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PREFACE 
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t i m e  when our  research plans were being drawn up. Terry Baumer got 
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Marlene B. Simon, and Sandy Levin d id  t h e  graphics .  A number of 
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hoe, Martha Malley and Kathryn McCord produced the  f i n a l  copy. 
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Barbara, Susan, Mary, and Molly made i t  worth doing. 
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SECTION I 




CHAPTER ONE 


INTRODUCTION 


Introduction 


This volume is concerned with how city dwellers cope with the 


problems of crime and fear of crime. Crime and fear are related problems, 


but they do not always go together. The research upon which this 


volume is based began as an effort to understand several apparent 


paradoxes. The first was that more people are fearful of crime than 


report being victimized. Another was that people who are least likely 


to be victimized are among the most likely to report being fearful. 


Finally, we also observed that during a time when levels of crime and 


fear were both climbing, governments were spending large sums of 


money funding efforts to encourage people to do something to protect 


themselves. While many explanations for these apparent contradictions 


come to mind, these inconsistencies have led some to question whether 


or not levels of fear of crime in American cities are at all 


kThe central message of ouZ research is that fear is indeed s con-

sequence of crime, but that most consequences of crime--including fear-- 

are indirect. While victims of crime are more fearful as a result of 

their experience, many more people have indirect contact with crime. 

The sources of this vicarious experience include the media, personal 

conversations with victims and others, and observations of neighborhood 



condi t ions .  Those convey a g rea t  d e a l  of information about crime, and 

most urban dwellers  cannot ge t  through t h e  day without being touched by 

i t  i n  one way o r  another. The l e s s  d i s t a n t  o r  abs t r ac t  t he  message, t h e  

g r e a t e r  i t s  consequences f o r  f e a r .  Fear i n  t u r n  plays a s u b s t a n t i a l  

r o l e  i n  shaping some forms of coping behavior.  The frequency wi th  

which urbani tes  expose themselves t o  r i s k  of personal a t t a c k  and the-  

ex t en t  t o  which they s t r a t e g i c a l l y  a l t e r  t h e i r  on-street  behavlor  t o  

minimize those r i s k s  when they must f a c e  them were s t rongly  r e l a t e d  t o  

f ea r  and assessments of neighborhood condi t ions .  

I f'+ 
On t h e  o the r  hand, pa2 research  exposed a few new paradoxes t o  be  

unraveled. F i r s t ,  while &s invest igat iof ldocumentianew t h e  tremendous 

emphasis on crime and violence i n  t h e  no p a r t i c u l a r  

consequences of exposure t o  t hose  o r  behavior .  

Second, 4p5 foun any of t h e  most important measures people could t ake  

aga ins t  crime were not  being adopted by those  who needed t o  do so  t h e  

most. Rather,  those  th ings  were e i t h e r  adopted more f r equen t ly  by those  

I who l e a s t  needed t o  do them, o r  they  were i r r e l e v a n t  t o  cr ime and f e a r  

) e n t i r e l y .  

We learned a l l  of t h i s  s tudying condi t ions  and events i n  t h r e e  

American cities--Chicago, Phi lade lphia ,  and San Francisco. I n  each 

c i t y  we interviewed thousands of  people,  probing t h e i r  assessments  of 

crime and ga ther ing  r e p o r t s  of what they  had done about i t .  The Census 

Bureau has a l s o  conducted surveys i n  t h e s e  j u r i s d i c t i o n s ,  and  we used 

t h e i r  da t a  a s  wel l .  F ie ld  observers  were s t a t i oned  i n  s e l e c t e d  neigh- 

borhoods i n  each c i t y .  They a t tended  meetings, interviewed community 

leaders  and l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s ,  and kept  an eye on things t h a t  took p l a c e  



t h e r e .  I n  add i t i on ,  coders read and sys t ema t i ca l ly  recorded crime news 

i n  t h e  d a i l y  newspapers serving these  c i t i e s ,  i n  order  t o  understand 

what o u r  informants were seeing over b reak fas t .  This volume uses 

information from a l l  of these  sources t o  probe t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

crime, f e a r ,  and reac t ions  t o  crime. 

Crime, Fear, and Reactions t o  C r i m e  

A review of t h e  research l i t e r a t u r e  on t h e s e  i s sues  underscores 

t h e  f a c t  t h a t  d e s p i t e  t h e i r  importance r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  is known 

about t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between crime, f e a r ,  and th ings  t h a t  people do 

i n  response t o  crime. There is considerable  uncer ta in ty  even about 

how much crime t h e r e  is, and exac t ly  who i ts  v ic t ims  a re .  U n t i l  

r e c e n t l y  t h e  only broad-based information a v a i l a b l e  on t h e  incidence 

of crime w a s  o f f i c i a l  po l i ce  records f i l e d  wi th  t h e  FBI. While they 

t e l l  a grea t  d e a l  about t h e  kind of crime t h a t  po l i ce  departments 

record,  those  f i g u r e s  are known t o  rise and f a l l  f o r  reasons having 

l i t t l e  t o  do wi th  t h e  t r u e  r a t e  of v ic t imiza t ion .  Numerious contin- 

gencies of c i t i z e n  repor t ing  of  crime t o  t h e  p o l i c e  and o f f i c i a l  

recording of those  complaints cloud t h e  p i c t u r e  of the  a c t u a l  d i s t r i bu -  

t i o n  of crimes and vict ims.  With t h e  development of more r e l i a b l e  

techniques f o r  measuring many kinds of crime through v i c t imiza t ion  

survey interviews more i s  now known about who is a vict im of what, and 

t h e  consequences. 

According t o  v i c t imiza t ion  surveys crime is e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  common. 

Each year government p o l l s t e r s  ques t ion  thousands of Americans about 

t h e i r  experiences with crime, and r e t u r n s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  over  40 m i l l i o n  

major non-homicidal c r imina l  i nc iden t s  took p l ace  i n  1977 (U.S. 

Department of J u s t i c e ,  1978). O f f i c i a l  p o l i c e  r e p o r t s  i nc lude  many 



more k inds  of crime, th ings  not asked about i n  t h e  surveys, and they 

poin t  t o  s i m i l a r l y  l a rge  t o t a l s .  These f i g u r e s  have been cl imbing 

s i n c e  t h e  e a r l y  1960s. Af te r  acce l e ra t ing  a t  a tremendous r a r e  f o r  more 

than a decade, however, both t h e  p o l i c e  r e p o r t s  and the  v i c t i m  surveys 

i n d i c a t e  t h e  increase  i n  crime has slackened o f f  s ince  the  1974-75 period 

and rates f o r  s e r ious  offenses have s t a b i l i z e d  a t  about t h e  l e v e l s  f o r  

those  years  (Skogan, 1979a). These f i g u r e s  remain a t  an extremely h igh  

l e v e l  i n  comparison t o  other  Western i n d u s t r i a l  countr ies ,  even though 

those  na t ions  have ridden t h e  same s o c i a l  r o l l e r  coas te r  w i t h  r e spec t  

t o  crime (Gurr, 1977). 

I
I
I 

rp- -: S .  On 

occasion t h e  Gallup organizat ion (American I n s t i t u t e  of Pub l i c  Opinion 

Research, monthly) and t h e  National  Opinion Research Center (1978) have 

asked Americans i f  t he re  i s  a p l ace  i n  t h e i r  neighborhood "where you 

4would be a f r a i d  t o  walk alone a t  night ."  Those surveys have g h m n r s  

I
I readings of t h e  s t a t e  of publ ic  opinion s i n c e  1965. They p o i n t  t o  a 

s teady  inc rease  i n  f e a r ,  from a low of 31  percent  "yes" t o  a high of 

( 45 percent  "yes." However, r e p o r t s  of f e a r  increased p r imar i ly  during 

I t h e  1967-1974 period,  and they too  have remained a t  v i r t u a l l y  t h e  s a m e  

i l e v e l  s ince  then (Baumer and DuBow, 1977). The surveys i n d i c a t e  people 

consider  crime pr imar i ly  a l o c a l  problem, and crime and d i s o r d e r  peaked 1\ a s  t h e  n a t i o n ' s  number one problem during t h e  big-ci ty  r i o t s  of t h e  

\_mid-1960s (Smith, 1979) . 
There i s  no comparable d a t a  on what people -do about cr ime,  which 

presumably would be  t h e  b e s t  barometer of i t s  impact upon the i r  l i v e s .  

There is an ample supply of anecdotal  and media accounts of t h e  

d e b i l i t a t i n g  impact of crime on t h e  q u a l i t y  of l i f e .  People of a l l  

r aces  and regions are reputed t o  s t a y  behind locked doors, avoid us ing  



pub l i c  t r anspor t a t ion ,  shun shopping downtown, dec l ine  t o  go out  on T 
t he  town f o r  entertainment,  and t o  avoid involvement with s t r a n g e r s ,  


even when they a r e  i n  need of help.  While these  consequences f o r  


d a i l y  l i v i n g  a r e  only ind i r ec t  i nd ica to r s  of t h e  e f f e c t  of crime upon 


t h e  q u a l i t y  of l i f e  i n  America, they r e f l e c t  i t s  impact upon some of 


t he  most fundamental human va lues ,  inc luding  freedom of movement and 


a f f i l i a t i o n  wi th  o thers ,  freedom from f e a r  and anxie ty ,  and t h e  


f o r  community based on mutual t r u s t  and dependence. 


\? q m a m z r , x e  r e l a t i o n  between r a t e s  of crime and #%$pbehavior 
1
I is  n o t  a simple one. C r i m e  r a t e s  f o r  a r eas  do no t  always correspond 

I 
1 with what people who l i v e  t h e r e  repor t  doing. Fursrenberg (1972) found 


t h a t  even i n  very high crime a r e a s  of Baltimore one-quarter of h i s  


respondents reported taking no p a r t i c u l a r  precaut ions a g a i n s t  crime, I( while  i n  t h e  s a f e s t  a reas  about one-quarter d id  a g rea t  d e a l  i n  t h e i r  

I neighborhood t o  avoid being vict imized.  Wilson (1976) found t h a t  i n  

I Port land people who l i v e d  i n  t h e  lowest crime a r e a s  were t h e  ones who 

I repor ted  spending the  most on s e c u r i t y .  One could conclude from t h i s  

I e i t h e r  they were not a c t i n g  r a t i o n a l l y ,  o r  those measures were extremely 

I e f f ec t ive !  I n  any event,  i t  was not r e s iden t s  of high cr ime a reas  who 

w e r e  f o r t i f y i n g  t h e i r  homes. Surveys i n d i c a t e  t h a t  i n  g e n e r a l  there is / '  
l i t t l e  r e l a t i o n  between most forms of household p ro t ec t ion  and measures 

of f e a r ,  o r  perceived r i s k  of v i c t imiza t ion  (Scarr  e t  a l . ,  1973; 

Maxfield, 1977; Sundeen and Mathieu, 1976) . There i s  some evidence 

t h a t  people who have been vict imized by personal  crimes a r e  more l i k e l y  I 
/ t o  do th ings  t o  p ro t ec t  themselves than those who have not f a l l e n  I
I 
v ic t imabut  few of them repor t  t ak ing  d r a s t i c  s t e p s  o r  reducing  the i r  I 
'exposure t o  r i s k  dramatical ly .  


urveys, however, have confirmed that the  r e l a t i onsh ip  


I @  




between crime and f e a r  a l s o  is problematic. A s  T$& noted, many more 

people a r e  f e a r f u l  than have had any recent  experience with crime. While 

v i c t i m s  a r e  more a f r a i d  than nonvictims, t h e  bulk of those wary of walking 

the s t r e e t s  have not  been victimized. Moreover, many of t h e  most f e a r f u l  

f a l l  i n  s o c i a l  ca tegor ies  enjoying the  lowest r a t e s  of v i c t imiza t ion .  

Women and t h e  e l d e r l y  evidence t h e  h ighes t  l e v e l s  of concern about crime, 

but  r e l a t i v e l y  few f a l l  v ic t im t o  v i o l e n t  crime o r  even t h e f t .  I n  many 

cases  i t  is  necessary t o  look beyond people 's  d i r e c t  and pe r sona l  

experiences t o  understand what they th ink  about crime and what they do 

i n  response. High l e v e l s  of f e a r  expressed i n  many communities do not  

always square wi th  what people do about crime. I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  t h e  r a t e  

a t  which inc iden t s  a r e  reported t o  t h e  p o l i c e  by vict ims is s u r p r i s i n g l y  

low even i n  major crime ca tegor ies .  Many people a r e  c a r e l e s s  wi th  

regard t o  t h e i r  person and property;  f o r  example, a l a r g e  p ropor t ion  

of t h e  b u r g l a r i e s  recorded i n  v i c t imiza t ion  surveys a r e  c a r r i e d  out  

without need f o r  f o r c i b l e  en t ry ,  through unlocked doors o r  windows 

1 
 (U.S . Department of J u s t i c e  1979) . 

13 The problems of crime and f e a r  seem t o  be  worse i n  c i t i e s .  C r i m e  

1 

r a t e s  c e r t a i n l y  a r e  higher  there .  I n  f a c t ,  t h e r e  is  evidence t h a t  i n  

a l l  p a r t s  of t h e  world and f o r  most of t h i s  century crime h a s  been more 

frequent i n  g r e a t  c i t i e s  than i n  t h e  surrounding countryside (Archer 

-e t  a l . ,  1978). Serious a s s a u l t i v e  v io lence ,  handgun use,  and robbery 

a r e  so  heavi ly  concentrated i n  t h e  b i g  c i t i e s  of t h i s  country t h a t  

t h e  ove ra l l  n a t i o n a l  v i o l e n t  crime r a t e  is h ighly  cont ingent  upon events  

and condit ions t h e r e  (Skogan, 1979a). The same opinion surveys t h a t  

t r ack  f e a r  of crime over t ime a l s o  i n d i c a t e  f e a r  is more pe rvas ive  i n  

l a r g e  c i t i e s  among a l l  s o c i a l  groups. Anxiety increases  w i t h  c i t y  

s i z e  a t  almost every s t e p ,  although t h e r e  is  a s u b s t a n t i a l  jump i n  



l e v e l s  of  f e a r  i n  places above 100,000. Changes i n  of fense  r a t e s  i n  

b i g  c i t i e s  have mirrored the  r a t e  a t  which people have moved out of 

them i n t o  t h e  suburbs. Since World War 11, metropoli tan sprawl has 

grown around c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  wi th  the  l a r g e s t  increases  i n  inner -  

c i t y  crime, and suburbanization is  most ex tens ive  outs ide  of those 

r e p o r t i n g  t h e  h ighes t  l e v e l s  of  violence (Skogan, 1977a). 

Th i s  Research 

Our work began with t h e  c e n t r a l  cons t ruc t s  of crime, f e a r ,  and 

behavior ,  bu t  we quickly began t o  expand t h e  l i s t  of t h ings  about 

which we needed t o  know. Several more f a c t o r s  seemed important  fo r  

understanding what people did about crime, and why. 

First, i t  is c l e a r  c e r t a i n  people a r e  more vulnerable  than  o thers  

t o  crime. Some a r e  l e s s  open t o  a t t a c k  due t o  t h e i r  s i z e ,  s t rength ,  

and capac i ty  t o  r e s i s t  t he  predat ions.  Others are vulnerable  because 

they genera l ly  l i v e  i n  c lose  proximity t o  p o t e n t i a l  o f fenders .  These 

a r e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  people o f t e n  cannot do very much about,  b u t  general ly  

a r e  r e l a t e d  t o  both f e a r  and behavior.  

We a l s o  were i n t e r e s t e d  i n  condit ions and events which c h a r a c t e r i z e  

immediate environment. By almost any s tandard some places are 

"good places" and o the r s  a r e  "bad p laces ,"  and t h a t  should make a 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e  f o r  what t h e  r e s i d e n t s  of an  a rea  t h i n k  and do. 

Another "environmental" f a c t o r ,  a l b e i t  a more a b s t r a c t  one, i s  t h e  

pa t t e rn  of media coverage of crime i n  a community. There always i s  

a great  d e a l  of specula t ion  about t h e  impact of t e l ev i s ion  and  newspapers 

on people's percept ions of crime and e s t ima te s  of  r i s k .  Two issues are 

important i n  t h i s  regard: t h e  content  of those  media messages, and who 

was a t t e n t i v e  t o  them. 



Other forms of communication are less impersonal than the media, 


and their content may have greater immediacy. The frequency of personal 


conversations about crime, and with whom those discussions took place, 


were major topics in this research. 


The survey we conducted probed people's knowledge of crimes and 

their image of victims. In addition to media and conversation, another 

form of experience with crime is contact with its victims. When victims 

are from one's own neighborhood the contact should lie even more relevant 

for understanding fear. Proximity to victims can be identificational 

as well as spatial, so we gauged the "social distances' between people 

and their image of victims in the community. 

These factors made up the core of a working model of why people 


act as they do in response to crime. A very general sketch of the 


relationship between these factors and crime response is presented in 


Figure 1-1, as the "crime related" segment (on the left-hand side) of 


this operating model. Some of these constructs are more causally 


............................. 

Figure 1-1 goes about here 


distant from fear and behavior than the others. There doubtlessly are 


important linkages among the components of the model as well. 


The list of crime-related behaviors to be investigated grew to 


four. They were: 


(1) Personal precaution. These are things people 


can do to protect themselves from personal attack. 


(2) Household protection. This category contains 


a number of specific measures households can 


take to prevent burglary and property theft. 


(3) Community involvement. There is substantial 


interest among policy-makers in factors encouraging 
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participation in collective efforts to reduce crime. 


(4) Flight to the suburbs. Politically and economically 


this may be the most significant reaction to crime. 


The operating model sketched in Figure 1-1 includes several 


"non-crime" components, those depicted on the right-hand side. People 


are caught up in institutional and organizational matrices which limit 


the range of choices they have about what they do, how they live, and 


where they live, and affect their selections among those alternatives. 


Role constraints limit people's freedom of choice with regard to 


personal behavior. Resources families have to affect changes in their 


lives in response to crime, and the investments they have to protect 


from the threat of crime, determine many household decisions. Decisions 


organizations make about which issues to place on the agenda guide the 


involvement of their membership in specific programs. Market and 


nonmarket forces steer people to particular environments, and may 


imprison them there. 


This analytic guide is thus a cognitive and volitional model of 


human behavior that is tempered by the recognition of significant 


exogenous forces. On the left-hand side it highlights the importance 


of environmental conditions, personal qualities, direct and vicarious 


experience, the media, and perceptions of threat in understanding 


what people do about crime. This model assumes that people gather cues 


from their environment, assess its risks and rewards, and tend to act 


accordingly. On the right-hand side the model highlights limits on 


freedom of choice, factors which consciously or unconsciously reshape 


that goal-direct ed behavior. 




Data Col lec t ion  

A v a r i e t y  of kinds of da t a  were co l l ec t ed  t o  address t h e  research  

q u e s t i o n s  implied by the  operat ing model. F ie ld  r ep re sen ta t ives  were 

p laced  i n  t e n  study neighborhoods. They observed events t h e r e  and 

conducted s t ruc tu red  and informal interviews with c i t i z e n s ,  l o c a l  

businessmen, po l i ce  o f f i c e r s ,  and community leaders .  The f i e l d  

r e p o r t s  were co l l ec t ed  and examined i n  d e t a i l ,  A content a n a l y s i s  

w a s  conducted of city-wide newspapers serv ing  these  communities. 

S t o r i e s  concerning crime were noted, and d e t a i l s  about t hose  s t o r i e s  

and t h e  newspapers were sys temat ica l ly  recorded. F ina l ly ,  opinion 

surveys were conducted i n  each of t h e  th ree  c i t i e s .  A l l  o f  these  

d a t a  w i l l  be  employed i n  t h e  chapters  which fol low t o  e l u c i d a t e  the 

* 
n a t u r e  of f e a r  and t h e  antecedents  of crime-related behavior .  

The f i e l d  observers were graduate  and undergraduate s tuden t s  

i n  Sociology and Anthropology. They were r e c r u i t e d  l o c a l l y  and 

supervised by a full-rime Fie ld  Direc tor  s t a t i oned  i n  each c i t y .  

Observers were t r a ined  i n  t h e i r  t a sk  by sen io r  researchers  i n  the 

p ro j ec t .  They were in s t ruc t ed  t o  a t t end  a l l  important meet ings i n  

t h e i r  assigned s i t e s ,  t o  keep t r a c k  of events  t h e r e ,  and t o  make and 

maintain ex tens ive  contac ts  wi th  people i n  t h e  community. Much of 

t h e  f i e l d  workers' t i m e ,  however, was spent  interviewing s p e c i f i c  

types of people ( i . e . ,  " r e a l  e s t a t e  agents") f ind ing  answers t o  s p e c i f i c  

quest ions posed by t h e  sen io r  research  s t a f f .  The in t e rv i ews  were 

*For a d e t a i l e d  review of t h e  d a t a  sources which were e x p l o i t e d  
here  see  : Maxf i e l d  and Hunter (1'980). 



open-ended, bu t  t h e  same quest ions were pursued f o r  a p a r t i c u l a r  

ca tegory  of  informant i n  each of the  research  s i t e s .  F ie ld  workers 

s e t  a s i d e  a s u b s t a n t i a l  amount of time each week t o  review t h e i r  notes  

and t a p e  recordings. Their  f i e l d  r e p o r t s  t ranscr ibed  as d i r e c t l y  a s  

p o s s i b l e  what they saw and heard. There were almost 10,000 pages of 

f i e l d  r epo r t s .  This volume makes ex tens ive  use  of those n o t e s  t o  

i l l u s t r a t e  key po in t s  and br ing  t o  l i f e  ou r  q u a n t i t a t i v e  d a t a .  

