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The E f f e c t  of Age and Family Composition on Fear of Crime 

ElLen Cohn e t  a 1  

I n  recen t  yea rs ,  t h e  National  Vic t imizat ion surveys ( f i r s t  administered i n  J u l y ,  

1972) have generated much i n t e r e s t  i n  crime v ic t imiza t ion  of youths and t h e  e l d e r l y  

by f inding a negat ive  c o r r e l a t i o n  between age and v i c t i m i z a t i o n  r a t e s .  This means 

t h a t  o l d e r  persons r e p o r t  fewer crime i n c i d e n t s  than younger persons (U,S. Department 

of J u s t i c e ,  1975). This f ind ing  p resen t s  a paradox i n  Eight of t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some 

resea rchers  (Cook, 1975; Cook and Cook, 1976; Skogan, 1976) Rave found a p o s i t i v e  eor-

r e l a t i o n  between age  and f e a r  sf  crime, 5.e.  o lde r  persons have more f e a r  of crime 

than younger persons. 

Severa l  explanat ions  have been given f o r  t h e  paradox between e l d e r l y  crime rates 

and t h e  f e a r  of crime- Skogan (1976) expla ins  t h i s  f ind ing  f o r  t h e  e l d e r l y  i n  terms 

of t h e  s h o r t  amount of time t h a t  t h e  e l d e r l y  spend o u t s i d e  of t h e i r  res idences  i n  com-

par i son  to younger people. When t h e  e l d e r l y  do go o u t ,  they may have a g r e a t e r  risk 

of being vic t imized,  Lawton, Nahemow, Yaffe,  & Feldman (1976) contend t h a t  t h e  b e l i e f  

t h a t  t h e  e l d e r l y  l e a v e  t h e i r  homes less than o t h e r  persons 2s based on mere specula-  

t i o n  - not  a n  empir ica l  f a s t s .  In  in terviewing 622 e l d e r l y  r e s i d e n t s  of  53 d i f f e r e n t  
. - -. . -

ow r e n t  p u b l i c  housing p r o j e c t s  i n  Ph i l ade lph ia ,  Lawton e t  a l  found t h a t  67X of the 

t h e  respondents w e r e  a f r a i d  t o  go out of t h e i r  homes a t  times (pr imar i ly  a t  night), 

69% never l eave  t R e i r  res idences  a t  n i g h t ,  and 42% avoid c e r t a i n  l o c a t i o n s  because 

they a r e  unsafe. Unfor tuaate ly  Lawton et a1 had no comparison group of non-elderly. 

Ins tead  s f  a paradox, Eawton e t  a 1  f e e l  t h a t  t h e  f e a r s  of t h e  e l d e r l y  a r e  j u s t i f i e d .  

When one breaks down crime v ic t imiza t ions  i n t o  k inds  of crime, one f i n d s  t h a t  e l d e r l y  

v i c t i m i z a t i o n  is  a s  h igh o r  h igher  than t h a t  of younger people f o r  robbery w i t h  i n j u r y ,  

and f o r  larceny wi th  personal  contact .  This s t i l l  does not  exp la in  t h e  o v e r a l l  fear  ., 

of crime among t h e  e l d e r l y  f o r  a l l  crimes. 

Another explanation f o r  t h e  f ind ings  above i s  t h a t  t h e  f i n a n c i a l  and psychologicL- 
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impact of v i c t i m i z a t i o n  may be worse f o r  t h e  e l d e r l y  than  f o r  younger people (Cook, 

1975; Cook and Cook, 1976). Recently Cook, Skogan, Cook, and Antunes (1976) have 

confirmed t h i s  hypothesis  i n  some prel iminary a n a l y s i s  of t h e  LEhA Victimization 

survey i n  1973 (U. S. Department of J u s t f c e ,  1976). The mean value  of s t o l e n  prop- 

e r t y  ( i n  d o l l a r s )  f o r  t h e  e l d e r l y  i s  289; i n  c o n t r a s t ,  t h e  h ighos t  mean value f o r  

any o the r  group ( i n  d o l l a r s )  i s  159.1 f o r  t h e  22 t o  32 yea r  o l d  age group and 96.84 

f o r  a l l  age groups except f o r  t h e  e l d e r l y .  Therefore when t h e  e l d e r l y  a r e  victim- 

i z e d ,  t h e i r  f i n a n c i a l  Pssa i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  worse than t h a t  of people who a r e  younger. 

Cook et  a l  (1976) a l s o  Computed t h e  f i n a n c i a l  cos t  of medical c a r e  by age a f t e r  

being vic t imized.  The f ind ings  fo l low almost t h e  same t rend  f o r  t o e a 1  medical ex-

penses ( i n  d o l l a r s ) .  -- While t h e  t o t a l  medical expenses f o r  the e l d e r l y  are 539.2, 

t h e  h ighes t  t o t a l  medical expenses f o r  any o the r  age group was 259.6 f o r  t h e  33 t o  

