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The Peterborough Adolescent and Young Adult Development Study (PADS+) 

Data collection schedule and sample 

Cohort study 

Population 
Children aged 11-12 living in postcodes PE1-PE7, entering year 7 in Peterborough 

schools and alternative education in 2002 
2270 

Eligible sampling frame Randomly selected 991 

Sample Young people and parents providing active consent 716 

Community survey (2005 PCS) 

Population 
Residents  in the study are aged 18+ (2001 Census) 

Households (2001 Census) 

114,423 

64,390 

Sampling frame One resident per household randomly selected from publicly available electoral register 35,853 

Eligible sample Random selection for each spatial unit (518 output areas) 12,450 

Respondents Completed surveys 6,615 
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Personal characteristics 

and experiences 
Environmental features 

Action 

(crime event) 

Interviewer-led 

questionnaire 

Small area 

community 

survey 

Census and 

land use data 

Self-report 

Official records 

Space-time 

budget 

Exposure 

(setting) 

Cognitive 

measures Space-time 

budget 
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Key Argument: 

Weak social cohesion leads 

to poor informal social control  

which, in turn, influence the levels 

of social disorders and crime 



What is  

Social Cohesion? 



Social Cohesion 
The Social and Moral 

Integration of a Population 
Strength of Social bonds  

(mutual relevance and trust,  

lack of hostility)  

Homogeneity of Rules of Conduct 

  



Why is 

Social Cohesion 

Important? 



Weak social cohesion 

leads to poor informal 

social control 



Collective Efficacy 
(Social Cohesion & 

Informal Social Control) 

 

Willingness to intervene 

for the common good 

 



Collective Efficacy  

(Index of social cohesion and informal social control) 

Social Cohesion 
  

 

• People around here are willing to            

       help their neighbours 

  

• This is a close-knit community 

  

• People in this neighbourhood can 

       be trusted 

  

• People in this neighbourhood  

      generally get along with each other 

  

• People in this neighbourhood share the 
same values 

 

 Strongly agree, agree, disagree, strongly 
disagree 

 

 
 

Informal Social Control 

 
• If a group of neighbourhood children 

were skipping school and hanging out 
on a street corner, how likely is it that 
your neighbours would do something 
about it? 

 

• If some children were spray painting 
graffiti on a local building, how likely is 
it that your neighbours would do 
something about it? 

 

• If there was a fight in front of your 
house and someone was being beaten up 
or threatened, how likely is it that your 
neighbours would break it up? 

 

• If a child was showing disrespect to an 
adult, how likely is it that people in your 
neighbourhood would tell off or scold 
that child? 

 

 Very likely, Likely, Neither Likely nor Unlikely, 
Unlikely, Very Unlikely 

 

 



Why Does 

Collective Efficacy 

Vary? 

 



Poor Collective Efficacy  Residential Population Disadvantage  
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Area disadvantage and 

collective efficacy 
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Social Disadvantage 

Ethnic Diversity 

Residential Instability 

Poor Collective 

Efficacy 

.61 

 .18 

.20 

Analysis based on Peterborough’s 518 output areas. 
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The Relationship 

Between Poor 

Collective Efficacy 

and 

Social Disorder and Crime 

 



Social Disorder indicators 

(Is x a big problem, when did you last observe x) 

 

Key examples 

 

Litter in streets and parks 

Poorly maintained open space 

Unsupervised children in streets and parks 

Young people who show disrespect to adults 

People who disturb their neighbours 

People who are drunk and misbehave in public space 

People being harrased and attacked in public space 

People destroying or damaging property 

People driving dangerously 



Social Disorder Poor Collective Efficacy 
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Disorder by Collective Efficacy 
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Poor Collective Efficacy Police-Recorded Crimes 
(Kernal density map) 
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City and Local Centres 

Also have Poor Collective 

Efficacy but for Somewhat 

Different Reasons 

 



City and Locale Centres 
(marker of weak moral context) 

Police-Recorded Crimes 
(Kernal density map) 
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Poor Collective Efficacy 

of Environments Only 

Affect the Criminality 

of Crime Prone People 
(Crime proneness measures as an index of 

weak law-relevant morality and a poor Ability 

to exercise self-control) 

 



MPlus Path Model  (Odds ratios within brackets) 

Concentrations of young people’s crime (hot spots) occurs in 

areas with poor collective efficacy and in city and local centres 

when crime prone young people spend time there.    
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Concentrations of Crime and Social 

Disorder Occurs in Residential Areas  

with Poor Collective Efficacy and in 

City and Local Centres. 

 

However, such Environmental  

Characteristics only Affect the Crime 

and Disorder by Crime Prone People 



The Findings suggests: 

 

The extent of environments in an area 

characterised by poor collective efficacy 

and the magnitude of crime prone 

people in the population will determine 

an areas level of crime and disorder. 

 

Changes in the extent of environments  

characterised by poor collective efficacy 

and in the magnitude of crime prone 

people in the population will determine 

changes in an areas level of crime and disorder 




