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In “Social Integration, Individual Perceptions of Collective Effi-
cacy, and Fear of Crime in Three Cities,” Gibson, Zhao, Lovrich,
and Gaffney (Justice Quarterly, Vol. 19, No. 3, 2002) examined sur-
vey data from three western U.S. cities. In each, they found the fol-
lowing: (1) Social integration (SI) has a significant direct impact on
fear of erime; (2) collective efficacy (CE) has a significant impact on
fear of crime; (3) SI has a significant impact on CE, contributing to
an indirect effect of SI on fear via CE; and (4) perceived disorder
has a significant direct effect on both fear of crime and CE. So, their
most important findings were that

81 - CE — Fear

SI — Fear

Gibson et al. stated that their study was needed because, previ-
ously, criminologists have “not examined and/or integrated the con-
struct of individual perceptions of collective efficacy [CE], and
investigated how such processes collectively contribute to explain-
ing fear of crime” (pp. 558-559). They drew two main conclusions:
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(1) “That social integration [SI] had the most important effect on
individual perceptions of collective efficacy regardless of soci-
odemographic factors, prior victimization, and perceptions of neigh-
borhood social disorder . . . in sum, social ties among neighbors
{and to the neighborhood)} may lead to attachments that result in
the building of trust among neighbors and expectations that neigh-
bors will be willing to intervene as agents of informal social control
in appropriate situations” (p. 559); and (2) “increased perceptions of
collective efficacy had a relatively large impact on alleviating fear of
crime among residents, even after the effects of other known
predictors of fear of crime were controlled” (p. 559).

Gibson et al’s study has numerous positive attributes. Re-
searchers have collected survey data from three different cities, 80,
potentially, we can learn if findings are stable across cities. Given
the growing number of studies on collective efficacy that are based
on data from the Project on Human Development in Chicago Neigh-
borhoods (PHDCN)—a number that is likely to increase substan-
tially in the near future now that the first community survey has
been archived at the Interuniversity Consortium for Political and
Social Research-—it is important to learn how these dynamics oper-
ate in other cities. External validity is always an empirical question
and cannot be predicted a priori (Taylor, 1994, pp. 164-165). Basing
so much of what we know about CE on results from one city may
not be wise. In addition to working outside Chicago, Gibson et al.
worked in smaller cities (Boise, Spokane, and Council Bluffs). Fear
of crime researchers, myself included, have perhaps relied too heav-
ily on data from relatively large cities like Seattle (Bellair, 2000),
Baltimore (Taylor, 2000), and Atlanta (Taylor & Hale, 1986). We
need to investigate the determinants of fear in cities whose crime
problems may be qualitatively and quantitatively different from
those in big cities. Gibson et al.’s work addresses that need.

This article contains two interwoven threads. One thread de-
scribes specific concerns with Gibson et al.’s study. The second uses
these concerns as a starting point for reflecting more broadly on
past investigations and future needed investigations of SI and CE.
In expanding on this theme, I pay close attention to variations in
operationalizing and labeling these constructs, validation
processes, and the implications of both for advancing our theoreti-
cal understanding of SI, CE, and fear of crime.

Four specific concerns surface about Gibson et al’s work, its
numerous strengths notwithstanding. First, Gibson et al. did not
clearly establish the impact of ST on CE because they did not estab-
lish the discriminant validity of the two sets of indicators they used.
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Researchers recognize that social capital is a product of and not sy-
nonymous with social networks. Collective efficacy, a particular
type of social capital, is distinguishable from local social ties or SL.
Nonetheless, even though we recognize that SI and CE are concep-
tually distinct, the indicators in Gibson et al.’s study that were used
for these terms extend beyond simple indicators of social networks,
for SI, and willingness to intervene, for CE. In short, I recognize
and agree with Gibson et al. that the two concepts, SI and CE, are
distinct. Nevertheless, they have not reassured us that, as opera-
tionalized in their study, the two sets of indicators have discrimi-
nant validity. Lacking that assurance, what they modeled in their
study as an impact coefficient may be part of a misspecified mea-
surement madel.

Second, Gibson et al. did not replicate their model across cities.
They failed to meet the minimum suggested standards for repro-
ducing a structural equation model, as described later. Their model
may replicate, but we do not know yet if it will.

Third, the central dynamics examined here, the authors’ state-
ment notwithstanding, have been previously investigated. Much of
that work may have been overlooked because of shifts in preferred
labels for constructs in the past two decades. There is an important
conceptual overlap between what was called informal social control
20 years ago and what is called CE now. A close examination also
reveals an important operational overlap between the processes ex-
amined in these earlier studies and Gibson et al.’s. Many of the spe-
cific indicators that Gibson et al. used were previously applied to
constructs, such as willingness to intervene, attachment to place,
and territorial cognitions. Paying attention to this earlier work can
help researchers wrestle more successfully with current conceptual
challenges in the topic area.

