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CRIME FREVENTION COMFETENCE AMONG ELDERLY FERS0ONS:
FERSFECTIVES FROM A NATIOHAL SURVEY

Previows ressarch on how elderly persons view and think about
crime in their everyday lives has generally emphasized a sssmning
While the rate of criminal victimization among the
ly lowsr than that for other adults, the elderly
anppear more fearful of orims. Below we will review earlisre
findings with respect to both actwual victimization rates and
parceptions of the elderly about crime. We will then use data
from a recent national sample swvey of the aged to attempbt to
econcile the seeming paradod betwesen lowesr victimization and
higher fear. We will also discuss the means by which the elderly
cope with crime, wbtilizing & framework of orime prevention
comnpetence, and strategies for increasing that competence.

MICTIMIZATION OF THE ELDERLY

Matiomnal Crime SBurvey data (Buwesau of Justice Statistics, 1981~
&85y and dinterpretations of it by numerous ressarchers (of.

fntunes et oal., 19773 Cock st al., 1972783 Hochstedler, 1981; Cook
and Skogan, 1984, Yin, 1983) generally indicate that the rate of

victimization for citizens &9 and over is comparatively lower

than {for other adults, and particularly lower than for persons
aged 12 to Z5. The rate of vioclent crime (assault, robbery, rape)
among the aged has been only about a fifth of the rate against
younger persons. However, of major concern is that the elderly
are guite distinctive in being particularly prone to crime
motivated by economic gain including an element of theft. The
glderly have the highest rates for crimes involving personal
larceny with contact (pocket picking and puwse snatching), and
are about as likely as other adults in wban areas to be robbed
{(Hochstedler, 19Q1).

The Hochstedler Urban Victimization Study

Hochstedler (1981) provides the most complete - albeit somewhat
dated —-- description of victimization patterns among elderly
persons. Utilizing 1974-75 National Crime Burvey data from Zé&
central city areas (a component of the NCS since discontinued),
Hochstedler found that the aggregate persocnal crime victimizetion
rate for persons age 65 and over was decidedly lower than that
for the younger population. Moreover, the elderly had the lowsst
rates of .any age group for rape, robbery and assault, but the
highest rates for personal larceny with contact (purse snatching
and pocket picking). While for the total population only &2
parcent of personal crimes involved theft, 83 percent of all
slch crimes against the aged did. Gender played an important role
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imed den ed). Ahout half of victimizations involving the
aged  too i public places, with ancther fouwrth in
pubrlic comnercial bu1¢d1mgs arid the remaining in or arownd their
homes. They were slightly more likely to be victimized in or
araund their residences than were younger persons. These findings
are in keeping with the life-styvlies of aged persons, their being
more apt to be cut and arouwnd during the day, as well as at homs
miore oftEn.
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Hochstedler also found that slderly persons were more often
victims of strangers (84 percent of the time) than were other
individuals (&4 percent of the time). Black victims of all ages
and elderly white victims were more often preved upon by black
offendersy there were no differences in the ages of offenders
involved in the victimization of elderly vs. vounger persons.
These results are not surprising given the greater incidence of
crimes involwving theft among the elderly and that those crimes
have higher proportions of both strangers and blacks committing
e,

Hochstedler notes that the salience of the element of theft in
crimes against the aged also likely accounts for their being more
opften accosted than other population members by more than one
affender (typically two), and their being more often alone when
victimized thmﬂ Ware younger pPersons.

Also, the elderly less often than other persons:

Were confronted with & weapon;

Suffered physical attacks or sustained injuies;

Made efforts to protect themselves or foil the offender;
Were involved in attempted but incompleted crimes,
particularly those involving offenders who were strangers.

£ I I

Victimizations of persons 65 and over were reported to the police
jess often than those of persons between 335 and 64, but more
aoften than victimizations of vounger individuals, However, &
larger proportion of serious victimizations (robbery and
aggravated assault) were reported for elderly persons than for
victims under 6%, Younger individuals were more aplt to say a
crrime was not reported because the matter was a personal one, but
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Burvey Studies

Matiomnal Urime

Hochstedler ' s wban sample findings with respect to rates of
victimization are generally supported by & 197380 trend study
based on national sample RNECE data (Bursauw of Justice Statistics,
1981 . fpart from the advantage of being generalizable to the
total U.8. elderly population, the study also provides data on
household sector V1ct1n1~at1un, including burglary, househtold
larceny and motor vehicle thedt. A= in Hochstedler ‘s analysis,
the rates of victimization for pEFbDHE &3 and over were
substantially lowsr than those of other individuals for every
type of crime except personal larceny with coptsct. The most
substantial differences over the full eight-year geriod were for
robbery and assault, where the rates for aged persons were each
approd<imately B7 percent lowsr than those of persans age 12 to
“4. Robbery was 48 percent lower among the elderly, burglary 49
percent, household larceny &0 percent, and motor vehicle theft 73
percent lower, Except for a moderate and unexplained dip im 1979,
the trend aralysis indicates a relatively constant pattern in
crime rates among aged persons over the period studied.

The most recent NC8 annual report -- for the 1983 data set —-
portrays rather congruent findings, with a few noteworthy
giceptions. Following general trends, slight decreases were found
in the robbery, assauli and household crime rates among the agsd,
but the rates were rather constant for other types of

theft., There was more of a tendency than previously for elderly
persons to report having been injured in robberies as opposed to
assaults. ‘

It should be noted that the aged may also be more susceptible to
other forms of crime not reported in the NCS, including fraud,
harassment by youth, and vandalism (Malinchak and Wright, 1978
Elmore, 1981). Moreover, while the NCB data are doubtless the
most valid baseline available, they are based upon self-reports
of citi”ens with regard to their own victimization experiences.
Elaborate sampling and interviewing measures to a large sxbtent
mltlgmte againét marty of the possible biases, but factors such as
embarrassment, concern about offender retribution, and simple
forgetting remain causes for concern in interpreting the data.
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wider B30, BElderly blacks were more fearful than their white
counterparts, and as obther studies have indicated (Lebowitsz,
197%; Lee, 1982, women moreso than men.  Obther work has
indicated that such fear is related to actual risks in wban
areas (Bundeen and Mathisw, 19743 Janson and Ryder, 1983).
Elderly rural and smaller city residents have been {found to
gxhibit less fear as well (Lee, 198%; HMullen and Donnermever,

f"'- o] L.l ')

What is much less clear are the reasons underlying such fear,
given the lower victimization rates among the aged. Factors which
have been considered at variouws times in the above studiss have
irncluded such demographic ones as living alone, lower income, the
higher proportion of females among the elderly, and living in
inner-city transitional neighborhoocds. However, while these
tactors may anhance fear among the aged, they by no means account
for the overall higher level. . ‘

largely untested have been several more physiological,
psychological and sociological factors which may help sxplain
increased fear among the elderly. For example, while generally
decreased physical prowess is a fact among the aged, the
perception of or reaction to diminished capabilities may be
gqually o more important in increasing fear of criminal
gncounters and their possible consequences. The psychological
threat of decreased ability to cope with crime -— whether
physically, emotionally or sconomically —- needs to be taken into
account more as well (Lawton, Nahemow, Yaffee, and Feldman, 197&j%
Teski, 1981, Yin, 1985). General feelings of well-being, sense of
control, and life satisfaction may be pertinent variables as well
(Yin, 19823 1985). Yin (1983) has also offered a predictive
model of fear of crime which includes persomnal vulnerability and
gnvironmental peril as the two key determinants, followed by both
personal and vicarious victimization experiences.

