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Executive Summary 

This review of collective efficacy literature was part of the initial stage of the Collective Efficacy 
Working Group’s (CEWG) three-phase research process. The group was established in 2012 
as part of the larger Neighbourhood Change Research Partnership (NCRP). The review is 
intended to explore and build upon traditional conceptions of “collective efficacy” in order to 
establish a research framework through which we may begin to understand how residents and 
organizations work together in neighbourhoods to achieve important local improvements, and 
draw upon these collective achievements to effect system-wide change. The collective efficacy 
research frame is extended here to include community-based organizations and their impacts 
on neighbourhood collective efficacy, beyond those at the individual and household levels.  

Findings underscore a lack of scholarship on the role of collective efficacy in neighbourhoods, 
as well as a lack of comparative research on the disparate effects of local state regimes and 
histories of immigration on neighbourhood collective efficacy. Moreover, while recent literature 
has examined the influence of local factors (such as laws and tax rates) and interpersonal 
networks on organizations, there is a gap in academic scholarship and literature about the role 
of organizations in shaping community outcomes. This report will address this disparity, 
recommending new research to explore the activities, practices, service delivery, and advocacy 
efforts of organizations in fostering and sustaining neighbourhood collective efficacy, and 
leveraging that capacity to bring about larger-scale system changes.  

One of the key goals of the NCRP is to examine place-specific effects in mitigating or 
exacerbating processes of socio-spatial inequality. This research fits within this broad objective, 
exploring the role that neighbourhood-level policy and program interventions can play in 
reducing inequality. Community-based organizations, funders, and policy makers require a 
better understanding of the role of collective efficacy in neighbourhood outcomes. 
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1. Rationale and Potential Policy Relevance 

Why do some neighbourhoods have more success than others in addressing the effects of so-
cial-spatial inequality and socio-economic segregation?  

In an attempt to answer this very large question, researchers have pointed to the role of neigh-
bourhood processes in shaping social, educational, health, safety, crime, and economic out-
comes (Edin and Lein, 1997; Gans, 1969; Mascovsky, 1999; Patterson, 2001). Evidence sug-
gests that one such process, “collective efficacy” (Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls, 1997) – 
that is, the ability of neighbours to cultivate trust amongst each other, to generate shared ex-
pectations, to draw productively from social networks, and to collectively mobilize for action. 

The literature offers certain plausible explanations to account for the presence or lack of collec-
tive efficacy:  
• systemic barriers (e.g., concentrations of poverty and disadvantaged ethno-cultural 

groups);  
• behavioural and attitudinal factors;  
• the role of existing social networks and other forms of pre-existing social capital.  

Apart from a few education-based studies (Demir, 2008; Dimopoulou, 2012; Goddard, 2001; 
Lin and Peng, 2010; Mawhinney, Haas, and Wood, 2005), and work on social movements by 
sociologists like Davis et al. (2008), Gould (2003) and McAdam and Snow (2010), there is still 
insufficient literature on the place of community-based organizations in fostering and sustaining 
neighbourhood collective efficacy.  

The aim of a scoping review of the literature is to identify the key concepts underpinning a re-
search area and the main sources and types of evidence available. Scoping reviews are often 
the first stage of a research project, informing the subsequent stages. Defining the research 
questions is important, influencing the nature of the literature search. 

This review is animated by two key questions:  

1. What are the impacts of community-based organizations (particularly those in low-income 
and disadvantaged neighbourhoods) on neighbourhood collective efficacy, beyond their 
outcomes at the individual and household levels?  

2. What strategies can community-based organizations use to foster and sustain capacity for 
neighbourhood collective efficacy? 
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This scoping review systematically explores the relevant literature on the following themes:  

1. Definition: How do researchers who use the term (or equivalents) define “collective efficacy”? 
2. Scholarly debates: In general, what are the key theoretical and empirical debates in the 

literature, particularly the role of collective efficacy in mitigating the effects of societal and 
urban socio-spatial inequality? 

3. Factors contributing to neighbourhood capacity: In the theoretical and conceptual litera-
ture, what factors are believed to contribute to neighbourhood capacity for collective efficacy? 

4. Indicators of success: What indicators of collective efficacy are used in empirical research 
on collective efficacy and how are they measured? How does collective efficacy correlate 
with neighbourhood indicators; for instance, what evidence is there about whether neigh-
bourhood socio-economic status diversity or the lack of it is positively or negatively associ-
ated with collective efficacy?  

5. Socio-economic status: What role does the socio-economic status of a neighbourhood 
play in its collective efficacy? 

6. Organizational support: How do organizations support collective efficacy at the neigh-
bourhood scale? 

7. Linking collective efficacy, neighbourhood cohesion, and collective action: How do 
organizations, community groups, and individuals mobilize to enact and effect change in 
social inclusion, local control over assets, civic engagement, neighbourhood improvement, 
and the securing of resources? What are the factors that contribute to their success? 

8. Limitations of the neighbourhood level: What are the limitations of the neighbourhood scale 
in studying collective efficacy? How do researchers go beyond “neighbourhood effects”? 
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2. Collective Efficacy and Neighbourhood:  
An Overview of Definitions and Concepts 

How do researchers who use the term (or equivalents) define “collective efficacy”? 

Collective efficacy is a concept initially developed by Robert Sampson and Felton Earls in their 
study of the effect of social disorder on crime in Chicago neighbourhoods (Sampson and Earls, 
1997). The concept drew upon Sampson and Groves’ (1989) earlier study on the suggested ef-
fect of social ties, social control, and neighbourhood-level disorganization, which explored the 
inability of “disorganized communities” to combat crime through the lens of social disorganiza-
tion theory (Ramirez, 2011). Limited social ties were correlated with residents’ inability to exert 
informal social control on others in the neighbourhood. This finding was later described by 
Sampson and Earls (1997) as collective efficacy, or “the ability of the collective to intervene in 
order to combat neighborhood problems such as crime” (Ramirez, 2011: 7). 

Writing on collective efficacy at the level of the neighbourhood, Sampson (2009: 1581) classi-
fies collective efficacy as “informal social controls under social norms of trust,” or a “task-
specific construct that highlights shared expectations and mutual engagement by residents in 
local social controls” (Sampson, Morenoff, and Earls, 1999: 635). This definition centres on a 
perceived linkage of trust and cohesion among residents of a neighbourhood with shared ex-
pectations for effective social control (Sampson, 2006).  

The concept of “collective efficacy” is rooted in “self-efficacy,” the latter being the core concept in 
Bandura’s (1986) social cognitive theory. Bandura defined self-efficacy as “one’s perceptions re-
garding one’s capability to produce desired outcomes” (Bandura 1995: 3). The basic premise of 
his self-efficacy theory is that “people’s beliefs in their capabilities function to produce desired ef-
fects by their own actions” (Bandura, 1997: vii). Because individuals do not live in isolation, he ex-
tended the concept to include the group as another agency of human functioning, calling collec-
tive efficacy a “shared belief in the conjoint capabilities of a group necessary to produce desired 
effects” (Bandura, 1997: 447). Accordingly, collective efficacy is “not merely the sum of personal 
judgments regarding capabilities, but an emergent group-level phenomenon that results from in-
teractions and the coordination of group functioning” (Bandura, 2000: 76).  
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2.1 Collective efficacy and neighbourhood crime  

Collective efficacy has typically been used to explain why criminologists, sociologists, and ur-
ban theorists consistently see the associations between high neighbourhood disorganization 
and high levels of crime in the United States. According to Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls 
(1997), as neighbourhoods experience increasing levels of disorganization, residents find it dif-
ficult to mobilize social capital within their neighbourhoods to address neighbourhood issues 
such as crime. Their study, contributing to The Project on Human Development in Chicago 
Neighbourhoods, used multilevel statistical controls and qualitative interviews – concluding that 
high collective efficacy was correlated with reduced crime rates in poor neighbourhoods. 

