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o REpsy 3 OE£2S

(EH)

FARDENIE, OIFTVEEIFFTIVE (—RDE) EORTIE, BEEHISOVTRS
KR T 2 LGNNI (CE) DRREICENHSD, QVDEHTHT 2CEDNIRE LK S DIFT
SHEICIIBERML D DD ZREAT 5 ETHB, CEEIE, BSDHIFICIHENGHRELD
Y, HETENEEINTNS Z EZRBINEATITHT 2EBERDZ LD EDRHE
THB, T7VT VY IREDNFBT 7T —Z2O—8ZANT, RELE—2/N\THIERETS
1B3mO 5 14mDDE FFITDE306%, —MRDE3S2%) ICDOVWTRIELIER, FTVEIE—
REDE L ANTRROHBICEEL TWBICELDDE T, BEMIFOCEZ +7ICE8# LT
WEWZ EDHIBRL T, &, BICHEETIFTZIT O DER, fODFELY &EEHED
CEZ X ECRBLTWA I ENBELICE o fc, KERZS EICBARICHITZILFETH
EFPILERAICET 2 5BRODEREICDV R LT,

1 RIEDFRTE
1—-1 S&rE1HR8ER(Collective
Efficacy Theory)

PERD D, HudAL 2 DR R & FEAT
RILTFFORRMEDFEH SN TED, HlzI,
Quetelet (1969 [1842]), Wikstrom (1991),
Kim et al.(2013) 5 OWFFETIE, JLIRIZHESE
BT —EOHIBIZHEP L THRET S
WA B 5 2 L ARSI NT &7z, Ak
PR (Social Disorganization Theory; Shaw
and McKay 1942) 12X % &, JFICEKROH%E
B, (EROBHEOE S, NEORIEE Vo
7R R 3 B MR IEAT R AL TR D3 4R
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oo M, ESMMNE(CE), FTVE, BE

LTWwWhEENTWD, ZOHEBE LT,
ZD XD BASRRSHEAZZHIETIZ, A
E DO R D 72D R o 3l ol
EEBUMEFRT LI EDPWEEICR A Z D
e & T A (Sampson 2006) o

Sampson et al.(1997) i&, FERAHS DM
WIS LTHET AICERL, Zotts
f AR PR G % 3 D 4 A 1 &) )1 1 (Collective
Efficacy, CE) DBl HHE Lz, £461
MK (CE) &1, #isER2S, BS oM
WA I3 & 19 2 7 (Social Cohesion, SC)
MRy, M THEVLEINTWE I LEHE
HIRHEATITE T 2 EBEERDTS v

% (A V74 =<t & (Informal
Social Control, ISC)) & DFEETH 5. [T
JETIX, YA TIIBITHM3EEMAEL,
RASRAEHIBZCED 5312 H 5 LBk L T
WAYE, TOMBTIIRFMIED
W WwEnw) 2 EHLERIIL, CEOREE
12 & o THLIR R IEAT D P S ARk % 3
T&5 LMz L7z,

Z Dtk CEORED;EWIHBIZE, Ik
TRV N Z & %  DFEIMSE
T EhTHY', HlZIE Mazerolle et
al.(2010), Sampson and Wikstrom (2008),
Zhang et al.(2007), Yamamoto (2018) i&#
nNZN, 7VANRY, A by 7RIV A, Kif,
7 PVTCEDREE & JEATR AU O BIFR1E
ZRE L7zo HARIZBWTIE, CELIFATR
JUIRICB S 2R WORIZE S Bzl &
Nws, EARS (2011) 1%, HAOEIZ
BWT, HEBMREAR (HIRIZB T 2 AN
DEFR YT EVORTM & v o 72 HME) 13
—EOHMPATEZROMIER RS H L Z &
25T L7z

1—2 CEffADOMERICDNT

fEK DCE & AT R LI 0 BIARIE IS B ¢
% FEZE T, CEASMISER O H#h 5
Won, FTERCUFEZOHBEL2 LIS
NTIhhole I TRIEIETIE, JEFT
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MEZED R L ZCEDOREEIZ X o TIATH
GIEEIINDL LWV G EOX =X A
(B - JESRA L DRI AT B HEL R (Wikstrom
et al. 2012)) 2%, fERDFEEMFIEII BN T
Bt ESNTVWRWI EZIBH LV,