Finally, I suggest the kinds of studies we need to establish de-
finitively the connections of interest to Gibson et al. Although de-
signing and implementing such studies is enormously challenging,
it may be useful to sketch clearly the kinds of studies we should be
pursuing.

SI AND CE: THE MEASUREMENT MODEL QUESTION

Gibson et al. claimed that SI affects CE and that both of them
influence fear. Making such a claim requires establishing that SI
and CE are operationally distinct, on the basis of the actual indica-
tors used. How does one do so?

Confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) conducted via structural
equation modeling are currently the most accepted way of estab-
lishing such a claim (Bollen, 1989). CFA allows us to examine the
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convergent versus discriminant validities (Campbell & Fiske, 1959)
through the loadings of indicators on latent constructs and the cor-
relations between the underlying constructs.! CFA also allows us to
learn if our measurement model “fits” the data—the sample vari-
ance-covariance matrix typically—aceeptably well. If one were to
try and establish discriminant validity of the SI and CE indicators
used by Gibson et al., via CFA, what levels of distinctiveness might
one seek??

A high level of discriminant validity would be shown if the re-
searchers asked all the CE items to load on one latent factor, all the
SI items to load on a second latent factor, all the CE items to have
zero loadings on the SI factor, all the SI items to have zero loadings
on the CE factor, the correlations between the latent constructs to
be zero, and such a measurement model fitted the data acceptably
well. We would conclude that the two latent constructs were indeed
distinet and completely orthogonal.?

A moderate level of discriminant validity would be obtained if
researchers specified a measurement model in which SI items can
load only on the SI factor and CE items can load only on the CE
factor, but with one difference: One would allow the two underlying
latent factors to be correlated with one another. If the model fitted
the daia acceptably well, we would conclude that each indicator
contributes only to one underlying factor, but that SI and CE are
linked. Researchers who pursue the question of the conceptual dis-
tinctiveness of fear of crime versus perception of risk have found
such linkages between constructs (LaGrange & Ferraro, 1989). The
language often used to describe such a situation is that the two sets
of constructs are linked, but at the same time distinct.

Low to extremely weak diseriminant validity is expected in a
CFA model allowing underlying SI and CE factors to be correlated
and allowing various numbers of indicators to load on both factors.
The more dual, nonzero loadings of indicators allowed, the weaker
the expectation of distinctiveness; the more significant dual load-
ings observed, the weaker the evidence of discriminant validity, and
the more blurred the underlying constructs. Such a situation
presents an ambiguous conceptual picture (see Bollen’s, 1989, pp.

1 Campbell and Fiske’s (1959) article discussed multitrait discriminant vahid-
ity in a context in which multiple methods provided indicators for each trait. In my
discussion, I left out multiple methods, since only one method is discussed in the
article.

2 In discussing these different measurement models, I omit a discussion of
correlated versus independent error terms and of identification rules (Bolien, 1989).

4 1 am ignoring here the considerable discussion about what “acceptable” fit
means.
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930-231, discussion of the two-factor oblique rotated solution for in-
dicators of political democracy).

Given the theoretical processes connecting SI and CE, it is
probably unrealistic to expect to achieve a high level of discrimi-
nant validity in a measurement model with these two types of in-
dicators. But a moderate level of discrimination, in which the two
sets of indicators emerge as “distinct but linked” seems a plausible
expectation. Again, the question at issue here is not the abstract
conceptual distinction between SI and CE but, rather, the corre-
sponding pattern of convergent and discriminant validities we ex-
pect to see, given the particular set indicators used in the study.

To test for the conceptual distinctiveness of SI and CE, one
would start with the most demanding measurement model de-
scribed earlier and proceed to less stringent tests if and when one
finds that the specified measurement model fails to fit the data. The
lack of fit between expectations and sample data calls for “rethink-
ing [a] process [that] is necessarily specific to the problem at hand.
. .. Relevant questions include: Could additional [or fewer] latent
variables underlie the observed variables?” (Bollen, 1989, p. 297).
Unfortunately, Gibson et al. did not report the results of CFA tests
for high, medium, and low levels of discriminant validity. They did
not report testing along the lines described earlier. Such testing
would help to convince us of the discriminant validity of these in-
dicators and the existence of two separate, underlying factors in
this particular study.

What Gibson et al. did report on this issue were the results of
an oblique rotation factor analysis “to assess whether perceptions of
collective efficacy and social integration should indeed be treated as
correlated but different constructs or whether they should be col-
lapsed to represent one underlying construct” (p. 550). The use of
an oblique rotation in this analysis, however, makes it uninforma-
tive. In exploratory factor analyses or principal components analy-
ses, different types of rotations allow different levels of
interrelationships among factors. Resulting factors can be rotated
to different types of solutions in the factor space. Orthogonal rota-
tions, of which varimax’s approximation of simple structure (Thur-
stone, 1947; Thurstone & Chave, 1929) is the most popular, specify
that the rotated factors remain orthogonal in the factor space.* Ob-
lique rotations, of which oblimin is the most popular, allow rotated
factors to be nonorthogonal, or intercorrelated.