The content  ana lys i s  of newspapers s e rv ing  the  th ree  c i t i e s  was 

* 
a major research  e f f o r t .  This volume examines pa t t e rns  of v i o l e n t  

crime coverage i n  the  nine metropol i tan d a i l y  newspapers, a l though 

community newspapers and those wi th  more l imi t ed  c i r c u l a t i o n  were 

examined a s  w e l l .  The da t a  were recorded by coders who examined every 

s t o r y  i n  each i s s u e  of those newspapers, from November, 1977, through 

Apr i l ,  1978. They noted 11,475 crime-related s t o r i e s  concerning 

v io lence  during t h a t  per iod.  The coders t ranscr ibed  information about 

t h e  content  of each s t o r y  and measured t h e  total .  s i z e  of each  s t o r y ,  

t h e  s i z e  of headl ines ,  and t h e  t o t a l  amount of space i n  each i s s u e  

devoted t o  news of any kind. The coding was supervised c a r e f u l l y  and 

the  r e l i a b i l i t y  of t h e  da t a  was con t inua l ly  monitored. 

I n  t h i s  volume t h e  da t a  a r e  used t o  cha rac t e r i ze  what newspapers 

i n  each s tudy c i t y  were saying during t h e  months our  survey in te rv iews  

were being conducted. They desc r ibe  one aspec t  of t h e  "crime environment" 

around t h e  respondents a t  t h e  time. I n  add i t i on ,  t he  da t a  enable  us 

t o  compare t h e  subs t an t ive  content  of newspaper crime coverage 

*For a d e t a i l e d  review of t h e  content  a n a l y s i s  p ro j ec t  see:  Gordon, 
e t  a l .  (1979). 



with t h e  image of crime people hold. 

The sutvey d a t a  which form the b a s i s  f o r  most of t he  volume were 

* 
c o l l e c t e d  during the  l a s t  months of 1977. Interviews were conducted 

by te lephone from f i e l d  o f f i c e s  loca ted  i n  each community. The survey 

employed a technique knows a s  Random D i g i t  Dia l ing  ( c f ,  Tuchfarber and 

Klecka, 1976) t o  ensure t h a t  r e s iden t s  who r ecen t ly  had moved o r  had 

an u n l i s t e d  telephone number were adequately represented i n  t h e  data.  

Numbers were generated randomly by a computer, and each working 

te lephone i n  a c i t y  had an equal  chance of being ca l led .  C a l l s  

reaching group qua r t e r s ,  businesses ,  and o the r  non-res ident ia l  places 

were p o l i t e l y  terminated. Five-hundred and f o r t y  adu l t s  w e r e  

interviewed i n  each city-wide survey, while  each of t he  neighborhoods 
. 

was represented ..by. . a sample r ang ing - in  s i z e  from 200 t o  450 respondents.  

The s i z e  of t hese  samples was lowered somewhat by the  need t o  down-weight 

respondents from households w i th  more than one telephone number (they 

were more l i k e l y  t o  be sampled), and t o  co r r ec t  t h e  sample f o r  a s l i g h t  

over representa t ion  of women. The city-wide surveys had a t o t a l  e f f e c t i v e  

sample s i z e  of 1,389 when these  co r r ec t ions  were made. In  every case 

those questioned were randomly se l ec t ed  from among the a d u l t s  who lived 

i n  t h e  household we reached by phone. Telephone numbers which went 

unanswered o r  gave a busy s i g n a l  were r e c a l l e d  s e v e r a l  t i m e s  i n  an 

at tempt  t o  contac t  r e s iden t s  t he re .  Respondents t o  the  city-wide 

surveys were contacted using a l l  of t h e  three-d ig i t  r e s i d e n t i a l  te lephone 

exchanges se rv ing  t h e  l e g a l  boundaries of t he  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  I n  o r d e r  

*For a d e t a i l e d  review of t h e  survey, see: Skogan,l978a. 



t o  con tac t  r e s iden t s  of s p e c i f i c  neighborhoods wi th in  t h e  city,numbers 

were c a l l e d  a t  random only f o r  telephone exchanges which served  those 

a reas ,  and each answering household w a s  quizzed t o  make s u r e  t h a t  i t  

l a y  wi th in  the  co r r ec t  boundaries. Spanish-language in te rv iewers  were 

a v a i l a b l e  i n  each c i t y ,  and every e f f o r t  was made t o  complete in te rv iews  

be fo re  another  randomly-generated telephone number was s u b s t i t u t e d  f o r  

a "refusing" household. The response rate f o r  t h e  survey was 61  percent .  

Two o ther  surveys a r e  employed i n  t h i s  volume. One w a s  conducted 

by t h e  Census Bureau i n  each of t hese  c i t i e s  t o  gauge the  e x t e n t  of 

c r imina l  v ic t imiza t ion .  The o t h e r  is a survey of the  Chicago metro- 

p o l i t a n  a rea ,  t h e  only da t a  source  which inc ludes  views of suburbani tes  

a s  w e l l  a s  r e s iden t s  of c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  Extensive use i s  made of t h i s  

survey i n  Chapter Fourteen t o  examine f l i g h t  t o  t he  suburbs. 

Ci ty and Neighborhood S i t e s  

These operat ions were conducted i n  Chicago, Phi lade lphia ,  and 

San Francisco. Although one of t hese  c i t i e s  i s  Eastern, one Middle- 

western, and the  o the r  is loca ted  on t h e  West Coast, they have a g r e a t  

dea l  i n  common. A l l  a r e  o l d  c i t i e s ,  plagued wi th  r a c i a l  c o n f l i c t ,  

physical  decay, and economic c r i s i s .  Each is  ringed by growing, 

prosperous suburbs,  while  they are l o s i n g  populat ion,  jobs,  and housing 

a t  a marked r a t e .  A l l  had crime problems of considerable  magnitude. 

I n  t h e  mid-1970s Phi ladelphians enjoyed t h e  lowest cr ime r a t e  

of t h e  th ree  c i t i e s .  O f f i c i a l  s t a t i s t i c s  and v i c t imiza t ion  surveys 

both placed i t  below Chicago, and w e l l  below San Francisco, on most 

ind ica tors .  It followed t h e  n a t i o n a l  t rend  of s t a b l e  and dec l in ing  

crime r a t e s .  However, t h e  tumultuous Mayor of t h e  c i t y ,  Frank Rizzo, 



b a t t l e d  crime i n  the  headlines whenever he  could ge t  it t h e r e .  S t i l l ,  

compared t o  t h e  remaining c i t i e s  Phi lade lphia  newspapers devoted the 

l e a s t  a t t e n t i o n  t o  crime i s sues .  A s  t h e  next  chapter  i n d i c a t e s ,  crime 

i n  Phi lade lphia  was overconcentrated (even when compared t o  o the r  b i g  

c i t i e s )  i n  Black neighborhoods. This enabled Ci ty  Hal l  and t h e  metro- 

p o l i t a n  media t o  discount cr ime's  s ign i f i cance ,  and the  p o l i c e  to  f a i l  

t o  r eco rd  much of i t ,  

Chicago f e l l  between Phi lade lphia  and San Francisco on both p o l i c e  

and survey measures of crime. O f f i c i a l  r a t e s  i n  Chicago were also i n  

a  d e c l i n e  during t h e  period i n  which t h e  f i e l d  i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  and surveys  

were underway. The town's t h r e e  major newspapers were very  competi t ive,  

and devoted a grea t  deal of a t t e n t i o n  t o  crime. However, as Podolefsky, 

e t  a l .  (1980) percept ively n o t e ,  t he  p o l i t i c a l  s t r u c t u r e  and  neighborhood 

o r i e n t a t i o n  of the c i t y  served t o  defuse crime as an i s s u e  b y  " loca l iz ing"  

it. The p o l i t i c a l  machine i n  Chicago e f f e c t i v e l y  kept cr ime (and most 

s o c i a l  i s sues )  of f  t h e  governmental agenda. Concomitantly, t h e  la rge  

s i z e  and p a r t i c u l a r i s t i c  e t h n i c  o r i e n t a t i o n  of t h e  c i t y ' s  neighborhoods 

encouraged most r e s iden t s  t o  see crime a s  a problem "somewhere else." 

L i t t l e  of t h e  above appl ied  t o  San Francisco i n  t he  mid-1970s. 

The c i t y  had t h e  highest  o f f i c i a l  crime t o l l  and t h e  highest-;ictimiza- 

t i o n  survey r a t e  of the  three .  I n  San Francisco t h e  o f f i c i a l  crime 

r a t e  was 2 4 t i m e s  t h a t  of Phi lade lphia .  The Bay Ci ty  did not share 

t h e  apparent good for tune  of t h e  o the r s  i n  terms of crime t r e n d s ,  f o r  

throughout t h e  s tudy period o f f i c i a l  s t a t i s t i c s  t he re  cont inued  t o  

climb. Newspapers i n  San Francisco devoted more t e x t  space and more 

headl ine a t t e n t i o n  t o  crime than  they d id  i n  o t h e r  c i t i e s .  The papers 

a l s o  focused even more than elsewhere on v i o l e n t  crime. Crime was 



a h o t  p o l i t i c a l  i s sue  i n  San Francisco, wi th  t h e  l i b e r a l  t r o i k a  of Mayor 

Moscone, Chief of Pol ice  Gain, and Sher i f f  Hongisto, sharing t h e  p o l i t i c a l  

f l a c k  f o r  t h e  f a c t s  noted above. 

While these  c i t i e s  d i f f e r ed  t o  some ex ten t  i n  each d e t a i l  t h e  

consequences of crime f o r  t h e i r  r e s iden t s  were q u i t e  s imi l a r .  A s  t h e  

next chapter  documents,the burden of crime was borne mainly by t h e  same 

groups everywhere. Blacks and the  poor genera l ly  ended up on  t h e  bottom 

of t h e  heap wi th  respect  t o  crime. -1n- ca t egor i e s  of o f f enses  i n  which 

they d id  not  t he  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of v i c t imiza t ion  followed a s i m i l a r  p a t t e r n  

i n  each  c i t y .  S ign i f i can t ly ,  r e s i d e n t s  of t h e s e  th ree  c i t i e s  repor ted  

s t r i k i n g l y  s i m i l a r  l e v e l s  of f e a r  of crime as well .  

The b e s t  comparative reading of l e v e l s  of f e a r  i n  ~ m e r i c a n  c i t i e s  

comes from a s e r i e s  of sample surveys which w e r e  conducted f o r  t h e  Law 

Enforcement Assis tance Administration by t h e  U.S. Census Bureau during 

the  1972-1974 period. Those surveys were designed t o  produce e s t ima te s  

of r a t e s  of v i c t imiza t ion  f o r  r e s i d e n t s  of 26 major c i t i e s ,  inc luding  

the  t h r e e  under s c ru t iny  here.  Interviews were conducted w i t h  almost 

10,000 persons aged 16 o r  o lde r  i n  each c i t y .  (For more d e t a i l s  about 

t hese  surveys, s e e  Garofalo, 1977b.) Respondents were asked: 

How s a f e  do you feel,  o r  would you f e e l ,  being out a l o n e  

i n  your neighborhood a t  n igh t?  Very s a f e ,  reasonably s a f e ,  

somewhat unsafe,  o r  very unsafe? 

The r e s u l t s  of t hese  surveys f o r  t h i s  ques t ion  a r e  presented i n  Figure 

1-2. Depicted a r e  t h e  proport ion of respondents  who ind ica t ed  they 

f e l t  e i t h e r  "somewhat" o r  "very unsafe" i n  each c i t y .  

.............................. 

Figure 1-2 goes about he re  

.............................. 
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These f i g u r e s  i nd ica t e  t h e  t h r e e  s tudy c i t i e s  were q u i t e  s imi l a r  

with regard t o  l e v e l s  of f ea r .  They c l u s t e r  together  j u s t  above the  

average f o r  a l l  26 c i t i e s .  Because t h e  percentages i n  F igu re  1-2 a r e  

based on survey samples, the d i f f e r ences  among the  th ree  a r e  of l i t t l e  

subs t an t ive  s igni f icance .  They a r e  f o r  a l l  i n t e n t s  and purposes 

"the same." Further ,  i f  one trims. from t h e  list the c i t y  w i t h  t h e  

most devian t  score;San Diego, our c i t i e s  a l l  f a l l  very near  t h e  

over -a l l  c i t y  mean f o r  fear .  I n  t h i s  sense they  a r e  t y p i c a l  of l a r g e  

c i t i e s ,  and t h e  f ind ings  which a r e  reported i n  t h i s  volume may be 

genera l izable  t o  o the r  places.  On t h e  o the r  hand, the  f a c t  t h a t  t h e s e  

study c i t i e s  were so  s imi l a r  may l ead  us  t o  prematurely doubt t h e  

g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  of those f ind ings .  I n  t h e  main we found f e w  

important c i ty- leve l  d i f f e r ences  t o  r epo r t  i n  t h i s  volume. Almost a l l  

of t h e  d i f f e r ences  between c i t i e s  which t h e  survey revealed disappeared 

when we cont ro l led  f o r  simple r a c i a l  and s o c i a l  d i f fe rences  i n  t h e  

composition of t h e i r  populat ions.  I f  t h i s  s tudy  had been conducted i n  

a more heterogeneous set of p l aces  t h a t  might not  have been t r u e .  

I f  t hese  c i t i e s  were s i m i l a r  i n  some important r e spec t s ,  t h e  

neighborhoods wi th in  them which were chosen f o r  in tens ive  inves t iga -  

t i o n  c e r t a i n l y  were not .  General ly ,  d i f f e r ences  between t h e s e  a r e a s  

could not  be explained by simple d i f fe rences  i n  t h e i r  popula t ion  

make-up. Rather, they var ied  i n  many i n t e r e s t i n g  and fundamental 

respects .  Br i e f ly ,  those neighborhoods were: 

Predominately Black Neighborhoods 

Woodlawn. Woodlawn i s  almost a c l a s s i c  ghe t to  slum, l a c k i n g  
only l a rge  blocks of publ ic  housing t o  complete the  p i c tu re .  It is  
located on t h e  south s i d e  of Chicago. Woodlawn i s  the  poores t  of t h e  



study neighborhoods. While t he re  a r e  s c a t t e r e d ,  o f t en  well-maintained, 
s i n g l e  family homes i n  t he  a rea ,  the  bulk of t h e  people i n  Woodlawn 
l i v e  i n  multiple-unit  apartment bui ldings.  The housing s t o c k  i s  very 
d e t e r i o r a t e d ,  t he  s t r e e t s  rundown. Commercial a r eas  i n  Woodlawn a r e  
dominated by taverns,  exp lo i t i ve  s t o r e s ,  and boarded-up bui ldings.  
Since 1970 t h e  population of t h e  a r ea  has decl ined considerably due 
t o  abandonment and demolition of bu i ld ings  and a se r ious  epidemic of 
arson. Incomes a r e  low and unemployment high i n  Woodlawn, and  many 
f a m i l i e s  a r e  headed by women. It is  a high-crime area ,  but enjoys 
a s u b s t a n t i a l  degree of formal community organizat ion.  

West Phi ladelphia .  This i s  a working-class Black neighbdrhood. 
The a r e a  i s  made up predominately of s i n g l e  family homes. Pub l i c  
housing developments located i n  West Phi lade lphia  a r e  of t h e  low-rise 
and s c a t t e r - s i t e  var ie ty .  A l a r g e  proport ion of t h e  r e s i d e n t s  of t h e  
community a r e  home-owners, and perceive r e n t e r s  and project-dwellers 
as t h e  primary source of t roub le  i n  t h e  neighborhood. The most 
important l o c a l  i s sues  are housing and economic development. Vacant 
l o t s  and spo t s  of i r r e g u l a r  land use dot  t h e  a rea .  

Logan. Logan is  located i n  c e n t r a l  Phi ladelphia ,  It is e t h n i c a l l y  
q u i t e  d ive r se ,  housing a  s u b s t a n t i a l  number of whites and Asians.  The 
community has undergone tremendous r a c i a l  change during the  p a s t  decade. 
Many of t h e  remaining whites a r e  o lde r ,  and o f t e n  do no t  get along w i t h  
younger, Black r e s iden t s  of t h e  area.  Whites t r a c e  many of t h e  
neighborhood's problems t o  t h a t  r a c i a l  t r a n s i t i o n .  Logan h a s  r e l a t i v e l y  
few long-term res idents .  On t h e  o ther  hand, most housing is single  
family row-style, and a  l a r g e  proport ion of f ami l i e s  own their homes. 
Family incomes a r e  low i n  t h i s  a rea ,  and t h e r e  was a s u b s t a n t i a l  amount 
of unemployment there. 

Ileterogeneous Neighborhoods 

The Idission. The Mission D i s t r i c t  l ies immediately s o u t h  of 
downtown San Francisco. Formerly a white  e t h n i c  a rea ,  it  is  undergoing 
rapid population change. A l a r g e  number of Hispanics l i v e  i n  the Mission,  
many of whom r e s i d e  i n  l a r g e  apartments o r  l a r g e  o ld  homes which have 
been cu t  up i n t o  small  f l a t s .  Black r e s i d e n t s  of t he  neighborhood a r e  
concentrated i n  publ ic  housing p ro j ec t s .  While t h i s  is  a low-income 
neighborhood, t h e  in-town l o c a t i o n  i s  a t t r a c t i n g  middle-class  r e h a b i l i t a -
t i o n  e f f o r t s .  Based on our  survey the  median length  of res idence  i n  
The Mission was only 2.8 years.  Housing, and d i s rup t ion  of the community 
caused by t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of a subway through it,  seem t o  be the most 
s i g n i f i c a n t  i s s u e s  here.  

Wicker Park. Wicker Park i s  loca ted  i n  t h e  near  northwestern 
quadrant of Chicago. The populat ion of t h e  a r e a  i s  changing rapidly, 
cont r ibu t ing  t o  a s u b s t a n t i a l  degree of s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion  i n  
Wicker Park. The cur ren t  populat ion is  about one-third Black, one-third 
Hispanic, and one-third white.  The latter group i s  older  and predominately 



Polish. Newcomers are young, and there are many children in the area. 
The housing stock is badly deteriorated. Building abandonment and 
arson are serious problems in Wicker Park. Unemployment and poverty 
stalk the area. 

Visitacion Valley. Located in southern-most San Francisco, this 
is a moderate-income home-owning area housing a diverse congerie of 
whites, Blacks, Asians, and Hispanics. The ethnic mix seems to be 
stable, and there are relatively few short-term residents of the-area. 
A substantial proportion of the Black population of the Valley lives 
in two large low-income housing projects. True multi-ethnic residential 
integration exists throughout the area, however. The remainder of the 
population lives in single-family homes. Residents of Visitacion Valley 
have a long history of political organization, with high levels of 
participation in public affairs, At the time of our study crime was 
perhaps the community's most important issue. 

Predominately White Neighborhoods 

South Philadelphia. This is Philadelphia's large working-class 
Italian community. It is the home of former Mayor Frank Rizzo and 
~ollywood'scontribution to boxing,Rocky Balboa. In addition to being 
large, the area is quite diverse. While most are neat and prosperous, 
Borne parts are deteriorated. Scattered through South Philadelphia are 
enclaves of Blacks, who made up 16 percent of our survey respondents. 
The Black tracts cluster around public housing projects. Boundaries 
between white and Black areas are widely known and stiictly observed. 
Despite rampant racial paranoia among whites in South Philadelphia, 
community pride abounds. Most families in the area are low-to-moderate 
income, and live in small connected row houses. 

Back-of-the-Yards. Located on Chicago's near south side, this is 
a highly organized (the original turf of Saul Alinsky) Irish and Eastern 
European working-class neighborhood. There is a mix of tidy single 
family homes and low-rise apartment buildings in the area. While 
many people are homeowners, property values have been declining ( in 
real dollars) for some time. This in part accounts for stability 
in the area, families cannot afford to move. The southern end of this 
area is undergoing racial transition, but the bulk of respondents to our 
survey indicated little fundamental change is taking place in the 
neighborhood. 

Lincoln Park. The study area is on the western fringe of this 
middle-class "in-town" neighborhood on Chicago's north side. It was 
by far the most affluent area surveyed. Residents are white and young. 
Many are professionally employed, and relatively few have children. 
Most rent apartments in multiple-unit buildings. There is also a great 
deal of housing rehabilitation and ''gentrification" taking place in 
the vicinity. The chief problems of the area are traffic congestion 
and unwanted commercial development. This is one of the city's 



principal entertainment and refreshment areas. The official crime rate 

in Lincoln park is very high in several categories. 


The chapters which follow evaluate in detail our operating model 


of the antecedents of action against crime. The chapters in Section I 


describe patterns of victimization and fear and the crucial role of 


vulnerability to both crime and its consequences. Section I1 sets fear 


of crime in its community context. It explores the effects of three 


key neighborhood characteristics: the extent of crime problems, signs 


of disorder, and neighborhood integration. The third section turns to 


the processes by which individuals learn about crime. The crime content 


of the mass media, attentiveness to the media, and the development of 


informal neighborhood conversational networks are detailed there, along 


with the impact of the information which is acquired in this way upon 


fear. Section IV is devoted to individual and household behavior. 


