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Abstract

The myth of the criminal immigrant and the criminogenic effects of immigration is deeply embedded

in public and political discoursexrosshe globe. The consequences theseggions are nen
trivial. Conservative governments tend to man
to garner support for restrictive immigration policibardline antiterrorism strategies and

deportation practices. Further, certain gr@are likely to be subjected to heightened levels of

alienation andliscrimination in the communityparticularly at times of economic crises and threats

to national security. This perceived association is also linked to increased social anxiety in the
neighbourhood where immigrants live. Yet whether immigration actually leads to measurable

increases in crime is highly questionable.

To date, much of what we know about the immigratame link is based on the United
States. Yet, contextual featuresaune to the United States are likely to produce distinct outcomes
for immigration and crime that do not translate to other settings. In this thesis, | test the applicability
of ecological frameworks largely derived from the United States experience (naowdy,
disorganisatiotheory and the immigratiorevitalisationthesis) to the Australian context.

Specifically | question whether similar relationships will unfold in a country with a greater mixture
of ethnic groups and where immigration policy is ygtontrolled and focused on the recruitment of
skilled immigrants. To address this question, | draw on three waves of Australian census data and
nine years of official recorded crime incident data. Comprised of three quantitatives stud

consider in tis thesishow immigrant growth, concentration, diversity and segregation impacts
violent crime across over 80@ighbourhoos situated in two Australian cities: Sydnegn

established immigrant gateway and Brisbaagelatively new immigrant destination

In Study 1, Iutilise an innovative hybridchodellingapproach and set the baseline for
Australian research. In doing so, | examine how changes in immigrant concentration impact changes
in violent crime withinneighbourhoos over time in addition to corapng levels of immigrant
concentation and violent crime betwe@&eighbourhoosl. Building on Study 1, | disaggregate the
immigrant population in Study 2 by two key indicators of ethniclgnguage and religion. Here, |
assess the group specific effeatsmmigrant concentration on crime as well as the effects of ethnic
diversity and in turn, rigorously test the central tenets of sdmatganisatiortheory(by testing
diversity effectsiand the immigratiomevitalisationthesis(by considering ethnigroup concentration
effects) In Study 3, | investigate the effect of immigrant segregatiomedghbourhoodrime- a
largely undestudied aspect of the literature to date. Drawing on higpdyializd yet undertilised



measures of local segregationstass whether the spatial distribution of the immigrant population

and the cdocation of immigranneighbourhoos impacts violent crime.

Together, the findings of these three studiesonstratéhat regardless of how immigration
is measured (by growthpncentration or segregation) or the ethnic group uoolesideration
(measuring ethnicity by both language aeligion) - there is little evidence to suggest immigration
is linked to greater violent crime in either city. However, the effect of ethnicsiiyen violent
crime is more problematic, particularly when comparing aanegghbourhoos. Specifically, | find
neighbourhoos with greater language and religion diversity encounter more violent crime problems
This pointsto a breakdown in informal s@l control in ethnically diverseeighbourhoosl.
Nevertheless, it is important tecognisehat ethnic diversity comprises only a small piece of the

overall puzzle when explaining variatiomsviolent crime across place.
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Chapter One: Introduction

When Mexico sends its people, they're not sending their best... They're sending people that have lots
of problems, and thay bringing those problems to us. They're bringing drugs. They're bringing
crime. They're rapists. And some, | assume, are good people
- DonaldTrump, June 162015

1.1 Introduction

At a time of financial crises and ongoing threats to national security, ratioig issues have
catapulted to the top of the political agenda eliciting divisive public debate. In launching his bid for
presidency in 2015, Donald Trump explicitly albeit erroneously linked Mexican immigrants to
crime. Throughout his campaign, Trumpre at edl y referred to fAill ega
criminals and drug lordsefusing to acknowledge the extensive research which suggests otherwise
(Butcher& Piehl 1998 Butcher & Piehl, 1998Butcher& Piehl 2007; Hagar& Palloni 1999;

Morenoff & Astor, 2006; Rumbaut et aR006; Sampson, 2008). Similar rhetoric éheed across

the United KingdomEuropeand Australialn a recent interview, ex UKIP leader Nigel Farage

attributed an increase in sexual crimes in Sweden to the admittance ofr8jugaes. Farage went

on to declare Mal mo fAthe r ap &BECNeps,20H.lInthef Eur o
Netherlands, populist farght politician Geert Wilders openly and unapologetickdlyelled
Moroccan residents a4 sfi sudviade 28190 n(Geanary, the leaglers t r e
of the Alternative for Deutschland (AfD), Fileei Petry, effectively criminalesd Syrian refugees by
proposing border guards turn their guns on mi
(Connolly, 216). While in Australianewly reelectedconservativesenator Pauline Hanson used her
maiden address to parliamenti@a r n  t h a tbelawaonit $ smam@adnt 06 amongst
fifuelledby hypebrma s cul i ne and fQomnoogwealth chastraiguSenate2016 o.

939.

Sensationalist media reports further reinforce these negative stereotypes of immigrants.
Evidence from the United States suggests immigrants are overrepresented in news stories about
crime relative to their actual presenin crime statistics (Kim, Carvakho, DagisMullins, 2011;

Santa Ana, 2013). Y\én immigrants do appear on the news, the stories in which they feature
overwhelmingly concentrate on crime problemnsanalysingfour online news source€havez and
colleagies (2010) foundver 50%of the 160 stories on Mexican immigration dealt with crime. This
disproportionate and biased coverage is not limited to the United Statesteht analysis of the
leading newspaper in the Netlands found that 34%f the coverge on immigrants and ethnic

minorities focused on law violatiorfeubbers, Scheeper&, Wester 1998. While in Belgium,



Jacobs (2016) found that immigrants not only appeared in more televised news stories about crime

but were depicted in a more threatenmanner.

Within this climate of misinformation and fearmongering, individuals form their views about
immigrants, immigration and crim&{l de Zuniga, Corre& Valenzuela, 2012). Perhaps
unsurprisingly then, attitudinal studies and polling data conglgténd that a relatively large
proportion of respondents associate immigration with crime problems. In the European Social
Survey (ESS)almost three quarters of natisern Western Europeans reported that immigration
worsens crime (Fitzgerald, CurisCorliss, 2012). Similar views are held in the United States.
Here, perceptions vary depending political preference with 71%f registered Republican voters
convinced immigrants exacerbate crime compared to jystdB4egistered Denuwyat voters (Pew
Resarch Cene, 2015). Yet only a small proportion from either side of the political fence perceived
immigration to atually reduce crime problems (3% of Republicans and @aDBemocrats) (Pew
Research Cerd, 2015).

While the perceived link between immigaat and crime is relatively robust across contexts,
whether increased immigration actually leads to measurable increases in crime is highly
guestionable. Empirical scholarship examining this association tends to address one of two broad
research questionBirst, do immigrants offend at a higher rate than natives? And second, do areas
with more immigrants or a growing number of immigrants experience higher rates of crime? To date,
the bulk of empirical work interested in answering these questions is ditnéite United States. In
this setting, scholars consistently find that once appropriate controls are considered, neither first nor
second generation immigrants are more likely to engage in crime than their native born counterparts
(Butcher& Piehl 1998 Butcher& Piehl 2007; Hagar& Palloni 1999; Morenoff& Astor, 2006;
Rumbaut et al2006; Sampson, 2008). Further, evidence at the local and national level indicates that
immigrantconcentrations not associated with more crime (Chagegriffiths, 2009; Desmond
Kubrin, 2009; Kubrin& Ishizawa 2012; Kubrin& Ousey 2009; Martinez, Stowel. Lee,2010).

Contrary to popular opinion, some studies actually find a negative relationship between immigration
and crime (Ouse§ Kubrin, 2009; Ouse Kubrin, 2014 Stowell et al.2009; Wadsworth2010)

with the effect particularly strong in disadvantaged areas (Velez, 2009). In fact, several scholars
point to the growth in the immigrant population over time as a plausible explanation for the violent
crime dropin the United States (Sampson, 208&well et al, 2009; Wadsworth, 2010).

Althoughthe rhetoriadhat linksimmigrationto socialproblemdike crimeis evident in all

western liberal democraciggsearcloutside of the United States is less cla#r This suggestthat
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contextual factors may play amportant role in shaping both the immigramime and immigration

crime link At the individual level, the results are mix&dr example,mmigrants in the United

Kingdom are not involved in more pperty or violent crime than native residents (Papadopoulos,
2010),neither are immigrants in Australia (although some variation exists between groups)
(Mukherjee, 1999). Yeicholarship across several European countries reveals a different picture.
Studiesin Germany, Spain, Sweden, Norway, Finland, DenmarkSavitzerland find immigrants

are overrepresented in official crime statistics (Albrecht, 1B8fdti, 2015; Martens, 1997; Martens

& Holmberg 2005; Skardhamer, Aaltonen & Let20)14). In fact, thisrelationshippersists after

accounting for demographic differences. Yet Beckley and colleagues (2014) warn such analyses that

rely on official crime data do not account for potentially discriminatory criminal justice practices.

Findings also vary acrossimtexts at the more aggregate level. Bell and Machin (2013) find
immigrant concentration is associated with lower crime rates in England iy&trinethe presence
of immigrants is significantly related to more crime across police districts @dlado, 2009).
Bircan and Hooghe (2011) find no significant relationship between total immigrant concentration
and crime across Belgian municipalities but wfeausing on grougpecific effects, concentrations
of nonEU nationals and African nationalee assoctad with higher crime (Birca& Hooghe
2011). Taken together, these findings suggest that in some countries, under certain conditions,
increased immigration mayave a crimegenerating effeatvhile in othersincreased immigration

mayhave a crimeeducirg effect.

As context plays an important role in determining the significance and direction of the
immigrationcrime associationunderstanding how this relationship plays out across different
national contexts is worthwhile. As suchetoverarching airof this thesis is to determine whether
the theories commonly used to explain the immigratiomelink in the United States translate to
Australia- a multtethnic setting where the focus is on the admittance of skilled immigradts
whereneighbourhooslare rarely dominated kpeople froma single birthplaceOf particular interest
is the effect of immigration on violent crime acroesghbourhoosl located in two cities with
differing immigration historiesGiven the bulk of immigratiocrime research tdate hagmployed
measures ofiolent crime(see for example, Martinez et al., 2004; Martinez et al., 2010; Ousey &
Kubrin, 2009; Ousey & Kubrin, 2014; Stowell & Martinez, 2009; Velez, 2009; Wadsworth,,2010)
focus solely on violent offenceéis order toprovide a point of comparison to international research
In this chapter, | detail the consequences of the perceived immigcainoe link, introduce the key

theoretical arguments which form the basis of my research, establish Australia as an important



comparative site against t@enericancentric literature and outline the kegsearclguestions which

guide this thesis.
1.2 Consequences of the perceived immigraticarime link

The consequences of the perceived immigratiame link are nottrivial. In Britain, concern
about unfettered mass immigration was central to the decision of 17 million voters to leave the
European Union (EWJespite the threat of substantial economic fallout (Pettifor, 2017). In the 2016
election, immigration was a key and unifyingncern for Trumgsupporters with 80% favour of
building a wall along the Mexican border (Pew Rede&enter, 2016). Considering 6 18élieve
undocumented migrants are more likelyctonmit a serious criminal offeeghan American citizens,
their sugortfor tighter border control and subsequently Trumps not overlysurprising (Pew
Research Centg?016).

Recent election results across Europe show increasing public support-iamraigration
parties who mobitie the criminal immigrant discoursemipirical evidence suggests it is an effective
strategy data from the ESS shows that voters who link immigration to crime are more likely to vote
for the radical right (Rydgren, 2008). Strong
refugee plicy, particularly folowing recentevents in Colognehas contribwgd to the rapid rise of
the AfD (Richter, 2018%. Established in 2013, the party has quickly moved from the fringes of the
German political landscape into the mainstream. Currentlyreptesed i n 10 of Ger ma
parliaments, the AfD is set to become the cou
(Payton, 201p Although Geert Wilders recently fell short of forming a majority government in the
Netherlands, his partythe Party for Freedom (PV\)secured 20 of the 150 seats in federal
parliament, an additional 5 since the previous elec@odt, 2017. In an increasingly splintered
parliament, the PVV is now the second largest political group in the NetherlandgHfaantt
immigration parties in France, Austria, Sweden, Greece, Hungary and Slovakia are gaining similar
traction Golder, 201%. Even in Australia, @ontexttypically more receptive to immigrantgcent
elections have seematiceableshift to theright. In particularthe reelection of Paline Hansorand
members of her One Nation Pattythe senate reflects growing discontent amongst amertai
subsection oA u s t r populat@rofdcNair, 2016.

In addition to securing votes and propelling amative politicians into power, the perceived
link between immigration and crime has important consequences for immigration Salatigs

find individuals who blame immigrants for crime have more restrictive immigration preferences and



are significantlymore likely to support a reduction in the immigration intake (McL&elohnson,

2007; Palmer1996. Additionally, those who feel their safety is threatened by immigrants are more
likely to support punitive actions. In particular, supportdeportations high with 75%of ESS

respondents backing the expulsion of immigrants coediof a serious criminal offe@gJowell and

the Central Coordinating team,200Bhus by mani pul ating the publii
immigrants, conservative politiciaan garner support for restrictive and exclusionary immigration
policies, hard line antierrorism strategies and deportation practices (M@afl; Sniderman,
Hangendoor& Prior, 2004; Stumpf2006).

President Trump is currently taking advantage ohsuerceptions. Since his inauguration,
the president has targeted immigrants in a series of executive btteeatening to slastederal
funding for sanctuary citigChishti& Pierce, 2017and hiring 10,000 additional immigration
officers Cowger, Boler & Pierce, 201Y. Trump also enacted an unprecedented trave(latar
deemed illegalpn the grounds of national security which restricted the entry of migrants from seven
Muslim majority countriegCowger, Bolte& Pierce, 2017Pierce& Meissner, 2Q7). In the same
executive order, Trump suspended t heducedoawcapt r y 0
on refugee numbers (Cowger, Bol&Pierce, 2017)immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE)
is under direct instruction to deport any undoemted migrant with a criminal chargeegardless of
the seriousness of the offer(€hishti& Mittelstadt, 201%- anda specialisd immigrant crime
office is now operatings a branch of national secunityder the guise of victim servicdsopan,
2017. Trumpods proposed federal budget includes
other border protection strategi€ofvger, Boltei& Pierce, 201).

Althoughthese measures are extreme, they are not isolated. Immigration policies across
many Western countries have become increasingly restrictive and exclusionary in recent years. At a
time where the number of forcibly displaced persons is at the highest recorded level since World
War Il (UNHCR, 2019, several countries have actually pared baekntumber of refugee and
asylum seeker visas on offer. Although Sweden was celebrated in 2015 for welcoming over 160,000
refugees, in 2016, the Swedish government introduced new laws that énmtdke to the EU
minimum (Swedish Migration Agency, 201L'As a consequence, the number of refugees entering
Sweden in 2016 plummeted to less than 30,000. Other countries have failed to respond to the Syrian
refugee crisis all together by refusing to extend the number of capped visas available for refugees
and aglum seekersHerris& Kirisci, 2016. In this climate Australia continueto maintain one of
the harshest border control policies in the wertiforcing an indefinite period of mandatory



detention on asylum seekédnscluding children)wvhodonotarrie vi a fAappropri ateo

(Australian Human Rights Commission, 2014

In addition to these macro level policy implications, fear of the criminal immigrant has a
direct impact on the everyday lives of minority group members. Extensive research irtiatates
certain immigrant groups are subjected to heightened levels of discrimination and alienation in the
broader community. Studies find that immigrants face discrimination in both the workforce and the
housing market (Chavek Griffiths 2009; Mayda 20065emyonov, Raijman, Tov & Schmjd004;
Sniderman et gl2004). Further, these negative stereotypes can motivate the use of racial profiling
practicesEvidence suggests immigrants who belong to visible minorities are overrepresented in stop
and searchtatistics (Epp, Maynartloody & HaiderMarkel, 2014)In fact,one police operation in
Australia, fAOperati on Mbidat noates PelicepAcdountiatdility RProjacta r g e
2017).

At its worse, anxieties surrounding crime prone immigragsneanifest into violence.He
vitriol touted by politicians and the media often provides the impetus for hate crimes targeting
i mmi grant s. I n the ten days foll owi nigmigfantu mp 6 s
sentiment were documented lnetSouthern Poverty Law Center (Southern Poverty Law Center,
2016). The Brexit vote sparked similar ammimigrant crimes across the United Kingdom. In the
month following Brexit, 468 hate crimes were reported to policarking a 41%ncrease on July
2015 (Corcoran & Smith2017). After accepting over one million refugees, attacks on refugee
shelters in Germany increased fivefold in 2015 compared to the previous year (BeMestn,
2016).

The detrimental effects of the perceived immigratioime assoation extend beyond the
foreign bornpopulation, negatively impacting residentxgighbourhoosl where immigrants live. In
an Australian studyperceptions of crime and disordeedistortedin neighbourhoosl with higher
proportions of foreign born redg@nts who speak a language other than English or practice a religion
other than Christianity (Wickes et @&013). Studies also find that residents are more fearful of
crime in immigranneighbourhoos (Hooghe& Vroome, 201%. Even after controlling fothe actual
level of crime,Hooghe and Vroome (2016hd residents repodreater fear of crime in areas with

more norEU nationals

The consequences of the perceived immigratiome link are thus fareaching. Although

these perceptions are relativelynsistent across contexts, evidence from the international literature



suggests the direction and significance of the immigratrane association is notraditional
criminological theories haveked increased immigratioto greater crimavhereasnorerecent
theoretical developments propose the opposite. Problematically, these theories areederelgd
from the United States experien@eherecontextual factors unique to this setting may produce
particular outcomes for the immigrati@nime link thda do not generalesto other settingsn the
following section | outline the key theories used to explain the immigratiome connection at the

neighbourhoodevel and consider their utility in the Australian context.
1.3Key theoretical arguments

Immigration changes the demographic, economic and social structures of cities and
neighbourhoos (Reid et al.2005). Whether these changes will have a positive or negative effect on
crime is heavily contested. For example, some argue that an increased nuimin@godnts may
heighten crime by adding to the share of the population with artsigltcrime profile (i.e. increasing
the number of young males) (Anders2@12; Ouse Kubrin, 2009). As immigrants tend to
experience higher rates wttimisation than atives, higher crime rates in immigrant areas may also
be a consequence of increasing the share of the population that is vulnerable to crime (Beg&, Fasani
Machin 2013). Others argue that increased immigration should lead to an overall reduction in the
crime rate as first generation immigrants are typically found to exhibit relatively low criminal
propensities (Butche& Piehl 1998 Butcher & Piehl, 1998Butcher& Piehl 2007; Hagar&

Palloni 1999; Morenofi& Astor, 2006; Rumbaut et a2006; Sampsn, 2008). Similar arguments

are put forward as part of the migration selection effects thesis. Here it is argued that the process of
mi gration itself O0selects6é individuals who ar
possess fewer crimingndencies (Butchék Piehl 2007). On a larger scale, increased immigration
shouldtherdore be associated with a drop in the crime rate by increasing the proportion of the
population unlikely to offend (Ousey Kubrin, 2009; Sampsqr2008).

Two theorettal frameworks derived from the United States experienege predominantly
used by scholars to explain the negative or positive impact of immigratioeigimbourhoodrime:
socialdisorganisatiotheory Shaw& McKay, 1942 and the immigratiomevitalisationthesis
(Martinez, Lee& Nielsen 2004; Martinez et al2010; Stowell2007). Often presented as a
competing dichotomy (although sharing common elements), sbs@lganisationheorists contend
that immigration is likely to disrupt the developmefkey social networks important for the

informal social control of crime whereas the immigratiewitalisationthesis purports that



immigration can bring economic and social opportunities thateateighbourhooarime (Martinez
et al., 2004; Martineet al,2010; Stowell2007).

Socialdisorganisatiortheory

Attheturnofthe26cent ury, Shaw and McKayods (1942)
structural conditions of an area, namely heightened levels of poverty, ethnic diversity and résidentia
instability, were linked to higher rates of juvenile delinquency in Chicegghbourhoos. While
they did not explicitly identify immigration as a direct cause of crime, it was argued that immigration
altered both the socidemographic composition ofémeighbourhoo@nd the social processes
important for the regulation of crime. Within the socl&organisatiorfiramework, it is assumed that
immigrants arrive at their new host country with limited social and econmapital. As a result,
they often sitle in resource pooneighbourhoosl leading to further economdeclineat the
neighbourhoodevel (Stowel) 2007). The ethnic diversity that comes with increased immigration
also leads to language and cultural barriers amongst residents, makinguttddfreach shared
expectations obehaviour Additionally, influxes of immigrants add to the share of the population
who ar e fnmeighbdurhdodherébyircreasing residential mobility. Taken together, these
socicdemographic shifts make it diffit for residents to develop social networks and form strong
ties to localorganisatios . Wi t hout these critical net wor ks,
becomes limited and crime flourishes (ShawlcKay, 1942; Sampson and Groyd989; Sampson
and Radenbush1999; Sampson, Raudenbush & EatB97). Thus changes in immigration are
indirectly linked to crime by weakenirgpcialnetworks and informal social contqalocesses.

Immigrationrevitalisationthesis

However, empirical research in the Uni®thtes investigating the immigraticnme link
finds little support for the sociaglisorganisatioperspectiveAlaniz, Cartmill,& Parkey 1998;
Desmond& Kubrin, 2009; Feldmeye& Steffensmeier2009;Ferraro, 2016Kubrin & Ousey 2009;
Reid et al. 2005; Stowell et al.2009; Wadsworth2010).Rather than increasing crime, Martinez
and colleagues (Le®2 Martinez 2002; Martinez & ee, 2000; Martinez et al2010) argue that
increased immigration in ethnic enclaves cewitalisean area by encouragimgportunities to build
social and economic ties with culturally similar individuals (Bref#64; Desmond. Kubrin,
2009). Immigranteighbourhoos often boast local ethnic economies that meet the needs of the
immigrant population while also providing efapment opportunities that stimulate economic

growth (Velez 2009). In immigranheighbourhoos, residents are also typically active in local



organisation like schools and faithased institutionsHoner & Alba, 2008Portes& Rumbaut
2006). This involvenent allows for the additional development of social networks and helps generate
informal social control. These strong social ties may potentially mediate the effect of social isolation

and deprivation on crime.

There is extensive support for the immigoa revitalisationthesis in the United States. In
neighbourhoos and cities with concentrated immigration, strong social networks have effectively
stabiisedthe community, offset the criminogenic conditions of the area and in turn reduced crime
(Chavez& Griffiths, 2009; Desmond &ubrin 2009; Kubrin& Ishizawa 2012; Kubrin& Ousey
2009; Martinez et al2010). Indeecheighbourhoosl that had previously experienced a population
decline and were fAdest i ne thave becomterivingmoeial bubs me r i

following increased immigration (Martinez, Stow&llLee, 2010, p822).
1.4 Contextual considerations: How Australia and the United States ompare

There are notable exceptions to theitalisationthesis internationally (Andersgp012; Ai
& Todao 2009; Bircan& Hooghe 2011; Francis, Armstrong & Totikidi2006) and within the
United States (Martineet al, 2004; Ramey2013) Martinez and colleagues (2004 152) argue
this is because Al ocal contdiianso.nts lensrii gorsan tb rooo
differs significantly across contexts and is determined by a range of factors such as geography,
immigration policy, histories afolonisation shared languages, economic opportunities as well as
proximity to conflict/ humaniarian crises. It is likely that these macro level conditions play a key
role in determining the significance and direction of the immigratiome connection at the
neighbourhoodevel, Australi aés i mmigration expeeagrdbence di
important ways. Thusx@loring the immigratiorcrime link in Australia, a mukethnic setting with a
relatively recent immigration histy, fills a gap in théJnited Statescentric literatureand provides
an evidence base for Australian immigratpmiicy. | compare the key features of each context

below.

The United States is the leading destination country for immigrants globally. Founded as an
immigrant nation, it is currentligome to over 40 million foreignornpersons who comprise around
13%of the total populaon (Zong and Batalov&016).The 11.7 million Mexicans residing in the
United States represent the largest immigrant group in the world and make up almost one third of al
foreigners (Zong and Batalov2)16). Other key groups and the2spective share of the immigrant

populaton include: India and China (5%ech); Vietnam, Cuba and Korea (38ach); and the



Dominican Republic and Guatemala (2%ch) (Zong and Batalova, 2016). In fact, the top ten
countriesof origin account for almo€0% of the total immigrant population (Zong and Batalova

2016). Furtherthe distribution of the foreighorn population across citi@sthe United Stateis

nonrrandom with immigrantsften settlingwith co-ethnics, forming ethnic enclaves (Martineakt

2010). Thus while the United States hosts immigrants from a variety of ethnic backgrounds, there are

clear ethnic groups that dominate at both the local and national level.

Australiais alsoa nation of immigrants with over a quarter of the populatiom overseas
earlytwice the proportiorseen in the United Staté&BS, 2012). Almost one in every two
Australians is a first or secofgeneration immigrant (ABR012). As a lingering effect from what is
coll oquially refer raedd etrgR0@ylimtpgoants frondhihie UretedAu st r a |
Kingdom and New Zealand continue to represent the largestridverg groups in Australia (ABS,
2012).These typically white, Englistpeaking immigrants comprise®@land 9%of the foreign
born population repectively (ABS2012). However, the last decade has withessed significant
growth and diversification in the Australian immigrant populatitargely driven by the Asian
region. Between@1 and 2011, an additional 200,000 Indian andQDBChinese immignts were
added to the residential population (AB®12). Yet while Indian and Chinese natives now represent
the third and fourth largest immigrant groups in Australia (and the most sizeable ethnic minorities),
their respective share of the éggnbornpopulation (around 6%ach)is still relatively small (ABS,
2012). Similar to the United States, certain Austratiaighbourhoosl attract large numbers of
immigrants. Yet by comparison, thaseighbourhoos are highly diverse with a much gter
mixture d ethnic groups. Epirical studies find ethnic segregation is far less common in the

Australian context when compared to cities in the United States (Johnston, Rolseest 2007).

Therefore while the United States and Australia similarly boastdiyediverse immigrant
populations, they differ significantly in terms of ethnic group size and the settlement patterns of
immigrants. These differences have important implications for theory. For example, the utility of the
revitalisationthesis in explaing the immigratiorcrime connection may depend on the degree of
homogeneity in the immigrant population. The processaihbourhoodevitalisationmay require
that there be a critical mass of one ethnic giloapted withina neighbourhoodEthnic graip
concentrations may therefore not reach the size necessaeyitafisationin Australian
neighbourhoosl. Without concentrations of immigrants from the same origins, opportunities to
develop strong social ties may be limited. As sadisbrganisationheory predicts higher crime in
more ethnically diverse areas, this theory may be more applicable in the Australian context where
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immigrantneighbourhoos are less likely to be dominated by a single birthpldeile social
disorganisatiotheory suggestthe language barriers created by increasing immigration will reduce a
communityos regul atory capacity, this may not
settle with ceethnics.Indeed, social disorganisation theory is much more interestbé effect of
ethnicdiversity rather thasimply the impact oethnic groupconcentratioron aime (Bursik, 2006).

By sharing a common language (for example, Spanish) and often a common religion (for instance,
Catholicism), immigrant communities should be able to effegtizemmunicate with one another

and find a mutual ground in order to come together to solve local problems.

In addition to ethnic group composition and size, the immigration programs of the United
States and Australia are designed to attract very diffeypas of immigrants. Family unification is
prioritised in the United States with 480 family visas availablannually compared to just
140000 skilled permanent visas and000 refugee visas (American Immigration Cour2i14).
Australiabprogmamrias i desi gned to Acherry picKko@
pointbased system similar to Canada (Bert@@99, p. 87). Each year, over 1200 skilled visas
areallocated compared to around 60,000 family visas ar@0Fumanitarian visgSpinks 2016).
The number of immigrants who fail to use these legitimate routes varies considerably across the two
conexts. Recent estimates suggastund 11 million unautho®sl immigrants are currently residing
in the United States (Zong and Batalp2aD 1 6 ) . However, due to Austr a
undetected bordarossingsareparticularly difficult. Persons who stay in the country after their visa
expires constitute the onl wla(apresemningarburtd®2%ofi e gal
the total population in 2018nd mostly from China, Malaysia, the United States and Briti#C,
2013). Thus Australiads cont r oledueattd asd empldyablgy h
foreignbornpopulation. In fact, 38%f Austr al i ads i mmi g coasiéredtobhghly ni t y
educaed compared to an average of 3aétoss other OECD courgs (OECD, 2012). Bertone
(2009, p87)thereforec o nt e n d s , UnifedvStatebas a thrivieg suiprogramof skilled
migrationmucH i ke Australiabés, in most other respect

more different. o

As a consequence of Australiads skilled mi
community level ties and resources for successful settlememiacethto their counterparts in the
United States. This is because immigrants arriving in Australia typically have the resources to use
services that are dependent on income rather than residential comamehitsgve avenues other
than the local communitysgch as the workplace) to form social tiearther, as many immigrants

11



(particularly those arriving through the skilled strggnossess access to human and economic
capital - it is unlikely influxes of new immigrants into Australiaeighbourhoos will exacerbate
poverty levels as predicted bycal disorganisatiortheory. Indeegdthe relationship between poverty
and race/ethnicity is relatively weak across Austrati@ighbourhoosl(as demonstrated in Chapter

4), particularly when compared to the Unitgthtes
1.5Thesis ams andresearch questions

This thesis provides one of the firstighbourhoodevel examinatios of the immigration
crime link in Australia. As part of this theslswill assessvhether the theories commonly used to
explain the immigraon-crime link in the United States translatete Australiarcontext To
account for the spatial and temporal dimensions of the immigratiore link, this thesis is
comprised of three quantitative studies designed to better understand how immimsdint g
concentration, diversity and segregation impacts violent crime aweggsoourhoos situated in two
cities: Sydney an establshed immigrant gateway and Brisbarerelatively new immigrant
destination (Singe2004).

Study 1

To date, most immigtion-crime research has focused on how changes in immigrant
concentration over time impact crimathin aunit (see for example Martinez et &Q10; Ousey
Kubrin, 2009) or how static levels of immigrant concentration are linked to more or less crime
betweerunits (see for example Stowéll Martinez 2009; Velez2009). However, experienciram
influx of immigrants into aneighbourhoods inherently different to exhibiting a generally high level
of immigrant concentratiomAs such, each process may diféntially influence crimeDrawing on
three waves of census data (2001, 2006 and 281idy 1 considers both measures by employing a
unique hybridnodellingapproach which captures within and betweeighbourhooeffects. By
utilising a measure of tdtanmigrant concentratioanda measure of immigragrowth, this study
provides a foundation for Australian research as well as a point of comparison to international

scholarship.

Additionally, research suggests that the effechofeases iimmigration on crime will vary
across differenbheighbourhoosl For exampleit is argued thaheighbarrhoods with a large
immigrant population arkess likely to experience an increase in crime follovangnflux of new
arrivalsdue toa greateravailability of resources and acceasssocial ties with ceethnics.In other

words, such contexts are better positionethbsorldnew arrivalsvhen compared to
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neighbarrhoods without an established immigrant pres€Rogtes & Rumbaut 2006; Sing@Q04).
The impat of immigration orcrimeis also thought to be dependent onlthel of neighbairrhood
disadvantage. Studiestine United StateBnd thatthe effect of immigrant growth isiost
pronouncedn areas of concentrated disadvantage (MacDonald et al., 20lE%, 2609)lt is
argued thathis is because influxes of new immigrants into disadvantaged Gaeesyitalise
neighbourhoodrganisatios and institutionsievivethe local economy aneinforcesocial
networks.In contrastan increased presence of imgnants in advantaged communitiedikgly to
disrupt social networks and informal social control amtiirn, increase crime (Velez, 2009)ith

this in mind,three esearch questions guide Study 1.:

1. How do changes in immigrant concentration impact cbatig violent crimeavithin a
neighbourhoo@ver time?

2. Do neighbourhoosl with a higher concentration of immigrants encounter more or less
violentcrime?

3. Is the effect othanges immmigrant concentratioon crime moderated ke
neighbourhoodontext (br example, the size of the immigrant populatothedegree

of disadvantage)?

Study 2

Public attitudes towards immigrants are not ethnically neutral with certain groups associated
with social problems like crime. In Australia, immigrants from the Whikengdom and New
Zealand experience incredibly low levels of antmigrant sentiment (Markus, 2013). In 2013, just
3% of survey respondents voiced negative attitudes towards immigrants from these gountrie
(Markus, 2013). Yet around 25é&pressedinfavouableattitudes towards Muslim immigrants or
immigrants from Arab countries (Markus, 201Rggative attitudes are likely to impede the
successful integration of some growgsichin turn, could potentiallyimpactneighbourhoodarime
outcomesThereforethe conclusions drawn from the broad measure of immigrant concentration
utilised in Study 1 may oversimplify the immigratiorime link and potentially wash out the effects

of ethnicity on crime.

Immigrant ethnicity is central to both theoretical perspestieonsidered in this research.
According to therevitalisationthesis, the effect of immigrant concentrationn@ghbourhoodrime
should vary across ethnic groups depending on the size of the establistbdicgopulation

(Martinez et al., 2004). Thiis becausesgablished populationsossess social capital that can aid
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integration and insulate communities from the social structural factors associated with crime
(Martinez et al., 2004). Without access to the resources and ties necessary for uictagsiiion,
the presence of newer groups may be linked to increasesghbourhoodrime in the short term.
Successivavaves of immigration to Sydney and Brisbane have seen migratory populations
established at different timd3ifferences between sgare therefore expected with most ethnic
groups settling more recently in Brisbane. Thus increasie game ethnic group may differentially

impact crime across the two citiésading to more violent crime in Brisbane, but not in Sydney.

Central to soial disorganisatiortheory, although rarely tested in empirical immigration
crime researchs the predicted effect of increasiathnicdiversity on crime FeldmeyeyrHarris &
Lai, 2016; Graif& Sampson, 2006)rom this theoretical lensjwersity leadsto higher
neighbourhoodrime with communication barriers between residents breaking down the regulatory
processes necessary for the informal social control of crime. As a relatively invisible migratory
group, it is unlikely that increased immigrationrfraountries like the United Kingdom and New
Zealand will contribute taeighbourhoodliversity. Conversely, an increased presence of visible
ethnic groups in aeighbourhoodnay create greater language and cultural barriers between
residents which obstrucommunity regulation (Sampson et 4097; Shaw& McKay, 1942). From
this perspective, diverse immigrant popul ati o
regulatory capacityrather than merely a concentration of immigraatsjesidents struggto find

the common ground necess#mycome together to collectively solve local problems like crime.

Therefore to tease apart any group specific effects, | disaggregate total immigrant
concentration in Study 2 by two measures of ethnidiyguage agh religion. In addition, | include
two corresponding diversity indices to measure the effeetiwificallydiverse populations on crime.
Thus by assessing both concentration and diversity effects, Study 2 robustly tests the central tenets of
therevitalisdion thesis and socialisorganisatiotheory.Building on Study 1Study 2utilises the
same analytic approach (negative binomial hybrid models) over the same time peric8q20D1

In Study 2 | ask thre&key questions

1. How do changes in immigragtoup concentratiorand changes iathnicdiversityimpact
changes in violent crime withinreeighbourhooaver time?
2. Do neighbourhoosl with a higher concentration oértainimmigrant groups or higher

levels ofethnicdiversityencounter more or lessolent crime?

14



3. Is the effect of changes @thnicgroup concentration ahanges irethnicdiversityon
crime moderated byeighbourhoodactors such athe size of the immigrant population

or the level of disadvanta@e
Study 3

Most immigrationcrime researclo date has employed measures of immigrant growth or
concentration with measures of segregation largely utiised (see for exception Barranco, 2013;
Feldmeyer, Harrig& Scroggins, 2015). Yet theoretically, there are reasons to believe that the spatial
separation of immigrant groups may impaetghbourhoodtructures in ways that either promote or
reduce crime. In the United States, bladkite segregation is thought to contribute to higher rates of
crime by weakening social controls and underminingaxanuni t yés regul at ory
mechanisms associated with social inequality and social isolation (Peterson&Kgoavning,
2009).Yet studies find mixed results. While some fa@ositive association between segregation
and the overall crime ta (see for exampleogan & Messener, 198/others reveal significant
variation when considering group specifiimerates (see for exampl&givo, Peterson & Kuhl,
2009;Peterson & Krivo; 1993Shihadeh & Flynn, 1996Further still, ®me scholars propeghat
the segregation of immigrant groups may uniquely impaghbourhoodtructures. As immigrant
enclaves offer regoifderts®ua cleproo t( &, idisragyeaehn e lelt
that these strong social networks can potentratigiate the effect of isolation and deprivation on

crime.

Thereforem Study 3, | consider both the spatial distribution of the immigrant population and
the colocation of immigranneighbourhoosd and whether these residential processes, in turn,
influence crime.As previous research finds relatively low levels of residential segregation across
Australian cities (Johnsh et al. 2007), | begin this study grawing on two highlyspatializdyet
undeutilised measures of locaégregation Location Quotiet s ( L Qs ) ansd. luse c al

these measurds addresgwo questions

1. How are immigrant groups spatially distributed across Brisbane and Sydney?

2. Are immigrantneighbourhoosl calocatedwithin eachcity or isolated?

After establishinghese spadil trends] consider the effect aesidentiakegregation on crime.
Employing negative binomial regression and focusing onfdata one time point (2011) ask two

additional questions
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3. How doeghe residential distribution @ach immigrant groupnpact violent crime?
4. Isthe colocation of immigranheighbourhoos associated with more or less

neighbourhoodiolence?

Together, these three quantitative studies address the overarching aim of this rebatirsh
to determine whether the theories dedvrom the United States immigrationme experience

generalig to the Australian context.
1.6 Thesisoverview

This thesis is comprised of 8 chapters. In this chapter, | introduced the global debate
surrounding immigrants, immigration and crime, establisAustralia as an important research site
and outlined th&eyresearch questions. In Chapter 2, | provide a comprehensive overview of the
empirical literature starting with thenmigrantcrime link(immigrants as perpetrators) and then
moving to thammigration-crime link(the effect of immigration on crimel)outline in detail the
central tenets ahekey theories used to explain the immigratmime link - with particular focus
on socialdisorganisatiortheory and the immigratiorevitalisationthess. | also address the role
context plays in moderating the immigrationme relationship by comparing research in new and
established contexts and pointing to the inconsistencies in the international literature.

In Chapter 3, | narrow my focus to the Aadian context. Here, | discuss historical trends in
i mmi gration and provide an overview of Austral
contextual arguments outlined in Chapter 2, I
attitudes towards immigrants and immigrant settlement patterns. To conclude this chapter, | review
the limited research interested in the immigramme link and immigratiorcrime link in Australia.
In Chapter 4, | outline the methodology of my research. Spaltyfid provide an irdepth overview
of the two research sites, describe thedaurces employed, and summetise analytic approach
utilised in each of the three studies. In Chapters 5, 6 and 7, | present the results of the three empirical
studies. I'ChapteB, | furtherdiscuss th&ey findingsof thisthesisand reflect on the implications
for theory and plicy. | conclude this chapterand this thesis by highlighting the limitations of this

work and identifying areas for future research.
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Chapter Two: Immigration and Crime

2.1 Introduction

Myths surrounding the criminal immigrant and the criminogenic effects of immigration are
deeply rooted in public opinion, shaped by political rhetoric and fanned by sensationalist media
accounts. However, vether or not these concerns reflect an empirical reality is highly questionable.
This chapter reviews what is currently known about immigration and crime in the international
context. Specifically, | discuss literature related to bothrthmeigrantcrime ink (immigrants as
perpetrators) and themmigrationcrime link(the effect of immigration on crime rates). In doing so, |
explore empirical studies from the United States and abroad. | also outline the central tenets of the
two competing ecological persgeres most commonly employed to explain the relationship
between immigration and crimesocialdisorganisatiortheory and the immigratiorevitalisation

thesis. | conclude this chapter by discussing new direcioinsmigrationcrime research.
2.2 Immigrant-crime link

Immigrantsare presumed toffend at a disproportionately higher rét@an nativesiue to a
range of social, economic and cultural factors (&edartinez, 2009; Martine& Lee, 2000;
Thomas, 2011). Yet studies in the United States,limided empirical support for these predictions.
Here scholarsypically find first generation immigrantdisplay relatively low criminal propensities
(Butcher& Piehl 199&; Butcher & Piehl, 1998Butcher &Piehl 2007; Hagan &alloni 1999;
Morenoff & Astor, 2006; Rumbaut et a006; Sampsqr2008; VaughnSalasWright, DeLisi, &
Maynard,2014). Whilst generational disparities do exist, second generation immigrants are generally
no more crime prone than their natlvarn counterparts (Bersai014a Bersanj 2014k, Morenoff
& Astor, 2006; Rumbaut et al2006). However, outside of the United States, the immigramte
link is lessconclusive In some settings, particularly in Europe, certain immigrant groups are
overrepresented in official crime s#dics (Albrecht, 1997; Lehti, 2015; Martens, 1997; Marté&ns
Holmberg, 2005; Skardhaar et al, 2014. This divergence suggests context may matter in

determining the significance and direction of the immig@ihe relationship.
Immigrantinvolvementn aime

Immigrants are nahought to benherently criminal but rather the challenges of life in their

new host country can form a source of strain and frustration that in turn manifests into offending.
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the United Stategertain immigrant groups (faxample, Mexicansgre disproportionately young,
male, and poorly educatédll characteristics associated with crime amongst nativesgzas,

2010. As such, immigrantare generally considered a higek population for crime (Haga%

Palloni, 1999)Immigrants also face systemic discrimination in the workforce and encounter higher
rates of unemployment and lower household incomes (De&digdamba2001; Rumbaut et al.
2006; Schnepf2008). According to straitheories these circumstances make ingnaints more
vulnerable to crimeThomas, 2011 While many migrate with the intention to better traid their

c hi | divesimraigrants can face constant barriers to achgeupward social mobility.

Other theories, like the migration selection eféethesis, predict immigrants will offend at a
lower rate than natives. This is because immigrants are-aedetited group who decide to migrate
as opposed to a random cross section of the sending population (T&W)y,A€ording to
Sampson (2008,80) i mmi gr ants fisel ectively migrate on
| ow crime, such as motivation to work, ambiti
stakes immigrants have in conformity, it is likely that they will assumediieeof lawabiding
citizens following settlement. Thus the process of migration itself actselgtandividuals who
are particularly responsive to deterrent mechanisms and possess fewer criminogenic tendencies
(Butcher& Piehl, 2007).

Most empirical galuations of the immigraxdrime link focus on the growing Latino
population in the United States. Here, immigrants are consistently folnedéss involved in crime
compared to the native born population (Butchd?iehl, 1998; Butcher &iehl 2007; Hagan &
Palloni 1999; Sampsqr2008). In fact, evidence from the Project on Human Development in
Chicagoneighbourhoos suggests fat generation immigrants are 436ss likely to act violently
than their third gneration counterparts (Samps2008). Onceaccounting for age, gender and
differential treatment in the criminal justice system, Hagan and Palloni (1999) found the rate of
imprisonment for Hispanic immigrants in El Paso and San Diego was significantly lower than
natives (Hagai Palloni, 1999). Oter studies uncover similar findings. Even without controlling
for demographic differences, Butcher and Piehl (Bp&&und that foreign born youth were less
likely than native youth to be involved in crime.

These trends are consistent over timarialysingdata from the 2010 American Community
Survey, Ewing and colleagues (2015) found lower rates of incarceration amorigsnigeant male
population (1.86) compared to the native male populat{88%). Drawing on census data from
1980, 1990 and 200(he authors argue this disparity is relatively stable overwitrethe
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incarceration rate of natives two to five times greater than the incarceratiof irataigrants

(Ewing, Martinez &Rumbaut, 2015) nimigrantcrime scholarship is thus remarkably umaous in

the United States. Despite the challenges immigrants face, most studies draw the same cenclusion
immigrants do not pose a distinct chral threat to society (Almeida, Jason, McNamara & Gupta,
20112, Bersanj 2014a;Morenoff & Astor, 2006; Rumbat et al, 2006; Samson, 2008; Vaughn et

al., 2014.

Internationally the immigrantcrime linkis lessclear In the United Kingdom, Papadopoulos
(2010) found no significant relationship between immigrant status ancepelfted involvement in
either poperty or violent crime. Similarly, Jaitman and Machin (2013) found that while immigrants
were arrested at a significantly higher rate than natives (3.5 arrest®@@pbpulation compared to
2.8 arrests per,@00 population} this higher arrest ratashppears once controlling for age. Yet,
scholarship across seveEropean countries revealsléferent picture. In Europemmigrants are
generally overrepresented in official crime statistics as evidenced by a growing body of research in
Germany (Albecht, 1997)Sweden {an Hofer, Sarneck& Tham, 1997; Marten& Holmberg,
2005; Martens, 1997gwitzerland (Killias, 2009)Denmark (Van Noije& Kessels, 2011), Norway
(Skardhamar et al., 2014) and Finland (Le?®15.

After analysingpfficial police and court data in Germany, Albrecht (1997) concluded that
immigrants are more involved in crime than natives with this association remaining even after
adjusting for socigeconomic conditions and demographic differences. Drawing on official statistics,
victimisationdataand seHreports, Killias (2009) found immigrants offend at a disproportionately
higher rate than natigén SwitzerlandIn Sweden, Martens (1997) found the proportion of
immigrants suspected for crimes was higher than anticipated geempdpulation structure. When
holdingother factorequal, these group differences remained, although the effect size was reduced
(Martens, 1997).

Consideringa broader range of family ametighbourhoodactors, Hallsten and colleagues
(2013)accounteddr a relatively large proportion of the gapoffendingbetween immigrants and
natives in Swederkollowing the offending trajectories of individuals who completed schooling
between 1990 ant®93 until their thirties (N=6362), hey found that between %®to 80%o0f the
offendinggap between immigrant males and their native born counteguartsbe explained by
differences in family resources andighbourhoogegregation. In addition, the authors tested
cultural explanations for crime by pairing indiu@s who share the same country of origin. Here

they found only a small correlation between individuals from similar origins and their level of
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criminal involvement. The authors thus concluded that cultural fagtleged to country of origin)

are unlikdy to be a primary driver of crime amastgmmigrants.

Studies that disaggregate the foreign born population by ethnicity find considerable
heterogeneity in offending rates acrossups h the Netherlands, just 186 Dutch citizens were
officially registered as a suspect of a crime committed in 2009 comparedt8r&nWestern
immigrants (Van Noij& Kessels, 2011). However, this gap is even greater Wdoeising omon
Western immigrarst by country of origin with 6.0%f immigrants of Antillean origi registered aa
crime suspect followed by 5.38% immigrants of Moroccan origin and 4.186 immigrants of
Surinamese origin (Van Noig Kessels, 2011)Though it should be noted thiiese statistics fail to

account for the demographic differences betvthesemmigrantgroups and natives.

Group differences in offending rates are also found in Norway and Filtaodmparing
violent crime and property crime rates in Norway and Finland for 25 immigrant groups, Skardhamar
and colleagues (2014) uncovemmhsiderable differencdmtween groupdn many cases,
immigrant groups exhibited a low rate of offending relative to the native born population, especially
in Norway. Yet for other groupsparticularly those where immigrants are migrating for
humanitaian purposes (for exampimmigrants fromSomalia, Iraq, Afghanistan, Yugoslavia and
Iran), the rate obffending exceeeldthe native born populatiofurther still, hese differences were
independent of age and gender. However, it is importaiectignie that the authors did not control
for other key determinants of crime which may explain the overrepresentation of humanitarian

immigrants in offending rates, namely seeiconomic status and racial bias in policing practices.

The inconsistencies in thet@mnational literature are likely attributable to contextual factors
such as differences in immigration policy and the ability of some nations to integrate their foreign
born population more effectively than others (Sir8ohynch, 1999). In their crossultural
investigation, Simon and Lynch (1999) considered the crime rates of foreigners in immigrant
countries (Australia, Canada and the United States}imomgrant countries (Japan and Germany)
and countries with both immigrant and ARommigrant featureg¢Great Britain and France). Here they
found a general pattern whegenations with more liberal immigration policies exhibited lower
incarceration rates of foreigners in comparison to nations with more restrictive immigration policies.
This rule applied tall observed nations with the exception of France where foreigner involvement

in crime was considerably higher than Aionmigrant nations (Simo& Lynch, 1999).
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In addition to receptivity, differences in the push/pull factors wheterminemotivations
for migration may explain some of the differences across contexts. For some immigrant groups, like
Latinos in the United States, immigrants pudledto the host country in pursuit of a better
livelihood for themselves and their family with the hope dfieging upvard social mobility (Pew
Research Center, 2009¥hile in Europgparticularly in Germany and Sweden)large proportion
of immigrants argpushedrom their country of origin as a consequenteanflict/humanitarian
crisis Connor, 2016)Suchgroupstend tolack both social and economic resources upon arrival,
face high levels of antmmigrant sentiment anaften experiencposttraumatic stress. Due to these
circumstances, immigrants who are forced to migrate may be particularly vulnerabieg¢and
strainwher eas migrant s w$pecialgresponsiveta deterecdt hechaaigms due

to their high stake in conformity.
Second gnerationimmigrants

While first generation immigrants in the United States are not engaged in rnoeetitan
natives, there is evidence to suggest criminal involvement increases éssuegenerations
(Bersanj 2014a; Bersank014h Morenoff& Astor, 2006; Rumbaut et a2006). To account for the
offending gap between first and second generationignamts, scholars proffer two, somewhat
competing theoretical arguments, namely segmeasiildion theory and socialgion processes

(alsoreferred to ag\mericanisatioi

Developed by Portes and Zhou (1993), segmented assimilation tbeognise that
immigrants arrive at their new host country with vastly different skills and resources. For some, they
will follow a path of upward mobility, improving their circumstances post migration. For others, they
may stay in the same social class or, expeaaetownward mobility (Porte& Zhou, 1993). Mobility
is determined by two key factors: (1) social and financial capital and; (2) patterns of residence
(Portes, Fernandegelly & Haller, 2009). Not surprisingly, first and second generation immigrants
with fewer resources are at a higher risk of experiencing downward mobility, and as a result, are in
greater danger of turning to crime. The effect of low sedonomic status is believed to be
particularly strong for second generation immigrants as theyadiiselfselect Portes& Zhou,
1993 Zimring, 2010.

Alternatively the higher rate of criminal involvement amongst the second generation may be
a product of sociadation processes, or as referred to in the United Statesnsequence of

AmericanisationUnlike their parents, the secogdneration is born and soci&dsin their
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destination country. Thus, their higher engagement in acongpared tdahe first generatiomay

merely represent a pattern of convergence with their native born peers. Ithie<ase, their

criminal activity will be linked to the same factors that explain crime amongst natives (Bersani
20143). Evidence supporting this perspective does not necessarily disprove claims that some second
generation immigrants are worse off thaeithparents, but it does call into question whether the
experiences of the second generation are in fact ufrigurenativesand require separate exploration

to the rest of the population.

Common to both perspectives is the idea that the generationatitisp offending patterns
may be due (at least in part) to differeratries of reference (BersaBD144g. For first generation
immigrants, their country of birth forms the frame of reference for standards of living. Despite the
challenges they now faoe their new home country, they are well aware that their current situation
is an improvement on theirpast (Tonty9 97) . The second generation
bet ween two worldsdé (Tonry, 1997) theréfonedheyaref r a m:
unable to find solace in the idea that they are better off now. Rather, they compare their situation to
those with noAimmigrant histories (Bersani, 203,4eonry, 1997). Although second generation
immigrants may offend at a higher rat@mthefirst, it does not necessarily follow that they possess

greater criminogenic tendencies than4mmigrants in similar circumstances (Zimring, 2010).

Empirical evidence supports the notion that generational status and time of arrival are related
to immigrant criminality. Morenoff and Astor (2006) found a strong significant association between
age of arrival and seleported violence amongst immigrant youth in their analysis of PHDCN data.
Specifically, immigrants who were under the age of sixna¢ tbf migration were more likely to act
violently during adolescence compared to those who migrated at an older age. Further, they found a
significant (although weaker) relationship between linguistic acculturation anepgelted
violence. This suggesy®uth from fully acculturated households are more likely to be violent than

those from partially acculturated or ranculturated households (Morené&ffAstor, 2006).

Almeida and colleagues (2010) uncover similar findings. Using data from the Bostdn Yout
Survey, they tested the effect of generational differences and time of arrival aopessese. The
participants (n=B78) were categaed as recent arrivals (less than four years in the United States),
nonrecent arrivals (more than four years in thated States), second generation (one or both
parents born overseas) and third generation (both parents born in the United States). In line with
previous research, they found that recently arrived immigrants were less likely to partake in peer

violence ttan their native born counterparts while the secondgeneran és r at e of vi o
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their native born peers. Interestingly, they found thaptiéective effect of nativity wanegated
amongst nofrecent immigrants. They therefore concluded thgatiee assimilation takes place

within the first generation, not just in successive generations.

Employing several waves of data from the National Longituduavey of Youth, Bersani
(20143 questioned whethehe rate of offending for first and secogeneration immigrants (n=532
and n=988 respectively) differed from native born youth (n=6418). Here she found the rate of
participation as well as the frequency of offending was lowest amongst first generation immigrants
but similar amongst the second gext®n and natives. These patterns persisted even when
disaggregating by nationgl and crime type (Bersar20143. In a later study, Bersani (204)
considered whether second generation youth and native born youth share similar pathways into
offending.Here she found that predictors of crime amongst the second generation were, for the most
part, consistent with predictors of crime amongst natives. These findings provide some support for
theoretical argumententredon socialistion processes and subsenly question the utility of

considering the second generation as a distinct crime problem.

