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1. Introduction
Background
The city of Melbourne is experiencing a period of rapid growth. At June 2014 there was an
estimated 4.44 million people living in Greater Melbourne, with the city taking in 95,700 new
residents in the previous year, this represented a 2.2 per cent growth the highest of any
1
Australian capital .
To assist Victoria‟s capital in managing this huge growth Melbourne is an active participant of the
100 Resilient Cities Challenge, an initiative pioneered by the Rockefeller Foundation to ensure
st
that modern cities can overcome the physical, social and economic challenges of the 21
2
century . A Preliminary Resilience Assessment of Melbourne outlined five focus areas that would
guide Melbourne‟s progress towards stronger resilience, the first of these being to create a
stronger society where individuals and communities take more responsibility for their own and
3
each other‟s health, wellbeing and safety .
Therefore the present study will investigate the first focus area of Melbourne‟s Preliminary
Resilience Assessment that is to build a „stronger society‟ where individuals and communities
take more responsibility for their own and each other‟s health, wellbeing and safety. It is assumed
that to supply this need the study will explore the characteristics of Melburnians including their
feelings of belonging, trust and philanthropy and by the conclusion it is expected we will have a
comprehensive image of what it is to be a modern Melburnian.

Objectives
The key objectives of this research are to;


Develop an understanding of the in-built assumptions and perceptions of individual‟s
households, society and communities that determine their roles and responsibilities,
important characteristics, behaviours and actions. Using the aforementioned information
then benchmark attitudes and behaviours for future studies.



Identify the different audience groups with Greater Melbourne‟s 32 councils to develop a
communications campaign. This will involve determining meaningful distinctions between
the Melbourne population and determining how to understand and conceptualise these
groups for specific social marketing purposes.

Report Structure
This report reviews the findings from the literature review, the qualitative research and then
moves on to outline the findings from the quantitative survey.
1

Australian Bureau of Statistics, 2015, Regional Population Growth, cat. no. 3218.0, viewed 23 February 2016,
http://www.abs.gov.au/ausstats/abs@.nsf/Latestproducts/3218.0Main%20Features25201314?opendocument&tabname=Summary&prodno=3218.0&issue=2013-14&num=&view
2
City of Melbourne, 2016, 100 Resilient Cities, viewed 23 February 2016, http://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-melbourne/melbourneprofile/Pages/100-resilient-cities.aspx
3
Kent, T, 2015, Resilient Melbourne: Preliminary Resilience Assessment, viewed 23 February 2016,
https://www.melbourne.vic.gov.au/about-council/committees-meetings/meetingarchive/Lists/CouncilMeetingAgendaItems/Attachments/12430/JUN15%20FMC2%20AGENDA%20ITEM%206.3.pdf
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2. Methodology
Introduction
The following flowchart summarises our approach to this study.

1
Project
initiation

2
Depth
Interviews

3&4
Quantitative
fieldwork

5
Analysis &
Reporting

6
Insights
Workshop
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7
7
7

Establishment:
Confirmation of vision,
objectives outputs, and
audiences

Implementation:
Conduct depth interviews to
identify needs and inform
questionnaire development

Measure:
Conducted 20 minute
online surveys with
n=1,411 Melburnians

Output:
Insightful and
comprehensive report
focussed on key
objectives

Interact:
Sharing, discussing
and finalising insights
with City of Melbourne

Literature Review
Colmar Brunton has reviewed available literature, evaluations and research relevant to
community resilience, in particular the focus was on both the health, wellbeing and safety of
individuals and their communities. The following search strategy was used to locate data and
documents within that scope.

Search strategy
Three primary sources of information search:




Google (www.google.com) a generalist search engine;



Social Sciences Abstracts (also via ProQuest: http://www.csa.com/factsheets/ssa-setc.php), a specialised academic database of abstracts from other social science articles.

Sociological Abstracts (via ProQuest, http://www.csa.com/factsheets/socioabs-set-c.php),
a specialised academic database of abstracts from Sociology articles; and

A two-part search strategy:



Part 1: First, all possible permutations of the following terms were entered into the search
engine: „<Name of country>‟, „employment‟, „unemployment‟, „policy‟, „initiative‟, „program‟,
„project‟ to identify specific programs in each country;



Part 2: Once the names of specific policy, initiative, program or project for each country
were identified, these specific names were coupled with the terms: „evaluation‟,
„research‟, and „review‟ in order to identify any available assessments of the
appropriateness, effectiveness and efficiency of each initiative

The output of this analysis was a list of questions and themes that the quantitative questionnaire
should include..

Qualitative Overview
Six qualitative depth interviews were undertaken to understand more about the definition of
community in Melbourne and provided language and experiences specific to Melbourne to be
examined in the quantitative stage of the study.
The participants interviewed, were as follows.









2 born in Australia.
1 born in each of; India, Indonesia, Macedonia, and Serbia.
An individual aged under 20.
An individual aged 65+.
An individual aged 20-25 and highly connected to the local community.
An individual aged 20-25 not at all connected to their community.
An individual aged 26-45 and highly connected to the local community.
An individual aged 26-45 not at all connected to their community.

The findings from the literature review and the depth interviews were used to inform the
development of the benchmarking and audience segmentation questionnaire.

City of Melbourne Resilience June 2016

Page 8

Quantitative Overview
Interpreting Quantitative Findings
The following abbreviations have been used throughout this report.
Table 1: Abbreviations used throughout report
Abbreviation

Definition

SR

Single Response

MR

Multiple Response

OE

Open Ended Response

LGA

Local Government Area

Single, Multiple and Open End Response Questions
8 Respondents answering single response questions (SR) were only allowed to select one
response option, therefore percentages in these charts will add to 100%.

8 Respondents answering multiple response questions (MR) were allowed to select more
than one response option if they desired and as a result percentages in these charts may
add to more than 100%.

8 Open-ended questions (OE) are similar to MR questions. Percentages may add to more
than 100% as people often express more than one sentiment in their open-ended
comments.

Colour Coding by Location
8 Throughout the quantitative study subregions of LGA‟s are consistently colour coded in
tables and charts for easy identification. The colours are as follows:

 All regions (total)
 Northern Subregion

 Central Subregion
 Eastern Subregion

 Western Subregion
 Southern Subregion

Determining who answered a Question
Information pertaining to who answered each question is presented below each chart or table, as
indicated by the „Base’.

Sorting of Results
In all tables, rows are sorted from most frequent response to least and columns are sorted by total
responses. In all charts, statements are sorted from highest to lowest ratings.

Percentages
Respondents who completed a survey but did not answer a particular question are excluded from
the tabulation of results and calculation of statistics for that question. Percentages are generally
rounded to whole numbers. Some percentages may not add to 100 per cent due to rounding.
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Tests of Statistical Significance and Reliability
The tram users who took part in this survey are only a sample of the total population, so we
cannot be certain that the figures obtained are exactly those that would have been reached if
everyone had have responded (true value).
We can however, predict the variation between the sample results and the „true value‟ by
assessing the size of the samples on which the results to each question are based, and the
number of times a particular answer is given.
A total sample size of n=1,411 yields a confidence interval of +/-2.61%. This means that if 50% of
the sample surveyed expresses a particular sentiment, the true value would lie between 47.39%
and 52.61%.
Where sample sizes are low (less than n=30), these results are marked by an asterisk (*). These
results should be interpreted with caution.
Tests for statistical significance were conducted by comparing particular subgroups of interest. In
tables and graphs, the figures with an upwards arrow (i.e. ) represent a proportion that is
significantly higher than the comparison group(s). Conversely, the figures with a downwards
arrow (i.e. ) represent a proportion that is significantly lower than the comparison group(s).

Other Responses
Responses that did not fall into one of the existing response options for a question were coded
into a new response option if mentioned by more than 5% of respondents. Any additional
responses are included in the code „other‟.
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3. Review of the Literature
Introduction
In order to better inform the quantitative stage of this research, Colmar Brunton undertook a
review of national and international literature about resilience, social cohesion and
connectedness. The search focussed on literature that provided theoretical understandings of
resilience, a range of tools used to subjectively and objectively measure resilience, social isolation
and connection and evaluations of resilience in different contexts.
From this question themes were identified for the quantitative phase of this study.

Australian literature
What Makes Us Happy? Australian Unity Wellbeing Index
The Australian Unity (2015) What Makes Us Happy? Wellbeing
Index Third Edition measures national and personal wellbeing
using subjective measures. The Index is based on the
psychological theory of homeostasis which asserts that people
have an inbuilt mechanism that helps them return to their
normal positive level of wellbeing after most life events. The
survey uses the Personal Wellbeing Index (PWI) to assess
participant satisfaction using a 0-10 scale across seven
domains – personal relationships, community connection,
safety, achieving in life, standard of living, health and future
security. The findings of the current Index indicate that the
average PWI is 75, there has been some fluctuation (3 points)
over 15 years but is within a normal range and demonstrates
that Australian wellbeing is stable. External measures assess
life in Australia using the National Wellbeing Index (NWI) which
is more volatile and significantly lower than PWI at between 55
and 65. These measures include satisfaction with social conditions, economic and business
conditions, government, national security and the environment.
Objective relevance
This document provides a good understanding of individual and national satisfaction about a
range of domains including satisfaction with community and highlights the effect of some
characteristics such as age, marital status, employment status and volunteering on personal
wellbeing. However, the perceptions and beliefs of both the local community and individuals
regarding their roles, obligations and own behaviour is not measured. Therefore these
perceptions remain unknown for the qualitative stage of the research and will then feed into
development of the questionnaire.
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Resilient Melbourne: Preliminary Resilience Assessment
The Resilient Melbourne: Preliminary Assessment is a joint
effort of the City of Melbourne with the 100 Resilient Cities
Initiative to report on the cumulative efforts of Phase 1 of the
strategies enacted to improve Melbourne‟s resilience.
Expanding on this, the report identifies five focus areas and
describes the next steps that will make active improvements to
address these five focus areas.
Objective relevance
Highly relevant to the present study undertaken by Colmar
Brunton is the first focus area for a stronger society. This focus
area entails identifying strategies to encourage individuals and
communties to take more responsibilty for the health, wellbeing
and safety of themselves and other community members.
Addressing this issue will be key to the success of Colmar
Brunton‟s research and there are many facets in the preliminary assessment to address including
the influence of lifestyle changes and the implications for resilience.

Melbourne Vital Signs 2014
Melbourne Vital Signs is a brief report published by Community
Indicators Victoria and the University of Melbourne, it aims to
report on key indicators relating to the quality of life including
health, well-being, the arts, the environment and food security.
The report focuses on multiple segments including the elderly,
youth and homelessness and describes the types of intiatives
being undertaken by the Lord Mayor‟s Charitable Foundation
via partnerships with specialist organisations such as the
Council on the Ageing (COTA).
Objective relevance
The report comments on a number of statistics relevant to
Colmar Brunton‟s research on social connectiveness. For
example, the report describes a positive relationship between
age and community connectiveness, with those aged over 55
years feeling the most connected to their communty when compared with other age groups, this is
despite being particularly vulnerable to disadvantages. When considering Melbourne as a whole,
the article describes how Melburnians have a high participation rate in arts/culture and
sports/physical activites, which is benefical given such participation is correlated with creating a
greater sense of community.
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Strategic Framework to Strengthen Victoria‟s Social Cohesion and the Resilience
of its Communities
In this report by the Victorian state government a new
framework is proposed primairly focusing on the prevention of
adverse events that would otherwise undermine the
cohesiveness and tolerance of the Victorian community. The
report acknowledges that government action alone will never be
sufficient and as such the Framework draws on multiple
contributors ranging from not for profits, academics and
community members.
The report aims to prevent the spread of violent extremism
using intitatives such as community interventions that will
prevent individuals becoming disengaged and drawn into violent
extremism. In doing so, the state government proposes a
number of objectives including empowering communties to
understand the driving factors of social cohesion, to support a
socially cohesive Victoria and to promote inter-community and
inter-cultural interaction and understanding.
Objective relevance
The report references the social cohesion model as jointly developed by Monash University and
the Scanlon Foundation as a key contributor to the new framework. The model covers five
domains of belonging, social justice and equity, participation, legitimate acceptance and rejection
and worth. These domains can potentially provide guidance for the key focus areas of the
research undertaken by Colmar Brunton. Furthermore, the aforementoned objectives of the
Framework can inform the potential outcomes of Colmar Brunton‟s research into the social
cohesiveness of the Melbourne community.

Social Isolation Development of an Assessment Tool for HACC Services
Fine and Spencer (2009) conducted a thorough literature review
of social isolation in order to create evidence based guidelines
for identifying and adressing social isolation for those using
Home and Communiy Care (HACC) services. In doing so they
defined social isolation as being made up of both social and
affective isolation. The authors propose that social aspect can
be measured objectively and quantitatively whilst the affective,
or feelings of isolation are entirely subjective. A number of
factors were found to contribute to social isolation; these include
living alone, the lack of an intimate partner, lack of contact with
family and friends, personality and/or low participation in
activites outside of the home.
Objective relevance
This literature review is particularly useful as it provides a
comrehensive list of factors influencing an individual‟s connectiveness to their community and the
Australian perspective is certainly of value. However, inspection of the review‟s bibiliography
suggest the authors drew on multiple international works. The conclusions of this paper also
suggest that the prevelance of social isolation within the elderly far outpace any other
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demographic group, those with disabilties are also flagged as a vulnerable group. Therefore
establishing certain expectations for the results of the present study.

Social Inclusion in Australia: How Australia is Fairing
In this report by the Australian Social Inclusion Board (2010) two
primary characteristics of social inclusion are drawn as
conclusions about vulnerable community groups, these are
multiple disadvantage and entrenched disadvanage. Multiple
disadvantage refers to the occurance of common constellations
of disadvantages, frequently observed combinations include low
income and assets, low skills and difficulty finding and keeping a
job. Whilst entrenched disadvantage refers to disadvantages
that have long term durations, suggesting that the longer the
disadvantage exists, the harder it is to break from.
Additionally, the report established that there are a number of
locations experiencing concentrated disadvantage and where
multiple individuals or families may be experiencing
disadvantage. It is suggested that this concentration can then
lead to a compounding effect due to the characteristics of the
places themselves, for example poor infrastructure. The 2001 and 2006 national Australian
censuses and other government reports were frequent sources of information for this report.
Objective relevance
On numerous occasions The Australian Social Inclusion Board (2010) attemps to link data
regarding people and places and in its concluding remarks comments that currently there is only a
limited understanding of these interactions. As such this report has confirmed that there is a
potential research opportunity for Colmar Brunton to investigate the social connectiveness
differences that exist between local government councils.

Measuring Social Capital 2004
According to the Framework, social capital refers to the
relationships available within communities and networks of
mutual support, reciprocity, and trust. The Australian Bureau of
Statistics (ABS) defines social capital as “networks, together
with shared social norms, values and understandings which
facilitate cooperation within or among groups”. The ABS Social
Capital Framework conceptualises social capital as a resource,
that draws on and feeds back into other types of resources
including natural, produced economic, and human capital.
Networks are conceptualised as possessing qualities of; norms,
trust, inclusiveness, and participation and structured by theirsize,
frequency of interaction, density,openess and transactions; the
interactions which invest in and draw on relationships. In
addition, the ABS conceptualises network types and strucutre as
encapsulating; bonding, where similar people or groups connect;
bridiging, where members have less in common; and linking, where vertical relationships exist
between sources of influence or authority. Figure 1 below describes the Framework of resources
and the interactions between different kinds of capital and their positive or negative impacts.

City of Melbourne Resilience June 2016

Page 14

Figure 1: Resources and outcomes for individual and community wellbeing

Source: Edwards (2004) Measuring Social Capital: An Australian Framework and Indicators, Information Paper, ABS.
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Figure 2 below describes the relationships within and between networks and broader cultural,
political, legal and institutional conditions provide the context in which social capital operates.
Figure 2: Social capital, culture and political, legal and institutional conditions

Source: Edwards (2004) Measuring Social Capital: An Australian Framework and Indicators, Information Paper, ABS.

Indicators and data items were developed in order to measure different aspects of social capital
including norms, diversity, trust, reciprocity, social and civic participation, community support,
network quality, size, structure and types. However, at the time of publication, the author noted
that they were not intended to represent a definitive set of indicators for social capital.
Objective relevance
The ABS Social Capital Framework demonstrates the interconnectedness of types of capital and
networks and can be considered in the resilience context. The Framework provides an
exhaustive list of data items that can be used to measure social capital. The adaptation and use
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of some indicators and data items, while designed for the measurement of social capital and
wanting to avoid duplication of results, could be useful to the current study. The Social Capital
Framework provides a good working model of how types of capital, relationships, networks and
institutions interact with and impact on each other.

VicHealth Indicators Survey 2011
The findings reported by Thomson et al. (2012) aimed to
establish what the key social determinants of health are
through the triennial VicHealth Indicators survey which when
conducted in 2011 had a sample of over 25,000 Victorians and
was conducted via a CATI methodology. The survey itself was
constructed as a result of hundreds of interviews in each
Victorian local government area.
The social indicators chosen by VicHealth included subjective
wellbeing, as well as multiple measures related to factors
including alcohol purchase, attitudes towards smoking, the
work-life balance of the respondents, eating habits, safety
perceptions, levels of community engagement, social attitudes
and involvement in the arts and culture. Conclusions were
then made based on the survey results of all of these factors.

Objective relevance
The Thomson et al. (2012) report adds further context to the vulnerable populations that will be
examined in the present study and a number of the indicators within the major factors could be
practical to implement in a study aiming to discover the level of social connectiveness in a
community. For example indicators such as subjective wellbeing, adequate work-life balance,
time for family/friends, perceptions of safety when walking alone and participation or volunteering
are all highly likely to be strongly linked to an individual‟s perceived level of resilience in their
community.

A Modern Emergency Management System for Victoria
In this report produced by Emergency Management Victoria
(2015) the descriptions of resilience are predominantly based
upon being resilient in the face natural disasters. It is
suggested that global challenges such as climate change,
increased frequency of extreme weather events and increased
potential of biosecurity risks will be the future of emergency
management in Victoria.
The key to overcoming these challenges is said to be
community resilience which is characterised by features such
as positive relationships with external actors to provide
supportive environments, positive economic opportunties, the
ability to be organised and an ability to self organise and self
manage natural assets.
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Objective relevance
Whilst the topic of emergency management is not directly related to „Focus Area 1: a stronger
society‟, as this present study will focus on, this particular article is useful as it illustrates the flowon effects that could be expected from the creation of a more resilient community and therefore
give indicators of the behaviour of a highly resilient individual in a time of crisis. Furthermore its
remarks regarding chronic stresses that weaken a community on a day-to-day basis are likely to
be symptoms that will be prevelant in the current research and could include unemployment,
illness and inefficient public transport.

Quality of Life and Sustainability on the Central Coast
In partnership with the Gosford and Wyong local councils in
Queensland, the CSIRO explore the links between regional
sustainability issues and the quality of life for local residents.
In doing so a literature review was conducted alongside a
series of qualitative measures inluding in-depth interviews with
council staff and focus groups with 75 residents.
It is likely that this study used a highly qualititative approach
given it defined quality of life as being both highly subjective
and inward looking, suggesting that standard of living and
GDP are therefore insufficient measures. Instead, the study
proposes several life domains to determine subjective quality
of life; standard of living, health, achievements, personal
relationships, safety, community connectedness and future
security.

Objective relevance
This report is useful to the present study as it emphasises the types of measures, namely
objective, subjective, personal and societal, that should be considered in any Australian study
regarding quality of life. Furthermore, it stresses the need for greater research into quality of life
in order to make better informed planning decisions, adding credibility to the purpose of the
current study. In addition to emphasising the need for subjective measures, the report provides
an exhaustive list of subjective quality of life measures that could be appllied to the present study,
these measures were provided by the Hunter Valley Research Foundation.
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Community Indicators Victoria
The Community Indicators Victoria Resource Guide when used
in tandem with the Wellbeing Reports on their website provides
a comprehensive understanding of the conditions experienced
by Victorian residents over time. The indicators cover five
domains and are grouped under broad categories based
around health, resilience, sustanability, culture and
engagement with democracy.
The purpose of these indicators is to provide insight for key
decision makers in local government areas to improve
community engagement, strengthen communties, improve
policy and planning and provide for better reporting and
accountability.
Objective relevance
The measures covered in the Community Indicators Victoria are
exhaustive and therefore care must be taken in the present study to avoid duplication. Measures
covered include self-reported health, subjective wellbeing, community inclusiveness, access to
social support and networks, perceptions of safety and crime, access to the internet, education
and skills, employment rates, income, food security, work life balance, housing affordability,
transport, participation in the arts and culture, perceptions of multiculturalism, citizen engagement
and the role of waste management and recycling. The data on these areas was collected from
various sources including Australian Bureau of Statistics data, the VicHealth Indicators Survey,
and the 2007 Community Indicators Victoria Survey.