Four chapters in this Section examine in turn the frequency of personal 


precaution, household protection, community involvement, and flight to 


the suburbs. In the final chapter we summarize our key findings and 


reformulate the operating model with which we began. 
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CHAPTER TWO 

CRIMES AND VICTIMS 

In t roduc t ion  

Our inves t iga t ion  of t h e  problems of crime and f e a r  began during 

the  t h i r d  qua r t e r  of t h e  197OVs, a period of some s t a b i l i t y  wi th  regard 

t o  t h e s e  i s sues .  During t h e  decade between 1965 and 1974, crime 

resembled a t i d a l  wave. In  t h a t  span t h e  number of property crimes 

recorded by t h e  FBI ro se  by a f a c t o r  of four ,  and the  v i o l e n t  crime 

r a t e  r o s e  336 percent.  Then those  r a t e s  of i nc rease  slowed dramat ica l ly .  

Nat ional ly,  most ca t egor i e s  of repor ted  crime peaked i n  1974 and 1975, 

and they  remained stable--although a t  a high level--during t h e  remainder 

of t h e  1970s. Thfs p a t t e r n  ob ta ins  even i f  we examine t h e  r e s u l t s  of 

n a t i o n a l  v i c t imiza t ion  surveys r a t h e r  than FBI f igu res ;  both dep ic t  

the  same t rend  during the  period following 1972 f o r  which bo th  s e t s  of 

est imates  a r e  a v a i l a b l e  (Skogan, 1979). 

O f f i c i a l  f i g u r e s  f o r  our t h r e e  s tudy c i t i e s  l a rge ly  p a r a l l e l  t h e s e  

trends. In Chicago and Phi lade lphia  most major crimes peaked during 

1974 and 1975, and they have been dropping somewhat s ince  t h a t  mid-decade 

watershed. Crime peaked one year  l a t e r  i n  San Francisco, i n  1976. 

Our surveys i n  t hese  thre,e c i t i e s  were conducted during t h e  F a l l  of 

1977, when t h e s e  downturns--if they t r u l y  r e f l e c t e d  the  experiences 

of r e s iden t s  of t hese  comunities--should have been most v i s i b l e  i n  

Chicago and Phi lade lphia ,  and perhaps had gained some a t t e n t i o n  i n  

San Francisco. 



Crime r a t e s  i n  these t h r e e  c i t i e s  a r e  extremely high,  i n  comparison 

t o  n a t i o n a l  t o t a l s .  This does not  p a r t i c u l a r l y  d i s t i ngu i sh  Chicago, 

Ph i l ade lph ia ,  o r  San Francisco, but r a t h e r  r e f l e c t s  t he  apparent ly  

u n i v e r s a l  concentrat ion of crime i n  urban places (Archer, e t . a l . ,  1978). 

In  t h e  United S t a t e s  t h i s  concentrat ion reached i ts  peak i n  1970, when 

t h e  n a t i o n ' s  thirty-two l a r g e s t  c i t i e s ,  which housed 17 pe rcen t  of 

i t ' s  populat ion,  recorded 65 percent  of i t ' s  robbery (Skogan, 1979). 

The concentrat ion of crime i n  America's g r e a t  c i t i e s  s imply  means 

t h a t  it is  a f e a t u r e  of t h e  urban environment, something t o  be deal t  

with by r e s iden t s  of big c i t i e s  almost on a d a i l y  bas i s .  C r i m e  

c e r t a i n l y  i s  not  t he  only problem overconcentrated the re ,  and  the c i t y  

environment can present  s t r e s s f u l  problems f o r  anyone a t tempt ing  t o  

n e g o t i a t e  it. Like t r a f f i c  j a m s ,  f i r e s ,  and t h e  housing shor tage ,  

crime chal lenges the  "coping capacity" of many people. 

I n  t h i s  chapter  we w i l l  examine p a t t e r n s  of crime i n  o u r  three s t u d y  

c i t i e s .  We w i l l  focus upon those who have had t h e  most direct experience 

with t h a t  problem, vict ims.  A s  we s h a l l  s e e  i n  l a t e r  c h a p t e r s ,  c r imina ls  

may have many i n d i r e c t  v ic t ims ,  and t h e  consequences spread far beyond 

. t h e  scene. F i r s t ,  however, we w i l l  examine "who has been a victim of 

what," and how f requent ly ,  wi th  an eye toward understanding what they 

t r y  t o  do about it. 

. . 
Crime i n  ~ h r e eC i t i e s  


Pol ice  r e p o r t s  from these  c i t i e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  a l l  of them 


experienced r a t e s  of crime which were s u b s t a n t i a l l y  higher t h a n  those 


of t h e  na t ion  a s  a whole. I n  t h e  l a t t e r  ha l f  of t h e  1970s they were 


faced with crime problems of cons iderable  magnitude. The homicide 




r a t e  i n  Phi ladelphia  stood a t  twice t h e  n a t i o n a l  l eve l ,  and Chicago's 

was h a l f  aga in  higher;  the  o f f i c i a l  rape  r a t e  i n  San Francisco was th ree  

t i m e s  t h e  n a t i o n a l  average, a s  was the  frequency of a s sau l t .  Rates of 

robbery and burglary reported t o  t he  p o l i c e  were twice t h e  n a t i o n a l  

f i g u r e  i n  t h e  l e a s t  troubled of these  communities. The robbery r a t e  

i n  San Francisco was one-third higher than t h a t  f o r  Chicago, and more 

than twice t h a t  of Phi ladelphia .  

This  does not  mean t h a t  t h e  a c t u a l  r a t e  of crime was d i s t r i b u t e d  

i n  t h i s  way ac ros s  t he  c i t i e s .  There a r e  a  number of f a c t o r s  which 

confound t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between t h e  pub l i c ' s  experiences and o f f i c i a l  

accounts of crime. O f f i c i a l  measures of t h e  l e v e l  of crime do no t  

r e f l e c t  very accura te ly  the  a c t u a l  amount of cr iminal  a c t i v i t y .  Many 

v ic t ims  do not  n o t i f y  t he  a u t h o r i t i e s ;  i n  major crime c a t e g o r i e s ,  

perhaps f i f t y  percent  of a l l  i nc iden t s  a r e  no t  reported t o  t h e  p o l i c e  

(Skogan, 1976a). Further ,  t h e  p o l i c e  do no t  neces sa r i l y  r eco rd  a l l  of 

t he  inc iden t s  which c i t i z e n s  b r ing  t o  t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n ,  and t h e  r a t e  

a t  which they  do so  may change. The reasons f o r  t h i s  nonrecording a r e  

d iverse ,  and inc lude  command dec is ions ,  department r u l e s ,  p o l i c e  

es t imat ions  of t h e  ser iousness  of events  and t h e  motives of t h e  p a r t i e s  

involved, and t h e i r  need t o  keep t h e  o f f i c i a l  crime r a t e  under c o n t r o l  

(Black, 1970; Seidman and Couzens, 1974). It seems t h a t  t h e  r ead ines s  

of t h e  p o l i c e  t o  record c i t i z e n  compla in ts .var ies  considerably from 

community t o  community. One a n a l y s i s  concluded t h a t  t h e  p o l i c e  i n  

Chicago recorded about 64 percent  of a l l  robbery and 39 percent  of a l l  

burglary complaints,  while  i n  San Francisco t h e  f igu res  were 5 1  pe rcen t  

and 59 percent ,  and i n  Phi lade lphia  38 and 35 percent ,  r e s p e c t i v e l y  

(Skogan, 1976b). 



Because of the  r a t h e r  s u b s t a n t i a l  impact of report ing and recording 

p r a c t i c e s  upon o f f i c i a l  crime s t a t i s t i c s ,  i t  i s  necessary t o  bypass them 

i n  o r d e r  t o  gather  many kinds of u se fu l  da t a  about crimes and  victims. 

In  e f f e c t ,  v ic t imiza t ion  da ta  gathered through population surveys is 

"the o t h e r  s i d e  of t he  s tory"  t o l d  by o f f i c i a l  f i gu res .  For t h i s  reason ,  

LEAA sponsored v ic t imiza t ion  surveys i n  each of our  t h ree  c i t i e s .  Those 

surveys provide da t a  both on t h e  frequency of cr iminal  i n c i d e n t s  i n  

t hese  communities and on t h e  personal  a t t r i b u t e s  of v ic t ims ,  as compared 

t o  t hose  who were not  victimized. 

The v ic t imiza t ion  da ta  reported here were gathered i n  surveys 

conducted i n  Chicago and Phi ladelphia  e a r l y  i n  1975, and i n  t h e  San 

Francisco survey of 1974. In each case  t h e  survey was used t o  gather 

r e p o r t s  of v ic t imiza t ion  f o r  t h e  previous year .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  the most 

up-to-date v ic t imiza t ion  da ta  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  our  c i t i e s  is  for the 

1973-1974 period. However, t h e r e  appears t o  be cons iderable  s t a b i l i t y  

i n  t h e  f ind ings  of these  surveys from year  t o  year  (c.f. Antunes, Cook, 

Cook and Skogan, forthcoming), a s  we l l  as g r e a t  s i m i l a r i t y  of the 

r e l a t i onsh ips  between crime and o the r  f a c t o r s  over t i m e  and across 

surveys (Garofalo, 1977). Therefore,  we w i l l  employ t h e  gene ra l  p a t t e r n s  

those surveys descr ibe  f o r  t h e  th ree  c i t i e s  t o  augment t he  analysis  o f  

our  own 1977 surveys. 

In  t h e  v ic t imiza t ion  surveys, people were asked about crimes a g a i n s t  

themselves and t h e i r  households. When they r e c a l l e d  an  i n c i d e n t ,  

de t a i l ed  information was gathered about t h e  na tu re  of irhe offense,  the 

a t t r i b u t e s  of offenders ,  and t h e  consequences of t he  crime. The data 

vary i n  qua l i t y .  Methodological i n v e s t i g a t i o n s  suggest t h a t  

victims'  r e p o r t s  of robbery (defined by t h e  use  of force  o r  th rea t  of 



--- -- 

force  t o  t ake  something) and burglary (which involves t r e s s p a s s  of home 

o r  garage)  a r e  q u i t e  r e l i a b l e ,  The survey d a t a  on rape is  somewhat less 

so, and t h a t  on a s s a u l t  genera l ly  is  suspicious.  In  t he  c a s e  of rape  

and a s s a u l t ,  one f a c t o r  clouding t h e  d a t a  is t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between t h e  

p a r t i e s  involved i n  such inc idents .  The surveys appear t o  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  

undercount v i o l e n t  encounters between acquaintances and family members; 

not su rp r i s ing ly ,  those  involved i n  such d i spu te s  of ten  f a i l  t o  r e c a l l  

them i n  interviews conducted by government representa t ives  (Turner, 1972). 

For t h i s  reason, we asked i n  t h e  te lphone survey only about a s s a u l t s  

by s t r ange r s ;  e.g., "being a t tacked  o r  beaten up by s t rangers" .  A s  

p a r t  o f  our  quest ioning we asked each respondent about such ma t t e r s  a s  

t he  ex t en t  of crime i n  t h e i r  neighborhood and t h e i r  es t imates  of t h e i r  

r i s k  of being vict imized,  and we d id  no t  want t o  probe s u b j e c t s  i n  which 

survey da t a  a r e  known t o  be un re l i ab l e .  

Table 2-1 presents  da t a  on v i c t imiza t ion  rates f o r  major crime types  

Table 2-1 goes about h e r e  

--I-----------------------

i n  ca t egor i e s  comparable t o  those  employed i n  our own data-gathering 

e f f o r t s .  I n  a l l  personal  crime ca t egor i e s  t hese  surveys show San 

Francisco t o  have been t h e  highest crime c i t y  during the  1973-74 period.  
. . 

The s t r ange r  a s s a u l t  r a t e  t h e r e  w a s  50 percent  higher than i n  Chicago, 

and the  personal  t h e f t  r a t e  i n  t h e  West Coast community was t h i r t e e n  

percent above Chicago's count. Only f o r  household burglary d id  Chicago 

o u t s t r i p  San Francisco, and then  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between t h e  c i t i e s  w a s  

only s i x  percentage points .  I n  almost every category Phi lade lphians  

reported t h e  lowest crime r a t e  among t h e  t h r e e  c i t i e s .  



TABLE 2-1 

VICTIMIZATION RATES FOR CITIES 


P e r s o n a l  S t r a n g e r  Household Rape P r o p e r t y  
C i t y  Thef t  A s s a u l t  Burglary  (Females) Thef t  

San Franc i sco  52 31 	 115 5.0 191 

Chicago 46 20 	 112 4.4 160 

P h i l a d e l p h i a  33 22 	 91 2 . 3  154 

NOTE: 	 Ra tes  a r e  p e r  thousand persons  12 and o l d e r  and r e s i d e n t i a l  households.  Chicago and 
P h i l a d e l p h i a  d a t a  are f o r  1974, San Franc i sco  f o r  1973. "Personal Theft" ca tegory  combines 
robbery and p e r s o n a l  l a r c e n y  w i t h  c o n t a c t  ( p r i m a r i l y  purse-snatching) .  "Proper ty  Theft" 
ca tegory  combines r a t e s  f o r  p e r s o n a l  l a r c e n y  wi thou t  c o n t a c t  and household l a rceny .  Rape 
rates a r e  f o r  females  only .  Burglary  and p r o p e r t y  t h e f t  rates a r e  p e r  thousand households.  

SOURCE: U.S. Department of J u s t i c e ,  1976: Tables  2 ,3 ,4  and 1 8  (Chicago and P h i l a d e l p h i a )  ; 
U.S. Department of J u s t i c e ,  1975: Tables  2,3,4 (San Franc i sco) .  



The r e l a t i v e l y  high l e v e l  of crime i n  San Francisco d id  no t  go 

unnoticed. P o l i t i c a l  l eaders  t h e r e  knew of t h e  problem pondered i t s  
* 

consequences. In  an interview, Councilman John Barbeglata noted t h a t  

the  c r ime r a t e  had increased and t h a t  h i s  cons t i t uen t s  thought t h a t  

crime was t h e  c i t y ' s  number-one problem. He indica ted  t h a t  he knew 

t h a t  t h i s  was not  t he  t rend of o ther  c i t i e s :  

People a r e  upset. They haven't  been t o l d  the  t r u t h .  

They th ink  'San Francisco i s  no d i f f e r e n t  from o t h e r  

c i t i e s . '  But t h i s  s i t u a t i o n  i s  unique. Other c i t i e s  

a r e  reducing t h e i r  crime r a t e ,  

He a l s o  noted t h a t  t h i s  w a s  not  good f o r  t h e  image of t h e  c i t y .  

To run a c i t y ,  you've got t o  compete wi th  o ther  c i t i e s .  

We have t o  compare wi th  S e a t t l e ,  Los Angeles, Sacramento, 

San Diego, Oakland. We shouldn ' t  be t h e  most l i b e r a l .  

W e  don ' t  want t o  a t t r a c t  l azy ,  good-for-nothing people.  

W e  should p re s s  crime a t  1eas.t: as much a s  these o t h e r  

c i t i e s .  

Council member Dorothy von Beroldingen read t h e  consequences of t h e  

crime - .r a t e  i n  her  observations'  of s t r e e t  l i fe :  

Tourism is being dr iven out .  People are a f r a i d  t o  go 

out.  Merchants lock  t h e i r  doors. This  is  happening 

r i g h t  now on Grant Avenue i n  t h e  F inanc ia l  D i s t r i c t .  

But t hese  a r e  j u s t  r e a l i s t i c  responses t o  what is 

happening now. 

*These in te rv iews  a r e  documented i n  React ions t o  C r i m e  Working 
Document M-28F, by Armin Rosencranz. They were conducted i n  t h e  
Spring of 1977. 



Mayor George Moscone apparent ly had a higher  threshold of acceptance 

of c r ime  than others .  In  an interview i n  San Francisco Examiner i n  

January,  1977, he noted t h a t  "Crime is an overhead you have t o  pay i f  

you want t o  l i v e  i n  the  c i ty ."  The mayor, t o  be sure ,  was be ing  held 

r e spons ib l e  by some Councilman f o r  t h e  increas ing  crime r a t e ,  f o r  he 

had c u t  t h e  uniformed p a t r o l  fo rce  by t en  percent i n  h i s  1976 budget, 

a t  a t i m e  when t h e  r i s i n g  crime r a t e  w a s  apparent. Chief of Pol ice 

Char les  Gain thought these  a t t a c k s  cons t i t u t ed  a " p o l i t i c a l  crime wave," 

f o r  h o s t i l e  Council members were using t h e  f i g u r e s  t o  c r i t i c i z e  h i s  

adminis t ra t ion  of t h e  pol ice  department. Councilwoman von Beroldingen: 

I would ge t  t h e  bes t  Chief I could f i n d ,  and pu t  him 

on probation. Someone who could reorganize the  

Department's morale, and who would be i n  favor of 

foo t  patrolmen. I ' d  t r y  t o  ge t  someone who could 

reassure  t h e  c i t i z e n s  t h a t  crime wasn't taking over. 

A few concrete  p o l i c i e s  emerged from t h e  c i t y ' s  adminis t ra t ion  

a s  a r e s u l t  of concern over t h e  increas ing  crime r a t e .  A h i g h l y  

publ icized S t r e e t  Crime Unit was c rea ted  t o  combat robbery; t h e  Mayor 

and t h e  Chief supported a city-.wide publ ic  s a f e t y  program, at-tended many 

community meetings, and n e t  wi th  neighborhood l eade r s  about crime 

problems. 

In  Phi ladelphia ,  law-and-order p o l i t i c s  a l s o  was prominent, 

d e s p i t e  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  low r a t e s  of v i c t imiza t ion  recorded t h e r e .  

P o l i t i c a l  d i scuss ion  t h e r e  was dominated by t h e  get-tough s t a n c e  of 

Mayor Frank Rizzo; James Tate  r a n  a winning mayoral campaign i n  1967 

on the  promise t o  name Bizzo Chief of Pol ice ,  and Rizzo cap i t a l i zed  

on h i s  r epu ta t ion  t o  himself cap ture  t h e  s e a t  i n  1971. Although the 



crime r a t e  continued t o  increase  during most of h i s  f i r s t  term, h i s  

sheer  presence i n  o f f i c e  defused t h e  i s s u e  a s  a  source of l eve rage  by 

the  "outs" aga ins t  t h e  "ins." Whenever t h e  i rony  of r i s i n g  r e p o r t s  

of cr ime was brought up during h i s  s t a y  i n  o f f i c e  Rizzo would t u r n  t h e  

c r i t i c i s m  aga ins t  o the r  elements of t h e  c r imina l  j u s t i c e  system (and 

e s p e c i a l l y  judges) who were h i s  p o l i t i c a l  enemies. Also, as w e  s h a l l  

see,  surveys i n  Phi ladelphia  have revealed t h a t  v i c t imiza t ion  r a t e s  

t h e r e  were r e l a t i v e l y  low f o r  whites ,  and high f o r  blacks. Because 

Rizzo 's  s t r a t e g y  f o r  bui lding a winning e l e c t o r a l  c o a l i t i o n  was based 

upon o s t e n t a t i o u s l y  excluding black r e s i d e n t s  from p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  

pol icy  making, a s u b s t a n t i a l  component of t h e  crime r a t e  i n  Phi lade lphia  

could be discounted p o l i t i c a l l y  a t  a  very low f i g u r e ,  This  enabled 

* 
Rizzo t o  " t a l k  tough," while bankrupting t h e  c i t y  t o  h i s  own advantage. 

The da t a  presented i n  Table 2-1 a l s o  present  a  usefu l  p i c t u r e  of 

t he  r e l a t i v e  importance of each kind of crime, based upon t h e i r  frequency. 

By f a r  t he  most common types of crime involve t h r e a t s  t o  p rope r ty  r a t h e r  

than t o  l i f e  and limb. Simple t h e f t s ,  those which do not i nvo lve  breaking 

i n t o  a  home o r  a street confronta t ion  between v ic t im and p e r p e t r a t o r ,  

were by f a r  t h e  most f requent  offenses.  They were followed c l o s e l y  by 

burglary,  a  more s e r i o u s  crime because i t  involves t he  i l l e g a l  e n t r y  of 

a  home. Far l e s s  common were t h e f t s  which involved conf ron ta t ions  

between t h e  offending and aggrieved p a r t i e s .  Crimes i n  t h i s  category 

included robber ies  (which involve t h e  use of force)  and pu r se  sna tch ing  

(which do n o t ) ,  e.g., t h e  predatory street crimes popular ly known as 

"muggings." Assaul t s  by s t r a n g e r s  were somewhat l e s s  common than  

personal t h e f t ,  while  t h e  rape r a t e s  generated by these v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

*This ana lys is  of events  i n  Phi lade lphia  i s  drawn from a d e t a i l e d  
report  by Stephen Brooks (1980). 



surveys  were q u i t e  low. 

Not only do property crimes s u b s t a n t i a l l y  outnumber more ser ious  

pe r sona l  offenses i n  each of t hese  c i t i e s ,  but  i n  general t h e  gravi ty  

of a n  of fense  is inverse ly  propor t iona l  t o  i t s  frequency. A s  we s h a l l  

s ee  i n  Chapter Four simple t h e f t s  a r e  ranked q u i t e  low i n  ser iousness  

by t h e  general  publ ic ,  who g ive  successively higher  weight t o  crimes 

involv ing  breaking and en ter ing ,  physical  v io lence ,  f o r c i b l e  t h e f t ,  

and sexua l  a s sau l t .  The l a t t e r ,  f o r  example, ranks second on ly  to 

murder i n  terms of t h e  ser iousness  wi th  which i t  i s  viewed by the  

publ ic .  This inverse  r e l a t i onsh ip  between t h e  frequency and ser iousness  

of crime may serve  t o  b lunt  t h e  impact of t h e  seemingly v a s t  (perhaps 

37,000,000 inc iden t s  per year) crime problem. Chapter Four explores 

t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between v i c t imiza t ion  and f e a r ,  and documents the 

e f f e c t  of common events upon vict ims '  f e a r s .  