Recent literature on collective efficacy and crime echoes these initial findings, suggesting that 
neighbourhoods high in collective efficacy do experience lower violent crime rates (Block and 
Block, 2000; Deuchar, 2010; Meares, 2002; Maimon and Browning, 2010; Morenoff, Sampson 
and Raudenbush, 2001). However, contrary to other research in both the United States and Eu-
rope, a new study based in London, England – reporting findings from a dataset based on face-
to-face interviews of 60,000 individuals living in 4,700 London neighbourhoods – did not find 
that collective efficacy mediated the relationship between disadvantage, residential instability, 
and recorded violent crime (Sutherland et al., 2013: 4). Collective efficacy was found to be 
weakly related to violent crime rates and to have no connection to an alternative measure of 
community violence. Moreover, collective efficacy “did not appear to mediate the relationship 
between measures of social disadvantage and crime as it does elsewhere” (Sutherland et al., 
2013: 15). These findings are echoed by a small body of academic research that examines 
“limits of collective efficacy” as a predictor of neighbourhood crime (Cerdá et al., 2008; Villarreal 
and Silva, 2006). 

2.2 Cultural collective efficacy 

Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls (1997) initially defined collective efficacy as being repre-
sentative of the “willingness of local residents to intervene for the common good” (Sampson, 
Raudenbush, and Earls, 1997: 919). Expanding on this criterion, Meares (2002) describes col-
lective efficacy as the ability of residents in poor neighbourhoods to realize common goals and 
to engage in positive collective action. 

Alexander (2012) builds on the collective action framework, applying it to the micro-dynamics of 
inner-city neighbourhoods in Chicago and developing what she calls “cultural collective effica-
cy” – comprising “positive social networks that inner-city residents develop through participation 
in musical, artistic and other neighbourhood-based cultural endeavours” (Alexander, 2012: 
803). She views cultural collective efficacy as “an important type of positive social capital that 
exists in some low-income, segregated urban neighbourhoods” (2012: 829). Cultural efficacy 
can function to help inner-city residents “mitigate the negative effects of living in a poor, racially 
segregated and disinvested community” and to build socio-cultural networks within and be-
tween neighbourhoods that foster collective capacity and help residents to obtain more con-
crete benefits from urban revitalization projects (Alexander, 2012: 829). 
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2.3 Collective efficacy and local organizational behaviour 

Organizations, as Sampson (2013) explains, generate a “web of routine activities and associa-
tions that lubricate collective action.” From this view, what is important is not the existence of 
any specific type of organization, but the overall organizational infrastructure of a community 
and overlapping networks among participants. These networks, as Harding et al. (2011) outline, 
comprise the common activity and institution building that lead to collective efficacy and social 
organization. 

Extending Bandura’s (2000) collective efficacy model to the organization, Lin and Peng (2010) 
focus on local organizational behaviour, citing collective efficacy as a variable that influences in-
dividual members’ “organizational citizenship behaviours” and “team-level performance.” Collec-
tive efficacy provides a salient situation for vicarious learning in a team. Such learning, in turn, 
promotes efficacy and effectiveness in teams and organizations (Bandura, 1997; 2000).  

Goddard et al. (2004: 175) explore the concept of efficacy and local organizational behaviour, 
finding that “group-referent perceptions reflect an emergent organizational property known as 
perceived collective efficacy.” Their analysis draws from fundamental principles of human 
agency, explained through the lens of social cognitive theory. Accordingly, human agency is ex-
tended toward the exercise of collective agency, or a combined belief in the group’s ability to 
work together to produce desired effects. Within an organization, perceived collective efficacy 
represents the beliefs of group members concerning “the performance capability of the organi-
zation as a whole” (Bandura, 1997: 469).  
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3.  Socio-Spatial Inequality and Collective Efficacy: 
Theoretical and Empirical Debates 

In general, what are the key theoretical and empirical debates in the literature, particu-
larly the role of collective efficacy in mitigating the effects of societal and urban socio-
spatial inequality? 

3.1 Traditional approaches to the framing of collective efficacy  

3.1.1 Social disorganization theory 

The social disorganization framework attaches “disorganization” to concentrated disadvantage 
– neighbourhoods with high rates of family poverty, unemployment, low educational attainment, 
immigrant population, segregation, and residential instability (Ramirez, 2011). 

As proponents of social disorganization theory, Sampson and Morenoff (2006) attribute de-
creased rates of homicide to collective efficacy in Chicago neighbourhoods. Their research 
links spatial dynamics and neighbourhood inequalities in social and economic capacity to urban 
violence. The effect of collective efficacy on violent crime within neighbourhoods is widely 
acknowledged (Block and Block, 2005; Deuchar, 2010; Maimon and Browning, 2010; Meares, 
2002; Morenoff, Sampson and Raudenbush, 2001; Sampson, Morenoff, and Earls, 1999). So-
cial disorganization theory has traditionally linked neighbourhoods with high immigrant popula-
tions with higher crime rates (Shaw and McKay, 1942). However, recent empirical work on im-
migration and crime in Seattle and Brisbane suggests that neighbourhoods with more 
immigrants are actually less likely to experience high levels of violence (Ramirez, 2011). To 
date, there is a lack of research exploring the different urban contexts of cities in the United 
States, Australia, the European Union, the United Kingdom, and Canada, and the disparate ef-
fects that local state regimes and histories related to immigration may have on neighbourhood 
collective efficacy.  

Though the social disorganization perspective tends to support the empirical assumption that 
neighbourhoods with high levels of concentrated disadvantage would be unlikely to mobilize 
towards collective efficacy, Weffer (2004) presents empirical evidence showing that, while in-
creasing unemployment may reduce the likelihood of successful collective action, consistently 
high poverty levels actually encourage the likelihood of organized collective action events. His 
findings also suggest that a history of collective action is the most important factor in neigh-
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bourhoods overcoming problems of local resident engagement, even in areas with high levels 
of inequality.  

3.1.2 Collective efficacy and neighbourhood collective action 

Few studies of collective efficacy focus on the relationship between collective efficacy and 
neighbourhood collective action, or the correlation between a collective belief in a group’s abil-
ity to effect change and increased levels of participation in local initiatives and/or local organiza-
tional participation. In their original conception of collective efficacy, Sampson and Earls (1997) 
did not explicitly include the collective nature of action as part of their notional framework. 
Ramirez (2011: 13) argues that “neighbourhood collective action needs more theoretical and 
empirical exploration in the social disorganization and collective efficacy literature,” pointing to a 
lack of theoretical and empirical exploration within social disorganization and collective efficacy 
literature that links the original conception of efficacy to the collective nature of “action” (that is, 
neighbourhood participation) in its explanation of levels of neighbourhood crime. 

3.2 Challenging popular collective efficacy frameworks  

3.2.1 Co-opting the neighbourhood 

An emerging, neo-Marxist body of literature seeks both to critique and to expand the concept of 
collective efficacy as it is seen to operate within neighbourhoods – or as a product of “neigh-
bourhood effects.” These authors pay close attention to structural factors as well as the social 
and economic impacts of neoliberalism. They pose questions such as: what tools does a socie-
ty provide to its members to help them develop lives that are fulfilling and adapt to the chal-
lenges of neoliberalism, as well as to self-organize and promote their own interests? Following 
Mayer (2003: 110), “what might appear as the fulfillment of earlier grassroots empowerment 
claims is actually part of a new mode of governance that has emerged in and for neglected and 
disadvantaged areas and communities.” 

Critical urban theorists frame political discourses of “collective efficacy” and “community em-
powerment” at the neighbourhood scale as culture-led urban regeneration, both with respect to 
policymaking and policy analysis (Brenner, Marcuse, and Mayer, 2012; Mayer and Kunkel, 
2011; Slater, 2013; Wagenaar, 2007). Neighbourhood regeneration policies that borrow from 
the neighbourhood effects literature are seen to be representative of an “aggressive neoliberal-
izing” of urban space (Brenner and Theodore, 2002: 376). 