Community Resilience in Queensland
Conceived using the ideologies and measures from the
Community Indicators Victoria study, the Community Resilience
in Queensland project provides a snap shot of resilience in a
small number of local communities in Queensland.
Having identified a gap in the Community Indicators for
resilience, the Queensland Council of Social Service (QCOSS)
in conjunction with Griffith University developed a community
survey specifically to measure resilience profiles. This survey
covers key indicators relating to community and social wellbeing. It should, however, be noted that the scope of this
particular resilience survey was quite small, focusing on the the
rural regions of the Tablelands, Chinchilla and Rockhampton.
Objective relevance
Aside from the Community Resilience Survey itself acting as an example of research that is
similar in nature to the present study, the QCOSS survey further provides useful guidelines
relating to the selection of resilience measures and indicators. As such it is suggested that
resilience measures and indicators be; relevant and valuable to the community, substantiated by
current research, measure progress towards community resilience, be likely to provide
information about the future and/or early warning signs of problems, be measured over time to
show trends and be supported by consultation feedback.
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Mapping Social Cohesion
The Scanlon Foundation (2015) survey is the eighth national
survey on social cohesion, immigration, multiculturalism and
population issues. The authors argue that whilst definitions of
social cohesion are diverse, they include three common
elements: shared vision including universal values, mutual
respect and common aspirations of identity of members; a wellfunctioning core group or community in which there are shared
goals and responsibilities and a willingness to cooperate with
other members; and a continuous process of moving towards
or achieving social harmony. The Foundation proposes that
social cohesion is composed of five domains: belonging; worth;
social justice and equity; participation; and acceptance and
rejection, legitimacy. The foundation developed the ScanlonMonash Index (SMI) of social cohesion, a nominal index using
the five domains. The findings from the 2007 survey were used
to provide baseline data.
The 2015 index is at 92.5 up from 89.5 in 2014 indicating that the level of social cohesion has
moved in a positive direction. Findings within the five domains covered by the index show that
93% had a „great‟ or „moderate‟ sense of belonging. In terms of sense of worth, 89% were „very
happy‟ and „happy‟ over the past year whilst 71% were satisfied with their financial situation.
Responses to social justice and equity questions showed that 79% thought that “Australia is a
land of economic opportunity where in the long run, hard work brings a better life”. Participation
was measured in terms of political involvement such as voting in an election or signing a petition.
The index of acceptance and rejection demonstrated strong positive movement on the back of
significant decline since 2007. There was a significant increase in agreement with the statement
“accepting immigrants from many different countries makes Australia stronger” (67% compared
with 62% in 2013). It is of note that Victoria records the biggest divergence between its capital
and other regions on a number of measures with Melbourne recording lower percentages for
sense of pride (88.6% compared with 91.2%for the rest of the state) and sense of belonging 92%
compared with 94.9%).
Objective relevance
The Scanlon Foundation 2015 survey is highly relevant to the current study, the five domains that
are measured using the SMI have applications for the quantitative phase of the research.
However, it is also recognised that there is a need to avoid duplication of results of the 2015
survey. Whilst the survey has a strong focus on immigration, asylum seekers and
multiculturalism, these issues do provide an indication of the current level of social cohesion in
Australia and therefore the degree of connection individuals experience in the community.

City of Melbourne Resilience June 2016

Page 20

International literature
City Resilience Framework
ARUP (2014) with support from the Rockefeller Foundation
developed a City Resilience Framework in order to
understand the „complexity of cities and the drivers that
contribute to their resilience‟. The Framework has four
dimensions and twelve drivers based on seven qualities.
These qualities are reflectiveness, resourcefulness,
robustness, redundancy, flexibility, inclusiveness and
integration. The drivers of health and wellbeing are that a
city meets basic needs, supports livelihoods and
employment and ensures public health services. Economy
and society drivers are promoting cohesive and engaged
communities, ensuring social stability, security and justice
and fostering economic prosperity. Drivers of
infrastructure and environment are enhancing and
providing protective natural and man-made assets,
ensuring continuity of critical services and providing
reliable communication and mobility. Drivers of leadership
and strategy are promoting leadership and effective
management, empowering a broad range of stakeholders and fostering long-term and integrated
planning.
Objective relevance
The City Resilience Framework provides a strong foundation for the research Colmar Brunton is
undertaking and the dimensions and drivers will be used in developing the quantitative stage of
the research to measure stakeholders‟ assumptions and perceptions of resilience and
connectedness.

How to Build a Resilient City: The City Resilience Framework
Kete (2014) draws on multiple internal sources
from the Rockefeller Foundation and provides
examples of stressors caused by natural
disasters in countries including Chile, India and
Colombia, with the overarching theme between
these events being the presence of social
engineering efforts and community participation.
Kete (2014) breaks down each of the four key
dimensions of the Resilient City Framework,
justifying how it can be used to understand the factors that make a city resilient. The paper then
concludes by illustrating how multiple factors over time can work to strengthen particular
dimensions and therefore the overall capacity for a city to be resilient.
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Objective relevance
Whilst this symposium paper gave very broad brush strokes on the topic of resilience, the author‟s
example of strengthening the „organisation‟ dimension of resilience provides potential measures
of resilience. Kete (2014) demonstrated how the cumulative actions of both integrated and
inclusive engagement within a city‟s civil society will not only enhance resilience but will be
demonstrated through examples where neighbours know each other, vulnerable members of
society are empowered and the overall presence of a strong civil society. These three examples
provide potential frames for resilience measures that could be considered in the research
undertaken by Colmar Brunton.

Review Article: Resilience, Poverty and Development
The review conducted by Béné et al. (2014) begins by defining
resilience as an absorptive capacity and examines how the
concept has become a central framework in a variety of
disciplines including ecology, climate change and urban
planning. The authors‟ assessment of resilience praises its
ability to be a powerful integrating concept that has led to
benefits such as better targeting of future vulnerable groups,
addressing the importance of spatial processes and bridging
disciplines such as emergency and development. The paper
does however criticise those who see resilience as a cure-all,
suggesting there are concepts of both good and bad resilience
that are yet to be adequately assessed in academia.
Objective relevance
Despite its criticisms of resilience the paper does critically
discuss the three features of resilience; „absorptive coping capacity‟, „adaptive capacity‟ and
„transformative capacity‟ (See Figure 3). The authors suggest that by understanding what kind of
capacity individuals or households possess, the outcome of an event incurring change and
resilience can be predicted to be either one of „persistence‟, „incremental adjustment‟ or
„transformational responses‟. Moving forward with Colmar Brunton‟s study this information could
inform the types of categorisation applied to both quantitative and qualitative responses regarding
how respondents deal with change.
Figure 3: Resilience as the result of absorptive, adaptive and transformative capacities

Source: Béné et al. (2014) Resilience, Poverty and Development, Journal of International Development, vol. 26, no. 5, pp.
598-623
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Making the Most of Resilience
This briefing report aims to provide policy makers with
recommendations about how they can make the most of
resilience, stating there are many challenges ahead for the
adoption of resilience. Within their definition of resilience this
briefing references the 3-D resilience framework as discussed in
the Béné et al. (2014) literature review, further highlighting its
importance to the topic.
The paper elaborates on a number of topical issues using the
resilience lens to guide thinking, commenting on resilience in
food security in Ecuador and developing the ultra-poor
population in Bangladesh. The briefing ends with a succinct
summary about the Institute‟s recommendations for making the
most of resilience; a number of these were seen in previous
articles and include not treating resilience as a cure all,
considering good and bad forms of resilience and considering
the three responses from the 3-D model.
Objective relevance
Whilst this briefing report is unlikely to have any strong influence on the final study in both
qualitative and quantitative terms, The Institute of Development Studies does recommend that
resilience be considered in tandem with other social theories as it is not an all-encompassing
solution and other theories such as vulnerability analysis can help fill the gaps where resilience
may not be as comprehensive. Lastly the author(s) strongly suggest the use of a common
framework and indicators, that can be consistently used across all programmes and projects
much like the resilience framework provided by the Rockefeller Foundation.

Towards a Quantifiable Measure of Resilience
Béné (2013) redefines resilience somewhat in this paper,
stressing the need to consider the multi-dimensional aspects,
particularly the ability to persist, adapt or transform in the face
of a sudden shock or environmental change. The author then
continues with a critical analysis of resilience definitions,
particularly in relation to food security and in light of the flaws
he identifies, proposes an improved model for the
measurement of resilience.
Objective relevance
Whilst Béné (2013) focuses his critique of resilience in relation
to food security there are still relevant conclusions to the
present study. The framework proposed in his conclusion
emphasises a number of essential characteristics of a
successful resilience measure. These include measures being
multi-scale, multi-dimensional, objective, generic and independently built. Furthermore the
ultimate equation to measuring resilience is to consider the costs, that is, the more resilient a
system is, the lower resulting objective and subjective costs incurred when a system passes
through a shock or tough period. These considerations are expected to be particularly useful in
the construction of both quantitative and qualitative measures in Colmar Brunton‟s research.
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Design, Monitoring and Evaluation of Resilience Interventions: Conceptual and
Empirical Considerations.
Béné, Frankenberger and Nelson (2015) have developed a
resilience measurement, monitoring and evaluation
framework to monitor resilience programs. The authors note
that while there is an increasing commitment to resiliencebuilding programmes in developing and developed countries,
there has been less progress towards measuring, monitoring
and evaluating resilience interventions. They propose logical
framework (Logframe) comprising the following indicators;
intermediate outcome; outcome, impact and shocks and
stressors, that can be measured to assess resilience
activities (See Figure 4). Intermediate outcome indicators;
absorptive, adaptive and transformative capacities are
interconnected, exist at multiple levels (individual, household,
community, national), are mutually reinforcing and are
strengthened through program interventions. Absorptive
capacities refer to improving the capacity of households and communities to cope with the
impacts of shocks and stressors, adaptive capacities can be understood as the strengthening of
households and communities so that they are able to make informed and pro-active decisions
about alternative livelihood strategies based on changing conditions. Transformational capacities
seek to build long-term and sustainable resilience by addressing the underlying drivers of risk and
vulnerability and promote social cohesion through human capital and public assets. Outcome
indicators refer to the results of an intervention and correspond to effective resilience response
indicators. Impact indicators seek to measure the improvement or change in long-term individual
or household wellbeing and include subjective wellbeing indicators. Finally, shocks and stressors
indicators should be standardised and uniform across surveys in order to capture accurate and
comprehensive resilience measurement over time and as the types of shocks and stressors also
change over time.
Objective relevance
This working paper lays out a logical framework for measuring, monitoring and evaluating
resilience programs, and as such provides an example of how this could be achieved in the
Melbourne context and also feed into benchmarking attitudes and behaviours. The paper does
not explore the perceptions and assumptions of individuals or communities.
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Figure 4: Logframe for measurement and evaluation of resilience programming
4
interventions

Source: Béné, Frankenberger and Nelson (2015) Design, monitoring and evaluation of resilience interventions:
Conceptual and empirical considerations, Institute of Development Studies, Working Paper, Volume 2015, No 459.

A Common Analytical Model for Resilience Measurement: Causal Framework
and Methodological Options.
Contas et al. (2014) developed an analytical model for
resilience which provides a logical structure within which the
process of developing measures can be organised. The
authors based the model on existing models of resilience
measurement and have identified seven key characteristics of
resilience measurement; types of shocks (widely or individually
experienced); objective and subjective measures
(encompassing range of indicators); resilience capacities (time
and event dependent); resilience dynamics and grouping
indicators (i.e. location of target population); environmental
context (conditions) and types of data. The aim of the model
is to be adaptable to meet the needs of specific measurement
situations while ensuring there is some level of standardisation
across different measurement exercises. The Analytical
Elements for Resilience Measurement Model and Resilience
Causal Framework below demonstrate the components and
indicators of resilience.

4

Note that whilst the shock module is presented on the right hand side opposite wellbeing, shocks and stressors can
affect every component, from inputs through to wellbeing.
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Figure 5 Components of the common analytical model for resilience measurement

Source: Contas et al (2014) A common analytical model for resilience measurement, Food Safety Information Network,
Technical Series No. 2

Figure 6: Resilience Causal Framework

Source: Contas et al (2014) A common analytical model for resilience measurement, Food Safety Information Network,
Technical Series No. 2
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Objective relevance
The Resilience Causal Framework developed by Contas et al. provides the current study with a
Framework for measuring resilience that can be used in a range of contexts from ensuring food
security to natural disasters. The Framework provides example of how this could be applied to
measure the resilience of Melbourne and could also feed into benchmarking of objective and
subjective attitudes and behaviours.

The Resilience Renaissance? Unpacking of Resilience for Tackling Climate
Change and Disasters
Bahadur, Ibrahim, and Tanner (2010) review 16 overlapping
academic conceptualisations of resilience in the context of
ecological and socio-ecological systems. The focus of this
review is on climate change adaptation and disaster risk
reduction. The authors found that there are major areas of
convergence within the reviewed literature and identify ten key
characteristics of resilient systems that can be viewed as a
starting point for those working to operationalise the concept of
resilience in the context of disasters and climate change. 1 a
high level of diversity; 2 effective governance; 3 acceptance of
uncertainty and change; 4 community involvement and use of
local knowledge; 5 preparedness activities that do not resist
change; 6 a high degree of social and economic activity; 7
social values and structures are acknowledged; 8 nonequilibrium dynamics of a system are acknowledged; 9
continual and effective learning and 10 a cross-scalar
perspective of events that includes social, political, economic and cultural networks from the local
to the global scale.
The authors propose that any programme or project that aims to build resilience should, where
possible, use the community as an entry point as community participation in policy processes is
more likely to lead to successful outcomes. For example, in the Four Components of Resilience
(Berkes 2007) approach, different types of knowledge should be utilised in any learning process.
The Characteristics of a Disaster-Resilient Community (Twigg 2007) approach emphasises the
ability of a community to absorb stress and manage and bounce back after a disaster. In this
conceptualisation, a component of resilience is accountability and community participation in
which access to information is an important factor.
Objective relevance
This review provides a comprehensive analysis of the resilience literature in the climate change
and disaster context and identifies ten main areas of convergence that could assist those working
to build resilience in communities in order to prepare for and adapt to climate change and
disasters. The differing approaches to resilience reviewed in this document provide the current
research with a stronger understanding of resilience in dealing with climate change and disasters.
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Re-framing Resilience: A Symposium Report
The STEPS Centre is based out of the Institute of
Development Studies located in Sussex and has contributed a
number of papers to this review. This report provides a
summation of the discussions of the STEPS Centre
Symposium where attendees explored how the concept of
resilience can interact with development and potentially assist
with overcoming challenges such as poverty, vulnerability and
marginalisation.
Leach (2008) made a number of conclusions, some of these
include focusing on networks and relationships rather than
adopting a systems approach and ensuring that normative
concerns are considered when discussing resilience, that is
never discussing vulnerability or resilience without attaching
them to a person, form or organisation.
Objective relevance
The symposium report by Leach (2008) has provided the present research with a rather broad
discussion of resilience and therefore it can be difficult to pinpoint how it will precisely contribute.
That being said, there is certainly value in the summaries of the symposium, particularly those
relating to normative concerns as they prompt us to remember that at the heart of this study is the
presence of people and their networks and to not over focus on these issues as abstract
concepts.

Resilience: A Literature Review
In this review of resilience literature, Martin-Breen and Anderies
(2011) consider three different views of resilience namely,
engineering resilience, systems resilience and resilience in
complex adaptive systems. The authors consider the concept
of resilience important as it provides a lasting remedy whilst
other measures focus on aspects such as risk mitigation or
speed of response in crisis.
Engineering resilience implies the ability to endure stressors,
bounce back quickly after stress and being disturbed less to
sources of stress. Systems resilience on the contrary refers to
keeping everything as fixed as possible in order to keep it
functioning in times of crisis. Thirdly resilience in complex
adaptive systems is defined the ability to withstand, recover and
to reorganise in times of a crisis, this could also entail an
adaptive system assuming a new function.
Objective relevance
Martin-Breen and Anderies (2011) conclude that for findings involving vulnerable populations, one
should not become overly focused on the deficits of a system and rather promote existing
strengths. Furthermore the authors warn that over focusing on efficiency is also detrimental to
any form of resilience. Whilst these conclusions may not apply directly to the present study, the
provided scientific lens with which to view resilience will certainly be of value when interpreting the
results of the research undertaken by Colmar Brunton as they provide a way to categorise how
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individuals may respond to various stressors. For example, a highly resilient individual may be
likely to show strong signs of engineering resilience as they can rely on their support networks.

Citizenship Survey UK 2010-11
The National Centre for Social Research citizenship survey
explores peoples‟ views of their local community in England
and Wales. The survey started in 2001 and took place every
two years, until 2007 when it has been run as a continuous
tracking survey. Key topics have included: household
characteristics; social networks; fear of crime; views about the
local area; volunteering and charitable giving; involvement in
civil renewal activities; perceptions of racial and religious
prejudice and discrimination; attitudes to immigration; and
interactions with people from different ethnic and religious
backgrounds. The 2010-11 Citizenship Survey questionnaire
contains data items designed to measure indicators including,
but not limited to, identity and social networks, local
community, influencing political decisions and local affairs;
volunteering, mixing, and objective empowerment.
Objective relevance
Many of the data items contained in the Citizenship Survey questionnaire would be suitable for
use in the development of the quantitative research being undertaken by Colmar Brunton as
these items could be utilised in the measurement of subjective and objective perceptions of
resilience.

Social Cohesion, Social Capital and the Neighbourhood
Forrest and Kearns (2001) explore the role of the contemporary
neighbourhood and how it fits into the dimensions and ideas of
societal cohesion. The authors also highlight that typically
disadvantaged communities in British cities suffer from a lack of
qualities and elements which can facilitate social cohesion and
therefore are at the greatest risk of becoming dislocated from
mainstream society. Forrest and Kearns (2001) also briefly
discuss the role of information technology, describing how it
adds new elements of virtuality and superficiality to social
contact and therefore can ultimately erode what is left of spatial
proximity and kinship.
Objective relevance
Within their discussions Forrest and Kearns (2001) provide a
comprehensive list of the domains of social capital and suggest
policies orientated towards the neighbourhood. Whilst intended
to provide guidance to decision makers in local government areas, the local policies provided
could act as potential measures for Colmar Brunton‟s research, in particular for examining the
level of awareness respondents have regarding supportive neighbourhood policies and if they do
in fact contribute to improved domains of social capital.
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Bowling Alone: America‟s Declining Social Capital
The paper by Putnam (1995) attempts to illustrate how life has
changed in the United States between the mid-1960s and the
1990s and the role that social capital played in this transition.
Putnam (1995) sombrely describes how civic societies have
shrunk and describes a lack of growth in clubs and
associations such as Boy Scouts and the Rotary Club that
formally served as strong and self-invented forms of social
capital. Other symptoms of this falling social capital are
described and include poor social trust and a low participation
in the community.
Objective relevance
Whilst this paper is unlikely to directly influence the present
research, its vivid descriptions about the lives once led in
th
America during the second half of the 20 century provide a frame of reference for the research
and potentially providing a base line whereby responses of present day individuals could be better
brought to life. However, given this paper was written from an American perspective care must
be taken to ensure cross-cultural differences are accounted for.

Social Capital: Its Origins and Applications in Modern Sociology
Portes (1998) reviews the origins and various definitions of
social capital over time; within this the concept is expanded
to apply to not just individuals but for communities and
even nations. As such social capital becomes
disseminated throughout the paper and could only loosely
be defined as the collective value of social networks.
Portes (1998) also discusses various sources of social
capital including value introjection, bounded solidarity,
reciprocity exchanges and enforceable trust.
Objective relevance
It is foreseen that there are two primary uses for this paper
in regards to social capital, namely its origins and effects. It
is highly likely that throughout a study of social
connectedness and community participation that social
capital will be a prominent theme. Therefore the
knowledge contained in this source is the value it can add
to the final results as a method of categorising how different members of the wider Melbourne
community source their social capital and how they use it, including, as a source of social control,
family support of extra familial benefits as suggested by the paper.
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Social Cohesion
Friedkin (2004) reviews the literature on social cohesion in
order to address difficulties surrounding the integration of
individual and group level definitions of social cohesion.
From this Friedkin (2004) establishes that the two most
pertinent measures are individuals‟ membership attitudes
towards a group, including the desire to join, remain and
identify with the group. The second measure is related to
their membership behaviours, which comprises of decisions
relating to weakening, maintaining or strengthening their
membership in a group and their susceptibility to
interpersonal influence within the group.
Objective relevance
Friedkin‟s paper concludes by describing three challenges
that are particularly relevant to social cohesion theories and
research and therefore applicable to the current study. The
first of which is to ensure that when considering social
cohesion merely considering an individual‟s group membership attitudes and behaviours is
insufficient and that the distribution of these group attitudes must be considered, as there will be
interaction and influence between members. Secondly and most relevant to research, is the
consideration that social processes in networks will affect individual‟s attitudes and behaviours.
Following from this, considering the group-level conditions is recommended as it will be most
consequential in determining individual membership and attitudes.

