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SUH~1ARY 

"Fear of Crime" has been establ ished as an important aspect of the 

crime problem in America, as it has received considerable attention by politi-

dans, publ ic administrators;, the press, researchers and others interested in 

the consequences of crime. However, our understanding of what constitutes 

fear of crime and how it should be measured has remained quite limited. All-
'I 

too-often, survey qUEstions about fear of crime are not derived from any theo-

retical understanding of the phenomenon and are not subject to any rigorous 

evaluation or validation procedures. 

Given these limitations on what we know about fear of crime, the Office 

of Research and Evaluation Methods, National Institute of Justice, funded a 

research project to advance the state-of-the-art in measuring fear of crime. 

In the present report, some of the major findings of this research are summarized 

for the benefit of criminal justice researchers, program evaluators, and program 
managers. 

This methodological research related in the development and validation of 

a new set of scales for measuring fear-related constructs. The conceptual frame­

work used to guide this research was provided by Lazarus' (1966) stress theory. 

The stress model was easily applied to the fear of crime literature and was 

able to clarify the distinctiveness and interrelatedness of the various dimen-

sions of fear of crime. 

The stress model posits three basic elements of a stress situation, and 

for each of these elements, a corresponding dimension of fear of crime was 

identified. The first element of a stress situation is the perceived set of 

stimulus conditions. Correspondingly, a three-item Perceptions of Crime scale 

was constructed and val idat'ed as a noneval uative index of perceptions about the 

i 

nature and extent of crime in the local environment. 

The second element of a stress situation is an assessment or appraisal of 

~ the threat provided by the stimulus conditions. Thus, according to the model, 

crime is a potential environmental stressor, depending on how it is assessed 

or interpreted by the individual. CorY'esponding to the second element, a four­

item Concern for Personal Safety scale was constructed and validated as an 

affective index of the extent to which the individual has defined or interpreted 

the situation as a threat to his/her own safety. More specifically, this scale 

seems to measure the individual's fear of being victimized by "street crimes," 

especially robbery and assault. 

The third element of a stress situation is comprised of coping responses 

aimed at reducing the threat. In the present research, actions which people 

take to protect themselves or their property were defined as coping responses 

to reduce the threat of victimization. In the final analysis, a three-item 

Avoidance of Street Crime scale was constructed and validated as a frequency 

measure of personal behaviors directed at protecting oneself from victimization 

by "street crime." 

The above-mentioned scales were constructed and refined using conventional 

analytic techniques, such as factor analysis and tests of internal consistency. 

Thus, unidimensional indices with known reliabilities WEr~ established. These 

indices were then subject to additional tests for temporal stability (test-retest 

reliability), and various tests of validity. The data strongly indicate that 

these scales are unidimensional,. internally consistent, reliable over time, 

and, generally valid as indicators of the fear-related constructs under study. 

The methodological research went beyond the construction and validation 

of multi-item indices. A magnitude estimation study was conducted to generate 

ratio-scaled response formats to accompany these fear items. With a ratio scale, 

i i 

... 



the distances between the points on the scale are known and the scale contains 

an absolute zero point. Ratio scales were developed for two types of adverb 

modifiers commonly used in fear of crime research -- those which modify the 

intensity of expressions and those which modify the freguency of expressions. 

A four-point intensity scale ("Not at all ," "somewhat," "quite," and livery") 

was constructed for use with affective and cognitive items concerning the 

personal threat of crime (e.9., items addressed to the respondent's fear or 

perceived risk of victimization). A four-point frequency scale ("Never," 

"sometimes," "quite often," and "always") was constructed for use with items 

concerning protective behaviors and judgments about the extent of the local 

crime problem. These two scales are recommended because they: approximate 

the properties of a ratio scale; have an optimum number of response alternatives 

(as defined by both practical and statistical concerns); and are stable across 

different respondents and other variabl es. 

Hopefully, the scale construction and validation strategies utilized in 

this research will encourage others to think more about measurement issues, 

discourage the common reliance of single-item measures, and perhaps contribute 

to the standardization of measurement in this field. 

iii 
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I. INTRODUCTION: THE IiFEAR OF CRIME Ii MEASUREMENT PROBLEM 

"Fear of crime" is a phrase that now represents a major facet of the 

crime problem in the United States. This phrase has been exploited by poli­

ticians, the mass media, and the citizenry to describe one of the major con­

sequences of crime in this country. In addition, fear of crime has been the 

primary focus of government-funded research on "reactions to crime" (see 

Dubow, McCabe, & Kaplan, 1978), and a major focus of crime prevention programs 

(e.g., Fowler, McCalla, & Mangione, 1979; McPherson & Silloway, 1980). 

Given this level of attention, one might expect to find sUbstantial 

agreement regarding what constitutes fear of crime and how it should be 

measured. Unfortunately, this is not the case. The conceptualization of fear 

of crime has been taken for granted by most researchers and nonresearchers 

alike. Furthermore, the literature is cluttered with a multitude of measures 

and contains almost no information for possible users as to which are the more 

reliable and valid indicators of fear of crime. 

In light of these knowledge limitations, the Office of Research and 

Evaluation Methods of the National Institute of Justice, Department of 

Justice, has funded a research project to advance the state-of-the-art in 

measuring fear of crime. This project, directed by the present authors, re­

sulted in the develo~ment and validation of a new set of scales for measuring 

fear-related constructs. The primary purpose of the present report is to 

share some of the major findings with criminal justice researchers, evaluators, 

and program managers. In this report, specific sets of questions (i.e., 

scales) and specific response formats designed to measure fear of crime are 

presented and discussed in a relatively nontechnical manner. Although some 
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technical information is provided in the text and the appendices, the reader 

interested in the detailed analyses is referred to the project's Interim 

Report (Rosenbaum & Baumer, 1980) and Final Report (Baumer & Rosenbaum, 

1981) . 

Before describing our procedures, findings, and recommendations, we 

will first address the reader who ;s grappling with one or both of the fol­

lowing questions: (1) "Why do we need new measures of fear of crime--what 

is wrong with the existing measures?"; (2) liTo whom is this report directed 

and why is measurement so important to these audiences?" In the remainder of 

this introductory chapter, we shall briefly respond to these questions so as 

to aid potential users in assessing the utility of this report for themselves 

and also to set the stage for the results and recommendations which fc..llow. 

The problem with existing measures. First, there is the question of 

what is wrong with the existing measures. Perhaps the best answer is that 

we don't rea l'Iy know what is wrong with most of th~m because they have not 

been seriously evaluated. In practice, survey questions about fear of crime 

are often created lion the spot" to serve local research needs, with little 

consideration given to theoretical questions, prior research results, or 

conventional procedures for item development and scale construction. In 

addition to the need for better conceptualization and operationalization of 

measures in this area', the third critical element in the measurement process, 

and the one which has been most seriously neglected, is the evaluation or 

validation of existing measures. Everyone seems interested in creating 

their own items and then assuming that these items measure something called 

fear of crime. The consequence of this practice is that we are left with a 

wide variety of questions and response alternatives designed to measure fear 
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of crime (see Baumer, 1978; Du~ow, et al., 1978; Rosenbaum & Baumer, 1980), and 

very little knowledge about the reliability or vBlidity of these numerous items. 

This approach to measurement, characterized by lack of standardization, has 

resulted in little cumulative knowledge and a patchwork understanding of the 

phenomenon under study. 

Our limited knowledge of how to measure fear of crime, and the conse­

quences of this ignorance, were illustrated in the recent debate over the 

Figgie Report--a national study of the extent and impact of fear of crime in 

America (see Cl'iminal Justice Newsletter, Vol. II, No. 22, Nov. 10,1980 for 

the debate). The major findings of the Figgie Report (Research & Forecasts, 

1980) have been widely disseminated, including significant coverage in the 

Chicago Tribune, the New.York Times, and U. S. News and World Report. However, 

Lavrakas, Lewis, & Skogan (1980) have severely criticized the Figgie Report, 

stating that it "misrepresents both the level and impact of fear of crime in 

America!: '\'p. 3). Aft 't'" er crl lClzlng the study's sampling procedures, the 

authors proceed to argue that it "measures 'fear of crime in a manner which 

casts even greater doubt on the validity of the findings" (p. 4). Without 

discussing the specifics of the Figgie debate, the importance of measurement 

issues should be apparent from thl'S example. B IIf f . II ecause ear 0 crlme easily 

becomes a "buzz" phrase for politicians and media sources, researchers have 

an added responsibility to make sure that people are referring to the same 

phenomenon and that the phenomenon can be objectively measured. We must 

ask ourselves soberly--Do we have the measures necessary to answer such ques­

tions as--How afraid is America? 

The measurement problem lies not only with the survey questions, them­

selves, but also with the various answers or response options that are 

3 
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considered acceptable. When asked about personal safety, for example, what 

does the respondent mean when he/she reports feeling "reasonably safe" instead 

of livery safe?" What is the quantitative difference? How does "somewhat 

afraid" differ from "rather aft'aid?" Does "somewhat safe" mean something 

different than "somewhat afraid?" In general, the guestions of interest are-­

(1) how do certain adverb modifiers (e.g., "somewhat," "reasonably," "very") 

actually modify the meaning of fear-related adjectives? and (2) do these 

modifiers (also referr'ed to as "qunatifiers" or "intensifiers") have the same 

meaning for different people and across different word contexts? An attempt 

must be made to quantify these vague modifiers. 

Survey researchers in general have given almost no attention to response 

formats and the important decision of choosing the most appropriate adjectives 

and adverb modifiers. In the fear of crime literature, the variety cf res­

ponse scales and lack of reported justifications tells the story as to how 

they were constructed. In the absence of empirical justification, the 

selected adverb modifiers are usually assumed to provide equal intervals 

between the categories, but this has yet to be tested. Furthermore, the 

entire response scale sometimes reflects a possible confusion of dimensions. 

For example, some studies have used scales which range from livery safe" at 

one end to livery unsafe, II livery fearful, II or livery dangerous II at the other 

end. Others have used scales that range from livery concerned II to "not at 

all worried. II 

Another problem with response formats in the fear of crime literature is 

the reliance on the simple "yes-no" option, especially when measuring protec­

tive behaviors. This type of forced option severely restricts the response 

variance and, therefore, limits the amount of information that can be 

4 

obtained from anyone question. Certainly, researchers can do better than 

a yes-no format if they are interested in the frequency or intensity of 

feelings and behaviors related to the threat of criminal victimization. 

As suggested above, we maintain that most of the problems with either 

survey questions or response formats can be traced to ~ lack of attention to 

both conceptual ang operational issues. In particular, the basic questions 

that have been addressed too infrequently include: 

• What do we really m~an by "fear of crime?1I 

• How many dimensions are needed to conceptualize the phenomenon? 

• What are the "best" response scales for quantifying the meaning of 
answers to survey questions about fear of crime? 

• What is a good measurement strategy for constructing items, multi­
item indices, and response scales? 

• What evidence exists or can be collected to evaluate the items, 
indices, and response scales of interest? 

In terms of conceptual ~roblems, the diversity of existing measures 

best illustrates the conceptual ambiguities that prohibit a clear definition 

of fear of crime. The phrase IIfear of crime" has not been clearly defined in 

either popular or scientific usage. Previous attempts to conceptualize this 

area (Baumer, 1979; Dubow, et al., 1978; Furstenberg~ 1971; Fowler & Mangione, 

1974) have been few in number and have yet to offer a convincing conceptuali­

zation of the phenomenon. We hope that our work in this area will shed some 

additional light on the problem. 

Finally, the state-of-the-art in operationalization and evaluation re­

flects some advancement of knowledge. In terms of validation, recent progress 

has been made toward evaluating the adequacy of selected measures, but much 

work has yet to be undertaken. Measurement evaluation should focus on questions 

of reliability and validity. Aside from a few factor-analytic studies (Baumer, 

5 
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1979; Normoyle, 1980), there has been little work on the validity of selected 

scales or items, other than concern over face validity. In terms of relia­

bility, a few scales have been assessed for internal consistency (Baumer, 

1980; Normoyle, 1980; Lavrakas, 1979), and only Otlfi:! study has looked at test­

retest reliability (Bielby & Berk, 1979). Of course, the reader is reminded 

that reliability is a necessary, but insufficient condition for validity. As 

noted earlier, we are still faced with many validity questions about the nature 

of fear of crime, especially i~s dimensionality. 