Again, studies outside of the United Statesrested in the offending rates of the second
generatioruncover divergent findings. In Italy, Melossi, De Giorgddviassa (2009) found nativity
had little explanatory power in regards to sedported deviancy. Further, they found no evidence
that second generation youth were involved in crime at a greater frequency or seriousness than
natives. In Switzerland, Vazsamgnd Killias (2001) found that second generation youth report the
highest level of deviarliehaviour Yet, these differences between groups were for less serious types
of deviance such as vandalism and school misconduct rather than more serious @ithe# &nd
assault. Further, the magnitude of these differences was only ¥/hd#.in Sweden, Kardell and
Marters (2013) found the overall offending rate tbefirst generatiorwas higher than both the rate
for thesecond generation arige rate fomatives.Their findings suggest immigrants become less
rather than morerime prone following processes of sodation and assimilatioriTogether, this
literaturepoints to the importanaaf context inshaping the immigraratrime linki both for first aiwl

second generation immigrants.
2.3 Immigration-crime link

Regardlss of whether or not immigrants offend at a higherttaa natives, immigration
changes the demographic, economic and social structures of citirgighbdourhoosl in ways that

may impact crime rates (Reid et 22005). Whether these changes will have a positive or negative
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effect on crime is the source of much debate. For example, some argue that an increased number of
immigrants may heighten crime by adding to the share of the pimpwbaith a highrisk crime

profile (for instance, increasing the number of young males) (Qus&ybrin, 2009).1n the United

States, Ousey and Kubrin (20@G8undthat a greater proportion afgcent immigrantsveremale
(51.4%compared to 48%) andfell into the 1534 age category (534 compared to 26.8V6

Therefore, it is reasonable to assume that if immigration increases the proportion of the population
that is young and male, increased crime may folllso, in some contextsmmigrants face higher

rates ofvictimisation than nativesBell, Fasani & Machin, 2093 Thus, higher crime in immigrant

areas maynerelyreflect anincrease in thehare of the population that is vulnerableitdimisation

As first generation immigrants are underrepresemetime statisticgat least in the United
States)Butcher& Piehl 1998, Butcher& Piehl 2007; Haga& Palloni 1999; Morenoff& Astor,
2006; Rumbaut et aR006; Sampsqr2008), others argue that increased immigration should lead to
an overall redction in the crime rate by increasing the share of the population unlikely to offend
(Sampson 2008). As discussed earlier in this chapter, the migration selection effects thesis predicts
i mmi grants to be selected fropdstibuhendl @@ueeyg o
Kubrin, 2009, p451). On a larger scale, Sampson (20080) argueshat this selection bias

Aifasotthe argument that | mmigration may be cau

Although immigration is ultimately a macro social pess, it has a considerable impact on
neighbourhoodontexts. Immigrants are not randomly distributed acraesABS 2014a;
McDonald et al.2013). Due to limited social and economic capital, immigrants often settle in
disadvantaged areas (Stowell, ZRD0Any bivariate relationship uncovered between immigration and
crime maytherefore be spurious (StowedlD07). Two theoretical frameworks are mainly used by
scholars to explain the negative or positive impact of immigratiamegghbourhoodrime: socia
disorganisatiotheory and the immigratiorevitalisationthesis.On the one handocial
disorganisatiottheorists argue that immigration is likely to disrupt the development of key social
networks important for theaformal social control of crime. Ghe other handhe immigration
revitalisationthesis suggests that immigration can bring economic and social opportunities that
reduceneighbourhoodrime (Martinez et al., 2004; Martinez et &010; Stowell2007). | discuss

each in turn below.
Socialdisorganisatiortheory

In their landmark study, Shaw and McKay (1942) posited that certain structural features,
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namely poverty, ethnic diversity and residential instability were linked to higher rates of juvenile
delinquency in Chicagneighbourhoos. Inpoor, ethnically diverse and residentially unstable
neighbourhoosl, developing strong social ties is particularly difficult (Stowell, 2007). Subsequently
these structural features erode the social networks necessary to prevent crime thereby limiting a
coomuni tyods r eg Gampdord Grpves; BOBPAlkus wnkke dther scholars at the time,
Shaw and McKay (1942) did not believe immigrants were inherently criminal or that their cultural
traditions promoted more crime. Insteadme was a result ofistupied social structures (Martinez

et al.,2010; Stowell, 2007).

Socialdisorganisatiortheory assumes an indirect relationship between immigration and
crime. As illustrated in Figur2.1, increased immigration alters levels of poverty, residential
instability and ethnic diversity ineighbourhoosl which in turn affects crime (Martinez al., 2010;
Stowell, 2007). Key to this theory is the idea that immigrants typically arrive at their new host
country with limited resours. As a result, immigrants meinto resource poareighbourhoos
further exacerbating levels of economic deprivatioa given area (Stowell, 20p7mmigration
also contributes to meighbourhoods | evel of ethnic diversity. T
associated with imrgration create barriers between residents undermining their ability to build
social ties and collectively solve community problems like crime. From this perspective, diverse
i mmi grant popul ations are parti culaaity.lnydditiomt r i m:
to increasing diversity and disadvantage, influxes of new immigaaiat$o theshare of the
population who areew to the aredn residentially unstable areas, residents are unable to develop
friendships and form strong tiesltcal organisatios (Stark, 1987). These weak social ties lead to
higher crime as residents lack a willingness to exercise informal social control in their
neighbourhoodFor these reasons, soaigorganisation heor i st s view i mmigr af
inherently desthilising or disorgarsing urban procesgStowell, 2007, p2).

It is important to note that the theory does not explicitly identify immigration as a direct
cause oflisorganisationRather due to its damaging impactraighbourhoodocial structures,
scial disorganisationheoriss predict an indirect relationship between immigration and crime.
Specifically, sociatisorganisatiortheory assumes higher crime rateséighbourhoosl where
larger proportions of immigrants (particularly recent arrivalside (Stowell, 2007). Yet this
perspective fails toecognisdhat immigrants do not represent a monolithic group but rather arrive
under different circumstances with varied resources. Thus it is lilaeigusimmigrant groups

(whether classified by racghnicity or purpose for migration) will differentially impact
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neighbourhoodocial structures (Stowell, 2007).

Figure 2.1Indirect relationship between immigration and crime

POVERTY

IMMIGRATION S DIVERSITY CRIME

RESIDENTIAL
INSTABILITY

(Stowell, 2007)

Contemporary theoretical perspectives like social capitatyreaad collective efficacy
theory similarly predict that the increasettinicdiversity associated with immigration will
negatively impact the regulatory processes necessary to prevent crime. This is because residents
living in ethnically diversaeneighbouhoods report less confidence in the government, vote less, have
fewer friendsin theirneighbourhoogdhave less contact with theieighbous and are less involved in
charity/volunteer work (Putnam, 2007; Wickes et2013). Ethnically diverseneighbouhoods
also suffer from lower levels of social cohesion and collective efficacy (L& @®nkers 2011,
Putnam 2007; Walke& Hewstone2008; Wickes et al2013b). Yetimited research has explicitly
consideredvhether the lower levels of social cohesandreducedheighbouly interactions
associated witlethnic diversityand immigrant concentratiare actually linked to increased crime
(see for exception Burchfiel® Silver; 2013; Feldmeyer et al., 2017; Kub&nDesmond, 2015).

Immigrationrevitalisaion

The immigratiorrevitalisationthesis was developed by Martinez and colleagues in order to
explain the unexpected findings in the empirical literature & d#artinez 2002; Lee &Vartinez
2009;Martinez &Lee 2000; Martinezt al., 2004; Martineet al.,2010; Nielsen, Le& Martinez
2005). Cetral to this theory is the rokethnic enclaveplayin providing a sense of home to
immigrants suffering feelings of disorientation and displacement (Des&dtubrin, 2009). Rather

than increasing crimet is argued that increased immigration in ethnic enclavesssétalisean
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area by encouraging opportunities to build social ties with culturally similar individuals (Breton
1964; Desmond. Kubrin, 2009). These connections provide vital social and ecana@sources for

immigrants.

Immigrantneighbourhoosl often boast thriving ethnic economies with spesadli
businesses, restaurants, cafes and-apemarkets that meet the needs of the immigrant population.
These services provide employment opportasiand stimulate economic growth (Velez, 2009).
Further, in immigranheighbourhoos, residents are typically active in locaganisatios like
schools and faitihased institutiongHoner & Alba, 2008Portes and Rumbaut, 2008 his
involvement allows fothe additional development of social networks and helps to generate informal
social control. It is argued that these strong social ties may mediate the effect of sodiah iaakht
deprivation on crime.t8dies find this revitafing effect is strongesn disadvantaged
neighbourhoosl (MacDonalcet al.,2013; Velez, 2009). In facheighbourhoos that had previously
experienced a population decline and were fide:
actually become thriving social hubs followingreased immigration (httinez et al.2010, p.822).
Yet theprocess ofevitalisationmay depenan the degree of homogeneity irettmmigrant
population. Forevitalisationto occur it is likely theimmigrant populatiomeeds tshare similar

ethnic orginsin order toproduce strong social networks
Empirical evaluations of themmigrationcrime link

In one of the first empirical examinations of the immigratoime link, Alaniz and
colleagues (1998) investigated the spatial distribution of viackemte committed by or against youth
aged 1524 years. From their analysis of census blocks in three Northern Californian communities,
they found that the proportion of foreign born residents in an area did not predict youth violence
when controlling foneghbourhoodactors. Desmond and Kubrin (2009) further confirmed these
findings drawing on selfeport data from the National Longitudinal Study of Adolescent Health. In
their study, youth living in areas with a greater immigrant presence reported feleet viffenses
with this protective effect particularly strong amongst Asian youth. There is also evidence to suggest
that immigrant concentration is linked to lower levels of reoffending amongst juvenile delinquents.
Examining the ratefaecidivism by 16,573 youth nested within%47neighbourhoosl in Florida,
Wolff and colleagues (2015) found that delinquents living in immignarghbourhoos were

significantly less likely to reoffendalthough the effect size was modest.
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These consistent null amggativeeffects of immigrant concentratiam crimeextend
beyond youth offenses. For example, Martinez and colleagues (2008) found heterogeneity (a
combined measure which included percent recent arrivals, percent Latino and percent linguistically
isolated)was significantly and negatively linked to aggravated assault, robbery and drug activity
their study of Miamneighbourhoos Similarly, Akins and colleagues (2009) found no link between

the number of homicides in a census tract and the proporti@ceritrarrivals in Austin, Texas.

Similar patterns are uncovered at larger geographies. Drawing on a stratified random sample
of 150 metropolitan areas, Reid and colleagues (2005) assessed the relationship between several
immigration measures (namely, pent recent arrivals, percent Asian foreign born, percent Hispanic
foreign born and percent ndinglish proficient) and four crime types (homicide, robbery, burglary
and larceny)They found that in no instance was any immigration measure positively redated
crime.In fact recent immigration was significantly linked to fewer homicides while Asian
immigration was significantly associated with less theft. In another study, Kubrin and Ousey (2009)
examined the relationship between immigrant concentratiovanmbls types of homicide across
206 cities in the United States. Controlling for a range of sdemographic predictors, they found
thatimmigrantconcentration was associated with lower homicide rates overall, as well as lower rates

of altercation, fabny and drugelated homicide (Kubrig Ousey 2009).

However there is evidence to suggest that the effect of immigration on crime varies when
crime ratesre disaggregatduy offenderethnic/racial group. Studying black and Latino homicide in
three boder cities, Lee, Martinez and Rosenfeld (2001) found that the presence of new immigrants
significantly reduced Latino homicide in El Paso and Black homicide in Miami. However in San
Diego, the concentration of new immigrants significantly increased haaeighetrated biplack
residentsUtilising homicide arrest counts, Feldmeyer and Steffensmeier (2009) similarly considered
whether immigration had a violenagenerating, violenceeducing or a null effectroblack, white
and Latino offending across 328seis tracts in California. Likeeeand colleagues (2001), the
authors found differences between groups. In this case, immigration had no effect on Latino

offending but slightly reduced both white ankhd¢k homicide.

Recognigg that immigration is a saali process that unfolds over time, more recent
scholarship has moved towards examining lsbangesn immigration impacthangesn crime
(Ousey& Kubrin, 2009; Martinez et al2010; Stowell et al2009; Wadsworth, 2010). This is an
important step forwak as cross sectional studies interested in the impact of immigrant concentration

on crime are limited by an inability to examine temporal ordering. Martinez and colleagues (2010
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p8l) argue that |l ongitudinal e v aynamictforcesmrvingar e A
processes of urbatisorganisatiorandrevitalisation 6 Wi t h t hi s in mind, Mal
(2010)utilisedneighbourhoodevel data over three decennial census years (1980, 1990 and 2000) to
examine how changes in immigratiorfiluenced changes in homicide over time in San Diego
neighbourhoos. To determine how changes in the social structural featurasetgtzourhoodre

linked to changes in homicide, they employed fixed effects negative binomial models with the

logged poplation included as the exposure variable. Their results revealed a negative relationship
between immigration and homicideer time In other words, increases in the size of the foreign

born population over time were linked to decreasesamumber ohomicides.

To test whetheincreased immigratioproduces differential outcomes for various
racial/ethnic groups, Martinez and colleagues (2010) again estimated the models with
racially/ethnically disaggregated homicide data. In doing so,fthewd increaes in the foreigborn
population werdinked to fewer vhite and Latino homicide victims yetdnd no significant effect
for blacks. Martinez and collgaies (2010, B21) claim that overall these results provide support for
therevitalisationthesisand uggest that @Ai mmigration halts (a
disorganisationcrime’ disorganisatiorspiral that unfolds throughout long periods of time and is

thought to play a central role in the creation of permanently-tiighe neighbourhoosl . 0

Othe longitudinal studies have examined this relationship across cities. For example, Ousey
and Kubrin (2009) investigated the effect of changes in immigratiothangsin violent crime
across 159 cities in the United States from 1980 to ZBSiimatingfixed dfects linear regression
models, they consideradhetherchangesn immigration(as well as changes ather
demographic/socigtructural factorg influencedchanges irviolent crimeover time The models
were stepped oun six stages. The initiahodel focused solglon immigration and crime. Without
controlling for other predictors of criméndy found asignificant and negative relationship between
immigration and violent crimeSpecifically, a one unit increase over time in the immigration index
was related to a decreasf 253 violent crimes per 1@MO persons. The following models
introduced additional measures knoterbe associated with violent crime. After including these
variables, they found demographic transitidabpurmarket structu, economic deprivation,
changes in drug markets and formal social control capacity did not affect the magnitude of the

association between immigration and crime. Only one measiegfamily instability index was

1 Immigration was measured by the creation of an immigration in@exmed the z scores of % Latino, % foreign born
and % who speak English not well or not at all).
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found to have both a positive relatibins with violent crimeand mediate the effect of immigration
on violent crime. In fact, following the inclusion of the family instability index, the direct effect of
immigration on crime was no longer statistically significant. Ousey and Kubrin (2008jdiesr
concludel that immigration strengthens family stability by increasing the presence of two parent
households. These improved family structures flow on to produce lower levels of crime. The

relationship between immigration and crime is thus indirecedamily structures are considered.

Building on their previous work, Ousey and Kubrin (2)Inore recently assessed whether
immigration patterns are associated with changes in overall homicide rates and circumstance specific
homicide rates (including gument homicides, felony homicides, dmajated homicides and gang
related homicides). To explore the temporal changes in 156 large cities in the United States between
1980 and 2010, they estimated fixed effects negative binoegedssiormodels and twastage least
squares instrumental variable regression modélsy found thathanges in the overall homicide
and drugrelated homicide rat@erenegatively associated with changes in immigration. In other
words, as immigration increaenomicide rates adined. Importantly, they found that for many of
the homicide subtypes, the effect emferiammi ¢ Oats
Kubrin, 204, p.453). Further, they found increases in immigration were most effective at reducing

crime incities that had relatively high immigration levels in the 1970s.

Stowell and colleagues (2009) uncovered similar results to Ousey and Kubd #2€1e
metropolitan area level. Here they assessed the effect of changes in immigration on changes in
ovenall violent crime as well ashanges ircriminal homicide, robbery, forole rape and aggravated
assaulbetween 1994 and 2004. They included an exhaustive list\wdréates in the models such
as: population size, racial composition, education attainmeemloyment status, family formation,
divorce rate, poverty, mean household income, adult/child ratio, residential instability, regional
effects, police size and firearm availability. Overall they found violent crime rates typically fell in
metropolitan eeas following increases in immigrant concentration. When disaggregating by violent
crime type, the same relationship was found for both robbery and aggravated assault. These findings,
according to Stowell and colleagues (2009), provide evidence for Sangpso c | ai ms t hat
immigration may be partly responsible for the violent crime drop.

Most recently, Adelman and colleagues (2017) explored the relatidnstween the size of
the foreignborn population and a broad range of criminal offensesanttropolitan level between
1970 and 2010. Employing fixed effects models, they found that as the size of the foreign born

population increases over time, rates of violent crime, murder and robbery decrease. In fact, for
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every Poincrease in the foreignoon population, the overall violent crime ragter 100,000
populationdrops by 4.9 crimes. When disaggregating by crime type, similar significant effects were
found for robbery (4.3 crimes) and homicide (0.11 crimes) but not for aggravated assaultgt{althou
the direction was negative). Increases in the foreign born population also impacted the overall
property crime rate (dropping by 99 offenses for evéfyiricrease) as well as the rate of burglary

(45 crimes) and larceny (54 crimes).

A recent systematic revieand metaanalysis olUnited States basashmigrationcrime
researchurther confirmed thatmmigration is not linked to greater crime (Ousey and Kubrin, 2017)
Reviewingthe results from over 56&tudiesOusey and Kubrin (27) foundthatoverall immigration
wasnegatively related to crime although the associatiasfairly weak.Thus while empirical
examinations of the immigratiecrime link in the United States have examined this question at
multiple scales of geographyautilised a range of different data sources, the results from the cross
sectional and longitudinal literature are fairly consist€aken together, these studies suggest that
regardless of the size of theographianit employed, the measure of immigoat used or the crime
type examined, the conclusion remains the sammenigration is not an inherently disorgaing

urban process.

Empirical evidence beyond the United States

Similar to the immigrantrime link,the relationship between immigrati and crime is far
less conclusiveutside of the United State&s a general rule, studies find a negative or null
relationship betweemmigrant concentration and crime in the United Kingdom (Bell.e2ali3;
Bell & Machin 2013: Jaitma& Machin, 20B; Stansfield, 2014). For example, once controlling for
socioeconomic conditions, Bell and Machin (2013) found crime was loweeighbourhoos with
higher proportions of immigrants. Homogeneity however was the most important protective factor

with the kenefits of immigration strongest in areas where immigrants belong to the same ethnic

group.

In response to public concern surrounding A®migration, Bell, Fasani and Machin (281
examined the effect of two contrasting waves of immigration (namelgsiylam seeker wave and
the A8 wave) on violent and property crime in England and Wales. Drawing on crime data from 371
local authorities between 2002 and 2009, they found neither wave significantly impacted violent

crime rates. However, they uncoveredsiderable differences between the two immigrant groups

2The A8 are a group of eight of the 10 countries that joined the EU in 26@4edountriesinclude: Czech Republic,
Estonia, Hungary, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Slovakia and Slovenia.
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when considering rates of property crime. Specifically, they found a significant and positive link
between the asylum seeker wave and property crime rates. Further, this relationship remained once
othe neighbourhoodeatures were included in the model. Alternatively, the relationship between A8
immigrants and property crime was significant and negative (although the effect size was modest).
The authors concluded that these group differences may ksreegby differences ilmbourmarket

opportunities with A8 immigrants better positioned to secure work than asylum seekers.

In their studyJaitman and Machin (2013) also found no evidence that A8 concentration is
l inked to hi gher (2014)iamalysis shovestvaryihg edfects &cross Icromé types.
Responding to claims that Eastern European nationals (i.e. the A8 cohort) are responsible for a
guarter of the crimegerpetratedn London,Stansfield (2014) tested the link between re&asdtern
European immigration and multiple crime types across 348 local authorities in England and Wales.
He foundthat while the concentration &asterrEuropean immigrants 8anot associated with
higher rates of hmicide, robbery or sex offensdhgir presencwas significantly and positively
related to drug offenses. Further still, this rielaship wasndependent of other predictors of crime.
To better understand potential motivations for crime, Stansfield (204dassessethe effect of
changes in emplaogentrelated migrationstudyrelated migration andtherrelated migratioron
crime Here he found interesting differences between groups. Specifgadiyth n employment
migrationwassignificantly linked to greater drugelated offenses wheregsowth in otherrelated
migration was significantly associated with more robbeA@sincreasen studyrelated migration
had no effect on crime. While there aerhapsnore exceptions to the rule, the relatively limited
research in the United Kingdom largehyrrors the findings of the United States literature. The
similarities between these two conteats likelydue to the fact that the two largastoming
immigrant groups (A8 immigrants in thénited Kingdomand Latinos in the United States) are

migrating for similar purposes (i.e. work opportunities).

Similar conclusions are drawn in Canada (Andersen, 2011; Zhang, 2014). Grouping
immigrants by their time of arrival (new, recent and established), Zhang (2014) found that while new
immigrants have no inflence on the level of property crime in@ighbourhoodmore long standing
immigrants do. SpecificallyZhang (2014jound that a 1% increase in the recent or established
immigrant share was related to-8% drop in the property crime rate. Investigaticrime across
Canadian provinces, Andersen (2012) found no direct effect of immigration on crime. Rather the
relationship between immigration and crime was indirect, and a result of changes to the demographic

composition oineighbourhoos, namely, incre&s in the most criminogenic subpopulatioyoung
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males (Anderser2012).

European studies uncover mixed results. For example, Aoki and Todo (2009) linked the
presence of immigrants to higher crime across police districts in France. However, the autlibrs foun
that unemployment levels largely determined this relationship. In areas where there was greater
unemployment (particularly more unemployed immigrants), crime was higher §Adkdo 2009).

In Belgium, Bircan and Hooghe (2011) found no effect of totalignation on either property or

violent crime acros$89 municipalities. However, they found important differences between
immigrant groups. Specifically, they found that the concentration cEtnationals was positively
and significantly associated wigitoperty crime while the concentration of African nationals was
positively and significantly linked to both property and violent cfiBrcan& Hooghe 2011). In

Italy, Bianchi, Buonanno and Pinotti (2012), tested the relationship between immigrationrae
across 95 provinces between 1990 and 2b0®is studythe size of the immigrant population was
positively linked toproperty crime and overall crim@®nce endogeneity was considered, the size of
the immigrant population only impacted the rateabberies. The authors concluded that as
robberies are relatively rare events, the effect of immigration on the overall crime rate is negligible.
Taken together these findings indicate that in certain contexts, under certain conditions, increased

immigraion can reduce crime while in others, increased immigration can heighten it.
2.4 Newdirections in immigration -crime research
Receptivity of antexts

Exceptions to the i mmigration reduces cri m
broad thecet ¢ a | predi ct i 0200¢,p.15@)Makndawledgmgthisescholars have
recently moved towards understanding how outcomesa@nss different local contexResults
from this emerging body of research suggest the receptivity of contextsockemate the effect of
immigration on crime at both theeighbourhoodnd city level Harris& Feldmeyer, 2013; Light,
2017; Martinezt al, 2004; PainteDavis, 2015; Ramey, 2013

Cities with long standing immigrationhs t or i e s, ofgetheamwmayf®erred t
e st a dbcitiessare gaherally receptive contexts (Po&tdumbaut, 206; Singer, 2004). In
such settings, the establishedatbnic community helps facilitate the integration of new arrivals by

providing access to opportunities, resosraad sociasupport (PainteDavis, 2015)Additionally,

3 The authors noted that this group is largely concentrated in one particularly crime prone area
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established cities generally have more receptive governmental policies towards immigrants as well
as institutional resources that can assist with navigating settlement processe& (Mges, 2012.
Attitudes towards immigrants are also mfareourablein established cities which in turn improves

job and housing prospects for immigrants (Raiavis, 2015)The potentiatrime-generating

effects of immigration are thus offset tae governmentabourmarket and residents are well

equipped to integrate new arrivals both socially and economically.

Similar arguments are pitched at tleaghbourhoodevel. Harris and Feldmeyer (2013) claim
increased immigration into established immigrant enclavesitangthen social ties and networks
amongst immigrant residents, generate informal social control, and reinforce attachments to social
institutions like church, work and family. In these communitiessttmics are welsituated to link
new arrivals to gsential resources and social support systems. With this in mind, Harris and
Feldmeyer (203, p.205 ar gue t hat i ncreased isliketyitogpffeat i on
protective effects that bolster community resources and institutions and séstients from social

probl ems. 0

In contrast, new destination cities are typically less receptive contexts. Without a sizeable
(and established) eethnic presence, local governments and native residents struggle to integrate
immigrants. Here immigrantack access to social and economic resources, face oppositional
governmental policies and experience social exclusion and discrimination (Ramey, 2013). Against
this backdrop, integration is much more challenging for new immigrant populations. Agaiay simil
arguments are echoed at tredghbourhoodevel. Inneighbourhoosl with few immigrant residents,
new arrivals lack access to the vital social support networks found in estalalishsahich not
only provide access to employment, childcare, finanasiséance and housing but also help new
arrivals overcome language barriers and adjust to a new culture (Earelimeyer, 2013;
Shihadel& Barranco, 2010). Without these resources, increased immigration may disrupt

neighbourhoodtructures in ways thaiicrease violence (Harr& Feldmeyer, 2013).

A growing body of empirical literature (again concentrated on the United States context)
finds support for these claimsldrris& Feldmeyer, 2013; Light, 2017; Martinez et al., 2004,
PainterDavis, 2015; Ramey013. For example, Martinez and his colleagues (2004) compared the
differences in crimewcomes for Miami and San Diegeighbourhoost two cities with differing
immigration historiesMiami is largely a receptive context, particularly for Cuban ancti@e
American immigrants. Immigrants here are provided opportunities for low skibedirand offered
access to economic and social support (Martaied, 2004). Alternatively, while San Diego has an
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established Mexican population, the city expergghconsiderable growth in immigration from
Southeast Asia in more recent years. In contrast to Miami, minority groups are less concentrated in
San Diego and there are also limited opportunities for low skdleour Therefore it is possible that

San Die@ may lack the structures and networks necessary for successful immigrant settlement.

In theircomparative studgf these two cities, Martinez and colleagues (2004) examined
whether levels of receptivity influence spatial variations in crime acrightourhood. In Miami
they found that drugelated homicides were not higher in areas witreCuban or Central
American residents. Yet in San Diego, the association between the concentratiome&SoAsian
immigrants and drugelated homicide was sigigant and positive. As expected, the proportion of
Mexican residents (the long standing migratory group) in[3ago was not related to druglated
homicide. These findings suggest some immigrant gateway cities may only possess the necessary
structures ad networks for the successful integration of certain immigrant groups. The arrival of
new immigrant groups may increase crime in the short term until these resources and networks are

established.

Ramey (2013alsoexamined the importance of receptive teois across 8,628 census tracts
nested within 84 new and established destination cities across the United States. Here he predicted
that new, emerging immigrant destinations may be less receptive to immigration and subsequently
would experience morecrime The studyés findings support thi
destination cities, immigration concentration was associated with higher levels of violent crime in
largelywhite andblackneighbourhoosl. In addition, immigrant growth was linked to higher
violence inblackand integratedeighbourhoosl. Yet in Latinoneighbourhoos, immigration
concentration was associated with lower levels of violence. In contrast, violent crime was lower in
neighbourhoosl in established destination cities with high con@gins of immigrants. This
relaionship was consistent across whitiadk, Latino and integrateteighbourhoos This led
Ramey (2013, [26) to argue thatkvitalisationii s a conti ngent processao,

receptive context of the city andetlisontours of theeighbourhood

Several studies sindmveuncoveeddifferences between established and emerging contexts
(Harris& Feldmeyer, 2013; Light, 2017; Paini@avis, 2015). Drawing on race specific arrest data
for 326 census places in New ¥and Texas, Harris and Feldmeyer (2013) found tlmdlewecent
Latino immigration wadinked to a reduction in violence in traditidreiestinations, it waassociated
with a slight increase in violence in new destinations. Paibéeis (2015) reachedrsilar
conclusions after exploring the effects of immigration on-scific violent offending in
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established and emerging census places (N=592). Specifically he found that the effect of Latino
immigration on black and Latino violence varies by destimatype. In established destinations,
immigration exerts a violeneeducing effect on blacks and Latinos whereas in new destinations, the

effect of immigration is either neutral or violergenerating.

However, not all studies find support for the recgptiargument. In a longitudinal
examination spanning 1990 to 2010, Light (2017) assessed the effect of Latino immigration on race
specificvictimisation rates across 132 metropolitan areas. The results indicated that the negative
associatiorbetween immigation and crime wasot limited to established destinations (although this
relationship was not always statisticallgrsficant). While Ferraro (20)&ound new destinations
actually experienced the largest reductiopriopertycrime. Drawingon censusgrime and
American Community &rvey data for 52 census places, Ferraro (2pficaind that increases in
the foreign born population were associated ®&B fewer property crimes per 1000. Changes in
the foreign born population had no statisticallyngiicant effect on violent crime or overall crime in
new destinations. It is important to note that any differences atressstudies may be attributable
to the different crime types considered, the varied measures of immigralieed andinconsisent

definitions of what constitutes a O6newd versu:
Immigrantethnicity, diversity and dme

Despite the plethora of research interested in the immigratiore link, very few studies
closely examine the particularities of immigratiinicty or the effect okthnicdiversity. Most
research to date relies on a single measure of immigrant concernitrat@st commonly the percent
foreign borr recently arrivedn an areaKeldmeyer and Steffensmeir, 200@g et al., 2001;
Martinez etal., 2008;Martinez et al., 201,0Wadsworth, 2010or the percent Latindeldmeyer,
2009 Harris & Feldmeyer, 2033.ight, 2017. Alternatively, some studies constructiamnmigration
index by combining several measures into one (for example, percegnfbien, percent Latino
and percent linguistically isolatedpgsey and Kubrin, 2009Problematically, this approach fails to
recognisdahe potential heterogeneity withthe immigrant population andaywash out important
differences between groups. Fhet, the focus thus far has been on measures of concentration rather
than diversity. Only a handful of immigratiamime studies consider how the mixture of ethnic
groups within a given community impacts crinsedfor exception Feldmeyer et.aP016; Grd &
Sampson, 2006).
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Group specific #ects

There are a number of reasons to believe that the immigiaiioe relationship may not
generalig to all immigrant groups. Firstly, motivations for immigration vaspme migrate with the
hope to secure bettepportunities and achieve upward social mobility, while others are forced to
migrate as a consequence of conflict/humanitarian crises. At the aggregate level, immigrants arriving
under these different circumstances may differentially impeicthbourhoodtructures in ways that
either promote or inhibit crime (Sampson, 2008). Secondly, differences in cultural traditions may
impact how new immigrants interaad form social tiewith established cethnics in their
neighbourhoodKubrin, Hipp& Kim, 2016) The quality of these social ties may determine the
strength of informal social control mechanisms. Thirdly, immigrants speak a variety of different
languages. For some groups (such as Spanish speakers in the United States), they are able to
effectively @mmunicate with other immigrants from a number of different countries. For others,
language may create a communication barrier between natives and other immigrant residents which
in turn i mpacts soci al i nteract ity {(ubamHipp& e a k e n
Kim, 2016).

In one of the most comprehensive studies to date, Kubrin, Hipp and Kim (2016) tested
whether the protective effects of immigration on crime apply to all immigrant groups. In their
analysis of property and violent crime agsaensus tracts in Southern California, the authors took
four different approaches to measuring immigration. These included: (1) a total immigrant
concentration measure (percent foreign born); (2) disaggregated measures of the immigrant
population by radethnicity; (3) disaggregated measures of the immigrant population by region of
origin and; (4) cluster measures of spatialljy@cated immigrant group#n the initial stagesf
modelling they found that while their total immigrant concentration measagenot significantly

associated with violent crime, it was related to lower levels of property crime.

However, they found considerable variability in these relationships once the total immigrant
concentration measure was disaggregated. For example cohgidering ethnic/racial
categorsations, they found thateighbourhoosl with 10% more Latinos experienced 7.fi%re
violent aime whileneighbourhoos with 1%more back immigrants encountered 4.786s violent
crime. Although the presence of Asian ingnaints did not statistically impact violent crime, it did
effect propety crime.Neighbourhood with 10%more Asian immigrants reported 7.4%ss
propety crime. Similar variability wasound when disaggregating the immigrant population by

region of birth.Of the 18 regions tested, they found four groups (West Africans, North Americans,
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North Africans and South Asians) were negatively associated with violent crime while three groups
(Western Europeans, Eastern Europeans and Central Americans) were padsikedlto violent

crime. In terms of property crime, they found negative associations for three groups {i¢esisA
East Asians and South&t Asians) but positive relationships for two groups (Southern Europeans
and immigrants from the Caribbean). Vtegain uncovered important group differences for the
cluster variables. Whilaeighbourhoos with more immigrants from the Chinese group encountered
less violent crimeneighbourhoosl with more immigrants from three other group clusters (Mexico,
Jewish ad Central American asylum seekers) recorded more viol&me=overneighbourhoos

with more immigrants from the Chinese or Central American asylum seeker group reported fewer
property crims whereasieighbourhoos with more immigrants belonging to the Nevorld* group
faced higher property crimeogether, these divergent findings highlight the importance of

considering the group specific effects of immigrant concentration on crime.

Diversity

One of the key arguments underpinning the sabgrganisaon perspective of the
immigrationrcrime link is that the increasing ethnic heterogeneity caused by immigration makes it
difficult for residents to come together to collectively solve community problems like crime. Within
this framework it can be assuméxat language diversity is particularly detrimental to a
communityds regul atory capacity. I f residents
common language, they are less likely to interact with other residents which in turn weakens social
ties and informal social control. As a result, crime flourishes. As Feldmayeicolleagues (&6, p.

27)) expl ain heterogeneity fimay contribute to a
tendency for people to fihsmkém dawmsotihmtt Weico
diverse communities from the social capital and normative constraints that reduce crime and
violence. 0 Yet despite reasons to believe i mm
impact theneighbourhoodocial processes important for the regulation of crime, few immigration

crime studies compare these two effects (see for exception FeldmeyeP@16j Grail& Sampson,

2006).

In their analysis of 858 census places across the United States, Feldameyeolleagues
(2016)assessethe effecs of language heterogeneiynd Spanish language concentraton

violence. Here they found, in line with previous research,3panisHanguage concentration wa

4 Comprised of immigrants froilBuba, Ecuador andaly.
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negatively associated with homicide, robbery mutx violence (the sum of homicide, rape,
robbery, and aggravated assauli$)erefore places with more Spanish speakers encountered fewer
violent crimes, net of other platrased characteristics. These findings suppontawiglisation
perspective. Haever, they found the opposite effect in linguistically diverse census placasre
linguistically diverse census placeates ohomicide and robbenyerehigher- even after

accounting for othemacraclevel factors associated with crime. Index viaterdid not reach

statistical significance. These findings provide support for the sdis@ganisatiomperspective.
Assessing whether these relationships vary by se@imomic context, they found that the protective
effect of Spanish language concentmaton crime was particularly strong in disadvantaged areas
(consistent with theevitalisationpersgctive).While in contrast, the crimgenerating effect of
language diversity was most pronounced in disadvantaged areas (aligning witdisooganisabn
theory). This research therefore highlights the need to consider both concentration and diversity
effectsin immigrationcrime research as well as thetential for the broadereighbourhooaontext

to shape this relationship.
Spatial ©nsiderations

As it stands, most studies interested in untangling the immigretim® nexus have
examined whether immigrant concentration or growth in the immigrant population is linked to crime
at theneighbourhoodr city level (Chavez Griffiths, 2009; Desmond. Kubrin, 2009; Feldmeyer,
2009; Feldmeye& Steffensmeier, 2009; Kubri& Ishizawa 2012; Kubrin& Ousey 2009;
Martinezet al, 2010; Ramey, 2013; Stowell, 2007; Wadsworth, 2010). By comparison, we know
very little about the association between the segmyafiimmigrant groups and crime.
Theoretically, there are reasons to believe that immigrant segregation imgigtisourhood
structures in ways that either generate or inhibit crime. On the one hand, segregation is thought to
reduce social controlsankva k en a communi tyoés regul atory cap
associated with social inequality and social isolation (Peterson, &rBxmwning, 2009). As a
result, segregation is argued to heighten crime, particularly in disadvactage@nd
neighbourhods On the other hand, there is extensive evidence to supgégnmigrant enclaves
of f eotecivesih el | 0 o ofsofial ecotrode IWha ch can actually i n:
from crime(Harris& Feldmeyer, 2013, R03). In other words, the sing social networks found in

immigrant enclaves can potentially mediate the effect of isolation and deprivation on crime.

Only a handful of empirical studies to date have actually tested the link between immigrant
segregation and crime (see for exampla;r&co, 2013; Feldmeyer et al., 2015). In his study,
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Barranco (2013) considered the effect of immigrant segregation on homicide rates across 776
counties in the United States. Recognisthe multidimensional nature of segregation, Barranco

(2013) incluetd several different segregation indices in the models (namely, the dissimilarity index,
immigrantnative interaction and Latino isolation). Here he found that in both new and established
destinations Latino seggation exerted a violenecedudng effect.In fact, for every onstandard

deviation increase in Latino isolation in new destinations, he founéocal8crease in homicide.

Similar effects were uncovered in traditional settlement zones (although the size of the reduction was
less at 1%0). The LatineNative interaction variable had a comparable impact on homicide
victimisation with every one standard deviation increase associated with% @& in homicide in

new destinations and a%#teduction in traditional destinatiorRather than promoting ione, these

findings suggest ltano segregation has a violenmucing effect.

Drawing on arrest and census data, Feldmawgdrcolleague015) assessed the impact of
immigrant segregation on violent crime across 480 census places in California aiaikeWwo do
so, they employed two commonly used measures of segregation: (1) the dissimilarity index and (2)
the isolation index. In thestudy, they found that while neitheegregation measure sveelated to
violent crime at the census pldesel, thisrelationship appearezbntingent on the level of
disadvantage. Specifically, they found that in more disadvantaged areas, immigrant segregation (both
in termsof unevenness and isolation) wassociated with more violent crime. lordrast, immigrant
segegation wa linked to less violence immore affluent areas with greater resources. The authors
concluded that A1 mmi grant segregation and i so
alternatively can make places more susceptible to violenmndeng on the socieconomic context
inwhichtoccur so (Fel dmé5.er et al ., 2015, p.

2.5 Chapter summary

When Lee and Martinez wrote their chapter on immigration and crime in 2001, they noted an
absence of macro level studies interested in examihim effect of immigration on crime. This is no
longer the case, at least not in in the United States. Studies here present an overwhelmingly
unanimous picture, immigrants are not more crime prone than natives and the places where
immigrants live do notrcounter more crimédowever, these relationships do not necessarily hold
in other settingsThe key takeaway message of this chapter is that context matters when it comes to
determining the significance and direction of tlmenigrationcrime relationshipDivergent findings
in the international literaturguggest theories of immigration and crime are unlikely to be universal

but rather highly nuanced and context specific. With this in mind, | examine, in detail, the Australian
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context in the following chapr and explore a broad range of factors which might affect the
relationship between i mmigration and cri me in
immigration history and curreimhmigrationpolicy as well as native attitudes towards immigsa

and immigrant settlement patterAglditionally, | review the limited immigratiocrime literature

available in the Australian context.
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Chapter Three: Immigration in the Australian Context

No motive power operated moreuniedls| vy on t hi s continentéand c
operated more powerfully in dissolving the technical and arbitrary political divisions which
previously separated us than did the desire that we should be one people and remain one people
without the adnxture of other races
T Deputy Prime MinisteAlfred Deakin, 1901

We must ensure that our citizenship program is conducted in our national interest. Membership of
the Australian family is a privilege and should be granted to those who support our, vakpect
our laws and want to work hard by integrating and contributing to an even better Australia.
- Prime Minister Malcolm Turnbull2017

3.1 Introduction

Considering immigrant composition varies significantly across contexts, inconsistencies in
the international |l iterature are not particul a
population is shaped bytmoadrange of factors including but not limited to geography, immigration
policy, histories otolonisation shared languagesgconomic opportunities as well poximity to
conflict/ humanitarian crises. Understanding these macro level conditions is important as they are
likely to determine the significance and direction of the immigratieme connection at the
neighbourhoodevel. Inths chapter , I r e v turauluous umsnignatior histarg s , at
and outline the countryo6s current migration p
immigrants integrate and form social ties in their new host countryisiger public attitudes
towards immigrants and immigration as well as the experiences of immigrants in Australia. | then
focus on the impact of immigration on Australis@ighbourhoos. Specifically, | describe
immigrant settlement patterns and explorerdse nt s6 per ceptions of comm
neighbourhoosl where immigrants live. Taoaclude this chapter, | summaighat is currently

known about the immigrastrime link and the immigratieorime link in the Australian context.
3. 2 Au smmiguation higtosy |

The need t o pr otGCelictcharaaiesftom Asian immigratighnvasla driving
factor in the formation of the Commonwealth of Australia in 1901 (Jayasuiriya, 2012; Jupp, 2002;
Neumann, 2015; Walsh, 2001). While colonial gmuments could limit the entry of certain
migratory groups, these restrictions lacked uniformity. Forming a federal governing body was thus
necessary in order to impose stricter controls over immigration flows (Walsh, 2001). At the turn of

the twentiethcet ur y, Australiads popul ation was mor e
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the countryodés three and a half million reside
Despite comprising less th&s of the total population, Asians and PaclBtanders were perceived

to threaten Australiabs whiteness (Jupp, 2002
isolation from Europe and close proximity to the Asian region, fear of invasion was also high (Ang,
2003).

In response to these growiagxieties, the newly formed federal government quickly passed
thePacific IslandLabourers Act1901which facilitated the deportation of approximatelyG0
Melanesians, originally recruited as indentuiedgbue r s t o wor k on Queens| an
(Neumann, 2015). On the same day,Itheigration Restriction Act 1904asofficially enacted
marking the beginning of what is colloquially referred to as the White Australia policy (Jupp, 2002;
Tavan, 2005). In essence, the act prevented the entonefimites through the use of a controversial
dictation test. The test required prospective settlers to write out at dictation, fifty words in a
European language chosen byimmigration official (Robertson, Hohmann & Stew&005).
Conductedinalanguag unf ami | i ar to the applicant, the t

migrants to fail (Jupp, 2002; Robertson et al., 2005).

The act therefore imposed a racial barrier without specifically referring to race. Rather it was
disguised (albeit poorly) fdoreign policy purposes as an education test intended to exclude the
Auneducatedo from joining Australian society
included penalties for the masters and owners of ships who brought prohibitedtsnigraustralia,
shipping companies refused to issue tickets tewloites (Jupp, 2002Neumann, 2015). As such,
the threat of the test operated as a strong detententis actually carried out less tha®@0 times
(Neumann, 2015). In later years,thar amendments to the act allowed immigration officials to

administer the test to immigrants post arrivatoviding the impetus for deportation (Dutton, 2002).

At the time, a belief in racial purity and white superiority was deeply embedded in the
Australian public conscience and thus the restricted entry cEnmpeans received widespread
public support (Walsh, 2001). By 1947, RBaropearsettlers represented just 0.2b¥%the total
population (Tavan, 2005). Between 1901 and 1947, the Chinese populatdargest non
European minority shrank from 29,900 tgust 6400 (Neumann, 2015).ustralia was deemed one
of t he chumthes in theswodd (Jupp, 1995; 2002).

I n the aftermath of Worl d War [ the Austr

mandate with population growth considered kegnsuring both national security and economic
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prosperity (Birrell, 2009; Jupp, 2002; Walsh, 2001). Receiving bipartisan support, this high

mi gration policy saw Australiads popul ation a
increasing from seven anchalf million to thirteen million (Walsh, 2001). As a result, the proportion

of the populabn born overseas rose from 9.8% in 1947 to over BQ%971 (Markus et al., 2009).

These new immigrants were largely recruited through a series of assisted itmigra
agreements with the United Kingdom, Germany, the Netherlands, Greece and Italy (Burnley, 2001;
Jupp, 2002). While British immigrants continued to represent the largest incoming group,
immigrants from continental Europe accounted for half of all newads during the post war period
(Walsh, 2001). Several ndBritish populations thus experienced exponential growth. For example,
the Netherland&orn population grew from just 2,000 in 1947 to T@® by 1961 (Jupp, 2002).

While in the same timrame, he number of German immigrants dramaticaicreased from

14000 to 109,000 (Jupp, 2002). In 1947,000) Greeks and 3300 Italians were living in Australia,
however ly 1966, this figure grew to 140,000 and 28 respectively (Jupp, 2002). Notably,

polling data at the time revealed overly negative attitudes towards Southern European immigrants

with natives voicing concerns ghetto formation and crime (Jupp, 2002).

While theMigration Act 1958aw the abolishment difie dictation test (Meaney, 199%)¢ last
remnants of the White Australia Policy were not dismantled until the 1970s (Jupp, 1995). In 1973,
the Whitlam Government introduced a Universal Migration Policy allowing for anymgardless
of race, nationality or religionto migrate to Austlia (Walsh, 2001). At this time, the government
beganprioritising the entry of skilled migrants on a points based system (Meaney, 1995). Despite
this significant policy shift, Australias p o premaiaedargelpAnglo-Celtic until 1975 (Walsh,
2001) Facing increasing international pressure to respond to the refugee crisis following the
Vietham War, tle Fraser government welcomed@®) Indochinese refugees betwd&75 and
1984 (Meaney, 1995pi nce t he 1980s, at | e sastpopwatomhas hi r d
come from the Asian region (Meaney, 198RS, 201).

Despite increasing diversity, it wasndt un:
multiculturalism. Launching the oONational Age]
govermment promoted Australia as a tolerant and harmonious society enriched by the mixture of
different cultures (Walsh, 2001). While multiculturalism was accepted without much opposition
(Jupp, 2002), some, like historian Geoffrey Blgineiced fears about Ausr abecomingfa nation
of tribe® andfia giant rooming house for the woal(Birrell, 2009, p.74). While the Asian
population represented only a small proportion of the total population, concern around the
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Asanisationrd of Austr al i 80sgndeas redived durmgthetmidéo lale 9990s by
Pauline Hansondés One Nation Part popflaktg Ohkeus et
Nation won 22.7%f the vote in the 1990 Queensland State Electoh84%of the vote in the

1998 NationaElection (Markus et al., 2009). The relative success of One Nation reflects the

growing discontent over racial and ethnic issues at the time.
3.3 Recentrends in Australian immigration

Australia today is a nation of immigrants. With over a quartéhe@fpopulation born
overseas, Australiabds i mmigrant share surpass:
States (13.%), Canada (19%), New Zealand (23%) and the United Kingdom (1342 (OECD,

2016). In fact, almost one in every twaistralian is a first or secongeneration immigrant (ABS,
2012). Without i mmigration, Ausimmigrationsthes popul
leading contributor to population growAtexcesding natural births since 200@drkus 2013.

Table 31 Top 10 countries of birth for the foreign born population

Country of Birth Number Percentage
United Kingdom 1,101,100 20.8%
New Zealand 483,400 9.1%
China 319,000 6.0%
India 295,400 5.6%
Italy 185,400 3.5%
Vietnam 185,000 3.5%
Philippines 171,200 3.2%
South Africa 145,700 2.8%
Malaysia 116,200 2.2%
Germany 108,000 2.0%

Born elsewhere overseas 2,183,800 41.2%
Total foreign born populatior 5,294,200 100%
(ABS, 2011)

As an enduringeffect of the White Astralia era (Jup®002), immigrants from the United
Kingdom and New Zealand continwerepresent the largest foreigarn groups in Australia (ABS
2012).These typically white, Englisspeaking immigrants comprise 2@&nd 9.1% of the foreign
born poplation respectively (see Table 3.1). However, the last decade in particular has witnessed
significant growth and diver si flargelpadrivembythe n Au s
Asian region. Between®1 and 2011, an additional 200,000 Indiad 476000 Chinese
immigrants were added to the residential population (A832). Yet while Indian and Chinese

natives now represent the third and fourth largest immigrant groups in Australia (and the most
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sizeable ethnic minorities), the®spective sire of the foreigmorn population (around 6% each) is

still relatively small (ABS 2012} especially when compared to key ethnic groups in other settings.

Differences between the established and newly arrived populgiemticularly in terms of
birthplace, language and religious affiliattorhighlight the changing nature of Australian
immigration. For example, one in four established immigrants were born in the United Kingdom
with the top ten birthplaces including four Asian and four European cosiQiieS 2012. Yet for
recent arrivals, India is the leading birthplace and only one European cetherynited Kingdom
ranks within the top terkor recent arrivalsisian countries dominate, claiming eight of the top ten

positions.

Table 3.2 Top four languages other than English by time of arrival

Established Population Recently Arrived
Language Percentage Language Percentage

Mandarin 4.3% Mandarin  10.8%
Cantonese 4.2% Punjabi 3.7%
Italian 3.7% Hindi 3.3%
Vietnanese 3.2% Arabic 3.0%

(ABS, 2011)

Recent arrivals are also more likelysjpeaka language other than Engliat home (67%
compared to 49%gnd report lower levels of English proficiency (ABS, 2053 illustrated in
Table 3.2 recent waves of igration have seea shift in the languages immigrants speak at home.
Also notable are differences in religious affiliation between the two groups. In particular, recently
arrived immigrants are more likely to be affiliated with f©hristian religionsompared to
estdlished immigrants (see Figure B.These trends reflect a growing presence of immigrants from

nontEuropean backgrounds in Australia.

Recent arrivals represent a larger proportion of certain immigrant gr@upend which
reflects variousvaves of migration to Australi&or example,acent arrivals make up almost half of
the Indianpopulation (47%) and over a third of the Chinese population (35%). By comparison,
recent arrivals comprise only 11% of tBatish population (ABS, 2012b). Aaconsequence of
natural deathsemigrationand a general shift in migration pattétreertain immigrant groups

represent a smaller share of the immigrant population in 2011 than in 2001. In particular, the

5 Recently arrived is defined by the ABS as arriving between census points, in this case any persons who arrived between
2007 and census night 2011.

81t is important to recognize that a decline in the percentage share does not necessariydediio in the raw

number or even a reduction in immigration.
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proportion of immigrants born in a European couropped from 52%n 2001to 40%in
2011(ABS, 2012).

Figure 3.1 Religious affiliation by time of arrival

Christianity 41.20% 59.95%
Buddhism A
Hinduism 3.02% 10.04%
Islam 8 370
Judaism 014%%2)/0
Other Religion 1'242/_015%
No Religion 19'310/203.96%
Not Stated iég%
0.00% 10.00% 20.00% 30.00% 40.00% 50.00% 60.00% 70.00%
Established @ Recent
(ABS, 2011)
3.4 I mmigration policy andogrAmstraliads curren:

Historically, Australian immigration washaractesed by a process of social engineering
with the purpose to create a particular kind of society (Markus et al., 2009). To a lesser extent, this
trend remains today with Australiads i mmigrat
immigrants,utilising a pointbased systersimilar to Canada (Bertone 2009, p. 87). Each year, over
120000 skilled visas are lacated compared to around 60,000 family visas an@dD3umanitaen
visas (Spinks2016). Table 3.provides a breakdown of the number afas granted to incoming
permanent immigrants annually. In addition to these permanent migrants, Australia attracts a
substantial number of temporary migrants each year for work and study. New Zealand immigrants
are not counted in migration program statsstivith the Trang asman agreement allowing for
relatively free movement between the two countiigéscuss these key aspects of the migration

program in turn.
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Table 3.3 Granted visas for permanent residency

200910 201611 2011-12 201213 201314 201415 201516

Migration Program

Skill Stream 107868 113725 125755 128973 128550 127774 128550
Family Stream 60254 54543 58604 60185 61112 61085 57400
Special Eligibility 501 417 639 842 338 238 308
Humanitarian Program

Refugee 6,003 5,998 6,004 12012 6,501 6,003 8,284
Special Humanitarian 3,233 2973 714 503 4,515 6,007 7,268
Onshore 4534 4,828 7,041 7,504 2,752 2,747 2,003

(DIAC, 201Q; 2010b;20118;2011h 2012a;2012; 2013 2013k DIPB, 2014y, 2014b;2015%;
2015b;2016a; 2016hH

Migration program

Australiadés migration program is capped
and comprises two key streams: (1) the skilled stream and (2) the family stream. Withilietie sk
stream are four main subcategories: points based skilled migration; permanent employer
sponsorship; the business innovation and investment program and distinguished talent (DIAC,

2013a). The points based system comprises the largest-groamnd56.7% (DIPB, 2016a) These

by

potential immigrants are assessed on a number of selection criteria such as skills/qualifications, age,

work experiege and English proficiency (DIBP, 20)6a

The family stream, as the name suggests, reunites close family memiaendy partners,
flancés and dependent children. Other family members includirenis, orphan relatives, care

givers aged dependent relatives and remaining relatives can qualify for family{Di#e3, 2013a)

Unlike skilled stream immigrants, famigtream applicants are not assessed on the basis of skills or

English proficiency (DIAC, 2013a). Rather, their relationship with their sponsor in Australia forms

the key selection criteria. However, family stream candidates are still examined againstethe sa
health and character requirements as skilled migrants (DIAC, 2013a). Figure 3.2 provides a
breakdown of the key source countries for the migration program in thela0fli@ancial year.

Here, seven of the top ten countries are in the Asian regionsetan trend in recent years.

Australiabds highly contr ol | e-dducatedraadt e gy

employable foreign born population. In fact, immigrants in Australia are more likely to be tertiary

educated than natives (24.5% compacetl2.05%) (ABS, 2011). Despite public concerns that
immigrants steal native jobs (Mayda, 2006; McLaren & Johnson, 2007; Sides & Citrin, 2007),

has

limited empirical evidence supports these claims (Breunig, Deutscher & Tho, 2017). Rather, skilled

migration inAustralia fills critical skill shortages in certain industriesedressing the issue of an

aging workforce while also stimulating economic growth (Markus et al., 2009).
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Figure 3.2 Top 10source ountries for the migration program 2010-2011

China | 29,547
United Kingdom | 23,931
India | 21,768
Philippines | 10,825
South Africa | 8,612

Malaysia | 5,130
Vietnam | 4,709
SriLanka | 4,597
South Korea _ ] 4,326
Ireland — ] 3,700

0 5,000 10,000 15,000 20,000 25,000 30,000 35,000

(DIAC, 2012a)

Humanitarianprogram

As a signatory of the 1951 United Nations Refugee Convention and the 1967 Protocol to
provide asylum to refugees, Austrdiidfils its international obligations through the Humanitarian
Program (McMasteiR001). Thegprogram comprisesf two key componentshe offshore
resettlement component and the onshore protection/asylum component (DIAC, 2013). The offshore
resettlemenprogramresettles verified refugeepersons forced to flee their homeland due to fear of
persecutionbecause of thenace, religion, natinality or political leaningRefugee Council of
Australia, 2014 The humanitarian program additionally offers residency to persons for whom
resettlement is deemed the best optitargely displaced personshe are unable to stay in their
country due to conflict or humanitarian crises (DIAC, 2013). The onshore protection/asylum
component of the program allows individuals to apply for protection after ariividgstralia.