The Victims of Crime 

I n  add i t i on  t o  f a c i l i t a t i n g  i n t e r - c i t y  comparisons of crime r a t e s ,  

LELIA'S surveys r evea l  a g rea t  d e a l  about p a t t e r n s  of v ic t imiza t ion  a t  

t h e  ind iv idua l  l e v e l .  I n  t h i s  they d i f f e r  g r e a t l y  from o f f i c i a l  

s t a t i s t i c s  on crime, which t e l l  us very l i t t l e  about v ic t ims .  This 

ana lys i s  of t h e  v ic t imiza t ion  problems f ac ing  key populat ion groups 

ind ica t e s  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  some important d i f f e r ences  among t h e  

experiences of t h e  males, young people, t h e  poor and high-income groups, 

and blacks. Consis tent  with t h e  c i t y  l e v e l  comparisons, t h e  surveys 

show t h a t  wi th in  most groups t h e  r e s i d e n t s  of San Francisco were the 

most victimized, followed by those  from Chicago and then Phi ladelphia ,  

However, people's f e a r s  w e r e  n o t  always d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  these  



o b j e c t i v e  r i s k s .  While some h ighly  vict imized groups evidence a g r e a t  

dea l  of f e a r  of crime, o thers  seem t o  f a l l  near  t h e  bottom of the  s c a l e .  

While t h e  v ic t imiza t ion  surveys gathered a grea t  dea l  of background 

information on crime vict ims,  t h i s  chapter  focuses upon fou r  fundamental 

demographic f a c t o r s  which w i l l  prove important throughout t h i s  volume: 

race ,  age, sex,  and income. T t  w i l l  examine i n  d e t a i l  only t h r e e  crimes: 

personal  t h e f t s  (robbery and purse-snatching),  s e r ious  ("aggravated") 

a s s a u l t ,  and burglary.  They were chosen because these  crimes involve 

most of t h e  elements which provoke f e a r  and concern i n  t h e  minds of 

v ic t ims ,  and because they a r e  problems probed i n  d e t a i l  i n  t h e  survey 

of r eac t ions  t o  crime. A l l  a r e  f requent  enough (unl ike rape)  t o  be 

measured r e l a t i v e l y  accura te ly  i n  t h e  c i t y  v ic t imiza t ion  surveys,  and 

methodological i nves t iga t ions  suggest t h a t  t h e  v & t  imizat ion  surveys 

gather  r e l a t i v e l y  r e l i a b l e  r e p o r t s  of t hese  types  of experiences (un l ike ,  

f o r  example, attempted o r  minor violence)  from t h e i r  victims. 

Figure 2-1 dep ic t s  t he  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between family income and 

v ic t imiza t ion  r a t e s  f o r  personal  t h e f t  and se r ious  a s sau l t .  This  

f i g u r e  i l l u s t r a t e s  both the  c i ty - l eve l  average v ic t imiza t ion  r a t e  f o r  

each income group and the  range ( t h e  h ighes t  and lowest c i t y  r a t e s )  

around t h a t  average. While t h e  mean gene ra l i ze s  about people 's  

experiences,  t h e  range t e l l s  how accu ra t e ly  t h a t  mean descr ibes  t h i s  

s e t  of c i t i e s .  Rates f o r  both types of crime decl ined s t e a d i l y  wi th  

income. The dec l ine  was most p r e c f p i t o u s ~ f r o m  t h e  lowest income ca tegory  

t o  about t h e  $10,000 per  year mark. Personal  t h e f t  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  was . 
........................... 


Figure 2-1 goes about he re  

.............................. 
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largely a lower and working-class problem. Predatory theft rates varied 


among the communities in the general fashion indicated by official crime 


statistics: San Franciscans outranked Chicagoans, who in turn outpaced 


Philadelphians in every income category. 


The relationship between serious assault and wealth was less 


clear-cut. While victimization rates generally declined with increasing 


income, those at the top of the financial ladder were not as isolated 


from risk as those at the bottom when assault is contrasted to personal 


theft. Violence strikes Surprisingly widely in the social structure. 


On the other hand, serious assaults were much less common than street 


muggings for every income group. 


Figure 2-2 illustrates the relationship between age and victimiza- 


tion rates for personal crimes. Note that we have excluded data on 


victimization of younger persons (the victim surveys included those as 


young as 12 years of age) to maximize the comparability of these data 


with our own. Rates for assault fit the expected distribution: in all 


............................. 

Figure 2-2 goes about here 


............................ 

three cities, they dropped very sharply with age, and all hut vanished 


among those over sixty -five. The bulk of assaultive violence struck 


those under thirty-five, a figure quite comparable with national data. 


Robbery and purse-snatching also matched the national pattern, 


albeit with a distinctive emphasis on the victimization of the elderly 


in San Francisco. In general, purse-snatching is the only crime measured 


in the victim surveys which strikes the elderly with any frequency. 


When it is combined with robbery, nationwide rates for personal theft 
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robbery and personal larceny with contact between victim and offender. 1 
SOURCE: U. S. Department of Justice, 1976: Table 6 (Chicago and Philadelphia) ; 

U.S. Department of Justice, 1977a: Table 18 (San Francisco). 
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among t h e  e l d e r l y  a r e  about as high a s  those f o r  o thers  over  35 years  

of age  (Antunes, Cook, Cook and Skogan, 1977). This p a t t e r n  was c l e a r  

i n  t h e  v ic t im survey data  f o r  Chicago and Phi ladelphia .  I n  San 

Francisco, on t h e  o the r  hand, t h e r e  was a s u b s t a n t i a l  upturn i n  personal  

t h e f t  among t h e  e lde r ly ,  due l a r g e l y  t o  t h e  frequency of purse-sna tchhg 

there.  Robbery r a t e s ,  which inc lude  i n c i d e n t s  involving f o r c e  o r  t h e  

t h r e a t  of fo rce ,  w e r e  about t h e  same f o r  a l l  a d u l t  groups i n  San 

Francisco. However, 4 3  of every thousand e l d e r l y  were a f f l i c t e d  by 

purse-snatching, while  t he  comparable rate was 27 per  thousand i n  t h e  

50-64 group. 

Figures  2-3 and 2-4 present  v i c t imiza t ion  r a t e s  f o r  personal  crimes 

aga ins t  men and women. The da t a  i l l u s t r a t e d  t h e r e  match n a t i o n a l  

Figures  2-3 and 2-4 go about he re  

................................. 

pa t t e rns :  i n  each c i t y ,  males su f f e red  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  h igher  r a t e s  of 

v ic t imiza t ion ,  e spec i a l ly  from a s s a u l t .  Men f a r  ou ts t r ipped  women i n  

t h e  robbery component of t h e  personal  t h e f t  f i g u r e s ,  bu t  t h e  gap was 

l a r g e l y  closed by purse-snatching. I n  genera l  t h e  c i t i e s  ranked a s  

expected wi th in  each sex category. However, t h e  high r a t e  of 

v ic t imiza t ion  i n  San Francisco meant t h a t  women t h e r e  experienced 
I 

more personal  t h e f t  than men l i v i n g  i n  Phi lde lphia ,  and women i n  

Chicago s l i g h t l y  outs t r ipped  Phi lade lphia  males. I n  sho r t ,  f o r  

personal t h e f t ,  c i t y  d i f f e r ences  were a s  important a s  sex d i f f e r e n c e s  

i n  descr ibing aggregate  r a t e s  of v i c t imiza t ion .  

Assault ,  as measured i n  t h e  c i t y  v i c t imiza t ion  surveys,  was 

r e l a t ed  t o  r a c e  about a s  w e  would expect based upon n a t i o n a l  f i gu res .  
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A s  w e  see i n  Figure 2-5 Blacks reported v ic t imiza t ion  r a t e s  which were 

s l i g h t l y  higher  than those f o r  whites--with t h e  exception of San Francisco. 

There, v i c t imiza t ion  r a t e s  f o r  whites were higher  than those  f o r  Blacks. 

.............................. 

Figure 2-5 goes abotit here  

The same p a t t e r n  was apparent i n  da ta  f o r  personal  t h e f t s  i n  San Francisco,  

a s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Figure 2-6. Again Blacks i n  San Francisco were 

v ic t imized  by robbery and purse-snatching a t  a r a t e  of about 20 per  

thousand l e s s  than whites,  a dramatic d i f fe rence .  This is q u i t e  

-.. 

Figure 2-6 goes about here  

con t r a ry  t o  t h e  na t iona l  norm. I n  t h e  o the r  c i t i e s  Blacks were  f a r  more 

l i k e l y  t o  be vict imized than w e r e  whites  as na t iona l  da t a  would lead 

us  t o  expect. Vict imizat ion rates f o r  personal  t h e f t  among whi tes  

i n  San Francisco were so high t h a t  whites  t h e r e  and Blacks i n  Chicago 

were plundered wi th  approximately the  same frequency. 

An examination of pa t t e rns  of v i c t imiza t ion  from proper ty  crime 

modifies only a few of t h e  conclusions i l l u s t r a t e d  thus f a r .  W e  focus 

here  upon burglary,  perhaps t h e  most s e r i o u s  and fear-provoking of t he  

property of fenses  examined i n  t h e  v i c t imiza t ion  surveys. For  t h a t  

offense,  those  s ix ty- f ive  and o lde r  ( i n  t h i s  case  we examine the data 

by the  age of heads of households) continued t o  enjoy t h e  lowes t  ra tes  

of v ic t imiza t ion .  Across a l l  c i t i e s  burg lary  r a t e s  dropped steadily 

with age, and those  i n  t h e  o l d e s t  age category were v ic t imized  

Figure 2-7 goes about he re  

....................... 
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only one-fourth as frequent ly as households headed by younger adul t s .  

L ike  v io l en t  crime, burglary s t r u c k  Black households f a r  more 

f r equen t ly .  Examining the  da t a  again by t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of heads 

of households i n  our t h ree  c i t i e s ,  Figure 2-8 dep ic t s  t he  g r e a t  gulf 

between t h e  races  i n  t h i s  regard. I n  each case r e s iden t s  of San 

Francisco were more l i k e l y  than o the r s  t o  be vict imized,  w h i l e  

Phi ladelphians came of f  bes t .  

Figure 2-8 goes about here  

The most important way i n  whiCh burg lary  d i f f e r ed  from v io l en t  

crime involved t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between v i c t imiza t ion  and weal th.  In  

t h e  n a t i o n a l  crime panel monitored by t h e  Census Bureau, burg lary  r a t e s  

a r e  h ighes t  f o r  those  a t  t h e  top  & t h e  bottom of t he  f i n a n c i a l  l adder ,  

and lowest f o r  those i n  moderate income ca tegor ies .  Robbery, purse-

snatching,  and a s s a u l t ,  on the  other hand, genera l ly  plague t h e  poor. 

But i n  t h e  case  of burglary t h e  wealthy f a c e  r i s k s  as s u b s t a n t i a l  as 
.- -. 

those  bedevi l ing the  l e s s  well-to-do. The c i t y  v i c t i m i i a t i c k  surveys -

genera l ly  r e f l e c t  t h i s  pa t te rn .  A s  Figure 2-9 i l l u s t r a t e s ,  burglary 

v ic t imiza t ion  rates bottomed ou t  among those  i n  t h e  $15,000 income 

category. They were somewhat higher  among t h e  very poor, and much 

higher  among t h e  most wealthy. However, t h e  da t a  were f a r  f r o m  uniformly 

............................ 

Figure 2-9 goes about he re  

.............................. 


cu rv i l i nea r  with regard t o  family income. While San Francisco and 

Phi ladelphia  charted the  expected course,  i n  Chicago middle-income 

fami l ies  suffered high r a t e s  of v i c t imiza t ion  as well .  A s  a r e su l t ,  
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t h e  most accura te  genera l iza t ion  from our  da t a  about the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of burg lary  would be t h a t  i t  i s  widespread, s t r i k i n g  with some frequency 

a t  every rung on the  income ladder .  Unlike personal  predatory and 

a s s a u l t i v e  crimes, burglary th rea t ens  t h e  well-to-do and t h e  urban 

middle-class. Elsewhere it has been argued (Skogan and Klecka, 1977) 

t h a t  t h i s  is  t h e  r e s h l t  of cont ra ry  fo rces  represent ing  the  d i f f e r e n t i a l  

d e s i r a b i l i t y  of p o t e n t i a l  t a r g e t s  ( favoring t h e  r i ch )  and d i f f e r e n c e s  

i n  t h e i r  a v a i l a b i l i t y  t o  p o t e n t i a l  o f fenders  (weighted i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  

of t h e  poor). High-income households o f f e r  more l u c r a t t v e  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  

f o r  gain,  and o f t en  profess iona l  bu rg la r s  w i l l  t r a v e l  long d i s t a n c e s  

t o  exp lo i t  those  oppor tuni t ies  (Reppetto, 1974). On the  o t h e r  hand, 

most bu rg la r i e s  are no t  ca r r i ed  out  by p ro fe s s iona l s ,  but r a t h e r  by 

youths who a c t  more spontaneously and tend t o  s e l e c t  t a r g e t s  c l o s e  t o  

home. The r e s u l t  i s  t o  "democratize" t h e  category of v i c t im  somewhat, 

spreading a g r e a t  dea l  of r e l a t i v e l y  s e r i o u s  crime throughout t h e  c i t y .  

In  sum, these  da t a  on p a t t e r n s  of v i c t imiza t ion  i d e n t i f y  some 

s p e c i a l  population groups fac ing  problems wi th  major crime which a r e  

more ser ious  than most. A s  we have seen,  t h e  most cons i s t en t ly  

victimized group is  young a d u l t s ,  t hose  under 35 (and e s p e c i a l l y  under 

25). They bear  a d ispropor t iona te  sha re  of t h e  a s sau l t i ve  v io l ence ,  

predatory personal  crime, and household burg lary  plaguing t h e s e  c i t i e s  

and others .  Men r a t h e r  than women a r e  most f requent ly  v ic t imized  by 

a l l  of t he  crimes considered i n  d e t a i l  here ,  wi th  the  except ion of t h e  

purse-snatching component of our  personal  t h e f t  category. Black r e s i d e n t s  

were espec ia l ly  prone t o  burg lary  and personal  t h e f t ,  and ourd%stanced 

whites i n  terms of a s s a u l t i v e  v io l ence  i n  two of the  three  c i t i e s ,  



The e l d e r l y  general ly  a r e  vict imized l e s s  f requent ly  than o t h e r s ,  but  

( e s p e c i a l l y  i n  San Francisco) they were o f t en  s ingled  out  i n  s t r e e t  

robbe r i e s  and purse-snatching$. Similar ly,  t h e  well-to-do l a r g e l y  a r e  

i n s u l a t e d  from most of these crimes, bu t  f requent ly  f a l l  v i c t i m  t o  

burg lary  (and property t h e f t  gene ra l ly ) ,  even i n  comparison t o  those 

i n  t h e  lowest income groups. 

Chapter Five examines t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between these  key  demographic 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and f e a r  of crime. The f ind ings  i l l u s t r a t e  one of t h e  

more prominent puzzles i n  v i c t imiza t ion  research,  t h e  o f t en  inverse 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between v ic t imiza t ion  r a t e s  and f e a r  of crime among c e r t a i n  

groups i n  t h e  population. While Blacks and t h e  poor do r e g i s t e r  h igher  

l e v e l s  of concern about crime, so do women and t h e  e lder ly ,  groups which 

we have seen general ly  enjoy low r a t e s  of v i c t imiza t ion  from crimes 

considered here.  Rather than ob jec t ive  r i s k ,  w e  specula te  t h a t  several  

kinds of s p e c i a l  v u l n e r a b i l i t i e s  play an important r o l e  i n  shaping 

people 's  psychological r eac t ions  t o  crime, and t h a t  these  v u l n e r a b i l i t i e s  

r e f l e c t  t h e i r  personal phys ica l  and s o c i a l  make-up. 

Crime a s  a Rare Event 

Because they a r e  based upon interviews wi th  ind iv idua l s ,  victimiza-
-

t i o n  surveys s h i f t  t h e  b a s i s  on which d a t a  on crime a r e  eva lua ted ,  

Tradi t iona l ly ,  o f f i c i a l  crime counts have been combined with population 

data  f o r  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  from which they a r e  repor ted ,  t o  compute 

r a t e s  of v ic t imiza t ion  f o r  every 1,000 o r  100,000 r e s iden t s .  Crime rates 

are a l imi ted  a n a l y t i c  t o o l  because they  do not  r e l a t e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

of vict ims t o  t h e i r  experiences.  Those r epo r t s  t yp ica l ly  combine o f f e n s e s  

against  i nd iv idua l s  and households wi th  those a f f e c t i n g  businesses  a n d  



organiza t ions ,  and the  r e l a t i v e  mix of personal  versus i n s t i t u t i o n a l  

crime i n  c i t i e s  v a r i e s  considerably (Skogan, 1978). A s  a r e s u l t ,  those 

data  a r e  b e s t  employed f o r  a very l imi t ed  purpose--to desc r ibe  the  

volume of crime i n  a ju r i sd i c t ion .  

Published r epor t s  based upon the  v i c t imiza t ion  surveys l ikewise  

adopted a r a t e  b a s i s  f o r  analyzing the  da t a ,  a l b e i t  descr ib ing  the  

aggregated experiences of s o c i a l  groups ( l i k e  " the  elderly") r a t h e r  than  

j u r i s d i c t i o n s .  Those r epo r t s  were t h e  source of t h e  da t a  analyzed i n  

Figures  2-1 through 2-9, and conta in  such information a s  t h e  "burglary 

v i c t imiza t ion  r a t e  per  thousand households1' (91-0 i n  Phi lade lphia) ,  and 

the  "robbery r a t e  per  thousand persons twelve years  of age and older"  

(28.8 i n  Chicago). While lending us  a g rea t  d e a l  of a n a l y t i c  power, 

these  f i g u r e s  cont inue t o  d i sgu i se  a very important s o c i a l  f a c t ,  t h e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t he  s t a t u s  of "victim." I n  many cases  a n a l y t i c  models 

would be more powerful i f  one could c l a s s i f y  c i t y  r e s iden t s  as "victims" 

o r  "non-victims," and explore t h e  consequences of t h a t  experience f o r  

the percept ions and behaviors of t h e  ind iv idua l s  involved. 

When analyzed i n  t h i s  fashion ( a s  w e  do i n  Chapter Four) da ta  

from LEAA1s surveys document one of t he  most s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t s  about 

vict imizat ion:  recent  and personal  experiences wi th  crime a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  

infrequent.  Even i n  c i t i e s ,  most a d u l t s  a r e  not  vict imized i n  any way 

i n  the  course of a year ,  and i n  many households none of t hose  questioned 

had any information about crime t o  pass  on t o  t h e  interviewer.  While 

f a r  too many of fenses  a r e  committed each year ,  i n  an a n a l y t i c  sense 

ser ious crime--and e spec i a l ly  personal  vict imizat ion-- is  a " r a r e  event." 



The infrequency of recent  v i c t imiza t ion  i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  by the d a t a  

c o l l e c t e d  f o r  these  th ree  c i t i e s  i n  1974 and 1975. (Here w e  examine 

only persons 18 years  of age and o lde r ,  t o  maximize the  comparabili ty 

of  t h e  f i g u r e s  with those from our  own surveys.) I n  those surveys, 

5.5 percent  of a l l  respondents ind ica ted  t h a t  they had been robbed i n  

t h e  previous year;  f o r  a s s a u l t s  of a l l  kinds t h a t  f i g u r e  s tood  a t  

7 percent ,  while  f o r  purse-snatching and pocket-picking toge the r  the 

t o t a l  was only 4.0. About 0.8 percent  of t h e  women Interviewed ind ica t ed  

t h a t  they  had been sexual ly assaul ted .  The frequency of be ing a v i c t i m  

was much g r e a t e r ,  of course, when we examine property r a t h e r  than 

personal  crimes. In  the  same surveys 22.9 percent  of a l l  persons l i v e d  

i n  a household which was burg lar ized ,  9.5 percent  were assoc ia ted  w i t h  

automobile t h e f t ,  and f u l l y  49.6 percent  had some of t h e i r  property t a k e n  

o r  l i v e d  i n  a household where some j o i n t l y  enjoyed a r t i c l e  o f  value had  

been s to l en .  On t h e  o ther  hand, a very considerable  propor t ion  of 

i nc iden t s  i n  both t h e  personal and property ca t egor i e s  were described 

by t h e i r  v ic t ims  a s  "attempts." In  Chicago, f o r  example, t h o s e  accounted 

for 45 percent  of rapes,  35 percent  of a s s a u l t s ,  28 percent o f  b u r g l a r i e s ,  

and 37 percent of au to  t h e f t s  (U.S. Department of J u s t i c e ,  1976: Tab le s  

2 and 11).  Also, some vict ims were s t ruck  more than once i n  t h e  preceeding 

year ,  upping t h e  inc ident  t o t a l  but  n o t  t he  number of v ic t ims .  For 

robbery mul t ip le  v ic t ims  contr ibuted 0.6 percentage poin ts  t o  the 

"5.5 percent victimized" count. Fur ther ,  many property cr imes which 

were 	successfu l  involved very s m a l l  f i n a n c i a l  l o s ses .  