1-3 FAFROBEHN

AR TIL, FEATME L IEFRAT AR (— R
AAE) DRk T B IR OCEIC B LT LA
T OB ZEBFEET %o

W1 2 AT L — L ORI TIE,
WIRDOCEZ BT 2 HEICAED D 5o

R 2 - DR 2 WD CED R
LS DIEAT OB IZBIRED D B o
INSDRFIE, HIKOCED RO E
BN X S TEND S E VIR TIY T,
Bl 2, v F B RS RRER PR (Multi-stage
Cognitive Theory, Tourangeau et al., 2000)
AW E 2L, HBEHCEORFKICHET %
B x SNn7-8, HOSORED S g
ETLEMETIEHT LR, 20
RERANCESTERLZY, ToOHR, Al
Lo CCEORBBOREZ DAL 513972
PO THhbo FATVIEIIH - TR &,
AREAPR & 158 L i A B 2
JiC, — AR IR AR E O E B
WMIZexssrrdbliiv, 2OXHI,
[ U fEATHTH AL > THIZHE

1 — T, CEORERNEOFEOLFEDLIIETE 2oV TIE, BEWHTH S (B @ Maxwell et al. 2011, Bruinsma
et al. 2013, Wikstrom et al. 2012) . 99, Pratt and Cullen(2005: 407) ® 2 ¥ 71 ¥ A2k % &, CEIZJLIRE L HE < B
BLTWD EWVZED, [CERFSEDFHEFEDOLNRTHY LIFSNTELZDDTHY, 5% LCEENFEOMRMEZRL

WelFH 2 ENTELDEANUKTH L. 1D 5,

2 HARSE B (Bandura 1977; Burgess and Akers 1966; Akers 1998) Ti&, o A4 E DM HEAEH (2 I 2=/ — 3
V) EMUT, 7E), M MRS EEETEIEICE o TIHTRLRBITAICEL L ESNTWD, L oT, AT
LM 2 M T 2 & EIEATICIEBEE S H B L W2 b, KB, DX ) ¥ TR ERTERENIEL S  fH1E

L Cw5 (fl : Gaviria and Raphael 2001; Warr 2002)
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B MR ORE T35 % B REME SR E T E 7
Wi, TP L — RO TIECEIZ
X3 % B ORI ERA D 5O TIE R
NeEZOLN5L,

F 72, MR ERASCEMEIZ R & EFli LT
WD, JATAERIAFAEL TV D K
#ERET 5L (Wikstrom et al. 2012), JEAT
DAEDSTz & 2 — P AED B AAIUTE W CEfE
AT AMBICFEEL WAL LT, fif
SHOEHTH S OMIBIZCEMEAYME W & 7
T A ETIHTICE > TV B ML %
ZAbNb, £oT, MUREIIWTD, JE
TR — i /VaE L3, CEQOEMORRED
Bl o TWAWHEED D 5.

2 7k
2—1 7%

KW TIE, 77 v VRFEDHEEE —
& N F 0l D F A AET0044 LL E 2 200248 DLFE
Mt LR L CW AT E= N FTH0
HAEDFEZEIZH T 5 WF%E (Peterborough
Adolescent and Young Adult Development
Study + PADS+) | Jt OV [F K % 2347 - 7=
[ ¥ — % N 15 o Hi i 5/ A (Peterborough
Community Survey * PCS) 75 AT L7z
T—=FDHH, ENEN2005FEFE i DT —
¥ 2 7z,
2-1-1 E—=INFHOEPEDTE
\ZB99 % W% (Peterborough Adolescent
and Young Adult Development Study *
PADS+)

PADSHIIME A DFEE - FEBR - BRIEAFIE DS
EDIIITHELTHTICME2E2HMHL
72AUIR A IR D IRV AT B Bl O FEREMF 78
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Hbo TDOHTPADS+ X REDEHEKT 5
FEEIOCEMIZIUS STz b D Dfitk
MR SN T Wi o 720 RAFFETIE,
BCEMZ AL, T4 & —iAD 4R
DCED % L L 72,

