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Abstract

The volume of conventional street crime in society is influenced,
to a considerable extent, by numerous community-level variables. These
community properties exert an influence over the frequency of predatory
criminal behaviour which is independent from that of individual-level
characteristics. There are two broad categories of community variables
which affect the volume of criminal conduct within an area - cultural and
structural. The former refers to the relative balance between commitment
to individualistic and communitarian values. Although neither cultural
condition can be described as entirely emancipatory or destructive in
nature, by virtue of encouraging the establishment of social networks
which evoke duties and responsibilities towards others which strengthens
the primary institutions of social integration and control, moderately
communitarian societies are prone to experiencing lower levels of street
crime than moderately individualistic societies. Community structure
refers to the actual neighbourhood properties which are directly
associated with criminal behaviour. These include residential mobility,
unemployment, poverty, the physical condition of the local infrastructure
and building stock, and crime itself. Both community culture and
structure are highly sensitive to the pressures of broad political
economic forces, including those of the modern welfare state. The
institutionalization of welfare provision in the United States has
undermined communitarianism and has encouraged residential mobility, the
concentration of poverty, the concentration of unemployment, and to a

lesser extent, the physical detericration of neighbourhoods.
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Introduction

Although the primary concern of criminology has traditionally been
limited to gaining an understanding of personal criminal involvement and
developing intervention strategies that will change individuals, and upon
occasion, families, (Clarke 1980), there nevertheless exists an important
body of literature which indicates that community structures and cultures
also bear tremendous influence over rates of offending (Hope & Shaw 1988;
Sampson 1995; Bursik & Grasmick 1995). Evidence gathered by researchers
working from within this framework suggests that the volume of crime
experienced within a particular community is affected by the properties
of the community itself, independent of the individual characteristics
of local residents (Bursik 1988; Sampson 1995; Hope 1995; Bursik &
Grasmick 1993:29; Sampson 1994; Skogan 1986a). Residential mobility, the
concentration of poverty, and lack of home ownership are only three
examples of neighbourhood properties which have been found to be closely

associated with criminal behaviour (Sampson 1995; Bursik 1988).

Factors such as these facilitate crime because they undermine our
collective capacity for exercising informal social control; they inhibit
community institutions from effectively transmitting and enforcing norms
and guidelines concerning appropriate codes of conduct. Thus, according
to the logic of this approach, crime and victimization can be reduced by
developing and strengthening the institutions which serve to integrate

and regulate communities. These include the family, friendship networks,
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various political and social organizations, means of employment, public
and private agencies, and administrative structures (Hope & Shaw 1988).
Such institutions are said to function most effectively when they
complement and mutually reinforce the formal organizations of the
criminal justice system - the police, the courts, and the prison system

(Hope & Shaw 1988:2).

The idea that communities should be the target of measures aimed at
reducing crime and victimization has been a flourishing theme in the
theory and practice of criminological intervention of late. This
development has, to a considerable extent, been fuelled by a growing
consensus amongst politicians and academics over the importance of
preventing rather than simply reacting to crime (Hastings 1996). The
increasing priority afforded to proactive social control measures has
generated a broader awareness of the importance of both involving and
strengthening communities for the purposes of achieving reductions in
crime and victimization. However, there are important limitations to
this approach; the influence of community structure and culture on
criminal conduct is restricted to a relatively narrow range of offenses -
predatory street crimes. State and white-collar crimes are, for all
practical purposes, immune to the pressures of the community; they remain
unaffected by the extent to which local communities are able to integrate
and control their members (Bursik 1988). Similarly, conventional crimes
for which there may be relatively high levels of tolerance, such as drug
use, also tend to remain unaffected by the degree to which communities

are integrated (Braithwaite 1989). However, such tolerance, which varies
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considerably by community, is limited to the illicit act itself, and not
its.corollary'behaviours; whereas there may be considerable tolerance for
the private use of narcotics, the same does not hold true for their

street-level sale.

The relationship between communities and predatory street crime is
one of the central concerns of this thesis, which for present purposes,
can be summarized as follows: when neighbourhoods are no longer able to
effectively integrate and regulate their members, the volume of street
crime increases. The cultural and structural conditions which affect the
ability of local communities to perform these functions will be examined
in detail. In terms of culture, this includes the relative balance
between commitment to individualistic and communitarian wvalues. By
encouraging the development of social networks which invoke duties and
responsibilities towards others, communitarianism strengthens the primary
institutions of informal social <control and thereby prevents
manifestations of criminal behaviour (Braithwaite 1989). In terms of
structure, these include the actual physical and social properties of a
neighbourhood which directly influence the volume of crime within its
boundaries. Specific examples include poverty rates, the physical
condition of the local public infrastructure and private building stock,

and levels of unemployment.