Ideally, the onshore program shoul@ieo protection to those who meet the United Nations criteria
for refugee status however in practice, asylum seekers who arrive in Australia without a valid visa

are not well received particularly those who come by boddrkus, 201%.

Thesizeandcompgoi t i on of Australiads humanitarian
applicatiors from certain regions priorigsl (DIAC, 2013b). Due changing global conditions over
time, the origins of humanitarian immigrants are varied (Markus et al., 2009; Walsh, \200#).

earlier waves were comprised largely of Eastern Europeans and later Viethamese, refugees from the
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Middle East and Africa account for a large number of places in recent intekean be seen in
Figure 3.3, Iraq, Afghanistan and Burma representedatiyest incoming refugee groups in 2011
12. In response to the current refugee crisis, the Australian government allocated an additional
12,000 visas for displaced Syrians in 2015 (DIBP, 2017).

Figure 3.3 Top 10 countries of birth for offshore humaniarian visas 20112012

Iraq 4,064 |
Afghanistan 2,431 |
Mynmar/Burma 2,352 |
Bhutan 1,023 |
Congo (DRC). 489 |
Iran 471

Somalia 396
Sudan 319
Eritrea _ ]185
Ethiopia __ ]182
Other 603
0 500 1000 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000 4500

(DIAC, 2012b)

Temporarymigration

Temporary migration enables migrants to stay in Australia on a temporary basis for work,
study or holiday (ABS, 2009Unlike the permanent migration program, temporary migration is not
capped ABS, 2009. Rather, it is driven by employer demand and thus there is generally a higher
intake during times of economic growth and low unemployndarkus et al., 2000 Due to the
Australian government 6s st r glavglsobtengpbraaynegnatioa f or
were relatively low until the mid990s (Markus et al2009).Yet in an increasingly globaksl
marketplace, the option for temporary migration has become a necessity, allowing the government to
quickly respond to skill shitages incertain industries (DIAC, 2012cTemporary migration also
encourages companies to establish bases or branches in Australia with the knowledge that they can
move employees with relative ease (Markus e28l09). Over onenillion temporary migrats were
living in Australia in 2011. Table 3ptovides a breakdown of the temporary migrant visa holders
and the leading countries of origin.
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Table 34 Temporary entrants in Australia on 31 December 202

Visa holder component Number of Visas Leading Countries of Origin

Visitor visa holder 368050 United Kingdom; China; United
States; India; Germany

Student visa holder 254,700 China; India; Vietham; South
Korea; Nepal

Working holiday maker visa 134840 United Kingcbm; South Korea,;

holders Taiwan; Germany; Ireland

Temporary skilled (subclass 128690 United Kingdom; India; Ireland,;

457) visa holders Philippines; United States

Bridging visa holders 110890 India; China; United Kingdom;
Sri Lanka; Nepal

Skilled graduatésubclass 485) 21910 India; China; Nepal; Sri Lanka,;

visa holders Malaysia

Other temporary visa holders 25040 United Kingdom; China; United

States; South Korea; Japan
(DIAC, 2012c)

TransTasman greement

Under the Trand asman agreement, New Zealand and Australian citizens are able to move
freely between the two countries without restrictidtafkus et al 2009. Upon arival, New
Zealand residents can secure a special visa which permits residency for an indeterminate period of
time (Markus et al., 2009). Thus New Zealanddhe second largest foreign born group in Australia
- are not counted as part of the migratioaggam(Markus et al., 2009)n 2012, over half a nilion
New Zealand citizens (58)0) were living in Australia on this special category visa (DIAC,
201Z). New Zealanders in Australia comprise a highly motivated group, exhibiting a dedeter
forceparticipation rate and lower unemployment rate than native3R, 2013. Interestingly, there
is a large amount of return migration for New Zealand citizens. This contrasts typical global patterns

of one way migration (Markus et al., 2009).
Al | | engigration iniAustralia

In Australia, the number of immigrants who fail to use these legitimate routes is limited. Due
to the countryds geographic isolation, cCrossi
persons who stayinthecounaayf t er t heir visa expires constit.
immigrants (DIAG 2013). In 2013, therwas an estimated &0 visa over stayers living in
Australia- equivalent to 0.3% of the total populatidiiiyte, 2014. Visa over stayers are compis
largely of persons from China,6R0), Malaysia (8120), the United Stes(5,520) and Britain
(3,780) (Whyte, 2014
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Nevertheless, references to illegal immigrantsnateuncommon in the Australian context. In
fact the majority of Australians perceiasylum seekers who arrive to Australia via boat as acting
illegally (Markus, 2016). These perceptions are shaped by strong political rhetoric. Following the
Tampa affair in 2001, the Howard government i
asylum seekers. Receiving bipartisan support at the time, the policy introduced the offshore
processing of asylum seekers and a period mandatory detdfiamti§, 2014 As a consequence,
very few boats attempted to land in Australianeen 2001 and 27 (see Table 3)5

Table 35 Number of irregular maritime arrivals

Year Number Number of
of Boats  Passengers

1990 2 198
1995 7 237
2000 51 2,939
2005 4 11
2006 6 60
2007 5 148
2008 7 161
2009 69 2,726
2010 134 6,555
2011 69 4,565
2012 278 17,202
2013 302 20,587

(Francis, 2014; Markus, 2017)

Close to 50,000 asylum seekers arrived by boat between 2007 and 2013 following a change in
government and a subsequent Osoft éwmerthigpérioyf as-
an estimated 1,200 drowned at §iéanny& Davis, 201%. Throughout the 2012 federal electitime
leader of the oppositiol,ony Abbott repeatedly referred to ;
Aturn up il |l egxadive &0'Rrien, 20i4)JAlbbd @ a lt 613 0 @ ta nighteg n  p r
border control and stop the boats was key to his election subtéste. 2016, e Coalition
governmentled by Malcolm Turnbullelebrated 800 days without the landing of an asylum seeker
boat (Markus, 2016). As it standsystralia continues to be owéthe onlycountriesn the world
where asylum seekers faae indefinite period omandatory detentiorAUstralian Human Rights

Commission, 2014
3.5 Attitudes towards immigrants and mmigration

Public attitudes towards immigrants and immigration can determine the degree to which

immigrants assimilate and form social ties in their new host country. On a global scale, there is
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evidence to suggest Australialong with Canadais one of tie most receptive countries to
immigraton in the world (Haller et al2009; Markus, 2016). A recent Gallup World Poll finds
support for immigration at current or higher levels is at 70% in Australia and 67% in Canada
(InternationalOrganisation forMigration (IOM), 2015). In other settings, attitudes towards
immigration are leskvourable particularly in Europe and the United Kingdom where support for
continued or increased immigration sits at just 38% and 29% respectively (IOM, 2015). However,
studiedfind attitudes towards immigrants vary within Australia. In particular, residents in capital
cities are more tolerant of ethnically diverse populations than residents in more rural or regional
areas [Forrest& Dunn, 2006 Markus, 2016). There is also evbe to suggest that certain

Australian cites are more welcoming than others. Indeed, Markus (2016) rates Melbourne and
Canberra as the most receptive cities to immigration and cultural diversity, followed by Sydney and
Adelaide. By comparison, residentsBrisbane and Perth are less receptive to immigration (Markus,
2016)

Attitudes towards immigrants and immigratieary across ethnic groupls Australia, like
elsewhere, there is a hierarchy of preference for immigrants based on ethnicity (Markus, 2013)
Those from the United Kingdom and other English speaking countries are the most preferred
immigrants followed by other Europeans. In fact, negative attitudes towards immigrants from
England, New Zealand, Italy and Germany were less than 3% in 2013 @y1a6dB). More visible
minorities face greater aAthmigrant sentiment. Negative sentiment directed towards immigrants
from the Pacific Islands (4.9%), China (12.8%), India (14.6%) and Ethiopia (16%) is much more
apparent (Markus, 2013). Immigrants frane tMiddle East face the greatest level of negative
sentimentm Australia. In fact in 2013, 22 of surveyrespondents indicated that they felt either
6very negatived or o6énegatived towards i mmigr a
against inmigrants from Lebanon (27%) (Marku)13. Differences are also seen across religious
groups. While Christian and Buddhist immigrants face relatively low levels einamtigrant
sentiment (5%), attitudes towards Muslims are decidedly more neg@bsé) (Markus, 2012

These egative attitudes towards Muslim immigrants are not well hidden. In fact, Muslim
immigration is openly debated and often featured in the media. Findings from a poorly designed
survey received considerable attention in 2016 withsnewtlets reporting that almost half of the

Austrdian population supporte@ ban on Muslim immigratiofn even though more rigorous and

1t is likely thatthis survey data underrepresents the true level of negative sentiment in Australia due to social
desirability bias.
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representative studies find this figure to be much lower (Markus, 2016). In the same year, television

presenteGoniak uger created a stir by suggesting Mus

nowébecause | wouNMakus|]20lbe (Thrfoeghosuaf @au( i ne H
election campaign, news networks frequently broadddmstr antiMuslim, anttimmigration

posii o n . I n her maiden speech to pnadangerdlmeegt , s h
swamped by Muslimsyh o bear a culture and ideology that

(Commonwealth of Australia, Senate, 20p039).Hans on wentifwedonbtomakar gue
changes now, there will be no hope in the future. Have no doubt that we will be living under sharia
law and treated as seconlass citizens with secordd | a s s (Qomngohwealtio of Australia,

Senate, 201,6.939).Theseincredibly alamist and inflammatoryiews continue to be publicex

by mainstream media outletsth Hanson regularly featuring on the news. Given her return to the
political area, this rhetoriclearly resonatewith a certain subsection of tiAeistralianpopulation

Attitudes towards refugees in Australia vary depending on the circumstances surrounding
their arrival. Markus (2016) finds a high rate of approval for refugees who are verified overseas and
enter via the Humanitarian program. Indeed 80% of survey respisrdeicate support for the
Humanitarian program. However, those who arrive by boat are less well received. In fact, maritime
arrivals are widely perceived as dill egal o i m
respondents indicating apprdydarkus, 201%. Turning back boats while internationally
controversial is the most supported policy response to dealing with onsisgtem seekersy
Australians As a consequence of the Syrian refugee crisis, attitudes towards Muslims and refugees
are becoming increasingly intertwined. Not surprisingly, just over a quarter of Australians feel

Christian immigrants should be priorigg for resettlement over Muslim applicants.
3.6 Experiences of immigrants in Australia

Like elsewhere, immigrants iustralia face significant challenges which can impede
integration processes. Whiro st percei ve Australia to be fAa |
fihard work brings a better lifereports of discrimination are higtparticularly amongst visible
minorities (Markus, 20150.18). Results from the 2015 Scanlon survey suggest immigrants from
European countries face relatively low levels of discriminétieith reports ranging between 11%
and 15% (Markus, 2015). By comparison, newer and more sociaiyntigroups report much
higher levels. For example, 39% of Indian and Chinese respondents recall some experience with
discrimination, so too do more than half of South Korean respondents (55%). However, reports of
discrimination are most prevalent amonigstnigrant groups who typically arrive via the
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humanitarian stream. Indeed, 67% of Kenyans, 75% of Zimbabweans and 77% of South Sudanese
report negative experiences in Australia (Markus, 2015). A similar cultural divide is evident when
considering religiousffiliation. Although discrimination is relatively low amongst Anglicans (8%)

and Catholics (13%), Hindus and Muslims report much higher levels (26% and 31% respectively)
(Markus, 2016).

Field experiments provide further of evidence of racial discringnah Australia. For
example, Mujcic and Fritjers (2013) considered the treatment of research assistants with varied
ethnic appearances on public buses. After informing the driver of a fault in their travel card and
requesting a free ride, 71% of whiterfi@pants and 72% of Asian participants were able to catch
the bus. However, the success rate was markedly less amongst Indian and Black research-assistants
just 51% and 36% respectively. These findings highlight clear differences in treatment based on
ethnic appearance. To asskd®urmarket discriminaon, Booth and colleagues (201sent
potential employers advertising positions matched CVs. In doing so, they examined whether
applicants with either an Italian, Chinese, Middle Eastetndigenoussounding name were more
or less likely to receive a cdlhck compared to an applicant with an An§laxon sounding name.
Again, the results provide evidence of racial discriminationthis case against Chinese and
Middle Eastern applicants. To recei® same number chll-backsas AngleSaxon applicants,

Chinese and Middle Eastern candidates adealsubmit at least 50% more job applications.

Using a similar matching technique, Nelson and colleagues (2015) considered differential
treatment in théousing market (Nelson et,a2015). The authors recruited and paired research
assistants of either Anglo, Muslim Middle Eastern or Indian appearance and sent the pairs to open
houses for rental properties. In comparing their experiences and interadgtionsal estate agents,
theresearcher®und those of Muslim Middle Eastern appearance were significantly less likely to be

encouraged to remtproperty compared to an Anglo or Indiaruoterpart (Nelson et akR015).

Problematically, this discriminath can manifest into unequal outcomes for immigrants in
the housing and employment market. Research finds immigrants froangbish speaking
backgrounds have poorer employment outcomes than the native born pop@atic#isker,
2011), receive lowewages for the same work (Breunig, HagaBalehin, 2013) and are more likely
to live in precarious housing situatiof®(rest, Hermes, Johnston & Poulsen, 30TBus while
attitudinal surveys suggest Australia is one of the most receptimegrant destiationcountries in

the world (Haller et al., 2009; Miws,2016), certain immigrant groups may not share this view.
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fact, 17% of immigrants point to issues with racism and discrimination as theifaeastiteaspect
of life in Australia (Markus, 208).

Compared to natives, immigrants are more fearful of crimevetichisation and feel less
safe in their community (Johnson, 2005; Markus, 2015). However, studies consistently find
immigrants are actually less likely to be a victim of crim@ustralid although under reporting and
recording practices limit data quality (Johnson, 2005; Ma&k@aylor 2009. Australian Bureau of
Statistics (ABSYata suggests the likelihood of violemttimisation is 50% lower amongst the
foreign born populatioin evenmore so when considering just those from-Emglishspeaking
backgrounds (ABS, 20)0Nevertheless, cases of racially motivated crime frequently capture the
medi abés attenti on. Racist tirades agaiamdt et h
broadcast on the news (McCosKedohns, 2014). In 2009, reports of racially motivated attacks
against Indian students dominateglvsheadlines and led to a significant reduction in student visa
applications from India (Mason, 2B)L As immigrants ardisproportionately targeted for ethnically
and religiously motivated crime®upled with the fadhatthese crimes are widely plicised, their

fear of crime is not entirely unjustified.
3.7 Immigrant settlement patterns

Immigrant settlement patterneeanonrrandom andreshaped by a range of social and
economic factors. Broadly speaking, immigrants tend to live in areas close to family members or
near people with similar ethnic backgrounds (ABS,42DIEmployment opportunities, income and
visa condiions also affect where immigrants settle (ABS,£41In Australia, most immigrants are
drawn to major urban areas. In fact, 85% of the foreign born population chose to live in urban areas
compared to just 64% of thative born population (ABS, 2014dNeighbourhood located in and
around the central business district are popular settlement zones, assarearkeg universities
(ABS, 20143. Neighbourhood with a longstanding immigration history continue to appeal to large
numbers of new arrivals (AB20143. While newly developed master planned estates attract skilled
migrantswith economic capital (ABS, 2011aAustralian studies find relatively low levels of
residential segregation and suggest immign@mhbourhoos are multicultural rather than
dominated by a single birthplace (Markus et al., 2009). In their comparative anddysiston and
colleague42007) found cities in Australia and New Zealand exhibited less segregation than those in
Canada, the United States and the United Kingdom.
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Few enpirical studies explore the distribution of the foreign born population across
Australianneighbourhoosl. In one largescale investigation, Markus and colleagues (2009) assessed
immigrant concentration across Statistical Local AY¢8&As). SLAs with an mmigrant population
who comprise over 44 per cent of the total population were considered highly concentrated.
Comparing levels of concentration across Australian capital citiesfahayg that 43% of Sydney
SLAs md the highly concentrated criteria (23/6LAs). The proportin of highly concentrated
SLAs wa much lower in other Australian citie22% of Perth SLAs (8/36), 19% of Melbourne
SLAs (15/78), 7% of Brisbane SLAs (5/214) and 4% of Adelaide SLAs (2/54). Just one SLA in

Hobart, Darwin and Canberraached a high level of concentration.

Outside of these metropolitan areas, immigrant concentration is less common. Markus and
colleagues (2009) thus defined a high concentration fommetnopolitan areas as SLAs with aeo
20%of the population foreighorn. In Western Australiawhere a booming mining industry attracts
alargenumber of foreign workers45% of nommetropolitan SLAs exceedthe 20% threshold. In
Queensland, 40% of nemetropolitan SLAsvereclassified as highly concentrated. In fadt Gold
Coast SLAs and all but one Sunshine Coast SLA exbahleast 20 per cent foreign born
concentration. However, only 8% of nometropolitan SLAs in NSW and 6% of nometropolitan
SLAs in Victoria met the high concentration criteighile only afew nonrmetropolitan SLAS in
South Australia (4 SLAS), Hobart (2 SLAs) and Tasmania (2 Sives¢deemed highly
concentrated.

Markus and colleagues (2009) also examiveether immigrants who share the same
birthplace settle togethatere they found thatelatively invisible migratory groups in Australia are
generally dispersed across the country with a few excepfongxampleBritish residents
comprise 24%f the population in Joondalup, Pertlepresenting the largest foreign born
concentration irAustralia Despite their overall dispersioBritish immigrantsmake up ovel0% of
the total population in 61 SLAs across Austradaw Zealanders are also relatively dispemsewss
the countryapart from two SLAs in Queenslanéacific Pines on the@d Coast andanah Merah
in South Brisbane where theycomprise 10% of the total populatidmmigrants fromSouth Africa,
Canada, Ireland, Germany, the Netherlands and Polamdl aighly dispersed. These groups tend
have a relatively long standinggsence in Australia and/or share cultural similarities with the native

population.

SABS defined boundariesnedesadriphiepolye tshatABS anid 66d&ABS
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In contrastjmmigrants from China, Hong Kong and Kor@@ much more concentrated.
Typically, these groups tend to settle in suburban middle class areas in the thetediasgalian
cities: Sydney, Melbourne and Brisbane. Due to high levels of concentration, they make up sizeable
proportions of the total population in sevamalghbourhoosl While spread across the country, the
Vietnamese tend to cluster within citieddailemain largely concentrated in areas where they first
settled as refugees in the 1970s and 1980act two SLAs-Fairfield and Liverpool (both located
in Sydney) arehome to 18% of all Viethamesamigrants The Viethamese account for over 10%
of the total population in eight SLAs across Australia.

Sydney is home to 73% of the Lebanese population, with a further 20% residing in
Melbourne. Within bth of these cities, Lebanese immigraats concentrated in a small number of
areas with 55% living ifRockdale, Canterbury, Bankstown, Auburn, Parramatta, Holroyd, Fairfield
and Liverpool. Yet despite this high level of concentration, the Lebanese represent less than 5% of
the total population in these areas. The Turkish born are also highly concemti@yethéy and
Melbourne and typically live in similar SLAs to Leban@senigrants. Evemmore concentrated is
the Iragipopulation with 62% residing in Sydney and two thirds of this group living in two SLASs:
Fairfield and Liverpoolindeed,ragis constitut@round 6% of the total population in Fairfield.

Sydney is also a popular settlement city for Fijian migrants (56%6n Sydney and half ofthis

population is concentrated in three SLAs: Liverpool, Campbelltown and Blacktown.

The degree immigrant grosg@re dispersed a function otheir cultural distance to the
native born population (Markus et al., 2009). Specifically, culturally distant migratory groups are
generally geographically clustered while more culturally proximate groups are relatiyayseid.
Yet the settlement patterns of some groups go against expectations of cultural distance. For example,
the Indian born population is widely dispersed across the country with the exception of one SLA
ParramattaHolroyd in Sydney where 7.4% of alhtlians in Australidive. Indonesians and
Malaysians aralsonot concentratedapart from around universities. Further those from the

Philippines are not concentrated with the exception of Blacktown where 13% live.
3.8 Residentperceptions in immigrant neighbourhoods

Regardless of whether or not immigrant concentration is associated with actual increases in
crime, extensive scholarship suggests residents living in immigeggtibourhoos view their
community lesgavourably(Benier& Wickes, 2016 Markus, 2012; Wickes et al2013a; Wickes et
al., 2013b).Research indicates that residents living in immigraghbourhoosl report higher rates
of crime and disorder (Wickes et,&013a). Studying nearly 10,000 residents living across 300
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neighbourhooslin two Australian cities, Wickes and colleagues (2Gd8ndresidents perceide
more crime and disorder meighbourhoos with higher proportions of residents born overseas,
speaking a language other than English or practicing a religion other tingta@ity (Wickes et al.
2013. The= findings suggest that foreigporn residents are either consciously or subconsciously
associated with crime, violence and disorder and as such, their mere presemeiglmwaurhoods
enough to trigger implicit biasesnongst residents. These biases severely distort perceptions of

neighbourhoodrime and disorder.

Studies also find residents in immigram@ighbourhoos tend to report lower levels of social
cohesion and participation (Beni&rWickes 2016; Leigh, 2006;Markus, 2012; Wicke et al,
2013%). Examining the link between trust and disigy, Leigh (2006) demonstratéloat language
diversity is particularly detrimental to locs#d trust. In other words, in more linguistically diverse
neighbourhoos, residentsare far less trusting of fellow residents. In fact, a one standard deviation
increase in language diversity wassociated with a 5% decrease in Ieealitrust. Conducting a
multilevel analysis of over 4000 residents living acrossrigi§hbourhoos in Biisbane, Wickes and
colleagues (201 foundresidents in ethnicallgiverseneighbourhoosl perceivedower levels of
social cohesion and less frequently intezdetith theirneighbous (Wickes et al., 2013b). iGilarly,
Benier and Wickes (20)@oundcollective efficacywasattenuated in linguistically diverse
neighbourhoos and imeighbourhoos with a greater concentration of residents from-Boglish
speaking backgrounds. Together, these studies
Australiansetting with ncreasing ethnic diversitargely a productfaincreasing immigration
leadingt o soci al withdrawal amongst residents (Pu

have important consequences for informal social control mesrharandheighbourhoodrime.
3.9 Immigrants, immigration and crime in Australia

While Australia is a nation of immigrants, the relationship between immigration and crime
remains largely understudied in this context. Much of what we do kn@fdsexamfe Dovey
1952; 1955; 1957 rancis,1972;1981; Hazelhurst, 1987; Mukherjee, 1999) no longer reftbets
increasingly diverse origins @ u s t r a | 1 ot popdlaton.@®nlygarhandful of Australian
studies have explored the immigratiomme relatioship within the last decade (see for excaptio
Sinning& Vorell, 201). To date, these studies have largely overlogi@ghbourhoogffects (see
for exceptionFrancis et al., 2006Ginning& Vorell, 2011). | discuss the limited research that

exploresheimmigrantcrime link and the immigraticarime link in turn below.
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Immigrants andrime

With the significant influx ®migrants following World War Icame growing public concern
about the criminal propensity dig increasingly diverse foreidrorn poptation. In response to
these anxieties, the Immigration Advisory Council established a committee to determine whether
migrants were involved in a disproportionately higher rate of crime than the general population. The
series of reports commissioned by toeincil- known as The Dovey Reporsnarked the first
empirical investigation into migrant crime in Australia. Released in 1952, the first report found that
the incidence of serious crime amongst migrants was considerably lower than the generabpopulati
despite the notable overrepresentation of young males in the migrant group (Dovey, 1952). Published
in 1955, the follow up report found no evidence of changes in the migrant crime rate over time even
though crime amongst the general population incre@3edey, 1955). The final report (1957)
further reaffirmed these findingsnigrants were no more crime prone than the native population
(Dovey, 1957). The committee concluded that while migramt®exposed to substantial hardships
(which in turn placehtem at a higher risk of offending), they pds® distinct criminal threat to the

wider population. Fear of the criminal immigrant was thus unfounded.

The end of white Australia saw renewed scholarly interest in migrant crime during the 1970s
and 1980s (Fancis, 1972; 1981; Hazelhurst, 1987). Francis (1972) calculated the imprisonment rates
of several key immigrant groups for each census year from Federation to 1966. Overall, he found
that while rates varied over time, imprisonment was highest amongsZ&bdanders and Canadians
and lowest amongst those from Asia or Africa. These differences between groups remained even
after controlling for marital status and age (Francis, 1972). While this appears to reflect a divide
between visible and invisible migrayogroups, those from the United Kingdom were also involved
in a relatively low rate of crime. In a later study, Francis (1981) examined police, court and prison
data that included information on an oferitender
with earlier evaluationsmigrants as a wholeereunderrepresented in crime. However, this finding
was not consistent across all groups. In particular Francis (1981) found that New Zealand born and
Yugoslav born migrants were overrepresented irctiminal justice system. Yet Francis (1981, p.

164) warned againsbellingthese birthplaces as producing crime prone migrants and argued the
social conditions to which these growpsreexposed were likely to explain their higher rate of
criminal invoement. Collating data from a range of sources, Hazlehurst (1987) similarly concluded
that migrants tend to commit fewer ofes and are less likely to baprisoned than the native born

population.
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In the late 1990s, Mukherjee (1®compared offendmrates of key immigrant groups in
Victoria. Nine of the 26 countries examined had an arrest rate higher than the arrest rate of the
Australian borrpopulation In particular, high arrest rates were found for those born in Romania,
Former Yugoslavia, &iet Republic, Lebanon, Turkey, Fiji, Vietham and Cambohlfiakherjee
(1999) explained that these immigrant groups also faced poorefresmiomic circumstances. By
comparison, thereest rates of those born in Germany, Greece, Italy, the Netherlands &hdttde
States were lowahan the native rat®espite variation between groups, Mukherjez9@) found
thatthe overall offendingate of the foreign born was significantly lower thiaanative rate.
Mukherjeebds (1999) wor lstudibsuhe fofeignrboripopulat®ruipnpto r t s

involved in more crimehan the native born population (although exceptions to this rule do exist).
Immigration andcrime

Immigrationcrime research at the more macro level is limited in Australia. Injéesttthree
studieshave examinethe effect of immigrant concentration on crime across aggregatgsagts
Francis et al.2006;Tran 2005; Sinning Vorrell, 2011).Studies thatonsidertthe temporal and
spatial dimensions of the immigrati@nime assoation are wtually nonexistent in thisetting.
Analysingstate and territory level crime rates between 1981 and 2084(2005) examined the
link between Asian immigration to Australia and crime. Specifically, he questioned whether crimes
against pegons and crimes against property are related to either the size of the Asian population or
the annual influx of Asiangdere he foundhat tre size of the Asian population waignificantly and
positively associated with crimes against persons yehbatatistically significant effect on crimes
against property. An influx of Asiangasnot significantly associated with either crime type.
Additional analyses indicatiehat neither the size of the nésian immigrant population n@n

influx of nonAsianimmigrantswaslinked to rates of violent or property crime at the state level.

Focusing on Local Government Argd$sAs) in Victoria, Francis, Armstrong and Totikidis
(2006) tested the relationship between multiple indicators of ethnicity and immigsiidngs
birthplace, English proficiency, time of arrival and citizenship status) and various types of crime
(including crimes against the person, @sragainst property, drug offess other crime and total
crime). Here, Francis and colleagues (2d06)d that LGAs with a greater presence of recent
arrivals encountedmore crime. Similar effects were found for other immigration/ethnicity
measures (namely the concentration of Omei@mmmigrants, immigrants fromon-English speaking
background, immigrantsfrom Englishspeaking backgrous@nd immigrants with low levels of

English proficiency). Interestingly, they uncovered a significant and negative relationship between
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Australian citizenship and crime across LGAs. Yet problematically, the authedtéadccount for
the structural conditions of the LGAs under examination. As immigrant settlement patterns (as
outlined in section 3.7) are ngandom, our understanding of the immigratmmme relationship is

limited without accounting for context.

Sinningand Vorell (2011) similarlexaminedhe link between immigration and crime
although testdthis associatio at theSLA level. In doing so, thegirewon crime data from each
state and territory government and census data from the ABS. Unlikag=aalcolleagues (2006),
they foundno statistically significant relationship between immigrant concentration and the log
transformed total crime rate across Australian SLAs. Taken together, the handful of studies
interested in the immigratiearime link preseha mixed picture of thiassociation in the Australian
context. Further, these studies employ relatively large geographic units to examine the effect of
immigration on crime and thus potentiathask itseffects Thus while Australia isn immigrant

nation, we know very little about the effect of immigrationreighbourhoodrime.
3.10 Chaptersummary

This chapter illustratedlear differences between the Australian and American immigration
experience. While both countries enjoy incredibly diverseigrant populations, they vary
significantly in terms of ethnic group size and immigration policy in addition to the settlement
patterns of immigrants. These differences have important implications for the ecological theories
outlined in Chapter ZI'o date few empirical studies in the United States find support for social
disorganisation heor y6s ex pl an atcinme hnk. 3Hs istndt particularipi gr at i on
surprising. Immigrants in the United States tend to settle wititlwaics- sharing both a comon
language (e.g. Spanish) and a common religion (e.g. Catholicism). Immigrant communities in this
setting should thus be able to effectively communicate with one another and find common ground to
come together to collectively solve local probleise tothistendencyto settle neaculturally
similar individuals changes in immigratiorraless likely toimpactlevels of ethnic digrsity in a
given neighbarhood inthe United States.

On the other hanajngle birhplace concentratiois rarein Australia Ratheyimmigrant
neighbarrhoods tend to be multiculturahdincreassin immigration mayfurther add tdooththe
number of groups present as weltlassize of the group(two key indicators of ethnic diversity)
Thusin Australianneighbourhoos, the language and cultural barriers created by immigration may
reduce a communityds regul atspregictedlaypgomiali ty and |
disorganisatiortheory Alternatively,ethnic group concentration may not reach the threshold
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necessary foneighbourhoodevitalisation Further,as new immigrantsettlingin Australia typically

possess access to human and economic capitalc onsequence of Australia
program:- it is unlikely their presencevill exacerbate poverty levels as predicted by social
disorganisatiottheory. In other words, increased immigration in Austratiaighbourhoosl may

heighten diversity without woesing levels of disadvantagiven these contextual differences, the
overarching aim of this thesis is to determine whetherddrfitates focused theories of immigration

and crime can readily translate to the Australian contex@hlapter 4, butline the methodology for

the three empirical studies designed to investigateattiis
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Chapter Four: Methodoloy

4.1 Introduction

The overarching aim of this thesis is to determine whether theories of immigration and crime
derived from the United States experience translate wiiktédustralian settingSpecifically | ask,
in a country with limited ethnic seggation, high levels of ethnic diversity and a largely skilled
immigrant population, do similar relationships unfold? To address this aim, this thesis is comprised
of three quantitative studies designed to better understand how immigrant growth, caoonentrat
diversity and segregation affect crime rates aanegghbourhoosl located in two Australian cities:
Sydney- an established immigrant gateway and Brisbameelatively new immigrant destination
(Singer 2004).

Setting a baseline for Australiarsearch and providing a point of comparison to
international scholarship, Studyulilises an innovative hybrichodellingapproach to examine
whether immigrant concentration influences changes in violent crime wigghbourhoosl over
time andor variations in violent crimébetweemeighbourhoos. Recognisig that this broad
measure ofmmigrant concentration may ovsimplify the immigrationcrime link, Study 2
disaggregates the immigrant population by language and religion in order to tease apad@ny gro
specific effects. By assessing both concentration and diversity effects, key theories of immigration
and crime, namely socidisorganisatiortheory and the immigratiorevitalisationthesis, are
robustly tested. In Study 3, the spatial patterns of gnamt settlement are considered. To date, most
immigrationrcrime research has employed measures of immigrant growth or concentration (see for
exception Barranco, 2013; Feldmege al.,2015). Study 3 advances the current literature by
examining how the sial segregation of immigrant groups at the local level influences

neighbourhoodrime outcomes.

Data for this thesis are drawn from three separate sources and aggregated to the state suburb
a common unit of analysis foeighbourhooeffects researcim the Australian conteXBenier&
Wickes, 2016Colic-Peisker & Robertson, 201Bpster, GilesCorti & Knuiman, 2010Sargeant,
Wickes& Mazerolle, 2013Wickes et al 2013; Wickes et al., 2013lZahnow et al] 2013. Crime
incident data wersourced fom the Queensland Police Service (QPS) and the New South Wales
Bureau of Crime Statistics (BOSCAR). Information on the sdeimographic conditions and

environmental features okighbourhooslwasdrawn from the Australian Census of Population and
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Housing This chapter provides an-depth overview of the two research sites; describes the data

sources employed; and outlines the analytic approtiised in each of the three studies.
4.2 Researclsites

Scholars find that the receptivity of city contexés@lay an important role in moderating the
effect of immigration on crime (Martinez et,#004; Ramey2013). Cities with longstanding
i mmi gration histories, often referred to as 0.
gateway cities, aces to social institutions and ethnic economies is readily available for new
immigrants upon arrival (Porté&s Rumbaut2006; Singer2004). Moreover, established-ethnics
provide a valuable source of social capital and facilitate integration by he§megtrarrivals
navigate their new efronment (Velez Lyons, 2012. By contrast, less receptive city contexts
typically exhibit limited ceethnic presence and local governments and native residents often
struggle to assimilate new immigrants. In suchirsgs$t immigrant residents tend to lack access to
social and economic resources, face oppositional government policies and experience high levels of
social exclusion and discrimination (Ramey, 2013). Some studies find the effect of immigration on
crime vares between new and established cities with newer destinations experiencing poorer crime
outcomes following increased immigration (Martinez et2l04; Ramey, 2013; Shihad&h
Barranco, 2010). As the sociaganisatiorof the city has important implicatins for crime at the
neighbourhoodevel, two Australian cities with differing immigration histories are included as

research sites in this thesis.

Sydney Statistical Division (SSD)

Sydney is the state capital of New South Wales and is the largest Aitgtiralia. Almost
one fifth of the c¢ &inBydreywitlsthetresiteatial pgpaapian exageding 4 |
million persons (ABS, 201). Often referred to as an immigrant gateway diyiqe & BentorrShort,
2008), Sydney has served as a &ayry point for new immigrants entering Australia since the 1940s
(ABS, 2014). Immigrants have enjoyed a lostanding and sizeable presence in Sydney for over
hal f century and today rgahompopuation (sdelfrigureg@Bt r y 6
2014a;Ley & Murphy, 2001 . Of Australiads six million i mmi
reside in Sydney with over one thir,d0ldaf t he c|
While Sydney is the preeminent destination for permiinemigrants, it also attracts many
temporary workers and international students. Due to its strong ties to the global economy, half of

the immigrants who enter Australia on temporary business visas choose to live in Syrireeg (
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BentorrShort 2008). Additiom | | vy , New South Wales hosts Austr

population with over one third of all enrolments (ABS, 2011).

Historically, immigrants from the United Kingdom have comprised the largest incoming and
established group in Sydney.Cnolls ( 2006) descri bes these foreic
migratory group due to the similarities they share with natives in terms of language, religion and skin
colour Since World War 11, Sydneyo6s | mmhgfirsant po
wave of norBritish immigrants arrived in the late 1940s and early 1950s comprising largely Eastern
European refugees with a wave of Dutch and German immigrants settling shortly after {Bleotbn
& Price, 2008). From the mid to late 1950s, langebers of Italian, Greek, Yugoslav and Lebanese
immigrants landed in Sydnef(ice & BentorShort 2008). The 1980s and 1990s saw an upsurge in
i mmi grants arriving from the Asian region. I n
foreign ban groups. Yet by 2001, China, Vietnam, the Philippines, Hong Kong and India were all
ranked within the top 10 (Pri& Benton-Short 2008).

Figure 4.1Sy d n ey 6 s n pverpimel (196120h1)

1961 1,748,725 434,663
1971 2,109,388 698,440
1981 2,322,193 882,503
1991 2,366,921 997,937
2001 2,454,373 1,233,538
2011 2,624,476 1,499,840
0 500,000 1,000,000 1,500,000 2,000,000 2,500,000 3,000,000 3,500,000 4,000,000 4,500,000
Number of Australian Born Residents Number of Foreign Born Residents

(ABS, 1961, 1971; 1981, 1991, 2002011)

These successive waves of immigration since World Waané shaped the city into what it
is today- a mosaic of people from diverse ethnic backgrounds with 96 birthplaces exceeding
numbers of over,000 persons (ABR011). A significant proportt of Sydneydés |1 mmi
population (67%) speak a language other than English at home with many affiliated with non

Christian religions (25%) (ABSR011). Sydney is a popular settlement zone for certain ethnic
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groups. I n fact, 7 3 %ulatohregide i Sydrey, 0400 doesl5@%badithee s e
Fijian population, 62% of the Iragi population and 61% of the Korean population (Markus et al.,

2009). Between 2001 and 2011, Sydney experienced a considerable chieegenigratory groups.

Figure 4.2shows that while immigrants from the United Kingdom continue to represent the largest
foreign born group in Sydney, Indian and Chinese migration gubstantiallyover the period of

study.

Figure 4.2 Changes in key migratory groups in Sydney (2062011)

United Kingdom 1%2;?5381
china i 148,400
India S 87,719
New Zealand 8%49234
Vietnam 61’46293,744
Philipines 47,090 62714
Lebanon 5523&_?8%3
Italy 41,?;_3'2900
South Korea 26‘92%10,078
Hong Kong %%%%%
0 20,000 40,000 60,000 80,000 100,000 120,000 140,000 160,000 180,000 200,000
2001 m2011

(ABS, 2001; 2011)

Immigration has played an important role in developing the economic, social and cultural
| andscape of Sydney (Collins, 2006). Collins
Nndefining aspeat cosméypoheyan gl obal city. o Sh
Greek entrepreneurs set up small businesses in Sydney. In Leichardt alone, 175 Italian business were
established by 1976 including (but not limited to) delicatessens, fruit stastsy phops and fashion
retailers (Collins, 2006). Vietnamese i mmigra
ethnic economy. Following the Vietham War, Viethamese refugees moved into affordable Sydney

suburbs like Cabramatta and opened smaihlesses. Today, theeighbourhoodboasts over 820
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ethnic businesses with Collins and Poynting (2000, p. 39) describing a visit to Cabramatta as like a
Avisit to an Asian city, with the smells of f.

| anguages. 0

The established ethnic economy which operates across several Sgdytgyourhoos
initially shaped the settlement patterns of many migratory groups. Today, these ethnic businesses not
only help facilitate the economic incorporation of the immigraquation (Velez& Lyons, 2012
but also create a sense of home for immigrants suffering from feelings of disorientation and
displacement. These places effectively encourage opportunities tsbaigdties with culturally
similar individuals (Breton1964;Desmond& Kubrin, 2009) which in turn, helps strengthen

neighbourhoodhetworks and informal social control.

Due t o S y-dsmleishédammigeatioh history and strong immigrant presence,
immigrants living in Sydney have easy access to a varietysotirees and sociatganisatios. For
example, immigrants are able to practice their religion at a number e€mastian institutions with
20 mosques, 18 Hindu temples, 16 Buddhist temples and 15 synagogues lottatethevtity .
Parents are also &blo send their children to ndhristian schools with six Jewish and I$&mic
schools on offerFurther, immigrants from nelnglish speaking backgrounds can attend oribeof
21 language institutions sitigal throughout Sydney.egal aid is also relately accessible with a

range of migration lawyers operating citywide.

Figure 4.3 Sydney violent crime rate per 100,000 persons (202012)
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9 All religious institutions and schools located by searching the yellow pages online disettayogle map£ounts
reflect listed businesses in March 2017.
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With a wellestablished immigration history, a thriving ethnic economy, strong ties to the
global ecmomy and a variety of resources available for immigrants, Sydney is in a strong position to
effectively integrate new arrivals. The size
immigrant cities like New York, Toronto, Los Angeles, London, Miamd Vancouver (Benten
Short, Price& Friedman, 2005). Yet most notable about the Sydney context is that while foreign
born concentration is high across mayghbourhoos, these concentrations are rarely dominated
by a single birthplacePfice & BentorShort 2008).Further still,the violent crime rate in Sydney
hassteadily declied in recent years (see Figure)4/s such, Sydney provides an interesting

research site for the investigation of the immigrattome link in a noAUnited States setting.

Brisbane Statistical Division (BSD)

Brisbane is the state capital of Queensland and recorded a residential population of 2 million
persons in 2011 (ABS, 2011). In contrast to Sydney, Brisbane is a relatively new immigrant
destination city (Singer, 200At | ast census, over a quarter of
arrived within the last five years (ABS, 2011). Up until the 1990s, there were comparatively few
immigrantsliving in Brisbane (see Figure 4.4NVhile immigrants have long comprised aesible
proportion of Sydneyds total populbaglagged (25 %
behind (see Figure 4.50ver the period ahe currenstudy, Brisbane experienced an unprecedented
growth in immigration with the foreign born share irasmg from 22% in 2001 to 27% in 2011.

While Sydney also saw a continued increase on previous years, this upward trend was much more

pronounced in Brisbane.

It i s perhaps not surprising then that Bri
Sydneyds experience. Unl i ke other Australian s
during the 19 century making it a less attractive site for immigrants (Burnley, 2001). Due to
concerns voiced by an overly conservative electorate, the Queei@twvernment did not promote
diversity in immigration post World War Il. As a consequence, Brisbane recorded the lowest intake
of nonBritish immigrants compared to other capital cities at the time (Burnley, 2001). During the
1970s, the largest nddritish groups living in Brisbane consisted of the Italian8d®), the Greeks
(3,000) and the Polish200) (Burnl ey, 2001) . Up unt i | t he
migrants was lower than any other state with the exception of South Austraide{d 2001). The
1990s saw an increased presence of immigrants arriving from Asian countries like China, Hong
Kong, Vietnam, Taiwan and the Philippines with some of these populations doubling or tripling in

size in the space of a decade (ABS, 1986; 199@ny of these migrants settled in middle ring or
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outer ring suburbs such as Stretton, Sunnybank and Macgregor with these formerhZAltiglo
neighbourhoos rapidly transformed into culturally diverse communities within a matter of years.
Despite the gywing presence of nenglish speaking immigrants during the 1990s, immigrants
from New Zealand and the United Kingdom overwhelmingly represented the largest incoming and
established foreign born groups at the time (Burnley, 2001).

Figure 4.4B r i s b goputatios over time (19612011)
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Figure 4.5 Brisbane and Sydney-@80d1)f orei gn born
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More recent statistics show tHtisb a 1 enénigrant population continués be dominated
by immigrants from English speaking backgrounds (AB®7; Forres& Dunn, 2006). Compared
to Sydney, Brisbaneds i mmigrant popul ation i s
language other timaEnglish) and fewer practice n@hristian religions (14%) (ABR011).
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Brisbane is rarely the entry point for immigrants from-&omglish speaking backgrounds. Rather
many first settle in other cities before moving to Brisbane (Fo&rd3tinn, 2011). Lile Sydney,
Brisbane experienced a considerable shift in key migratory groups over the period of study. Most
significant is the sharp increase in the Chinese adidh population which grew by 212% and

350% between 2001 arzD11 respectively (see Figure $1.6

Figure 4.6 Changes in key migratory groups in Brisbane (20602011)

United Kingdom s 109,206
New Zealand S 98,612
India . 22,126
China 01901 20,980
South Africa 8,733 19,482
Philipines 8271 & 056
Vietnam 10'1845152
Germany %,7478%
Malaysia 5'55%21
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(ABS, 2001, 2011)

Immigrants in Brisbane have made similar attempts as those in Sydney to establish an ethnic
economyln 1981, half of the Greek male population were involvesimall business (Burnley,
2001). Yet many early ethnic businesses struggled to succeed in Brisbane with small migrant

numbers unable to support the local ethnic economy (Burnley, 2001). Following the influx of Asian

migrants during the 1990s, asmallethc economy was established on
bakeries, video stores, butchers, grocers and florists opened predominaetihimourhoos like

Sunnybank, Darra and Inala (Burnley, 2001). While a number of ethnic businesses are now
establishedcr oss the city to service the growing ir

continues to operate on a much smaller scale than what is seen in Sydney.
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Figure 4.7 Brisbane violent crime rate per 100 000 persons (202012)
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With nonAnglo-Celticimmigration a relatively recent phenomenon in Brisbane, fewer
ethnic institutions and resources are available throughout the city. For example, there are only three
synagogueight Buddhist temples, seven Hindu temples andni@sgues® Non-Christian schol
options are also limited with only one Jewish school and glamic school on offeiVhile there are
12 businesses set up to teach English as a second language, all are located icethtearitgking
access more difficult for immigras who live futher away Therefore it is expected that the limited
networks and resources present in Brisbane will reduce capacity for bonds and weaken informal
social control. Thus compared to Sydney, it
of new immigrants which in turn may lead to highexighbourhoodrime in locations whe
immigrants settleNevertheless, as demonstrated in Figure 4.7, Brisbane (like Sydney) experienced
an overall reduction in the crime rate between 2001 and 2011.

4.3 Unit of analysis

Empirical examinations of the immigratiamime link have addressed this question at
varying levels of spatial granularititilising a wide range ade jure unitsin the United States,
studies have employed everything from micro places likswblock groups (Alanit al.,1998),
to meselevel constructs like census tracts (Kub$itshizawa, 2012; Martinez et al., 2010; Martinez
et al.,2008; Nielseret al.,2005; Nielser& Martinez, 2009) through to macro level placeshsas
metropolitanareas (Reid et al005), census placégFeldmeyer, 2009; Feldmeyé&r

10 All religious institutions and schools located lBasching the yellow pages online directand google map€£ounts
reflect listed businesses in March 2017.

11 Census placesrenon-overlapping geographic unitielineatediy theUnited State€ensus Bureau. Census places
range insized from small towns upo midsize and large ¢gs(US Census Bureau, 2012).

72



Steffensmeier, 2009), counties (ShihadeBarranco, 2010) andties (Ferraro, 2016; Kubrin &
Ousey, 2009; Ousey & Kubrin, 20p%Bome have even examined multiple spatial scalesnaathi
single study. For example, Ramey (20&8ploredthe immigratioacrime relationship acrossa28
census tracts nested within 84 cities.

The limited international scholarship shows similar variability in the unit of analysis
employed. Andersen (2012)msidered the relationship between immigrant concentration and
homicide across Canadian provinees equivaletly sized geographic unit tstatesn the United
States and Australidn Belgium, Bircan and Hooghe (2011) examined the effect of immigrant
concentration on crime across 589 municipaliteegeas with an average population ofa0D
inhabitants. Others havgilised much smaller units of analysis. Interesteddighbourhooeffects,
Bel | and Machinds (2013) s teaddnymmignationdndcrideni t ed
patterns across Lower Layer Super Output Areas with an average residential populadaB of 1

persons.

As this study is primarily interested in the meso level processes that shape the immigration
crime link, | focus on theeghbourhoodas the primary unit of analysis. Like elsewhere, immigrant
settlement patterns and crime in Australia are-ramaom.Immigrants are not evenly distributed
across city landscapes but ratfarourcertain types ofieighbourhoos (ABS, 2014a). h particular,
immigrants are overrepresentechigighbourhoos located in and around the citgntrecomprising
over half of the total popul ation in Sydney ai
Neighbourhoodlocatedaround universitiesra also popular settlement zones, home to many young
international students (ABS, 2014a). For immigrants arriving through the skilled stream, newly
developed or redeveloped suburbs are particularly appealing (ABS3) 20b4 surprisingly, areas
with a lorg-standing immigrant presence and an established ethnic economy continue to attract new
arrivals (ABS, 2014).

Crime is also spatially clustered in particular typesafhbourhoosl. A long history of
ecological research in the United States suggedtsenainneighbourhoosl create a social
environment conducive to crime (Sh&wMcKay, 1942; Sampson et al., 1997). In particular, poor,
ethnically diverse, and residentialipstablecommunities tend to experience higher rates of crime.
Empirical researcin Australia has uncoved similar patterns (Mazerolle, Wickes & McBropm
2010).
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Yet problematically, there is no universal definition for what constitutessghbourhood
(Taylor, 2015) Neighbourhoodoundaries vary considerably in both areal and @djmur size not
only across countries, but also within (Oberwit8eWikstrom, 2009). In the United States, census
tracts are often used to refletighbourhoos and usually contain beéen 1,200 and 8,000
residents (United Stat€ensus Bureau, 2012). Dreeated based on population, the spatial size of
census tracts depends largely on the level of population density. In Britain, scholars tend to employ
either Lower Layer Super Output Areas (with an average populatiob@J tesidents) or Middle
Layer Syper Output Areas (with an average population,60@ residents) (Office for National
Statistics, 2017).

The issues associated with determining appropriately seigthbourhoosl is described by
Oberwittler and Wikstrom (2009, 800 as an i aocwekpnaalr Idd oneighbopemod o f
based research. While the purpose of geographic analysis is to determine how two (or more) spatial
phenomenon are related to one another, the Modifiable Areal Unit Problem (MAUP) suggests that
effects may vary depending ¢ime unit of analysis (Oberwittlé& Wikstrom, 2009; Openshagv
Taylor, 1979; Regert& Lockwood, 2009). MAUP comprises two key componertke scale effect
and the zonation effect. The scale effect (also known as aggregation bias) refers to variance in th
results at different geographic scalégofng, 2004. In criminological researghf the unit of analysis
is too large, the crime rates of several heterogenesighbourhoos are aggregated into one
potentially distorting empirical relationsisifHipp, 2007). Although smaller units are generally more
homogenous in terms of their environmental conditions, focusing on small units can also present
methodological challenges. In particular, wmeadellingrare events like crime, small units can
produce excesve zero cell counts of the dependent variable and thereby reduce the accuracy of the
analysis (Oberwittle& Wikstrom, 209; Rengert &Lockwood, 2009).

The second component of MAURhe zonation effectconcerns variability in the results
when comparig different unit boundaries at the same spatial s@dting, 2004. As administrative
boundaries are demarcated for iesearch purposes, these boundaries may not represent
meaningfulneighbourhoos or reflect the spatial patterning of the social phemanusder
examination (Renget Lockwood, 2009). This can be problematic because if administrative
boundaries artificially divide an ethnic enclave into multipdéghbourhoosl, segregation indices
will underestimate the level of segregation (OberwiléNikstrom, 2009). Thus MAUP can
introduce a source of error into the model that can affect the validity of the results. Despite the
challenges ass@ted with MAUP, Sampson (2006,%.5) ar gues that Athe pl.
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local communities by factouch as social class, race and family status is a robust phenomenon that
emerges at multiple levels of geogragh8imilar arguments can be made for the association

between immigrant concentration and crime with consistent patterns uncovered regattéessiof

of analysis operationaksl.

Rengert and Lockwood (2009) suggest two important considerations for determining the
appropriate unit of analysis. THiest depends on the theoretical propositions under examination. The
seconds more pragmatie at what unit is data available? Consistent with previous Australian
neighbourhoodtudies Benier& Wickes, 2016; Foster et a201Q Sargeant et al2013; Wickes et
al., 2013; Wickes et al., 2013Zahnow et aJ 2013, the unit of analysis employedfinis thesis is
the state suburb. State suburbs are an ABS approximation of localities gazetted by the Geographical
Place Name authority in each State and Territory (A83)). State suburbs are a similarly sized
unit to census tracts in the United Stated Middle Layer Super Output Aea the United
Kingdom The state suburb is synonymous withrieé@ghbourhoodn the Australian context.

Research suggests residaemsogniseheir state suburb as their locadighbourhoodvith most able
to name the sarb in which they liveNazerolle et al., 2007 Further studiesfid certain suburbs
are stigmatied by high rates of crime and disordea trend which is not seen for other
administrative units such as local government areas or postdtmese(, Ziersh, Arthuson%

Baum, 200%. Indeed immigrant suburbs like Cabramatta are gfteneived to bassociated with
social problems like drugelated crime (Collins, 2006). In addition to being theoretically relevant,
crime and census data for both sites aselable at the state suburb level for all time points
examined. With this in mind, thetatesuburb is the most suitable unit of analysianswer the

research questions outlinedthis thesis.

In 2011, there were 8Xtatesuburbs located within the &yey Statistical DivisioliSSD)
and 42%tatesuburbs within th@&risbane Statistical Division (BSDAs this study is primarily
interested in how changes in the residential population influence violence over time, some
neighbourhoos were considered inampriate for inclusionNeighbourhood were selected based
on two criteria: (1) the area had over 300 residents at all three time points; and (2) over 25% of the
land use was classified as residential in 2011. In addition, fowkwel/n entertainment pecancts
were excluded from the analysis as the high density of licensed premises located within these
neighbourhoos largely explains the high prevalence of violent critmeifigston, 2008; Grubesic
Pridemore, Williams & Philiprably 2013. Using these dria ensured that outlier areas such as

parklands, agricultural land, entertainment precincts and newly developed areas wereaed inclu
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the analysis. For Studlyand 2, this process resulted in a tagighbourhoodample of N=580
(Sydney) and N=30@Brisbane). As Study 3 is crosgctional and focuses solely on 2011, some
additionalneighbourhoosl met the population based criteria. The analytic safoplStudy 3 is
therefore N=59§Sydney) and N=313 (Brisbane). The total persons residing withse the

neighbourhoos ranged from 307 to 43/3 persons with an average population,086 residents.
Dealing withcensusboundary banges

There are additional challenges associated with longitudeighbourhoodbased research.
Specifically, administrativeoundaries tend to change over time as a result of population growth and
urban sprawl. Changing classification systems also present issues for comparison over time. In this
study, the state suburb boundaries shifted to varying degrees between 20011arfa 21kl with
these changes, the ABS provides correspondence files which help create comparable units over time.
Using a proportional approach, data from the 2001 and 2006 census were matched to the 2011 state
suburb boundaries. To reduce the amountmir@ssociated with concordance, data were extracted
at the Collection District (CD) levelthe smallest available unit for residential data comprising on
average 225 dwellings (AB&006).