Mayer’s (2009: 365) conception of the “neoliberal imperative” of mobilizing city space as an 
arena for growth and market discipline becomes realized, as Peck et al. (2009) explain, through 
new, neighbourhood-based policies that emphasize the “empowerment” of neighbourhoods and 
communities (such as the Strong Neighbourhoods policies in the United Kingdom, and Priority 
Neighbourhoods policies in Toronto). References to “the public” and invitations to “participate” 
have become part of a trend Mayer (2003: 108) describes as the “dissolving of social and politi-
cal perspectives into economic ones,” whereby new, targeted programs for neighbourhood revi-
talization denote local governments’ discovery of the “potential of community-based organiza-
tions for helping them solve their fiscal as well as legitimation problems” (Mayer, 2009: 364).  
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As Uitermark (2012: 2551) explains, in the 1980s and 1990s, urban governments in Europe co-
opted a great number of moderate activists through targeted neighbourhoods policies that em-
phasized “partnerships” and similar participatory schemes, effectively dividing radical and mod-
erate activists while imposing government constraints on groups operating within the urban 
movement. Uitermark’s contributions highlight how urban institutions can “preempt or break 
down the types of inter-organizational and intercity alliances needed to shift the scale of mobili-
zations beyond particularistic and local issues.” 

Shifting focus to the neighbourhood as a site for government-led intervention and the motiva-
tions that drive numerous national governments in the United Kingdom, European Union, Aus-
tralia, the United States, and Canada to enact neighbourhood policies, Manley et al. (2013) call 
into question the legitimacy of the neighbourhood effects research upon which these policies 
are predicated (that is, the notion that living in disadvantaged neighbourhoods produces nega-
tive effects on residents’ life chances over and above the effects of structural and individual 
characteristics). 

Whereas Sampson and his colleagues (Sampson et al., 2002) tie individuals’ life chances to 
the neighbourhoods that they live on the basis of neighbourhood “effects” – or neighbourhood-
level variations of phenomena such as delinquency, violence and crime, mutual trust, and rou-
tine activity patterns – Manley et al. (2013: 6) assert that the “very notion of a neighbourhood 
effect is an instrument of accusation,” and that the neighbourhood effects literature has “failed 
to engage with the wider socio-economic processes that occur outside the neighbourhood.” Us-
ing the example of educational dropout rates for youth in low-income neighbourhoods, they re-
ject the theory that the “effects” of high spatial concentrations of low-status individuals deter-
mines high incidence of drop outs; rather, structural factors such as the “necessity of working to 
provide financial support to the wider household” must be at the forefront of neighbourhood 
analyses (Manley et al., 2013). 

3.2.2 Reframing ‘neighbourhood effects’ 

In advancing the analysis of the social dynamics within a neighbourhood “beyond neighbourhood 
effects,” Slater (2013) argues that the problem of understanding collective action and organiza-
tion (and, by extension, collective efficacy) within neighbourhoods becomes one of “understand-
ing life chances via a theory of capital accumulation and class struggle in cities” (Slater, 2013: 
367). His attention to the interplays and outcomes of capitalist accumulation lends to an under-
standing of the injustices inherent in state policies that allow markets to determine housing costs 
– giving way to the kind of spatial sorting which produces place-based concentrations of poverty. 
Instead, he advocates for the advancement of research that more wholly accounts for the capital-
ist institutional arrangements that create poverty. From this view, a new body of research must 
emerge that is theoretically and politically grounded in neo-Marxist approaches to neoliberal ur-
banization in order to show exactly “how and why spaces are coveted by those who stand to be 
removed from them (2013: 370).” He reframes neighbourhood effects research – and its tenden-
cy to dwell on the displacement of vulnerable groups – advocating, instead, for emplacement 
studies in neighbourhood research that account for the structural factors that give way to differen-
tial life chances and the social inequalities they produce. 
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4.  Factors Contributing to Neighbourhood 
Capacity for Collective Efficacy 

In the theoretical and conceptual literature, what factors are believed to contribute to 
neighbourhood capacity for collective efficacy? 

4.1 Collective efficacy and place attachment 

Numerous studies have used the collective efficacy framework to suggest a reciprocal relation-
ship between perceptions of neighbourhood safety and levels of place attachment (Brown and 
Warner, 1985; Brown et al., 1992; 2004; Ferguson and Mindel, 2007; Franzini et al., 2005; 
Sampson, 2004; Sampson and Graif 2009; Sampson, Morenoff, and Earls, 1999; Sampson and 
Raudenbush, 1999; Wells et al., 2006).  

Place attachment “focuses on the bonds between residents and their social and physical set-
tings” (Brown et al., 2004: 259). This concept is similar to collective efficacy in that it highlights 
the role of neighbourhood cohesion in influencing residents’ perceptions of safety (Pitner et al., 
2013). Yet, it also “places emphasis on residents’ feelings of pride in their home and neigh-
bourhood appearance, and residents’ tenure in their neighbourhoods” (Brown et al., 2004: 259). 
Broadly, this body of literature suggests that increased place attachment can directly increase 
collective efficacy. 

4.2 Perceived social efficacy 

Within the field of education, a large body of research explores the link between perceived col-
lective efficacy and differences in student achievement among schools (Bandura, 1993; God-
dard, 2001; Goddard et al., 2000). Bandura (1993) has demonstrated that the effect of per-
ceived collective efficacy on student achievement was stronger than the direct link between 
socio-economic status (SES) and student achievement. In a similar study, Goddard and his col-
leagues concluded that, even after controlling for students’ prior achievement, socioeconomic 
status, race/ethnicity, and gender, collective efficacy beliefs have stronger effects on student 
achievement than student race or SES (Goddard et al., 2000; Goddard et al., 2004).  

Goddard et al. (2004: 8) echo Samson, Morenoff, and Earls (2000: 657) in their study of how 
organized capacity for action is tapped to produce results, claiming that “the power of collective 
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efficacy perceptions to influence organizational life and outcomes lies in the expectations for 
action that are socially transmitted by collective efficacy perceptions.” This work suggests that 
peoples’ beliefs about the power of organized capacity to influence change may function to mit-
igate some of the other effects of neighbourhood-based inequality, and predict success even 
more strongly than factors such as race or SES. 

Anti-racist social psychology literature (Fallis and Opotow 2003; Fine and Ruglis, 2009) exam-
ines the internalization of negative individual- and group-level self-efficacy beliefs among social 
groups facing racism, sexism, and economic marginalization. Racialized and impoverished 
neighbourhoods face distinct barriers to the cultivation of collective efficacy beliefs. The inter-
nalization of these beliefs is related both to representations of marginalized groups as less effi-
cacious, and to the lived realities of those having low socioeconomic status. Drawing from in-
terviews conducted with elementary, middle, high school, and college students in California 
public schools located in low-income areas in San Francisco, Oakland, Los Angeles, and Wat-
sonville, Fine (2004: 26) examined the effects of core psychological consequences of schooling 
in schools with structural problems (such as high teacher turnover, high levels of uncertified 
teachers, and inadequate instructional materials). She found that, given the “broad base of so-
cial inequities that confront poor and working-class youth and youth of colour,” these schools 
“substantially worsen already existent social inequities with psychological, academic, and ulti-
mately economic consequence” – transforming students’ yearning for quality education into an-
ger, pride into shame, and civic engagement into public alienation (Fine, 2004: 4).  

4.3 Political factors 

A small body of sociological literature suggests that neighbourhood collective action is most 
likely to arise when local government institutions are perceived to have failed citizens in provid-
ing common goods and resources (Mesch, 1996; Rossi, 2005). As Rossi (2005) observes, in 
Argentina, local and neighbourhood organization was promoted by perceived weakness in the 
national government. Similarly, Mesch (1996) finds that the emergence of collective action and 
participation is a product of perceived environmental concerns, such as rapid neighbourhood 
changes for the worse, and political (exogenous) incentives provided to the neighbourhood. 
Mesch concludes that social perception of neighbourhood problems increases the likelihood of 
neighbourhood organization, while political incentives are less likely to promote neighbourhood 
organization. 
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5. Empirical Indicators of Collective Efficacy and 
their Measurement 

What indicators of collective efficacy are used in empirical research on collective 
efficacy and how are they measured? 