The relationship between street crime and community structures and
cultures is not a recent "discovery" of c¢riminal justice researchers and

policy-makers. Quite to the contrary, there exists a long and rich
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tradition of criminological literature on this complex relationship which
can at least be traced as far back as the 1920s and the work of
University of Chicago sociologists. Largely, though not exclusively,
owing to the global devastation caused by World War I, 1920s America
underwent a period of rapid social change characterized by large
increases in urbanization, technologicalization, industrial and
agricultural consolidation, political centralization, industrialization,
and immigration (Pfohl 1985:139). The pace and magnitude of these
changes caused considerable tension and anxiety in many sectors of
American society, particularly amongst those who were most affected, such
as the urban poor and rural labourers, and ultimately culminated in a
heightened 1level of social conflict. Direct manifestations of this
increased dissension included strikes, urban riots, organized political
protests, and in somé areas, street crime (Pfohl 1985:140). Against this
backdrop, sociologists from the University of Chicago abandoned previous
individually centred constitutional and hedonistic explanations of crime,
and concluded that deviance was the natural outcome of rapid social
change. When social transformations occur swiftly, normative dissensus
arises and thereby impedes the effective transmission and reinforcement
of social norms (Pfohl 1985:139). This in turn was believed to strip
communities of the ability to control the behaviour of their residents.
The concept of "social disorganization® was thus introduced by University
of Chicago sociologists to describe situations where the assumed standard

processes of socialization and informal control break down.

The first major contributors to this thesis were W.I. Thomas and
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Florian Znaniecki who, based upon their analysis of the experiences of
Polish immigrants in large American cities such as Chicago, €first
formulated the notion of social disorganization (Thomas & Znaniecki
1958) . These researchers noted that many immigrant £families and
communities, arriving in large numbers to an already destabilized social
environment, were unable to adequately socialize and supervise their
individual members - the processes of informal social control were
weakened to the point of near collapse. Consequently, many recent
immigrants were believed to have experienced a normative vacuum whereby
they abandoned their "old world" norms without having yet internmalized
those of their adopted community (Pfohl 1985:146). When this occurred,
such individuals were presumed to be more susceptible to various forms
of personal and social disorganization, including criminality, illness,
and mental disorder. Using these observations as the basis of their
conceptualization, Thomas and Znaniecki introduced the notion of social
disorganization, which they defined as "a decrease of the influence of
existing social rules of behavior upon individual members of the group®

(cited in Pfohl 1985:145).

The social disorganization thesig as well as the other early
community-centred approaches that will be discussed later, it should be
noted, were plagued by two major limitations. First, their approach
assumed that normative consensus was pervasive throughout American civil
society, thereby ignoring or simply dismissing the presence of extensive
ethnic, racial, class, religious, and ideological conflict (Bursik 1988).

Second, these early approaches also relied exclusively on official
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statistics to inform their analyses of the relationship between
communities and crime (Bursik 1988). Consequently, their models and
explanations of this relationship embodied the inherent biases of such
records. Despite these weaknesses, however, the early community-centred
approaches like social disorganization theory did nevertheless provide
some important insights into the study of street crime and are thus

worthy of further discussion.

Writing in the mid-1920s, Robert Park and Ernest Burgess
significantly expanded the original formulation of Thomas and Znaniecki
by introducing an ecological model to the study of disorganization (Pfohl
1985:146). Building upon the principle that rapid.sdcial change resulted
in the breakdown of informal controls, these authors injected the idea
that certain "natural areas" were prone to experiencing higher levels of
deviance than others. According to the logic of their approach, "high-
deviance areas were spatially the most susceptible to the competitive
invasion of the forces of rapid change. Low-deviance areas were least
susceptible" (Pfohl 1985:147). Evidence to support these assertions was
gathered through a process of identifying and studying the
characteristics of the “"natural physical areas" of the city of Chicago.
Five concentric zones were identified, each of which possessed a
population whose qualities, interests, and cultural characteristics were
both similar to, and inherently different £from, one another. At the
centre of the five zones was Chicago’s central business district, a
dynamic area from which most urban social change originated. Levels of

deviance were highest in the zone which immediately surrounded the
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constantly growing entrepreneurial core, and progressively diminished as
one moved further away from this epicentre of social change (Pfohl

1985:149) .