In terms of response scales, we are familiar with no scaling or magnitude 

estimation studies that deal with fear of crime measures. While there have 

been a few studies that apply magnitude estimation/ratio scaling procedures to 

social variables (see Bass, Cascio, & O'Connor, 1974; Bradburn & Miles, 1979; 

Lodge, Cross, Tursky, & Tanenhaus, 1975; Stevens, 1975), to our knowledge, the 

only magnitude estimation resei1rch that deals with crime has focused on the 

scaling of offense seriousness (e.g., Sellin & Wolfgang, 1964). Fear of crime 

measures have yet to be properly scaled, particularly those which attempt to 

measure the i~tensity or frequency of various fear-related reactions to crime. 

Therefore, we conducted a magnitude estimation study to help fill this void, 

and the results are summarized in this report. A study of this nature, dealing 

specifically with fear of crime, was needed because previous research has 

demonstrated that the effects of adverb modifiers are not invariant across 

subject matter, as measurement specialists would like to believe (see Bradburn 

& Miles, 1979). 

Audience for this report. The next question is: To whom is this 

report directed and why is measurement important to these audiences? First, 

we hope that researchers interested in fear of crime will benefit from our 
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recommendations. In recent years, numerous studies have been conducted on 

fear of crime (see Dubow, et al., 1978; Baumer, 19.78; Skoga.n & Maxfield, 

1981). The primary objective of this sizable literature has been to identify 

correlates of fear of crime. Meanwhile, the adequacy of the measures them­

selves has been taken for granted. The importance of a solid measurement 

foundation is becoming more apparent to researchers as they become more in­

volved in model.-building and as the number of contradictory or nonsupportive 

findings increases. Theories and hypotheses regarding the causes and conse­

q~ences of fear of crime cannot be rigorously examined if measures of the 

fear construct are suspect. Unfortunately, when researchers assume that their 

measures are reliable and valid, they typically look for other (i.e., non­

measurement) explanations to account for contradictory or inconsistent re­

sults, and this may amount to looking in the wrong direction. We firmly 

believe that empirical efforts to build sound causal models in this topic 

area will enjoy greater SUccess when a more rigorous approach to measurement 

is employed. In addition to answering questions about the nature and extent 

of fear both locally and nationally, measures having known reliability and 

validity can advance our understanding of how fear is affected by demographic 

characteristics, victimization history, mediating cognitive variables, neigh­

borhood characteristics, actual crime rates, and other individual and contex­

tual variables. Moreover, our knowledge base regarding the consequences of 

fear of crime for specific individuals and neighborhoods will be significantly 
expanded. 

The scales recommended in this report are not a panacea for researchers, 

but can be viewed as a step in the directiun of improving measurement. If 

these scales can stimulate researchers to think more about measurement issues, 

7 
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discourage the common single-item strategy, and perhaps contribute to the 

standardization of measurement, then the efforts reflected in this report 

were not in vain. 

A second target group for this report is individuals and agencies in­

terested in the development and/or evaluation of programs which deal directly 

or indirectly with crime control. This group may include funding agencies, 

project staff, project evaluators, and others who feel that programs must 

address the fear of crime problem. For example, the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration's dual goal for crime prevention programs was lito prevent 

crime and decrease the fear of crime" (LEAA, 1978; emphasis added). Community 

crime prevention programs, whether supported by federal, state, or local funds, 

have flourished during the 1970's and, although federal funds are "drying 

Up," similar programs can be expected to maintain strong grass roots support 

during the 1980's. The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, the 

Department of Housing and Urban Development, ACTION, and other federal agencies 

have planted the seeds of citizen crime preventio~ in recent years. 

Fear of crime measures can be very important for both program planning 

and evaluation. In terms of program planning, the call for empirical, re­

search-based definitions of the problem has never been stronger. Well-planned 

crime prevention programs are likely to involve an up-front needs assessment 

survey to identify the amount and geographic distribution of fear of crime 

(e.g., Fowler, McCalla, & Mangione, 1979; McPherson & Silloway, 1980). This 

information can be studied in relationship to the actual incidents of crime, 

availability of resources, and other variables used in the planning process. 

With even greater frequency, measures of fear or perceived safety have been 

employed by those interested in evaluating the impact of crime prevention/ 
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control programs (Yin, 1978). Indicators of fear have been used for programs 

aimed at community renewal, commercial revitalization, or high vulnerability 

groups. 

Recently, measures of fear have taken on greater importance for program 

planners and evaluators as they begin to recognize that (1) the actual rates 

of crime may not be as controllable as fear of crime, (2) measuring changes 

in crime (Victimization) rates can be methodologically troublesome and costly, 

and (3) fear of crime is sufficiently widespread that many people view it as 

a greater social problem than the actual victimization problem (Wilson, 1.976). 

As Skogan & Maxfield (1981) have pointed out, the number of fearful citizens 

is much larger than the number of victimized citizens. Thus, fear of crime 

has been taken ~eriously by many crime control programs because citizens may 

be more fe~rful than need be, especially if programs are effective in control­

ling crime at the neighborhood level. Maltz (1974) defined the importance of 

fear to these programs when he stated that "unless the public feels safer in 

proportion to its increased actual safety, the full 'potential' of an effective 

crime control program will not have been reached" (p. 41). 

Although community crime prevention/control programs are often expected 

to decrease fear of crime along with specific crime rates, there is also a 

strong possibility of increasing fear of crime, as a recent study has demon­

strated with a randomized experimental design (Rosenbaum & Bickman, 1979). 

The possibility of such untoward effects highlights the need for reliable 

and vali~ measures that will detect changes in fear of crime. 

Measurement is important to program evaluators and funding agencies for 

a variety of reasons. Given the quality of many surveys and the absence of 

standardized measures, it is difficult to interpret a particular evaluation 

9 
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or make comparisons between evaluations. At a minimum, program evaluators 

should begin to justify their selection of measures and report evidence of 

reliability and validity. 

Summary. This report describes some of the major findings of a metho­

dological study undertaken for the National Institute of Justice to develop and 

validate new measures of fear of crime. Conceptual and measurement issues 

have received insufficient attention in the fear of crime literature, and 

this has resulted in the use of diverse single-item scales with unknown 

reliability and validity. This report is one attempt to help correct this 

situation by recommending some new scales with known characteristics and by 

suggesting a general strategy for developing and validating scales. The 

recommended scales focus on the impact of crime on the individual, tapping 

into the perceptual, affective. and behavioral aspects of fear-related responses 
to crime, 

Hopefully, this report will be useful to researchers, program evaluators, 

and others who are interested in measuring fear of crime. Research on the 

causes, consequences, and extent of fear can be improved if our conceptualiza­

tion and measurement of fear itself can be advanced. Similarly, empirical 

planning and evaluation of crime prevention/control programs can be improved 

if better indicators of fear of crime are made available. Although the 

scales recommended in this report may not be applicable to the specific 

needs of the reader, at a minimum, we hope that the spirit of our methodolo­

gies for constructing and validating scales will be appreciated. We hope 

that survey designers will be encouraged to think seriously about the relia­

bility and validity of any fear-related measures they are considering. 

Chapter II of this report provides an overview of the research procedures 

10 
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and methods used to develop and test new fear of crime measures. Chapter III 

includes a description of the conceptual framework used to guide the develop­

ment of new measures and a discussion of the final mUlti-item scales produced 

from this research. In Chapter IV, two different response scales are described 

and recommended on the basis of a magnitude estimation studY--each being 

appropriate for specific types of questions. 

" ) 
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II. PROCEDURES FOR DEVELOPING AND TESTING NEW MEASURES 

Before describing the actual scales produced in the course of this 

project, we shall first give a general overview of the procedures and methods 

used to develop and test these fear of crime indices. For additional infor­

mation about the methodology, the reader is referred to other project reports 

(Baumer & Roser.baum, 1980; Rosenbaum & Baumer, 1980). 

The basic question addressed in this chapter is--How did we arrive at 

the scales and response formats recommended in Chapters III and IV, respec­

tively? To simplify matters for the reader, we have condensed the many pro­

cedural steps needed to develop and validate scales into five basic cate­

gories of work: 

• Identification and Assessment of Previous Measures. 

• Development of Conceptual Framework and New Measurement Instrument. 

• Testing and Refining the Initial Scales. 

• Testing to Identify Optimum Response Formats/Scales. 

.• Testing and Refining the Revised Scales: Further Tests of 
Reliability and Validity. 

Identification and assessment of previous measures. The first major 

task was to identify the domain of measures used by others over the years to 

define the topic area referred to here as "fear of crime. II The identifica­

tion of existing measures involved an extensive search of survey items con­

cerning public opinion, attitudes, feelings, perceptions, and behavioral 

reactions pertinent to crime. This search covered published articles, un­

published project reports, and other documentation on public opinion polls, 

criminal justice research studies, and criminal justice evaluation studies. 

Over 500 items in this topic area were identified, although many of these 

12 

items were actually different forms of the same question. 

Each of these existing measures was evaluated for possible inclusion in 

an initial pool of potentially useful items. This evaluation included an 

examination of such factors as content validity, face validity, criterion­

related (construct) validity, response rates, and possible response biases 

(e.g., social desirabil ity or sensitization effects). Items that were judged 

to be extremely low on one or more of these evaluation criteria were either 

eliminated from consideration or modified. The item pool was reduced, or­

ganized, and grouped to identify item similarities and differences. This 

process also helped to identify underdeveloped areas. In the end, the 

pool of items was not only ~sefu1 for instrument development, but also for 

conceptualizing the topic area. 

Development of conceptual framework and new measurement instrument. In 

general, we felt that the universe of existing measures was well developed in 

terms of covering a wide range of content areas. Of course, item wording and 

response formats frequently left much to be desired. One of the main prob­

lems with this literature was the absence of a conceptual framework for making 

sense of these diverse measures. Furthermore, there remained the important 

qu~stion of whether the existing measures accurately reflected the ways in 

which people think and feel about crime, or were merely preconceptions in the 

minds of researchers. Thus, to further assist us in identifying possible 

shortcomings with existing measures and existing conceptualizations, focused 

interviews were conducted with a sample of 20 urban residents. The purpose of 

these in-depth, open-ended interviews was to determine how people, without 

the aid of structured questions, describe the impact of crime in their own 

neighborhoods. These interviews resulted in the development of some new 

13 

. -- --------~------- ~ 



'. 

items and also provided s.upport for the bel i.ef that certain existing measures 

did not misrepresent or distort the ways in which people evaluate their en-

vironment, feel about crime, and describ.e protective measures. 

After studying existing measures, focused interview results, and pre­

vious conceptual i zations, a tentati've conceptual framework was proposed 

(summarized in Chapter III) and a preliminary instrument was constructed. 

This instrument contafned items which attempt to capture the dimensions of 

fear of crime as reflected in our conceptualization of the topic area. 

Testing and refini'ng th'e i'nitial scales. Once we had constructed a 

preliminary set of scales, our plan was to begin a series of critical reviews 

by others and empirical tests, each resulting in the modification and refine­

ment of the scales to be tested. First, the scales were reviewed by a panel 

of experts1 on fear of crime. The instrument was then modified on the basis 

of this feedback and administered for the first time. 

The preliminary instrument was prepared in the form of a self-adminis­

tered questionnaire. The majority of subjects were undergraduates enroll ed 

in three major universities in the Chicago area. A total sample of 275 

respondents was obtained. The data from this preliminary study were analyzed 

for the purpose of scale refinement. Given a large pool of new and existing 

measures that seemed promising on 5.oth theoretical ana methodological grounds, 

the main objective of the~e analyses was to identify a smaller, more parsimon­

ious set of items that could be used at the next stage of testing as part of 

a revised instrument. Arriving at this smaller set of items required multiple 

analyses to eliminate items and to determi'ne the scalability of various item 

subsets. The analytic procedures involved in the early stages are summarized 

below. 
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Scale construction and refinement combine to form a highly interactive 

enterprise, involving an iterative process of analysis, evaluation, revision, 

and reanalysis .. Our goal early in this process was to develop unidimensional 

indicators of the components of fear with known reliabilities. Thus, our item 

analysis plan focused on conducting tests of unidimensionality and internal 

consistency. These tests were applied not only to this initial data set, but 

also to subsequent data sets (however, additional tests were also conducted 

in the follow-up research, as described later). 