The way in which fear of crime has been predominantly
conceptualized and measured has been problematical as well. As
Skogan and Maxfield (1981) point out, there are several
contlicting and/or overlapping definitions of fear of crime,
ranging from perceived threat to oneself, to sense of
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g thoss in more rurel areas to report grester fear of
peing out alone at ndght. Moreover, Lee found that bobh groups
reded abo squally to a scale of more gensral, pervasive
anyiety about victimization. Comperisons of fear of crims between
the elderly and vounger age groups using other than the "safety
alone at night" item have been lacking, thus disallowing more
valid discriminations of fear between young and old across a’
varielty of possible dimensions.

Wi d o

s in larper cities were wors

efe and Reld-Mash (198%) provide a groundwork for relating
fzar of orime Lo various foras of crime prevention attitudes and
betaviors among the elderly. Using national sample survey data
comparing persons age 6% and over with individuals in other age
groups, it was found thaty (1) While the elderly felt less safe
along cutdoors at night, they also perceived themselves less at
rizk from burglary, robbery and assaulty (2) Aged persons were as
interssted in crime prevention as other citizens, but believed
they knew less about it, felt less capable of engaging in it, and
felt less responsible for doing so; (3) The elderly differed
somewhiat from others in the extent to which they engaged in
various types of preventive actions, particularly in that they
ware less likely to take assertive measures and more likely to
use avoidant and surveillant ones; and (4) Among the aged greater
fear was assoclated with less confidence in being able to protect
oneself, but wrelated to perceived knowlledge about preventive
methads, or about how effective such techniques were.
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METHODOLDGY

The methodology included personal at-home interviews with a.
rnational probability sample of 1,308 persons over age 59, using a
questionnaire specifically designed for this study. Field work
was contracted to the Gallup Organization. The population studied
included civilian non—-institutionalized U.S. regidents age 40 and
aver. The sample design called for 1,200 completed interviews. A
one-call design was wused, based upon Gallup’'s standard replicated
natiornal sample of over 200 small geggraphic areas {census
Blocks, rural township segments, stc.).  The sample design
incluwded stratification by seven levels of size of community,
followed by substratification into fouwr geographic regions of the
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sl le, sample of blocks or clusters was drawn with
propability of selection proportional to the rumber of dwelling
whi . In other subdivisions, blocks or segments were drawn at
random with egual probability.

The sampling arsas were divided into sevaral strate based upon
the percentage of the 1980 populations in gach that was aged.
Different sampling rates were assigned to the strata so that
those with the greatest percentage of population 60 ang older
welre overrepresented. As a consequeance of this design, the
sslection probabilities were unegual. The selection
probabilities were calculated for sach respondent, and the sample
data weighted by & factor proportionate to the inverse of the
selection probabilities. 7This created a welghted sample
equivalent to that produced by an sgual probability sample
design. Interviewers followed a prescribed interviewing route
within each area, with sex guotas assigned to represent the
gender split among the over 97 age group. A times-at-home
welghting procedure was used to correct for the
underrepresentation in a one-call sample design of persons
infregquently at home.

The interviews were conducted from March 8 to April 2, 1985, with
a total of 1,308 completed. Average interviewing length was 45
mirnutes.

FINDINGS

In an effort to overcome some of the above problems, the
guestionnaire included not only the "safety alone at rnight" item,
but others ascertaining how dangerocus they thought their
neighborhoods were compared to other areas, and what they thought
their charnces were of being buwrglarized, attacked, or robbed. In
addition, respondents in the Elderly Sample were asked how much
they worried about being bpwglarized, robbed or attacked, and how
sate they felt out in their neighborhoods during the day. They
were also asked whether they believed that the elderly were mores
likely vigctims of crime.
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The general profiles of elderly persong indicate that those who
falt less sate either during the day or at night were
substantially more likely fto include women, lower income persons
and residents of more rundown neighborhood areas (Figure 1).
Emploved persons also felt less gsafe, likely dus to their having
to be out and arcund more in environs perhaps not of their own
choosing. Residents of multiple story buildings felt less satfe as
well. Those in less good health, with less trust in other people,
and with & greater sense of fatalism and less control over their
lives likewise sensed greater danger when outside.

& key discriminator between those who felt less safe during the
day versus at night was that the former had signiticantly less
interpersonal contact with family, friends and neighbors. This in
turn could yvield an increased sense of isolation, perhaps couplead
with greater suspicion of others.

Maighborhood Darger

I addition to ascertaining sense of safety when out in one’'s
neighborhood, it is also important to discover how dangerous one
views one’'s neighborhood as being as compared to others. Feople
may or may not see their own safety as being compromised
regardless of how dangerous they perceive the environs as being
in general. An elderly person might feel gquite protected in an
unseemly area because he or she krnows the turd and is in turn
wall-known. On the other hand, another may for various
experiential reasons feel very threatened walking alone in the
hest of neighborhoods.

This perspective i3 borne out by the finding that only four
percent of the elderly thought their neighborhoods were any more
dangerous than other arsas in their communities, and in fact two-
thirds called their environs less dangerous. Only nine percent of
those who said they felt unsate out alone at night reported their
nelghborhoods as any more dangerous than othersy contrarywise, 35
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Doncern about Burglary

Despite theilr pFPu*LUpRtlﬁﬂ with their safety on the streets
there is little indication that the glderly ses their LhaHCL% o .
victimization through such specific crimss as burglary as heing
unrealistically high. Thirty-seven percent of those in the
natiocnal elderly sample said they thought it was at least
"somewhat likely" that thelr residences would be broken inta or
burglarized within a veéar, and 10 percent thought it o bhe "very
likely." Ubviously, one’'s definition of "wvery likely" varigs a
great deal, but it is instructive to note that upwards of ten
percent of all persons in this age group nationally suffered
Fouwsehold theft-related vichtimizations in each of the vears
immediately prior to this study, according to the NCS findings
discusesad above. The perceptions of risgk of burglary among the
Elderly therefore seem fairly accurately based rather than
ovarstated as previous work would suggest. Forty-eight percent
said they worried about the possibility of being burglarized at
le2ast somswhat, and 14 percent said they worried about it a great

daeal.

Burglary was of more concern to the "younger" old, particularly
those under 735 (Figure 2. This is a pattern we will see repeated
for many aspects of crime and crime prevention: Rather distinct
diftferences often appear between those in their mid-70s5 and older
and those yvounger. Somewhat surprisingly, gender, sducation and
income were unrelated to concerns about burglary. However, the
snvironmental condition of the residence was predictive, with
those living in less well-kept wniits both wortving more and
seeing their chances of victimization as greater. Higher canrurn
also was expressed by elderly persons with more people living in
their households, perhaps as a function of more coming and going
in and out of the household. Higher density housing could portend
more contact with strangers as well. As might be expected, those
in pogrer health, the more fatalistic, and the less trusting of
other people saw their chances of burglary as greatser.