Other important contributors to the social disorganization
perspective were Clifford Shaw and Henry McKay. After studying some
56,000 juvenile court records from the city of Chicago during the late
1920s, and extending the analysis of the ecq}ogical distribution of
delinquency to other american cities during the late-1930s and early-
1940s, these sociologists concluded that:

1. the spatial distribution of delinquency was uneven;

2. delinquency rates were highest in the »natural areas" closest to

the central business district (transitional zones);

3. transitional zones consistently reported the highest levels of
delinquency, regardless of the changing ethnic composition of
their residents; and

4. zones which experienced the highest levels of delinguency also
had the highest presence of factors presumed to be indicative of
social disorganization, including low percentages of home
ownership, cultural heterogeneity, and high percentages of

welfare dependence (Pfohl 1985:149-150).

Whereas previous Chicago school sociologists had focused almost
entirely on the normative aspect of social disorganization, Shaw and
McKay injected a class dimension into their analysis. Specifically, they

found that socioeconomic status was closely related to the distribution
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of deviance - high crime areas consistently suffered from high levels of
povérty' (pfohl 1985:150). However, aside from identifying economic
deprivation as a potentially powerful explanation for criminal
motivation, these researchers remained primarily concerned with the
"disorganizational forces which freed the individual from the scrutiny
and control of conventional society" (Pfohl 1985:150). Like the other
Chicago school sociologists before them, they believed that rapid social
change rendered some communities unable to effectively socialize and
control their individual members, thereby predisposing these areas to
experiencing high levels of crime. Based upon these assumptions, they
believed the logical target of intervention should be the community

itself.

The reason Shaw and McKay supported targeting intervention programs
at communities rather than individuals did not arise from a conviction
that "individualized methods of curbing delinquency - by inculcating
moral values or providing standards of guidance - would be ineffective,
but that the institutional Infrastructure for implementing these methods
was lacking" (Hope 1995:26, emphasis in original). Without strong
community institutions to transmit norms about appropriate conduct and
to enforce their compliance, programs targeting specific individuals for
moral transformation would be futile. Thus, in order to compensate
disadvantaged communities for their lack of institutional infrastructure,
in 1932 Clifford Shaw established what is generally regarded as the first
community focused crime prevention program - the Chicago Area Project.

Introduced in six small areas of Chicago, the aim of the Project was to
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encourage the development of social links with and between communitcy
residents in order to improve their <collective <capacity Ffor
socialization; the Project sought to increase social cohesion. Measures
employed to achieve this goal included providing recreational
opportunities for children, organizing campaigns to improve neighbourhood
conditions, and establishing outreach programs (curbstone counselling)
for gang-involved and troubled youths (Hope 1995:27). Although there is
little evaluative evidence to suggest that the Chicago Area Project was
successful in reducing crime and victimization (Hope 1995), as the first
major crime prevention effort to target communities rather than

individuals, its contribution should not be overlooked or underestimated.

During the 1960s, a new approach to community level intervention
emerged. Known as the resource-mobilization model, this approach
provided the conceptual framework for the community action programs of
the often maligned "War on Poverty® (Hope 1995:35). Drawing heavily on
Cloward and Ohlin‘’s opportunity-structure theory, this model suggested
that it was insufficient to simply promote social cohesion if communities
lacked the necessary resources to address the structural conditions that
were undermining their cohesion. The heavy concentration of "offenders
and poverty in certain neighbourhoods was seen no longer to reflect
merely the deficiencies of indigenous institutions but the
neighbourhood’s powerlessness and inability to capture economic resources
that the urban process was distributing inequitably" (Hope 1995:35).
Emphasis was thus placed on addressing the perceived root causes of

offending, including unemployment, poverty, poor living conditions, and
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discrimination. The goal of the resource-mobilization model was to
empower local communities through the transfer of economic and political
resources, provide disadvantaged youth with a stake in conformity, and
relieve the frustrations caused by relative deprivation and blocked

access to the legitimate opportunity structure.

Similar to the Chicago Area Project, evaluative evidence suggests
that the community action programs of the resource mobilization model had
no meaningful impact on crime and victimization rates (Hope 1995). While
supporters claim the programs were simply under-resourced, their failure
nevertheless served as a springboard for the rapid ascendency of a new
paradigm in community crime prevention. Emerging dﬁring the 1970s, the
"community defense" model stressed the need to enlist the support and
active participation of residents in the maintenance of law and order in
their local neighbourhoods (Currie 1988). Firmly grounded in deterrence
theory, the differing variations of the community defense model all share
an implicit "us versus them" attitude. Currie (1988:281) summarizes
their conceptualization of the relationship between offenders and the
c'onununit:y as follows:

Offenders are outsiders, strangers - as in Neighbourhood Watch,
where the job is to monitor your ‘turf’ to see that ‘they’ don’'t get
in; or in the environmental design model where you try and design
them out in the first place; or in the ‘broken windows' model, where
they are defined as something like internal outsiders - unruly kids,
marginal people - and the task is to get them off the street and out
of the picture (Currie 1988:281).