5.1 Individual and group perceptions of efficacy 

There are several approaches to the empirical measurement of collective efficacy perceptions 
(Goddard, 2004). As a neighbourhood property, collective efficacy was first measured by 
Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls (1997) using the mean of individuals’ scores on the collec-
tive efficacy scale for each of Chicago’s 847 census tracts, combined into 343 “neighbourhood 
clusters” (N=8752). Findings showed that residential stability and concentrated poverty each 
had significant associations with collective efficacy in neighbourhoods that were “predominantly 
black” (Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls, 1997: 923).  

The results of this early study hypothesized and demonstrated that collective efficacy was a 
measurable construct (Ramirez, 2011). The Collective Efficacy Scale, developed by Sampson 
et al. (1997), is a 10-item Likert-type scale combining both personal-level factors (race, socio-
economic status, marital status) and neighbourhood-level factors (concentrated disadvantage, 
immigrant concentration) to measure collective efficacy, defined as social cohesion among 
neighbours combined with their willingness to intervene on behalf of the “common good” 
(Sampson, 1997: 918).  

The scale was created using data from Sampson and Earls’ earlier study: a cross-sectional 
survey of Chicago residents called The Project on Human Development in Chicago Neighbour-
hoods: Community Survey, 1994–1995 (Earls et al., 1995). The survey questionnaire is a mul-
tidimensional assessment of the structural conditions and organization of the neighbourhoods, 
and the data collected was used to create the Likert items on the Collective Efficacy Scale 
(1997) (see Appendix A).  

To date, researchers disagree on what constitutes a neighbourhood-level mechanism like ‘col-
lective efficacy’. Critics (Small & Feldman, 2015) point to a selection bias implicit to collective 
efficacy scales which fail to account for selection problems and variations on how mechanisms 
may operate in different neighbourhood contexts. 
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5.1.1 Level of measurement 

A number of different variables contribute to the measurement of individual and group percep-
tions of collective efficacy. The following is an overview of five empirical models of collective ef-
ficacy, adapted from Goddard et al. (2004: 7–9):  

1. One approach would be to produce aggregate measures of individual (self-) efficacy beliefs, 
or a group mean of self-referent perceptions (e.g., a teacher efficacy belief survey item 
might read, “I have what it takes to get my students to learn.” Responses to this and other 
“I-” referent statements would be averaged to assess the collective sense of efficacy of the 
school) (Goddard et al., 2001). 

2. An empirical study could also focus on aggregate measures of individuals’ perceptions of 
group-referent capability (“we” instead of “I”) (Goddard et al., 2004: 6).  

3. Bandura (1997: 478) measured the extent to which consensus existed among group mem-
bers across their individual perceptions of group-level collective efficacy, observing that 
“perceived collective efficacy is an emergent group-level attribute rather than simply the 
sum of members’ perceived personal efficacies.” This approach is vulnerable to social de-
sirability bias, and may disguise within-group vulnerability in collective efficacy perceptions 
(Bandura, 1997; Goddard et al., 2004).  

4. Building on Bandura’s (1997) group-level modelling, Goddard et al. (2001: 467) sought to de-
velop a measure of collective teacher efficacy that gauged the amount of agreement among 
teachers in the assessment of group-level collective efficacy – or the “collective capability of a 
faculty to influence student achievement.” The team developed a model combining individual 
group members’ interdependent perspectives on group capability in order to assess per-
ceived collective efficacy as an emergent organizational property. The study produced a 21-
item Collective Teacher Efficacy Survey, which measured group competence (GC) and task 
analysis (TA) (r = .96).1 The survey evolved into a 12-item Collective Efficacy Scale, which 
weighted GC and TA equally (r = .94) (Goddard 2002; see Appendix B). 

Further research is needed, as Goddard et al. (2004: 10) point out, in order to gain a more 
comprehensive understanding of the influence of collective efficacy beliefs in organizations, 
and particularly in organizational transformation and/or and improvement in organizational cul-
ture. To date, evidence suggests that “aggregates of individual perceptions of group capability 
do indeed tap the perceived collective efficacy of organizations” (Goddard et al., 2004: 7). 
There is also a clear lack of research pertaining to the Canadian context, as the studies listed 
above were conducted in the United States only. 

____________________________________________________ 

1  GC assesses judgments about competences that staff bring to bear upon teaching tasks, while TA 
measures barriers and opportunities embedded in teaching students (Goddard, 2002). 
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5.1.2 Community or group level efficacy 

Carroll et al. (2005) employed Bandura’s model of collective efficacy in order to study communi-
ty collective efficacy in Portland, Oregon. The authors questioned whether individuals who be-
lieve that their community can address challenges together would connect to community net-
works – particularly the Internet – in support of community goals. They explored these 
possibilities by developing a community collective efficacy (CCE) scale, a “capacity analysis of 
the community by the community” (2005: 3) (refer to Appendix C).  

The CCE scale divides community involvement into a set of specific concerns. Going beyond 
task enumeration, the CCE scale also “measures residents’ beliefs about how well their com-
munity can succeed in joint endeavors […] and their collective capacities as a community” (Car-
roll et al., 2005: 4). The scale includes 17 items that are intended to form a comprehensive 
analysis of efficacy-related goals and obstacles for the community domain. These 17 items load 
onto four factors in the CCE scale, derived from household survey data (N=146). The four fac-
tors are:  

• Factor 1: “Managing Conflict”, dealing with the community’s capacity to manage dilemmas 
and tradeoffs;  

• Factor 2: “Development”, relating to goals and policies on growth and the environment;  
• Factor 3: “United Action”, or the community’s ability to cooperate and deal with problems 

collectively;  
• Factor 4: “Social Services”, with respect to state support for education and access to ser-

vices for seniors and people with disabilities.  

Study findings reported that people higher in CCE convey “stronger feelings of belonging and 
are more activist in their community” (Carroll et al., 2005: 7). For instance, “people who are 
members of two or more community groups report higher CCE than people who are members 
of one or no community group.”  

5.2 Social organization measures 

Swaroop and Morenoff (2004: 3) conducted a multilevel spatial analysis of residents in 342 
Chicago neighbourhoods in order to study how neighbourhood context influences participation 
in forms of “local social organization,” meaning collective participation in local voluntary associ-
ations. Their study drew from multilevel data taken from the 1995 Project on Human Develop-
ment in Chicago Neighbourhoods Community Survey (Earls et al., 1995, see Appendix A) and 
the 1990 United States Census in examining neighbourhood characteristics (including residen-
tial stability, concentrated disadvantage, and physical and social disorder) in relation to local 
social organization.  

Building on studies by Guest (2000) and Guest and Lee (1983), the authors note a lack of re-
search activity and theoretical attention paid to differences that constitute social organization; 
particularly the “distinctions between expressive and instrumental motivations for community 
participation” (Swaroop and Morenoff, 2004: 8). “Expressive” acts are motivated by “one’s 
sense of identity and obligation as a neighbour,” and include behaviours such as social ex-
change with neighbours and participation in community groups. “Instrumental” participation is 
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motivated by “functional and political concerns of neighbourhood residents, such as the desire 
to protect personal investments and promote local businesses, and include behaviours such as 
neighbourhood watch programs” (Swaroop and Morenoff, 2004: 8). 

The authors produced a “Typology of Local Social Organizations” (see Appendix D), sorting 
measures of local social organization in accordance with the motivation for community partici-
pation (expressive or instrumental), and whether the type of participation is informal (based in 
social ties) or formal (via civic groups). Results showed that residential stability is associated 
with increased participation in expressive forms of social organization, but not instrumental 
forms. Concentrated disadvantage and physical and social disorder were associated with in-
creased participation in instrumental forms of social organization, but not strongly related to ex-
pressive forms (Swaroop and Morenoff, 2004: 13). These findings support the systemic model 
of local social organization in demonstrating that social context may influence the development 
of local social organization through different conduits in, but “challenge theories of urban pov-
erty that predict lower levels of engagement in poor communities” (Swaroop and Morenoff, 
2004: 13). 
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6.  Collective Efficacy and Neighbourhood Socio-
Economic Status 

What role does the socio-economic status of a neighbourhood play in its collective efficacy? 

This section is guided by two questions:  

• What evidence is there on the extent to which neighbourhood socio-economic status (SES) 
diversity or the lack of it is positively or negatively associated with collective efficacy?  