Effective Assessment of Social Isolation
Sansoni et al (2010) undertook a comprehensive review of
the literature on instruments used for the effective
assessment of social isolation for Family and Community
Services (FACS) – Ageing, Disability and Home Care NSW.
The aim of the report was to identify the best instruments to
better assess the social isolation of its clients. The authors
identified five instruments that they considered to be leading
measures of social isolation: the de Jong-Gierveld Loneliness
Scales; the Lubben Social Network Scales; the Medical
Outcomes Study Social Support Survey; the Multidimensional
Scale of Perceived Social Support and the Friendship Scale.
Social isolation, or the absence of social function, is
correlated with poorer health including mental health and
lower life satisfaction and can be of particular relevance to the
elderly, people with a disability and their carers. Pilot testing
was undertaken to assess the instruments and they
recommended that a number of adjustments would need to
be made to the leading instruments to accommodate people from Culturally and Linguistically
Diverse (CALD) backgrounds to ensure they are culturally appropriate. They also found that the
instruments were not appropriate for Aboriginal and Torres Strait Islander people.
Objective relevance
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The Sansoni review of instruments used to assess social isolation is relevant to the current study.
It identifies some promising scales, some of which are reviewed in this document that could be
adapted for the quantitative stage of the research. The identified instruments use objective and
subjective measures to assess social isolation.

The Community Integration Measure: Development and Preliminary Validation
McColl et al. (2001) designed a measure of community
integration; the Community Integration Measure (CIM) is a brief
10-item measure that is client-centred and constructed using
language derived from client interviews. The authors conducted
a preliminary validation study with ninety-two participants, brain
injury survivors (41), significant others (36) and college students
(15). Participants were asked a series of questions including “I
feel like part of this community, like I belong here”. The authors
found that the CIM is an easily administered measure of
community integration that is psychometrically sound and
conforms to an empirically derived theoretical model.

Figure 7: Community Integration Measure

Source: McColl et al. (2001) The community integration measure, development and preliminary validation, Archive of
Physical and Medical rehabilitation, 82: 429-34.

Objective relevance
Whilst the study is a little dated, the Community Integration Measure was designed with
significant input from clients. This is of direct relevance to the current study as it highlights the
importance of gaining a clear understanding of how participants conceptualise and experience
social connection.
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The Development of a Rasch-Type Loneliness Scale
In the article by de Jong-Gierveld and Kamphuis (1985) an
attempt is made to adapt a Rasch-Type Scale of loneliness.
From a review of literature at the time the authors established
three dimensions of loneliness, these were type of deprivation,
time perspective and emotional characteristics.
From this review a 34-Item set was developed which was then
tested on a sample of over 1,000 Dutch residents, all of whom
had various levels of connectivity within their community. This
multidimensional scale had a broad range, with items ranging
from positive feelings of belongingness to feelings associated
with missing relationships.
de Jong-Gierveld and Kamphuis (1985) also developed five
loneliness sub scales that can be utilised to measure and
categorise certain types of loneliness. These sub scales included feelings of severe loneliness,
loneliness connected with specific events, loneliness related to missing companionship and
additionally feelings of belongingness.
Objective relevance
The study by de Jong-Gierveld and Kamphuis (1985), though dated, is still useful to the present
day study. The sample scales and associated questions provide a solid basis for any study on
social connectedness and as such will be of value in the research undertaken by Colmar Brunton.
It is recommended however that in order to overcome their self-admitted limitations, in particular
trait confounding, one should refer to their more recent publications including the 2006 paper
where the scale becomes significantly shortened to 6 items.

Manual of the Loneliness Scale
Following on from earlier research, de Jong-Gierveld and van
Tilburg (1999) developed a scale based on a cognitivetheoretical approach to loneliness. The emphasis is on the
difference between what a person wants in terms of
interpersonal affection and intimacy, and what a person has, the
greater the difference, the greater the loneliness. Background
characteristics, descriptive characteristics of the social network,
number and frequency of contacts with network members, and
personality and health were identified as important lonelinessprovoking factors. Other factors such as social norms and
values, the expectation of support associated with certain
relationships and the positive or negative evaluation of the
network of relationships as realised were also found to be of
crucial importance. Loneliness or social isolation is
conceptualised as a subjective experience and is defined as “a
situation defined by the participant as one where there is an
unpleasant or inadmissible lack of (quality of) certain relationships”. The scale consists of 11
items; five are formulated positively and six are formulated negatively. Respondents are asked to
indicate the extent to which the statements apply to their situation and the way they feel currently.
The 11 statements are:
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1. There is always someone I can talk to about my day-to-day problems
2. I miss having a really close friend
3. I experience a general sense of emptiness
4. There are plenty of people I can lean on when I have problems
5. I miss the pleasure of the company of others
6. I find my circle of friends and acquaintances too limited
7. There are many people I can trust completely
8. There are enough people I feel close to
9. I miss having people around me
10. I often feel rejected
11. I can call on my friends whenever I need them
Objective relevance
The Loneliness Scale is a widely and well regarded tool that is used to measure the subjective
loneliness or social isolation of individuals and cohorts of people such as the disabled and
unemployed. While some of these statements may not be a good fit for the questionnaire,
adapting some of the statements, in conjunction with objective questions, could assist in
measuring the subjective experience of social connection, particularly if scenarios that measure
the presence, absence and strength of social networks in different situations are also used.

A 6 Item Scale for Overall, Emotional, and Social Loneliness
Having already developed the 11-item de Jong-Gierveld
Loneliness Scale based on the Rasch-type scale, in this paper
de Jong-Gierveld and Tilburg (2008) successfully create and
test a shorter six item scale that is a valid instrument for overall,
emotional, and social loneliness that is suitable for large scales.
The 6 statements are taken from the 11 item scale:
3. I experience a general sense of emptiness
4. There are plenty of people I can rely on when I have
problems
7. There are many people I can trust completely
9. I miss having people around
8. There are enough people I feel close to
10. I often feel rejected
The 6-Item Loneliness Scale was tested using a confirmatory
factor analysis against the original 11-Item scale to ensure that
both emotional and social subscales were appropriately represented. The factors retained in the
short version include, but are not limited to, experiencing a general sense of emptiness and being
able to rely on or trust other people.
Objective relevance
This journal article is useful given its confirmation of the most important variables contained in the
de Jong-Gierveld Loneliness Scale, that if adapted for Colmar Brunton‟s own quantitative study
would provide valid measures of both emotional and social factors. However, as the authors
note, the study was conducted in the Netherlands and they conclude that the suitability for use in
other countries is yet to be determined. Additionally, it is suggested that 11-Item scale be used in
favour of the 6-Item counterpart when loneliness is the focus and researchers may wish to
measure the nature impacts.
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The Partner as a Source of Social Support in Problem and Non-Problem
Situations
de Jong-Gierveld and van Tilberg (1987) used an 11 item
Rasch-type loneliness scale to examine the effects of partner
support as protection against loneliness in problem and nonproblem situations including unemployment and respondents
evaluation of the supportive function of the partner. Two
studies were undertaken in the 1980s; the first with 708
unemployed, occupationally disabled and employed men and
women and the second with 412 married, unmarried, divorced
and widowed men and women. The researchers found that
the supportive quality of the partner relationship and the
availability of a partner contribute to an improvement in
loneliness. The findings confirmed the significance of partner
support in problem and non-problem situations, however, in
non-problem situations, the association between partner
support and loneliness was weak. The authors argue that
partner support needs to be viewed as part of a broader
concept of a network of social support as non-partner and nonfamily relationships are needed in addition to partner
relationships in order to cope with life events and other serious problems.
Objective relevance
The article demonstrates the importance of partner support in alleviating loneliness and highlights
the importance of having a network of social support. In the context of the current study, the use
of the 11 item loneliness scale highlights the importance of social support and connection in
addressing loneliness and could be used in the questionnaire to explore different types of
connection including partner, family, friends and other relationships.

Social Support Interventions: Do They Work?
Hogan, Linden and Najarian (2001) conducted a review of 100
studies that evaluated the efficacy of social support
interventions. The problems included loneliness, lack in
parenting skills, substance abuse and cancer. The studies
were divided into individual vs. individual interventions,
professionally led vs. peer-provided treatment and
interventions where an increase of network size or perceived
support was the main focus vs. those that were building social
skills (to facilitate the creation of support). Social support is
conceptualised as including structural aspects – size of
person‟s social network; functional aspects – emotional
support or a sense of acceptance and enacted support – the
provision of specific supportive behaviours such as advice,
information or reassurance. In addition, social support
encompasses the subjective perception of support by
recipients and „natural‟, family and friends, and more formal
support provided by professionals, self-help groups or through
social or community ties such as clubs. Overall, the review provided some support for the
usefulness of social support interventions (73/92 or 83% of studies with 8 having no controls for
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comparison). However, the diversity of issues and interventions in the studies means that there is
not enough evidence to conclude which interventions work best for specific problems.
Objective relevance
Although this review is not likely to have a strong influence on the study, it highlights the diversity
of social support and demonstrates the need to ensure that social support interventions that seek
to encourage people to build or grow their networks have clear goals and are appealing so that
people are inclined to change their behaviour.

Conclusion
Following the analysis of the literature Colmar Brunton has developed seven areas of interest that
will guide the questionnaire;








Views about the neighbourhood; relating to feelings of belonging, trust, behaviour and
interactions between neighbours, etc.
Trust in institutions; this could include authority figures such as Victoria Police, and
governments at multiple levels.
Views of the area; this area could consider community members level of satisfaction and
attitudes towards religious and racial diversity.
Social networks; in particular the frequency of which Melburnians use or do not use
technology to remain connected should be examined.
Social support; from family, friends and/or neighbours and the likelihood of individuals
reaching out to these contacts in times of need.
Volunteering; a study considering community connectedness would also be prudent to
consider selfless activities such as unpaid work to improve their community.
Involvement in groups, clubs or organisations; considering both online and in-person
offline mediums is prevalent in other studies and provide a clear measure of community
involvement.

Other areas that were examined in the literature review and found not to be as relevant to the
present study include;




The role of social capital specifically will not directly be examined in the survey, however
elements of this concept are certainly going to be present such as trust, shared values
and community co-operation.
Resilience in the face of severe shocks and stressors is also unlikely to be included in the
quantitative study, despite its prevalence in the literature review. This area is also likely to
be excluded due to poor fit with the scope of the current study.
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4. Qualitative Interviews
Objectives
The objectives of the qualitative phase were two-fold;




To define what is to be a member of the Melbourne community, to uncover what
connections either exist or do not exist and why this may be the case. This was expected
to then feed into the literature review and provide a Melburnian lens for examining the
literature.
Secondly the qualitative interviews provided language and experiences specific to
Melbourne and therefore aide in the development of a questionnaire that can robustly
examine what it is to be a Melburnian.

Design
In December 2015, as part of the preliminary exploration of the Melburnian perspective on
resilience, six interviews were undertaken with very different members of the Melbourne
community. Participants were chosen to represent opposing groups within our community to
ensure that the quantitative research would be appropriate for as wide ranging a group of
Melburnians as possible. The following individuals were recruited;







An individual aged under 20
An individual aged 65+
An individual aged 20-25 and highly connected to the local community
An individual aged 20-25 not at all connected to their community
An individual aged 26-45 and highly connected to the local community
An individual aged 26-45 not at all connected to their community

We also ensured that the participants were from a range of ethnic and migrant backgrounds, to
ensure that we captured the experiences of newer members of the Melbourne community.
Each participated in a 90minute face-to-face in-depth interview, and the findings from these
interviews were combined with the literature review to inform the questionnaire development.

Overview of findings
The qualitative research has helped us to understand how community is defined by different types
of people in Melbourne, and where there are commonalities and differences between different
types of people. A key finding from this stage of the research is the importance of family for a
sense of connectedness to a place, which raises questions about the alternatives available to
those without family living locally.
The older participant had a more restricted community network in her life with fewer groups
providing a source of support, whereas the younger participants had bigger networks, but with
some elements only active in one direction. In other words they would provide a sense of
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connection as long as an individual was an active participant, without active participation the
connection with that community would deteriorate.
This understanding of the different types of community experience and the level of support
provided helps us to understand where the weak points in our wider community may lie, and
where people may be least resilient.

Communities and cohesion
The definition of community
For some the strongest community ties are to their family, for others it is friends, and sometimes
they overlap. However, Melburnians are attracted to geographical areas where the currently have
a human connection and their sense of belonging blossoms from there.
Community is a space where we feel belonging, delivers an emotional connectedness, but will not
necessarily be a place where we seek support during crisis. The support comes from the people
upon which we rely, and when those people live in our local area it helps to make our local
communities resilient. However, this also creates weakness in our communities, as when our
family members are not present we lack the connections to deal with crisis.
Our community may be family or a group of friends with whom we share a history, or it may be
work colleagues with whom we share a passion and a purpose. It delivers familiarity, comfort and
a sense of security.
Successful communities
Access to parks and green spaces helps to make local areas nice places in which to live, layered
upon this is the ability to fulfil personal goals; such as the space to raise a family, socialise, and
find easy access to hobbies and activities. However, geographies are not selected because they
are likely to generate the opportunity to meet other people with the same values. This does not
feature as a core consideration when comparing one suburb or neighbourhood of Melbourne over
another.
Although some are open to meeting new people and joining new groups when they set up home,
the pressure is placed upon a neighbourhood to engineer opportunities for individuals to meet as
they are not actively seeking these connections from their neighbourhood – as they find them
from other parts of their social network. Therefore the more vulnerable in a neighbourhood may
be less resilient in a time of crisis as they do not have access to the same broad social networks.
One participant recalled the first time he met one of his neighbours; which resulted in an
argument over something trivial, and they have not spoken since. Another spoke of her husband
tending to the nature strip on behalf of her neighbour – but instead of saying thank you in person
her neighbour would leave a present on her doorstep every Christmas. Both examples illustrate
the ways in which individuals can be disconnected from the neighbourhoods in which they live.
These issues will be important areas of exploration for the quantitative stage.
Individual responsibility for cohesion
Creating an environment where communities can develop is one part of the challenge of
increasing cohesion. The first hurdle is finding your community – family and work are important
first steps. We would therefore expect those who do not work to have a smaller network and have
less opportunity to broaden their network. As mentioned previously people do not expect to find a
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community with which they can bond from a local area (that‟s not to say it doesn‟t happen just that
it is not expected), and so to build and develop the networks of individuals they will need
something greater.
An example of a key challenge to building networks with people in a local area emerged from the
participant who lives in high density housing in South Melbourne. The transient nature of
residents in the blocks of flats leads to a lack of opportunity to learn where networks may
crossover and leaves neighbourhoods with this type of housing particularly vulnerable to a lack of
resilience.
Getting more involved in the local area
Only one of the participants is a regular volunteer and the support that they offer to the wider
community through these organised channels is an important part of their identity. However there
was concern from this individual and one other that they are not sure how to get more involved in
their community in a more informal way. They both cited a concern that their offer of help might be
rejected; what if a neighbour was offended by an offer of help. They would prefer not to offer than
suffer the consequences of angering or insulting someone.
This lack of confidence is worthy of further exploration as it suggests that it may be a barrier to
community development at a neighbourhood level.
Online communities
Virtual groups such as Facebook, Twitter, Snapchat, Pinterest create a space for people to
communicate and add these communities of interest to their networks. However, without a bond
with group members that exists outside the specific virtual space it is often a one-way source of
support where only active participation generates interaction. And, without activity from a single
individual the community will continue to develop and grow regardless. This ensures that the
community is present for advice, such as the example of Melbourne Mammas where you can post
questions to other mothers in Melbourne, but the group is not likely to notice if you cease to
engage.

Groups that need the greatest support in a crisis
When reflecting on what might happen in a time of crisis, the immediate source of support was
expected to be family, and if family is not available then individuals expected that they would need
to manage on their own. There was little expectation that friends would provide the same level of
support as family. This immediately presents a challenge for people in Melbourne without those
close family connections.
While it was not expected that the public services would step into the gap and provide support for
participants themselves they did expect the government – be it local or state – to provide the
safety net for the vulnerable. It was not anticipated that this should be the responsibility of the
wider community. However, there is acknowledgement that in time of crisis it will be difficult for
the public services to look out for everyone. Yet the first thought was to other organised groups
such as charities rather than the more adhoc community led response.
This is worthy of additional exploration, specifically the extent to which individuals have the
appetite to become more involved in their neighbourhood; as those neighbourhoods with more
people who are willing to get involved will be more resilience in times of crisis.
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Networks
The following maps highlight the different shapes formed by the networks of our six participants.
While the detail is enlightening, the key conclusion for our study is that the identities of our
participants can be seen played out in these networks, and regardless of the detail family
provides the foundation. For some there are groups of friends that perform a similar function, but
there is a concern that you would not wish to ask too much of friends. This is something which is
worthy of further exploration to identify the strength of resilience. The local area only plays an
important part in one of our maps – that of the older and more established Melburnian; which we
would also wish to investigate further in the quantitative stage.
Figure 8: A network map of an older established Melburnian
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Figure 9: A network map of a younger Melburnian

Figure 10: A network map of a Melburnian mother
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Figure 11: A network map of a Melburnian father

Figure 12: A network map of a newly arrived Melburnian
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Figure 13: A network map of a Melburnian with many separate networks

Language
A final objective from the qualitative phase was to test some key words that it was proposed could
be used in the questionnaire. This allowed the questionnaire development process to be informed
by the way in which our target audience uses language.
In the table below is a list of 11 words that it was anticipated would feature in the questionnaire,
and the associations with these words informed the addition of definitions and examples to be
included in the questionnaire where required.
Table 2: A review of specific language pre-questionnaire

1. Belonging

2. Community

3. Local community

4. Engagement















5. Family
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Feeling part of something ,feeling welcome
Fulfilling a human need. To be part of a group
Something that you associate with your personal boundaries
Shared geography, shared sociability
Group of people whose lives are intersected and involved
The spectrum of people around me
Neighbours, living in close proximity. Friends with whom you have
a shared bond
Where, neighbours have a genuine interest and involvement in the
lives of those around them
The governing authorities for the local area
Active involvement
A deliberate action to associate or become involved
If you‟re not engaged you will never struggle, you will never
achieve
Parents, brother and grandparents, my best friend, my wife‟s best
friend
A connection that can‟t be replicated in any other way. It‟s on a far
different level to friendship.
Life
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6. Friends

7. Household










8. Neighbours

9. Network

10. Quality of life

11. Resilience



















People you associate with
A relationship that goes beyond just acquaintance, where you
have a real care and stake in each other‟s lives
People who make you happy
Home, your house and the people living in it
The members who live within one particular house.
Home
Maintaining a shared area, where you have duties that you need to
uphold.
Someone who lives next door, behind you, in front. In that tight
little area.
Those who live in a proximity nearby
The closest people to your home or house
You should have a strong connection with your neighbours to have
a sense of connection with your place
Family
The people who live in your community
Interconnected individuals.
Interaction
Group of people you are connected with
Older people assisted to continue to live in their own home
Good friends, family, good wife
What actually gives purpose to our lives
Assessment of the stage of life you‟re at. And finding yourself
where you fit in
Ability to support yourself
Determined, I‟m not stopping till I get it done
The ability to overcome obstacles
Struggle to achieve a goal
Strength, fortitude, coping

Conclusions
The qualitative research has helped us to understand more about the meaning of community for
different types of Melburnians and the way that community manifests in networks. In the
quantitative phase it will be important to measure Melburnians‟ willingness to get involved in new
communities, the extent to which they engage with their neighbours, volunteer, and their
connection with their local area. This will tell us about the extent to which the greater Melbourne
population holds these views, and allow us to make recommendations to target improvements in
community resilience.
In the qualitative research the participants concluded that resilience was a personal issue –
something which reflects their inner strength. The quantitative stage of this research will measure
the extent to which the members of local neighbourhoods have sufficient bonds to ensure that
their local neighbourhood will also be resilient in a time of crisis.
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5. Quantitative Survey
Introduction
The quantitative component of this study was formed from a synthesis of the results of both the
literature review and the qualitative interviews. The survey developed was approximately 20
minutes long and investigated an individual‟s feelings of belongingness, views of their local area,
trust in neighbours and institutions, use of social support, willingness to volunteer, participation in
communities and technology (a copy of the questionnaire is provided in Appendix B). The survey
was delivered via email to a panel of respondents provided by Research Now, ultimately 1,411
responses were collected once filtering had provided quality checks.
Strict quotas were imposed on the gender, age and LGA of the respondents in order to ensure a
representative sample.