The apparent failure of the anti-poverty programs of the preceding

decade to measurably reduce crime was taken as definitive proof by
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ideological conservatives that liberal social programs were not an
effective means of controlling crime. As conservative governments began
to be voted into power, the notion that crime rates could be reduced if
residents simply assumed greater responsibility for detecting and
reporting unlawful behaviour as well as protecting their own property had
obvicus political appeal. Community defense approaches offered the
promise of not only reducing crime, but of doing so at a much lower cost
than the failed social programs of the 1960s (Hope 1995:43). While there
is some evidence indicating that measures which alter the physical
envi?onment are effective at reducing certain forms of property crime
(Wilkinson 1977; Clarke 1992; Mayhew et al. 1976), research on the impact
of programs designed to improve informal social contfol mechanisms and/or
increase the efficiency of the criminal justice system through community

mobilization has predominantly yielded negative results (Rosenbaum 1988).

Communities and Crime

Several important points emerge from this historical review of
community intervention strategies. First, mobilizing communities and
strengthening their basic institutions of integration and regulation has
proven to be extremely difficult, especially in those areas which could
most benefit from such efforts (Skogan 1986a; Rosenbaum 1987). Second,
even when a degree of mobilization is achieved, participation rates tend
to drop off rather quickly (Skogan 1990; Rosenbaum 1987). Third, efforts
to mobilize whole communities around single issues such as crime,
education, or poverty have generally achieved very little success (Skogan

1986b; Norris 1997).
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However, despite the general failure of past community intervention
strategies to appreciably reduce crime, the relationship between
offending rates and community culture and structure remains undeniable;
when communities are no longer able to effectively integrate or regulate
their members, crime escalates (Rosenbaum 1988). Social disintegration
has in fact been identified as one of the most important contributing
factors to the apparent increase in official crime rates experienced
throughout a preponderance of Western nations since the end of the Second
World War: “The recent development of Western societies has been
associated with a decline of interdependency and communitarianism and a
progressive uncoupling of punishment and shaming. This has been a period
when urbanization, residential mobility, delayed mérriage and marriage
breakdown, and an explosion of the 15-25 age group have occurred in most
countries" (Braithwaite 1989:106). Stated differently, social, economic,
and demographic changes transpiring since the end of World War II have
weakened the ability of community institutions to socialize and control

their individual members.

Most research on the relationship between communities and crime has
focused either upon identifying the variables associated with the onset
of community decline (Skogan 1986a; Schuerman & Kobrin 1986, Currie
1997), or on the dynamics of informal social control {(Rosenbaum 1988;
Bursik & Grasmick 1993, Bursik & Grasmick 1995). While these issues are
both crucial for understanding the overall connection between crime and
community structures and cultures, together they mnevertheless only

provide a partial explanation. The element which has received less
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attention from researchers is the link between the ability of communities
to integrate and control their members and the broader political economic
environment in which they are located. For instance, while considerable
attention has been conferred on how the concentration of poverty within
specific geographic areas impedes these informal processes from working
effectively (Currie 1997), analyses connecting unemployment to broad
transformations in the structure of capitalist economies have been
comparatively less common. Therefore, although research has established
that community-level properties influence the volume of street crime, the
explanatory powers of such properties have not been adequately grounded

within a framework of the changing political economic environment.

Thesis Statement

There exists a long tradition of research indicating that the
frequency of many conventional forms of street crime is influenced by the
extent to which communities are able to integrate and regulate their
members. Following in this tradition, the purpose of this thesis is to
examine the community-level variables associated with offending, and to
assess how they have been affected by the emergence of the modern welfare
state. These variables, as noted earlier, fall into two general
categories - cultural and structural. The former refers to the extent
that local communities, and indeed whole societies, have developed a
dense system of social networks grounded in communitarian principles.
The latter refers to the actual neighbourhcod properties or
characteristics which are directly associated with criminal behaviour.

Since a significant majority of the available material necessary for
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undertaking this project is American, and owing to the inherent dangers
of attempting to crudely transfer data and analytical models from the
material context of their origins, this analysis will focus primarily on

the United States.