• Does it matter whether a neighbourhood is mainly high SES, mainly low SES, mixed SES, 
or bipolar (Galster and Booza, 2007)? 

6.1 Collective efficacy and neighbourhood SES 

Two opposing models link collective efficacy and SES. In accordance with Rosenbaum et al. 
(2002: 72), the culture of poverty model “implies that low-income individuals who acquired a low 
sense of efficacy will retain it, regardless of subsequent events,” while the geography of oppor-
tunity model implies that that individuals will not retain a low sense of efficacy if they “subse-
quently move to a place which offers more opportunities.” 

The culture of poverty model draws from a traditional psychology perspective, framing ‘efficacy’ 
as “an aspect of an individual’s personality, an early formed, relatively stable characteristic that 
is unlikely to change” (Rosenbaum et al., 2002: 72). Essentially, culture is viewed as internal, 
and the “cycle of poverty and deprivation” is inherent to the weakness of the family structure 
leading to antisocial behaviours (Moynihan, 1968; Rotter, 1966). This model does not account 
for the structural, systemic institutional or cultural factors that carry great influence over peo-
ples’ lives (see Section 3). 

Galster and Killen (1995: 12) proposed the term “geography of opportunity” to refer to the ways 
in which geography influences individuals’ opportunity. They argue that “our options are limited 
both by the very real social and economic conditions of our existence and by the limitations we 
perceive regardless of the accuracy of those perceptions” (Galster and Killen, 1995: 28). Ros-
enbaum et al. (2002: 71) extend this idea to posit that places (such as neighbourhoods) may af-
fect individuals’ sense of their own control over events in their lives. 
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6.2 Mixed-income neighbourhoods and collective efficacy  

As part of their census tract data analysis for 1970–2000 in the 100 largest metropolitan areas 
in the United States, Galster and Booza (2007) classify neighbourhoods in terms of four de-
grees of income diversity (high diversity, moderate diversity, low diversity, and not diverse) and 
by area median income based on six income categories: very low income, low income, moder-
ate income, high moderate, high income, and very high income. Their study finds a dramatic in-
crease since 1970 in the number and incidence of what they call “bipolar” neighbourhoods, 
characterized by “extremely bimodal income distributions” (Galster and Booza, 2007: 422).2 

In examining whether bipolar neighbourhoods might influence collective action and social net-
working, the authors question whether “increasing numbers of high-income neighbours will aid 
the less well-off nearby by financially supporting a stronger set of local institutions, exerting the 
political clout to obtain higher-quality municipal services and facilities, and creating demand for 
local retail establishments that will generate new job opportunities for those of modest skills” 
(Galster and Booza, 2007: 422). They conclude that although these arguments may be valid, 
they have not been empirically validated, in part because of challenges with measurement. As 
for networking, these types of social interactions would require certain kinds of cooperation/ col-
lective organizing among groups, and “the existing evidence suggests such interactions among 
highly disparate income groups are not common” (2007: 431). 

6.3 Collective efficacy and the “rooted middle class” 

Focusing on the link between middle-class families and collective efficacy in Chicago, Garnett 
(2010: 208) chronicles the association between high collective efficacy scores and the “rooted 
middle class.” She cites Sampson, Raudenbush, and Earls (1997) in their finding that residen-
tial stability was one of three major factors explaining neighbourhood variation in collective effi-
cacy. Categorized as a middle-class characteristic, homeownership is said to produce “eco-
nomic incentives to organize to address neighbourhood problems” (Garnett, 2010: 209). She 
notes that “home ownership naturally increases social integration in a neighbourhood over time, 
providing opportunities to build trust relationships” (Garnett, 2010: 209).  

6.4 Concentrated disadvantage and collective efficacy  

Swaroop and Morenoff (2004: 13) find that, contrary to the image of “disadvantaged” neighbour-
hoods as “socially isolated places where residents withdraw from community life out of fear or 
apathy,” their study results indicate that neighbourhood residents in Chicago respond to challeng-
ing local conditions by taking actions intended to improve neighbourhood problems, and becom-
ing involved in organizations that address the needs of the community. Residents of disadvan-

____________________________________________________ 

2     Walks (2013:15) finds Galster and Booza’s index to be highly sensitive to how the distribution layers 
onto the cut-off points in the income ranges and to the number of categories employed; concluding 
that the index is “less accurate when larger numbers of income categories are used, or when the 
means of different places vary, and it cannot provide comparability across contexts (metropolitan ar-
eas, etc.) containing different numbers of groups (neighbourhoods, municipalities).” 
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taged neighbourhoods were also likely to have strong personal networks connecting them to 
friends and family members in their neighbourhoods. Moreover, signs of physical and social inci-
vilities “appear to function as signals of community distress that motivate residents to become 
engaged in instrumental activities, either through formal or informal channels” (Swaroop and 
Morenoff, 2004: 16).  
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7. The Role of Local Organizations 

How do organizations support collective efficacy at the neighbourhood scale? 

7.1 Examining organizational capacity “in place” 

Organizations, as McQuarrie and Marwell (2009: 257) note, are key sites of urban structuration 
– the locations of both systemic and social integration:  

Organizations are the medium through which systemic processes reach the street cor-
ner; they make state and market resources available, socialize individuals into a society 
beyond the neighborhood, and constitute social identities that have relevance beyond 
the neighborhood. At the same time, organizations are settings in which neighborhood 
social integration is produced in interaction. In churches, corner stores, coffee houses, 
schools, community centers, political clubs, and workplaces, neighborhood residents in-
teract to produce shared meanings, mutually intelligible practices, and identities, all of 
which refer to and reproduce a shared experience of place. … Neighborhoods are the 
sources of innovation, creativity, and cultural meanings that have relevance for society-
wide institutions. 

The authors point to a lack of focus across urban sociological fields on the interplay of local 
communities and organizations. Organizations are treated as “mere reflections of local neigh-
bourhood effects” (such as social integration), as “locations for neighbourhood interaction,” or as 
“vehicles in the political class struggle” (McQuarrie and Marwell, 2009: 257). Urbanists, they ar-
gue, should focus on organizations’ capacities in creating local orders and linking individuals in a 
community to broader society.  

More recently, the influence of local communities on organizations has been examined through 
the work of Marquis and Battilana (2009). The authors point to the importance of factors asso-
ciated with local communities – such as interpersonal networks, laws, and tax rates, among 
others – in understanding organizational behaviour. Rejecting popular, geography-independent 
organizational fields of analysis that emphasized an increasingly boundary-less global world, 
the authors echo more recent (Marquis and Lounsbury, 2007; Scott and Storper, 2003) schol-
arship and research on the community bases of organizational behaviour that focus on system-
ic links to community influences (Marquis and Battilana, 2009). From this view, communities 
provide different institutional environments that influence organizations. Scott’s (2001) typology 
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of institutional features is applied to the community level of analysis “in order to demonstrate 
organizations’ simultaneous embeddedness in both geographical communities and organiza-
tional fields” (Marquis and Battilana, 2009: 284), and to allow researchers to better understand 
isomorphism (that is, similarities of the processes or structure of one organization to those of 
another) and change dynamics within and across locales. 

In 2013 a special volume of the Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Sci-
ence was dedicated to the theme of “Reconsidering the urban disadvantaged: The role of sys-
tems, institutions, and organizations” (Small and Allard, 2013). The authors of the introduction 
argue that, today, understanding the conditions of disadvantaged urban populations requires a 
focus on not only individuals and their neighbourhoods (as we see in “neighbourhood effects” 
literature) but also on the organizations that structure their lives, the systems in which those or-
ganizations are embedded, and the institutions that regulate both. 

7.2 Social movements-in-organizations 

Social movements and formal organizations share a number of characteristics – including goal 
orientation, activity systems, and boundary maintenance (Aldrich and Ruif, 2006). As Davis et 
al. (2008: 389) explain, “organizations are the targets of, actors in, and sites for social move-
ment activities. Social movements are often represented by formal organizations, while organi-
zations resemble episodic ‘movements’ rather than bounded actors.” 