Doncern about Physical Sthack and Robbery

actual chancs
o robbed within
o l' x*(l" P TR N
Lh‘l that one
while the
'3n, this Finding indic

& vlulwwf iy
cally called for. Another bi
backed within a vear to be somswhat likely

b iy

the

ime than

percent b

risk of being burglarized correlates sigrnificantly with
ceived riskh of more violent crime (ko= o417, and worey aboutb
Lhe two forms of victimization correlate even more strongly. ( r =
59y (Table ). It is therefore nobt suwprising that both kinds of
concerns are generally predicted by the same arravy of factors,
including living in more rundown neighborhoods, being in poorer
health, and being more fatalistic about life (Figure 2). Ferhaps
the only distinction betwesn the two worth noting is that elderly
omen worry more than men about being physically attachked
(although they do not think it more likely that it will happen to
them) .

Beliets about the Elderly as Victims

o

Despite their rather modest beliefs about their own chances of
victimization, the vast majority of the respondents agreed with
the statement that "people over &0 are more likely than other
people to become victims of corime.” Seventy-thiree percent
agreed, with 29 percent "strongly" agreeing. Only 15 percent
disagreed with the statement. The incongruity of this with theair
own perceptions of risk to themselves has a strain of "it won't
Fappen tio me" thinking. "0Other elderly may be helpless in the
face of crimg, but not me,"” a refrain might go.

But it also bespeaks an underlving and pervasive belief within
society that the aged are indeed more vulnerable. That this
belief should be so strong even among the elderly themselves is
guite striking. However, it also suggests that one avenue for
ingtilling at the least a more realistic view of the crime
problems of the elderly rests in part upon dispelling the
prevalent mythology that they are indeed more likely to be
victimized. Fortunately, there is adeguate information on hand to
attempt to do this.

The potential importance of this belief on the part of the ,
elderly is emphasized by the associations presented in Table 1.
The belisf is significantly associated with nearly all of the
indicators of fear of crime. Once again, this is not to say that
the fears are highly unwarranted, but to the extent that they may
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There is l Ltl: previous evidence that the slderly are any nore
o any less involved than obther citizens in corime pravention
arkwvi11ra‘ o are bthere any clear indicetions of thelr
pravention-rel ated knowledge, attitudes, sense of confidence, or
motivations. As in earlier work, we have organized crims
prevention-related orientations and activities around the concept
of ocrime preverntion conpstence (O 'Feete, 19845 O'keefe and Reid-
Mash, in press). The specific components of competence include a-
collection of variables often identified in commuriication effects
and parsuasion studies (cf. McGuire, 1985%; Percy and Rossiter,
1780) . To the extent that citizens are more trime prevention
comnpetent, they:

(1) fAre more aware of and knowledgeable about -appropriate:
preventive techniguess; o o

23 Hold more positive attitudes concerning: (&) their cwn
responsibilities for helping to reduce crime, (b)Y the
eftectiveness of citizen-based preventive actions;

(%) Feel more capable of carrving out preventive actions to
reduce the risk of themselves and others being victimizeds;
{(4) Are more concerned about and mptivated toward protecting
thenselves and othersy and

() &re more engaged in positive actiong aimed at reducing
i me.

Our previous work has demonstrated the utility of the concept in .
avaluating the impact of the early stages of the Mational Crime
Frevention Campaign and in recommmndlng stirategies for ;ubaequunf
promotional efforts (0'keefe, 192833 1984).

fs we have used the term, competence is distinct from more
typical persuasion process models in that it deals with levels of
zf¥fect in a non—-linear way. It assumes that individuals can, for’
edample, be behaviorally competent while not necessarily being
attitudinally or informationally competent with respect to a
given topic, situation o- role. The research on the affects of
the "MoGrufd” campaign, for example, ftound that it had
attitudinal effects on somg individuals without necessarily
increasing their information levels. For other people, it
stimulated behavioral changes without bringing about changes in

10
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The overall results presented in Table & indicate thalt elderly
parsons generally admit to knowing faivrly little about bhow to
protect themselves from the more serious types of crime, i.8.
those involving potential physical injury. Upwards of half or
more of the respondents saild they kpew "very little!” aboul how Lo
reduce their chances of being victimized Dy physical assault,
being held up at gun or knite point, barassment by vouths, and
being abused by those close to them.

On the other hand, burglary was the tvpe of crime elderly persons
gaw themselves as being most knowledgesable about. Indeed, only 24
percent admitted to knowing "very little" about how to protect
themselves from it. This iz not surprising given that it and
other tyvpes of theft are the crimes with which citizens of all
age groups are likely to have the most euperience. Moreover, it
appears to be the type of crime that prevention campaigns,
nEighborbood watch programs and the like are apt to provide the
most specific information on. More importantly, the types of
steps that can be followed to at least make homes more seclre are
fairly straightforward and common sensical, e.g. locking up and
legaving on lights. Similarly, the elderly felt relatively
knowledgeable about preventing vehicle break-ins and thefts, as
well as protecting themselves from purse snatching and having
thelr pockets picked. Most also felt more informed about how to
avold fraud. Responses were generally mided on knowing what to do
to prevent vandalism, however. SR

Elderly men reported knowing significantly more than women across
nearly all crime categories (Figure ). Women appeared about as
knowledgeable as men about fraud and street larcenv. (Furse
snatching may be a crime which elderly women -- particularly
thosae in wrban areas —— have especially heightened awareness of.)
Az might be expected, the more educated believed they knew more
about all types of crime as well, with the exception of being
held up. And, even controlling for education, those earning
higher incomes also reported being more knowledgeable in nearly
all argas. There appears to be something of a "class biasg"
uperating here in that the more upscale elderly think themselves

i1
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Aged persons with more interpersonal contacts typically saw
themselves as more knowledgeable. Married individualz scored
Migher than single ones for most types of crimes, as did those
with closzer contact with family and friends. Acguaintanceship
with rmeighbors was interestingly not related to knowledges about
any type of crime, however. (OUne might expect greater
neighborbood interaction to vield benafits of shared knowl edge
about such property crimes as burglary.) Membership in
pgrganizations was a significant predictor of reported knowledge
about buwrglary, larceny and fraud.

With respect to wmore personal attributes, the two best predictors
of perceived knowledge about self-protection were level of
activity and adaptability to change. Those with more active
lifestyles reported the greater khnowledge for all crimes except
burgl ary., Whether this is somewhat necessitated by their being
out and aroand in more potentially threatening situations, or by
their perhaps being exposed to more sowces of information or
both, is wnclear at this point. Those more adaptable to change
also thought they knew more, likely as a function of their being
more open to multiple sources of information and influence.

verall, the condition of one’'s neighborhood and other status-
related factors appear to have a strong influence on how much
elderly people think they know about how to protect themsslves.
fnd, it is those aged persons in the lower educational, economic

and environmental strata who think they krnow the least. These are

also, of course, the individuals typically more at risk from
crime. More socially isolated, as well as less active, .
individuals also believed themselves less knowledgeable.

Prevention Attitudes, Capabilities and Motivations. While
trnowledge of how to act appropriately is perhaps the most

neEcessary component of competence, it is by no means sufficient
tor action. Attitudes,; sense of capability, and motivation are

key ingredients for competence as well.
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» o responsibility diminishes with age within the
slderly cohort as well (Figure 4). Motably, home owners and thoss
with greater contact with their neighbors are significantly more
likely to feel such resgponsibilityv. Having personal property to
protect and a sense of informal

commurity may well be important considerations here.
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derly persons were also optimistic with respect to how
:ffective citizen anti-~crime involvement was. Thirty-five percent
s2id that 1f citizens like themselves took more precauvtions to
protect themselves, that would help reduce the crime rate "a
great deal.' Another 47 percent said it would help reduce it
"momewhat,” while only 14 percent though "hardly at all.”