A s  a consequence, t he  bulk of t he  crimes being examined here  s e r i o u s l y  

a f fec ted  only a very small  number of people,  even i n  these g r e a t  c i t i e s .  

Overall ,  only 5.7 percent  of t h e  a d u l t  r e s i d e n t s  of these  c i t i e s  a c t u a l l y  



were a t tacked  by anyone i n  any personal  crime, only 3 .2  percent  repor ted  

any i n j u r y ,  and only 1 . 7  percent were in ju red  i n  a crime t o  such an e x t e n t  

t h a t  they  had t o  seek medical a t t e n t i o n .  

The d i f f i c u l t y  is t h a t  t hese  low f requencies  a r e  not  i n  accord wi th  

many of t h e  apparent consequences of crime, including f e a r  and t h e  

adoption of precautionary s t r a t e g i e s  t o  avoid v ic t imiza t ion .  In  t h e  same 

surveys t h a t  gathered t h i s  v i c t imiza t ion  da t a ,  66 percent thought  t h a t  

t h e i r  chances of being vict imized by personal  crime had r i s e n  i n  t h e  

pas t  two years ,  47 percent thought t h a t  crime had gone up i n  t h e i r  

immediate neighborhood, and 48 percent  i nd ica t ed  t h a t  they would f e e l  

unsafe a lone  on t h e  s t r e e t s  of t h e i r  neighborhood a t  night .  Concern about 

crime c l e a r l y  was of much g r e a t e r  proport ion than was r e c e n t  personal  

experience wi th  crime. A s  Chapter Four i n d i c a t e s ,  vict ims o f  crime are riore 

f e a r f u l  than those who were not  victfmized. However, t he  bulk of t hose  

who were f e a r f u l  were not  v ic t ims ,  and we w i l l  have t o  s e a r c h  elsewhere 

f o r  t h e  roo t s  of t h e i r  anxiety about crime. 



CHAPTER THREE 

FEAR OF CRIME 

In t roduc t ion  

Soundings of publ ic  opinion i n d i c a t e  t h a t  crime is one o f  the  major 

concerns of Americans. Since 1964 crime has been an  amazingly p e r s i s t e n t  

i s sue ;  i ts  p lace  on the  publ ic ' s  agenda cons i s t en t ly  has  been high, 

a l though i ts  exact  ranking has been a f f e c t e d  by t h e  appearance and d i s -  

appearance of  o the r  i s sues  competing f o r  t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n .  S ince  1965 

Gallup, Harr i s ,  and o ther  po l l i ng  organiza t ions  have been quizzing peop le  

about t h e i r  personal  reac t ions  t o  crime, including whether o r  not they 

" f e e l  more uneasy" o r  "fear  to  walk t h e  s t r e e t s  a t  night." While t he  

way t h e s e  quest ions were worded a f f e c t e d  t h e  exact  f i gu res  t h e y  obtained,  

t he  evidence suggests  t h a t  l e v e l s  of f e a r  of crime rose  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  be-

tween 1965 and t h e  mid-19701s, and t h a t  s i n c e  then  they have remained 

s t a t i ona ry  (Baumer and DuBow, 1977). I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  t h i s  marches 

c lo se ly  t h e  course of t he  "crime wave" of t h e  l a t t e r  half  o f  t h e  1960's 

and early 19701s,which seems t o  have l eve l ed  o f f  a s  w e l l  (Skogan, 1979; 

Fox, 1978). 

Fear of crime is p a r t i c u l a r l y  an urban problem. While i n  small towns 

l e s s  than 30 percent  of a l l  r e s iden t s  r e p o r t  being a f r a i d  t o  walk some- 

where nearby a t  n igh t ,  i n  l a r g e  c i t i e s  t h i s  f i g u r e  exceeds 60 percent. 

Among se l ec t ed  subgroups i n  t h e  urban populat ion t h i s  f i g u r e  climbs e v e n  

higher; among t h e  urban e l d e r l y ,  f o r  example, f u l l y  75 pe rcen t  i nd ica t e  

t h a t  they a r e  a f r a i d  t o  walk t h e  s t r e e t s  a t  n igh t  (Antunes, Cook, Cook 

and Skogan, forthcoming). 



It is thus  i n  c i t i e s  t h a t  t h e  c o s t s  of f e a r  of crime may be g r e a t e s t .  

For i nd iv idua l s  those c o s t s  come i n  t h e  form of oppor tuni t ies  f o r f e i t e d  

o r  l o s t ,  while  f o r  t h e  p o l i t y  they involve changes in  urban s t r u c t u r e  

which do n o t  bode well  f o r  t h e  fu tu re .  

Ind iv idua l s  pay t h e  p r i c e  of f e a r  when they pass up chances t o  employ 

and enjoy t h e  oppor tuni t ies  c r ea t ed  by urban l i f e  because of crime: 

when they s t a y  a t  home o r  ou t  of parks,  when they avoid p u b l i c  t r ans -  

p o r t a t i o n  o r  t h e  use of publ ic  f a c i l i t i e s ,  and when they i n v e s t  l a r g e  

sums (both f i n a n c i a l  and psychological) i n  f o r t i f y i n g  t h e i r  homes and 

p l aces  of work. Likewise, when concern about  crime forces  r e s t a u r a n t s  

t o  c lo se ,  subways and s t o r e s  t o  l i m i t  t h e i r  hours of opera t ion ,  and 

des igners  t o  s u b s t i t u t e  b r i c k  f o r  p l a t e  g l a s s  on shopping s t r e e t s ,  t h e  

p o t e n t i a l  consumers of those s e r v i c e s  pay a penal ty as we l l ,  

The impact of crime on d a i l y  l i f e  was described in t h e s e  terms by 

a Black woman interviewed i n  South Phi lade lphia .  

People used t o  s i t  on t h e i r  s t e p s  i n  t h e  evening, doors 

were open. Now t h e  s t r e e t s  a r e  dese r t ed  ea r ly  i n  t h e  

morning a f t e r  dark. My mother used t o  go t o  church every 

morning--she stopped doing it--she is a f r a i d  of having 

he r  purse  snatched. Many church and s o c i a l  a c t i v i t i e s  

here  have stopped--people won't go o u t  a t  night .  

(South Phi ladelphia  f n  141161 - 10  November, 1976) 

The s o c i a l  system pays t h e  p r i c e  of f e a r  in  the  same conc re t e  terms. 

Fear of crime s t imula tes  t h e  movement of jobs  from c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  t o  

sprawling suburbs, undermines t h e  economic v i t a l i t y  of c e n t r a l  bus iness  

d i s t r i c t s ,  and thus  erodes t h e  inner -c i ty  t a x  base. Fear a l s o  may eat 



away a t  t h e  cohesiveness of neighborhoods, undermining t h e i r  capaci ty 

to  act autonomously t o  so lve  t h e i r  problems. 

While it is  not  s t r i c t l y  t r u e  t h a t  " a l l  we have t o  f e a r  is fear it-

s e l f ,  " w e  may need t o  focus upon t h e  dynamics of f e a r  as a d i s t i n c t  

o b j e c t  of po l icy  ana lys is .  A s  we s h a l l  see ,  fear of crime does not 

always p a r a l l e l  t he  r i s k  of v i c t imiza t ion  f o r  ind iv idua ls ,  and it is 

a f f e c t e d  by forces  q u i t e  proximate t o  neighborhood and fami ly  l i f e .  

These may o f f e r  sources of program leverage  i n  deal ing w i t h  t he  problem 

t h a t  can be appl ied with r e a l i s t i c  expec ta t ions  of some success. Fear 

of cr ime may present  a more t r a c t a b l e  t a r g e t  than do o f f e n s e  rates .  

whi le  it is not  inso luble ,  crime presents  grave d i f f i c u l t i e s  for  

those  who would a t t a c k  it d i r e c t l y .  There a r e  many kinds of crime a n d  

many kinds of cr iminals ,  a l l  moved by d i f f e r e n t  fo rces  t o  at tempt  

var ious  wrongs. The oppor tun i s t i c  street mugger, t h e  s k i l l e d  safe- 

cracker ,  and t h e  besot ted spouse abuser  have l i t t l e  i n  common except 

t h a t  they a l l  have run a fou l  of l e g i s l a t i v e  i n t e n t .  The " r o o t  causes" 

of t hese  th ings  l i e  in indiv idua l ,  family, and neighborhood pathologies  

which a r e  very d i f f i c u l t  f o r  governments t o  do anything a b o u t  (Wilson, 

1975). Poverty, housing segregat ion,  p rena ta l  ma lnu t r i t i on ,  and a lco-  

hol  abuse a r e  problems t h a t  have evaded s o l u t i o n  f o r  l onge r  than c r ime  

has been high on t h e  n a t i o n a l  agenda. 

Fear, on t h e  o the r  hand, may be a problem with sources o f  policy 

leverage o f f e r i n g  some r e a l i s t i c  expec ta t ion  of success. Fea r  may be 

a l l e v i a t e d  by p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  e f f o r t s  t o  make it d i f f i c u l t  f o r  crime 

t o  pay, by reducing oppor tun i t i e s  for v ic t imiza t ion ,  and by decreasing 

vulnerabi l i ty .  Fear may be reduced by a c t i v i t i e s  organized by neighbor- 

hood groups and organiza t ions  which inc rease  community security by 



encouraging surve i l lance .  This may no t  only discourage of fenders ,  bu t  

it may lend a  sense t h a t  "someone is watching" and would in t e rvene  

in  a r i s k y  s i t u a t i o n .  To the  ex ten t  t o  which f e a r  of c r h e  is  a func t ion  

of i n d i v i d u a l  f e e l i n g s  of vu lne rab i l i t y ,  he lp lessness ,  o r  a c o l l e c t i v e  

d e c l i n e  i n  recognit ion,  t r u s t ,  and s o l i d a r i t y ,  such e f f o r t s  may a t t a c k  

t h a t  problem independently of t h e i r  e f f e c t  upon crime (cf .  Maxfield 

and Hening, 1978). 

What is  Fear of Crime? 

It may seem unusual that t h e r e  is uncer ta in ty  about j u s t  what " f ea r  

of crime'' is, f o r  f e a r  is one of our  most elemental emotions. Fear is  

both a phys io logica l  s t a t e  and an  expressed a t t i t u d e .  The phys io logica l  

s t a t e  is t r i gge red  by learned a s s o c i a t i o n s  wi th  fear-provoking s t i m u l i .  

The phys ica l  mani fes ta t ions  of fear inc lude  a rap id  hea r tbea t  rate, a 

narrowed f i e l d  of v i s ion ,  high blood pressure ,  enhanced r e a c t i o n  time, 

an increased flow of blood t o  t h e  l a r g e  muscles, and endrocr ina l  changes-- 

l i k e  t h e  r e l e a s e  of adrena l in  i n t o  t h e  blood stream--which prepare  u s  

f o r  " f igh t  o r  f l i g h t . "  But while  t hese  phys io logica l  r e a c t i o n s  a r e  

well known, they a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  measure in sample surveys. Fear i s  a l s o  

an expressed a t t i t u d e ,  however. We can a s k  people i f  they are a f r a i d  

of var ious  condi t ions  o r  events ,  a n  ope ra t iona l  t a sk  c l o s e r  t o  ou r  capa- 

b i l i t i e s .  

Controversy over t he  measurement of f e a r  a r i s e s  from d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  

the  way i n  which "afraid" and "of what" can be opera t iona l ized .  A v a r i e t y  

of synonyms have been put  forward a s  candida tes  f o r  t h e  proper  phras ing  

of t he  emotion, including "anxious, " "worried, " and "concerned. l1 Others 



have s t r e t ched  fo r  t h e  presumed determinants of those emotions and 

opera t iona l ized  f e a r  in terms of perceived r i s k  of f a l l i n g  vict im o r  

e s t ima te s  of t h e  amount of crime. W e  s e t t l e d  upon "safety" (o r  t he  lack 

of i t )  t o  ope ra t iona l i ze  f e a r ,  asking people "how s a f e  do you feel?"  

Operat ional izing t h e  s t imulus,  t h e  o b j e c t  of t he  a t t i t u d e ,  is more 

problematic. It is c l e a r  t h a t  people have a v a r i e t y  of f e a r s  depending 

upon t h e  crimes, circumstances, persons, occurrences,  and p o t e n t i a l  

consequences involved. A l l  o f  these  can d i f f e r  markedly from inc ident  

t o  i nc iden t ,  and the re  is no reason t o  suspect  t h a t  people f e e l  "safe" 

o r  "unsafe" from a l l  crimes in t h e  same degree. However, a survey 

quest  ion  measuring f e a r  must pose a s i t u a t  ion-specif i c  s t imu lus  com- 

ponent which a t  l e a s t  implies  s p e c i f i c  kinds of r i s k s  and p o t e n t i a l  

consequences. There has been r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  systematic i n v e s t i g a t i o n  

of t h e  i s s u e  of w h a t  crimes, s i t u a t i o n s ,  e tc . ,  people f e a r  most, o r  

which inc iden t s  e l i c i t ,  t h e  most general  and widespread concern. It 

has been assumed t h a t  c i t i z e n s  a r e  most f e a r f u l  of crimes which po- 

t e n t i a l l y  may lead t o  phys ica l  violence.  These a r e  "personal  contact" 

crimes which involve a con£ ron ta t ion  between v ic t im and offender .  That 

vio lence  may i n  turn r e s u l t  in i n j u r y  o r  death. The C r i m e  Commission 

a l s o  concluded (but ne f the r  i nves t iga t ed  nor  demonstrated) t h a t  peop le  

a r e  a f r a i d  of s t rangers .  (Note t h a t  t h i s  s ides t eps  "fear of domestic 

violence,"  which probably c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  bulk  of a d u l t  aggression).  

Skogan's (1977a) i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of t h e  s t r ange r  i s sue  emphasized t h a t  

s t r ange r s  a r e  feared  because they a r e  unpredictable;  w e  do n o t  under- 

s tand t h e i r  motives and thus  we cannot f o r e c a s t  what they may do. Our 

fear-of-crime measure r e f l e c t s  anxie ty  about t hese  problems, for we 



phrased i t s  stimulus component in terms of "being out a l o n e  i n  your 

neighborhood a t  night ,"  This po in t s  t o  a s p e c i f i c  kind of personal  

a t t a c k ,  one l i k e l y  t o  be perpe t ra ted  by people from o u t s i d e  t h e  household 

but roving t h e  immediate v i c i n i t y .  

This  r a t h e r  narrowly defined context  f o r  assess ing  f e a r  has  both 

advantages and disadvantages. Its major disadvantage is  t h a t  i t  m i s s e s  

e n t i r e l y  one emotion-arousing crime, burglary. While bu rg la ry  is a 

proper ty  crime, DuBow (1979) suggests  t h a t  it has a s t rong  "fear  componentq' 

because v ic t ims  a r e  conscious t h a t  t h e r e  could have been a phys i ca l  con- 

f r o n t a t i o n  within t h e  in t imate  s e t t i n g  of t h e i r  household. As  a r e s u l t ,  

burglary v ic t ims  reputedly a r e  a f r a i d  of being home a lone  and  o f t e n  f e a r  

the invader 's  re turn .  Silberman (1978) a l s o  notes  t he  dismay t h a t  people 

f e e l  when t h e i r  most p r i v a t e  re fuge  is v i o l a t e d ,  evidencing t h e i r  vulner-  

a b i l i t y .  Our chosen context  f o r  a s se s s ing  f e a r  does no t  measure concern 

about the  l o s s  of valued and perhaps i r r e p l a c e a b l e  proper ty  and t h e  o f t e n  

considerable  f i n a n c i a l  s t r a i n  t h a t  can be imposed by proper ty  crime. 

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, def in ing  f e a r  i n  terms of s t r e e t  c r ime i n  t h e  

neighborhood a t  n igh t  has s eve ra l  advantages. F i r s t ,  and perhaps most 

convincing, those  inc iden t s  a r e  t h e  most important i n  t h e  eyes  of t h e  

public,  We can s e e  t h i s  in t h e  r e s u l t s  of Marvin Wolfgang's recent  (1978) 

research on t h e  ser iousness  of crime. I n  a l a r g e  n a t i o n a l  survey he  

asked people t o  es t imate  (using any numerical value they wanted) t h e  

magnitude of t h e  ser iousness  of va r ious  inc iden t s  which were descr ibed  

t o  them. They were t o  use a s  t h e  b a s i s  f o r  t h i s  scoring a va lue  of t e n  

f o r  the t h e f t  of a b i cyc l e  from t h e  s t r e e t .  Those scores  were accumulated 

f o r  several  hundred types of i n c i d e n t s  through more than 60,000 interviews.  



They were then transformed i n t o  a d d i t i v e  s c a l e s  which can b e  used t o  

s c o r e  t h e  r e l a t i v e  seriousness of var ious  components of c r imina l  i nc iden t s .  

Wolfgang f i n d s  t h a t  physical i n ju ry  and t h e  use  of a weapon by f a r  over- 

shadow v i r t u a l l y  a l l  l e v e l s  of f i n a n c i a l  l o s s  when people eva lua t e  c r lmes  

in  t h i s  fashion. The l o s s  of $100 thus  t r a n s l a t e s  i n t o  an increment of 

3.6 i n  t h e  ser iousness  score of an inc iden t ,  while  robbery w i t h  a weapon 

s c o r e s  7.3 i r r e s p e c t i v e  of any o the r  increment granted f o r  f i n a n c i a l  

l o s s  o r  in jury .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  a crime descr ibed a s  " the t h e f t  of $10 

from o u t s i d e  a building" rece ives  a s co re  of 1.7, while a robbery of t h e  

same amount a t  gunpoint scores  9.4, a phys ica l  a t t a c k  i n  t h e  course of  a 

$10 robbery which leads  t o  a s u b s t a n t i a l  i n j u r y  scores  14.6, and a f o r c i b l e  

rape  scores  25.8. 

By f i x i n g  our  i n t e r e s t  on s t r e e t  crime i n  a neighborhood context we 

a l s o  focus upon what Arthur Stinchcombe e t .  a l .  (1978) a rgue  a r e  the 

d i s t i n c t i v e  a t t r i b u t e s  of crime a s  a f ear-provoking s t imulus  object: 

its concentrat ion i n  space, its as soc ia t ion  wi th  s igns  of danger,  and o u r  

i n a b i l i t y  t o  do much about it. Crime e x c i t e s  our  emotions, they argue, 

because " there  a r e  c e r t a i n  t imes and c e r t a i n  p laces  i n  which the r i s k  i s  

much higher. People who are hardly conscious of crime most of the time 

a r e  occasional ly sharply reminded of being i n  a f e a r f u l  s i t ua t ion . .  .I' 

(p. 2-3). They a r e  so reminded because people a s s o c i a t e  t h e  r i s k  of v i c -

t imizat ion with "s igns of danger." Fear ' l l requi res  t h a t  w e  be able t o  

recognize t h a t  we have entered a high r i s k  s i t u a t i o n  so t h a t  we can be 

a f r a i d  in advance, no t  j u s t  when t h e  danger suddenly appears"  (p. 2-4). 

We do so by recognizing p a t t e r n s  of s t r e e t  a c t i v i t y ,  t h e  charac te r  o f  

land use, t h e  incidence of vandalism, t h e  n a t u r e  of persons we see o n  



the s t r e e t ,  and o the r  cues t h a t  we have come t o  a s soc i a t e  w i t h  danger. 

Personal  violence a l s o  is fear provoking because i t  seemingly is  random; 

what happens is out  of our  cont ro l .  "The p o t e n t i a l  damage i n  s t r e e t  crime 

i s  a l s o  very ser ious.  When one is  t h e  v i c t im  of s t r e e t  cr ime one may 

be s e r i o u s l y  injured o r  even k i l l e d ,  and t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  one  can do t o  

c o n t r o l  t h e  situation....One can do very l i t t l e  t o  avoid being t h e  v i c t i m  

of a crime, and one cannot do very much t o  l e s s e n  the  p o t e n t i a l  damage 

once one has been chosen a s  a victim" (p. 2-7). There is  a g r e a t  d e a l  

of experimental evidence (summarized in Cohn, 1978) that a f e e l i n g  of 

c o n t r o l  over events  o r  condi t ions  is s t rong ly  r e l a t ed  t o  anx ie ty  o r  

concern t h a t  they provoke, in a negat ive  d i r ec t ion .  The e f f e c t s  of a l l  

of t h e s e  a spec t s  of concern a r e  magnified by t h e  pe r s i s t ence  of danger.  

For most people exposure t o  such condi t ions  is episodic ,  and they develop 

rou t ines  which enable them t o  avoid those  r i s k y  s i t ua t ions .  Thus, when 

in  o u r  surveys w e  f i n d  t h a t  people c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h e i r  immedllate neighbor- 

hood as p o t e n t i a l l y  dangerous, we should f i n d  t h a t  such cond i t i ons  a r e  

very s t rongly  r e l a t e d  t o  our measure of  f e a r .  