In the field of sociology, recent engagement (from the early 2000s on) between organizational 
and social movement scholars has produced a body of work on the intersections of social 
movements and formal organizations. Social movement scholars look to neo-institutional theory 
as a way to extend their analysis beyond “movements” toward institutional fields and the role of 
institutions in producing and/or effecting change (Zald, 2005; 2008). Emergent research themes 
were compiled by Davis et al. (2008: 390–394), and include:  

• organizations as targets of social movements: describing how movements seek to change 
the actions of organizations and what factors lead to success (King and Soule, 2007);  

• organizations as collaborators with movements (O’Mahony and Bechky, 2008);  
• organizations as sites and carriers of social movements: describing how the actions that 

organizations take in response to movements can set standards that spread more broadly 
through society (Briscoe and Safford, 2010); 

• organizations as manifestations of movements: describing how social movement organiza-
tions mirror the essential dynamics of public sentiment, and their spread can indicate the 
progress of social change (King and Haveman, 2008). 

While the engagement between social movement theory and organization theory and research is 
becoming increasingly well-established in sociological fields (Zald, 2008: 573), there is a notable 
lack of scholarship dealing with the practical efficacy of organizations in cultivating change at the 
neighbourhood scale. More research is needed in order to understand how organizations may 
combine community mobilizing and organizing efforts to transform residents’ motivations and 
capacities for involvement – particularly in the Canadian context.
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8. Linking Collective Efficacy, Neighbourhood 
Cohesion, and Collective Action 

How do organizations, community groups, and individuals mobilize to enact and effect 
change in social inclusion, local control over assets, civic engagement, neighbourhood 
improvement, and the securing of resources, and what factors contribute to their success? 

8.1 Neighbourhood cohesion and collective efficacy 

In its 2008 report on social housing facilities in Toronto, the Wellesley Institute documented the 
collective efforts of tenants and supportive and housing agency workers in their efforts to foster 
neighbourhood cohesion and collective efficacy and contribute to the neighbourhood’s capacity 
to make change (Wellesley Institute, 2008).  

The report defines neighbourhood cohesion as the result of “regular interactions between 
neighbours and tenants that reflect good will and support” (Wellesley Institute, 2008: 18). Col-
lective efficacy is described as “the result of informal and formal actions that go beyond casual 
friendliness and have contributed to the nature of their immediate neighbourhood” (Wellesley 
Institute, 2008: 20).  

Factors that were found to contribute to the fostering of collective efficacy in the supportive 
housing units studied included: the presence of tenant gardens, organized community-tenant 
action related to the management of garbage disposal disputes and issues of safety, positive 
relations between tenants and neighbourhood business owners, small “cluster” relationships 
amongst neighbours, and regular meetings facilitated by an agency staff member who worked 
with tenants to organize internal community-building activities. The study’s findings highlight the 
various ways that tenant-neighbour interactions resulted in increased cohesion, which in turn 
contributed to the collective efficacy of the neighbourhood – resulting in organized, collective 
action around noise, tidiness, and crime.  

8.2  Collective efficacy and action 

In Cities and Social Movements: Theorizing Beyond the Right to the City, Uitermark, Nicholls, 
and Loopmans (2012: 2551), commenting on the nurturing of urban social movements, take the 
position that “radical change occurs when movement participants forge ties between different 
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sectors, scales, and places.” The authors argue that cities “breed contention” because they 
“produce a wide variety of grievances among their inhabitants and offer opportunities for devel-
oping ties between local activists” (Uitermark, Nicholls, and Loopmans, 2012: 2550). The task 
of analysts of urban social movements is then to understand how, where, and when contention 
arising from the urban grassroots is channelled at the local scale and connected to broader so-
cial and organizational networks.  

Nicholls (2008: 8) describes how location in a common urban system creates “bridging oppor-
tunities” as actors learn about the resources and organizations in their areas, establish connec-
tions with “brokers” who connect them with different groups, and transfer resources from one 
group to the other. From his view, the role of the city for generating collective action is in its 
“function as a relational incubator, facilitating complex relational exchanges that generate a di-
versity of useful resources for campaigns operating at a variety of spatial scales” (Nicholls, 
2008: 8). These new connections between diverse individuals make it possible to “step outside 
of conventional boxes, draw on diverse resources and ideas, and establish trust.” As “interde-
pendencies and mutual obligations” grow between these specialized groups, actors “not only 
begin to perceive their particular issues in complementary ways but they also feel obliged (stra-
tegically, ideologically and emotionally) to mobilize on behalf of their allies” (Nicholls, 2008: 8). 

Miller and Nicholls (2013) expand on Nicholls’ (2008) early urban social movement framework, 
outlining that, in some instances, “connections created through urban-based campaigns can 
evolve into strong, complex, and rich ties which can then serve to drive local, national, and 
transnational movements” (Miller and Nicholls, 2013: 8). We see the collective efficacy con-
struct emerge here, contained within the processes that contribute to the strengthening of so-
cial ties and foster collective community capacities across local networks.  

8.3 Containing collective action: Cities and social movements 

Just as cities are spaces that support innovations in politics, they also become sites for the in-
novation of techniques to monitor subjects and maintain social order. The local state can “ab-
sorb contention by channelling diffuse discontent into local institutions” (Uitermark, Nicholls and 
Loopmans, 2012: 2550). For instance, interorganizational competition for small municipal fund-
ing pots requires organizations to “differentiate themselves and produce specific outcomes, 
thereby reducing overlap and motivation to work together in common campaigns” (Miller and 
Nicholls, 2013: 462). Increasing competition for resources can also weaken trust among organ-
izations, and constrain or inhibit alliance-building and the fostering of collective efficacy (Miller 
and Nicholls, 2013: 462). 
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9.  Limitations of the Neighbourhood Scale of 
Analysis 

What are the limitations of the neighbourhood scale in studying collective efficacy? How 
do researchers look beyond “neighbourhood effects”? 

Two papers published (Wikström, 2010; Wikström et al., 2012) in London, England, highlight 
that a focus on geographical units has its limitations in the study of collective efficacy. Wikström 
et al. (2012) argue that to understand the relationship between places and behaviours, re-
searchers must attempt to gain a better understanding of which people go where, when, and 
with whom (kinds of people in kinds of places). They constructed a space-time-budget method-
ology that captures individuals’ daily routines, life circumstances, and their own conceptions of 
neighbourhoods. The inclusion of these contextual factors was intended to counter the popular 
assertion that greater ethnic diversity equates to better social mixing, without accounting for 
specific community-level dynamics such as the needs and capacities of residents. 

Similarly, as outlined in Sutherland, Brunton-Smith, and Jackson (2013: 3), Cerda et al. (2008) 
“question the generalizability of collective efficacy studies conducted in the United States to cit-
ies with very different macro-level conditions.” Contrasting political and economic contexts in 
the study of neighbourhood violence in Chicago (drawing from Sampson’s work) and Medellin, 
Colombia, the authors “report limitations in a focus on the neighbourhood scale, as members of 
more affluent classes tend to have social links that cut across geographic boundaries and are 
less restricted to the neighbourhood than members of less affluent classes” (Sutherland 
Brunton-Smith, and Jackson, 2013: 3). However, they find that the lack of available data on this 
issue precludes researchers from making any conclusive statements about this phenomenon.  

Comparable results were reported in Villarreal and Silva’s (2006) study of the effects of social 
cohesion and neighbourhood disorder on crime using data from a survey of neighbourhoods in 
Brazil. Findings from the study indicate higher levels of social cohesion in lower-income neigh-
bourhoods – refuting findings of the Chicago-based studies of Sampson and his colleagues. 
The authors find that greater cohesion among neighbourhood residents is not significantly as-
sociated with lower levels of crime, but is significantly associated with a higher perceived risk of 
victimization. This finding points to the “limits of collective efficacy” (Villarreal and Silva, 2006). 
In order to explain these discrepancies, they suggest that further analysis extend beyond the 
neighbourhood scale to include meso- and macro-level indicators. Their critique also points to 
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the local, regional, and cultural specificity of the dynamics of collective efficacy, and the difficul-
ties encountered by researchers attempting to apply U.S. models to non-U.S. cities. 