49 year o l d  group and 166-46 f o r  a l l  age groups but  t h e  e l d e r l y .  Thus one can read- 

i l y  s e e  t h a t  t h e  medical expenses which the e l d e r l y  i n c u r  when they a r e  v ic t imized 

are s i g n i f i c a n t l y  h igher  than those  of any o t h e r  age group, l a  a d d i t i o n ,  f i v e  dol- 

l a r s  s t o l e n  from an e l d e r l y  person on a f i x e d  income from S o c i a l  Secur i ty  is much 

worse than f i v e  d o l l a r s  s t o l e n  from an auto  mechanic who can work an  hour t o  make 

up the- loss ,  - .  . - -. - - -

Related t o  t h e  d i r e c t - e f f e c t  s f  age  on f e a r  of crime i s  the v i c a r i o u s  exper-

i e n c e  of f a m i l i e s  Biving w i t h  t h e  e l d e r l y  and/or w i t h  youths. A s  noted a b v e ,  e l -

d e r l y  have a  g r e a t  f e a r  of crime. This f e e l i n g  may be t r a n s f e r e d  t o  t h e  fami l i e s  

l i v i n g  w i t h  t h e  e l d e r l y ,  Thus an a d u l t  c h i l d ' s  percept ion t h a t  h i s  o r  her e l d e r l y  

pa ren t s  a r e  f e a r f u l  of being victfmized may make t h e  a d u l t  c h i l d . f e a r f u 1  also.  This  

phenomenon is  an extens ion of Lerner ' s  (1976) not ion of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  with t h e  v ic -  

t i m  when one i s  perceived a s  s i m i l a r  t o  t h e  vict im. The s i m i l a r i f y  i n  t h i s  case  is 

being r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  v ic t im (or  p o t e n t i a l  v ic t im) .  Conklin (1971) s t a t e s  t h a t  t h e  

i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  wi th  t h e  v ic t im l e a d s  t o  a g r e a t e r  f e a r  of crime. This  phenomenon 

of i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  wi th  t h e  v ic t im may a l s o  be be applied t o  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  be- 
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tween pa ren t s  and youths. Although youths do no t  have a g r e a t  f e a r  of c r i m e ,  t h e y  

a r e  v ic t imized i n  g r e a t  numbers (U. S, Department of J u s t i c e ,  1973). L a l l i  and 

S a v i t z  (1976) f u r t h e r  support t h i s  by saying t h a t  parents '  worr ies  about  t h e  s a f e t y  

of t h e i r  o m  c h i l d r e n  may be r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e i r  own f e a r s  of crime and behaviors  i n  

response t o  t h i s  f e a r .  

I n  the p resen t  s tudy,  w e  d i d  a secondary a n a l y s i s  of t h e  Har t ford  Environmental 

Design P r o j e c t  surveys conducted i n  1973 and 1975, looking a t  t h e  e f f e c t s  of a g e  

and family composition (absence o r  presence sf c h i l d r e n  andfor e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  in t h e  

household), From t h e  research c i t e d  above, t h e  fol lowing two hypotheses a r e  made: 

: 	Elder ly  should have a g r e a t e r  f e a r  of crime than younger persons,  
*1 


: 	FamPlies who have youths and/or e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  in t h e  household should  
have a g r e a t e r  f e a r  of s r h e  than those  who do not .  
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Method 

Subjects .  Respondents were randomly sampkd from t h r e e  a r e a s  of t h e  c i t y  

of  Har t fcrd  (Connecticut): t h e  t a r g e t  a r e a ,  an  a f e a  adjecent  t o  t h e  t a r g e t  a r e a ,  

and t h e  r e m i n d e r  cf  the  c i t y  of Hartford.  891 p a r t i c i p a n t s  were interviewed i n  

1973 and 556 'respondents i n  1975. 

General procedure. W e  d i d  a secondary a n a l y s i s  of t h e  1973 and 1975 Har t fo rd  

CrirLe Prevention through Emironmental Design Program d a t a  archived a t  Northwestern 

Univers6ty. S p e f i c a l l y  w e  d id  a two-way a n a l y s i s  of var iance  of age by ch i ld ren  ab-

s e n t  o r  p resen t  i n  t h e  household and a one-way a n a l y s i s  of var iance  of e l d e r l y  ab- 

s e n t  OF p resen t  i n  t h e  household f o r  t h e  twenty ques t ions  which Baumer ( l976)factor  

analyzed p l h s  some a d d i t i o n a l  ques t ions  (see  Appendix 1). Two-way analyses of var-

iance  of age by e l d e r l y  and e l d e r l y  by ch i ld ren  and a three-way a n a l y s i s  of va r iance  

of age by c h i l d r e n  by e l d e r l y  w e r e  not  poss ib le ,  because the re  were s o  few respon- 

den t s  wi th  both  e h i l d r e n  and e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household. 

Dependent v a r i a b l e s .  The dependent v a r i a b l e s  were taken from t h e  1973 and 

1975 surveys (see  Appendfx 1 ) .  Of t h e  31 ques t ions  from t h e  1973 survey, one ques- 

t i o n  was only asked i n  1973 (but no t  i n  1975). F ive  of t h e  35 quest ions  asked i n  

1975 had no t  been asked i n  1973. The i t e m s  a l s o  used by Baumer (1976) are ind ica ted  
- . -. - - - ,-

i n  Appendix 1. 

Independent v a r i a b l e s .  The t h r e e  independent v a r i a b l e s  were age, c h i l d r e n  ab-

s e n t  o r  p r e s e n t  i n  t h e  household; and e l d e r l y  idsent o r  present  i n  t h e  household. 