Objectives
Specifically the role of the quantitative study was


Obtain reliable, robust and representative data from a sample of up to n=1,400 for
analysis that will measure and influence attitudes and behaviours relevant to community
resilience.

Quantitative Sample
The following three tables are provided here in order to inform the reader of basic respondent
characteristics, namely gender, age and LGA. Further demographic splits are available in
Appendix A.
Table 3: Gender by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

Male

49%

55%

48%

40%

52%

50%

Female

51%

45%

52%

59%

48%

50%

Other

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Total

100%

S1. Please indicate your gender: (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Table 4: Age by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

15-24 years

17%

19%

19%

16%

19%

13%

25-34 years

20%

19%

23%

15%

18%

35-59 years

41%

36%

49%

44%

35%

43%

60-69 years

11%

7%

7%

8%

70+ years

11%

6%

10%

32%

5%

Total

14%
16%

14%
12%

100%

S2. Which one of the following age groups do you fall into? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Indicates significantly lower difference

Table 5: Household type by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

Household
with very
young children

9%

9%

14%

8%

6%

8%

Household
with young
children

7%

2%

14%

8%

5%

7%

Household
with older
children

25%

9%

29%

23%

30%

28%

Any size
young adult
household

13%

24%

11%

15%

10%

12%

1 person adult
household

12%

22%

9%

13%

13%

10%

2+ person
adult
household

33%

23%

32%

37%

36%

34%

Total

100%

D1. Which of the following best describes your household? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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In order to assist in data analysis and make meaningful comparisons between groups, the 32
LGA‟s were grouped into five categories or „subregions‟, these subregions were provided by the
Metropolitan Planning Authority.
Table 6: Local government areas grouped by subregion
%

Central Subregion

(n=179)

%

Western Subregion

(n=203)

Maribyrnong City Council

2%

Brimbank City Council

4%

City of Melbourne

3%

Hobsons Bay City Council

2%

Port Phillip City Council

3%

City of Melton

2%

City of Stonington

3%

City of Moonee Valley

3%

City of Yarra

2%

City of Wyndham

4%

Total

12%
%

Northern Subregion

(n=266)

Total

16%
%

Eastern Subregion

(n=377)

Banyule City Council

3%

City of Boroondara

4%

City of Darebin

4%

Knox City Council

4%

Hume City Council

4%

Manningham City Council

3%

Mitchell Shire Council

1%

Maroondah City Council

3%

Moreland City Council

4%

City of Monash

4%

Nillumbik Shire Council

2%

City of Whitehorse

4%

City of Whittlesea

4%

Yarra Ranges Shire Council

4%

Total

20%
%

Southern Subregion

(n=386)

Bayside City Council

2%

Cardinia Shire Council

2%

City of Casey

6%

Frankston City Council

3%

Glen Eira City Council

3%

City of Greater Dandenong

3%

Kingston City Council

4%

Mornington Peninsula Shire

4%
Total

27%

S3A. Which one of these is your local council? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Total

25%

Neighbourhood
Summary

72%

…and half (54%) of those who
feel connected to their
immediate neighbourhood
believe people will pull
together in an emergency.

…of Melburnians
feel strongly
connected to their
immediate
neighbourhood.

27%

…of those whose
neighbourhood has improved,
90% are satisfied to
live there.

66%

… the central subregion
was found to be the strongest
for diversity with 76%
agreeing.

…of Melburnians
agree that different
backgrounds get
along well together.

Levels of trust are significantly
higher in the eastern subregion
where half (52%) trust most of
their neighbours.

41%

…of Melburnians
feel that their
neighbourhood has
improved in the last
two years.

39%

…of Melburnians
are confident their
neighbourhood
would pull together
in an emergency.

…of Melburnians
believe that most
people in their
neighbourhood can
be trusted.

…and a further 35% are quite
confident their neighbourhood
will pull together in an
emergency.

Q3. How strongly do you feel you belong to your immediate neighbourhood? (SR)
Q5. On the whole, do you think that over the past two years this neighbourhood has got better or worse to live in or would you say things haven‟t changed much? (SR)
Q7. How confident are you that people in your neighbourhood would pull together in an emergency situation? (SR)
Q8. To what extent do you agree or disagree that this neighbourhood is a place where people from different backgrounds get on well together? (SR)
Q9. Would you say that… (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Perceptions of the neighbourhood
Seven in ten (72%) Melburnians have a sense of belonging to their neighbourhood. This means
the vast majority of Melburnians feel associated to the area they live. Older Melburnians feel more
connected (81%) as do those who actively volunteer in their area (82%). Those who have lived
longer in an area also have a stronger sense of belonging to their neighbourhood. Whereas those
who are not working (60%) or live alone (65%) feel most disengaged from their immediate
neighbourhood, with an overall lower sense of belonging comparatively to other audiences.
Younger Victorians aged 15-34 years are least likely to feel they strongly belong to their
immediate neighbourhood (14% vs. 22% all Melburnians). This means there is an opportunity to
build connection among younger people to their immediate neighbourhood through community
and local events which foster a sense of neighbourhood cohesion across all ages. This youth
audience are also more open to making new connections within the community both online and
in-person.
For a quarter (25%) of Melburnians we find there is a lack of belonging. Those who play a more
passive role in the community and who are not involved in volunteering have a weaker sense of
belonging (30% feel they don‟t belong).
Figure 14: Feelings of belonging

All Melburnians (n=1,411)

Very strongly

72%
Strongly belong

22%

Fairly strongly

25%
Do not strongly
belong

51%

Not very strongly

18%

Not at all strongly

Q3. How strongly do you feel you belong to your immediate neighbourhood? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

City of Melbourne Resilience June 2016

Page 49

7% 3%

Don't know

Two fifths (43%) of Melburnians agree people in their neighbourhood would pull together to
improve the neighbourhood, however a fifth (20%) disagree their neighbourhood would act in
such a way. Melburnians with a greater sense of belonging to their immediate neighbourhood are
more confident that people would pull together to make improvements (54% vs 43% all
Melburnians). Parents of school aged children are also more confident that their neighbourhood
would pull together to make neighbourhood improvements. This suggests that life stage and
presence of children will impact the willingness of people to get involved to help build and evolve
the area they live in.
Figure 15: Pulling together for improving neighbourhood

All Melburnians (n=1,411)

Agree

43%

Neither agree or disagree

32%

Disagree

Nothing needs improving

20%

1% 4%

Don't know

Q4. To what extent would you agree or disagree that people in this neighbourhood pull together to improve the
neighbourhood? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Half (50%) of all Melburnians believe there has been little change in their neighbourhood in the
last two years. A quarter (27%) of people believe their area has improved within the last two
years, with a further half (50%) believing not much has changed. Young Melburnians aged under
24 years are most positive about their area with almost two fifths (37%) claiming their area has
got better in the last two years. Households with school aged children and higher income
households are also more optimistic that the area they live in is improving for the better.
However a fifth (18%) of Melburnians feel the area they live in has got worse in the past two years
and this rises to a quarter (26%) for people aged between 60-69 years who feel the area is getting
worse. Those not working (29%) and those retired (23%) also hold a more negative opinion
towards the area they live in and the change within recent years (compared with 18%).
Figure 16: Perception of neighbourhood improvements
Have lived here
less than 2 years,
5%
The area has got
better,
27%
The area has not
changed much,
50%

The area has got
worse,
18%

Q5. On the whole, do you think that over the past two years this neighbourhood has got better or worse to live in or would
you say things haven‟t changed much? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Few differences exist at the local government subregion. Greater numbers of those living in
central Melbourne suburbs believe their area has got better on this measure (37% vs 27% of all
Melburnians), suggesting that recent initiatives and improvements are making a positive impact
on residents‟ lives.
Table 7: Perceptions of neighbourhood improvements by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

The area has
got better

27%

37%

29%

22%

25%

26%

The area has
got worse

18%

12%

21%

20%

17%

17%

The area has
not changed
much

50%

43%

48%

51%

53%

51%

Have lived
here less than
2 years

5%

8%

3%

6%

4%

6%

Q5. On the whole, do you think that over the past two years this neighbourhood has got better or worse to live in or would
you say things haven‟t changed much? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Interactions within the neighbourhood
A quarter of Melburnians live in neighbourhoods where people do things together and help each
other out (24%). Those with a stronger sense of belonging (24% vs 19% of all Melburnians) and
those who volunteer their time (25%) are more likely to try and help others out in their
neighbourhood.
Two fifths (39%) of Melbournians mostly go their own way, where neighbours don‟t engage in
helping others or do things together. This finding was supported within the qualitative interviews
with few relying directly on their neighbours. Those not engaged in helping others are those
Melburnians living alone (47% vs 39% of all Melburnians) and those who are not working (50%)
This represents an opportunity to foster a stronger sense of community cohesion and
engagement to encourage these audiences to support those within their immediate
neighbourhood.
Figure 17: Interactions with neighbours
Do things
together

5%

Help each other

19%

Go own way

39%

Mixture
Don't know

35%
4%

Q6. In general, what kind of neighbourhood would you say you live in - would you say it is a neighbourhood in which
people do things together and try to help each other, or one in which people mostly go their own way? (MR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Confidence in the neighbourhood
Two fifths (41%) are confident that the people in their neighbourhood would pull together in an
emergency situation. Confidence is stronger among households with school aged children (53%),
which suggests that lifestage and the presence of children plays a role in the willingness to be
involved in helping others and instilling greater confidence with the community in times of need.
A fifth (17%) are not confident their neighbours would unite in an emergency. In terms of
subgroups, the 72% of Melburnians who believe they “strongly belong” to their locale are
significantly more likely to report confidence in their neighbours than those who do not feel as
they belong to their local area (50% vs. 18% respectively). This indicates that greater contact
among neighbours will help to boost confidence and feelings of belonging.
Figure 18: A neighbourhood response in times of crisis
41%
Confident

All Melburnians (n=1,411)

11%

30%

17%
Not confident

35%

Extremely confident

Very confident

Quite confident

Not very confident

Not at all confident

Don't know

15% 2% 7%

Q7. How confident are you that people in your neighbourhood would pull together in an emergency situation? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Trust in the neighbourhood
The vast majority of Melburnians do trust their neighbours. When considering their own
neighbourhood two fifths (39%) of Melburnians believe that most people can be trusted, with a
further third (32%) believing that some can be trusted. Few Melburnians (2%) believe that no one
can be trusted within their neighbourhood. Younger Melburnians (aged under 34 years) are more
reserved with lower levels of trust (30%), while older people (65+ years) are more trusting of
others in their neighbourhood (59%).
Figure 19: Trust in the neighbourhood
Most can be trusted

39%

Some can be trusted

32%

A few can be trusted

17%

No-one can be trusted

2%

I've just moved here

2%

Don't know

7%

Q9. Would you say that… (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

When considering perceptions of trust across Melbourne, some differences exist by subregion.
One third (32%) of those living in central suburbs believe that most people can be trusted,
therefore lower levels of trust exists here. Those living in eastern suburbs are more trusting of
their neighbours with just over half (52%) agreeing most of their neighbours are trustworthy.
Further support in central suburbs is required to build levels of trust with others.
Table 8: Perceptions of trust by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

34%

35%

Most can be
trusted

39%

Some can be
trusted

32%

38%

34%

33%

A few can be
trusted

17%

16%

21%

22%

12%

17%

No one can be
trusted

2%

3%

4%

2%

2%

2%

Just moved
here

2%

1%

1%

2%

1%

3%

Don‟t know

7%

9%

7%

6%

6%

9%

32%

Q9. Would you say that… (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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52%
27%

37%
32%

Further, when presented with a hypothetical scenario where their wallet or purse was lost, three in
ten (29%) Melburnians believe it is likely to be returned with nothing missing and an additional
three in ten (35%) believe that would be quite likely. Supporting overall perceptions of trust in the
community, most feel optimistic towards a favourable outcome of the item being returned.
Figure 20: Likelihood of having a lost wallet returned
29%
Likely

All Melburnians (n=1,411)

Extremely likely

7%

Very likely

24%
Unlikely

22%

35%

Quite likely

19%

Not very likely

Not at all likely

5%

12%

Don't know

Q10. Suppose you lost your purse/or wallet containing your address details, and it was found in the street by someone
living in this neighbourhood. How likely is it that it would be returned with nothing missing? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Findings suggest that there are some differences by region with northern and central Melburnians
less optimistic regarding the return of their possession. Only a quarter (23%) deemed it likely to
be returned in the north (compared with 29% of the total) and in the central subregion a
significantly higher (33% compared with 24%) believed they would be unlikely to receive their item
back untouched.
As identified in the overall measure of trust one third (35%) of Melburnians living in eastern
suburbs believe their items will be returned untouched.
Table 9: Likelihood of having lost wallet returned by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Western
Northern
Southern
Eastern
Subregion Subregion Subregion Subregion Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

Likely

29%

28%

28%

23%

35%

Quite likely

35%

31%

36%

36%

Unlikely

24%

33%

23%

28%

Don‟t know

12%

8%

13%

13%

37%
16%
12%

(n=386)

29%
32%
24%
14%

Q10. Suppose you lost your purse/or wallet containing your address details, and it was found in the street by someone
living in this neighbourhood. How likely is it that it would be returned with nothing missing? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Cohesiveness of neighbourhood diversity
Two thirds (66%) of Melburnians believe that people from different backgrounds get along well in
their neighbourhood. The vast majority (76%) of those living central Melbourne agree that people
in their area get along well, this suggests the area has the stronger sense of cohesion across all
walks of life. Compared to other audiences, LGB (Lesbian, Gay and Bisexual) Melburnians feel a
greater sense of cohesion of diversity in the neighbourhood they live in (77% vs 66% of all
Melburnians). This indicates a higher level of acceptance among people from different
backgrounds.
A fifth (23%) of Melburnians disagree people of different backgrounds get along well in their
neighbourhood. Though no differences exist at the subregion level, the proportion of disagrees
increases for those who feel they do not strongly belong (37%) and for those not working (34%).
This represents an opportunity to facilitate local community events that bring together people from
different cultures, ages and backgrounds to created shared experiences to develop cohesion.
Figure 21: Cohesiveness of neighbourhood diversity

Definitely agree

2%
2%

7%

Tend to agree

11%
Tend to disagree

6%

Definitely disagree

17%
55%

Too few people in
neighbourhood
All same backgrounds
Don't know

Q8. To what extent do you agree or disagree that this neighbourhood is a place where people from different backgrounds
get on well together? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Those living in central Melbourne are more likely to agree that people of different backgrounds get
along well together in their neighbourhood than all Melburnians (76% compared to 66%).
Table 10: Cohesiveness of neighbourhood diversity by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

66%

62%

68%

62%

Agree

66%

Disagree

23%

18%

24%

27%

21%

24%

Too few people in
neighbourhood

2%

2%

2%

3%

2%

3%

All same
backgrounds

2%

2%

1%

1%

1%

3%

Don‟t know

7%

8%

7%

8%

9%

76%

1%

Q8. To what extent do you agree or disagree that this neighbourhood is a place where people from different backgrounds
get on well together? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Satisfaction and the wider local area
Summary

81%

…older Melburnians and those
living in the eastern suburbs
have the greatest level of
satisfaction with where they
live.

…of Melburnians
are satisfied with
living in their local
area.

87%

78%

…of Melburnians
personally feel they
are part of
Australian society.

…men are happier than
women regarding their
finances. A third of young
Melburnians are dissatisfied,
significantly more than other
audiences.

…younger Melburnians feel a
weaker sense of belonging to
the Australian society
compared to other
demographics.

47%

Q13. How satisfied are you with your local area as a place to live? (SR)
Q15. And, now thinking more broadly how strongly do you feel you belong in Melbourne? (SR)
Q16. To what extent do you agree or disagree that you personally feel a part of Australian society? (SR)
Q17. How satisfied are you with your present financial situation? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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… of Melburnians
feel as though they
belong in
Melbourne.

…of Melburnians
are satisfied with
their current
financial situation.

Local area satisfaction
Satisfaction with local area is high across Melbourne, with four fifths of Melburnians (81%)
satisfied with the local area in which they live, and very few dissatisfied. Older Melburnians aged
65+ years (92%) and those with a stronger sense of neighbourhood belonging are most satisfied
with the area in which they live (86%).
Figure 22: Satisfaction with local area
6%
Dissatisfied

81%
Satisfied

All Melburnians (n=1,411)

32%

Very satisfied
Slightly dissatisfied

12% 5% 1%1%

48%

Fairly satisfied
Very dissatisfied

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Don't know

Q13. How satisfied are you with your local area as a place to live? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Those living in the eastern suburbs of Melbourne are most satisfied with the area they live in, with
the vast majority (87%) satisfied.
Table 11: Satisfaction with local area by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Western
Northern
Southern
Eastern
Subregion Subregion Subregion Subregion Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

Satisfied

81%

85%

75%

77%

87%

79%

Neither
satisfied nor
dissatisfied

12%

8%

15%

14%

8%

14%

Dissatisfied

6%

5%

8%

8%

3%

7%

Don‟t know

1%

2%

2%

1%

(n=377)

2%

(n=386)

1%

Q13. How satisfied are you with your local area as a place to live? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Indicates significantly lower difference

Setting this satisfaction data in international context; in 2008 in London when residents were
5
asked about their satisfaction with local area 75% reported satisfaction, compared to 85% in the
South West of England. It is more common for residents of cities to be less satisfied with their
local area than those living in more regional places – which reflects positively on Melbourne‟s

5

http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/20120919132719/www.communities.gov.uk/publication
s/localgovernment/placesurvey2008
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overall findings, but also provides some additional context for the variation across Melbourne‟s
subregions.

Sense of belonging to the local area, Melbourne and Australia
Melburnians are more connected to the city as a whole than their local area, with nearly four fifths
(78%) reporting they strongly belong to their local area and nine in ten (87%) report a strong
sense of belonging to the city as a whole. This indicates there is a strong sense of Melbourne
pride among the entire population, but that is not suburb specific.
Demographic differences exist with older Melburnians aged 55+ recording a stronger belonging to
their local areas than others. In addition, those aged 65+ feel a stronger sense of belonging to
Melbourne (52% vs 43% all Melburnians).
In support of higher levels of happiness with where they live, those in eastern suburbs feel a
stronger sense of belonging at the local level (24% believe they belong very strongly vs. 18% all
Melburnians)
%
Strongly
belong

Figure 23: Feelings of belonging towards local area and Melbourne society

Local area

18%

Melbourne

Very strongly

Fairly strongly

60%

43%

Not very strongly

16%

45%

Not at all strongly

Q14. How strongly do you feel you belong to your local area? (SR)
Q15. And, now thinking more broadly how strongly do you feel you in belong in Melbourne? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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3% 3%

77%

8% 2%2%

87%

Don't know

Connection with wider Australian society is strong, however slightly weaker than belonging to
Melbourne. Very few do not feel part of Australia as a whole. A similar trend exists with nine in ten
(91%) older Melburnians feeling a greater sense of connection, compared to the younger
population where seven in ten (71%) Melburnians feel part of the Australian society. Fewer
people who are not working feel part of Australian society, with only three fifths (63%) agreeing
they feel a part of society. It will be important to further investigate the core reasons for younger
people feeling more disconnected with Australia as a whole.
Figure 24: Belongingness with Australian society
78%
Agree

All Melburnians (n=1,411)

38%

6%
Disagree

14% 5% 1% 2%

40%

Strongly agree

Tend to agree

Neither agree nor disagree

Tend to disagree

Strongly disagree

Don't know

Q16. To what extent do you agree or disagree that you personally feel a part of Australian society? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Significantly more residents in the southern subregion strongly agree than those in the greater
Melbourne area (44% compared with 38%).
Table 12: Belongingness with Australian society by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

Strongly agree

38%

32%

33%

35%

40%

Tend to agree

40%

43%

41%

37%

36%

Neither agree
nor disagree

14%

18%

12%

15%

14%

13%

Tend to
disagree

5%

5%

4%

6%

5%

4%

Strongly
disagree

1%

1%

1%

1%

2%

Don't know

2%

2%

2%

1%

48%

3%

0%
2%

Q16. To what extent do you agree or disagree that you personally feel a part of Australian society? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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44%

Financial happiness
Half (47%) of Melburnians are satisfied with their current financial situation, with a quarter (25%)
dissatisfied. A third (33%) of young Melburnians aged under 24 are dissatisfied with their
situation, while older 65+ year olds are most satisfied (60%). This represents a generational gap
in levels of financial stability, level of concern and financial happiness.
Men are happier than women regarding their financial situation (54% satisfied vs only 40%
satisfaction among women). This supports broader community issues about gender pay gaps and
inequalities.

