations 

(78.8%), far more than by government organisations (21.0%) and private 

organisations (0.1%).  It was noted in the Methodological Approaches chapter that 

only not-for-profit programs were included in this research.  This would have 
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affected the number of programs by private organisations included in this 

research.   

Analysis also showed that it was more likely for programs to be 

implemented by local organisations rather than international/national or state 

organisations.  Almost half of all programs (47.2%) were implemented by local 

organisations.  This was double the number of programs run by international or 

national level organisations, at only 20.7%, and one and a half times more than 

state-level organisations, at 32.0%.  This provides a clearer view of the crime 

prevention landscape of south east Queensland, showing that community-based 

crime prevention programs implemented here were most commonly implemented 

by non-government organisations and by local organisations.  

Geographical Area Targeted 

Community-based crime prevention programs in operation in the Brisbane 

SD between 2000 and 2005 inclusive were more frequently aimed at the 

community (or SLA)7 (62.1%) than any other size of geographical area (see Table 

10).  This is not surprising given that almost half of all programs in Greater 

Brisbane are implemented by local organisations, as stated above.  The next largest 

group of programs were those targeted to the entire Brisbane SD or an even larger 

area or that were not restricted to any target area at all (17.4%).  This is consistent 

with previous research that programs in Australia are more often not targeted to 

 

 

7 In this research community is used interchangeably with Statistical Local Area (SLA).  The 

reason for this is explained in detail in the Methodological Approaches chapter of this research and 

refers to the agreement by surveyed Greater Brisbane residents that the term ‘community’ closely 

resembled the boundaries of an SLA (Mazerolle et al., 2007). 
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specific crime problems but instead are general in focus (National Crime 

Prevention, 1999).  The current research finds that community-based crime 

prevention programs are not only often general in focus but also general in target 

area, with organisations implementing programs with a target area that appears to 

be as broad as possible.  It was clear during data collection that programs often 

target the entire area of operation of the organisation that implements them.  For 

example, a community-level program will target the whole community and a 

program implemented by the local government will target the entire area covered 

by that local government.  In short, most programs will either not be targeted to a 

geographical location or will be targeted to a community, local council area or 

state.    

Table 10  

Number and Percentage of Programs Implemented by their Geographical Scope 

Geographical target of program n % 

Open, state-wide, Brisbane SD wide 1551 17.4 

South Brisbane wide 137 1.5 

North Brisbane wide 60 0.7 

West Brisbane wide 1 0.0 

South west Brisbane wide 1 0.0 

Across council area 915 10.3 

One specific community 5524 62.1 

Targeted to school 570 6.4 

Targeted to specific place 135 1.5 

Total 8894 100.0 

Note.  Brisbane SD is Brisbane Statistical Division. 

 

Cross tabulations of a program’s approach to crime prevention by the type 

of organisation providing the program are presented in Table 11 below.  As can be 
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seen, programs with a problem-focused approach to crime prevention were most 

commonly implemented by government organisations while developmental and 

social-community oriented programs were most commonly provided by non-

government organisations.  Very few programs were implemented by private 

organisations, regardless of their approach to crime prevention, this would have 

been because few private organisations are not-for-profit, and any for-profit 

enterprise or program was excluded from the research. 

Table 11  

Type of Organisation Implementing Programs by Theoretical Approach to Crime 

Prevention 

Organisation  

Problem- 

focused  Developmental  

Social- 

community  Total 

n * %  n * %  n * %  n * % 

Non-government 264 35.3  3062 78.3  3686 87.0  7012 78.8 

Government 483 64.7  845 21.6  540 12.7  1868 21.0 

Private 0 0.0  2 0.0  11 0.3  13 0.1 

Total 747 100.0  3909 100.0  4237 100.0  8893 100.0 

Note.  *Analysis drawn from 8,893 valid cases.  It was not possible to determine the 

type of organisation implementing one program and this case was therefore 

excluded from this analysis.   

 

Comparing Results with Research Question 

The research in Study One aimed to answer the research question: What 

types of community-based crime prevention programs are most prevalent in the 

Brisbane Statistical Division?  It aimed to determine whether a pattern could be 

found that explained the crime prevention landscape across the entire Brisbane 

SD.  It was found that Greater Brisbane is closely aligned with crime prevention 
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activities historically prevalent in Australia.  It is focused on the social-community 

and developmental approaches to crime prevention, and uses social and welfare 

improvement more than situational, environmental, or criminal justice measures, 

or the problem-focused approach.  This supported hypothesis one: There would be 

more programs using social-community and developmental approaches and using 

methods such as welfare support and building social networks, than using the 

problem-focused approach, and methods such as programs focused on environmental 

improvements or the crime situation.  Community-based crime prevention 

initiatives are most often implemented by non-government organisations and they 

are more likely to be non-specific in terms of who are the targeted participants but 

quite targeted geographically.  Very few programs had an indicated focus, not 

focussing on participants already participating in, experiencing, or exhibiting the 

issue central to the program.  This supported the second hypothesis, that there 

would be more programs with a universal and selected focus than programs with an 

indicated focus.   

The next chapter divides the Brisbane SD into its Local Government Areas 

(LGAs) and Statistical Local Areas (SLAs) to analyse crime prevention in the 

community.  It looks closely at the social and physical characteristics of specific 

communities, to determine whether it is the geographic location of these 

communities and/or systemic features of the networks and attitudes of their 

members (residents, stakeholders and community groups) that are related to the 

spatial distribution of community-based crime prevention programs.   
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Chapter 6: Results Study Two – Relationship Between Community-based 

Crime Prevention Programs and Community Characteristics 

This chapter focuses on the analysis of the distribution of community-based 

crime prevention programs implemented in Greater Brisbane between 2000 and 

2005.  The research identifies communities8 where different types of programs 

were more prevalent.  To achieve this, the 8,894 programs analysed in Chapter 5 

were aggregated to the 223 communities9 that make up the Brisbane Statistical 

Division (Brisbane SD) and then combined with census and Queensland Police 

Service (QPS) crime data.  Chapter 6 presents analyses of the relationships 

between program density (program count per head of population) and community 

demographics, social cohesion, collective efficacy, and crime rates.  Previous 

research on the differences in social and crime characteristics of communities in 

Stockholm, Chicago and Brisbane found that Brisbane was more homogenous than 

the other two cities, with Brisbane having relatively more similar social 

characteristics (Mazerolle et al., 2010).  I therefore hypothesised that in Greater 

Brisbane there would be a lack of variation in communities' resident 

 

 

8 In this research community is used interchangeably with Statistical Local Area (SLA).  The 

reason for this is explained in detail in the Methodological Approaches chapter of this research 

(Chapter 4) and refers to the agreement by surveyed Greater Brisbane residents that the term 

‘community’ closely resembled the boundaries of an SLA (Mazerolle et al., 2007). 

9 The Brisbane Statistical Division is made up of 224 communities.  However, Ipswich-

Central was not included in the analysis due to it presenting as an outlier, as explained in detail in 

Chapter 4.  
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demographics, social characteristics, and crime rates.  There would also be similar 

types and quantity of crime prevention programs implemented.   

The argument put forward in previous research is that crime prevention is 

often implemented without good governance or program dissemination, including 

having a clear understanding of the current crime prevention landscape, the gaps 

in that landscape and the needs of the community (Homel, 2009; Homel & Homel, 

2012).  Based on this earlier research, I hypothesised that communities with 

disparate demographic, social and crime profiles will still have similar types and 

quantity of crime prevention programs. 

Results showed a consistent distribution of community-based crime 

prevention programs across all communities in Greater Brisbane when not taking 

into consideration the population density of each community.  A table of the 

number of programs per Statistical Local Area (SLA) sorted by population size is 

included in Appendix N.  Correlations show that communities with a relatively 

small population received a similar number of programs to communities with a 

high population [r=-0.12, n=223, p=.072].   

The distribution of different types of crime prevention programs across 

Greater Brisbane is shown in Figures 5, 6, 7 below. In these maps, darker shading 

signifies a larger number of programs in the community than lighter shading.  

Although the developmental approach is only the second most prevalent approach 

to crime prevention in Greater Brisbane it is distributed across more communities 

in south east Queensland (shown in Figure 5) than social-community programs 

(Figure 6) or problem-focused programs (Figure 7).  This could be due to the 

larger population scope of developmental crime prevention programs compared to 

social-community programs, which often focus on one or two communities.   
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Figure 5 

Distribution of Developmental Approach Programs Across the Brisbane SD 
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Figure 6 

Distribution of Social-community Programs Across the Brisbane SD 
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Figure 7 

Distribution of Problem-focused Programs Across the Brisbane SD 

 

 

Most communities had a similar crime prevention landscape when not 

taking population density into consideration.  They had a similar number of 

programs and a similar distribution of program types.  Communities in Greater 

Brisbane generally had many programs with development and social-community 

approaches to crime prevention and comparatively few programs with a problem-
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focused approach to crime prevention.  There were, however, some communities 

that were notable exceptions to the otherwise blanket spread of similar programs.   

Groups of communities were selected as case studies of notable exceptions 

to the standard spread of programs in Greater Brisbane.  Three communities were 

selected that had problem-focused programs as their most prevalent approach to 

community-based crime prevention.  These communities were Griffin-Mango Hill, 

Woodridge, and Underwood.  These three urban communities were all found to be 

situated on or close to a main highway into the city: Griffin-Mango Hill borders a 

main highway (the Bruce Highway) and a busy major arterial road (Anzac 

Avenue); Woodridge is adjacent to another busy major arterial road (Logan Road); 

and Underwood, which is a neighbouring community to Woodridge, flanks a major 

highway (the Pacific Motorway) and is cut in half by Logan Road.   

These three communities all had different levels of disadvantage according 

to the Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas (SEIFA), as shown in Figure 8.  As 

explained in Chapter 4, the SEIFA Index of Disadvantage is a measure of the level of 

disadvantage.  It is created by the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS) using 

several census variables including some measuring education, employment, and 

assets.  A score of 1,000 represents the Australian average; higher scores indicate 

an area with more advantage and lower scores indicate areas with lower 

advantage.  The mean SEIFA Index of Disadvantage score for communities across 

the Brisbane SD was 1021.30, showing a slightly higher level of advantage than the 

Australian average, with a standard deviation of 72.79 and a skewness of -1.07, 

showing that there were a greater number of communities with scores higher than 

the mean.  There was no consistency in SEIFA scores in the three case-study 

communities.  Griffin-Mango Hill had a SEIFA Index of Disadvantage score of 
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1043.71, which was slightly higher than the mean average of communities in 

Greater Brisbane, whereas, Woodridge had a SEIFA Index of Disadvantage score of 

797.35 and Underwood had a score of 981.87, both lower than both the Brisbane 

and the Australian average.     

Redland Bay, Wellington Point and Sheldon-Mt Cotton were three more 

examples of notable exceptions to the otherwise uniform spread of crime 

prevention programs in Greater Brisbane.  These communities had a lack of 

developmental crime prevention programs compared with most of the 

communities in Greater Brisbane.  These three are neighbouring communities that 

are fairly rural.  Redland Bay, Wellington Point and Sheldon-Mt Cotton had SEIFA 

Index of Disadvantage scores of 1013.45, 1051.86 and 1065.89 respectively, 

meaning that two had a SEIFA Index of Disadvantage score slightly higher than the 

mean for Greater Brisbane.  Figure 8 illustrates the SEIFA Index of Disadvantage 

scores of the six case-study communities in relation to Greater Brisbane.  It is clear 

that areas of advantage and disadvantage are clustered geographically. 
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Figure 8 

Map of the SEIFA Index of Disadvantage and Location of Six Selected Communities in 

Greater Brisbane 

 

 

Next, I looked at the density of programs in communities (programs per 

1,000 population) as opposed to the number of programs.  Table 12 below 
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highlights the five communities with the highest density of programs and the five 

communities with the lowest.  Willawong, Nudgee Beach, Capalaba West, 

Pinkenba-Eagle Farm and Pinjarra Hills had the highest density of programs, even 

when separated by approach to crime prevention or method of application.  

Beaudesert (S)-Pt A, Greenbank-Boronia Heights, Hills District, Dakabin-Kallangur-

M. Downs, and Ipswich (C)-East had the least programs per 1,000 population.  

The SEIFA scores for these 10 communities are also presented in Table 12.  

As seen in Table 12, these SEIFA scores were quite spread out, tending to the 

disadvantage side.  There were four communities in the most disadvantaged 10% 

of SLAs in Australia (SEIFA<936.5) and an additional one in the lowest 25% 

(SEIFA<957.2).  There were only two communities with SEIFA scores between the 

25th and 75th percentiles (SEIFA 957.2–1021.6) and two listed in the top 25% 

(SEIFA>1021.6), including one well into the top 10% of SLAs in Australia in terms 

of advantage (SEIFA>1080.3).  The five communities with the lowest density of 

crime prevention programs showed some variation in the approach to crime 

prevention, with the two most disadvantaged communities in the list of five 

(Greenbank-Boronia Heights and Ipswich) having a lower proportion of social-

community programs than the other three communities. 



CHAPTER 6: RESULTS STUDY TWO  172 
 

 

Table 12  

Number of Programs Implemented per 1,000 of the Population 

Community/SLA Problem

-focused 

Developmenta

l 

Social-

communit

y 

Total 

programs 

SEIFA 

disadvantag

e 

Highest proportion of programs 

Willawong 60.00 472.00 272.00 808.00 918.79 

Nudgee Beach 45.73 356.71 210.37 615.85 954.55 

Capalaba West 48.99 337.18 198.85 587.90 1029.00 

Pinkenba-Eagle Farm 42.37 336.16 192.09 573.45 924.41 

Pinjarra Hills 36.32 283.29 167.07 489.10 1145.95 

Lowest proportion of programs 

Beaudesert (S)-Pt A 0.29 2.82 2.31 5.42 1010.32 

Greenbank-Boronia 

Heights 

0.38 3.18 1.78 5.35 929.07 

Hills District 0.30 2.94 2.03 5.31 1068.78 

Dakabin-Kallangur-M. 

Downs 

0.38 2.56 2.32 5.30 981.50 

Ipswich (C)-East 0.22 1.83 1.01 3.10 931.52 

 

Interestingly, clear patterns are evident when examining these 10 

communities by geographical size and residential population size.  Figure 9 below 

shows the geographical size of the 10 communities with the highest and lowest 

density of programs. In this map dark shading signifies highest density of 

programs in the community, and light shading signifies lowest density.  As shown 

in Figure 9, the five communities with the most programs per 1,000 people were 

all quite small geographically and had small populations, while the five 

communities with the least programs per 1,000 population were all quite large 

geographically and had large populations.  Note that while Pinkenba-Eagle Farm 

appears to be large in geographical size, approximately 76.75% of its area is taken 

up by Brisbane airport and associated businesses.  
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Figure 9 

Location and geographical size of the communities with the highest and lowest 

density of programs 

 

 

As a case study, Capalaba West exemplifies the way in which communities 

receive programs regardless of population size.  This is a small community 

consisting of mostly small acreage residential properties.  It has a density of 

community-based crime prevention programs of 587.90 per 1,000 population 
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(having 204 programs).  Its neighbours include Capalaba and Alexandra Hills; both 

these communities are much larger with a greater mix of denser residential and 

commercial properties.  Capalaba has a density of programs of 16.42 per 1,000 

population (having 283 programs) and Alexandra Hills has a density of programs 

of 15.57 per 1,000 population (having 270 programs).   

Although, as I hypothesised, there was a lack of variation between 

communities regarding their social characteristics and the types of crime 

prevention in operation, this research has endeavoured to highlight subtle 

characteristics.  By ranking communities based on the type of crime prevention 

approach used, it was found that some communities displayed signs of favouring a 

particular approach to crime prevention.  Rankings were achieved by calculating 

the rate of programs implemented into a community per 1,000 residents for each 

approach to crime prevention for each community in the Brisbane Statistical 

Division.  Each community was then ranked, from 1 to 223, by the density of 

programs of each crime prevention approach.  From this it was found (as expected 

from the observations discussed in the previous paragraphs) that most 

communities had rankings largely consistent across all three approaches; so 

communities that ranked highly in developmental programs also ranked highly in 

problem-focused programs and social-community programs.  The variance 

between the three ranks for each community was calculated to identify 

communities with inconsistent rankings.  The equation used to determine the 

population variance was 
∑(𝑥−𝑥)2

𝑛
 where x is the population mean average and n is 

the population size.  The ranks were used, rather than raw figures, to place all 

three approach types on an even playing field.  Table 13 shows the 10% of 

communities with the highest variation between their ranks.  Analysis of these 
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high variance communities can highlight additional relationships between 

community-based crime prevention and social characteristics.  

Table 13 

Communities with the Largest Variance in Crime Prevention Approach 

Community Variance of 

ranked scores 

Problem-

focused rank* 

Developmental 

rank* 

Social-

community 

rank* 

Redland (S) Balance 1668.22 70 107 169 

Ormiston 1334.89 93 94 171 

Thornlands 1190.22 66 72 142 

Redland Bay 1026.00 83 74 146 

Wellington Point 892.67 63 55 122 

Sheldon-Mt Cotton 864.22 148 111 183 

Cleveland 790.22 37 53 103 

Griffin-Mango Hill 772.67 128 84 61 

Thorneside 748.22 130 139 192 

Woodridge 578.00 88 37 37 

Underwood 512.89 118 80 64 

Victoria Point 460.22 44 43 89 

Carbrook-Cornubia 452.67 116 73 69 

Birkdale 444.22 31 36 78 

Capalaba 436.22 24 30 71 

Oxley 323.56 154 118 114 

Manly West 320.67 103 69 62 

Springwood 300.22 46 57 87 

Chermside 272.89 108 142 106 

Loganlea 262.89 72 34 43 

New Farm 258.00 56 95 80 

Greenslopes 246.22 76 114 100 

Nundah 234.89 73 110 97 

Note.  *The ranking system is reversed in that the higher the number the more 

programs the community had access to per 1,000 residents. 

 

Table 13 shows several variance patterns.  Some communities had similar 

ranks for two approaches, but a much higher or lower rank for the third approach.  

For example, Ormiston had similar ranks for developmental programs (rank 94) 
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and problem-focused programs (rank 93) but had a much higher rank for social-

community oriented programs (rank 171).  Other communities had wide variances 

in all ranks, for example Redland (S) Balance had a rank of 169 for social-

community oriented programs, 107 for developmental programs and 70 for 

problem-focused programs.  A focus of this research is to determine what 

characteristics in the community coexist with community-based crime prevention 

programs, to inform future planning of the crime prevention landscape.  Of the 10 

communities with the largest variance, eight (including all in the top seven) had 

much higher ranks for social-community oriented programs than other program 

approaches.  This again illustrates the preference towards social-community 

oriented programs that has been seen throughout this research.   

Like the approach to crime prevention taken by program organisers, the 

methods that were used within the programs were also fairly consistent across 

communities.  This was observed when each community was given a ranking from 

1 to 223 according to the density of programs they had access to for each method 

of application.  There were, however, some communities where the type and 

proportion of the methods of application used in their programs differed from the 

Brisbane majority.  Table 14 lists the five communities in the Brisbane SD which 

had the largest variance between their rankings for the number of programs in 

operation in the community by 1,000 residents by each method of application.10  

 

 

 

10 Chapter 4, Section ‘Variable 2: Methods Used’, contains a detailed description of the 

categorisation of methods of application used by programs in Greater Brisbane. 
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Table 14 

Communities with the Largest Variance Between Methods Used 

Community* Most prevalent method Least prevalent method 

Griffin-Mango 
Hill  

Combination of skill building 
and welfare support only, 
or with social interaction, 
education and information 
dissemination, clinical and 
therapy or medical 
consultation 

Combination of clinical and 
therapy and skill building 
only, or with education and 
information dissemination, 
social interaction, or medical 
consultation 

Underwood  Education and information 
dissemination only  

Providing place of safety only, 
or in combination with 
social interaction, welfare 
support, skill building, 
clinical and therapy, 
education and information 
dissemination, medical 
consultation 

Carbrook-
Cornubia 

Education and information 
dissemination only 

Providing respite only, or in 
combination with education 
and information 
dissemination, welfare 
support, social interaction, 
skill building, clinical and 
therapy, providing a place of 
safety, advocacy, medical 
consultation 

Ormiston Providing place of safety only, 
or in combination with 
social interaction, welfare 
support, skill building, 
clinical and therapy, 
education and information 
dissemination, medical 
consultation 

Combination of clinical and 
therapy and skill building 
only, or with education and 
information dissemination, 
social interaction, or medical 
consultation 

Daisy Hill-
Priestdale 

Education and information 
dissemination only 

Combination of skill building 
and welfare support only, or 
with social interaction, 
education and information 
dissemination, clinical and 
therapy or medical 
consultation 

Note.  *Communities are listed in order of variance with the community that has 

the largest variance between methods used listed first. 
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It was found the major difference among communities in the Brisbane SD 

was the density of community-based crime prevention programs, when taking into 

consideration population size.  Communities appear to have similar types of 

programs and number of programs regardless of population density and level of 

disadvantage present in the community.  Meaning that, communities with small 

populations had a similar number of programs to communities with large 

populations.  This supported the hypothesis that communities in Greater Brisbane 

with disparate demographic profiles would have similar types and quantity of 

crime prevention programs.   

Next, correlations were used to explore the associations between the spatial 

distribution of community-based crime prevention programs and resident 

demographics, social characteristics, and crime.  T-tests were used to identify 

which variables impacted communities with a high proportion of programs with a 

particular approach to crime prevention.  Regression modelling was used to 

explore the impact of resident demographics, social characteristics, and crime on 

the density of community-based crime prevention programs by their approach to 

crime prevention.  Concentrations of the following demographics and social 

characteristics within Brisbane communities were analysed: collective efficacy; 

civic engagement; residents’ advantage and skill; residents’ feelings of disorder 

and cohesion; female headed one parent families; education of residents; 

employment; residents who rented; residents who did not speak English in their 

home; and residents who had lived at their address for more than five years.  Four 

types of community-level crimes were also analysed.  These were public nuisance, 

violent crime, property crime and drug crime.  The resident demographics, social 

characteristics and crime types were compared to four characteristics of 
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community-based crime prevention programs.  The four characteristics were the 

density of programs accessible to the community, the density of programs by their 

approach to crime prevention (for example, programs with a problem-focused 

approach to crime prevention), the density of programs by their method of 

application, and the density of programs by their type of coordinating organisation.    

Density of Programs 

To further investigate the factors related to the spatial distribution and 

density of community-based crime prevention programs, social characteristics 

were examined as well as variation in crime across the communities.  Social 

characteristics examined related to both residents’ social processes within the 

community, such as levels of collective efficacy, civic engagement, disorder and 

cohesion, and residents’ individual characteristics, such as levels of affluence, 

family composition, education, employment, residential stability and whether they 

rent or owned their home.  

The density of community-based crime prevention programs was first 

looked at as a whole, and then divided into programs’ defining characteristics, such 

as their approach to crime prevention and the methods used.  Density of programs 

was defined as the number of community-based crime prevention programs per 

1,000 residents in the community.  The program density variable was transformed 

using a logarithm to reduce data skewness and therefore meet the assumptions of 

Pearson correlation.  The unit of analysis is the community (using Statistical Local 

Area (SLA) boundaries, as noted in Chapter 4).   

Collective Efficacy and Civic Engagement 

Collective efficacy suggests how community members may still have a 

positive impact on crime prevention, even if they have weak ties to other members 
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of their community. This may occur where community members believe that 

fellow community members share similar values, have a similar sense of trust and 

cohesion and that they would be willing to intervene in a community problem or 

issue if the need arose.  Chapter 2 and Chapter 4 discusses this concept in more 

detail.  Figure 10 conceptualises the relationship of the two components of the 

collective efficacy scale: willingness to intervene and sense of cohesion and trust.  

Refer to Chapter 4 ‘Community Level of Collective Efficacy’ for a discussion of these 

variables.  Figure 10 also highlights the four community characteristics that need 

to be controlled for when analysing collective efficacy, due to their high correlation 

with both community-based crime prevention programs and collective efficacy.  

Figure 10 

Conceptual model of collective efficacy, its components and the community 

characteristics that were controlled 

 
 

The density of community-based crime prevention programs was not 

significantly correlated with the level of collective efficacy in a community, using a 

partial correlation [r=0.11, n=76, p=.348].  For this analysis four community 

characteristics were controlled for: residential mobility; female headed one parent 

families; population density; and poverty.  The census unemployment variable was 
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used as a proxy for poverty.11  These community characteristics were controlled 

because of their strong relationship to both community-based crime prevention 

programs and collective efficacy.  Previous research shows that they weaken social 

ties and networks for informal control of social behaviour and heighten suspicion 

of a lack of common values among residents, impacting on collective efficacy 

(Duncan et al., 2003; Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; Sampson, 1995).  The intention was 

to determine the unique relationship of collective efficacy with the density of 

community-based crime prevention programs in a community.  The results show 

that these variables did not have a strong relationship once other factors were 

controlled.   

There was also no significant correlation between the density of programs 

and a community’s perceived willingness to intervene [r=0.22, n=82, p=.050] (one 

component of collective efficacy).  The second component that makes up the 

collective efficacy scale, the resident’s sense of social cohesion and trust, had a 

weak positive relationship with density of community-based crime prevention 

programs [r=0.27, n=82, p=.014]; meaning those communities with a higher 

density of community-based crime prevention programs also had a stronger sense 

of cohesion and trust. 

The final step to determine the role collective efficacy plays in the density of 

crime prevention programs in a community was the development of a regression 

 

 

11 The unemployment variable was included, instead of percentage of residents on a low 

income, to represent poverty.  Unemployment was more highly correlated with SEIFA disadvantage 

than low income.  SEIFA was not used directly because a simpler, easier to analyse variable was 

preferable. 
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model using the constructs that best explained the difference in program density 

across communities.  Collective efficacy was included due to its theoretical 

importance and to examine its explanatory power.  The regression model shown in 

Table 15 explained 37.0% of the variance and included the following social 

characteristics due to their expected impact on community-based crime 

prevention: 

- perceptions of collective efficacy 

- perceptions of civic engagement 

- perceptions of community divisions 

- percentage of households headed by one parent (female) 

- percentage of residents with no schooling  

- percentage of residents who rent from the government 

- percentage who reported living at a different address five years ago 

- percentage who spoke a language other than English at home 

- percentage who were university educated. 

The individual relationships of each of these social characteristics with crime 

prevention and the density of programs in the community will be explored 

throughout this section of the chapter.  The regression model showed that 

collective efficacy did not uniquely explain much of this variance.  Instead civic 

engagement was the most powerful unique contributor.  Civic engagement is a 

social capital construct and is used to explain the extent of community activity.  

These results suggest that of the two theories focused on in this thesis, collective 

efficacy, and social capital, it is the concept of social capital that most explains 

program density, and specifically the civic engagement element of social capital.  
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Table 15 

Regression Model Exploring the Impact of Collective Efficacy and Civic Engagement 

on the Density of Crime Prevention Programs across Communities 

Variables B SE B Beta t p 95% CI for B 

LL UL 
Constant .143 1.034  .138 .890 -1.918 2.204 
Collective efficacya .008 .033 .039 .228 .821 -.059 .074 
Civic engagementa .409 .182 .307 2.253 .027 .047 .772 
Community divisionsa -.104 .107 -.149 -.971 .335 -.316 .109 
Female headed one 

parent familyb 

-.058 .031 -.332 -1.889 .063 -.120 .003 

No schoolingb .201 .114 .266 1.754 .084 -.027 .429 
Renting from 

governmentb 

.013 .028 .058 .460 .647 -.044 .070 

Lived at a different 
address five years agob 

-.003 .008 -.063 -.444 .658 -.019 .012 

Speak another language 
at homeb 

.004 .009 .076 .440 .661 -.014 .023 

University educatedb -.004 .011 -.066 -.391 .697 -.025 .017 
Note.  SE B = standard error for the unstandardized beta; CI = confidence interval; 

LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.   

Dependent variable: Log of the number of programs by 1,000 population. 

This model explains 37.0% of the variance and reaches statistical significance 

(p<.001). 

a Variable is the mean score for a community, taken from the Community Capacity 

Survey.  b Variable is the percentage, taken from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

census data.   

 

A correlation between the density of community-based crime prevention 

programs and the presence of residents who previously had been active in their 

community was conducted to explore the role of civic engagement in community 

crime prevention.  As detailed in Chapter 4, Section ‘Civic Engagement Scale', the 

major difference between civic engagement and collective efficacy is that civic 
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engagement is a step beyond having the attitude that community members would 

band together and support the community when the need arose.  It is instead an 

active commitment by community residents in activities beneficial to their 

community, such as signing a petition, attending a public meeting, or helping to 

resolve a local problem.  It is not a component of collective efficacy; instead, it is a 

component of social capital.  It was expected that a strong presence of civic 

engagement in the community would increase the density of community-based 

crime prevention programs.  The results aligned with this expectation: there was a 

strong correlation between the density of community-based crime prevention 

programs in a community and civic engagement [r=0.46, n=82, p<.001].  Table 15 

shows that civic engagement was the strongest significant predictor in the model.  

The results show it is not the intention to act but the presence of prior behaviour 

that is important in communities with a high density of community-based 

programs.  

Advantage, Disadvantage and Skill 

As previously noted, the SEIFA Index of Disadvantage scale was developed 

by the Australian Bureau of Statistics as a means for measuring the level of 

disadvantage in a community.  Although it is effective at measuring overall 

disadvantage in a community my results show that it did not significantly impact 

on community crime prevention efforts across SLAs.  A correlation of density of 

programs with SEIFA showed only a weak positive relationship [r=0.18, n=223, 

p=.006].   

An exploration of the components that make up SEIFA revealed that only a 

few SEIFA components helped to explain program density.  The strongest 

correlation was between the density of programs and the percentage of 
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households headed by one parent (female).  This revealed a moderate negative 

relationship [r=-0.40, n=223, p<.001].  The second strongest was a weak positive 

relationship between the density of programs and the percentage of residents with 

a university education [r=0.28, n=223, p<.001].  This showed that out of 

characteristics included in the SEIFA scale it was those such as high levels of 

educational advantage and the higher proportions of two parent families that are 

linked with program density.  

Female one parent families.  It was hypothesised that one parent families 

would be unable to provide as much of a social control or efficacious role in the 

community as two parent families.  A correlation between the community concept 

of collective efficacy and the percentage of households headed by one parent 

(female) showed a strong negative relationship [r=-0.69, n=82, p<.001], supporting 

this hypothesis.   

It was also hypothesised that there would be a significant inverse 

relationship between the percentage of households headed by one parent (female) 

and the density of community-based crime prevention programs.  As mentioned 

above, analysis revealed a moderate negative correlation [r=-0.40, n=223, p<.001].  

This negative correlation was consistent with the hypothesis.   

Education level.  It was hypothesised that communities with either a high 

proportion of university-educated residents or a high proportion of residents with 

no schooling would have the highest density of programs.  This hypothesis was 

influenced by the expectation that the more highly educated a person was then the 

more power they would have to influence the density and distribution of 

community-based crime prevention programs. 



CHAPTER 6: RESULTS STUDY TWO  186 
 

 

As mentioned above, the relationship between the density of programs in 

the community and the percentage of residents having a university degree 

supported this hypothesis, showing a moderate positive correlation between the 

two characteristics [r=0.28, n=223, p<.001].  This meant that the higher the 

percentage of residents in the community with a university degree the more likely 

it was that there would be a greater density of programs in the community.  There 

was also a weak positive relationship between the density of programs in a 

community and the percentage of residents who had no schooling [r=0.18, n=223, 

p=.008], again supporting the hypothesis but only weakly.   

There was no correlation between density of programs in a community and 

the percentage of residents with a trade or graduate diploma [r=-0.06, n=223, 

p=.386].  There was also no significant correlation between the density of 

programs and the percentage of residents who had finished high school [r=0.11, 

n=223, p=.108] or the percentage of residents who had not finished high school 

[r=-0.01, n=223, p=.933].  This again supported the hypothesis that it was only 

university education and no schooling that would influence the density of 

community-based crime prevention programs implemented into a community.   

Analysis was also conducted to test the expectation that the more highly 

educated a person is, the more power they have to influence the distribution of 

community-based crime prevention programs.  It was found that the percentage of 

community residents who completed high school [r=0.53, n=82, p<.001] had a 

significant positive correlation with collective efficacy, as did the percentage of 

community residents with a trade or graduate diploma [r=0.52, n=82, p<.001], and 

the percentage of community residents with a university education [r=0.46, n=82, 

p<.001].  A significant negative correlation was found between collective efficacy 
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and both the percentage of community residents with no high school [r=-0.66, 

n=82, p<.001] and the percentage of community residents with no schooling  

[r=-0.49, n=82, p<.001].  This provided support for the expectation that more 

highly educated residents would have a sense of power to influence the 

implementation of crime prevention programs in their community.   

When testing these educational characteristics to determine the best 

combination to use in a regression model exploring their impact on the 

implementation of community-based crime prevention programs, residents with 

no schooling was seen to have a moderate significant unique impact and so was 

used in the final regression model (Table 20).   

Employment level.  It was hypothesised that communities with a high 

percentage of unemployed residents would have less collective efficacy, fewer 

residents who graduated from high school and a higher percentage of community-

based crime prevention programs, especially those implemented by government 

agencies.  The first two of these assertions was supported by the analysis that 

showed communities with a high percentage of unemployed residents exhibited a 

strongly and significantly reduced sense of collective efficacy [r=-0.83, n=82, 

p<.001].  Whereas collective efficacy was significantly and positively correlated 

with part-time [r=0.60, n=82, p<.001] and full-time employment [r=0.48, n=82, 

p<.001].  Full-time and part-time workers were also significantly correlated with 

education levels equalling or exceeding graduating high school, as can be seen in 

Table 16.  Whereas unemployment and not being in the labour force were 

significantly correlated with having no schooling and not graduating high school.   
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Table 16 

Correlation Between Community-level Employment Status and Educational 

Attainment 

Level of education 
Full-time 
employed 

Part-time 
employed Unemployed 

Not in the 
labour force 

University educated .479*** .542*** -.252*** -.268*** 
Trade/graduate 

diploma 
.605*** .498*** -.454*** -.413*** 

High school .633*** .753*** -.251*** -.314*** 
No high school -.591*** -.646*** .454*** .676*** 
No schooling  -.302*** -.408*** .440*** .293*** 

Note.  n= 223 ***p < .001. 

 

However density of programs did not correlate well with any of the 

employment variables, having no significant correlation with percentage of 

residents who were unemployed [r=-0.08, n=223, p=.223], not in the labour force 

[r=0.02, n=223, p=.750], or working part-time [r=0.03, n=223, p=.698].  There was 

a very weak positive relationship between the percentage of residents working 

full-time and program density [r=0.14, n=223, p=.040], whereby the greater the 

proportion of residents working full-time the higher the density of programs in the 

community.  It did not matter if the organisations implementing the programs 

were government, non-government or privately owned, or if the program was 

implemented by a local or larger organisation, as seen in Table 17.  This result did 

not support the hypothesis that communities with a high percentage of 

unemployed residents would have a higher percentage of community-based crime 

prevention programs, especially those implemented by government agencies.  
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Table 17 

Correlation Between Type of Organisation Implementing Program and Employment 

Status   

Organisationa Full-time 
employment 

 Part-time 
employment 

 Unemployed  Not in the 
labour force 

r p  r p  r p  r p 
Non-

governmentb 
.156* .020  .038 .571  -.092 .171  .013 .843 

Governmentb .075 .266  -.013 .845  -.050 .461  .045 .503 

Privately 
ownedc 

.049 .503  -.031 .672  -.049 .507  -.030 .679 

International 
and nationalb 

.095 .159  -.039 .560  -.044 .512  .060 .374 

Stateb .145* .031  .035 .604  -.092 .169  .041 .542 

Localb .143* .033  .037 .581  -.080 .233  .003 .965 

Note.  a Log was taken of the number of programs according to the type of 

organisation by 1,000 of the population.  b n=223.  c n=189. 

*p < .05, two-tailed. 

 

Table 18 below shows the results of a regressions model where advantage, 

disadvantage and skill variables were used to predict community-based crime 

prevention program density; the model explained 32.0% of the variance.  This, 

however, was only modelled on the 82 communities that were surveyed in the 

collective efficacy study.  SEIFA was excluded from the model as it was not a 

significant predictor,  as can be seen in Appendix O which explored the impact of 

SEIFA on program density.  It was also not possible to produce an effective 

explanatory model where SEIFA was not highly correlated with some of the other 

predictors.  Instead of SEIFA, the percentage of households headed by one parent 

(female) and the percentage of residents with a university degree were featured in 

the model (see Table 18).  To test for covariance, the correlation between the 

percentage of households headed by one parent (female) and percentage of 
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residents with a university degree was calculated, yielding a Pearson’s r of less 

than 0.6; therefore these variables were considered appropriate for use in the 

regression model.  A correlation matrix is included in Appendix P. It was used to 

test for covariance when selecting variables for use in the models.  

Table 18 

Regression Model Exploring the Impact of Advantage, Disadvantage and Skill 

Variables on Community-based Crime Prevention Program Density 

Variables B SE B Beta t p 95% CI for B 

LL UL 

Constant 5.873 .756  7.768 <.001 4.383 7.363 
Perceptions of 

community problemsa 
-.124 .026 -.425 -4.710 <.001 -.175 -.072 

Perceptions of 
community violencea 

.089 .037 .205 2.384 .018 .015 .162 

Place attachmenta -.096 .055 -.170 -1.746 .082 -.205 .012 
Willingness to 

intervenea 
.024 .034 .067 .715 .475 -.043 .091 

Social cohesion and 
trusta 

-.073 .046 -.178 -1.579 .116 -.163 .018 

Female headed one 
parent familyb 

-.084 .017 -.478 -5.057 <.001 -.116 -.051 

Lived at a different 
address five years 
agob 

-.018 .004 -.334 -5.064 <.001 -.025 -.011 

Speak other language 
at homeb 

.007 .003 .127 2.067 .040 .001 .013 

University educatedb .010 .005 .166 2.100 .037 .001 .020 
Note.  n = 82.  SE B = standard error for the unstandardized beta; CI = confidence 

interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.   