Age of t h e  respafident was d ivided i n t o  t h e  folPowing seven ca tegor ies  according t o  

t h e  system used by Cook (1975) and Cook and Cook (1976): ages 1 through 20, ages 

21 through 26, ages 27 through 32, ages 33 through 39, ages 40 through 49, ages 

50 through 64, and agzs 65 through 97. The dependent v a r i a b l e s  of ch i ld ren  and 

e l d e r l y  were dichotonized ac5cording t o  whether o r  not  ch i ld ren  o r  e l d e r l y  were l i v -

i n g  i n  t h e  household wi th  t h e  respondents. 
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Resu l t s  

A m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s  of va r iance  was done on a l l  31 dependent v a r i a b l e s  

from t h e  1973 survey and a l l  35 dependent v a r i a b l e s  from t h e  I975 survey (see 

Appendix I). The t h r e e  ingependent v a r i a b l e s  a r e  age ,chi ldren absent  o r  p r e s e n t  

f n  t h e  household, and e l d e r l y  absent  o r  present  i n  t h e  household, As noted above, 

t h e  only i n t e r a c t i o n  t h a t  i s  considered i s  between age and c h i l d r e n ,  because the 

o t h e r  p o s s i b l e  i n t e r a c t i o n s  ( i .e .  between e l d e r l y  and ch i ld ren ,  e l d e r l y  and age ,  

and e l d e r l y ,  c h i l d r e n ,  and age) could not be c a l c u l a t e d  wi th  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  d a t a .  :', 
The means and m u l t i v a r i a t e  afialysis  of var iance  resalts can be found i n  Tables  

one through th ree .  There were no s f g ~ i f i c s n ti n t e r a c t i o n s  between age  and chlP- 

dren on any of the dependent v a r i a b l e s .  S i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t s  were found f o r  

age ,  children, and elderly below. 

I n s e r t  Tables 1, 2, 3 ' here  

The d e ~ e n d e n t  v a r i a b l e  of ane was divided i n t o  t h e  fol lowinn seven c a t e g o r i e s :  

system used by Cook (1975) and Cook and Cook (1976). With t h e  except ion of  t h e  

ques t ion  about s a f e t y ,  f e a r  was negat ively  r e l a t e d  t o  age, Older persons  had less 

fear than younger persons. 
.-

1, Worry about c r i m e  

In 1973 and 1975, worry about burglary  a t  n igh t  decreased wi th  i n c r e a s i n g  age. 

Worry about burglary  i n  t h e  day decreased wi th  inc reas ing  age only  i n  1975. Thus 

t h e  e l d e r l y  had l e s s  f e a r  of burglAry than younger persons- 

2. Safety  and crime i n  t h e  neighborhood 

Contrary t o  a l l  t h e  o t h e r  f ind ings  using age a s  t h e  independent v a r i a b l e ,  e l -

d e r l y  respondents f e l t  l e s s  saee  than younger persons when they were alone i n  t h e i r  
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neighborhood . i n  1975, 

I n  1973 when no one was home, o l d e r  respondents tended t o  f e e l  less r i s k  of 

someone breaking i n t o  t h e i r  home/apastment than younger respondents,  

4. Neighborhood problems 

I n  1973 and 1975, t h e  fol lowing neighborhood problems were seen as bigger  

problems by younger respondents than by o l d e r  respondents: people s e l l i n g  drugs,  

people using drugs, drunken mew, and p r o s t i t u t i o n ,  This nega t ive  r e l a t i o n s h i p  be- 

tween age and s i z e  of t h e  problem a l s o  w a s  found among t h e  fol lowing problems i n  

1973: groups of teenagers ,  groups Qf men i n  s t r e e t s  and p z r k s , s t e a l i n g  c a r s ,  bur-

g l a r y ,  robbery, and people being beaten up o r  h u r t  on t h e  s t r e e e s .  Thus younger 

respondents saw t h e s e  a s  b igger  problems than o l d e r  respondents. 

5. St rangers  and people on t h e  street 

There was a posi t5ve  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between age and seeing s t r a n g e r s  on t h e  

street. Older persons r e p o r t  more s t r a n g e r s  than younger persons. 

Children 

The dependent v a r i a b l e  of c h i l d r e n  was dichotomized according t o  whether o r  
- - -. - .- - - - - . 

'-

not-people  had-chi ldren- l i t r ing  i n  t h e  household; It was found a c r o s s  i t e m s  t h a t  

t h e  presenke of c h i l d r e n  r e s u l t e d  i n  g r e a t e r  f e a r  i n  both the 1973 and 1976 ques-

t i o n a i r e s r  Thus respondents who had ch i ld ren  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household were more 

a f r a i d  than those  who d i d  not .  

1. Worry about crime 

I n  1973 and 1975, people wi th  ch i ld ren  l i v i n g  Bn t h e  household were more wor- 

.. r i e d  about burglary  i n  t h e  day and a t  n igh t  than peole  who d i d  not  have ch i ld ren .  

2. Percept ion of r i s k  

Respondents w i t h  ch i ld ren  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household perceived a g r e a t e r  r i s k  o f  

burg la ry  than those  without ch i ld ren  i n  both 1973 and 1975. Thus t h e r e  was a neg-

a t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between perceived r i s k  and ch i ld ren  i n  t h e  household, 



3 .  Neighborhood problems 

The fol lowing neighborhood problems were considered t o  be worse by respon- 

den t s  who had c h i l d r e n  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household: people s e l l i n g  drugs,  people usi l ig 

drugs,  drunken men,,and burglary  i n  1973 and 1975. I n  1975 groups of  men i n  t h e  

s t r e e t s  o r  parks were seen a s  a worse problem by respondents who had c h i l d r e n  i n  

t h e  household. Thus t h e r e  i s  a p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  presence of c h i l -

d r e n  i n  t h e  household and consider ing neighborhood problems t o  be worse. 

4. People and s t r a n g e r s  on t h e  s t r e e t  

In $975, respondents wi th  c h i l d r e n  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household recognized s t r a n -

g e r s  on t h e  s t r e e t  more o f t en  than respondents wbthout ch i ld ren ,  These respon- 

d e n t s  perceived more people on t h e  s t r e e t  in t h e  day and a t  n i g h t . t h a n  respond- 

e n t s  who did  not  have c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  Rousehold, 

5, S t r e e t  s a f e t e  

Pie'spondents wi th  c h i l d r e n  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household were more likely not  t o  

e v e r  walk i n  t h e  neighborhood a t  n lgh t  than respondents who dld not  have c h i l -

d r e n  f n  t h e  household. 