Figure 25: Satisfaction with current financial situation
47%
Satisfied

All Melburnians (n=1,411)

Very satisfied
Slightly dissatisfied

8%

25%
Dissatisfied

39%

27%

Fairly satisfied
Very dissatisfied

18%

7% 1%

Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Don't know

Q17. How satisfied are you with your present financial situation? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

This is further supported by wider community sentiment that the income gap is disproportionate.
Three quarters (74%) of Melburnians believe that Australia has too large an income gap between
those richer and poorer. This means the vast majority believe that income inequalities exist
between the haves and have nots.
The Scanlon Monash studies have indicated that communities with greater disparities of wealth
are less cohesive. Therefore, when reflecting on the challenges facing Melburnians City of
Melbourne should work with State government to challenge this situation.

Figure 26: Beliefs relating to income gaps

The income gap is too
large

Agree

74%

Neither agree or disagree

17%

Disagree

7% 3%

Don't know

Q18. In Australia today, the gap between those with high incomes and those with low incomes is too large. (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Social beliefs, diversity and friendship
When considering accepting immigrants into Australia, half of all Melburnians (51%) believe
accepting immigrants makes our country stronger and approximately half this proportion (23%)
believe that government support should be given to uphold the traditions of ethnic minorities.
However, nearly half of all Melburnians disagree (45%) that support should be given.
Younger Melburnians show greater support for ethnic diversity and acceptance of upholding
traditions through government support (34% of 15-34 year olds agree vs. 23% of all
Melbournians. Older Melburnians aged 45+ years are less likely to support additional support to
ethnic minorities. Those born out of Australia (30%) and people with young children (36%) also
show greater support for funding to uphold traditions.
Six in ten (59%) 15-24 year old Melburnians believe that accepting immigrants makes Australia
stronger.

Figure 27: Beliefs relating government assistance and ethnic minorities

Ethnic minorities should
receive government
support to maintain
customs and traditions

Accepting immigrants
makes Australia stronger

Agree

23%

27%

51%

Neither agree or disagree

5%

45%

25%

Disagree

21%

3%

Don't know

Q19. Ethnic minorities in Australia should be given Australian government assistance to maintain their customs and
traditions. (SR)
Q20. Accepting immigrants from many different countries makes Australia stronger (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Central and southern Melburnians express polarising view on accepting immigrants, with three
fifths (63%) of central Melburnians agreeing the acceptance of immigrants makes Australia
stronger while fewer Melburnians in the southern regions (45%) agree the acceptance of
immigrants is positive for Australia‟s strength.
This is another issue which could lead to division in our community as Melbourne grows and
migrants continue to settle. Therefore City of Melbourne should work with state government to
foster interaction and engagement between old and new communities in Melbourne.

Table 13: Belief that accepting immigrants makes us stronger by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

49%

48%

54%

24%

28%

26%

Agree

51%

Neither agree
nor disagree

25%

Disagree

21%

12%

23%

21%

17%

28%

Don‟t know

3%

1%

4%

3%

3%

4%

63%
25%

Q20. Accepting immigrants from many different countries makes Australia stronger (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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45%
24%

When considering the diversity of friendships between Melburnians, just over half (53%) of
Melburnians have the same ethnic background of more than half their friends. Younger
Melburnians aged under 24 years have the greatest diversity across their friendship group with
only a quarter (25%) having less than half from the same ethnic background. Those living in
western suburbs of Melbourne also have the greatest ethnic diversity across their friendship (24%
citing less than half from the same background vs. 18% of all Melburnians)
A similar story exists among friendships circles from the same age group. Six in ten Melburnians
have friends all/more than half from the same age group. Interestingly men are more likely to
have wider friendship groups across different ages with only 17% citing less than half from the
same grouping (vs. 13% all Melburnians). Older Melburnians aged 65+ also have wider friendship
circles, which span across ages (21% cite less than half vs 13% all Melburnians).
A quarter of all Melburnians believe that most or more than half of their friendship group hold the
same religious views as them.
It is important for strength and resilience in community that networks are open and diverse, and
the more inclusive and broad our networks are the better. These findings indicated that in the
main Melbourne‟s networks are diverse, but that improvements could be made. City of Melbourne
should consider activities that will help to develop open and diverse interaction to ensure a
resilient city.
Figure 28: Diversity of friendships

Ethnic group

13%

Religion 5%

Age group

All the same

40%

20%

12%

More than a half

18%

23%

15%

48%

About a half

18%

31%

26%

Less than a half

N/A

2% 4%

9%

13% 1%

Don't know

Q21. How many of your friends are of the same ethnic group as you? (SR)
Q22. And what about religion? How many of your friends have the same religious views or are of the same religious group
as you? (SR)
Q23. And what about age group? How many of your friends are of the same age group as you? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,326)
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Melburnians have a strong friendship network living in Melbourne. Three quarters of Melburnians
have at least half of their friendship circle living in Melbourne. This is particularly higher among
females (30% cite all their friends are based in Melbourne), households with school aged children
(34%) and younger Melburnians aged under 24 years where four in ten (42%) of their friendship
group is based here in Melbourne. This suggests that these audiences have a social network
closer to home that can be called upon in times of need.

This means that there are a quarter of Melburnians (24%) where half or less of their friends live
outside of Melbourne. Those aged between 25-44 years are most likely to have friends living
elsewhere (30% half or less of friends live outside of Melbourne vs 24% all Melburnians) and
perhaps more isolated due to distance.
Figure 29: Presence of friends in Melbourne

Less than a
half,
10%
All the same,
Don't know 24%
1%
About a half,
14%

More than half,
51%

Q24. And now thinking about location. How many of your friends live in Melbourne? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,326)
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Trust in institutions in times of crisis
Perceptions of trust
When asked to consider the decision making ability of institutions when in a crisis, Melburnians
consistently regard the Police to be more trustworthy than any level of government. Three fifths
(61%) of Melburnians trust the Police either completely or a great deal in times of a crisis,
whereas trust in the Federal government (22%), State government (19%) and Local councils
(20%) to make the right decision is substantially lower in times of crisis.
Trust to make the right decisions in a crisis declines with age with young people aged under 24
years generally more trusting of local (30% completely / great deal of trust), state (30%) and
federal (28%) institutions.
Melburnians aged between 45-54 years are the most cynical regarding local government with two
fifths (44%) having no trust at all or not very much trust in the decisions being made in a crisis.
There is an opportunity to build levels of trust within this audience at the local government level to
illustrate the ability to make the right decisions in times of crisis.
However it may also be appropriate to use this information to discuss who should be making key
decisions in a crisis.
Table 14: Trust in decision making by institutions

The Police

The Federal
government

The state
government

Your local
council

Completely

16%

4%

4%

5%

A great deal

45%

18%

15%

16%

A fair amount

29%

43%

44%

45%

Not very much

7%

26%

27%

27%

Not at all

3%

9%

9%

8%

Q11. Now I‟d like to ask you about trust. How much do you trust each of the following to make the right decisions in a
crisis....? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Community consultation
Community involvement
In the last three years just under half (48%) of Melburnians have participated in some form of
community consultation about local services or problems in their local area. The most common
ways for people to get involved includes completing a questionnaire (25%) contacting a
government representative (22%) or signing an online petition (21%).
Fewer Melburnians are actively going out of their way and attend public meetings in person (9%),
becoming involved in a community discussion group (7%) or participating in public debates online
(2%).
Some differences exist demographically. People on higher incomes are more likely to have
provided feedback through completion of a questionnaire, this suggests this is an effective
channel to engage and consult with this audience who are typically time poor.
Older Melburnians (14%) and men (13%) are more likely to have attended a public meeting
compared to other demographics. Men are more likely to have contacted a government
representative (26%) than women (19%), which is worth further consideration as to why this may
be.
To engage younger Melburnians (under 24 years) an online petition is an effective channel due to
a higher proportion of young people (29% vs 21% all Melburnians) taking part in this situation in
the last three years.
Figure 30: Participation in community consultations
Completed a questionnaire

25%

Contacted a local, state, federal
representative (email or social media)

22%

Signed an online petition

21%

Attended a public meeting
Being involved in a community discussion
group
Participated in a public debate online

9%

7%

2%

None of these

52%

Q12. In the last three years or so, have you taken part in a consultation about local services or problems in your local area
in any of the following ways? (MR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Social support and connection
Summary

85%

…of Melburnians
state they could rely
on someone to care
for them if they
were ill in bed

…55-64 year olds and
Melburnians who are not
working have fewer people
they could turn to for financial
help.

87%

…of Melburnians
have someone who
could help them in
the event of
significant flooding.

…some Melburnians are
isolated with a lack of support
to ask for help such as lower
income households and
people living alone.

79%

… of Melburnians
believe they could
borrow money from
someone in an
emergency.

…though neighbours are not
the first people Melburnians
would turn to in event of
significant flooding, four in ten
would rely on them.

Q38. You are ill in bed and need help at home. Is there anyone you could ask for help? (SR)
Q39. You are in financial difficulty and need to borrow some money to see you through the next few days. Is there anyone you could ask for help? (SR)
Q40. Melbourne experiences a period of extreme weather and your home is affected by significant flooding. Is there anyone you could ask for help? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Asking for help / assistance
The vast majority (85%) of Melburnians feel they could rely on someone to look after them if taken
ill. Significantly fewer Melburnians from low income households (80%), those not born in Australia
(81%), those living alone (75%) and those aged between 35-54 years (78%) feel they have
people they could turn to. This indicates that these audiences are of concern of becoming more
isolated in times of crisis. Of those who could rely on help, three fifths believe they could call on
either their spouse/partner (63%) a friend (62%), or a relative (58%).
As found in the qualitative research family is a particularly important part of community and
network in Melbourne, much more so than neighbours and those who rely particularly on family
members may not be as open to supporting neighbours in times of crisis. This would be a concern
for Melbourne as it works on its resilience and preparation for times of crisis.
Figure 31: Finding help when ill in bed

63%

62%
58%

37%

No,
15%

26%
Yes,
85%

Yes

No

Spouse /
Partner

Friend

Relative

Q38. You are ill in bed and need help at home. Is there anyone you could ask for help? (SR)
Q41. Please can you look at this list and tell me who you could ask for help? (MR)
Base: Q38 total sample (n=1,411) Q41 those who have help (n=1,203)
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Other
household
member

Neighbour

Four fifths of Melburnians (79%) believe they could borrow money from people in an emergency.
Most people would turn to a partner, relatives or friend. Fewer Melburnians aged between 55-64
years (70%) and those who are not working (65%) feel they could reach out to people within their
network. The majority (72%) would rely on a relative first, whereas half (47%) would ask their
partner for the necessary support.
As we consider a potential financial crisis in Melbourne in the future, we should reflect on the
narrow group that will be available to provide financial support to fellow community members and
what role government should have here.
Figure 32: Finding help when in financial difficulty

72%

47%

No,
21%

42%

28%
Yes,
79%
7%

Yes

No

Relative

Spouse /
Partner

Friend

Other
household
member
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Q39. You are in financial difficulty and need to borrow some money to see you through the next few days. Is there anyone
you could ask for help? (SR)
Q42. Please can you look at this list and tell me who you could ask for help? (MR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411) Q41 those who have help (n=1,118)

City of Melbourne Resilience June 2016

Page 71

The vast majority (87%) of Melbourne residents feel they have someone who can help them in an
event of significant flooding. Residents with a weaker sense of belonging to their local area (79%),
those on lower incomes (79%) or who are living alone (80%) feel there are fewer people they can
turn to.
In an emergency flooding situation Melburnians are more likely to turn to their neighbours (38%)
for help than in other scenarios, however family members (71%) and friends (65%) are still the
first port of call. This illustrates the importance of friends and family as a support network and in
the case of those who do not have family in Melbourne a greater emphasis is placed on their
friendship network.
However when building resilience it will be important to encourage Melburnians to develop
stronger links with their neighbours to increase their network and therefore their resilience.
Figure 33: Finding help in the event of extreme weather

71%
65%

45%

No,
13%

38%
27%

Yes,
87%

Yes

No

Relative

Friend

Spouse / Partner

Neighbour

Q40. Melbourne experiences a period of extreme weather and your home is affected by significant flooding. Is there
anyone you could ask for help? (SR)
Q43. Please can you look at this list and tell me who you could ask for help? (MR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411) Q41 those who have help (n=1,227)
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Other household
member

Melburnians feel most at risk of storms affecting their home, with almost three fifths (56%)
concerned about this a great deal or to some extent. Other risks such as flooding, bushfires,
terrorist acts and industrial accidents are lesser concerns.
Geographically some differences exist with those living in eastern suburbs least concerned about
the risk of flooding to their homes (45% believe not at all vs. 37% all Melburnians). Those living in
central and western subregions are less concerned than others regarding bushfires (64% not at
all in central, 52% not at all for those living in western vs 44% all Melburnians). Those in southern
suburbs are less concerned about the risk associated with an industrial accident (62% vs 53% all
Melburnians).
It will be important for City of Melbourne to discuss with the State Emergency Services whether
more should be done to raise awareness of potential environmental issues in specific
communities.
Figure 34: Perceptions of risk to home
Storms 6%

Floods

38%

37%

46%

Bushfires

44%

Terrorist act

44%

Industrial accident

Not at all

49%

Not very much
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15%

42%

37%

To some extent

Q46. To what extent do you feel your home is at risk from each of the following…? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Mental wellbeing support
In the past two years, seven in ten (69%) of Melburnians have used a support for their wellbeing
and mental health. Females are significantly more likely to have relied on support compared to
men (80% vs 57%). Younger Melburnians are also significantly more likely than other audiences
to have reached out for additional support (86% of 15-24 year olds have used support systems
and 82% of 25-34 years have done so). This indicates that females and younger people are more
open to using support systems to facilitate better wellbeing to cope with the stress of everyday
life. Conversely, men and older Melburnians are less open to use or seek support to help their
own wellbeing, this means there is an opportunity to further encourage these audiences to get
involved and breakdown misconceived barriers to asking for mental wellbeing help.
Talking to friends and family are the most common methods for Melburnians to support their own
mental health with just under half of all Melburnians using these methods (48% and 44%
respectively). This was closely followed by professional services, with one quarter of Melburnians
seeing a general practitioner (GP) and a smaller proportion using counselling services (14%).
Younger Melburnians are significantly more likely to turn to their friends (67% of 15-24 years and
63% of 25-34 years) and family (56% of 15-24 years and 58% of 25-34 years). They are also
more open to using online support services (17% of 15-24 years and 10% of 25-34 years) and a
support line (8% of 15-24 years). This is likely to be driven by mental health organisations such as
headspace who target the health and wellbeing of 12-25year olds through online support tools
and currently have 12 centres located within Melbourne.
Figure 35: Services sought for mental well-being
Talking to friends

48%

Talking to family

44%

GP

26%

Self Help

23%

Counselling

14%

Online service
Hospital

6%
5%

Support line

3%

Employer health service

3%

Group session or courses

3%

I prefer not to answer

1%

None of these

31%

Q47. In the last 2 years, which, if any, of the following have you used to support your mental well-being? (MR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Communication with others
The majority of Melburnians are connected to others on a weekly basis, with text and email being
the most popular form of communication (79% using weekly). This is followed closely by
telephone conversations (70%) and in person interactions (66%). Very few Melburnians rely on
writing letters, with only one in ten doing so weekly (11%).

Weekly interactions with others

79%
66%

…have text / email
conversations

…have in person
interactions

70%

…have telephone
conversations

11%

…write letters

Q25-Q36. Not counting the people you live with, how often do you do any of the following?
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Face to face interactions with family and friends are valued as being the most important ways to
communicate with others. This is followed by phone conversations and text / emails.
Communication channels most commonly being used include text / email and telephone
conversations.
From our analysis of the frequency and allocated importance of various communication methods
we have been able to create five social activity groups displayed in Figure 36.
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Those in the low activity group connect with friends and relatives once or twice a month and do
not perceive much importance in modes of communication for maintaining their interpersonal
relationships. Those in the Moderate group are more likely to connect with relatives and friends
one or twice a week and generally perceive most modes to be at least quite important.
The active group connect with friends and relatives once or twice a week but also will text
message their friends on most days. They consider their text messaging behaviour to be very
important and many consider face to face meets to be very important. The very active group
speak to and text message friends and relatives most days and meet up with their contacts
multiple times a week. They consider these social behaviours to be at least very important, many
extremely.
Those who are extremely active connect with friends and relatives on most days via all modes
(except letters) and consider these means to be extremely important for maintaining relationships.
This activity group are also the only group to communicate with their neighbours typically texting
or meeting up with them.
Figure 36: Social activity groups

2%
11% 19%

Low Activity
Moderate Activity
Active

38%

31%

Very Active
Extremely Active

Q25-Q36. Not counting the people you live with, how often do you do any of the following?
Q37. And how important is each of these for you in maintaining your relationship with each group?
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Significantly for this study 24% of Melburnians never communicate with their neighbour, which
has implications for a community‟s resilience. However three quarters 76% do at least sometimes,
so this is a strong base for growth.
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By mapping the perceived importance of each communication channel and the frequency to
which it takes place enables us to illustrate that the most important types of communication are in
person meetings with family and friends, followed by phoning and texting/emailing relatives and
friends. These interactions occur most frequently and are deemed the most important to
Melburnians. Supporting findings that a quarter of Melburnians have no interaction with their
neighbours, these interactions are seen as least important and unlikely to happen on a weekly
basis.
Figure 37: Mapping importance and frequency of communication channels

Not at all
important
letter/note
- neighbours
Meet up in person
- relatives

Extremely
important

phone neighbours

Not very
important

phone
- relatives

Text/email
- neighbours

Text/email
- relatives

letter/note
- friends
letter/note
- relatives

Quite
important

Meet up in person
- neighbours

Meet up in person
- friends

Very
important
Text/email
- friends

phone
- friends

Q25-Q36. Not counting the people you live with, how often do you do any of the following? (SR)
Q37. And how important is each of these for you in maintaining your relationship with each group? (SR)
Reported as a mean score of importance out of 5.
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
Correspondence analysis – size indicates frequency of social activity per week Colour indicates social activity association
with level of importance based on performance profiles
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Technology and social connectedness
Two thirds of Melburnians (66%) feel it is important to be connected to their local area, know their
neighbours and attend community events. This means the remaining third (34%) of Melburnians
believe it is not important to make these types of connections with the local area. The most
meaningful ways to make contact and connect with the local community is through Facebook
(59%), within one‟s local area (54%) and my neighbourhood (47%).

Feeling a sense of connection to the local area is most important to those aged between 35-44
years (74% vs. 66% all Melburnians). A similar proportion (74%) of those living in the western
suburbs of Melbourne also believe it important to be connected to the local area. This indicates
the importance of the local community and building a sense of connection among this area of
Melbourne. It is recommended that community based events, communication and activities
facilitate a stronger community bond. Given that the central subregion is more greatly perceived
to have improved in the last two years (37% compared with 27%) it could be worth considering
what programs this subregion have implemented.
Households with young children (80%) and households with school aged children (76%) hold
connection with the local area as being important. However those living alone believe that
connection with local area is less important with four in ten (43%) feeling it is not personally
important to them. This further illustrates the lack of connection to the community among this
audience and it is a concern for their resilience.
Figure 38: Importance of being connected to local area
34%
Unimportant

66%
Important

All Melburnians (n=1,411)

Extremely important

5%

18%

Very important

43%

Quite important

Not very important

29%

5%

Not at all important

Q61. How important is it to you to be connected to your local area, i.e. know your neighbours, attend community events??
(SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Three quarters of Melburnians (74%) living in the western subregions consider it important to be
connected to their local area, this is significantly higher than all Melburnians (66%). All other
subregions perceptions of importance align closely with the total sample.
Table 15: Importance of being connected to local area by subregion

(n=1,411)

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

Important
(% agree
extremely / very
/ quite important)

66%

65%

74%

64%

65%

65%

Unimportant
(% agree not
very / at all
important)

34%

35%

26%

36%

35%

35%

All Regions

Q61. How important is it to you to be connected to your local area, i.e. know your neighbours, attend community events??
(SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Three fifths (59%) of Melburnians consider Facebook to be an important place to make
meaningful connections online, this proportion is significantly higher than making connections in
one‟s local area (54%). My neighbourhood and Melbourne itself were also popular choices for
Melburnians with just under a half (47%) and just over a third (35%) reporting so.
These findings illustrate the power of Facebook in building a sense of community connection and
cohesion and the importance it relies within the community. Females (67%) and younger
Melburnians (75%) place a greater importance on this social media channel than other groups.
Though older Melburnians (65+ years) are using Facebook, it is less important to them than other
groups (38% vs. 59%).
However as noted in the qualitative research Facebook communities are often reliant on active
participants and if you drop out you can go unnoticed.
Figure 39: Places of importance when making meaningful connections with others
Online
Facebook

59%

Instagram

16%

WhatsApp

15%

Twitter

10%

Viber

9%

Tumblr

4%

WeChat

3%

In person
My local area

54%

My neighbourhood

47%

Melbourne
Victoria
Places in other counries
Places in other states
None of these

35%
13%
10%
8%
16%

Q62. Below is a list of places, both online and in-person, where some people might make meaningful connections with
others. Which, if any, of these places are important to you when making meaningful connections with others? (MR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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When then asked to nominate the most important way to make meaningful connections, a quarter
of Melburnians (24%) choose Facebook as the most important, with a very similar proportion
choosing their local area (23%). A fifth (17%) would select their immediate neighbourhood as a
way to make a meaningful connection.
Figure 40: Top 5 Important places for meaningful contact

Facebook

24%

My local area

23%

My neighbourhood

17%

Melbourne (such as a Melbourne-wide
club or group)

11%

None of these

16%

Q63. And which is most important? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Volunteering and associations
Summary

68%

…of Melburnians feel
somewhat or very
confident to offer
unpaid help to others
in their community.