4 Varimax rotation attempts to rotate the factors to simple structure (Thur-
stone, 1947; Thurstone & Chave, 1929), so that factors or components are orthogonal
to each other. Each {observed) variable has a “high” loading on just one factor or
component and a zero or ciose-to-zero loading on other factors or components. More
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Gordon (1968) pointed out that if you allow the factors to be
correlated by using an oblique rotation, you have weaker evidence
of separation at the conceptual level. The stronger the correlation
between the factors, the less convincing is your argument that Con-
cept A is separable from Concept B. With oblique rotations, the in-
terpretations of the various factors are necessarily linked. By
choosing an oblique rotation a priori, Gibson et al. expected
strongly interrelated factors and thus conceptually blurred ones.
Given the limitations of this type of analysis, it is not surprising
that they reported that it “revealed mixed results that did not indi-
cate a very clear portrayal of two entirely distinct factors” (p. 550).
Such an analysis is insufficient to address the question of conver-
gent and discriminant validities with these indicators.

Gibson et al. (p. 550) suggested additional reasons for not com-
bining the two sets of indicators: the correlations between the indi-
ces, nonproblematic variance inflation factors (VIFs), face validity,
and usage in other studies. These additional points, however, do not
directly address the question. The correlations between the indices
themselves do not directly address the pattern of interitem correla-
tions; it is this pattern that is central to the question of convergent
versus discriminant validities. VIFs are not directly relevant; they
are clues to the degree of ill conditioning in the matrix of predictors.
That ill conditioning depends on the entire set of predictors. Fur-
thermore, Gibson et al. referred to the indices, not the more crucial
patterns of interitem correlations. Face validity is an often misun-
derstood basis for constructing an index (Taylor, 1994, p. 148). Fi-
nally, usage in other studies is beside the point. The question is
this: Given the set of indicators used in ¢his study for SI and CE and
with these samples, do we see the expected and appropriate pat-
terns supporting convergent and discriminant validity? Gibson et
al. did not provide an analysis to address this concern.

In fairness to Gibson et al., however, I hasten to point out that
other researchers in the field often have similarly failed to conduct
these needed analyses to address convergent and discriminant va-
lidities. Gibson et al. are not alone in failing to provide the evidence
we need. Why might any of this matter? In siructural equation
modeling (SEM), the measurement model has implications for the
impact model. Thus, the convergent and discriminant validity ques-
tions discussed here are potentially crucial. If the measurement
model is misspecified, what Gibson et al. treated as an impact coef-
ficient, the effects of SI on CE, should perhaps be more properly
treated as part of convergent validity coefficients. We do not know

specifically, varimax rotation seeks to maximize the variance of the loadings on each
factor or component.
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at this time if we may have measurement coefficients masquerad-
ing as impact coefficients.

THE SIMILARITY-ACROSS-CITIES QUESTION

Gibson et al. reported that they tested a set of “stacked” models
to see if their model replicated across cities. The overall model
structure is the same in each city; there is the same network of ex-
ogenous impacts on mediating and outcome variables {the gamma
matrix) and one impact of an endogenous variable (CE) on the fear-
of-crime outcome (the beta matrix). In all cities, all the exogenous
variables are allowed to correlate with one another (the phi matrix).
The question is whether the strengths of the various impacts ob-
served are similar across cities.

As there are levels of operational distinctiveness between sets
of indicators, so, too, there are varying levels of model similarity.
“Comparability or invariance in models represents a continuum”
(Bollen, 1989, p. 356). At the lowest level, one has models of the
same form: the “same dimensions and same patterns of fixed free
and constrained values in Beta, Gamma, Psi, and Phi” (Bollen,
1989, p. 357). That is the case here. “In most applications to date,
researchers assume that the form of two models is the same, and
they concentrate on the similarity of parameter values within a
given form. Similarity, like form, is a matter of degree” (Bollen,
1989, p. 356). In order of increasing stringency of tests for similar-
ity, Bollen (1989, p. 357) suggested the following:

LOW: constrain the Beta and Gamma matrices to be
equivalent

MEDIUM: in addition to the abave, constrain the cor-
relations between the independent variables (phi matrix)

to be equivalent across the different samples

HIGH: in addition to the above, constrain the correla-

tions between the dependent variables to be equivalent
across the different samples.

“If a structural equation model with observed variables still
matches the data under this highly restrictive hypothesis [the
HICH conditions noted above], the results are consistent with the
assumption that the same model operates in both [here, all three
cities] groups” (Bollen, 1989, p. 359). Relevant here are the low and
medium criteria because the model has only one dependent
variable.