Egqually important, virtually the same proportions of aged
citizens exwpressed confidence in the effectivensss of
relghbortood groups in helping to reduce crime. Thirty-seven
percent called them “very eftfective," 44 percent "somewhat
gffective," and only nine percent “"hardly seffective at all.”

Individuals with more contact with their neighbors, and members
of formal groups or organizations, tended to rate both personal
and group involvement as more effective (Figure 4). Morepver, the
more active rated group measures higher, while those with greater
trust in other people gave higher marks to personal preventive
MEAsUr as.

Bzliefs in the general efficacy of individual and group
prevention efforts may not always translate into a sense of
personal control over crime, however. Less encouwraging was that
nearly halt of the elderly respondents (46 percent) agreed with
the statement, "There is not much wuse in trying to protect
vouwrself against crime these days -— if criminals want vou,

they 1l get you.”" Those in agreement were more likely to be
lesser educated and earning lower incomes. They were less likely
to helong to organizations, were more fatalistic in general, and
Fad less of & sense of control over their lives.
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2% percent giving them only a "“fair' rating. Only 27
called their performance "good.” Similarly, Only a little
third gave good marks to their local elected officials,
parcent calling their efforts fair and 14 percent poor.

Support for the police among the aged is particularly strong
among the more educated, and those with more interpersonal and
organizational contacts (Figure S5). Those in better-condition
residential environs, and with greater trust in people and less
fatalizm, also are morse supportive of the police. Most of these
samne characteristics are also found among elderly persons who
think thelr neighbors are doirng 2 good job of preventing crime.
Those most critical of the couwrts and public officials tend to be
among the "older old," but in nearly every other respect greatly
resamble those who are also praiseworthy of the police and their
neighbors. This pattern suggests a rather cohesive grouping of
elderly persons who are at once both supportive of police and
critical of the judiciary and lawmakers, rather than a partial
division beltween one group supportive of justice system
comnponants and another group opposed. Twenty-one percent of the
rnational sample said they felt "highly capable” of protecting
thenselves and thelr property from crime, while 350 percent felt
"somewhat capable” and 28 percent "not too capable.'

Elderly persons who called themselves more capable were most
readily distinguished by the personal characteristics of being
Cin significantly better health, lower in fatalism, and higher in
sense of control and adaptability to change (Figure 4). One gets
the feesling that these individuals might well generally fesel more
capable about mosi ather aspects of their lives as well.
Demographically, they were vounger and likelier to still be
employed. Somewhat curiously, however, they were lower in
gducational level. They also had more interpersonal and
organizational contacts.

The motivational component of crime prevention competence was
compared to most other people, about protecting themselves from
crime. Eighteen percent said they were more concerned, 60 percent
about as concerned, and 21 percent less concerned. The lesser
gducated indicate greater concern as well, as do those in less
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The more aged people think they know about protecting themselves
from specific types of crims, the more prevention-competent they
feel with respect to gach of the other dimensions (Table .
Faroel ved anw]@dge is most closely tied to sense of capability.
More positive evaluations of the ocrime prevention performance of
police and neighbors is also tied to increased crime prevention
competence across nearly all dimensions, the only edception being
prevention concern. The extent to which elderly individuals are
concerned about prevention makes little difference in terms of
how positively or negatively they rate the performance of others.
Couwrt and lawmaking performance evaluation is less tied to the
conpetence factors in general. Overall, the mnore competent share
a strongly poasitive view of police and their meighbors, while
Having & somngwhat positive view of the judiciary and of
legislative bodies.

Crime, Fear, and Prevention Competence

revention knowledge. Feelings of safety when out of the home are
clearly related to level of knowledge about preventing specific
types of crimes (Table 4). The less elderly persons thought they
knew about vehicle theft, robbery, harassment, assault and
burglary, the more unsafe they felt out alone at night. Feeling
unsafe during the day was associated with lesser knowledge about
vehicle theft, assault and burglary. Somewhat oddly, knowledge
about what to do to prevent pocket picking and purse snatching
was unrelated to feeling unsafe out of doors. These types of
crimes may have a lower priority or may arouse less fear than one
might suspect. Fersons with lesser knowledge about burglary and
vehicle theft perceived their neighborhood to be more dangerous
in general.

The more the aged thought they knew abouwt protecting themselves
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v e types oF ocrime for which no amount of information is
g g oreduce the extent of thelr worry about. Overall,
Eriowledge about self-protection methods ssems effectively relatsd
b a reduced ssnse of risk, but much less related to how much the
agend worry about such victimizations.

Attbitudes. The relationships between crime orientations, fear,
and the attitudinal aspects of prevention competence among the

glderly tuwrn out to be guite mixed and complex. Those with a
heightened sense of responsibility for preventing crime felt
somaewhat safer when out alone, but curiously also saw themselves .
azs more at risk from both buwrglary and assawlt or robbery (Table
&. Worry, however, was unrelated to sense of responsibility. A
highly tentative inference here may be that taking such
reasponsibility includes an assessment of greater risk, but a
lesser degrese of fear or worry. '

While those who believed individual prevention actions to be #more
gffective also saw greater risk, they were more worried about
victimization as well., Ferceptions of group effectiveness were
positively assocciated with greater risk perception, bot unrelated
tio fear. Ferceptions of prevention effectiveness in general wers
unrelated to feelings of safety when out alone.

verall, those elderly who held more positive attitudes with
respect to citizen involvement in crime prevention also appesred
to be the ones who saw themselves more at risk personally.

Capability. A more distinct picture emerges for those who fesl
more capable about protecting themselves and their property.
These persons clearly feel much more safe when out dlone, day or
night, and view their neighborhoods as being less dangerous as
well. In addition, they worry less about burglary and
assault/robbery. However, sense of capability is wnrelated to
risk perception. The more capable do not see themselves any more
or any less at risk than the less capable. Capability here
appears much motre related to fear and sense of safety than to

what the chances are of victimization.

Motivation. Those more concerned about crime prevention are
definitively the ones who fesl less sats, more at risk, and who
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For the sake of sioplification and to avold duplication,
of bhe sight most representative activities were chosen
wpor o loadings and freguency for more exdtensive analysis
from O Eeste and Reid-Nash (1983). They include the following:

en _wh ﬁg_ngmg, Two~thirds of the elderly
said they "alwave" did this, with eight percent saying theay
"Mever" did. The practice was fairly wuniversal across all
subpopulations. Women, however, were significantly more likely to
1o it tham men, and residents of multiple-story units reported a
higher—than-average frequency of doing so (Figure 6)

1o Locking doors even when

. Leaving_on_indeoor lights when away from home at night.
figain, nearly two-thirds of the sample (63 percent) reported
always doing this, with only 21 percent saying "once in a while®
ar "never." Women again were significantly more likely to leave
lights on, as were more highly educated and upper income persons.
Those in higher—rise units also did so more often. Fersonal
factors plaved some role also, albeit for unclear reasons. The
more active left on lights more often, as did those with greater
adaptability to change, the less fatalistic, and those trusting
other people less.