6 .  Reliance on neighbors 

.. There was -a  negatgve r e l a t i o n s h i p  between having c h i l d r e n  in t h e  %lousehold 
---	 - - - .--

- - . 
--:- and percs&%dng theneighbors as bdping~ea&-other .~  ~ e s p o n d e n t sL i t h  'chi ldren- '  -

.-
l i v i n g  i n  t h e  householdwere  l e s s  I f k e l y  t o  perceive  t h e i r  naalgkbors as h e l p i n g  

each o t h e r  than respondents who did not have c h i l d r e n  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household. 

E l d e r l y  

1. Worry about crime 

Respondents wi th  e l d e r l y  	l i v ing  i?,the.. household i n  1973 and 1975 d i d  no t  
\ )  ', $, .;:? .;,, . ?  . 

worry about burglary  i n  t h e  daytime a s  mucR a s  respondents who d id  not have e l -  
5 :* *~ . 

d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household. The same f inding occured 'fdr bukglary at: nfghtl 

f o r  respondents wi th  e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  the  household i n  the  1973 survey. I n  

c o n t r a s t ,  respondents wi th  e l d e r l y  in the  household i n  1973 worried about crime 

in the  day more than respondents who d i d  not  have e l d e r l y  i n  t h e  household. 
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'2. Safety  and crime i n  t h e  neighborhood 

I n  t h e  1975 survey, respondents wi th  e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  the  household d id  n o t  

f e e l  a s  s a f e  alone i n  t h e i r  neTghborhoods a s  respondents without e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  

i n  t h e  household. 

3. Perception of r i s k  

There was a negative r e l a t i o n s h i p  between having e l d e r l y  i n  t h e  household 

and perceiving t h a t  t h e r e  was a r i s k  of burglary,  Respondents,with e l i j e r ly  in .  
I I 

I ,  

t h e  h?u-iehd!d I , p e ~ c e f v e dbesk  rfsk of burglary  thar;.&spondents who d i d  not have > 

e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household. 

4, Neig3borhood problems 

Neighborhood prablems were seen as worse by respondents who d i d  not  have e l -  

d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  the  household than by respondents who d id  have e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  

t h e  household. This  @fgectwas found f o r  the  following problems i n  1973 and 1975: 

people us ing drugs, drunken men, and burglary.  I n  1975 respondents with e l d e r l y  

l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household found t h e  fol lowing problems not  t o  be a s  s e r i o u s  as res-

pondents wi th  e l d e r l y  i n  t h e  household: people s e l l i n g  drugs, teenagers,  groups 

of men,. and p ros t i tu t ion . .  

% > 

5- People. ind  s t rangers  on t h e  s t r e e t  _ 
- . 

Respondents wi th  e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household saw s t r a n g e r s  more of ten 

t h a n  respondents without e l d e r l y  i n  1973 and 1975. They a l s o  saw more people 

o n  t h e  s t r e e t  a t  n igh t  than respondents without e l d e r l y  i n  the  Asusehold. 



- 
- 

Discussion 
-* 

The f ind ings  d id  not  confirm the  hypotheses f u l l y .  Age was nega t ive ly  r e l -  

a t e d  t o  l e v e l s  of fear .  The e l d e r l y  were l e s s  a f r a i d  o f  crime than younger per- 

sons. Levels of f e a r  were p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  having c h i l d r e n  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  

household and nega t ive ly  r e l a t e d  t o  having e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household. T h i s  

means t h a t  respondents who d i d  have c h i l d r e n  i n  the  household had more f e a r  t h a n  

respondents who d i d  not  and respondents who did  have e l d e r l y  i n  t h e  household h a d  

l e s s , f e a r  than respondents who d i d  not.  Since we were unable t o  look a t  t h e  i n -

t e r a c t i o n s  between v a r i a b l e s  (except between age and c h i l d r e n  in t h e  household),  

we examined t h e  impl ica t ions  of t h e  f ind ings  separa te ly ,  

&. 

The f h d i n g s  tlkt o l d e r  persons r e p o r t  lower l e v e l s  of f e a r  than younger 

persons d i d  no t  agree wi th  ; +  - . .. ' many previous s t u d i e s  (Cook, 1975; 

Cook and Cook, 1976; U .  S r  Dept. of  J u s t i c e ,  1976) which found h i g h e r  f e a r  fev-  
(1976) 

@Isamong t h e  e l d e r l y .  ~ i rn / found  t h e  same negat ive  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between age 

and fear l e v e l  us ing  t h e  f e a r  f a c t o r  scores  computed by Xaumer (1976) from the 

Hart ford  data .  Me thought t h a t  we might f ind  some support  f o r  previous f ind-  

w i t h  inerk'asing age. This suggests  t h a t  i n  Hartford,  peopleea  percept ions  of 

t h e i r  chances ~f being vic t imized may be consfstewt w i t h  t h e i r  actual,  chances of 

being vict imized.  Thus younger peaple a r e  v ic t imized more and have a g r e a t e r  

-f e a r  s f  crime; t h e  e l d e r l y  a r e  not  v i c t i n i z e d  a s  much and have a lower f e a r  o f  

crime. This  would d iscount  t h e  importan& of Cook, Skogan, Cook, & Antunes' 

(1976) a n a l y s i s  o f  the  fmpact of v i c t i ~ n i z a t i o n  by age. They found t h a t  when t h e  

e l d e r l y  a r e  v ic t imized,  t h e i r  l o s s e s  a r e  g r e a t e r  f i n a n c i a l l y  than younger people,  

This d a t a  suggested t h a t  f i n a n c i a l  l o s s e s  uere not as important a s  t h e  a c t u a l  

chance of v ic t imiza t ion ,  The only exception t o  t h i s  r e s u l t  was t h a t  i n  1975, 

the  e l d e r l y  repor ted  f e e l i n g  l e s s  s a f e  &lane i n  t h e i r  neighborhood than younger 



- 

persons.  