Items thought to be indicators of the same concept were initially examined 

for possible high intercorrelations, a necessary condition for unidimensionality. 

The primary test of dimensionality was factor analysis. (The reader is re­

ferred to Rummel, 1970, for a discussion of this technique.) If the various 

sets of items do, indeed, measure a common dimension, this should be reflected 

in the factor structure. 

Reliability estimates, based on the average correlation among the 

various items, were calculated as estimates of each scale's internal consis-

tency. Essentially, internal consistency refe'ts to how well the items "hang 

together" and consistently measure individual differences that exist between 

respondents, rather than variance due to item wording and other irrelevancies. 

The internal consistency of each scale was assessed by computing the coefficient 

alpha statistic (Cronbach, 1951; Novick & Lewis, 1967; Nunally & Durham, 1975), 

which measures the covariation of all items in the scale simultaneously. 

The analytic goal here was to optimize reliability by balancing the desire. for 

maximum internal consistency with the desire for a minimum number of items. 

(For a discussion of issues concerning internal consistency, see Bohrnstedt, 

1970; Nunally & Durham, 1975). 
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Approximately 200 data points were ?btained with the preliminary 

instrument. Many of these items were designed to measure neighborhood charac­

teristics and personal characteristics of the respondents. Sixty-eight (68) 

items served as our central measures of fear-related constructs. The initial 

item analysis was successful at trimming this number by two-thirds to 21 

items, comprising seven scales. 

While the above-mentioned procedures were able to produce a set of 

scales that seemed to measure various aspects of fear of crime as specified 

by our conceptual framework, more information was needed about the character­

istics of these indicei before a final evaluation of them was possible. In 

addition to information about their factor structure and internal consistency, 

we needed to know about their stability ~ time and variou2. aspects of 

validity. Hence, additional tests of reliability and validity were undertaken 

to further validate the scales produced in the preliminary study. These tests 

included not only a further analysis of the preliminary data, but also the 

analysis of new data sets to be described below. 

Before these additional tests were conducted, another very important 

stage in the process of instrument development was addressed, namely the 

construction and validation of optimum response formats. This widely neglected 

aspect of survey construction is discussed next. 

Testing to identify optimum response formats/scales. As noted in the 

Introduction, there are two halves to any structured survey question--(l) the 

question itself and (2) the various answers or response options that are con­

sidered acceptable. The latter half was the focus of a special study which 

we conducted to determine the most appropriate response formats or response 

scales for the fear-related questions being studied. Rather than arbitrarily 
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select a set of response options (which seems to be the usual practice), a 

magnitude estimation study was undertaken to identify response scales which 

meet the following criteria: approximate a ratio scale; have an optimum 

number of response alternatives as determined'by both practical and statis­

tical factors; and have reasonable stability across a number of. variables. 

Numerous procedural steps were necessary to develop the desired response 

scales. First, various tasks were directed at identifying lists of response 

modifiers that would be most appropriate for study. Based on our research 

and previous stUdies on fear of crime, we concluded that the magnitude esti­

mation study should be limited to an assessment of two types of adverb modi­

fiers--those which modify expressions of intensity and those which modify 

expressions of frequency. 

The magnitude estimation literature and the fear of crime literature 

were then re-examined to identify specific adverb modifiers for both intensity 

and frequency adjectives. In the final analysis, 14 intensive adverbs were 

selected for inclusion in the magnitude estimation study, ranging in intensity 

from "not at all" to "very~ very." In addition, six (6) expressions of 

frequency were selected, ranging from "always" to "never." 

The second set of tasks was directed at constructing the magnitude 

estimation instrument so that certain methodological standards were achieved. 

The instrument was a self-administered questionnaire that contained 54 items 

(excluding demographic questions)--42 pertaining to expressions of intensity 

and 12 pertaining to expressions of frequency. The order of presentation was 

varied for adjectives and adverb modifiers to control for possible order 

effects. 

The third set of tasks focused on data collection. The questionnaire 
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wa~ administered to 204 respondents, most of whom were undergraduates from 

two major universities in the Chicago area. Essentially, respondents were 

told that the purpose of the questionnaire was to help eliminate some of the 

vagueness and imprecision associated with words that describe how crime affects 

them by attaching numbers to a variety of words and phrases. The following 

example shows how the respondent was given a standard for comparison when 

making estimates of intensity--"IF SOMEWHAT AFRAID IS S'O on your scale, then 

VERY AFRAID IS _. II In thi s exampl e, II s.omewhat" and "veri' are adverb 

modifiers of the adjective "afraid." In all cases, "somewhat" was assigned 

a magnitude of 50. 

Estimates of frequency were presented as shown in the following 

example--"How often do you leave a light on when you go out at night? 

Never ,Once in awhile ,Sometimes ___ , Quite often __ , Frequently, if not -- -
always __ , Always __ . In your answer above, how often do you mean? __ % of 

the time I leave a light on when I go out at night." Thus, a categorical 

item was followed up immediately by a percentage magnitude estimation item. 

(For a complete description of the instructions, see Rosenbaum & Baumeri 1980). 

The primary objective of the data analysis plan was to identify the 

"best" scale of intensity modifiers and the "best" scale of frequency modi­

fiers. The criteria for determining what were the "best" scales and the 

manner in which the modifiers were selected is summarized in Chapter IV, 

along with the actual results. 

Testing and refining the revised scales: Further tests of reliability 

and validity. The procedures described up to this point were useful for de­

termining certain scale characteristics (e.g., internal consistency), but the 

presence of other traits needed to be established before the scales could be 
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recommended as "good" scales. To produce this additional information about 

reliability and validity, a number of tasks were performed, including further 

analysis of the preliminary data and a readministration of the instrument 

after the desired revisions had been made. The specific tasks of interest 

are summarized below. 

In addition to internal consistency, temporal stability is an important 

feature of a reliable scale. Repeated measures of an enduring trait or con­

struct should produce similar results with each application. Temporal sta­

bility or test-retest reliability is typically assessed by readministering 

the scale to the same respondents a second time and then computing the corre­

lation between the measures taken the first time and those repeated the 

second time. To estimate the temporal stability of our scales, the preliminary 

instrument wa's readministered twice to a subsample of respondents, once after 

two weeks and then again two weeks later. Three observations were conducted, 

rather than the usual two, for the purpose of helping to distinguish true 

change from measurement unreliability (see Heise, 1969). 

As we moved beyond questions of reliability, questions of validity 

became the primary thrust of our testing effort. First, we were interested 

in the question of external validity, namely, whether the results of the first 

study could be generalized to other populations and other conditions. in par­

ticular, the question of interest was whether the results obtained from stu­

dents using a self-administered questionnaire could be replicated in the 

general population using a telephone survey methodology. Knowing that the 

final measures would have their greatest utility in the form of a telephone 

survey with known reliability and validity in a general urban population, we 

decided to attempt a replication of the preliminary data using this larger 
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population and employing a random-digit dialing methodology. 

In addition to testing the generalizability of the findi~gs, this tele­

phone survey also served as a data base for testing other aspects of validity. 

In fact, the choice of respondents was determined by these other validity 

questions. Most of these questions were addressed to construct validity, i.e., 

the extent to which the measures actually measure the fear-related theoretical 

constructs which they were designed to measure. Obviously, ~onstruct validity 

should be a primary focus o'f any ser~ous attempt at scale Validation. As 

Crano & Brewer (1973) note, construct validity can be assessed in a number of 
• 

ways, but one of the·most common strategies is called the "known-groups 

method." This validation procedure requtres that data be collected from 

groups that are known to differ (QL are theoretically expected to differ) on 

the attribute Ot' construct being measured. This approach is \:.:lsed on the 

assumption that if a scale actually measures the construct which it was de­

signed to measure, then groups known or expected to differ on this construct 

should be discriminable according to their scale scores. Group membership 

may be defined in terms of one or more variables. 

The known-groups method was an impOl'tant part of our approach to tes ti ng 

construct validity. Three major sets of variables (or "known groups") were 

identified for hypothesis testing: (1) level and type of crime in the res­

pondent's neighborhood, (2) respondent's victimization history, and (3) the 

respondent's personal characteristics. In general, we hypothesized that 

scales which purport to measure various components of fear of crime should 

differentiate between individuals who reside in neighborhoods with differing 

crime problems, who have different victimization histories, and who have 

different demographic characteristics. (Specific hypotheses are stated in 
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Chapter III). The samples selected for the application of the telephone 

survey were determined by some hypotheses about known group differences. 

Thus, telephone interviews were conducted with residents from two geographi­

cally distinct urban neighborhoods--one having moderately high street crime 

(n = 154) and the other having moderately low street crime (n = 161). 

Furthermore, a sample of 83 crime victims (35 personal robberies/assaults and 

48 residential burglaries) was drawn from police records and interviewed by 

telephone. 

Our efforts to assess the construct validity of these new scales did 

not stop with the known groups technique. Several additional validation 

strategies were exploited in the present research. As noted earlier, various 

forms of inter-item correlations constitute an important method of determining 

whether the measures are, indeed, tapping the factors which they are expected 

to measure. Again, both factor analysiS and tests of internal consistency 

played a very significant role in scrutinizing the internal structure of the 

revised scales. 

Another fundamental set of validation procedures for testing construct 

validity is cOlTJl1only referred to as tests of "convergent" and IIdiscriminant" 

validity. Although we did not utilize the complete multitrait-multimetnod 

matrix technique proposed by Campbell & Fiske (1959), we did follow the basic 

log~c of this approach by measuring variables other than fear of crime to 

look for possible convergence or divergence of measures. The basic question was 

the following--Are the fear of crime scales related or unrelat~d to other 

variables in a theoretically predictable way? Thus, we tested a number of 

hypotheses concerning the relationship between the fear of crime scales and 

their expected antecedents, consequences, and noncorrelates. 
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Summary. The above synopsis of our methodological and analytical 

procedures indicates that we attempted a multifaceted strategy for scale 

construction and validation. We believe that this appro,ach has resulted in a 

greater knowledge of reliability and validity than could be expected from a 

less comprehensive strategy. However, we wish to emphasize that validity is 

not an all-or-nothing characteristic of scales. As others (e.g., Crano & 

Brewer, 1973; Nunnally, 1967) have reminded us, the research objective is 

to examine the extent of validity that can be attributed to the proposed 

scales, keeping in mind that validity is a descriptive, relativistic concept. 
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III. RECOMMENDED FEAR OF CRIME SCALES 

Conceptua 1 Framework 

This chapter provides a description of the multi-item scales that were 

developed in the course of our research and the validation results that were 

obtained. Before presenting these scales, an overview of the conceptual 

framework will be given, as it provided some theoretical guidance in scale 

construction and validation. As suggested in Chapter I, "fear of crime" has 

not been clearly defined in either popular or scientific usage. A close look 

at existing items indicates that the term has been used in referenGe to 

feelings, beliefs, perceptions, opinions, and behaviors regarding crime. 

Hence, one of the most fundamental questions is -- What is meant, and should 

be meant.? by the phrase "fear of crime"? More specifically, can we identify 

some meaningful components of the general construct that are conceptually and 

empirically distinct? 