The process of concording data is relatively simple. In thespondence files, each CD is
assigned a proportion based on how much of 't h
Data cells for each variable were multiplied by the allocated proportion. For example, if a CD
recorded 100 foreign born resiis in 2006 and the proportional score was listed as 0.75, the
adjusted score for this variable would be 75. The adjusted counts for the CDs were then collapsed
and aggregated to the state suburb level. Batdhbourhoodvas assigned a rating based on the
guality of the concordance by the ABS (poor, acceptable or good). Based on this assessment, the date
concorded for 79.30% of the suburbs included
while 15.50% is fAacceptable. 0

4.4 Data surces

This thesis draws on three administrative data sources to examine the immigratien
relationship over time. In Australia, each state is responsible for the distribution of crime statistics.
Crime data was therefore extracted from two separate soBOSCARprovided data on crime in
Sydney and th@PSallowed access to crime data for Brisbane. Information on the-socio
demographic and environmental featurea@fjhbourhoos was drawn from the ABS Census of

Population and Housing. Each data source is desantbetail below.
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Queensland Police Service (QPS)

In raw form, the QPS crime incident data listedxheco-ordinates for all offeress which
occurred in Queensland from January 2000 to December 2012. These data were transferred to
ArcGIS for geocoding wh each incident that fell within the 2011 BSD boundaries assigned to a
suburb. Next, the crime incident data were cleaned in Stata and aggregatetetghheurhood
level. Daily counts were collapsed to represent annual counts of crimedvetfericaladar year.

QPS offenss were combined to create a violent croagegory. Offenss classified as violent crime
in Brisbane include homicide, manslaughter, attempted homicide, conspiracy to murder, assault

(grievous, serious and common) and robbery (armdduaarmed).
New South Wales Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research (BOSCAR)

BOSCAR provided monthly counts of all crime incidents within New South Wales suburbs
from January 2000 to December 2012. The state suburb is the smallest unit of analyssdhat t
is provided and thus the preassigned suburbs listed in the dataset were used. The crime incident data
were cleaned in Stata with incidents falling outside of the SSD dropped from the dataset. From here,
monthly counts were aggregated to repreaanual counts of crime baken the calendar year.
Recognigg that collection agencies record crime differently and definitions of crimes vary across
state boundaries, offemsubcategories were furthetaenined to ensure similar offexswere
captured irNew South Walesrime statistics. BOSCAR offensegluded in the violent crime
measure consist of murder, attempted murder, murder accessory/conspiracy, manslaughter, assault
(domestic violence related, police, rRdamestic violence related) and robbémth firearm, with
nornfirearm weapon and without weapon). While differences exist in how subcategories are defined
in the two sites (for example assault categories), once aggregated both violent crime measures

capture similar violent crime incidents: hmme, other homicide, assaults and robberies.
Australian Census of Population and Housing

The Australian Census of Population and Housing is conducted every five years under the
auspices of the ABS. With participation mandatory, the census aims idgasvaccurate
representation of the number of people and dwellings in Australia on census night. Additionally, the
census collects information on a number of individual and household indicators including: age,
gender, income, occupation, dwelling typel @ecupancy, year of arrival, ancestry, languages
spoken, and religioThis studyutilises three waves of ABS census data (2001, 2006 and 2011)
based on place of usual residete@rovide information on the soedemographic and
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environmental features akighbourhoos. Data from the 2011 and 2006 census were extracted
using TableBuilder Prean online product made available by the ABS. TableBuilder Pro allows
users to create large tables with census data and supports acfaciess classified tabl€gor
exampleyear of arrival by religious affiliation). Tables created in TableBuilder Pro were exported to
excel and later cleaned in Stata. As 2001 census data is not available online, it was purchased
directly from the ABS. All variables of interesewe crosschecked to ensure consistency in the

guestions and response categories across census years.
4.5 Violentcrime counts as the outcomeariable

Immigrationcrime scholarship in the United States and elsewhere has tended to focus on the
effect ofimmigration on violent crime (see for example, Martinez e28l04; Martinez et gl2010;
Ousey& Kubrin, 2009; Ousey &ubrin, 2014; Stowell & Martinez 2009; Velez2009; Wadsworth
2010). To provide a point of comparison to international reseamlenvicrime is employed as the
dependent variable across all three quantitative studibss thesisOffenses classified as violent
crime include homicide, other homicide, assault and robbery. While Andresen and Linning (2012)
cite issues with combiningffenses into broad crime categories, this aggregation is necessary in the

Australian context with violent crime a particularly rare event.

In modellingcrime across place, scholars usually use one of two strategies. The traditional
approach is to creata crime rate by dividing crime counts by a population base (for example, the
residential population) and then converting this figure to a rate to per 100,000 persons. This crime
rate (or the log transformation) is therodelledusing linear regression. Nile this approach is
suitable when considering crime across large units of analysis (such as cities), Osgood (2000) argues
that it is problematic when examining crime across smaller units (like census tracts) where the
population is smaller and crime evemre fewer. This is because crime incidents are discrete events
and thus the crime rate for any given population relates to integer counts of crime (Osgood, 2000). In
places with a small population, a single violent crime incident might equate to erinighrate.

Osgood (2000) therefore warns that using crime rates at this geographic unit violates the assumption
of homogeneity of error variance. Specifically, crime rates will produce larger error terms when

based on small populations compared to laagpufations (Osgood, 2000). As the population size of
neighbourhooss i ncl uded i n this thesis varies from 3
(2000) warning is worthy of consideration. Additionally, violent crimes are rare events distributed
acrosseghbourhood in a highly skewed manner. As such, OLS regression is not suitable as the
normal distribution of error terms cannot be assumed when coom@s are small. Osgood (2000, p.
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23) e x p | @gopulaions dedkemse, an offerrate of zero will b observed for a larger and
larger proportion of cases. Thus, there is an effective censoring at zero that is dependent on sample

size, which has considerable potential for bi.

To deal with these methodologicdiallenges, many scholars have opted to use count models
such as Poisson or negative binomial regres3ibase models generally include an exposure term
that effectively standarsiés counts by population size. | take this approach in this thesis and/emplo
negative binomial regression to assess crime within and betveggmbourhoosl. The violent crime
count for each time point is calculated based on a three year moving axemérgelaround each
census year (for example in 2001, the crime count repseenaverage for 2000, 2001 and 2002).
This helps create a more stable estimate of crime and prevents an uncharacteristically high crime
year from biasing the results (Ous&yKubrin, 2009; Ousew Kubrin, 2014).

Table 41 Number of zero violent crime count suburbs

SYDNEY  BRISBANE

(N=598) (N=302)
2001 2 (0.003%) 13 (4.30%)
2006 2 (0.003%) 11 (3.64%)
2011  0(0.00%) 10 (3.31%)

Figure 4.8 and 4.9 shothie distribution of violent crime across the three time points for both
research sites. Hereavcan see that violent crime counts are consistently higher across Sydney
neighbourhoosl compared to Brisbameighbourhoog reflecting thegreater populatiosize and
density in Sydneyeighbourhoosl While violent crime counts are quite rare eventhienAustralian
context, only a few suburbs reporteeto violent crimes (see Tablel}.Areas that reprted zero
violent crimes tendetb have relatively small residential populations with low population density
and were located on the outskirts of thg.clthe following sections outline the analytic strategy of

each of the three quantitative studies that comprise this thesis.
4.6 Study 1: Immigrant growth, concentration and crime

Study 1 aims to determine whether theories of immigration and crimégdeddn the
United States context genesalito multiethnic settings like Australia where recent immigrant waves
have focused on the admittance of skilled immigrants and wieegabourhoosl are rarely
dominated by a single birthplace. Apart from setargaseline for Australian research, Study 1 also

advances the current literature by employing an innovative hgiwakllingapproach. Previous
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Figure 4.8 Distribution of violent crime counts across Sydneyeighbourhoods
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immigrationcrime studies consider either how changes in immigrant concentration over time impact
crimewithin a unit (see for example Martinez et al. 2010; Ousey & Ku2009) or how static

levels of immigrant concentration are associated with more or less loetweerunits (i.e. cross
sectional research, see for example Stowell & Martinez, 2009; Velez, 2009). Yet experiencing an
influx of immigrants into an area isherently different to exhibiting a generally high level of
immigrant concentration and as such, each process may differentially influence crime. This study
considers both and is guided by three research questions. First, how do changes in immigrant
concentration impact changes in violent crime witlmeighbourhoosl over time? Second, do
neighbourhoos with a higher concentration of immigrants encounter more or less violent crime than
those with a lower concentration? And finally, meighbourhoodactors(such as the size of the
immigrant population or the level of disadvantage) moderate the effect of changes in immigrant

concentration on violent crime acrassighbourhoos?
Variable nformation

In Australia, like elsewhere, immigrant settlement pattarmscrime are nerandom and
bothareheavily shaped by dynammeighbourhooaontexts (ABS2014a; McDonalekt al,2013).
Due to lower rents and costs of living, mammigrants settle in disorgamid communities (Stowell
2007)where violent crime is mincmore pronounced (Kriv& Peterson1996; Shaw& McKay,
1942). In Australia, newly arrived immigrants often settle in and around the central business district
(CBD) (ABS 2014a) however, such areas present greater opportunities for crime due to high
populdion density and a greater mixed land use (Livings2008; Nielser& Martinez 2003;
Grubesic et al2013). The relationship between immigration and crime may therefore be spurious
and a result of the types of places immigrants chose to settle. Toldontispects of the
neighbourhoodhat might correlate with crime and immigration, a number of theoretically and
empirically derived socialemographic and environmental variables are included in the analysis
(Bell & Machin, 2013; Martinez et al2010; Qusey &Kubrin, 2009; Ousey &ubrin, 2014). This
section provides information on the key independent variable of interest for Study 1 as well as an
overview of theneighbourhoodvariables included. Descriptive statistics for these variables are
included inTable4.2 and 4.3As can be seen in the correlation matrices provided in Badylaone
of these variables exceed correlations of 0.70.

Immigrant Concentratiorthe key variable of interest for Study 1 is total immigrant concentration.
This variableeffectively captures the share of tio¢al population who is foreigborn across each

neighbourhoodt each time point. Several studies in the United States have used a comparable
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measure to tap intilve presence of immigranfsee for exampl&eldmeyer ad Steffensmeir, 2009;

Lee et al., 2001; Martinez et al., 2008; Martinez et al., 2010; Wadsworth), 28liftough percent
Latino isalsocommon(Feldmeyer, 2009; Harris & Feldmeyer, 2013; Light, 200#%) average,

levels of immigrant concentration arenstderably higher across Sydnagighbourhoosicompared

to Brisbaneneighbourhoos at all time points. However, both cities saw an increase in the
neighbourhoodevel of immigrant concentration between 2001 and 2011 (Sydney: 28.74% in 2001
and 30.75% in 201; Brisbane 20.19% in 2001 and 23.81% in 2011).

DisadvantageSocialdisorganisatiortheory predicts disadvantagedighbourhoos will encounter
higher rates of criméxtensive studies reveal that sceiconomic disadvantage is a consistent and
strong pedictor ofneighbourhoodiolence (Bursik& Grasmick, 1993; Krivo &eterson, 1996; Lee

et al.,2001; Sampson, Morenoff Raudenbush, 2005). Scholars argue this is because disadvantaged
communities generally exhibit weaker ties betweeighbous, highedevels of unemployment,

limited supervision of children and teenagers and residents lack a willingness to intervene in local
problems (BrowningDietz & Feinberg2004. As a result, residents living in disadvantaged
neighbourhoos often fail to engage itmne informal social control actions required to reduce crime
(for example arrangingeighbourhoodvatches or contacting the police) (Velez, 2009). Due to
limited social and economic capitakrtain immigrant groups (such as humanitarian immigrants)
oftensettlein disadvantaged areas on arrival and thus any relationship uncovered between

immigration and crime may be due to selection bias (Stowell, 2007).

To control for the effect of disadvantage on violent crime, a disadvantage factor was
generatedn Staa using théactor command with the principalomponent factorpcf) option. The
disadvantage factor [sased on three measures: percent unemployed and seeking work, percent one
parent families and percent lemcome person¥ These variables loaded stghyon one factor in
both cities at each time point. All variables had loadings of 1.9 or higighrer scoresf the

disadvantage factoeflect higher degrees akighbourhoodlisadvantage.

Residentialnstability: In addition to disadvantage, sociisorganisatiortheorists also contend that

higher levels of residential instability are associated with meighbourhoodarime. In residentially
unstable areas, residents are unable to build social networks and form strong ties to local
organisatios (Sa r k , 1987). These weak soci al ties can

and as a consequence, crime flourishes. As immigration is a strong driver of residential instability, it

12 Low income measure captures persons who reported earning less than $399 a week. This figure was adjusted in 2001
and 2006 according the Consumer Price Index based on September each census y2ailtABS,
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is important to control for its unique effect on violent crime and tlwasmeasures of residential
instability (percenhouseholds rentingnd percenbouseholdstaa different address five years ago)
are included in the mode{the correlation betweethetwo variables is below 0.62 at each time
point).

Young Malesin thebroader criminological literature, young males are found to be

disproportionality involved in crime (Boy@000; Hirschi &Gottfredson 1983. Evidence from the

2011 Australian Census suggests that while a similar proportion of recently arrived immageants
male compared to the native population, nationally, a higher number of recent immigrants fall within
the 15 to 24 age bracket (22.4@@mparedo 14.53%) (ABS, 2011)f increased immigration shifts

the sociedemographic composition okighbourhooslby increasing the proportion of young males,
crime rates are likely to rise. Indeed, Andersen (2012) found that increased immigration indirectly
affected crime by increasing the number of young males in the population. To control for this,

percent males &gl 1524 years is included in thmodels

IndigenousPresencelndigenousAustralians are overrepresented in the criminal justice system both

as victims and as perpetrators of violent crime (Wundersitz, 2010). Despite comprising only 3% of
the total populaon (ABS, 2011), recent figures shdmdigenousoffenders make up 40% of the
prisoner population incarcerateat fassault (Australian Institute of Criminolo{&IC), 2015).
FurtherIndigenousAustralians are -8 times more likely to be a victim of crimalC, 2015). Their
disproportionate contact with the system can be attributed to the high levels of social disadvantage
which plaguedndigenouscommunitiegAltman, Biddle& Hunter, 2008 and the systematic
discrimination they face. As research shémgigenousAustralians are more likely to be charged by
police than their nondigenouscounterparts (Wundersitz, 2010), this may have important
consequences for official crime dagiudies have linkethdigenougresence to greater recorded
crime at the agggate leel (McCausaland. Vivian 2010. To control for the effect dhdigenous
presence on crime, percentigenouss included in the models. In 201rieighbourhoos in

Brisbane had on average a greater numbérdijenougesidents (2.15%) comparen $ydney

(1.43%).

PopulationDensity: Population density affectseeighbourhoo@nvironments in ways that can either

promote or prevent violent crime. By presenting more opportunities for violence (due to increased
contact with or access to potential uiet), some contend higher population density is intrinsically
linked to higher rates afeighbourhoodrime. Alternatively, it is also argued more densely
populatecheighbourhoos s houl d experience | ess violent cr
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population density can provide a source of natural surveillance that inhibits potential offenders from
engaging in violence (Harries, 2006). To control for the effect of population density on violent
crime, a measure of population density was also includ#deei models. This measure was calculated
by dividing the total population of@eighbourhoodby the area of theeighbourhoodin square
kilometreg. This variable was then rescaled (divided by 100) for interpoetatirposes. As shown

in Table 4.2 and .8, neighbourhoosl in Sydney are on average much more densely populated than
neighbourhoosl in Brisbane (29.15 and 14.27 in 2011 respectively).

Residential Land UseExtensive evidence suggests crime is clustered around certaresidential

land usegpatrticularly bars, schools, transport stations and shoganigeqGrubesic et al., 2013;
Ihlanfeldt, 2003; Livingston, 2008; Murray Swatt, 2010; Nielse& Martinez, 2003).
Environmental criminologists contend these -mesidential land uses eithetratt or generate
opportunities for crime and thueighbourhoos with these features present tend to experience
higher rates of crime (McCo& Ratcliffe, 2009). Land use is less considered in empirical tests of
socialdisorganisationHowever, from thigerspective it is argued that mixed or sresidential land
use can | imit the capacity of residents to ma
differentiate between locals and outsiders is reduced in areas with greatesidentialand use

due to the large number of strangers in the area (Stucky and Ottensmann, 2009). Previous
immigrationrcrime scholarship has largely ignored the effect of land use on crime (seedptien
Alaniz et al., 1998Nielsen and Martinez, 2003). Yetlfag to account for land use may present a
misleading picture of the immigratiesrime association, particularly if immigrants are unevenly
distributed in areas with more crirgenerators or attractors presertis study therefore accounts

for the influerce of nonresidential land use on violent crime.

To control for the effect of neresidential land use on violent crime, the land use categories
assigned to meshblodRsn the 2011 census were used to construct a percent residential land use
variable. Mehblocks are the smallest unit of analysis provided by the census and include
information on theiphydcal size as well as a categati®n of their primaryland usento one of
seven classesesidential, parkland, commercial, industrial, water, educatidransport. To create
the residential land use measure, meshblocks were spatially joined to state suburbs in ArcGIS. The
total area of residential meshblocks within each suburb was summed and then divided by the total
suburb area. This figure was thenltiplied by 100 to provide a percentage score. While it is

acknowledged that not all neesidential land uses are equal in their ability to attract or generate

13 No residential data is provided at this level.
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crime, this blunt measure controls for the potential of residential activities driving higer rates of
crime acrosseighbourhoos. Unfortunately due to data availability, the land use measure is only

taken at one time point (2011).

Distance to the CBDEarly neighbourhoodheories of crime predicted a negative correlation

between aneighbounoodd s di st ance to the CBD and the occu
Notable in Australian capital cities is the tendency for immigrants to settle in and around the CBD

(as discussed in Chapter 3) (ABS, 2014). In fact, in both Sydney and Brisban@%vef the

residential population living in the citentreis foreign born (ABS, 2014). With this in mind, the

distance between the centroid of eaeilghbourhoodnd the centroid of the CBD was estimated to

create alistance to CBDneasure. To create thseasure, ArcGIS and Stata were both employed to
compute the Euclidean distance (in km) between the geometricesof eachneighbourhoodo the

CBD (see Figure 4.10). On average, the Sydraghbourhoosl included in the sample were located
25.88 km fron the citycentre(min=0.89km and max=88.33km) while Brisbameighbourhoosl

were on average located 19.18km crime theastytre(min= 1.04km and max=61.67km).

Figure 4.10 Distance to CBD calculation

CBD

Neighborhood A

Nearby violent crimeAs neighbourhoos arenot independent entities, scholars contend that the

activities in adjacent areas may affect crime in the foeajhbourhoodMorenoff andcolleagues

(2001) found thathe spatial proximity to violent crimaeighbourhoosl was associated with

homicide ratesn the focal area. Acknowledging the potential for spillover effects, a spatially lagged
violent crime variable was generated to account for violence in surroundindaseason the

average crime rate for 2010, 2011 and 201#s variable was created $tata using a spatial

weights matrix which employed the rook contiguity matrix. The crime rate measure was then log
transformed. In the longitudinatodels this measure is not used to look at changegighbouing

areas but rather represents the awetagel of vident crime inneighbouing areas
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Table 42 Descriptive statistics for Study 1 Sydney (N=580)

Variables 2001 2006 2011

Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max
Violent Crime Counts 67.64 (101.70) 0.00 773.33 64.96 (97.0) 0.00 817.67 58.91 (87.21) 0.33 869.33
% Immigrant 28.74 (11.73)  8.45 67.53 28.97 (11.92) 8.33 64.90 30.75 (12.98) 9.33 70.43
Disadvantage -0.06 (1.02) -2.23  5.04 0.13 (1.15) -2.12 6.28 0.11 (1.06) -1.90 5.35
Population Density 25.68 (19.33) 0.63 186.41 26.85(20.02) 0.63 192.48 29.15 (21.76) 0.51 201.69
% Renting 24.07 (13.43) 1.66 84.30 24.39 (12.81) 1.13 77.91 24.47 (12.64) 0.83 83.29
% Different Address 5 Years  38.84 (10.07) 21.58 86.00 30.04 (8.18) 15.78 61.22 33.57(9.45) 17.02 80.25
% Indgenous 1.10(1.42) 0.00 11.55 1.18 (1.57) 0.00 12.99 1.43 (1.78) 0.00 15.15
% Young Males 6.89 (1.64) 3.26 16.96 6.79 (1.65) 2.74 14.22 6.56 (1.64) 2.32 16.01
% Residential Land Use - - - - - - 66.62 (18.99) 25.17 100.00
% Distance to CBD (km) - - - - - - 25.83 (19.24) 0.89 88.33
Nearby Violent Crime - - - - - - 6.42 (0.71) 0.00 8.60
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Table 43 Descriptive statistics for Study 1 BrisbangN=302)

Variables 2001 2006 2011

Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max
Violent Crime Counts 22.51(26.07)  0.00 165.33  21.67 (24.54) 0.00 163.67 21.47 (25.42) 0.00 195.33
% Immigrant 20.19 (7.10) 6.80 50.54 20.76 (7.41) 6.52 54.67 23.81 (8.75) 6.65 56.61
Disadvantage 0.42 (0.91) -1.53 3.31 0.03 (0.80) -2.00 2.35 0.11 (0.82) -1.85 2.62
Population Density 12.01 (9.03) 0.14 47.48 13.13 (9.94) 0.14 55.64 14.27(10.61) 0.13 65.20
% Renting 25.43 (11.97) 2.80 57.97 25.00 (11.55) 2.82 52.01 26.90 (12.00) 2.55 54.48
% Different Address 5 Years 44.32 (8.83) 13.28 79.16 38.11 (v.60) 11.19 68.86 40.59 (8.93) 7.68 68.66
% Indigenous 1.79 (2.09) 0.00 29.32 1.90 (2.55) 0.00 37.61 2.15 (2.74) 0.00 40.29
% Young Males 7.41 (2.02) 1.79 22.37 7.35 (2.03) 2.42 22.43 7.25 (2.02) 1.16 22.58
% Residential Land Use - - - - - - 66.12 (18.17) 25.57  100.00
Distance to City Centre (km) - - - - - - 19.18 (11.93) 1.04 61.67
Nearby Violent Crime - - - - - - 5.40 (1.03) 0.00 7.35
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Table 4.4 Correlation matrices for Study 1

SYDNEY (N=580) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Immigrant 0.33 1.00
3. Population Density 0.30 043 1.00
4. % Indigenous 0.17 -0.17 -0.11 1.00
- 5. Disadvantage 037 019 0.00 059 1.00
S 6. Young Males 011 0.17 -0.09 0.15 0.09 1.00
N 7. % Renting 046 040 054 037 056 0.03 1.00
8. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.11 0.14 0.30 -0.12 -0.14 -0.11 0.34 1.00
9. Distance to CBD -0.08 -0.54 -054 0.35 0.34 -0.03 -0.25 -0.04 1.00
10. % Residential Land Use -0.04 0.15 0.40 -011 -0.07 -0.10 -0.01 -0.00 -0.24 1.00
11. Nearby Violent Crime -0.00 -0.06 -0.02 -0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.04 0.01 0.03 -0.05 1.00
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Immigrant 0.28 1.00
3. Population Density 0.28 0.40 1.00
4. % Indigenous 0.18 -0.26 -0.16 1.00
© 5. Disadvantage 0.30 0.17 -0.20 0.63 1.00
S 6. Young Males 0.13 0.18 -0.14 0.13 0.24 1.00
N 7. % Renting 044 034 056 0.34 033 -0.03 1.00
8. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.20 0.22 0.48 -0.15 -0.29 -0.14 054 100
9. Distance to CBD -0.04 -053 -056 045 0.44 0.07 -0.21 -0.18 1.00
10. % Residential Land Use -0.05 -0.14 0.37 -0.12 -0.06 -0.18 0.01 -0.01 -0.24 1.00
11. Nearby Violent Crime 0.00 -0.06 -0.02 -0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.04 -0.01 0.03 -0.05 1.00
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Immigrant 0.32 1.00
3. Population Density 0.23 046 1.00
4. % Indigenous 0.16 -0.35 -0.21 1.00
— 5. Disadvantage 0.32 0.16 -0.18 0.62 1.00
S 6. Young Males 0.10 0.12 -0.25 0.18 0.38 1.00
N 7. % Renting 046 042 057 031 0.37 -0.07 1.00
8. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.18 0.26 053 -0.17 -0.30 -0.27 0.53 1.00
9. Distance to CBD -0.02 -0.55 -0.55 053 042 0.17 -0.21 -0.22 1.00
10. % Residential Land Use -0.05 0.13 0.37 -0.13 -0.03 -0.12 0.03 -0.02 -0.24 1.00
11. Nearby Violent Crime 0.01 -0.06 -0.03 0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.00 -0.04 0.03 -0.05 1.00
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BRISBANE (N=302) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Immigrant 0.19 1.00
3. Population Density 0.32 0.23 1.00
4. % Indigenous 0.24 -0.17 -0.09 1.00
- 5. Disadvantage 052 0.13 0.20 0.42 1.00
3 6. Young Males 0.19 031 0.29 -0.04 0.05 1.00
o 7. % Renting 054 0.19 063 030 059 0.32 1.00
8. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.02 0.29 0.37 -0.23 -0.09 0.13 040 1.00
9. Distance to CBD -0.10 -0.27 -0.63 0.25 0.18 -0.33 -0.37 -0.29 1.00
10. % Residential Land Use -0.09 0.04 0.33 -0.07 -0.06 -0.03 0.02 0.08 -0.11 1.00
11. Nearby Violent Crime 0.08 0.04 0.12 -0.00 0.00 -0.02 0.07 0.10 -0.10 0.01 1.00
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Immigrant 0.17 1.00
3. Population Density 0.22 0.25 1.00
4. % Indigenous 0.22 -0.20 -0.14 1.00
© 5. Disadvantage 045 0.12 -0.10 0.39 1.00
3 6. Young Males 0.18 0.33 0.24 -0.03 0.01 100
N 7. % Renting 050 0.14 0.62 0.21 0.36 0.28 1.00
8. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.06 0.28 0.34 -0.17 -0.10 0.10 0.40 1.00
9. Distance to CBD -0.02 -0.31 -0.63 0.27 0.38 -0.28 -0.38 -0.15 1.00
10. % Residential LanUse  -0.10 0.03 0.34 -0.08 -0.06 -0.04 0.01 -0.01 -0.11 1.00
11. Nearby Violent Crime 0.09 0.04 0.3 -0.01 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.05 -0.10 0.01 1.00
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Immigrant 0.18 1.00
3. Population Density 0.19 0.32 1.00
4. % Indigenous 0.20 -0.24 -0.18 1.00
— 5. Disadvantage 0.47 0.14 -0.12 043 1.00
S 6. Young Males 0.16 0.31 0.16 -0.02 0.09 1.00
N 7. % Renting 049 0.22 0.61 0.20 0.34 0.27 1.00
8. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.13 0.32 047 -0.18 -003 0.13 0.62 1.00
9. Distance to CBD 0.03 -0.38 -0.63 0.33 0.39 -0.26 -0.36 -0.29 1.00
10. % Residential Land Use -0.10 -0.00 0.33 -0.07 -0.08 -0.01 0.01 -0.07 -0.11 1.00
11. Nearby Violent Crime 0.07 0.08 0.13 -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 0.07 0.12 -0.10 0.01 1.00
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Analytic Strategy

As immigration is a social process which unfolds over time, its study requires longitudinal
analysis. There are two main approaches to longitudinal analysis: fixed effects and random effects.
While fixed effects moells control for unobservable factors reducing potential bias, they concentrate
solely on withinunit variation and time variant variables (Allison, 2009). In contrast, random effects
models exploit both within group and between group variation producing pnecise estimates
(Allison, 2009). Yet the assumptions of the random effects model can lead to omitted variable bias
and potentially misrepresent the association. Longitudinal examinations of immigration and crime
have preferred the fixed effects esttroa (Martinez et al., 2010; Ousey & Kubrin, 2009; Ousey &
Kubrin, 2014; Wadsworth, 2010) and are thus unable to examine between unit variation as well as

the effect of time invariant variables.

Hybrid models allow for more precise estimates than whatfesed by fixed effects models
while dealing with the potential bias which undermines the random effects approach. This study
utlises Al l i sonds hybrid model whi c meighbodrhmowad f or
betweemeighbourhooeffects Allison, 2009). The first step for calculating a hybrid model is to
create the two types of variables: community specific ruestredvariables (for the between
effects) and meadeviated variables (for the within effects). The meantredvariables ar¢he
predictor variables used to compare betwasighbourhoos. The meaitentredvariables are

created as follows:
MeanCentredvariable= (Time 1 + Time 2 + Time 3)/3

The meardeviated variables compare changes withireighbourhooavertime. This varible is
calculated for each time point as follows:

MeanDeviated Variable= (Meah Timet)

After creating these variables, the next step is to run a regression model with the mean
deviated variables and the meaemtredvariables included as predictors. bt models therefore
comprise two distinct components: (1) the within effects and; (2) the between effects. The within
effects component of the model assesses how changes in the predicator varidilgisiourhood
A influence changes iNeighbourhood 8 level of violent crime over time. Of particular interest to
this study is how changes in immigrant concentration impact violent crime wittgighbourhood

The between effects component allows for comparison aseigsbourhoos- Neighbourhood 6 s
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average score over the three time points is thus compaieigbbourhood6s. Thi s al | o
consider whether areas with a higher average level of immigrant concentration encounter higher
levels of crime. Taken together, this approach enables us taahgé how change influences

violent crimewithin a neighbourhoodaver time as well as compaaerossneighbourhoosl.

As violent crimes represent relatively rar@ighbourhooavents, the distribution is strongly
skewed to the right with many places #oiting low counts. As such, hybrid estimates for negative
binomial regression models are calculated as they are less affected by overdispersion (Alison, 2009).
As demonstrated in section 4.5, zero crime counts are infrequent and represent only a small
proportion of suburbs. Zero inflated models were thus not required. The models are run using the
xtnbregcommand in Stata with the total resident persons included as the exposure variable. This
estimates the outcome as a crime rate. In order to get comedasd errors, Alison (2009) suggests
that it is important to use an estimation technique that accounts for dependence among the multiple
observations for eaateighbourhoodAllison (2009) recommends random effects. The formula for

the random effects netige binomial hybrid model is:

w O 6w 6w 6006 0©°

Wherewis the number of violent crimes incidentsnigighbourhoodn yearo, Gis the intercept
is a matrix of the meadeviatedneighbourhoogbredicators andis a matrixof meancented
neighbourhoogbredicators;Os a matrix of the time invariameighbourhoogbredictors 0 is the

random effect an@® is the standard error term.

4.7 Study 2: Immigration, ethnicity and crime

Study 2 expands on Study § Bisaggregating immigrant concentration by two indicators of
ethnicity: language and religion, to tease apart group specific effects. By tapping into the presence of
culturally similar immigrants, these disaggregated concentration measures are molefeuitab
testing the immigrationevitalisationthesis than the total immigrant concentration measure
employed in Study 1. To simultaneously test the central tenets of discejanisatioheory,
corresponding diversity measures are also included in tlielsy By considering both concentration
and diversity effects and by accounting for the dynamic features nétgkebourhoodthe central
tenets of sociallisorganisatiotheory and the immigratiorevitalisationthesis are rigorously tested.

Three simiér questions to Study 1 guide Study 2. First, | ask how do changes in immigrant group

concentration and diversity impact changes in violent crime over time witlerghbourhood
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Second, | question whetheeighbourhoos with a higher concentration of t&n immigrant groups

or higher levels of ethnic diversity report more or less violent crime. And finally, | ask whether the
effect of changes in immigrant concentration and ethnic diversity varies across different
neighbourhoodontexts (namely, in areasgth high versus low levels of immigrant concentration

and in more versus less disadvantageighbourhoos).
Variable information

This section outlines the measures of immigrant group concentration and ethnic diversity
included in the Study 2 models. Reptive statistics for these additional variables are provided in
Tables 4.6 and 4.7. Tmeighbourhoodariables included in the Study 1 analysis are retained for
Study 2. As shown in the correlation matrices (see Table 4.8 and 4.9), these variai¢ soare

highly correlated with one another to prohibit them from being included in the same model.

Group specific concentration measures

As ethnicity is a multdimensional construct, the total immigrant concentration measure is
disaggregated by both lgnage and religion to determine the group specific effects of immigration
on violent crime over time and acrassighbourhoos. These group categories were developed using
the ABS broad group classificatitfr(see Table 4.5, for further detail on compositid broad
language categories see Chapter 6). By capturing the preseneetbhios, these disaggregated

measures allow for a more meaningful test of the immigrageitalisationthesis in Australia.

Table 4.5 Ethnic group categories

Language Religious Affiliation

% Northern European % Islam

% Southern European % Buddhism

% Eastern European % Hinduism

% Southern Asian % Christianity

% Southast Asian % dthedReligion (ind. Judaism)

% SouthvestandCentral Asian % No Religion
% Eastern Asian

% English Only

% Othed

% Due torelatively smalloverallnumbersthe Judaisncategorywas included under th#®the®Religion category.
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Diversity

Socialdisorganisatiortheory predicts the negative effect of immigration on crime is
particularly pronounced in ethnically diverse areas (Stowell 2007). To measure this, diversity indices

are included in the Stud¥analysis and are calculated using the Blau formula (Blau, 1977):
1- Fn

wherep is the proportion of the total group who are members of a given categocpmpletely
homogenous community would receive a score of 0 and the score for ary érgiezbgeneous
community would approach 1. The language diversitgxnd comprised of the nirroad language
groups listed in Table 4.5. Similarly, the religion divigrendex was calculated using the &iroad
religious group®utlined in Table 4.5-or ease of interpretation, the index is multiplied by 100.

Analytic strategy
Consistent with Study 1, Studyu@lises a hybridnodellingapproach. By including mean

centredvariables and meadeviated variables this approach allows for the examinafiboth
within-neighbourhoodnd betweemeighbourhooaffects. Similar to Study 1, the first stage of

analysis involves creating the two types of variables. Next, the variables are entered into a regression
model. Again, violent crime counts aredelledusing negative binomial estimates with the total
resident population included as the exposure
random effects are estimated in order to get correct standard errors as it allows for dependence
amongst multiplebservations for eaaleighbourhoodFor further information on thisodelling

strategy refer to Section 4.7.

Similar to Study 1, the models are stepped out in three stages. In stage 1, only the group
specific measures and corresponding diversity irsdize included in the model. In stage 2, the
socicdemographic and environmental featureaa@fjhbourhoosl are added. In stage 3, the
interaction terms are considered. This process allows us to see how Imeigdbourhooadontexts
shape the immigratiearime relationship. The two conceptations of ethnicity (language and

religion) aremodelledseparately due to issues with muddllinearity.
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Table 4.6 Descriptive statistics for Study 2 Sydney (N=580)

2001 2006 2011

Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (SD) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max
Language Concentration

% Northern European 0.51(0.36) 0.00 2.88 0.58(0.50) 0.00 294 0.60(0.48) 0.00 2.43
% Southern European 3.53(2.26) 0.00 2097 3.27(3.14) 0.00 1858 3.13(2.71) 0.00 16.34
% EasterrEuropean 2.04(193) 000 18.38 1.67(1.63) 0.00 1578 159(1.42) 0.00 12.60
% SouthvestandCentral Asian  2.26 (3.22 0.00 2124 257(3.66) 0.00 24.08 2.74(3.97) 0.00 27.85
% Southermsian 1.37(2.16) 0.00 2221 1.81(3.02) 0.00 30.14 2.65(4.53) 0.00 42.39
% Southast Asian 246 (3.98) 0.00 3319 254(4.07) 000 3256 284(4.29 0.00 36.00
% EasterrAsian 3.92(4.73) 0.00 29.29 439(559) 000 36.65 4.92(6.54) 0.00 42.37
% dthebLanguages 1.07(1.60) 0.00 1882 0.59(1.21) 0.00 12.04 0.65(1.12) 0.00 10.09
% English Only 11.70 (4.52) 2.31 29.42 1130(449 279 2847 11.40(5.02) 2.83 29.85
Religion Concentration

% Buddhist 2.12(3.44) 000 36.96 2.26(3.53) 0.00 3530 244355 0.00 35.58
% Christian 17.65(6.09) 556 42.17 17.07(5.82) 6.69 39.21 16.82(5.67) 6.72 39.97
% Hindu 0.84(1.42) 0.00 1849 1.12(2.05) 0.00 2235 1.60(3.11) 0.00 33.27
% Muslim 154(2.34) 0.00 2172 1.68(2.79) 0.00 2758 1.98(3.29) 0.00 33.72
% dthedReligion (Judaism) 0.77 (1.B) 0.00 2262 0.81(1.98) 0.00 2595 0.93(4.31) 0.00 25.32
% No Religion 3.86(2.60) 035 1495 462(3.29) 000 2351 581(4.31) 0.00 28.11
Diversity Indices

Language Diversity 44.41 (22.00) 7.84 97.13 46.62(22.31) 8.55 95.34 47.20(22.2) 9.76 92.58

Religion Diversity 48.44 (11.99) 17.41 97.05 51.90 (12.12) 21.27 94.16 53.65(11.47) 22.31 88.77




Table 4.7 Descriptive statistics for Study 2 Brisbane (N=302)

2001 2006 2011

Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max
Language Concentration

% Northern European 0.63(0.37) 0.00 217 0.73(0.56) 0.00 4.24 0.84 (0.53) 0.00 3.03
% Southern European 1.08(1.01) 0.00 7.85 1.01(0.98) 0.00 7.77 1.08 (0.93) 0.00 6.82
% Eastern European 0.90 (0.86) 0.00 4.47 0.76(0.76) 0.00 484 0.75(0.63) 0.00 3.35
% SouthvestandCentral Asian 0.22(0.30) 0.00 185 0.31(0.48) 0.00 3.42 0.49 (0.68) 0.00 4.95
% SoutkernAsian 0.50 (0.61) 0.00 450 0.70(0.84) 0.00 4.60 1.49 (1.56) 0.00 8.14
% Southast Asian 1.10(2.19) 0.00 20.47 1.23(2.13) 0.00 16.20 1.57(2.21) 0.00 18.13
% EasernAsian 1.46 (3.17) 00 2891 180(3.66) 0.00 30.65 2.29(4.41) 0.00 31.29
% dthebLanguages 0.97 (1.44) 0.00 9.87 0.63(1.16) 0.00 8.81 0.85(1.40) 0.00 9.19
% English Only 13.43(3.49) 4.66 2547 8.33(7.15) 0.00 38.63 12.13(3.62) 3.55 25.28
Religion Concentration

% Buddhisn 1.00(2.71) 0.00 12.29 1.15(1.78) 0.00 10.45 1.27(1.69) 0.00 9.41
% Christiarity 12.03(3.85) 4.46 25.99 12.76 (3.70) 3.96 23.53 12.76(2.70) 3.96 23.53
% Hindusm 0.29 (0.40) 0.00 258 0.44(0.57) 0.00 3.45 0.44 (0.57) 0.00 3.49
% Islam 0.38 (0.57) 0.00 458 0.50(0.86) 0.00 8.66 0.79 (1.20) 0.00 12.98
% dthedBReligion (Judaism) 0.24(0.23) 0.00 1.47 0.24(0.30) 0.00 1.64 546(2.61) 0.88 18.32
% No Religion 3.37(149) 0.67 11.62 4.21(0.191) 0.00 14.26 0.48(0.47) 0.00 2.93
Diversity Indices

Language Diversity 22.63 (13.12) 4.80 92.23 26.57 (14.33) 6.50 91.77 29.04 (15.74) 4.58 96.17

Religion Diversity 48.07 (7.34) 3450 93.79 53.28 (7.30) 37.05 94.58 54.39(7.49) 37.16 97.14




Table 4.8 Correlation matrices (language concentration and diversity)

SYDNEY (N=580) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. Northern European -0.07 1.00
3. Eastern European 0.28 -0.08 1.00
4. Southern European 0.08 -0.29 040 1.00
5. Eastern Asian 0.19 -0.13 0.29 0.19 1.00
6. Southern Asian 024 -029 021 013 038 1.00
7. Southast Asian 025 -025 045 029 0.28 031 1.00
8. Southwest &entral Asian 026 -0.32 045 038 025 0.36 045 1.00
- 9. (’Dthef)Languages 0.28 -0.31 0.16 015 0.06 0.29 0.33 0.38 1.00
o 10. English OnIy 0.50 0.21 0.07 -0.05 0.15 0.08 -0.04 -0.05 -0.05 1.00
8 11. Language Diversity 032 -0.32 063 064 057 050 060 068 042 0.04 1.00
12. Population Density 0.30 0.10 024 022 026 009 014 0.12 0.09 029 035 100
13. % Indigenous 0.17 -0.23 -0.04 -0.11 -0.26 -0.02 0.02 -002 052 -0.16 0.00 -0.112 1.00
14. Disadvantage 037 -036 023 -0.17 002 013 040 038 059 -012 029 000 059 1.00
15. Young Males 0.11 -0.15 0.07 -036 0.17 0.15 0.17 0.16 015 0.02 021 -0.09 0.15 0.09 1.00
16. %Renting 046 -009 023 011 022 0.23 0.21 0.22 0.46 0.17 0.39 054 0.37 0.56 0.03 1.00
17. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.11 0.11 -0.05 -0.17 0.14 0.22 0.01 -0.15 -0.7 0.17 -0.01 030 -0.12 -0.14 -0.11 0.34 1.00
18. Distance to CBD -0.08 -0.14 -0.29 -0.36 -0.45 -0.11 -0.08 -0.16 0.02 -0.23 -0.48 -054 035 034 -0.03 -0.25 -0.04 1.00
19. % Residential Land Use -0.04 -0.06 0.10 -0.16 0.08 -0.04 008 009 005 005 015 040 -0.11 -0.07r -0.10 -0.01 -0.00 -0.24 1.00
20. Nearby Violent Crime -0.00 0.04 -0.03 -0.16 -0.00 -0.03 -0.03 0.01 -0.01 0.02 -0.10 -0.02 -0.02 0.01 002 -004 0.01 0.03 -005 1.00
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. Northern European -0.11  1.00
3. Eastern Europan 0.24 -0.13 1.00
4. Southern European 0.03 -026 042 1.00
5. Eastern Asian 0.14 -0.10 021 0.13 1.00
6. Southern Asian 026 -024 014 0.05 034 1.00
7. Southast Asian 020 -0.25 043 0.22 020 0.27 1.00
8. Southwest &entral Asian 022 -0.28 043 034 018 031 045 1.00
© 9. @ thebLanguages 025 -026 011 0.06 -0.04 025 030 033 1.00
o 10. English Only 0.49 0.21 006 -0.05 0.13 0.09 -005 -0.06 -0.09 1.00
8 11. Language Diversity 0.30 -030 060 058 055 048 058 065 033 0.05 1.00
12. Population Density 028 -0.03 024 019 0.27 0.0 0.12 0.08 0.01 0.26 0.40 1.00
13. % Indigenous 0.18 -0.26 -0.11 -0.15 -0.30 -0.03 0.00 -0.0r 057 -0.18 -0.11 -0.16 1.00
14. Disadvantage 030 -045 019 010 -001 017 045 043 065 -0.18 025 -0.20 0.63 1.00
15. Young Males 0.13 -0.22 0.11 -0.08 0.18 0.26 0.20 0.22 0.18 -0.05 0.21 -0.14 0.13 0.24 1.00
16. % Renting 0.44 -0.18 0.15 006 021 022 015 016 036 016 038 056 034 033 -0.03 100
17. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.20 0.11 -0.06 -0.18 0.28 0.27 -0.08 -0.14 -0.15 0.28 0.09 048 -0.15 -0.29 -0.14 054 1.00
18. Distance to CBD -0.04 -0.18 -0.26 -0.35 -0.44 -0.09 -0.07 -0.16 009 -0.23 -051 -056 045 0.44 0.07 -0.21 -0.18 1.00
19. % Residential Land Use -0.05 -0.04 010 019 0.09 -003 008 009 002 004 015 037 -0.12 -0.06 -0.18 0.01 -0.01 -0.24 1.00
20. Nearby Violent Crime 0.00 0.07 -0.03 -0.14 -0.01 -0.02 -0.04 -0.02 001 0.02 -0.09 -0.02 -0.00 000 0.00 -0.04 -0.01 0.03 -005 100
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SYDNEY (N=580) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. Northern European -0.10  1.00
3. Eastern European 0.22 -0.18 1.00
4. Southern European 0.01 -026 045 1.00
5. Eastern Asian 0.12 -0.11 0.17 0.10 1.00
6. Southern Asian 031 -025 0.10 0.02 030 1.00
7. Southast Asian 023 -0.30 043 019 0.17 0.24 1.00
8. Southwest &Central Asian 025 -036 042 030 011 026 046 1.00
— 9. d&thebLanguages 0.32 -036 0.11 0.02 -007 025 034 033 1.00
— 10. English Only 0.46 035 005 -004 0.1 008 -0.06 -0.09 -0.09 1.00
8 11. Language Diversity 029 -037 059 056 053 050 058 064 036 004 1.00
12. Population Density 023 018 025 023 028 015 013 0.08 000 0.28 0.04 100
13. % Indigenous 0.16 -0.30 -0.17 -0.21 -0.33 -0.09 -0.05 -0.10 056 -0.18 -0.20 -0.21 1.00
14. Disadvantage 032 -055 016 003 001 016 047 043 069 -022 029 -0.18 0.62 1.00
15. Young Males 010 -0.34 003 -009 016 014 025 023 027 -012 019 -0.25 0.18 0.38 1.00
16. % Renting 046 -0.09 017 00 023 026 020 019 043 0.18 040 057 031 037 -0.07 100
17. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.18 028 -005 -0.11 028 023 -0.09 -0.17 -0.20 0.29 0.06 053 -0.17 -0.30 -0.27 0.53 1.00
18. Distance to CBD -0.02 -0.25 -0.28 -0.39 -042 -0.10 -0.08 -0.14 0.11 -025 -050 -055 053 042 0.17 -0.212 -0.22 1.00
19. % Residential Land Use -0.05 -0.06 013 0.19 009 -003 007 009 002 005 015 037 -0.13 -0.03 -0.12 0.03 -0.02 -0.24 1.00
20. Nearby Violent Crime 001 0.08 -004 -015 -0.01 -0.04 -004 -0.02 -000 002 -0.10 -003 0.01 -0.01 -000 -0.00 -0.04 0.03 -0.05 1.00
BRISBANE (N=302) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. Northern European -0.04  1.00
3. Eastern European 0.30 0.01 1.00
4. Southern European 0.19 007 045 1.00
5. Eastern Asian 0.04 008 032 033 1.00
6. Southern Asian 0.03 002 044 040 059 1.00
7. Southeasfsian 019 006 040 037 015 035 1.00
8. Southwest &entral Asian 023 -000 060 055 049 058 026 1.00
o 9. @theblLanguages 043 -0.04 042 018 001 016 054 014 1.00
o 10. English Only 054 -005 026 008 013 0.18 0.02 018 0.14 1.00
8 11. Language Diversity 034 011 062 064 058 061 062 061 047 011 1.00
12. Population Density 032 -010 024 046 026 0.27 007 042 006 034 036 1.00
13. % Indigenous 0.24 -0.07v -0.02 -0.08 -0.18 -0.18 0.13 -0.11 033 -0.11 0.11 -0.09 1.00
14. Disadvantage 053 -0.05 040 0.0 -0.03 -006 025 012 050 013 022 020 042 100
15. Young Males 0.19 011 020 019 044 028 011 -024 010 0214 046 029 -004 0.05 1.00
16. % Renting 054 -0.09 033 040 007 011 020 031 037 020 045 063 030 059 032 100
17. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.02 007 015 028 024 029 -004 025 -009 015 016 037 -0.23 -0.09 0.13 040 1.00
18. Distance to CBD -0.10 o0.11 -0.28 -0.51 -0.27 -0.38 -0.17 -041 -0.05 -0.15 -0.39 -0.63 0.2 018 -0.33 -0.37 -0.29 1.00
19. % Residential Land Use -0.09 -0.05 0.00 0.09 011 0.05 -0.04 0.12 -0.04 0.06 -0.01 033 -0.07 -006 -0.03 0.02 0.08 -0.11 1.00
20. Nearby Violent Crime 008 -0.02 006 005 006 007 002 005 004 016 003 012 -0.00 0.00 -0.02 0.07 0.10 -0.10 0.01 1.00
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BRISBANE (N=302) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. Northern European -0.11  1.00
3. Eastern European 0.23 -0.05 1.00
4. Southern European 0.14 -0.06 0.36 1.00
5. Eastern Asian 0.08 -0.01 039 035 1.00
6. Southern Asian -0.02 0.03 049 038 0.67 1.00
7. Southast Asian 0.17 -0.05 038 035 0.21 040 1.00
8. Souhwest &Central Asian 0.16 -0.04 053 037 051 054 0.37 1.00
9. thebLanguages 0.44 -0.13 040 0.05 -0.03 0.08 042 020 1.00
10. English Only 051 -0.10 0.05 -0.10 -0.02 -0.09 -0.08 -0.02 0.212 1.00
11. Language Diversy 0.31 -006 060 059 062 062 062 059 038 -0.04 1.00
12. Population Density 022 -020 0.18 051 028 021 008 020 0.02 0.12 038 100
13. % Indigenous 0.22 -0.11 -0.06 -0.13 -0.17 -0.19 0.06 -0.14 028 0.06 0.02 -0.14 1.00
14. Disadvantage 045 -0.14 0.8 -0.05 0.03 -004 027 002 053 029 014 -010 0.39 1.00
15. Young Males 0.18 -003 020 026 046 028 017 024 008 015 048 024 -0.03 0.01 100
16. % Renting 050 -005 023 038 009 006 020 022 036 023 042 062 021 036 0.28 1.00
17. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.06 0.11 013 019 0.7 021 -004 0.3 -0.10 006 0.0 034 -0.17 -0.10 0.10 040 1.00
18. Distance to CBD -0.02 020 -0.25 -054 -0.29 -0.35 -0.18 -0.38 -0.01 0.15 -0.40 -063 0.27 038 -0.28 -0.38 -0.15 1.00
19. % Residential Land Use -0.10 -0.08 0.03 007 009 005 000 010 -005 004 -0.01 034 -008 -006 -0.04 001 -001 -0.12 1.00
20. Nearby Violent Crime 0.09 -0.07 0.04 009 005 003 -0.010 007 004 010 004 013 -001 001 002 0.06 005 -0.10 0.01 1.00
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. Northern European -0.19 1.00
3. Eastern European 0.17 -0.02 1.00
4. Southern European 0.11 00 040 1.00
5. Eastern Asian 0.05 -0.02 046 034 1.00
6. Southern Asian 0.10 -0.05 060 050 067 1.00
7. Southeast Asian 023 -0.11 040 0.29 025 045 1.00
8. Southwest & Central Asiar 0.22 -0.04 055 045 049 069 053 1.00
:: 9. 6 Ot h eaguégesL a 046 -0.21 038 006 002 024 058 034 1.00
o 10. English Only 048 015 0.19 011 0.07 012 002 0.09 014 1.00
N 11. Language Diversity 0.32 -008 066 058 065 069 066 068 048 0.10 1.00
12. Population Density 0.19 -008 023 063 027 038 012 036 001 026 039 100
13. % Indigenous 0.20 -0.28 -0.13 -0.22 -0.18 -0.19 0.03 -0.12 0.24 -0.13 0.01 -0.18 1.00
14. Disadvantage 047 -026 0.16 -0.14 010 002 034 014 055 0.06 023 -0.12 043 1.00
15. Young Males 0.16 -0.11 0.16 026 040 028 020 030 030 003 045 0.16 -0.02 0.09 1.00
16. % Renting 049 -031 020 047 011 031 028 036 039 015 046 061 020 034 0.27 100
17. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.13 006 017 043 020 032 009 029 003 019 025 047 -0.18 -0.03 0.13 062 1.00
18. Distance to CBD 0.03 -0.0vr -0.27 -0.62 -0.29 -0.48 -0.21 -041 -0.01 -0.09 -042 -0.63 033 039 -0.26 -0.36 -0.29 1.00
19. % Residential Land Use -0.10 -0.010 000 006 008 004 -001 -0.00 -0.04 003 -000 033 -0.0r -0.08 -0.00 0.01 -0.07 -0.112 1.00
20. Nearby Violent Crime 0.07 0.04 003 011 006 009 -000 001 004 018 0.03 013 -0.03 -0.02 -0.00 0.07 0.12 -0.10 0.01 100
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Table 49 Correlation matrices (religion concentration/diversity)