Looking a t  the  i tems which were ~ L g n i f i c a n t  i n  both 1973 and 1975, one i s  l e f ~  

with:  worry about burglary  a t  n i g h t  and problems o f  people s e l l i n g  drugs, people 

us ing  drugs, drunken men, and p r o s t i t u t i o n .  A l l  of these  crimes a r e  v i c t i m l e s s  

crimes. With burglary ,  the  e l d e r l y  a r e  probably l e s s  worried,  because they l e a v e  

t h e i r  apartments l e s s  o f t e n  than younger persons. Therefore they wodd have fewer 

- .  
worr ies  about burglary.  I f  the  e l d e r l y  a r e  ou t  l e s s  f r e q u h t l y  than younger per-  

sons,  they  would probably not  perceive these  v i c t i m l e s s  crimes t o  be a s  b ig  a prob-

lem a s  younger people who a r e  ou t  more do, Respondents w e r e  on ly  asked Row s a f e  

they f e l t  &Pone i n  t h e i r  neighborhood i n  t h e  day i n  2975. Contrary t o  t h e  o t h e r  

findings, exder ly  repo r ted  fee l ing  l e s s  safe alane bn thebs n&lghborhoods 5n the 

day.than younger p e b p ~ e .  One ressan  may be t h a t  younger persons l eave  t h e i r  

neighborhoods i n  t h e  day, whi le  e l d e r l y  do not  leave.  Thus i t  seems t h a t  younger 

people a r e  worried about s p e c i f i c  cr ime-re la ted  a c t i v i t i e s ,  wh i l e  o l d e r  people 

have a genera l  f e e l i n g  of being less s a f e  i n  t h e i r  neighborhoods i n  t h e  day. 

Chi ldren  

The f ind ing  t h a t  respondents wi th  c h i l d r e n  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household repor ted  

h i g h e r  l e v e l s  o f  f e a r  supported t h e  hypothesis ,  It sugges ts  t h a t  people a r e  a f -

fecte&b~~theirvicarious'experiencesw i t h  v ic t ims  o r  potent ia l ,  victims; Since -
. - - .  

- - -- - -  
- - - . 

know t h a t  c h i l a r o o  have a grea t .  chance of being-t l ict imized,  'they are f e a r -

f u l  f o r  t h e i r  s a f e t y  and thus  3ncrease t h e i r  own f e a r  of crime. Thus parents  iden-

t i f y  wi th  t h e i r  ch i ld ren ,  t h e  v ic t ims  o r  p o t e n t i a l  v ic t ims.  

The fol lowing i tems demonstrated more f e a r  among respondents  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  

than among respondents  without  c h i l d r e n  i n  1973 and 1975: worry about burg la ry  

i n  the  day and a t  n i g h t ,  r i s k  of bGrglary, problems wi th  people s e l l i n g  drugs,  

people us ing drugs ,  drunken men, teenagers ,  and burglary.  It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  

a l l  four  burglary  ques t ions  showed more worry among respondents  wi th  c h i l d r e n  than 

respondents  without  ch i ld ren .  It could be t h a t  parents  a r e  s o  worried,  because 

they have young c h i l d r e n  who tpay leave  wi th  a b a b y s i t t e r  o r  of d e r  c h i l d r e n  who 

a r e  never home. I n  t h e  case  of young ch i ld ren ,  they a r e  w r r i e d  that  someone 



. 
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will .  t r y  t o  b u r g l a r i z e  t h e  home w i t h  t h e  baby s i t t e r  t h e r e  a lone  with t h e  chi ' ldren. . -

With o l d e r  c h i l d r e n ,  p a r e n t s  nay be worried t h a t  t h e  house w i l l  be burg la r i zed  

when both  pa ren t s  and t h e  c h i l d r e n  a r e  not  home, 

The problems of s e l l l n g  and us ing drugs,  drunken men, and teenagers  a r e  ones 
. 

which respondents wi th  c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  household were fac ing  o r  w i l l  f ace ,  depend= 

i n g  on t h e  age of t h e  c h i l d r e n ,  Respondents a r e  probably so  concerned wi th  t h e s e  

problems, because they  were f e a r f u l  t h a t  t h e i r  own c h i l d r e n  were o r  would b e  involved 

in and be p a r t  s f  t h e  problem. 

The fol lowing two ques t ions  were only asked i n  1975: people on t h e  street a t  

n i g h t  and wallefng i n  t he  neigh5orhood at night .  Respondents w i t h  children iz the 

household repor ted  more people on the street and were more l i k e l y  never t o  walk i n  

t h e  neighborhood at n i g h t .  They do n o t  walk on the s t r e e t  a t  n i g h t ,  because t h e y  

a r e  a f r a i d  t h a t  e i t h e r  they o r  t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  w i l l  'be vic t imized.  