Certainly, "fear of crime," as commonly conceived, is not fear of crime 

at all. Technically speaking, "fear" refers to an immediate, acute, emotional 

and phYSiological response to a particular stimulus event. (See the literature 

on emotions -- Leventhal, 1974; Plutchik, 1980). Obviously, the "fear of crime" 

1 iterature focuses on more di stant, and for many respondents, 1 ess tangi bl e 

criminal events. From 1967 to present, a handful of researchers have struggled 

with the conceptual problems associated with defining fear of crime. These 

individuals regularly acknowledged the multidimensionality of the construct 

and have made some progress toward refinement. We will not review these previous 

conceptualizations here (see Baumer & Rosenbaum, 1981), but only point out that 

there appear to be four conceptually distinct dimensio~s in this literature: 

tl) concern about crime as a social issue; (2) estimates of the nature and 
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extent of local crime; (3) concern for personal safety; and (4) behavioral 

adaptations. In an effort to further advance this knowledge base, we have 

sought to (1) incorporate this information into a broader conceptual framework 

that will clarify the psychological importance and interdependence of these 

diverse responses to crime, and (2) operationalize and test the distinctiveness 

of the dimensions represented in this framework. 

We will begin by noting that the first :jimension 1 isted above -- concern 

about crime as a social issue -- although clearly part of the "crime problem" 

and potentially important for political action -- is generally recognized as 

not intimately related to what is meant by "fear of crime" (cf. Conkl in, 1975; 

Dubow. et. al., 1978). Fear of crime is generally viewed as a more personal 

set 0 f responses to crime. Thus, we excl uded "concern about crime" from our 

conceptual domain and focused on dimensions which deal directly in crime in 

relationship to one's own neighborhood and in relationship to oneself. 

After several attempts to modify existing conceptualizations in this 

topic area and develop entirely new frameworks, we concluded that one of the 

most valuable strategies would be to define and classify responses according 

to their psychological utility for the individual citizen. Siven this pers­

pective, we discovered that most of the "fear of crime" literature coul d be 

understood in terms of stress theory, as developed by Lazarus (1966). Thus, 

we have chosen to apply stress theory to fear of crime because (1) it can 

describe the impact of crime from the individual's perspective in a manner 

that is superior to previous conceptualizations; (2) it can account for the 

interrelationship.between distinct dimensions of fear of crime; and (3) it is 

sufficiently general to serve as a foundation for building more complex models 

that are specific to crime and fear of crime . 
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According to Lazarus' stress model (Lazarus, 1966; Lazarus & Averill, 

1972), there are three basic elements to a stress situation (in addition to 

the individual's disposition), namely: (1) the presence of stimulus condi­

tions; (2) a cognitive assessment or appraisal of the threat provided by these 

conditions; and (3) coping resP9nses designed to reduce the threat. Within 

this framework, an emotional or behavioral coping response does not result 

directly from the stimulus conditions, but rather, is the result of the indi­

vidual's assessment or "appraisal" of the threat provided by the situation. 

Critical to this approach is the distinction between the simple perception of 

a stimulus situation and the assessment of the situation as threatening: 

For threat to occur, an evaluation must be made of the situation, to 
the effect that a harm is signified. . . . The appraisal of threat 
is not a simple perception of the elements of a situation, but a 
judgment, an influence in which the data are assimilated to a con­
stellation of ideas and expectations .... The mechanism by which 
the interplay between the properties of the individual and those 
of the situation can be understood is the cognitive process of appraisal, 
a judgment about the meaning or future significance of a situation 
based not merely on the stimulus, but on the psychological makeup 
(Lazarus, 1966, p. 44). 

Hence, this model makes some important distinctions, as well as specifies 

some useful relationships. Essentially, the various types of appraisal (not 

to be described here) serve as cognitive processes which mediate the relation­

ship between the environmental stimulus conditions and the emotional or beha­

vioral response. Appraisal is determined by both the environmental stimuli 

and dispositional variables (e.g., personality traits, demographic character­

istics). To reduce a perceived threat, the appraisal process usually results 

in coping responses which fall either into the general category of "direct 

actions" (e.g., protective behavigrs) or "intrapsychic processes" (e.g., defense 

mechanisms -- denial of risk/fearl. 

The conceptual trends identified in the fear of crime literature are easily 
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assimilated into the stress model, with the result being a clarification of 

the general construct. First, the area referred to as lIestimates of the 

nature and extent of local crimell (or IIpercept'lons of crimell) can be seen as 

corresponding to the simple perceptions of the stimulus conditions as put 

forth in stress theory. These beliefs about the nature and extent of crime 

in the local environment would be largely perceptual and nonevaluative. Hence, 

the operational definition (or measures) of this component should not include 

items which require an interpretation or appraisal of the personal significance 

of the environmental stimul i'. 

Second, IIconcern for personal safetyll or the affective dimension can be 

viewed as a consequence of the appraisal of threat present in the environmental 

stimuli. This involves an assessment and definition of the situation in terms 

of the threat it presents to one's own safety. While this assessment may be 

based in part on cold perceptions, it is primarily a·result of social defini­

tions, prior learning, and individual characteristics. Included in this category 

would be all types of assessments which involve the personalization of threat, 

such as estimates of risk (Furstenberg, 1971), feelings of personal safety 

(Hindelang, Gottfredson, & Garofalo, 1978), or worry about victimization 

(Fowler, et. al., 1979). 

Finally, behavioral adaptations can be viewed as direct coping actions 

designed to reduce the perceived threat of victimization. This category of 

actions could include a wide variety of goal-oriented behaviors, intended to 

reduce the risk of victimization. 

The above discussion suggests that the fear of crime literature may be 

usefully interpreted as defining the major components of a stress reaction. 

From this perspective, crime represents a potential environmental stressor. 

Its significance is evaluated (appraised) in terms of the amount of threat it 
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poses for the individual, and this threat can be conceptualized in affective 

erms e.g., ear, . t ( f worry) B.ehavioral adaptations are viewed as strategies 

designecl to cope with (or reduce) this threat. Hence, this model implies a 

causal ordering of the constructs under study, wh~ch helps to ex~ain their 
\ 

interrelatedness, and it also implies a conceptual distinctiveness. The indi-

vidual's assessment of personal safety and the affective responses associated 

with this assessment are determined by the lIobjective li perceptions of the 

crime'problem and various dispositional factors within the individual. In 

turn, the individual's assessment of pe:sonal safety should produce certain 

behavioral responses that are deemed appropriate for coping with the level of 

threat being experienced. Given this conceptual framework, our research has 

sought to operational ize and val idate the dimensions of IIfear of crime ll that 

correspond to the three basic elements of the stress situation -- perceptions 

of crime in the environment, concern for personal safety that results from the 

appraisal of threat, and behavioral adaptations. Multi-item additive scales 

have been constructed to measure each of these dimensions. The results obtained 

in each of these three areas will be summarized in the remainder of this 

chapter. These results include statements about the reliability and validity 

of the scales constructed. 
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Perceptions of Crime: A Recommended Scale 

As discussed earlier, this class of phenomena includes knowledge, beliefs, 

and perceptions regarding the nature and extent of crime in the local environ­

ment, This perceived environment may serve as a set of stress-producing 

stimul i. 

After carefully considering a variety of measures, 11 questions were 

included in the preliminary study. Six items focused specifically on the 

neighborhood crime -problem, asking respondents about the frequency of robbery, 

assault, sexual assault, residential burglary, and auto theft, as well as asking 

them to estimate the overall crime rate in their neighborhood. The other five 

items focused on the environmental cuse or behavioral activities that might 

be employed as IIsigns of disorder ll (Skogan & Maxfield, 1981) or II s igns of 

crime ll (Stinchcombe, et. al., 1978). These items asked about the frequency 

of visible signs of vandal ism, the presence of flrun down fl buildings, strangers 

IIjust hanging around,1I small children playing outside, and attention given-to 

lawns in the neighborhood. 

A factor ana'lysis performed on these prel iminary data indicated that the 

11 items were unidimensional, thus confirming our bel ief that flsigns of crime fl 

are closely related to beliefs about the extent and nature of criminal activity. 

One of the primary purposes of the analyses conducted at this stage was to reduce 

the number of items needed to define each scile, without significantly lowering 

the scale's internal consistency/reliability. We were able to move from a 

nine-item scale, with an alpha reliability of .894, to a three-item scale, with 

an alpha of .863. Thus, the following three items were retained for the second 

stage of data collection as a potentially acceptable IIPerceptions of Crime ll 

scale: 
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1. Think about robbery in your neighborhood; that is, taking things 
like money, purses, or wallets from people ory the street. Does 
this happen very often, pretty often, not too often, or almost 
never? 

2. Besides robbery, how about people being assaulted or beaten up 
on the street in your neighborhood? Does this happen very often, 
pretty often, not too often, or almost never? 

3. In general, how would you describe your neighborhood in terms of 
crime; that is, considering all types of crime? Would you describe 
the crime rate in your neighborhood as very high, higher than 
average, about average, lower than average? 

This prel iminary scale suggests that what we have labeled "perceptions of 

crime ll is better defined by items which focus directly on crime than it is by 

items whi~h relate to crime indirectly via signs of danger or incivility. 

Furthermore, when respondents think of flcrime ll (item #3), they apparently 

think in terms of street crime (items #1 and #2). 

This preliminary scale, along with the other preliminary scales to be 

discussed, was subject to further examination by analyzing data collected from 

the telephone survey of residents in two urban areas. This additional testing 

included an assessment of the repl icabil ity of the above findings '. test-retest 

reliability, and construct validity. 

Before mentioning the results of the telephone survey, we should note 

that the response scales were slightly modified between the time of the pre­

liminary study and this final telephone survey. These changes were based on 

the findings of our magnitude estimation study and were an attempt to establish 

ratio scales with equal intervals CCh.apter IV of this report is devoted to this 

topic). Consequently, we recommend that users of the above scale substitute 

the following response scale for the first two items mentioned: IInever," 

IIsometimes,fI IIquite often," livery often.1I 

Our analysis of the telephone survey data confirmed our belief that this 

Perceptions of Crime scale possesses adequate reliability and validity. First, 
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the replication effort was quite successful, confirming the internal reliability 

and unidimensionality of the three-item scale. An alpha coefficient of .80 was 

obtained (compared to .86 in the preliminary study) indicating that the items 

"hang together" reasonably well and seem to account for a fai r amount of the 

response variance between individuals. In addition, the three items seem to 

contribute equally to the definition of the scale, as indicated by their simi­

lar factor loadings (see Table 1). As further evidence that the items "hang 

together" in defining the Perceptions of Crime r'ndex, the item-total correla­

tions were moderately high for all three items (.64 to .66), and the deletion 

of anyone item would reduce the reliability considerably below the three-item 

figure. The simple test-retest correlations were all above .70. By using 

three measurement points, we were able to separate temporal instability from 

reliability (see Coleman, 1968; Heise, 1969). The stability coefficients 

suggest that the index is even more stable than the simple t~st-retest correla­

tions would indicate. The corrected reliability coefficient was .84. 

Finally, we examined the construct validity of the scale in terms of 

whether it is related to other variables (antecedents and consequences) in a 

theoretically predictable way. We have proposed several hypotheses about the 

correlates of the Perceptions of Crime index. Four hypotheses will be stated 

below, accompanied by the results that apply to each. Overall, these findings 

are very supportive of the construct val idity of this scale. 

First, assuming some relationships between perceptions and reality, this 

index should be sensitive to ecological variations in crime rates, especially 

differences in "street crime," since such crime was central to this scale. To 

test this hypoth.esis, we compared an urban area of moderately high street crime 

. (Wicker Park, Chicago) with a suburban area of moderately low street crime 

(Evanston, Illinois). Neither were extremely high or low, but the index should 
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TABLE 1: FACTOR ANALYSIS OF 

"PERCEPTIONS OF CRIME" ITEr~S (N=301)A 

ITEM 

Frequency 0 f Robbery 

Frequency of Assault 

Overall Crime Rate 

A Urban neighborhood samples only. 

FACTOR 
LOADINGS 

.752 

.785 

.728 

B This single factor accounted for 71.3 percent of the variance in 
the items. 
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be sensitive enough to identify a significant difference. Indeed, the urban 

residents did score significantly higher on this scale than did the suburban 

residents, [(I, 311) = 56.03, ~ <.01. Hence, the Perceptions of Crime index 

was able to detect that the two populations were perceiving different criminal 

envirorments. 