Before proceeding, an important issue needs to be addressed. The
underlying principle of this thesis is that "there are important
community-~level dynamics related to <crime that are not simple
reifications of individual motivational processes" (Bursik 1988:521).
However, this assumption is somewhat misleading because in reality it 1is
extremely difficult to distinguish between the effects of community- and
individual-level characteristics on illegal behaviour. Whereas group
dynamics exert an influence that transcends individual propensities,
community structures and cultures are themselves greatly affected by the
properties of their individual members; since individuals are the basic
unit upon which all social institutions are constructed, including those
of integration and control, personal characteristics are integral to
understanding group dynamics. The criminogenic influence of community
structures and cultures cannot be properly understood in isolation from

the influence of individual propensities.

The difficulty of separating individual- and community-level
influences also reflects the complexity of human nature; humans are both
individualistic and social beings. To be emotionally healthy and stable,
people need to develop both affective social bonds and a strong sense of

individuality (Etzioni 1995). Humans are thus characterized by a desire
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to embed themselves within social networks or groups while simultaneously
developing and retaining elements of their own identity. These
individualistic and communitarian propensities result in a tension which
effectively impedes individuals from either remaining unaffected by group
dynamics or from being totally engulfed by them (Baron & Byrne 1994:358-
362; Etzioni 1985). Therefore, studying the relationship between
community characteristics and crime necessarily involves discussing
individual motivational processes to some extent because these two levels

of variables are deeply interconnected and cannot be logically separated

from one another; "group- and individual-level dynamics are actually
complementary components of a comprehensive theory of crime" (Bursik
1988:523) .

With this in mind, the first chapter of this thesis broadly examines
the relationship between the cultural condition of communitarianism and
crime. First, the concept is precisely defined. Next, its political and
social implications, both positive and negative, are compared with those
of individualism. Finally, direct evidence of its mitigating influence
on conventional street crime is provided through an examination of its
central importance in both Japanese and,Swiss culture, two very low-crime

societies.

The second chépter examines the actual social dynamics which enable
communities to evoke conformity from their members. First, the
importance of the differing levels of community integration and control

on local crime rates are discussed. This is followed by an examination
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of the influence of social support in fostering legal conformity.

The third chapter examines the structural properties of local
communities which are known to directly influence the volume of street
crime within their boundaries. These variables include residential
mobility, unemployment, the concentration of poverty, physical

deterioration, and crime itself.

The fourth chapter discusses how the development of the American
welfare state has impacted on the ability of local communities to
integrate and control their individual members. First, the general
evolution of the American welfare state is broadly examined in terms of
its comparative size and generosity. Next, the factors which have shaped
its development are discussed. Finally, the impact of its evolution on
the cultural and structural variables which are closely associated with
conventional street crime because of their powerful influence on the
social dynamics of conformity, is examined.

The f£inal chapter of this thesis has a fourfold purpose. First, a
summary of the major findings is presented. Second, the inherent
limitations of the ability of local communities to evoke legal conformity
from their members are examined. Next, some implications for public
policy stemming from the nature of the relationship between street crime
and community culture and structure are presented. Finally, some worthy

avenues for future research on this complex relationship are discussed.
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Communitarianism

The purpose of this chapter is to examine the relationship between
the cultural condition of communitarianism and street crime. This
general discussion will proceed in three segments. First, the concept
of communitarianism will be broadly defined. Next, the assumptions as
well as the political and social implications of communitarianism will
be compared with those of individualism. Finally, evidence indicating
that communitarianism discourages conventional crime will be provided
through a brief examination of its central importance in Japan and

Switzerland.

Defining Communitarianism

Communitarianism is a condition of societies, defined by the
presence of high levels of individual interdependency; "the aggregation
of individual interdependency is the basis for societal communitarianism*”
(Braithwaite 1989:85). The concept of interdependency refers to the
extent to which individuals “participate in networks wherein they are
dependent on others to achieve valued ends and others are dependent on
them" (Braithwaite 1989:100). However, interdependencies are not simply
relationships of convenience as between the sellers and purchasers of a
good or service, but are gfounded'in strong feelings of mutual trust and
obligation. Furthermore, interdependencies have symbolic significance
as matters of group loyalty which take precedence over individual self-

interest. Therefore, a communitarian society is one in which individuals
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are deeply enmeshed 1in social networks which invoke duties and
responsibilities towards others within a community of concern. These
networks "are not perceived as isolated exchange relationships of
convenience but as matters of profound group obligation. Thus, a
communitarian society combines a dense network of interdependencies with
strong cultural commitments to mutuality of obligation" (Braithwaite

1989:85).

Similar to the way individuals form the basic unit upon which
community institutions are constructed, interdependencies represent the
foundation of communitarian societies. The presence of a dense network
of strong interdependencies results in high levels bf communitarianism.
The relative strength of an interdependency 1is determined by the
permanence and intensity of the relationship and the breadth of the
issues over which all individuals involved are dependent on one another
(Braithwaite 1989:89). Thus, given the importance and level of emotional
investment involved, children generally have stronger interdependencies
with their parents than with their peers. However, the strength of an
interdependency also hinges on the level of respect and obligation
associated with the relationship (Braithwaite 1989:8S); if parents lose
the respect of their children, the strength of the bond between them is

significantly diminished.