To address the question of model replicability, Gibson et al. (p.
558) constrained 4 of the 11 parameters in the gamma matrix, car-
rying the impact of exogenous variables on endogenous variables, to
yield equivalent parameters in each of the three cities. In short,
they specified that only a portion of the gamma matrix should be
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equivalent across sites. They also specified that the impact of collec-
tive efficacy on fear of crime, the one coefficient in the beta matrix,
should be equivalent across sites. They reported an acceptable
goodness of fit between this stacked model and the data.

Gibson et al’s test would have met Bollen’s definition of the
“low” level of similarity had they specified that a// the impact coeffi-
cients of the exogenous variables should be the same across the
three cities, in addition to stipulating an equivalent impact of CE
on fear of crime. They did not do so. Their stacked model test fails to
meet Bollen’s criteria for a “low” level of similarity. Therefore, we
do not yet know whether their model is, as they claimed, similar
across the three cities.

SI AND CE: THE CONCEPTUAL QUESTION

Related to the first question addressed, the distinctiveness of
ST and CE, is another conceptual question: How does it happen that
Sl influences CE? What processes or mechanisms “carry” or “trans-
mit” this influence? Gibson et al. offered several comments on this
question: First, CE and SI lie “on a continuum and that one should
not be collapsed into the other because it would undermine the pro-
cess we are attempting to illuminate” (p. 550). Second, “Although
our cross-sectional data did not permit us to capture temporal or-
der, it would appear that social integration—in inclusive and sup-
portive neighborhoods—may lead to increased perceptions of
collective efficacy. Our rationale for such an assumption is based on
theoretical claims put forth by scholars” (p. 559). Third, “Social ties
among neighbors (and to the neighborhood) may lead to attach-
ments that result in building of trust among neighbors and expecta-
tions that neighbors will be willing to intervene” (p. 559). Fourth,
Gibson et al. referred to Morenoff, Sampson, and Raudenbush’s
(2001) finding that local organizational participation “promotes”
CE. They referred to results of their own (details not shown), indi-
cating effects of organizational participation on CE in two of the
three cities.

The first and third comments suggest SI = > CE over time. The
second comment suggests that the surrounding social climate has a
contextual impact on individual perceptions of collective efficacy.
Both these ideas are key premises of, respectively, the systemic
model of social control and territorial functioning and have already
received considerable empirical support. I briefly summarize rele-
vant points from this work, extract implications for current theoret-
ical development, then turn te the question of organizational
participation.
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The Temporal Perspective

In their summary of work on neighborhood control, Bursik and
Grasmick (1993, p. 18) stated:

The private, parochial and public networks capable of so-

cial control do not develop instantaneously. Rather, they

slowly emerge through interaction among the residents

over a period. Therefore the greater the level of residential

stability that exists in a neighborhood, the less likely it 1s

that such networks are able to control the threat of crime

in an area since . . . ongoing instability makes it difficult to

establish informal and formal organizations that can be

maintained over time.
In short, over time social ties accumulate and allow for more CE. It
is a temporally dependent process. If this is what Gibson et al.
meant by their comment that the processes are on a continuum,
and as described in the literature on the ecology of crime and fear,
then we need longitudinal data to model that relationship. Gibson
et al.’s surveys, however, were cross-sectional only. Cross-sectional
data ought not be used to model a relationship that is presumed to
be time dependent. Gibson et al. themselves recognized the limita-
tions of their cross-sectional data set and highlighted the need for
longitudinal data (p. 560). Nonetheless, they continued to refer to
temporally dependent processes in explaining their cross-sectional
findings.

The Contextual Perspective

Gibson et al’s second comment about “conditioning” effects
suggests that the presence of local SI allows CE to emerge. We have
convineing cross-sectional empirical evidence on this point going
back over four decades. Maccoby, Johnson, and Church (1958)
found adults more willing to intervene with wayward juveniles in a
homogeneous, more strongly integrated neighborhood than in a het-
erogeneous, more anomic one. As was noted in the guotation from
Bursik and Grasmick (1993), SI itself is dependent on local homoge-
neity and stability.

Previous operationalizations of CE as territorial cognitions
(Taylor, 1988) have observed effects of social integration on control
(Taylor & Stough, 1978) and on problems that are directly caused
by unregulated outsiders (Taylor, Gottfredson, & Brower, 1981) af-
ter controlling for neighborhood stability. The effects of SI on CE,
however, are sometimes spatially limited (Taylor et al., 1981, Table
2).