Dependent variable: Log of the number of programs by 1,000 population 

This model explains 32.0% of the variance and reaches statistical significance 

(p<.001). 

a Variable is the mean score for a community, taken from the Community Capacity 

Survey.  b Variable is the percentage, taken from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

census data.   
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Feelings of Disorder and Cohesion  

To determine the connection between crime prevention program density 

and community levels of disorder and cohesion sentiment, residents’ 

understandings of their community’s levels of cohesion and disorder were 

investigated.  The social characteristics used to describe this were taken from 

scales drawn from the ARC Linkage project – Community Variations in Crime: A 

Spatial and Ecometric Analysis.  These scales were explained in detail in Chapter 4 

and are: 

• perceptions of community problems  

• perceptions of community violence 

• perceptions of community alcohol and drug problems  

• community divisions  

• place attachment  

• social cohesion and trust 

• collective efficacy.12  

The second research questions asked, in part, how community cohesion 

related to the distribution of community-based crime prevention programs? The 

correlations between program density and level of community disorder that 

showed the strongest relationships were the relationship with perceptions of 

community alcohol and drug problems [r=-0.43, n=82, p<.001] and with 

 

 

12 Brisbane crime rates were not used in this analysis because this was a study of feelings 

and perceptions of disorder and cohesion not actual crime occurrences. 
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perceptions of community violence [r=-0.41, n=82, p<.001].  Both types of disorder 

were more prevalent in communities with fewer programs.  There was a similar 

trend – a moderate negative relationship – between the number of programs 

implemented into a community and the community’s perceptions of community 

problems [r=-0.37, n=82, p<.001], and community divisions [r=-0.33, n=82, 

p=.003].  This shows that greater perceptions of disorder are linked with fewer 

programs in the community.  

However, perceptions of cohesion did not have as strong a relationship with 

program density.  There was a moderate positive relationship with community 

levels of place attachment [r=0.32, n=82, p=.003] and, as explored earlier, there 

was a weak positive relationship with social cohesion and trust [r=0.27, n=82, 

p=.014] and no significant correlation with collective efficacy [r=0.11, n=76, 

p=.348].  This suggests that disorder was much more strongly associated with 

program density than cohesion. 

A regression model was created using characteristics that best measured 

disorder and cohesion without the characteristics being too highly correlated with 

each other (that is, having an r less than 0.7).  The aim was to determine if a 

community’s feelings of disorder and cohesion could explain the density of 

community-based crime prevention programs implemented in the community.  

The regression model, shown in Table 19, used constructs that measured a 

community’s perceptions of social cohesion and trust, perceptions of community 

violence and community divisions and explained 18.8% of the variance.  This, 

however, was only modelled on the 82 communities that were surveyed in the 

collective efficacy study.   
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Table 19 

Regression Model Exploring the Impact of Disorder and Cohesion on the Density of 

Community-based Crime Prevention Programs  

Variables B SE B Beta t p 95% CI for B 

LL UL 

Constant .506 .259  1.955 .054 -.009 1.022 
Social cohesion and 

trusta 
.005 .049 .012 .096 .923 -.093 .102 

Perceptions of 
community violencea 

-.136 .058 -.315 -2.356 .021 -.251 -.021 

Community divisionsa -.120 .082 -.173 -1.467 .146 -.284 .043 
Note.  n = 82.  SE B = standard error for the unstandardized beta; CI = confidence 

interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.   

Dependent variable: Log of the number of programs by 1,000 population. 

This model explains 18.8% of the variance and reaches statistical significance 

(p<.01). 

a Variable is the mean score for a community, taken from the Community Capacity 

Survey.   

 

Residential Status and Stability 

Renting versus home ownership.  Previous researchers have argued that 

communities where there is a high percentage of rented versus owned homes 

could hinder crime prevention efforts focused on environmental design and 

defining areas of defensible space.  This is because residents who rent their homes 

do not display enough territorial/ownership behaviour over the landscape to have 

a crime prevention benefit (Cherney, 2006).  It was therefore hypothesised that 

there would be more community-based crime prevention programs implemented 

into communities with a high percentage of home ownership and fewer in 

communities with high levels of residents who rent, due to a lack of 
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territorial/ownership behaviour.  However, investigation of this hypothesis 

showed home ownership levels did not correlate with increased crime prevention 

program density.  There was no significant correlation between the density of 

programs in a community and the percentage of residents who rented either from 

the government [r=-0.12, n=223, p=.067] or from the private market or other 

methods [r=0.03, n=223, p=638].  A correlation between the percentage of the 

community who either fully owned or were currently purchasing their home and 

the density of programs implemented into the community showed no significant 

relationship [r=-0.08, n=223, p=.214].  The hypothesis was therefore not 

supported by the research. 

Residential stability: more than five years at one address.  Previous 

research has found that the closeness and stability of friendship networks in a 

community inversely impacted on crime rates, particularly rates of robbery 

(Sampson & Groves, 1989).  It was anticipated that the connections and behaviours 

between residents that impacted on crime rates would also impact on crime 

prevention measures and the density of crime prevention programs in the 

community.  It was therefore hypothesised that communities with a higher 

percentage of residents who lived at one address for five years or more would have 

a higher proportion of community-based crime prevention programs as well as 

higher levels of place attachment, sense of collective efficacy, feelings of cohesion 

and trust and civic engagement.  There was, however, no significant correlation 

between the density of crime prevention programs and the percentage of residents 

in the community who lived at a different residence five years ago [r=-0.11, n=223, 

p=.103].  There was also no significant relationship between the percentage of 

residents who lived in a different community five years ago and residents’ feelings 
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of attachment to their community [r=0.02, n=82, p=.832], collective efficacy 

[r=0.03, n=82, p=.817], feelings of cohesion and trust [r=0.02, n=82, p=.888] or 

civic engagement [r=-0.10, n=82, p=.397].  These findings therefore did not 

support the hypothesis that communities with a higher percentage of residents 

who lived at one address for five years or more would have a higher proportion of 

community-based crime prevention programs as well as higher levels of place 

attachment, sense of collective efficacy, feelings of cohesion and trust, and civic 

engagement.   

The percentage of residents in the community who lived at a different 

residence five years ago did, however, have a moderate unique power of impacting 

the density of community-based crime prevention programs in a regression 

analysis.  Therefore, this variable was included in the model shown in Table 20 – 

the final regression model explaining the density of community-based crime 

prevention programs. 

Final Regression Model Exploring the Impact of Community Characteristics 

on Program Density 

Using the above analysis, social characteristics were selected that were 

thought to impact the density of community-based crime prevention programs 

implemented into communities in south east Queensland.  The regression model is 

presented in Table 20.  The social characteristics used in the model are civic 

engagement; perceptions of community violence; residents with no schooling; 

unemployment; and residential mobility.  It should be noted that female headed 

one parent family was not used in the final regression model because this 

variable’s unique explanatory power became insignificant when used in 

combination with these other social characteristics. 



CHAPTER 6: RESULTS STUDY TWO  196 
 

 

The regression model explained 53.5% of the variance in the density of 

community-based crime prevention programs implemented into communities 

across south east Queensland.  This, however, was only modelled on the 82 

communities that were surveyed in the collective efficacy study.   

Table 20 

Regression Model Exploring the Impact of Community Characteristics on the Density 

of Community-based Crime Prevention Programs 

Variables B SE B Beta t p 95% CI for B 

LL UL 

Constant -3.339 .641  -5.207 <.001 -4.617 -2.062 
Civic engagementa .687 .112 .514 6.142 <.001 .464 .909 
Perceptions of 

community 
violencea 

-.305 .046 -.705 -6.565 <.001 -.397 -.212 

No schoolingb .204 .067 .271 3.032 .003 .070 .338 
Unemployedb .168 .043 .462 3.884 <.001 .082 .254 
Lived at a different 

address five years 
agob 

-.003 .004 -.048 -.597 .552 -.011 .006 

Note.  n = 82.  SE B = standard error for the unstandardized beta; CI = confidence 

interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.   

Dependent variable: Log of the number of programs by 1,000 population 

This model explains 53.5% of the variance and reaches statistical significance 

(p<.001). 

a Variable is the mean score for a community, taken from the Community Capacity 

Survey.  b Variable is the percentage, taken from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

census data.   

 

Comparisons Between the Three Approaches to Crime Prevention  

The following section investigates the relationships between community 

characteristics and the approach taken to crime prevention, to determine the 
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characteristics most prevalent in communities that have a proportionally high 

density of programs by each type of crime prevention approach.   

Problem-focused programs.  As explained previously in this thesis, 

programs with a problem-focused approach to crime prevention focus on discrete 

crime areas or issues, targeting those places, people or issues seen as most 

connected to the problem.  Based on literature on the prevention of crime through 

such measures as target hardening, environmental design, and rational choice the 

following three hypotheses were developed.  It was hypothesised that there would 

be a significant inverse relationship between the percentage of households headed 

by one parent (female) in a community and the density of problem-focused 

programs.  Secondly it was hypothesised that communities that perceive a higher 

than average degree of community problems and violence would implement a 

significantly higher density of problem-focused programs.  Thirdly it was 

hypothesised that there would be a higher density of problem-focused programs in 

communities with high civic engagement, high levels of collective efficacy and/or a 

high proportion of university-educated residents.   

Analysis of the data showed the density of community-based problem-

focused programs was significantly positively correlated with residents’ 

perceptions of civic engagement [r=0.45, n=82, p<.001], and the percentage of 

residents who are university educated [r=0.24, n=223, p<.001].  It had a significant 

negative relationship with residents’ perceptions of community violence [r=-0.38, 

n=82, p<.001], percentage of households headed by one parent (female) [r=-0.37, 

n=223, p<.001], and residents’ perceptions of community problems [r=-0.33, n=82, 

p=.003].  There was, however, no significant relationship with residents’ 

perceptions of collective efficacy (controlling for residential mobility, percentage 
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of households headed by one parent (female), population density and 

unemployment) [r=0.12, n=76, p=.291].  These results supported the first 

hypothesis, did not support the second hypothesis and only partially supported the 

third hypothesis, due to there being a strong significant relationship with civic 

engagement, a moderate significant relationship with university-educated 

residents, but no significant correlation with collective efficacy. 

A regression model including the variables that most strongly impact on the 

implementation of problem-focused community-based crime prevention was 

developed.  The model (shown in Table 21) explained 43.0% of the variance and 

showed that residents’ perceptions of civic engagement and community violence, 

and the percentage of residents with no schooling, had a significant impact on the 

density of problem-focused programs in the community.  This, however, was only 

modelled on the 82 communities that were surveyed in the collective efficacy 

study.   
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Table 21  

Regression Model Exploring the Impact of Community Characteristics on the Density 

of Problem-focused Crime Prevention Programs  

Variables B SE B Beta t p 95% CI for B 

LL UL 

Constant -3.005 .532  -5.646 <.001 -4.065 -1.945 
Civic engagementa .680 .151 .520 4.488 <.001 .378 .981 
Perceptions of 

community violencea 
-.221 .051 -.521 -4.363 <.001 -.321 -.120 

No schoolingb .249 .071 .337 3.507 <.001 .108 .390 
University educatedb -.003 .007 -.055 -.513 .610 -.017 .010 
Place attachmenta -.097 .077 -.178 -1.258 .212 -.251 .057 
Note.  n = 82.  SE B = standard error for the unstandardized beta; CI = confidence 

interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.   

Dependent variable: Log of problem-focused programs by 1,000 population. 

This model explains 43.0% of the variance and reaches statistical significance 

(p<.001). 

a Variable is the mean score for a community, taken from the Community Capacity 

Survey.  b Variable is the percentage, taken from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

census data.   

 
Of the communities with the largest variance in the approaches to crime 

prevention those most likely to have a much higher than normal proportion of 

problem-focused programs were Griffin-Mango Hill, Woodridge, Underwood, 

Carbrook-Cornubia, Oxley, Manly West and Loganlea.  The communities with a 

much lower than usual proportion of problem-focused approach programs were 

Redland (S) Balance, Ormiston, Thornlands, Cleveland, Thorneside, Birkdale, 

Capalaba, Springwood, New Farm, Greenslopes, and Nundah.   

Developmental programs.  It is argued through the developmental crime 

prevention approach that influential experiences mould a person’s attitudes and 
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behaviours, and by increasing positive factors and feelings of worth and success a 

person will less likely be involved in crime and more likely to proactively uphold 

laws and social norms (Developmental Crime Prevention Consortium, 1999; R. 

Homel, 2005; Sampson et al., 1999).  It was therefore hypothesised in this research 

that the developmental approach to crime prevention would be more prevalent in 

communities with higher levels of structural disadvantage than communities with 

lower levels of structural disadvantage.  This is because these communities would 

be seen as requiring developmental styled intervention.  It was also hypothesised 

that communities with strong civic engagement and adherence to social norms 

would also have a higher prevalence of developmental programs.  This is because 

of the argued association between developmental programs and civic engagement 

and adherence to social norms.  

My findings show that community characteristics that had significant 

positive correlations with the density of developmental crime prevention 

programs implemented into communities were: 

• residents’ perceptions of civic engagement [r=0.45, n=82, p<.001] 

• percentage of residents who are university educated [r=0.31, n=223, 

p<.001] 

• residents’ perceptions of place attachment [r=0.30, n=82, p=.006] 

• residents’ perceptions of social cohesion and trust [r=0.27, n=82, p=.014]. 

The community characteristics that had significant negative correlations with the 

density of developmental crime prevention programs were: 

• residents’ perceptions of community alcohol and drug problems [r=-0.45, 

n=82, p<.001] 
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• percentage of households headed by one parent (female) [r=-0.41, n=223, 

p<.001] 

• residents’ perceptions of community violence [r=-0.40, n=82, p<.001] 

• residents’ perceptions of community problems [r=-0.38, n=82, p<.001] 

• residents’ perceptions of community divisions [r=-0.32, n=82, p=.004]. 

This supports the hypothesis that developmental programs are correlated with 

communities showing strong civic engagement and adherence to social norms.  

There were only weak positive correlations with the percentage of residents with 

no school education [r=0.18, n=223, p=.007] and the percentage of residents who 

spoke a language other than English at home [r=0.16, n=223, p=.016].  Therefore, 

the hypothesis that the developmental approach to crime prevention would be 

more prevalent in communities with higher levels of structural disadvantage than 

communities with lower levels of structural disadvantage was not supported. 

A regression model illustrating the relationship between community 

characteristics and implementation of developmental programs is presented in 

Table 22 and explains 44.8% of the variance.  This, however, was only modelled on 

the 82 communities that were surveyed in the collective efficacy study.   
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Table 22  

Regression Model Exploring the Impact of Community Characteristics on the Density 

of Developmental Crime Prevention Programs  

Variables B SE B Beta t p 95% CI for B 

LL UL 

Constant -2.044 .849  -2.408 .019 -3.735 -.352 
Civic 

engagementa 
.626 .171 .443 3.670 <.001 .286 .966 

Place attachmenta -.068 .089 -.114 -.762 .449 -.244 .109 
Perceptions of 

community 
violencea 

-.239 .069 -.523 -3.449 <.001 -.378 -.101 

Female headed 
one parent 
familyb 

-.002 .029 -.013 -.082 .935 -.061 .056 

University 
educatedb 

.004 .009 .055 .395 .694 -.015 .022 

No schoolingb .273 .103 .342 2.656 .010 .068 .477 
Speak a language 

other than 
English at homeb 

.001 .008 .021 .156 .877 -.014 .016 

Full-time 
employmentb 

-.008 .011 -.090 -.749 .456 -.030 .014 

Note.  n = 82.  SE B = standard error for the unstandardized beta; CI = confidence 

interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.   

Dependent variable: Log of developmental programs by 1,000 population 

This model explains 44.8% of the variance and reaches statistical significance 

(p<.001). 

a Variable is the mean score for a community, taken from the Community Capacity 

Survey.  b Variable is the percentage, taken from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

census data.   

 

Of the communities with the largest variance in the approaches to crime 

prevention, the ones with a relatively high proportion of developmental programs 

were Chermside, New Farm, Greenslopes, Nundah, and Zillmere.  Independent-
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samples t-tests were conducted to compare the scores of these five communities 

against the other 218 communities in the Brisbane SD.  There was a significant 

difference in these scores, presented in Table 23.13   

Table 23  

T-test of the Five Selected Communities with a Relatively High Proportion of 

Developmental Programs, against the Other 218 Communities using ABS Census 

Variables 

Variables t M  SD 

5 218  5 218 

Low income residents -4.43*** 8.26 4.03  .90 2.13 
Rent from sources other than 

government or privatea 
-4.14*** 18.97 9.45  5.78 5.07 

Rent from government -3.43*** 4.26 1.32  2.55 1.88 
Population density -3.18** 27.43 13.17  12.46 9.86 
Lived at a different address one 

year ago 
-2.18* 26.52 21.03  4.45 5.57 

Aged 15 to 19 years 2.35* 5.30 7.47  1.24 2.05 
Purchasing home 1.97* 7.45 10.11  1.68 3.01 
Note.  Variables are percentages taken from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

(ABS) census data  

df =221. 

*p < .05,  **p < .01,  ***p < .001. 

a Variable ‘rent from sources other than government or private’ refers to renting 

from community or cooperative housing, an employer or other landlord type. 

 

 

 

13 An independent-samples t-test was also conducted for the five communities showing a 

much higher than normal proportion of programs with a problem-focused approach to crime 

prevention, but this produced no significant findings.    
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The communities that showed large variances between their programs’ 

approaches to crime prevention and had a much lower than usual proportion of 

developmental programs were Redland Bay, Wellington Point, Sheldon-Mount 

Cotton, Victoria Point and Loganlea. 

Social-community programs.  Programs with a social-community 

approach to crime prevention look to social controls through bonds to community 

and the strength of conservative values to prevent crime (Cameron & Laycock, 

2002; Hope, 1995).  It was therefore hypothesised that there would be a significant 

inverse relationship between the percentage of households headed by one parent 

(female) and the density of social-community oriented programs implemented.  It 

was also hypothesised that the implementation of programs that have a social-

community approach to crime prevention would be positively correlated with 

community levels of collective efficacy, civic engagement and place attachment, 

and that this correlation would be stronger than for problem-focused and 

developmental programs.   

The partial correlation between social-community programs and residents’ 

perceptions of collective efficacy (controlling for residential mobility, percentage 

of households headed by one parent (female), population density and 

unemployment) was not significant [r=0.13, n=76, p=.242]. 

The community characteristics that had significant positive correlations 

with the density of social-community oriented crime prevention programs 

implemented into communities were: 

• residents’ perceptions of civic engagement [r=0.45, n=82, p<.001] 

• residents’ perceptions of place attachment [r=0.35, n=82, p=.001]. 
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The variables that had a significant negative relationship with the density of social-

community oriented programs were: 

• residents’ perceptions of community violence [r=-0.41, n=82, p<.001] 

• residents’ perceptions of community alcohol and drug problems [r=-0.41, 

n=82, p<.001]  

• percentage of households headed by one parent (female) [r=-0.38, n=223, 

p<.001] 

• residents’ perceptions of community problems [r=-0.35, n=82, p=.001] 

• residents’ perceptions of community divisions [r=-0.35, n=82, p=.001]. 

This data supports most of the second hypothesis except for the reference 

to collective efficacy.  The second hypothesis is supported when taking into 

consideration the following correlations.  Social-community oriented programs 

correlated with: 

• residents’ perceptions of civic engagement [r=0.45, n=82, p<.001] 

• residents’ perceptions of place attachment [r=0.35, n=82, p=.001] 

showed a stronger relationship than developmental programs correlated with: 

• residents’ perceptions of civic engagement [r=0.45, n=82, p<.001] 

• residents’ perceptions of place attachment [r=0.30, n=82, p=.006]. 

Social-community oriented programs also showed a stronger relationship 

than problem-focused programs when correlated with: 

• residents’ perceptions of civic engagement [r=0.45, n=82, p<.001].  

A regression model illustrating the relationship between community 

characteristics and implementation of social-community oriented programs is 

presented below (see Table 24) and explains 45.7% of the variance.  This, 
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however, was only modelled on the 82 communities that were surveyed in the 

collective efficacy study.   

Table 24  

Regression Model Exploring the Impact of Community Characteristics on the Density 

of Social-community Crime Prevention Programs 

Note.  n = 82.  SE B = standard error for the unstandardized beta; CI = confidence 

interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.   

Dependent variable: Log of social-community oriented programs by 1,000 

population 

This model explains 45.7% of the variance and reaches statistical significance 

(p<.001). 

a Variable is the mean score for a community, taken from the Community Capacity 

Survey.  b Variable is the percentage, taken from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

census data.   

Variables B SE B Beta t p 95% CI for B 

LL UL 

Constant -2.110 .738  -2.857 .006 -3.582 -.638 
Civic 

engagementa 
.577 .157 .455 3.687 <.001 .265 .890 

Perceptions of 
community 
violencea 

-.226 .065 -.551 -3.498 <.001 -.355 -.097 

Full-time 
employedb 

-.011 .010 -.132 -1.100 .275 -.030 .009 

No schoolingb .254 .073 .355 3.486 <.001 .109 .400 
University 

educatedb 
-.001 .008 -.013 -.100 .921 -.016 .015 

Collective 
efficacya 

-.006 .028 -.030 -.199 .843 -.061 .050 

Perceptions of 
Community 
divisionsa 

-.007 .073 -.011 -.101 .920 -.152 .138 

Female headed 
one parent 
familyb 

.006 .027 .037 .232 .817 -.047 .059 
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Earlier in this chapter Table 13 showed the top 10% of communities with 

the largest variance in approaches used for crime prevention.  Of those 

communities, the ones with a much higher proportion of social-community 

programs were Redland (S) Balance. Ormiston, Thornlands, Redland Bay, 

Wellington Point, Sheldon-Mt Cotton, Cleveland, Thorneside, Victoria Point, 

Birkdale, Capalaba and Springwood (see Table 13).  These communities, except for 

Springwood, are all geographically connected and located in the Redlands Local 

Government Area (LGA), making up most of the Redlands LGA.14  Independent-

samples t-test with the five communities with the highest proportion of social-

community programs showed one significant finding; the scores for the percentage 

of residents with a trade or graduate diploma for the five communities (M=20.16, 

SD=0.54) and the rest of the communities [M=17.66, SD=2.33; t (221) =-2.40, 

p<.05].   

The communities that showed large variances between their programs’ 

approaches to crime prevention and had a much lower than usual proportion of 

social-community oriented programs were Griffin-Mango Hill, Woodridge, 

Underwood, Carbrook-Cornubia, Oxley, Manly West, Chermside, Loganlea, New 

Farm, Greenslopes and Nundah. 

 

 

14 Alexandra Hills was the only Redlands community not in the top 10% of communities 

according to the variance between their prevalence of approach to crime prevention (see Table 13).   
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Density of Programs According to Their Method of Application  

The method of application specifies the way a program delivered its 

message.  As discussed in detail in Chapter 4 ‘Variable 2: Methods Used’, this could 

include providing participants with social interaction, advocacy, a safe place to go, 

a way to develop skills or welfare support.  It is the practical way in which the 

program’s approach to crime prevention was implemented.  Eleven methods of 

application were documented that could be used when delivering a program.  All 

these methods were tested to explore their association with community social and 

economic characteristics.  The three most explanatory methods of application were 

selected, and regression models were developed to explain the implementation of 

programs using any of these three methods. 

These analyses were used to examine the following hypotheses.  First, that 

communities with high unemployment and communities with a high proportion of 

residents on low incomes would have a higher proportion of programs aimed at 

skill building and welfare support.  Second, that communities with a high 

percentage of residents aged 15 to 19 years of age would have a high proportion of 

programs aimed at assisting with employment and skill building.  Third, that 

communities with a strong sense of place attachment would have a higher than 

average proportion of programs using a capital works/clean-up method. 

As presented in the following sections, there were several trends common 

to all methods of application.  First, there was a strong and significant positive 

relationship between a high sense of civic engagement and high program density, 

with any method of application.  There was also a significant, strong negative 

relationship between a community’s perceptions of the community’s alcohol and 

drug problems and high program density with any method of application.  There 
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was no significant relationship between the methods of application used by 

community programs and the percentage of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

residents, the percentage of residents aged 15 to 19 years, the proportion of those 

who rent, the proportion of those on a low income, the proportion of residents 

unemployed, the proportion of residents who reported living at a different address 

five year ago or the level of population density.  These findings do not support the 

first two hypotheses about methods of application.  There was however a 

moderate significant relationship between a sense of place attachment and the 

density of community-based programs with a method capital works/clean-up 

[r=0.31, n=80, p=.005] supporting the third hypothesis. 

Most Explanatory Methods of Application 

The three methods that explained the largest proportion of variance were 

social interaction, welfare support and providing respite.  These three methods of 

program application are explored further below.  

Social interaction method.  Correlations between the log of programs with 

a social interaction method of application by 1,000 residents and community 

characteristics showed a strong positive relationship with the perceived 

community level of civic engagement [r=0.46, n=82, p<.001] and a strong negative 

relationship with perceptions of community alcohol and drug problems [r=-0.43, 

n=82, p<.001], perceptions of community violence [r=-0.42, n=82, p<.001] and the 

percentage of households headed by one parent (female) [r=-0.40, n=223, p<.001].  

There was a moderate negative relationship with perceptions of community 

problems [r=-0.38, n=82, p<.001] and community divisions [r=-0.35, n=82, p=.001] 

and a moderate positive relationship with place attachment [r=0.36, n=82, p=.001] 

and perceptions of social cohesion and trust [r=0.31, n=82, p=.005].  There was 
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only a weak positive correlation with levels of collective efficacy [r=0.30, n=82, 

p=.007], the percentage of residents with a university education [r=0.26, n=223, 

p<.001] and a willingness to intervene [r=0.25, n=82, p=.024].   

Welfare support method.  Correlations of the log of programs with a 

welfare support method of application by 1,000 residents showed a strong positive 

relationship with perceived community levels of civic engagement [r=0.45, n=82, 

p<.001].  There was a strong negative relationship with perceptions of community 

alcohol and drug problems [r=-0.46, n=82, p<001], perceptions of community 

violence [r=-0.41, n=82, p<.001] and the percentage households headed by one 

parent (female) [r=-0.40, n=223, p<.001].  There was a moderate negative 

correlation with perceptions of community problems [r=-0.40, n=82, p<.001] and 

perceptions of community divisions [r=-0.31, n=82, p=.004].  There was a 

moderate positive relationship between welfare support programs with 

perceptions of place attachment [r=0.33, n=82, p=.002] and the percentage of 

residents with a university education [r=0.31, n=223, p<.001].  There was also a 

weak positive relationship with levels of social cohesion and trust [r= .30, n=82, 

p=.007] and collective efficacy [r=0.21, n=82, p=.014].   

Providing respite method.  Correlations between providing respite and 

the following community characteristics showed that the strongest correlations 

were negative and were with:  

• perceived levels of community alcohol and drug problems [r=-0.51, n=82, 

p<.001]  

• perceived levels of community problems [r=-0.44, n=82, p<.001]  

• percentage of households headed by one parent (female) [r=-0.42, n=221, 

p<.001] 
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• perceived levels of community violence [r=-0.42, n=82, p<.001]. 

There were strong positive relationships with: 

• perceived levels of civic engagement [r=0.42, n=82, p<.001]  

• attachment to place [r=0.40, n=82, p<.001]. 

There was a moderate positive relationship with: 

• perceived levels social cohesion and trust [r=0.37, n=82, p<.001] 

• perceived levels of collective efficacy [r=0.34, n=82, p=.002] 

• the percentage of residents in the community with a university education 

[r=0.30, n=221, p<.001]. 

There was a moderate negative relationship with perceived levels of community 

divisions [r=-0.31, n=82, p=.004].  There was a weak positive relationship with: 

• the community SEIFA disadvantage score, with a community with a higher 

level of advantage having a higher number of programs that involved 

providing respite [r=0.23, n=221, p=.001]  

• a community’s perceived willingness to intervene if needed [r=0.26, n=82, 

p=.019]. 

A regression model was created using the community characteristics that 

were most highly correlated with each of the three methods of application.  The 

regression model illustrating the relationship between community characteristics 

and implementation of programs using respite is presented in Table 25 and 

explained 40.2% of the variance.  This, however, was only modelled on the 82 

communities that were surveyed in the collective efficacy study.   
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Table 25 

Regression Model Exploring the Impact of Community Characteristics on the Density 

of Crime Prevention Programs using the Respite Method  

Variables B SE B Beta t p 95% CI for B 

LL UL 

Constant 1.018 .747  1.362 .177 -.471 2.506 
Perceptions of 

community alcohol 
and drug problemsa 

-.284 .056 -.703 -5.040 <.001 -.396 -.172 

Civic engagementa .684 .179 .466 3.830 <.001 .329 1.040 
Willingness to 

intervenea 
-.127 .050 -.322 -2.550 .013 -.226 -.028 

University educatedb -.017 .009 -.243 -1.945 .055 -.034 .000 
Community divisionsa -.016 .079 -.021 -.201 .842 -.174 .142 
Note.  n = 82.  SE B = standard error for the unstandardized beta; CI = confidence 

interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.   

Dependent variable: Log of ‘providing respite’ method of application by 1,000 

population. 

This model explains 40.2% of the variance and reaches statistical significance 

(p<.001). 

a Variable is the mean score for a community, taken from the Community Capacity 

Survey.  b Variable is the percentage, taken from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

census data.   

 

The regression model illustrating the relationship between community 

characteristics and implementation of programs using welfare support is 

presented in Table 26 and explained 40.1% of the variance.  This, however, was 

only modelled on the 82 communities that were surveyed in the collective efficacy 

study.   
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Table 26  

Regression Model Exploring the Impact of Community Characteristics on the Density 

of Crime Prevention Programs using the Welfare Support Method  

Variables B SE B Beta t p 95% CI for B 

LL UL 

Constant 1.328 .729  1.823 .072 -.123 2.779 
Perceptions of 

community alcohol 
and drug problemsa 

-.262 .055 -.666 -4.777 <.001 -.372 -.153 

Civic engagementa .749 .174 .524 4.299 <.001 .402 1.096 
Willingness to 

intervenea 
-.145 .049 -.377 -2.982 .004 -.242 -.048 

University educatedb -.015 .008 -.226 -1.809 .074 -.032 .002 
Community divisionsa -.015 .077 -.020 -.192 .848 -.169 .139 
Note.  n = 82.  SE B = standard error for the unstandardized beta; CI = confidence 

interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.   

Dependent variable: Log of ‘welfare support’ method of application by 1,000 

population. 

This model explains 40.1% of the variance and reaches statistical significance 

(p<.001). 

a Variable is the mean score for a community, taken from the Community Capacity 

Survey.  b Variable is the percentage, taken from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

census data.   

 

The regression model illustrating the relationship between community 

characteristics and implementation of programs using social interaction is 

presented in Table 27 and explained 38.0% of the variance.  This, however, was 

only modelled on the 82 communities that were surveyed in the collective efficacy 

study.   
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Table 27  

Regression Model Exploring the Impact of Community Characteristics on the Density 

of Crime Prevention Programs using the Social Interaction Method 

Variables B SE B Beta t p 95% CI for B 

LL UL 

Constant .912 .667  1.367 .176 -.416 2.240 
Perceptions of 

community alcohol 
and drug problemsa 

-.209 .050 -.590 -4.155 <.001 -.309 -.109 

Civic engagementa .670 .159 .522 4.204 <.001 .353 .988 
Willingness to 

intervenea 
-.100 .044 -.290 -2.258 .027 -.189 -.012 

University educatedb -.017 .008 -.276 -2.164 .034 -.032 -.001 
Community divisionsa -.051 .071 -.077 -.721 .473 -.192 .090 
Note.  n = 82.  SE B = standard error for the unstandardized beta; CI = confidence 

interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.   

Dependent variable: Log of ‘social interaction’ method of application by 1,000 

population. 

This model explains 38.0% of the variance and reaches statistical significance 

(p<.001). 

a Variable is the mean score for a community, taken from the Community Capacity 

Survey.  b Variable is the percentage, taken from the Australian Bureau of Statistics 

census data.   

 

These results showed that the characteristics that consistently explained 

the variation in community-based crime prevention programs across communities 

were residents’ perceptions of community alcohol and drug problems, perceptions 

of community violence, the level of civic engagement in the community, residents’ 

willingness to intervene, the percentage of residents who are university educated 

and the percentage of residents with no schooling.   
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Crime’s Relationship with the Implementation of Programs 

Correlations were run to determine the relationship between the density of 

community-based crime prevention programs and each of four types of crime.  

These types of crime were property crime, drug crime, violent crime, and public 

nuisance.   

Sexual crime and domestic violence were not analysed in any detail because 

it was hypothesised that sexual crimes and domestic violence would not affect the 

implementation of community-based crime prevention programs as these are still 

a hidden form of crime that do not gain the same level of collective action as 

property crime, drug crime, violent crime and public nuisance.  Correlation 

between each of these two types of crime and the density of community-based 

crime prevention programs showed no significant relationship (sexual crime: 

r=0.10, n=223, p=.145; domestic violence: r=0.07, n=223, p=.333).  They were also 

not significantly correlated with the density of any of the three approaches to 

crime prevention, thereby supporting this hypothesis. 

This research investigated three hypotheses relating to community crime 

rates.  The first stated that communities reporting high levels of property crime, 

violent crime and public nuisance are likely to have more problem-focused crime 

prevention programs implemented than communities that report lower levels of 

these types of crime.  The second stated that communities that implement the 

highest density of community-based crime prevention programs would also have 

much higher than average rates of crime.  The inverse relationship would also 

exist.  The third stated that community crime rates for all four types of crime 

would be significantly positively correlated with both a community’s percentage of 
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households headed by one parent (female) and a community’s population density.  

These three hypotheses are investigated in the following section of the thesis.  

Property Crimes 

A Pearson’s correlation showed a moderate positive relationship between 

the rate of property crimes in a community between the years 2000 and 2005 and 

the density of community-based crime prevention programs implemented into the 

community between 2000 and 2005 [r=0.33, n=223, p<.001].  There were also 

moderate positive relationships between the rate of property crime and each of 

the approaches to crime prevention.  No single approach stood out: problem-

focused approach [r=0.32, n=223, p<.001], developmental approach [r=0.34, 

n=223, p<.001] or social-community approach [r=0.32, n=223, p<.001].  The 

moderate positive relationship between property crime rates and problem-

focused programs appears to support the first hypothesis.  However, this 

relationship was slightly weaker than the correlations between property crime 

rates and both the implementation of crime prevention programs in general and 

the implementation of programs with a developmental approach.  The relationship 

between crime rates and density of programs in general supports the second 

hypothesis.   

To test the second of the three community crime specific hypotheses 

further, property crime rates were examined.  It was found that the average 

property crime rate for all communities in the Brisbane SD was 87.854 per 1,000 

residents across the years 2000 to 2005 inclusive.  The average for the five 

communities with the highest density of programs was 218.594 and the average 

for the five communities with the lowest density of programs was 45.073.  These 

findings also support the second hypothesis.   



CHAPTER 6: RESULTS STUDY TWO  217 
 

 

In testing the third hypothesis it was found that the rate of property crime 

in a community was not significantly correlated with either the community’s 

percentage of households headed by one parent (female) [r=0.10, n=223, p=.142] 

or its population density [r=0.12, n=223, p=.077].  This did not support the third 

hypothesis. 

Drug Crimes 

There was only a weak positive relationship between the density of 

programs implemented in communities between 2000 and 2005 and the level of 

drug crime in communities between the years 2000 and 2005 [r=0.22, n=223, 

p=.001].  The correlation was also weak between drug crime rates and the density 

of programs that had a problem-focused approach [r=0.22, n=223, p=.001], a 

developmental approach [r=0.22, n=223, p=.001] or a social-community approach 

[r=0.21, n=223, p=.002].  These findings weakly support the first hypothesis.   

The average drug crime rate across Greater Brisbane was 11.543 per 1,000 

population in the 2000 to 2005 period.  For the two communities with a high rate 

of problem-focused programs the average drug crime rate was 15.742.  For the 

three communities with the fewest developmental programs the average was 

4.951.  The five communities with the highest density of programs had an average 

drug crime rate of 17.221, and the five communities with the lowest density of 

programs had an average of 5.758.  These results provide some support for the 

second hypothesis.  

In testing the third hypothesis, no significant correlation was found 

between the rate of drug crime in a community and the percentage of households 

headed by one parent (female) [r=-0.10, n=223, p=.153].  There was weak 
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relationship between drug crime and the density of a community’s population 

[r=0.17, n=223, p=.013].  These findings did not support the third hypothesis.   

Violent Crimes 

There was a weak positive relationship between density of programs in a 

community between 2000 and 2005 and the level of violent crimes in a community 

across the same period [r=0.20, n=223, p=.002].15  The correlation was also weak 

between the rate of violent crimes and the density of programs according to their 

approach to crime prevention, namely problem-focused programs [r=0.20, n=223, 

p=.003], developmental programs [r=0.21, n=223, p=.002] and social-community 

oriented programs [r=0.19, n=223, p=.004].  These findings appear to weakly 

support the first hypothesis.   

When examining the rate of violent crimes in communities in the Greater 

Brisbane area the overall average is 5.664 per 1,000 residents for each community.  

However, the average rate of violent crime in the two communities with a high 

level of problem-focused programs, Griffin-Mango Hill, and Woodridge, was 9.414 

per 1,000 residents.  For the three communities with a low density of 

 

 

15 Note that Mazerolle et al (2010) found that the density of community-based crime 

prevention programs did not significantly predict community level variations in violent 

victimisation.  This apparent difference resulted from several variations in the data used.  Mazerolle 

et al. (2010) used violent crime statistics for the years 2000–2004, as opposed to this analysis 

which uses statistics for the years 2000–2005.  They used a sample of 82 communities from within 

Greater Brisbane, as opposed to the 223 communities used in this analysis.  This thesis does not 

attempt to predict community level variations in violent victimisation as time series data was not 

used.  



CHAPTER 6: RESULTS STUDY TWO  219 
 

 

developmental programs compared to the rest of Greater Brisbane the average 

violent crime rate was 2.160 per 1,000 residents.  The five communities with the 

highest density of all types of programs  had an average violent crime rate of 6.535 

per 1,000 residents, while the five communities with the lowest density of all types 

of programs had an average violent crime rate of 3.391 per 1,000 residents.  These 

findings support the second hypothesis, showing a higher rate of violent crime in 

communities with the highest density of programs and a lower rate of violent 

crime in communities with the lowest density of programs implemented.  These 

findings also appear to support the first hypothesis by showing a much higher rate 

of violent crime in the two communities with the highest rate of problem-focused 

programs in Greater Brisbane.  A Pearson’s correlation was used to test the third 

hypothesis but found no significant relationship between a community’s violent 

crime rate and the percentage of households headed by one parent (female) [r=-

0.13, n=223, p=.051].  There was a weak relationship between the density of a 

community’s population and its violent crime rate [r=0.20, n=223, p=.003].  These 

findings did not support the third hypothesis. 