…and a quarter (27%) does
not feel confident at all.

…volunteers have a stronger
sense of belonging, cohesion,
trusting of others and play a
more active role in the
community

36%

…of Melburnians
have been involved
in an in person
group to discuss
shared interests.

…young Melburnians are most
open to joining a new
community online.

42%

… of Melburnians
have engaged in
unpaid/voluntary
work in the last 12
months.

…older Melburnians are most
likely to be involved in group
activities and discussions.

34%

…of Melburnians
are contemplating
joining a new
community in
person or online.

Q48. Looking at the list of activities below. In the past 12 months have you done any of them unpaid on a voluntary basis? (MR)
Q49. How confident would you be to offer unpaid help to others in your community, with things such as help with cooking, shopping for groceries, spending time
together chatting at home? (SR)
Q50. First, in the last 12 months, have you been involved with any groups of people who get together to do an activity or to talk about things? (SR)
Q56. Thinking about your likelihood to become involved in a new community online (for example this could be a neighbourhood group, a shared interest group e.g.
book club, or sports club), which of the following best describes you…? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Melburnians who volunteer
Two fifths of Melburnians (42%) have engaged in unpaid or voluntary work in the last twelve
months, especially young Melburnians (51%) where just over half have volunteered their time. As
a result, students are more engaged in volunteering / unpaid activities than other audiences.
Young people are more passionately engaged in a wide range of activities related to hobbies or
interests, supporting children's education, raising funds, volunteering with organisations that
support and help the community, coaching or teaching and promoting social justice.
Households with children aged over 12 years are also more likely to have volunteered their time
in the last 12 months (48% vs. 42% all Melburnians), parents with older children are more actively
engaging in activities such as raising funds (35%) and supporting children‟s education and
activities after school (30%) . Half of parents (50%) with primary school children have shown
support for children‟s education and activities and they are more involved in teaching and
coaching (33% vs. 19% of all Melburnians). This indicates that families are more active volunteers
in the community giving their time and making the commitment to give back to the community and
others.
Volunteer rates between men and women are similar (44% of men volunteer compared to 40% of
women); however men are more involved with helping the local community (23% vs 15%).
Melburnians are charitable, with three in ten raising money for charities or helping run a club /
organise. Young people (35%) are most active in these activities followed by families with older
children (35%).
Positively, volunteers have a stronger sense of community than those who do not volunteer. They
have a stronger sense of belonging to the area they live in, believing community cohesion exists
across different backgrounds, are more positive that people will pull together in a time of crisis
and are more trusting of others.
Figure 41: Participation in volunteer activities
67%

49%
45%

42%

58%

42%

Volunteer

Do not volunteer

Raising funds for
charity

Hobbies

Helping your local
community

Volunteering with
organisations that
support people

Q48. Looking at the list of activities below. In the past 12 months have you done any of them unpaid on a voluntary
basis? (MR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Confidence to offer help
When considering their confidence in offering unpaid help to others in their community a fifth
(20%) are very confident they would be able to offer help. The majority (68%) are not completely
confident about offering help to others; indicating an opportunity to capitalise on building
confidence where this may be a barrier to participation.
However, a quarter (27%) of Melburnians feel they completely lack the confidence to offer unpaid
help to the community. Those who do not feel confident are likely to be isolated members of the
community who do not work. A total of 5% of Melburnians would not offer any help to the
community.

Figure 42: Confidence to offer help to others in community

All Melburnians (n=1,411)

20%

48%

Very confident

Somewhat confident

Not at all confident

Would not offer help

20%

7% 5%

Not very confident

Q49. How confident would you be to offer unpaid help to others in your community, with things such as help with cooking,
shopping for groceries, spending time together chatting at home? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Group activities and discussions
Just over a third (36%) of Melburnians get together with a group to do activities or talk about
things. Most commonly these are linked to sporting/exercise related activities, hobbies or local
community or neighbourhood groups. This suggests that a way to future engage the community is
through these types of activities.
Among those who do take part in activities and discussions, sports and exercise groups are the
most common reason that Melburnians gather together, being shared by three fifths (62%) of
people. A third of people also meet in person for hobbies, social clubs and gaming (34%) as well
as meeting with local community and neighbourhood groups (31%). For online interactions,
hobbies, social clubs and gaming are the most popular reason for the groups gathering to discuss
or do an activity with one third (34%) of Melburnians participating through this medium.
Those aged 35-44 years are most likely to meet in person for local community or neighbourhood
groups (45% vs 31% all people who participate). This suggests this audience are more engaged
through this type of activities.
Figure 43: Participation in where people gather for activities and discussions
62%

Sports/exercise
groups

9%
34%

Hobbies/social
clubs/gaming

27%

Local
community/neighb
ourhood groups

31%
13%
25%

Groups for children
or young people

15%
23%

Religious groups

14%

Environmental
groups

14%

Health, disability
and welfare groups

15%

17%

15%
10%

Political groups

16%
8%

Trade union
groups

17%
20%

Other group

Don't know

16%
3%
7%

In person

Online

Q51. Looking at the following list, which of the categories best describe the groups you have taken part in, either online or
in-person? Groups of people who get together to do an activity or to talk about things (MR)
Base: total sample who are involved in groups (n=503)
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A third (32%) of all Melburnians have taken part in other group activities as part of a local
community or club in the last twelve months and we find that 65+ year olds are most likely to have
engaged compared to other audiences (34% vs 21% all Melburnians).
Similar to meeting for activities and discussions, sports and exercise groups are the most
common reason Melburnians meet as part of a local community group or club, with just over half
(56%) of people doing so. Hobbies and social clubs are also a popular reason with over two fifths
(45%) participating in person within their local community group or club.
Some demographic differences exist including young people aged under 24 years most likely to
engage in person with activities relating to hobbies or social clubs (60% vs 45% all people) Those
aged 25-34 years are more likely to engage in groups with young children (34% vs 23% all
people) and older residents, those aged 65+ are more likely to engage in groups for older people
(40% vs 18%).
Low results for the online medium across all group types may suggest that there are currently
insufficient platforms for Melburnians to discuss their interests at a local community level.
Figure 44: Participation in other group activities as part of a local community group or club
56%

Sports/exercise
groups

9%
45%

Hobbies/social
clubs

11%
26%

Religious groups

10%
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Q53. Looking at the following list, which of the categories best describe the groups you have taken part in, either online or
in-person? Any (other) group activities as part of a local or community group, club or organisation (MR)
Base: total sample who participate in other group activities (n=459)
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A fifth (21%) of all Melburnians have taken part in clubs and organisations nationally in the last
twelve months. With those aged 65+ most likely to have engaged at this level compared to other
audiences (35% vs 21% all Melburnians).
When considering national clubs and organisations, two fifths (42%) will meet in person to
participate in hobbies and social clubs and a similar proportion (albeit lower than other types of
groups) will meet with sports and exercise groups (38%).
When further considering the national level, online participation for environmental and political
groups increases beyond that of in-person participation, with one fifth of Melburnians participating
in these groups online (18% and 16% respectively).
Figure 45: Participation in other activities as part of a national group, club or organisation
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Q55. Looking at the following list, which of the categories best describe the groups you have taken part in, either online or
in-person? Any (other) group activities as part of a national group, club or organisation (MR)
Base: total sample who have participated (n=298)
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Behaviour change
A key focus for this study has been to understand wether Melburnians are resilient and we can do
this by measuring their willingness to broaden their network and join a new community. Therefore
this study utilised Alan Andreason‟s behaviour change approach in order to better understand
why Melburnians may or may not become involved in new communities. Andreason‟s model
identifies stages through which individuals pass as they move from one mindset and behaviour to
another.
The primary benefit of this model is that it moves beyond a simple description of attitudinal and
behavioural attributes of individuals and provides specific guidance for the strategies required to
move people towards the desired behaviour. It is a tool which can be used to benchmark and
monitor behaviour, as well as actively influence practice.
When considering joining a new online community, the greatest proportion (34%) sit in PreContemplation and have therefore not thought about it. A further one quarter (28%) have also
taken no action but at least considered a new membership, a similar proportion (26%) however
outright reject the idea of joining a new online community. Young Melburnians (under 24 years)
are more likely to have thought about joining a new online community than others (35% vs. 28%).
Figure 46: Behaviour change stage relating to online communities

Rejection

I have not tried to become more
involved in a new community and I do
not think I will

PreContemplation

I have not thought about becoming
more involved in a new community

Contemplation

I have thought about becoming
involved in a new community but I
haven‟t done it

Action

Maintenance

I have become involved in a new
community, but I‟m not sure if I would
again

I have become involved in a new
community, and I will do so again

26%

34%

28%

4%

9%

Q56. Thinking about your likelihood to become involved in a new community online (for example this could be a
neighbourhood group, a shared interest group e.g. book club, or sports club), which of the following best describes you…?
(SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Being time poor is the primary reason for not joining a new online community and is shared by
two fifths (39%) of all Melburnians.
Figure 47: Primary reasons for not joining a new online community

Time poor

39%

Not interested

11%

Trust/anxiety issues

8%

Lack of confidence

5%

Prefer personal interactions

4%

Too sick / have health problems

3%

Q57. What do you consider the greatest barriers to your becoming involved in a new community online? (OE)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

The figure below highlights some free text comments from those within the Contemplation stage
who are considering joining a new online community, however have not done so yet. This helps
us to better understand the barriers faced by those people most open to become a new
community member.
Figure 48: Reasons of those in Contemplation for not joining online communities

“

“You don‟t get to see people face to
face.” (Female, 35-39 years, north
western)

“Making the time and effort.” (Male,
70+ years, north western)

”

Contemplation

“

“Fear of people being able to easily
lie online, more so than face to
face.” (Female, 45-49 years, south
eastern)

“Time restraints… unwillingness to
commit to something new.” (Male,
20-24 years, south eastern)

Q57. What do you consider the greatest barriers to your becoming involved in a new community online? (OE)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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”

A similar story is seen when Melburnians consider joining a new in-person community, with three
fifths (60%) either resting in Pre-Contemplation or Contemplation and a further quarter (26%)
reporting they are not at all considering the idea of joining a new community.
Some demographic differences among people from different ages exist. Supporting involvement
and participation in wider community groups, older Melburnians (65+ years) are more likely to
have been involved in a new in-person community and will do so again (15% fall within the
maintenance stage vs. 10% of all Melburnians). Fewer younger Melburnians (under 24 years)
reject the idea of joining new in-person communities (20% vs. 26% all Melburnians). This
represents an opportunity for local councils to encourage participation among this audience as
they are most open to getting involved. The greatest resistance will be met among 55-64 year
olds where a third (33%) reject the idea of joining a new in-person community. Those living alone
are also more likely to reject joining a new in person community (34% vs 26% all Melburnians).
Figure 49: Behaviour change stage relating to in-person communities
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Q58. Thinking about your likelihood to become involved in a new community, in-person, (for example this could be a
neighbourhood group, a shared interest group e.g. book club, or sports club), which of the following best describes you…?
(SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Similar to the barriers that exist to joining an online community, being time poor is the most
common reason for not joining a new in-person community, with two fifths (42%) of all
Melburnians reporting this as their primary reason for not joining. A further one in ten however
report that they are either not interested (12%) and to a lesser extent are too shy/nervous to do so
(7%).
Figure 50: Primary reasons for not joining a new in-person community
Time poor
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Not interested

12%

Too shy, anxious or introverted

7%

Don't know where to find or how to join
a new group

4%

Too old

3%

Being accepted into a new group

3%

Q59. What do you consider the greatest barriers to your becoming involved in a new community in person? (OE)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

The figure below highlights some free text comments from those within the contemplation stage
who are considering joining a new online community, however have not done so yet. This
information is valuable as it shines a light on why some Melburnians may not be ready to join a
new group.
Figure 51: Reasons of those in Contemplation for not joining in-person communities

“

“Confidence to go there in the first
instance.” (Female, 55-59 years,
north western)

“Finding the time to attend and
participate in person.”
(Male, 40-44 years, north western)

”

Contemplation

“

“I have tried to be part of a few
community groups, but am ignored
and not made to feel welcome.”
(Female, 45-49 years, south
eastern)

“A lack of available time and energy
is the biggest barrier for me.”
(Male, 20-24 years, south eastern)

Q59. What do you consider the greatest barriers to your becoming involved in a new community in person? (OE)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

City of Melbourne Resilience June 2016

Page 91

”

Overall Behaviour Change Classification
A fifth (19%) of all Melburnians reject the idea joining a new community either in person or online.
A further three in ten have not thought about becoming more involved and are in the precontemplation stage (30%).
A third (34%) have thought about it, but have not done anything about it as yet. This represents
the greatest opportunity for action in encouraging adoption of a new community either online or
face to face.
Across both online and in-person communities, the most commonly cited reasons for not joining
include being time poor and lack of interest. A barrier unique to joining an online community is the
fear of trust or anxiety issues associated with it, while a barrier for face-to-face interaction is being
too shy or the fear of rejection.
It will be important for City of Melbourne to reflect on the 12% who feel too anxious to join a new
community as breaking down this barrier could be a more straight forward method than tackling
the issue of time poverty.
Figure 52: Behaviour change stage relating to in-person and online communities
Behaviour
Change
Rejection

PreContemplation

Contemplation

Action

Maintenance

26%

I have not tried to become more
involved in a new community and I do
not think I will

29%

In person

31%

City of Melbourne Resilience June 2016

Page 92

34%

28%

3%

3%

4%

10%
9%

Online

Q56 &Q58. (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

30%
34%

I have thought about becoming
involved in a new community but I
haven‟t done it

I have become involved in a new
community, and I will do so again

19%

26%

I have not thought about becoming
more involved in a new community

I have become involved in a new
community, but I‟m not sure if I would
again

Overall
Classification

14%

6. Targeting resilience
communication
Summary
In our analysis we have identified five groups, which will allow us to make recommendations on
targets for resilience building communications. We have found a relationship between an interest
in involvement and positivity towards key resilience metrics such as a belief that neighbours will
pull together.
We have found that those who are interested in becoming more involved in community decisionmaking are more positive about their level of connection to their neighbourhood, therefore we
would recommend encouraging their openness to becoming involved in a new community – the
end result being improved resilience of communities in Melbourne.

The five segments
Using a technique called Self-Organizing maps developed by Kohonen we have found a
relationship in our data for this study between Melburnians based on their values. In an iterative
process we have focussed on 11 factors which will help us target our communications upon
specific groups of Melburnians that share the same values on engagement, belonging, and
6
cultural diversity . The five segments are shown in Figure 53.
Figure 53: Top 5 Important places for meaningful contact

16%
28%

Connected
Conversationalists

16%

Informed
Established

15%

Disengaged

25%

Before identifying how to target specific segments it is important to identify how each can be
characterised.
6

Please see Appendix C for a technical note on the development of the five segments.
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Table 16 presents a brief summary of the defining characteristics of our audience segments, a
detailed breakdown of each segment then follows in the remainder of the report.
Table 16: Key characteristics of the audience segmentation

Disengaged






Established







Have little faith in their neighbourhood.
Are the least likely to take part in consultations and have no
interest in knowing what local public services are doing.
The majority have not tried to become involved in a new
community.
A large proportion lack interest in becoming involved in a new
group.



Strong sense of belonging to their neighbourhood.
High proportions of older, married and retired Melburnians.
Higher than average involvement in groups.
Consider themselves time poor.
The majority have not acted to increase their participation in new
communities.
Most trusting segment.

Informed






Low feelings of belonging to their immediate neighbourhood.
Low feelings of trust.
High proportion in Pre-Contemplation.
Very few are active in their community.

Conversationalists







Have taken part in consultations about their local area.
Are less satisfied with their financial situation.
More likely to have young children.
Less likely to ask neighbours for help.
Are contemplating becoming part of a new group.

Connected






Positive about their local area.
Confident neighbours would pull together in an emergency.
More likely to be volunteering.
Highly open to becoming involved in a new group.
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Connected 16% (n=237)
How are they characterised?
Those in „Connected‟ are highly connected and express positive sentiments about their local area
and in turn the people in their local area. This is expressed with a high sense of belonging to their
immediate neighbourhood (34% v 22% overall), greater positivity about their local area (34% got
better v 27% overall), and the extent to which people will pull together to achieve this (59% v 43%
overall). They are also more confident that people would pull together in an emergency (54% v
41% overall).

How will we find them?
The „Connected‟ audience is more likely to be male (56% v 49% overall) and speaking a language
other than English at home (29% v 23% overall). Overall they are more likely to be involved in
informal groups who get together to do an activity or talk about things (56% v 36% overall).
Specifically the two groups they are more likely to be currently involved in are religious groups
(35% v 23% overall), and local community groups (47% v 31% overall). They are also much more
likely to be volunteering (75% v 42% overall).

What action should we take to enhance their resilience?
As shown below a third of those in „Connected‟ (33%) are highly open to becoming involved in a
new community either online or in-person, with a further two fifths (43%) in the Contemplation
stage where we need to promote the benefits and reduce the costs to tip them into action.
Figure 54: Connected – stages of behaviour

43%
33%

28%
15%

15%

16%
5%

25%

3%

16%

Q56 & Q58: make up the behaviour change derived variable displayed in the bar chart. The pie chart displays the
audience segments.

Therefore key messages for this group should focus on emphasising the areas of greatest
interest, which for this group would be a community focused on shaping what happens in the local
area (88% report that they would like to have more of a say in the local area or become actively
involved compared to 35% overall).
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Conversationalists 16% (n=225)
How are they characterised?
They are more likely to have taken part in a consultation about local services or problems in their
local area (55% v 48% overall), but they are less satisfied with their present financial situation
than Melburnians as a whole (33% dissatisfied v 25%).
Other than that they share similar attitudes to their neighbourhood and local area as Melburnians
as a whole.

How will we find them?
This group is more likely to be aged 25-34 (29% v 20% overall), and therefore is also more likely
to have children (49% v 41% overall), particularly young children (16% v 9% overall). This
indicates that kindergartens and primary schools would be an influential space to communicate
with this group.
Another key consideration is that this segment is more likely to access the internet either at their
workplace (52%) or anywhere via portable devices (50%).

What action should we take to enhance their resilience?
If Melbourne were to experience a period of extreme flooding they would be less likely to ask their
neighbours for help – indicating a benefit for increased community interaction and therefore
resilience. With three fifths (60%) currently contemplating participation in a new community there
is a great opportunity to introduce them to the benefits of greater community participation, which
other segments have highlighted to be increased trust in the neighbourhood and higher
satisfaction with their local area.
Figure 55: Conversationalists – stages of behaviour
60%

28%
15%

21%

16%
25%

10%

8%
1%

16%

Q56 & Q58: make up the behaviour change derived variable displayed in the bar chart. The pie chart displays the
audience segments.
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Given that a significantly higher number of young adults (25-34 years) are members of this
category and a relatively even proportion either have children or not (49% and 51%) respectively.
A key conversion point for those with children is likely to be in school. Therefore we would
recommend that awareness raising in schools would be a useful place to influence this group,
ensuring that messaging does not suggest any requirement for financial investment.

Informed 25% (n=344)
How are they characterised?
Significantly higher proportions of those in the „Informed‟ segment have low feelings of belonging
to their immediate neighbourhood (37% compared with 25% overall). Further still a quarter (26%)
disagree that the people in their neighbourhood would pull together to improve it. Three in ten
(29%) believe that most people in the neighbourhood can be trusted, this was the lowest for all
segments and significantly lower than the all Melburnians (39%).