Our second hypothesis states that the two variables most strongly related 

to traditional measures of fear -- sex and age of the respondent __ will not 

be related to the Perceptions of Crime scale. The rationale for this hypothesis 

is that the scale is intended to measure a relatively nonevaluative, impersonal 

assessment of the local crime rate, whereas traditional measures of fear (e.g., 

feelings of safety) have focused largely on evaluating crime in terms of the 

threat that it poses to oneself (we shall cover the latter in the next section 

of this chapter). Thus,'we are hypothesizing that respondents are able to make 

a someWhat objective assessment of the local crime rate, one that is unaffected 

by their own personal characteristics. The results support this hypothesis, as 

neither sex nor age was related to the Perceptions of Crime scale. These findings 

are consistent with those reported by' Conkl in (1975). 

Although this index is being defined as a somewhat objective assessment 

of the neighborhood crime problem, our third hypothesis states that this 

measure of perceptions will be affected by personal and vicarious experiences 

about crime which are relevant to the perception being formed. Specifically, 

the third hypothesis states that recent victims of robbery and assault will 

p,erceive more crime than nonvictims, as measured by this index, but that recent 

victims of burglary will not perceive the crime problem any d'ifferently than 

nonvictims. The perceptions of crime held by burglary victims are not 

expected to change as a function of their victimization experience because 

the index focuses primarily on "street crime" or "violent crimes." 
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As noted in Chapter II, a separate sample of victims was drawn from 

Evanston police reports to help test this hypothesis. The results clearly 

support the hypothesis: The robbery and assault victims perceived signifi­

cantly more crime in their neighborhoods than did nonvictims, I (I, 185) = 

14.86, ~ <.01. Furthermore, the Durglary victims perceived no more crime 

than nonvictims. 

The final hypothesis dealt with some potential effects of perceptions 

of crime, rather than causes. Specifi'ca 11 y, the fourth hypothesi s states 

that perceptions of crime should affect parents' concern for the safety of 

their children. We asked parents how worried they were about their chtl~ren 

being robbed or assaulted in the immediate neighbor~ood. The results confirmed 

our expectation that parents who scored high on the Perceptions of Crime scale 

(i.e., viewed their neighborhood as having a high crime rate) would worry more 

about their children being robbed, I (,2, 102) = 9.16, ~ < .01, and being assaulted, 

I (2, 104) = 9.74, ~ < . 01. 

To summarize, the Perception of Crime scale is supported with evidence of 

reliability and validity. The index is unidimensional and has internal relia­

bility in the .80 to .86 range. The test-retest correlations were allover 

.70 for this scale, and the corrected reliability coefficient was .84. All 

hypotheses concerning the validity of the index as a measure of perceptions 

of crime were empirically supported. As hypothesized, the Perceptions of 

Crime index is related to place of residence, prior robbery or assault vic­

timization, and worry about the safety of one's children. As hypothesized, it 

was not re1ated to sex or age, traditionally the most powerfull predictors of 

fear. nor was it related to prior burglary victimization. Therefore, the data 

suggest that this index is a reliable and valid measure of perceptions of crime. 

Given that respondents viewed the overall "crime rate" as strongly related to 
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the frequency of robbery and assault, this index can be interpreted as thei r 

nonevaluative assessment of the quantity of personal crimes committed in their 

local neighborhoods. 

\ 
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Concern for Personal ·Safety: A Recommended Scale 

The next scale that we constructed and tested was initially developed to 

measure affective and (to some extent) evaluative responses to local environ­

mental stimuli. This area, which we shall refer to as concern for personal 

safety, involves the personalization of crime, i.e., "What does the local crime 

problem mean in terms of my own safety?" The evaluative process (which Lazarus, 

1966, calls "secondary appraisaP) may involve an assessment of one's own 

chances of being victimized given the crime problem and one's personal charac­

teristics, and will probably result in certain affective responses (e.g., "I'm 

very afraid"). 

In the preliminary study. potential measures of concern for personal 

safety included both affective items (i.e., how worried, safe, afraid., or 

concerned they were about being victimized by various crimes) and evaluative 

items (i.e., subjective estimates of risk, defined by asking for the "likeli_ 

hood" and "chances II of becoming a victim). We also included the commonly used 

National Crime Survey and Gallup/NORC General Social Survey items. The initial 

factor analysis produced two factors -- one for personal crimes (containing all 

13 items on robbery, assault, and street crime) and one for property crimes 

(containing all six burglary items). Thus, type of stimulus crime (personal 

vs. property), rather than type of response (e.g., worry vs. concern), seemed 

to define the primary dimensions. The two factors were analyzed separately. 

Each was shown to be unidimensional. 

Data reduction and parsimony were pursued before moving on to the next 

stage of data collection and val idation. The factor measuring fear of personal 

crimes was reduced to four items -- two affective items (afraid of robbery; 

afraid of assault), and two evaluative items (1 ikel ihood of robbery; 1 ikel ihood 

of assault). These four items formed an additive index, with an alpha reliability 
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of .94, only slightly below that of the full 13-item scale. The factor 

measuring fear of property cri.me was reduced to three items -- two affective 

items (afraid of burglary; cO,ncern about burglary) and one evaluative item 

(likelihood of burglary). This three-item index produced an alpha coefficient 

of ,85. 

The telephone survey data were toen coll ected on the seven Hems descri bed 

above, as well as two additional ;:terns needed to balance the item sets (concern 

abottt-r--e-frbery;. concern about assault). Unfortunately, this second data set did 

not seem to yi el d the same. pattern of resul ts. Two factors emerged, but they 

were not defined by the personal-property distinction. Although the first 

factor was again predominantly defined by the affective items measuring fear 

of personal crime, the second factor was not easily interpreted. Not only did 

the burglary items load on this second factor, but so also did the evaluative 

items focusing on the likelihood of victimization, including the likeli.hood of 

robbery and assault (See Table 2). 

Thus, while an emotional/affective dimension could be created to define 

reactions to the personal crimes of robbery and assault, such a factor would 

not explain reactions to burglary. Perhaps it is conceptually i.ncongruous to 

think that property crimes are fear-producing when the threat of personal harm 

lies at the core of most fear responses. The data suggest that concern for 

personal safety with regard to burglary is best captuY'ed by an eval uative index 

that focuses on the likelihood of being burglarized. 

Although an assessment-of-risk (likelihood) scale could be developed, our 

primary interest here was to measure the affective dimension of fear of crime. 

Thus, the three likelihood items were eliminated and the six affective items 

wel'e factor analyzed,. Through several analytic steps, we moved from a six­

item scale to a four-item scale. The two burglary items (afraid, concerned) 
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Table 2 

Factor Analysis of Nine "Concern for Personal Safety" Items: 

General Population eN = 300) 

Factor Loading 
Item 

~~rthogona1 Solution 
I 

Concern about robbery 
Concern about burglary 
Concern about assault 
Likelihood of robbery 
Likelihood of assault 
Likelihood of burglary 
Afraid of robbery 
Afra i d of burgl a ry 
Afraid of assault 

Factor I Factor II 

~ ,.420 

/

.599; 

.418' 
1. 640 . 
1. 638 

1.. 769 
~ [480 
.266 ------------------------------------------------------------------

B. Oblique SolutionA 

Concern about robbery 
Concern about burglary 
Concern about assault 
Likelihood of robbery 
Likelihood of assault 
Likelihood of burglary 
Afraid of robbery 
Afraid of burglary 
Afraid of assault 

[62-( 
.165 

L67Q; 
.160 
.245 
.168 
.932 i 

.311 i 

.946 

..2J7 
~ 
J.! 19L 

/

1.622 , 
.588 

... 880 
-.044 
L.396J 

-.066 

\ A 
Factor pattern ~trix. The correlation coefficient between 
these two factors was .65. 
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were el iminated because th.ey were least central to the index and actually sup­

pressed the alpha coefficient. Thus, our first set of analyses lead us to 

tentatively recol1111end the following four-item scale, which has an alpha coef­

ficient of .90, and seems to measure the affective dimension which we have 

labeled Concern for Personal Safety: 

1. When you are walking alone in your ne1'ghborhood at night, how con­
cerned are you that someone wi'll take something from you by force or 
threat? Woul d you say that you are not at all concerned somewhat 
concerned, quite concerned, or very concerned? ' 

2. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how con­
cerned are you that someone will harm you? Are you ... (see #1)? 

3. When you are walking a~one 1'n your neighborhood at night, how afraid 
are you that someone wlll take something fr~m you by force or threat? 
Are ~ou not at all afraid, somewhat afraid, quite afraid, or very 
a fra 1 d? . 

4. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how afraid 
are you that someone will harm you? Are you, .. (see #3),? 

Further tests of the reliabi'lity and validity of this Concern for Personal 

Safety index were very positive. In terms of reliability, the simple test­

retest correlations were all relatively high, ranging from .86 to ,92. Thus, 

the index appears to be measuring a stable construct. The stability coefficients 

were all above .90. The refined reliability coefficient for this scale was .95, 

again suggesting that the scale variance was due to individual di fferences rather 

than random sources of error. 

Several hypotheses were generated to test the validity of this Concern for 

Personal Safety i.ndex. First, we hypothesized that concern for personal safety 

should be affected by ~he actual and perceived crime rate in one's neighborhood. 

Objective environmental differences in cri'me were measured by place of residence 

(high crime area in Chicago versus low crime city of Evanston), and subjective 

differences were measured by the Perceptions of Crime scale. As predicted, we 

found that respondents in the Chicago area reported feeling signifi~antly more 
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concerned for their personal safety than di.d the Evanston respondents, 

£. (1, 3l3) = 22.47, ,2.<.01. Similarly, individuals who perceived more trime 

in their neighborhoods felt more concerned than others £. (2, 310) = 46.49, 

E.<.01. 

The second hypothesis addressed the effect of prior victimization on the 

Concern for Personal Safety 1'ndex. Because concern for personal safety seems 

(theoretically) to be inti'mately connected to personal crimes (involving 

offender-victim contact), we expected that prior robbery victims should be 

more concerned about personal safety than nonvictims, but that prior victimi­

zation by burglary should have no effect on this pers~nal safety scale, These 

predi,ctions were supported by the data, Specifically, victims of violent, 

personal crimes (both robbery and assault) were more concerned for their safety 

than nonvictims, £. (1,186) = 12.33, E. <.01, while burglary victims did not 

differ from the general population of nonvictims in their concern for personal 

safety. 

The third hypothesis concerned the effect of a respondent's personal 

characteristics on the Concern for Personal Safety scale. We hypothesized 

that the respondent's age and sex would be related to feelings of safety in 

a predictable way, although these characteristics were not expected to be 

related to the Perceptions of Crime scale (as shown earlier). If the Concern for 

Personal Safety scale measures feelings a~out crime in terms of one's own vul-

nerability to victimization , then scale scores for females and the elderly 

should indicate more concern for personal safety than their counterparts. 

(Unlike the Perceptions of Crime scale, the present scale p~rsonalizes the 

crime problem by defining it in relationship to oneself.) This hypothesis was 

also supported by the results. Wo men were more concerned about personal 

safety than men, £.. (1, 311) = 44.65, E. < .01, and the elderly (especially those 
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over 65), w.ere more concerned than younger respondents, .E (5, 304) = 5.84, 

.E.. < .Q1. 

Finally, we hypothesized that certain behavioral reactions should result 

from feeling unsafe, as the stress model would predict. Specifically, we 

expected a positive correlation between the Concern for Personal Safety scale 

and b.ehaviors directed at protecti'ng oneself against street crime, but no 

correlation between the scale and behaviors directed at property protection. 

The data confirmed this h.ypothesis, as shown by the zero-order correlations. 

All nine of the items measuring personal protective behaviors were significantly 

related to the Concern for Personal Safety scale, with the correlations ranging 

from .18 to .55. In contrast, only one of the five items measuring property 

protection behaviors was related to this index. 