SYDNEY (N=580) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Buddhist 0.23 1.00
3. % Christian 0.23 0.45 1.00
4. 9% Hindu 0.19 0.16 0.38 1.00
5. % Muslim 0.30 0.29 0.47 0.% 1.00
6. % dthebReligion 0.02 -0.02 -0.00 0.01 -0.05 1.00
7. % No Religion 0.19 0.21 0.18 0.15 0.03 0.24 1.00
8 8. Religion Diversity 0.31 0.40 0.19 0.22 0.33 0.38 0.67 1.00
o 9. Population Density 0.30 0.20 0.25 0.05 0.18 0.24 0.57 0.55 1.00
N 10. % Indigenous 0.17 -0.10 -0.12 -0.05 0.04 -0.13 -0.32 -0.01 -0.11 1.00
11. Disadvantage 0.37 0.35 0.17 0.08 0.37 -0.15 -0.23 0.10 0.00 0.59 1.00
12. Young Males 0.11 0.14 0.15 0.12 0.14 -0.06 -0.2 0.07 -0.09 0.15 0.09 1.00
13. % Renting 0.46 0.22 0.22 0.21 0.31 0.09 0.39 0.58 0.54 0.37 0.56 0.03 1.00
14. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.11 -0.00 -0.01 0.22 -0.04 0.11 0.41 0.34 0.30 -0.12 -0.14 -0.11 0.34 1.00
15. Distance to CBD -0.08 -0.19 -041 -0.11 -0.17 -0.2%6 -0.60 -0.45 -0.54 0.35 0.34 -0.03 -0.25 -0.04 1.00
16. % Residential Land Use -0.04 0.10 0.16 -0.04 0.03 0.07 0.09 0.04 0.40 -0.11  -0.07 -0.10 -0.01 -0.00 -0.24 1.00
17. Nearby Violent Crime -0.00 -0.01 -0.10 -0.04 0.02 -0.03 0.01 0.02 -0.02 -0.02 0.01 0.02 -0.04 0.01 0.03 -0.05 1.00
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Buddhst 0.16 1.00
3. % Christian 0.17 0.43 1.00
4. % Hindu 0.22 0.13 0.32 1.00
5. % Muslim 0.28 0.27 0.39 0.21 1.00
6. % dthedReligion 0.04 -0.03 0.01 0.08 -0.04 1.00
7. % No Religion 0.13 0.20 0.13 0.16 -0.04 0.15 1.00
8 8. Religion Diversity 0.32 0.40 0.14 0.28 0.34 0.34 0.65 1.00
o 9. Population Density 0.28 0.20 0.19 0.08 0.10 0.21 0.53 0.60 1.00
N 10. % Indigenous 0.18 -0.13 -0.17 -0.07 0.41 -0.15 -0.40 -0.09 -0.16 1.00
11. Disadvantage 0.30 0.35 0.22 0.11 0.22 -0.23 -0.38 -0.03 -0.20 0.63 1.00
12. Young Males 0.13 0.16 0.10 0.24 0.28 -0.04 -0.07 0.03 -0.14 0.13 0.24 1.00
13. % Renting 0.44 0.17 0.12 0.21 -0.01 0.07 0.35 0.61 0.56 0.34 0.33 -0.03 1.00
14. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.20 -0.02 -0.04 0.29 -0.01 0.16 0.55 0.51 0.48 -0.15 -0.29 -0.14 0.54 1.00
15. Distance to CBD -0.04 -0.21 -040 -0.10 -0.13 -025 -059 -0.4 -0.56 0.45 0.44 0.07 -0.21  -0.18 1.00
16. % Residential Land Use -0.05 0.11 0.16 -0.02 0.03 0.05 0.09 0.03 0.37 -0.12 -0.06 -0.18 0.01 -0.01 -0.24 1.00
17. Nearby Violent Crime 0.00 -0.00 -011 -0.02 -0.00 -0.04 0.03 0.01 -0.02  -0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.04 -0.01 0.03 -0.05 1.00
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SYDNEY (N=580) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Buddhist 0.18 1.00
3. % Christian 0.18 0.42 1.00
4. % Hindu 0.25 0.12 0.25 1.00
5. % Muslim 0.32 0.24 0.33 0.27 1.00
6. % dthedReligion 0.10 -0.02 0.07 0.19 0.02 1.00
7. % No Religion 0.08 0.21 0.12 0.15 -0.10 0.16 1.00
: 8. Religion Diversity 0.31 0.42 0.21 0.38 0.38 0.38 0.61 1.00
o 9. Population Density 0.23 0.20 0.21 0.15 0.14 0.23 0.57 0.56 1.00
N 10. % Indigenous 0.16 -0.19 -022 -0.11 -0.22 -0.16 -0.41 -0.17 -0.21 1.00
11. Disadvantage 0.32 0.37 0.21 0.09 0.40 -0.19 -0.36 0.05 -0.18 0.62 1.00
12. Young Males 0.10 0.20 0.11 0.09 0.22 -0.08 -0.15 -0.05 -0.25 0.18 0.38 1.00
13. % Renting 0.46 0.22 0.17 0.24 0.29 0.14 0.35 0.61 0.57 0.31 0.37 -0.07 1.00
14. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.18 -0.00 -0.07 0.26 -0.04 0.20 0.58 0.48 0.53 -0.17 -0.30 -0.27 0.53 1.00
15. Distanceto CBD -0.02 -021 -040 -0.12 -0.13 -0.25 -058 -0.43 -0.55 0.53 0.42 0.17 -0.21  -0.22 1.00
16. % Residential Land Use -0.05 0.10 0.15 -0.02 0.03 0.04 0.09 0.04 0.37 -0.13 -0.03 -0.12 0.03 -0.02 -0.24 1.00
17. Nearby Violent Crime 0.01 -0.00 -0.11 -0.04 0.01 -0.05 0.01 -0.01 -0.03 0.01 -0.01 -0.00 -0.00 -0.04 0.03 -0.05 1.00
BRISBANE (N=302) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Buddhist 0.16 1.00
3. % Christian 0.20 0.58 1.00
4. % Hindu 0.02 0.48 0.43 1.00
5. % Muslim 0.24 0.53 0.43 0.42 1.00
6. % dtheBReligion -0.02 0.38 0.45 0.41 0.31 1.00
7. % No Religion 0.05 0.49 0.51 0.48 0.45 0.44 1.00
S 8. Religion Diversity 0.28 0.42 0.22 0.20 0.39 0.23 0.55 1.00
o 9. Population Density 0.32 0.21 0.12 0.32 0.33 0.10 0.34 0.20 1.00
N 10. % Indigenous 0.24 -0.01 -0.15 -0.19 0.33 -0.21 -0.31 0.11 -0.09 1.00
11. Disadvantage 0.53 0.16 0.16 -0.11 -0.05 -0.06 -0.04 0.22 0.20 0.42 1.00
12. Young Males 0.19 0.32 0.11 0.29 0.17 0.24 0.38 0.45 0.29 -0.04 0.05 1.00
13. % Renting 0.54 0.19 0.12 0.08 0.31 0.04 0.16 0.42 0.63 0.30 0.59 0.32 1.00
14. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.02 0.10 0.25 0.32 0.36 0.24 0.41 0.16 0.37 -0.23  -0.09 0.13 0.40 1.00
15. Distance to CBD -0.10 -0.28 -0.14 -0.33 0.28 -0.27 -0.03 -0.13 -0.63 0.25 0.18 -0.33 -0.37 -0.29 1.00
16. % Residential Land Use -0.09 0.05 0.01 0.12 -0.36 0.03 0.09 -0.08 0.33 -0.07 -0.06 -0.03 0.02 0.08 -0.11 1.00
17. NearbyViolent Crime 0.08 0.04 0.03 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.05 -0.05 0.12 -0.00 0.00 -0.02 0.07 0.10 -0.10 0.01 1.00
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BRISBANE (N=320) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Buddhist 0.14 1.00
3. % Christian 0.19 0.55 1.00
4. % Hindu -0.02 0.55 0.48 1.00
5. % Muslim 0.18 0.60 0.45 0.55 1.00
6. % dthedReligion -0.03 0.42 0.43 0.52 0.34 1.00
7. % No Religion 0.06 0.50 0.47 0.51 0.41 0.32 1.00
8 8. Religion Diversity 0.29 0.44 0.14 0.20 0.37 0.10 0.51 1.00
o 9. Population Density 0.22 0.21 0.13 0.22 0.24 0.05 0.35 0.24 1.00
N 10. % Indigenous 0.22 -0.05 -0.19 -0.20 -0.08 -0.16 -0.28 0.13 -0.14 1.00
11. Disadvantage 0.45 0.17 0.18 -0.08 0.12 -0.05 -0.09 0.18 -0.10 0.39 1.00
12. Young Males 0.18 0.35 0.08 0.30 0.33 0.15 0.41 0.44 0.24 -0.03 0.01 1.00
13. % Renting 0.50 0.17 0.06 0.02 0.24 -0.08 0.13 0.43 0.62 0.21 0.36 0.28 1.00
14. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.06 0.05 0.24 0.21 0.19 0.16 0.41 0.17 0.34 -0.17 -0.10 0.10 0.40 1.00
15. Distance to CBD -0.02 -029 -0.18 -0.33 -0.29 -0.13 -0.34 -0.11 -0.63 0.27 0.38 -0.28 -0.38 -0.15 1.00
16. % Residential Land Use -0.10 0.08 -0.01 0.07 0.05 -0.00 0.06 -0.08 0.34 -0.08 -0.06 -0.04 0.01 -0.01 -0.11 1.00
17. Nearby Violent Crime 0.09 0.03 0.04 0.05 0.01 0.00 0.07 -0.03 0.13 -0.01 0.01 0.02 0.06 0.05 -0.10 0.01 1.00
1. Violent Crime Counts 1.00
2. % Buddhist 0.13 1.00
3. % Christian 0.18 0.52 1.00
4. % Hindu 0.08 0.60 0.45 1.00
5. % Muslim 0.20 0.60 0.40 0.55 1.00
6. % theBReligion 0.08 0.53 0.36 0.66 0.51 1.00
7. % No Religion 0.05 0.59 0.46 0.59 0.41 0.51 1.00
: 8. Religion Diwersity 0.34 0.56 0.18 0.49 0.53 0.42 0.54 1.00
o 9. Population Density 0.19 0.24 0.09 0.40 0.28 0.33 0.45 0.37 1.00
N 10. % Indigenous 0.20 -0.10 -0.21 -0.20 -0.08 -0.20 -0.33 0.12 -0.18 1.00
11. Disadvantage 0.47 0.23 0.18 -0.04 0.21 -0.03 -0.05 0.26 -0.12 0.43 1.00
12. Young Males 0.16 0.33 0.03 0.30 0.33 0.20 0.36 0.43 0.16 -0.02 0.09 1.00
13. % Renting 0.49 0.19 0.04 0.28 0.31 0.27 0.23 0.55 0.61 0.20 0.34 0.27 1.00
14. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.13 0.13 0.18 0.34 0.25 0.26 0.47 0.33 0.47 -0.18 -0.03 0.13 0.62 1.00
15. Distance to CBD 0.03 -0.30 -0.16 -0.47 -0.30 -0.46 -0.46 -0.26 -0.63 0.33 0.39 -0.26 -0.36 -0.29 1.00
16. % Residential Land Use -0.10 0.09 -0.05 0.05 -0.00 0.01 0.05 -0.03 0.33 -0.07 -0.08 -0.01 0.01 -0.07 -0.11 1.00
17. Nearby Violent Crime 0.07 0.02 0.09 0.10 0.03 0.06 0.09 -0.03 0.13 -0.03 -0.02 -0.01 0.07 0.12 -0.10 0.01 1.00
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4.8 Study 3: Immigration, segregation and kme

In Study 3, | shift the focus from considering immigrant concentration eti@sesgregation.
Limited immigratiorrcrime scholarship thus far has considered the role segregation plays in shaping
the immigrationcrime relationship (see for exception Barranco, 2013; Feldnetyer,2015).
Rather studies have typically focused on Eyipg measures of immigrant concentration or
immigrant growth (Chave& Griffiths, 2009; Desmond. Kubrin, 2009; Feldmeyer, 2009;
Feldmeye& Steffensmeier, 2009; Kubri& Ishizawa 2012; Kubrin& Ousey 2009; Martinez et al.,
2010; Ramey, 2013; StowelP07; Wadsworth, 2010). In the broader criminological literature,
segregation is argued to weaken soci al contro
through mechanisms associated with social inequatitysocial isolation (Peterson et 2009).
However, some scholars argue immigrant enclaves can shield communities from crime by providing
residents with a fAprotecti, 2@l5,pd).BYydxammihgtreesour c
relationship between immigrant segregation and violemtecacross Australianeighbourhoos,
this study brings together and empirically tesisialdisorganisatiortheory and the immigration

revitalisationthesis.

Four key questions guide this study. The first two relate to establishing trends in spatial
sgyregation in Brisbane and Sydney as previous (albeit limited) research suggesttian
neighbourhoos exhibitlow levels of ethnic segregationtherefore ask, howre various immigrant
groups spatially distributed across Brisbane and Sydaghbouhoods? And, do immigrant
neighbourhoosl tend to be ctocated or isolatedAfter establishing these trends, 1ast two
guestiongelate tothe effect of sgregation on crime. | question firstlyhether the residential
distribution of various immigrant gups impactsiolentcrime and secondly if the docation of

immigrantneighbourhoosl is associated with more or lessghbourhoodiolence.
Variable Information

Study 3 employs lodapatial segregation measures previously applied to the study of
immigration and crime to examine ethnic segregation in Austrabaghbourhoos. Acknowledging
the limitations of traditional segregation indices (outlinedepth in Chapter 7), | capitadion
recent advancements in geographical information systeifs§ {&hnology to create the key
independent variables of interest. Specificallytilise two highlyspatializdyet undeutilised local
segregation measur es: Locat i on-l)@uwansiderehe effect ( L Qs

of segregation on tne at one time poiniThese segregation measures focus on one aspect of
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ethnicity- language spoken at homwith the immigrant population divided into four key language
groups: immigrants who speak Asian languages, immigrants who speak European Bnguage
immigrants who speat eBlanguages and immigrants who speak English.dribcus

specifically on language as it is found to be one of the strongest signifiers of difference in the
Australian settingAnderson, 1991; Calhoun, 1993)ggregating langage groups into these broad
categorieslso allowdor greater variation in ethnic group size acnosghbourhoos. However it is
acknowledged that immigrants belonging to these broad language groups may not necessarily be able
to communicate effectivelyith one another and thus language barriers between residents may still
present challenges to community regulation. Regardless, it is argued that the degree of social and
cultural distance these immigrants famgween immigrant groupsill be less. Thewo key

measures of local immigrant segregation created for the Stadgigsesre described below. The
neighbarrhoodvariables included ithe Study 1 and Study &hodelsare retained for Study 3.
Descriptive statistics for these variables, along withsfgregation measures and dependanable

are included in Table 4.1Corelations are provided in Table 4.atd4.12.

Location Quotients (LQS)

As a ratio measure of relative concentration, LQau#lsed in this study to assess the
concentratiorevenness dimension of segregation. Specifically, LQs compare the share of a
racial/ethnic group in a particulaeighbourhoodo their overall share in the city and are thus a
useful tool for examining residential distributions (Bro&rChung, 2006). LQs ar@so simple to
interpret. Scores greater than 1 indicatei@ghbourhoodhas more than their expected share of
immigrants suggesting overrepresentation. Scores less than 1 sugeigsttb@urhoodhas less than
their expected share indicating underrepregt@n. The formula for calculating LQs is as follows:

L Q0
57w
Wherein andt, are the immigrant population and total population innéighbourhoopl and

T are the immigrant population and total population in the city. There is no statistical test available

for determining astatistically significant LQ score (Grof2011). In stage 1 of the analysihe LQ

scores are categoed into three distinct groups: underrepresented (LQ <0.5), neutral (LQS).5

and overrepresented (LQ >1.5). This is done to visually represeral spaids across Brisbane and

Sydneyneighbourhoosl. For the analytic mode{stage 2)the LQs are included as a continuous

variable to prevent arbitrary cut points from skewing the results.
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Local Mor-Bnds | (LM

LM-I evaluates eadheighbourhoodn terms of the characteristics néighbouing areas and
revealsncidents of spatial clustering (i.e. thpatialco-location of immigranneighbourhoos)
(Anselin, 1995; Browr& Chung, 200k The LM procedure wasomputedn ArcGIS and employs
a rookspatal contiguity matrixto capture the spatial arrangement for each study redjioyok
contiguity matrix was chosen over a queen contiguity matrix due to its more conseapativach
in identifying neighbouing areas@ubin, 20®). Detecting statisticallgignificant outliers and
clusters, the LM output includes a LM index value, Z score,-Palue and cluster type for each
neighbourhoodh the sample. The Z score indicates whether the similarity or dissimilarity found
between aneighbourhoo@nd adjaceinareas is more than expectadh random distributiarHigh
positive z scores indicateeighbourhoos share similar features with nearby areas. These
neighbourhoosl are thereforlabelledas either HigkHigh (HH) clusters (high concentration
surrounded byigh concentration) or Lowow (LL) clusters (low concentration surrounded by low
concentration). Alternatively, low negative Z scores illuminate statistically significant spatial
outliers. These areas are categgtias either a Highow (HL) cluster (hgh concentration
surrouned by low concentration) or LeWigh (LH) cluster (low concentration surrounded by high
concentration). Iistage 1all group cluster types apgesented othe maps to demonstrate where
immigrantneighbourhoosl are located in refi@n to one another. However, this variable is collapsed
into a dichotomous variable for the analytic modstage 2with HH clusters (1) compared to all
other categories (G)LL, LH, HL, NS (this isdue to a limited number of HL clusters foQnd

Analytic strategy

To assess the impact of immigrant segregation on violent crime aaigsdourhoos, the
initial assumption of a Poisson model was employed given the dependent variable-rsegatbre
integer. Greene (2008) denotes the formula for a atdrdoisson model:

0 O™ X Agp o ho mpBinQ pB
wherew is a vector of covariates affd ph8 h) indexes the N observations in a random saniple.
the Poisson model, the variance is equal to the ifieary, 2014) However, a test of equidispersion
identified overdispersion in the data as the variance in the model exceeded the mean value of violent
crime in both cities. This necessitated the afsg negative binomial model. A Vuong test rejected
the need to use a zeiflated model £ = 1.08,p = 0.86 Sydney and =-1.57,p = 0.94 Brisbane)
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A negative binomial model relaxes the restriction of equidispersion in the Poisson model. As such,

theformula (Greene, 2008) becomes:

oOwxw- Agp o - Q_

where- is a random variable uncorrelated with x, Z&d A @D is assumed to have a gamma
distribution with a mean of 1 and varianeof 1.1 calculate the negative binomial models in Stata
using thenbregcommand. In all negative binomial models, | include the total number of persons

usually resident as an exposure term.

Consistent with the previous studies, the models in Study &epped out in two stages. In
the first stage of analysis, just the segregation measures are included. In the second; the socio
demographic and environmental features are added. This process helps demonstrate how

neighbourhoodontexts shape the relatidmg between segregation patterns and crime.
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Table 4.10 Descriptive statistics for Study 3

SYDNEY (N=598) BRISBANE (N=313)

Mean S.D Min Max Mean S.D Min Max
Violent Crime Counts 57.36 86.35 0.00 869.33 20.82 25.22 0.00 195.33
Asian Languages LQ 0.77 0.81 0.00 4.23 0.87 1.08 0.00 6.54
European Languages LQ 0.95 0.63 0.00 3.23 0.94 0.52 0.00 3.37
dthelbLanguages LQ 0.81 1.08 0.00 7.21 0.&4 1.09 0.00 7.00
English Only LQ 1.03 0.45 0.26 2.61 0.98 0.26 0.25 1.76
Asian Languages Cluster HH: 16.086 Other:83.92%6 HH: 11.18% Other: 8.82%6
European Languages Cluster HH: 16.25% Other: 83.75%6 HH: 10.54% Other: 89.46%
@theBLanguages Cluster HH: 1390% Other: 8610% HH: 7.3%% Other: 92.6%6
English Only Cluster HH: 15.426 Other: 84.590 HH: 9.90%% Other:90.100
Disadvantage 0.09 1.06 -1.90 5.35 0.09 0.82 -1.85 2.62
% Indigenous 1.42 1.76 0.00 15.15 2.13 2.70 0.00 40.29
% Young Males 6.55 1.66 2.14 16.01 7.21 2.02 1.16 22.58
% Renting 24.18 12.69 0.83 83.29 26.57 12.09 2.55 54.48
% Different Addres (5 years) 33.70 9.79 17.02 80.25 40.85 9.59 7.68 77.55
Population Density 28.85 22.11 0.51 201.69 13.94 10.60 0.13 65.20
Distance to CBM (KM) 26.14 19.26 0.89 88.33 19.77 12.39 1.04 61.67
Residential Land Use 66.71 19.15 25.17 100.00 66.75 18.62 2557 100.00
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Table 4.11 Correlation matrices for Study 3 Sydney (N=598)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Violent Crime 1.00
2. Asian Languages LQ 0.31 1.00
3. European Languages LQ 0.09 0.28 1.00
4. thedlLanguages LQ 0.31 0.27 0.02 1.00
5. English Only LQ -0.12 -0.46 -0.16 -0.36 1.00
6. Asian Languages Cluster 0.23 0.79 0.17 0.23 -0.46 1.00
7. European Languages Cluste 0.02 0.21 0.77 0.01 -0.25 0.14 1.00
8. @thedLanguages Cluster  0.28 0.29 0.00 0.72 -0.32 0.27 -0.04 1.00
9. English Only Cluster -0.05 -0.17 -0.02 -0.21 0.73 -0.20 -0.12 -0.17 1.00
10. Population Density 026 027 030 001 029 0.13 0.13 -0.03 0.36 1.00
11. %lIndigenous 0.15 -0.24 -0.27 054 -0.23 -0.16 -0.15 0.34 -0.25 -0.20 1.00
12. Disadvantage 030 026 00 056 -066 024 012 053 -043 -0.18 0.61 1.00
13. % Young Males 0.10 0.27 -0.10 0.27 -042 0.23 0.02 0.24 -028 -024 0.19 0.38 1.00
14. % Renting 046 034 0.13 042 002 023 004 026 015 059 030 0.36 -0.07 1.00
15. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.18 0.14 -0.08 -0.18 040 0.02 -0.11 -0.17 0.34 053 -0.16 -0.31 -0.28 0.51 1.00
16. Distance to CBD -0.04 -0.32 -045 0.10 -0.30 -0.15 -0.20 0.10 -041 -056 053 040 0.17 -0.23 -0.22 1.00

17. % Residential Land Use -0.06 009 0.17 0.02 -0.02 004 011 000 0.03 035 -0.13 -004 -0.11 0.02 0.01 -0.23 1.00
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Table 4.12 Correlation matrices for Study 3 Brisbane (N=313)

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17
1. Violent Crime 1.00
2. Asian Languages LQ 0.15 1.00
3. European Languages LQ 0.09 054 1.00
4. thevlLanguages LQ 046 0.29 0.14 1.00
5. English Only LQ -0.08 -0.14 0.30 -0.11 1.00
6. Asian Languages Cluster 0.13 0.79 045 0.20 -0.10 1.00
7. European Languages Cluste 0.13 046 0.65 0.02 -0.06 0.41 1.00
8. @thedLanguages Cluster  0.27 0.19 0.11 0.81 -0.06 0.19 -0.04 1.00
9. English Only Cluster -0.03 -0.12 0.04 -0.08 050 -0.11 -0.10 -0.04 1.00
10. Population Density 0.21 033 048 0.03 -003 025 037 -0.06 -0.10 1.00
11. %lIndigenous 0.20 -0.16 -0.30 0.24 -0.33 -0.11 -0.12 0.21 -0.08 -0.17 1.00
12. Disadvantage 047 018 -0.12 0.48 -020 0.18 0.16 0.34 -0.06 -0.09 0.42 1.00
13. % Young Males 0.17 040 021 012 -020 036 019 008 -0.05 0.17 -0.01 0.10 1.00
14. % Renting 050 027 029 040 -021 020 0.28 024 -0.13 062 0.19 035 0.27 1.00
15. % Diff. Add. 5yrs 0.11 025 037 0.05 022 0.17 022 -0.01 0.04 041 -0.18 -0.06 0.10 0.58 1.00
16. Distance to CB -0.01 -0.40 -054 -0.03 -0.00 -0.27 -0.31 0.02 0.11 -0.63 0.31 0.34 -0.28 -0.38 -0.25 1.00

17. % Residential Land Use -0.11 0.03 -0.02 -0.05 -0.12 -001 -0.01 -0.08 -0.16 0.29 0.06 -0.09 -0.03 -0.02 -0.06 -0.05 1.00
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4.9 Chapter summary

Concens about increased immigration and increased crime are not limited to the United
States with antimmigrant sentiment expressed across the global. Evidence from the United States
suggests these concerns are largely unwarraAtadiz et al., 1998; Akingt al., 2009; Desmon&
Kubrin, 2009; Kubrin& Ousey, 2009; Lee et aR001; Martinez et al., 2008; Reid et al., 2005;
Stowellet al., 2009; Wadsworth, 20LHowever, in a country with limited ethnic segregation, high
levels of ethnic diversity and a tgely skilled immigrant population, will similar relationships
unfold? The overarching aim of this thesis is to understand how theories of immigration and crime
derived from the United States apply to other settingexptorethe dynamic roleeighbourhod,
city and national contexts play shaping the immigratienrime relationship, this thesis is
comprised of three quantitative studies designed to better understand how immigrant growth,
concentration, diversity and segregation affects crime rates amiggdbourhoos located in two
Australian cities: Sydneyan established immigrant gateway and Brisbameelatively new
immigrant destination (Singe2004). In the following chapters, | present the results for each of the
three empirical studies outkd.
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Chapter Five: Immigrant Growth,Concentration and Crime

5.1 Introduction

The bulk of immigratiorcrime research to date is based on the United States experience.
Here, studies find that neither immigrants nor their children represent a graateakthreat to
society than the native born population once appropriate controls are considered (&URatdr
1998, Butcher & Piehl, 1998Butcher& Piehl 2007; Hagar& Palloni 1999; Morenoff& Astor,
2006; Rumbaut et aR006; Sampson, 2008Yontrary to popular perceptions, immigrant
concentration is actually associated with lower levels of crime acrossmeayhpourhoos and
cities (Chave®& Griffiths, 2009; Desmond&. Kubrin, 2009; Kubrin & Ishizawa 2012; Kubrin&
Ousey 2009; Martinez etla 2010). Evidence at both the local and national level suggests no
relationship, or indeed a negative relationship between increased immigration and crime over time
(Ousey& Kubrin 2009; Ouse Kubrin, 2014 Stowell et al.2009; Wadsworth2010). In fat,
Sampson (2008, 30) argues that increased immigration may, in some part, be responsible for the
violent crime drop and claims Acities of conc:

around. o

The empirical examination of the immigratiorime nexus outside of the United States is
relatively rare and presents a much less consistent picture. For exiamnpigr,ant concentration is
linked to lower crime rates in England (B&lIMachin, 2013) butin Francethe presence of
immigrants is positivig associated with crime (Aol& Todg, 2009). In Belgium, research finds no
significant relationship between total immigrants and crime&ever, when focusing on group
specific effects, concentrations of ARB nationals and African nationalse relatedo higher crime
in certain municipalities (Birca& Hooghe 2011). In Canada, the relationship between immigration
and crime is indirect and a result of changes to the demographic compositgghifourhoos,
namely increases in the most criminogenicgeyulation- young males (AnderseB012). Taken
together, these findings suggest that in some countries, under certain conditions, increased

immigration may suppress crime while in others, increased immigration may heighten it.

Previous immigratiorcrime scholarship has either focused on how changes in immigrant
concentration over time impact crimathin a unit, such as meighbourhoodr city (see for example
Martinez et al.2010; Ousey Kubrin, 2009), or how static levels of immigrant concentratian ar
associated with more or less crilmetweerunits (see for example Stowéll Martinez 2009; Velez

2009). Yet experiencingn influx of new immigrants into @eighbourhoodi.e. the process that is
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captured by change measurissinherently different t@xhibiting a generally high immigrant

presence (i.e. the process that is captured by concentration measures). There is thus potential that
each process may differentially influence crime. Study 1 considers both mechanisms by employing a
unigue hybridnodeling approach which captures both within and betwesighbourhooeffects.

Three research questions guide Study 1. First, how do changes in immigrant concentration
impact changes in violent crime withimaighbourhooaver time? Second, deeighbourhooslwith
a higher concentration of immigrants encounter more or less crime? And finally, is the effect of
changes in immigrant concentration on crime moderated hyeigabourhooaontext (for example,
the size of the immigrant population or the level oadisantage)™ this chapter, | first demonstrate
how neighbourhoosl in Brisbane and Sydney have changed over the period of study with particular
focus on changing patterns in immigrant concentration. After establishing these changes, | present a
series ofanalytic models which assess the within and between effects of immigrant concentration on

violent crime.
5.2 Changes in immigrant concentration over time

As part of Study 1 is interested in hoghangesn immigrant concentration impachangesn
neighlmurhoodviolence over time, an important starting point for this research is to demonstrate the
extent to whicmeighbourhoos experienced a significant change in immigrant concentration over
the period of studyTable 5.1demonstratean increase iydngg and Bri sbaneds 1| mr
between 2001 and 2011.

Table 5.1 National and city immigrant share

AUSTRALIA SYDNEY BRISBANE
2001 2011 2001 2011 2001 2011
% Immigrant 23.10% 26.00% 30.38% 33.86% 22.20% 29.70%

Descriptive statistics for theeighbourhoodevel are provided in Table 5ahd indicate that
on average, immigrant concentration has risen across Sydney and Bristgdribmurhoosl. In 2011,
immigrants represent on average 28616f the residential populatiaactross Sydney
neighbourhods, up from 26.52% in 200Eurther, the maximum level of immigrant concentration
grew from 67.53% in 2001 to 74.40% by 2011. A similar upward trend is seen in Brisbane. While in
2001, the average level of immigrant concentration across Brisieagigbouhoods was 19.48%, by
2011 immigrants comprise on average 22.79% oh&ghbourhoogbopulation. The upper end of
immigrantconcentration also increased in Brisbane from 50.54% in 2001 to 56.61% in 2011. Yet

while neighbourhoosl in both cities saw an upgérin immigrant concentration over time,
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concentration levels remain much lower across Brisbaighbourhoosl.

Table 5.2Neighbourhoodimmigrant share 20012011

2001 2011
Mean S.D Min Max Mean S.D Min Max
% Immigrant (Sydney) 26.52 11.80 7.71 67.53 28.19 1346 8.12 74.40
% Immigrant (Brisbane) 19.48 7.24 6.33 5054 2279 9.01 5.14 56.61

Figure 5.1 and 5.Rlustrate the changing nature of immigrant concentration across the two
sites over time. While these maps show that a numbegighbourhoosl in Sydney and Brisbane
experienced substantial growth in immigrant concentration, considerable differences in immigrant
settlement patterns are identified between the two cities. In the most highly concentrated areas in
Sydney, immigrants represent betweé&rb69% and 74.40% of the residential population. In other
words, there are a numberr@ighbourhoosl in Sydney (N=61) where immigrants outnumber
natives. Also notable about the Sydney context is that these immmgtighbourhoos are widely
scattered acss the city rather than confined to a certain geographic area. Comparisons between the
2001 and 2011 maps show that the spatial clusteringighbourhoos with high concentrations of
immigrants has increased over time. However, seweighbourhoosl loated near these long
standing immigrant areas reach a high level of immigrant concentration by 2011. Examples of this
trend are most evident when comparing the inner city region (refer to inset in Figure 5.1). This

suggests clusters of high concentrateighbourhood are growing over time.

Change is even more apparent in the Brisbane context. As can be seen in Figure 5.2,
neighbourhooss | ocated i n Brisbaneds south present t
the city with between 33.65% an@.65% of the population foreign born. Further these highly
concentratetheighbourhoos share a common boundary with other high concentration areas. These
neighbourhoos form together to create a relatively large contiguous immigrant enclave. Like
Sydney, nost of the densely concentrated areas in 2001 continue to exhibit a high level of
concentration in 2011. Yet by 2011, this high concentration has spread to adggbhburhoosl.

Also visible in Brisbane is the increasing presence of immigrants intthge 6s nor t her n su
2011. In 2001, mosteighbourhoosl located on the north side of Brisbane recorded low levels of
immigrant concentration, falling within the 0.00% to 14.15% bracket. Many of these areas sit within
the 14.16% to 22.94% range by 20Wihile hardly any north sideeighbourhoosl exceeded

concentration levels of 25% in 2001, a small handful reach a level of immigrant concentration above
the city average in 2011. Several of these newly concentratgdbourhoos share a boundary with

oneanother. This trend points to a series of gr
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Figure 5.1 Immigrant c oncentration in Sydney (2001 and 2011)
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Figure 5.2Immigrant concentration in Brisbane (2001 and 2011)
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These maps highlight significant differences in the spatial distribution of the immigrant
population across the two sites. While the most highly concentatgdbourhoos in Sydney have
between 45.69% and 74.74% of the population foreign born, the ugegocy for Brisbane ranged
between 33.56% and 56.61%. Thus despite considerable growth in immigration, concentration levels
across Brisbaneeighbourhoos are much lower level than what is seen in Sydney. Unlike Sydney, it
is rare for immigrants to comge the majority of the population in Brisbane. In 2011, immigrant
concentration exceeded 50% in only six Brisbaeighbourhoosl(total N=365"°) compared to 6
neighbourhoosl in Sydneytotal N=735). Further still, immigrant concentration is spatially ckust
in Brisbane. In this city, most highly concentrated immigraighbourhoosl are celocated and
situated in the south. While some highly concentratghbourhoosl in Sydney share a boundary
with other highly concentrated areas, there are pockatsnoigrantneighbourhoos dispersed
across the city. These divergent patterns ref

destination.

To ascertain whethereighbourhoodlifferences in immigrant concentration between 2001
and 2011 are statisally significant, a series of paireddsts were conducted. Results from these
tests are presented in Table.34&re we can see that the increase in immigrant concentration that
each site experienced is statistically significant. Additiostastswere run on all presumed time
variant variables in order to justify their inclusion as change measuresnkiigitbourhoosl in both
sites experienced a statistically significant change over the period of study in all of the key predicator

variables.

Table 5.3 Paired ttests of time variant predictors

SYDNEY BRISBANE

z p< z p<
% Immigrant 11.64 *** 17.87 ***
% Indigenous 9.24  *x* 6.52  ***
% Young Males -5.35  Fr* -2.28 *
% Renting 235 * 6.09 F**
% Different Address 5 years -17.09  x** -8.81 **x
Disadvantage 7.97  Fxx -10.04 ***
Population Density 11.71  *** 12.30 ***

* p<0.05, ** p<0.01, ***p<0.001

15 Neighbourhoodsvith over 300 persons usually resident in 2011.
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5.3 Analytic strategy

To assess the effect of immigrant concentration on crime, Stutlysés Allisord s hy br i d
modellingapproach (Allison, 2009). These models allow for the examination ofWathtim
neighbourhoodnd betweemeighbourhooeffects and unlike fixed effects models, allow for the
inclusion of time invariant predictor§heoretically, this Bows us tosimultaneouslyest whether it
is the process of changeneighbourhooaonditions that matterfer crimeandbr theaverage level
of concentrationThe within effects component of the model considers how changes in the predicator
variables wihin aneighbourhoodnhfluence changes in thaeighbourhood s | e v e | of vi ol
over time. Interested solely in within unit change, these estimates can be interpreted as fixed effects.
The between effects componeaftthe modehllows for comparisont® be made across
neighbourhoosl by calculating an average score for the predicator variables. Taken together, this
hybrid modellingapproach allows us to determine how change influences violent witima a
neighbourhoodver time as well as compaaerossneighbourhoosl. To estimate the within and
between effects, hybrid models comprise two types of variaileandeviated variables (for the
within effects) and meacentredvariables (for the between effect§he process of calculating these
variables is outlined in Chapter 4. Descriptivatsstics are provided in Table 5.4

As addressed in Chapter 4, violent crimes represent relativelgegyiebourhooevents,
particularly in the Australian context. The distribution of violent crime in botéscis highly
skewed with many places exhibiting low counts. To deal with overdispersion, estimates for negative
binomial regression are calculated with the residential population included as the exposure variable. |
estimate random effects to allow foetdependence of multiple observationsrfeighbourhoos.

For further information on thmodellingstrategy, please refer to Chapter 4.
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Table 5.4 Descriptive statistics for meancentred and meandeviated variables

SYDNEY BRISBANE
Overall Between Within Overall Between Within

Mean S.D Min Max S.D Min Max Mean S.D Min Max S.D Min Max
% Immigrant 29.49 12.07 9.17 65.28 2.09 12.03 51.50 21.57 7.62 7.10 53.09 223 1275 31.33
% Indigenous 1.24 1.54 0.00 12.03 0.43 -1.86 7.41 1.95 2.48 0.08 3554 0.48 -4.48 6.50
% Young Males 6.75 1.48 3.05 15.00 0.73 0.08 12.84 7.33 1.92 2.36 2246 0.61 445 10.56
% Renters 24.31 12.78 1.21 81.35 2.19 7.33 5422 2571 1158 2.78 5049 231 16.29 41.32
% Different Address 5aas 34.15 8.56 19.78 63.11 5.08 9.72 66.42  40.97 7.69 10.72 71.42 4.33 27.51 58.70
Population Density 27.23 20.16 0.73 193.52 3.40 -0.08 65.35 13.11 9.75 0.19 52.00 1.65 -8.33 28.61
Disadvantage 0.06 1.08 -1.87 5.42 0.27 -1.21 1.99 0.19 0.80 -1.59 2.66 0.30 -0.81 1.27
Nearby Crime 6.42 0.71 0.00 8.58 - - - 5.40 1.04 0.00 7.35 - - -
N 1740 906
n 580 302
T 3 3
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5.4Results

The models are stepped out in three stages. In the first stagmlefling the mearcentred
and meardeviated immigrant concentration variables are includéer assessing the bivariate
relationship between immigration and crime, the sa@mographic and environmental features are
added to the model. This allows us to determine the role context plays in shaping the immigration
crime connection. In the fihatages omodelling two interaction terms are considered. These terms
test central arguments of thevitalisationthesis, namely that changes in immigrant concentration
will have the largest effect in certain types of placesrticularly in areas whtan established
immigrant presence (Ramey, 2013) and in niisadvantaged communiti€gelez, 2009). The

results for stage 1 anthge 2 are discussed for each city before turning to the interaction effects.
Sydney

In the initial stages ahodelling only the immigrant concentration measure is included.
Here, the within effects component of the model suggests a significant negative relationship between
changes in immigrant concentration and crime in SydneyQ(B30 p< 0.001). That is, as immigrant
concentration increases withinreeighbourhooaver time, violent crime decreases. However, in the
between effects component of the model, the relationship between immigrant concentration and
violent crime does not reach statistical significance. This sugthedtr Sydney it is the process of
changein immigrant concentration that is most impactful in protecting communities against violent
crime rather thajustlevels of concentration. Thumighbourhoos undergoing a greataflux of
immigrantsexperiencdess violent crime over time while areas with a higher average level of

immigrant concentration see no effect.

Next, the socialemographic and environmental featurea@fjhbourhoos are entered into
the model. Once accounting for theighbourhoodoniext, the within effects component of the
model demonstrates that changes in immigrant concentration in Sydnestablished immigrant
gateway- continue to have a significant and negative effect on violent crime over tim® (BE2
p<0.001). Other sighcant predictors of violent crime include changes in the presence of young
males, renters, those at a different address five years ago and population density. In Sydney
neighbourhoos, as the young male population increases over time, so too does etimfent
(B=0.040 p<0.001). This supports other studies that find a link between the size of the young male
population anaheighbourhoodiolence Andersen, 2012Vadsworth, 2010 Consistent with social

disorganisatiortheory, measures of population turnof@amely, percent renters and percent at a
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different address five years ago) are significantly and positively associated with violent crime. As the
number of renters increase over time, violent crime rises (B=0.009 p<Qdighbourhoodiolence
similarly rises as the percent of new residents within a gnaghbourhoodncreases over time

(B=0.002 p<0.05). Taken together, these findings suggest that in more unsighl@ourhoos,

residents are unable to develop the networks necessary for the indogiahicontrol of crime.

Increasing population density is negatively related to violent crime in Sydne (86 p<0.001).

Thus, as populatiodensityincreases over time, violent crime levels decline. Changes in
disadvantage had no significant effenviolent crime over time this finding is surprising given the

strong support for this relationship in timernational literature.

The between effects component of the model reveals no significant relationship between the
averagdevel of immigrant cooentration and violent crime acrassighbourhoos once accounting
for thebroader socimlemographic context. Howeverfind several other facto@resignificant
predictors of violent crime when comparing betwaeighbourhoosl. Factors positively linketb
higher violent crime includindigenougpresence, disadvantage, renters and population defsity.
exampleareas wh a higher average numberlatligenouspersons experience more violennuoe
thanneighbourhoos with fewerlindigenougesident§B= 0.075 p<0.001)This finding is in line
with previous researctMcCausaland Vivian, 2010 and reflects the high levels of disadvantage

the Indigenougpopulation facén Australia(Altman et al., 2008

According to sociatlisorganisationtheory, disadvataged and residentially unstable
neighbourhoosl lack the capacity for the informal regulation of crime (Shaw & McKay, 1942;
Sampson & Groves, 1989). In Sydney, the results of Study 1 show that traditional indicators of
disorganisatiorare significantly ad positively linked to violent crimacrossneighbourhoos. Here
the results suggest areas with a higher level of disadvantage encounter more violent crime than
neighbourhoosl with lower disadvantage (B= 0.261 p<0.001). This finding is consistent with
extensive international scholarship which connewgyhbourhoodlisadvantage to crime (Bursik &
Grasmick, 1993; Krivo & Peterson, 1996; Lee et al., 2001; Sampson et al., 2005). Some support is
also found for the effect of residential mobility on crime. Spealify, the concentration of renters is
positively linked to violent crime. Thus, areas with more renters report more violent crime (B= 0.023
p<0.001). This indicates that without an invested stake in the community, renters may be less willing
to intervendn social problems like crime. Yet the other measure of residential moliioge at a
different address five years ags not significantly associated with violent crime when comparing

across Sydnegeighbourhoosl.
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Table 5.5 Effects of immigrant concentration on violent crime within and between

neighbourhoods

SYDNEY (N=580)

BRISBANE (N=302)

d SE) d SE)
Within
-0.030 (0.00) **  -0.012 (0.00) ***
-0.056 (001)
0.040 (0.01) ***
0.009 (0.00) **

% Immigrant

% Indigenous
% Young Males
% Renting

% Different Address (5yrs) 0.002 (0.00) *

Disadvantage 0.019 (0.02)

Population Density -0.026 (0.00) ***
Between

% Immigrant 0.001 (0.00) -0.002 (0.00)

% Indigenous 0.075 (0.02) ***

% Young Males -0.018 (0.01)

% Renting

% Different Address (5yrs)
Disadvantage

Population Density
Nearby Violent Crime

0.023 (0.00) ***
0.0002 (0.00)
0.261 (0.05) ***
0.008 (0.00) **=
-0.032 (0.03)
Random
0.006 (0.00) **
-0.007 (0.00) ***

Distance to CBD
% Residential Land Use

® SE) ® SE)
Within
-0.030 (0.00) **  -0.012 (0.00) *
0.016 (0.02)

0.039 (0.02) *
-0.0004 (0.00)
-0.0005 (0.00)

0.160 (0.3) ***
-0.032 (0.01) ***

Between

-0.001 (0.01)

0.042 (0.02) *

0.038 (0.03)

0.041 (0.01) **=*
-0.011 (0.01)

0.273 (0.07) **=*
0.003 (0.001)
-0.019 (0.02)

Random

0.009 (0.00)

-0.007 (0.00) ***

0.004 (0.01)

Constant -5.05 (0.11) ***  -4.865(0.27) *** -4.541 (0.23) ***  -4.680 (0.43) ***
In (1) 1.294 (0.07) 2.624 (0.08) 1.921 (0.59) 3.280 (0.257)
In (s) 1.308 (0.07) 2.272 (0.08) 0.707 (0.10) 1.577 (0.12)
Log likelihood -6940.724 -6516.356 -2936.414 -2758.75

*p<0.05, ** p<0.01, **p<0.001

Population density is another significant predictor of violent crime in Sydney. In more

densely populated areas, violent crime is higher (B= 0.008 p<0.001). In this study, the relationship

found between population density and crime in the between effects component of the model,

contrasts the association seen in the within effects componeetp&sencing change in population

density is inherently di

fferent

to presenting

surprising the results vary. While at first, these results might appear to contradict one another, it is

important torecognisethat these two measures capture very distie@hbourhoogbrocesseslhe

within effects component of the model measures change and thus increasing population density may

be associated with urb@enewal ancheighbourhoodjrowth- but may not haveeached the

threshold where anonymity is achiev&y. contrast, the between effects component of the model

differentiatesbetween areas that exhibit (on average) a high or low leyemilationdensity. In

this case, the positive association betweerneta of population density and violent crime may be
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due to a greater number of opportunities (i.e. more potential victimgraateranonymity for
would be offendexr (Glaeser & Sacerdot&996; Kelly, 2000).

Ecological theories of crimgredictneighlburhood more proximate to the citentrewill
encounter higher levels of crime and disorder. As these areas are perceived to be undesirable and
unsafe, residents will chose to move to more distal and saiiginbourhoos once they have
sufficient econond capital(Burgess, 1928; Shaw & McKay, 1947 his process thereby
exacerbates disadvantage and population turnover in these inner city areas. In contrast to this
argument, | find the opposite in the Sydney context. Here, the results steghhourhood
distance from the citgentreis positively linked to violent crime. In other words, more distally
locatedneighbourhoos report a higher number of violent crimes (B= 0.006 p<0.01). Considering
Sydneyos real est at e ma rskhegewith sorhehof tlee mbst expebnsimegandi s n
sought after homes locatedririghbourhoosl inand around the central business
district*®Alternatively, more distal areas offer cheaper rent, lower costs of living and access to social

housing.

Environmental pergectives suggest that certain a@sidential land uses create opportunities
for crime (hlanfeldt, 2003; Grubesic et al., 2013yingston, 2008; Murrag Swatt, 2010 Nielsen
& Martinez, 2003. Therefore at thaeighbourhoodevel, areas with greater nwasidential land use
are expected to encounter a higher rate of crime. In this study, | find a significant and negative
relationship between residential land use and violent crime across Syelghourhoos. Here, the
results indicate areas with a higluegree of residential land use experience fewer violent crimes
(B=-0.007 p<0.001). Theoncentratiorof young males and nearby violent crime is not significantly

associated with higher crime across Sydneighbourhoosl.
Brisbane

Despite being a newedtination city- with a differing immigration history and immigrant
composition to Sydneychanges in immigrant concentration similarly impact violent crime in
Brisbane Only the immigration measures are included in the first stage®déllingfor Brisbane
In the within effects component of the model, | find a significant and negative relationship between
changes in immigrant concentration and crime over time-QB)30 p<0.001). In the between effects
component of the model, | find no statisticallgrgficant relationship between the average level of

immigrant concentration and violent crime when comparing acr@igbibourhoos. As with

% The CBD itselfwas not included in theeighbourhoodample.
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Sydney, it is the process dfiangen immigrant concentratiothat is most consequential for violent

crime in the Bisbane setting.

Once controlling foneighbourhooaontexts, the within effects component of the model
continues to point to a significant and negative relationship between changes in immigrant
concentration and violent crime over time (B12, p<0.05)Thus despite possessing fewer
established networks and resources fanigrants upon arrival, an increase in immigrant
concentrationn Brisbaneneighbourhoosl islinked to lower crimeOther variables significantly
associated with more violent crime ovene include the increased presence of young males and
increased disadvantage. In Brisbaney@ighbourhoodlisadvantagecreasesver time, the level of
violent crime also rises (B=0.160, p<0.001). This effect is not seen in the Sydney contegt. In lin
with the Sydney models, the increasing presence of young males is associated with more
neighbourhoodiolence over time (B=0.039, p<0.0%hcreasing population density over time has a
similar effect on crime in both cities. In Brisbane, | fingignificantandnegativerelationship
between changes in population density and changes in violent crime. Thus as population density

increases over time in a givaeighbourhoogviolent crime decreases (Bx032 p<0.001).

The between effects component of the pladntinues to reveal no significant relationship
between immigrant concentration and violent crime across Bristegkbourhoos once
appropriate controls are considered. Sevafrethe neighbourhoodharacteristics associated with
more violent crimeaossSydneyneighbourhoosd are again significant in the Brisbane context. In
particular, measures of soc@ikorganisatiomncluding the level of disadvantage gmesence of
renters are positively linked to violent crime when comparing betBesbhaneneighbourhoosd. In
Brisbane neighbourhoos which exhibit higher levels of disadvantage experience more violent
crimecompared tmeighbourhoos with lower levels of disadvanta@g@=0.273 p<0.001).
Additionally, areas with a larger presence of renters teporeneighbourhoodiolence (B=0.041
p<0.001).Indigenougpresence is also significantly and positively associated with violent crime
across Brisbane. Here | find areas with a greater numbedigenougesidents tend to encounter
more violenceéhan tlose withfewerIndigenousesident§B=0.042 p<0.05). Like Sydney,
residential land use is negatively linked to violent crime in Brisbaned(B67 p<0.001). This

suggestsieighbourhoos with greater residential land use face fewer violent crime problems.

Interaction terms
Emerging research from the United States suggests that cartémstructuratfeaturesof
the neighbourhoothoderate the immigratiearime relationship. For example, scholars argue that
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areas with an established immigrant presendldave better following increased immigration when
compared to newer settlement sites (Martinez et al., 2004; Ramey, 2013). This is because new
immigrants arriving in areas with an established immigrant presence will presumably have greater
access to cethnics, social institutions and ethnic economies (P@&t®umbaut 2006; Singer

2004). Establishedeighbourhoos should therefore be well equipped to facilitate integration and
absorb influxes of new immigrants. However, without these established diessamurces, new

immigrant areas may strugglat least in the short terrand experience more crime following
increased immigratio(Martinez et al., 2004 Results from empirical studies which test these
assumptions are far from conclusive. While sdimé that newer destination cities experience poorer
crime outcomes following increased immigration (Martinez et al., 2004; Ramey, 2013), others argue

that new settlement zones experience theekrdrop in crime (Ferraro, 20116

To test thismoderatioreffect, scholars generally categ@iseighbourhoos or cities as either
establishetlraditionalor newnontraditional(Harris & Feldmeyer, 2013;ight, 2017 Painter
Davis, 201%. This process often involves using the level of immigrant concentrdttbe atarting
time point or a time prior to the study to split the sample into two groups. Yet immigrant
concentration occurs on a continuum and by dichotomously classifgiggbourhoos as new or
established, this nuance is IoBhus, in addition to toadly classying Brisbane and Sydney as an
established gateway and ndestination, | include an interaction to conduct a more robust
investgation ofthis moderatioreffect at theneighbourhoodevel. To determine whether the effect
of change in immignat concentration varies depending ondleragdevel of immigrant

concentration, | include an interaction term between the fdegiated and meacentredvariables.

Table 5.6presents the models with the interaction term included. Here, | find aictdljst
significant effect in Sydney (B= 0.001, p<0.001) but not in Brisbane. In Sydney, changes in
immigrant concentration impact crime differently depending naighbourhood s | e v e | of
immigrant concentration. Yet contrary to expectations, areas Wothex level of immigrant
concentration experience the greatest reduction in crime follaavingflux of immigrantsnto the
neighbourhoodAs Figure5.3reveals, areas with one standard devidbelow the mean level of
immigrant concentration see thedast drop in crime following positive immigrant growth.
Comparatively, the effect @n increase in immigration amolent crime is smaller in areas with an
above average level of immigrant concentration. In fact, once the level of immigrant concentration
reaches twstandard deviationsbove the mean (around 54%), changes in immigrant concentration
have little effect on violentrime. These results poittd a threshold effect. Once a community
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reaches a certain level of immigrant concentration, the effedttanges immmigrant concentration

on violent crime diminishes. This also suggests that despite theoretical predictions, a large and

established immigrant population is not required in order for changes in immigrant concentration to

have a protective fdct against crime. As Brisbahasvery fewneighbourhoos withaforeign born

populatonrabove 50%, i1itdéds not surprising thi
Figure 5.3 Immigrant concentration interaction
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Mean-Deviated Immigrant Concentration
—e— Mean-Centred Immigrant Concentration=17.42 (1 S.D Below Mean)
—e— Mean-Centred Immigrant Concentration=29.49 (Mean)
—o— Mean-Centred Immigrant Concentration=41.54 (1 S.D Above Mean)
Mean-Centred Immigrant Concentration=53.60 (2 S.D Above Mean)

Anotherneighbourhod factor argued to moderate the immigratmime link is

S

thres

disadvantage. Research from the United States suggests that the negative relationship between

immigrant concentration and crime is particularly pronounced in areas of concentrated disadvantage
(MacDonald et al., 2013; Velez, 2009). Indeed Velez (2009) found influxes of recent immigrants

differentially affected crime in advantagedighbourhoosl compared to disadvantaged

neighbourhoosl. In disadvantageakighbourhoos, increased immigrant presence \&asociated

with reductions in lethal violence while in advantaged areas an increased number of immigrants was

related to more crime. Velez (2009) suggests that this is because influxes of immigrants into

disadvantaged areas effectivedyitaliseneighbouhoodorganisatios and institutions, stimulate the

local economy and strengthen social networks. Yet in advantaged communities, an increased

presence of immigrants potentially disrupts social networks and informal social control and in turn,

crime increass.
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Figure 5.4 Mean-deviatedimmigrant concentration and mean-centred disadvantage
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-17 -12 -7 -2 3 8 13 18
Mean-Deviated Immigrant Concentration

—e— Mean-Centred Disadvantage=-1.51 (2 S.D Below Mean)
—e— Mean-Centred Disadvantage=0.59 (Mean)
—e— Mean=Centred Disadvantage=2.69 (2.D Above Mean)

To test this perspective, an additional interaction term between thedee@ted immigrant
concentration measure and the meantreddisadvantage measure sventered into the model.
Specifically, | examine whether the effects of changes in immigrant concentration on violence vary
acrosseighbourhoos with different levels of disadvantage. Again, this interaction term is
statistically significant in the Sydgecontext only (B= 0.007, p<0.001). Here, I find that changes in
immigrant concentration in more affluent areas are associated with the largest reduction in crime (see
Figure 5.4). However in more disadvantaged areas, an increase in immigrant concestightign
increases violent crime. These findings suggest disadvantage differentially moderates the
immigrationrcrime relationship in the Australian context compared to what is seen in the United
States. When taken together, these interaction terms ssggaestof the key arguments of the
revitalisationthesis do not hold in the Australian settiet least when considering total immigrant

concentration.
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Table 5.6 Interaction Effects

SYDNEY (N=580)

BRISBANE (N=302)

d SE) d SE) b SE) d SE)
Within Within
% Immigrant -0.049 (0.01) *** -0.016 (0.00) **= -0.027 (0.01) -0.017 (0.01) **
% Indigenous -0.055 (0.01) *** -0.052 (0.01) *** 0.021 (0.02) 0.015 (0.02)
% Young Males 0.036 (0.01) **= 0.035 (0.01) 0.029 (0.02) 0.028 (0.01)
% Renting 0.007 (0.00) ** 0.008 (0.00) ** 0.001 (0.00) -0.001 (0.00)
% Different Address (5yrs) 0.003 (0.00) * 0.003 (0.00) 0.001 (0.00) -0.001 (0.00)
Disadvantage 0.017 (0.02) 0.030 (0.02) 0.149 (0.03) **= 0.164 (003)  ***
Population Density -0.027 (0.00) *** 0.009 (0.00) *** -0.031 (0.01) *** -0.030 (0.01) ***
Between Between
% Immigrant -0.002 (0.00) -0.002 (0.00) -0.001 (0.01) -0.002 (0.00)
% Indigenous 0.007 (0.02) ** 0.073(0.02) ** 0.042 (0.02) * 0.073 (0.02) **
% Young Males -0.020 (0.01) -0.018 (0.01) 0.038 (0.02) -0.018 (0.01)
% Renting 0.023 (0.00) **= 0.023 (0.00)  *** 0.040 (0.01) **= 0.023 (0.00) ***
% Different Address (5yrs) 0.000 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) -0.010 (0.01) 0.000 (0.00)
Disadvantage 0.266 (0.05) *** 0.264 (0.05) *** 0.273 (0.07) **= 0.264 (0.05) ***
Population Density 0.009 (0.00) **= 0.009 (0.00) *** 0.003 (0.01) 0.009 (0.00) ***
Nearby Violent Crime -0.031 (0.03) -0.030 (0.03) -0.019 (0.03) -0.030 (0.03)
Randm Random
Distance to CBD 0.006 (0.00)  ** 0.006 (0.00) * 0.009 (0.00) 0.006 (0.00) **
% Residential Land Use -0.007 (0.00)  *** -0.007 (0.000) *** -0.007 (0.00) *** -0.007 (0.00) ***
Interaction Interaction
Within Immigrant X Between Immigrant 0.001(0.00) ok 0.000 (0.00)
Within Immigrant X Between Disadvantage 0.007 (0.00)  **=* 0.007 (000)
Constant -4.832 (0.27) *** -4.862 (0.27) **= -4.669 (0.43) **  -4.648 (0.43) ***
In (r) 2.642 (0.08) 2.641 (0.08) 3.291 (0.03) 3.309 (0.27)
In (9 2.258 (0.08) 2.260 (0.082) 1.573 (0.01) 1.569 (0.12)
Log likelihood -6503.812 -6510.270 -2758.065 2757.049

* p<0.05; ** p<0.01;***p<0.001
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Site omparison

Despite the substantial differences in eac!

composition, changes in immigrant concentration over time as well as the level of immigrant
concentrationmpactneighbourhoodrime in similar wayscross the two sites. In both cities,
changes in immigrant concentratiover timearelinked to less violentrime, even after controlling
for broademeighbourhoodeatures like disadvantage. Additionally, the level of immigrant
concentrations not significantly linked taneighbourhoodiolence in either cityThus

neighbourhoos with a higher immigrant concanation donot experience significantly higher or
lower violence compared teeighbourhoos with alower immigrant concentration. Thus while
Sydney and Brisbanafter considerably in terms of established networks and resources for
immigrants, the resulido not vary between the new and established site. As the recruitment of
immigrants is controlled at the national level in Australia, this (at least partially) may explain the

similarity between the two city contexts.