PADS+ OFEARIZ, 20024 452 FE ¥ —
FNTHIZFEAEL Tn 2102 511% F C
DA (2349%) ZREIRNLRE L, Z2Ih5
HOREE R S L) RBREDS TE v
ZBRA L7z BT, 1,0004 A3 AR 2 (2 &
nTwiz, 22h56, MEHNICHEZ S
SN o 72 H % B 727164 DS i 1 72
ARG E L o 72D, ZOEROFEMNIE
Wikstrom et al. 201205758 X — ¥ & B# |2
SNz, 2, ZOEKROHSEFIEY
B CrER, ABE, Rk, HhanyRss, Bl
DRFAIE, WA, EERAYMZ L)
&, 20014E SO —F NFHEERDO D D
EHPL TR Ens, BEMEEELRD
ISR E B % <, @Y REARATH -
72 (Wikstrém et al. 2012) o

AfFFETIE, PADS+D20054E % s 7 —
5 (13i%-145%, 658%) X Hw 7225, Td9H%H
AT A 41330644 (465 %) T — A4 13352
4 (535%) Td o 72,

2-1-2 Y—FNJFiliOHIRHAE
(Peterborough Community Survey * PCS)

PCSIZ ECPADS+ T & 17z Hdgiih A
T, PADS+DO X RAEDTEAET 2 D
CEMEZ it RO H#A 5 ), PADS+
DX RVENRED X 9 e MIRBIR I EL
TWBPRAET 5720125 TWwi,
KRAFFETIE, AT & —BAEIFBL
7o M3 BR BT (s R AR % CEfE A

BPLL T2 HUIE) ISR EL TW I 2hb
59, WHE B TCEDRRIZAENA U S
AES % 72012, PCSTHUS L 7-CEfili (M
R A5 A 72CEfti) TPADS+ X &% % 45
B, ZO5HEONCliE DR 5CEME
(PADS + Oxt 58 % & A 7-CEfl ) % [bikd
% HIYTPCSZE i L 72,
PCSOEEARIZ, ©— & NFHiIZEET 5
PEEED D HISF U EDF % # A rS —
NIEVEZ I L 7266158 CTdh - 720 “FIH4E
#3507 T, 902% DA HH S T Tk
WER LRV LD o Twb, EARDFE
HE Wikstrom et al. 201200101-102%— Y %
BEIZENTZ

%72, PCSTIREY — %351 #0068 km”
30, EBI8D Y TITHIF Tz, —DOD
I 7L, #125H7 #3004 D F AE A,
L CI3AAME LTz, 942% DY)
TIZIE, 105 EoRIZEF 272 mili
AR o T & 72 1L My H s o Bk - 1B
{, TNHCEDMIIEBETLBENDH S
7% (Matsueda and Drakulich 2015), PCS®
& P 7AE B, BUE O BT ek
LTHY, 914%7%5 14EL EAERE L Tz,

2—2 T
2-2-1 HEH50%1K (Collective
Efficacy, CE)

CED %, PADS+ K O'PCSOM 5128
WC, CEIZBIT %4778 (Sampson et al.
1997; Sutherland et al. 2013; Mazerolle et
al. 2010; Sampson and Raudenbush 1999;

WA GREESAITTE 52157 20194F

Yamamoto 2018% &) ® & By, FAXER
H SRR B A5 A o itk (SC) il
A V7 ==V Ryl (ISC) il %
MEEH LD & Lz, %3, Sampson
(1997), Sampson et al. (1997), Sampson
and Raudenbush (1999) %> Ansari(2013) 7
EPBRRTNWBEBY, SCH %I TIE
ISCHRAEFIRTWEEZ HN, SCEISCIZ
ZIEOHIBIBIRA D 2 & ShTw 2, AHf
ZEIZB VT, SCIH L ISCHEOMHBRLR %,
7V OMBREBE W TRRZE 22,
et FAHBIBIERASRED & 7z (PADS+:7=049,
PCS:»=0.78) 7%, SCEISCO 2 I1ZAHEYRY
BR23% 5B 2HIIRE L7,