A young woman we interviewed a t  a community meeting i n  San Francisco 's  

Visitation Valley t e s t i f i e d  t o  t h e  power of t h i s  concern: 

You know, a l l  of rhese o t h e r  problems e x i s t  around here,  it's 

t rue. . . I tm r e a l l y  not  t h a t  worried about  burg lar ies .  ..I mean 



I can always get my stuff back, or replace it. That's not 

my main concern. Mine is that I am physically threatened 

right here in my own neighborhood! !! I feel unsafe just walk- 

ing the two feet from my car to my front door. I won't go 

into my house after dark these days!!! I would never dream 

of using the car port that was assigned to me...not because 

I'm afraid my car might get wrecked....but because I'm 

afralid -I might be harmed walking back around and into my own 

house!!: (She was very passionate and upset). Just the 

other night, a friend of mine was leaving my house. He went 

outside, and found out that his car had been stolen. As he 

was standing there, some guy came up to him and said that 


he'd help him find his car or whatever...then the guy mugged 


my friend and took off with his wallet!!! Now I called the 


police right away. They came in 15 minutes, but that seems 


like years when something like that has just happened!!: 


And the reason that it took them that long was because at 


that very same time, they said that two other incidents had 


just taken place right in the Terraces!!! One was a stabbing 


and one was a robbery. Now I'm a female...I feel very help-


less and don't know what can be done about all of this. 


(Visitacion Valley fn 331571, 31 March 1977). 


Parenthetically, these arguments and illustrations do not mean that 

we think that fear of violent attack is the most significant factor 

shaping people's lives, even in big cities. There is evidence that: other 

concerns may be as important, if not more so. In a Portland survey 



Yaden et al. (1973) found, when they asked" how much personal danger" 


people felt from various untoward events, that fear of auto accidents 


overshadowed fear of crime. Garofalo (1977) reports that residents 


of eight large cities ranked "environmental probleins" including trash, 


noise, overcrowding, and the like, higher than ctime on a list of 


things that they might not like about their neighborhoods. The Census 


Bureau's Annual Survey of Housing asks nationwide samples of people to 


evaluate problems in their neighborhood, and typically they find that 


crime is cited less of ten than "street noise," "heavy traffic," "poor 


street lighting," and other environmental and land use issues. Vir-


tually the same ranking obtains in central cities (U.S. Bureau of the 


Census, 1978). Finally, Skogan's (1978) report on the use of victimi- 


zation data compared objective measures of the risks people face from 


crime and other happenstances. He found that robbery was about as 


frequent as death from heart disease, that serious assault was about 


one-half as frequent as unemployment, and that unmarried women were 


five times more likely to bear an illegitimate child than report being 


robbed or raped. While we do not discount the importance of the issue 


of crime on people's list of things to worry about, it is important to 


understand the context of that concern. 


Levels of Fear 


Based upon our telephone surveys late in 1977, fear of crime stood 

at a moderate level in our three study cities. In those surveys we 

asked: 

How safe do you feel, or would you feel, being out 




alone in your neighborhood at night--very safe, some-


what safe, somewhat unsafe, or very unsafe.* 


The question was repeated to ask about "during the day" as well. The 


bulk of our respondents indicated that they felt either "very safe" 


or "somewhat safe", with only about one in three placing themselves 


in either of the "unsafe" categories. As we expected, very few (about 


5 percent) reported that they felt at all unsafe during the day. 


Like previous surveys, we found few significant differences between 

residents of our three cities on our safety measures. Chicagoans on 

the average were the most fearful and San Franciscans the least fearful, 

but the differences were slight and more people in San Francisco than 

Chicago put themselves in the "very unsafe" category (but more said 

they felt "very safe" as well). These slim city differences parallel 

the findings of the Census Bureau's earlier surveys, for they too 

found few differences between these communities in terms of fear of 

crime. The difficulty may be that the most substantial spatial corre-

late of fear of crime is size of place. Fear levels are extremely low 

in rural and small town America, and they begin to climb with a ven-

geance in places over about 100,000 in population (Antunes, Cook, Cook 

and Skogan, forthcoming). By those standards these three cities are 

all at the top of the scale, despite their large differences in population. 

* The phrase "or would you feel" was added to forestall replies 
along the lines of, "but I never go out." We did not want to confuse 
the issue of fear with that of behavior, which is quite distinct, 
Note that this question is a very slight variant: of that employed in 
LEAA's city victimization surveys. 



---------- 

There are more important differences in levels of fear within 

these cities than between them. Black neighborhoods and white neigh- 

borhoods, settled areas and disorganized areas, all share little in 

common with respect to fear of crime. This is illustrated in Figure 

3-1, which charts average fear scores at night for our three city-wide 

samples and for our ten special neighborhood surveys. 

Figure 3-1 goes about here 


While these scores are subject to some sampling variation, when 


that is taken into account differences in fear between the ten neigh- 


borhoods are highly significant statistically, while the city level 


scores ate virtually identical. Three neighborhoods emerge as parti-


cularly troubled places: Woodlawn and Wicker Park in Chicago and 


Visitacion Valley in San Francisco. These three localities all were 


plagued with serious crime problems. Woodlawe is a black and poor 


commttnity on Chicago's south side, while Wicker Park and Visftacion 


Valley both are extremely heterogeneous and ethnically changing neigh- 


borhoods. At the bottom the fear ladder, on the other hand, is a 


stable white ethnic community, South Philadelphia. 


Is This Fear of Crime? ---.--- -- - - - --

Our measure of fear of crime is a relatively narrow and simple 


one. Our survey question does not even ask about "crime" at all, but 


rather about feelings of safety while walking alone in the nearby 


community. It is important to demonstrate the validity of this measure-- 




FIGURE 3-1 


SAFETY LEVELS FOR CITIES AND NEIGHBORHOODS / 
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SOURCE: Computed from city-wide surveys and ten neighborhood-level surveys. 



to present at least indirect evidence that it indeed measures "fear 


of crime." That a survey indicator of a concept "measures what it is 


supposed to" is an assertion that always must be questioned, espe- 


cially when we have only a single item purporting to represent it in 


any given set of data. 


One difficulty is that the fear of crime may not be an indepen- 


dent trait of individuals. Rather, the concern registered in public 


opinion polls may be merely another manifestation of other fundamental 


predispositions, including distrust, suspicion, and anxiety about 


change. Because urban dwellers have many good reasons to evidence 


these predispositions, they may register "high" on their reactions to 


crime-related items as well. Also, any discussion of the validity of 


fear-of-crime measures must deal with the question of race. It is 


widely argued that among whites discussions of crime are in fact covert 


conversations about their fear of black Americans. 


If any of these counter hypotheses are true, we should reject 


most arguments about the "fear of crime." In practical terms, for 


example, the discovery that expressions of concern about crime really 


reflect other matters would imply that many crime-related programs 


would have little affect on levels of fear. In our view, an important 


attitudinal domain is one that is relatively independent of other, 


related predispositions. In measurement terms, this argues that 


measures of fear of crime should pass tests of their "discriminant 


validity." 


Discriminant validation involves evaluating the relationship be- 


tween potentially similar constructs. Following Campbell and Fiske 


(1959), the utility of a hypothesized trait can be rejected if measures 




of it have high correlations with indicators measuring something else, 


suggesting the proposed trait is not distinct from others already well 


known and more generally useful. In this case, our measure of fear 


should be relatively unrelated to indicators tapping suspicion, dis- 


trust, anxiety about social change, and racial fears among whites. 


An appropriate vehicle for testfng the discriminant validity of 


a fear of crime item similar to our own is the General Social Survey. 


In this survey program respondents were asked: "Is there any area 


right around here--that is, within a mile--where you would be afraid 


to walk alone at night?" Note that this question very closely resem- 


bles the item employed in our survey. This question was used in four 


national surveys of public opinion between 1973 and 1977, Note that 


the term "crime" is not used, an omission that should favor the null 


hypothesis that the item is not independent of other concerns and fears. 


The General Social Survey also has included a number of related 


indicators tapping the domains of social trust and anomia. Over the 


years the survey has been conducted, all of these questions have been 


asked of some 2800 persons. Table 3-1 reports their interrelation- 


ships, and their association with "fear of crime" in this survey. 


Table 3-1 goes about here 


In Table 3-1 are reported the multiple correlations between each 


attitude measure and each of the six remaining indicators. These cor-


relations indicate the extent of the "overlap" between responses to 




Table 3-1 


FFAR OF CRIME AND RELATED ATTITUDES 


SURVEY QUESTIONS 

Is there any a rea  r i gh t  around here 
--that is,  within  1mile--where you 
would be a f r a i d  t o  walk alone a t  
night? 

Generally speaking, would you say t h a t  
most people can be t rus ted  o r  t h a t  
you can' t  be too care fu l  i n  dealing 
with people? 

Would you say  t h a t  most of the t i m e  
people t r y  t o  be helpful ,  o r  t ha t  
they are mostly j u s t  looking out f o r- . -- - -- -- .-. 
themselves?.--..- - -

Do you think most people would t r y  t o  
take advantage of you if they got a 
chance, o r  would they t r y  t o  be f a i r ?  

I n  s p i t e  of what some people say, the 
l o t  of t he  average man is ge t t ing  
worse, not  be t t e r .  

Most people don't r e a l l y  care what 
happens t o  the  next fellow. 

These days a person doesn't r ea l l y  
know whom he can count on. 

(Number of Cases) 

MULTIPLE R* WITH ALL OTHER ITEMS 


SOURCE: Computed by the  authors from the  cumulative General Social Survey. 



the survey items. In general, responses to measures of trust, sus- 


picion, and dissatisfaction with social change are mildly related to 


2
one another; the multiple R s for those items average about .30. The 


fear of crime item included in the survey clearly passes this test 


of its discriminant validity, however. It is correlated only about 


.02 with the remaining six measures. 


We can use the same approach to explore the extent to which 

crime is "a code-word for race" among white Americans as well. The 

data on racial attitudes of whites collected in the General Social 

Survey illustrate the magnitude of simple forms of racial intolerance, 

We employed responses to five questions to measure that prejudice: 

two inquire about interracial marriage (concerning whether it should 

be legal, and how the respondent would feel about it occurring in 

his/her family), one about the right of whites to keep blacks out of 

their neighborhood, one asking if blacks should "push where they are 

not wanted," and the proverbial question about a black person "coming 

to dinner." One-third of this nation-wide sample of whites felt that 

the law should not allow interracial marriage and 46 percent felt they 

would be "very uneasy" if a relative of theirs married a black person. 

Thirteen percent stated they would object "strongly" if a black were 

to come to dinner, 22 percent definitely thought that whites should 

have the right to keep blacks out of their neighborhood, and 44percent 

agreed "very strongly" that "blacks should not push where they are not 

wanted." Responses to these questions were substantially intercorre- 

lated (an average "r" of +.40), and form an additive scale with a 

reliability of . 7 5 .  



The correlation between our summary measure of racial tolerance 

and fear of crime was only - .05.  There was no significant tendency for 

whites who were less tolerant to be more likely than others to report 

concern about walking in their neighborhood, although the data tended 

very weakly in that direction. 

It is often argued that reports of concern about crime are colored 


by other more general social concerns. For example, Skogan (1977b:14) 


thought that fear of crime is a "diffuse construct affected by other 


aspects of urban life." Garofalo and Laub (1978) argued that expres- 


sions of fear in fact reflected generalized concern about unwelcome 


neighborhood change and a decline in the quality of community life, 


This data suggest that they were wrong. At least for these measures 


of social trust, anxiety about change, and racial intolerance, concern 


about one's personal safety was a quite independent issue. 


In addition to this validation study, another methodological 


investigation indicates that our fear of crime question is a useful 


one. This project employed a panel of citizens, who were quizzed on 


a repeated basis over a six-month period. The question used in our 


survey to measure fear evidenced the highest stability in responses 


over time of all those included in the panel study. The over-time 


reliability of the item was .73, and it was among the most consistent 


correlates of other attributes of the respondents who were questioned 


repeatedly (Bielby and Berk, 1980). 


In the next chapters we will examine in detail the correlates of 


this fear of crime. We will explore the relationship between victim- 


ization and fear, and the fear-provoking consequences of media atten- 


tiveness and personal communication about crime. We will explore the 




implications of physical and social vulnerability for fear, and the 


impact of neighborhood conditions on people's willingness to walk 


the streets there after dark. Then we will detail the crucial role 


of fear in "summarizing" all of these factors and shaping how people 


deal with crime in their community. 




CHAPTER FOUR 


VICTIMIZATION AND FEAR 


Introduction 


In this chapter we consider the impact of personal experience 


with crime on fear. We will examine the effect of criminal inci- 


dents which involved our respondents (in personal crimes like robbery 


or assault) or their households (including burglaries and property 


thefts). The data on these incidents was gathered for our three 


cities by the Census Bureau as part of their city survey program. 


The victimization data for Chicago and Philadelphia describe the 


situation there in 1974, while in San Francisco they refer to calen- 


dar 1973. We use this data to classify people as "victims" or "non- 


victims" of various types of crimes during the year, and to examine 


levels of fear of crime in these contrasting groups. 


We find the data help clarify the relatively limited role that 


such experiences can play in explaining the overall level of fear of 


crime in these communities. We argued above that concern about crime 


appears to be higher for personal than property offenses, but even in 


central cities those crimes strike relatively infrequently. 


Among different types of personal crimes, those which are rated by 


the public as being most serious are even less frequent in occurrence. 


In truth, many victimization experiences are not very traumatic. 


Also, because many more people report being afraid than report being 


victimized, personal experience with crime simply cannot explain much 


of the current level of fear in these cities. While victims are more 




fearful than those who have not fallen prey, most of the fearful 


have not recently been attacked. 


In contrast, burglary plays an important role in instigating 


fear because it is far more frequent in occurrence than any personal 


crime. Its effect on fear of crime individually is less than that 


of personal victimization, but societally its impact is aggregated 


over a far greater number of persons. We also find that the rela-


tionship between reports of victimization and expressions of fear 


is muted by the confounding effects of sex and age, two powerful 


correlates of each. Youths and males are more likely than others to 


be involved in violent crime, but they are least likely to report 


being afraid. Controlling for the personal attributes of victims 


and nonvictims clarifies (and strengthens) the connection between 


victimization and fear. 


The Frequency of Victimization and Fear 


In victimization surveys respondents are quizzed about their 


experiences "during the past year." They are asked about a number 


of events (such as "being hit with a rock or bottle") which could 


signal the occurrence of a crime, and they are questioned in detail 


about each incident to determine if it was criminal in nature. These 


surveys indicate that victimization is a relatively infrequent event. 


As we saw in Chapter Two, no more than about 6 percent of the popu- 


lation of these cities reported experiencing any particular type of 


violent crime during the 1973-74 period, and more than 90 percent 


did not reports victimizations in this category. That figure rose 




somewhat for serious property crimes, and losing a minor piece of 


property was quite common. However, the latterCseems to have 


little effect upon the fears and concerns at issue here. 


The frequency of victimization is thus quite disproportionate 

to the number of persons in these cities who fndicated that they were 

fearful of personal attack in their neighborhood. At the time the 

victimization surveys were conducted over 30 percent of those ques- 

tioned reported that they felt "very unsaf el1 or "somewhat unsafe ," 

more than three times the proportion involved in personal crime 

during the previous year. The substantial disparity between the two 

frequencies guarantees that direct personal victimization cannot 

account for much of the over-all variation in levels of fear in the 

general population, although it certainly may be linked to the fears 

of those who were directly victimized (c.f. Skogan, 1977b). 

............................. 

Table 4-1 goes about here 


Table 4-1 illustrates this point, relating robbery victimization 


to expressions of fear by residents of the three cities. Two points 


can be observed there. First, victims were more likely than nonvic- 


tims to report feeling "very unsafe," and they were least likely of 


the two groups to report being "very safe." Second, of the 7151 


(6637 plus 514) persons who reported feeling "very unsafe," only 1 


percent had been robbed in the past year. While robbery victims were 




TABLE 4-1 


THE EFFECT OF VICTIMIZATION AND THE 


DISTRIBUTION OF VICTIMIZATION IN THE POPULATION ON FEAR 


Victimization 

Robbery Robbery 

Fear Nonvictims Victims 

Feel Very 
Safe 

Feel Reasonably 38.6 
Safe (10996) 

Feel Somewhat 24.5 23.0 
Unsafe (6985) (374) 

Feel Very 
Unsafe 

Total 


Percent of Total 94.6% 5.4% 


SOURCE: 	Computed from combined ten percent random samples of Census 

Bureau City Victimization Surveys. 




more fearful than others, most of the fearful were not robbery vic- 

tims. 
The same disparities can be observed for each of the personal 

crimes measured in the victimization surveys and, as we shall see 

below, the enhanced fears of dctims can be clarified by controlling 

for some confounding demographic correlates of victimization and 

fear. In every case, however, recent personal victimization simply 

is too infrequent to explain why most people report being afraid. 

For nonvictims that fear can at best only be anticipatory. Part of 

this could be an artifact of victimization-survey methodology. Such 

surveys can reliably measure only recent events, and it may be that 

our group of "non-victims" in fact were victimized in the past. 

However, the one-year reference period for the survey questions mea-

suring victimization was employed because of a strong tendency of 

victims of crimes more distant in the past to neglect to recall them, 

and it is likely that the impact of such incidents on current per- 

ceptions of crime would be greatly attenuated. In their studies for 

the Crime Commission, Biderman, et. al. (1967) asked Washington, D.C. 

residents to recall "the worst crime that has ever happened to you." 

They recalled a total of 260 incfdents, only 108 of which occurred 

more than two years previously, and only 60 of which happened six Or 

more years in the past. People's memories of crime seem to be recent 

ones. While we have no evidence of the lifetime probability of being 

victimized, unpublished research (Skogan, n.d.) using victimization- 

survey estimates of age-specific rates and some simple assumptions 

about future trends suggest that for robbery they still will fall below 



fifty percent,and that among our respondents--who at the median 


were in their mid-30's--the sum of their past experiences would be 


significantly less. 


There are, of course, differences among crimes in the extent 


to which they seem to stimulate fear on the part of their victims. 


Wolfgang (1978) reports that attributes of crime like the display of 


a weapon, physical assault, and injury, all contribute to people's 


estimations of their seriousness, and we find that the relationship 


between victimization and fear is greater for some crimes than for 


others. 


Table 4-2 illustrates how the specific character of various 


victimization experiences relates in different fashion to levels of 


fear. For example, for these cities as a whole, the greatest dif- 


ference in fear between victims and non-victims is found when we 


contrast victims who were injured and needed medical care to everyone 


else.* Because parametric correlations are inappropriate for des- 


cribing the widely differing proportions of victims and non-victims 


Table 4-2 goes about here 


in Table 4-2, we report simply the ratio of victims who say they feel 


* Note that "everyone else" includes all .-other kinds of victims 
as well as "complete non-victims." 
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TABLE 4-2 

VICTIMIZATION AM) FEAR OF CRIME, BY 

TYPE OF VICTIM 

Type of Percent Feel Ratio of Victim Percent of 
Victimization "Very Unsafe" to Nonvictim samp leb 

Fear 

Rape victima 


Nonvictim 


Robbery Victim 


Nonvictim 


a

Purse Snatch Victim 


Nonvictim 


Physically Attacked 


Nonvictim 


Physically Injured 


Nonvic tim 


Need Medical Care 


Nonvictim 


SOURCE: Computed from Census Bureau Three-City Victimization Surveys 


a

Females only. 


b~otalweighted sample size 30102; Female sample size 15917. 




"very unsafe" to nonvictims who make the same claim, as our measures 


of "impact." 


The difference in fear between rape victims and nonvictims is 


about the same as that found for the injured victims contrast, Among 


women, rape victims are about one-and-a-half times as fearful as non-


victims, a substantial difference in light of their already high level 


of fear. The simple presence 0.f a weapon, on the other hand, 


does not seem to have much of an effect when victims of those crimes 


are contrasted with the remainder of the population (not shown in 


table). 


Although certain sub-categories of criminal incidents with spe- 


cific attributes seem to be more fear provoking than run-of-the-mill 


personal crimes, an analysis of victimization rates for those more 


significant predations indicates that they are of exceptionally low 


frequency. Table 4-2 indicates the proportion of persons who are 


presented in each victim and non-victim category, and victimization 


seems in general to be the least frequent for the most fear-provoking 


types of crime. Note, for example, the relatively low frequency of 


rape and of crimes requiring medical attention, in contrast to crimes 


with smaller "fearfulness ratios." 


This matter is explored more systematically in Table 4-3,which 


relates Marvin Wolfgang's most recent (1978) seriousness scores for 


selected incidents to the frequency with which events of that type 


occur. To construct this table we searched Wolfgang's 200-odd offense 


descriptions to find incidents which best matched definitions of the 


major categories of crime measured in the victimization surveys. 


Thus the table combines data from two different sources, doubtless with 


some error. 




.................................. 

Table 4-3 goes about here 


................................ 


Table 4-3 strongly suggests that the most serious crimes are 


quite infrequent, even relative to other types of victimization. The 


most frequent crimes presented in Table 4-3, those which hit more 


than one-in-a-hundred in the United States, all score in the lower 


reaches of the seriousness scale. Some less frequent crimes also are 


not serious, including pocket picking (reputedly a dying art), but 


no truly serious crime is very frequent, based upon these figures. 


All of this points to the relatively limited role that recent 


direct victimization can play in explaining fear of crime. While 


victims are more fearful than nonvictims, most fearful persons have 


not recently been victimized. Among victims, those who suffer from 


the most heinous crimes are even fewer in number than victims of 


lesser crimes,'those who were not-assaulted., injured, or threatened 


with a gun. Further, a large proportion of those categorized as 


"victims" were involved in unsuccessful, attempted crimes. This does 


not mean that "crime does not make a difference." Rather, it sug- 


gests that the locus of fear for most big-city dwellers is to be found 


elsewhere, in their vulnerability to crtme, in concern about its 


potential consequences, in things that happen to their friends and 


neighbors, in what they hear is happening in their neighborhood, and 


in other vicarious sources of crime information. 