Overall the results demonstrate thatreased immigration does not lead to greater
neighbourhoodiolence- a consistent finding to research in the United States. However, what
remains unclear is whether this similarity is due to a procesvibélisation The measures included
here (similato previous scholarship) do not directly test the effect of immigrant concentration on the
neighbourhoodocial processes important for the regulation of crime (such as collective efficacy).
From arevitalisationperspective, we would expect immigramtighbourhood to exhibit strong
social networks that foster shared expectations for informal social control which in turn lead to a
reduction in crime. This missing link in the current study makes it difficult to determine whether the

similarities found beteen the two countries is a result of the same processes.

However, the two interaction terms included in the modelsot provide support for some
of the arguments central to thevitalisationthesis. While scholars contend increased immigration
will exert the largest protective effect on crime in areas with an established immigrant presence, this
is not the case in Australia. In fact in Sydney, the effect of increased immigration onscrime
strongest in areas with a lower average level of concentrétdatitionally, | find no support for the
argument thathe effect of increases in immigrant concentration over nsérongest in
disadvantaged communities destined for decline. Rather in Sydney, more afflueseatieas
largest drop in violent crim®llowing increased immigration. If anything, increased immigrant

concentration in disadvantaged communities increases crime (although only slightly).
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The push/pull factors which drive migratory decisions may explain some of the similarities
found acrosshe two congxts. In Australia, the foreigmorn populatiomepresentt he fAmot i vat
i mmi gr ant & thdselscton effects dhesiostnew arrivals are highly skilled and secure
employmenprior toarrival (DIBP,2015). The poirbased program ahigration effectively chooses
migrants who have high stakes in conformity and wish to avoid the criminal justice system.

Similarly, the United States aditts a large volume of workers (althougtv skilledand at times

arriving via illegitimate routesds well as immigrants hoping to reunite with family. Thaisspite
differences in soci@conomic and legal statusymigrantsin the United States and Austradiee

pulledto the host country in pursuit of a better livelihdodthemselves and their famil@n a

larger scale, Sampson (2008,0.8 ar gues t h a tfavoursthesargenmetthatt i on b

i mmi gration may be causally |inked to | ower c

Finally, it is important to note that when explaining crime across place, immigrant
concentration ragsents only a modest piece of the overall puzzle. Rather, other factors such as
disadvantag and land use play a more crucw@ek in determining the spatial distribution of violent
crime. The evidence psented here suggests disorgadireeighbourhoos, places with higher levels
of disadvantagdndigenousgresence and renters, experience the greatest share of violent crimes.
Taken together, these findings reinforce the importance of considering the broader context of

neighbourhoosl when assessing thernmygratiorrcrime link.
5.5 Chapter summary

Overall therds no evidence in either city to suggest thaighbourhoos with a greater
concentration of immigrants have more violent crime or that increases in the immigrant population
over time are associatevith greater violence. In fact, even after accountingnéghbourhood
context, increasing immigrant concentratissignificantly linked to lower violence in both cities.

Yet statistically significant effectarefound only in the within effects compent of the model.
Comparing acrosseighbourhoos, the level of immigrant concentration had no effect on crime,

even after controlling for context. These findings therefore indicate that it is the prochssigé

that is most consequential for crimehat than levels of concentratiofihe interaction terms reveal
differences betweethe twosites. In Sydney, chang@ immigrant concentration differentially

impacts crime depending on the average level of immigrant concentration and the average level of
disadvantage. Contrary to tiretical predictions, the crimeducing effect of change in immigrant
concentration is most pronounced in areas with a lower average leéwehmfrantconcentration and

disadvantageNo statistically significant interactiomseuncovered in Brisbane.
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While this study focuses on a broad measure of immigration to assess the immigraten
connection, in reality, immigrants represent a diverse group, arriving under different circumstances
with varied resources and backgrdanWith this in mind, relying solely on a measure of total
immigrant concentration may oversimplify the relationship and wash out any effect of ethnicity on
crime- particularly because immigrants from the United Kingdom and New Zealand comprise the
largest foreign born groups in Australia. Therefore, group specific measures focused on capturing the
effects of ethnicity are introduced in Study 2. More specifically, these variables disaggregate the
total immigrant concentration measure by iwgicatorsof ethnicity- language and religion. By
tapping into the presence of culturally similar immigrants, these refined measures allow for a more
meaningful test of the immigratioevitalisationthesis in Australia. Further, as social
disorganisatiortheory predits crime to be higher in moethnicallydiverse area@ather than highly
concentrated aregsStudy 2 includes twdiversity indices to more rigorously test the central tenets

of this theory.
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Chapter Six: Immigration, Ethnicity andcCrime

6.1 Introduction

To provide a point of comparison to international studies and a baseline for Australian
research, Study 1 focused on understanding the relationship betweeémnugrhtionand violent
crime. The results suggest that when igwants are considered as a homogenous group, neither
increasing immigrant concentration over time nor higher average levels of immigrant concentration
are linked to moraeighbourhoodrime. In this study, total immigrant concentration is
disaggregated biyvo measures of ethnicitlanguage and religiorstudy 2 thusextends orStudy 1
by consideing the influence of specific immigrant groups violent crimé& with particular focus on
emergingmmigrant populationghat have experienced growth in receaans. These groups tend to
be more Ovisiblebd aatidAustaliansardadpdrigncedjieater sociatt f r o

distance.

By examiningthe presence of culturally similar immigrants, these group specific
concentration measures providmare rolusttest of the immigratiomevitalisationthesiswhich
emphasies the importance of eethnics Howeverfrom a sociatisorganisatiomperspectiveethnic
diversityis argued tdead to highermeighbourhoodarimerather than simply ethnic group
concentrabn. While there is a tendency to conflatencentration and diversityeasures in
immigrationrcrime studiesthere are reasons to believe these two processes will differentially impact
neighbourhoodrime.For example, whiléhe concentration of ethnic moritiesmay insulate
communities from crime by strengthening soci a
shell 6 of ris&Bebmayer, @3, . BO&hnic diversity is likely to have the opposite
effect.Instead in ethnically derse neighbarhoods,cultural differences between immigrant groups,
language barriersand-qmr oup pref erences cause r eneighboent s t o
interactions (Feldmeyer at al., 2016; Putn2007; Wickes et al., 2013b). In turesicents in
ethnically diversaeighbourhoos are less likely tengage in informal social contrattionsthereby
providing a social environment conducive to criffie.simultaneously test the central tenets of
socialdisorganisatiottheory, the Study 2 modelsclude corresponding diversity measures. By
considering both concentration and diversity effects and by accounting for the dgoaraic
structural and environmentatures of th@eighbourhoogthis study rigorously tests the key
arguments of both thenmigrationrevitalisationthesis and socialisorganisationheory.
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Three key overarching questions guide this study. First, how do increases in ethnic group
concentration andthnicdiversity impact changes in violent crime witmaighbourhoosl over
time? Second, how does ethnic group concentratio@micdiversity effect violent crime when
comparing acrosseighbourhoos? And finally, do changes in immigrant group concentration and
ethnicdiversity differentially impacviolent crime across diffemtneighbourhooaontexts (i.eat
varying levels of immigrant concentration and disadvantgethis chapter, | first explain the
theoretical importance of accounting for ethnicity in immigrattdme research and detail the key
ethnic groups of intest. Next, | demonstrate haveighbourhoosl in Brisbane and Sydney have
changed over the period of study with particular focus on changing patterns in ethnic group
concentration and diversity. Once establishing these changes, | present a series ofreoasigic
which assess the within and between effects of ethnic group concentratietmaicdiversity on
neighbourhoodiolent crime.

6.2 Immigrant ethnicity

Immigrant ethnicity is fundamental to both tlewitalisationanddisorganisation
perspecties. According to theevitalisationthesis, immigrants from the same cultural and linguistic
background can provide new arrivals with essential resources and ties that assist with integration
(Martinez& Lee,2000; Martinez et al2004; Martinezt al.,2010; Nielsen et al2005. With this
in mind, the effect of immigrant concentration on crime is predicted to vary across ethnic groups
depending on the size of the establishe@ttmic population. An influx of a relatively new ethnic
group may be linketb an increase ineighbourhoodrime in the short term untihe ceethnic
population reaches a size whénese resources and ties are establiskiedtinezet al., 2003 As
outlined in Chapter 3, Sydney hakag history as a gateway city whirisbared snmigrant
population has only recently begun to grow. As such it is expected that Sydney is more lieelg to
established ethnic groups with ties and resoutastipportthe integration ofecent arrivals

hence support for theevitalisationthesis may be more evident in this site.

In contrast, socialisorganisatiotheory predicts that a greater mixture of ethnic groups in a
neighbourhood an weaken a communi tcredisglangeageiandccultoraly c ap
barriers amongst residents.ethnically diverse communities, residents may struggle to find the
common ground necessary to come together to collectively solve community problems like crime
(Sampson et gl1997; Shaw& McKay, 1942). Immigration thus indirectly leads to greater
neighbourhoodrime by heightening the level of diversity within a given community.
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Ethnicity is a multidimensional construct and can be measured using a variety of indicators.
To capture the ethnic profile of residents, a number of questions relatechtoyaafibirth, ancestry,
language and religion are included in the Australian census. In this study, | focus on two aspects of
immigrant ethnicity language and religion. Unlike country of birth or ancestry, both language and
religion involve some levelfactive participation. | discuss the theoretical importance of each in

turn below and introduce the key ethnic groups of interest for this study.
Immigrantconcentration bydnguage

Immigrants from white, English speaking countries are raretgeivedo bea source of
public concern and tend to experience low levels ofiamtiigrant sentimenin Australia(Markus,
2012). Theoreticallythe common ground that Englisheaking immigrants share with the native
population may prevent a breakdown in soca@iesion and informal social control (Sampson et al.
1997). However, immigrants from ndinglish speaking backgrounds who enter Australia via the
skilled migration program are required to speak English proficiently. As such, the number of
immigrants whaare linguistically isolateth Australiais relatively small (apximately 36) (ABS,
2017). Neverthelesspver50%0 f Austral i adés i mmigrant popul ati
English at homeABS, 201). Australian research finds that language is\agytul signal of social
and cultural difference and amportant marker of ethnicitfAnderson, 1991Wickes et al., 2013)
Scholarship from the United States suggests the concentration of immigrants who speak the same
| anguage can haedlsp carnedatfeo s&leirt tal es emesrel of home
feelings of disorientation and displacement. Such places encourage opportunities to build ties with
culturdly similar individuals (Breton1964; Desmond. Kubrin, 2009) which in turn, strengthe

neighbourhoochetworks and informal social control.

To assess the effects of language concentration on crime, | divide the immigrant population
into ninebroad language groups as classified byAB& (ABS, 201). These language groups
reflect the languages other than English immigrants speak at home and to some extent, map onto
their region of origin. These language groups inclid@thern EuropegrSoutherrEuropean
Eastern Europeasautheast AsianSouttwest andCentral Asian; Southern Asian; Eastern Asian;
Other, and English only. Table 6.1 provides a more detailed description of the languages that

comprise each of the broad categories.
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Table 6.1 Composition of broad language categories

Broad Category Description

Northern European Celtic; German Related Languages; Dutch Related Language
Scandinavian; Finish Related Languadesc{uded English)

Southern European French; Greek; Iberian Romance; Italian; Maltese

Eastern European Baltic; Hungarian; East Slavic; South Slavic; West Slavic;

Southeast Asian Burmese; HmondVlien; Mon-Khmer; Tai; SoutkEast

Austronesian
Southwestand Central Asian lIranic, Middle Eastern Semitic Languages; Turkic

Southern Asian Dravidian; IndeAryan

Eastern Asian Chinese; Japanese; Korean

00t her 6 American Languages, African Languages, Pacific Austronesie
Languages; Oceanian Pidgins and GyspPapua New Guinea
Languages.

English Only English

(ABS, 2011)
City Trends
While the number of immigrants increased as a share of daghéis t ot al popul a

2001 and 2011see Chapter 5Figure 6.1 and 6.2 show significant variation in growth between
language groups. In both cities, immigrants who speak Northern European, Southeast Asian,
Southwest and Central Asian, Southernadshnd Eastern Asidanguagesomprise a larger share

of the cityds total popul ation in 2011 compar
size. In 2011, immigrants who speak Southern European, Eastern Eumg2aniaeguaies and
Englishonl 'y represent a smaller share of Sydneyoés
in Brisbane. While the size of the immigrant population who speak Southern European languages
remained fairly stable over timt#he shareof immigrants who speak B&ern Ewopean and Ot her 6
languagess smallerin 2011. In contrast to Sydney, the number of immigrants who speak English

only increased in Brisbane over time.

These patterns reflect a imatwide shift in the incoming countries of origin. While earlier
waves of immigrants originated from Europe and English speaking countries like New Zealand and
the United Kingdom, new immigrants are increasingly sourced from the Asian rédi&n 2011.
The reduction in thehareof the population who gpa kt 0eOr 6 | anguages refl ec
regional priorities of the humanitarian migration program in 2009 from the African region to Asia
and the Middle EastMarkus et al., 2009
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Figure 6.1 Changes idanguage goups in Sydney(2001-2011)
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Figure 6.1 and 6.also highlight clear differences between the two cities in terms of the size

of these language groups. As a share of the total population, immigrants who speak Southern

European, Eastern European, Eastern Asian, Southeast Asian, Southern Asian andtSmdhwes

Central Asian languages are more prominent in the Sydney context. Other-gnaopsy

immigrants whospeador t her n

Eur o ptehaenr 6l al nagnugaugaegseiepressnta En g |

larger share of the total population in Brisbane compared toe§yytHowever, as demonstrated in

Table 6.2, the extent of change (particularly growth) is much greater in Brisbane. These differences

bet ween the

Bri sbaneds

t wo sites

inmigrantudsstinat®on cdy. n e w

further

reinforce Sydne
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Figure 6.2 Changes in language groups in Brisbane (20@011)
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Table 6.2 Language group growth rate

SYDNEY BRISBANE

Northern European 22.00% 40.68%
Southern European -14.02% 0.00%

Eastern European -31.79% -19.61%
Souheast Asian 16.12% 46.96%
Southwest and Central Asiat  19.64% 119.23%
Southern Asian 95.27% 194.64%
Eastern Asian 29.13% 55.11%
00t her 6 -38.79% -16.39%
English only -3.58% 6.38%

Neighbourhood'rends

Similar trends are seen at theighbourhoodevel. The descriptive statistics provided in
Table 64 indicate that while some language groups became on average, more prevalent across
neighbourhoosl in 2011 compared to 2001, others experienced limited change, or indeed reduced in
size. In both citiegshe meameighbourhoodevel of concentration for immigrants who speak
Northern European, Southwest and Central Asian, Southern Asian, Southeast Asian and Eastern
Asian languages is higher in 2011. Yet for other groups, such as immigrants who speatSouthe
European, Eastern European and 6Otherd | angua

unchanged or less than in 2001. The main difference | find between the two cities is the
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concentration of immigrants who speak English only. In Sydregéyhbairhoods, the mean level of
concentration for this group decreased between 2001 and 2011, while in Brisbane the concentration

of immigrants who speak English only increased from 2001 Ié{els.

To assess whether theseighbourhoodlifferences over time asgatistically significant, |
conducted a series of pairetests. The sults are presented in Table &3 show that the change
each language group experienced is statistically significant with the exception of immigrants who

speak Southern European darages in Brisbane.

Table 63 Paired t-tests of time variant group specific language meases

SYDNEY BRISBANE

y4 p< y4 p<

% Northern European 3.87 7.00 ***
% South European -8.20 -0.33

% East European -12.77 -4.83 ***
% Southeast Asian 9.46  *** 10.59 ***
% Southwest Central Asian  7.85  *** 9.08 ***
% Southern Asian 11.28 *** 14,99 ***
% Eastern Asian 9.06  *** 8.20 ***
% 60t her o -12.70 -3.08 **
% English Only -5.54  Fx* 6.33 ***

*p<0.05; * p<0.01; **p<0.001

71t is important to note that these figures refleptaportionate increase or decredseother wordsa groupmay still
increasan raw numbers even if its market share diminishexzertheless, the pemtage figure better speaks to influx
and reflects the groups that are growing at a faster rate.
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Table 64 Degriptive statistics for language neasures

SYDNEY BRISBANE
2001 2011 2001 2011
Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max
% Northern European 0.51(0.36) 0.00 2.88 0.60(0.48) 0.00 243 0.63(0.37) 0.00 217 0.84(0.53) 0.00 3.03
% Southern European 3.53(2.26) 0.00 20.97 3.13(2.71) 0.00 16.34 1.08(1.01) 0.00 7.85 1.08 (0.93) 0.00 6.82
% Eastern European 2.04(1.93) 0.00 18.38 1.59(1.42) 0.00 1260 0.90(0.86) 0.00 447 0.75(0.63) 0.00 3.35
% Southwest and Central Asia 2.26 (3.22 0.00 21.24 2.74(3.97) 0.00 27.85 0.22(0.30) 0.00 185 0.49(0.68) 0.00 4.95
% Southern Asian 1.37(2.16) 0.00 2221 2.65(453) 0.00 4239 0.50(0.61) 0.00 4.50 1.49(1.56) 0.00 8.14
% Southeast Asian 246 (3.98) 0.00 3319 2.84(4.29) 0.00 36.00 1.10(2.19) 0.00 2047 1.57(2.21) 0.00 18.13
% Eastern Asian 3.92(4.73) 0.00 29.29 492(6.54) 0.00 4237 146(3.17) 000 2891 2.29(441) 0.00 31.29
% dtheb 1.07(1.60) 0.00 18.82 0.65(1.12) 0.00 10.09 0.97(1.44) 0.00 987 0.85(1.40) 0.00 9.19
% English Only 11.70 (4.52) 2.31 29.42 11.40(5.02) 2.83 29.85 13.43(3.49) 4.66 2547 14.14(3.62) 3.55 25.28
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Immigrant concentration byetigion

In response to national security concerns, immigraigion is an increasingly contentious
issue across many western countries. Compared to other aspects of ethnicity, Markus and colleagues
(2009) argue that religion is one of the strongest drivers of fear andnamigrant attitudesn
Australia(Markuset al., 2009)Studies find Islamic immigrants encounter much higher levels of
antHimmigrant sentiment than other rebgs denominations. In the 2088anlon Foundation
Survey, 25% of respondents expressed either somewhat negative or very negaiiles atiwards
Muslims (Markus, 2016). By comparison, only 5% of the sample indicated negative attitudes
towards Christians or Buddhists (Markus, 2016). Right wing politicians further reinforce these
negative attitudes by explicitly linking Muslims to cripppblems. In her maiden speech to
parliament, Australian senator Pauline Hanson described Muabmprominent in orgamd cime,
violence and drug dealing (Commonwealth of Australia, Senate, 2016, p.l9&%0n even went
on t o naighigourlkeops diMuslim settlement are suffering from collapsing social cohesion
and fear of crimé (Commonwealth of Australia, Senate, 2016, p. 938jilar vitriol is heard
elsewhere across the Western wentgrticularly in Europe where Muslim immigrants comprise a
large proportion of the incoming foreign born population. Here, Islam is viewed as an almost

insurmountable barrier to social integratiéiofer& Alba, 2009.

While religion remains a relatively understudied aspect of ethnicity in immigratiore
reseach, scholars in the United States find that participating in religious practices can help
immigrants adjust to life in their new coun{iigbaugh& Chafetz, 2000; Porteé& Rumbaut, 2006).
Referring to the three ROs rsahmmeah (2@04é) arguessttap ect ab
actively engaging in religious activities can provide immigrants with the critical social and economic
capital necessary for succadsfettlement. Religious orgaaisons can create a sense of belonging
and present opportunitiésr immigrants tdorm social support networkglereating a community
of co-ethnics who regularly gather in a familiar cultural environnjebaugh& Cafetz, 2000Foner
& Alba, 2008 Ley, 2008;Portes& Rumbaut, 2006 Indeed Bner and Alba (2008, 862) describe
religiousorganisatos as fa source of solace and shelter
of coming to terms with |Iife in a new country
immigrants can earn respect and prestigaiwitheir religious community (Foné&r Alba, 2008).
Therefore religion can provide immigrants with an alternative source of respectathilgtys
particularly important for those who experience downward occupational mobility following

migration Foner& Alba, 200§. Finally, religiousorganisatios provide immigrants with access to
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an array of vital resources and services ranging from employment opportunities to housing to
English classeGonnor& Koenig, 2013 Ley, 2008. In doing so, religiousrganistiors help
facilitate integration within their own religious graup

Much of the scholarship in the United States focuses on Christian institulsor=e(,
Chapman & Watson, 2012gy, 2008; Menjivar, 2003 as Christian immigrants comprise the
largestreligious group Pew Research Center, 201Yet emerging research indicates that other
religions like Buddhism and Sikhism share many of the same integrative efffexits, 2007. Thus
at theneighbourhoodevel, theconcentration of immigrants affilied with the same religion should
have a protective effect on crime as their involvement in religious activities allows for the additional

development of social networks and in turn helps generate informal social ¢&ntrol

City Trends

In this study] divide the immigrant population into shroad religious groups following the
ABS classification. These groups include: Buddhism, Christianity, Hinduism, |&Gtine6
Religions (including Judaism), and No Religion. In both Sydney and Brisban€hrastiangroups
increased as a share of the total population over the period of study (see Figure 6.3 and 6.4). In 2011,
i mmi grants affiliated with Buddhism, Hinduism
residential populkdgon than in 2001Similady, immigrants who report no religious affiliation or a
religious affiGtharibonephk as eibdthSeydqeegadard Bhrarsd
population in 2011. In comparing the two sites, | find one key difference. In Sydney, Christian
immigrants decreased in size between 2001 and, 2ife in Brisbane, this group experienced
growth.

The majority of immigrantsni both sites are affiliated with Christianityhe most commonly
practiced religion amongst native born Australians (ABS, 2011). By comparison, immigrants
affiliated with nonChristian religions comprise a much smaller share of the total populatiorhin bot
Sydney and Brisbane. As can be seen in Figure 6.3 and 6.4, immigrants affiliated with Islam,
Buddhism or Hinduism are far more visible in Sydney than in Brisbane. Yet | find that the rate of
growth in these groups is more pronounced in Brisbane (see §&)| These differences again
reaffirm Sydneyobds status as an established i m

immigrant destination.

81t is recognized that differences between nominal religion and practicing religion doTéxistata included here
relate to nominal religion as questiorated to practice are not asked as part of the Australian census.
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Figure 6.3 Changes in religious gups in Sydney(2001-2011)
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Figure 6.4 Changes in religious gpups in Brisbane (2001-2011)
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Table 6.5 Growthrate for religion groups

SYDNEY BRISBANE

Buddhist 15.64% 27.03%
Christian -5.18% 6.60%

Hindu 108.91% 172.72%
Muslim 46.97% 102.22%
Other Religions  90.63% 147.37%
No Religion 52.86% 66.76%
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Neighbourhoodrends

When considering these changes atribighbourhoodevel, | find similar trends. In both
cities, the concentration ofast religion groups increased between 2001 and 2011. In 2011,
immigrants affiliated with Buddhism, Hinduism, Islath @etdreligions or no religion comprise, on
average, a larger share of the population aareggbourhoos (see Tablé.7). | find one ke
difference between the two sites. In Sydnayline with citywide trends the concentration of
immigrants affiliated with Christianity is lower in 2011 compared to 2001. Yet in Brisbane, this
group experienced continued groveitrosseighbourhooslover the period of study. Again, |
performeda series of pairedtests in order to determine whether these differences are statistically
significant. As noted in Table 6.6he concentration of all religion groupsvith the exception of

immigrants affiliaed with Christianity in Sydneysignificantly increased between 2001 and 2011.

Table 6.6Paired t-tests of group specific religion measures

SYDNEY BRISBANE

z p< z p<
% Buddhist 8.77 7.11 ***
% Christian -9.99 ¥ 6.36 ***
% Hindu 9.20 14.78 ***
% Islamic 7.60  xxx 8.50 *x*
% Other Religions (Judaism’  7.78  *** 10.14 x**
% No Religion 22,12 *** 23.63 ***

*p<0.05, * p<0.01, **p<0.001
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Table 6.7 Descriptive statistics for religion goups

SYDNEY BRISBANE
2001 2011 2001 2011
Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max Mean (S.D) Min Max
% Buddhist 2.12(3.44) 0.00 36.96 244(3.55) 0.00 3558 1.00(1.71) 0.00 1229 1.27(1.69) 0.00 941
% Christian 17.65(6.09) 5.56 42.17 16.82(5.67) 6.72 39.97 12.033.85) 4.46 2599 12.76(2.70) 3.96 23.53
% Hindu 0.84(1.42) 0.00 1849 1.60(3.11) 0.00 3327 0.29(0.40) 0.00 258 0.44(0.57) 0.00 3.49
% Islamic 1.54(2.34) 0.00 21.72 198(3.29) 0.00 33.72 0.38(0.57) 0.00 458 0.79(12.20) 0.00 12.98
% Other Ragion  0.77 (1.78) 0.00 22.62 0.93(4.31) 0.00 25.32 0.24(0.23) 0.00 147 0.48(0.47) 0.00 293
% No Religion 3.86(260) 035 1495 581(431) 0.00 2811 3.37(1.49) 0.67 1162 546(2.61) 0.88 18.32
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Diversity

While ethnic group concentration mayestgthen social networks and informal social
control, the mixture of ethnic groups (Shaw ar gu.
& McKay, 1943. From a sociaflisorganisatiomperspective, the diversity that comes with increased
immigration leads to cultural and language barriers amongst residents making it difficult to reach
shared expectations b&haviour In more diverse areas, the critical networks necessary for the
informal social control of crime become limited and crime flourishes (ShawcKay, 1942;

Sampsor& Groves 1989; Sampso& Raudenbsh 1999; Sampson et all997). Chapter 4 provides
further information on how the language diversity and religion diversity index were constizted.
establish whether the level of diversity sigrantly changed acrosgighbourhoosl over time, |
conduckda series of pairedtests. The results, presented in Table 6.8, suggest that the level of both

language and religion diversity significantly increased over the period of study in both cities.

Table 6.8 Paired ttests of diversity measures

SYDNEY BRISBANE

z p< z p<
Language Diversity 10.18 *** 20.28 ***
Religion Diversity 22.62  *** 27.18 ***

* p<0.05; * p<0.01;**p<0.001

To more clearly illustrate this increasing diversity otnere, | creatd a series of maps for the
two cities. Figures.5 and 6.@lemonstrate the changing nature of language and religion diversity

across Sydnegeighbourhoos over time.

In Sydney, the most linguistically diverseighbourhoosl are located in @haround the inner
city and are typically ctocated (see Figure 6.5). The maps demonstrate a clear increase in the
number of highly diversaeighbourhoosl in Sydney between 2001 and 2011. This trend is most
evident when comparing the inner city region.naeighbourhoos located near highly diverse
areas in 2001 reach a high level of language diversity in 2011, indicating growth in the spatial
clustering of language diversity. Similar changes are seen in the spatial patterning of religion
diversity (see Igure 6.6).Neighbourhood which exhibit a high level of religion diversity are
similarly located in close proximity to the CBD. A greater numberesdhbourhoos reached a

level of high religion diversity in 2011 compared to 2001.
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Figure 6.5 Languagediversity in Sydney (2001 and 2011)
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Figure 6.6 Religion diversity in Sydney (2001 and 2011)
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Figure 6.7 Languagediversity in Brisbane (2001 and 2011)
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Figure 6.8Religion diversity in Brisbane (2001 and 2011)
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Brisbaneneighbourhoos experienced notable changes in diversity between 2001 and 2011.
In 2001, most Brisbaneeighbourhoos fell within the lowest category of language diversity (see
Figure 6.7).The fewneighbourhoos that show high levels of language diversity are largely situated
in the inner city and on Brisbaneds south sid:
northern suburbs and in areas located on the outskirts of yh&leéneighbourhoos highlighted in
2001 as linguistically diverse, continue to present high levels of language diversity in 2011 with
several experiencing an increase in diversity. The clustering of language diversity also appears to
have grownin20lMWhi | e | anguage diversity remains much
suburbs in 2011, a handful néighbourhoosl have increased in diversity moving from the lowest

category up to the second or third category.

Religion diversity is also fairly uncommacross Brisbaneeighbourhoosl. In 2001, very
few Brisbaneneighbourhoos recorded a high level of religion diversity (see Figure 6.8). However
by 2011, limitecheighbourhoos remain in the lowest category of religion diversity. Interestingly,
these mapeeveal clear differences betweaeighbourhoos that are linguistically diverse and
religiously diverse. This furthemphasise the importance of considering multiple aspects of
ethnicity.

6.3 Analytic strategy

In this study, | am primarily interested assessing two types of effects: (1) how increases in
ethnic group concentration and ethnic diversity influence changes in violent crime within
neighbourhoosl, and (2) how ethnic group concentration and ethnic diversity is assositdied
violent crime amssneighbourhoos. By including in the analysis medeviated variables
(differenced scores which capture the degree of change over the three time points) acentnedn
variables (the average score for eaelghbourhooaver the period of study), bo address these
guestions. However, the preliminary analyses revealed that some ethnic groups significantly reduced
in size at both thaeighbourhood@nd city level over time. Given the aims of the stutly
understand the impact of increases in ethritig concentration on crimdor parsimony | examine
within effects for only the ethnic groups that experienced a significant increase in size between 2001
and 2011 in both citie$. Table 6.9 provides a breakdown of the group variables included in the
hybrid model. Descriptive statistics for the mezantredand meardeviated variables are presented
in Table 6.10.

19 Groups that increased in Brisbane but not in Sydney (i.e. Christian immigrants and English only) were not significantly
associated with violent criemwhen included in the within effeatemponent of the model in Brisbane.
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Table 6.9Summary of variables included in within and between effects

Within Between

Language Measures

Northern European P P
Southen European O P
Eastern European @] P
Southeast Asian P P
Southwest and Central Asian P P
Southern Asian P P
Eastern Asian P P
@the O P
English Only @] P
Language diversity P P
Religion Measures

Buddhism P P
Christianity @] P
Hinduism P P
Islam P P
dthelbReligions P P
No Religion P P
Religion diversity P P

Consistent with the Study 1 analyses, | calculate hybrid estimates for negative binomial
regression models using tkinbregcommand in Stata with total persons asekgosure variable.
To allow for multiple observations fareighbourhoos, | estimate random effects. The language and
religion models are estimated separately and are both stepped out in two stages. In stage 1, only the
immigration measures are includéwl stage 2, the socidemographic and environmental features of
neighbourhoos are added. Alheighbarrhoodvariables employed in Study 1 are retained for Study
2. As such, | focus primarily on reporting the effects of the concentration and diversity @seasur

this chapter.
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Table 6.10Descriptive statistics for meancentred and meandeviated variable

SYDNEY BRISBANE
Overall Between Within Overall Between Within

Mean S.D Min Max S.D Min Max Mean S.D Min Max S.D Min Max
Language Concentration
% Northern European 0.57 0.39 0.00 2.21 0.22 -0.81 2.52 0.73 0.42 0.00 2.85 0.27 -0.33 2.14
% Southern European 3.31 3.05 0.00 18.63 - - - 1.06 0.94 0.00 7.48 - - -
% Eastern European 1.76 1.62 0.00 15.58 - - - 0.80 0.72 0.00 3.91 - - -
% Southeast Asian 2.61 4.09 0.00 33.92 0.47 -0.85 491 1.30 2.144 0.00 18.19 0.43 -0.93 4.56
% Southwest and Central Asiar  2.52 3.58 0.00 24.39 0.64 -5.75 9.24 0.34 0.44 0.00 3.13 0.28 -1.37 3.55
% Southern Asian 1.94 3.16 0.00 29.92 1.32 -11.00 15.36 0.90 0.94 0.00 4,72 0.68 -1.96 4.40
% Eastern Asian 4.41 5.53 0.00 35.11 1.31 -11.16 24.71 1.85 3.70 0.00 29.29 0.88 -6.87 9.20
% Other Languages 0.61 0.72 0.00 7.51 - - - 0.73 0.86 0.00 6.15 - - -
% English Only 11.47 4.61 2.81 28.90 - - - 11.97 2.91 454 2344 - - -
Religion Concentration
% Buddhist 2.27 3.49 0.00 35.95 0.40 -0.81 5.20 1.13 1.70 0.00 10.02 0.33 -0.70 3.41
% Christian 17.18 5.78 7.27 40.33 - - - 13.17 3.76 477 24.10 - - -
% Hindu 1.19 2.13 0.00 21.74 0.94 -10.95 12.72 0.52 0.57 0.00 3.15 0.38 -1.22 2.38
% Islamic 1.73 2.78 0.00 27.14 0.59 -5.28 8.31 0.56 0.87 0.00 8.74 0.44 -3.60 4.80
% Other Religions 0.84 1.85 0.00 24.63 0.34 234 441 0.32 0.27 0.00 1.58 0.24 -0.64 1.90
% No Religion 4.76 3.33 0.66 21.95 1.25 -5.27 19.08 4.34 1.92 0.99 14.15 1.13 -1.42 9.87
Diversity Indices
Language Diversity 46.07 22.01 10.52 94.24 3.09 31.21 63.83 26.07 1413 7.19 93.39 397 12.27 40.46
Religion Diversity 51.33 11.61 20.33 91.66 3.26 33.17 7235 51.91 7.06 37.62 95.17 3.48 37.83 63.40
N 1740 906
n 580 302
T 3 3
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6.4 Results: Language
Sydney

In the initial stages ahodelling only the immigration variables are included. Before
controlling forneighbourhooaontexts, the within effects cqranent of model suggests an increase
in the number of immigrants who speak Northern European, Southeast Asian, Southwest and Central
Asian, Southern Asian or Eastern Asian languages is significantly and negatively linked to violent
crime (see Table 61). In other words, regardless of the language group under consideration, an
increasing presenad immigrants speaking a language other than Englihin aneighbourhood

over timeis associated with a reduction in crime problems.

Specifically, as the presee of immigrants who speak Northern European languages
increases over time, fewer violent crimes are recordeeD(B62 p<.001). Similarlpeighbourhoos
that experience growth in the number of immigrants who speak Southeast Asian languages also
report faver violent crimes over time (B6.040 p<.001). Likewise, as the number of immigrants
who speak Southwest and Central Asian languages increases witgighbourhoogviolent crime
decreases (B8.043 p<.001). An increase in the number of immigrants ylkeals Southern Asian
languages is also associated with a reductioreighbourhoodiolence (B=0.023 p<.001).
Neighbourhood that experience growth in the number of immigrants who speak Eastern Asian
languages similarly encounter less violent crime-(B335 p<.001). However, changes in language
diversity within aneighbourhooaver time are positively associated with changes in violent crime.
As language diversity increases withingighbourhoodso too do official reports of violeac
(B=0.005 p<.0%

In the between effects component of the model | find several significant and negative
relationships between the average concentration of certain language groups and violent crime. For
examplecompared tmeighbourhoos with fewer immigrants who speak Noetn European
languagesareas with a greater average concentratighisfgroupencounter fewer violent crime
problems (B=0.46 p<.001), as dmeighbourhoos with more immigrants who speak Southern
European languages (B»062 p<.001)Neighbourhood with a greater average presence of
immigrants who speak Southeast Asian languages also report fewer violent crinte84B$<.01),
as do areas with more immigrants who speak Eastern Asian language®83+5<.001).
Neighbourhood with a greater averagegsence of immigrants who speak English only also

encounter fewer violent crimes (Bx002 p<.001).
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Table 6.11Language, immigration and neighbourhoodcrime

SYDNEY (N=580) BRISBANE (N=302)
B SE B SE B SE B SE

Within Within
% Northern European -0.202 ** 0.03 -0.104 ** 0.03 -0.078 0.04 -0.024 0.04
% South East Asian -0.040 ** 0.01 -0.035 ** (0.01 0.022 0.02 0.005 0.02
% South West Central Asian -0.043 ** 0.01 -0.033 ** 0.01 -0.027 0.03 -0.037 0.03
% Southern Asian -0.023 ** 0.00 -0.012 *=* 0.00 -0.078 ** 0.02 -0.041 * 0.02
% Eastern Asian -0.035 ** 0.00 -0.022 ** 0.00 0.014 0.01 -0.008 0.01
Language Diversity 0.005 * 0.00 0.008 ** 0.01 -0.008 ** 0.00 0.005 0.00
% Indigenous -0.055 0.01 0.003 0.02
% Young Maés 0.037 **  0.01 0.027 0.01
% Renting 0.009 =*==*  0.00 -0.001 0.00
% Different Address (5yrs) 0.003 * 0.00 0.000 0.00
Disadvantage 0.054 ** 0.02 0.175 *=*  0.03
Population Density -0.020 **  0.00 -0.033 ** 0.01

Betveen Between
% Northern European -0.466 ** 0.12 -0.073 0.09 -0.643 ** 0.11 -0.257 ** 0.10
% Southern European -0.062 ** 0.01 -0.034 =** 0.01 -0.079 0.06 -0.077 0.05
% EasernEuropean 0.029 0.02 -0.023 0.02 -0.114 0.08 -0.034 0.06
% SoutheasAsian -0.024 ** 0.01 -0.029 *=* 0.01 -0.092 ** 0.03 -0.063 ** 0.02
% Southwest Central Asian  -0.017 0.01 -0.034 =*=* 0.01 0.107 0.14 0.058 0.11
% Southern Asian -0.011 0.01 -0.009 0.01 -0.464 *>* 0.08 -0.296 ** 0.06
% Eastern Asian -0.034 *=* 0.01 -0.039 *==* 0.01 -0.039 * 0.02 -0.022 0.02
% dtheid 0.183 ** 0.03 -0.091 ** 0.02 0.067 0.05 -0.105 ** 0.04
% English Only -0.002 ** 0.01 -0.004 0.01 0.040 * 0.02 0.006 0.01
Language Diversity 0.014 =+ 0.00 0.019 ** 0.00 0.062 ** 0.01 0.039 ** 0.01
% Indigenous 0.046 0.03 0.029 * 0.01
% Young Males -0.020 0.01 -0.016 0.02
% Renting 0.019 *=*  0.00 0.024 ** 0.01
% Different Address (5yrs) 0.006 0.00 0.005 0.01
Disadvantage 0.376 ***  0.06 0.443 **  0.08
Population Density 0.008 **  0.00 -0.003 0.01
Nearby Violent Crime -0.008 0.03 -0.003 0.03

Random Random
Distance to CBD 0.006  ** 0.00 -0.002 0.01
Residential Land Use -0.007 **  0.00 -0.006 ** 0.01
Constant -4,959 ** (0,14 -5242 ** 0.30 -5.227 ** 0.32 -4593 ** 0.46
In (r) 1.649 (0.07) 2.802 (0.09) 2.587 (0.21) 3.594(0.31)
In (s) 1.583 (0.08) 2.333 (0.08) 1.161 (0.11) 1.71 (0.12)
Log likelihood -6798.77 -6451.28 -2858.26 -2732.16

*p<0.05; ** p<0.QL; **p<0.001
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However, areas with a higher average concentration of immigrants who speak other
languages (for example African or Polynesian languages), report more violent crime (B=0.183
p<.001). Higher levels of language diversity are positively assatigith violent crime across
neighbourhoosl. In other words, more diverse areas experience higher rates of violent crime
(B=0.014 p<.01). The average concentration of immigrants who speak Eastern European, Southern
Asian or Southwest and Central Asiandaages is not significantly associated with violent crime

when comparing betweeareighbourhoosl

Next theneighbourhoodariables are entered into the model. Once controlling for
neighbourhoodontexts, the relationships identified in the within effecimiponent of the model
remain largely unchangebleighbourhood that experience growth in the immigrant population who
speak Southeasgtsian languages continue to encounter fewer violent crimes after the broader
neighbourhoodontext is considered (B&.035p<.001). Similar effects are seenneighbourhoos
with an increasingresence of immigrants who speak Southwest and Central Asiad.QB3
p<.01), Southern Asian (B8.012 p<.001), Eastern Asian (=022 p<.001) and Northern
European languages (B»104 p<.01). Thus even after appropriagégghbourhoodontrols are
considered, an increasing presence of thkesguagegroups within aneighbourhooaver time is
associated with a significant reduction in violent crime. However, increasing languagéydivers
continues to have a significant and positive effect on violent crime after controlling for context. Thus
as language diversity increases withineégghbourhooaver time, so too does violence (B=0.008
p<.001).

After accounting for the@eighbourhoodeatures oheighbourhoos, there are some slight
changes in the between effects component of the model. For example, omeigiveurhood
variables are included, areas with a greater average presence of immigrants who speak Southwest
and Central Asiarehguages encounter fewer violent crimes-(B834 p<.001). Alternatively, no
statistically significant relationship remains between the average concentration of immigrants who
speak Northern European languages and the level of violent crime when conapensg)
neighbourhoosl. After theneighbourhoodaontrols are entered into the model, the relationship
between the concentration of immigrants who speak English only and violent crime is no longer
statistically significant. Most notably, the direction of #ssociation between the concentration of
i mmi gr ant sOtvwhea 6s deaankgudages and v neghbeurhbodcr i me s
variables are included. Once considering context,ttepra ce of i mmi grhaet 8 whc
languages is liked to significantly less violent crime acrossghbourhoosl (B=0.091 p<.001).
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Other relationships are less affected by the addition ai¢lghbourhoodaontrol variables.
For example, areas with a greater average number of immigrants who speakn3eutbpean
languages continue to experience less violent crime once context is considefe@838p<.01).
Neighbourhood with a greater average number of immigrants who speak Southeast Asian languages
also report less violent crime (B%029 p<.001), ado areas with more immigrants who speak
Eastern Asian languages (B-039 p<.001). The average concentration of immigrants who speak
Eastern European or Southern Asian languages is not significantly associated with violent crime
acros:eighbourhoosl

However, it is important to note again that these groups only account for a relatively small
amount of the variation imiolent crime. Other factors continue to be important predicators of violent
crimein Sydney. Mstof these findings align with the Studyniodels anduggesthat disorganisd
neighbourhoosl (places with higlevels of disadvantage and mobility) encounter more violent crime
problems.The most notable difference between the Studgd 2models is the significant
relationship between increagi disadvantage over time aneighbourhoodiolence (B=0.054
p<.01).Once disaggregated measures of immigrant group concentration are entered into the model
(in addition to diversity), increases in disadvantage are related to more violent crime.

Brisbane

Like Sydney, only the immigration measures are included in the initial model. Here, the
within effects component of the model suggests that an increase in the immigrant popdiation
speaks Southern Asian languages is negatively associated with eriesit Thusneighbourhoosl
that experience an increase in the number of immigrants who speak Southern Asian languages see a
reduction in the number of violent crimes over time{B878 p<.001). Unlike Sydney, increasing
language diversity in Brisbane isgmatively associated with violent crime before controlling for
neighbourhoodontext (B=0.008 p<.01). This suggests that as language diversity increases within a
neighbourhoogviolent crime decreases. Changes in the number of immigrants who speakrNorther
European, Southeast Asian, Southwest and Central Asian and Eastern Asian languages are not

significantly associated with changes in violent crime in Brisbane.

In the between effects component of the model, the average concentration of immigrants who
speak Northern European, Southeast Asian, Southern Asian and Eastern Asian languages is
negatively and significantly associated with violent crime aanegghbourhoosl. For example,

neighbourhoos with more immigrants who speak Northern European languaoed fewer violent
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crimes (B=0.643 p<.001), as dweighbourhoos which attract more immigrants who speak
Southeast Asian (B8.092 p<.01), Southern Asian (BX467 p<.001) and Eastern Asian languages
(B=-0.039 p<.05). Before controlling for context, theeeage concentration of immigrants who
speak English only is positively associated with crime. Areas with more immigrants who speak
English onlyexperiencenore violence (B=0.040 p<.05). The average level of language diversity
acrosseighbourhoosl is alsgoositively linked to violence. This suggests that more linguistically
diverse areas experience more than their expected share of violent crime problems (B=0.062
p<.001).

Next the sociademographic andeighbourhoodeatures oheighbourhood are entereshto
the model. Once accounting for the broagEighbourhoodontext, the effect of increases in the
immigrant population who speak Southern Asian languages on violent crime remains significant and
negative (B=0.041 p<.05). This group, comprised largefyndian immigrants, grew by over 194%
between 2001 and 2011. Yet despite the relatively smadthotic population in 2001t appears that
the large influx of immigrants who speak Southern Asian languza@®ot increased violence,
suggeshg that theincrease in this language group nasst likelynot undermined informal social
contro. Thus despite Brisbaneds status as a new in

groups) influxes of relativel§inewd immigrans do not lead to an increaserieighbourhoodrime.

After controlling forneighbourhooaontext, changes in language diversity are no longer
significantly associated with changes in violent crime. Changes in the immigrant population who
speak Southeast Asian, Southwest and Centiah/sd Eastern Asian languages continue to have
no significant effect on changes in violent crime over tifigs too is notable given the significant

shifts in these populations over the period of study.

When comparing acroseighbourhoosl, the presemcof immigrants who speak Northern
European languages continues to have a significant and negative effect on violent crime after context
is considered (B.257 p<.01). The average concentration of immigrants who speak Southeast
Asian (B=0.063 p<.01) an&outhern Asian languages (=269 p<.001) also remain significant
and negative predictors of violent crime acnosgihbourhoos. Areas with a greater concentration
of immigrants who speak these languages report less violence. After controlling foudher st
features oheighbourhoosl, t he presence o®t hiemnd glraanng usa gnehso is
and negatively associated with violent crime across Brisbaighbourhoos (B=0.105 p<.01). Yet
more linguistically diverseeighbourhoos contirue to encounter more violent crime problems

when compared to more linguistically homogenoeghbourhoos, even after context is considered

155



(B=0.039 p<.001). After accounting for context, the average concentration of immigrants who speak
English only orSouthern European, Eastern European{t®&eest and Central Asian aBstern

Asian languages has no effect on violent crime agregghbourhoosl.
6.5 Results: Religion
Sydney

Next | consider the concentration and diversity effects of religion on viotené. To begin,
only the immigration measures are included in the model (see TaB)e Bhe within effects
component of the model suggests increases in the immigrant population affiliated with any religion
whether it be Buddhism, Hinduism, Islam aher- within aneighbourhooaver time are not
significantly associated with moreighbourhoodiolence.Contrary to popular opinion and current
debate, an increased presence of Muslim immigrants with@igibourhoods actually linked to
less violentcrime (B=0.024. p<0.001). Amflux of immigrants with no religious affiliation is also
associated with a reductionmeighbourhoodiolence over time (B#.049. p<0.001). Changé
the percentage of immigrants affiliated with Hinduism, Buddhism or ogigions are not
significantly associated with changes in violent crime over time. | find no significant association

between increasing religion diversity andreasingheighbourhoodiolence over time.

The between effects component of the model deveeéairly similar story. Areas with a
higher average concentration of most immigrant groups do not experience more violent crime. In
fact, several religious affiliations are significantly and negatively linkegeighbourhoodiolence.
For example, areawith greater average concentrations of Buddhist immigrants encounter less
violent crime (B=0.041 p<0.001). Likewise, areas with mdtaslim immigrants also exhibit fewer
violent crime problems (B9.036 p<0.01)Neighbourhood with a greater average pesce of
immigrants affiliated wittd @erdreligions (like Judaism) also experience less violent crime (B=
0.115 p<0.001). However, similar effects are seen for immigrants without a religious affiliation.
Areas with a higher average concentration of-reigious immigrants report fewer \leamt crimes
(B=-0.147 p<0.001 This suggestthat the protective effecf immigrant group concentratios not

limited to immigrants who are actively participating in religious activities.

| find one exception to thelle - the concentration of Christian immigrants. Specifically, |
find areas with a greater average concentration of Christian immigrants record more violent crime
problems (B=0.014 p<0.01). Similar to the language models, I find a positive and significant

relationship between religion diversity and violent crime across Syuighbourhoos
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Table 6.12 Religion, immigration andneighbourhoodcrime

SYDNEY (N=580) BRISBANE (N=302)
B SE B SE B SE B SE

Within Within
% Buddhist 0.013 0.01 0.013 0.01 0.048 0.03 0.026 0.03
% Hindu -0.002 0.00 -0.002 0.00 -0.080 * 0.03 -0.032 0.03
% Muslim -0.024 ** 0.01 -0.024 ** 0.01 -0.021 0.02 -0.029 0.02
% No Religion -0.049 **  0.00 -0.049 ** (0.00 -0.045 ** 0.01 -0.027 * 0.01
% dthedReligions -0.006 0.01 -0.006 0.01 0.026 0.05 -0.023 0.05
Religion Diversity -0.002 0.00 -0.002 0.00 -0.007 * 0.00 0.005 0.00
% Indigenous -0.042 0.01 0.003 0.02
% Young Males 0.030 *=*  0.01 0.026 0.02
% Renting 0.009 *=*  0.00 -0.000 0.00
% Different Address (5yrs) 0.000 0.00 -0.000 0.00
Disadvantage 0.039 * 0.02 0.172 **  0.03
Population Density -0.015 **  0.00 -0.026 **  0.01

Between Between
% Buddhist -0.041 ** 0.01 -0.037 ** 0.01 -0.010 0.04 -0.007 0.03
% Christian 0.014 * 0.01 0.008 0.00 0.015 0.01 -0.014 0.02
% Hindu 0.005 0.01 0.009 0.01 -0.135 0.11 -0.064 0.09
% Muslim -0.036 ** 0.01 -0.036 ** 0.01 0.035 0.07 -0.050 0.05
% No Religion -0.147 ** 0.01 -0.051 ** 0.01 -0.156 ** 0.03 -0.020 0.03
% dthedReligions -0.115 ** 0.02 -0.032 * 0.01 -0.229 0.20 -0.078 0.16
Religion Diversity 0.060 ** 000 0.016 ** 0.00 0.087 ** 0.01 0.036 *** 0.01
% Indigenous 0.029 0.02 0.033 * 0.01
% Young Males -0.009 0.01 -0.002 0.02
% Renting 0.019 **  0.00 0.024 **  0.02
% Different Address (5yrs) 0.004 0.00 -0.003 0.02
Disadvantage 0.358 ***  0.05 0.386 ***  0.07
Population Density 0.010 **  0.00 0.003 0.01
Nearby Violent Crime -0.027 0.03 -0.006 0.03

Random Random
Distance to CBD 0.003 0.00 -0.000 0.00
Residential Land Use -0.007 **  0.00 -0.006 ** 0.00
Constant -6.922 ** (023 -5239 ** (032 -8.041 *** 049 -5700 ** 0.05
In () 1.801(0.08) 16.58 (1.51) 2.625 (0.22) 3.552 (0.31)
In (s) 1.373 (0.07) 9.174 (0.74) 1.077 (0.105) 1.659 (0.12)
Log likelihood -6730.644*** -6443.66*** -2852.964*** -2736.257**

*p<0.05; ** p<0.01;**p<0.001
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(B=0.060 p<0.001). Specifically, moreligiously diverse areas encounter more violent crime than

less religiously diverseeighbourhoosl.