2-2-2 *&MWHEF (Social Cohesion,
SC) B4 ¥ 7+ —< VRt &M
(Informal Social Control, ISC)

PADS+ J U'PCST I, #KiAxt % H12
LT, SCIZoWw Tz B 5SCH
BEZZNEN4, 5OOZMICLD, ISC
oW TIIHS RS 4E (PADS + O3 6
(R CAEROF) 1T % 4 D OB (2T
L7ZBICHEATH AT HRELZT 0 © &< [F
ETEhw ] [1 HETazw] 2 &
Lo BRWI I3 METE5]14:
JEFICHETE S OS5 BB ThIE 2RO T
W7z (R 1) AWIETIE, SEMISHT 5
% H O W% OV 39MHE % % # OSCHE K UTISC
i 3562, & L7 PADS+DHZEHIZ
LTI, ke, HOOMEATY %8
DRZDU L QR EFB L, PCSO %
TR L T, e id, AErSknT

3 LAICX VSCLISCOIED BRI SN WIHEHDH 5 (B © Sampson 2006; Wilson 1987) o
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£ SCRUISCEHHEE (PADS+RUPCS)

SC %83 EMIRE

1 FOHIRICEATNIEE LB ETHRLAPT L,

2 FADHIHICEATVWEIEE - BIIEETE S,

PADS+
3 FOHIKICEATWEEE LB IDERERFICBITIE D,
4 FADOHIHICEA TV I EE L SRBRUMEREHEEL TV 5,
1 g ER DR,
2 WIFERISERTE 3,
PCS 3 WIRERISEATEWCBITE S,

4 W ERIEFE CMEE £ AL T2,

5 I RISFERDE

ISC %85 &=

BUHADEZE N FRESIE > THIETAET S L TVWSI5E, EBERRKZACEDAIELETH,
(] 1 PRUSER T B, FRIEHRT Bo)

RUCHADEEZEHPROEICITL-TWETEEZEZLTVWIIGE, BEERKZLICEHEIELE

2 | . (B ws, BICEE)
PADS+
5 | AUHROBELE AN L THRILEBEE L 0B ()1 B5), HMERWL-7Y), BISERL
.
4 | FURROBEEL AT BVDT S hE LA, HIREREZAEEDET 2,
1| HBOBEE LI ERE S THETAEA LTV AEE, HHEREZNCEDSSELETH,
, | HEOBEELSIRHOBIZATL-TUATEBEELTLSES, HMEREZACEDELLE
e
PCS

3 WIRDEFEL BN AN L TRILLEEE &5 256, HBERRW 7V, BISERLETH,

4 W TR EWDT AN REGE, HISEREZhELDETH,

By o Wil £ oY T HEW R 2 §PH T
B EHPL Tz,

PADS+ J O'PCSZENZN O EIEHH D
WHEATEIZOWT, 28y Ny 70 atk
BEHOWCEHE L2 2 A, ThENatk
53082, 087T, WIYREEVED D 1 135N
DEVWRETH > 72,
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2-2-3 JE7EE(PADSH+)

PADS+TIiL, 55l&, ALk, H
Fwol, HOLGH, KEREAZMN) ik,
Z OMEEWR A 2D ik, T ofionm
%, BT, AW ORIET S, HKD103H
HoIEAT% 1AELPICM AT 722 % HC
HEDOETHEAZ B TWzgs, ATk
Z D% T — % Z#PADS+H R E DIEITIE &

L CTHW 2o RWFFEIEG T T — 5 248
ML Zhoz8liE, 9, MARLICX
5B TRITES I F MR I
@23 5 (Wikstrom 1985) 72 &, Z8ikx
FHCIHEZOBEIC L - TRtk s v
FATNH D720 ThH b, /2, BEEORE
FER/N MO — VD) K o TR SN T
BV, HAVIEREASINTZIETRDNEL
72T 5 (Maguire 2012),