The Impact of Victimization Clarified 


Although Table 4-1 indicated that victims of robbery in our three 




TABLE 4-3 

FREQUENCY AND RELATIVE SERIOUSNESS OF CRIMES 

Type of 
victimizationa 

Rate per 
Thousanda 

Seriousness 
~ c o r e b  

Wolfgang Offense 
~ e s c r i ~tionb 

Household Larceny 
Under $50 

A person s t e a l s  proper ty  worth 
$10 from outside a building. 

Burglary-Forcible 
Entry 

A person breaks i n t o  a bui lding 
and steals property worth $10. 

Burglary-Attempted 
Forcible Entry 
of a Home 

A person attempts t o  break i n t o  
a home, but  runs away when a 
pol ice  car approaches. 

Simple Assault 
Without In jury  

A person in ten t iona l ly  shoves 
pushes a victim. No medical 
treatment i s  required. 

o 

Attempted Vehicle 
Theft  

A person attempts t o  break i n t o  
a parked car ,  but runs away 
when p o l i c e  car approaches. 

Simple Assault 
With Injury 

A person beats a v i c t im  with 
h i s  f i s t s .  The v i c t i m  i s  hu r t ,  
but does not  r equ i r e  medical 
treatment . 

Robbery with Weapon 
Without Injury 

A person threatens a victim w i t  
a weapon unless t h e  vict im g ive  
him money. The v i c t i m  gives 
him $10 and i s  n o t  injured.  

Pocket Picking A person picks a v i c t im ' s  
pocket of $10. 

Robbery With 
Serious Injury 

A person, using f o r c e ,  robs a 
victim of $10. T h e  victim i s  
hur t  and requires h o s p i t a l i z a t i  

Robbery With 
A Gun 

A person robs a v i c t i m  of 
$10 a t  gunpoint. No physical  
harm occurs .  

Purse Snatching A person snatches a handbag 
containing $10 from a victim 
on the s t r e e t .  

Forcible Rape A man fo rc ib ly  r a p e s  a woman. 
No o ther  physical i n j u r y  occurs 

Homicide A person in t en t iona l ly  i n ju re s  
a victim. As a r e s u l t ,  the 
victim d i e s .  
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TABLE 4-3 

SOURCE: %nited States Department of Justice. Criminal Victimization in the 
. -

United States: A Comparison of 1975 Findings. washington DC-: 
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, 1977: Tables 1, - 8,-
17 and 18; rate for homicide calculated from: Federal Bureau of 
Investigation. Uniform Crime Report 1976, Washington DC: United 
States Government Printing Office, p. 8. 

b~arvin E. Wolfgang. "National Survey of Crime Severity: Final 

National Level Geometric Means and Ratio Scores." Philadelphia: 

Center for Studies in Criminology and Criminal Law, University 

of Pennsylvania, 1978. 




cities reported higher levels of fear than those who were not vic- 

timized in that way, the relatively small differences between the 

two groups--especially in light of the seriousness of the crime-- 

may have been surprising. One would expect these differences to be 

more dramatic. Part of the difficulty lies in the fact that the 

relationship between victimization and fear is confounded by the 

propensity of groups in the population who are more likely to be 

involved in personal crimes also to express less fear of walking in 

their neighborhood at night. Some of this may be laid to their un-

willingness to express those fears to interviewers, and part (as we 

shall argue in the next chapter) may be related to their perceived 

invulnerability to such happenstances, despite their relative frequen- 

cy. In particular, the tendency of males and younger persons to 

(a) be more frequently involved in violent episodes, and (b) to express 


more confidence in their after-dark safety, serves to mask the rela- 


tionship between victimization and fear of crime. When the personal 


attributes of individuals are partialed out, that relationship is 


substantially stronger, 


Figure 4-1 gives some indication of the magnitude of the impact 

of victimization on fear, once confounding relationships with age, 

sex, race, and income of individuals independently affecting their 

levels of fear have been removed. Average fear levels for victims 

Figure 4-1 goes about here 


before and after such controls have been introduced are graphed relative 
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FIGURE 4-1 


FEAR LEVELS AMONG VICTIMS--ORIGINAL SCORES AND 
LEVELS 

CONTROLLlNO FOR AGE, RACE, SEX AND INCOME 
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multiple regressia.7. i 



to the average score for the adult population as a whole. In each 

case the relationship between victimization and fear is sharper once 

those confounding relationships have been clarified. The starkest 

effect of introducing such controls is found in the case of weapon 

use; guns, clubs, and knives are used almost exclusively in crimes 

involving male victims. Victims of weapon crimes thus are actually 

below the population mean in terms of fear before this is taken into 

account. Most crimes against women are "strong-armtt affairs in 

which (mostly male) offenders rely on strength and numbers. Physical 

attacks are more common among youths, men, and the poor; patterns for 

stranger assault are similar, and in addition such crimes strike more 

frequently among blacks. In every case these patterns of victimiza- 

tion are confounded with the general correlates of fear, masking in 

part the effect of such experiences. 

In addition to the personal crimes analyzed in Table 4-2 and 

Figure 4-1, there was evidence in the victimization surveys in our 

three cities that experience with one property crime was related to 

fear: burglary, Although the effect did not appear to be strong 

(the ratio of victim to non-victim fear comparable to those presented 

in Table 4-2 was 1.1 to I), it increased substantially when we con-

trolled for characteristics of victims which also are related to fear. 

As we indicated at the outset, our measure of fear is tied to a narrow 

set of crimes which threaten only in specific circumstances. There 

is no question that the threat of burglary engenders fear, and that 

in particular it raises the possibility of a personal confrontation 

between victim and offender in an intimate context (Bard and Sangrey, 



1979). Consider this experience reported by a womanwho was inter- 


viewed in San Francisco: 


We heard noises, so I went out onto the patio and 


started looking and listening, though I couldn't 


hear or see a thing. Well next thing I know, I see 


these pairs of legs coming down over the fence..,so 


I dash inside quietly and run upstairs and look out 


the upstairs window, and sure enough these guys had 


jumped down onto our patio and were coming in through 


the sliding doors which I had left open. (Visitacion 


Valley fn 0445-August, 1976) 


This form of home invasion is not a situation raised in our specific 


operationalization of fear, and we can only interpret this persistent 


relationship as evidence of the generalizability of burglary victim- 


ization experiences into other areas of concern. 


The work of Tyler (1978) and others (Scarr, et. al. 1973; Sparks, 


et. al. 1977) indicates that people generalize from specific crime 


experiences in several ways. Direct experiences with crime affect 


estimates of their own risk of victimization, judgements about their 


future vulnerability, and (through the latter judgements) their 


behavior. In addition, direct experience with crime affects judge- 


ments about the level or rate of crime, and other general assessments 


of the environment. Based on this research, there is ample reason 


to expect that people who have been burglarized will think that their 


neighborhood is a risky place, and that this should be reflected in 


our measure of fear. 




This interpretation is supported by our data on neighborhoods 


in the three cities. When we examine the prevalence of burglary vic- 


timization across the ten neighborhoods we find that it is highly 


kslated (r=+.66) to the distribution of fear. Places with high 


rates of burglary are seen as risky places by their residents. This 


relationship is depicted in Figure 4-2. With two exceptions--Lincoln 


Park andBack-of-the-Yards in Chicago--there is a very high corres- 


pondence between the two measures. The two exceptions are both white 


............................ 

Figure 4-2 goes about here 


.............................. 


home-owning areas where burglary rates are as high as those in our 


worst neighborhoods but which share few of their remaining patholo- 


gies. 


At the individual level the relationship between fear and bur-


glary victimization is weak but persistent, and is not shaken when we 


control for a host of other indicators of the vulnerability of indi- 


viduals. 


This relation between burglary victimization and how people 

assess risks in their neighborhood takes on added significance when 

we consider the relative frequency of burglary and other forms of fear 

provoking crime. While rape, robbery, purse-snatching, and assaults 

by strangers all have greater impact upon those who are victimized, 

far more people are burglarized each year than fall victim to personal 

crime. 
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FIGURE 4-2  
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I n  our th ree  c i t y  survey about 15 percent  of the  households we 

contacted  reported being burglarized dur ing t h e  previous year; i n  

the  victim surveys conducted t h e r e  a few years  e a r l i e r  (and using 

much b e t t e r  measures) 23 percent  of t h e  households had been 

involved i n  a burglary. On t h e  o the r  hand only 5 percent  reported 

being robbed, 5 percent (of women) repor ted  having t h e i r  purses  

snatched,  and 4 percent  reported being assau l t ed  by a s t r a n g e r  dur ing 

t h e  same period. Although t h e  ind iv idua l  e f f e c t  of pe r sona l  crime 

may b e  t h e  h ighes t ,  the  aggregate e f f e c t  of burglary may w e l l  o u t s t r i p  

i t  due t o  these  d i f fe rences  i n  frequency. 

I n  add i t ion ,  burglary s t r i k e s  more widely across  American soci- 

e ty .  While a s s a u l t s  and predatory crime tend t o  weigh most heavily 

on those  a t  t h e  bottom of t h e  s o c i a l  and economic ladder,  burglary 

v ic t imiza t ion  r a t e s  f o r  the  very r i c h  are a s  high a s  r a t e s  f o r  the 

very poor. I n  many suburban a r e a s  burglary  is  about the  o n l y  crime 

problem, and burglary i s  an exception t o  t h e  genera l  r u l e  t h a t  r a t e s  

of s e r i o u s  crime a r e  the  h ighes t  i n  the l a r g e s t  c i t i e s .  In  the  Census 

Bureau's v ic t imiza t ion  surveys burglary  rates i n  the  smallest c e n t r a l  

c i t i e s  are higher  than those i n  p laces  over one mi l l ion  i n  populat ion,  

and rates i n  those c i t i e s  a r e  lower than burglary  counts i n  t h e i r  

suburbs (U.S. Department of J u s t i c e ,  1977; Table 27). A s  a r e s u l t ,  to 

the  ex ten t  burglary s t imula tes  f e a r  of personal  violence i t  provokes 

i t  i n  p laces  where crimes o t h e r  than burglary  r a r e l y  occur. Remember 

as w e l l  t h a t  burglary  i s  e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  f requent .  I n  t h e s e  three 

c i t i e s  LEAA1s v ic t imiza t ion  surveys uncovered about 219,000 household 

burg la r i es  i n  a one-year period.  Burglary, then, may account  i n  p a r t  

f o r  the  d i f f u s i o n  of f e a r  of crime throughout American s o c i e t y .  



In summary, we have seen that personal experience with crime can 


play only a limited role in explaining the general incidence of fear 


of crime even in large cities. For those who are involved personally 


such experiences can be traumatizing. A woman in San Francisco re- 


lated the following incident, a "typical1' street robbery: 


My husband and I were walking to Safeway one day. 


There were a couple of big black guys up ahead of 


us. They were coming towards us and as they got 


closer, they stopped as if they were going to ask us 


a question. We looked up once we got to them, and 


they sprayed our eyes and asked us for money. For-


tunately, neither of us had a lot of money with us. 


Next thing I know, we were taken to the hospital 


where they fixed up our eyes. It was scarey. 

(Visitacion Valley fn 0525 - July, 1976) 

However, while victims are more fearful than non-victims few people 


have been victimized in any recent period of time. The relationship 


between victimization and fear is stronger than is apparent at first 


blush, for personal crimes strike young males more frequently than 


any other pbpulation group, and they are generally less likely than 


anyone else to express concern about crime. Further, the crimes 


which seem to produce the most fear among their victims are among 


the least frequent, and they are heavily concentrated at the bottom 


of the social and economic hierarchy. Burglary is the most egalitar- 


ian offense, but it is more weakly related to fear of crime. We 


speculate that burglary affects levels of fear because people gener- 


alize from it to form more general tmpressions of neighborhood conditions. 




CHAPTER FIVE 

VULNERABILITY AND FEAR 

Introduction 


Some of the most consistent findings of survey research on crime 

problems concern the relationship between fear of crime and demo- 

graphic indicators of vulnerability to personal attack. From city- 

to-city and survey-to-survey we find that women, the elderly, blacks, 

and those at the bottom of the educational and income ladder report 

being more fearful of crime then do their counterparts (Baumer, 1979a). 

Even the details of these relationships (including their relative 

importance and even the magnitude of their regression coefficients) 

do not vary from study to study (Antunes, Cook, Cook and Skogan, 

forthcoming). This further suggests that these demographic features 

point in some way to the fundamental causes of fear. We suspect 

that these attributes reflect two underlying dimensions from which 

people assess their environment and develop an accommodation with 

the risks they perceive there: their physical and social vulnera- 

bili ty . 

The Concept of Vulnerability 


In our view there are two independent dimensions of personal 

vulnerability to crime, one physical and the other social. By physi-

cal vulnerability we mean openness to attack, powerlessness to resist 

attack, and exposure to traumatic physical (and probably emotional) 

consequences if attacked. Women and the elderly often are unable to 

resist attack because the modal threat for almost all personal and 



property crime in the United States is a young male, often acting in 


a group. Based upon arrest statistics, perhaps 55 percent of all 


perpetrators of violent crimes are males under the age of twenty-five, 


a figure that does not change much if we examine the victim's reports 


of offenders in sample surveys (Hindelang, 1978; U.S. Department of 


Justice, 1977). In those surveys about 52 percent of all robberies 


were carried out by two or more criminals acting in consort, as were 


about 42 percent of all assaults by strangers (U.S. Department of Jus-


tice, 1977: Table 53). 


A young woman who was interviewed by a field observer in the 


Mission District in San Francisco was confronted by just this set of 


circumstances, and was unable to do much about her plight. 


I was walking down 24th over there and there were five 


boys walking down the street towards me. They were 


spread out the length of the sidewalk so I had to 


walk through them. I thought maybe I should walk 


across the street or something but I figured that 


would just attract their attention, so I just kept 


walking. Well, they separated when I walked past 


but one of them all of a sudden reached out and 


grabbed my breast. (Mission fn 1091 - December, 1976) 

Because of the youth and vigor of many offenders, others in the 


population--and most notably women and the elderly--often find it 


difficult to resist their predations. Indeed, we found that when 


asked about how to deal with sexual assault most women in our survey 


did not recommend strategies like "fighting back against their 




attackers" (31 percent did), or "carrying weapons for protection" 


(24 ~ercent). More endorsed precautions like "not going out alone" 


(73 percent), and "refusing to talk to strangers" (52 percent). Riger 


and Gordon (1979a) suggest that the issue is cine of the ability of 


individuals to resist rather than the motives of attackers. They 


found no significant differences between men and women in response to 


the question, "Do you ever feel afraid that someone might deliber- 


ately harm you?"; on the other hand, they found large differences 


by sex in the proportion who felt that they could successfully defend 


themselves against attack. 


Survey data on differences among women suggest that variations 


in physical vulnerability are at work in these male-female distinc- 


tions, for women themselves vary in this regard. Riger and Gordon 


(1978) asked women to describe themselves in terms of their strength 


and speed. They found that those who saw themselves as physically 


vulnerable were significantly more fearful of crime. Further, most 


of their female respondents ranked themselves "below average" in 


terms of strength and speed. As Stinchcombe et. al. (1978) note, 


women's lesser defensive capacity also reflects their socialization 


to patterns of less aggressive behavior. Their early training stresses 


passivity and dependency. Those may be altered: in a before-and- 


after study of the effects of a self-defense training course for 


women (using a control group of psychology students), three researchers 


found that "women who have enrolled in the course felt more control 


over their bodies and less worry (or fear) about crime" (Cohn, Kidder 


and Harvey, 1979: 293). 




Change along this control dimension probably was a key component 

l a  this reduction in fear. Stinchcombe and his associates argue 

that one important characteristic of the risk of criminal victimiza- 

tion, as opposed to other (often more frequent) risks, is that we 

seemingly cannot do much to reduce them. 

It is generally not the victim's fault that the 


criminal has picked him or her, so there is nothing 


much a victim can do to avoid such risk. The very 


fact that a crime is being committed implies that 


the criminal thinks the victim lacks the means to 


control the situation...(F)ear involves the percep-

tion of high risk of serious danger which a person 


cannot reduce or control (Stinchcombe, et. al., 1978:2-6). 


While we are less certain that people cannot do anything to 

reduce their risk of victimization, there is doubtless substantial 

individual variation in the extent to which they think that this is 

the case, If this belief covaried with their physical attributes it 

would serve as a psychological mechanism linking physical vulnera- 

bility and fear of crime. Whatever the mechanism, crime seems to be 

a persistent concern among women. In their sample of urban dwellers, 

Gordon, et. al. (1980) found that 48 percent of women reported 

"thinking about their safety" either "all of the time" or "most of the 

time." The comparable figure for men was 25 percent. 

The elderly also are often not very agile, and may more easily 


fall victim to vigorous young males. In addition, they may suffer 


physical disabilities or a general reduction in acuity which makes it 




difficult for them to evade attack or fend off those who would harass 


them (Singer, 1977). In the victim surveys, both female victims and 


those over 65 who were assaulted were less likely than their counter- 


parts to report taking any self-protective actions during the course 


of the incident (U.S. Department of Justice, 1977: Table 58). For 


both women and the elderly physical vulnerability is an instance of 


what Dussich (1976) has termed "passive vulnerability.'' Active vul- 


nerability, in his scheme, reflects opportunities for victimization 


that individuals create by their own lack of caution, inattention to 


their environment, or by their own aggressiveness, in provoking dis- 


putes. These include many offenses which Wolfgang (1957) dubbed 


"victim precipitated." Passive vulnerability, on the other hand, is 


due to the physical condition of individuals and recognition by poten- 


tial offenders that they can be exploited. Because those conditions 


usually cannot be altered, that potential for exploitation is an 


enduring feature of their lives, and it should not be surprising if 


it greatly affects their assessments of the risks of their environment 


and their subsequent accommodations to those potential risks. 


In addition to their openness to attack by vigorous young males, 

women and the elderly also may be more subject to the most extreme 

consequences of criminal assault, including physical injury and sexual 

violation. Fear can reflect anticipation of the consequences of 

attack. The elderly are more frail than the bulk of the population, 

and they may have special difficulty recovering from broken bones and 

other serious injuries. Conklin (1976 : 107) argues the elderly 

"...think they are less likely to survive an assault or a robbery 



without severe injury; the young may feel they can better take care 


of themselves in such situations." In fact, older victims face the 


prospect of never recovering at all in their lifetimes. One of our 


field interviewers talked to an elderly Black woman from Woodlawn in 


Chicago who had been victimized: 


She had had her purse snatched one time when she 

was walking on 67th Street and some young kids came 

by and grabbed her purse and knocked her down. She 

then told me that she had been layed up in the hos- 

pital for over two months because of that incident. 

Because when she fell, she had broken her hip. I 

noticed as she was walking that she was still walking 

with a limp. (Woodlawn fn 1251 - July, 1977) 

In addition, the limited social support offered many elderly 


persons magnifies the potential consequences of victimization. Many 


elderly persons--and especially women--live alone; this is the fastest 


changing demographic characteristic of the elderly population, and 


in older age categories it exceeds 50 percent of the population (c.f. 


Antunes, Cook, Cook, and Skogan, forthcoming). Many of them have 


no one to take care of them if they are injured, foreshadowing their 


perhaps permanent institutionalization if the worst should befall them. 


While as a group women are more vigorous than the elderly, they 


still can be physically pummelled more easily than their male counter- 


parts. Victimization surveys indicate that women are slightly more 


likely than men to report being injured in the course of both robber- 


ies and (non-sexual) assaults (U.S. Department of Justice, 1977: 


Table 61). In addition, sexual assaults very often involve further 




physical injury. Hindelang et. al. (1978) report that proportion- 


ately more rape victims were otherwise injured (48 percent) than 


those involved in any other type of personal attack. 


In attempting to account for high levels of fear among women, 


Mger and Gordon (1979) stress the important role of threat of sexual 


assault. That special concern accompanies the potential for injury 


or death and the routine indignities attendant to every robbery or 


violent personal encounter. Empirically that risk is significant. 


If we sum together police figures on female homicide victims and 


victimization survey counts of female victims of rape, robbery, assault, 


and purse snatching, it appears that for the United States as a whole 


rapes and rape-murders account for about 5.5 percent of those vio- 


lent encounters. This is certainly a large enough figure to justify 


concern, and when the seriousness of these crimes is taken into account 


their frequency becomes even more troublesome. Wolfgang's recent 


research indicates that the general public rates rape second only to 


murder in terms of the seriousness of crime. In violent encounters, 


women have more to lose. 


In this chapter and the following we use sex and age (often mea-

sured as being under or over fifty) as our primary indicators of the 

~hysical vulnerability of our respondents. If we had measures of the 

height, weight, and vigor of our respondents they would have been 

useful as well. 

The second aspect of the concept of vulnerability is its social- 


dimension. People are socially vulnerable to crime when they are 


frequently exposed to the threat of victimization because of who they 


are and when the social and economic consequences of victimization 




weigh more heavily upon them. We measure social vulnerability by 


the actual risks faced by population groups, and by their resources 


for dealing with the consequences of crime. 


Among major population groups, the risk of victimization by 

violent crime is disproportionately born by Blacks and the poor. On 

a nation-wide basis rape and robbery rates for Blacks are about 2-

112 times the comparable figures for whites, while people in the 

lowest income category reported rates for those crimes which were 

three times those for people in the upper reaches of the income dis- 

tribution (U. S. Department of Justice, 1977 : Tables 56 and 12). 