E l d e r l y  

Contrary t o  t h e  p red ic t ions ,  respondents wi tk  e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household 

had l e s s  f e a r  of crime than respondents without  e l d e r l y .  This  f i n d i n g  may be  ex-

may have been aware t h a t  the e l d e l s y  were not victimized i n  l a r g e  numbers. Thus 

respondents i n  Har t ford  had two good reasons  f o r  no t  being f e a r f u l  of u i c t i m i z a t i o n ,  

I n  I973 and 1975 respnndenta with e l d e r l y  i i v l n g  i n  t h e  household had less 

f e a r  than  respondents k t h o u t  e l d e r l y  f o r  t h e  fs l lowing  i t e m s  : worry about b u r g l a r y  

i n  t h e  day, r i s k  of burglary ,  and problems wi th  people us ing drugs,  drunken men, and 

purg la ry .  TIaree of t h e  four  burglary  ques t ions  d i f f e r e d  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  between res-

pondents wi th  and without e l d e r l y  i n  t h e  household. One reasons  t h a t  respondents 

w i t h  e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  the household may no t  have been a s  fearfiul  of burg la ry  i s  
t 


because the4 e l d e r l y  were u s u a l l y  home; t h e r e f o r e  burglary  was more u n l i k e l y .  If t h t  

e lder1y do s t a y  i n  more, there would be l i t t l e  chance t h a t  ERey would be exposed t o  



Cohn et  a l  1 2  

people using drugs and drunken men, Therefore t h e i r  c h i l d r e n  d i d  not  have t o  be wor- 

r i e d  about them. 

Only i n  1975 were respondents asked about people on t h e  s t r e e t  a t  n ight  and how 

sa fe  they f e l t  a lone  i n  t h e i r  neighborhoods a t  n ight .  Respondents wi th  e lder iy  liv-

i n g  i n  t h e  household repor ted  more people on t h e  s t r e e t  a t  n i g h t  and f e l t  s a f e r  a l o n e  

i n  t h e i r  neighborhoods a t  n igh t .  Thus knowing t h a t  t h e r e  were more people around 

made respondents w i t h  e l d e r l y  f e e l  s a f e r  5x1 t h e  neighborhood t h a n  respondents wi thout  

e l d e r l y ,  

Examining t h e  t h r e e  f ind ings  together ,  one s e e s  t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  of l i v i n g  wi th  

e l d e r l y  who have a low f e a r  of crime is f o r  respondents t o  a l s o  Rave a f s w  f e a r  o f  

crime, Conversely t h e  e f f e c t  of l i v i n g  wi th  ch i ld ren  who have a high f e a r  ~f crime 

3,s f o r  respondents t o  a l s o  Rave a high f e a r  of erime. One-f inding $hat  d i d  no t  f i t  

t h i s  p a t t e r n  was t h a t  e l d e r l y  respondents f e l t  l e s s  s a f e  a lone  i n  t h e i r  neighborhoods 

i n  t h e  day than younger respondents, but  respondents wi th  e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  house- 

hold f e l t  more s a f e  alone i n  t h e i r  neighborhoods a t  nfght .  An explanation might be 

t h a t  elderXy respondents d id  not  f e e l  a s  s a f e  i n  t h e  dayp because t h e  rest ~f t h e  

household might have been away a t  xmrk o r  school.  A t  n igh t  t h e  a d u l t  ch i ld ren  f e l t  

s a f e ,  knowing t h a t  t h e  e l d e r l y  were usua l ly  Rome, when more crimes were c o m i t t e d ,  

There are several l i m i t a t i o n s  which should be kept  i n  mind i n  looktng a t  t h e  

r e s u l t s .  Age had t h e  opposi te  e f f e c t  t h a t  it had on t h e  Nat ional  Vic t imizat ion su r -

veys. E lde r ly  i n  these two Hartford surveys repor ted  l e s s  f e a r  of erime than younger 

respondents,  wi th  t h e  exception of f e e l i n g  s a f e  d o n e  i n  t h e  neighborhood i n  t h e  day. 

Given t h i s  problem wi th  t h e  da ta ,  i t  is  hard t o  know what t h e  e f f e c t  of having child-

r e n  and t h e  e l d e r l y  i n  t h e  household would have been i n  t h e  o t h e r  surveys. S ince  t h e  

youngest respondents were 1 9  years  o ld ,  one does not  know what younger respondents 

would have sa id .  Family composition was narrowly defined t o  mean t h e  absence o r  pres-

ence of c h i l d r e n  and/or e l d e r l y  i n  t h e  household. T r a d i t i o n a l l y  family composition 
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. . 

has  included such f a c t o r s  a s  number, sex, and age  of household members and sex ,  a g e ,  

and occupation of household head. A f i n a l  problem was t h a t  t h e r e  w e r e  too few r e s -  

ond dents wi th  both  c h i l d r e n  and e l d e r l y  l i v i n g  i n  t h e  household t o  s tudy  t h e  i n t e r -  

a c t i o n  of having c h i l d r e n  and e l d e r l y  i n  t h e  household on f e a r  of crime. 

Future resea rch  should t r y  t o  r e p l i c a t e  the f i n d i n g s  on another  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

survey. Family composition should be expanded t o  inc lude  a t  l e a s t  some of t h e  f a c -  

t o r s  t r a d i t i o n a l l y  assoc ia ted  wi th  i t ,  Younger respondents and respondents wi th  

both  e l d e r l y  and c h i l d r e n  l i v i n g  i n  the household should be interviewed.  

The impl ica t ions  of t h e  resea rch  are t h a t  f e a r  of c r i m e  i s  d i r e c t l y  cont ingent  

on being a gotent?&l  victim o r  l i v i n g  wi th  a p o t e n t i a l  victTm, Younger respondents 

and respondents Plbving w2th c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  household had a higher fear 0% crime. 