ARWFFETIE, RAHDEIO 14ERIC R

AT HRAT - 72 KEB A B HPADSHIT L # %
[IEAT A 4E 1(465%, N =306) & L, 17>
CHRER A WPADSH % & [ — e AAE
(535%, N =352) & L7z &5, FEAT
BAEIZDWT, JEFROBEDTT | AH 5 3 [l
T CoHEE [ERMEIT D4 1(208%), 4
25 9 F TOH %[ B EEIEAT A4 ]
(123%), 10[12L .03 % [ =B IEAT A4
(134%) L IXH L 720

2—3 9thAEE

a1 JEATAE L —RAE L ORTIE,
HWIRDCEZ BT 2 FEIAEDN D 5o

AT DA & — e D AE DRI DWW THHL
DEGEWNBBRO SN0 DD BID5FE
WT ACED MBI EED D D 05D
%, RO RVHRE TR B, AT
VAERE L — A ERE OB REHIR20 &
BHUTHb,

Fev T, FRO MR E L TV 5 IEfT
VAER S — e/ VAED R T, B D5ilak$ %
CED-IMEIEND D 5 02 % P72 FEM
O &, Mg ER DR S % CEME (PCS
Tl - 7-CEfi) 2P L T B ) 7D Z
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EEBLTVD, INEITHIZLIZEST,
Bz 1L, FATAEE, CEDME W Mg 45
LTEELTWwE—/T, —4HE, CE
AEVHIBIZER L TRELTW A 7210
HiT, ThZENn38ak3 5CEDMEIZED
HMZEWINATAZHYD RS ZEHARTE
%o OV, FOMMEREIINTD,
T4 & — PR L DI TIlEZ OISO CE
DRBOBREVRL DO WAET 52 L
MU EETH A, PCSIZL B L, 518D 7
2B B ERDRHET 2CEDFIMHIX3.24
Thotz7z0, CEMAB24L Loz [ &
WCEfliZ A3 A48 | & L, Zh Rl
Wz [RWCElE A $ I8 | L ERL 7,
ZLTENZNIZBWT, TP 4ELE —K
AAED I TRIT AT 5 CEDVIIMEITAT
BN DDLDENE, FHIBD R\ HRET
Rz BEABIIRIDLEBY TH-72,
AWFZE T, (Mg KA % ) CEfiE
MR VHI IR L Tw 5 AMED, (Mg
R 5 ) CEEDMR WG THAT =
To7z, 32O O RENE % ZREIC
AN\, ZOBENE, FEAT O BHEER R
it (distance-decay function (Rhodes and
Conly 1981; Bottoms 2007)) # ¥ % 2, JE4T
FHITPEDOFREDP L@ ZVEIAT
TbNTWE I L2t L2720 TH 5,
Fi192, PADS+&#E, AT (REICEIIL
IR ANIWBIEAT L) Z AR S LT
21F 0 A — PVTIF) IR D 5722 &8
HroTwb (Wikstrom et al. 2012)

i 2« DAEAGERRT B IR D CED L
L5 DIATDOHPLIT I BRED D % o
iR E By, DHEZIFATOHENIC 4

ity
k=1
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BeREI2, —InRCE W AT & F v G,
AAEDSERER L 72CED i1, FEAT DB IS
Lo THEEND DN EILILL 720

T/, WAL & BRI, BOWCEEZ AT
% HIg L ARV CEf %2 A3 % 2 h 2
RS 5 H ML T, — ol E S AT &
W, AENERE L 72CEDMEIE, JEfTOH
FENZ X o> CTHEEDNS ML EILEEL 72,

3 R
3—1 FHTVFEEHE—BROFERDCED
SRR DIZE DEL)

AT VAR L — AP ERE DO OCED T3
fli1Z0.1 % KETHBELREDRO SN, AT
AAE (M = 2.39, SD = 0.63) \&— D 4E (M =

266, SD = 0.65) & ) bCEZ L T
233 % Z &AW L 72 (¢(656) = 5.31, p
< 0.001),

3—-2 RULCHEZET DumNUELCE
[EET T M ZNZNICHIT DIHTAEER
E—RREFERFRIDCEDTEDIZE DEL)

B WCEfE 2 A5 % s 2 E$ 2 T4
R — D EREOCED 3 MHI120.1 % 7K
WCHBERENRD LN, FITPHE WM =
251, SD = 0.65) 1 — A 4E (M = 282, SD
=054) LD BCEXRBRL T Lho7(t
(27562) = 452, p < 0.001).