Public Nuisance Crimes 

There was only a weak positive relationship between the density of 

programs in a community and the rate of public nuisance crimes [r=0.18, n=223, 

p=.006].  The relationships remained weak when looking at specific program types,  

the rate of public nuisance crimes also had weak positive relationships with the 

density of problem-focused programs [r=0.18, n=223, p=.008], developmental 

focused programs [r=0.19, n=223, p=.005] and social-community focused 

programs[r=0.17, n=223, p=.012].  These findings appear to weakly support the 

first hypothesis.   
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Although the one-on-one correlations appear to weakly support the first 

hypothesis, overall, this hypothesis was not supported.  The results showed that 

the overall relationship between the density of community-based crime prevention 

programs and crime was weak.  There was the same weak relationship with drug 

crime as with the other types of crime.  There was a slightly stronger relationship 

between crime and the implementation of developmental crime prevention than 

with problem-focused programs.  Therefore, the hypothesis arguing for a special 

relationship between problem-focused programs and property, violent and public 

nuisance crimes is not supported when considering all evidence. 

It was found that the average rate of public nuisance crimes in communities 

in the Greater Brisbane area was 9.203 per 1,000 residents.  It was also found that 

the five communities with the highest number of programs implemented into a 

community per 1,000 people had a public nuisance crime rate of 6.675 per 1,000 of 

the population and the five communities with the lowest number had a public 

nuisance crime rate of 2.485.  These findings do not support the second hypothesis 

because there was a lower than average rate of public nuisance crimes in both 

those communities with the highest density of programs and those with the lowest 

density of programs.  However, when looking at the two communities with the 

highest number of programs per 1,000 people with a problem-focused approach to 

crime prevention it was found they had a higher than average rate of public 

nuisance crimes at 12.354 per 1,000 of their residents.  The three communities 

with the lowest number of programs per 1,000 with a developmental approach to 

crime prevention also had a lower than average rate of public nuisance crimes 

with only 1.588 per 1,000 residents.  These findings appear to support the first 

hypothesis at the extremes. 
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The findings also did not support the third hypothesis.  Instead they showed 

a weak negative relationship between the rate of public nuisance crime in a 

community and the percentage of households headed by one parent (female) [r=-

0.21, n=223, p=.002], meaning that the communities with higher public nuisance 

crime had fewer households headed by one parent (female).  There was, however, 

a weak positive relationship between the rate of public nuisance crime in a 

community and the density of the residential population [r=0.23, n=223, p=.001]. 

Comparing Results with Research Question 

The research in Study Two aimed to answer the research question: How are 

resident demographics, community cohesion, community levels of collective 

efficacy and community crime rates related to the distribution of community-

based crime prevention programs across the Brisbane Statistical Division?  Of the 

20 hypotheses connected with this study, nine were supported by the research, 

while two were partially supported and the remaining nine were not supported.   

It was found that there was a lack of variation in communities' resident 

demographics, social characteristics, and crime rates.  However, communities with 

disparate demographic, social and crime profiles still had similar types and 

quantity of crime prevention programs.  

Communities with either a high proportion of university-educated residents 

or a high proportion of residents with no schooling (weak support for no 

schooling) had a higher density of programs.  While households headed by one 

parent (female) had lower density of programs generally, and problem-focused 

and social-community oriented program specifically.   

Communities with strong civic engagement and adherence to social norms 

had a higher prevalence of developmental programs.  Communities with a strong 
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sense of place attachment had a higher proportion of programs using a capital 

works/clean-up method.   

Sexual crimes and domestic violence did not appear to affect the 

implementation of community-based crime prevention programs.  It is possible 

this was due to these types of crime being a hidden form of crime that do not gain 

the same level of collective action as property crime, drug crime, violent crime, and 

public nuisance.  There was however a weak positive relationship between the 

density of community-based crime prevention programs and the average rates of 

drug crime, violent crime, and public nuisance, and a moderate association with 

property crime. 

There were nine hypotheses that were not supported and two hypotheses 

that were partially supported.  The two partially supported showed there was no 

significant association between collective efficacy and the density of problem-

focused or social-community oriented community-based crime prevention 

programs.  For a list of hypotheses that were and were not supported, including 

the page number of each analysis, see Table 28 at the beginning of the following 

chapter.  
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Chapter 7: Who Gets What and Why 

This thesis aims to strengthen and broaden an understanding of which 

community-based crime prevention programs are funded, and why they may 

attract funding.  This was accomplished by completing several tasks.  First, a 

definition of crime prevention was selected that focused on initiatives that affect 

the correlates of, or risk factors for, crime; secondly, a codebook was developed to 

classify programs; and thirdly, an audit was conducted of all community-based 

crime prevention programs in the Brisbane Statistical Division (Brisbane SD) from 

2000 to 2005 inclusive.  These first six years of the 21st century (2000–2005) was 

a time when a fairly stable Labor government was governing Queensland (headed 

by Peter Beattie from 1998 to 2007) and Australia had a fairly stable conservative 

government (headed by John Howard from 1996 and 2007).  I identified 8,894 

community-based programs targeting the correlates of crime which were 

delivered in this area during this period. 

This final chapter discusses the thesis findings.  The thesis has endeavoured 

to answer two research questions and test the hypotheses listed in Table 28 below.  

In addition, this final chapter argues why better records of funded community-

based crime prevention programs should be kept in the future and outlines the 

form these records could take. 
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Table 28 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Reference 
number 

Hypothesis Support for 
hypothesis 

Where in 
thesis 

Study One research question: What types of community-based crime 
prevention programs are most prevalent in the Brisbane Statistical 
Division? 

Chapter 5 

 1 There would be more programs using social-
community and developmental approaches 
and using methods such as welfare support 
and building social networks, than using the 
problem-focused approach, and methods 
such as programs focused on environmental 
improvements or the crime situation. 

Supported Page 135 
and 139 

 2 There would be more programs with a 
universal and selected focus than programs 
with an indicated focus. 

Supported Page 148 

Study Two research question: How are resident demographics, 
community cohesion, community levels of collective efficacy and 
community crime rates related to the distribution of community-based 
crime prevention programs across the Brisbane Statistical Division? 

Chapter 6 

 3 There will be a lack of variation in 
communities' resident demographics, social 
characteristics, and crime rates. 

Supported Page 164 

 4 Communities with disparate demographic, 
social and crime profiles will still have 
similar types and quantity of crime 
prevention programs. 

Supported Page 164 

 5 One parent families would be unable to 
provide as much of a social control or 
efficacious role in the community as two 
parent families. 

Supported Page 185 

 6a 
 
 
 
 6b 
 6c 

There would be a significant inverse 
relationship between the percentage of 
households headed by one parent (female) 
and the density of: 
a) community-based crime prevention 

programs 
b) problem-focused programs, specifically 
c) social-community oriented program, 

specifically 

a) Supported 
 
 
 
 
 
b) Supported 
c) Supported 

Page 185 
 
 
 
 
 
Page 197 
Page 204 

 7 Communities with either a high proportion of 
university-educated residents or a high 
proportion of residents with no schooling 
would have the highest density of programs. 

Supported 
(only weakly 
for no 
schooling) 

Page 185 
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 8 Communities with a high percentage of 
unemployed residents would have less 
collective efficacy, fewer residents who 
graduated from high school and a higher 
percentage of community-based crime 
prevention programs, especially those 
implemented by government agencies. 

Not 
supported 

Page 187 

 9 There would be more community-based 
crime prevention programs implemented 
into communities with a high percentage of 
home ownership and fewer in communities 
with high levels of residents who rent, due to 
a lack of territorial/ownership behaviour. 

Not 
supported 

Page 193 

 10 Communities with a high percentage of 
residents who lived at one address for five 
years or more would have a higher 
proportion of community-based crime 
prevention programs as well as a higher level 
of place attachment, sense of collective 
efficacy, feelings of cohesion and trust and 
civic engagement. 

Not 
supported 

Page 194 

 11 Communities that perceive a higher than 
average degree of community problems and 
violence would implement a significantly 
higher density of problem-focused programs. 

Not 
supported 

Page 197 

 12 There would be a higher density of problem-
focused programs in communities with high 
civic engagement, high levels of collective 
efficacy and/or a high proportion of 
university-educated residents. 

Partially 
supported 
(no support 
for collective 
efficacy) 

Page 197 

 13 The developmental approach to crime 
prevention would be more prevalent in 
communities with higher levels of structural 
disadvantage than communities with lower 
levels of structural disadvantage. 

Not 
supported 

Page 200 

 14 Communities with strong civic engagement 
and adherence to social norms would also 
have a higher prevalence of developmental 
programs. 

Supported Page 200 

 15 The implementation of programs that have a 
social-community approach to crime 
prevention would be positively correlated 
with community levels of collective efficacy, 
civic engagement, and place attachment.  
This correlation would be stronger than for 
problem-focused and developmental 
programs. 

Partially 
supported 
(no support 
for collective 
efficacy) 

Page 204 
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 16 Communities with high unemployment and 
communities with a high proportion of 
residents on low incomes would have a 
higher proportion of programs aimed at skill 
building and welfare support.   

Not 
supported 

Page 209 

 17 Communities with a high percentage of 
residents aged 15 to 19 years of age would in 
turn have a high number of programs aimed 
at assisting with employment searching and 
with skill building over other methods of 
application.   

Not 
supported 

Page 209 

 18 Communities with a strong sense of place 
attachment would have a higher than 
average implementation of programs using a 
capital works/clean-up method. 

Supported Page 209 

 19 Sexual crimes and domestic violence would 
not affect the implementation of community-
based crime prevention programs as these 
are still a hidden form of crime that do not 
gain the same level of collective action as 
property crime, drug crime, violent crime 
and public nuisance.   

Supported Page 215 

 20 Communities reporting high levels of 
property crime, violent crime and public 
nuisance are likely to have more problem-
focused crime prevention programs 
implemented than communities that report 
lower levels of these types of crime.   

Not 
supported 

Page 215 

 21 Communities that implement the highest 
density of community-based crime 
prevention programs would also have much 
higher than average rates of crime.  The 
inverse relationship would also exist.   

Supported 
(overall only 
weakly 
supported) 

Page 215  

 22 Community crime rates for all four types of 
crime would be significantly positively 
correlated with both a community’s 
percentage of households headed by one 
parent (female) and a community’s 
population density. 

Not 
supported 

Page 215  

 

Findings: Explaining the Crime Prevention Funding Landscape 

The nature and extent of community-based crime prevention initiatives 

were examined in two studies, each answering one of the two research questions.  

The first study explored what the crime prevention funding landscape of Greater 
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Brisbane looked like and whether there were patterns in this landscape, with 

results detailed in Chapter 5.  The second study explored the relationship between 

the distribution of programs and community characteristics such as resident 

demographics, collective efficacy, neighbourhood cohesion and crime.  These 

results were detailed in Chapter 6.  This analysis led to the following key findings. 

Patterns in Program Types 

Crime prevention was not all about crime and justice.  I found that most 

crime prevention programs did not use a direct, problem-focused, approach.  

Instead, attempts to address criminality, influence the correlates of crime, prevent 

crime, and improve security were more likely to be social or developmental 

orientated, in support of my first hypothesis.  This finding may be due to the study 

adopting a broad definition of ‘crime prevention’, but this broad definition has a 

strong rationale.  By purposefully attempting to influence the correlates of crime, a 

program designer could prevent crime, regardless of whether they consider their 

program to be ‘crime prevention.’  This broader definition for crime prevention 

programs was also used by Garner  Clancey (2015), and better captures the types 

of crime prevention programs prevalent in Greater Brisbane and Australia.  There 

is a huge investment in Australia in developmental and community building 

activities to combat crime and delinquency as opposed to problem-focused 

approaches (Garner  Clancey, 2015; Communities that Care Ltd, 2016; 

Developmental Crime Prevention Consortium, 1999).  

A high proportion of Brisbane programs used methods which facilitate 

social interaction, educate, disseminate information, or build people’s skills.  That 

few programs at the time the data was collected either funded advocacy or 

provided a place of safety was in line with the Queensland government’s broad 
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focus on ‘community welfare’ rather than on specific problems such as crime, 

domestic violence or drug abuse.  

Community-based crime prevention initiatives were most likely to be 

implemented by non-government organisations, as opposed to government or 

private organisations.  Likewise, they were more likely to be implemented by local 

organisations rather than by state or national organisations.  The scarcity of 

programs directly implemented by government (‘rowing’) undoubtedly reflected a 

neo-liberal philosophy of providing funding and direction (‘steering’), leaving 

implementation to non-government organisations (NGOs) or local government 

which are assumed to be more aware of a community’s needs (Osborne, 2007; 

Osborne & Gaebler, 1992).  State and national organisations and government were 

more likely to implement state-wide programs, as they have the necessary 

resources and perhaps a more strategic, whole of state/country outlook.  

Program specificity.  Most community-based crime prevention programs 

were targeted at people rather than at modifying or monitoring locations.  In other 

words, there were few that were situational or environmental in nature.  In line 

with my second hypothesis, programs were usually non-specific in terms of who 

was targeted for intervention and what the focus of the intervention was.  For 

example, relatively few explicitly targeted people who had been or were at risk of 

being victims or perpetrators of crime, and most programs did not target a specific 

ethnicity, gender, or age, such as youth.  Few had a specific focus, such as 

improving social conditions, or enhancing health or welfare.  This lack of targeting 

could suggest the absence of evidence-based programs that were locally relevant 

and directed at protective and risk factors specific to a community. 
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Effect of a Community’s Geographical Size 

This study found that geographically smaller communities generally had 

more programs per resident than larger communities.  This does not seem to be an 

intentional targeting of smaller communities, but rather a result of programs being 

implemented into all communities in an area, regardless of size or need, so smaller 

communities ended up with the same number of programs as their larger 

neighbours.  As a result of this process, geographically larger communities often 

appear to be under-serviced by community crime prevention funding schemes in 

comparison with smaller communities.   

It is important to note, however, that I did not have access to data on the 

sizes of funded programs.  A community might have had half the population of a 

neighbouring community and have had the same number of services, but perhaps 

those services were 50 per cent smaller, serviced fewer people, or were less 

resource intensive.  

Lack of Variation in the Crime Prevention Landscape.   

This study showed that the types of programs implemented did not differ 

substantially across communities.  Two possible explanations for this are that 

Brisbane communities have similar social characteristics (to be discussed in more 

detail later in this chapter), or that funding decisions do not consider communities’ 

differing needs.  Peter Homel (2009b) discusses the frustrating process of 

converting community crime prevention theory into practice.  He defines this 

process as turning a theory into a program then, together with ‘evidence-based’ 

research and policy, implementing that program in a specific environment.  He 

argues that the problem for community-based crime prevention programs arises 

when the theory, research, policy and/or environment are misunderstood and the 
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program is implemented without a critique of its merits (Sporer et al., 2017; Visher 

& Weisburd, 1998).  For these reasons, programs frequently fail to either meet the 

needs of the community or to be realisable in practice.  Putting this another way, in 

Queensland in the early 2000s there was a noticeable lack of logic in the allocation 

of crime prevention resources.  It is likely some program instigators uncritically 

adopted interventions labelled ‘best practice’ and implemented them in a new 

location without the thought, research or planning required to modify the program 

to fit the unique qualities of the new location (Cisneros & United States, 1995; 

Homel, 2009b; Sampson et al., 2013; Sporer et al., 2017).   

There are a limited number of evaluated community-based crime 

prevention programs in the Australian literature, and a lack of audits of the crime 

prevention landscapes across municipalities (Garner  Clancey, 2015; Morgan & 

Homel, 2013).  Nevertheless, considering the evidence for a ‘blancmange’ approach 

to funding, it was hypothesised that communities with disparate demographic, 

social and crime profiles will still have similar types and quantity of crime 

prevention programs (hypothesis 4).  The study supported this hypothesis, finding 

little logic in the distribution of programs across the Brisbane Statistical Division.  

The population density of a community did not have any strong relationship with 

the number of programs implemented, nor did most of the communities’ resident 

demographics, social characteristics, or crime levels.  It appeared communities 

received programs mostly because they were definable geographic localities.  
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Relationship between Resident Demographics and the Crime Prevention 

Landscape 

The second research question asked how resident demographics, 

community cohesion, community levels of collective efficacy and crime rates 

related to the distribution of community-based crime prevention programs across 

the Brisbane SD.  The aim was to understand how a community’s characteristics 

were associated with decisions to implement crime prevention programs in 

various locations.   

Several community characteristics had no correlation with either program 

density generally or with specific types of programs or methods of application.  

These included some demographic variables indicating vulnerability (residents 

aged 15 to 19 years old or Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islanders), some education 

variables (residents with a trade or graduate diploma or who did not complete 

high school) and several employment and income variables (residents who were 

unemployed, part-time employed, or who had low income).  This means that 

communities with higher proportions of residents experiencing vulnerability, on 

several measures, were neither inundated with a variety of different types of 

programs, contrary to what might be expected, nor were they targeted with 

programs using a particular method or approach.  The lack of correlation with 

these characteristics supports the argument of this thesis that community crime 

prevention programs are implemented without consideration for the needs of 

specific communities.  A clear opportunity for future work is policy that better 

targets community needs with relevant program types and approaches. 

Advantage and skill.  Residents with high levels of education were 

hypothesised to be more collectively efficacious, more able to organise for 
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community-based crime prevention programs to be implemented where needed 

and therefore likely to live in areas with a higher density of programs than areas 

with a high proportion of residents with lower levels of education (except for no 

schooling which will be explained further below) (hypothesis 7).  This hypothesis 

was based on an expectation that the more highly educated a person was, the more 

advantage and power they would have to effectively campaign for and influence 

the distribution of community-based crime prevention programs.  It was also 

anticipated they would more likely be higher paid and able to live in communities 

that already have good infrastructure and supportive programs than people of 

other educational levels.  Indeed, the results showed that the percentage of 

community residents with a university education had strong significant positive 

correlations with collective efficacy [r=0.46, n=82, p<.001] and with civic 

engagement [r=0.54, n=82, p<.001].  There was also a very strong negative 

correlation between the percentage of residents who had not finished high school 

and collective efficacy [r=-0.66, n=82, p<.001].  However, there was only a weak 

positive correlation between the percentage of residents with a university 

education and density of community-based crime prevention programs [r=0.28, 

n=223, p<.001].  Therefore, although communities with high proportions of 

university-educated residents also had high levels of collective efficacy and civic 

engagement these communities were not strongly linked with high proportions of 

crime prevention programs.  

It was hypothesised that at the other end of the educational spectrum 

communities with a high proportion of residents with no schooling would have a 

high density of programs (hypothesis 7).  The percentage of residents with no 

schooling had a strong negative relationship with collective efficacy [r=-0.49, n=82, 
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p<.001], but only a weak positive relationship with program density [r=0.18, 

n=223, p<.001].   The percentage of university educated was the only other 

education variable to have a significant relationship with program density, but it 

was only weakly positive.  Therefore, the hypothesis that more programs would be 

implemented into communities with high proportions of either highly educated 

residents or those with no education was supported, but the relationship was only 

weak.  

Areas of high SEIFA disadvantage were clustered geographically.  Although 

the correlation between SEIFA and the density of community-based crime 

prevention programs was only weak, it could be that the clustering led to the 

communities being considered by program implementers as similar and therefore 

in need of similar levels of intervention.  This could explain why many programs 

were implemented beyond a specific community and across very large areas, such 

as council-wide or west Brisbane-wide.  Analysis of the SEIFA distribution revealed 

a few isolated communities of advantage amongst clusters of disadvantaged 

suburbs, which was not seen in the reverse.  Griffin-Mango Hill was one example of 

a single community of above average advantage in a cluster of disadvantage.  

Whether these were communities where community-based crime prevention 

programs were impacting on the level of advantage or where gentrification was 

taking place is something for future research to unpack.   

The percentage of households headed by one parent (female), very similar 

to the SEIFA variable ‘one parent families with dependent off-spring’, had a 

moderate negative correlation with the density of community-based crime 

prevention programs.  The literature posits that female headed one parent families 

are less able to perform a social control role in the community than two parent 
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families, due to the parent being time-poor and lacking a sense of power (Coleman, 

1988; Putnam, 2000).  Consistent with this, the proportion of female headed one 

parent families had a strong negative correlation with collective efficacy.  It may, 

therefore, have been the case that the negative correlation between the proportion 

of households headed by one parent (female) and crime prevention program 

density arose from a paucity of residents with the time and power to petition for, 

create, or participate in crime prevention activities.   

In a similar vein, the literature has posited that people who are unemployed 

have less power to enact community improvement and social control and have 

fewer connections with people who do have the power to effect change (Bartley, 

2007; Putnam, 2000).  However, the Queensland Government instigated many 

community-based programs in communities seen publicly as ‘in need’ and so it 

was hypothesised that communities with a high percentage of unemployed 

residents would have lower levels of perceived collective efficacy and fewer 

residents who had graduated from high school, but would have a higher than 

average percentage of community-based crime prevention programs, especially 

those implemented by government agencies (hypothesis 8).  The analyses support 

aspects of this hypothesis, finding a correlation between unemployment, low sense 

of collective efficacy, and fewer residents graduating high school.  However, there 

was no correlation between unemployment and the density of programs in the 

community, regardless of the type of organisation implementing the program.  This 

may be due to mediating factors.  For example, some communities may have 

attracted media interest and therefore may have been offered more interventions 

than communities with an equally high percentage of unemployed residents and 

disadvantage, but with lower visibility (Peel, 2003).  Logan is an example of an 
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area that attracts considerable media attention and possibly as a result attracts a 

high proportion of the community-based crime prevention programs implemented 

by both government and non-government organisations in Greater Brisbane. 

Renting versus home ownership.  One of this study’s hypotheses was that 

communities with a high percentage of homeowners would have a higher density 

of programs, and that communities with high levels of residents who rent would 

have a lower program density (hypothesis 9).  This hypothesis was based on 

literature arguing that there is possibly a greater feeling of community ownership 

and civic engagement amongst residents who own their home as opposed to those 

who rent (Cherney, 2006; Manturuk, Lindblad, & Quercia, 2010, 2012; McCabe, 

2013).  It was surmised that residents who own their home would have a higher 

level of concern for the community’s physical and social aesthetics and a desire to 

solve the community’s problems.  However, the research found no significant 

correlations with program density for any of the home ownership or renting 

variables.   

Exploring the concepts of community cohesion, engagement, and 

intervention further, I found that there was also no significant correlation between 

the level of civic engagement in the community and any of the home ownership or 

renting variables.  This is contrary to previous research (Manturuk et al., 2012; 

McCabe, 2013).  However, the Manturuk et al. finding distinguished between new 

and longer-term home ownership, with residents who were owners for longer 

being more engaged.  I found that communities with a high proportion of home 

ownership had high levels of collective efficacy, a willingness to intervene, a sense 

of social cohesion and trust and place attachment. There was a strong inverse 
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relationship with the same variables for communities with a large proportion of 

residents who rent.   

Residential mobility.  The 2001 Census asked community residents to 

report whether they lived at a different residence five years ago.  Residential 

stability was defined in this study as living at the same address for five years or 

more.  Interest in the stability of the community stems from literature, detailed in 

Chapter 2, arguing that high resident mobility leads to a breakdown of social 

networks, community ownership, civic engagement and informal social controls 

(Kubrin & Weitzer, 2003; McCabe, 2013; Shaw & McKay, 1969).  On this basis, a 

sense of community ownership would be expected to increase interest in 

community-based programs.  For programs to be effectively implemented, 

maintained, and supported there might also be a need for strong social networks 

and high levels of community interest and involvement.  It was therefore 

hypothesised that communities with high residential stability would have a higher 

density of community-based crime prevention programs as well as higher levels of 

place attachment, sense of collective efficacy, feelings of cohesion and trust and 

civic engagement (hypothesis 10).  However, this hypothesis was not supported by 

my data.  There was no significant correlation between resident mobility and 

density of programs or between resident mobility and any of the community 

cohesion or engagement variables, except for a weak positive correlation with 

community divisions.  These results indicate that residential mobility may not 

strongly influence community action and a sense of ownership in Greater Brisbane.  

The results may be due to weakening ties in communities (Sampson, 2004), or it 

may be that community levels of residential mobility do not impact on resident 
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behaviours such as attachment, collective efficacy, cohesion, trust or civic 

engagement.   

Perceptions of Collective Efficacy and Neighbourhood Cohesion 

Collective efficacy:  the community’s role in crime prevention.  A major 

aim of this research project was to determine whether the implementation of 

community-based crime prevention programs in the Brisbane SD had a 

relationship with community levels of collective efficacy.  Due to the research 

design, this study was unable to address any cause and effect questions.  Instead it 

explored the general relationship between funding decisions for community-based 

crime prevention and levels of collective efficacy, and found that the construct of 

collective efficacy was not a statistically significant predictor of program density 

after controlling for confounding variables such as residential mobility, the 

proportion of households headed by one parent (female), population density and 

poverty.   

This finding held true for programs in general as well as for problem-

focused programs, developmental programs, and social-community oriented 

programs.  If there is a relationship between collective efficacy and density of 

community-based crime prevention programs, then there is a mediating factor that 

was not recorded in this study.  Mediating factors could include whether there is 

an organised third party who controls what crime prevention programs are 

implemented into their community.  An example of a third party was provided by 

Wickes (2010), where a residential estate’s developer and security personnel took 

lead roles in that community’s crime prevention activities.  The community, which 

had a high sense of collective efficacy, looked to the third party to solve their crime 

prevention needs instead of instigating crime prevention measures themselves.  
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Crime prevention actions instigated by community residents could have 

substantially different crime prevention outcomes than actions instigated by a 

third party who is either notified of a problem by residents or is proactively 

solving problems.  These are possibilities that should be taken into consideration 

in future research into the connection between collective efficacy and the 

implementation of community-based crime prevention.   

The collective efficacy construct is made up of two sub-scales: perceived 

social cohesion and a community’s willingness to intervene. Both subscales had 

only weak or no relationship with program density, either in general or split by 

program approach.  Residents’ perceptions of social cohesion and trust was weakly 

positively correlated with program density in general [r=0.27, n=82, p<.05] and 

with all three approaches to crime prevention (problem-focused [r=0.23, n=82, 

p<.05], developmental [r=0.27, n=82, p<.05] and social-community oriented 

programs [r=0.28, n=82, p<.05]).  The other sub-scale, willingness to intervene, 

only had a weak positive correlation with social-community oriented programs 

[r=0.24, n=82, p<.05]. 

 This suggests that it is not the perception that one’s community would 

actively solve local problems that is linked with program density but, albeit 

weakly, a collective sense of cohesion and trust within the community.  It could be 

that in Greater Brisbane, and by implication in other large conurbations, there are 

enough third parties available in the form of businesses and government and non-

government organisations to initiate crime prevention programs, but that to keep 

programs running what is needed is social capital in the form of trust and 

participants who are willing to be involved.  This would explain why civic 

engagement (a participatory variable) and place attachment (a connectedness 
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variable) are more strongly correlated with the density of programs in 

communities than willingness to intervene (an instigator variable).  

Neighbourhood cohesion.  The characteristics most strongly positively 

correlated with program density were level of civic engagement and sense of place 

attachment.  Levels of civic engagement had significant, strong positive 

relationships with program density and with all methods of application.  The 

correlation between levels of civic engagement and the density of programs based 

on a capital works approach was the most significant in this study [r=0.47, n=80, 

p<.001].  The other types of programs that strongly correlated with levels of civic 

engagement focused on social interaction [r=0.46, n=82, p<.001], skill building 

[r=0.45, n=82, p<.001], welfare support [r=0.45, n=82, p<.001], medical 

consultation[r=0.45, n=81, p<.001], education [r=0.45, n=82, p<.001], clinical 

therapy [r=0.45, n=82, p<.001], provision of places of safety [r=0.45, n=81, p<.001], 

advocacy [r=0.45, n=82, p<.001], employment [r=0.45, n=82, p<.001], and 

provision of respite support [r=0.42, n=82, p<.001].  

Communities where a high proportion of residents sign petitions, attend 

public meetings, and band together to resolve local problems may also be better 

able to obtain support and funding for crime prevention initiatives.  Duncan et al. 

(2003) argue that civic engagement increases involvement in social and 

institutional networks and crime prevention initiatives when the need arises.  It 

would be interesting to determine, through further research, whether capital 

works and social interaction type programs are requested more by communities 

with high proportions of civic engagement, or whether these types of programs 

build the level of civic engagement in a community.  
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The next strongest positive relationship in this study was between 

programs providing respite and residents’ sense of attachment to place [r=0.40, 

n=82, p<.001].  Respite programs provide, for example, in-home and out-of-home 

short-term breaks for family members caring for people with disability or chronic 

illness.  These are not to be confused with programs that provide ‘places of safety’ 

to reduce harm and/or possible incarceration.  It is plausible that a community 

with a sense of ownership and attachment to their community would be active in 

seeking programs that support the wellbeing of vulnerable residents.  

Problems and community divisions.  Three community characteristics 

had strong negative correlations with program density: perception of drug and 

alcohol problems [r=-0.43, n=82, p<.001], perception of community violence [r=-

0.41, n=82, p<.001] and the proportion households headed by one parent (female) 

[r=-0.40, n=223, p<.001].  It is important to note that these strong negative 

relationships are with perceptions of crime, not actual crime rates.  The correlation 

between perceptions of community drug and alcohol problems and the density of 

programs providing a respite type of service was the study’s strongest negative 

correlation between a community characteristic and a program density measure 

[r=-0.51, n=82, p<.001].  Perceptions of community drug and alcohol problems also 

had the second, third and fourth strongest negative correlations,  with density of 

programs providing welfare support [r=-0.46, n=82, p<.001], providing a 

development approach to crime prevention [r=-0.45, n=82, p<.001], and providing 

medical type support [r=-0.45, n=81, p<.001].  These four crime prevention types 

are more socially orientated approaches, providing respite, welfare, and 

developmental and medical consultation support.  Communities which believe they 

have high levels of alcohol and drug problems have a reduced density of these 
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softer programs, which could be because they exhibit less help-seeking behaviours 

and attitudes.  This is reflected in the very strong negative correlations between 

perceptions of alcohol and drug problems and sense of collective efficacy [r=-0.73, 

n=82, p<.001], social cohesion and trust [r=-0.72, n=82, p<.001], place attachment 

[r=-0.66, n=82, p<.001] and, to a lesser extent, civic engagement [r=-0.31, n=82, 

p=.005].  There were also moderate negative relationships between program 

density and the perceptions of community problems [r=-0.37, n=82, p<.001] and 

community divisions [r=-0.33, n=82, p=.003].  In other words, communities with a 

higher density of programs had relatively fewer residents who believed that their 

area had many problems and social divisions.  This could mean that residents in 

those communities felt freer to actively participate in their community and in 

crime prevention activities.  As argued in the prevention literature, residents who 

do not perceive a crime problem are more active in their communities, and 

exercise more social control, which in turn can reduce crime and strengthen these 

communities (Bonnefoy, 2007; Kelling & Coles, 1996; Skogan, 2008). 

Models exploring variation in program density.  The strong correlations 

discussed above were mirrored in the regression models built to explain variation 

in program density across communities, for different types of programs.  The 

characteristics that explained significant variation in multiple models were level of 

civic engagement (positive correlation), residents’ perceptions of community 

alcohol and drug problems (negative correlation), perceptions of community 

violence (negative correlation) and the percentage of residents with no schooling 

(positive correlation).  Level of civic engagement was by far the strongest and most 

consistent of these variables, having a large and significant influence in all the 

models where it was included.  Civic engagement has a strong positive relationship 
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with the percentage of community residents with a university education.  These 

results suggest communities with more active and educated residents generally 

had more programs.  Conversely, communities with perceptions of major problems 

like drug and alcohol abuse had fewer programs.  These models support the 

argument that educated and professional community residents have greater access 

to crime prevention initiatives and key resources when needed, regardless of the 

fact that they do not perceive as many problems with drug abuse and violence as 

less middle-class localities (Wickes et al., 2013).   

Types of Program Approach to Crime Prevention 

Problem-focused programs.  My findings supported the hypothesis that 

the density of problem-focused programs in communities would be linked 

positively with civic engagement, collective efficacy and university-educated 

residents (hypothesis 12) and negatively with the percentage households headed 

by one parent (female) (hypothesis 6b).  However, the research did not support 

the hypothesis that communities that perceived a higher than average degree of 

community problems and violence would implement a significantly higher density 

of problem-focused programs (hypothesis 11).  It is possible that there is a tipping 

point influencing the implementation of community-based programs.  That is, 

concerns about community problems and violence increase community action to a 

point, but beyond that tipping point further concerns decrease community action, 

possibly either due to fear, as argued in the literature on environmental crime 

prevention (Cozens, 2005; Xu et al., 2005), or due to being overwhelmed by the 

scope of the problem.  These possibilities need to be tested in future research.   

Environmental criminological theory, which focuses on problem-focused 

approaches to crime prevention, has increasingly shown over the last 40 years the 
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importance of place, both for understanding crime and for developing approaches 

to reduce crime in places (Brantingham & Brantingham, 1981; Cozens et al., 2005; 

Wortley & Mazerolle, 2008).  These theorists advocate for investment in situational 

crime prevention, pursuing hot spots, and increasing target hardening.  Yet despite 

this, and the supporting research, environmental criminology is still not employed 

nearly as often as developmental or social-community approaches (Centre for 

Evidence-Based Crime Policy, 2014).  Australian policymakers prefer programs 

that target broad social issues, or, at most, the criminological dispositions of 

individuals or families, rather than programs that reduce crime opportunities in 

places.  This may be because funding decisions for most crime prevention 

measures are not informed by experts in environmental criminology.  Instead, as 

found in this project, intervention funding decisions are likely to be made by large 

NGOs, or senior public servants and politicians.16   

Developmental programs.  This study tested the hypothesis that the 

developmental approach to crime prevention would be more prevalent in 

communities with high levels of structural disadvantage (hypothesis 13).  This 

hypothesis was not supported by the data.  The percentage of residents with no 

school education and the percentage of residents who spoke a language other than 

English at home both had weak positive correlations with a higher density of 

developmental programs.  However, there were strong relationships not 

 

 

16 This is an observation made while conducting the research.  Data could not be reliably 

collected on who funded community-based crime prevention programs, because providers 

sometimes either did not know the information or refused to provide it. 
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consistent with this hypothesis, but instead supportive of hypothesis 14 that 

communities with strong civic engagement and adherence to social norms would 

also have a higher prevalence of developmental programs.  For example, density of 

developmental crime prevention programs had strong positive relationships with 

perceptions of civic engagement and the proportion of residents who were 

university educated.  Additionally, as noted earlier, developmental program 

density had strong negative relationships with perceptions of community alcohol 

and drug problems, the percentage of households headed by one parent (female), 

perceptions of community violence, and perceptions of community problems.   

The above findings, while not supporting hypothesis 13 relating to 

developmental programs, are consistent with some of the literature and support 

the hypothesis about programs in general, which was that communities with either 

a high proportion of university-educated residents or a high proportion of 

residents with no schooling would have the highest density of programs 

(hypothesis 7).  From the perspective of the community capacity literature the 

results were expected.  The fact that there were fewer crime prevention 

interventions in communities with a higher percentage of female headed one 

parent families and a higher fear of crime is not surprising.  Likewise, it is not 

surprising that high levels of civic engagement, collective efficacy and university-

educated residents were correlated with a higher density of interventions.  

However, it had been anticipated that developmental crime prevention programs 

would be implemented into communities with high levels of structural 

disadvantage by interested third parties such as government agencies, research 

centres and non-government organisations to address the needs within that 
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community, and that these external interventions from large organisations would 

not require community members to be proactive.  This was clearly not the case. 

Social-community oriented programs.  As expected, the social-

community approach to crime prevention was found to be the most prevalent 

approach used for community-based programs in Greater Brisbane.   

As presented in Chapter 6, Section ‘Comparisons Between the Three 

Approaches to Crime Prevention’, the communities with large variance in 

approaches to crime prevention and with a relatively higher density of social-

community oriented programs were parts of Redland (S), Ormiston, Thornlands, 

Redland Bay, Wellington Point, Sheldon-Mt Cotton and Cleveland.  These seven 

communities constitute a geographical cluster, perhaps reflecting the kind of LGA-

wide funding discussed previously, or maybe reflecting their demographic and 

social characteristics.  They were all (at the time of data collection) suburbs with 

low levels of ethnic diversity that were traditionally farming communities 

approximately a one-hour drive from the city centre.  Residents had lower than 

average levels of education and were slightly less likely than average to be 

Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander.  It was not possible to assess the roles of the 

social variables of place attachment, civic engagement, collective efficacy, and 

attitudes towards trust as three of the seven communities did not have their 

opinions on these issues surveyed.   

I hypothesised that community levels of collective efficacy, civic 

engagement and place attachment would have a stronger correlation with 

programs with a social-community approach to crime prevention than programs 

with a problem-focused or developmental approach (hypothesis 15).  This 

hypothesis was based on previous literature that argues that the purpose of the 
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social-community approach is to build bonds and attachments in the community in 

order to facilitate social control and crime prevention (Clarke & Felson, 1993; 

Clarke & Homel, 1997; Linden, 2007; Wright et al., 2004).  This study supported all 

but the collective efficacy aspect of this hypothesis which, as mentioned earlier, 

was not significantly correlated with any of the approaches to crime prevention.  

However, having a sense of cohesion and trust, a component of collective efficacy, 

did have a strong correlation with the density of social-community programs.   

It is more likely that communities with strong civic engagement, place 

attachment, and cohesion and trust characteristics attracted funding for social-

community oriented crime prevention programs rather than that such programs 

strengthened these characteristics.  The propensity to fund programs that improve 

on characteristics that already exist, instead of targeting the needs of truly 

disadvantaged communities, is quite common.  This tendency is evidenced by 

Neighbourhood Watch, which, as noted in previous literature, is well supported 

and patronised in communities with low crime and seemingly strong levels of 

community trust, but is difficult to implement in communities with significant 

crime and disorder problems (Sims, 2001).  The current study, however, was not 

able to determine the causal relationship between implementation of social-

community oriented crime prevention programs and community levels of civic 

engagement, place attachment, cohesion, and trust.   