Next theneighbourhoodariables are entered into the model. Once controlling for
neighbourhoodontexts, the relationships identified in the stage lyaisaremain largely
unchanged. In the within effects component of the model, an increasing presence of Muslim
immigrants is significantly linked to less violent crime over time-(B824 p<0.001). When holding
neighbourhood@ontext constant, the increagipresence of immigrants without a religious affiliation
continues to be related to less violent crime withimeghbourhooaver time (B=0.049 p<0.001).
Changes in other groups (Buddhists, Hindus an:

over time, nor does changes in religion diversity once controllingeighbourhood features

In the between effects component of the model, the concentration of Muslim immigrants
continues to be significantly and negatively associated with violene@aorossieighbourhoosl
evenafter controlling fobroader neighbourhood factqB=-0.036 p<0.01). This finding is
particularly notable. Despite concerns surrounding the concentration of Muslim immigrants in
Australianneighbourhoos, theresults presentehere suggest such anxieties are largely
unwarranted. Areas with a greater presence of immigrants affiliatedv@ikioreligions like
Judaism also experience less violent crime-(B332 p<0.001), as do areas with a greaverage
concentration of Butghist immigrants (B=0.037 p<0.001). Similar to the within effects component
of the model, these effects are not limited to immigrants affiliated with a particular religion.
Neighbourhood with a greater concentration of immigrants who report no religifilistion also
encounter fewer violent crime problems (B:851 p<0.05). After accounting faeighbourhood
context, no significant relationship remains betweerctimeentration of Christian immigrants and
violentcrime. The presence of Buddhistmigrants and Hindu immigrants continues to have no
effect on violent crime acroseighbourhoosl. Yet, areas with a higher average level of religion
diversity continue t@xperiencenore violent crime$ even after controlling for the soeio

demographic and emanmental features afeighbourhoos (B=0.016 p<0.001).
Brisbane

Relatively consistent patterns are seen in Brisbane. In the initial stagesiefling only the
immigration variables are included. The within effects component of the model shows itineas w
increasing number of Hindu immigrants experience less violent crime over tirde @B& p<0.05).

Similarly, an influx of immigrants who report no religious affiliatiaslinked to fewer counts of
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violencewithin aneighbourhoodB=-0.045 p<0.01).ricreasing religious diversity is related to less
violent crime over time (B.007 p<0.01). Changes in the Buddhist, Muslind@thebReligions

population has no effedin violent crime over time in Brisbane.

In the between effects component of the modely the presence of immigrants without a
religious affiliation is significantly linked to violent crime. Specifically, areas with a greater presence
of immigrants who report no religion encounter fewer violent crimes over tim@® (B56 p<0.001).

The aerage presence of immigrants affiliated with Buddhism, Christianity, Hinduism, Islam or

0 evReligions is not significantly associated with violent crime acnesghbourhoosl. Yet, the
findings suggest greater religion diversity is significantly arsltp@ly associated with more crime
across Brisbaneeighbourhoosl. Thus areas with a more religiously diverse population report more

violent crimescompared to areas with lower levels of religion diverd#y0.087 p<0.001).

In the next stage of the anabg, thaeighbourhoodariables are entered into the model.
After controlling for the broadereighbourhooaontext, change in the immigrant population with no
religious affiliation remains a significant and negative predicator of violent crime ove(Birme
0.027 p<0.01). Once theseighbourhoodariables are included in the model, changes in the Hindu
immigrant population are no longer significantly linked to changes in violent crime.ndiatfea
for all other religious affiliations. The relationptbetween changes in religion diversity and violent
crime is no longer statistically significant after the sesémnographic and environmental features of

neighbourhoosl are considered.

In the between effects component of the model, no immigrant gsaignificantly
associated with violent crime after accounting for context. Yet, the relationship between religion
diversity and violent crime remaiiB=0.036 p<0.001). This suggestieas with a greater average
level of religious diversity experience neoviolent crimeshanless religiously diverse
neighbourhoosl.

6.6 Interaction terms

To more fully examine the central tenets of teeitalisationthesis, a series of interaction
terms are considered. In line with Study 1, | assess whether aegtghiburhoodfeatures moderate
the relationship between ethnic group concentration and violent crime. Of particular interest is
whether areas with a larger-ethnic population fare better following an influx of immigrants. From
therevitalisationperspectiveincreased immigration into popular immigrant settlement zones should

have either a protective or null effect on crime as immigrants moving into these areas have greater
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access to social ties, institutions and ethnic economies (Martinez et al.

, 2004; Rah3gyTo test

this moderatioreffect, | include an interaction term in the model between the qte@nted and

meancentredvariables. In doing so, | establish whether changes in the concentration of a particular

ethnic group (measured by the metaviaed variable) differentially impact violent crime at varying

levels of concentration (measured by the meamtredvariable). Table 6.3 and 6.14resent the

results from these interaction models. Each interaction term was included in the full model and

modelledseparately. | focus solely on the groups that experieactatistically significanincrease

in concentratiorover the period of studfy.e. the groups included in the within effects component of

the model)| first discuss the language group irtetions before turning to the religion groups.

Table 6.13 Changes in language concentrationidersity at different concentration levels

SYDNEY BRISBANE
(N=580) (N=302)

B (SE) p< B (SE) p<
MD Northern European X MC Northern European -0.103 (0.03) -0.017 (0.04)
MD Southeast Asian X MC Southeast Asian -0.000 (0.00) -0.001 (0.00)
MD Southwest and Central Asian X MC Southwest and Central A -0.001 (0.00) -0.004 (0.04)
MD Southern Asian X MD Southern Asian 0.001 (0.00) ** 0.006 (0.01)
MD Eastern Asian X MC Eastern Asian -0.000 (0.00) 0.003 (0.00) *
MD Language Diversity X MC Language Diversity 0.001 (0.000) 0.000 (0.00)

*p<0.05; ** p<0.01;**p<0.001

Figure 6.9 Southern Asian languagesnteraction (Sydney)

42 44

3.8
L

3.6
L

34

T T T

-12 -4 4
Mean-Deviated % Southern Asian

12

—e— Mean-Centred % Southern Asian=1.90 (Mean)

—8— Mean-Centred % Southern Asian=5.05 (1 S.D Above Mean)

—e— Mean-Centred % Southern Asian=8.2 (2 S.D. Above Mean)
Mean-Centred % Southern Asian=11.35 (3 S.D Above Mean)

160



In thesdanguage models, | find little evidence to suggest that the effect of an increase in
language group concentration on crime is contingent on the sizgegjtgbourhood s et hni c
population. There are two exceptions. In Sydney, the interaction betweeerdheewiated and
meancentredmeasures for immigrants who speak Southern Asian languages is statistically
significant (B=0.001 p<0.01). Here | find that an increase in the number of immigrants who speak
Southern Asian languages has the greatest effedbtamt/crime in areas with a smaller average
concentration of this group. However, once graphed it is clear that the size of the effect is negligible

(see Figure 6.9).

Figure 6.10 Eastern Asian languages interaction (Brisbane)
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In Brisbane, lte interaction term bekeen the meadeviated and meacentredvariable for
Eastern Asian languagesatsostatistically significant (B=0.003 p<0.05). The results here suggest
that an increase in the number of immigrants who speak Eastern Asian lanepextgethe largest
protective effect on crime ineighbourhoosl with a relatively small cethnic population (see Figure
6.10. As the level of concentration increases (for exaniptege standard deviatioabove the
mean), an increase in this ethnic grduas little effect on violent crime. Althoughis important to

again recognisthat the size of the effect is relatively small.

Next | consider the interaction beten the meadeviated and meagentredreligion group

variables. Table 64lpresents theesults of thesateractionmodels. Similar to the language models,
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| find limited evidence that the effect ahincrease irreligion group concentration on crime is

dependent on the size ohaighbourhood s et hni ¢ popul at i otions- Ye't

mainly in the Sydney context. Here | find a statistically significant relationshiyebatthe mean

deviated and meacentredBuddhist interaction term and violent crime (B=0.006 p<0)0A% can

be seen in Figure 6.1&n increase in the propant of the population who are Buddhist immigrants

has the greatest protective effect on violent crimeeighbourhoos with a smalleaverage

Buddhist immigrant population. imeighbourhoos with a greateaverageconcentration of Buddhist

immigrants three standard deviatiorabove the mean), anflux of Buddhist immigrantss actually

linked to a slight increase in the level of violent crime.

In these interaction models, | also find a statistically significalationship between the

meandeviated andneancentredViuslim variables and violent crim¢B=0.003 p<0.001)Figure

6.12demonstrates that alkighbourhoosl experience a reduction in crime followingiacrease in

Muslim immigration. Howeveranincrease in the Muslim immigrant population exdnts largest

protective effect omeighbourhoodiolence in places with a relativelyoaverage level of Muslim

concentration.

Table 6.14Changes in eligion concentration/diversity at different concentration levels

SYDNEY BRISBANE

(N=580) (N=302)
B (SE) p< B (SE) p<

MD Buddhist X MC Buddhist 0.006 (0.00) ***  0.010 (0.01)
MD Hindu X MC Hindu 0.001 (0.00) 0.057 (0.03)
MD Muslim X MD Muslim 0.003 (0.00) ***  -0.007 (0.01)

MD No Religion X MC No Religion 0.003 (0.00) ***  0.006 (0.00) *
MD OtherReligions X MC Religions -0.000 (0.00) 0.062 (0.09)
MD Religion Diversity X MC Religion Diversity 0.000 (0.00) 0.001 (0.00)

*p<0.05; ** p<0.01;**p<0.001

Interestingly, the interaction between the mdariated and meacentredvariables ér

immigrants without a religious affiliation is significant in both cities. In Sydney, | find that

neighbourhoos with fewer norreligious immigrants experience the largest decrease in crime

following an influx of this group (B=0.003 p<0.001). Similarteats are seen in Brisbane with the

effect strongest in areas with lower levels of meligious immigrant concentration (B=0.006

p<0.001). In this city, an increase in the frehgious immigrant population has little effect on

violent crime in areas with higher level of concentration.
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Figure 6.11Buddhist interaction (Sydney)

Figure 6.12Muslim interaction (Sydney)
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Figure 6.13 No Religion interaction (Sydney)
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Figure 6.14No Religion interaction (Brisbane)
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Consistent with Study 1, | also examine the potential moderating effect of disadvantage on

the relationship between changes in ethnic group concentdatiersityand violent crime.

Scholarship from the UniteStates suggests the effect of immigrant growth is particularly strong in
areas of concentrated disadvantage (MacDoegiadd.,2013; Velez2009) as is the effect adthnic

diversity (Feldmeyer et al2016) This is because influxes of new immigramtwidisadvantaged

areas revitatesneighbourhooarganisatios and institutions, reinvigorates the local economy and

strengthens social networks. Alternatively, an increased presence of immigrants in advantaged

communities is thought to disrupt socialwetks and informal social control and subsequently

increase crime (Velez, 2009).

Table 6.15 Changes in language concentration/diversity at different levels of disadvantage

SYDNEY BRISBANE
(N=580) (N=302)
B (SE) p< B (SE) p<
MD Northern European X MOisadvantage 0.080 (0.03) 0.124 (0.05)
MD South East Asian X MC Disadvantage -0.006 (0.01) -0.006 (0.02)
MD South West Central Asian X MC Disadvantar 0.009 (0.01) -0.025 (0.03)
MD Southern Asian X MC Disadvantage 0.006 (0.00) 0.033 (0.02)
MD Eastern Asian X MC Disadvantage 0.034 (0.00) ***  0.029 (0.02)
MD Language Diversity X MC Disadvantage 0.00 (0.001) 0.002 (0.00)

*p<0.05; ** p<0.01; ***p<0.001

Figure 6.15 Meandeviated East Asian languages and meatentred disadvantage (§dney)
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To test this effect, additional interaction terms betweermeardeviated ethnic group
measureand themeancentredevel ofdisadvantagare added to the modd&pecifically, | examine
whether increases in ethnic group concentrdtiewe varying effects on crime at different levels of
disadvantage. As can be seen in Tabl&,Glis interaction term was not statistically significant for
any language group with the exception of immigrants who speak Eastern Asian languages in Sydney
(B=0.034, p<0.001).

Here | find that an increase in the immigrant population who speak Eastern Asian languages
is associated with the largeeduction in violent crime ineighbourhooslcharacterisé by low
levels of disadvantagée. areas where ¢hleel of disadvantage is one standard deviabiomae
below the mean) (see Figure 6).18et in disadvantaged communities, an increase in the number of
immigrants who speak Eastern Asian languages is linked to an increase in violent crime. However, it
shout be noted thahis effect is only seen in hightlisadvantaged communitieareas where the
level of disadvantage is more thavo standard deviatiorabove the mean. Sudeighbourhoosl

represent only a small proportion of the Sydney sample.

When condgering the effect of increases in immigrant concentration by religious affiliation
on violent acrosseighbourhoos with different levels of disadvantage, | again find few significant
effects. In Sydney, increases in the Buddhist immigrant populatiomeitfelly impact violent
crime depending on the level of disadvantégre 0.020, p<0.05). Figure 6.16 suggests that an
increase in the Buddhist immigrant population in advantaged communigighourhoosl where
the level of disadvantage is two standagglidtions below the mean) is associated with a reduction
in violent crime. However, in more disadvantaged communities, an increase in the Buddhist
immigrant population is linked to a slight increase in the level of violent crime. In both cities,
changes irthe presence of nereligious immigrants differentially impacts violent crime at varying
levels ofneighbourhoodlisadvantage. In Sydney, an increase in the number of immigrants without a
religious affiliation in advantageakeighbourhoos has a protectiveffect on violent crime (B=
0.015, p<0.001). Similar effects are seen in Brisbane. However in this city, an increase in the non
religious immigrant population in disadvantaged communities is associated with a slight increase in
crime (B=0.027, p<0.05).
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Figure 6.16 Mean-deviated Buddhist and mean
centred disadvantage (Sydney)
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Figure 6.18 Mean-deviated No Religion and man-
centred disadvantage (Brisbane)
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Figure 6.19 Meandeviated religion diversity and
mean-centred disadvantage (Brisbane)
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Table 6.16Religion Group and Disadvantage Interactions

SYDNEY (N=580) BRISBANE (N=302)

B (SE) p< B (SE) p<
MD Buddhist X MC Disadvantage 0.020 (0.01) * -0.021 (0.03)
MD Hindu X MC Disadvantage 0.007 (0.01) 0.053 (0.03)
MD Muslim X MC Disadvantage 0.009 (0.01) -0.006 (0.01)
MD No Religion X MC Disadvantage 0.015 (0.00) ***  0.027 (0.01) *
MD Other Religions X MC Disadvantage -0.016 (0.01) 0.104 (0.05)
MD Religion Diversity X MC Disadvantage -0.004 (0.00) -0.022 (0.01) **

* p<0.05 ** p<0.01; **p<0.001

The effect of changes in religion diversity on violent crssoappears to be contingent on
the level ofneighbourhoodlisadrantage in Brisbane. Figure 6.d®@monstrates that increases ia th
level of religion diwersity ardinked to slightly more violent crime imoredisadvantaged
neighbourhoosl (two standard deviatiordove the mean level of disadvantage). Whilegs
disadvantagedreas ifeighbourhoos where tk level of disadvantage is two standard dewatio
below the mean), increases in the level religion of diversitpeallyassociated with a reduction

in violent crime.

These findings suggest both the size of thetbmic population and the level of disadvantage
differentially moderate the immigrati-crime relationship in the Australian context in comparison to
the United States. In Australia, the presence of establishethnws is not necessary in order for
increases in ethnic groups to have a protective impact on violent crime. In fact icasergethe
effect of increases in ethnic group concentration are most pronounced in areas with a relatively small
establisheao-ethnic presence. These findings are contrary to the arguments put forward in the
revitalisationthesis which suggest areas watimore established eghnic population better absorb
influxes of new immigrants. Further, I find little evidence to suggest that influxes of immigrants
revitalisedisadvantagedeighbourhoosl. In most cases, the effect of increases in ethnic group
concetrationdoesnotdepend on the level okeighbourhoodlisadvantageln the fewcases where
significant effects are found, | find the opposite to be true with increased ethnic group concentration
in less disadvantageteighbourhoosl linked to the greatestduction in violent crime. Taken
together, these models suggest some of the key argumentgefithksationthesis do not hold in

the Australian setting.
6.7 Site comparison

Once disaggregating the total immigrant concentration measure by laragdagdigion the

conclusions drawn from Study 1 remain. Growth in the immigrant populatiegardless of the
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languageor religiongroup under consideratiordoes not lead to morgolent crime within a
neighbourhoodFurther, no language religiongrouyp concentration is associated with more violent
crime once theociostructural and environmentiatures oheighbourhoos are considered.

Indeed, the growth and concentration of s@timicgroups is actually linked to less violent crime. |

thus find noevidence that increased immigration ledol moreneighbourhoodiolence.

However, these models do highlight some additional differences between the two sites than
what is seen in Study 1. For example, changes in the five language groups includedtmrihe
effects component of the model (Northern European, Southeast Asian, Southern Asian, Southwest
and Central Asian and Eastern Asian languages) are linked to less violent crime over time in Sydney.
While in Brisbane with the exception of immigrantshe speak Southern Asian languages
changes in language concentration have a null effect on violent crime over time. Thus the protective
effect ofincreases itanguage group concentratioxer timeis more pevalent in the Sydney

context (yet is still noharmful in the Brisbane setting).

When considering the effect of language concentration aneigsbourhoos there are again
some differences between the two cities. For example, the concentration of immigrants who speak
Northern European and Southersi@n languages is linked to less violent crime across Brisbane
neighbourhoos but not acrosseighbourhoos in Sydney. Converselggighbourhoos with a
greater concentration of immigrants who speak Southern European, Eastern Asian and Southwest
and CentrbAsian languagesxperiencdewer violent crimes in Sydney but not in Brisbane. For the
most part, these differences may be a redfuarying levels of concentration acrassighbourhoosl
in the two sitesNeighbourhood in Brisbane may not reach thgdéof concentration necessary in
order for the presence of immigrants who speak Southern European, Eastern Asian or Southwest and
Central Asian languages to have a protective effect on crime. Similarly, the concentration of
immigrants who speak Northerruibpean languages is slightly higher in the Brisbane context. The
exception here is immigrants who speak Southern Asian languages. The concentration of this group
acrosmeighbourhoosl is higher in the Siney context compared Brisbane- although is only

significantin Brisbane.

Some consistencies are found across the two sites. For example, the concentration of
immigrants who speak Southeast Asian languages is linked to less violent crime across both
Brisbane and Sydnewighbourhoosl. This grougcompised largely of Viethamesé& well
establishedh both cities- first arriving in Sydney during the 197@sd inBrisbane in the 1990s
(Burnley, 200). Before including the socistructural and environmentariables, the concentration
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of immigrants whes p e@kh er 6 | anguages was | inked to more
neighbourhoosl (with no significant association found in Brisbane). After the controls were

included, the concentration of immigrants who spgaRedlanguages is associated with

significantly less violent crime acrosgighbourhoos in both sites. This finding in particular

reinforces the importance of considering the broageghbourhoodontext in immigratiorcrime

research. The concentration of immigrants who speak Eastern Europeamgésngugnglish only is

not significantly related to violent crime acrassighbourhoosl in either city.

Similar patterns are seen in the religion mode€isid no evidence thahcreasesn ethnic
group concentration over time or theeragdevel of etmic group concentration is associated with
moreneighbourhoodiolence. Similar to the language models, | find that the growth of certain
religiousgroups is actually linked to a reduction in violent crime over time. Moreover, once the
broaderfeatures oheighbourhoos are considered, the concentration of groups is not linked to more
neighbourhoodiolence. The modelagainindicate some differences between the two research sites
with more significant effects found in the Sydney settiigst notable, botigrowth in the Muslim
immigrant populatiorover timeas well asigher average concentratsof Muslim immigrantss
linked to lowerviolence in Sydney butasno effect on crime in Brisban&his is likely due to the

more sizeable presenceMtislimsin Sydney compared to Brisbane.

While the concentration of particulathnic groups is largely beneficial for crintke effect
of languageand religiondiversity is problematic in both cities. In Sydney, increasing language
diversity within aneighbourhoods associated with more violent crime over timis relationship
remains oncaeighbourhoodaontrols are included in the model. In Brisbane, the effect of changes in
diversity (significant and negativeitially) is nonsignificant after otheneighbourlbodfactors are
considered. When comparing acrossghbourhoos, the effect of language diversity is consistent
across the two sites. In both cities, areas with a hiayenagdevel of language diversity enunter
greater crime problems, so too do mkgioudy diverseneighbourhoosl. Thus in moreethnically
diverse areas, residents appear unable to find the common ground necessary in order to collectively
solve local problems. These findinigighlight the opposing effects of concentration and ditersi

and provideempirical support for bottisorganisatiorandrevitalisationarguments.
6.8 Chapter summary

After accounting for ethnicity, the key takeaway message from Study 1 remains. Regardless

of the ethnic group under consideration, neitherpresence of immigrants namfluxes of
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immigrants areelated to more violent crime. In fact, both growth and concentration are significantly
associated with less violent crime for certain ethnic groups. While | find greatation between

the two citieghan in Study 1, | find little evidence to suggesighbourhoosl in the new destination

city (Brisbane) fare worse following increases in ethnic group concenttaforthose in the
established ethnic gateway city (Sydnd¥ather, the protective effect ehnic group growth igust

stronger in the Sydney context.

Diversity however, appears to be more problematic especially when comparing across
neighbourhoosl. In Sydney, increasing language diversity is associated with more violent crime over
time - even after accounting faneighbourhoodaontext. When comparing betweseighbourhoos,
the effect of language diversity is consistent across the two sites. In both cities, areas with a higher
level of language diversity encounter more crime probl&msilar effects are seen when
considering religion diversity. While changes in religion diversity are not significantly related to

violent crime over time, more religiously divenseighbourhooslexperiencanoreviolent crime.

Thus in both cities, more diverseighbourhood encounter more violent crime while at the
same time, areas with a greater concentration of certain ethnic groups experience less violent crime.
Rather than presenting the immigrati@vitalisationthesis and socialisorganisatiortheory asa
competing dichotomy, the resul tedeffacts ofémmgmatpmy e s t
on violent crime can occur simultaneoustpwever, whileincreasesn the concentration of ethnic
groups are not linked to more crime in either cityethler this is due to a procesgef¥italisationis
uncleari particularly as | find limited evidence in the interaction models to support the moderation
effects outlined in theevitalisationthesis. lelaborae on the theoretical implications of these

findings in Chapter 8.
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Chapter Seven:Immigration, Segregation and Crime

7.1 Introduction

To date, most studies interested in untangling the immigratiome nexus have examined
whether immigrant concentration or growth in the immigrant pajpmas linked to crime at the
neighbourhoodr city level Chavez& Griffiths, 2009; Desmond. Kubrin, 2009; Feldmeyer, 2009;
Feldmeye& Steffensmeier, 2009; Kubri& Ishizawa 2012; Kubrin& Ousey 2009; Martinez et al.,
2010; Ramey, 2013; Stowell, 200K adsworth, 2010 Internationally, there is a paucity of
scholarship on the association between the segregation of immigrant growpsren(see for
excepion Barranco, 2013; Feldmeyer et 2015).However, segregation differs from diversity and
con@ntration as it is characterised by isolation and contains both structural and spatial elements
(Massey & Denton, 198&orrill, 1991).Further there argheoreticareasons to believe that

immigrant segregation affeateighbourhoosl in ways thatigher promote or inhibit crime.

Segregatiom s argued to weaken social controls a
capacitythrough mechanisms associated veititial inequality and social isolation (Petersoal.,
2009). As such, segregation is thoughtdatabute to higher rates of crime at both the local and city
level. However, results from empirical scholarship testing the link betweenlatk segregation
and crime in the United States are far from conclusive (see for example Krivo, Pé&tdfsbh
2009; Peterso& Krivo 1993, 1999; Shihadeh Flynn, 1996; Shihadek Maume 1997). Further
still, emerging evidence from this context indicates imaigrant enclaves may actually insulate
communities from crime by pshelofiiradlo ngcexesi dealtdr
al. 2015, p2). Thus the strong social networks prevalent in immigrant enclaves can potentially
mediate the effect of isolation and deprivation on crime. This study brings together and empirically

tests these conflictgqwviewpoints on the segregatiornime link.

Few studies have examinguitterns of residential segregatiorAustralia (see for exception
Johnston et al., 2007; Markus et al., 2008his setting, scholafsd relatively low levels of
residential seggation and suggest immigramtighbourhoosl are multicultural rather than
dominated by a single birthplace (Markus et al., 2009). In doaparative analysis Johnston and
colleague42007) found cities in Australia and New Zealand exhibited less segme¢fan those in
Canada, the United States and the United KingdWith this in mind, an important starting point for
this research is to establish whether or not immigrant groups are actually spatially separated in the
Australian context. | therefore aqld) how are various immigrant groups spatially distributed across
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Brisbane and Sydneand;(2) are immigranteighbourhoos calocated within each city or isolated?
These questions guide stage 1 of the anal@sissidering théack of scholarship interged in

residential segregation patterns in the Australian context, it is not particularly surprising there is also
a dearth of research focusedtba link between residential segregation and viatente. Therefore

after determiningspatial segregatiotnends,| next examinghe effect oimmigrant group

segregation omiolentcrime. Specifically | question: §3hhow doeghe residential distribution of each
immigrant group impactiolentcrimeand; (9 is the celocation of immigrannheighbourhoos

asso@ted with moe or lessxeighbourhoodiolence? These questions guide stage 2 of the analysis.

7.2 Defining and measuring segregation

Segregation is not accidental, but ansequence of purposetuthaviour It is at once a structural

and a spatial conept. The motivations for segregation are structdhelt is, a desire to minirse

interaction with certain other kinds of people. The most effective tool or manifestation is territorial
separation(Morrill, 1991, p.26).

Effectively measuring residentiaégregation is not a straightforward task. While an
extensive range of indices are available, scholars disagree on the best approach due to varied
understandings dfowgroups are separated from one another (Ma&sBgnton, 1988). In their
landmarkreview, Massey and Denton (19B8Broposed anultidimensional reconceptuadiion of
residential segregation. Here, the authors identified five different dimensions of group variation
evenness, exposure, concentration, centrality and clusteangging each dnension is both
conceptually and empirically distinct (see Table 7.1). Measures of segregation are typically designed
to tap into one of these five dimensiomsldhus Massey and Denton (19883p2) contend that
segregation shoul d ybe fmd ansdu rceeds 0b yr aft ah ebra ttthea n

Few studies interested in the effect of residential segregatienme have employed
spatializd segregation measures. Rather, studies continue to rely predominantly on traditional
segregation indices, pattilarly the dissimilarity index and the exposure index (see for example
Barranco, 2013; Feldmeyer et al., 2015; Feldmeyer, 2010; Lee & Ousey, 2005; Peterson & Krivo,
1993; Shihadeh & Flynn, 1996). These measures limit our understanding of the relatiebsiign
segregation and crime in two important ways. First, they are aspatial in nature and thus each
neighbourhoodinit is treated independently with the composition of nearby units ignored. As a
consequence, relatively arbitrary administrative boundariesreated as absolute barriers to
interaction (Wong, 2016). This approach implicitly assumes residents will not crossover into
neighbouing areas, yet in reality, residents regularly come into contact with nearby populations
(Wong, 2002).
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Table 7.1 Dimensions of segregation

Dimension Description Structural/Spatial
Evenness Refers to the spread of ethnic/racial groups across i Structural
city. While some groups may be over or under

represented in particular areas, others may be more
evenly dispersed across thgycCommonly measured
with the dissimilarity index.
Exposure Refers to the degree to which minorities share their Structural
neighbourhoodnd/orneighbourhoodboundaries with
other groups and subsequently have opportunities f
interaction. Groups \h limited exposure are more
likely to be isolated from majority group members.
Concentration Refers to the density of ethnic/racial groups within g Structural
small areal unit. Some groups are more densely
populated withimeighbourhoosl compared totbers.
Centrality Refers to the proximity of ethnic/racial groups to the Spatial
city centre In the United States and elsewhere,
centralization is a common component of segregatic
as high levels of discrimination in the suburban real
estate markdimit minorities to living in declining and
undesirable areas in the inner city.
Clustering Refers to how minority areas are distributed in resp« Spatial
to one another. When minority dominated
neighbourhoos are adjacent to one another, they ca
form a contiguous ethnic enclave. Alternatively,
immigrantneighbourhoos can be randomly scatterec
across the city.

(Massey and Denton, 1988)

The failure to account for the relative po
checkeboard problemd and illustrated in Figure 7
checkerboard represent individunighbourhoos located within two hypothetical cities. While City
A and City B each possess 50 blagkghbourhoos and 50 whiteeighbowhoods, they present
markedly different patterns of spatial segregation. Without accounting for waigtgbourhoosl are
located in relation to one another, both would generate the same segregation scores(R2@@4in
Wong (2002) warns researchers cateptially overestimate the level of segregation by artificially
imposing spatial separation amongst groups. To reduce the likelihood of inflating segregation, Wong
(2002) recommendsegregation measures allow individuals to interact with space by acuptorti
the conditions in nearhyeighbourhoos (Wong, 2002).

Another key limitation of traditional segregation indices is that they are global and therefore
provide a single number score which summarizes segregation patterns for an er{iReacitpn
andOo6 Sul | i vWhile the@en@atyres are useful for comparing segregationbewnsisen
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cities, they fail to adequately capture local variatientkin cities. By ignoring locktrends, Brown

and Chung (2006,1.26) ar gue gl o b argif melasiag)theesgatialityoé f sl i gh
segregation. 0 They suggest that by moving fro
understand how the spatial fabric of the city is delineated along ethnic lines (Brown and Chung,

2006).

Figure 7.1 Checkerlmard problem

City A City B

Considering the shortcomings of traditional segregation indices, the use of global measures
like the dissimilarity index is not appropriate given the aims of toidys While decomposed
spatializdversions of the dissimilarity indeare available, these measures are convoluted and
difficult to interpret. To address the research questibeamploy two highlyspatializdyet
undeutiise d | ocal segregation measur es: Loclati on Q
Brown and Chung@2006) argue that together, these two measures effectively capture four of Massey
and Dentonds (1988) f FO%xamedsureeonrsldtive concerdrationsl®g rr e g
tap into theconcentratiorevennesdimensions of segregation. l-Mon the ober hand, measures the
clusteringexposuradimension of segregation by assessing each areal unit in relatiergtdbouing
units. Taken together, these measures can capture the multidimensional nature of residential

segregation at the local level.
7.3 Methods

Taking a cross sectional approach, this stutdlises data from the 2011 ABS census and
crime data provided by BOSCAR atite QPS. To address the research questions, the analysis is

20 This study does not consider centrality. In the Australian context, inneregibourhoodare typically more
affluent, thus proximity to the city center is not an indicator of discrimination and social disadvantag

174



conducted in two stages. Stage 1 involves a descriptive andilgsisonsiders the spatial distribution
of immigrants acrosseighbourhoosl located in the two research sites. Stage 2 presents a series of
negative binomial regression models which firstly explore the bivariate relationship between
immigrant segregatioma violent crime and secondly examine the raeghbourhoodontexts play

in moderating these relationships.

Consistent with Study 1 and Study 2, the unit of analysis in Study 3 is the state suburb (N=
824 in Sydney and N= 429 in Brisbane). In line witbvious chapters, specific criteria were used to
determine appropriateeighbourhoos for inclusion. For the descriptive analy@tge 1)n Study
3, neighbourhoos were included if their population exceeded 300 persons in 2011. This process
generated &otal sample of 768eighbourhoosl in Sydney and 38deighbourhoos in Brisbaneln
stage 2, the same criteria applied in the Study 1 and Study 2 analytic models was used. However, a
Study 3is cross sectional and draws onlydata from 2011, a greateumber ofheighbourhoos
met the minimum population requirement. Thus the analytic sample is slightly larger in Study 3
(N=598in Sydney and N=313 in Brisban@ee Chapter 4 for further information on the
inclusion/exclusion criteria for the Studyn@ighbourhoodsample).

7.4 Stage 1 Immigrant segregation across Sydney and Brisbaneeighbourhoods
Variables

As segregation is (at least in part) the result of strorgyonp preferences and a desire to live
with culturally similar individuals (Emerson, @& Yancey, 2001; Morrill, 1991), the immigrant
population was divided into four distinct groups determined by their language spoken alhegee.
groups includeimmigrants who speak Asian languages, immigrants who speak European languages,
immigrants viho speald Ot Maeguayes and immigrants who speak English.drig language
categories employed in Study 2 wéhnereforefurther aggregated into these breadategories for
Study 3 to allow for greater variation in ethnic group size asregghbourhods. Language was
chosen over other indicators of ethnicity (namely region of birth or religion) for several reasons.

First, in the Australian context, language can create a sense of otherness and can cause an individual
to be perceived as an outsider (&ngbn, 1991; Cathun, 1992; Leigh, 2006; Wickes et &013).

Second, the Study 2 models highlight a greater number of statistically significant relationships
between language concentration and crommpared to religion and criméinally, preliminary

analyses for this study revealed a tendency for immigrants from English speaking countries to settle

in similar areas. By focusing on language rather than region of birth, this trend is captured. While

175



immigrants belonging to these broad language groupshtayecessarily be able to communicate

effectively with one another, it is argued that the degree of social and cultural distance immigrants

from similar origins face will be less (although perhaps not for those who belongddhiee
languages category

Table 7.2 Collapsed language ategories for Study 3

Collapsed Category Broad Category Description

European Northern European Celtic; German Related
Languages; Dutch Related
Languages; Scandinavian; Finis
Related Languages (Excluded

English)

European Southern European French; Greek; Iberian Romanci
ltalian; Maltese

European Eastern European Baltic; Hungarian; East Slavic;
South Slavic; West Slavic;

Asian Southeast Asian Burmese; Hmongdvien; Mon-

Khmer; Tai; SoutkEast
Austronesian

Asian Southern Asian Dravidian; IndeAryan

Asian Eastern Asian Chinese; Japanese; Korean

@Otheb Southwest and Central Asiar Irenic, Middle Eastern Semitic
Languages; Turkic

@OtheH @Othed American Languages, African

Languages, Pacific Austronesia
Languages; Oceanian Pidgins a
Creoles; Papua New Guinea
Languages.

English Only English

LQ

LQs are a ratio measure of relative concentration. In this study, LQs are used to compare the

share of a racial/ethnic group in a particulaighbourhod to their overall share in the city (Brown

and Chung2006)(formula outlined in Chapter 4Jable 7.2 includes the denominator values used to

createthe LQs (i.,e.the component of the equation). These

proportion of the total population in the city. Consistent with earlier chapters, these figures highlight

significant differences i n |popukation.®Whipio Sydriey, o n
immigrants who speak Asian languages comprise the largest foreign born group, in Brisbane,

English only speaking immigrants are most dominant.
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Table 73 City immigrant share

SYDNEY BRISBANE

Asian Languages 0.1337 0.0607
European Languages 0.0554 0.0280
@thebLanguages 0.4109 0.0164
English Only 0.1104 0.1435

A summary of the numerator values is provided in Table 7.3 (i.e. descriptives fer the

component of the equation). These values again reveal considerable differences in the ethnic
composition oheighbourhoosl located within the two research sites. Specifically, immigrants who
speak languages other than English are fardessnon in Brisbanaeighbourhoosl in comparison

to Sydneyneighbourhoosl.

Table 74 Neighbourhoodimmigrant share

SYDNEY (N=769) BRISBANE (N=384)
Mean S.D Min Max Mean S.D Min Max
Asian Languages 0.0894 0.1068 0.0000 0.6002 0.0485 0.0630 0.0000 0.3977
European Languages 0.0486 0.0345 0.0000 0.1858 0.0247 0.0152 0.0000 0.0946
@theibLanguages 0.0287 0.0417 0.0000 0.2964 0.0129 0.0178 0.0000 0.1145
English Only 0.1130 0.0467 0.0283 0.2885 0.1389 0.0385 0.0287 0.2527

In the Stage 1 descripé analysis, the LQ scores for each group are summarized. There is
currently no statistical test available fbetermining a significant LQ value and studies vary
considerably in identifying appropriate eoff points (for exampléiller et al., 1991 sugest 1.31
while RengertRatcliffe & Chakravorty2005 suggest 2)0To visually demonstrate spatial patterns,
the LQ scores in this study are categorized into three distinct groups for the maps. These include:
underrepresented (LQ <0.5), neutral (LQ-0.5) and overrepresented (LQ >1.5).

LM-I:

LM-I considers eacheighbourhoodinit in terms of the characteristicsrdighbouing units
and identifies statistically significaspatialoutliers and clusters (Anselin, 1995). The 1M
procedure was conduct@&d ArcGIS (see Chapter 4 for further detailsjeas are classified into five
categoriesHigh High (HH) clusters (high concentration smrnded by high concentratioow
Low (LL) clusters (low concentration sounded by low concentratiorbtigh Low (HL) cluster
(high concentration swunded by low concentration)pw High (LH) cluster (low concentration
surrounded by high conceation) or NorSignificant (NS).In this analysis, HH clusters represent
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incidences of spatial clustering (i.e. thelooation of immigranineighbourhoos) and HL indicate

cases of spatial isolatiofihis variable is created for each of the four immigrant language groups.
Spatial distribution of immigrants across Sydneyghbourhood

In Sydney, immigrants who speak Asiamduages are unevenly distributed across the city
with a mean LQ score of 0.67 (see Tabk). The LQ map reveals Asiapeaking immigrants are
mainly overrepresented in inner city and westeighbourhoosl (see Figure 7.2). These relatively
concentrate@reas are then surrounded by a neutral buffer zaghlbbourhoos with their expected
share of Asian immigrants). However, as the distérwe theCBD increases, there appears to be a
growing underrepresentation of Asian speaking immigrants. Thé &Mlysis shows similar spatial
trends (see Table 7.5). Of significant cluster types, HH clusters are most common. In fact, a total of
16.9% of Sydneyeighbourhoosl are classified as a HH cluster. ThedLkhap shows HH clusters
are located mostly in the inneity and western suburbs. Located adjacent to one another, many of
theseneighbourhoos form together to create a contiguous enclave.-@gt#iblished Asian
neighbourhoosl that attracted early waves of Asian migration during the 1970s and 80s (such as
Céabramatta) remain popular settlement zondk neighbouing areas alstabelledHH clusters.

Table 7.5 LQ values (Sydney)

SYDNEY (N=769)
Mean S.D Min Max

Asian Languages 0.67 0.80 0.00 4.49
European Languages 0.88 0.62 0.00 3.36
@thelbLanguages 0.70 1.02 0.00 7.21
English Only 1.02 042 026 261

Immigrants who speak European languages are slightly more dispersed across Sydney
neighbourhoos (mean LQ score= 0.88). However, thererasighbourhoos in Sydney where
European immigrants accouior more tharthreetimes their expected share of the population.
Similar to Asian speaking immigrants, immigrants who speak European languages are relatively
concentrated in and around the Sydney CBD with two large clusters of overrepresented
neighbourhods in this area (see Figure 7.2). Interestingly, tmesghbourhoosd are distinct from
those identified as relatively concentrated Asiaighbourhoos. The LQ map also shows a greater
number of neutral areas for immigrants who speak European languagbhsswdjgests this group is
more evenly distributed across the city. Yet, several areas on the outskirts of the city are marked as

having an underrepresentation of immigrants who speak European languages.-Thrdljsis

178



reveals similar spatial trends. Hitusters are again the most common of the significant cluster types
(13.28% of neighbourhoosl) and thusieighbourhoos with a strong presence of European residents

tend to be located nearby one another. As can be seen in Figure 7.3, HH clusters fantamwigo

speak European languages tend to reflect historical migratory trends (particalghipourhoosl

located east of the CBD). For example, Leichardhere many Italian small businesses were

established during the 1970sontinues to be a primedation for immigrants who speak European

languages (Collins, 2006)

Table 7.6Results of LM-I Analyses(Sydney)

Immigrants who speatOtheblanguages are underrepresented in most Sydney
neighbourhoosl (mean LQ score of 0.7@ooking at the LQ map, it is evident that most
neghbourhood host less than their expected share of immigrants who ép@eddlanguages with

only a few overrepresented areas identiflédwever, oneneighbourhoodFairfield) reported an LQ

SYDNEY (N=768)

HH
Asian Languages 13.28%
European Languages 13.28%
@thabLanguages 11.46%
English Only 13.02%

HL
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%
0.00%

LL
0.13%
3.91%
0.00%
10.42%

LH
0.00%
0.39%
0.00%
0.00%

NS
86.59%
82.81%
88.54%
76.56%

value of 7.21 therefore hosting ows&ventiimes its expecteghare of immigrants who spedRtherd

languagesThis neighbourhoods one of the most popular resettlement zones for humanitarian

immigrants in Australia. In 2016,@0 new refugees were resettled in tregghbourhoodnd
surrounding area@®BS, 201%; Hunter, 201Y. Due to the conditions surrounding their migration, it
is likely humanitarianmmigrants have fewer economic and social resources upon arrival compared

to immigrants who arrived through the family or skilled stredre LM-I analysis clasfied

11.46% of neighbourhoos in Sydney as HH clusters for immigrants who spedhkertlanguages.

HH cluster zones for this group are located further away from the CBD and include some of

Sydneyds most notoriously

housing estates in the 1960s and 70s by the New South Wales government, decades later, they
compri se s ome anfpovérished comnanunitiasqGroemmharts 2012).

As the most established immigrant group in Australia and culturally quite similar to the

d i asadoguane tFialds,evid Draith d
and ClaymoreThe history of thesaeighbourhoos is worth highlighting. Originally built as public

native born population, the settlement patterns of English speaking immigrants act wisither

groups.

Mkisibled mig@nt graup (Rollins, 2006), the mean LQ value (1.02) suggests this
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Figure 7.2 Concentrationevenness dimension (LRPSydney
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Figure 7.3 Clusteringexposure dimension (LMI) Sydney
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group is quite evenly dispersed across the city. The LQ map further reinforces this finding with the
majority of neighbourhoos classified as neutral. Areas that arermpgresented are located along the
coastline and harbor while someighbourhoosl in and around the CBD are underrepresented.
Similar trends are identified in the LManalysis. A total of 13.02% ofeighbourhoosl are classified

as HH clusters for immigrasiwho speak English only. Theseighbourhoosl include some of the

most affluent areas in Australia including Darling Point, Vaucluse and Edgecliffe where the median
house price sits in the millions. Another key trend identified in the settlement pattémmigrants

who speak English only is their absence in more linguistically diverse immigrant areas. In Sydney,
10.42% ofmeighbourhoos are classed as LL clusters for immigrants who speak English only.

As can be seen on the -Mnap, these statisticglkignificant LL clustergor English only speaking

immigrantsare well aligned with HH AsiartiH Europeara n d HH clusiersh er 6

Figure 7.4 Overlap between HHclusters in Sydney

30
[ Kilometers

Cluster Type

- No Group Clusters Identified
- One Group Cluster Identified
- Two Group Clusters Identified
- Three Group Clusters Identified

:] Non Residential

As Australianneighbourhoos are often described as multicultural adiadnal map was
created based on the LMluster type. This process helped determine the degree of overlap in the
HH clusters between the different ethnic groups. Over half afgflghbourhoodamplein Sydney
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identified no significant group clustewith this particularly common in the outer regions. As can be
seen in Figure 7.4, single group clusi@mthe most common cluster type wijtist underone third

of theneighbourhoogample highlighted astdH cluster for just one ethnic group. Overlapvbegn
groupsis fairly uncommon. In fact, less than 10%r&fighbourhooslareclassified as a HH cluster

for two or three ethnic groups and no singggghbourhoods identified as a HH clustdor all four

groups. Table 7.describes a further breakdowntbé cluster overlap.

Table 7.7 Degree of overlap of clusters across ethnic groups in Sydney (N68y

Cluster Count No.
Neighbourhoods
No Group Clusters Identified 457 (59.5%)
One Group Cluster Identified 240 (31.250)
Two Group Clusters Identified 60 (7.81%)
Three Group Clusters Identifiec 11 (1.43%)
Four Group Clusters Identified 0 (0.00%)

Spatial distribution of immigrants acro8sisbaneneighbourhood

On averageneighbourhoosl in Brisbane have less than their expected share of immigrants
who speak Asian languages (mean score 0.80) (see Ta@plR&latively long standing Asian
neighbourhoosl like Macgregor, Runcorn, Stretton, Sunnybank and Sunnybank HillssalAsian
speaking populations fiver more times their expected share. As caisden on the LQ map,
immigrants who speak Asian languages are overrepresented in innezighipourhoos and
neighbourhoosl located on the south side of Brisbane (see Figure 7.5). Like in Sydney, the LQ
analysis shows a neutral buffer zone surroundiege relatively concentrated areas. Areas located
on the outskirts of the city have less than their expected share of Asian immigrants. Consistent
patterns are seen in the EManalysis. HH clusters are the most comraigmificant cluster type
(10.42%) andform a large contiguous enclaseBr i sbanebés south (see Fig
Sydney, many of theeighbourhoosl identified as a HH cluster in Brisbane reflect historical trends
in Asian migration. Th@eighbourhoos that received the first wave of Asiimmigrantso
Brisbaneduring the 1990s continue to attract a sizeable Asmamgrantpresencevith spillover

seen in surroundingeighbourhoosl
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Figure 7.5 Concentrationevenness dimension (LQ) Brisbane Figure 7.6 Clusteringexposure dimension (LMI) Brisbane
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Table 7.8 LQ values (Brisbane)

BRISBANE (N=384)
Mean S.D Min Max
Asian Languages 0.80 1.04 0.00 6.55
European Languages 0.88 0.54 0.00 3.37
60t her 6 L& 079 109 0.00 7.00
English Only 097 0.27 0.20 1.76

Compared to Asian speaking immigrants, immigrants who speak European languages are
more evenly distributed acrossthecity(mea® score= 0.88). While a fe
south are relatively concentrated, mosighbourhoos have their expected share of European
speaking immigrants. Immigrants who speak European languages are underrepresented in
neighbourhoosl located alonghe city boundaries. The LManalysis classified 10.1% of Brisbane
neighbourhoosl as HH clusters for immigrants who speak European languages. Thenapl
showsa y-shaped grouping of HH clusteeighbourhood on Bri sbaneds south
similar vicinity to theneighbourhoos identified as HH clusters for Asian speaking immigrants,
theseneighbourhoos are not completely overlapping. One HL cluster for immigrants who speak
European languages is highlighted in north Brisbane. Another interastmconcerning this
population is the relatively high number of LL clustétentified. In Brisbane, 8.97 of
neighbourhoosl are classed as a LL cluster for immigrants who speak European languages. These

neighbourhoos are particularly common in Brisktmd s west ern subur bs.

Table 7.9 Results of LMI analyses (Brisbane)

BRISBANE (N=384)
HH HL LL LH NS
Asian Languages  10.42% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 89.58%
European Language 10.16% 0.26% 8.07% 0.00% 81.51%
@OtheblLanguages 7.29% 0.00% 0.00% 0.26% 92.45%
English Only 8.85% 0.78% 8.85% 0.00% 82.81%

Immigrants who speat @ellanguages are underrepresented across Brisbane
neighbourhoosl (mean LQ score= 0.79). Fawgighbourhoosl in Brisbane (Goodna, Logan Central,
Riverview and Woodridge) host over fitienes their expected share of immigrants who speak
®therdlanguages. Of theeighbourhoosd included in this analysis, these four suburbs fall within the
top 5% most disadvantaged. Furthermore, visa category data indicttd&odridgein particularis
a popular settlement area for humanitarian immigrants in Brisbane. In fact, 9% of immigrants who

arrivedto Brisbane omumanitarian visas between 2000 and 2011 settled in¢lgbbourhood
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(ABS, 20113 The LQ map shows that immigrants who spéaferblanguages are mainly
overrepresented ineighbourhoos south of the Brisbane River. Thesgghbourhoosl are further

south compared to the relatively concentrated Asian and European areas or slightly west. A handful
of neighbourhoosl o n Br i s bda ase base an averrepnesestation of immigrants who

speakd @emdlanguages. Theseighbourhoos are quite scattered and do not share a common
boundary. For the most pangighbourhoosl in Brisbane have less than their expected share of
immigrants who geaké Memdlanguages, suggesting thiogp is highly concentrated in just a

handfulof neighbourhoos. The LMI analysis highlights similar trends although the

neighbourhooss i denti fi ed as overrepresented on Bris
statistically significant clusterdMany of the areas highlighted as HH clusterammigrants who

speak 6 0Ot h arenéighboarnogsiwahdiglslevels of social disadvantage.

Similar to Sydney, immigrants who only speak English display very distattlement
patterns compared to other immigrant grodpss immigrant population is widely scattered across
Brisbaneneighbourhoos with the average LQ score 0.97. The LQ map classifies most
neighbourhoosl as neutral zones. This further reinforcesattyeiment that this group is quite evenly
distributed acrosseighbourhoosl in Brisbane. In the LM analysis, 8.8% of Brisbane
neighbourhoos are identified as HH clusters for English only speaking immigrants. These
neighbourhoos however are located faegr away from the CBD compared to the HH clusters for
Asian and European speaking immigrants. These HH clusters tend to fit into one of three categories:
(1) areas with low population density and plentiful acreage (such as Pullenvale and Mount Cotton);
(2) areas along the coastline (like Redcliffe); or (3) newly developed master planned estates (for
example Northlakes and Brookwater). Thus themghbourhoosl reflect clear preferences by this
group for certain lifestyles whether that is living on a laggeperty, near the beach or in a master
planned estate. There are also a numbaemfhbourhoos identified as LL clusters for immigrants
who speak English onl{s.83% of neighbourhoosl). Similar to immigrants who speak European

languages, theseighbounoods ar e | ocated in Brisbaneds westc¢

Like Sydney, an additional map was created to consider the degree of overlap between HH
clusters in Brisbane (see Figure 7.7). The patternsanetargely consistent with whas seen in
Sydney. Single distersare again most common and comp9e7%6 of the Brisbane
neighbourhoodample. Onl\6.23% of neighbourhooslareidentified as a HH cluster fawo

immigrant groups and just threaburbsarehighlighted as a HH cluster for three groups. No
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neighbouhoodis classified as a HH cluster for all groups. TablEOprovides a further breakdown

of the overlap between HH clusters.

Figure 7.7 Overlap between HHclusters in Brisbane
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Table 7.10Degree of overlap of HH clusters across ethnic growgpn Brisbane(N=384)

Cluster Count Number of
Neighbourhoods

No Group Clusters Identified 281 (73.180)

One Group Cluster Identified 76 (19.7%0)

Two Group Clusters Identified 24 (6.280)

Three Group Clusters Identified 3 (0.78%)

Four Group Clusterklentified 0 (0.00%)

Site @mparison

Overall local segregation patterasemore pronounced in Sydney witewer clusters

identified in Brisbane. In Brisbane3.28% of the suburb sample presawtsignificant clustering

compared t0 8.51% in Sydney. Irboth cities, single group clusteasemost common. This could

indicate either strongigr oup pref erences amongst Austral
abilities to compete in the property market. While these suburbs may score highly on diversity
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indices, such measures treat each birthplace as equally different and fail to account for differing
levels of social distance between groups. In other wonasighbourhoodlominated by different
Asian groups is markedly less diverse than one comprisethafjrants from Europe, Asia and
Africa. When considering broad regional measures that capture the residential distribution of
immigrant groups (LQs) and where immigraeighbourhoos are located in relation to one another

(LM-I), this study findsxeighbairhood differentially attract certain ethnicities.

In both sites, English only speaking immigrants are the most dispersed linguistic group. This
trend is expected as they share a language with the native born population. It is also common for
English oty speaking immigrant® be absent frorareas identified as clusters father norEnglish
speakindanguageg r ou p s . I ndeed, their | ow concentratioc
LM-I analysisi with LL clusters for English only speaking immagnts well aligned wittdH
clusters f ordtiepahdEargpéasn pofitdatioa. This spatial patterning may reflect a
preference amongst English speaking immigrants to settle with culturally similar individuals (i.e. the
native population) and mimise interaction with other ethnic groups. This finding is in line with
segregabn studies in the United States whgreup preferences are found to drive segregation
patterns to a certain extefr particulatwh i t es 6 pr ef er en c étesfsfoundtd i vi ng
best ronger than bl ackds pref e oreehat.2001) These |l i vi ng
preferences might tralade to the Australian setting given the clear spatial separation of English only

speaking immigrants from other ethniogps.

Another key factor associated with segregation in the United States is disadvBietage
segregation reflects the varying ability of different groups to compete for space due to unequal
access to economic resourcksjglan & Woodhouse, 20084orill, 1991). In this analysis, the
association betweameighbourhoodlisadvantage and segregation varies across ethnic groups and
between the two cities. Table 7,11 | i st s the correlations betweer

(included here as a continuouariable) and the level akighbourhoodlisadvantage.

Table 7.11 Correlation between disadvantage and immigrant segregation

SYDNEY BRISBANE
(N=769)  (N=384)

Asian languages LQ 0.27 0.17
European languages Lt 0.03 -0.07
@theblanguages LQ 0.55 0.48
English only LQ -0.66 -0.16
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In Sydney, the relationship between disadvantage and the presence of immigrants who speak
0 erdlanguages is relatively strong at 0-5%articularly compared to the othemmigrantgroups.
Similarly, the presence of imignants who speai erblanguages is positively linked to
disadvantage in Brisbane (0.48gttling in primarily lower incomaeighbourhoosl may indicate
that this group possesses fewerresoutcds. i s al so I mport &nhent @ryonat &c
includes immigrants who speak Africand Middle Eastertanguages. Immigrants who originate
from theseregiors enter Australia primarily via the humanitarian migrant stream. To aid with
settlement, these immigrants are placed by the Australian gogetmmcertain localities which
have well established resources for resettlement. Thus the segregation patterns of this group are
additionally shaped by macro level government policy.

Conversely, the proportion of immigrants who speak English only idimelygassociated
with disadvantage in both cities. In Sydney, the LQ score for English only speaking immigrants is
particularly strong at0.66. Choosing to live in the most desirable and sought after areas in Sydney
suggests these immigrants possess ngueater access to economic capital compared to the other
ethnic groups. However, while the relationship is in the same direction, it is considerably weaker in
the Brisbane context a@.16. This may be explained by differing motivations for migration (ABS
2011). Sydney draws a high volume of skilled immigrants with many global businesses situating
their Australian headquarters in the city (Collins, 2006). English only speaking immigrants in
Sydney may therefore have greater access to more lucrativepssitid employment, which in turn
affects their settlement practices and purchasing power. Brisbane on the other hand, is less of an
economic hub and thus may not attract English only speaking immigrants with similar economic
resources. Rather, as notediea English only speaking immigrants in the Brisbane setting may be
drawn toneighbourhoosl that facilitate certain lifestyles. The relationship between Asian
segregation and disadvantage is not particularly strong in either city (0.27 in Sydney7aind 0.1
Brisbane). Nor is the relationship between European segregation and disadvantage (0.06 in Sydney
and-0.07 in Brisbane).