The CE and SI dynamics under discussion here and that can
influence fear of crime are clearly both temporally dependent and
contextually bound. The ecological (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993) and
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microecological principles (Taylor, 1997) behind these connections
have been described. We need longitudinal data from clustered
samples that will allow us to examine them. Expected papers from
the PHDCN using the PHDCN’s second panel of community
surveys will undoubtedly shed light on these operations,

Finally, organizational involvement or participation is impor-
tant conceptually; it is one of the major mechanisms through which
processes of public local control (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993) operate:
1n the case of block clubs, it is an important mechanism for the pa-
rachial level of Jocal control as well (Wandersman, 1981). How did
Gibson et al. address this topic? They excluded organizational in-
volvement from the formal models because indicators were not
available in one of the study sites, Council Bluffs {p. 549). In the
two remaining sites, they learned that organizational participation
had no independent effects on fear (p. 547); had a modest positive
bivariate correlation with CE in both sites (p. 547); but had a net
positive impact on CE only in Boise, not in Spokane. In short, when
we look at the organizational component of SI, Gibson et al.’s cen-
tral thesis, SI => CE, is not as consistently supported,

CE and SI: Content of Items

Investigating CE is tough for two reasons. First, the construct,
despite the new label, has already been investigated in a number of
previous incarnations. Hunter (1985) and Bursik and Grasmick
(1993) referred to three levels of local control: private (close friends,
family), parochial (neighbors, acquaintances), and public {(organiza-
tions, leaders). Other terms that have been applied to some of the
same dynamics include informal social control (Greenberg, Rohe, &
Williams, 1982), social capital (Putnam, 2000), willingness to inter-
vene (Hackler, Ho, & Urquhart-Ross, 1974), and community capac-
ity (Chavis, Speer, Resnick, & Zippay, 1993).

Key terms for the reverse, such as social disorganization (Bur-
sik, 1988; Kornhauser, 1978) and community disorganization
(Sampson & Groves, 1989), are equally relevant and closely tied. In
the past 10 years, writers seem to have moved away from the em-
phasis on “disorganization” and toward an emphasis on more posi-
tive attributes, such as “efficacy.” To appreciate how similar some
of these variously labeled processes are, consider Sampson,
Raudenbush, and Earls’s (1997, p. 918) definition of CE as “social
cohesion among neighbors combined with their willingness to inter-
vene on behalf of the common good.” Now consider Bursik and
Grasmick’s (1993, p. 15) definition of social control: “the efforts of
the community to regulate itself and the behavior of residents and
visitors to the neighborhood to achieve this specific goal.”
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Another challenge in researching CE and its close kin arises
from the various ways that researchers have addressed some comm-
ponents of social climate. We would readily agree that indicators of
social networks, such as the number of friends or relatives in the
community or the fraction of neighbors known by face or name, are
completely separate from, albeit important facilitators of, CE. More
generally, social networks are not to be confused with social capital
(Massey, 2002). Nevertheless, should we include aspects of social
climate that are undoubtedly influenced by social networks, such as
Sampson et al’s (1997) “gncial cohesion” or Gibson et al’s SI, or
presence of or participation in local organizations?

Researchers appear to have varied in their willingness to in-
clude local organizational participation and/or aspects of local social
ties as indicators of CE or related ideas. Some of the earliest work
explicitly attended to group action (Park & Burgess, 1924, cited in
Bursik & Grasmick, 1993, p. 14). The implication is that participa-
tion in local organizations is a component of local social control or
CE.

The organizational thread has been included in some of the
most recent work. Sampson and Groves’s (1989) three components
of social disorganization in their analysis of community- level data
from the British Crime Survey were the number of local friends,
attendance at local organizational meetings, and problems with un-
supervised teenage groups. Reanalyses of these data showed sepa-
rate, significant impacts of each of these components on local
victimization rates (Veysey & Messner, 1999).

Conceptual organizers have attempted to clarify the relevant
interpersonal and group components by separating them into three
different levels in the systemic model (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993;
Hunter, 1985). The first operationalization of CE, however, leaves
out the organizational component. Sampson et al. (1997; see also
Sampson, 1997) used four items asking residents how likely to in-
tervene they thought neighbors would be in various situations in
which children were misbehaving and one item about intervening
to prevent the closing of a local fire station. These five items repre-
sented informal social control. Another five items asked about “so-
cial cohesion” via inquiries about local neighbors’ helpfulness,
perceived trust, perceived local harmony, and perceived homogene-
ity. Since the two indices correlated .80 at the neighborhood level,
they were combined “into a summary measure labeled collective ef-
ficacy” (Sampson et al., 1997, p. 920). Therefore, the first index ad-
dressed perceived willingness to intervene, local political control,
and a complex mix of sense of community and instrumental help-
ing, but not shared organizational participation.
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Morenoff et al. (2001), reanalyzing data from the British Crime
Survey, added to CE separate measures of organizational involve-
ment in their neighborhood-level analysis—an index of local re-
sidents’ participation in voluntary organizations, most of which
were local. But they also added indicators of social networks: how
many friends and how many relatives the average respondent had
living in his or her neighborhood.