I also hypothesised that there would be significant inverse relationships 

between the percentage of households headed by one parent (female) and the 

density of both problem-focused and social-community oriented programs 

(hypotheses 6b and 6c).  The data supported these hypotheses, with strong 

negative correlations for both program types.  In addition, it was found that the 
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density of social-community approach programs was strongly negatively 

correlated with residents’ perceptions of community violence, perceptions of 

community alcohol and drug problems, perceptions of community problems and 

community divisions.  It could be that for these types of communities a social-

community crime prevention program was not considered one of their immediate 

needs and therefore these programs were not implemented.  It could also be that 

the levels of community problems and crime meant residents lacked the sense of 

trust required for these types of programs to be implemented.  This is an 

important topic for future research.   

Methods of application.  Combinations of methods were used by 

community-based programs to achieve their crime prevention aims.  Of the eleven 

unique types of methods the most common were skill building, education and 

information dissemination, and facilitating social interaction.  

Each method of application was significantly correlated with many different 

community characteristics, but these correlations usually mirrored an almost 

identical correlation between that characteristic and general program density.  For 

example, the community characteristic ‘civic engagement’ had strong correlations 

with all methods of application (ranging from .422 to .470) but this was also the 

case for general program density (r= .455). 

Types of Crime and Their Relationship to Program Characteristics 

Analyses of the relationships between different crime rates and the density 

of community-based crime prevention programs produced several interesting 

results.  

Sexual crimes and domestic violence appear to still be hidden forms of 

crime that do not attract the same level of collective action or community 
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intervention.  This was evident from the fact that neither of these two types of 

crime had significant relationships with program density overall, or with the 

density of any of the three approaches to crime prevention.  The prevention of 

sexual crimes and domestic violence may require more awareness among 

residents of the existence of these crime problems and education on the ways their 

community could use crime prevention to mitigate the problems.   

It was hypothesised that communities with high levels of property crime, 

violent crime and public nuisance would have more problem-focused crime 

prevention programs (hypothesis 20).  The argument behind the hypothesis was 

that these types of crime are often visible to the community and so communities 

experiencing a problem with them would be motivated to implement more 

problem-focused approaches such as community renewal programs or 

Neighbourhood Watch.  However, the results did not support the hypothesis.  

There was no relationship between problem-focused crime prevention programs 

and property, violent or public nuisance crimes.  Investigation of the extremes of 

the dataset did find small support for the hypothesis; the two communities with 

the highest proportion of problem-focused programs had a higher than average 

crime rate and the three communities with the lowest proportion of problem-

focused programs had a lower than average crime rate.  It may be that the crime 

prevention landscape in Greater Brisbane is not sufficiently varied to reveal this 

relationship across the whole region. 

It was also hypothesised that communities with a higher density of crime 

prevention programs would have higher rates of crime (hypothesis 21).  Public 

nuisance [r=0.18, n=223, p=.006], property [r=0.33, n=223, p<.001], drug [r=0.22, 

n=223, p=.001]and violent [r=0.20, n=223, p=.002] crime rates each had weak to 
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moderate significant correlations with density of programs.  However public 

nuisance had different relationships than the other types when looking at the 

extremes of the dataset, that is the five communities with the highest density of 

programs and the five with the lowest.  Both groups of five communities, high and 

low density, had public nuisance crime rates lower than the average of 

communities in the Brisbane SD in general.  There may be factors influencing this 

relationship that are not influencing the other types of crime.  It may be that public 

nuisance crimes are more occasion-dependent than other crimes, influenced by a 

specific event and not as consistent as the other types of crime.  Further research 

specifically focused on public nuisance crimes with a longitudinal component 

would be required to fully understand the relationship of these crimes with crime 

prevention initiatives.   

This research did not find the expected positive relationships between 

crime rates and female headed one parent families, or between crime rates and 

population density (hypothesis 22).  The results in fact showed no significant 

relationship between the percentage of households headed by one parent (female) 

and property, drug, or violent crime rates and only a weak negative correlation 

with public nuisance crimes.  This is an unexpected result.  The results also showed 

no significant correlation between population density and property crime rates 

and only a weak positive correlation with drug, violent and public nuisance crime 

rates.  It could be that Greater Brisbane does not have the same degree of 

population density evident in more populous cities where the theories of the 

relationships between population density and crime, and one parent families and 

crime were developed.   



DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  250 
 

 

Overall Reflections on the Findings  

The variations in crime prevention program types between communities 

were minor.  This lack of variation, and the weak correlations of program density 

to social and resident demographics of the community, is concerning.  The results 

indicate that programs are often rolled out across multiple communities with little 

thought of the underlying conditions in each community and their individual 

needs.  Programs would better match problems if providers first undertook 

systematic evaluation of communities’ demographic and social characteristics 

(such as percentage with no schooling and level of place attachment) and strengths 

and weaknesses (such as an established active mothers’ group, but a sense of 

disillusionment in government agencies).  The purpose of this type of evaluation 

would be to deliver tailored programs that address a community’s weaknesses and 

make use of its strengths and characteristics.  A system developed for community 

crime prevention focusing on youth behavioural issues is Communities That Care.  

Central to its approach, and arguably its success, is identifying and prioritising 

preventative and risk factors, and based on these findings selecting appropriate 

evidence-based programs (Fagan et al., 2019).   

This similar spread of programs across areas may in part be due to the high 

degree of homogeneity of Brisbane communities, especially compared to areas 

covered by previous studies overseas.  It should also be noted that notionally 

identical programs will still differ from community to community, affected by 

different participants, environments, and administrators.  For example, a health 

assistance program may focus on slightly different issues in each community and 

for every participant.  It is not possible to detect these subtle differences using this 

thesis’s data.   
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There are benefits to programs implemented narrowly, to one community, 

but also to programs implemented broadly, across multiple communities.  

Narrowly implemented programs, targeted at a specific community or group of 

people, may be more flexible, able to adapt to evolving problems and issues and to 

target specific problems faced by participants.  The targeted nature of these 

programs means their work may go unnoticed by many within the community and 

they may struggle for funding and support.   

 Broad implementation may result in programs with greater support, able 

to obtain higher levels of funding, and to share resources.  This can be important 

for the stability of the program in individual communities, especially in 

communities that lack community capacity and collective efficacy.  Broadly 

implemented programs also have greater visibility; just as a universal program is 

more visible to community members for its targeting of the whole population, a 

widespread rollout of a program into many communities is also more visible and 

recognisable.  Neighbourhood Watch and Safety House are very recognisable 

programs.  This recognisability greatly improves their participation and support 

and increases their sustainability in the community.   

Past research highlights the limited decision-making process of some 

funding bodies, where they simply use programs shown to ‘work’ in other 

communities.  These funding bodies, whether they are local councils, government, 

NGOs or community stakeholders, can impede the effective implementation of 

crime prevention programs with their inability to change their attitudes towards, 

or beliefs about, crime prevention practice (Chawla et al., 2005; Homel, 2009).  

Past research recommends the use of multi-institutional and open-minded 

partnerships when setting up programs, to help the attitudes of partnership 
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members evolve through the collaboration and consideration of a variety of crime 

prevention knowledge.  The results of this thesis suggest that unfortunately these 

prior recommendations may be seldom followed.   

Ekblom (2003) created the ‘5 Is model’, a framework to support better 

implementation of crime prevention into communities.  He recommends analysing 

the specific crime problem, selecting an intervention that addresses this problem, 

then implementing it in the community.  To this framework I suggest adding an 

analysis of community needs and the programs already running.  This would 

provide additional information on the issues and opportunities in the community 

that would impact on the implementation and continuation of the intervention.   

Finally, out of all the community characteristics, civic engagement had the 

strongest positive correlations with all community-based crime prevention 

programs type variables, including the density of programs providing capital 

works, social interaction, skill building, welfare support, medical support and 

clinical therapy.  It also had the strongest correlations with each of the three 

approaches to crime prevention – developmental, problem-focused and social-

community oriented programs.  These many strong positive correlations with civic 

engagement prompt reflection on the features of communities with high levels of 

this social characteristic.  Civic engagement was greater in high advantage 

communities and had strong significant positive correlations with the percentage 

of university-educated residents and SEIFA score, and a strong negative 

correlation with the percentage of households headed by one parent (female).  

Surprisingly however, some of the demographic variables that were not 

significantly correlated with civic engagement were residential mobility, the 
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percentage of residents who spoke a language other than English at home and the 

percentage of residents who had low income.   

Issues Faced by Program Managers and Facilitators 

During the data collection phase of this thesis I had many informal 

discussions with program managers and facilitators where we explored the issues 

they face when implementing programs.  One common issue was whether to break 

the rules of the program for the benefit of an individual.  As an example, few 

programs provided a place of safety and residences for boys aged 12 to 18 years.  

Many of the organisations that accepted children (for example, for families facing 

domestic violence) would only accept boys under the age of 12, so older boys were 

often housed separately in men’s homes.  It was suggested by one program 

manager that men’s homes have a depressing or fear-inducing influence on the 

adolescent boys, so a problem arises for program managers around where to 

house the child.  One solution was to modify the program to suit the needs of the 

individual even if the managers break program specifications to do so.  Program 

facilitators mentioned several times in informal discussions that they sometimes 

faced ethical versus policy dilemmas.  Potential flexibility in the application of a 

social program is another reason why their use can be difficult to understand, 

analyse and evaluate.  

A large proportion of the community-based crime prevention programs in 

the Brisbane Statistical Division were not evaluated externally or in-house.  While 

collecting data for this research it was determined that neither the actual program 

outcomes nor their anticipated outcomes would be viable measures and therefore 

these were dropped from the study.  Instead, the primary stated goal of the 

program was used.  This measure specified the goals of the program as primarily 
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either improving economic wellbeing, improving social conditions, enhancing 

health and welfare, increasing educational opportunities, or reducing crime 

situations within communities.  The broad scope of these five values highlights the 

vague framework within which many of these community-based crime prevention 

programs operate.  Informal discussions with some program facilitators on why 

there were no formal outcome measures revealed that it was difficult for some 

programs to highlight their effectiveness and to measure the often subtle benefits 

they were providing to individuals and the community in general.  It was not 

determined in these discussions whether it was simply assumed that measurement 

was difficult or that outcome measures had been attempted but had failed to fully 

capture the benefits of the program.  Another concern of program facilitators was 

that as soon as outcomes were documented they were scrutinised, and if they did 

not meet expectations this could lead to reduced funding and enthusiasm for a 

program, even if “the program still works”.  Instead of performing an evaluation or 

measurement that might find no change, they instead found it safer to not measure 

anything.  It appeared it was much easier to run a ‘successful’ program without the 

hindrance of evaluations or outcomes.  

Another issue raised by some program managers and facilitators was 

programs failing in the community due to residents’ attitudes towards each other 

and authority.  For example, the facilitator of a Neighbourhood Watch program 

that was running well in one community tried to implement it in the neighbouring 

community, which he believed needed the program.  He was told that this 

community did not want closer relationships with the police because their 

activities were sometimes criminal and therefore, he assumed, they did not want 

to create an environment that the police would feel they could influence or 
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interfere in.  This issue is partially mirrored by the results of this research and 

previous research, that communities with fewer programs contained residents 

who perceived greater problems in their community. 

Strengths and Limitations of this Research 

Unique Contribution 

This thesis argues that when implementing a crime prevention program 

into a community it is important to understand that there is a large crime 

prevention landscape already at play.  During the initial phases of the thesis, when 

I decided to explore the crime prevention landscape of the Brisbane Statistical 

Division, I anticipated that there would be approximately 300 to 600 programs for 

data collection.  It was a surprise that there were instead 8,894 programs in 

operation at some point in the six years of the data collection period.  The sheer 

quantity of these programs leads to the recommendation to program managers to 

conduct an audit of the crime prevention landscape as well as a review of the social 

and demographic characteristics of the community before implementing their 

proposed program.  This audit would also be useful to refer to when conducting 

the evaluation of a program once it has been implemented.  This would create a 

baseline of what is happening in the community prior to intervening. 

By conducting an audit of Greater Brisbane’s community-based crime 

prevention landscape this study has provided a resource for researchers and 

program developers, managers, and facilitators.  The study illustrates how 

different types of community-based crime prevention programs were distributed 

and highlights policy responses (or lack of responses) to crime.  It also provides an 

analysis of how the number and type of programs interacted with a community’s 

resident demographic and social characteristics and levels of collective efficacy 
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and crime.  In addition to this, the research contributes to an understanding of the 

issues affecting service providers.   

A study of the variables that were unique contributors in the regression 

models exploring the relationship between community characteristics and the 

implementation of community-based crime prevention programs shows that 

attention needs to be focused on communities with high perceptions of community 

violence and targeted efforts made to implement programs and services in these 

communities.   

Limitations 

For Study One, the timing and extent of the sample of programs in the 

Brisbane SD means that this data can only be generalised to describe community-

based crime prevention programs in south east Queensland in the early 21st 

century during an extended period of Labor state government rule at the state 

level and conservative rule at the federal level.  The data cannot be generalised to 

regional areas because the areas studied were mostly urban.  Conclusions drawn 

from the database should only be applied with caution to other Australian states, 

because differences in community social and demographic characteristics, political 

and community institutions and groups, and crime issues could all impact on the 

implementation of community-based crime prevention programs.   

Furthermore, due to the selection process used, the views of respondents to 

the Australian Research Council Community Capacity Survey can only be safely 

generalised to the views of people aged 18 and over, living in residences in south 

east Queensland.  Participants’ views are also not representative of people who 

speak limited English, or are homeless, or who live in a residence that is not 

connected to a phone line, or who have a disability that would hinder their ability 
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to complete a telephone interview.  Such disabilities include difficulty with hearing, 

deafness, difficulty speaking, as well as some forms of intellectual disabilities, such 

as impaired concentration.     

The dataset was a snapshot of the community-based crime prevention 

landscape and crime rates for communities in the Brisbane region from 2000 to 

2005 inclusive.  This was a snapshot because it was not possible to obtain reliable 

information on what year programs started or finished in a community, only that 

they were active at some point in that period.  As the data is not longitudinal it 

could not be used to identify causal relationships.   

In addition to the six-year snapshot of programs, the dataset also included 

the demographic and social characteristics of communities, which were taken from 

the 2001 Australian Bureau of Statistics Census and the 2005 Community Capacity 

Survey.  The different source years for these data and the unclear timing of 

programs in a community, mean that correlations between Community Capacity 

Survey results and program implementation variables need to be interpreted 

cautiously. 

As well as program start and end dates, several other measures could also 

not be reliably collected.  It was not possible to determine whether a program was 

fulfilling its objectives in the community because, as mentioned earlier, many of 

the programs were not evaluated.  It was also not possible to reliably determine 

the intended outcome/s of programs, therefore this research instead recorded 

each program’s primary focus, that is whether the program aimed to achieve 

economic, social, health, educational or specific crime prevention outcomes. 

It was not possible to reliably determine who funded a community-based 

crime prevention program or how much funding programs received.  One 
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department within the Queensland Government had this information in a 

searchable database and provided it readily.  However, most agencies and 

organisations did not provide this information, either because it was not in an 

accessible form or because they were not willing to provide it.   

It was also not possible to determine the scale of program participation, 

even average participation rates per program cycle.  Therefore, it was not possible 

to accurately estimate the reach of a program within its targeted geographical 

area.  This means for example that one program may not have the same reach or 

impact on a community as another.  Due to this lack of information large and small 

programs were equally weighted in this research.   

This research was also not able to reliably obtain information on the 

original impetus to implement each program, such as whether it was the result of a 

grassroots campaign by community residents or an organisation’s response to a 

community problem or perceived need.  Some solutions to overcoming these 

limitations are explored in ‘Future Directions’ below.   

Future Directions 

Recording of Community-based Crime Prevention Programs  

There is currently no data available to determine if the high rates of 

community-based crime prevention programs seen in south east Queensland over 

six years are comparable with those in other Australian states or other countries.  

This type of program audit has not been done before and therefore there is a 

unique opportunity here to offer advice.   

The first recommendation to address this is for organisations managing and 

funding community-based programs to create a searchable central database of 

their programs so that they can keep track of the types of programs, and their 



DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  259 
 

 

purpose, in each community.  This work would help organisations get a clearer 

picture of their program portfolio and also create greater transparency and assist 

future audits, research, and evaluation.  

The second recommendation is for program catchments to be defined by 

standardised geographical boundaries, preferably something relatively small, like 

Statistical Area 2, which represents a suburb of about 10,000 people (Australian 

Bureau of Statistics, 2016).  This would result in a clearer and more accurate 

picture of the crime prevention landscape.  As mentioned in Chapter 4, the lowest 

unit of analysis for the aggregated database, at the time of the analysis, was the 

Statistical Local Area (SLA), now superseded.  This unit of analysis was used 

interchangeably with the term ‘community’.  However not all crime prevention 

organisations defined their program boundaries in terms of SLAs.  It would be 

useful, for ease of comparability with the Australian Bureau of Statistics data, to 

define program catchments by a community-sized Australian Bureau of Statistics 

geography.  At the time of data collection this was the SLA, but it is now, as noted, 

the ‘Statistical Area 2’.  

Future Research Suggestions Using the Program Audit Database 

Using the audit database, it is currently only possible to tell whether 

program variables and social characteristics are correlated.  However, if future 

researchers can also gain access to the start and finish dates of programs, it would 

be useful to focus on the causal relationships between community-based crime 

prevention and social characteristics in communities.  For instance, one could 

focus on whether community level characteristics such as civic engagement, place 

attachment and collective efficacy impact the rate at which social-community 

oriented crime prevention programs are implemented, or on whether programs 
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with this approach to crime prevention drop out of a community prematurely 

where there is a lack of these characteristics.  It would also be useful to investigate 

whether communities with a high proportion of female headed one parent families, 

or high perceptions of various community problems, have fewer social-community 

oriented crime prevention programs because these types of programs are not 

considered useful or if the high levels of community problems and crime mean that 

residents lack the sense of trust required for these types of programs to be 

implemented.  This would be an important topic of future research once it is 

possible to determine causal relationships.   

The differentiation between grassroots campaigns developed or advocated 

for by community residents, and programs that originated as a government or non-

government organisation’s response to an actual or perceived community 

problem, should be a component studied in future audits.  It was found in previous 

research, noted by Skogan (2012), that ‘bottom-up’ or grassroots programs are 

usually implemented in wealthy, advantaged communities.  ‘Top-down’ programs 

can provide vulnerable communities with supported initiatives that do not require 

initial high levels of civic engagement.  However, by building networks and trust 

between the community and the implementing organisation, it may be possible to 

develop social capital and civic engagement (Skogan, 2012).  A focus for future 

research in this area is the difference in crime prevention outcomes for those 

programs instigated by community residents banding together and those started 

by a third party who was notified of a problem by residents.  This would also be an 

important variable to consider when exploring the connection between collective 

efficacy and the implementation of community-based crime prevention programs.  

It may be that relying on a third party to organise the crime prevention measure is 
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a mediating factor in the relationship between collective efficacy and the density of 

crime prevention programs.  

It is possible that there might be a tipping point that influences the 

implementation of community-based programs.  For example, small concerns 

about community problems and violence can increase community action, but after 

a tipping point is reached community action may decrease, possibly either through 

fear, as argued in the literature on environmental crime prevention, or through 

being overwhelmed by the problem at hand.  Testing this possibility, identifying 

where the tipping point is, and the reasons behind a tipping point would be an 

interesting area for future research, and useful for program implementers.   

Another area of community-based crime prevention that would be useful to 

study is the extent to which program managers and funding decision makers in 

Australia consult with relevant educational institutions and research centres prior 

to implementing and funding crime prevention measures.  It would be also 

interesting to research the rationale used when choosing an educational institution 

or research centre with which to consult.  What are the qualities that make a 

researcher or academic attractive to funding organisations for consultation? 

Understanding the reasons behind an academic or researcher being placed on the 

consultancy, advisory or evaluation registers of Australian governments and the 

reasons why they are removed could greatly assist understanding of how to 

influence the current crime prevention landscape. 

Future research could also explore in more depth the process by which 

community-based crime prevention program managers go about developing, 

advertising, implementing and/or evaluating their programs.  The creation and 

sustainability of programs are affected by political, bureaucratic, and social issues 



DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION  262 
 

 

that have yet to be fully understood or addressed.  Programs are organic and are 

effective only when they are placed in surroundings where the limitations of the 

environment are understood, and adequate support is provided to compensate.  

The saying ‘don’t reinvent the wheel’ is useless here as no one program should be 

rolled out without continual checks and modifications.  Programs will always be 

implemented into environments different to those where they were previously 

implemented; therefore, the impact of the new environment on the program 

always needs to be considered.   

Another recommendation for future research is to investigate the 

phenomenon, seen in this study, of single communities of advantage amongst 

clusters of disadvantage.  One example that was noted was Griffin-Mango Hill.  It 

would be interesting to investigate whether the lower disadvantage in these types 

of communities was due to the action of community-based crime prevention 

programs or some other factor, like gentrification.   

As mentioned previously I found no significant targeting of programs to 

some vulnerable populations, namely Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander 

residents, youth aged 15 to 19 years of age, people who are unemployed and 

people on low incomes.  This lack of program targeting is something that should be 

explored in future research.   

Lastly, it would be interesting to analyse the impact of federal and state 

political doctrine and policies on funding allocation. The community-based crime 

prevention program audit database could be aggregated to the state and federal 

electorate level, including a measure of 'electorate stability' to analyse the 

association of "safe" and "marginal" electorates with crime prevention 

implementation.  
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In summary, this thesis explored the types of community-based crime 

prevention programs most prevalent in the Brisbane Statistical Division and 

investigated how programs correlated with community demographics, cohesion, 

collective efficacy, and crime rates.  From this I argued that it appears programs 

are often implemented without investigation of the actual needs of the individual 

communities.  I also argued that it seems more important for residents to have 

civic engagement – a willingness to participate in an intervention, rather than a 

willingness to intervene to solve a problem.  I hope this thesis helps highlight the 

importance of understanding the needs and attitudes of community residents, then 

developing and implementing intervention tailored to that community.  

Community need audits like this one need to be commonplace and information 

about programs, such as funding information, program commencement and 

conclusion dates, anticipated outcomes and aims, methods of application and 

theoretical foundations, need to be documented and readily available to 

researchers to conduct such audits.  Once completed, audits need to be available to 

both researchers and program implementers, so that they can better understand 

and improve the effectiveness of the large array of crime prevention programs 

typically implemented. 
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Appendix A: Correlates of Crime 

 

The correlates of crime listed below have been drawn from the extant 

criminological literature (Clarke, 1995; Clarke & Homel, 1997; Cozens, 2005; 

Developmental Crime Prevention Consortium, 1999; Green Mazerolle & Roehl, 

1998; Lurigio & Rosenbaum, 1986; Moffitt, 1993; Roehl, 1998; Skogan, 1990).  

They have been separated into those factors that can increase the occurrence of 

crime, called risk factors, and those that can decrease the occurrence of crime, 

called protective factors.  My list has been extensively drawn from the 

Developmental Crime Prevention Consortium (1999) correlates of crime with 

some modifications and additions.  Of note, Moffitt (1993) was an important 

source used to construct this and the original Developmental Crime Prevention 

Consortium (1999) list.  

Risk Factors 

Individual Trait Characteristics 

• Impulsivity 

• Low self-control 

• Low intelligence 

• Learning difficulties  

• Low birth weight 

• Prematurity 

• Prenatal brain damage 

• Disability 

• Birth injury and defects 

• Chronic illness 
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• Poor problem-solving skills  

• Poor social skills 

• Low self esteem 

• Lack of empathy 

• Difficult temperament 

• Beliefs about aggression 

Individual Behaviour 

• Age of first drug use 

• Personal unemployment 

• Alienation 

• Poor nutrition  

• Hyperactivity/disruptive behaviour 

• Insecure attachment 

• Failure at school or conventional activities 

• Associating with deviant peer groups 

• Poor attachment to school 

• Inadequate behaviour management 

Parental and Family Risk Factors 

• Parent was a teenage mother 

• Single parents 

• Parent with psychiatric disorder (especially depression) 

• Parent with substance abuse 

• Parent criminality 

• Parents who are antisocial role models 
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• Family experiences of violence and disharmony  

• Marital discord 

• Family environment is disorganised 

• Negative interaction/social isolation within the family 

• Large family size 

• Absent father 

• Long-term parental unemployment 

• Divorce and family break up 

• Death of family member 

• Poor supervision and monitoring of individual as a child 

• Rejection of individual by family members 

• Parents’ lack of warmth and affection towards the individual 

• Low parental involvement in individual’s activities as a child 

• Exposure to inconsistent and harsh discipline within the family 

• Antisocial family members 

Social Risk Factors 

• Exposure to alcohol 

• Normative beliefs about aggression 

• Exposure to bullying 

• Poor peer relationships  

• Peer rejection 

• Exposure to social discrimination or exclusion 

• Social isolation 

• Political marginalisation 

• Lack of pro-social moral role models 
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• Media portrayal of violence 

• Having a strained relationship with neighbours 

• Exposure to inconsistent and harsh discipline 

• Experiences of neglect or other forms of abuse 

• Experience of war or natural disaster 

• Exposure to physical and verbal aggression 

• Poor opportunities 

Cultural Risk Factors 

• Cultural norms regarding violence as an acceptable response to frustration 

• Exposure to cultural discrimination 

• Normative beliefs about ethnicity and culture 

• Being present at a gathering of conflicting racial groups 

Community/Neighbourhood Risk Factors 

• Unemployment in the community 

• Socio-economic disadvantage 

• High population density and poor/crowded housing conditions 

• Neighbourhood violence and crime 

• Lack of support services 

• High percentage of new arrivals and residential mobility 

Situational/Environmental Risk Factors 

• The appearance of a disorganised community 

• Limited visibility into public and semi-public/private areas in the 

community 

• Ambiguous or no boundaries defining public and private areas 
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• The availability of crime escalators such as drugs and weapons  

• Presence of rewards for antisocial behaviour 

• Urban area 

• Proximity to industry  

• Distribution of parking lots, pub, clubs, and bars 

• Easy access to potential targets 

Protective Factors 

Individual Trait Characteristics 

• Social competence 

• Social skills 

• Above average intelligence 

• Sense of empathy 

• Strong problem-solving skills 

• Optimism 

• Easy temperament 

• Good sense of self-control 

• Self-related cognitions 

• Good coping style 

• Pro-social moral beliefs and values 

• Good health 

Individual Behaviour 

• School achievement  

• Attachment to family 

• Involved in employment 
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• Being involved in conventional groups/activities 

• Associating with a pro-social peer group 

• Active attachment to the community 

• Participation in pro-social community group 

• No misuse of alcohol or drugs 

Parental and Family Protective Factors 

• Supportive caring parents 

• Family harmony 

• More than two years between siblings 

• Responsibility for chores or required helpfulness 

• Small family size 

• Strong family norms and morality 

• Secure and stable family 

Social Protective Factors 

• Positive school climate  

• Sense of responsibility within conventional community 

• Sense of belonging/bonding to pro-social organisation and the community 

• Opportunities for some success at school and recognition of achievement 

• Pro-social school, workplace and community norms regarding crime and 

violence 

• Meeting an important role model 

• Opportunities at critical turning points or major life transitions 

• Supportive relationship with another adult 
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Cultural Protective Factors 

• Cultural norms against violence 

• Association with and/or participation in pro-social religious group 

• A strong cultural identity and ethnic pride 

Community/Neighbourhood Protective Factors 

• Access to support services 

• Effective surveillance  

• Community networking 

• Public awareness of different groups’ needs and issues 

Situational/Environmental Protective Factors 

• The appearance of an organised community 

• Good visibility of public and semi-public/private areas in the community 

• The use of target hardening techniques and removing visible targets 

• Well defined boundaries between public and private areas 

• Removing escalators of crime such as drugs and weapons  

• Deflection of offenders through environment design  
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Appendix B: List of Communities in South East Queensland: 

Codes for the Variable ‘program location’ 

Below is a list of identification numbers used for the communities of the 

Brisbane Statistical Division.  These community identification numbers connect 

suburbs and towns with the corresponding Statistical Local Area (SLA) names, 

which allows for ease in analysis.  As mentioned in Chapter 4, Section 

‘ “Community” as a Geographical Entity’, suburb names were fitted to their 

corresponding SLA equivalent, for consistency in analysis.  Please contact me for 

data on the proportion, as a percentage, of each suburb contained within each SLA 

boundary.  

 

Code number Suburb and Town name Statistical Local Area (SLA) name 

1 ACACIA RIDGE Acacia Ridge 

2 ALBANY CREEK Albany Creek 

3 ALBION Albion 

4 ALDERLEY Alderley 

5 ALEXANDRA HILLS Alexandra Hills 

6 ALGESTER Algester 

7 ANNERLEY Annerley 

8 ANSTEAD Anstead 

9 ARCHERFIELD Archerfield 

10 ASCOT Ascot 

11 ASHGROVE Ashgrove 

12 ASPLEY Aspley 

13 BALD HILLS Bald Hills 

14 BALMORAL Balmoral 

15 BANYO Banyo 

16 BARDON Bardon 

17 BUCCAN Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

17 CHAMBERS FLAT Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

17 GREENBANK RURAL Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

17 GREENBANK TOWN Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

17 JIMBOOMBA RURAL Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

17 JIMBOOMBA TOWN Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

17 LOGAN VILLAGE Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

17 LOGAN VILLAGE TOWN Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 
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17 NORTH MACLEAN Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

17 PARK RIDGE SOUTH Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

17 SOUTH MACLEAN Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

17 STAPYTON Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

17 STOCKLEIGH Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 

18 BEENLEIGH Beenleigh 

19 BELLBOWRIE Bellbowrie 

20 BELMONT Belmont-Mackenzie 

20 MACKENZIE Belmont-Mackenzie 

21 BETHANIA Bethania-Waterford 

21 WATERFORD Bethania-Waterford 

22 BIRKDALE Birkdale 

23 BOONDALL Boondall 

24 BOWEN HILLS Bowen Hills 

25 BRACKEN RIDGE Bracken Ridge 

26 BRAY PARK Bray Park 

27 BANKSIA BEACH Bribie Island 

27 BELLARA Bribie Island 

27 BONGAREE Bribie Island 

27 BRIBIE ISLAND Bribie Island 

27 WELSBY Bribie Island 

27 WHITE PATCH Bribie Island 

27 WOORIM Bribie Island 

28 BRIDGEMAN DOWNS Bridgeman Downs 

29 BRIGHTON Brighton 

30 BROOKFIELD Brookfield (incl. Mt C'tha) 

30 MOUNT COOT THA Brookfield (incl. Mt C'tha) 

31 BROWNS PLAINS Browns Plains 

31 FORESTDALE Browns Plains 

31 HERITAGE PARK Browns Plains 

31 HILLCREST Browns Plains 

31 REGENTS PARK Browns Plains 

32 BULIMBA Bulimba 

33 BURBANK Burbank 

34 NARANGBA Burpengary-Narangba 

35 CABOOLTURE Caboolture (S) - Central 

36 BEACHMERE Caboolture (S) - East 

36 BURPENGARY Caboolture (S) - East 

36 DONNYBROOK Caboolture (S) - East 

36 GODWIN BEACH Caboolture (S) - East 

36 LITTLE GOAT ISLAND Caboolture (S) - East 

36 MELDALE Caboolture (S) - East 

36 NINGI Caboolture (S) - East 

36 SANDSTONE POINT Caboolture (S) - East 

36 TOORBUL Caboolture (S) - East 
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37 BELLMERE Caboolture (S) Bal in BSD 

37 ELIMBAH Caboolture (S) Bal in BSD 

37 MOODLU Caboolture (S) Bal in BSD 

37 MOUNT MEE Caboolture (S) Bal in BSD 

37 ROCKSBERG Caboolture (S) Bal in BSD 

37 WAMURAN Caboolture (S) Bal in BSD 

38 CALAMVALE Calamvale 

39 CAMP HILL Camp Hill 

40 CANNON HILL Cannon Hill 

41 CAPALABA Capalaba 

42 CAPALABA WEST Capalaba West 

43 CARBROOK Carbrook-Cornubia 

43 CORNUBIA Carbrook-Cornubia 

44 CARINA Carina 

45 CARINA HEIGHTS Carina Heights 

46 CARINDALE Carindale 

47 CARSELDINE Carseldine 

48 CASHMERE Central Pine West 

48 EATONS HILL Central Pine West 

48 JOYNER Central Pine West 

48 WARNER Central Pine West 

49 CHANDLER Chandler 

50 CHAPEL HILL Chapel Hill 

51 CHELMER Chelmer 

52 CHERMSIDE Chermside 

53 CHERMSIDE WEST Chermside West 

54 BRISBANE City - Inner 

55 BRISBANE City - Remainder 

56 CLAYFIELD Clayfield 

57 CLEVELAND Cleveland 

58 CLONTARF Clontarf 

59 COOPERS PLAINS Coopers Plains 

60 COORPAROO Coorparoo 

61 CORINDA Corinda 

62 DAISY HILL Daisy Hill-Priestdale 

62 PRIESTDALE Daisy Hill-Priestdale 

63 DAKABIN Dakabin-Kallangur-M. Downs 

63 KALLANGUR Dakabin-Kallangur-M. Downs 

63 MURRUMBA DOWNS Dakabin-Kallangur-M. Downs 

64 DARRA Darra-Sumner 

64 SUMNER Darra-Sumner 

65 DEAGON Deagon 

66 DECEPTION BAY Deception Bay 

67 DOOLANDELLA Doolandella-Forest Lake 

67 FOREST LAKE Doolandella-Forest Lake 
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68 DURACK Durack 

69 DUTTON PARK Dutton Park 

70 EAGLEBY Eagleby 

71 EAST BRISBANE East Brisbane 

72 EDENS LANDING Edens Landing-Holmview 

72 HOLMVIEW Edens Landing-Holmview 

73 EIGHT MILE PLAINS Eight Mile Plains 

74 ELLEN GROVE Ellen Grove 

75 ENOGGERA Enoggera 

76 EVERTON PARK Everton Park 

77 FAIRFIELD Fairfield 

78 FERNY GROVE Ferny Grove 

79 FIG TREE POCKET Fig Tree Pocket 

80 FORTITUDE VALLEY Fortitude Valley - Inner 

81 FORTITUDE VALLEY Fortitude Valley - Remainder 

82 GEEBUNG Geebung 

83 ALBERTON Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 BAHRS SCRUB Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 BELIVAH Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 CABBAGE TREE POINT Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 COBBY ISLAND Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 CRUSOE ISLAND Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 DINNER ISLAND Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 EDEN ISLAND Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 GILBERTON Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 JACOBS WELL Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 KANGAROO ISLAND Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 LUSCOMBE Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 MOSQUITO ISLANDS Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 NORWELL Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 ORMEAU Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 SHORT ISLAND Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 STAPYLTON Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 STEIGLITZ Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 TABBY ISLAND Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 WOLFFDENE Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 WOONGOOLBA Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

83 YATALA Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 

84 GRACEVILLE Graceville 

85 GRANGE Grange 

86 BORONIA HEIGHTS Greenbank-Boronia Heights 

86 GREENBANK Greenbank-Boronia Heights 

87 GREENSLOPES Greenslopes 

87 STONES CORNER Greenslopes 

88 GRIFFIN Griffin-Mango Hill 
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88 MANGO HILL Griffin-Mango Hill 

89 GUMDALE Gumdale 

90 HAMILTON Hamilton 

91 HAWTHORNE Hawthorne 

92 FISHERMAN ISLANDS Hemmant-Lytton 

92 HEMMANT Hemmant-Lytton 

92 LYTTON Hemmant-Lytton 

93 HENDRA Hendra 

94 HERSTON Herston 

95 HIGHGATE HILL Highgate Hill 

96 ARANA HILLS Hills District 

96 EVERTON HILLS Hills District 

96 FERNY HILLS Hills District 

97 HOLLAND PARK Holland Park 

98 HOLLAND PARK WEST Holland Park West 

99 INALA Inala 

100 INDOOROOPILLY Indooroopilly 

101 AMBERLEY Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 BASIN POCKET Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 BLACKSTONE Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 BOOVAL Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 BRASSALL Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 BRASSALL HEIGHTS Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 BUNDAMBA Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 CHURCHILL Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 COALFALLS Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 DINMORE Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 EAST IPSWICH Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 EAST RIPLEY Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 EASTERN HEIGHTS Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 EBBW VALE Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 FLINDERS VIEW Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 GREENWOOD VILLAGE Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 IPSWICH Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 KARRABIN Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 LEICHHARDT Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 LOAMSIDE Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 MOORES POCKET Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 NEWTOWN Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 NORTH BOOVAL Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 NORTH IPSWICH Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 NORTH TIVOLI Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 RACEVIEW Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 RAYMONDS HILL Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 RIPLEY TOWNSHIP Ipswich (C) - Central 
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101 RIVERVIEW Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 SADLIERS CROSSING Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 SILKSTONE Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 SOUTH RIPLEY Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 SWANBANK Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 TIVOLI Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 WEST IPSWICH Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 WOODEND Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 WULKURAKA Ipswich (C) - Central 