LSRRl SRR L P A 7 SO VRPN 4.3 . IS~ NS v d 3P PN Sl ... AT — 3 SERGRIY.- P~ . SIS VL=t JU M- 5.Y

percent reported always requesting such assistance, and another
1% percent zsaid they did so most of the time. Having greater
contact with neighbors and home ownership were two primary
determinants of such swveillance. The more educated and urban
residers were likelier to do so as well. In addition, the more
active, those with greater sense of personal control, and thosge
with organizational ties asked for such help more frequently.

4. keeping_a helpful watch on neighbors and their property.
Forty—-six percent of the respondents said they consistently kept
such a watch, with 22 percent saying they did once in a while or
never. Demographics did not digtinguish at all well between those
who did and did not, the only exception being that elderly
persons under their mid-70s were more active in keeping an evye
out. The main determinant was ongoing interpersonal contact:
Those who had more interaction with neighbors, family and friends

ware more attentive.
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places in their neighborhoods, and another 12 percent said they
did most of the time. Thus over a guartsr of the sample
Mabitually engaged in such avoidance. Fifty-eight percent
indicated never doing so. Those more Llikely to so0 restrict their
ehavior tended to be women, lowsr income persons, and those in
poorer condition property surrowndings. High-rise residents
avolided areas mare often as well. Avoiders scored higher in
fatalism, trusted people less, and were in- less good health.

7. Aveiding geoing wutdoors alone because of crime. Ferhaps a
more serious issue is that 26 percent of the sample said they
avoided going outdoors alone because of crime most of the time,
including 11 percent who said they did so all the time. This is a
fairly substantial group to place what seems to be a highly.
restrictive mode on their activities. Unly & little over hal$ (53
percent) said they never did so. Once again, women were far mors
likely to avoid going out alone, as were single people. Residents
of muitiple-story units restricted themselves more as well.
cupectedly, those in poorer health, the more fatalistic, and
those sesing themselves less in control also avoided going owt
alone more,

8. Taking something alond with you when going out that could

be used as protection against being attacked, assaulted, or

robbhbed. Twelve percent said they took a protective device along
with them all the time when they went ocut, and seven percent said
most of the time. There were no demographic trends to identify
these individuals, but they were significantly more likely to at
once be more active and be more fatalistic. They also had more
contact with family and friends. The nature of the devices was
not specified, and they couwld range from firearms to knives to
tear gas to perhaps even police whistles., What is more important
here is the perspective that a sizable minority of the elderly
feel the need for such devices.
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best quite ambivalent about neighborbood swevelllance or groop
activity programs (Table 7). SBuch sctions are viritually

unassoel ated with fear of being out at night, o during the day
for that matter. In fact, fear of safety when out doring the day
ie negatively correlated with sither asbkbing neighbors to watoh
residences or in tuwn watching their homes. Similarly, those who
perceive their nelghborhoods ags more crime-ridden are
significantly less likely to ask neighbors to ksep watch, and ars
slightly less inclined to watch their neighbors property. '

An encouwraging sign herese is that these individuals are somewhat
more likely to get together with neighbors for specific
preventive activities. The suspicion is that in those
higher—crime nelghborhoods where the means of cooperation are in
place, ©.g. seni-formalized neighborhood watch programs,
particvipation is more likely to happen. However, less structuwred
activities such as asking a neighbor to keep watch when one is
out probably occur less because either: (1) As the findings in
Ch. 2 indicate, people are less apt to interact with their
ielighbors in such areasi; or (2) They may know their neighbors
"all too well," and distrust them. The data at the least make a
madest case for somewhat formalized intervention procedures among
the elderly in such neighborhoods.

On the other hand, the preferred activity mode for those persons
who fear for their safety in their neighborboods is restriction
in the form of avoiding certain areas or not going out '
altogether. Those who perceive more danger are also more inclined
to carry protective devices, and keep their residences locked
when home. Duwriously, leaving on the lights when out is unrelated
to concerns about how dangerous the neighborhoeod is; however,
those who feel unsafe at night tend to leave lighting on more
frequently. .

Those who see themselves at higher risk from burglary, and who
worry about it more, engage more often in all forms of preventive
behavior, from locking up to deterrence to surveillance to
avoidance (Table 8). Concern about more violent forms of
victimization leads to a different pattern of activity,

thouwgh. Those persons who see more risk from and worry more about
aszault and/or robbery more freguently carry out all activities
gxcept swvelillance. The reason for this is not readily apparant,
] 1B We saw praviously concerns about viglent crime and
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Frevemtion nowledge and fActivity

What glderly persons think they know about crime preventicon is
omlossly related to the kinds of actions they take to protect
themselves. In general, the more they know about any one kind of
crime, the more preventive actions they take overall (Tables 9
ang 107, Particularly instructive is a finding that the more
respondents knew about preventing crimes acréss the board, the
more they practiced suwwveillance and cooperative behaviaors.

There are some cwious anomalies, however. For one, the practice:
of avoiding going out for fear of wvictimization is unrelated to
perceived knowledge about any type of crime, except for being
negatively associated with knowledge about vehicle theft. Buch
avoldance appears almost as a coping mode of its own, with lithle
relationship to cognitions about crime. Whether an individual
Enows & great deal about gelf-protection or relatively little
seems To have little impact upon this avoidance behavior

Thoss who see themselves more knowledgeable about burglary and
vandalism srngage more in all activities, with no one in
particular sesmingly teking precedence. Those more cognizant of
assault self-protection do likewise, except for being no more or
less likely to lock up and somewhat more inclined to carvy
protective devices. The more knowledgeable about harassment
follow the same pattern of activity. Ernowing more about the theft
crimes of robbery, street larceny and vehicle theft yields the
same kinds of activities, except for the somewhat unexpected
f+inding that those individuals are no more likely to avoid
cartain areas. They may associate such avoidance more with
physical assauwlt risks than theft, although theft with assauvlt
would seem an obvious risk in many of the ill-reputed areas
peocple tvpically shy away from.
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Those who viewed individual crime prevention actions as more
pffective acted in much the same way. bWhile they were slightly
more likely to avoid undesirable areas, they mainly distinguishead
themselves by participating in suwveillance and group actions. In
much the same way, those who believed group preventive activity
to he effective engaged more freguently in all activities, save

restrictive ones.

A greater sense of capability to protect onesslf was also
manifested in activity with neighbors, but also by a greater
likelihood of carrving a protective device. These individuals
were also significantly less likely to avoid going out alone, or
to avoid areas in their environs because of crime. Finally, the
nore concerned or motivated with respect to crime prevention
carried out all activities more fregquently. As noted in the
previous chapter, concern does not correlate well with
capability, and emphasis on either of theszse two dimensions of
competence at the expense of the other can result in possibly
grronecus conclusions with respect to preventive behaviors. The
more concerned -— regardless of sense of capability —— are
hasically motivated to pursue all avenues of self protection,
including restrictive ones. However, when the concern is. temperszd
with a certain degree of confidence in one’'s actions, restrictive
hehaviors become less prominent. :

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

It is important to emphasize at this point that it would be too
gasy and very risky to downplay the salience of crime prevention
to the elderly given their substantially lower rates of
victimization. Such a "by the numbers" approach to social policy
belies the complexity of the factors underlying victimization,
the varying ability of citizens of different age groups to cope
with it, and the varying psychological, social, and economic
costs of crime to people of different age groups. As Yin (1985
notes, while elderly victim rates are relatively "low!, they may
atill be considered too high in terms of social values. It has
long been established that the elderly as a group have unigue
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i phyaeical injuwy, the healing and recovery process can take
longer and be more edpensive. There appears to be no evidencs
available as to whether victimization is more psyvechologically
traumatic for the eldesrly than for other adults.