In summary, a four-item scale has b.een developed and validated as a measure 

of concern for personal safety. The burglary items and the probability (llhow 

likelyll) items formed a separate scale, and thus were excluded from the final 

analyses. The final scale seems to tap the individual's fear of being victi­

mized by street crimes, especially robbery and assault. This additive i.ndex 

is internally reliable, producing an alpha coefficient of .90, with item-total 

correlations all between .70 and .80. Test-retest correlations were all above 

.86. The three stability coefficients were above .90 and the refined coefficient 

was .95. The construct validity of this four-item scale was demonstrated by 

empirical support for several hypoth.eses. Environmental differences in crime, 

personal characteristics of the respondent, prior experience with victimization, 

and b.ebavioral reactions were all significantly related to this Concern for Per­

sonal Safety scale in the predicted manner. 
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Behavioral Adaptations: A Recommended Scale 

The third area in which scale construction and validation was undertaken 
-, 

can be referred to as crime-related behavioral adaptations. These behaviors 

are actions which people take to protect themselves or their property from 

crime. In our theoretical framework, these behaviors were depicted as reactions 

to threatening situations -- reactions employed by the individual as a means of 

reducing the threat of victimization. 

Unfortunately, behaviors are sometimes more difficult to conceptualize 

than affective states or cogni'tions, as the latter often cluster together, vary 

in intensity, and/or show some stability across different situations. In con­

trast, there are a variety of behaviol'al responses that may be employed to 

cope with a particular threatening crime situation. Diverse behaviors may be 

seen as interchangeable, and thus, different people, when faced with the same 

situation, may choose different behavioral adaptations. Furthermore, behaviors 

can be very situation-specific and may not generalize across related, but dif­

ferent, crime situations. 

These characteristics of behavioral responses cast doubt dn our ability 

to apply standard techniques of scale construction and validation, especially 

our ability to identify a common, stable factor. Nonetheless, we attempted to 

apply the standard techniques of analysis described in the previous section, 

in an effor.t to advance our understanding of behavioral responses to crime. 

P,'evious efforts to measure oehavioral responses have rarely looked for com­

monality among behaviors, but rather have Simply counted the number or frequency 

of specific actions. Furthermore, behavioral adaptations, in general, have not 

been included in previous efforts to conceptualize fear of cr'ime, but have been 

treated separately. This is unfortunate, because behaviors are generally viewed 

by psychologists as being among the more accurate indicators of an individual's 

41 



"w 

1 
i 

1· . 

• 

internal psychological states.2 

In this researc'h, we have looked at a wide variety of potentia behavioral 

responses to crime. Conceptually, the 38 behavioral items that were selected 

fell into the five basic categories: ()) personal protective behaviors when 

out alone; (2) home invasion measures taken when at home; (3) target-hardening 

devices used to protect against loss of property; (4) specific home security 

measures employed the last time the respondent went out; and (5) general home 

security measures employed when the respondent goes out. Each of these variable 

sets was initially analyzed separately to i·dentify potential scales. The results 

of the preliminary and final studies are summarized below. 

We will begin by discussing the areas where scale construction efforts 

were unsuccessful. Three of the five sets of behavioral items fit this·descrip­

tion, as they could not be scaled to meet conventional criteria. First, three 

of the items concerning target-hardening devices (dead bolt locks, bars on 

windows, IIburglar bar ll on door) formed a scale with marginal internal consis­

tency in the preliminary study. However, these items were retained for the 

final study to eliminate the possibility that the results were an artifact of 

the preliminary study. Nonetheless, the final study was again unable to 

produce an acceptable scale. 

Secondly, three of the items concerning security measures used the last 

time they went out (leaving a light on, asking a neighbor to watch their home, 

closing and locking windows) were only moderately related in the preliminary 

study. Again, these items were retained in the final study, but failed to 

share enough commonality to establish a solid index. 

The third set of variables that was resistant to scaling focused on 

general home security measures. (These items were the same as the second set 

discussed above, except that they referred to general behavior tendencies, 
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rather than "the 1 ast ti.me you went out. "1 Using these prel imfnary data, 

these items did not form an acceptaBle additi've l'ndex using standard proce­

dures, nor did they form an acceptable Guttman scale, as we might expect 

based on previous research (Lavrakas, 1979). Consequentl y, they were not 

re-examined in the final study. 

Turning now to the successful results, the remaining two sets of beha­

vioral items each formed unidimensional scales with acceptable characteris-
. 

tics. First, the prel iminary study allowed us to reduce the set of personal 

protective behaviors from 12 to 5 i.tems (avoiding certain areas, avoiding 

certain types of people, avoiding carrying too much cash, walking only on 

certain streets, avoiding talking to strangers in the neighborhood). These 

five items, which seem to represent a desire to avoid trouble on the streets, 

formed a unidimensional, additive scale in both the preliminary study and the 

final study. However, because two items with low loadings suppressed the reli­

ability of the index in the final study (see Table 3) they were deleted from 

the final scale. The three-item scale3 demonstrated an acceptable alpha reli­

ability of .80 and moderate item-total correlations, ranging from .60 to .70. 

Thus, prior to the validity tests, we tentatively recommend the following scale 

labeled Avoidance of Street Crime: 

1. When you go out at night in YOIJr neighborhood, how often do you 
try to avoid certain areas? Do you do this never, sometimes, 
quite often, or always? 

2. How often do you try to avoid certain types of people when yc~ 
go out alone in your neighborhood? Do you do this . (same 
as #1 above)? 

3. How often do you walk only on certain streets when you go out 
alone at night in your neighborhood? Do you do this ... (same 
as # 1 a bo v e ) ? 

The second set of items where scal e construction was somewhat successful 

in the early stages may be descriBed as protection against home invasion. Of 
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TABtE 3: FACTOR ANALYSIS OF FIVE 

AVOIDANCE OF STREET CRIME ITEMS 

ITEM 

When you go out at night in your 

neighborhood, how often do you try 

to avoid certain areas? 

How often do you try to avoid certain 

types of people when you go out alone 

in your neighborhood? 

When you go out alone in your neighborhood, 

how often do you avoid carrying too much cash? 

How often do YOIl walk only on certain streets 

when you go out alone at night in your neighborhood? 

How often do you avoid tal king to strangers when 

you go out alone at night in your neighborhood? 

FACTOR LOADING A 

.781 

.718 

.506 

.715 

.544 

A This single factor accounted for 54.3 percent of the variance in 
these five items. 
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the five items originally included in the preliminary study, four were retained 

for further study (keeping all of the doors locked, keeping all of the windows 

locked, drawing the curtains at night, not opening the door unless they know 

who is there). The prel imi'nary and fi.nal studies each demonstrated that 

these four items were uni"dimensional. However, the factor loadings were not 

high in the final study (see Table 41. Apparently, we were dealing with a 

loosely defined construct, and further evidence of this can be found in the 

modest alpha reliabil,ity af .59 and modest Hem-total correlations, ranging 

from .33 to .43. Nonetheless, the four items did define a si.ngle dimension 

and formed a scale having marginally acceptable internal consistency. Hence, 

prior to the validity tests, we tentatively recommend the following Prot'ection 

Against Home Invasion: 

1. When you are home alone at night, how often do you keep all 
of the doors locked? Do you do this never, sometimes, quite 
often, or always? 

2. How about the windows -- when you are home alone at night, how 
often do you keep all of the windows locked? Do you do this 
... (same as #1 above)? 

, 3. When you are home alone at night, how often do you draw the 
curtains or pull the shades? Do you do this ... (same as 
#1 above)? 

4. When you are home alone at night, how often do you open the 
door without knowing who is there? Do you do this. 
(same as #1 above)? 

The items comprising this scale seem to be directed more toward protection 

against home invasion than the protection of property. Although the scale did 

not demonstrate strong internal reliability, its test-retest stability was 

better. The test-retest correlations ranged from .73 to .78, with an overall 

corrected reliability coefficient of .83 . 

Finally, let us review the results concerning the construct validity of 

the two behavioral scales that have been tentatively recommended. These scales 
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TABLE 4: FACTOR ANALYSIS OF PROTECTION AGAINST 

HOME INVASION STRATEGIES (N=309) 

ITEM FACTOR LOADING A 

When ,you are home alone at night, how ,often 
you keep all of the doors locked? 

do 

How about the windows -- when you are hO'tlle alone 
at night, do you keep all of the windows locked 
never, sometimes, quite often, always? 

When you are home alone at night, how often do 
you draw the curtains or pull the shades? 

When you are home alone at night, how often 
do you open the door without knowing who is 
there? 

.655 

.499 

.396 

.580 

A This single factor accounted for 46.4 percent of the variance in the 
items. 
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shall be referred to as the Avoidance of Street Crime index and the Protec­

tion Against Home Invasion index. Several hypotheses and pertinent results 

are discussed below for each scale . 

The first set of hypotheses concerns how these behavioral scales are 

affected by the Perceptions of Crime and Concern for Personal Safety indices. 

To the extent that respondents perceive a crime problem in thei.r neighborhood 

and interpret this problem as a threat to their own safety, they should be 

motivated to engage in behaviors directed at the aV0idance of street crime 

and home invasion as means of coping with this threat. This general hypothesis, 

derived from the stress model, was translated into several predictions that 

were supported by the data. 

As predicted, respondents engaged in more avoidance of street crime when 

they perceived more crime in thei r nei ghborhood, f. (2, 310) = 18.12, £. < .01, 

and when they were more concerned for their personal safety, f. (3, 311) = 39.14, 

£.(.01. Furthermore, they engaged in more anti-home invasion behavior when 

they were more concerned for their personal safety, £. (3, 11) = 6.1.1, £. < .01. 

However, contrary to expectation, anti-home invasion behaviors were unaffected 

by perceptions of the neighborhood crime problem. We expected that anti-home 

invasion behaviors would be less affected by these antecedent conditions than 

would avoidance of street crime behaviors,4 but significant effects for both 

perceptions of crime and safety were still expected simply because neighborhood 

crime is usually translated into personal threat to one's own safety and thus, 

a need for protection. 

Given our theoretical framework. we also predicted that behavioral adap­

tations in general would be more closely related to concern about personal 

safety than to perceptions of the crime problem. In contrast to perceptions 

of crime, concern about safety should reflect the individual's appraisal of 
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threat to oneself and, as such, shQuld be more closely connected to 'personal 

coping behaviors. Indeed, the magnitude of the F ratios listed above supports 

thi s predi'ction, as the relations~i ps lietween adoptative behaviors and feel ings 

of safety were 1 arger th.an the rel ati,onships between adoptative behaviors and 

percepti.ons of crime. 

We next hypothesized that the respondent's sex and age would affect 

both behavioral indices, with no reason to expect differences in the magni­

tude of these relationships. Tbe assumption here is that these personal 

characteristics are good indicators of the individual appraisal of threat and 

perceived vulnerability to victimization, 'with females and the elderly inter­

preting their environments as more threatening (fear-arousing) than their 

counterparts. If behaviors are viewed as adaptive mechanisms for reducing 

threat, then femalse and older respondents should engage in more protective 

beha'/iors. 

The results clearly supported the sex prediction, but did not support 

the "ge prediction. As predicted, women were more likely than men to engage 

in both the avoidance of street crime, I (I, 311) = 29.0, £ <.01, and anti­

home invasion behaviors, I (1, 311) = 14.9, .2.< .01. Thus, although women 

perceive no more crime in their neighborhoods than men, they are more con­

cerned about their own safety and are more likely to translate this concern 

into protective action. 

In terms of age, neither behavioral scale was significantly affected by 

the respondent's age as categorized previously. However, there was some 

tendency for those 65 or older to score higher on the Protection Against Home 

Invasion scale and for those 55 or older to score higher on the Avoidance of 

Street Crime scale. 

Our next hypotheSiS concerned the sensitivity of these scales to pr~or 
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vi,cti,mi za ti on experience.. We hypoth.es,i zed that robbery /assa ul t vi ct ims 

would score higher than nonvictims on the Avoidance of street Crime index, 

but may not score higher on the P~otection Against Home Invasion index. Our 

rationale was that (1) these victims are more concerned about their safety 

than nonvictims, and presumably are more motivated to protect themselves; 

(2) the behaviors comprising the Avoidance of Street Crime index are very 

relevant to these individuals' prior victimization, while the anti-home inva­

sion behaviors are less relevant. The results do not support the main predic­

tion. Robbery/assault victims and nonvictims did not differ on either scale. 