101 YAMANTO Ipswich (C) - Central 

102 BELLBIRD PARK Ipswich (C) - East 

102 BROOKWATER Ipswich (C) - East 

102 CAMIRA Ipswich (C) - East 

102 CAROLE PARK Ipswich (C) - East 

102 COLLINGWOOD PARK Ipswich (C) - East 

102 GAILES Ipswich (C) - East 

102 GOODNA Ipswich (C) - East 

102 NEW CHUM Ipswich (C) - East 

102 REDBANK Ipswich (C) - East 

102 REDBANK PLAINS Ipswich (C) - East 

102 SPRINGFIELD Ipswich (C) - East 

102 SPRINGFIELD LAKES Ipswich (C) - East 

102 WHITE ROCK Ipswich (C) - East 

103 BARELLAN POINT Ipswich (C) - North 

103 BORALLON Ipswich (C) - North 

103 CHUWAR Ipswich (C) - North 

103 KARALEE Ipswich (C) - North 

103 PINE MOUNTAIN Ipswich (C) - North 

104 JAMBOREE HEIGHTS Jamboree Heights 

105 JINDALEE Jindalee 

106 KANGAROO POINT Kangaroo Point 

107 KARANA Karana Downs-Lake Manchester 

107 KHOLO Karana Downs-Lake Manchester 

107 LAKE MANCHESTER Karana Downs-Lake Manchester 

107 MOUNT CROSBY Karana Downs-Lake Manchester 

108 GORDON PARK Kedron 

108 KEDRON Kedron 

109 KELVIN GROVE Kelvin Grove 

110 KENMORE Kenmore 

111 KENMORE HILLS Kenmore Hills 

112 KEPERRA Keperra 

113 KINGSTON Kingston 

114 KURABY Kuraby 

115 LAWNTON Lawnton 

116 LOGAN RESERVE Logan (C) Bal 
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116 PARK RIDGE Logan (C) Bal 

117 LOGANHOLME Loganholme 

118 LOGANLEA Loganlea 

118 MEADOWBROOK Loganlea 

119 LOTA Lota 

120 LUTWYCHE Lutwyche 

121 MACGREGOR MacGregor 

122 MANLY Manly 

123 MANLY WEST Manly West 

124 MANSFIELD Mansfield 

125 MARGATE Margate-Woody Point 

125 WOODY POINT Margate-Woody Point 

126 CRESTMEAD Marsden 

126 MARSDEN Marsden 

127 MCDOWALL McDowall 

128 MIDDLE PARK Middle Park 

129 MILTON Milton 

130 MITCHELTON Mitchelton 

131 MOGGILL Moggill 

132 MOOROOKA Moorooka 

133 MORAYFIELD Morayfield 

134 BULWER Moreton Island 

134 GREEN ISLAND Moreton Island 

134 MORETON ISLAND Moreton Island 

134 SAINT HELENA ISLAND Moreton Island 

135 MORNINGSIDE Morningside 

136 MOUNT GRAVATT Mount Gravatt 

137 MOUNT GRAVATT EAST Mount Gravatt East 

138 MOUNT OMMANEY Mount Ommaney 

139 MOUNT WARREN PARK Mt Warren Park 

140 MURARRIE Murarrie 

141 NATHAN Nathan 

142 NEW FARM New Farm 

143 NEWMARKET Newmarket 

144 NEWSTEAD Newstead 

145 NORMAN PARK Norman Park 

146 NORTHGATE Northgate 

147 NUDGEE Nudgee 

148 NUDGEE BEACH Nudgee Beach 

149 NUNDAH Nundah 

150 ORMISTON Ormiston 

151 OXLEY Oxley 

152 PADDINGTON Paddington 

153 HEATHWOOD Pallara-Heathwood-Larapinta 

153 LARAPINTA Pallara-Heathwood-Larapinta 
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153 PALLARA Pallara-Heathwood-Larapinta 

154 DREWVALE Parkinson-Drewvale 

154 PARKINSON Parkinson-Drewvale 

155 PETRIE Petrie 

156 ARMSTRONG CREEK Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 BUNYA Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 CAMP MOUNTAIN Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 CEDAR CREEK Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 CLEAR MOUNTAIN Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 CLOSEBURN Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 DAYBORO Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 DRAPER Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 HIGHVALE Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 JOLLYS LOOKOUT Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 KING SCRUB Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 KURWONGBAH Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 LACEYS CREEK Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 MOUNT GLORIOUS Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 MOUNT NEBO Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 MOUNT PLEASANT Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 MOUNT SAMSON Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 OCEAN VIEW Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 RUSH CREEK Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 SAMFORD VALLEY Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 SAMFORD VILLAGE Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 SAMSONVALE Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 WHITESIDE Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 WIGHTS MOUNTAIN Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

156 YUGAR Pine Rivers (S) Bal 

157 PINJARRA HILLS Pinjarra Hills 

158 EAGLE FARM Pinkenba-Eagle Farm 

158 PINKENBA Pinkenba-Eagle Farm 

159 PULLENVALE Pullenvale 

160 RANSOME Ransome 

161 RED HILL Red Hill 

162 REDCLIFFE Redcliffe-Scarborough 

162 SCARBOROUGH Redcliffe-Scarborough 

163 AMITY POINT Redland (S) Bal 

163 COOCHIEMUDLO ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 

163 DUNWICH Redland (S) Bal 

163 GARDEN ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 

163 KARRAGARRA ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 

163 LAGOON ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 

163 LAMB ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 

163 LONG ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 
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163 MACLEAY ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 

163 NORTH STRADBROKE ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 

163 PANNIKIN ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 

163 PEEL ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 

163 POINT LOOKOUT Redland (S) Bal 

163 RUSSELL ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 

163 SNIPE ISLAND Redland (S) Bal 

164 REDLAND BAY Redland Bay 

165 RICHLANDS Richlands 

166 RIVERHILLS Riverhills 

167 ROBERTSON Robertson 

168 ROCHEDALE Rochedale 

169 ROCHEDALE SOUTH Rochedale South 

170 ROCKLEA Rocklea 

171 KIPPA RING Rothwell-Kippa-Ring 

171 ROTHWELL Rothwell-Kippa-Ring 

172 RUNCORN Runcorn 

173 SALISBURY Salisbury 

174 SANDGATE Sandgate 

174 SHORNCLIFFE Sandgate 

175 SEVENTEEN MILE ROCKS Seventeen Mile Rocks 

175 SINNAMON PARK Seventeen Mile Rocks 

176 SHAILER PARK Shailer Park 

177 MOUNT COTTON Sheldon-Mt Cotton 

177 SHELDON Sheldon-Mt Cotton 

178 SHERWOOD Sherwood 

179 SLACKS CREEK Slacks Creek 

180 SOUTH BANK South Brisbane 

180 SOUTH BRISBANE South Brisbane 

181 SPRING HILL Spring Hill 

182 SPRINGWOOD Springwood 

183 SAINT LUCIA St Lucia 

184 STAFFORD Stafford 

185 STAFFORD HEIGHTS Stafford Heights 

186 BRENDALE Strathpine-Brendale 

186 STRATHPINE Strathpine-Brendale 

187 KARAWATHA Stretton-Karawatha 

187 STRETTON Stretton-Karawatha 

188 SUNNYBANK Sunnybank 

189 SUNNYBANK HILLS Sunnybank Hills 

190 FITZGIBBON Taigum-Fitzgibbon 

190 TAIGUM Taigum-Fitzgibbon 

191 TANAH MERAH Tanah Merah 

192 TARINGA Taringa 

193 TARRAGINDI Tarragindi 
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194 ENOGGERA RESERVOIR The Gap (incl. Enoggera Res.) 

194 THE GAP The Gap (incl. Enoggera Res.) 

195 THORNESIDE Thorneside 

196 THORNLANDS Thornlands 

197 TINGALPA Tingalpa 

198 AUCHENFLOWER Toowong 

198 TOOWONG Toowong 

199 UNDERWOOD Underwood 

200 UPPER BROOKFIELD Upper Brookfield 

201 UPPER KEDRON Upper Kedron 

202 UPPER MOUNT GRAVATT Upper Mount Gravatt 

203 POINT HALLORAN Victoria Point 

203 VICTORIA POINT Victoria Point 

204 VIRGINIA Virginia 

205 WACOL Wacol 

206 WAKERLEY Wakerley 

207 WATERFORD WEST Waterford West 

208 WAVELL HEIGHTS Wavell Heights 

209 WELLINGTON POINT Wellington Point 

210 HILL END West End (Brisbane) 

210 WEST END West End (Brisbane) 

211 WESTLAKE Westlake 

212 WILLAWONG Willawong 

213 WILSTON Wilston 

214 BANNOCKBURN Windaroo-Bannockburn 

214 WINDAROO Windaroo-Bannockburn 

215 WINDSOR Windsor 

216 WISHART Wishart 

217 BERRINBA Woodridge 

217 LOGAN Woodridge 

217 WOODRIDGE Woodridge 

218 WOOLLOONGABBA Woolloongabba 

219 WOOLOOWIN Wooloowin 

220 WYNNUM Wynnum 

221 WYNNUM WEST Wynnum West 

222 TENNYSON Yeerongpilly 

222 YEERONGPILLY Yeerongpilly 

223 YERONGA Yeronga 

224 ZILLMERE Zillmere 
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Appendix C: Categories for Collecting Data on Community-based Crime 

Prevention Programs 

 

Community-based program data was collected under the following broad 

categories: 

• Location of program – detailing the community name and postcode 

• Scope of the program – whether it is intended for a specific hot spot such as 

a community park, car park or shopping centre; whether it is implemented 

community-wide, school-wide or LGA-wide or is open to larger areas in the 

Brisbane SD or the whole of the Brisbane SD 

• Name of program – keywords were drawn from the name and description 

of the program and were used in the database to identify the program 

rather than using the program’s actual name.   

• Name of organisation implementing the program – this category was later 

divided into whether it was a government, non-government, or private 

organisation and international/national, state, or local organisation. 

• Program description.  The following descriptive information was sought:  

o Approach used for crime prevention – situational, criminal justice, 

developmental and social approaches to crime prevention.  A 

maximum of two approaches were allowed for each program 

documented.  These were then grouped together to form three 

approaches to crime prevention: the problem-focused approach, 

developmental approach, and social-community approach.  All 

programs with a situational or criminal justice orientation were 

included in the first group; programs that were primarily 
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developmental in approach were included in the second group and 

programs that were social-community based were included in the 

third group.  

o Methods of application.  There are 11 methods of application, as 

follows: education and information dissemination, clinical and 

therapy, medical consultation, skill building, welfare support, 

facilitate social interaction, advocacy, capital works/clean-up, assist 

employment search, provide respite and provide place of safety.  A 

maximum of three methods were allowed for each program 

documented. 

• Anticipated outcomes of the program.  Later termed primary focus of the 

program, this category detailed whether the program aimed to achieve 

economic, social, health, educational or specific crime prevention outcomes 

or focus.  More detailed information could not be reliably obtained.  

• Target of the program – whether the program targeted people or a place.  If 

the program targeted people, then details on other defining characteristics 

specifically targeted by the program such as age, gender, race, ethnicity, or 

religious belief.  

• Size of the program's target population – whether the program was 

implemented to a universal, selected or indicated population. 

• Sources of funding for the initiative. 

• Date program started and ended. 

• Whether participants of the initiative had to pay a fee. 

• Name and phone number of the program coordinator. 
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Adequate, valid, and reliable information could not be obtained in all 

categories.  Therefore, some categories were not included in my database.  

Categories dropped due to inadequate, invalid, or unreliable information were 

sources of funding for the initiative, date program started and ended, whether a fee 

was paid by participants and program coordinator’s name and phone number.  The 

category of anticipated outcomes of the program was dropped in favour of primary 

focus of the program due to the lack of reliable information about the former.  
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Appendix D: Keywords Used in Internet Searches for Community-based 

Crime Prevention Programs 

 

Combinations of following list of words were used in my keyword search of 

the internet for community-based crime prevention programs: 

• Community 

• Crime 

• Program 

• Initiative 

• Intervention 

• Prevention 

• Juvenile 

• Youth 

• Child 

• Elderly/ageing 

• Women, men 

• Disability 

• Abuse, neglect 

• Delinquency 

• Violence 

• Behaviour 

• Interaction 

• Care, support 

• Drug, alcohol 

• Church 

• Club, network 

• Graffiti, vandalism 

In addition to this list, words detailed in the Correlates of Crime list were 

also used; please refer to Appendix A for this list. 

My search for community-based crime prevention programs was limited to: 

• Queensland  

• ‘south east Queensland’  

• Local Government Areas:  

o Beaudesert 

o Brisbane 

o Caboolture 

o Gold Coast 

o Ipswich 

o Logan 

o Pine Rivers 

o Redcliffe 

o Redlands 
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Appendix E: Letter Introducing my Project and Requesting Information 

About Their Community-based Programs 

 

 

 

 

Dear (insert recipient’s name), or To Whom It May Concern: 

 

I am writing to request information on community-based programs that 

have been in operation in south east Queensland from 2000-2005 inclusive. The 

following page lists the information I would like about (insert organisation name) 

programs.  

 

This information will be used to complete a database of programs for the 

Australian Research Council (ARC) project titled: Community variations in crime: A 

spatial and economic analysis.  The project aims to analyse the spatial distribution 

of crime across Brisbane neighbourhoods and to determine whether the 

prevalence of crime within the community can be explained by the community’s 

ability to mobilize social capital to tackle specific neighbourhood problems. 

 

Industry partners involved in the ARC project are Griffith University – 

School of Criminology and Criminal Justice, Queensland Government – Department 

of Communities – Strategic Policy Unit, Queensland Government – Office of 

Economic and Statistical Research (OESR) and Queensland Police Service.  
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The information obtained will be combined with data on communities’ 

social characteristics and resident demographics and used to analyse the types of 

programs that are more likely to be implemented into communities with specific 

characteristics.  It will also be used to explore how community characteristics are 

associated with issues of program sustainability.  

 

Your assistance in obtaining a detailed list of programs will be greatly 

appreciated. Should you require any additional information about this request or 

have any questions please feel free to contact me via the contact details listed 

below. 

 

Kate Riseley’s contact details: 

Phone:  ________________ 

Email:  ______________________________ 

Address: School of Criminology and Criminal Justice 

  Mt Gravatt Campus 

  Griffith University 

  Nathan, QLD 4111 

 

 

Disclaimer: To verify the authenticity of this request and the researcher’s 

involvement in the above listed ARC project, please contact Karen Adams – 

Principal Policy Officer, Strategic Policy Directorate, Department of Communities.   
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Community-based program – information form: 

 

1. Name of program/project/service: 

 

2. Who/what organisation coordinated the program/project/service? 

 

3. Who called for the program/project/service? 

(For example: members of the public, community action group) 

 

4. Scope of the program/project/service: 

(Such as whether it was intended to be implemented state-wide or is 

specific to a particular community issue or arena) 

 

5. Target of program/project/service: 

(Such as targeting a specific behaviour, please state the behaviour or group 

of people, please state the characteristics of people targeted, e.g. 14-year olds) 

 

6. Program/project/service description: 
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(How the program operated - the methods used to achieve the program’s 

aims) 

 

7. Anticipated outcomes: 

(I am not looking for evaluated outcomes but the program’s anticipated 

outcomes) 

 

8. Where has the program/project/service been implemented and 

what years were it implemented in these locations?  

(For example: Carina 1998-2004 incl.; Fortitude Valley 2000-2003 incl.)  

 

9. How many years was the program/project/service intended to be in 

operation? 

(For example: Carina 1998-ongoing; Fortitude Valley 1998-2003 incl.) 

 

10. Funding agencies 

(List of the funding agencies – if you can not specify the organisation name 

please specify the type of organisation – whether it is a private, public or 

government organisation) 

 

11. Implementers' details 

(Name and contact phone number of a person who had significant input in 

implementing this program and would be available to be contacted about the 

program/project/service) 
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Appendix F: Community-based Crime Prevention Program Database 

Codebook 

 

The following pages display the codebook used for coding information 

about community-based crime prevention programs. This information was mostly 

gathered in descriptive script form.  

Used in combination with the codebook were Appendix B and Appendix G: 

Appendix B lists the Statistical Local Area (SLA) identification number and 

name that corresponds with each suburb and town in the Brisbane Statistical 

Division.  

Appendix G lists the codes that were used for the variable ‘type of 

population’, it describes the type of issue targeted by each program.  
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Appendix G: Type of Population: Targeted People, Groups or Places 

 

For the ‘Type of population: Targeted people, groups or places’ variable use 

only the 1000, 2000, 3000, 4000, 5000 codes for Universal programs. 

1000 – Individual 

1100 – Prevention of social and economic disadvantage and/or crime 

These programs assist with improving social and/or economic outcomes. They aim 

to improve or increase social, educational, employment, health, economic and 

security conditions. Programs may also improve a person’s experience of the 

criminal justice system and police service. Participants may/ or may not have 

limited opportunities, lack positive role models or have learning, emotional or 

behaviour problems.  

1101 – One specific problem type 

1110 – Potential victim of crime 

1111 – One specific problem type  

1120 – Potential offender for crime 

1121 – One specific problem type  

1130 – Problem with learning or behaviour 

1140 – Problem with substance 

1150 – Unemployment 

1200 – Active crime problem 

The criminal behaviour is current and/or persistent and requires modification.  

1201 – One specific problem type 

1210 – Victim 
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Current victim of a crime such as domestic violence, violence, abuse (including 

bullying), individual discrimination… 

1211 – One specific problem type  

1220 – Offender  

Committing a crime, other than substance abuse, such as domestic violence, 

violence, participating in arson, theft…  These programs help to change the 

behaviour and ideas of the person seen to have a problem with a particular type of 

crime. 

1221 – One specific problem type 

1300 – Past problem (support after the fact) 

These programs support and/or assist in the emotional, social, moral, attitudinal 

and/or behaviour development of people who were once a victim or offender of 

crime 

1301 – One specific problem type 

1310 – Past victim 

1311 – One specific problem type 

1320 – Past offender 

1321 – One specific problem type 

 

2000 – Family 

2100 – Prevention of social and economic disadvantage and/or crime 

These programs assist with improving social and/or economic outcomes. They aim 

to improve or increase social, educational, employment, health, economic and 

security conditions. Programs may also improve a family’s experience of the 

criminal justice system and police service. Participants may/ or may not have 
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limited opportunities, lack positive role models, limited education, marital discord, 

or family disorganisation.  

2101 – One specific problem type 

2110 – Potential victims of crime 

2111 – One specific problem type  

2120 – Potential offenders for crime 

2121 – One specific problem type  

2130 – Problem with learning or behaviour 

2140 – Problem with substance 

2150 – Unemployment 

2200 – Active crime problem 

The criminal behaviour is current and/or persistent and requires modification.  

2201 – One specific problem type 

2210 – Victims 

Program for a family who is a current victim of a crime such as domestic violence, 

violence, abuse (including bullying), individual discrimination… 

2211 – One specific problem type  

2220 – Offenders 

These programs help to change the behaviour and ideas of families seen to have a 

problem with crime, other than substance abuse.  

2221 – One specific problem type 

2300 – Past problem (support after the fact) 

These programs support and/or assist in the emotional, social, moral, attitudinal 

and/or behaviour development of families who were once victims or offenders of 

crime 
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2301 – One specific problem type 

2310 – Past victims 

2311 – One specific problem type 

2320 – Past offenders 

2321 – One specific problem type 

 

3000 – Cultural 

3100 – Prevention of social and economic disadvantage and/or crime 

These programs assist with improving social and/or economic outcomes. They aim 

to improve or increase social, educational, employment, health, economic and 

security conditions. Programs may also improve a group’s experience of the 

criminal justice system and police service.  

3101 – One specific problem type 

3110 – Potential victims of crime 

3111 – One specific problem type  

3120 – Potential offenders for crime 

3121 – One specific problem type  

3130 – Problem with learning or behaviour 

3140 – Problem with substance 

3150 – Unemployment 

3200 – Active crime (and injustice) problem 

The criminal behaviour is current and/or persistent and requires modification 

using a program that encompasses the whole of a cultural group.  

3201 – One specific problem type 

3210 – Victim 
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Current victim of a crime (or injustice) 

3211 – One specific problem type  

3220 – Offender  

Committing a crime, other than substance abuse, such as domestic violence, 

violence, participating in arson, theft…  Programs use a ‘whole of cultural group’ 

method.  

3221 – One specific problem type 

3300 – Past problem (support after the fact) 

These programs support and/or assist in the emotional, social, moral, attitudinal 

and/or behaviour development of cultural groups who were once a victim or 

offender of crime or injustice. 

3301 – One specific problem type 

3310 – Past victim 

3311 – One specific problem type 

3320 – Past offender 

3321 – One specific problem type 

 

4000 – Community 

4100 – Criminal  

The community could have a problem with violence and crime 

4110 – One specific problem type 

4200 – Social 

The community could have: 

• Lack of access to social resources 

• Lack of trust and connectedness 
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• A strained relationship with neighbours 

• Lack of pride in their community 

4210 – One specific problem type 

4300 – Economic and Socio-economic 

The community could have high unemployment and socio-economic disadvantage 

4310 – One specific problem type 

 

5000 – Environmental  

5100 – Criminal and situational specific 

This could be vandalism, graffiti, break and enter, violence, and public nuisance 

There could be an availability of specific crime escalators such as drugs and 

weapons 

5110 – One specific problem type 

5200 – Non-criminal or situational specific 

The community may have: 

• Appearance of disorder  

• Problems with deciphering public from private areas  

• Problem with keeping surveillance on different areas 

• Easy access to potential targets 

• Presence of rewards for antisocial behaviour 

• Close proximity to industry 

• Issues with the distribution of parking lots, pub, clubs, and bars 

• The classification of an urban area 

5210 – One specific problem type 
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Appendix H: Selected Questions from Community Capacity Survey 

 

The questions that were selected from the Community Capacity survey for 

analysis have been listed below.  These questions have been separated under the 

variables that will be investigated.  

Victimisation 

Q. 21  Please indicate whether the following events have happened often, 

sometimes, rarely or never in this community during the past six months. 

▪ A fight in which a weapon was used  

▪ A violent argument between neighbours 

▪ A sexual assault or rape 

▪ A robbery or mugging 

 

Q. 22 While you have lived in this community, has anyone ever used 

violence such as in a mugging, fight or sexual assault against you or any member of 

your household anywhere in your community? 

Ans: (Yes; No; Don’t Know; Refused) 

 

Q. 23 (If yes) Was that in the past 6 months? 

Ans: (Yes; No; Don’t Know; Refused) 

 

Q. 24 While you have lived in this community, has your home ever been 

broken into? 

Ans: (Yes; No; Don’t Know; Refused) 
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Q. 25 (If yes) Was that in the past 6 months? 

Ans: (Yes; No; Don’t Know; Refused) 

 

Q. 26 While you have lived in this community, have you or another 

member of your household had property damaged, including damage to a vehicle 

parked in the street, to the outside of your home, or to other personal property? 

Ans: (Yes; No; Don’t Know; Refused) 

 

Q. 27 (If yes) Was that in the past 6 months? 

Ans: (Yes; No; Don’t Know; Refused) 

 

Level of disorder 

Q. 20 I am now going to read a list of things that are problems in some 

communities. Please tell me how much of a concern the following problems are in 

your community.  Are they no problem, some problem or a big problem? 

▪ Drugs 

▪ Public drinking 

▪ People loitering or hanging out 

▪ Run down or neglected buildings 

▪ Paint sniffing, chroming (volatile substance misuse)  

▪ Prostitution 

▪ Vandalism and/or graffiti 

▪ Traffic problems like speeding or hooning 

▪ Young people getting into trouble 

▪ Poor lighting 
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▪ Overgrown shrubs or trees 

▪ Transients/homeless people on the streets 

 

Structural conditions of the community 

Q. 5 Could you please tell me your age? 

Ans: (18 – 19; 20 – 24; 25 – 29; 30 – 34; 35 – 39; 40 – 44; 45 – 49; 50 – 54; 

55 – 59; 60 – 64; 65 – 69; 70 or more; Refused) 

 

Q. 28 In which country were you born? 

Ans: (Australia; England; Fiji; Germany; Greece; Holland; Hong Kong; 

Ireland; Italy; Malaysia; New Zealand; Philippines; Pacific Islands; Scotland; United 

States of America; Vietnam; Wales; Other (please specify); Refused)  

 

Q. 29 Do you usually speak a language other than English at home? 

Ans: (Yes - a European language; Yes - an Asian language; Yes - another 

language; No - English only; Refused)  

  

Q. 30 Do you identify yourself as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander or 

are you of Australian South Sea Islander origin? 

Ans: (Yes - Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander; Yes - South Sea Islander; 

Yes – both Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander and South Sea Islander; No; 

Refused)  

 

Q. 31 How would you describe your current marital status? 
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Ans: (Never married; Married; Other ‘live-in’ relationship (de facto); 

Separated but not divorced; Divorced; Widowed; Refused)  

 

Q. 32 How many dependent children under the age of 18 live at this 

address? 

Ans: (Report number; Don’t know; Refused)  

 

Q. 33 What is your highest educational achievement? 

Ans: (Post graduate qualifications; A university or college degree; A trade, 

technical certificate or diploma; Completed senior high school; Completed junior 

high school; Primary school; No schooling; Other (please specify); Refused) 

 

Q. 34 How would you best describe your current employment status? 

Ans: (Working full-time; Working part-time; On a sick or disability 

pension; On a sole parent’s pension; On an aged pension; Retired - self-supporting; 

Unemployed and seeking work; Home duties; Student; Other (please specify); 

Refused)  

 

Q. 35 What was the approximate household annual income including 

pensions, income from investments and family allowances for the last 12 months 

before any tax (gross income) was taken out? 

Ans: (Less than $20,000; $20,000 to $39,999; $40,000 to $59,999; 

$60,000 to $79,999; $80,000 or more; Don’t know; Refused)  
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Residential Mobility 

Q. 38 How long have you lived at this current address? 

Ans: (Less than 6 months; 6 months to less than 12 months; 12 months to 

less than 2 years; 2 years to less than 5 years; 5 years to less than 10 years; 10 

years to less than 20 years; 20 years or more; Don’t know; Refused)  

 

Q. 39 (If moved within the last five years) How many times have you 

moved in the past five years? 

Ans: (Report number; Don’t know; Refused)  

  

Social Capital  

Q. 9 For each of the following statements please indicate whether these 

factors are very important, important, somewhat important, or not at all important 

in your local community: 

▪ Differences in religious beliefs? 

▪ Differences in ethnic background? 

 

Q. 10 During the last 12 months, without being paid, have you:  

▪ Signed a petition 

▪ Attended a public meeting 

▪ Joined with people to resolve a local or community problem 

Ans: (Yes; No; Don’t Know; Refused) 
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Q. 11 For each of the following statements, please indicate to what extent 

would you trust the following people to act in your best interest?  To a great extent, 

some extent, hardly at all or not at all? 

▪ Your close family and other relatives with whom you don’t live 

▪ Your friends 

▪ Your current work mates or associates 

  

Q. 12 Please indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree or 

strongly disagree with the following statements.  

▪ I feel that I belong to this local community 

▪ I would like to be living in this local community in three years’ time 

▪ I am proud to live in this local community 

▪ I feel a responsibility to make a contribution to the local community I live in 

▪ Most people can be trusted 

▪ I feel safe walking down the street after dark 

▪ Multiculturalism makes life in my local community better 

▪ I enjoy living amongst people with different lifestyles 

▪ Adults in this community know who the local children are 

▪ There are adults in this community that children can look up to 

▪ Parents in this community generally know each other 

▪ You can count on adults in this community to watch out that children are 

safe and don’t get into trouble 

 

Q. 13 I am now going to ask you about your feelings and perceptions of 

how other people behave in your community.  Based on your experiences, please 
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indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the 

following statements.  

▪ The people around here feel emotionally attached to our local community  

▪ The people around here feel they belong to this local community  

▪ People around here believe that multiculturalism makes life in our local 

community better  

▪ People in this community enjoy living amongst people of different lifestyles  

 

Q. 14  Apart from the people that you live with, how many relatives and 

friends live in your community? 

Ans: (One or two; Three or four; Five or more; None; Don’t know; 

Refused) 

 

Q. 15 Would you say that you know: 

Ans: (Most of the people in your community; Many of the people in your 

community; A few of the people in your community; Do not know people in your 

community; Don’t know; Refused) 

 

Q. 16 Generally speaking do you feel that you can influence things that are 

happening in your local community? 

Ans: (Yes; To some extent; No; Don’t know; Refused)  

 

Q. 17 About how often do you and people in your community do favours 

for each other? 

Ans: (Never; Rarely; Sometimes; Often; Don’t Know; Refused)  
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Q. 18 In the past 12 months, can you please tell me if it is very likely, likely, 

unlikely or very unlikely that members of your community have voluntarily: 

▪ Signed a petition 

▪ Attended a public meeting 

▪ Joined with people to resolve a local or community problem 

  

Q. 19 Using a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 = ‘very good’ and 5 = ‘very poor’, in 

general how would you rate the overall quality of your life? 

 

Collective Efficacy 

Q. 7 For each of the following statements please tell me if it is very likely, 

likely, unlikely or very unlikely:  

▪ If a group of community children were skipping school and hanging around 

on a street corner, how likely is it that people in your community would do 

something about it? 

▪ If some children were spray painting graffiti on a local building, how likely 

is it that people in your community would do something about it?  

▪ If there was a fight in front of your house and someone was being beaten or 

threatened, how likely is it that people in your community would break it 

up?  

▪ If a child was showing disrespect to an adult, how likely is it that people in 

your community would scold that child?  
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▪ Suppose that because of budget cuts the fire station closest to your home 

was going to be closed down.  How likely is it that community residents 

would organise to try and do something to keep the fire station open?  

▪ If public officials asked everyone to conserve water or electricity because of 

some emergency, such as severe drought, how likely is it that people in your 

community would cooperate?  

  

Q. 8 For each of the following statements please indicate whether you 

strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree. 

▪ People in this community are willing to help their neighbours 

▪ This is a close-knit community  

▪ People in this community can be trusted  

▪ People in this community generally don’t get along with each other  

▪ People in this community do not share the same values 
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Appendix I: Australian Research Council: Community Capacity Survey 

 

The following 15 pages contain the Australian Research Council: 

Community Capacity Survey that was used to sample the attitudes of residents in 

selected communities in south east Queensland.  
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Q. 5 Could you please tell me your age? 
 (Read out ranges only if necessary)  

  
 (18 – 19 ..................................................................................... 1 

 
20 – 24 ...................................................................................... 2 
 
25 – 29 ...................................................................................... 3 
 
30 – 34 ...................................................................................... 4 
 
35 – 39 ...................................................................................... 5 
 
40 – 44 ...................................................................................... 6 
 
45 – 49 ...................................................................................... 7 
 
50 – 54 ...................................................................................... 8 
 
55 – 59 ...................................................................................... 9 
 
60 – 64 ...................................................................................... 10 
 
65 – 69 ...................................................................................... 11 
 
70 or more................................................................................. 12 
 
Refused).................................................................................... 99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q. 6 (Record if known, otherwise ask: ) Are you male or female? 

 (Male ......................................................................................... 1 
 
Female ...................................................................................... 2 
 
Refused).................................................................................... 99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Section 2 – Community Capacity 
 
I am going to read some statements about things that people in your community may or may 
not do 
 
Q. 7 For each of the following statements, please tell me if it is very likely, likely, unlikely or very 

unlikely:  
  Very  Likely Unlikely Very Don’t  Refused 
  Likely   Unlikely Know 
     
If a group of community  

 children were skipping school 
  and hanging around on a street 
 corner, how likely is it that people 
 in your community would do 
 something about it?......................... 1.......2 ......... 3..........4 ......... 98…….99 

 
If some children were spray 
painting graffiti on a local building, 
how likely is it that people in your 
community would do something 
about it? ......................................... 1.......2 ......... 3..........4 ......... 98…….99 
 
If there was a fight in front of your 
house and someone was being 
beaten or threatened, how likely 
is it that people in your community 
would break it up? .......................... 1.......2 ......... 3..........4 ......... 98…….99 
 
If a child was showing disrespect 
to an adult, how likely is it that 
people in your community 
would scold that child? ................... 1.......2 ......... 3..........4 ......... 98…….99 
 
Suppose that because of budget 
cuts the fire station closest to your 
home was going to be closed  
down.  How likely is it that  
community residents would 
organise to try and do something to 
keep the fire station open? ............. 1.......2 ......... 3..........4 ......... 98…….99 
 

 If public officials asked everyone 
 to conserve water or electricity  
 because of some emergency,  
 such as severe drought, how  
 likely is it that people in your  

community would cooperate? ......... 1.......2 ......... 3..........4 ......... 98……99 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q. 8 For each of the following statements, please indicate whether you strongly agree, 
agree, disagree or strongly disagree. 

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

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Section 3: Social Capital 

I am now going to ask you some questions about your local community.   

Q. 9  For each of the following statements, please indicate whether these factors are very 
important, important, somewhat important, or not at all important in your local community: 

  Very  Somewhat Not at all Don’t  
   important Important Important important Know Refused 
 
Differences in religious beliefs?. ...... 1 ....... 2 ............3 ............ 4........... 98 ........99 

Differences in ethnic background?... 1 ....... 2 ............3 ............ 4........... 98 ........99 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Q. 10 During the last 12 months, without being paid, have you:  

   Yes  No Don’t know Refused 

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

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q. 11 For each of the following statements, please indicate to what extent would you trust the 

following people to act in your best interest?  To a great extent, some extent, hardly at all 
or not at all? 

  To a great To some Hardly Not at all Don’t  
   extent extent at all  Know Refused 
Your close family and other 
relatives with whom you 
don’t live........................................ 1.. ....... 2 ............3 ............ 4........... 98 ........99 

Your friends................................... 1.. ....... 2 ............3 ............ 4........... 98 ........99 

Your current work mates 
or associates................................. 1.. ....... 2 ............3 ............ 4........... 98 ........99 
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Q. 12 Please indicate whether you strongly agree, agree, disagree or strongly disagree with 
the following statements.   
 Strongly   Strongly Don’t 
  agree Agree Disagree Disagree know Refused 
 
I feel that I belong to this local 
community………………………………...1…….2………3……….4……..98……. 99 
 
I would like to be living in this local 
community in three years time………….1…….2………3……….4……..98……. 99 
 
I am proud to live in this local 
community………………………………...1…….2………3….……4………98…….99 

 
 I feel a responsibility to make a  

contribution to the local community   
I live in……………………………………..1…….2………3………4………98….…99 
 

 Most people can be trusted..……………1…….2………3………4………98……..99 
 

 I feel safe walking down the street  
after dark……………………..……………1…….2………3………4..…….98……..99 
 
Multiculturalism makes life in my 
local community better……………………1…….2………3………4..…....98…..…99 
 
I enjoy living amongst people with 
different lifestyles………………………….1…….2……… 3…..….4………98….….99 

 
Adults in this community know who 
the local children are………………..…….1……2………3………4………98….….99 
 
There are adults in this community 
that children can look up to………………1…….2…..….3………4………98….….99 
 
Parents in this community  
generally know each other…………..……1……2……...3………4………98….....99 
 
You can count on adults in this community 
to watch out that children are safe 
and don’t get into trouble…………….……1…...2………3………4………98….…99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q. 13 I am now going to ask you about your feelings and perceptions of how other people 
behave in your community.  Based on your experiences, please indicate whether you 
strongly agree, agree, disagree, or strongly disagree with the following statements.   
 Strongly   Strongly Don’t 
  agree Agree Disagree Disagree know Refused 

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

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 

Q.14  Apart from the people that you live with, how many relatives and friends live in your 
community? 

 
  (One or two……………………………………………………... 1  
 
  Three or four……………………………………………………. 2 
     
  Five or more……………………………………………………..3   
   
  None……………………………………………………………..4 
 
  Don’t know……………………………………………………….98     
    
  Refused)………………………………………………………….99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Q.15 Would you say that you know - 
 
 Most of the people in your community       ……………………..…. .1 
 
 Many of the people in your community      ………………………….2 
 

A few of the people in your community       …………………………3 
 
Do not know people in your community           ……………………..4 
 
(Don’t know……………………………………………………….. ....98 
 
Refused)……………………………………………………………… 99 

 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q.16 Generally speaking do you feel that you can influence things that are happening 
 in your local community? 
   
  (Yes……………………………………………………………….1 
    
   To some extent………………………………………………….2 
     
   No………………………………………………………………...3 
 
   Don’t know………………………………………………………98 
  
   Refused)………………………………………………………...99  
 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q. 17 About how often do you and people in your community do favours for each 

other? 

 (ask only if prompted – “By favours we mean such things as watching each 
other’s children, helping with shopping, lending garden or house tools or other 
small acts of kindness”) 

 
  Never .............................................................................1 

  Rarely.............................................................................2 

  Sometimes .....................................................................3 

  Often ..............................................................................4 

  (Don’t Know....................................................................98 

  Refused).........................................................................99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  
Q. 18 In the past 12 months, can you please tell me if it is very likely, likely, unlikely or very 

unlikely that members of your community have voluntarily: 
  

   Very  Likely Unlikely Very Don’t     Refused 
   Likely   Unlikely Know 

      
 

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

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q. 19      Using a scale from 1 to 5 where 1 = ‘very good’ and 5 = ‘very poor’, in general 
how would you rate the overall quality of your life? 

 
  (Very good ………..…………………………………………. 1 
  
  Good………………………………………………………….. 2 
     
  Neither good nor poor………………………………………. 3 
   
  Poor…………………………………………………………... 4 
     
  Very poor……………………………………………………...5 
    
  Don’t know……………………………………………………98 
 
  Refused)……………………………………………………...99 
    

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Section 4 – Community Problems 

 
Q. 20 I am now going to read a list of things that are problems in some communities.  

Please tell me how much of a concern the following problems are in your 
community.  Are they no problem, some problem or a big problem? 

 
   No Some Big Don’t Refused 
   problem problem            problem      know 

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

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Section 5 – Victimization 
 

Q. 21  The next section asks about victimization that may have happened in your community, to 
yourself or to members of your household.  If any of these questions cause you any distress, 
we can provide you with a list of counsellors who will be able to help you upon request. 

 
 Please indicate whether the following events have happened often, sometimes, 

rarely or never in this community during the past six months. 
 

  Often Sometimes Rarely Never Don’t know Refused 
A fight in which a weapon  
was used ......................................... 1.......... 2.......... 3.......4 ..........98 ........99 

 
A violent argument between 
neighbours....................................... 1.......... 2.......... 3.......4 ..........98 ........99 

 
A sexual assault or rape .................. 1.......... 2.......... 3.......4 ..........98 ........99 
 
A robbery or mugging ...................... 1.......... 2.......... 3.......4 ..........98 ........99 

 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Q. 22 While you have lived in this community, has anyone ever used violence such as in a 

mugging, fight or sexual assault against you or any member of your household 
anywhere in your community? 

 
  (Yes................................................................................... 1 

  No ..................................................................................... 2 

  Don’t Know........................................................................ 98 

  Refused)............................................................................ 99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
If Q22 = 1, go to Q23. 
Otherwise, go to Q24. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q. 23 Was that in the past 6 months? 
 

  (Yes..........................................................................................1 

  No ............................................................................................2 

  Don’t Know...............................................................................98 

  Refused)...................................................................................99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Q. 24 While you have lived in this community, has your home ever been broken into? 
 

  (Yes...................................................................................... 1 

  No ........................................................................................ 2 

  Don’t Know........................................................................... 98 

  Refused)............................................................................... 99 
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If Q24 = 1, go to Q25. 
Otherwise, go to Q26. 

_____________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q. 25 Was that in the past 6 months? 
 

  (Yes...................................................................................... 1 

  No ........................................................................................ 2 

  Don’t Know........................................................................... 98 

  Refused)............................................................................... 99 

______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Q. 26 While you have lived in this community, have you or another member of your 

household had property damaged, including damage to a vehicle parked in the 
street, to the outside of your home, or to other personal property? 