Older respondents and respondents l i v i n g  wi th  e l d e r l y  i n  t h e  household had a lower 

f e a r  ~f crime. Thus i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  w i t h  t h e  v i c t h  (Conklin, 1971; Lerner,  1974)  

had a d i r e c t  e f f e c t  on f e a r  ~f e r h e .  
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TABLE 1 


~pr r.r 
LULU.~ SCOaS FOR AGE 

3. 	 Worry about  b u r g l a r y  i n  day 

4. 	 Worry abou t  b u r g l a r y  a t  n i g h t  

5. 	 S a f e t y  a l o n e  i n  nbhd. i n  day 

8. 	 R i sk  o f  b u r g l a r y  

3. 	 Prob: peop le  s e l l i n g  drugs  

5. 	 Prob: peop le  u s i n g  drugs  

Prob : t e enage r s  

5. 	 Prob: groups  of  men 
-	 - -- - -..- * --

7. 	 Prob: drunken m e n  

8. 	 Prob: p r o s t f t u t i o n  

3 .  	 Prob: s t e a l i n g  sars 

1. 	 Prob : b u r g l a r y
- - ... 

L, 	 Prob: robbery 

3 .  	 Prob: people  b e a t e n  up o r  
h u r t  on t h e  s t r e e t s  

5. 	 How o f t e n  s e e  s t r a n g e r s  on 
.he s t r e e t  

* The lower t h e  s c o r e ,  t h e  h i g h e r  t h e  f e a r  l e v e l .  

Age Groups 



- --- - - 

TABLE 2 

l G A 3  SCORF: FOR RESPONDE3TS WITH 

i
CHILDREN 8R ELDERLY PmSENT OR ABSENT I N  THE HOUSEHOLD 

I 

( Children 

YES YES YES NO YES 

Worry about c r i m e  i n  day 3.10 
1 

Worry about: burglary in day 3.10 
1 

Worry about burglary  a t  n igh t  3.03' 

Safew yloila i n  abhd- at ni&E 

Risk of burglary  3.65 


Prob: people s e l l i n g  drugs 


Prob: people using drugs 2.29 
I 


Prob: teenagers  


Probg groups of mew - . 


37. Prob: drunken men 2.59 

8. Prob: p r o s t i t u t i o n  
-
1

2.36-
---. - - 

6 .  Walk i n  neighborhood a t  n igh t  

1 t h e  lower t h e  score ,  t he  Rfgher the fear 

2 the higher  t he  score ,  t h e  fewer people 

3 high scare means no t  recognize s t r ange r s  

4 h igh s co re  means never 



Worry a b o u t  trims In  day 

. Worry about burglary  i n  day 

Worry about burglary  at n i t %  

. Safety  alone i n  neighbsrhooc 

Risk o f  burglary 

3. Prob: people s e l l i n g  drugs 

$. Prob: people us ing drugs 

5 -  ob: teenagers  
,- 

6, Prob: groups of m e n  

7. Prob: drunken men 

8. Prob: g r o s t f t u t i o n  

- - - - - - - - - - - . - -. - . - . - - .. . 

9. Prob: s t e a l i n g  cars 

0. Prob: burglary  

.- -- 

1. Prob: robbery 
" * 

3. Prob: people beaten up o r  
hu r t  on t he  s t r e e t  

TABLE 3 

RESULTS OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE 

AGE CHILDREN ELDERLY 

P 

.044 

.ooo 

.045 

.ooo 

nna 
" " d  

.002 

,003 

* 002 

,018 

.001 

.062 

.001 --  - 
.a30 

.001 

. 033 

.008 

* 010 

- continued on next page - 
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8 , 

GSULTS OF ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE - TABLE 3 	 FAGE 2 -

AGE 


! L i e  	 Recognize s t r a n g e r s  

--.. -	 - ,  

!6 .  	How o f t e n  see s t r a n g e r s  
on t h e  s t r e e t  

!7 .  	 Do neighbors he lp  each 
other . 

j ~ . Peop le  on street in day 

.- . 	..- . . 
32, 	 People on street a t  n ight  

36. 	 Walk i n  neighborhood a t  
night 



Appendix 1 

Dependent Var i ab le s :  Items from 1973 and 1975 Har t fo rd  Surveys 

l. 	 Pn t h e  dayt ime,  how worried a r e  you about  be ing  h e l d  up on t h e  g t r e e t ,  t h r e a t -
ened, bea t en  up, o r  any th ing  of t h a t  s o r t  i n  your neighborhood? 

2. 	 And how abou t l a t  n i g h t ,  how worr ied  a r e  you about  t h a t  s o r t  of t h i n g  i n  your 
neighborhood ? 

3 .  	 And, how worr ied  a r e  you about  yourlhome be ing  broken i n t o  o r  en t e red  i l l e g a l l y  
i n  t h e  dayt ime when no  one i s  home? 

4. 	 And how about  at: night, $ow worr ied  a r e  you about  your  home be ing  broken i n t o  
when y o u ' r e  no t  a t  home? 

S a f e t y  and cr ime environment 

5. 	 During t h e  dag,  how s a f e  do you f e e l  o r  would you fee1 be ing  o u t  a l o n e  i n  your 
neighborhood? 

6 *  	How about  a f t e r  d a r k  2 how s a f e  do you f e e l  o r  would you f e e l  be ing  out  a l o n e  
i n  your neighborhood? 

7. 	 Over t h e  p a s t  yea r ,  would you s a y  t h a t  cr ime i n  t h i s  neighborhood has gone up,  
gone down, o r  s t ayed  about  t h e  same? 

Ee rcep t ion  of r i s k  

8 .  	 During t h e  cou r se  of a y e a r ,  how l i k e l y  i s  it t h a t  someone would break i n t o  
your (house/apartment) when no one i s  home? 

9.  	 During t h e  cou r se  of a yea r ,  how l i k e l y  i s  iE3t 

your_(houselapartment)  when someone is  home? 