How will we find them?
The „Informed‟ segment is relatively evenly spread across age brackets, with a quarter being aged
between 25-34 years. Just shy of two fifths (37%) are working full time and three fifths (59%) are
married or in a de facto relationship. They have similar characteristics as the wider Melbourne
community, which suggests that demographic profiling would not be useful when considering how
to communicate with this group.

What action should we take to enhance their resilience?
In terms of behaviour change, two fifths (40%) have not thought about becoming involved in any
type of new group, this proportion is the highest for all segments identified and compared to all
Melburnians (30%). Furthermore the Melburnians in this segment are the least likely to be in
Maintenance (5% compared with 14% overall), that is very few of them are already actively
involved in communities and are planning to continue doing so.
Therefore it is likely to be difficult to convince this segment to become more involved, and will
make members challenging to target with communications. They will require more energy and
resources to become interested in joining new communities. This is compounded further by their
lack of interest; almost half (45%) of Melburnians in this segment consider it unimportant to be
connected to their local area.
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Figure 56: Informed – stages of behaviour

40%

29%

28%

22%

15%
25%

16%

5%

4%

16%

Q56 & Q58: make up the behaviour change derived variable displayed in the bar chart. The pie chart displays the
audience segments.

If City of Melbourne were to target this group, we would recommend focusing energy on moving
those in Pre-Contemplation to Contemplation; this could be undertaken by creating greater
awareness of community groups that speak to their personal interests rather the community itself,
which this segment has little interest in. However given the aforementioned barriers this segment
is not recommended to be made a priority.

Established 15% (n=212)
How are they characterised?
„Established‟ segment members are among the most engaged in Melbourne. A majority (89%)
feel very or fairly strongly about belonging in their neighbourhood, furthermore three fifths (60%)
are either extremely or very confident that their neighbourhood would pull together in an
emergency situation. „Established‟ members also have very high levels of trust with three fifths
(62%) believing that most people in their neighbourhood can be trusted, the highest for all
segments.

How will we find them?
A quarter (26%) of all Melburnians who are in the „Established‟ segment are aged over 65+ years,
the highest for all segments (compared with 17% at the total level). A third (33%) of those in the
„Established‟ segment live in the eastern subregion of Melbourne. In keeping with their higher age
bracket, seven in ten (71%) are married or in a de facto relationship and over a quarter (27%) of
those in „Established‟ are retired.

What action should we take to enhance their resilience?
A quarter (24%) of those in „Established‟ are already in „Maintenance‟ and are therefore actively
involved in a group and are planning to stay involved. However two thirds of this segment are
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spread evenly between Contemplation and Pre-Contemplation (31% and 33% respectively), this
large proportion could be explained by this segments higher median age, as they are likely to
already have well established groups and therefore lack the desire to join any new groups.
Further clarity is given when considering the barriers this segment faces. Just over half (52%) of
Melburnians in the „Established‟ segment claim they are too time poor to join a new group, a likely
result of already being involved in multiple groups.
Figure 57: Established – stages of behaviour

31%

33%

24%

28%
16%
8%

15%
4%

25%

16%

Q56 & Q58: make up the behaviour change derived variable displayed in the bar chart. The pie chart displays the
audience segments.

Given their higher than average involvement in community groups, this segment is unlikely to be a
priority for the City of Melbourne. However should this segment require targeting, those in
Contemplation would be the most suitable. Any communications would need to emphasise the
unique benefits of taking up membership in a group as this segment is already satisfied with the
connections they have established with others.

Disengaged 28% (n=393)
How are they characterised?
The „Disengaged‟ segment is comprised of Melburnians who have little faith in their
neighbourhood, with only one quarter (27%) confident it could pull together in an emergency
(compared with 41% of all Melburnians). Despite this, two thirds of them do believe they belong to
their local area (65%), this is however lower than the total for all Melburnians (72%). They are
also the least likely segment to take part in any local consultation (71% compared with 52%) and
two thirds (66%) have no interest in even knowing what local public services are doing.
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How will we find them?
The characteristics of those in „Disengaged‟ are closely tied to attitudes and therefore do not suit
traditional demographics, however we do know that 40% are working full time and 53% are
married.

What action should we take to enhance their resilience?
Two fifths (39%), and therefore the majority of those in the „Disengaged‟ segment, fall into
Rejection and therefore have not tried to become involved in a new community and do not think
they will, this proportion is significantly higher than for all Melburnians (19%).
When asked what they consider to be their greatest barrier to becoming involved in a new group,
a significantly higher proportion of Melburnians in the „Disengaged‟ segment (21% compared with
12%) have a lack of interest or cannot be bothered joining new groups. Given that three fifths
(57%) consider it unimportant to be connected to their local area this segment is expected to be
very hard to convert into higher levels of involvement.
Figure 58: Disengaged – stages of behaviour

39%
31%

15%

16%

19%

25%

8%

28%

2%

16%

Q56 & Q58: make up the behaviour change derived variable displayed in the bar chart. The pie chart displays the
audience segments.

Despite the previously mentioned difficulties with communicating to this segment, it could be
worth targeting these Melburnians with messages that emphasise how greater involvement in
their community can help them to address any costs or disadvantages they may be facing. Efforts
such as these could work to move „Disengaged‟ members further along the behaviour change
model and at a minimum have these members taking a greater interest in their local community
rather than being completely disengaged.
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7. Conclusions
Enhancing community cohesion is an important step in ensuring that Melbourne is resilient now
and in the future. This study has helped us to understand more about the definition of community
for Melburnians and in doing so provides suggestions for messaging to enhance resilience.
The evidence from this survey tells us that the current Melburnian population has a strong
connection to country, city, suburb and neighbourhood. However, the data reveals that
Melburnians have the strongest connection to their city; with suburb and neighbourhood holding a
slightly weaker bond.
This is a positive finding for the way in which we can expect Melburnians to behave as a city
group in a time of crisis. Yet it suggests that we should not rest on our laurels, and that we should
shore up the bond to neighbourhood in particular to ensure that our communities are able to look
out for one another in a time of crisis.

The importance of broad networks
The larger a network that an individual has access to the greater their options in a time of crisis.
This study has found that family is particularly important to Melburnians, with immediate family
and relatives most likely to provide support in a crisis. A quarter of Melburnians have no contact
with the neighbours, which helps to explain why neighbours feature far below family as an
expected source of support in a crisis. Enhancing the willingness of Melburnians to consider
broadening their network will provide a broader base from which support could be sought.
Measuring resilience for the future
Resilience in the future can be monitored by a core group of metrics that have emerged from this
study as particularly useful.






A sense of connection to a local neighbourhood
Whether a neighbourhood is improving or in decline
Perception that people get on well together in a local area
Trust in fellow neighbours
Confidence that neighbourhood would pull together in an emergency

The focus here is on the neighbourhood level, as we have found that a Melburnian‟s community
(as defined by networks) operates across many levels; across broad geography and online. Yet it
is at the neighbourhood level where it is weakest.
If Melbourne is to withstand a shock in the future, whether that be financial, environmental or
social, the bonds held at a neighbourhood level will be an important part of our ability to respond
positively.
Targeting communications
Some groups of Melburnians are more open to broadening their network, and becoming part of
new groups, than others. And in terms of a communication strategy it is sensible to focus initial
energy and attention to those that will be most responsive. Groups who are in the Contemplation
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phase will be key for the communications team and will respond positively to messages that
promote the benefits and advise on ways to minimise the barriers to building stronger networks at
a neighbourhood level.
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Appendix A. Demographic splits
Table 17: Income by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

Low Income
($0-$41,599)

20%

21%

17%

20%

22%

19%

Medium Income
($41,600-$103,999)

36%

32%

40%

33%

35%

38%

High Income
($104,000+)

23%

30%

26%

25%

20%

21%

Prefer not to
answer

21%

17%

17%

22%

23%

23%

Total

100%

D5. What is the total of all wages, salaries, Government benefits, pensions, allowances and other income that YOUR
HOUSEHOLD usually receives before tax and superannuation deductions? (SR)
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Table 18: Marital status by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

Never married

29%

48%

25%

31%

28%

24%

Widowed

2%

0%

1%

1%

3%

3%

Divorced

7%

6%

6%

9%

8%

6%

Separated but not
divorced

1%

0%

1%

1%

2%

1%

Married or De facto

58%

45%

64%

55%

57%

63%

I prefer not to answer

3%

1%

2%

3%

3%

3%

Total

100%

D8. What is your marital status? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Table 19: Languages other than English spoken at home by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

Yes

23%

31%

27%

23%

23%

16%

No, English only

76%

69%

73%

76%

76%

82%

I prefer not to
answer

1%

0%

0%

1%

1%

1%

Total

100%

D7. Do you speak a language, other than English at home? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Indicates significantly lower difference

Table 20: Employment status by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

55%

45%

Employed, working full
time

37%

Employed, working part
time

16%

13%

15%

17%

15%

17%

Self employed

5%

6%

2%

3%

7%

6%

Unemployed, looking
for full time work

3%

3%

2%

5%

3%

1%

Unemployed, looking
for part time work

3%

4%

3%

2%

3%

Not employed, and not
looking for work

1%

1%

2%

2%

1%

1%

Student

9%

7%

9%

11%

11%

6%

Pension, beneficiary or
welfare recipient

3%

1%

3%

2%

4%

3%

Retired

17%

9%

12%

13%

24%

21%

Look after the house
full time

5%

3%

5%

5%

4%

5%

Other

1%

1%

1%

2%

1%

1%

I prefer not to answer

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

Total

36%

100%

D10. What is your current employment status? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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26%

34%

Table 21: Home ownership by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

It is owned outright
(i.e. mortgage paid in
full)

35%

29%

32%

30%

I and/or my
spouse/partner are
currently paying off a
mortgage

28%

20%

Renting State/Territory/
Private landlord

25%

48%

23%

25%

18%

23%

Board and Lodging

2%

0%

3%

2%

2%

1%

Live rent free with
family or parents

9%

3%

7%

14%

12%

8%

Involved in a rent to
buy program

0%

0%

0%

1%

0%

0%

29%

35%

Total

44%

24%

37%

30%

100%

D2. Which of the following best describes the home where you currently live? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Note: arrangements <1% not tabulated.
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Indicates significantly lower difference

Table 22: Dwelling type by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

27%

76%

73%

73%

73%

9%

18%

12%

14%

9%

9%

Separate house

68%

Semi-detached
house/Terrace
house/Townhouse/Villa

14%

Flat or unit in a multistorey apartment block

14%

54%

10%

7%

Caravan

1%

0%

1%

0%

2%

0%

Boarding House/Hostel

0%

0%

0%

0%

1%

1%

'Lifestyle' (e.g. Over 45s,
Over 55s)
accommodation

1%

0%

1%

0%

Other

2%

2%

2%

2%

17%

1%

2%

0%

0%

Total

100%

D3. Which of the following best describes the type of dwelling or place where you currently live? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Note: arrangements <1% not tabulated.
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Table 23: Lineage by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

30%

30%

First generation
Australian

30%

Second generation
Australian

26%

25%

31%

Third generation
Australian

15%

7%

13%

Fourth generation
Australian

28%

30%

22%

33%

39%

Total

25%
29%
22%
25%

27%

21%

12%

19%

31%

30%

100%

D6. Which of the following best describes you? Please select one only I am a...
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Indicates significantly lower difference

Table 24: Level of education by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

1%

0%

1%

Year 8 or below

1%

Year 9 or equivalent

1%

1%

1%

1%

1%

2%

Year 10 or equivalent

6%

4%

5%

7%

4%

8%

Year 11 or equivalent

4%

1%

5%

4%

4%

5%

Year 12 or equivalent

15%

9%

14%

13%

17%

17%

Still attending school

2%

1%

2%

3%

2%

1%

Trade certificate or
apprenticeship

7%

4%

7%

7%

9%

7%

Diploma, certificate etc.

20%

12%

21%

23%

20%

20%

Bachelor or Honours
degree

29%

41%

32%

28%

26%

26%

Post-graduate
qualifications (e.g.,
Masters, PhD)

14%

24%

11%

13%

17%

10%

Other

0%

2%

0%

0%

0%

0%

I prefer not to answer

1%

1%

1%

1%

2%

0%

0%

Total

1%
100%

D11. What is the highest level of education you have attained? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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Table 25: Sexual orientation by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

Heterosexual or
straight

87%

79%

86%

86%

89%

89%

Gay or lesbian

4%

11%

2%

5%

2%

2%

Bisexual

4%

3%

5%

3%

5%

3%

I prefer not to
answer

6%

7%

7%

6%

4%

7%

Total

100%

D9. Which of the following do you consider yourself to be...?
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)

Indicates significantly lower difference

Table 26: Access devices to internet by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

88%

87%

Smartphone e.g.
iPhone, Blackberry,
android phone

81%

iPad/tablet computer

55%

50%

57%

57%

52%

58%

iPod touch

7%

4%

6%

8%

7%

8%

PC/Mac/laptop

74%

76%

73%

73%

74%

74%

Games Console

18%

13%

24%

16%

16%

19%

TV (e.g. Internet
enabled TV, chrome
cast, apple TV)

40%

41%

41%

38%

40%

39%

Smartwatch

4%

6%

4%

4%

4%

3%

None / nothing

0%

1%

0%

0%

0%

0%

Total

82%

75%

100%

D12. Some information about you and your household Which of the following devices do you own, or use regularly to
access the internet? (MR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Note: devices <1% not tabulated.
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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79%

Table 27: Location of internet access by subregion

All
Regions

Central
Subregion

Western
Subregion

Northern
Subregion

Eastern
Subregion

Southern
Subregion

(n=1,411)

(n=179)

(n=203)

(n=266)

(n=377)

(n=386)

Home

98%

98%

99%

98%

97%

98%

Workplace

45%

57%

44%

50%

On computers at a
library

8%

9%

9%

8%

10%

7%

Internet cafe

5%

4%

7%

6%

3%

6%

Anywhere via mobile
network

43%

50%

36%

46%

41%

42%

Via free Wi-Fi in
public places

30%

28%

30%

34%

30%

28%

Other

1%

1%

0%

1%

1%

1%

Total

100%

D13. At which of the following locations do you access the internet? (SR)
Indicates significantly higher difference;
Base: total sample (n=1,411)
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37%

44%

Appendix B.
Quantitative questionnaire
1. Schedule/Timing
Final Questionnaire sent to Field Project Manager 1-01-16
Pilot Commences (mail out): 08-02-16
Pilot Concludes (ready to download): 09-02-16
Fieldwork Commences (mail out): 10-02-16
Fieldwork Concludes (ready to download): 21-02-16
2. Sample Size
N = 1,400
3. Interview Length
20 minutes
4. Online Questionnaire
NOT TO BE SCRIPTED Note for the questionnaire
This survey is designed as a baseline survey. From this questionnaire key questions will be
identified as important benchmarks to monitor the behaviour of the community in relation to
cohesion. Although it will not be necessary to repeat this entire 20 minute to questionnaire to
monitor the specific benchmarks in future years, it will be important to ensure that the Melburnians
are approaching the questions with the same mindset. Therefore they should be encouraged to
think about their neighbourhood, local area, identify and connections across Melbourne – offline
and online – as appropriate depending on the questions selected as benchmarks.
SCREENER
GENDER
S1 Please indicate your gender: SR
1. Male
2. Female
3. Other
AGE
S2 Which one of the following age groups do you fall into? SR [UNDER 14YRS SCREEN OUT]

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

15-17
18-19
20-24
25-29
30-34
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6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
13.

35-39
40-44
45-49
50-54
55-59
60-64
65-69
70+

PCODE
S3 What is your postcode OPEN NUMERIC
97. Don‟t know
COUNCIL SCRIPTING NOTE: CODE TO COUNCIL AREA AND ALLOCATE TO QUOTA
IF POSTCODES IN MORE THAN ONE COUNCIL AREA ASK
S3A Which of these is your local council? SR
97. Don‟t know
FILL TO RELEVANT COUNCILS
1. Banyule City Council
2. Bayside City Council
3. City of Boroondara
4. Brimbank City Council
5. Cardinia Shire Council
6. City of Casey
7. City of Darebin
8. Frankston City Council
9. Glen Eira City Council
10. City of Greater Dandenong
11. Hobsons Bay City Council
12. Hume City Council
13. Kingston City Council
14. Knox City Council
15. Manningham City Council
16. Maribyrnong City Council
17. Maroondah City Council
18. City of Melbourne
19. City of Melton
20. Mitchell Shire Council (southeast bordering Hume City)
21. City of Monash
22. City of Moonee Valley
23. Moreland City Council
24. Mornington Peninsula Shire
25. Nillumbik Shire Council
26. Port Phillip City Council
27. City of Stonington
28. City of Whitehorse
29. City of Whittlesea
30. City of Wyndham
31. City of Yarra
32. Yarra Ranges Shire Council
97. Don‟t know
IF CODE 97 TERMINATE

MAIN BODY OF QUESTIONNAIRE
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Views about the neighbourhood
NIntro
We would like to start by asking you a few questions about your immediate neighbourhood, by
which we mean your street or block.
LiveNow
Q1 Roughly how many years have you lived in this neighbourhood? OPEN NUMERIC
LiveFut
Q2 And, roughly, how many more years do you expect to live in this neighbourhood? OPEN
NUMERIC
BeNeigh
Q3 How strongly do you feel you belong to your immediate neighbourhood? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
97.

Very strongly
Fairly strongly
Not very strongly
Not at all strongly
Don't know

Pull
Q4 To what extent would you agree or disagree that people in this neighbourhood pull together to
improve the neighbourhood? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
97.

Strongly agree
Tend to agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Tend to disagree
Strongly disagree
Nothing needs improving
Don‟t know

BetWors
Q5 On the whole, do you think that over the past two years this neighbourhood has got better or
worse to live in or would you say things haven't changed much? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.

The area has got better
The area has got worse
The area has not changed much
Have lived here less than 2 years

NeighTyp
Q6 In general, what kind of neighbourhood would you say you live in - would you say it is a
neighbourhood in which people do things together and try to help each other, or one in which
people mostly go their own way?
1.
2.
3.
4.
97.

Do things together MR
Help each other MR
Go own way SR
Mixture of doing things together, or helping each other, and going our own way SR
Don‟t know SR

ConfNeighTyp
Q7 How confident are you that people in your neighbourhood would pull together in an
emergency situation? SR
1. Extremely confident
2. Very confident
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3.
4.
5.
97.

Quite confident
Not very confident
Not at all confident
Don‟t know

NBackg
Q8 To what extent do you agree or disagree that this neighbourhood is a place where people
from different backgrounds get on well together? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
97.
5.
6.

Definitely agree
Tend to agree
Tend to disagree
Definitely disagree
Don‟t know
Too few people in neighbourhood
All same backgrounds

NTrust
Q9 Would you say that… SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
97.

most of the people in your neighbourhood can be trusted
some can be trusted
a few can be trusted
or that no-one can be trusted
I‟ve just moved here
Don‟t know

Lost
Q10 Suppose you lost your purse/or wallet containing your address details, and it was found in
the street by someone living in this neighbourhood. How likely is it that it would be returned with
nothing missing? S
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
97.

Extremely likely
Very likely
Quite likely
Not very likely
Not at all likely?
Don‟t know

Trust in Institutions
TrustPol/TrustFed/TrustSta/TrustCou
Q11 Now I‟d like to ask you about trust. How much do you trust each of the following to make the
right decisions in a crisis.... SR PER ROW, RANDOMISE A-D
A.
B.
C.
D.

The Police
The Federal government
The state government
Your local council.

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Completely
A great deal
A fair amount
Not very much
Not at all

Consultation
Q12 In the last three years or so, have you taken part in a consultation about local services or
problems in your local area in any of the following ways? MR RANDOMISE
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1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.

Completed a questionnaire (about local services or problems in the local area)
Attended a public meeting (about local services or problems in the local area)
Being involved in a group set up to discuss local services or problems in the local area
Signed an online petition
Sent an email to your elected local, federal, or state representative
Sent a Facebook message to your elected local, federal, or state representative
Sent an Instagram message to your elected local, federal, or state representative
Participated in a public debate online e.g. Daniel Andrews budget live Q&A on the
Periscope app
99. None of these SR
Views of the area
Now we would like to ask you about your local area.
SatLive
Q13 How satisfied are you with your local area as a place to live? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
97.

Very satisfied
Fairly satisfied
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
Slightly dissatisfied
Very dissatisfied
Don‟t know

BeLoc
Q14. How strongly do you feel you belong to your local area? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
97.