CWCEfli % A % s g3 % 474
ERE L — D AEBE OCED It 135 % /K #E

®R2 FTVELEMOVENTHT BISC, SC, CEICEIY ZEaabHtst

ISC SC CE
HITLE —MRDE HTLE —MRDE FToE —fRDE
FafE 264 2.89 2.14 242 2.39 2.66
TRHERRE 0.05 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.03
hRE 275 3.00 225 2.50 2.50 2.75
RERE 0.80 0.74 0.69 0.76 0.63 0.65
EADE 0.63 0.55 0.48 0.57 0.40 0.42
=/ME 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.25 0.38 0.63
RAfE 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00 4.00
g 306 352 306 352 306 352

&3 BUVCHEZE I ZHMERMEVCEEZE T BTN ZNICHIS BIFTVER & —IRDER

FETDERE — MR S
SV CEE.EH T Bt 142 180 322
BV CEfE& BT 51t 164 172 336
ESS 306 352 658
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THELREDNRD SN, FETVHE M = 228,
SD = 0.61) 1 — /P4 (M = 249, SD = 0.70)
FDJCEZBML T o7z (1(334) =
2.82, p < 0.05) 0

3—3 CEDFREDIEE LIHTHIRE DR

CEDN-¥Ml & AT O BE OBIR % MRET 3
% 72\ — TR ST BT 2 AT o 7R, FF
ITOBEEIZ01% KETHE TH 72 (F (3,
654) = 12.89, p < 0.001),

Z ® 1%, Tukey Honestly Significant
Difference 7 A b (Tukey HSD#E) % F v
L EILE E LR, RADEBY T
B %o CEMEIZOWT, [—fA4E (M = 2.66,
SD = 0.65) & [ HHHEEIEATAAE |(M = 241,
SD = 062) O, [ —A4E |(M = 266, SD
= 0.65) & [ =HEEIATAAE |(M = 222, SD
= 0.67) & O, [ FIEIEATA4 1 (M = 25,
SD = 062) & [ ST |(M = 222,
SD = 067) ORIz, ThZEN5 %KETH
BENPALNIZ, XoT, [ —BAE] LI
AT HEEIATAAE | RO ST A
DS DCEZ B L TB LS, R
BHEEIRAT A IR C T B EEIEAT A4
DI WCEZ R L TV adroiz,

3—4 BUL\CEEZET BMsNUIELCE
[EZB T DiHZNZNICHF HCEDER:
DIEE LI TEEE DRRE

Bk LB, MR- L 72CED
FHfE (324) 2HE LT, £ LD HEWCE
2 A5 2 E AR WCEE 2 A % #idi2
ATV AEE, ENENIATOHERIC
ST, ThEND R L TV AHCEZ I
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KL 720

FWCEfli % A3 % s & IRfT 4R &
— e VAE DR HCEDEHEIZOWT,
—JGHELE 5 BT & w72, AT o
BHEEIZ01 % KETHE TH -7z (F(3318) =
837 (p < 0.001))-

W2, Tukey HSDHRE (5 %KHEE) 12X %
ZHEILBEAT S TRERPREOLBYTH
%o CEIZOWT, [HHHEEIRIT AR | (M = 249,
SD = 0.71) B O @#EEIEAT 4R J(M = 2.35,
SD = 064) 1Z[ — M4 J(M = 282, SD =
055) XD AR o720 TDXHI,
BEAEELLECIAT 24T o T BT AR, —
WAELDBCEXZ R L T &h%h
o7z