As we will discuss more fully below, it is also likely that at
lwast some of the reduced victimization rate among the elderly is
a conseguence of avoidant and restrictive actions they take out
of fesr of 1t. Such patterrns can be disruptive to a satisfactory
quality of life, and deserve close attention.

{(0f cowrse, all this is not to say that the igsue of crime and
the elderly should be gveremphasized at cost to other pressing
crime—related issues, including the abysmally high violent crime
victimization rate at the other end of the age spectrum among
voung adults and teens, particularly those in minority groups. As
Cook et al. (1978) and Cook (1981) have called attention to,
misperceptions of inflated victimization rates among the elderly
in marlier years may have. contributed to undue public focus on
the issue at the policy level, possibly at the expense of
attention to other concerns of the aged.)

I line with the above, factors which accelerate or reduce risk
in any population are complex and interwoven. A host of lit+a
style, health, environmental and psychological variables come
into play here. Tt would be a mistake to give an impression that

Father, it is likely that some factors associated with age reduce
risk (e.ge.y less mobility) while others may well increase it ‘
(2.0.y physical frailty).

More detailed data are needed on the types of victimization
various subgroups among the aged encounter, and the circumstances
of those. While the Hochstedler data cited in Chapter I are guite
thorough, they deal only with central city areas and are over a
decade old as well. The NOR annual studies do net include enaough
cases of elderly victimization for reliable scrutiny, and =ffort
should be made to compile such data over a longer period to
achieve for national samples the descriptive power of the
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The above findings are alzo highly intercorrelated and may alsao

be logically intertwined. The more fearful may hold a belief Lhat
their personal chances of burglary or assault are low bhecause
they are afraid of going out alone at night, and, according to
owr activity data to be discussed below, in fact don't go out as
often as vounger adults for fear of crime. Moreover, if elderly
pecple went out alone in greater numbers at night, their rates of
robbery, assault and eveningtide break-ins could well be expected
to rise {(although not likely to the heights of yvounger age
GQIroupsd .

B Yin (1985) and many others have speculated, the reduced crime
rate among the aged is likely in part a consequence of less
mabile lifestvlies regardless of fear of crime. Retirement is one
reason For not being outdoors as often, and less participation in
moye active physical and social pursuits would be expected to
diminish their chances of contact with criminals outside the
home. And, being home more reducss their risk of burglary.

£ look at the sheer numbers of people in both age groups affected
by fear is also instructive. Within the 1985 Elderly Sample, 22
percent felt unsafe out alone at night. In the Comparison Bample,
the percentage for those &5 and over was 38, versus 29 percent
for those under 65. While Yin has suggested that differences on
this order are not large, they have substantial statistical
significance and, we would aver, they are "meaningful” in the
sense that they involve lives in the millions. Frojecting from
our data, over 10 million citizens &0 and over express such fear.

WHether the specific feeling of danger dealt with here is
realistic raises some interesting problems as well. Biven actual
street victimization rates, the numbers of persons of any age
afraid of being out obviously seem astronomically high. But - as
Yin notes, it is difficult to accumulate the annual victimigation
rates over time -- over one’'s lifetime, say —-— and compute a
"likelihood" of being confronted by a criminal under those
clroumstances. Ferbaps more importantly, when citizens say they
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The point is that 1t i swceptionally difficult to demnonsihrats
that the fact that upwards of a third of all citizens feel unsafe
in those circumstances is wresalistic, gliven owur current
Ernwledge about how victimization works. Howsver, this showld rob
turn us away from finding such a statistic to be an appalling one
im terms of public interest. The problem is of course ‘
particularly acute for the elderly if for no other reason than
that the physical limitations imposed by advancing age make them
most vulnerable to ocut-of-doors victimization at night. lLess
physical strength for self-defense or sscape, diminished ability
to zee or hear predators, and the knowledge by offenders that the
aged can be easier marks all contribute to LPW1F greater risk.

The elderly stand out $from other adults in believing themselves
tn be less knowledgeable about crime prevention and less capable
of protecting themselves. They also feel less personal
responsibility for doing so. This is a troubling mix of attitudes
fram a prevention strategy viewpoint. Informational and
promotional efforts would naturally be most effective in
addressing the "knowledge gap’ issue by targeting to the aged
messages which would build their knowledge about those crimes

they are the most concerned about. And, & rise in knowledge would.

be expected to benefit their sense of confidence as well. PBut,
whether increased knowledge and confidence would move to boost
perzonal responelblllty as well is a more open question.

If lesser willingness to take responsibility derives +rmm lack of
knowledge, fear, and/or sense of diminished capability of doing
much about the situation, then building on those determinants is
likely to increase responsibility. On the contrary, though,: ‘
lesser responsibility derives more from a perspective that "It's
the job of the police" to prevent crime, such an attitude could
constrain interest in even paying attention to information about
citizen—based preventive efforts. Lesser responsibility was
negatively correlated with perceived need for information about

crime. Earlier generations may have perceived crime as being more

a job for the police, and that could translate into the stronger
support voiced for law enforcement agencies by the elderly. This
is of cowse speculative, but it is a consideration to be chf in
mind im pxplaining the lesser responsibility
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rhunately, the majority of citizens of all ages have

tive attitudes towsard such responsibility.

i le oo o avoddant  behlaviors
oimEwhat In b o erime above, and rmeseds o
irEd hees. Bl ders Lord F4oan Likely than

at night to avedd
e i oswed a positive step,

srch Lrconvenl Brnoe are

LY

bov oo ol with

am Ld

.

[ g, bhe finding that over a guarter of the elderly populace
avild going ot "most of the time" because of crine reguires

2f F at clear remedial action. Unfortunately, ways of
alleviating the situation are not necessarily sasy to elther
recomnend o accomplish. The target audience is dominated by
woimar, thosse who live alone, in less good health, and who feel
less control in general. These persons have higher fear of crime,
are not particularly knowledgeable about prevention, and are less
apt to cooperate with their neighbors for preventive

purposes. They appear fairly isolated, and & large part of the
solution would seem to be to provide them with tools for mbre
effectively coping with their situations.

L] =

e




I

BIBLIOGRAPHY

Antunes, G.E., Cook, F.L., Cook, T.D., and Skogan, W.G. "Patterns
of personal crime against the elderly: Findings from a

national survey.®™ The Gerontologist, 17:321-327. 1977.

Arguri, A.F. "Police and the elderly."™ 1In D. Lester (ed.) The
Elderly Victim of Crime. Springfield, 1Ill.: C.C. Thomas.
1981.

Braungart, M.M., Hoyer, W.J. and Braungart, R.G. "Fear of crime
and the elderly.” In A.P. Goldstein et al., Police and the
Elderly. Elmsford, N.Y.: Pergamon. 1979,

Clemente, P. and Kleiman, M.B. "Fear of crime among the aged.”