Figure 7.8 provides a visual representation of the relationship between immigrant segregation
and disadvantage in Sydney. Focusimgn the two ethnic groups most strongly correlated with
disadvantage, this map highlights the spatial separation of immigrants whasfes&languages
and immigrants who speak English only and the varying degrees of disadvantage (or lack thereof)

these groups face.
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Figure 7.8 Disadvantage andegregation in Sydney
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7.5 Stage 2:Negative binomial models
Analytic Strategy

| employ negative binomial regressitmdetermine the relationship between immigrant
segregation and crime acrosssBane ad Sydneyneighbourhoos In all models, the total
population residing in theeighbourhoods included as the exposure varialftarther information
on the analytic strategy for Study 3 is provided in Chapt€éhd.models are stepped out in two
stages. Irstage 1, the segregation measures are entered into the model in order to consider the
relationship between segregation and violent crime. In stage 2eitjigbourhoodariables are
included in order to seérelationships between segregation and criemaain once controlling for
otherneighbourhooaharacteristicsAll neighbourhoodariables employed to compare between
neighbourhoosl in Study 1 and 2 are retained for Study3is process helps tease apart the
relationship between immigrant segregatonl crime before and after accounting for
neighbourhoodontext.

Results: Sydney

In the initial stages ahodelling only the LQ measures are inded (see Model 1 in Table
7.12. Without controlling fomeighbourhoodontextual features, the results gagt areas with a
greater relative share of immigrants who speak Asian or European langoagassexperience more
violent crime. Similarly, no significant relationship is found betweeighbourhoosl that exhibit a
greater relative presence of Englatiy speaking immigrants and violent crime. However,
neighbourhooss wi t h a | arger rel ati v eOtphreasdbe n caen gaufa giems

encountesignificantly more violent crime (B=0.209 p<.001).

In Model 2, the soci@emographic and environmentahfares oheighbourhoos are
included. Once accounting for teeciostructural and environmentidatures oheighbourhoos,
the relative concentration of immigrants who spéaferdlanguages is no longer significant.
However interestingly, the relatiancentration of immigrants who speak European languages is
positively associated with violent crime (B=0.099 p<. 0hus once including theeighbarrhood
features that we know are linkedwimlent crime theuneven dispersion of thianguage group is
associated with moneeighbourhoodiolence.Additionally, once including thaeighbourhood
control variables, dsting a greater share of Asian speaking immigrarggynificantly and

negatively linked to violent crime (B8.059 p<.05). In other wordsgghbourhood with more than
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their expected share of immigrants who speak Asian languages encounter fewer violent crime
problems. The residential distributioniofmigrants who speak English only remains-non

significant.

In addition to these segregationasares, averalneighbourhoodactors are associated with
greater violent crime across Sydmaighbourhoosl. Specifically, areas with a higher level of
disadvantage experience significantly more violent crime (B=0.220 p<.001). A greater Indigenous
presene is also linked tonoreneighbourhoodiolence (B=0.08 p<.001). Areas with more renters
similarly encounter greater violent crime incidents (B=0.027 p<.001). Population density is also
problematic for violent crime, with more densely populated areasierpesg more violence
(B=0.007 p<.001). Aeighbourhood s di st ance from the CBD is pos
meaning that as the distance from the CBD increases, so too does violence (B=0.07 p<0.001).
Conversely, othemeighbourhoodactors werdinked to lower counts of violent crime. In particular,
areas with a greater presence of young males encounter fewer violent crir®83B$<0.05).
Similarly areas with more land use classified as residential record fewer violent crim@9(B-=
p<0.M1). Thenumberof residents at a different address five yearshagmo effect on violent crime
across Sydnegeighbourhoosl.

In Model 3, the cluster variables are included in place of the LQ variables and the
neighbourhoodariables are omitted. Heneighbourhood identified as a HH cluster for Asian
speaking immigrantand English only speaking immigrarae not significantly related to violent
crime.Yetneighbourhoos i denti fied as a cluster for i mmig
significanty linked to more violent crime (B=0.807 p<.001). Alternativelgjghbourhoos classed
as a HH cluster for Europeans are negatively associated with crirf@ 1B5 p<.05).

Once controlling foneighbourhooaontexts, HH clustemeighbourhoos for immigrans
who speak European | anguages or 060Otherd | angu
violent crime. In Model 4neighbourhoos identified as HH clusters for Asian speaking immigrants
are negatively associatavith violent crime once these atidnal variables are considered (B<176
p<.05). Thus, while nesignificant in Model 3, once accounting for context, these clusters
experience less violent crime. The differences uncovered between the two segregation measures
(particularly in terms of th effect of European immigrant segregation) further highlight the need to
consider multiple dimensions of segregation. Focusing on one measure of segregation alone may fail

to capture some of these nuances. It is also important to note that these segneg@asures account
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Table 7.12Predicators of violent crime acoss Sydneyneighbourhoods (N=59§

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

® SE) ® SE) (SE) ® SE)
Asian Languages LQ -0.010 (0.04) -0.059 (0.04) *
European Languages LQ 0.113 (0.05) 0.099 (0.04) **
@theBbLanguages LQ 0.209 (0.02) *** 0.004 (0.03)
English Only LQ -0.068 (0.08) -0.143 (0.08)
Asian Languages Cluster -0.079 (0.09) -0.176 (0.06) *
European Languages Cluster -0.195 (0.08) * -0.001 (0.06)
@theiBLanguages Cluster 0.807 (0.09) *** 0.007 (0.07)
English Only Cluster -0.078 (0.09) -0.081 (0.07)
Disadvantage 0.220 (0.05) *** 0.277 (0.04) ***
% Indigenous 0.087 (0.02) *** 0.065 (0.02) **
% Young Males -0.033 (0.01) * -0.032 (0.01) *
% Renting 0.027 (0.00) *** 0.028 (0.00) **=
% Different Address (5yrs) 0.003 (0.00) 0.001 (0.00)
Population Density 0.007 (0.00) *** 0.007 (0.00) **=*
Distance to CBD 0.007 (0.00) ** 0.005 (0.00) **
% Residential Land Use -0.009 (0.00) *** -0.009 (0.00) ***
Intercept -4.850 (0.12) ***  -5.439 (0.22) ***  -4.888(0.04) *** -5.418 (0.17) ***
/Inalpha -0.642 (0.06) -1.815 (0.07) -0.636 (0.06) -1.797 (0.07)
Alpha 0.53 (0.03) 0.163 (0.01) 0.529 (0.03) 0.166 (0.01)
Log likelihood -2681.30 -2318.10 -2679.99 -2363.83
Pseudo R 0.010 0.128 0.010 0.127
Likelihood ratio test olpha 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Chibar2(01) 1.5e +04*** 4944.,38*** 1.5e+04*** 4864.55***

*p<0.05; ** p<0.01; **p<0.001
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for only a relatively small amount of the variation in violent crime. The addition of the-socio
structural variables increased the pseuBéfrom 0.029 ad 0.020 in Model 1 and Model 3
respectively to 0.128 in Model 2 and 0.127 in Model 4. Thus esighbourhoodactors such as the
level of disadvantage an@jpulation density are more central to explaining the variations in violent
crime acrossieighbourhoosl.

ResultsBrishane

The sameanodellingprocedure is followed for Brine. In Model 1 (see Table 7)18e LQ
measures are included. Here we see amghsa greater relative presence of immigrants who speak
0 @ewlanguagegncounter more violence (B=0.250 p<.D0Zonversely, the presence of
immigrants who speak English only is negatively linked to crime@®46 p<.001). Similarly areas
with a larger relative presence of immigrants who speak Asian langerugriencdess violence
(B=-0.118 p<.001)In Model 2 I includetheneighbourhoodariables. After controlling for
neighbourhoodontexts, no significant relationships between these segregagiasures and violent
crime remain. The relative concentration of immigrants who speak Asian languages, European
languagesp @erdlanguages or English only has no significant effect on violent crime across

Brisbaneneighbourhoosl.

However, sveral statigcally significant relationships between theighbourhoodocic
structural variables and violent crime asedent Similar to Sydney, disadvantage is a strong
predicator of violent crime acro&sisbaneneighbourhoos (B=0.201p<.01). The more highly
disadvantaged an area, the more likely it will experience violent crime. Areas with a greater presence
of Indigenougesidents also report more violent crimes (B=0.03.05). Areas with more renters

similarly encounter moraeeighbourhoodiolence (B=0.08 p<.001).

Contraryto what is known from the broadeeighbourhooeffects literature, thaumberof
residentsat a different address five years ago is negatively linked to violent crime in Brisbane (B=
0.020 p<.01). In other words, areas with higher lew&[sopulation turnover experience less violent
crime.No significant effects seerin Sydney. On average, levels of mobilsehigher across
Brisbaneneighbourhoosicompared to Sydngynean: 40.8% compared to 33.78). Further
investigation shows thalhis mobility in Brisbane is driven largely by population growth. Indeed
35.64% of theneighbourhoodample in Brisbane experienced positive growth greater than 10%
between 2001 and 2011 and recorded an above average level of residential mobility. This is
compared to just 22% of Sydnagighbourhoosl. Therefore thaumberof residents at a different
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Table 7.13 Predicators of violent crime across Brisban@eighbourhoods (N=313)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4

® SE) ® SE) ® SE) ® SE)
Asian Languages LQ -0.118 (0.05) * 0.013 (0.05)
European Languages LQ 0.148 (0.10) 0.073 (0.10)
@theBbLanguages LQ 0.250 (0.05) ***  -0.033 (0.04)
English Only LQ -0.846 (0.19) ***  -0.097 (0.18)
Asian Languages Cluster -0.124 (0.16) -0.112 (0.12)
European Languages Cluster 0.393 (0.16) * 0.083 (0.11)
@theiBLanguages Cluster 0.623 (0.17) **  -0.128 (0.13)
English Only Cluster -0.415 (0.15) ** -0.132 (0.13)
Disadvantage 0.201 (0.07) ** 0.184 (0.06) **
% Indigenous 0.034 (0.02) * 0.036 (0.02) *
% Young Males 0.023 (0.02) 0.027 (0.02)
% Renting 0.046 (0.01) *** 0.042 (0.01) ***
% Different Address (5yrs) -0.020 (0.01) ** -0.017 (0.01) **
Popuation Density 0.007 (0.01) 0.008 (0.01)
Distance to CBD 0.015 (0.01) ** 0.015 (0.00) **
% Residential Land Use -0.010 (0.00) *** -0.011 (0.00) ***
Intercept -5.131 (0.18) ***  -6.243 (0.33) ***  -5719 (0.05) ***  -6.308 (0.29) ***
/Inalpha -0.702 (0.09) -1.512 (0.11) -0.596 (0.09) -1.527 (0.11)
Alpha 0.496 (0.05) 0.219 (0.02) 0.551 (0.05) 0.217 (0.02)
Log likelihood -1134.05 -1017.17 -1148.44 -1031.71
Pseudo R 0.026 0.110 0.013 0.114
Likelihood ratio test of alpha 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Chibar2(01) 2158.49*** 793.18*** 2527.93*** 778.60***

*** p<0.001; ** p<0.01; * p<0.0001
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address five years ago does not necessarily reflect an unstable residential population in Brisbane but

rather represents new and developing areas.

Consistent with Sydney,reeighbourhood s di st ance from the CBD
significantly related to violent crime in Brisha (B=0.015 p<.001). This suggests that areas located
further away from the CBD experience more violence. This finding reflects the layout of Brisbane
with more affluent and desirabteighbourhoos located in and around the cagntrewhile more
disadvataged communities with cheaper rents and available social housing are situated further
away from the CBD. Residential land use is also an important predictor of violent crime in
Brisbaneneighbourhoos (B=0.010 p<.001). As neresidential land use increas, so too does
violent crime.Similar toSydney the presence of young males had no effect on violent crime across
Brisbaneneighbourhoos. Unlike Sydney, population density was not a significant predicator of

violent crime in Brisbane.

Next the LQ meases are omitted and the L-Mclusters are entered into the model (see
Model 3, Table 7.13). These cluster measures indicate similar patterns to Model 1. Before
considering othemeighbourhoodactors,neighbourhoosl classed as a HH cluster for immigrants
who speak European languages are linked to meighbourhoodiolence (B=0.393 p<.05)
Similarly, areas identified as a HH cluster for immigrants who spe@eblanguages are
positively associated with violent crime (B=0.623 p<.00d8ighbourhood highighted as a HH
cluster for English onlgpeaking immigrantexperiencdewer violent crimes (B =0.415 p<.0L
Neighbourhood classified as a cluster for immigrants who speak Asian languages are not
significantly associated with violent crime. In ModelHe neighbourhoodariables are included.
Herethe findings arsimilar to Model 2. Once controlling for the sodemographic and
environmental conditions efeighbourhoos, none of the segregation measures are significantly
related to violent crime. Wiiger an area is identified as a HH cluster does not appear to be

problematic fomeighbourhoodiolence.
Site @mparison

The results suggest that immigrant segregation has a different effect on violent crime across
the two citiesln Brisbaneall of thesignificantrelationshipd find in theinitial modelsare
mediated by theeighbourhoodariables Thisis not the case in Sydney. By comparison, the
relationship between immigrant segregation and crime is lessatlearthis contextBoth the LQ
and LMI measures for Asian speaking immigraatslinked to significantly less crimé his
suggests that both thesidential distribution of thasian speakingmmigrant populatiorandthe

co-location of Asiameighbourhoos protecs communities from violentrime.
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However, for European speaking immigratie relationship between segregation and
crime variedepending on the measure employHuis is notoverly surprising as thewo measures
tap into different processeSpecifically | findneighbourhooslthat hosimore than their expected
share of immigrants who speBkiropean languagemcounter morgiolent crime however the co
location ofneighbourhooslpopular for European immigrantgas no effectThis suggests that it is
the residential distributioaf the European population rather thha spatial patterning of
neighbourhoosl that matters most for crimehis variationreinforces the need to use multiple

measures of segregation when assessing its effectinom at theneighbourhoodevel.

Prior to controlling forneighbourhoodactors, the segregation of immigrants who speak
60t her 6 | anguage s-lahdileed@ score id a digoificdnt ptedictotofviolent
crime.However once accounting faeighbourhoodontext (in particular, disadntage) this
relationship is no longer statistically significant. This finding in particular highlights the importance

of considering the broadeeighbourhoodontext.
7.6 Chapter summary

By moving from the global to the local level, this study illuatas spatial segregation
trends that are not captured by traditional indices. Indeed, global segregation indices constructed
during the preliminary stages of this study revealed limited segregation in either city. However,
when moving to the local levehe results of both the LQ and L-Manalyses reveal clear spatial
trends and show very distinct differences in where ethnic groups choose to settle. The E@ analy
shows that immignat groups frormon-English speaking backgrousdre not randomly distribatl
across the city, but are overrepresented in certain communities. Yet the degree of dispersion varies
considerably between grougsdditionally, immigrants who speak English only are quite evenly
spread across the city landscape. ThellAnalysis highljhts similar spatial trends with the-co
location of immigranneighbourhoos relatively common in both cities. Most notable here was the
prevalence of single group clusters in both sites. These findogd reflectstrong irgroup
preferences to settleitlv culturally similar individuals or varying abilities to compete in the
property market.

The results of the analytic models indicate immigrant segregation differentially impacts
crime in the two cities. In Brisbantherelationshipbetween segregati@and crime does not remain
statistically significant once the context of theighbourhoods considered this finding was
consistent regardless of the segregation measure emglogiite ethniagroup under examination
It is likely that in Brisbanethenew destination citysegregation levels have not reached the

required threshold to impact crimEhe relationship between immigrant segregation and crime is
196



more complex in Sydney and varies dependinchersegregation measure uglisand the group
unde considerationThis variance highlights the need to empirically examine multiple dimensions

of segregation when testing its effectsramghbourhoodrime.

Reflecting on the implications for theory and policy, the following chapter discusses the
resuls of the three empirical studies. In addition, the limitations of this thesis are addressed with

areas for future research highlighted.
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Chapter Eight: Discussion and Conclusions

8.1 Introduction

Those who support restrictivemigration policies tend to cite four key reasons for their
antti mmi gr ati on stance: (1) i mmigrants threaten
strain on the ecamy; (3) immigrants takpbsfrom nativesand; (4) immigration increasesime
rates (Mayda, 2006; McLaren & Johnson, 2007; Sides & Citrin, 2007). In this thesis, | have
robustly tested the latteithe presumption that increased immigration leads to increased crime. The
consequences of these perceptions areefarhing. Eled@dn results worldwide show growing
public support for aimmigration parties who propagate the myth of themimal immigrant and
the crimegenerating effects of immigration. Once in power, thess&wative governments
capitai®e o n t he pimmbigratiendosgyarrdersapport for restrictive immigration policies,
deportation practices and hdmde antiterrorism strategies (Mears 2001; Sniderman et al., 2004;
Stumpf, 2006). Consequently, certain immigrant groups are masgidati their local ommunity
and face discrimination in both the workforce and housing market (Chavez & Griffiths, 2009;
Mayda, 2006Semyonov et al., 200&niderman et al. 2004). These negative stereotypes can
motivate the use of racial profiling practices by police (Epgd.e2014) and incite ethnically
motivated crimes (Beneck & Martin, 2016; Corcoran & Smith, 2017; Southern Poverty Law Center,
2016). There is also evidence to suggest residents in immiggaytbourhoos are more fearful of
crime (Hoodpe & Vroome, 2016and perceive more crime and disorder (Wickes et al., 2013a).
Understanding the actual association between immigration and crime is thus important given the

widespread and damaging effects of this perceived link.

In his ASC presidential address Sampsv®(1 3, p. 25) <called for a
cont ext 0o i mighbdurboossahducdme. | ardue this is particularly important in
evaluating the immigratieorime link. International migration trends demonstrate a high degree of
variability in immigrant composition not only across national contexts but also within. Each
settingbébs i mmigrant population is shaped by a
policy, histories otolonisation shared languages, economic opportunities asasgifoximity to
conflict/ humanitarian crises. These matzeel conditions are likely to determine the significance
and direction of the immigratiearime relationship at theeighbourhoodnd city level.

The central aim of my thesis was therefore toaskthe dynamic role national, city and

neighbourhooaontexts play in shaping the relationship between immigration and crime over time.
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In particular, | questioned whether theories of immigration and crime derived from the United
States experience trantdavell to other settings like Australia. In a country with high levels of
ethnic diversity and a largely skilled immigrant population, would similar relationships to the
United States unfold? To answer this question, | conducted three quantitative, sthaiks
together considered how immigrant growth, concentration, diversity and segregation impacts
violent crime across over 80@ighbourhoosl located in two cities: Sydneyn established
immigrant gateway and Brisbare relatively new immigrant desation site (Singer, 2004).

Although Australia is a nation of immigrants, very little is known about the impact of
immigration onneighbourhoodarime. To bridge this gap and set a baseline for Australian research,
| employed broad measures of total immigreancentration and total immigrant growth in Study 1.
| alsoutilised an innovative hybrithodellingapproach to simultaneously examine whether
increases in immigrant concentration over time influence changes in violentvatimrea
neighbourhoodvhile also considering whether levels of immigrant concentration are linked to more
or less criméetweemeighbourhoosl. | therefore questioned whether itrisreasesn the
immigrant population that matter faeighbourhoodarime or simply the average levdlimmigrant
concentration. Study 1 thus advances the international literature by testing both of these distinct

effects at the same time.

Study 1 also builds on previous scholarship by robustly examining (in-binibed States
setting) whether the effeof increases in immigrant concentration are contingent on the
neighbourhoodontext in which they occur. Rather than dichot@ng neighbourhoos as new and
established (see for examplarris & Feldmeyer, 2013; Light, 2017; Painf2avis, 2015, |
capitdised on the hybridnodellingapproachutilised in Study 1 to assess whether the effect of
increases in immigrant concentration on violent crime depends on the size of the immigrant
population. This approaalecogniss that immigrant concentration occursacontinuum and
avoids the need to define appropr iGestaldishaiut poi
neighbourhood@ontext. Such blunt classification may potentially undermine previous work by
failing to capture the considerable variancéirels of immigrant concentration across place.

Study 2 progresses international immigratesime scholarship in two important ways: first,
by considering the potential for group specific effects and second, by asdesgbkiogncentration
and diversityeffects. The immigratiomrime literature to date, has largely focused on broad
measures of total/recent immigrant concentration (see for ex&mjolmeyer and Steffensmeir,
2009; Lee et al., 2001; Martinez et al., 2008; Martinez et al., 2010; Wads@2@tth,or more

focused measures pércentLatino/Hispanic/Mexican (see for examgpieldmeyer, 2009; Harris &
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Feldmeyer, 2013; Light, 20)7 with other groups often ignored (see for exception Kubrin et al.,
2016). However, immigrants do not represent aatitimc group. Considering the high degree of
heterogeneity in the immigrant populatiom Study 2| disaggregated immigrant concentration by
two key indicators of ethnicitylanguage and religion. By capturing the presence of culturally
similar immigrarns in a givemeighbourhoogdthese measures provide a better test of the
revitalisationthesis which emphags the importance of eethnics for integrating new arrivals and
the formulation oktrong social networks.

Secondly | advanced current empirisaholarship in Study 2 by comparing these group
specific concentration effects to the effect of ethnic diversity on violent crime. From the social
disorganisatiowiew, ethnically diverse immigrant populations are particularly damaging to a
c o mmu n i ulayofy sapaciey gs language barriers and cultural differences impede residents
ability to come together to collectively solve local problems like crime. To determine whether
neighbourhoos with a greater mixture of ethnic groups encounter more crimeludied two
diversity indices (language diversity and religion diversity) in the Study 2 models. By assessing
both concentration and diversity effects side by side, Study 2 robustly examines the central tenets of

both therevitalisationthesis and socialisorganisatiortheory.

Study 3 also progresses the current literature both theoretically and methodologically. In this
study, | explored a largely unexamined aspect of the immigratiome nexus the effect of
immigrant group segregation on crime. Toejahost studies have relied solely on measures of
concentration or growth, with the effect of immigrant segregation on crime (particularly at the
neighbourhoodevel) unexplored. Acknowledging the limitations of traditional segregation indices
and the muldimensional nature of residential segregation, | drew on two unlizd yet highly
spatialeedmeasures of local segregationoc at i on Quoti ents and Local
point for this study, | first established trends in local segregatimss the two sites (identifying
segregation patterns often missed by traditional global indices) before considering the consequences

of immigrant group segregation for violent crime.

In the remainder of this chapter, | discuss the key findings of these émpirical studies
and highlight the implications for theory and policy. | conclude this chapter, and this thesis by
considering the limitations of this research and identify future directions for immigiatroe

scholarship.
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8.2 Key findings

Thisthesis was interested in determining the effect of immigration on violent crime across
over 800neighbourhoosl located in two Australian cities: Sydnegn established immigrant
gateway and Brisbanea relatively new destination site. The results ofttlree empirical studies
comprising this thesis all point to similar conclusions: regardleBswfimmigration is
conceptualied (measured by growth, concentration or segregation) or the ethnic group under
consideration (with ethnicity defined by both |laiage and religio) - there is little evidence to
suggest immigration is linked to greater violent crime in either city. However, the effect of ethnic
diversity on crime is more problematic, particularly when comparing anesgkbourhoos. |
discuss the &y findings of each of the three empirical studies before turning to the bswenier

structural and environmenttctors linked to violent crime in Australiareighbourhoosl
Growth, concentration and crime

In Study 1 | asked three questions. Finstw do changes in immigrant concentration impact
violent crime within aneighbourhooaver time? Second, deeighbourhoos with a higher
concentration of immigrants encounter more or less violent crime? And finaihgigiobarhood
factors moderate the imgration-crime relationship? Overall | find no evidence in either city to
suggest that increases in the immigrant population over time are linked to gesgdrourhood
violence or thaheighbourhoosl with a greater concentration of immigrants experiemgee violent
crime. In fact, even after accounting for the broasaghbourhooaontext, growth in the
immigrant population is associated with less violence within Brisbane and Syeligéypourhoosl
over time. On the other haralveragdevels of immigrat concentration are not significantly related
to violent crime. These findings therefore indicate that it is the processrdfuacof immigrants
into aneighbourhoodhat is most consequential for crime rather than simply the degree of
concentration. Bspite differences in immigration histories and immigrant composition, these
findings were consistent across both sites. As immigration is monitored at the national level, the
similarities across sites may bneigration policg which v e o
is focused on recruiting highly skilled immigrantsgnd ot ect i ng Australi ads

When more closely examining the caveats of context, important differences between the two
research sites were found. In the United States, axshatgue that an influx of new immigrants will
differentially affect crime depending on the size of the immigrant population (Martinez et al., 2004;
Ramey, 2013) and the level méighbourhoodlisadvantage (Velez, 2009). Specifically, it is argued
thatneéghbourhood wi t h a | arger I mmigrant popul ation

whereaseighbourhoos with fewer immigrants may struggle to facilitate integration (Portes and
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Rumbaut, 2006; Ramey, 2013; Singer, 200Wighbourhoodlisadvantage ialso argued to
moderate the immigratiearime relationship with the effect of immigration on crime thought to be
particularly strong in disadvantagedmmunitiesvhere immigrants are seenrevitaliselocal

institutions and networks (Velez, 2009).

Like research elsewhere, the findings of this thesis suggest the effect of changes in
immigration on crime is contingent on the broadeighbourhooaontext in which they occurat
least inthe Sydneycontext In this city, | find that the size of the immigtgyopulation and the level
of disadvantage does matter for how changes in immigration impagttbourhoodiolence-
although not as predicted in thevitalisationthesis. Contrary to theoreticakpectations, | find the
crimereducing effect of an influof immigrants is most pronounced in areas with fewer established
immigrants and in the least disadvantaged communities. These affectt significant in
Brisbane, perhaps because levels of immigrant concentration and disadvantage do not reach the
required threshold in this city. Nevertheless, this indicates that a large and established immigrant
population is not required in order for changes in immigrant concentration to insulate communities
from crime. As these findings do not align with theoretpraldictions or prior research in the
United States, they suggest context may matter in different ways for how the immigratien
relationship plays out in Australia. Together, these findings raise questions about the applicability

of therevitalisationthesis in the Australian setting.
Group specific and diversity effects

Study 2 posed similar questions to Study 1 although the focus here was on establishing
whether the immigraticrime relationship varies across different ethnic groups. First, ddske
do changes in immigrant group concentration and diversity impact changes in violent crime over
time within aneighbourhoodSecond, | questioned whethgighbourhoos with a higher
concentration of certain immigrant groups or higher levels of dtyeeport more or less violent
crime. And finally, | asked whether the effect of changes in immigrant concentration and diversity
vary across differenheighbourhooaontexts (namely, ineighbourhoosl with few immigrants
versusneighbourhoos with more mmigrants and in more versus less disadvantaged

neighbourhoos).

After disaggregating the total immigrant concentration measure by immigrant language and
religion, 1 find no evidence that the growth or concentration of any ethnic group is associated with
moreneighbourhoodiolence after adjusting fareighbourhooadontext. Net oheighbourhood
controls, several growth and concentration measures are significantly associatedswithent

crime. While total immigrant concentratitevels have null efiect on crime in Study 1, in Study 2
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| find areas with a greater concentration of certain groups encounter fewer violent crimes. While |
find fewer significant relationships in Brisbane, there is little evidence to suggghbourhoosl in

this new destin#on city with a typically AngleSaxon immigration historjavefared worse

following unprecedented growth in the Asian population. Indeed growth in the immigrant
population who speak Southern Asian languages is actually associated with a significant drop

violent crime within Brisbaneeighbourhoosl over time.

Similar results are seen when examining the immigrant population by religious affiliation.
In Sydney, an influx of Muslim immigrants intan@ighbourhoods associated with a significant
decreasén violent crime, so too is an influx of immigrants without a religious affiliation.
Moreover, areas with a grea@rerageconcentration of immigrants affiliated with Buddhism,
Islam,6 @etdreligions or No Religion experience fewer violent crimes. Battowth and
concentration in these religious groups has little impact on crime in Brisbane. Only an influx in the
immigrant population with no religious affiliation is significantly associated with changes in violent
crime over time. No religious group am@ntration is signi€antly linked to violent crime in
Brisbane These findings are important given current political rhetoric. While Australian politicians
like Pauline Hanson explicitly link Muslim immigration to violent crin@@Mmmonwealth of
Australia,Senate, 2016, p. 9389 find no evidence to substantiate these claims. If anythieg,

presence oMuslims makes communities safer when holding akeetqual in Sydney.

In addition to considering these group specific effects, | also askbsseffet of ethnic
diversity on crime within and betweaeighbourhoosl. Here | find that the effect of ethnic
diversity contrasts the effect of ethnic group concentration. In Sydney, increasing language diversity
is associated with more violent crime over timdapendent of the broadeeighbourhooaontext.
By comparison, ltanges in language diversity have no effect on crime in Brisbane once context is
considered. However, linguistically divenseighbourhoosl in both cities experience greater
violence, pointig to a break down in regulatory capacity in areas with greater diversity. Similar
effects are seen when considering religion diversity. While changes in religion diversity are not
significantly related to violent crime over time, more religiously diveesghbourhood report
greatewviolent crime. Thus in both cities, more diversgghbourhoosl encounter more violent
crime while at the same time, areas with a greater concentration of certain ethnic groups experience

less violent crime. | consider the tletical implications of these findings in section 8.3.
Segregation and crime
In Study 3, | examined the effect of immigrant group segregation on violent crime. Four key

guestions guided this study. The first two were related to identifying general imesyial
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segregation in Brisbane and Sydney as previous (albeit limited) scholarship indicates low levels of
ethnic segregation in Australia. Specifically | asked, how are various immigrant groups spatially
distributed across Brisbane and Sydneighbairhood? And, do immigrameighbourhoosl tend

to be celocated orspatiallyisolated? After determining these spatial trends, the last two questions
focused on the effect of segregation on crikhere Iquestioned whether the residential distribution

of various immigrant groups impacts crime and if théagation of immigranheighbourhoos is

associated with more or lessighbourhoodiolence.

The LQ analysis assessed the residential distribution of each language group throughout the
city. The finding indicate that these groufsem norrEnglish speaking backgroundee not evenly
dispersed but rather overrepresented in partieidmyhbourhoos. However, the degree of
dispersion varies considerably between groups with English only speaking immegraatsvenly
sprad whil e i mmigthet$é Whogspgak éa0Oe highly col
neighbourhoos. The LMI analysis illuminates similar spatial trends with thdamation of
immigrantneighbourhoos relatively common in both citiesdlated immigranheighbourhoosl
are rare. Interestingly, single group clusters are most prevalent in botmsitg®purhoos
identified as an immigrant cluster for just one ethnic group). Thus, contrary to previous research, |

find Australianneighbouhoods differentially attract certain ethnic groups.

There are two key potential explanationstfasefindings. First, this spatial patterning may
reflect ingroup preferences and the desire to settle with culturally similar pexgpébylimiting
interactiors with other ethnic groups (Emerson et al., 2001). This is most evident amongst the
English only speaking group who tend to avo@ighbourhoos popular for Asians, Europeans and
@t h e Intsréstingly, his finding is consistent with the settlemeatterns of whites in
segregation studies in the United States (Emerson et al., 2001). Another potential explanation for
these segregation patterns is the varying ability of different immigrant groups to compete for space
due to unequal access to econoaapital (Morill, 1991). There is evidence to suggest some
immigrant groups in Australia possess fewer resources than othersidnlpgrimmigrants who
speatkhedr@® | anguages app eremghbouhoossegmatized byhighaales mi n ¢
of disadvantage and crim®n the other hand, immigrants who speak English only tend to reside in
neighbourhoos with low levels of disadvantage, particularly in Sydney. This trend points to greater
access to economic capitahongst this group. Stage 1tudy 3therefore suggests that some of
the mechanisms which drive segregatatterns in the United States magyply to the Australian

context.
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After determining these spatial trendgxploredtheir consequences for violent crime. The
results suggeshat immigrant segregation has a different effect on violent crime across the two
cities. In Brisbane, no statistically significant relationship remains once the contk&t of
neighbourhoods considered. Ais findingis consistent regardless of the sagation measure
utilisedor group under examinatioAs a relatively newmmigrant destination, it ikkely that
levels ofresidentialsegregatiomo notreach the threshold necessary to impact violent anme
Brisbane Thesefindingsalign with Feldmeyeand colleagues (2017) research in the United States
which foundno directrelationship betweemmigrantsegregation (measured by isolation and
exposure) and violence at the census place level. However in Sydney, the relationship between
immigrant segregtion and crime ifar more complex and dependent on the measure of segregation
employed and the group under examinatidien accounting foneighbourhoodeatures, the
segregation of certaimmigrantgroups, namely immigrants who speak Asian languages,
associated witBignificantlylessviolentcrime.In contrastthe uneven residential distribution of
immigrants who speak European languages is linkeaot@neighbourhoodiolence Yet the
spatial celocation of Europeaneighbourhoos has no signifiant effect on crimelhis variance
reinforces the need tmwnsider multiple groups amdeasuresvhen examininghe effect of
segregatioon crime at th@eighbourhoodevel. Indeed, further research is needed in order to
better understanithe reasonw/hy the segregation of various immigrant groups differentially

impacs neighbourhoodrime.
The broademneighbourhoodontext

It is important tarecogniséghat when examining the spatial distribution of crime, immigrant
concentration and diversity account @mly a small amount of the overall variation. Rather, other
factors such as disadvantage and land use play a much more instrumental role in explaining violent
crimeacrossneighbourhoosl The evidence psented here suggests disorgasieeighbourhoos,
characterisé by disadvantage, diversity and residential instability (Shaw & McKay, 1942) tend to
experience the greatest share of violent crimes. For the most partjghbourhoodactors linked
to violent crime are fairly consistent across both sitesaross all three studies that comprise this
thesis. Disadvantage in particular emerged as a strong predictor of violent crime. In both cities, |
find increasing disadvantage withimaighbourhooaver timé! is associated with an increase in
violent crime. Further still, | find reported incidents of violent crime are higher in more

disadvantagedeighbourhoosl when compared to areas with lower levels of disadvantage. These

21In Sydney, this was significant in the Study 2 models only when disaggregating the immigrant concentration measure
by ethnic groups and controlling for diversity.
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findings are consistent th previous scholarship (Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; Kr&®eterson,
1996; Lee et al., 2001; Sampson, Morenoff & Raudenbush, 2005).

There is also some evidence to suggest residentially unstfl@ourhoos encounter
more crime. From a socidlsorganisatiorview, the findings suggest renters may be lesssiedein
the community and in turn, less willing to intervenaé@ighbourhoodrime. However, the other
key measure of residential instabilitthose at a different address five years aigmot associated
with more crime in either site. This is likdigcause changes in the population (particularly in the
Brisbane context) do not necessarily represent an unstable residential population. Instead, the
presence of new residents may point to population growth and urban renewal. This point is further
reinforced by the protective effect of increasing population density in the two cities. Land use is
also consistently associated with violent crime across the three studies. In both Brisbane and

Sydney, residentialeighbourhoos appear to present fewer opportigs for violent crime.
8.3 Theoretical implications

To date, the bulk of empirical immigratiamime scholarship has focused on testing
concentration effects over diversity effects (see for exception Feldmeyer et al., 2016; Graif &
Sampson, 2009; Kubrirt al., 2016) Given thatsocial disorgarsation theory is more concerned
with the effect of ethnic diversitgn crime (rather thathe effect ofethnic concentration) testing
thesediversityeffects is importanivhen evaluating the efficacy of this theoAfthough there is a
tendency to conflateoncentration and diversityeasures, it is important tecognisehat they tap
into two very different aspects néighbourhoodife. As such, there are reasons to believe these
two processes will differeratlly impactneighbourhoodrime. According to theevitalisationthesis,
the presence of esethnicsmay insulate communities from crime by strengthening social networks
and providing r es s tedirfkssurcetHarrs & Reldfgyer, @3,g.c203). v e
Ethnic diversity on the other hand (which immigration directly contributes to) is likely to have the
opposite effect. Sociaisorganisatiortheory predicts higher crime in more ethnically diverse areas.
This is because cultural differencesvieen immigrant groups, language barriers angroup
preferences cause r esi dpeeghbsulyinteracfionsfFekireeyer ata.wn , 0
2016; Putnam, 2007; Wickes et al., 2013b). As such, residents in ethnically diegiseourhoosl
are less likely to look out for theireighbous and intervene in social problems. In turn, this lack of

informal social control leads to higher crime.

The findings of this thesis are consistent with such arguments and previous scholarship
(Feldmeyer et al2016). In the Australian context, ethnic group concentration is not linked to more

crime and in some cases can reduce crime. However, ethnic diversity is associated with greater
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neighbourhoodrime. In both citiespeighbourhoos with a higher averagevel of language and

religion diversity encounter more violent crime while at the same time, areas with a higher average
concentration of certain immigrant groups experience less violent crime. These findings therefore
highlight the divergent effects of etic concentration and diversity oreighbourhoodiolence.
Thissuggess t hat e ach edeéffecoafign@igratibnympviolertt arisid@ can occur
simultaneously. Measuring ethnic concentration and diversity effects is thus important in order to
more fully understand how immigration impacisighbourhoodtructures in ways that both

promote and inhibit crime.

Like the United States, the findings indicate that immigrant concentration does not lead to
higher violent crime in Australianeighbourhoosl. Whether this relationship is due to a process of
revitalisationis unclear and requires further investigation. Fromvétalisationperspective, it is
expected that immigrameighbourhoos exhibit particularly strong social networks which help
foster slared expectations for informal social control (Feldmeyer et al., 2017). As a result,
immigrantneighbourhoos should experience less crime. The relationship between natroigand
crime is thus theorel to be indirect. However, the measures includedisrthesis (similar to most
previous scholarship) do not explicitly test the effect of immigrant concentration on the
neighbourhoodocial processes important for the regulation of crime (such as collective efficacy).
Rather the analyses provided here nhdlde effect of immigrant concentration (and diversity) on
crime alongside a series éighbourhood@ontrols. As such, these models test the direct effect of
immigration on crime when holding disadvantage, land use and other key predictors of violence
corstant. While the findings suggest that immigrant concentration is not linked to more crime
(regardless of how it is conceptusalil), these results do not explarhythis relationship exists.
Whether or not immigration actually shapes collective efficacytherneighbourhoodocial

processes) and thus indirectly impacts crime is unknown.

However, this is a limitation of immigratiecrime scholarship more broadly. To date, only a
handful of studies have tested the indirect effect of immigration on cseeef¢r example,
Burchfield & Silver, 2013; Feldmeyer et al., 2017; Kubrin & Desmond, 2015). Further still, these
studies find limited support for the argument that immigreaighbourhoos possess particularly
strong social ties and high levels of colieetefficacy. Kubrin and Desmond (2015, p. 13) suggest
these results fAraise more quest i meghbourimesno t hey
not exhibit particularly high levels of social capital, what explains the protective effect of iamnigr
concentration on crime? This missing link in the current study and indeed the lack of
conclusiveness in the emerging international literature makes it difficult to determine whether the

protective effect of immigration on crime in Australia@ighbourloods isdue toa process of
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revitalisation | note this as an important area for future research.

Beyond theevitalisationthesis, there are other explanations which extainthe
protective effect of immigration on crime in both Australia and theddntates. In particular, the
push/pull factors whicinfluencemigratory decisions magccount forsome of the similarities
found across the two contexts (Tonry9T® As most immigrants Australiaare highly skilled
and secure employment before arkjvhe foreignborn populationn this settindargelyrepresents
thefimotivated immigra t oatlinedin the selection effects thegBIBP, 2015). The point based
program of migration effectivelyelectammigrants who have high stakes in conformity and
possess strong desire to avoid contact wikie criminal justice systeniikewise,the United
States attracts a large volumammigrantworkers,(albeit low skilled as well as immigrants
hoping to reunite witltlosefamily membersDespite notabléifferences in soci@conomic and
legal status, immigranta both settingsrepulledto the host country isearchof a better
livelihood for themselves and their familyotivated by the prospect athieving upward social
mobility. By adding to the share tfe population who is particularly responsive to deterrent
mechanisms and thus less likely to offend, increased immigration is unlikely to lead to higher
neighbourhoodrimein these context€Sampson2008). However in other countrieke Germany,
a laige proportion of immigrants apishedrom their country of origin as a consequence of
conflict/humanitarian crisis. Such groups often lack both social and economic resources upon
arrival, face high levels of anitinmigrant sentiment and experience highdls of posttraumatic
stress (Kubrin et al., 2016; Martens, 1995; Tonry, 1997). These circumstances make these groups
particularly vulnerable to crime. Further still, their presenageighbourhoosl may shift social
structues in ways that generate crirfier example, by exacerbating levelsnaighbourhood

disadvantage).

Such arguments are consistent with the group specific effects identified in this thesis. For
the most part, immigration is not associated with nm&ighbourhoodrime- even when
disagyregating by languge and religion or when looking ateasures of growth, concentration or
segregation. This lack of variability in the findings across different ethnic groups is not particularly
surprising. Despite considerable differences in immigrdmtieity, most immigrant groups entering
Australia are economically motivated (Spinks, 2016). For example, visa category data indicates that
immigrants from Asia (particularly China and India) are mainly entering Australia via the skilled
stream DIBP, 2014; 2015a; 2016aThus despite their social and cultural distance from the native
population, the increasing presence of Asian immigrants actually reduces crime in some cases (for
example, Indian immigrants in Brisbane and Chinese immigrants in Sydnegge Tihdings

therefore provide some preliminary evidence that the push/pull factors which drive migratory
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decisions may have important consequences for crime and explain some of the variation found

across different ethnic groups.

Yet as it stands, the mosommonly employed theoretical models used to explain the
immigrationcrime relationship (such as soaiéorganisatiortheory and the immigration
revitalisationthesis) do not sufficiently address the variability in motivations for migration (Tonry,
1997). Research which evaluates the immigrattame connection in a cross cultural, comparative
framework is thus needed in order to further understand how the broader processes of immigration
and immigration policy at the national level differentially ighce crime outcomes within cities

andneighbourhoosl.
8.4 Policy implications

Taken together, the results of this thesis suggest that immigration does not directly increase
violent crime. Nevertheless, the presence of particular immigrant groupeighdoarhoodis
linked to heightened perceptions of crime and disorder and greater fear of crime (Hooghe & De
Vroome, 2016; Wickes et al, 2013a). Reassuring residents of the benefits of immigration (and
indeed dispelling the myth of the criminogenic effectsuhigration) is thus worthwhile to ensure
immigrant concentration does not indirectly impaeighbourhoodarime as a result of these
anxieties. Yet current rhetoric and action by the Australian government does nothing to expunge
these fears. Announcing aiges to Australian citizenship requirements earlier this year
(immigrants must now be a permanent resident for four years rather than 12 months and pass an
English proficiency test), Prime Minister Mal
apply (Kelly, 2017. These changes (and the language used to discuss immigration issues more
broadly) are thinly veiled attempts by the Turnbull government to appear tough on border protection
and national security issues. However, such rhetoric only fusthdorce perceptions of
immigrants as threats, cause the public to question the intentions of immigrants and provides a
significant barrier to integration by delaying access to citizenship (Hainmueller, Hangartner &
Pietrantuono, 2015).

The results of ths thesis suggest communit@saracterise by indicators of social
disorganisatiorii.e. disadvantage, diversity and instability) experience the greatest share of violent
crime.An extensive body of research suggests that collective efficacy can hefensul
communities from violenceé regardless of the socaemographic conditions of tmeighbourhood
In other words, even in disadvantagezighbourhoos, high levels of collective efficacy can reduce
the occurrence of violent crime (Sampson et al., 1988ssence, collective efficacy comprises

two parts: (1) social cohesion and trust and; (2) a perceived willingness to intervene in local
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problems. With this in mind, community orgainig programs which work to strengthen social
networks and encourage ammal social control amongst residents may help reduce crime in high
risk communities. Given the crirgenerating effect of ethnic diversity, finding opportunities to
promote cultural awareness and celebrate local traditions within ethnically dreggdeourhood

may help dissolve the cultural barriers between residents and lay a foundation for community
members to reach the level of mutual understanding and trust required for informal social control.
Ideally, such programs should be run by local resgleather than imposed by external agencies

and focus on empowering the community to take part in decision making processes (Wickes, 2017).

In fostering collective efficacy, scholars argue social ties alone are not enough to prevent
crime. Sabol, Coulton, rd Korbin (2004) suggest it is not only important to foster bonds between
residents in disadvantagadighbourhoosl but to also engage external agencies who can provide
institutional support from government and poli®eh mer (2016, p. @@HAJociahr gu e
capital and social cohesion are considered conditions for collective efficacy, residents must take
action for collective efficacytoberesdid . 6 Thi s me a n <tion thhaedur, resaentsc r i m
must alsde encouraged to intervene. Yetdate, there have been few attempts by researchers

translate this theory into practi¢see for exceptio®hmer, Warner & Beck, 2010; Ohmer, 2016

For the most part, studies tend to find theighbourhoodrime preventiomprograms work
best in low came, middle classeighbourhoosl (Hirschfield & Bowers, 1997). Effectively
implementing such initiatives in crime prone, disadvantaged areas (i.e. the places that need this type
of intervention the most), is much more challenging (Sampson, 20b2)progam with promising
results focused on improving attitudes towards intervention in a low inneilgebourhoodn
Atlanta (Ohmer et al2010). As part of the program, residents were involved in a series of training
seminars which focused on encouraging weation in community problems in addition to teaching
conflict resolution techniques. While the sample size of the program was small,-ffesptest
showed a significant increase in attitudes towards intervening suggesting participants were more
likely to intervene in community problems following involvement in the program. Building on this
work in a more recent study, Ohmer (2016) implemented a-stalie program iaracially diverse
low incomeneighbourhoodh Atlanta. Focusing specifically on buitdj capacity for collective
action, the findings of the program revealed participants perceived higher levels of social capital
and social cohesion and were also more willing to intervene in local problems after their
involvement inthetraining program anthe community projecDrawing on this @search, similar
programs could be implemented in higbk Australianneighbourhoosisuch as Fairfield and

Woodridge which areharacterise by high rates oflisadvantagaliversityand crime.
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8.5Limitations and future research

While this thesis advances immigrationme scholarship in several, important ways, it is
not without its limitations. First, the results presented here are largely dependent on the unit of
analysis chosen: the state suburb. While Australiand to perceive their state suburb as their local
neighbourhoo@dMazerolle et al., 2007), it is importantrecognisehat these findings may vary
across different geographies. This potential variability is referred to as the Modifiable Areal Unit
Prablem (MAUP) and consists of two key components: (1) the scale effect and (2) the zonation
effect (Openshaw & Taylor, 1979; Wong, 2008he scale effect refers to variations in the findings
at different geographic scales. For example, if we employ a smaiteof analysis such as the SA1
(similar to the block group in the United States) or a larger unit of analysis such as the local
government area, would similar relationships unfold? Considering crime is highly clustered not
only acrossieighbourhoos but within, if the unit of analysis is too large, empirical analyses may
misrepresent the immigratiesrime association (Hipp, 200As the concentration and segregation
of ethnic groups is a mulicalar phenomenon (Fowler, 2016), future research shonsides and
compare the immigratiearime connection at various geographic scales to better understand how

(and potentially why) these relationships vary at different spatial granularities.

The zonation effect flags the potential for differences in thdteewhen comparing unit
boundaries at the same spatial scale (Wong, 2004). This is particularly important for this thesis as |
relied on administrative boundaries which were delineated foressarch purposes. As such,
these boundaries may not accunatelflect the spatial concentration of immigrant groups but rather
artificially divide an immigrant area into multipfeeighbourhoosl. Advances in statistical and
mapping techniques offer new avenues for overcoming the limitations of administrative lEgindar
Arguing against the use of nonoverlapping boundaries, Hipp and Boessen (2013) introduced
egohoods as an alternative strategy for definigighbourhoos. Conceptualsd as fAwaves
washing across the surf ace o bhoddlamroach carybetier t h e i
explain the positive relationship between inequality and crime compared to block groups or census
tracts (Hipp and Boessen, 2013, p. 289). Incorporating such an approach in future immigration
crime research is worthwhile, partiadly given the tendency for immigranéighbourhoosl to be

co-located.

It is also important to note that the results of this thesis do not represent the offending rates
of particular immigrant groups. | cannot conclude that certain immigrant groups atferhigher
or lower rate than othersany suggestion of this would be an ecological fallacy. Rather, data that

disaggregates the overall violent crime measure by offender immigrant status is required to more
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fully understand the immigratiecrime relatonship. An important question for future research is
whether or not there is racial/ethnic invariance in the effect of immigration on crime in Australia. In
other words, does immigrant concentration, growth or segregation impact the offending rates of all
immigrant groups (as well as natives) equally? Evidence from the United States suggests variability
between groups exists (Feldmeyer & Steffensmeier, 2009; Lee et al., 2001) yet these questions are

rarely explored in other contexts.

Like many other immigationcrime studies to date (Akins et al., 2009; Feldmeyer, 2009;
Feldmeyer & Steffensmeier, 2009; Kubrin & Ishizawa, 2012; Kubrin & Ousey, 2009; Lee &
Martinez, 2002; Martinez et al., 2010; Martinez et al., 2008), this study focused solely on violent
crime. Yet evidence suggests that the immigratiome relationship varies depending on the crime
type under examination (Bell et al., 2013; Kubrin et al., 2016; Stansfield, 2014). In particular, some
argue that immigrant concentration is associated witlenmstrumental forms of offending (such
as robbery and theft) compared to expressive crimes (such as assault and homicide) (Bell et al.,
2013). Examining other crime types and how the results compare is an important area for future
Australian research. Meover, this study relied on an aggregated measure of violent crime
comprised of all homicides, assaults and robberies within a geighbourhoodGiven the
different opportunity structures for different crime types, Andresen and Linning (2012) argue
aganst using broad categories when considering spatial variations in crime. However, violent crime
is a relatively rare event, particularly in the Australian context. This aggregation was therefore
necessary in order to avoid a large number of zero cell €autite dependent variable.

Nevertheless, it is important tecognisahe use of this broad crime measure is a potential

limitation of the study.

As mentioned in section in 8.3, | did not consider the indirect effects of immigration on the
community so@l processes important for the regulation of crime. Also worth noting is that I did
not consider how immigration indirectly impacts levels of poverty, diversity and residential
instability within a givemeighbourhoodWhether or not increased immigraticimanges
neighbourhoodtructures in a meaningful way and this in turn influences crime is undlaeis
particularly important given the relatively strong association between the immigrants who speak
6ot her 6 | angua g¥sseimmmigrarsymocelscetman otherrgioups) appear to be
settling in highly disadvantagettighbourhoos with a history of high crime r@as.Employing
modelling strategies which test for the indirect effects on immigration on crime will further improve

our understandiop of the immigratiorcrime nexus.

While this study is longitudinal and employs data from over three time pbwés not able
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to account for the endogeneity/selection bias in immigrant settlement lodataher words, the
modelling strategy emplogedoes not address the potential for crime patterns to shape immigration
patterns ofor immigrantsto self-select into already low crime neighbourhooisis is problematic

as we know thatmmigrants are not randomly distributed across the city but ra¢thect certain
communities for settlement. In some cases, immigrants with fewer resources may be left with little
choice but to settle in high crirmeighbourhoos while other immigrant groups may purposely

avoid moving into such areas (MacDonald et2013).Such issues with endogeneity are widely
recognised by immigratieaorime scholars as a potential limitation of this resedBefi €t al., 2013
MacDonald et a).2013 Ousey& Kubrin, 2014. Better accounting for the challenges posed by

endogenelt is an important avenue for future immigratiomme research.

Rather than focusing solely on the ethnic background, future research should also consider
the circumstances under which immigrants arrive as well as employment and educatioritstatus
will help disentangle the effect of poverty from the effect of ethnicity. In a similar vein, making use
of visa category data will potentially offer an improved understanding of variations in the
immigrationrcrime relationship across different contextss likely that an immigrant population
who en masse move for work or family reunification will differentially impact crime rates
compared to an immigrant population who are forced to migrate. Yet to date, few studies
empirically test this assumption (see &xception Bell et al., 2010; Jaitman and Machin, 2013;
Stansfield, 2014). Tapping into the push/gatitors which drive migratory decisions is thus an

important next step for future immigratianime research.

Finally, this thesis focuses on a relatwemall temporal window spanning from 2001 to
2011. To better understand how changes in immigration impact changes in violent crime over time,
extending this time frame in future studies is worthwhile. In doing so, such research could examine
the extenta which the same relationships hold over large spans of time that transcend various
economic and political cycles (Adelman et al., 201 @)though it is noted that challenges with data

concordance make this a difficult task.
8.6 Concluding comments

With 244 million people currently residing outside of their country of birth (United Nations
Department of Economic and Social Affairs (UNDESA), 2015) and the number of persons forcibly
displaced by violence and conflict at the highest recorded level since Warltl (UNHCR,

2015), this line of research helps us understand the implications of increased immigration on
neighbourhoodarime. While the general public may fear that increased immigration will increase

crime rates (Fetzer, 2000; Haller et al, 2009; May@D06; McLaren & Johnson, 2007; Sides &
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Citrin, 2007), the findings of this thesis suggest such concerns are largely unjustified. While ethnic
enclaves are often viewed as undesirable and associated with a range of social problems (Markus et
al., 2009)| find ethnic group concentration is not linked to more violent crime. In fact, some ethnic
group concentrations may actually operate as a protective shield agagigiourhoodiolence, at

least in the Australian setting. Yet the differential effeatacentration and diversity indicates that

the two measures tap into very different componenteigfhbourhoodife. Thus immigration may
simultaneously be impactingeighbourhoodtructures in ways that both positively and negatively
impact violent crimeFurther work ighereforeneeded to advance the study of these dynamics at

the local level in order to develgolicy responses that prevent crimehigh risk neighbourhoos

where the population may be struggling to effectively regulate unwaeteaiar.
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