Even though Gibson et al. referred to Sampson et al’s (1997)
Chicago study to defend their own operationalization of CE, they
provided a different mix than was used by Sampson et al. For CE,
Gibson et al. included five items in the index:

* Perceived willingness of neighbors to intervene if a suspi-
cious person was hanging around. Similar items, with refer-
ence to specific locations, have also been used to gauge the
strength of residential territorial functioning (Taylor, 1988)
and willingness to intervene (Hackler et al., 1974).

* Perceived willingness of neighbors to take responsibility for
the behaviors of other youths. Similar items were used by
Maccoby et al. (1958) in their investigation of delinquency.

* Perceived willingness of neighbors to reciprocate social
support.

* Perceived willingness of neighbors to help out with a stuck
car. Mann (1954) labeled this item “latent neighborliness.”

* Characterization of the neighborhood as a helpful place or
one m which people go their own way. This item has been
used previously in the literature to capture either attach-
ment to place (Riger & Lavrakas, 1981; Shumaker & Taylor,
1983) or a sense of community (McMillan & Chavis, 1986).

So in the CE index, Gibson et al., like Sampson et al., referenced
willingness to intervene, albeit with fewer items; instrumental
helping; and a sense of community/attachment to place. Local polit-
ical effectiveness, or public systemic control, the fire station-cloging
item in Sampson et al., was not referenced. Researchers report in-
ternal consistency coefficients in the .5 to .6 range.

At the core of the parochial level of systemic control is re-
sidents’ perceived and actual willingness to intervene. These items,
in varying numbers, continue to be consistently included in CE in-
dices. Nonetheless, if we put Gibson et al.’s operationalization in a
broader context, it seems that the preferred set of indicators of local
social control or CE is mutating in three ways. Indicators of social
digorganization, the opposite of systemic control, are dropping out.
The most typical social disorganization item (Sampson & Groves,
1989) asks residents how much of a problem unsupervised teenage
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groups are in their neighborhood. With the increasing attention
given to social and physical incivilities, those items are relegated to
disorder indices instead of CE. Second, researchers (Sampson et al.,
1997; Gibson et al., 2002) seem increasingly willing to include in-
dicators of sense of community or attachment to place. Third, re-
searchers vacillate on whether to include indicators of public
systemic control, such as organizational participation. Should it be
attached to CE, integrated with SI, or handled differently?

Organizational involvement or participation is important con-
ceptually. It is one of the major mechanisms through which public
local control (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993) operates; in the case of
block clubs, it is an important mechanism for the parochial level of
local control as well (Taylor, Gottfredson, & Brower, 1984;
Wandersman, 1981). Earlier, I described Gibson et al’s findings for
organizational participation. Gibson et al. treated organizational
participation as a potential additional dimension of SI, but when
they did, they found that their central thesis (SI = > CE) was not as
consistently supported.

The SI index, like the CE one, is conceptually complex. The
first two items assessed actual features of social networks (how
many neighbors are known, how often you talk with neighbors).
The third item—-the neighborhood as a real home versus a place to
live—has been used previously as an indicator of attachment to
place (Riger & Lavrakas, 1981; Shumaker & Taylor, 1983). There-
fore, we have one attachment-to-place item allocated to CE and one
allocated to SL.

To sum up: At the ecological level, we have evidence that local
social ties and organizations are influential on crime, even after lo-
cal social control is controlled (Veysey & Messner, 1999), and that
local ties and organizational participation can both influence CE
(Morenoff et al., 2001). In their individual-level study, Gibson et al.
similarly separated attributes of social network from systemic con-
trol. But when we examine individual items, we learn the following:

1. They included two attachment-to-place items and put them
in different indices.

2. They excluded organizational participation as a component
of SI; when they added it, it revealed different impacts on
CE across the two sites where indicators were available.
Other researchers have similarly varied in their willingness
to include organizational participation.

3. Although the CE index includes “core” willingness-to-inter-
vene items and the SI index includes “core” social network
items, each index, in toto, is conceptually complex, drawing
on items from other constructs as well.
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Such decisions about operationalization have implications for the
previously discussed issue of convergent versus discriminant valid-
ity. In the future, [ hope researchers can better clarify conceptual
boundaries and thus reduce such variations in how key constructs
are operationalized,