The Gerontologist, 16:207-210. 1976.

Cook, F.L. and Skogan, W.G. "Bvaluating the changing definition
of a policy issue in Congress: Cripe against the elderlg.'.

In H.R. Rodgers, Jr. (ed.)
Institutions. Greenwich, Connecticut: JAI Press. 1984.

Cook, F.L., Skogan, W.G., Cook, T.D., and Antunes, G.ﬁ. "Criminal

victimization of the elderly: - The physical and economic
consequences.” The Gerontolegist, 18:338~349. 1978.
ort e s . . TN , - 5. A

National Crime Survey Report, U.S. Department of Justice,
Bureau of Justice Statistics. 1981.

. A Naticnal
Crime Survey Report, U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of
Justice Statistics. 1981. ’ v

. A National
Crime Survey Report, U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of
Justice Statistics. 1982. ,

. A National

Crime Survey Report, U.S. Department of Justice, Bureau of
Justice Statistics. 1985, ’

Davis, R. and Davis, J. TV's Image of the Elderly. Lexington,
MA: Lexington Books. 198S.

Elmore, E. "Consumer fraud and the elderly.® 1In D. Lester (ed.)
icti ime. Springfield, 111.: C.C.
Thomas. 1981.

Finley, G.E. "Fear of crime in the elderly.” In J.I. Kosberg

(ed.) Abuse and Maltreatment of the Elderly. Littleton,
MA: Wright. 1983.

s i ® o
——— %




george, L. "Models of Transition in Middle and Later Life."
Annals, AAPSS 464:22-37. 1982.

Goldsmith, J. *Criminal victimization of older persons."
Connecticut Law Review, 9:435-449. 1977.

Harris, Louis and Associates. Aging in the Eighties: America_ in
Transition. A survey conducted for the National Council on
the Aging, Inc. 1981.

Hochstedler, E. Crime against the elderly in 26 Citjes. Bureau
of Justice Statistics. Washington, D.C. 1981.

Janson, P. and Ryder, K. "Crime and the -elderly: The
relationship between risk and fear." The Gerontologist,
23:207-212. 1983. ~

Jaycox, V.H. "Elderly's fear of crime: Rational or irrational?”

Victimology, 3:329-334. 1979.

o Lavrakas, P. Factors related to Citizen Involvement in Personal,
Household and Neighborhood Anti-Crime Meagures. Report
submitted to U.S. Department of Justice. 1980.

Lawton, M.E., L. Nahemow, S. Yaffee, and S. Feldman.
"Psychological aspects of crime and fear of crime."™ 1In J.
Goldsmith and S. Goldsmith (eds.) :

Crime and the Elderlv:
Challenge and Response. Lexington, MA: D.C. Heath. 1976.

Lebowitz, B.D. "Age and fearfulness: Personal and situational

factors.' Journal of Gerontology, 30:696-700. 1975.

Lee, G.R. 'Re31dent1al location and fear of crime among the

elderly.” Rurxal Sociology, 47:655-699. 1982.

Lee, G.R. "Sex differences in fear of crime among older people.”

Research on Aging, 4:284-298. 1982. |
Liang, J. and M.C. Sengstock. Crlsizal victiization ot tha
Malinchak, A.A. and Wrzght, D. "0lder Amerxcans and crime: The
iggg? of elderly victimization.® Aging, No. 281-282:10-16.
. Mullen, R.E. and Donnermeyer, J.P. "Age, trust, . and perceived

safety from crime in rural areas.” The Gerontologist,
25:237~-242. 1985.

National Council on the Aging. The Myth and Reality of Aging in
Aperica. Washington, D.C. 1975.

_—




Nyational Council on the Aging. Aging in the eighties; ? ica
in_Transition. Washington, D.C. 19381.

Normoyle, J. and P. Lavrakas. "Fear of crime in elderly women:
Perceptions of control, predictability and territoriality.”

Personality and Sogial Psychology Bulletin, 10:191-202.
O'Brien, R.M. Crime and Victimization Data. Beverly Hills, Sage.
1985.

O'Reefe, G.J. "Public views on crime: Television exposure and
media credibility.” In R. Bostrum (ed.) Communication
Yearbook 8. Beverly Hills: Sage. 1984.

O‘'Keefe, G.J. "Taking a Bite Out of Crime: The impact of a

public information campaign.” Communication Research,
12:147-178. 1985.

O'Keefe, G.J. "The 'McGruff' national media campaign: Its
public impact and future implications.” In D. Rosenbaum

(ed.) Community Crime Prevention: Does It Work? Beverly
Hills, CA: Sage. 1986.

O'RKeefe, G.J. and Reid-Nash, K. "TV crime news and real-world
blues: A panel study of social reality.® Paper presented
to Association for Education in Journalism Annual
Caonvention, Gainesville, Fla. 1984.

O'Reefe, G.J. and Reid-Nash, K.
Communjcation Orjentations: A_Comparative Study of the
Elderly. Report submitted to the National Institute of
Justice, U.S. Department of Justice. 1985. (&)

O'Keefe, G.J. and Reid-Nash, K. "Fear of crime and crime
prevention competence among the elderly." Paper presented
to American Psychological Association Annual Convention, Los
Angeles, California. 1985. (B)

Riley, M., Hess, B., and Bond,_ K. i i i :

. Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence
Erlbaum Associates. 1983.

Skogan, W.G. Issues in the Measuxement of Victimization. U.S.

Department of Justice, Bureau of Justice Statistics. 1981.

Skogan, W.G. and M.E. Maxfield. Coping with Crime. Beverly
Hills: Sage. 1981.

Sundeen, R.A. and' Mathieu, J.T. "The fear of crime and its

consequences among elderly in three urban communities." The .

Gerontologist, 16:211-219,

Teski, M. “Environment, crime and the elderly.” In D, Lester
(ed.) The Elderly Victim of Cripe. Springfield, Ill.: C.C.
;\‘\_

—_—

——



Yin,
Yin,

Yin'

Thomas.

P.P.

P.P.

1981.

"Fear of crime among the elderly: Some issues and
suggestions.”™ So¢ial Problems, 27:492-504, 1980.

"Fear of crime as a problem for the elderly.”

Problemsg, 30:240-245. 1982.

P.PO

Victimization and the Aged. Springfield, Ill.:

Thomas. 1985

Q

ia

C.C.