. * 

- 10. 	-DurZng t h e  cou r se  of  a y e a r ,  hpw l i k e l y  f s  i t  t h  

sna tched  i n  your neighborhood? 


11. 	 During t h e  cou r se  of a y e a r ,  how l i k e l y  is  i t  t h a t  someone woulQ t a k e  something 
from you on t h e  s t r e e t  by f o r c e  o r  t h r e a t  i n  your n e i g h t ~ o r h o o d ? ~  

12. 	 During t h e  cou r se  of a yea r ,  how l i k e l y  is  i t  tQa t  someone would bea t  you up 
o r  h u r t  you on t h e  s t r e e t  i n  your  neighborhood? 

Neighborhood Problems 

13. 	 I want you t o  t e l l  me whether people s e l l i n g  i l l e g a l  d r u  8s i s  a b i g  problem, 
some problem, o r  a lmost  no problem i n  your neighborhood. 

14. 	 I want you t o  t e l l  m e  whether people u s ing  i l l e g a l  drugs1is a b i g  problem, 
some problem, o r  a lmost  no problem i n  your neighborhood. 

15. 	 I want you t o  t e l l  me whether groups of teenagers  around i n  t h e  s t r e e t s  o r  
parks  i s l a  b i g  problem, some problem, o r  a lmost  no problem i n  your neigh- 
borhood. 
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16. 	 I want you t o  t e l l  me whether groups of men i n  t h e  s t r e e t s  o r  p a r!fs i s  a b i g ,  

problem, some problem, o r  a lmost  no problem i n  your neighborhood. 

17.  	 I want you t o  t e l l  me whether  drunken rn7n i s  a b i g  problem, some problem, or 
a lmost  no problem i n  your neighborhood, 

18. 	 I want you t o  t e l l  me whether  p r o s C i t u t ~ o n  i s  a b i g  problem, some problem, o r  
a lmost  no problem i n  your neighborhood. 

19. 	 How abour s t e a l i n g  c a r s ?  Is that a b i g  problem, some problem, o r  a lmost  n o  
problem? * . 

20. 	 How about  b u r g l a r y ' -  b reak ing  i n t o  ~ e o p l e ' s  homes? Is t h a t  a b i g  problem, 
some problem, o r  a lmost  no problem? 

21. 	 How abou t  robbing  p e o f k  on t h e  s t r e e t ?  I s  t h a t  a b i g  problem, some problem, 
or a lmost  no problem? 

22. 	 How about  f ie ld ing  up and robbing small s t o r e ?  o r  b u s i n e s s e s ? j  Is  t h a t  a b i g  
problem, same problem, or almost  no  problem? 

23. 	 How about  people be ing  bea ten  up o r  hur t lon  t h e  s t r e e t s ?  Is t h a t  a b ig : -prob-
l e m ,  some problem, o r  a lmost  no problem? 

S t r a n g e r s  and people on t h e  s t r e e t  

24. 	 I n  g e n e r a l ,  is it p r e t t y  ea sy  f o r  ypu t o  t e l l  a y s t r a n g e r  from someone who l i v e s  
i n  t h i s  a r e a ,  o r  is i t  p r e t t y  hard t o  know a s t r a n g e r  when you s e e  one? 

25. 	 I n  t h e  p a s t  y e a r ,  do you remember s e e i n g  a n y  s t r a n g e r s  i n  your  neighborhood 
whose behavior  made you s u s p i c i o u s ?  

26. 	 Did t h i s  happen t o  you once o r  more than  once? 

29.,  	 In g e n e r a l ,  i n  t h e  p a s t  year  or so, do  you t h i n k  t h i s  neighborhood h a s  g o t t e n  
t o  be a b e t t e r  p l a c e  t o  live, a worse p l a c e  t o  l i v e ,  o r  h a s  i t  s t a y e d  a b o u t  
the same? 

3 0 .  	 How many people,  both a d u l t s  and ch f ld ren ,  w ~ u l d  you say  a r e  u s u a l l y  on t h e  
s t r e e t  i n  f r o n t  of  your  home d u r i n g  t h e  daytime - a l o t ,  some,a few, o r  
a lmost  none? 

31. 	 D o  most of  t h e  people you s e e  on t h e  s t r e e t s  l i v e  around h e r e ,  abou t  h a l f  and * .  

half, o r  do most of them come from o u t s i d e  s f  t h e  neighborhood? 

32. 	How about  a f t e r  dark ,  how many people would you say  a r e  u s u a l l y  on t h e  s t r e e t  
i n  f r o n t  of  your  house - a l o t ,  some, a few, o r  a lmost  none? 

33. 	 when you t h i n k  about  c a r s ,  rnotorcyc%es, and buses,  t h a t  pas s  i n  f r o n t  o f  your  
home d u r i n g  t h e  daytime, would au  d e s c r i b e  t h e  t r a f f i c  a s  v e r y  busy, busy,3: 
moderate,  l i g h t ,  o r  very l i g h t ?  



v * 

3 4 .  	 And a t  n igh t ,  how would you desc r ibe  the t r a f f i c  i n  f r o n t  of your home -
very  busy, busy, moderate, l i g h t ,  o r  very l i g h t ?  

35.  	 How o f t e n  would you say you walk t o  some place i n  t h i s  neighborhood dur ing  the 
day - would you 2ay almost every day, a few times a week, once a week, l e s s  
o f t en ,  o r  never? 

3 6 .  	 And a f t e r  dark,  about how o f t e n  do you walk someplace i n  t h i s  neighborhood 
almost every n igh t ,  a few tfmes a week, once a week, l e s s  of ren ,  o r  never? 2-

included in Baumer (1974) 

2not included in the 1973 artf ford survey 

3not 	included i n  the 1975 Hartford survey 