Hence, while robbery/assault victims perceived more crime in their neighborhoods 

and were more concerned about their own safety, they did not translate these 

concerns into the, types of behavioral adaptations measured here. 

A similar hypothesis was tested regarding the sensitivity of these 

scales prior to burglary victimization. Because these victims had suffered 

from home invasions, we hypothesized that they would score higher than non­

victims on the Protection Against Home Invasion index, but not on the Avoidance 

of Street Crime index. Again, the results did not support this hypothesis, as 

burglary victims did not differ from nonvictims on either behavioral scale . 

Thus, neither robbery/assault nor burglary seems to result in additional pro~ 

tective behaviors of the type being measured. 

To summarize our results with regard to behavioral adaptations, we have 

examined the feasibility of four indices. Fifteen items were included in the 

final study, based on analyses of a larger pool of questions. Of the four 

areas, two yielded only marginal results in the preliminary study, but were 

included in the final study with the possibility that more favorable results 

would emerge in a more diversified sample. However, this did not happen . 

Neither the items asking about security measures taken when one 1.5 away, nor 

49 

, 



'. 

I , 
i 
i 

, 

those concerning the possession of target-hardening devices, were scalable. 

A third set of items concerning home invasion measures taken when at 

home formed an additive scale with marginal internal consistency. Although the 

items comprised a unidimensional i'ndex (labeled Protection Against Home Invasion), 

the al pha rel iabi 1 ity was modest (..581 and the item-total correl ations were 

low. However, low reliabi'lity is not a fatal problem, in itself, if the index 

is able to demonstrate predictable relationships with other variables (although 
·1 

the chances o~ this ha~pening are less with an unteliable measure). Unfortu-

nately, this index was unao.le to demonstrate these relationships with any con­

sistency. It was related to concern for personal safety and sex, as expected, 

but was unrelated to perceptions of crime, age, or pr'ior victimization. Taken 

together, the results cast doubt on the validity of the Protection Against Home 

Invasion scale. Consequently, it is not recommended as an acceptable scale of 

behavioral adaptations. 

In the final analysis, only one set of items formed an acceptable scale 

of behavioral responses to crime, namely, those directed at the avoidance of 

street crimes. Of the five items initially analyzed, two were only marginally 

related to the other three and these two even suppressed the alpha reliability 

of the scale. The final scale (labeled Avoidance of Street Crime) produced an 

alpha reliability of .80 and contained the following three items: 

1. When you g~ out at.night in your neighborhood, how often do you 
try to avold certaln areas? Do you do this never sometimes 
quite often, or always? " 

2. How ofte~ do you try to avoid certain types of people when you 
go out alone in your neighborhood? Do you do this • (same 
as #1). 

3. How often do you walk only on certain streets when you go out 
alone at night in your neighborhood? Do you do this ... (same 
as #1). 

With one exception, this index was correlated with all other variables, as 
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predicted. This index was related to the Perceptions of Crime and Concern 

for Personal Safety scales, as well as the respondent's age and sex. However, 

this index was not sensitive to the experience of being victimized by robbery/ 

assault. This finding is somewhat surprising in that robbery/assault victims 

perceived more crime in their neighborhood than nonvictims and were more 

concerned about their OI'1n safety. As we speculate in the Final Report, per­

haps these behavioral coping strategies are no longer seen as effective or 

sufficient and the victim has turned to more drastic measures such as not 

going out at night or carrying a weapon. Nonetheless, the data, as a whole, 

suggest that this Avoidance of Street Crime scale is a unidimensional, inter­

nally consistent, reliable, and valid measure of the frequency of personal 

behaviors directed at protecting onsel f from victimization by "street crime." 
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IV. RECO~1~1ENDED RESPONSE SCALES 

In this chapter, we will recommend two different response scales for 

different types of fear-of-crime questions. For those who elect to conduct 

their own methodological research rather than adopt the response scales pro­

posed here, we are at least suggesting a methodology for scaling response 

options. 

As noted in Chapter 1, response scales are very important in the r~­

search process, but have been underrated or taken for granted. Researchers 
~ 

should not assume, for example, that "reasonably safe" has a scale .va1ue of 

three and "very safe" has a scale value of four. Furthennore, they should not 

assume that a "yes"-"no" response format is adequate for questions regarding 

protective behaviors, when less restrictive ranges can be employed to provide 

additional infonnation. 

To help avoid these risky assumptions, a magnitude estimation study 

was conducted to generate some ratio-scaled response formats for fear-related 

survey questions. With a ratio scale, the distances between the points on the 

scale are known and ti~e scale contains an absolute zero point, indicating 

that none of the construct being measured is present. The distances between 

th~ pOints on a ratio-sc~le indicate equal psychological distances along the 

continuum of interest. As Chapter II suggested, a magnitude estimation study 

essentially directs the respondents to scale various response options (i.e., 

to estimate ~e magnitude of each option on a scale). This procedure can be 

contrasted with the typical approach to scaling, where the researcher assumes 

that respondents think in certain ways an~ then proceeds to construct res-

ponse scales according to this assumption. 
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After reviewing the literature on fear of crime and the scaling litera­

ture, we concluded that a magnitude estimation study should be used to develop, 

optimum ratio scales for two types of adverb modifiers--those which modify the 

intensity of expressions and those which modify the frequency of expressions . 

In our judgment, intensity modifiers (e.g" "very," "slightly," "just a little") 

are appropriate for most of the emotional and cognitive items concerning the 

personal threat of crime (e.g., items addressed to the respondent's own fear 

or perceived risk of being victimized--"afraid," "safe," "likely"). Modifiers 

of frequency (e.g." "always," "once in awhile," "never") are appropriate for 

most items concerning protective behaviors (e.g., how often someone locks his/ 

her doors when home alone at night), and judgments about the extent of the 

local neighborhood crime problem (e.g., how often vandalism occur.s). The 

scales produced for expressions of intensity and frequency are described 

below, along with the criteria used to derive these scales. 

Recommended scale for expressions of intensity. We will recommend a 

response scale containing four adverb modifiers of intensity, i.e., adVerbs 

which modify the intensity of adjectives to which they are attached. Before 

describing this four-point scale, we shall provide a summary of how this par­

ticular scale was produced (without repeating the procedural details in 
Chapter I I) . 

Data from the magnitude estimat,'on study were 1 d t ' ana yze 0 ,dentify the 
"best" scale of intensity mod,'f,'ers. 

Three criteria were used to define 
"best." First, the distances between the scale points must approximate 

equal intervals and be measurable at the ratio level. Secondly, the scale 

must be comprised of an optimum number of modifiers or response options. 

Optimum was defined as four to six modifiers in light of: (1) the practical 
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limits placed on question complexity during telephone surveys and (2) the 

statistical (and informational) problem associated with too much overlap of 

scale points. As Bass, et al. (1974) have shown, the percentage of overlap 

between scale points increases as the number of scale points or modifiers 

increase. 

The third criterion used to determine an "optimum" scale was the 

stability of individual modifiers. The modifiers chosen to comprise the 

response scale should be stable in terms of (1) showing limited variability 

between respondents in their magnitude estimates and (2) not changing rank 

or distance from one another as a result of such factors as order of presenta­

tion to the respondent and sex of the respondent. 

Given the above criteria for selecting the best set of adverb modifiers, 

the analysis procedure was fairly straight forward and was applied ~o both 

modifiers of intensity and frequency. The following steps summarize this 

analysis procedure: 

(1) Co~pute means and standard deviations for each combination of 
adverb and adjective. 

(2) Compute the average magnitude estimate score and standard devia­
tion for each adverb modifier by creating a composite variable 
e.g., "very" = (livery afraid" + livery safe" + livery likelyll);3. 

(3) Determine the scale values of several ideal ratio scales of 
different lengths using the above inforltlation as parameters. 

(4) Fill in each ~deal ratio scale with modifiers whose actual scale 
values best fit the ideal scale values. 

(5) Select the scale with properties which best satisfy the criteria 
established. 

Tables of results are provided to assist the reader in understanding 

how the above steps were used to arrive at the recommended scales. For the 

intensity modifiers, the outcome of the first two steps is shown in Table 5. 
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MODI FI ERS 

NOT AT ALL 

NOT TOO 

A LITTLE 

SLIGHTL Y 

SOMEWHAT 

FAIRLY 

RATHER 

REASONABLY 

PRETTY , 

(UNMOOr FI ED) 

QUITE 

VERY 

HIGHLY 

VERY, VERY 

EXTREMELY 

Table 5: ~eans (X) and Standard Deviations (SO) for 
Magnitude E~timates of Intensity 

ADJECTIVES 
Af ~AlLJ S~T L1 :EL Y 

X SO X SO X SO 

4.41 14.48 7.91 31 .18 6.89 18.91 

24.33 27.99 20.62 18.99 16.46 13.25 

28.19 29.07 24.04 15.10 24.98 18.90 

31 .19 33.73 27.87 14.96 27.92 15.58 

50.00 50.00 50.00 

59.52 38.85 66.29 75.20 57.21 25.74 

71.06 46.20 67.64 36.36 69.44 31 .27 

69.18 52.10 77.79 58.35 71 .26 43.05 

87.45 88.62 72 .35 42.47 75.61 41 .29 

94.21 104.45 98.76 107.45 82.81 46.70 . 

117.34 112.22 111 .50 1 01 .41 98.76 48.28 

147.37 130.34 143.50 126.55 127.02 96.06 

15:'.75 139.39 147.77 129.95 136.18 113.09 

190.27 144.31 194.09 155.89 173.88 127.92 

199.87 155.73 197.91 167.38 183.83 157.54 
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COMPOSITE 
X SO N 

6.46 15.08 204 

20.48 13.22 204 

25.71 15.35 204 

28.98 14.62 204 

50.00 204 

60.98 34.83 204 

69.16 31 .13 204 

72.59 33.95 204 

78.38 42.83 204 

91 .35 67.26 204 

108.93 68.18 204 

140.16 97.16 204 

146.90 108.91 204 

185.08 125.27 204 

194.47 142.03 204 
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Perhaps the most valuable information for constructing ratio scales is contained 

in the composite variable means, which are the best estimate of the overall 

effect of the modifiers. As shown in the column of composite means, the 14 

modifiers were successful at spreading the range of scores from 6.46 ("not at 

alP) to 194.47 (llextremelyll). However, the means suggest that certain modifiers 

were viewed by respondents as very similar. For examp'le, "not too," lIa little,1I 

and II s1ightly" were all located in one region of the scale, while II ra ther,1I 

IIreasonably,1I and II prettyli were close together in another area of the scale. 

Conversely, there were a few noticeable gaps in the scale, the largest of 

whi ch occurred between IIhighly" and livery, very. II 

Using the unmodified adjectives, one can compute the extent of modifica­

tion (or multiplication) that occurred as a result of each modifier. For 

example, "very" had a multiplicative value of 1.56 when used in conjunction 

with lI afraid,1I as shown in the difference between "afraid" (X = 94.21) and 

livery afraid" (X = 147.37). Not only do these absolute values give us a bet­

ter understanding of what modifiers mean to respondents, but they provide a 

basis for scale construction. 

Based on these data, the third analytic step was performed, namely, 

the construction of ideal ratio scales. To provide a choice among alternative 

scales~ the scale values of six different ratio scales were computed, as 

shown in Table 6. These scales are characterized by equal sized intervals 

and an absolute zero point. They differ in terms of the number of response 

options (3 to 7) and the length of the interval between response options 

(22.28 to 66.85 scale points). We reasoned that researchers are unlikely to 

use more than a seven-point scale for any given surveyor questionnaire. In 

general, telephone survey respondents seem to experience difficulty with 
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Table 6.' Ideal Ratio Scales for Expression of Intensity 
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~1odifier # 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

Interva 1 ~Ii dth 

Number of Modifiers (or Points) Per Scale 

7 6 5 4 

0 0 0 0 

22.28 26.74 33.43 44.57 

44.56 53.48 66.86 89.14 

66.84 80.22 100.29 133.70 

89.12 106.96 133.70 

111.40 133.70 

133.70 

22.28 26.74 33.43 44.57 
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response formats that exceed four or five response options. (The specific 

procedures used to generate Table 6 are summarized in Appendix A.) 