KWCEfti % A3 2 Mo L I T4 L
— VDR T HCEDFEHEIZONWT,
— TG AT &2 AR, AT O
BEX1%KETHETH -7 (FG, 332) =
438 (p <001)),

Tukey HSD#ZE (5 %/KH#E) 12X 2% H L
AT o724 RIIRBDEBY TH S, [—
e AR |(M = 249, SD = 0.70) & [ FHEEIE
F14E J(M = 211, SD = 067) DRIIBWT,
HERENBOONT. X oT, CEMEAIK
WHIRIC BV T, mWHETHETEIT-C
WABPETBRPELD L, CEORBOR
JEAME N &b o 72,

W 5L, BOWHETIHEITZL TS
T E (HIBOCEMEICERZR L) EZITEA
TWVWTH, CEZ Tl LTwihrnZ et
AVHIBH L 72,
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x4 FETHEEICL BCEDTukey HSDIREFER

FE TRAERRE p1E
—fRDE vs. (BSREIRITOEF 0.16 0.06 0.05
—fRDE vs. PEEEFFTOE 0.25* 0.08 0.01
—MDE vs. SSREITOE 0.44* 0.08 0.00
Tukey
{ESEREFETT D& vs. PEREFETOF 0.09 0.09 0.78
REEFHTOE vs. SEREHFTIE 0.28* 0.09 0.01
PIREITOE vs. SEREFTOE 0.19 0.10 0.21
* = p<0.05
K5 BUVLCHEZE YT BMBICE T BIFTHREIC K B CEDTukey HSDIRTERER
FHaE TRAEERE p1E
—ME D vs. (BSREFRITOE 0.20 0.08 0.08
—fMRDE vs. PEREFTDE 0.33* 0.1 0.01
—RDE vs. SEREITOE 0.47* 0.10 0.00
Tukey
{ESRREFEITDE vs. PIREFFTHOF 0.13 0.12 0.73
{ESEREFETT D& vs. BIREFETO & 0.27 0.12 0.11
PIEEITOE vs. BEREFTOE 0.14 0.14 0.73
* = p<0.05
&6 EVCEEZEY BMHICHIT BIETHEICK HCEDTukey HSDIRTERER
FHE TRAEERE p1E
—Mx D E vs. (REREIFITOE 0.1 0.09 0.61
—MRDE vs. PEEFTIE 0.15 0.11 0.54
—MRDE vs. SREFTIE 0.38* 0.1 0.00
Tukey
RSRREFEFTD & vs. FIREEIRITOEF 0.03 0.12 0.99
REEFTVE vs. SIREFTIE 0.26 0.12 0.13
FIREFETT D vs. SEREFETOE 0.23 0.14 0.32
* = p<0.05
4 iR FHOHBED HWo TRV LS HICE

KWFFeTlL, TEROHIRIB T 5 EE5TR)
J11&% (Collective Efficacy, CE) & IE4T%3LIR
ORI 5 RGeS, CER JE4T24
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HL, 77V vy IV RFEDO[E—=FNNTFTHD
FHVEDIGEIZHE T A58 (PADSH) ] L Y
[ ¥ — &N O (PCS) 125 AT

L7cT =% O—#% HWic kRO 2170,
AT DI E LR TCEZ LD L)
WZRERE L TV B DM RRGE L 720

9, WKEL L TIHITPELE —BPFELD
Cld, MIHOCER k3 2 REIED D
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Perceptions of Neighbourhood Collective Efficacy
- A Comparison between Young Offenders and Young Non-
Offenders-

Mika Tsutsumi
This study examines 1) whether there is a difference in the level of perceived
neighbourhood Collective Efficacy (CE) between young offenders and young non-offenders
2) whether there is any correlation between the levels of CE young people perceive and
their acts of crime. CE is defined as perceptions of social cohesion among neighbours
combined with their willingness to intervene on behalf of the common good. This study
uses CE data from young people in Peterborough in the UK, aged 13-14 (Offenders N=306,
Non-offenders N=352) , which was retrieved from a Cambridge University study. It showed
that young offenders perceive CE in their neighbourhood less than young non-offenders,
even though they live in a similar area. Specifically, young prolific offenders perceive
lower levels of CE compared to the other young people. This paper then discusses future

expectations of crime prevention activities and rehabilitation methods in Japan.

Keywords : Neighbourhood, Collective Efficacy (CE), Young Offenders, Perceptions
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