It may be helpful to think at two levels of generality in clarify-
ing the relevance of SI and CE to fear of crime. At the most general
level, we have control-linked constructs, such as the three levels of
systemic control, and social dynamies. At a more specific level of
conceptualization, control-linked constructs separate out into the
following components or content domains (Taylor, 1994): perceived
willingness to intervene (Hackler et al., 1974}, place-specific percep-
tions of responsibility accepted by self or neighbors (Taylor, 1988),
and place-specific cognitions about expectations of control {Taylor,
1988). At a more specific level of conceptualization, social-linked
constructs separate out into social network indicators, such as role
density, multiplexity, network size, and reach (Burt, 1980); place-
specific expectations about social legibility (Taylor, 1988); organiza-
tional availability and participation (Wandersman, 1981); and ex-
pectations about and histories of provided social support (House,
Umberson, & Landis, 1988),

Key to developing appropriate indices for constructs is identify-
ing the relevant content domains within the constructs. It is hoped
that future indicators of SI and CE will span the aforementioned
domains. Nevertheless, we are currently left with a set of additional
constructs whose proper placement, when modeling fear of crime, is
uncertain: attachment to place; sense of community: residential
satisfaction; and social dynamics, such as perceived homogeneity or
perceived organizational or leaders’ effectiveness. Are these part of
CE or part of SI or something separate? We will not know until we
have studies that have used a full set of indicators and researchers
who have carefully analyzed patterns of convergent versus discrim-
inant validity.

20-YEAR INTEREST CYCLES, LOST LABELS,
AND DEJA VU ALL OVER AGAIN

In fairness to Gibson et al. (2002), two points deserve mention.
It is often the case that interest in a psychological or sociological
concept waxes and wanes over a number of decades (Dixon, 1971).
The same is now occurring with the dynamics of central interest in
this article: SI and CE. In the early 1970s to the mid-1980s, work in
this area was spread among community psychology, environmental
psychology, and sociology. The terms used then were social disor-
ganization (Bursik, 1988), willingness to intervene (Hackler et al.,



TAYLOR 787

1974), territorial functioning (Taylor, 1988), attachment to place
(Shumaker & Taylor, 1983), sense of community {McMillan &
Chayvis, 1986), organizational participation and neighboring {(Unger
& Wandersman, 1983), informal social control (Greenberg & Rohe,
1986), and local social ties (Taylor et al., 1984). The ideas then were
that

» local heterogeneity and/or local instability interferes with in-
formal social control and/or the willingness to intervene;

* local social ties and/or local networks and/or local organiza-
tional participation strengthen informal social control and/
or the willingness to intervene and/or territorial functioning
and/or a sense of community and/or attachment to place; and

¢ the preceding dynamics affect fear of crime as well as crime
itself or victimization.

In the past five years, interest in exactly the same dynamics or
closely comparable ones has resurfaced, but the terminology has
changed. The new labels are, as was noted earlier, social capital,
community capacity, collective efficacy, and the like. In this article,
we see this interest with the idea that S8I => CE => less fear. More-
noff et al. (2001) looked at the effects of social dynamics on CE.

My guess is that it has been this change in the labels for the
relevant constructs applied, even though the specific indicators are
often the same or nearly the same, that is partly responsible for this
earlier work being overlooked. In addition, on-line searching capa-
bilities degrade rapidly as we move back more than a decade. Given
these changes in applied labels, the multidisciplinary spread of the
earlier work, and the limits of on-line searching, Gibson et al. prob-
ably should not be held remiss for overlooking this earlier work.

But one piece of work they did cite demonstrates the connec-
tions they investigated. Taylor et al. (1984) found significant im-
pacts of local social ties and territorial functioning on fear of crime;
they also found that the effects of local social ties on fear were medi-
ated by territorial functioning. They observed this connection at the
group and individual levels. In the street block-level analysis of fear
by Taylor et al., the territorial functioning indicators were close to
some of the CE items that Gibson et al. used. Two territorial cogni-
tions investigated were “How responsible do you feel for what goes
on {on the sidewalk in front of your house/in the alley behind your
house)?” This wording is close to Gibson et al.’s item, “take respon-
sibility for the behavior of youths other than their own,” except that
it is more spatially delimited, given the street-block focus of the ear-
lier study. In addition, since in the earlier study the items were ag-
gregated to the street block, it was therefore a measure of collective
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efficacy. Other work that found connections between territorial cog-
nitions and the rate at which residents called the police for social
nuisances supports the idea of using these cognitions as indicators
of CE (Taylor et al., 1981),

The social-ties item used in that earlier study was the propor-
tion of residents that a respondent knew by face or name, averaged
across the street block for the block-level analysis. This item is close
to the SI item used by Gibson et al.: “How many neighbors do you
know by name” (p. 549).

In the individual-level analysis of fear of crime in Taylor et al.
(1984), all the variables were centered on their respective street-
block means and then pooled across blocks to ensure that just indi-
vidual-level dynamics were investigated. Again, the items used for
territorial cognitions seem close to the CE items in Gibson et al.’s
study: how responsible the respondent felt for what went on (on the
porch or front steps/in the backyard). Two territorial cognition in-
dicators used for local social legibility were “How well can you dis-
tinguish between strangers and people who belong (on your front
porch or steps/in your backyard)?” These items seem close in spirit
to the recognition item in the SI index of Gibson et al.’s study (“How
many of your neighbors do you know by name?”).