The fourth analytic step was to find modifiers whose actual scale 

values offered the best approximation to the ideal scale values listed in 

Tabl e 6. These modifiers are shown in Figure 4' as they comprise intensity 

scales of varying lengths. 

Given a desire to avoid utilizing too many response options on tele­

phone surveys, the four-point and five-point scales were considered the most 
. 

attractive. Hence, a comparison of these two scales was pursued to discover 

that neither stood out as the obvious choice. Each scale had only one category 

that was not an excellent fit to its desired ratio scale value (i .e., "some-

what" in the five-point scale and "quite" in the four-point scale). In 

general, we recommend the four-point scale for measuring intensity because it 

is shorter and easier for respondents to answer over the telephone. This 

scale and its adjusted scale values are as follows: 

Not at all 

Somewhat 

Quite 

Very 

o 

43.54 

102.47 

133.70 

The relative stability of the various modifiers was not a major deter­

minant of scale selection. For example, almost all of the adverbs had consis­

tent modifying effects, regardless of the adjective to which they were attached. 

As Table 5 indicates, the rank order of the modifiers does not change as a 

function of the adjectives, with the exception of "rather," "reasonably," and 

"pretty". (None of these less stable modifiers is included in the recommended 

four-point response scale.) Comparing each' modifier to itself, most of the 
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Number of Modifiers (or Points) Per Scale 

7 6 5 4 3 

OT AT ALL -NOT AT ALL -NOT AT ALL -NOT AT ALL -NOT AT ALL 

LIGHTLY -SLIGHTLY -Sm1EWHAT -SOMEWHAT -REASONABLY 

SOMEWHAT ,-FAIRLY 

EASONABLY --PRETTY 

RETTY 

UITE 

ERY 

-QUITE 

-VERY 

-REASONABL Y -QUITE -VERY 

-QUITE ERY 

-VERY 

Figure 1. Intensity Scales of Various Lengths 
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statistical tests indicated that the scale vaiue of each modifier did not 

change significantly across the three adjectives. Modifier stability was 

also examined in terms of possible effects due to the order in which modi­

fiers were presented to the respondents. Order did not prove to be an impor­

tant threat to the choice of modifiers. 

Finally, we studied the variability or differences between respondents 

in the scale values which they assign to a given modifier, under the assump­

tion that stable modifiers are more likely to have the same mea~ing for 

different respondents. However, the standard deviations did not discriminate 

between the selected and unselected modifiers. 

The reader should note that the unmodified adjectives (i.e., "afraid," 

"safe," "likely") were not included in any of the proposed ratio scales. We 

felt that unmodified terms are generally overused by respondents, who often 

see such options as easy, catch-all answers to potentially gifficult questions. 

In summary, four adverb modifiers of intensity -- "not at all ," "somewhat," 

"quite," and "very" -- are recomnended from a pool of 14 modifiers to comprise. 

a four-point response scale for affective and certain cognitive items concerning 

fear of crime. This response scale satisfies the basic criteria of: approxi­

mating a ratio scale; having an optimum number of response alternatives (as 

defined by both practical and statistical concerns); and having a stability 

at least equivalent to other scales generated from the available pool of 

modifi ers. 

Recommended scale for expressions of frequency. The second response 

scale is recommended for expressing different levels of frequency, especially 

the frequency with which respondents engage in various behaviors to ~·'tect 

themselves and their property against crime. Table 7 shows the magnitude 
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Table 7. Heans (X') and Standard Devlattons (SO) for Hlgnltude 
Estimates of frequency (Percentage of Time) 

flUUHCTIV[ OlllAVIOR IT£IIS 

... , .. ~ '" JIoI .~ ... ~ II· .\ilj 

,. 

AVOID ,I lOCK 0001l5'! llLL 5(»OllOHf I kEeP IIINooi/5 1\ DOH'T GO STOP D£LlVERIES 
tyPE Of ~lO~1 I/H[H ALOII(1 hltH lI/>\l7 LOCKlO AT 1I1l11iTl. OUI AT "IGIIT? I~ AUSllICC COMPOSITE 

X I SO' H,--L..i!!....--.!!.:~ ~n 1 N. i sn IN _'x_·_~!..!!..:....-L SO H i' ~L-

::!1l.46\,0 l~~~' UO Il,UU !I:' '0,36' 1.12 75 I~.~-;;I~-;:;; 84 0.80 i 2.74 

, I j-I·-I- ---- --I---\-.-I--·I----I----i-
1-~_:_~~_It_ln __ -lI._I4_._46.;\.-8-,0-'i~I~-•• ::.i~~ "." . .:'.~,~~~~11~~~ 19 1 15.73' U4 

~oatll.1I ll,&~ 14.24\ Jl! 3M,l) ,0.471,5 40.12 14.66 143 H.3S 12.64 2l 39.26 11:16 2l H.S7 n.n ~ 39.76 Il.10 

Qui It 
ofltn 62·+.· .. 1 "i 62.15 1l.4D " 10.00 10." JI ; •• 11 ".,,:1, ".SO ~" ..... lI.n " "." 14.ll 

86.S~ 1.4~ll" I Db.l9 9.45 II 04.41 14.2') J4 01.48 20.891 27 82.53 17.56 19 Bl.07 16.11 27 H4.11 14.16 

99,l6 2.51 4~ 99.68 1.41 78 99.82 0.50 22 99.52 2.18 21 97.14 7.60 7 96.90 3.79 41 99.27 2.b7 
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estimates of frequency produced by six different frequency modifiers when 

applied to six different questions about protective behaviors. For example, 

the table indicates that 39 respondents reported that '''once in awhile" they 

try to avoid certain types of people when they go out alone at night. When 

asked how often is "once in awhile," on the average they reported 14.60 per­

cent of the time. The composite variable shows that "once in awhile" generally 

meant 15.73 percent of the time. In comparative terms, "once in awhile" 

generally meant less than half as often as "sometimes" eX = 15.73% vs. 39.76%). 

The six adverbs were successful at producing noticeably different levels of 

frequency in t~~ minds of the respondents, as illustrated by the spread of 

composite scores from .80 to 99.27. 

The process of generating ratio scales and selecting the most suitable 

scale is nearly the same as that described earlier for intensity scales. 

Table 8 shows four alternative sets of ratio scale values that might be used, 

ranging in length from three to six scale points. Comparing these ideal ratio 

scale values tli the actual scale values, the "goodness of fit" can be seen 

once again. 

Although the entire set of six modifiers represents a fairly good 

approximation to a ratio scale having equal intervals, the six-point scale 

was judged to be too long for most telephone surveys. Comparing the four­

point and five-point scales, the former best satisfied the equal intervals 

criterion and should be easier for respondents to answer (see Figure 2). 

The primary drawback of the five-point scale is that the actual scale values 

do not closely match the ideal scale values for a ratio scale. Therefore, we 

recommend the following four adverb modifiers, accompanied by their adjusted 

scale values, as a scale for measuring the frequency of various behaviors or 
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Table 8. Ideal Ratio Scales for Expressions of Frequency 

Number of Modifiers (or Po; nts) Per Scale 

Modifier # 6 5 4 3 

1 a a 0 0 

2 19.69 24.62 32.82 49.23 
'I 
, 

3 39.39 49.23 65.65 98.47 

4 59.08 73.85 98.47 

5 78.78 98.47 

6 98.47 

Interva'l Wi dth 19.69 24.62 32.82 49.23 
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Number of Modifiers (or Points) Per Scale 
6 5 4 3 

EVER EVER EVER EEVER 
NCE IN AWHILE NCE IN AWHIL SOMETIMES SOMETIMES 

SOMETIMES SOMETIMES UITE OFTEN UITE OFTEN 

UITE OFTEN UITE OFTEN LWAYS 

REQUENTLY IF LWAYS 
NOT ALWAYS 

LWAYS 

Figure 2. Frequency Scales of Various Lengths 
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events: 

Never 0 

Sometimes 38.96 

Quite Often 64.64 

Always 98.47 

These four adverbs, as well as the two adverbs not selected, demon­

strated fairly stable effects across the six items, as shown in Table 7. 

The rank order of the modifiers did not change across the six questions, nor 

did the scale values show any statistically significant fluctuations. Further-
~ 

more, the modifying effect of the adverbs did not change as a function of the' 

order of presenting questions ,or the order of the modifiers themselves. Thus, 

stability was good for all the modifiers and did not serve as a selection cri­

terion which discriminated between modifiers. To summarize, the four adverb 

modifiers of frequency were selected primarily because they comprise a scale 

of practical length which approximates the properties of a ratio scale with 

equal intervals. 

Comment on scale values. We anticipate that some researchers who are 

interested in using the two scales proposed in this chapter will ask themselves: 

Ills it necessary that I use the exact scale values listed here for coding/ 

analyzing my survey data?1I Researchers who adopt these four-point scales can 

use (1) the exact scale values, (2) the ideal scale values, or (3) scale 

values derived from either (1) or (2) by applying a numerical constant. 

Although the exact scale values (or some derivitive of these) would be the 

best estimate of II rea lll scale values, in our judgment, the ideal values for the 

respective four-point ratio scales would also be acceptable (see Tables 6 

and 8). In any event, the psychological distances between the scale points 
should be preserved . 
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FOOTNOTES 

1. We wish to thank the following individuals who provided us with valuable 
feedback as members of our Adviso~y Panel: George Silberman, National 
Institute of Justice; Wesley Skogan, Northwestern University; ~oyd Fowler~ 
University of Massachusetts; Michael Maltz, University of Illinois at 
Chicago Circle; and Richard Taub, University of Chicago. 

2. Actual behavior is less sUb.ject to misinterpretation than sel f-reported 
behavior, but survey research limits us to respondents' self-reported 
behavior. 

3. Due to a mistake in preparing the reliability retest instrument, the 
items comprising the Avoidance of Street Crime scale were not included 
in the retests. Hence, rio test-retest reliability coefficients are 
presently available on this particular scale. 

4. The reason we expected the Protection-Against-Home-Invasion scale to be 
less affected by the antecedent conditions than the Avoidance-of-Street­
Crime scale is that the latter scale contains the same street offenses 
and situations as the Perceptions-of-Crime scale. The Home Invasion 
sCale focuses on protective measures to prevent access to one's home. 
In general, this prediction was supported. 

5. The procedures used to compute the adjusted scale values in Table 6 are 
described in Appendix A. 
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APPENDIX A 

PROCEDURES FOR GENERATING IDEAL 

RATIO SCALES SHOWN IN TABLE 6 

Several steps were needed to generate the ratio scales presented in 

Table 6: After determintng an appropriate range in the number of modifiers 

(three to seven), we decided to estaBlisb a lfmit.on the extremity of modi­

fiers that would be acceptable for inclusion. A decision was made to use 

"very,i as the end of the scale rattier than "highly,1I "very, very," or 

"extremely," even though "veryll does not intensify or stretch the meaning 

of adjectives as much as the other modifiers. The primary reason for this 

decision was that we expected very few, if any, respondents to select these 

more extreme response categories. Data from our preliminary study suggested 

that we would experience enough difficulty getting respondents to use the 

livery" category. 

Having determined the acceptable number and range of modifiers, the ratio 

scaling procedure was then conducted to produce the numbers shown in Table 6. 

First, the scale values for all modifiers were adjusted so that a ratio scale, 

with a zero (0) origin, could be obtained. Thus, 6.46 was subtracted from all 

composite scale values so that "not at all" would equal 0 and "veryll would 

equal 133.70" Secondly, the interval lengths between categories were computed 

for each of the six scales by dividing the length of each scale (133.70) by 

K-1, where K equals the number of modifiers or response categories in the scale. 

For example, the interval length between the categories of a seven-point s.cale 

is 22.28 (or 133.70 + 6). Finally, when the interval 'length for each ratio 

scale has been determined, the values for each point on the scale were computed. 
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Th.ese values, s.hown i.n Tab.le 6, s.erved as. the basi.s for selecting various 

modtfiers to construct ratio scales of different lengths (see Figure I). 
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