Communitarian societies experience lower crime rates because their
individual members are highly integrated into mainstream society through

a network of interdependencies. For such integration to occur, however,
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a society need not be homogeneous; pluralistic, multicultural societies
are in no way inherently incapable of developing and retaining a strong
communitarian character (Selznick 1995). For example, Switzerland, whose
citizenry is comprised of three major distinct ethnic groups, is widely

recognized as a highly communitarian nation (Clinard 1978).

When individuals participate in social networks grounded in
relationships of interdependency, they learn to distinguish between
socially approved and disapproved conduct - they internalize a set of
guiding moral principles or values by which to adhere. Moreover, through
their continued involvement in these social networks, these behavioral
norms are continually reinforced. Accompanying the socialization element
of such participation is the enhanced capacity for informal control. The
general and specific deterrent effects of informal sanctions are greater
for persons involved in strong relationships of interdependency and
affection because these individuals accrue greater interpersonal costs
for transgressing normative boundaries (Braithwaite 1989:81).
Conversely, although there are numerous mechanisms by which groups can
control their individual members, including the use of shame (Braithwaite
1989; Braithwaite & Mugford 1994), informal control processes have
“little influence over strangers or criminals who do not perceive
themselves as group members and feel no pressure to conform" (Rosenbaum

1988:139) .

Therefore, a reasonable summation of the relationship between

communitarianism, interdependency and crime is as follows: "individuals
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are controllable to the extent that they are committed to the group and
the group is a cohesive unit* (Rosenbaum 1988:139). Of course, this is
true not only of groups that are highly committed to the law, but also
of those which do not hold it in high regard, and those who adhere to
immoral statutes such as those which sanction the ownership of slaves.
While these issues will be examined more thoroughly in the pages to
follow, for present purposes it 1is sufficient to note that when
interdependencies unravel, informal social control is weakened
considerably. Stated differently, both commitment to mainstream (or
subcultural) behavioral norms and the perceived costs of violating them

are significantly curtailed.

Given the important influence of interdependency and
communitarianism on crime rates, it 1is worth briefly examining the
individual and social characteristics known to undermine their

integrative capabilities.

Age: The most important variable affecting interdependency is a person‘s
sfage in the life cycle. Highly socialized children establish strong
relationships of interdependency with their family, school, and,
depending on the cultural environment in which they are raised,
neighbourhood. By mature adulthood many of these interdependencies have
weakened or been' cut entirely, and replaced by a *“new set of
interdependencies with the nuclear family of procreation, the
neighborhood in which that family lives, and the workplace" (Braithwaite

1989:90). However, between the severing of childhood interdependencies
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and the full establishment of those of adulthood is a period of
transition. This passing developmental stage typically occurs between
the ages of fifteen and twenty five. The emergence of a prolonged period
of adolescence in which relationships ¢f interdependency are low is
largely a twentieth century phenomenon that has been restricted to
Western industrial societies, having intensified considerably since the

end of the Second World War (Braithwaite 1989:91)}.

Marital Status: Marriage is perhaps the most powerful interdependency

in which individuals become involved (Braithwaite 1989:21). Such unions
create a reciprocal set of responsibilities for individuals to fulfil,
and serve as powerful informal control mechanisms - the possibility of
physical removal from a spouse through incarceration or of losing their
emotional support because of disapproval increases the cost of offending.
Those who remain unmarried are therefore free from an especially powerful

source of interdependency.

Gender: The transition between childhood and adult interdependencies is
considerably different for men and women in most Western societies.
Whereas males proceed from a situation of interdependency to a period of
relative independence to building a new set of interdependencies, females
largely replace one set of interdependencies with another. Moreover, at
every stage throughout the life cycle, women are generally more socially
integrated than men (Braithwaite 1989:92). This of course is not a
random occurrence, but is a result of differential socialization. While

many women are taught to be generally passive, compliant, and dependent



22

on others, men are usually expected to be aggressive and self-reliant.

Unemployment: People "who leave school and then do not f£ind employment

are set free from the interdependencies associated with schooling without
establishing the new set of interdependencies associated with work"
(Braithwaite 1989:90). More than simply forfeiting a powerful source of
interdependency, people who are unemployed also lose a major stake in

mainstream society.