In sum, although the labels are different, partly because of
changing tastes, a strong case can be made that earlier work estab-
lished direct effects of SI on fear of crime, direct effects of CE on
fear of crime, direct effects of SI on CE, and indirect effects of ST on
fear via CE. That earlier work had the same limitation as Gibson et
al’s in that it also relied on cross-sectional data, But it had the ad-
vantage that it separated small-group from individual-level dynam-
ics or, in the language of the systemic model, private from parochial
control.

My point in referring to this earlier work is not only to high-
light empirical points already established by different researchers
and to encourage current researchers to ground themselves more
fully in the extant work on an outcome variable, but also, what is
perhaps more important, to suggest there are notable conceptual as
well as empirical lessons to be extracted. I addressed earlier the
question of the conceptual distinctiveness of SI and CE. In previous
work, researchers have similarly wrestled with questions about the
ways in which territorial functioning is different from attachment
to place (Taylor, 1988); the connections between social ties and at-
tachment to place (Riger & Lavrakas, 1981); whether attachment to
place and sense of community are distinct (Hyde, 1998); how loeal
organizations create informal control and tie into social networks
(Unger & Wandersman, 1983; Wandersman, 1981); and how links
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between social climate and territorial functioning—in the current
lingo, how SI => CE—operate over time (Taylor, 1988). Efforts by
current researchers to solve guestions of the discriminant validity
of SI versus CE and to describe the mechanisms whereby SI => CE
=> less fear may prove more fruitful if researchers consider more
closely this earlier conceptual work.

WHAT WE NEED

To establish the dynamics of central interest in Gibson et al.,
we need a study or studies with the following characteristics:

1. A panel design, so that temporal dynamics can be investi-
gated. Of particular interest is the idea that SI facilitates the emer-
gence of CE over time.

2. A clustered sample design with a range of neighborhoods,
varying from heterogeneous to homogeneous, and stable to unstable
and, preferably, across multiple cities. Such a design will allow us
to gain a better understanding of how static and dynamic commu-
nity characteristics influence both SI and CE. The clustering by
neighborhoods is important so that researchers, using multilevel
models, can separate out, as Bursik and Grasmick (1993) described,
the influences of private versus parochial versus public levels of
systemic control. The use of multiple cities is important, as Gibson
et al. pointed out, to learn how replicable models are from city to
city. It is hoped that the multiple cities in the sample will be more
geographically dispersed and racially varied than the three cities in
Gibson et al.’s study. With a more diverse set of cities, impact coeffi-
cients may not be equivalent across cities. Researchers using mul-
tilevel models could learn about the determinants of weak versus
strong coefficients.

3. A concerted multitrait-multimethod (Campbell & Fiske,
1959) effort to establish the convergent and discriminant validities
of SI and CE with (a) detailed attention to measurement models
through CFA as described earlier, (b) a good number of indicators
for each, and (¢) multiple methods of assessment (survey and be-
havioral observation, for example).

4. Serious conceptual attention to and clarification of the dif-
ferences among social capital, social networks, organizational par-
ticipation, collective efficacy, willingness to intervene, informal
social control, sense of community, attachment to place, and social
homogeneity as they apply to the fear of crime. Some of these confu-
sions are widespread.® In the fear-of-crime area, such confusion is

=

5 When asked to explain common misconceptions in sociology, Massey (2002}
mentioned the confusion between social capital and social networks. Social capital
“is used in so many contradictory ways as to render the concept meaningless. It has
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perhaps deepened by a movement in the field toward the term coi-
lective efficacy and away from the term social disorganization.

The just-described study has not yet been completed, to my
knowledge. It may never be. Soon-to-be-available analyses from the
second panel of the PHDCN study should move us somewhat closer
to this idea, but will continue to limit us to Chicago. Perhaps con-
sortia of cooperating investigators will be able to frame and fund a
broad effort along the lines described, taking us beyond the impor-
tant things we will be learning about Chicago.

CLOSING COMMENT

Gibson et al. advanced our understanding of fear of crime by
undertaking the crucially important question of model stability
across different cities and using small to moderate-sized cities.
They thought that their results were similar over sites and that SI
affected fear directly and indirectly through CE in all sites. These
points may be true, but I have suggested here that Gibson et al. did
not establish them. Nonetheless, we all can agree that if our under-
standing of fear of crime, local control, and local social dynamics is
to advance, we need more than single-city data building blocks and
conceptualizing and measurement assessments that pay close at-
tention to the multidisciplinary work already completed on these
topics. Maybe the comments offered here will help future research-
ers cbtain clearer answers to these important issues.
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