 
  (Yes................................................................................... 1 

  No ..................................................................................... 2 

  Don’t Know........................................................................ 98 

  Refused)............................................................................ 99 

_______________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
If Q26 = 1, go to Q27. 
Otherwise, go to Q28. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Q. 27  Was that in the past 6 months? 
 

  (Yes................................................................................... 1 

  No ..................................................................................... 2 

  Don’t Know........................................................................ 98 

  Refused)............................................................................ 99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Section 6:  Demographic Information 

Q. 28 Now we need to ask you a few demographic questions.  In which 
country were you born? 

(Australia .....................................................................................  1 
 
England .......................................................................................  2 
 
Fiji................................................................................................  3 
 
Germany .....................................................................................  4 
 
Greece ........................................................................................  5 
 
Holland ........................................................................................  6 
 
Hong Kong ..................................................................................  7 
 
Ireland .........................................................................................  8 
 
Italy..............................................................................................  9 
 
Malaysia ......................................................................................  10 
 
New Zealand ...............................................................................  11 
 
Philippines...................................................................................  12 
 
Pacific Islands .............................................................................  13 
 
Scotland ......................................................................................  14 
 
United States of America.............................................................  15 
 
Vietnam .......................................................................................  16 
 
Wales ..........................................................................................  17 
 
Other (please specify) _________________________________ 18 
 
Refused)......................................................................................  99 
 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Q. 29 Do you usually speak a language other than English at home? 

(Yes - a European language .......................................................  1 
 
Yes - an Asian language .............................................................  2 
 
Yes - another language ...............................................................  3 
 
No - English only .........................................................................  4 
 
Refused)......................................................................................  99 

 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q. 30 Do you identify yourself as an Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander or 
are you of Australian South Sea Islander origin? 

(Yes - Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander ..................................  1 
 
Yes - South Sea Islander ............................................................  2 
 
Yes – both Aboriginal or Torres Strait Islander and South 
Sea Islander ................................................................................  3   
 
No................................................................................................  4 
 
Refused)......................................................................................  99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Q. 31 How would you describe your current marital status? 

Never married..............................................................................  1 
 
Married ........................................................................................  2 
 
Other ‘live-in’ relationship (de facto) ............................................  3 
 
Separated but not divorced .........................................................  4 
 
Divorced ......................................................................................  5 
 
Widowed .....................................................................................  6 
 
(Refused) ....................................................................................  99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Q.32 How many dependent children under the age of 18 live at this address? 

  

  (Don’t know……………………………………………………….98 

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

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Q. 33 What is your highest educational achievement? 

Post graduate qualifications ........................................................  1 
 
A university or college degree .....................................................  2 
 
A trade, technical certificate or diploma.......................................  3 
 
Completed senior high school .....................................................  4 
 
Completed junior high school ......................................................  5 
 
Primary school.............................................................................  6 
 
No schooling................................................................................  7 
 
(Other (please specify)_________________________________ 8 
 
Refused)......................................................................................  99 
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Q. 34 How would you best describe your current employment status? 

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

 
________________________________________________________________________________________________ 

  
 

Q. 35 What was the approximate household annual income including pensions, 
income from investments and family allowances for the last 12 months before 
any tax (gross income) was taken out? 

Less than $20,000.......................................................................  1 
 
$20,000 to $39,999 .....................................................................  2 
 
$40,000 to $59,999 .....................................................................  3 
 
$60,000 to $79,999 .....................................................................  4 
 
$80,000 or more..........................................................................  5 
 
(Don’t know .................................................................................  98 
 
Refused)......................................................................................  99 
 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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Q. 36 What is your religion? 
 

  (Catholic…………………………………………………………….. 1 
 
Anglican (Church of England)…………………………………….. 2 
 
Uniting Church……………………………………………………… 3 
 
Presbyterian………………………………………………………… 4 
 
Lutheran…………………………………………………………….. 5 
 
Islam……………………………………………………………….....6 
 
Greek Orthodox……………………………………………………..7 
 
Baptist………………………………………………………………..8 
 
Other (please specify)……………………………………………...9 
 
No religion…………………………………………………………..10 
 
Don’t know………………………………………………………….98 
 
Refused)…………………………………………………………….99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
 
Q. 37 Do you or your family own or rent the residence where you are currently living? 
 
 (Yes – own………………………………………………………….. 1 
 
 Yes – rent…………………………………………………………… 2  
 
 Other (please specify)……………….………………..…………… 3 
 
 Don’t know…………….…………………………………………….98 
 
 Refused)……………………………………………………………..99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Q. 38 How long have you lived at this current address? 

Less than 6 months .....................................................................  1  
 
6 months to less than 12 months.................................................  2 
 
12 months to less than 2 years....................................................  3 
 
2 years to less than 5 years ........................................................  4 
 
5 years to less than 10 years.......................................................  5   
 
10 years to less than 20 years.....................................................  6  
 
20 years or more .........................................................................  7  
 
(Don’t know .................................................................................  98  
 
Refused)......................................................................................  99  
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If Q38 = 5, 6, 7, 98, or 99, go to Q40. 
 Otherwise, go to Q39. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

Q. 39 How many times have you moved in the past five years? 
 
                                                     
   
 (Don’t know…………………………………………………………98 
 
 Refused)…………………………………………………………….99  

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q. 40 Can we please have the street number and street name of your residence?  This 

information will help us to calculate distances between where people live and amenities in 
the community, such as the distance people have to travel to get to bus stops, shopping 
centres, and schools.  

 
 (PROMPT for street number, name, and extension, eg. Rd, St, Ave, Cres.) 
 
 
  

(Don’t know   ………………………………………………………  .9998 
 
 Refused)……………………………………………………………  .9999 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
  
 If Q40 = 9998 or 9999, go to Q41. 
 Otherwise, go to Q42. 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q. 41 Can we please have the names of the nearest cross streets to your residence? 
 
 
  

(Don’t know   ………………………………………………………  .98 
 
 Refused)……………………………………………………………  .99 

________________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Q. 42 In the next 12 months we expect to conduct a face to face interview exploring 

community life in your suburb. Would you be willing to participate in an interview?   
 
 Yes (please specify name and phone number)……………………1 
 
 No……………………………………………………………………….2 
 
 Refused……………………………………………………………….99 

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

 
Thank you very much for your assistance. 
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Appendix J: Transformation equations for Queensland Police Service (QPS) 

crime data for years 2000 to 2005 inclusive 

 

Crime data provided by QPS was in the form of yearly offence counts 

spanning Brisbane metro suburbs for the years 2000 to 2005 inclusive.  These data 

were transformed from suburb level crime data using proportion of land parcels as 

a reference then aggregated to the SLA level, resulting in crime data for each of the 

224 SLAs across Greater Brisbane.  This transformation was required as there was 

not a strict one-to-one relationship between suburbs and SLAs.  

The number of land parcels in each suburb area was identified.  Suburb 

areas were then overlaid on SLA boundaries, resulting in the development of 

unique polygons (areas).  For each polygon the number of land parcels was 

calculated and recorded.  The number of crimes within each polygon was then 

estimated by dividing the number of land parcels in each polygon by the total land 

parcels in each suburb area.  This data was then aggregated to the SLA level.17 

 

 

 

  

 

 

17 Dr Tung-kai (Paul) Shyy kindly transformed this data from suburb to SLA and provided a 

description of the process.  The description here is based on Dr Shyy’s original draft. 



APPENDICES  325 
 

 

Appendix K: Socio-Economic Indexes for Areas Index of Disadvantage 

 

The SEIFA Index of Disadvantage measures the level of disadvantage in a 

community, based on socioeconomic conditions with the following variables: the 

weight of each variable’s contribution to the index is included in brackets.  The 

percentage of:  

• Persons aged 15 years and over with no qualifications (0.31) 

• Families with offspring having parental income less than $15,600 (0.29) 

• Females in labour force who are currently unemployed (0.27) 

• Males in labour force who are currently unemployed (0.27) 

• Employed males classified as 'Labourer & Related Workers' (0.27) 

• Employed females classified as 'Labourer & Related Workers' (0.27) 

• One parent families with dependent offspring only (0.25) 

• Persons aged 15 years and over who left school at or under 15 years of age 

(0.25) 

• Employed males classified as 'Intermediate Production and Transport 

Workers' (0.24) 

• Families with income less than $15,600 (0.23) 

• Households renting (government authority) (0.22) 

• Persons aged 15 years and over separated or divorced (0.19) 

• Dwellings with no motor cars at dwelling (0.19) 

• Employed females classified as 'Intermediate Production & Transport 

Workers' (0.19) 

• Persons aged 15 years and over who did not go to school (0.18) 

• Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people (0.18) 
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• Lacking fluency in English (0.15) 

• Employed females classified as 'Elementary Clerical, Sales & Service 

Workers' (0.13) 

• Occupied private dwellings with two or more families (0.13) 

• Employed males classified as 'Tradespersons' (0.11). 

(List was taken directly from Trewin, 2001a, p. 25). 
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Appendix L: Mazerolle, Lorraine, Rebecca Wickes, Kate Riseley and James 

McBroom (2008) ‘Extrapolating the Community Capacity Survey’.  

Unpublished Technical Report 

 

Goal: To generate estimates of collective efficacy (including social cohesion 

and trust as well as willingness to intervene), place attachment, perceptions of 

crime and violence, perceptions of drug and alcohol problems and perceptions of 

community problems from the 82 selected SLAs to the 224 SLAs in the Greater 

Brisbane Statistical Division. 

General Method: A two-stage approach was used to estimate the SLA crime 

score on the above items for non-surveyed SLAs. Stage One involved using 

Ordinary Least Squares Regression to identify key predictors of crime, identified 

across the sampled 82 SLAs. Stage Two involved using the Stage One formulae and 

generating best fit models for measured crime outcomes in the non-sampled SLAs 

to generate estimates for willingness to intervene, social cohesion and trust, place 

attachment, perceptions of crime and violence, perceptions of drug and alcohol 

problems and perceptions of community problems. 

 

Collective Efficacy mean model comprises the following indicators: 

• Percentage of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander residents in the 

community (indpcnt), 

• Weekly income of $200 to $299 (WI200to299), 

• Percentage of unemployed residents in the community (pctunemp), 

• ABS – socio-economic indexes for area’s 2001 (SEIFA), 

• Weekly income of $300 to $399 (WI300to399), and  
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•  Number of one parent families in the community headed by a male 

(FAM1parM). 

Reliability analysis of the model produced an Adjusted R Square of .759 

(76%) 

 

The place attachment means model comprised the following variables:  

• Queensland Police Service crime data for 2000 to 2005 in domestic violence 

per 1,000 residents (DVT00.05),  

• Percentage of community residents who rent their dwelling (pctrent),  

• Percentage of community residents with no high school education 

(pctnohigh), 

• Percentage of community residents in part-time employment (pctpartemp),  

• Percentage of unemployed residents in the community (pctunemp),  

• Percentage of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander residents in the 

community (indpcnt),  

• Weekly rent of $100 to $149 (WR100to149),  

• Percentage of community residents with home access to the internet 

(pctinternetuse), 

• Weekly rent of $50 to $99 (WR50to99),  

• Number of community residents with no high school education 

(EDnohighscl),  

• Percentage of community residents with home access to the computer 

(pctcompuse),  

• Weekly income of $200 to $299 (WI200to299), 

• ABS – socio-economic indexes for area’s 2001 (SEIFA), 
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• Factor of community residents who rent from the Government 

(RentGovFac), and  

• Weekly income of $300 to $399 (WI300to399). 

Reliability analysis of the model produced an Adjusted R Square of .7103 

(71%) 

 

The indicators in the community perceptions of alcohol and drug problems 

means model: 

• Number of community residents with high school education (EDhighscl),  

• Percentage of community residents who rent their dwelling from the 

Government (pctrentgov),  

• Weekly rent of $100 to $149 (WR100to149), 

• Percentage of community residents living on a low income (pctlowincome), 

• Percentage of community residents in full-time employment (pctftemp), 

• Weekly rent of $1 to $49 (WR1to49), 

• Weekly income of $200 to $299 (WI200to299), 

• Number of community residents who are purchasing their homes in a 

rent/buy scheme (RESbprb),  

• Percentage of community residents with home access to the computer 

(pctcompuse), 

• Weekly rent of $50 to $99 (WR50to99), 

• Number of community residents with highest education level being grade 

nine or equivalent (Ed9equ), 

• Percentage of unemployed residents in the community (pctunemp), 
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• Number of community residents who rent from the Government 

(RESrentgov), 

• Percentage of community residents with home access to the internet 

(pctinternetuse),  

• Weekly income of $500 to $599 (WI500to599),  

• Weekly income of $400 to $499 (WI400to499).  

Reliability analysis of the model produced an Adjusted R Square of .7977 

(80%) 

 

The community problems means model was made of the following 

variables: 

• Number of community residents with high school education (EDhighscl),  

• Percentage of community residents who rent their dwelling from the 

Government (pctrentgov),  

• Weekly rent of $100 to $149 (WR100to149), 

• Percentage of community residents living on a low income (pctlowincome), 

• Percentage of community residents in full-time employment (pctftemp), 

• Weekly income of $200 to $299 (WI200to299), 

•  (RESbprb),  

• Percentage of community residents with home access to the computer 

(pctcompuse),  

• Weekly rent of $50 to $99 (WR50to99), 

• Number of community residents with highest education level being grade 

nine or equivalent (Ed9equ), 

• Percentage of unemployed residents in the community (pctunemp), 
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• Percentage of community residents with home access to the internet 

(pctinternetuse), and  

• Weekly income of $400 to $499 (WI400to499).  

Reliability analysis of the model produced an Adjusted R Square of .7629 

(76%) 

 

The community violence means model contains the indicators listed below:  

• Number of residents that rent (RESrent), 

• Queensland Police Service crime data for 2002 in domestic violence (DV02), 

• Residential Mobility Factor (ResMobFac), 

• Weekly rent of $1 to $49 (WR1to49), 

•  Percentage of community residents classified as ‘Tradespersons’ 

(pcttrade), 

• Percentage of unemployed residents in the community (pctunemp), 

• Percentage of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander residents in the 

community (indpcnt), 

•  (RESbprb),  

• Weekly income of $200 to $299 (WI200to299), 

• Weekly rent of $50 to $99 (WR50to99), 

•  Number of community dwellings with one car (MV1car),  

• Number of community residents with an education level of grade eight or 

below (Ed8below),  

• Weekly income of $1 to $199 (WI1to199),  

• Percentage of community residents with home access to the internet 

(pctinternetuse),  
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• ABS – socio-economic indexes for area’s 2001 (SEIFA), 

• Weekly income of $300 to $399 (WI300to399) 

• Weekly income of $500 to $599 (WI500to599),  

• Weekly income of $400 to $499 (WI400to499).  

• Number of one parent families in the community headed by a female 

(FAM1parF), and  

•  Factor of community residents who rent from the Government 

(RentGovFac).  

Reliability analysis of the model produced an Adjusted R Square of .7742 

(77%) 

 

Social cohesion and trust means model consisted of the following 

indicators: 

• Number of residents that rent (RESrent), 

• Percentage of community residents living on a low income (pctlowincome), 

• Weekly rent of $100 to $149 (WR100to149), 

• Number of community residents with high school education (EDhighscl),  

• Percentage of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander residents in the 

community (indpcnt), 

• Weekly income of $200 to $299 (WI200to299), 

• Percentage of community residents who rent their dwelling (pctrent),  

• Number of community residents with an education level of grade eight or 

below (Ed8below),  

• Weekly income of $700 to $799 (WI700to799), 

• Community disadvantage factor (DisadvFact),   
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• Weekly income of $500 to $599 (WI500to599),  

• Number of one parent families in the community headed by a female 

(FAM1parF), and  

• Number of community residents with no high school education 

(EDnohighscl). 

Reliability analysis of the model produced an Adjusted R Square of .769 

(77%) 

 

The willingness to intervene means model used to variables listed below: 

• Percentage of persons aged 15-19 years in community (pctyouth),  

• Percentage of community residents living on a low income (pctlowincome), 

• Percentage of community residents with a university level education 

(pctuni),  

• Weekly rent of $1 to $49 (WR1to49), 

• Percentage of community residents classified as ‘Tradespersons’ (pcttrade), 

• Percentage of one parent families in the community headed by a female 

(pctoneparF), 

• Percentage of unemployed residents in the community (pctunemp), 

• Percentage of community residents who rent their dwelling from the 

Government (pctrentgov),  

• Percentage of Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander residents in the 

community (indpcnt), 

• (RESbprb),   

• Weekly income of $200 to $299 (WI200to299), 
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• Percentage of community residents with home access to the computer 

(pctcompuse),  

• Weekly rent of $50 to $99 (WR50to99), 

• Weekly income of $1 to $199 (WI1to199), 

• Percentage of community residents with home access to the internet 

(pctinternetuse) 

• Weekly income of $500 to $599 (WI500to599),  

• Weekly income of $400 to $499 (WI400to499).  

• Factor of community residents who rent from the Government 

(RentGovFac), and  

• Number of community residents with no high school education 

(EDnohighscl). 

Reliability analysis of the model produced an Adjusted R Square of .7428 

(74%) 
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Appendix M: Mutually Exclusive Method Combinations 

 

There were 11 different types of activity methods to pick from when coding 

the type of method used in a program.  There could have been up to three different 

types of methods recorded against each program.  Below is a mutually exclusive 

list of the 14 method combinations used by Brisbane programs derived from the 

11 methods of application and the percentage that were implemented in Greater 

Brisbane between 2000 and 2005. 

Method of application mutually exclusive combinations % 

Skill building only, or in combination with social interaction and 

education and information dissemination. 

29.9 

Welfare support only, or in combination with social interaction and 

education and information dissemination. 

11.4 

Social interaction only, or in combination with education and 

information dissemination 

9.8 

Clinical and therapy only, or in combination with welfare support, 

social interaction and education and information dissemination.  

9.1 

Providing place of safety only, or in combination with skill building, 

clinical and therapy, medical consultation, welfare support, social 

interaction and education and information dissemination. 

8.7 

Providing respite only, or in combination with providing a place of 

safety, advocacy, skill building, clinical and therapy, medical 

consultation, welfare support, social interaction and education and 

information dissemination. 

7.2 

Medical consultation only, or in combination with clinical and therapy, 4.5 
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welfare support, social interaction and education and information 

dissemination. 

Assist with employment search only, or in combination with providing 

respite, advocacy, skill building, medical consultation, clinical and 

therapy, welfare support, social interaction and education and 

information dissemination.  

3.7 

Combination of skill building and welfare support only, or with 

medical consultation, clinical and therapy, social interaction and 

education and information dissemination. 

3.7 

Education and information dissemination. 3.1 

Advocacy only, or in combination with social interaction and education 

and information dissemination. 

2.9 

Combination of clinical and therapy and skill building only, or with 

medical consultation, social interaction or education and 

information dissemination. 

2.3 

Combination of advocacy with skill building, clinical and therapy, 

welfare support, medical consultation, social interaction and/or 

education and information dissemination. 

2.1 

Capital works/clean-up only, or in combination with providing a place 

of safety, providing respite, welfare support, skill building, social 

interaction and/or education and information dissemination 

1.4 

Total 100.0 
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Appendix N: Number of Programs per Statistical Local Area Sorted by 

Population Size 

 

Community 
Population 

number 
Number of 
programs 

Programs per 
1000 population 

Willawong 250 202 808 

Nudgee Beach 328 202 615.86 

Capalaba West 347 204 587.9 

Pinkenba-Eagle Farm 354 203 573.44 

Pinjarra Hills 413 202 489.1 

Ransome 446 201 450.67 

Moreton Island 494 201 406.88 

Upper Brookfield 536 208 388.06 

Archerfield 586 205 349.83 

Pallara-Heathwood-Larapinta 669 202 301.94 

Richlands 862 210 243.62 

Tanah Merah 901 88 97.67 

Chandler 957 205 214.21 

Gumdale 983 206 209.57 

Anstead 1019 204 200.2 

Moggill 1075 208 193.49 

Burbank 1153 204 176.93 

Bowen Hills 1157 209 180.64 

Rochedale 1258 221 175.67 

Dutton Park 1319 217 164.52 

Rocklea 1470 206 140.13 

Upper Kedron 1482 204 137.65 

Fortitude Valley - Inner 1508 333 220.82 

Wakerley 1543 206 133.5 

Nathan 1549 203 131.05 

Milton 1695 213 125.67 

Virginia 1789 204 114.03 

Nudgee 1904 204 107.14 

Logan (C) Bal 1914 123 64.26 

Hemmant-Lytton 2189 206 94.11 

Fairfield 2221 202 90.95 

Mount Ommaney 2224 220 98.92 

Albion 2248 222 98.75 

Murarrie 2259 206 91.2 

Pullenvale 2263 216 95.45 

Fortitude Valley - Remainder 2270 333 146.69 

Yeerongpilly 2294 208 90.67 

Lutwyche 2523 215 85.22 

Kenmore Hills 2538 204 80.38 

Chelmer 2586 216 83.52 
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Windaroo-Bannockburn 2618 38 14.52 

Lota 2743 213 77.65 

Herston 2809 222 79.03 

Newstead 2818 206 73.1 

Fig Tree Pocket 2907 207 71.2 

Mount Gravatt 3089 252 81.58 

Griffin-Mango Hill 3113 84 26.98 

Stretton-Karawatha 3125 201 64.32 

Deagon 3169 220 69.42 

Underwood 3185 83 26.06 

Jamboree Heights 3264 233 71.39 

Carbrook-Cornubia 3304 83 25.12 

Wilston 3311 219 66.15 

Balmoral 3314 203 61.26 

Ellen Grove 3326 242 72.75 

Thorneside 3381 209 61.81 

Hendra 3480 207 59.49 

Manly 3598 230 63.92 

City - Inner 3643 269 73.85 

Brookfield (incl. Mt C'tha) 3661 220 60.1 

Darra-Sumner 3698 239 64.63 

City - Remainder 3708 268 72.27 

Riverhills 3736 208 55.67 

Northgate 3756 213 56.71 

Grange 3761 207 55.04 

Graceville 3902 221 56.64 

Newmarket 3951 229 57.96 

Hawthorne 3968 206 51.92 

Bulimba 4017 215 53.52 

Coopers Plains 4021 223 55.46 

Geebung 4084 213 52.15 

Belmont-Mackenzie 4103 206 50.2 

Kelvin Grove 4113 221 53.74 

Westlake 4197 206 49.08 

Daisy Hill-Priestdale 4239 92 21.7 

Corinda 4267 225 52.73 

Middle Park 4273 214 50.09 

Sheldon-Mt Cotton 4279 224 52.35 

Cannon Hill 4377 223 50.95 

Bellbowrie 4432 215 48.51 

Woolloongabba 4455 251 56.35 

Robertson 4516 207 45.84 

South Brisbane 4521 231 51.1 

Hamilton 4536 215 47.4 

Sherwood 4541 229 50.43 

Ascot 4602 210 45.63 

Kuraby 4702 208 44.24 



APPENDICES  339 
 

 

Banyo 4782 206 43.08 

Alderley 4802 206 42.9 

East Brisbane 4811 216 44.89 

Wacol 4851 209 43.08 

Red Hill 4897 222 45.33 

Yeronga 4921 220 44.7 
Karana Downs-Lake 

Manchester 
5009 227 45.32 

Edens Landing-Holmview 5035 45 8.94 

Jindalee 5110 227 44.42 

Ormiston 5137 223 43.41 

MacGregor 5179 206 39.78 

Highgate Hill 5195 214 41.19 

Bethania-Waterford 5204 58 11.14 

Salisbury 5217 219 41.99 

Lawnton 5308 100 18.84 

Holland Park West 5318 212 39.86 

Waterford West 5356 90 16.8 

Wooloowin 5381 236 43.87 

Stafford 5426 231 42.57 

Mt Warren Park 5467 55 10.06 

Ferny Grove 5470 220 40.22 

Durack 5643 210 37.22 

Carina Heights 5800 215 37.07 

Enoggera 5872 239 40.7 

Bald Hills 5873 216 36.78 

Sandgate 5883 247 41.99 

Mitchelton 5904 242 40.99 

Windsor 5909 234 39.6 

Kangaroo Point 5935 211 35.54 

Bridgeman Downs 5941 208 35.01 

West End 5982 247 41.29 

Chermside West 6007 214 35.63 

Spring Hill 6019 229 38.05 

Springwood 6122 142 23.19 

Oxley 6145 234 38.08 

Carseldine 6157 214 34.76 

Parkinson-Drewvale 6212 205 33.01 

Redland (S) Bal 6295 282 44.8 

Norman Park 6307 220 34.89 

Chermside 6510 263 40.4 

Taigum-Fitzgibbon 6513 219 33.63 

Taringa 6628 210 31.68 

McDowall 6633 207 31.2 

Acacia Ridge 6648 239 35.95 

Seventeen Mile Rocks 6727 213 31.66 

Redland Bay 6875 230 33.45 
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Stafford Heights 6901 211 30.57 

Keperra 7081 236 33.32 

Paddington 7095 237 33.41 

Ipswich (C) - North 7105 108 15.2 

Holland Park 7115 237 33.31 

Loganlea 7182 110 15.31 

Algester 7201 214 29.72 

Thornlands 7360 235 31.94 

Upper Mount Gravatt 7430 244 32.84 

Zillmere 7509 239 31.83 

Everton Park 7630 226 29.62 

Greenslopes 7683 265 34.48 

Beenleigh 7698 114 14.81 

Morningside 7718 237 30.7 

Sunnybank 7785 230 29.54 

Petrie 7791 99 12.71 

Clontarf 7829 93 11.87 

Greenbank-Boronia Heights 7857 42 5.34 

Nundah 8068 271 33.59 

Kenmore 8211 235 28.62 

Boondall 8253 209 25.33 

Wellington Point 8341 225 26.98 

Eagleby 8381 92 10.98 

Carina 8498 257 30.25 

Bardon 8509 237 27.86 

Wavell Heights 8535 221 25.89 

Moorooka 8576 223 26.01 

Brighton 8629 232 26.89 

Bray Park 8684 92 10.6 

Annerley 8729 231 26.47 

Tingalpa 8985 216 24.03 

Manly West 8988 219 24.37 

Tarragindi 9026 223 24.72 

Clayfield 9061 224 24.73 

Calamvale 9173 210 22.89 

Camp Hill 9269 233 25.14 

Mount Gravatt East 9418 211 22.4 

Mansfield 9433 237 25.13 

Wishart 9576 217 22.66 

Chapel Hill 9797 209 21.33 

Indooroopilly 9912 231 23.3 

New Farm 9955 288 28.94 

Margate-Woody Point 10398 86 8.26 

Wynnum West 10488 231 22.02 

Gold Coast (C) Bal in BSD 10745 72 6.7 

St Lucia 10774 215 19.96 

Shailer Park 10868 98 9.01 
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Wynnum 10935 295 26.97 

Kedron 11063 225 20.34 

Strathpine-Brendale 11146 126 11.31 

Eight Mile Plains 11153 220 19.72 

Slacks Creek 11286 197 17.46 

Ashgrove 11336 239 21.08 

Aspley 11830 228 19.27 

Caboolture (S) Bal in BSD 11856 151 12.74 

Victoria Point 11903 247 20.76 

Central Pine West 12049 86 7.13 

Runcorn 12347 227 18.39 

Inala 12420 380 30.6 

Kingston 12459 137 10.99 

Loganholme 12752 107 8.39 

Rothwell-Kippa-Ring 12764 116 9.08 

Caboolture (S) - East 12780 144 11.27 

Carindale 12804 219 17.1 

Cleveland 12887 304 23.59 

Coorparoo 13376 246 18.38 

Birkdale 13561 242 17.84 

Bracken Ridge 13943 246 17.65 

Doolandella-Forest Lake 14084 244 17.33 

Toowong 14117 242 17.14 

Bribie Island 14864 147 9.89 

Albany Creek 14898 97 6.52 

Rochedale South 15122 93 6.15 

Pine Rivers (S) Bal 15386 130 8.44 

The Gap (incl. Enoggera Res.) 15527 229 14.75 

Sunnybank Hills 15631 230 14.71 

Caboolture (S) - Central 16519 280 16.95 

Deception Bay 16741 208 12.42 

Morayfield 16835 121 7.18 

Capalaba 17240 283 16.41 

Alexandra Hills 17342 270 15.57 

Burpengary-Narangba 17475 192 10.99 

Marsden 17573 114 6.49 

Woodridge 17967 278 15.48 

Redcliffe-Scarborough 18080 186 10.28 

Hills District 19740 105 5.32 

Dakabin-Kallangur-M. Downs 21121 112 5.3 

Browns Plains 26454 191 7.22 

Beaudesert (S) - Pt A 27315 148 5.42 

Ipswich (C) - East 39305 122 3.1 
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Appendix O: Regression Model Exploring the Impact of SEIFA on the Density 

of Community-based Crime Prevention Programs in the Community 

 

Variables B SE B Beta t p 95% CI for B 

LL UL 

Constant 4.130 .894  4.622 .001 2.369 5.892 

SEIFA disadvantage 
score 

.001 .001 -.074 -.594 .553 -.002 .001 

Both parents born 
overseasb 

.006 .004 .106 1.598 .111 -.001 .013 

Perceptions of 
community 
problemsa 

-.111 .029 -.380 -3.869 .001 -.167 -.054 

Perceptions of 
community violencea 

-.007 .040 -.016 -.169 .866 -.086 .073 

Place attachmenta -.136 .062 -.239 -2.184 .030 -.259 -.013 

Willingness to 
intervenea 

-.020 .037 -.054 -.531 .596 -.093 .054 

Social cohesion and 
trusta 

.138 .046 .339 3.022 .003 .048 .229 

Lived at a different 
address 5 years agob 

-.007 .004 -.135 -1.912 .057 -.015 .001 

Note.  n = 82.  SE B = standard error for the unstandardized beta; CI = confidence 

interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.  

Dependent variable: Log of the number of programs per 1,000 population 

This model explains 18.6% of the variance and reaches statistical significance 

(p<.001). 

a Variable is the mean score for a community, taken from the Community Capacity 

Survey.  b Variable is the percentage, taken from the census data.  
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Appendix P: Correlation Matrix 

 
The following 6 pages contain a correlation matrix of variables analysed in 

this thesis.  
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SEIFA. Higher 
score = more 
advantage

Per cent 
Indigenous 

persons

Per cent with 
both parents 

born 
overseas

Per cent who 
speak other 
language at 

home 

Per cent who 
fully own, or 
purchasing 

home

Per cent who 
rent either from 
government or 

other

Per cent 
who rent 

from 
government 

Per cent 
who rent 

from other 

Per cent living 
at different 

address 5 year 
agoPearson 

Correlation 1 - .827** - .136* - .186** .265** - .243** - .588** - .058 .303**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .043 .005 .000 .000 .000 .386 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .827** 1 - .034 .058 - .272** .232** .588** .047 - .301**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .617 .388 .000 .000 .000 .488 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .136* - .034 1 .898** - .234** .054 .009 .058 .147*

Sig. (2- tailed) .043 .617 .000 .000 .419 .890 .388 .028
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .186** .058 .898** 1 - .311** .154* .103 .136* .084
Sig. (2- tailed) .005 .388 .000 .000 .022 .126 .042 .212
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .265** - .272** - .234** - .311** 1 - .528** - .318** - .480** - .315**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .243** .232** .054 .154* - .528** 1 .498** .948** .484**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .419 .022 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .588** .588** .009 .103 - .318** .498** 1 .195** - .088
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .890 .126 .000 .000 .003 .190
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .058 .047 .058 .136* - .480** .948** .195** 1 .580**

Sig. (2- tailed) .386 .488 .388 .042 .000 .000 .003 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .303** - .301** .147* .084 - .315** .484** - .088 .580** 1
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .028 .212 .000 .000 .190 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .039 - .134* .245** .173** - .067 - .333** - .161* - .318** - .028
Sig. (2- tailed) .563 .046 .000 .009 .322 .000 .016 .000 .678
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .728** .603** - .008 - .033 .149* .147* .575** - .045 - .287**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .909 .627 .026 .028 .000 .501 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .409** .346** - .044 .085 - .192** .756** .561** .649** .103
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .514 .207 .004 .000 .000 .000 .127
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .732** - .534** .061 .117 - .089 .261** - .220** .376** .413**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .363 .081 .186 .000 .001 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .525** - .502** - .308** - .418** .506** - .172** - .371** - .058 .139*

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .010 .000 .387 .038
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .743** - .592** - .009 - .007 .120 .199** - .293** .333** .458**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .899 .917 .074 .003 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .821** .655** - .033 .048 .099 .118 .433** - .026 - .447**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .629 .473 .139 .079 .000 .699 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .529** .391** .550** .649** - .238** .191** .260** .121 - .169*

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .004 .000 .072 .012
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .659** - .554** - .109 - .131 .149* .129 - .347** .274** .378**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .103 .051 .026 .054 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .729** - .649** - .090 - .145* .377** - .200** - .420** - .072 .206**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .180 .031 .000 .003 .000 .285 .002
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .668** .510** .252** .276** - .464** .504** .423** .414** .065
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .333
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .570** .493** .075 .159* - .013 .141* .394** .015 - .286**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .267 .017 .847 .035 .000 .824 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .189** - .141* .098 .214** - .344** .606** .161* .626** .353**

Sig. (2- tailed) .005 .035 .146 .001 .000 .000 .016 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .798** - .622** - .238* - .283* .678** - .550** - .559** - .383** .026
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .031 .010 .000 .000 .000 .000 .817
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .421** - .311** - .162 - .126 .208 - .043 - .091 - .007 - .095
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .004 .145 .259 .060 .701 .416 .952 .397
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .719** - .576** - .214 - .298** .605** - .529** - .524** - .375** .040
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .054 .006 .000 .000 .000 .001 .724
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .763** - .633** - .296** - .317** .638** - .503** - .546** - .332** .024
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .007 .004 .000 .000 .000 .002 .832
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .791** - .600** - .239* - .237* .672** - .503** - .530** - .340** .016
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .031 .032 .000 .000 .000 .002 .888
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .557** - .403** - .129 - .093 .217 - .083 - .271* .034 .355**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .248 .406 .050 .460 .014 .760 .001
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .422** .379** .396** .414** - .352** .154 .252* .060 .284**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .167 .022 .593 .010
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .786** .737** .084 .081 - .628** .401** .633** .168 - .107
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .456 .470 .000 .000 .000 .131 .340
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .804** .737** .090 .059 - .583** .313** .592** .083 - .130
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .419 .599 .000 .004 .000 .460 .244
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .738** .764** .068 .154 - .557** .489** .690** .245* - .005
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .546 .166 .000 .000 .000 .027 .967
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2- tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2- tailed). 