Very strongly
Fairly strongly
Not very strongly
Not at all strongly
Don't know

BeAUS
Q15 And, now thinking more broadly how strongly do you feel you belong in Melbourne? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
97.

Very strongly
Fairly strongly
Not very strongly
Not at all strongly
Don't know

IDAus
Q16 To what extent do you agree or disagree that you personally feel a part of Australian society?
SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
97.

Strongly agree
Tend to agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Tend to disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know

SCANMON2
Q17 How satisfied are you with your present financial situation? SR
1. Very satisfied
2. Satisfied
3. Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
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4. Dissatisfied
5. Very dissatisfied
97. Don't know
To what extent to you agree or disagree with the following statements?
SCANMON4
Q18 In Australia today, the gap between those with high incomes and those with low incomes is
too large. SR
SCANMON8
Q19 Ethnic minorities in Australia should be given Australian government assistance to maintain
their customs and traditions. SR
SCANMON9
Q20 Accepting immigrants from many different countries makes Australia stronger SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
97.

Strongly agree
Tend to agree
Neither agree nor disagree
Tend to disagree
Strongly disagree
Don't know

Race
Q21 How many of your friends are of the same ethnic group as you? SR Would you say...
1.
2.
3.
4.
97.
5.

all the same,
more than a half,
about a half,
less than a half?
Don't know
Don't have any friends

ASK IF CODES 1-4 AT RACE
Faith
Q22 And what about religion? How many of your friends have the same religious views or are of
the same religious group as you? SR Would you say…
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
97.

all the same
more than a half
about a half
less than a half
I don‟t have religious views / I‟m not part of any faith group
Don‟t know

ASK IF CODES 1-4 AT RACE
Sage
Q23 And what about age group? How many of your friends are of the same age group as you?
SR Would you say…
1.
2.
3.
4.
97.

all the same
more than a half
about a half
less than a half
Don‟t know

ASK IF CODES 1-4 AT RACE
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SMEL
Q24 And now thinking about location. How many of your friends live in Melbourne? SR Would you
say…
1.
2.
3.
4.
97.

all the same
more than a half
about a half
less than a half
Don‟t know

Social networks
SNIntro
The next few questions are about how often you personally contact your relatives, friends and
neighbours. Not counting the people you live with, how often do you do any of the following? SR
PER ROW, RANDOMISE WITHIN EACH SECTION (SPEAK/WRITE/TEXT/MEET)
1. On
most
days

2. Once
or twice
a week

Speak on phone
Spkrel Q25 Speak to relatives
on the phone
Spkfr Q26 Speak to friends on
the phone
Spkng Q27 Speak to
neighbours on the phone
Write
Wrtrel Q28 Write a letter or
note to relatives
Wrtfr Q29 Write a letter or
note to friends
Wrtng Q30 Write a letter or
note to neighbours
Text
Txtrel Q31 Text, instant
message, or email relatives
Txtfr Q32 Text, instant
message, or email friends
Txtng Q33 Text, instant
message, or email neighbours
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3. Once
or twice
a month

4. Less
often
than
once a
month

5. Never

97.
Don‟t
know

Meet
FreqMtR Q34 Meet up in
person with relatives who are
not living with you?
FreqMtF Q35 Meet up in
person with friends?
FreqMtNg Q36 Meet up in
person with neighbours?

ASK ONLY IF CODE 1-4 FOR APPROPRIATE Q AT SPEAK/WRITE/TEXT/MEET SR A-K,
RANDOMISE
ImpSNA/ ImpSNB/ ImpSNC/ ImpSND/ETC…
Q37 And how important is each of these for you in maintaining your relationship with each group?
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.
F.
G.
H.
I.
J.
K.

Speaking on the phone with friends
Speaking on the phone with relatives
Speaking on the phone with neighbours
Writing a letter or note to friends
Writing a letter or note to relatives
Writing a letter or note to neighbours f) Texting, emailing, or instant messaging friends
Texting, emailing, or instant messaging relatives
Texting, emailing, or instant messaging neighbours
Meeting up in person with friends
Meeting up in person with relatives
Meeting up in person with neighbours

1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Extremely important
Very important
Quite important
Not very important
Not at all important

Social support
SitIntro
On the following pages are three situations where people might need help. For each one, could
you tell me if there is anyone you could ask for help? Please think about people living with you
and people outside the household
Illbed
Q38. You are ill in bed and need help at home. Is there anyone you could ask for help? („Help at
home‟ means help with domestic tasks such as cooking, cleaning and making a cup of tea.) SR
1. Yes
2. No
Money
Q39. You are in financial difficulty and need to borrow some money to see you through the next
few days. Is there anyone you could ask for help? (Loans from banks or other financial institutions
should be excluded) SR
1. Yes
2. No
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Environment
Q40 Melbourne experiences a period of extreme weather and your home is affected by significant
flooding. Is there anyone you could ask for help? SR
1. Yes
2. No
If Illbed = Yes then Whohlp; If Money = Yes then Whohlp2, If Environment = Yes then Whohlp3
Q41-Q43
Whohlp/Whohlp2/ Whohlp3
Please can you look at this list and tell me who you could ask for help? MR SELECT ALL THAT
APPLY
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
97.

Husband/wife/partner
Other household member
Relative (outside household)
Friend
Neighbour
Work colleague
Voluntary or other organisation
Local council
Other specify
Would prefer not to ask for help
Don‟t know

ASK IF MORE THAN ONE ANSWER SELECTED AT Q43
Q44 And looking at this list of people or organisations that you could ask for help if your home is
affected by significant flooding, please indicate who you would contact first and second etc. RANK
SHOW OPTIONS SELECTED AT Q43 AND RANK 1,2,3, ETC
PCrisis
Q45 If you had a serious personal crisis, how many people, if any, do you feel you could turn to
for comfort and support? OPEN NUMERIC
IF MORE THAN 15, CODE AS 15. (0-15, Don‟t know)
RISK
Q46 To what extent do you feel your home is at risk from each of the following…? SR FOR EACH
ROW RANDOMISE A-E
A.
B.
C.
D.
E.

Floods
Storms (hail, lightning, wind, heavy rain)
Bushfires
Terrorist act
Industrial accident

1.
2.
3.
4.

A great deal
To some extent
Not very much
Not at all

HEALTH
Q47 In the last 2 years, which, if any, of the following have you used to support your mental wellbeing? RANDOMISE CODES 1-8 MR
1. GP
2. Hospital
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3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
96.
98.
99.

Self Help
Counselling
Talking to friends
Talking to family
Health service provided by your employer
Group session or courses
Support line
Online service
Other (please specify)
I prefer not to answer SR
None of these SR

VOLUNTEERING
Q48 Looking at the list of activities below. In the past 12 months have you done any of them
unpaid on a voluntary basis? SR FOR EACH RANDOMISE A- K
1. Yes
2. No
A. Supporting children‟s education and activities (e.g. helping with school fairs, class visits or
after-school clubs, being involved in parent-teacher associations)
B. Raising funds for charity (e.g. volunteering in a charity shop, sponsored walks)
C. Volunteering with organisations that support people (e.g. hospital visiting, prison visiting,
helping with support groups, helping at social events for older people)
D. Helping your local community
(e.g. helping with community events like clean-ups or
festivals, being active in a residents‟ association, campaigning to improve services)
E. Coaching or teaching (e.g. coaching a sports team, helping people to learn skills)
F. Supporting faith groups (e.g. helping out at a place of worship, organising religious
festivals and events)
G. Hobbies (e.g. helping run a club, participating in a performance or exhibition)
H. Promoting social justice (e.g. being active in organisations like Amnesty International or
Greenpeace)
I. Political activities (e.g. running for office or distributing political leaflets)
J. Trade union activities (e.g. attending union meetings, being a steward)
K. Government (other than political activities) e.g. public events and activities
L. Something else, please specify
CONFIDENT
Q49 How confident would you be to offer unpaid help to others in your community, with things
such as help with cooking, shopping for groceries, spending time together chatting at home? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Not at all confident
Not very confident
Somewhat confident
Very confident
I would not offer unpaid help to others in my community

Involvement in groups, clubs and organisations
GrpIntro
The next questions are about involvement in groups, clubs and organisations. These could be
formally organised groups or just groups of people who get together to do an activity or talk about
things. Please exclude just paying a subscription, giving money and anything that is a
requirement of your job. We are going to ask about 3 different types of groups:
Q50 First, in the last 12 months, have you been involved with any groups of people who get
together to do an activity or to talk about things? These could include evening classes, support
groups, weight-loss clubs /keep-fit classes, pub teams and so on.
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1. Yes
2. No
(If Q50 = yes) then:
Q51 Looking at the following list, which of the categories best describe the groups you have taken
part in, either online or in-person? Please select all that apply. MR
Groups of people who get together to do an activity or to talk about things
In
person

Online

1. Hobbies/social clubs/gaming e.g. Facebook Candy Crush/trivia
2. Sports/exercise groups, including taking part, coaching or going to watch
3. Local community or neighbourhood groups
4. Groups for children or young people
5. Adult education groups
6. Groups for older people
7. Environmental groups
8. Health, disability and welfare groups
9. Political groups
10. Trade union groups
11. Religious groups, including going to a place of worship or belonging to a
religious based group
12. Other group
97. Don‟t know

Q52 Second, in the last 12 months, have you taken part in any (other) group activities as part of a
local or community group, club or organisation? These could include residents‟ associations,
sports groups, parent-teacher associations, school or religious groups and so on.
1. Yes
2. No
If Q52 = yes then:
GrpLoc
Q53 Looking at the following list, which of the categories best describe the groups you have taken
part in, either online or in-person? Please select all that apply. MR
Any (other) group activities as part of a local or community group, club or organisation
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In
person

Online

1. Hobbies/social clubs
2. Sports/exercise groups, including taking part, coaching or going to watch
3. Local community or neighbourhood groups
4. Groups for children or young people
5. Adult education groups
6. Groups for older people
7. Environmental groups
8. Health, disability and welfare groups
9. Political groups
10. Trade union groups
11. Religious groups, including going to a place of worship or belonging to a
religious based group
12. Other group
97. Don‟t know

Intro4
Q54 And third, in the last 12 months, have you taken part in any (other) group activities as part of
a national group, club or organisation? These could include pressure groups, charities, political
groups, environmental groups and so on.
1. Yes
2. No
(If Q54 = yes) then:
GrpNat
Q55 Looking at the following list, which of the categories best describe the groups you have taken
part in? Please select all that apply. MR
Any (other) group activities as part of a national group, club or organisation
In
person
1. Hobbies/social clubs
2. Sports/exercise groups, including taking part, coaching or going to watch
3. Local community or neighbourhood groups
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Online

4. Groups for children or young people
5. Adult education groups
6. Groups for older people
7. Environmental groups
8. Health, disability and welfare groups
9. Political groups
10. Trade union groups
11. Religious groups, including going to a place of worship or belonging to a
religious based group
12. Other group
97. Don‟t know

Behaviour Change (not a heading)
BehChonl
Q56 Thinking about your likelihood to become involved in a new community online (for example
this could be a neighbourhood group, a shared interest group e.g. book club, or sports club),
which of the following best describes you…? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

I have not tried to become more involved in a new community and I do not think I will.
I have not thought about becoming more involved in a new community.
I have thought about becoming involved in a new community but I haven‟t done it.
I have become involved in a new community, but I‟m not sure if I would again
I have become involved in a new community, and I will do so again.

BehChBarronl
Q57 What do you consider the greatest barriers to your becoming involved in a new community
online? OPEN ENDED
BehCh
Q58 Thinking about your likelihood to become involved in a new community, in-person, (for
example this could be a neighbourhood group, a shared interest group e.g. book club, or sports
club), which of the following best describes you…? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

I have not tried to become more involved in a new community and I do not think I will.
I have not thought about becoming more involved in a new community.
I have thought about becoming involved in a new community but I haven‟t done it.
I have become involved in a new community, but I‟m not sure if I would again
I have become involved in a new community, and I will do so again.

BehChBarr
Q59 What do you consider the greatest barriers to your becoming involved in a new community in
person? OPEN ENDED
Audience segmentation (not a heading)
AUDSEG1
Q60 Which of these statements comes closest to your own attitude towards how local public
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services (such as Council, the police and local health services) work to improve this area? Please
select one option. SR
1. I'm not interested in knowing what local public services are doing to improve the area, as
long as they do their job
2. I would like to know what local public services are doing to improve the area, but I don‟t
want to be involved beyond that
3. I would like to have more of a say in what local public services are doing to improve the
area
4. I would like to become actively involved in helping local public services in what they are
doing to improve the area
5. I am already actively involved in helping local public services to improve the local area
AUDSEG2
Q61 How important is it to you to be connected to your local area, i.e. know your neighbours,
attend community events? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Extremely important
Very important
Quite important
Not very important
Not at all important

AUDSEG3
Q62 Below is a list of places, both online and in-person, where some people might make
meaningful connections with others. Which, if any, of these places are important to you when
making meaningful connections with others? MR
Online
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
13.

Facebook
Instagram
Twitter
Tumblr
Whatsapp
Viber
WeChat

In-person
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
99.

My local area
My neighbourhood
Melbourne (such as a Melbourne-wide club or group)
Victoria (e.g. an organisation that is spread across the state)
Places in other states
Places in other countries
None of these SR

ASK ALL CODE 1-11 AT Q62
AUDSEG4
Q63 And which is most important? SR
Online
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Facebook
Instagram
Twitter
Tumblr
Whatsapp
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6. Viber
13. WeChat
In-person
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
99.

My local area
My neighbourhood
Melbourne (such as a Melbourne-wide club or group)
Victoria (e.g. an organisation that is spread across the state)
Places in other states
Places in other countries
None of these SR

Some information about you and your household
We require some personal details from you so that we can understand the experience of the
different groups of people across Melbourne. The answers you give will remain completely
confidential.
HH
D1 Which of the following best describes your HOUSEHOLD? Please select one option. SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Household with young children only (adults any age, all children aged under 6)
Household with oldest child aged 6-11 (adults any age, oldest child aged 6-11)
Household with older children (adults any age, oldest child aged over 12)
Any size adult household (no children all adults aged under 35 years)
1 Person adult household (no children, adult aged 35+)
2+ Person adult household (no children, oldest adult aged 35+)

OWN
D2 Which of the following best describes the home where you currently live? SR Please select
one option.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.

It is owned outright (i.e. mortgage paid in full) by me and/or my spouse/partner.
I and/or my spouse/partner are currently paying off a mortgage.
Renting – State/Territory/Private landlord.
Board and Lodging.
Live rent free with family or parents.
Living in a „Life Tenure‟ arrangement.
Involved in a rent to buy program.

DWELTYP
D3 Which of the following best describes the type of dwelling or place where you currently live?
SR Please select one option.
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
96.
8.

Separate house
Semi-detached house/Terrace house/Townhouse/Villa
Flat or unit in a multi-storey apartment block
Caravan
Boarding House/Hostel
“Lifestyle” (e.g. Over 45s, Over 55s) accommodation
Residential aged care facility
Other. (please specify)
I have no permanent residence

The next two questions refer to your household. When we use the term household we are thinking
of people who live together and shop as a group and cook together. If you live in a shared house,
and share the rent and utility bills, but do not share the cost of food and cook together you would
not be considered a household for the purpose of this study.
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HHNUM
D4 How many people live in your household, INCLUDING YOURSELF? OPEN NUMERIC
HHINCOME
D5 What is the total of all wages, salaries, Government benefits, pensions, allowances and other
income that YOUR HOUSEHOLD usually receives before tax and superannuation deductions?
SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
11.
12.
95.

$1-$149 per week ($1-$7,799 per year)
$150-$249 per week ($7,800-$12,999 per year)
$250-$399 per week ($13,000-$20,799 per year)
$400-$599 per week ($20,800-$31,199 per year)
$600-$799 per week ($31,200-$41,599 per year)
$800-$999 per week ($41,600-$51,999 per year)
$1,000-$1,299 per week ($52,000-$67,599 per year)
$1,300-$1,599 per week ($67,600-$83,199 per year)
$1,600-$1,999 per week ($83,200-$103,999 per year)
$2,000 or more per week ($104,000 or more per year)
No income
Negative income
I prefer not to answer

GEN
D6 Which of the following best describes you? SR
I am a...
1. First generation Australian - I was not born in Australia
2. Second generation Australian - I was born in Australia, but one or both of my parents
were not
3. Third generation Australian - Both my parents and I were born in Australia, but one or
more of my grandparents were not
4. Fourth generation Australian - All of my grandparents, both my parents and I were born in
Australia
ENGLISH
D7. Do you speak a language, other than English at home? SR
1. Yes
2. No, English only
95. I prefer not to answer
MARITAL
D8 What is your marital status? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
95.

Never married
Widowed
Divorced
Separated but not divorced
Married or De facto
I prefer not to answer

SEX
D9 Which of the following do you consider yourself to be…? SR
1.
2.
3.
95.

Heterosexual or straight
Gay or lesbian
Bisexual
I prefer not to answer
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EMPLOYMENT
D10 What is your current employment status? SR
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.
10.
96.
95.

Employed, working full time, more than 35 hours a week
Employed, working part time, less than 35 hours a week
Self employed
Unemployed, looking for full time work, more than 35 hours a week
Unemployed, looking for part time work, less than 35 hours a week
Not employed, and not looking for work
Student
Pension, beneficiary or welfare recipient
Retired
Look after the house full time
Other – please specify
I prefer not to answer

EDUCATION
D11. What is the highest level of education you have attained? SR
1. Year 8 or below
2. Year 9 or equivalent
3. Year 10 or equivalent
4. Year 11 or equivalent
5. Year 12 or equivalent
6. Still attending school
7. Trade certificate or apprenticeship
8. Diploma, certificate etc
9. Bachelor or Honours degree
10. Post-graduate qualifications (e.g., Masters, PhD)
96. Other – please specify
95. I prefer not to answer

DIGITAL USE
D12 Which of the following devices do you own, or use regularly to access the internet? MR
1. Smartphone e.g. iPhone, Blackberry, android phone
2. iPad/tablet computer
3. iPod touch
4. PC/Mac/laptop
5. Games Console
6. TV (e.g. Internet enabled TV, chrome cast, apple TV)
7. Smartwatch
96. Other, please specify
D13 At which of the following locations do you access the internet? MR
1. Home
2. Workplace
3. On computers at a library
4. Internet cafe
5. Anywhere via mobile network
6. Via free wifi in public places
96. Other, please specify
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Appendix C. Technical notes

There are three specific pieces of analysis in this study that it is important to provide further
backgrounds and detail so that they can be replicated in the future.

Social activity groups
Reference Q25 thru Q37
We created five categories of social connection, which were:






Low activity
Moderate activity
Active
Very active
Extremely active

These are derived based on the frequency of contact with their personal networks across four
methods. We assigned values to each mode of connection depending on how much value
respondents placed on the methods. The assignation of importance came from the respondent
perception of importance for each method.

Behaviour Change
Reference Q56 & Q58.
We created a combined behaviour change variable, whereby if a respondent was in the same
stage of behaviour for both questions, their response code was not changed. However, where
respondents had a different response to each question we selected the response based on a
hierarchy whereby the more progressive behaviour change stage was dominant. For example if
they answered Contemplation for Q56 and Action for Q58 the derived variable code was Action.
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The segmentation
Using a technique called Self-Organizing maps, developed by Kohonen, we found a relationship
in our data for this study between Melburnians based on their values.
Using an iterative process we focussed on 11 factors, below are the segments profiled by the
scores for the 11 factors, from which they are derived. This provides the background to the
strengths and weaknesses of each of the factors, and a greater understanding of the nature of
each segment.

Per cent
Weighted Count

Connected

Conversationalists

Informed

Established

Disengaged

16%

16%

25%

15%

28%

346.3517

210.9078

230.0687

228.3881

395.2837

Q3 Belong in neighbourhood

0.28

-0.02

-0.3

0.36

-0.11

Q4 Pull together

0.28

0.07

-0.17

0.4

-0.26

Q8 Cultural Diversity

0.3

0.03

-0.17

0.09

-0.09

Q15 Belong in Melbourne

0.14

0.01

-0.19

0.05

0.05

Q16 Part of Australia

0.12

-0.06

-0.08

0.22

-0.1

Q56& 58 Involved Community

0.55

-0.32

-0.52

1

-0.22

Q55 Involved Nat

1.08

-0.49

-0.31

0.47

-0.33

Q60 No Interest

-0.47

-0.47

-0.47

-0.47

1.24

Q61 Informed

-0.9

-0.9

0.95

0.82

-0.22

Q60 Having Say

0.45

1.51

-0.45

-0.28

-0.61

Q60 Active

1.43

-0.14

-0.31

-0.33

-0.33
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