Finally, in their study on Chicago, Swaroop and Morenoff (2004) found that neighbourhood 
boundaries were more permeable than the statistically defined neighbourhood boundaries 
commonly used in research on neighbourhood effects (such as Sampson’s Chicago-based re-
search). As they argue, “the contextual factors that predict community participation in one place 
simply spill over these boundaries” (2004: 4). Many “neighbourhood” organizations provide ser-
vices for areas beyond the neighbourhood in which they are located, serving residents and 
members from surrounding areas.  

9.1 Rethinking “problem” neighbourhoods 

Countering the recurrent framing of ethnoracially diverse neighbourhoods in Western European 
cities as “deprived” or “socially dysfunctional,” van Eijk (2012: 3009) puts forward the notion 
that “perceptions of diversity or disorder do not matter much when neighbour relations evolve 
around chance encounters and norms of good neighbouring.” She points to the persistent idea 
that people living in “problem” neighbourhoods fail to form relationships with their fellow resi-
dents, and are therefore in need of more “social cohesion” (Amin, 2002; Fortier, 2007). Instead, 
she argues, researchers should make an effort to refine these claims, and consider that, per-
haps, more distant neighbourly relations do not constitute a lack of social cohesion, or a “frag-
mentation” of the neighbourhood. Rather, scholarly focus on “narratives of dissociation” (van 
Eijk, 2012: 3009) risks overlooking that people in “deprived” neighbourhoods are actually main-
taining “good” neighbourly relationships (respecting a neighbour’s privacy should not be inter-
preted as an effect of social dysfunction). 

From this view, local relationships in poor neighbourhoods are subject to an evaluative double 
standard. Sayer (2005: 205) echoes this claim, contending that neighbourhood analyses that 
focus on social dysfunction in poor neighbourhoods “demonstrates a lack of recognition, which 
is in turn closely linked to a socioeconomically weak position.” Framing a city’s most ethnora-
cially diverse neighbourhoods in this way can produce a stigmatizing affect that residents of 
deprived areas must work to overcome (van Eijk, 2012). 

9.2 Neighbouring in Toronto’s inner suburbs 

To explore, as Ghosh (2014: 2010) does, the ways that recent immigrants to Toronto make the 
“ageing high rises of the inner suburbs their home,” it is necessary to account for the various in-
tersections between economic deprivation, ethnoracial diversity and housing in the city. Her 
analysis explores the social practices, and “neighbouring” practices, of recent Bangladeshi im-
migrants in Toronto – a group that makes up one of most impoverished and residentially segre-
gated new immigrants groups in the city (Ghosh, 2014: 2013). Qualitative interviews were con-
ducted with 30 Bangladeshi households residing in high-rise apartments in Crescent Town and 
Scarborough Village neighbourhoods. In order to expand their social connections, residents of-
ten had to work around their buildings’ strict regulations. These individuals “routinely ignored, 
as well as transformed, regulations” by “playing the ‘game’ of and with the authorities” (Ghosh, 
2014: 2016). For instance, an increasing demand for specific cultural services led them to open 
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their own private apartments as spaces for informal economic activities (such as at-home beau-
ty parlours and daycares). Residents successfully achieved their objectives “not through fric-
tion, but through tact and by improvising on the same rules that restricted them” (Ghosh, 2014: 
2016). This research highlights some distinctive processes of power, social connectivity, and 
resistance that can occur within the “deprived” neighbourhoods of Toronto’s inner suburbs, 
which have emerged as sites where “race and deprivation coincide with housing” (Jacobs, 
2006).  

Ghosh’s work supports van Eijik’s (2012) assertion that neighbouring should be judged based 
on the criteria given and used by an actual community, rather than criteria imposed by social 
researchers seeking to ‘model’ social networks in neighbourhoods. 
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10. Conclusions and a Direction for Future 
Research 

This scoping review of collective efficacy literature was undertaken to explore and, ultimately, 
build upon traditional conceptions of efficacy in order to establish a research framework through 
which we may, in subsequent phases of the research, begin to understand how residents work 
together in neighbourhoods to achieve important local improvements, and continue to draw up-
on these collective achievements to effect system-wide change. The collective efficacy re-
search frame was extended to include community-based organizations and their impacts on 
neighbourhood collective efficacy, beyond their outcomes at the individual and household lev-
els. The goal was to compile, through the literature, a number of frameworks and strategies that 
community-based organizations might use to foster and sustain capacity for neighbourhood col-
lective efficacy. 

The review has underscored a clear lack of scholarship pertaining to the role of community-
based organizations, and what these organizations actually do to support residents to develop 
their own capacities for collective action. Throughout the collective efficacy, neighbourhood ef-
fects, sociological, and critical urban social movement literature reviewed, organizations were 
treated as sites for community interaction, as reflections of local neighbourhood effects, and as 
vehicles in political class struggle (McQuarrie and Marwell, 2009). 

While recent literature has examined the influence of local community factors (e.g. laws and tax 
rates) and interpersonal networks on organizations (Marquis and Battilana, 2009; Marquis and 
Lounsbury, 2007; Scott and Storper, 2003), there is a gap in academic scholarship and litera-
ture with regards to the activities, practices, service-delivery and advocacy efforts that organi-
zations engage in to foster and sustain capacity for neighbourhood collective efficacy, and to 
leverage that capacity toward larger-scale system changes. Small and Allard’s (2013) call for 
research that looks beyond individuals and their neighbourhoods to include the organizations 
that structure their lives, the systems in which those organizations are embedded, and the insti-
tutions that regulate both bears repeating. This review has also highlighted a scarcity of Cana-
dian scholarship examining the role of collective efficacy in neighbourhoods, as well as a lack 
of comparative research that explores the disparate effects that local state regimes and histo-
ries vis-à-vis immigration may have on neighbourhood collective efficacy. 
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In establishing a direction for future research, Slater’s (2013) critique of the “new cottage indus-
try” of neighbourhood effects research can be echoed here. Perhaps it is time to shift focus be-
yond the neighbourhood itself, and begin to examine its outward links in order to develop a 
more strategic spatial approach to deprivation which acknowledges the city, or region-wide 
economy (Matthews, 2012). 

Collective efficacy research will also benefit from a new direction that brings focus to the auton-
omous experiences of individuals in a post-Fordist climate of austerity and the widespread roll-
back of state financing for social infrastructures and social services across the United States, 
Canada, Western Europe, and Australia, alongside the downloading of financial and adminis-
trative responsibilities for these services to local organizations. Moving away from a more tradi-
tional collective efficacy approach to understanding the capacities of neighbours to remain resil-
ient under place-specific “effects,” research must attend to the goals, strengths, assets and 
intentions that underscore collaboration in and across neighbourhoods; examining the process-
es and outcomes of collaboration and collective action while at the same time honouring indi-
vidual experiences, wisdoms, and perspectives in order to create strategies that are tailored to 
the residents who lead, participate in, and contribute to the work of community-based organiza-
tions, and, more broadly, to neighbourhood change.
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Appendix A 

Community Survey Questionnaire Items  
Description: The Community Survey measured the structural conditions and organization of 
Chicago’s neighbourhoods with respect to the structural make-up of the local community, the 
neighbourhood organizational and political structures, information and formal social control, cul-
tural values, and social cohesion (Sampson et al., 1997). The Community Survey was conduct-
ed in 1994-1995 and consisted of household interviews with 8,782 adult Chicago residents from 
343 neighborhood clusters. The data collected was used to create the Likert-type items on the 
Collective Efficacy Scale (Sampson et al., 1997). Variables include measures of characteristics 
of their neighbourhood (including types of social service agencies available), the best and worst 
aspects of living in Chicago, how long residents had lived in a particular neighbourhood, and if 
they would consider moving to a different neighbourhood and why. Other community variables 
measure the relationships among neighbours, including how many neighbours a respondent 
would recognize, how often neighbours socialized, and how often neighbours participated in 
other activities together. 