Figure i : Neighborhood S=a

Deapgraphics
Gender

Education
Age
Employed
Income

Environmental

Property condition
Community Size
Multi-unit Residence
’Own Home

Multi—-Story Residence

Interpersonal

# adults in household
Married

Contact with neighbors
Contact family/friends
Organiz. membership
Percent elderly in neigh,

Personal/psychological

State of health

Level of activity
Trust in people
Fatalism

Adaptability to change

Sense of control

: Regression Summary

fety
Night Day Neigh,
Unsafe Unsafe Danger
W w
+
+
+ + +
Ny
+ + +




Figure 2 .3
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Figure 3a
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Figure “4b .: Crime Prevention Coumpetence Factorsy
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Figure 6a
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Table . 1

Intercorrelations Among Crime Orientations

Night Day Neigh. Burg. Burg. Vio. Vio. Elder
Unsafe Unsafe Danger .. Prob. Worry ... Prob. . Worry Victim
Night Unsafe - .49¢ .29¢ ATe .24c e .31¢ .09¢
 Day Unsafe - .33c Jd2¢ 2le .10¢ .32¢ .08b
Neigh. Danger - .22 2Ue e .23¢c .02
Burg. Prob. - .31c Ae .22¢ .02
Burg. Worry . X .- .20¢ .59%¢ .13c
Vio. Prob. - .30¢c .12¢
Vio. Worry .. ‘ - .13c
. O

Elder Vieczim ) -




Table 2

Knowledge of Self-Protection for
Specific Crime

Great Some
Crizes Deal Things
Having your home broken 31% 432
into or burglarized
Being physically 13 35
assaulted or attacked : ,
Being harassed or 14 33
bothered by youths
Being held up by 9 25
someeone with a knife
or gun
Having your property 21 41
vandalized
Having your pocketbook, 27 40
wallet, or purse grabbed
from you
Being defrauded or 33 ' 34
cheated out of your money

| ¥
Being physically or 20 23
mentally mistreated
or abused by people
close to you
Having a car broken 24 ‘ 37

into or stolen

47

46

59

34

29

29

46

31




Table ' 3
Prevention Knowledge, Attitudes, and Motivation

Crime Prevention:

Respon- Indiv. Group Capa-
sibility Effect. Effect. bility Concern

Knowledge of':

Burglary | Jd1c .10c .13c .22¢ .12¢
Assault .10c .11c .15¢ .26c .0%¢c
Harassment .10¢ .13¢c .llc | .23c .10¢
Robbery .12¢ .10c .13c .25¢ .1jc
Vandalism 1e .13¢ .13c .19¢ | .13¢
Street Larceny .17e .15¢ .17c .16c ‘ .10e
Fraud 13e .0%¢ .15¢ 13c .12¢c
Abuse .10¢ .07b .11e .15¢ .04

Vehicle Theft «15¢ .08b .17e .0%¢ ~.07b

Evaluations of:

Police .06a .12¢ .12¢ .12¢ .00
Neighbors . .12¢ .18c .20¢ e .0l
Courts ; . .02 .10c - .06a .02 .0l

Elected Officials .05 .13¢ - . 1e 12¢ .04




Prevention

Table 4 . |

Knowledge by Ncighbornood Fear

Night Day Neigh.
Unsafe Unsafe Danger
Knowledge of:
Burlary ~.05a -.07b ’ -.06a
Assault ~-.05a ~.06a .02
Harassment ~.06a ~-.04 .03
Robbery -.09%¢ ~. 04 .02
Vandalism -.01 -.03 .02
Street Larceny -.02 ~. 04 - -.03
Fraud .00 - ~.08b -.03‘
Abuse -.04 -.01 .00
Vehicle Theft ~.16c ’—.150 ~.05a ‘
o
v




Table 5

Prevention XKnowledge by Perceived Risk, Worry

Burglary Burglary Violence Violence

Prob. Worry Prob. Worry
Knowledge of:

Burglary .09 .05a .04 .04
Assauit .09 .00 .07b .00
Harassment .12¢ S .02 .09 .02
Robbery .06a ~-.03 .0%¢ —.03
Vandalism .07b .06a .05a .04
Street Larceny .08b -.02 ~.07b . -.03
Fraud .03 .00 .05a -.01
Abuse .09b -.05a .04 ~-.02
Vehicle Theft .12¢ -.01 .0%¢ | ~.08b

AY




Night Unsafe
Day Unsafe
Neigh. Danger
Burg. Prob.
Burg. Worry
Vio. Prob.
Vio. Worry

Elder Victim

Table

6

Prevention Competence by Crime Orientations

Crime Prevention:

Respon-— Indiv. Group Capa-

sibility Effect. Effect. bility Concern

-.05a -.03 .00 ;.190 .}80

~.06a -.05 ~-.04 -;170 .20c

—.04 -.02 ~-.05a ~-.06a .18¢
.10¢c .08b .10¢c .01 .20c
.00 .05a .02 -.08b .33c
Jd1e .05a .10c .02 lle
00 .06a -.01 -.13¢c .33c
.04 .04 .06a

.0ba

~.04




Prevention Activities by Neighborhood Fear

Lock Doors
Indoor Lights
Neigh. Watch
Take Device
Avoid Places
Neigh. Joining
Avoid Going Out

Watch Neigh.

Table 7

Night Day Neigh.
Unsafe Unsafe Danger
.21c LTlhe | .0%c
.0%¢ .01 ~-.01
.04 -.06a  ~-.0Tb
.09%¢ .16¢c 11c
.30¢c .27¢c .19
.01 .04 .06a
.37c .30¢ .24c

-.08b ~-.04

-.03




Table 8

Prevention Activities by Perceived Risk, Worry

Burg. Burg. Vio. Vio. Elder

Prob. Worry Prob. Worry Vietim
Lock Doors .07b .20c .08b .21¢c .10c
Indoor Lights .12¢ .16¢ .08b  .10c .08b
Neigh. Watch .0%¢ .08b .01 .04 .02
Take Device .12¢ .07b .11¢ .13e .00
Avoid Places .12¢ .20c .15¢ .2% .06a
Neigh. Joining .09¢ ﬁOBb .08b .130 .01
Avoid Going Qut .09¢ .19¢ .11e <31 .06a
Watch Neigh. .08c .07b +01 .05 .OQ

@
5




Table . 9

Prevention Activities by Prevention Knowledge (I)

Lock Indoor Watch Take
Doors Lights - Neigh. Device
Knowledge of:

Burglary .11e .1le .13¢c .lle
Assault~ .01 .07b .07b .22¢
Harassment , .02 .07b .10c .19¢
Robbery .04 .07Tb .0%¢ .22¢
.Vandalism .08b .13¢ .10c .16c
Street Larceny .03 .13¢ .06a .14e
Fraud .05a « .12¢ .11c .lle
Abuse -.02 . .0l .05a .lle

Vehicle Theft .00 .13e .13c .07b




Table "1¢

Prevention Activities by Prevzntion Knowledge (II)

Avoid Neigh. - Avoid Wateh
Places Joining Going Qut Neigh.

Knowledge of':

Burglafy .Oéa .12¢ -.03 .13¢c
Assault .06a .13¢ ~-.03 11e
Harassment | .06a 17c .01 .12¢c
Robbery .04 .18¢c -.03 .13c
Vandalism .08 .1lc .01 12¢
Street Larceny .03 .08b .0t .08b
Fraud .03 .05 -.03 .09
Abuse .08b .0e  -.02 e

Vehicle Theft -.02 .07b ~.1e  .13c

N




Table 11

Prevention Activities by Prevention Cocmpetence

Respon~ Indiv. Group Capa-

sibility Effect.  Effect. bility Concern
Lock Doors -.01 .04 .11c -.04 .18c
Indoor Lights .05a .04 .11e .04 .08b
Neigh. Watch .110 .1le .17¢ .09 .06a
Take Device ~-.01 Lou .07b - W13e .16c
Avoid Places .00 .05a .01 ~-.05a .166
Neigh. Joining .11e f09c .16c .1jc .0%¢
Avoid Going Out -.05a .03 ,701 -.13¢ .j9c»
Watch Neigh. .13¢ .11e f17c .17¢ .10c

Crime Prevention:

¢