Survey: Perceptions 
of Community 
Violence -  mean 

Survey: Collective 
Efficacy -  mean score

Survey: Place 
Attachment -  mean 
score

Survey: Willingness to 
Intervene -  mean 
score 

Survey: Social 
Cohesion & Trust -  
mean score 

Survey: Perceptions 
of Community 
Problems -  mean 
Survey: Perceptions 
of Community 
Alcohol/Drug 

Survey: Community 
Divisions -  mean 
score

Survey: Thick Trust -  
mean score 

Per cent no high 
school

Per cent no schooling 

Per cent full- time 
employed

Per cent part- time 
employed

Per cent unemployed

Per cent no labour

Per cent of residents 
on low income

Per cent of residents 
university educated

Per cent with 
trade/graduate 
diploma
Per cent high school

Population density

Survey: Civic 
Engagement -  mean 
score

Per cent who rent 
either from govern-
ment or other
Per cent who rent 
from government 

Per cent who rent 
from other 

Per cent living at 
different address 5 
year ago
Per cent aged 15- 19 
years 

Per cent one parent 
Female

 
SEIFA. Higher score = 
more advantage

Per cent Indigenous 
persons

Per cent with both 
parents born 
overseas
Per cent who speak 
other language at 
home 
Per cent who fully 
own, or purchasing 
home
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Per cent 
aged 15- 19 

years 

Per cent 
one parent 

Female
Per cent 

low income

Per cent of 
residents 
university 
educated

Per cent with 
trade/gradua

te diploma
Per cent 

high school
Per cent no 
high school

Per cent no 
schooling 

Per cent 
full- time 

employed

Per cent 
part- time 
employed

Per cent 
unemployedPearson 

Correlation .039 - .728** - .409** .732** .525** .743** - .821** - .529** .659** .729** - .668**

Sig. (2- tailed) .563 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .134* .603** .346** - .534** - .502** - .592** .655** .391** - .554** - .649** .510**

Sig. (2- tailed) .046 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .245** - .008 - .044 .061 - .308** - .009 - .033 .550** - .109 - .090 .252**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .909 .514 .363 .000 .899 .629 .000 .103 .180 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .173** - .033 .085 .117 - .418** - .007 .048 .649** - .131 - .145* .276**

Sig. (2- tailed) .009 .627 .207 .081 .000 .917 .473 .000 .051 .031 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .067 .149* - .192** - .089 .506** .120 .099 - .238** .149* .377** - .464**

Sig. (2- tailed) .322 .026 .004 .186 .000 .074 .139 .000 .026 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .333** .147* .756** .261** - .172** .199** .118 .191** .129 - .200** .504**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .028 .000 .000 .010 .003 .079 .004 .054 .003 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .161* .575** .561** - .220** - .371** - .293** .433** .260** - .347** - .420** .423**

Sig. (2- tailed) .016 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .318** - .045 .649** .376** - .058 .333** - .026 .121 .274** - .072 .414**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .501 .000 .000 .387 .000 .699 .072 .000 .285 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .028 - .287** .103 .413** .139* .458** - .447** - .169* .378** .206** .065
Sig. (2- tailed) .678 .000 .127 .000 .038 .000 .000 .012 .000 .002 .333
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation 1 - .055 - .396** - .066 - .167* .114 - .244** - .025 - .199** .378** .256**

Sig. (2- tailed) .413 .000 .325 .013 .088 .000 .707 .003 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .055 1 .272** - .590** - .252** - .505** .619** .241** - .400** - .389** .401**

Sig. (2- tailed) .413 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .396** .272** 1 .038 - .155* - .040 .499** .230** - .219** - .338** .490**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .576 .020 .553 .000 .001 .001 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .066 - .590** .038 1 .087 .815** - .692** - .217** .479** .542** - .252**

Sig. (2- tailed) .325 .000 .576 .198 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .167* - .252** - .155* .087 1 .400** - .278** - .474** .605** .498** - .454**

Sig. (2- tailed) .013 .000 .020 .198 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .114 - .505** - .040 .815** .400** 1 - .719** - .382** .633** .753** - .251**

Sig. (2- tailed) .088 .000 .553 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .244** .619** .499** - .692** - .278** - .719** 1 .488** - .591** - .646** .454**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .025 .241** .230** - .217** - .474** - .382** .488** 1 - .302** - .408** .440**

Sig. (2- tailed) .707 .000 .001 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .199** - .400** - .219** .479** .605** .633** - .591** - .302** 1 .527** - .438**

Sig. (2- tailed) .003 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .378** - .389** - .338** .542** .498** .753** - .646** - .408** .527** 1 - .338**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .256** .401** .490** - .252** - .454** - .251** .454** .440** - .438** - .338** 1
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .056 .346** .550** - .268** - .413** - .314** .676** .293** - .784** - .499** .411**

Sig. (2- tailed) .404 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .257** - .121 .380** .508** - .022 .400** - .260** - .005 .276** .052 .096
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .072 .000 .000 .739 .000 .000 .944 .000 .442 .154
N 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .073 - .691** - .455** .462** .521** .530** - .663** - .494** .476** .601** - .831**

Sig. (2- tailed) .517 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .276* - .438** .086 .541** .027 .355** - .237* - .155 .166 .372** - .346**

Sig. (2- tailed) .012 .000 .441 .000 .811 .001 .032 .164 .137 .001 .001
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .015 - .606** - .465** .373** .510** .445** - .621** - .439** .422** .536** - .748**

Sig. (2- tailed) .895 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .059 - .666** - .412** .437** .479** .483** - .581** - .419** .441** .618** - .778**

Sig. (2- tailed) .600 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .130 - .695** - .388** .508** .473** .562** - .640** - .501** .476** .601** - .823**

Sig. (2- tailed) .244 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .217 - .444** - .110 .535** .245* .543** - .539** - .297** .387** .433** - .404**

Sig. (2- tailed) .051 .000 .327 .000 .027 .000 .000 .007 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .116 .374** .091 - .331** - .361** - .366** .246* .203 - .279* - .487** .355**

Sig. (2- tailed) .300 .001 .415 .002 .001 .001 .026 .068 .011 .000 .001
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .104 .718** .318** - .475** - .526** - .577** .570** .315** - .565** - .578** .748**

Sig. (2- tailed) .353 .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 .000 .004 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .204 .740** .234* - .578** - .504** - .626** .582** .309** - .588** - .582** .718**

Sig. (2- tailed) .066 .000 .034 .000 .000 .000 .000 .005 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .122 .690** .496** - .322** - .616** - .481** .556** .317** - .565** - .593** .683**

Sig. (2- tailed) .276 .000 .000 .003 .000 .000 .000 .004 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2- tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2- tailed). 
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Per cent no 
labour

Population 
density

Survey: 
Collective 
Efficacy -  

mean score

Survey: Civic 
Engagement -  
mean score 

Survey: 
Willingness 

to Intervene -  
mean score 

Survey: 
Place 

Attachment -  
mean score 

Survey: Social 
Cohesion & 

Trust -  mean 
score 

Survey: Thick 
Trust -  mean 

score 

Survey: 
Community 
Divisions -  

mean score Pearson 
Correlation - .570** .189** .798** .421** .719** .763** .791** .557** - .422**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .005 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .493** - .141* - .622** - .311** - .576** - .633** - .600** - .403** .379**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .035 .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .075 .098 - .238* - .162 - .214 - .296** - .239* - .129 .396**

Sig. (2- tailed) .267 .146 .031 .145 .054 .007 .031 .248 .000
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .159* .214** - .283* - .126 - .298** - .317** - .237* - .093 .414**

Sig. (2- tailed) .017 .001 .010 .259 .006 .004 .032 .406 .000
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .013 - .344** .678** .208 .605** .638** .672** .217 - .352**

Sig. (2- tailed) .847 .000 .000 .060 .000 .000 .000 .050 .001
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .141* .606** - .550** - .043 - .529** - .503** - .503** - .083 .154
Sig. (2- tailed) .035 .000 .000 .701 .000 .000 .000 .460 .167
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .394** .161* - .559** - .091 - .524** - .546** - .530** - .271* .252*

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .016 .000 .416 .000 .000 .000 .014 .022
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .015 .626** - .383** - .007 - .375** - .332** - .340** .034 .060
Sig. (2- tailed) .824 .000 .000 .952 .001 .002 .002 .760 .593
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .286** .353** .026 - .095 .040 .024 .016 .355** .284**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .817 .397 .724 .832 .888 .001 .010
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .056 - .257** - .073 - .276* - .015 - .059 - .130 - .217 .116
Sig. (2- tailed) .404 .000 .517 .012 .895 .600 .244 .051 .300
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .346** - .121 - .691** - .438** - .606** - .666** - .695** - .444** .374**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .072 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .550** .380** - .455** .086 - .465** - .412** - .388** - .110 .091
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .441 .000 .000 .000 .327 .415
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .268** .508** .462** .541** .373** .437** .508** .535** - .331**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .002
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .413** - .022 .521** .027 .510** .479** .473** .245* - .361**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .739 .000 .811 .000 .000 .000 .027 .001
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .314** .400** .530** .355** .445** .483** .562** .543** - .366**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .676** - .260** - .663** - .237* - .621** - .581** - .640** - .539** .246*

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .032 .000 .000 .000 .000 .026
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .293** - .005 - .494** - .155 - .439** - .419** - .501** - .297** .203
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .944 .000 .164 .000 .000 .000 .007 .068
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .784** .276** .476** .166 .422** .441** .476** .387** - .279*

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .137 .000 .000 .000 .000 .011
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .499** .052 .601** .372** .536** .618** .601** .433** - .487**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .442 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .411** .096 - .831** - .346** - .748** - .778** - .823** - .404** .355**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .154 .000 .001 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation 1 - .072 - .395** - .014 - .416** - .374** - .327** - .207 .159
Sig. (2- tailed) .286 .000 .901 .000 .001 .003 .063 .154
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .072 1 - .256* - .126 - .317** - .249* - .157 .242* .240*

Sig. (2- tailed) .286 .020 .259 .004 .024 .159 .029 .030
N 223 223 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .395** - .256* 1 .491** .945** .849** .940** .386** - .397**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .020 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .014 - .126 .491** 1 .445** .520** .478** .164 - .468**

Sig. (2- tailed) .901 .259 .000 .000 .000 .000 .140 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .416** - .317** .945** .445** 1 .761** .778** .307** - .332**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 .000 .005 .002
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .374** - .249* .849** .520** .761** 1 .842** .412** - .432**

Sig. (2- tailed) .001 .024 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .327** - .157 .940** .478** .778** .842** 1 .436** - .415**

Sig. (2- tailed) .003 .159 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .207 .242* .386** .164 .307** .412** .436** 1 - .154
Sig. (2- tailed) .063 .029 .000 .140 .005 .000 .000 .166
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .159 .240* - .397** - .468** - .332** - .432** - .415** - .154 1
Sig. (2- tailed) .154 .030 .000 .000 .002 .000 .000 .166
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .348** .144 - .734** - .233* - .673** - .680** - .713** - .342** .326**

Sig. (2- tailed) .001 .198 .000 .035 .000 .000 .000 .002 .003
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .331** .081 - .725** - .314** - .651** - .656** - .720** - .374** .369**

Sig. (2- tailed) .002 .471 .000 .004 .000 .000 .000 .001 .001
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .455** .323** - .633** - .196 - .599** - .656** - .593** - .314** .477**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .003 .000 .078 .000 .000 .000 .004 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82 82

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2- tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2- tailed). 
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Survey: Perceptions 
of Community 

Problems -  mean 
score 

Surv:Perceptions of 
Community 

Alcohol/Drug Problems -  
mean score 

Survey: Perceptions 
of Community 

Violence -  mean 
score 

Log10 
Number of 

programs by 
1000 pop

Log10 Crime 
and justice by 

1000 pop

Log10 
Development
al by 1000 pop

Log10 Social 
community by 

1000 popPearson 
Correlation - .786** - .804** - .738** .182** .163* .196** .164*

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .006 .015 .003 .014
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .737** .737** .764** - .099 - .102 - .106 - .089
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .141 .130 .115 .186
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .084 .090 .068 .058 .068 .062 .051
Sig. (2- tailed) .456 .419 .546 .388 .312 .358 .452
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .081 .059 .154 .141* .137* .161* .115
Sig. (2- tailed) .470 .599 .166 .035 .041 .016 .087
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .628** - .583** - .557** - .084 - .078 - .093 - .066
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .214 .246 .165 .323
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .401** .313** .489** - .012 - .042 .012 - .039
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .004 .000 .859 .537 .862 .565
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .633** .592** .690** - .123 - .128 - .116 - .128
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .067 .057 .085 .056
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .168 .083 .245* .032 .000 .056 .003
Sig. (2- tailed) .131 .460 .027 .638 1.000 .407 .960
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .107 - .130 - .005 - .109 - .130 - .095 - .126
Sig. (2- tailed) .340 .244 .967 .103 .052 .159 .061
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .104 .204 - .122 - .052 - .026 - .064 - .040
Sig. (2- tailed) .353 .066 .276 .438 .695 .342 .552
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .718** .740** .690** - .397** - .373** - .407** - .380**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .318** .234* .496** .042 .003 .059 .027
Sig. (2- tailed) .004 .034 .000 .532 .963 .382 .685
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .475** - .578** - .322** .275** .243** .306** .238**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .003 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .526** - .504** - .616** - .058 - .066 - .067 - .045
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .386 .328 .322 .499
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .577** - .626** - .481** .108 .087 .134* .078
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .108 .196 .046 .249
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .570** .582** .556** - .006 - .003 - .018 .010
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .933 .960 .789 .880
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .315** .309** .317** .178** .177** .180** .174**

Sig. (2- tailed) .004 .005 .004 .008 .008 .007 .009
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .565** - .588** - .565** .138* .131 .155* .115
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .040 .051 .021 .087
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .578** - .582** - .593** .026 .026 .031 .021
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .698 .704 .643 .759
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .748** .718** .683** - .082 - .068 - .085 - .080
Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .223 .310 .206 .236
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .348** .331** .455** .021 .006 .023 .023
Sig. (2- tailed) .001 .002 .000 .750 .934 .734 .734
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation .144 .081 .323** - .122 - .150* - .084 - .163*

Sig. (2- tailed) .198 .471 .003 .070 .026 .212 .015
N 82 82 82 223 223 223 223Pearson 
Correlation - .734** - .725** - .633** .261* .229* .250* .277*

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .018 .039 .024 .012
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .233* - .314** - .196 .455** .448** .451** .453**

Sig. (2- tailed) .035 .004 .078 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .673** - .651** - .599** .217 .201 .198 .239*

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .050 .070 .074 .030
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .680** - .656** - .656** .321** .269* .303** .347**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .003 .015 .006 .001
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .713** - .720** - .593** .271* .226* .269* .279*

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .014 .041 .014 .011
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .342** - .374** - .314** .061 .022 .063 .063
Sig. (2- tailed) .002 .001 .004 .587 .842 .572 .574
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .326** .369** .477** - .329** - .301** - .315** - .348**

Sig. (2- tailed) .003 .001 .000 .003 .006 .004 .001
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation 1 .973** .821** - .369** - .326** - .383** - .354**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .001 .003 .000 .001
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .973** 1 .785** - .428** - .378** - .449** - .405**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .821** .785** 1 - .405** - .382** - .400** - .409**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 82 82 82 82 82

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2- tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2- tailed). 
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Log10 
Education by 

1000 pop

Log10 Clinical 
therapy by 
1000 pop

Log10 
Medical by 
1000 pop

Log10 Skill 
building by 
1000 pop

Log10 Welfare 
support by 
1000 pop

Log10 Social 
interaction by 

1000 pop

Log10 
Advocacy by 

1000 popPearson 
Correlation .166* .189** .186** .169* .199** .185** .166*

Sig. (2- tailed) .013 .005 .006 .011 .003 .006 .013
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation - .099 - .108 - .098 - .091 - .103 - .104 - .104
Sig. (2- tailed) .139 .109 .149 .176 .125 .120 .121
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .048 .083 .044 .037 .058 .039 .138*

Sig. (2- tailed) .478 .220 .515 .580 .388 .563 .040
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .120 .166* .121 .114 .157* .120 .213**

Sig. (2- tailed) .073 .013 .074 .090 .019 .074 .001
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation - .098 - .105 - .114 - .079 - .075 - .069 - .123
Sig. (2- tailed) .146 .117 .093 .240 .262 .305 .068
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation - .024 .010 - .002 - .029 .009 - .033 .057
Sig. (2- tailed) .716 .887 .981 .662 .892 .621 .400
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation - .124 - .122 - .136* - .125 - .113 - .130 - .087
Sig. (2- tailed) .065 .069 .045 .063 .092 .052 .194
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .018 .056 .048 .013 .052 .010 .096
Sig. (2- tailed) .790 .407 .480 .852 .439 .879 .152
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation - .131 - .095 - .089 - .126 - .090 - .118 - .070
Sig. (2- tailed) .050 .157 .193 .060 .179 .079 .299
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation - .044 - .042 - .063 - .051 - .068 - .058 - .031
Sig. (2- tailed) .518 .531 .358 .449 .310 .388 .643
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation - .394** - .393** - .427** - .390** - .404** - .400** - .334**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .027 .040 .040 .031 .071 .032 .072
Sig. (2- tailed) .685 .557 .556 .645 .292 .631 .286
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .245** .295** .262** .246** .308** .264** .318**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation - .063 - .072 - .053 - .053 - .057 - .051 - .117
Sig. (2- tailed) .352 .283 .439 .430 .395 .450 .082
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .078 .130 .102 .078 .138* .093 .149*

Sig. (2- tailed) .247 .052 .133 .247 .039 .166 .026
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .003 - .026 - .011 .007 - .012 - .003 - .026
Sig. (2- tailed) .964 .695 .871 .913 .862 .967 .699
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .176** .184** .170* .169* .177** .169* .205**

Sig. (2- tailed) .009 .006 .012 .011 .008 .012 .002
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .137* .163* .134* .123 .145* .127 .163*

Sig. (2- tailed) .042 .015 .048 .066 .030 .059 .015
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .014 .033 .013 .015 .035 .026 .028
Sig. (2- tailed) .837 .627 .847 .824 .606 .705 .676
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation - .073 - .074 - .093 - .082 - .091 - .098 - .038
Sig. (2- tailed) .281 .270 .172 .223 .176 .147 .572
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .001 .006 .022 .016 .040 .019 .020
Sig. (2- tailed) .988 .934 .743 .817 .555 .776 .762
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation - .147* - .093 - .127 - .149* - .081 - .142* - .040
Sig. (2- tailed) .028 .165 .062 .026 .229 .034 .555
N 223 223 218 223 223 223 222Pearson 
Correlation .251* .233* .257* .271* .271* .296** .170
Sig. (2- tailed) .023 .035 .020 .014 .014 .007 .128
N 82 82 81 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .447** .447** .451** .454** .452** .464** .446**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 81 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .217* .185 .199 .231* .212 .248* .121
Sig. (2- tailed) .050 .096 .076 .037 .055 .024 .280
N 82 82 81 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .303** .281* .322** .338** .332** .363** .209
Sig. (2- tailed) .006 .011 .003 .002 .002 .001 .060
N 82 82 81 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .252* .250* .282* .276* .295** .305** .197
Sig. (2- tailed) .023 .023 .011 .012 .007 .005 .076
N 82 82 81 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation .023 .044 .051 .064 .086 .090 .054
Sig. (2- tailed) .835 .693 .651 .571 .443 .421 .630
N 82 82 81 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .350** - .311** - .329** - .343** - .311** - .351** - .274*

Sig. (2- tailed) .001 .004 .003 .002 .004 .001 .013
N 82 82 81 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .363** - .365** - .388** - .354** - .398** - .380** - .336**

Sig. (2- tailed) .001 .001 .000 .001 .000 .000 .002
N 82 82 81 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .417** - .433** - .445** - .406** - .462** - .434** - .412**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000
N 82 82 81 82 82 82 82Pearson 
Correlation - .413** - .394** - .422** - .403** - .406** - .416** - .358**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .001
N 82 82 81 82 82 82 82
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Log10 Capital 
works by 1000 

pop

Log10 
Employment 

search by 
1000 pop

Log10 Respite 
by 1000 pop

Log10 Place 
of safety by 
1000 popPearson 

Correlation .166* .178** .227** .186**

Sig. (2- tailed) .015 .008 .001 .005
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation - .083 - .094 - .118 - .106
Sig. (2- tailed) .225 .162 .080 .116
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation .046 .075 .002 .016
Sig. (2- tailed) .499 .267 .978 .810
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation .119 .194** .123 .062
Sig. (2- tailed) .082 .004 .068 .355
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation - .080 - .087 - .050 - .015
Sig. (2- tailed) .246 .198 .464 .825
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation - .007 .040 - .026 - .054
Sig. (2- tailed) .919 .552 .697 .419
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation - .132 - .087 - .137* - .163*

Sig. (2- tailed) .054 .195 .042 .015
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation .040 .077 .020 - .001
Sig. (2- tailed) .558 .250 .762 .982
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation - .098 - .087 - .073 - .111
Sig. (2- tailed) .150 .194 .281 .100
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation - .076 - .071 - .085 - .051
Sig. (2- tailed) .265 .290 .210 .453
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation - .376** - .372** - .424** - .377**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation .061 .097 .025 .021
Sig. (2- tailed) .370 .151 .713 .758
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation .277** .328** .302** .221**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .001
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation - .110 - .099 - .034 .016
Sig. (2- tailed) .106 .140 .612 .808
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation .077 .146* .133* .099
Sig. (2- tailed) .263 .029 .048 .143
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation .016 .002 - .031 .015
Sig. (2- tailed) .817 .975 .647 .826
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation .146* .191** .141* .123
Sig. (2- tailed) .033 .004 .036 .068
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation .068 .126 .147* .109
Sig. (2- tailed) .323 .061 .028 .106
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation - .021 .018 .056 .048
Sig. (2- tailed) .758 .789 .411 .474
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation - .070 - .068 - .130 - .111
Sig. (2- tailed) .307 .315 .053 .098
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation .075 .075 .013 .052
Sig. (2- tailed) .272 .267 .852 .442
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation - .143* - .050 - .109 - .166*

Sig. (2- tailed) .037 .456 .105 .014
N 215 223 221 222Pearson 
Correlation .243* .187 .335** .307**

Sig. (2- tailed) .030 .093 .002 .005
N 80 82 82 81Pearson 
Correlation .470** .445** .422** .447**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 80 82 82 81Pearson 
Correlation .188 .138 .259* .270*

Sig. (2- tailed) .095 .217 .019 .015
N 80 82 82 81Pearson 
Correlation .312** .247* .400** .412**

Sig. (2- tailed) .005 .025 .000 .000
N 80 82 82 81Pearson 
Correlation .267* .212 .370** .307**

Sig. (2- tailed) .017 .055 .001 .005
N 80 82 82 81Pearson 
Correlation .083 .059 .158 .085
Sig. (2- tailed) .465 .600 .157 .453
N 80 82 82 81Pearson 
Correlation - .264* - .282* - .311** - .328**

Sig. (2- tailed) .018 .010 .004 .003
N 80 82 82 81Pearson 
Correlation - .355** - .325** - .444** - .377**

Sig. (2- tailed) .001 .003 .000 .001
N 80 82 82 81Pearson 
Correlation - .416** - .391** - .507** - .403**

Sig. (2- tailed) .000 .000 .000 .000
N 80 82 82 81Pearson 
Correlation - .366** - .334** - .418** - .439**

Sig. (2- tailed) .001 .002 .000 .000
N 80 82 82 81

**. Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2- tailed). *. Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2- tailed). 

Survey: Perceptions 
of Community 
Violence -  mean 

Survey: Collective 
Efficacy -  mean score

Survey: Place 
Attachment -  mean 
score

Survey: Willingness to 
Intervene -  mean 
score 

Survey: Social 
Cohesion & Trust -  
mean score 

Survey: Perceptions 
of Community 
Problems -  mean 
Survey: Perceptions 
of Community 
Alcohol/Drug 

Survey: Community 
Divisions -  mean 
score

Survey: Thick Trust -  
mean score 

Per cent no high 
school

Per cent no schooling 

Per cent full- time 
employed

Per cent part- time 
employed

Per cent unemployed

Per cent no labour

Per cent of residents 
on low income

Per cent of residents 
university educated

Per cent with 
trade/graduate 
diploma
Per cent high school

Population density

Survey: Civic 
Engagement -  mean 
score

Per cent who rent 
either from govern-
ment or other
Per cent who rent 
from government 

Per cent who rent 
from other 

Per cent living at 
different address 5 
year ago
Per cent aged 15- 19 
years 

Per cent one parent 
Female

 
SEIFA. Higher score = 
more advantage

Per cent Indigenous 
persons

Per cent with both 
parents born 
overseas
Per cent who speak 
other language at 
home 
Per cent who fully 
own, or purchasing 
home



REFERENCE LIST  350 
 

 

References 

60 and Better Healthy Ageing Program [Pamphlet]. (2005). Acacia Ridge: n.p. 
 
Andresen, M. A. (2017). Mapping crime prevention: What we do and where we need to 

go. In B. LeClerc & E. U. Savona (Eds.), Crime Prevention in the 21st Century: 

Insightful approaches for crime prevention initiatives (pp. 113-126). Springer 
International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-27793-6_9   

 
Andresen, M. A., & Jenion, G. W. (2008). Crime Prevention and the Science of Where 

People Are. Criminal Justice Policy Review, 19(2), 164-180.   
 
Angel, S. (1968). Discouraging Crime Through City Planning. University of California.  
 
Ansari, S. (2013). Social capital and collective efficacy: Resource and operating tools of 

community social control. Journal of Theoretical and Philosophical 

Criminology, 5(2), 75-94. http://www.jtpcrim.org/July-2013/SA.pdf   
 
Armitage, R. (2007). Sustainability versus Safety: Confusion, Conflict and 

Contradiction in Designing Out Crime. In G. Farrell, K. J. Bowers, S. D. 
Johnson, & M. Townsley (Eds.), Imagination for Crime Prevention: Essays in 

Honour of Ken Pease (Vol. 21, pp. 81-110). Criminal Justice Press and Willan 
Publishing.   

 
Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2009). Regional population growth, Australia, 2007-

08. https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Products/3218.0~2007-
08~Main+Features~Queensland?OpenDocument 

 Catalogue number 3218.0, April 2009 
 
Australian Bureau of Statistics. (2016). Australian Statistical Geography Standard 

(ASGS): Volume 1 - Main structure and greater capital city statistical areas. 
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/1270.0.55.001 

 Catalogue number 1270.0.55.001, July 2016 
 
Becker, H. (1963). Outsiders: Studies in the Sociology of Deviance. The Free Press of 

Glencoe.   
 
Beckett, K. (1997). Making Crime Pay: Law and Order in Contemporary American 

Politics. Oxford University Press.   
 
Bell, C., & Newby, H. (1971). Community Studies: An Introduction to the Sociology of 

the Local Community. Allen and Unwin.   
 
Bernberg, J. G., Krohn, M. D., & Rivera, C. J. (2006). Official labeling, criminal 

embededness, and subsequent delinquency: A longitudinal test of labeling 
theory. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 43(1), 43-67. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427805280068   

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-27793-6_9
http://www.jtpcrim.org/July-2013/SA.pdf
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Products/3218.0~2007-08~Main+Features~Queensland?OpenDocument
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Products/3218.0~2007-08~Main+Features~Queensland?OpenDocument
https://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/mf/1270.0.55.001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427805280068


REFERENCE LIST  351 
 

 

Bottoms, A. E., & Wiles, P. (1992). Explanations of crime and place. In D. J. Evans, N. 
R. Fyfe, & D. T. Herbert (Eds.), Crime, Policing and Place: Essays in 

Environmental Criminology. Routledge.   
 
Bourdieu, P. (1985). The forms of capital. In J. G. Richardson (Ed.), Handbook of 

Theory and Research for the Sociology of Education. Greenwood.   
 
Bradley, M. S., & Teasdale, B. (2017). Integrating criminology and prevention research. 

In B. Teasdale & M. S. Bradley (Eds.), Preventing crime and violence (pp. 3-8). 
Springer International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_1   

 
Brantingham, P. J., & Brantingham, P. L. (1981). Environmental Criminology. Sage 

Publications.   
 
Brantingham, P. J., & Faust, F. L. (1976). A conceptual model of crime prevention. 

Crime and Delinquency, 22, 284-296. 
https://doi.org/10.1177/001112877602200302   

 
Brint, S. (2001). Gemeinschaft Revisited: A Critique and Reconstruction of the 

Community Concept. Sociological Theory, 19(1), 1-23. 
http://www.jstor.org/stable/223289   

 
Burgess, E. W. (1925). The growth of the city. In R. E. Park, E. W. Burgess, & R. D. 

McKenzie (Eds.), The City. The University of Chicago Press.   
 
Bursik, R. J., Jr. (1988). Social disorganisation and theories of crime and delinquency: 

Problems and prospects. Criminology, 26(4), 519-551. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1988.tb00854.x   

 
Bursik, R. J., Jr., & Grasmick, H. G. (1993). Neighborhoods and Crime:The 

Dimensions of Effective Community Control. Lexington Books.   
 
Burt, R. S. (1992). Structural holes: The social structure of competition. Harvard 

University Press.   
 
Cameron, M., & Laycock, G. (2002). Crime Prevention in Australia. In A. Graycar & P. 

Grabosky (Eds.), The Cambridge Handbook of Australian Criminology 

Cambridge University Press.   
 
Campbell, B. (1993). Goliath: Britain's Dangerous Places. Methuen.   
 
Carter, S. P., Carter, S. L., & Dannenberg, A. L. (2003). Zoning out crime and 

improving community health in Sarasota, Florida: "Crime prevention through 
environmental design". American Journal of Public Health, 93(9), 1442-1445.   

 
Cherney, A. (2006). Problem solving for crime prevention. Trends and issues in crime 

and criminal justice no.314. http://aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi314   
 
Cherney, A., & Sutton, A. (2007). Crime Prevention in Australia: Beyond 'What 

Works?'. The Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 40(1), 65-
81.   

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_1
https://doi.org/10.1177/001112877602200302
http://www.jstor.org/stable/223289
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-9125.1988.tb00854.x
http://aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi314


REFERENCE LIST  352 
 

 

 
Child Family and Community Services Design and Commissioning. (2016). Community 

investment specification (3 ed.). Queensland Government.   
 
Child Safety. (2016). Families investment specifications (6 ed.). Queensland 

Government.   
 
Chilenski, S. M., Ang, P. M., Greenberg, M. T., Feinberg, M. E., & Spoth, R. (2014). 

The impact of a prevention delivery system on perceived social capital: The 
PROSPER project. Prevention Science, 15, 125-137. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-012-0347-5   

 
Cisneros, H., & United States: Department of Housing and Urban Development. (1995). 

Defensible Space: Deterring Crime and Building Community (Vol. 2). U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development.   

 
Clancey, G. (2015). Local crime prevention:'Breathing life (back) into social democratic 

and penal welfare concerns'? International Journal for Crime, Justice and Social 

Democracy, 4(4), 40-57. https://www.crimejusticejournal.com/article/view/778   
 
Clancey, G. (2015). Some findings from an Australian local crime prevention case 

study. Crime Prevention and Community Safety, 17(2), 71-87. 
https://doi.org/10.1057/cpcs.2015.1   

 
Clarke, R. V. (1980). 'Situational' crime prevention: Theory and practice. The British 

Journal of Criminology, 20(2), 136-147. 
https://academic.oup.com/bjc/article/20/2/136/356435   

 
Clarke, R. V. (1983). Situational crime prevention: Its theoretical basis and practical 

scope. In M. Tonry & N. Morris (Eds.), Cime and Justice. The University of 
Chicago Press.   

 
Clarke, R. V. (1992). Introduction. In R. V. Clarke (Ed.), Situational Crime Prevention: 

Successful Case Studies. Harrow and Heston.   
 
Clarke, R. V. (1995). Situational crime prevention. In M. Tonry & D. P. Farrington 

(Eds.), Building a Safer Society: Strategic Approaches to Crime Prevention 
(Vol. 19). The University of Chicago Press.   

 
Clarke, R. V. (1997). Introduction. In R. V. Clarke (Ed.), Situational Crime Prevention: 

Successful Case Studies (2nd ed.). Harrow and Heston.   
 
Clarke, R. V., & Felson, M. (1993). Introduction: Criminology, Routine Activity, and 

Rational Choice. In R. V. Clarke & M. Felson (Eds.), Routine Activity and 

Rational Choice: Advances in Criminological Theory (Vol. 5). Transaction 
Books.   

 
Clarke, R. V., & Homel, R. (1997). A revised classification of situational crime 

prevention techniques. In S. P. Lab (Ed.), Crime Prevention at a Crossroads. 
Anderson Publishing.   

 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11121-012-0347-5
https://www.crimejusticejournal.com/article/view/778
https://doi.org/10.1057/cpcs.2015.1
https://academic.oup.com/bjc/article/20/2/136/356435


REFERENCE LIST  353 
 

 

Clarke, R. V., & Weisburd, D. (1994). Diffusion of crime control benefits: Observations 
on the reverse of displacement. In R. V. Clarke (Ed.), Crime Prevention Studies 
(Vol. 2). Criminal Justice Press.   

 
Coalition for Evidence-Based Policy. (2015). Social programs that work. Retrieved 3 

September 2015 from http://evidencebasedprograms.org/  
 
Cohen, L. E., & Felson, M. (1979). Social change and crime rate trends: A routine 

activity approach. American Sociological Review, 44(4), 588-608. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2094589   

 
Coleman, J. S. (1988). Social capital in the creation of human capital. American Journal 

of Sociology, 94 Supplement, S95-S120.   
 
Coles, C. M., & Kelling, G. L. (1999). Prevention through community prosecution. 

Public Interest, Summer(136), 69-84.   
 
Communities that Care Ltd. (2016, 2016). Communities That Care. Website Design & 

Development by www.webprophets.net.au. Retrieved 27/04/2016 from   
 
Community Policing Consortium. (1994). Understanding Community Policing: A 

Framework for Action. Bureau of Justice Assistance.   
 
Conner, R. L. (1998). Lawyers meet community. Neighbors go to school. Tough meets 

love: Promising approaches to neighborhood safety, community revitalization, 
and crime control. In J. Travis & S. Rickman (Eds.), What can the Federal 

Government do to decrease crime and revitalize communities? Panel papers 

from the Department of Justice symposium (5-7 January 1998 ) (pp. 65-77). 
National Institute of Justice and the Executive Office for Weed and Seed. 
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles/172210.pdf   

 
Cornish, D. B. (1993). Theories of action in criminology: Learning theory and rational 

choice approaches. In R. V. Clarke & M. Felson (Eds.), Routine Activity and 

Rational Choice. Transaction.   
 
Cornish, D. B., & Clarke, R. V. (2003). Opportunities, precipitators and criminal 

decisions: A reply to Wortley's critique of situational crime prevention. Crime 

Prevention Studies, 16, 41-96.   
 
Cozens, P. M. (2005, 21-22 November). Designing out Crime: From Evidence to Action 

Delivering crime prevention: Making the evidence work, Carlton Crest Hotel, 
Sydney.   

 
Cozens, P. M., Saville, G., & Hillier, D. (2005). Crime prevention through 

environmental design (CPTED): a review and modern bibliography. Property 

Management, 23(5), 328–356. https://doi.org/10.1108/02637470510631483   
 
Crawford, A. (1997). The Local Governance of Crime: Appeals to Community and 

Partnerships. Clarendon Press.   
 

http://evidencebasedprograms.org/
https://doi.org/10.2307/2094589
www.webprophets.net.au
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles/172210.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1108/02637470510631483


REFERENCE LIST  354 
 

 

Crawford, A. (1998). Crime Prevention and Community Safety: Politics, Policies and 

Practices. Addison Wesley Longman.   
 
Davies, G. (2006). Crime, Neighborhood, and Public Housing. LFB Scholarly.   
 
Dawe, S., & Harnett, P. (2008). Parents Under Pressure program. Retrieved 30 June 

2008 from http://www.pupprogram.net.au/  
 
DeKeseredy, W. S., Alvi, S., Schwartz, M. D., & Tomaszewski, E. A. (2003). Under 

Siege: Poverty and Crime in a Public Housing Community. Lexington Books.   
 
Developmental Crime Prevention Consortium. (1999). Pathways to prevention: 

Developmental and early intervention approaches to crime in Australia 

(summary, full report and appendices). National Crime Prevention. 
Commonwealth Attorney-General's Department.   

 
Dixon, D. (1998). Broken windows, zero tolerance, and the New York miracle. Current 

Issues in Criminal Justice, 10(1), 96-106.   
 
Duncan, T. E., Duncan, S. C., Okut, H., Strycker, L. A., & Hix-Small, H. (2003). A 

multilevel contextual model of neighborhood collective efficacy. American 

Journal of Community Psychology, 32(3/4), 245-252.   
 
Eck, J. E., & Spelman, W. (1987). Problem-Solving. Problem-Oriented Policing in 

Newport News. Police Executive Research Forum.   
 
Eck, J. E., & Weisburd, D. (1995). Crime places in crime theory. In J. E. Eck & D. 

Weisburd (Eds.), Crime and Place (Vol. 4). Criminal Justice Press.   
 
Ekblom, P. (1994). Proximal circumstances: A mechanism-based classification of crime 

prevention. In R. V. Clarke (Ed.), Crime Prevention Studies (Vol. 2). Criminal 
Justice Press.   

 
Ekblom, P., & Tilley, N. (2000). Going equipped: Criminology, situational crime 

prevention and the resourceful offender. The British Journal of Criminology, 

40(3), 376-398. https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/40.3.376   
 
Elliot, D. S., & Mihalic, S. (2004). Issues in Disseminating and Replicating Effective 

Prevention Programs. Prevention Science, 5(1), 47-53.   
 
Elliott, D. S., Wilson, W. J., Huizinga, D., Sampson, R. J., Elliott, A., & Rankin, B. 

(1996). The effects of neighborhood disadvantage on adolescent development. 
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 33(4), 389-426.   

 
English, B., Straton, R. G., & Cummings, R. (2002). Principles for evaluating 

community crime prevention projects. Commonwealth Attorney-General's 
Department.   

 
Engstad, P. A. (1975). Environmental Opportunities and the Ecology of Crime. In R. A. 

Silverman & J. J. Teevan, Jr. (Eds.), Crime in Canadian Society. Butterworth.   
 

http://www.pupprogram.net.au/
https://doi.org/10.1093/bjc/40.3.376


REFERENCE LIST  355 
 

 

Everson, S., & Woodhouse, P. F. (2007). Designing Out Crime: Has Section 17 of the 
U.K.'s Crime and Disorder Act 1998 Been Effective? In G. Farrell, K. J. 
Bowers, S. D. Johnson, & M. Townsley (Eds.), Imagination For Crime 

Prevention: Essays in Honour of Ken Pease (Vol. 21, pp. 111-131). Criminal 
Justice Press and Willan Publishing.   

 
Fagan, A. A. (2013). Family focused intervention to prevent juvenile delinquency: A 

case where science and policy can find common ground. Criminology and 

Public Policy, 12(4), 617-650. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12029   
 
Fagan, A. A., Hawkins, J. D., Catalano, R. F., & Farrington, D. P. (2019). Communities 

That Care: Building community engagement and capacity to prevent youth 

behavior problems. Oxford University Press.   
 
Farrington, D. P., Ohlin, L. E., & Wilson, J. Q. (1986). Understanding and Controlling 

Crime. Springer Verlag.   
 
Feinberg, M. E., Riggs, N. R., & Greenberg, M. T. (2005). Social networks and 

community prevention coalitions. Journal of Primary Prevention, 26(4), 279-
298. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-005-5390-4   

 
Felson, M. (1986). Linking criminal choices, routine activities, informal control, and 

criminal outcomes. In D. B. Cornish & R. V. Clarke (Eds.), The Reasoning 

Criminal. Springer-Verlag.   
 
Felson, M. (1997). Reconciling Hirschi's 1969 control theory with the general theory of 

crime. In S. P. Lab (Ed.), Crime Prevention at a Crossroads. Anderson 
Publishing.   

 
Felson, M. (1998). Crime and Everyday Life (2 ed.). Pine Forge Press.   
 
Felson, M., & Eckert, M. (2016). Crime and everyday life (5 ed.). SAGE Publications, 

Inc.   
 
Fleming, J., & O'Reilly, J. (2007). The 'small-scale initiative'; the rhetoric and the 

reality of community policing in Australia. Policing: A Journal of Policy and 

Practice, 1(2), 214-222. https://doi.org/10.1093/police/pam023   
 
Fyfe, N. R. (1995). Law and order policy and the spaces of citizenship in contemporary 

Britain. Political Geography, 14(2), 177-189.   
 
Gabor, T. (1990). Crime displacement and situational prevention: Toward the 

development of some principles. Canadian Journal of Criminology, 32(1), 41-
73.   

 
Garofalo, J., & Laub, J. (1978). The fear of crime: Broadening our perspective. 

Victimology, 3, 242-253.   
 
Gibbons, D. C. (1994). Talking about Crime and Criminals: Problems and Issues in 

Theory Development in Criminology. Prentice Hall.   
 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12029
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10935-005-5390-4
https://doi.org/10.1093/police/pam023


REFERENCE LIST  356 
 

 

Gilling, D. (1997). Crime Prevention: Theory, Policy and Politics. UCL Press.   
 
Gips, M. A. (2003). CPTED still the exception. Security Management, 47(10), 12-13.   
 
Goldstein, H. (1979). Improving policing: A problem-oriented approach. Crime and 

Delinquency, 25(2), 236-258. https://doi.org/10.1177/001112877902500207   
 
Graycar, A., & Grabosky, P. (Eds.). (2002a). The Cambridge Handbook of Australian 

Criminology (1st ed.). Cambridge University Press.  
 
Graycar, A., & Grabosky, P. (2002b). Trends in Australian Crime and Criminal Justice. 