Items 
For each of these statements, please tell me whether you strongly agree, agree, 
disagree, or strongly disagree. 

a. If there is a problem around here, the neighbors get together to deal with it. 
b. This is a close-knit neighborhood. 
c. When you get right down to it, no one in this neighborhood cares much about what happens 

to me. 
d. There are adults in this neighborhood that children can look up to. 
e. People around here are willing to help their neighbors. 
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f. People in this neighborhood generally don’t get al.ong with each other. 
g. You can count on adults in this neighborhood to watch out that children are safe and don’t 

get in trouble. 
h. If I had to borrow $30 in an emergency, I could borrow it from a neighbor. 
i. When I am away from home, I know that my neighbors will keep their eyes open for possi-

ble trouble to my place. 
j. In this neighbourhood people mostly go their own way. 
k. People in this neighborhood do not share the same values. 
l. If I were sick I could count on my neighbors to shop for groceries for me. 
m. People in this neighborhood can be trusted. 
n. Parents in this neighborhood know their children’s friends. 
o. Children around here have no place to play but the street. 
p. Adults in this neighborhood know who the local children are. 
q. The equipment and buildings in the park or playground that is closest to where I live are 

well kept. 
r. The park or playground closest to where I live is safe during the day. 
s. The park or playground closest to where I live is safe at night. 
t. Parents in this neighborhood generally know each other. 
 

Adapted from Earls, F.J, Brooks-Guun, J, Raudenbush, S.W. and Sampson, R.J. Project on 
Human Development in Chicago Neighbourhoods: Community Survey, 1994-1995. ICPSR 
2766. Ann Arbor, MI: Inter-university Consortium for Political and Social Research [distributor], 
2007-10-29. http: //doi.org/10.3886/ICPSR02766.v3. 
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Appendix B 

Collective Efficacy Scale  
Description: The 12-item Collective Efficacy Scale evolved from a 21-item survey developed 
by Goddard et al. (2001). The two variables are task analysis (TA), which measures the con-
straints and opportunities embedded in teaching students, and group competence (GC), which 
assesses judgements about the capabilities that a school staff bring to bear upon teaching 
tasks (Goddard, 2002). Cronbach’s alpha reliability was calculated for each scale (TA = 0.84; 
GC = 0.75). 

Items:  

• Teachers in this school are able to get through to difficult students (GC).  
• Teachers here are confident they will be able to motivate their students (GC).  
• Teachers in this school really believe every child can learn (GC).  
• If a child doesn’t want to learn, teachers here give up (GC).  
• Teachers here don’t have the skills needed to produce meaningful student learning (GC).  
• Students at this school come to school ready to learn (TA).  
• Home life provides so many advantages the students here are bound to learn (TA). 
• Students here just aren’t motivated to learn (TA).  
• The opportunities in this community help ensure that students will learn (TA).  
• Learning is more difficult at this school because students are worried about their safety 

(TA).  
• Drug and alcohol abuse in the community make learning difficult for students here (TA).  
• Teachers in this school do not have the skills to deal with student disciplinary problems 

(GC).  

Adapted from Goddard, R.D. (2002), A theoretical and empirical analysis of the measurement 
of collective efficacy: The development of a short form, Educational and Psychological Meas-
urement, 62, Copyright 2002 by Sage Publications. 
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Appendix C  

Community Collective Efficacy Scale 
Description: Listed below are the factor loadings for 17 collective efficacy items that are in-
tended to form a comprehensive analysis of efficacy-related goals and obstacles for the com-
munity domain. These 17 items load onto four factors in the CCE scale, derived from house-
hold survey data (N=146). The four factors are:  

• Factor 1: “Managing Conflict”, dealing with the community’s capacity to manage “dilemmas 
and tradeoffs”);  

• Factor 2: “Development”, relating to goals and policies on growth and the environment ;  

• Factor 3: “United Action”, or the community’s ability to cooperate and deal with problems 
collectively;  

• Factor 4: “Social Services”, with respect to state support for education and access to ser-
vices for seniors and people with disabilities (Carroll et al., 2005).  

The 17 factor loadings are: (1) assist economically disadvantaged, (2) increase tourism, (3) im-
prove roads, (4) improve quality of life, (5) improve quality of education, (6) preserve parklands, 
(7) handle mistakes and setbacks, (8) improve quality of community facilities, (9) present united 
community vision, (10) quality and access to services by disabled people, (11) commit to com-
mon community goals, (12) clean air and water, (13) work together, (14) resolve crises, (15) 
enact fair laws, (16) create resources for new jobs, and (17) improve services for senior citi-
zens.  

The obstacles are: (1) problems with the economy, (2) maintenance of unique character, (3) 
opposition from adjacent counties and states, (4) limited resources, (5 and (6) population 
growth, (7) discouragement, (8) difficulties, (9) inadequate help from the federal government, 
(10) work and family obligations, (11) commercial development, (12) a great deal of effort, (13) 
negative after-effects, (14) conflicts in the larger society, and (15) changes in the economy. 

Items:  

1. Our community can enact fair laws, despite conflicts in the larger society. 

2. I am confident that our community can create adequate resources to develop new jobs de-
spite changes in the economy. 

3. Our community can present itself in ways that increase tourism while maintaining its unique 
character. 

4. Despite occasional problems with the economy, we can assist economically disadvantaged 
members of our community. 

5. We can resolve crises in the community without any negative aftereffects. 
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6. I am convinced that we can improve the quality of life in the community, even when re-
sources are scarce. 

7. We can greatly improve the roads in Blacksburg County, even when there is strong opposi-
tion from adjacent countries and states. 

8. Despite a growing population, our community can preserve parklands in Blacksburg Coun-
ty. 

9. We can ensure that the air and water in our community remain clean despite commercial 
development. 

10. Our community can cooperate in the face of difficulties to improve the quality of community 
facilities.  

11. Despite work and family obligations, we can commit ourselves to common community 
goals. 

12. As a community, we can handle mistakes and setbacks without getting discouraged. 

13. I am confident that we can be united in the community vision we present to outsiders. 

14. The people of our community can continue to work together, even if it requires a great deal 
of effort. 

15. Our community can improve the quality of education in Blackburg County without the help 
of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

16. Our community can improve quality and access to services for people with disabilities with-
out help from the federal government. 

17. Our community can greatly improve services for senior citizens in Blackburg County without 
the help of the Commonwealth of Virginia. 

 

Adapted from Carroll, J., Rosson, M., Zhou, J. (2005). Collective Efficacy as a Measure of 
Community. Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems. 
New York: ACM. 
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Appendix D 

Typology of Local Social Organization 
Description: The typology above describes Swaroop and Morenoff’s (2004: 10) measures of 
local social organization based on whether the motivation for community participation is ex-
pressive or instrumental, and whether the type of participation is informal or formal. Descriptive 
statistics for each of the four outcome measures were drawn from the PHDCN Community Sur-
vey (1994–1995, see Appendix A). 

Informal expressive participation is measured by a two-item scale of local social ties, which is 
the “combined average of two measures capturing the number of friends and relatives that re-
spondents reported living in the neighbourhood” (Swaroop and Morenoff, 2004: 10). The au-
thors classify social ties as expressive because “they are the product of sociability and neigh-
bourliness rather than purposeful decisions to protect neighbourhood interests and personal 
investment” (Swaroop and Morenoff, 2004: 10). The measure of formal expressive participation 
is a sum of the number of expressive organizations to which the respondent, or any member of 
the respondent’s household, belongs. 

Items:  
  

 

Adapted from Swaroop, S., and Morenoff, J. (2004). Building community: The neighborhood 
context of social organization. Social Forces 84(3), 1665–1695. 

Motivation  Formal   Informal  

 

Instrumental 

 

Instrumental Organizations 

- community council 
- block group or tenant associa-

tion 
- local political organization 
- neighbourhood watch 

Problem-Solving Actions 

- talking with politician 
- talking with minister 
- attending action-oriented meet-

ings 
- getting together with neighbours 

to take action 

 

Expressive 

Expressive Organizations  

- religious group/ organization 
- civic group 
- ethnic assoc 

Informal Neighbouring 

- doing favours for neighbours (re-
ciprocal rlshps) 

- inviting neighbours to social 
gatherings  