Commitment: Persons with low educational and occupational aspirations
are less susceptible to the integrating aspects of school and work.
Stated differently, such individuals are less 'likely to develop
relationships of interdependency grounded in the values of these

institutions.

Regidential Mobility: When individuals frequently uproot their lives and

relocate in a new environment, forging strong interdependencies with
members of a particular residential community is extremely difficult.
Moreover, when residential mobility becomes a wide-scale phenomenon,
communitarianism suffers because neighbourhood stability is undermined;
"“neighbors cease to be significant others, relatives become
geographically separated, even school and church affiliations become more
transient, not only because parishioners and students are moving more
often, but the teachers and preachers are more mobile as well"

(Braithwaite 1989:86).



. 23

Urbanization: Similar to the issue of residential mobility, urbanization

difectly affects communitarianism. Urbanization fosters anonymity which
decreases the likelihood that informal control mechanisms will operate
effectively. This is compounded by the fact that when societies
urbanize, individual networks of interdependence become less spatially
localized, shifting from residential neighbourhoods to communities of
interest based on workplace and leisure activities (Braithwaite
1989:172) . The unfortunate consequence of this development 1s that
individuals who are alienated from such networks like the unemployed, or
who otherwise simply lack the resources to participate in them, are now
likely to be much less socially integrated than in the past when local
communities provided more opportunities for developing relationships of

interdependency.

Individualiam versus Communitarianism

Interdependency refers to the extent that individuals participate
in social networks characterized by mutual trust and obligation, and
which are interpreted as a matter of group loyalty rather than self-
interest (Braithwaite 1989:86). The presence of an extensive network of
strong individual interdependencies is the defining feature of a
communitarian society. Communitarianism can therefore be described as
"the antithesis of individualism" (Braithwaite 1989:86). Most Western
societies, though especially the United States, can be described as far
more individualistic than communitarian in character (Beiner 1995; Lipset
1990). Recently, numerous ocbservers have actually remarked that aAmerica

has become far too individualistic for its own good (Bellah et al. 1985;
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Etzioni 1996, 1993; Selznick 1995; Bell 1883). The purpose of this
section is to critically examine the assumptions as well as the social
and political implications of both individualism and communitarianism.
Each carries numerous advantages and disadvantages which warrant closer

attention.

Liberal individualism is not inherently destructive or negative in
nature. As a counter-force to communitarianism, it embodies such valued
social ideals as liberty, self-determination. rationmal criticism, and
tolerance for diversity. Consequently, the principal benefit of
unleashing the forces of individualism is that it liberates people from
the confining shackles of predetermined social roles. People are freed
to "shape their lives according to their own notions, so that society
offers no official guidance on how people are to conduct their lives in
a meaningful way" (Beiner 1995:20). By releasing people from otherwise
stifling social pressures, individualism serves as an important source
of creativity and change for the community, and self-fulfilment for the
person; it "limits the costs of maintaining social order, allows members
of society to express idiosyncratic aspects of themselves, and enables
the development of new social patterns that are more adaptive to the ever
changing environment and internal balances than are traditional patterns"
(Etzioni 1995:13). Also, as an ideology which stresses the importance
of the rights of the person, individualism can reduce the potential for

social repression and injustice.

Despite its many socially desirable effects, individualism is
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nevertheless problematic when it becomes excessive, that is, when its
disadvantages begin to outweigh its benefits. Perhaps the most important
consequence of excessive individualism is a higher incidence of deviant
behaviour, including street crime. When individualism is strong, the
integrating and sanctioning capacities of communities are low. Faced
with this wvacuum, individualistic socilieties are obliged to rely on
repressive state tactics to control crime (Etzioni 1996). This
invariably creates an incentive to expand the powers of the police and
other regulatory agencies which results in a curbing of the very
liberties that individualism affords. Therefore, the irony of
individualistic societies is that they have "little choice but to rely
on the state as the all-powerful agent of social cé)nt:rol: the ideology
of the minimal state produces a social reality of the maximum state®

(Braithwaite 1989:171).

Excessive individualism also inhibits the attainment of meaningful
existences (Beiner 1995). Despite the benefits of creativity and change,
when individualism becomes too rampant, experiences of coinvolvement and
cgormnunal solidarity, which are integral for leading fulfilling lives,
disappear. Participation in social networks based upon mutual trust and
obligation is required for maintaining the integrity of the person and
for providing individuals with the ability to form sound judgements.
Being a member of é community increases the probability that people will
care about issues which transcend their individuality. Hence, while

people can survive in isolation from communities, "the thinner their

community bonds, the more alienated and unreasoning they tend to be"
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(Etzioni 1995:12).