In A. Graycar & P. Grabosky (Eds.), The Cambridge Handbook of Australian 

Criminology. Cambridge University Press.   
 
Green Mazerolle, L., Kadleck, C., & Roehl, J. (1998). Controlling drug and disorder 

problems: The role of place managers. Criminology, 36(2), 371-404.   
 
Green Mazerolle, L., & Roehl, J. (1998). Civil remedies and crime prevention: An 

introduction. In L. Green Mazerolle & J. Roehl (Eds.), Civil Remedies and 

Crime Prevention (Vol. 9). Criminal Justice Press.   
 
Grinc, R. M. (1994). "Angels in marble": Problems in stimulating community 

involvement in community policing. Crime and Delinquency, 40(3), 437-468.   
 
Hancock, L., & Matthews, R. (2001). Crime, community safety and toleration. In R. 

Matthews & J. Pitts (Eds.), Crime, Disorder and Community Safety: A New 

Agenda? Routledge.   
 
Hawkins, J. D. (1999). Preventing Crime and Violence Through Communities that 

Care. European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research, 7(4), 443-458.   
 
Hawkins, J. D., Catalano, R. F., Arthur, M. W., Egan, E., Brown, E. C., Abbott, R. D., 

& Murray, D. M. (2008). Testing Communities That Care: The Rationale, 
Design and Behavioral Baseline Equivalence of the Community Youth 
Development Study. Prevention Science, 9(3), 178-190.   

 
Headey, A., Pirkis, J., Merner, B., VandenHeuvel, A., Mitchell, P., Robinson, J., 

Parham, J., & Burgess, P. (2006, 2006/01/01). A review of 156 local projects 
funded under Australia’s National Suicide Prevention Strategy: Overview and 
lessons learned. Australian e-Journal for the Advancement of Mental Health, 

5(3), 247-261. https://doi.org/10.5172/jamh.5.3.247   
 
Heal, K., & Laycock, G. (1988). The development of crime prevention: Issues and 

limitations. In T. Hope & M. Shaw (Eds.), Communities and Crime Reduction. 
Her Majesty's Stationery Office.   

 
Hillery, G. A. (1955). Definitions of community: Areas of agreement. Rural Sociology, 

20(2), 111-123.   
 
Hirschi, T. (1969). Causes of Delinquency. University of California Press.   
 

https://doi.org/10.1177/001112877902500207
https://doi.org/10.5172/jamh.5.3.247


REFERENCE LIST  357 
 

 

Homel, P. (2005). A short history of crime prevention in Australia. Canadian Journal of 

Criminology and Criminal Justice, 47(2), 355-368.   
 
Homel, P. (2009). Improving crime prevention knowledge and practice. Trends and 

Issues in Crime and Criminal Justice, no. 385. 
http://aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi385   

 
Homel, R. (Ed.). (1996). The Politics and Practice of Situational Crime Prevention 

(Vol. 5). Criminal Justice Press.  
 
Homel, R. (2005). Developmental Crime Prevention. In N. Tilley (Ed.), Handbook of 

Crime Prevention and Community Safety (pp. 71-106). Willan Publishing.   
 
Homel, R., & Freiberg, K. (2017). Developmental prevention. In A. Deckert & R. Sarre 

(Eds.), The Palgrave handbook of Australian and New Zealand criminology, 

crime and justice (pp. 815-829). Springer International Publishing AG. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-55747-2   

 
Homel, R., Freiberg, K., Lamb, C., Leech, M., Carr, A., Hampshire, A., Hay, I., Elias, 

G., Manning, M., Teague, R., & Batchelor, S. (2006). The Pathways to 

Prevention Project: The First Five Years, 1999-2004.   
 
Homel, R., & Homel, P. (2012). Implementing crime prevention: Good governance and 

a science of implementation. In B. C. Welsh & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), The 

Oxford Handbook of Crime Prevention. Oxford University Press.   
 
Homel, R., & Thomsen, L. (2016). Developmental crime prevention. In N. Tilley & A. 

Sidebottom (Eds.), Handbook of crime prevention and community safety (2 ed.). 
Taylor and Francis.   

 
Hoover, L. T. (1992). Police mission: An era of debate. In L. T. Hoover (Ed.), Police 

Management: Issues and Perspectives. Police Executive Research Forum.   
 
Hope, T. (1995). Community crime prevention. In M. Tonry & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), 

Building a Safer Society: Strategic Approaches to Crime Prevention (Vol. 19). 
The University of Chicago Press.   

 
Hope, T. (2005, December 01). Pretend it doesn't work: The ‘anti-social’ bias in the 

Maryland scientific methods scale [journal article]. European Journal on 

Criminal Policy and Research, 11(3), 275-296. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10610-
005-9000-1   

 
Hope, T., & Hough, M. (1988). Area, crime and incivility: A profile from the British 

Crime Survey. In T. Hope & M. Shaw (Eds.), Communities and Crime 

Reduction. Her Majesty's Stationary Office.   
 
Hope, T., & Shaw, M. (1988). Community approaches to reducing crime. In T. Hope & 

M. Shaw (Eds.), Communities and Crime Reduction. Her Majesty's Stationary 
Office.   

 
Howard, J., & Newman, J. (2000). Stronger Families and Communities Strategy.   

http://aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi385
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-55747-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10610-005-9000-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10610-005-9000-1


REFERENCE LIST  358 
 

 

 
Hughes, P., Bellamy, J., & Black, A. (2000). Building social trust through education. In 

I. Winter (Ed.), Social Capital and Public Policy in Australia. Australian 
Institute of Family Studies.   

 
Ipswich City Council. (2007). City of Ipswich. Retrieved 11 October 2007 from 

http://ipswich.qld.gov.au/about_council/  
 
Ipswich Visitors and Tourism Association. (2007). Ipswich Tourism. Bark Productions. 

Retrieved 20 October 2007 from 
http://web.archive.org/web/20071020025854/http://www.ipswichtourism.com.a
u/  

 
Jacobs, J. (1961). The Death and Life of Great American Cities. Random House.   
 
Jeffery, C. R. (1971). Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design. Sage.   
 
Jeffery, C. R. (1977). Crime Prevention through Environmental Design (2 ed.). Sage.   
 
Jiwani, Y., Berman, H., & Cameron, C. A. (2011). Violence prevention and the 

Canadian girl child. In M. Vallee & T. Caputo (Eds.), Crime prevention and 

community safety for children and youth in Canada. University of Victoria.   
 
Johnson, E. H. (1987). Introduction: The "what," "how," "who," and "where" of 

prevention. In E. H. Johnson (Ed.), Handbook on Crime and Delinquency 

Prevention. Greenwood Press.   
 
Jongejan, A., & Woldendorp, T. (2013). A Successful CPTED Approach: The Dutch 

'Police Label Secure Housing'. Built Environment, 39(1), 31-48. 
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/alex/benv/2013/00000039/00000001/art
00003   

 
Kania, J., & Kramer, M. (2011). Collective impact. Stanford Social Innovation Review, 

9(1), 36–41. https://ssir.org/articles/entry/collective_impact   
 
Kelling, G. L., & Coles, C. M. (1996). Fixing Broken Windows: Restoring Order and 

Reducing Crime in Our Communities. The Free Press.   
 
Knutsson, J. (2003). Introduction. In J. Knutsson (Ed.), Problem-Oriented Policing: 

From Innovation to Mainstream (Vol. 15). Criminal Justice Press.   
 
Kornhauser, R. R. (1978). Social Sources of Delinquency. University of Chicago Press.   
 
Kubrin, C. E., & Weitzer, R. (2003). New directions in social disorganization theory. 

Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 40(4), 374-402.   
 
Kushmuk, J. W., & Whittemore, S. L. (1981). A Reevaluation of the Crime Prevention 

Through Environmental Design Program in Portland, Oregon. National 
Institute of Justice.   

 

http://ipswich.qld.gov.au/about_council/
http://web.archive.org/web/20071020025854/http:/www.ipswichtourism.com.au/
http://web.archive.org/web/20071020025854/http:/www.ipswichtourism.com.au/
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/alex/benv/2013/00000039/00000001/art00003
http://www.ingentaconnect.com/content/alex/benv/2013/00000039/00000001/art00003
https://ssir.org/articles/entry/collective_impact


REFERENCE LIST  359 
 

 

Lab, S. P. (2000). Crime Prevention: Approaches, Practices and Evaluations (4th ed.). 
Anderson Publishing.   

 
Lab, S. P. (2007). Crime Prevention: Approaches, Practices and Evaluations (6th ed.). 

Lexis Nexis.   
 
Lang, E., & Rumbold, G. (1997). The effectiveness of community-based interventions 

to reduce violence in and around licensed premises: A comparison of three 
Australian models. Contemporary Drug Problems, 24(4), 805-826.   

 
Lavrakas, P. J., & Bennett, S. F. (1988). Thinking about the implementation of citizen 

and community anti-crime measures. In T. Hope & M. Shaw (Eds.), 
Communities and Crime Reduction. Her Majesty's Stationary Office.   

 
Lavrakas, P. J., & Kushmuk, J. W. (1986). Evaluating crime prevention through 

environmental design: The Portland commercial demonstration project. In D. P. 
Rosenbaum (Ed.), Community Crime Prevention: Does It Work? (Vol. 22). 
SAGE Publications.   

 
Lawrence, J. A. (2007). Taking the Developmental Pathways Approach to 

Understanding and Preventing Antisocial Behavour. In A. France & R. Homel 
(Eds.), Pathways and Crime Prevention: Theory, Policy and Practice (pp. 28-
50). Willan Publishing.   

 
Laycock, G., & Tilley, N. (1995). Implimenting Crime Prevention. In M. Tonry & D. P. 

Farrington (Eds.), Building a Safer Society: Strategic Approaches to Crime 

Prevention (Vol. 19). The University of Chicago Press.   
 
Linden, R. (2007). Situational crime prevention: Its role in comprehensive prevention 

initiatives. Institute for the Prevention of Crime (IPC) Review, 1(March), 139-
159.   

 
Lochner, K., Kawachi, I., & Kennedy, B. P. (1999). Social capital: A guide to its 

measurement. Health and Place, 5(4), 259-270. https://doi.org/10.1016/S1353-
8292(99)00016-7   

 
Logan City Council. (2006). Logan: A city for families, lifestyle and business. Logan 

City Council. Retrieved 12 August 2006 from 
http://logan.qld.gov.au/LCC/residents/communityrenewal/default.htm 

  
 
Logan Together. (2018). Logan Together annual report 2016/2017. 

https://logantogether.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/LT_Annual-
Report_PRINT-LR.pdf  

 
Lundman, R. (1993). Prevention and Control of Juvenile Delinquency ( 2nd ed.). 

Oxford.   
 
Lurigio, A. J., & Rosenbaum, D. P. (1986). Evaluation research in community crime 

prevention: A critical look at the field. In D. P. Rosenbaum (Ed.), Community 

Crime Prevention: Does It Work? (Vol. 22). SAGE Publications.   

https://doi.org/10.1016/S1353-8292(99)00016-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1353-8292(99)00016-7
http://logan.qld.gov.au/LCC/residents/communityrenewal/default.htm
https://logantogether.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/LT_Annual-Report_PRINT-LR.pdf
https://logantogether.org.au/wp-content/uploads/2018/04/LT_Annual-Report_PRINT-LR.pdf


REFERENCE LIST  360 
 

 

 
Martin, A., & Brinn-Feinberg, V. (2001). Design strategies for limiting crime and 

increasing safety. Journal of Family and Consumer Sciences, 93(1), 17-19.   
 
Matsueda, R. L., Kreager, D. A., & Huizinga, D. (2006). Deterring Delinquents: A 

Rational Choice Model of Theft and Violence. American Sociological Review, 

71(1), 95-122.   
 
Matthews, R. (1992). Replacing "broken windows": Crime, incivilities and urban 

change. In R. Matthews & J. Young (Eds.), Issues in Realist Criminology. Sage 
Publications.   

 
Mazerolle, L. A., Wickes, R. L., & McBroom, J. (2010). Community Variations in 

Violence: The Role of Social Ties and Collective Efficacy in Comparative 
Context. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 47(1), 3-30.   

 
Mazerolle, L. A., Wickes, R. L., Rombouts, S., McBroom, J., Shyy, T.-K., Riseley, K. 

L., Homel, R., Stimson, R., Stewart, A. L., Spencer, N., Charker, J. H., & 
Sampson, R. L. (2007). Community variations in crime: A Spatial and ecometric 

analysis (Technical Report, Issue 1). Griffith University.   
 
McCabe, B. J. (2013). Are homeowners better citizens? Homeownership and 

community participation in the United States. Social Forces, 91(3), 929-954. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sos185   

 
McLean, S. L., Schultz, D. A., & Steger, M. B. (2002). Social Capital: Critical 

Perspectives on Community and "Bowling Alone". New York University Press.   
 
Miller, L. L. (2001). The Politics of Community Crime Prevention: Implementing 

Operation Weed and Seed in Seattle. Ashgate Publishing.   
 
Mitchell, O. (2017). Research ddesigns in crime and violence prevention. In B. Teasdale 

& M. S. Bradley (Eds.), Preventing crime and violence (pp. 177-185). Springer 
International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_16   

 
Moffitt, T. E. (1993). Adolescence-limited and life course-persistent antisocial 

behavior: A developmental taxonomy. Psychological Review, 100(4), 674-701. 
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.100.4.674   

 
Moore, M. H. (1995). Public Health and Criminal Justice Approaches to Prevention. In 

M. Tonry & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Building a Safer Society: Strategic 

Approaches to Crime Prevention (Vol. 19). The University of Chicago Press.   
 
Moore, T., McDonald, M., McHugh-Dillon, H., & West, S. (2016). Community 

engagement: A key strategy for improving outcomes for Australian families 
[CFCA Paper no. 39]. https://aifs.gov.au/cfca/publications/community-
engagement   

 
Morenoff, J. D., Sampson, R. J., & Raudenbush, S. W. (2001). Neighborhood 

inequality, collective efficacy, and the spatial dynamics of urban violence. 
Criminology, 39(3), 517-559.   

https://doi.org/10.1093/sf/sos185
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_16
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-295X.100.4.674
https://aifs.gov.au/cfca/publications/community-engagement
https://aifs.gov.au/cfca/publications/community-engagement


REFERENCE LIST  361 
 

 

 
Morgan, A., & Homel, P. (2013). Evaluating crime prevention: Lessons from large-

scale community crime prevention programs. Trends and Issues in Crime and 

Criminal Justice, no. 458. http://aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi458   
 
Morris, T. (1966). The Criminal Area. Humanities Press.   
 
Nagin, D. S., & Weisburd, D. (2013). Evidence and public policy: The example of 

evaluation research in policing. Criminology and Public Policy, 12(4), 651-679. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12030   

 
Newman, O. (1972). Defensible Space: People and Design in the Violent City. 

Architectural Press.   
 
Nicholson, J., & Higgins, G. E. (2017). Social structure social learning theory: 

Preventing crime and violence. In B. Teasdale & M. S. Bradley (Eds.), 
Preventing crime and violence (pp. 11-20). Springer International Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_2   

 
O'Malley, P. (1997). The politics of crime prevention. In P. O'Malley & A. Sutton 

(Eds.), Crime Prevention in Australia: Issues in Policy and Research. The 
Federation Press.   

 
O'Malley, P., & Sutton, A. (1997). Introduction. In P. O'Malley & A. Sutton (Eds.), 

Crime Prevention in Australia: Issues in Policy and Research. The Federation 
Press.   

 
Onyx, J., & Bullen, P. (2000). Sources of social capital. In W. I. (Ed.), Social Capital 

and Public Policy in Australia. Australian Institute of Family Studies.   
 
Osborne, D. (2007, 26-29 June). Reinventing government: What a difference a strategy 

makes 7th Global Forum on Reinventing Government Building Trust in 
Government, Vienna, Austria.   

 
Osborne, D., & Gaebler, T. (1992). Reinventing government: How the entrepreneurial 

spirit is transforming the public section. Addison-Wesley.   
 
Park, R. E., & Burgess, E. W. (1921). An Introduction to Sociology. The University of 

Chicago Press.   
 
Pattillo, M. E. (1998). Sweet mothers and gangbangers: Managing crime in a black 

middle-class neighbourhood. Social Forces, 76(3), 747-774. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/3005693   

 
Perkins, D. D., Brown, B. B., & Taylor, R. B. (1996). The Ecology of Empowerment: 

Predicting Participation in Community Organizations. Journal of Social Issues, 

52(1), 85-110.   
 
Phillips, T., & Smith, P. (2004). Emotional and behavioural responses to everyday 

incivility: Challenging the fear/avoidance paradigm. Journal of Sociology, 40(4), 
378-399.   

http://aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi458
https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12030
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_2
https://doi.org/10.2307/3005693


REFERENCE LIST  362 
 

 

 
Polk, K. (1997). A community and youth development approach to youth crime 

prevention. In P. O'Malley & A. Sutton (Eds.), Crime Prevention in Australia: 

Issues in Policy and Research. The Federation Press.   
 
Portes, A. (1998). Social capital: Its origins and applications in modern sociology. 

Annual Review of Sociology, 24(1), 1-24.   
 
Poyner, B. (1992). Situational crime prevention in two parking facilities. In R. V. 

Clarke (Ed.), Situational Crime Prevention: Successful Case Studies. Harrow 
and Heston.   

 
Poyner, B., & Webb, B. (1987). Successful Crime Prevention: Case Studies. Tavistock 

Institute of Human Relations.   
 
Presdee, M., & Walters, R. (1997). Policies, politics, practices: Crime prevention in 

South Australia. In P. O'Malley & A. Sutton (Eds.), Crime Prevention in 

Australia: Issues in Policy and Research. The Federation Press.   
 
Putnam, R. D. (2000a). Bowling alone: America's declining social capital. In L. 

Crothers & C. Lockhart (Eds.), Culture and politics (pp. 223-234). 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-62397-6_12 (1995)   

 
Putnam, R. D. (2000b). Bowling Alone: The Collapse and Revival of American 

Community. Simon and Schuster.   
 
Rae, D. (2002). Foreword. In S. L. McLean, D. A. Schultz, & M. B. Steger (Eds.), 

Social Capital: Critical Perspectives on Community and "Bowling Alone". New 
York University Press.   

 
Reiss, A. J., Jr. (1986). Why are communities important in understanding crime? In A. 

J. J. Reiss & M. Tonry (Eds.), Communities and crime (Vol. 8). University of 
Chicago Press.   

 
Reppetto, T. A. (1974). Residential Crime. Ballinger Publishing.   
 
Reppetto, T. A. (1976). Crime prevention and the displacement phenomenon. Crime 

and Delinquency, 22(2), 166-177. https://doi.org/10.1177/001112877602200204  
 
Robinson, D. (2005). The search for community cohesion: Key themes and dominant 

concepts of the public policy agenda. Urban Studies, 42(8), 1411-1427.   
 
Robison, S. M. (1936). Can Delinquency Be Measured? Columbia University Press.   
 
Roehl, J. (1998). Civil remedies for controlling crime: The role of community 

organisations. In L. Green Mazerolle & J. Roehl (Eds.), Civil Remedies and 

Crime Prevention (Vol. 9). Criminal Justice Press.   
 
Rosenbaum, D. P. (1988). Community and crime prevention: A review and synthesis of 

the literature. Justice Quarterly, 5(3), 323-395. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418828800089781   

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-62397-6_12
https://doi.org/10.1177/001112877602200204
https://doi.org/10.1080/07418828800089781


REFERENCE LIST  363 
 

 

 
Rosenbaum, D. P., Lewis, D. A., & Grant, J. A. (1986). Neighbourhood-Based Crime 

Prevention: Assessing the Efficacy of Community Organizing in Chicago. In D. 
P. Rosenbaum (Ed.), Community Crime Prevention: Does It Work? (Vol. 22). 
SAGE Publications.   

 
Rosenbaum, D. P., Lurigio, A. J., & Davis, R. C. (1998). The Prevention of Crime: 

Social and Situational Strategies. Wadsworth Publishing Company.   
 
Rossi, P. H., Lipsey, M. W., & Freeman, H. E. (2004). Evaluation: A Systematic 

Approach (7th ed.). Sage.   
 
Sabol, W. J., Coulton, C. J., & Korbin, J. E. (2004). Building community capacity for 

violence prevention. Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 19(3), 322-340.   
 
Sampson, R. J. (1995). The community. In J. Q. Wilson & J. Petersilia (Eds.), Crime: 

Twenty-eight Leading Experts Look at the Most Pressing Problem of our Time. 
Institute for Contemporary Studies Press.   

 
Sampson, R. J. (2002). The community. In J. Wilson & J. Petersilia (Eds.), Crime: 

Public Polices for Crime Control. Institute for Contemporary Studies Press.   
 
Sampson, R. J. (2004). Neighbourhood and community: Collective efficacy and 

community safety. New Economy, 11(2), 106-113. 
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0041.2004.00346.x  

 
Sampson, R. J. (2008). Collective Efficacy Theory: Lessons Learned and Directions for 

Future Inquiry. In F. T. Cullen, J. P. Wright, & K. R. Blevins (Eds.), Taking 

Stock: The Status of Criminological Theory (Vol. 15). Transaction Publishers.   
 
Sampson, R. J., & Bartusch, D. J. (1998). Legal cynicism and (subcultural?) tolerance 

of deviance: The neighborhood context of racial differences. Law and Society 

Review, 32(4), 777-804. https://doi.org/10.2307/827739   
 
Sampson, R. J., & Groves, W. B. (1989). Community structure and crime: Testing 

social-disorganization theory. American Journal of Sociology, 94(4), 774-802.   
 
Sampson, R. J., Morenoff, J. D., & Earls, F. (1999). Beyond social capital: Spatial 

dynamics of collective efficacy for children. American Sociological Review, 

64(5), 633-660. https://doi.org/10.2307/2657367   
 
Sampson, R. J., & Raudenbush, S. W. (1999). Systematic social observation of public 

spaces: A new look at disorder in urban neighborhoods. American Journal of 

Sociology, 105(3), 603-651. https://doi.org/10.1086/210356   
 
Sampson, R. J., Raudenbush, S. W., & Earls, F. (1997). Neighborhoods and violent 

crime: A multilevel study of collective efficacy. Science, 277(5328), 918-924. 
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5328.918   

 

https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-0041.2004.00346.x
https://doi.org/10.2307/827739
https://doi.org/10.2307/2657367
https://doi.org/10.1086/210356
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.277.5328.918


REFERENCE LIST  364 
 

 

Sampson, R. J., & Wilson, W. J. (1995). Towards a theory of race, crime and urban 
inequality. In J. Hagan & R. D. Peterson (Eds.), Crime and Inequality. Stanford 
University Press.   

 
Sampson, R. J., Winship, C., & Knight, C. (2013). Translating causal claims: Principles 

and strategies for policy-relevant criminology. Criminology and Public Policy, 

12(4), 587–616. https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12027   
 
Sansfacon, D. (2004, 1-2 April 2004). Handle with Care: Cost-benefit Studies and 

Crime Prevention European Seminar on Costs and the Distribution of Costs of 
Crime and Disorder and Crime Prevention Helsinki, Finland.   

 
Sarre, R. (2011, 24 May). We get the crime we deserve: Exploring the disconnect in 

'law and order' politics James Cook University School of Arts and Social 
Science 2011 criminology public lecture, Townsville   

 
Scheingold, S. (1984). The Politics of Law and Order. Longman.   
 
Scheingold, S. (1991). The Politics of Street Crime. Temple University Press.   
 
Schneider, A. L. (1986). Neighborhood-based antiburglary strategies: An analysis of 

public and private benefits from the Portland program. In D. P. Rosenbaum 
(Ed.), Community Crime Prevention: Does It Work? (Vol. 22). SAGE 
Publications.   

 
Scott, M. S. (2000). Problem-Oriented Policing: Reflections on the First 20 Years.   
 
Shariati, A., & Guerette, R. T. (2017). Situational crime prevention. In B. Teasdale & 

M. S. Bradley (Eds.), Preventing crime and violence (pp. 261-268). Springer 
International Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_22   

 
Shaw, C. R., & McKay, H. D. (1942). Juvenile Delinquency and Urban Areas. 

University of Chicago Press.   
 
Shaw, C. R., & McKay, H. D. (1969). Juvenile Delinquency and Urban Areas (Revised 

ed.). University of Chicago Press.   
 
Shaw, C. R., Zorbaugh, F., McKay, H. D., & Cottrell, L. (1929). Delinquency Areas. 

University of Chicago Press.   
 
Shaw, M. (2007). Comparative Approaches to Urban Crime Prevention Focusing on 

Youth. www.crime-prevention-intl.org  
 
Sherman, L. W. (1995). Hot spots of crime and criminal careers of places. In J. E. Eck 

& D. Weisburd (Eds.), Crime and Place (Vol. 4). Criminal Justice Press.   
 
Sherman, L. W., Gottfredson, D. C., MacKenzie, D. L., Eck, J., Reuter, P., & Bushway, 

S. D. (1997). Preventing Crime: What Works, What Doesn't, What's Promising: 

A Report to the United States Congress.   
 

https://doi.org/10.1111/1745-9133.12027
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_22
www.crime-prevention-intl.org


REFERENCE LIST  365 
 

 

Sherman, L. W., & Weisburd, D. (1995). General deterrent effects of police patrol in 
crime hot spots: A randomized controlled trial. Justice Quarterly, 12(4), 625-
648.   

 
Shoemaker, D. J. (1984). Theories of Delinquency: An Examination of Explanation of 

Delinquent Behavior. Oxford University Press.   
 
Skogan, W. G. (1988a). Community organizations and crime. In M. Tonry & N. Morris 

(Eds.), Crime and Justice. The University of Chicago Press.   
 
Skogan, W. G. (1988b). Disorder, crime and community decline. In T. Hope & M. 

Shaw (Eds.), Communities and Crime Reduction. Her Majesty's Stationary 
Office.   

 
Skogan, W. G. (1990). Disorder and Decline: Crime and the Spiral of Decay in 

American Neighborhoods. The Free Press.   
 
Skogan, W. G. (2008). Broken Windows: Why - and How - We Should Take Them 

Seriously. Criminology and Public Policy, 7(2), 195-202.   
 
Sloan-Howitt, M., & Kelling, G. L. (1997). Subway graffiti in New York city: "Gettin' 

up" vs. "meanin' it and cleanin' it". In R. V. Clarke (Ed.), Situational Crime 

Prevention: Successful Case Studies (2nd ed.). Harrow and Heston.   
 
Smart, J. (2017). Collective impact: Evidence and implications for practice. 

https://www.strongerfamilies.net.au/wp-content/uploads/Collective-Impact-
evidence-and-implications-for-practice-Jessica-Smart-CFCA-AIFS.pdf CFCA 
Paper No. 45 

 
Sparrow, M. K. (1988). Implementing community policing (9). (Perspectives on 

Policing, Issue.   
 
Sporer, K., Anderson, A. L., & Peterson, J. (2017). Macro- and micro-approaches to 

crime prevention and intervention programs. In B. Teasdale & M. S. Bradley 
(Eds.), Preventing crime and violence (pp. 169-176). Springer International 
Publishing. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_15   

 
St. Jean, P. K. B. (2008). Pockets of crime: Broken windows, collective efficacy, and the 

criminal point of view. University of Chicago Press.   
 
Stark, R. (1987, November). Deviant places: A theory of the ecology of crime. 

Criminology, 25(4), 893-909.   
 
Stone, W. (2000). Social capital and social security: Lessons from research. Family 

Matters, 57(September), 10-13. https://aifs.gov.au/publications/family-
matters/issue-57/social-capital-and-social-security   

 
Sutton, A. (1997). Crime prevention: The policy dilemmas - a personal account. In P. 

O'Malley & A. Sutton (Eds.), Crime Prevention in Australia: Issues in Policy 

and Research. The Federation Press.   
 

https://www.strongerfamilies.net.au/wp-content/uploads/Collective-Impact-evidence-and-implications-for-practice-Jessica-Smart-CFCA-AIFS.pdf
https://www.strongerfamilies.net.au/wp-content/uploads/Collective-Impact-evidence-and-implications-for-practice-Jessica-Smart-CFCA-AIFS.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_15
https://aifs.gov.au/publications/family-matters/issue-57/social-capital-and-social-security
https://aifs.gov.au/publications/family-matters/issue-57/social-capital-and-social-security


REFERENCE LIST  366 
 

 

Sutton, A. (2000). Crime prevention: A viable alternative to the justice system? In D. 
Chappell & P. Wilson (Eds.), Crime and the Criminal Justice System in 

Australia: 2000 and Beyond. Butterworths.   
 
Sutton, A., Cherney, A., & White, R. (2008). Crime Prevention: Principles, 

Perspectives and Practices. Cambridge University Press.   
 
Sutton, A., Cherney, A., & White, R. (2014). Crime Prevention: Principles, 

Perspectives and Practices (2 ed.). Cambridge University Press.   
 
Taylor, R. B. (1999). The incivilities thesis: Theory, measurement and policy. In R. L. 

Langworthy (Ed.), Measuring What Matters. National Institute of Justice, Office 
of Community Oriented Policing Services.   

 
Taylor, R. B. (2002). Physical environment, crime, fear and resident-based control. In J. 

Wilson & J. Petersilia (Eds.), Crime: Public Polices for Crime Control. Institute 
for Contemporary Studies Press.   

 
Taylor, R. B., & Gottfredson, S. D. (1986). Environmental design, crime, and 

prevention: An examination of community dynamics. In A. J. Reiss, Jr. (Ed.), 
Communities and Crime (Vol. 8). The University of Chicago Press.   

 
Tizard, J., Sinclair, I., & Clarke, R. V. (1975). Varieties of Residential Experience. 

Routledge and Kegan Paul.   
 
Toby, J. (1957). Social disorganization and stake in conformity: Complementary factors 

in the predatory behavior of hoodlums. Journal of Criminal Law, Criminology, 

and Police Science, 48(1), 12-17. https://doi.org/10.2307/1140161   
 
Tonry, M., & Farrington, D. P. (1995). Strategic approaches to crime prevention. In M. 

Tonry & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Building a Safer Society: Strategic Approaches 

to Crime Prevention (Vol. 19). The University of Chicago Press.   
 
Tremblay, R. E., & Craig, W. M. (1995). Developmental crime prevention. In M. Tonry 

& D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Building a Safer Society: Strategic Approaches to 

Crime Prevention (Vol. 19). The University of Chicago Press.   
 
Trewin, D. (2001a). Census of population and housing: Socio-economic indexes for 

area's (SEIFA): Australia - technical paper. Australian Bureau of Statistics. 
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DetailsPage/2039.0.55.0012001?
OpenDocument 

 Catalogue no. 2039.0.55.001 
 
Trewin, D. (2001b). Information paper: Census of population and housing -- socio-

economic indexes for areas, Australia. Australian Bureau of Statistics. 
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/2039.0Main+Features12
001?OpenDocument 

 Catalogue no. 2039.0 
 

https://doi.org/10.2307/1140161
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DetailsPage/2039.0.55.0012001?OpenDocument
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/DetailsPage/2039.0.55.0012001?OpenDocument
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/2039.0Main+Features12001?OpenDocument
https://www.abs.gov.au/AUSSTATS/abs@.nsf/Lookup/2039.0Main+Features12001?OpenDocument


REFERENCE LIST  367 
 

 

Vallee, M., & Caputo, T. (2011). Reflecting on crime prevention and youth justice in 
Canada. In M. Vallee & T. Caputo (Eds.), Crime prevention and community 

safety for children and youth in Canada. University of Victoria.   
 
Venkatesh, S. A. (1997). The social organization of street gang activity in an urban 

ghetto. American Journal of Sociology, 103(1), 82-111. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/231172   

 
Visher, C. A., & Weisburd, D. (1997). Identifying what works: Recent trends in crime 

prevention strategies. Crime, Law and Social Change, 28, 223-242. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1008229431999   

 
Vulcana Women's Circus. (2007). Vulcana. Retrieved 23 May 2007 from 

https://www.vulcana.org.au  
 
Waldinger, R. (1995). The 'other side' of embedded ness: A case-study of the interplay 

of economy and ethnicity. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 18(3), 555-580. 
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.1995.9993879   

 
Walker, S. (1984). "Broken windows" and fractured history: The use and misuse of 

history in recent police patrol analysis. Justice Quarterly, 1(1), 75-90.   
 
Weaver, F. M., & Carroll, J. S. (1985). Crime perceptions in a natural setting by expert 

and novice shoplifters. Social Psychology Quarterly, 48(4), 349-359. 
https://doi.org/10.2307/2786696   

 
Webb, B., & Laycock, G. (1992). Tackling Car Crime: The Nature and Extent of the 

Problem (32 Crime Prevention Unit Paper).   
 
Weisman, S. A., & Gottfredson, D. C. (2001). Attrition From After School Programs: 

Characteristics of Students Who Drop Out. Prevention Science, 2(3), 201-205.   
 
Weiss, C. H. (1993a). Politics and evaluation: A reprise with mellower overtones. 

Evaluation Practice, 14(1), 107-109.   
 
Weiss, C. H. (1993b, 1973). Where politics and evaluation research meet. Evaluation 

Practice, 14(1), 93-106. https://doi.org/10.1016/0886-1633(93)90046-R   
 
Weiss, R. (1987). The community and prevention. In E. H. Johnson (Ed.), Handbook on 

Crime and Delinquency Prevention. Greenwood Press.   
 
Welsh, B. C., & Farrington, D. P. (2006). Conclusions and Directions From Evidence-

based Crime Prevention. In B. C. Welsh & D. P. Farrington (Eds.), Preventing 

Crime: What Works for Children, Offenders, Victims, and Places (pp. 227-237). 
Springer.   

 
White, R. (1996). Situating crime prevention: Models, methods and political 

perspectives. In R. Homel (Ed.), The Politics and Practice of Situational Crime 

Prevention (Vol. 5). Criminal Justice Press.   
 

https://doi.org/10.1086/231172
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1008229431999
https://www.vulcana.org.au/
https://doi.org/10.1080/01419870.1995.9993879
https://doi.org/10.2307/2786696
https://doi.org/10.1016/0886-1633(93)90046-R


REFERENCE LIST  368 
 

 

White, R. (1997). The business of youth crime prevention. In P. O'Malley & A. Sutton 
(Eds.), Crime Prevention in Australia: Issues in Policy and Research. The 
Federation Press.   

 
Wickes, R. L. (2010). Generating Action and Responding to Local Issues: Collective 

Efficacy in Context. Australian and New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 

43(3), 423-443.   
 
Wickes, R. L. (2017). Social disorganization theory: Its history and relevance to crime 

prevention. In B. Teasdale & M. S. Bradley (Eds.), Preventing crime and 

violence (pp. 57-66). Springer International Publishing. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_6   

 
Wickes, R. L., Hipp, J. R., Sargeant, E., & Homel, R. (2013). Collective Efficacy as a 

Task Specific Process: Examining the Relationship Between Social Ties, 
Neighborhood Cohesion and the Capacity to Respond to Violence, Delinquency 
and Civic Problems. American Journal of Community Psychology, 52(1-2), 115-
127. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-013-9582-6   

 
Wickes, R. L., Homel, R., McBroom, J., Sargeant, E., & Zahnow, R. (2011). 

Community variations in crime: A Spatial and ecometric analysis wave 2 
(Technical Report, Issue 1). Griffith University.   

 
Willemse, H. M. (1994). Developments in Dutch Crime Prevention. In R. V. Clarke 

(Ed.), Crime Prevention Studies (Vol. 2). Criminal Justice Press.   
 
Wilson, J. Q., & Kelling, G. L. (1982). Broken windows: The police and neighborhood 

safety. The Atlantic Monthly, 249(March), 29-38. 
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/1982/03/broken-
windows/304465/   

 
Winter, I. (2000). Family life and social capital: Towards a theorised understanding. 

Australian Institute of Family Studies, Working Paper No. 21. 
http://aifs32/institute/pubs/winter4.html   

 
Wortley, R. K. (1996). Guilt, shame and situational crime prevention. In R. Homel 

(Ed.), The Politics and Practice of Situational Crime Prevention (Vol. 5). 
Criminal Justice Press.   

 
Wortley, R. K., & Mazerolle, L. A. (2008). Environmental Criminology and Crime 

Analysis: situating the theory, analytic approach and application. In R. K. 
Wortley & L. G. Mazerolle (Eds.), Environmental Criminology and Crime 

Analysis. Willan. http://books.google.co.th/books?id=V4s58jr_OJ0C   
 
Wortley, R. K., & Smallbone, S. (2006). Applying Situational Principles to Sexual 

Offenses against Children. In R. K. Wortley & S. Smallbone (Eds.), Situational 

Prevention of Child Sexual Abuse (Vol. 19). Criminal Justice Press.   
 
Wright, B. R. E., Caspi, A., Moffitt, T. E., & Paternoster, R. (2004). Does the perceived 

risk of punishment deter criminally prone individuals? Rational choice, self-

https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-44124-5_6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10464-013-9582-6
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/1982/03/broken-windows/304465/
https://www.theatlantic.com/magazine/archive/1982/03/broken-windows/304465/
http://aifs32/institute/pubs/winter4.html
http://books.google.co.th/books?id=V4s58jr_OJ0C


REFERENCE LIST  369 
 

 

control, and crime. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 41(2), 180-
213. https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427803260263   

 
Wright, R., & Decker, S. H. (1994). Burglars on the Job. Northeastern Press.   
 
Xu, Y., Fiedler, M. L., & Flaming, K. H. (2005). Discovering the Impact of Community 

Policing: The Broken Windows Thesis, Collective Efficacy, and Citizens' 
Judgment. Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 42(2), 147-186.   

 
YACCAN Network, & BABI-Youth and Family Support. (2005). YACCAN: 

Connecting our youth with the community: Wynnum Redlands: Our projects. 
Retrieved 18 June 2005 from 
http://web.archive.org/web/20050618005645/http://yaccan.org.au/content/standa
rd_c1.asp?name=Projects9  

 
Zimbardo, P. G., & Ebbesen, E. B. (1969). Influencing Attitudes and Changing 

Behavior: A Basic Introduction to Relevant Methodology, Theory and 

Applications. Addison-Westley Publishing Company.   
 
 

https://doi.org/10.1177/0022427803260263
http://web.archive.org/web/20050618005645/http:/yaccan.org.au/content/standard_c1.asp?name=Projects9
http://web.archive.org/web/20050618005645/http:/yaccan.org.au/content/standard_c1.asp?name=Projects9