Finally, as individualism proliferates, social responsibilities

often become neglected. When people begin to think predominantly in
terms of maximizing their self-interest - a defining feature of
individualistic societies - they become more willing to exercise their

rights and less willing to fulfil their responsibilities (Mansfield
1997:631) . The problem is that rights and responsibilities are
frequently corollaries, one assuming the other (Etzioni 1996). For
example, the constitutionally enshrined right to be tried by a jury of
peers requires that citizens be willing to accept the responsibility of
jury duty. When they are reluctant to do so, citizens inadvertently
undermine their own right to a fair trial. Extreme individualism fosters
a strong sense of personal entitlement while concomitantly inhibiting
feelings of duty and obligation to the larger community; rights become
*divorced from discipline and duty, including the disciplines that make

freedom possible" (Selznick 1995:36).

Just as individualism is not inherently destructive in terms of
social consequences, communitarianism is not innately emancipatory; the
community can definitely have a dark side. Tightknit communities can be
highly repressive and intolerant of all forms of diversity - ethnic,
moral, or ideational (Selznick 1995). This intolerance not only puts
enormous pressure on individuals to strictly adhere to community norms
and thereby smother creative energies, but can also serve as an incubator

for more dangerous forms of bigotry and ignorance. The majoritarian
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aspect of communities can thus result not only in a general trampling of
individual rights, but also in discriminatory practices specifically
targeted against minorities; by producing stigmatized outgroups and
legitimating their repression, communitarianism can itself be a source
of criminality (Etzioni 1996). Furthermore, strong communities are also
often prone to developing authoritarian power structures and rigid
systems of social stratification. Therefore, despite 1its many
advantages, communitarianism can spawn a very monolithic, conformist,
racially and culturally intolerant, oppressive, and hierarchical living

environment.

Though highly problematic when excessive,b strengthening the
integrative and control capacities of local communities in a highly
individualistic society such as the United States nevertheless appears
to be a reasonable strategy for reducing crime. However, it should be
noted that American society cannot be described as uniformly
individualistic. There are considerable variations in the relative
levels of individualism and communitarianism across the country. For
instance, communitarianism is extremely high in places such as Utah and
rural Pennsylvania to name a few (Etzioni 1993:190). Thus, although the
United States may be generally characterized as a highly individualistic

society, important local and regional differences do exist.

Seeking to improve the integrative and control capabilities of
communities does not necessarily imply attempting to resurrect the past:;

"the contemporary aquest for community is neither antimodern nor
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antiurban® (Selznick 1995:33). Nor does it require reviving traditional
valﬁes and practices which often suppressed women and minorities.
Efforts to enhance community institutions as a means of reducing street
crime are not inherently grounded in some yearning for an idealised past
in which suffering and brutality have either been conveniently forgotten
or trivialized, or in the belief that the virtues of modern society like
the rule o¢f 1law, democratic government, material prosperity, and
tolerance for ethnic, cultural, and ideological diversity must be
forsaken. Rather, they can simply be rooted in the assumption that by
releasing individuals from the bonds which integrate them into mainstream
society, social fragmentation is a major underlying cause of crime and

victimization.

This discussion of the integrative and control functions of the
community requires that the concept be precisely defined. A community
is a group of individuals who share affective bonds and a common culture.
More specifically, a community is comprised of a network of affect-laden
relationships among "a group of individuals (rather than merely one-on-
one relations or chains of individual relations), relations that often
crisscross and reinforce one another. And being a community entails
having a measure of commitment to a set of shared values, norms, and
meanings® (Etzioni 1995:14). From such a definition, it is possible to
distinguish between three types of communities. The first, and probably
most commonly associated with the concept, are communities of place (Bell
1993:103). Often referred to as neighbourhoods, these are small

geographical areas which can develop intricate social networks as well
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as a tradition of identity and continuity over time (Bursik & Grasmick
1996) . The boundaries of such areas are somewhat artificial because
local communities are subsets of larger units; the traditions and norms
of a neighbourhood are reciprocally interconnected with those of the
broader social environment in which it 1is embedded. For example,
residents of the community of Sandy Hill are also residents of the city
of Ottawa which has its own idiosyncrasies, the Regional Municipality of
Ottawa-Carleton, the province of Ontario, the country of Canada, and so
on. Nevertheless, distinct communities of place or neighbourhoods can

be identified relatively easily and uncontroversially.

The second type are communities of memory wﬂich refer to groups
comprised mostly of strangers who share a common history that 1is
expressed through the course of their daily lives (Bell 1993:126). Such
communities carry a moral heritage "that helps to provide the narrative
unity of our lives, which entails an obligation to sustain and promote
the ideals and aspirations embedded in th