This doubtless reflects the way in which the social and economic 

system determines where people live, work, and play. In the main, 

Blacks and poor people of all races live in greater propinquity to 

places where criminals live and do their work (crime being an extra- 

ordinarily close-to-home vocation). This is reflected in the plight 

of the Black middle class, which suffers substantially higher rates 

of victimization than their white counterparts, in part because they 

cannot so easily shift their place of residence to safer parts of 

the metropolitan area. In American czties, Blacks and the poor are 

more likely to be bound to the less desirable inner zones of the com- 

munity, where crime rates are always high regardless of what peoples 

happen to be inhabiting them (c.f. Shaw and McKay, 1942). 

Race and income also are related to the resources and facilities 

which may be available to help individuals deal with the consequences 

of victimization. In part this is a direct function of income, for 

people with little money simply cannot easily afford to replace stolen 

items or repair damage to their property, They also may find that 



time lost from work as a result of efforts to restore their equili- 


brium in the aftermath of victimization directly affects their pocket- 


book. Private insurance does not help them much, for they are among 


the least likely to be insured. Finally, survey measures of percep-


tions of the efficiency and efficacy of public services, including 


the police, indicate that Blacks and the poor are less satisfied than 


their counterparts with those services (Skogan, 1979b; 1975). 


In this chapter we use race (combining Asians and whites 


in one group, and Blacks and American Indians in another) and income 


(often measured as a family income of under or over $10,000) to repre- 


sent our respondents' social vulnerability to crime. Like Hindelang 


et. al. (1978), Baumer (1979b), and others, we interpret these primarily 


as surrogates for area of residence, reflecting patterns of racial 


and economic segregation which confine Blacks and the poor in less 


desirable and higher-risk areas of the city. 


Vulnerability and Fear of Crime 


Age, race, sex, and income are among the most consistent 

correlates of all measures of fear of crime, reflecting (we argue) 

the underlying dimensions of physical and social vulnerability to crime. 

In rough order of the strength of those correlations, females are more 

fearful than males, older persons are more fearful than young people, 

Blacks are more fearful than wlites, and poor people are more fearful 

than the relatively well-to-do. Further, these effects ate generally 

linear and additive; fear "accumulates" among successively more vul- 

nerable groups, but without significant interaction effects. Thus 

simple multiple regression can adequately capture their independent 



significance and cumulative importance as predictors of fear of crime. 


A simple portrait of the relationship between these personal 


attributes and our measures of fear of crime is presented in 


Table 5-1. It reports the proportion in each group who indicated 


that they felt "very unsafe" if alone on the streets of their neighbor- 


hood at night. It also reports the correlation (Tau-c, the appro- 


priate nonparametric measure of association for these data) between 


each indicator and the complete four-point scale measuring fear. 


-I----------------------------


Table 5-1 goes about here 


As Table 5-1 indicates, the strongest bivariate correlation 


between these measures of personal vulnerability and fear is that 


for sex. Women were almost 3 1/2 times as likely as males to place 


themselves in the "very unsafe" category. Age was related to fear in 


slightly curvilinear fashion, but the effect was not significant enough 


to lead us to take this into account in our statistical analyses. 


Below the 50-to-59 categoxy fear levels generally rose slowly with 


age, discounting the slight "jump" in fear in the under-twenty group 


(who were few in number in this survey). There was a substantial 


discontinuity between those below fifty years of age and those just 


older than them, and a similar doubling in the proportion in the highest 


fear category when we compare those in their fifties to those over 


sixty. Categories of family income also evidenced a bit of curvi-


linearity in their relationship with fear, but again not significantly 




TABLE 5-1 


FEAR OF CRIME FOR MAJOR POPULATION GROUPS 


Correlation with 
Demographic Percent Fear Measure 
Group "Very Unsaf e" (N) (Tau-c) 

SEX 

Males 


Females 


AGE 

18-20 


21-26 


27-32 


33-39 


40-49 


50-59 


60 plus 


FAMILY INCOME 

Under $6,000 


$6-10,000 17.0 


$10-15,000 10.2 


$15-20,000 6.5 


$20-25,000 7.0 


$25,000 plus 10.9 


RACE 


Whites 12.6 


Blacks 20.1 


NOTE: Correlations based on full four-point fear measure 


SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 




so. In general, fear levels decrease steadily with increasing family 


income, discounting a slight upturn in fear among those reporting 


incomes of more than $25,000 a year. Finally, Blacks were about 


1 1/2 times as likely as whites to place themselves in the most fear- 


ful category. 


One feature of these measures is that, in the main, the two 


dimensions of vulnerability are independent. Race, for example, is 


virtually uncorrelated with sex. The data do reflect the major fea- 


tures of the American social system, and in these cities women and 


Blacks report lower incomes, and women and whites live longer. How-


ever, none of the indicators are so substantially intercorrelated 


that the bivariate relationships suggested in Table 5-1 are confounded 


by that colinearity. 


In addition to being uncorrelated, there also was no interaction 

between these measures that affected their relationship to fear. In 

an analysis of variance all of the main effects (the four indicators) 

but none of their potential interaction terms was a significant pre- 

dictor of fear. This indicates that the fear levels of particular 

groups can best be described by their main components, and that there 

is no "additionale' effect of being more vulnerable on two or three 

dimensions at the same time. For example, older women are simply as 

fearful as their sex and age, taken separately, would lead us to pre- 

dict. The linear and additive character of the data enables us to 

generate estimates like those given in Table 5-2 of the cumulative 

effect of age, race, sex, and income on fear of crime. 



.................................... 


Table 5-2 goes about here 


Table 5-2 presents estimates of the average fear of crime scores 


for each of sixteen population groups defined by the four indicators. 


Fear of crime was lowest in the young white male moderate-income 


group (they had a mean score of 1.63 on the one-to-four scale), and 


highest among older Black female poor respondents (with,a mean score 


of 3.28, double the bottom figure). 


Careful inspection of the figures reported in Table 5-2 reveals 


that, while each "increment of vulnerability" characterizing a popu-


lation group contributes to its average level of fear, some of those 


attributes count more heavily than do others. Numerically, the great- 


est difference between any two groups can be laid to age; those under 


fifty were on the average (controlling for all the other factors) 


.09 units below the overall population mean for these three cities 


(which was 2.14). Those fifty and older were .57 units above that 


figure. The impact of advancing age on fear is so strong that, of 


these sixteen population subgroups all but one of the top half include 


persons in their fifties or older. Only white males in the higher- 


income group scored in the less fearful half of the population even 


though they were older. Closely following age were gender differences, 


with an overall distance of .46 scale units separating the two sexes. 


The four most fearful groups in our three cities were composed of 


women of all races and income categories. Then followed groups whom 
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FEAR OF CRIME AHONG DETAILED POPULATION SWGROVPS 

Demographic Indicators of: 
Estimatedphysical  Vulnerability Social  Vulnerabil i ty Average 

Age Sex Race Income Pear Score-

older female black poor 3-28  

older female black moderate 3.07 

o lder  . female white poor 3.02 

older  female white moderate 2.8% 

older  male black poor 

younger .. female black poor 

o lder  male black moderate 

ofder 'inale white poor 

younger female black moderate 

younger female w h i t e  poor 

older  male white moderate 

younger female whfte moderate 

younger male black poor 

younger male black moderate 

younger male white poor 

younger male white moderate 

Population Average 2-14  

SOURCE: 	 Computed from combined city-wide surveys. Estimates based on 
multiple regression using dichotomou~independent var iables .  
The "poor" were those reporting incomes under 510,000 ; "older" 
persons were those fifty and above. 



we argue were socially rather than physically vulnerable. Blacks 


were .26 units above whites on the fear scale, and those with 


low family incomes were .21 units above the well-to-do. The most 


fearful group were older, Black, poor,women, of whom 64 percent felt 


11very unsafe" in their neighborhood at night. 

These data argue for the relative primacy of physical over social 

forms of vulnerability. The indicators are so independent of one 

another that simple multiple regression can be used to gauge their 

relative impact. The two measures of physical vulnerability were al- 

most 2 1/2 times as important for statistically explaining fear as 

were our two measures of social vulnerability. Together the four 

measures explained 20 percent of the variance (R = .45) in fear of 

crime. 

The Paradox: Vulnerability, Victimization and Fear. 


In this chapter we have discussed in detail the concept of vulner- 


ability to personal crime. We argued that there are two aspects of 


vulnerability, one physical and the other social. The former concerns 


openness to attack, powerlessness to resist, and exposure to signifi- 


cant physical and emotional consequences if attacked. Social vulnera- 


bility involves daily exposure to the threat of victimization and 


limited means for coping with the medical and economic consequences 


of victimization. 


We have seen that fear of crime is strongly related to each dimen-


sion of personal vulnerability. These relationships are among the 


most consistent empirical findings of survey research on crime. From 




place-to-place and from time-to-time throughout the 1 9 7 0 ~ ~  
persons 


in more vulnerable categories have reported higher levels of fear. 


It should be apparent, therefore, that the findings of this chap- 


ter and the one preceding it present us with somewhat of a paradox, 


Among our indicators, those reflecting physical vulnerability were 


by far the strong correlates of fear. On the other hand, those indi- 


cators also were the most consistent correlates of low rates of vic- 


timization. Across all major crime categories, women and the elderly 


were less likely than their counterparts to report being victimized. 


This too is one of the most consistent empirical findings of well- 


conducted victimization surveys. Within each group, the relationship 


between victimization and fear is consistent with our earlier findings; 


when they are victimized women and the elderly are more 


frightened as a consequence. However, many fewer of them have exper- 


iences of that sort to report. 


Among other things, this has raised the question of whether the 

fears of many in these "objectively low risk" groups are indeed irrational. 

It might be argued that they reflect cancerns of a symbolic or emotive 

nature, rather than concrete probabilities. However, we saw in Chapter 

Three that fear of crime is at least independent of other common measures 

of distrust or suspicion, and the same can be said among women and the 

elderly as groups. Further, as we shall see in Chapters Eleven and 

Twelve, we are not sure that low rates of victimization and low risk 

of attack necessarily go together. We shall demonstrate that phsyical 

vulnerability is strongly related to the frequency with which people 

adopt protective tactics which limit their exposure to risk and reduce 



their chances of being victimized. These behavioral adaptations to 


crime thus may explain the high-vulnerability/low-victimization status 


of certain groups. The fears of those in this category stem not from 


direct experience or statistical expectations, but rather from what 


could happen to them and the potential consequences of criminal attack. 




SECTION I1 

I n  t h i s  Section w e  examine the influence of community-related 

f ac to r s  upon fear .  I n  Chapter Six w e  f i r s t  explore the ex ten t  t o  

which people a r e  plagued by problems with major crimes, then we 

turn t o  more ind i rec t  s igns  t h a t  a community is troubled. There 

we examine such neighborhood conditions as building abandonment, 

teenage trouble-making, drug use, and vandalism. Finally,  we  d e t a i l  

the degree of community integrat ion o r  cohesion tha t  character izes  

our respondents and the  neighborhoods i n  which they l i ve .  After 

describing these fac tors  i n  some d e t a i l ,  we tu rn  i n  Chapter Seven 

t o  t h e i r  impact upon fear. 



CHAPTER SIX 

NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS 


Introduction 


We have seen in the previous section how individu'al experiences 


with victimization and vulnerability to crime powerfully affect fear. 


Now we turn to the influence of environmental conditions on fear and the 


effects of the linkages between people and their surrounding community. 


An important component of any analysis of how people understand and 


attempt to deal with crime must be their assessment of the risks 


which surround them. Neighborhoods are important if for no other 


reason than that they circumscribe people's lifespace for a signifi-


cant fraction of the non-working day. Events and conditions there 


should have an important effect on our daily behavior. In addition, 


there are a variety of factors that tie one's personal fate to that 


of their local community. People who own their home or have children 


enrolled in a local school, or enjoy relatives or close friends in the 


vicinity, share more than a passing interest in neighborhood condi- 


tions regardless of their personal experiences or sense of vulnerabil- 


ity to crime. The more closely their fate is tied to the community 


the more sensitive they may be to local conditions, and the more 


likely they may be to respond actively to them as individuals or in 


concert with others. Finally, neighborhoods form an important locus 


for action. Crime problems of the type we are considering here share 


the important attribute that they happen in a place; these victimiza-


tions and related conditions have a location. Strategies for dealing 


with them have an important locational, or "turf-based'' component. 




Their perceptions of how much of a problem crime and disorder is in 


their area, as well as their commitment to it, should play an impor- 


tant role in determining what people think and do about the problem. 


In this chapter we examine three important dimensions along 


which neighborhoods vary considerably and across which there are 


substantial differences among urban dwellers. These are crime, dis- 


order, and integration. The first two are crime-related conditions, 


while the third is a neighborhood factor which plays an important 


role in theories of criminogenesis. 


We examine here neighborhood problems with crimes like burglary, 


assault, rape, and personal theft. This chapter also investigates 


the extent of what we call "signs of disorder," including building 


abandonment, drug use, teenage impropriety, and vandalism. The 


neighborhoods which were surveyed varied in the degree to which these 


events and conditions were problems there, and these neighborhood 


factors were systematically related to the personal characteristics 


of our respondents as well. In later chapters we examine the role 


that these crime-related factors play in generating fear and shaping 


individual reactions to crime. 


The third of our neighborhood factors, integration, is in theory 


intimately linked to the extent of crime and disorder problems. Two 


measures of integration will be employed here, one gauging the extent 


of residential ties among our respondents and the other their social 


ties. Our data confirm the strong negative relation between integra- 


tion and disorganization. We also found that the extent to which 


persons are socially and residentially tied to their community plays 




an imbor tant  r o l e  i n  shaping t h e  flow of information about neighbor- 

hood crime, and i n  f a c i l i t a t i n g  e f f o r t s  t o  prevent v i c t i m i z a t i o n  and 

reduce t h e  crime r a t e .  

- .- - .  . - - - - .  
- .  ~ x t e n iof- Crime Problems ------ --- .-- . -

Many o lde r  r es iden t s  i n  our study communities expressed a great  

dea l  of n o s t a l g i a  f o r  "the good old days," and doubt about t h e  f u t u r e .  

One Black man i n  h i s  s i x t i e s  r eca l l ed  h i s  ve r s ion  of t h e  p a s t  i n  

Woodlawn: 

H e  s a i d  he  had l i v e d  i n  Woodlawn f o r  a long t i m e ,  

t h a t  he had l i v e d  i n  Woodlawn when the re  were 

gangs and when he considered it: (as  he  c a l l e d  i t )  

"a real p r e t t y  l i t t l e  paradise." He  s a i d  h e  re-

membered a time when everybody could walk t h e  

streets without t h e i r  being assau l t ed  o r  mugged o r  

anything l i k e  tha t .  That the  neighborhood was we l l  

kept .  That the re  wasn't  any w r i t i n g  on the w a l l s  

and garbage i n  t h e  s t r e e t s .  You know, t h e r e  wasn't  

no abandoned buildings.  He  s a i d  t h a t  Woodlawn 

r e a l l y  looked l i k e  a n i c e  a r e a  before  t h a t  t i m e .  

(Woodlawn f n  1252 - Ju ly ,  1977) 

Our surveys a l s o  indicated  t h a t  t h e r e  was a s u b s t a n t i a l  degree 

of pessimism about neighborhood condi t ions  among r e s i d e n t s  of our 

th ree  c i t i e s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  those i n  Chicago and Phi ladelphia .  I n  o r d e r  

t o  gauge t h e i r  perceptions of genera l  neighborhood t rends ,  we asked 

each of-our.respondents:  



Would you say t h a t  your neighborhood has changed 

f o r  the  b e t t e r ,  o r  f o r  t h e  worse, i n  the  p a s t  

couple of years,  o r  has i t  s tayed about the  same? 

Overal l ,  about ha l f  of them indicated  t h a t  th ings  had s t ayed  t h e  s a m e  

during t h a t  period,  and the remainder s p l i t  (27 percent  t o  2 1  per-

cent)  i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of th ings  "get t ing  worse." Dif ferences  among 

t h e  ci t ies  i n  t h i s  regard were q u i t e  s i g n i f i c a n t ,  however. By f a r  

the  most o p t i m i s t i c  were r e s i d e n t s  of San Francisco, where only 20 

percent  thought t h a t  th ings  had go t t en  worse; i n  Chicago t h a t  f i g u r e  

stood at 31 percent ,  with Philadelphians not  f a r  behind. Thus n e a r l y  

one-third of a l l  Chicagoans thought t h a t  th ings  around them had been 

g e t t i n g  worse, while only 19 percent  thought t h a t  they had improved 

t o  any degree. 

In  l f g h t  of t h i s ,  we  were not  su rpr i sed  t o  f ind  t h a t  f o r  some 

r e s i d e n t s  of these c i t i e s  crime c o n s t i t u t e d  a se r ious  neighborhood 

problem. In  order  t o  assess  l o c a l  crime condi t ions  we asked each 

respondent how much of a "problem" var ious  kinds of crime were i n  

t h e i r  neighborhood. The crimes were burglary ,  personal  t h e f t ,  s t r a n g e r  

a s s a u l t ,  and rape. I n  each case  they were asked i f  the  k ind of crime 

described w a s  "a b ig  problem,'' "some problem," o r  "almost no prob- 

lem."  In  a l l ,  a t  most 25 percent  of our respondents ind ica ted  t h a t  

some type of crime was a b ig  problem f o r  people i n  t h e i r  neighborhood, 

but  the  three-c i ty  averages were a l l  below 20 percent.  Nineteen per- 

cent  reported t h a t  burglary w a s  a b i g  l o c a l  problem and 18 percent  

f e l t  the same about personal  t h e f t ,  whi le  f o r  s t r anger  a s s a u l t  t h e  

f i g u r e  was only 8 percent  and f o r  rape 6 percent .  City-by-city t o t a l s  



are given in Table 6-1. 


Table 6-1 goes about here 


................................ 


While the figures given here are high, they do not suggest that 

residents of these cities were incapacitated by concern about crime. 

For most of them crime was not a serious neighborhood problem. Be-

cause crime problems tend to cluster geographically (as we shall see 

in detail below), there is a great deal of overlap in these responses, 

and 70 percent of our respondents reported that none of them con- 

stituted a source of serious concern in their immediate area. 

Rankings of neighborhood problems were not even in the most 

general accord with the distribution of victimization in these cities. 

Burglary was greatly underrepresented in the universe of neighbor- 

hood problems. Based upon official reports, the burglary rate was 

seven times the robbery rate in these cities, while it was eleven 

times the assault rate and sixty-nine times the rape rate. By that 

measure all of these personal crimes (and especially robbery) were 

overrepresented as problems, or burglary was massively undervalued. 

In either case, the mix of neighborhood problems as seen by residents 

overemphasizes personal crimes--and especially personal thef t--and 

thus "tilts the scale" in the direction of more fear-provoking inci- 

dents. This suggests that people's "problem" rankings took into 

account elements other than the frequency of crime, and included esti- 

mates of the seriousness of incidents, or their potential consequences, 

as well as risk. 



TABLE 6-1 

C R W  AS A PROBLEM I N  THE NEIGHBORHOOD, 


BY TYPE OF CRIME AND CITY 


Percent  Responding A "Bfg Problem" 

Personal  St ranger  
City Burglary Theft  Assaul t  Rape (N 

Chicago 2 0 25 10 7 (390) 

San Francisco 20 17 8 6 (446) 

Phi ladelphia  16 14 6 5 ( 424 )  

(Sigf .  of 
Differences (053)  ( .01+) ( 8  27) ( 0 57) 

Average 19 18 8 6 (1260) 

NOTE: Number of cases  v a r i e s  s l i g h t l y  from crime t o  crime; averages  a r e  given here. 

SOURCE: Computed from city-wide surveys. 



-- 

I n  add i t ion ,  w e  cannot discount our respondent 's concern about 

the  impact of crime upon o t h e r s  s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  t h e i r  l i v e s  when they 

assessed  neighborhood condit ions.  There is  some evidence about t h e  

magnitude of people 's  concern f o r  the  s a f e t y  of r e l a t i v e s .  I n  a 
. .-. 

study of lack and white mothers i n  Phi ladelphia  Savi tz  and L a l l i  

(1977) found t h a t  many were more worried about t h e i r  c h i l d r e n ' s  

s a f e t y  than they were about t h e i r  own. Springer (1974) found that  

policemen i n  S e a t t l e  were f e a r f u l  of t h e i r  wives using a c e r t a i n  p a r k  

t h a t  they thought t o  be s a f e  enough f o r  most people. By extension w e  

could surmise t h a t  people take i n t o  account t h e  experiences of f r i e n d s  . 

and neighbors when they assess condi t ions  i n  t h e i r  immediate v i c i n i t y .  

W e  s h a l l  s e e  i n  l a t e r  chapters  t h a t  r e p o r t s  of crime cond i t ions  are 

r e l a t e d  t o  such th ings  as the  ex ten t  of personal  contact  w i t h  crime 

vic t ims,  and t h a t  contact  con t r ibu tes  t o  f e a r .  

The f i g u r e s  reported i n  Table 6-1 a l s o  a r e  not  i n  accord  with 

t h e  genera l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of crime ac ross  these  th ree  c i t i e s .  The 

d i s t i n c t i v e l y  h igh rates of v ic t imiza t ion  f o r  personal  t h e f t ,  s t r a n g e r  

a s s a u l t ,  and rape we found i n  San Francisco were not w e l l  represented 

i n  t h e  d a t a  on neighborhood problems. The most notable  discrepancy 

w a s  the high ranking t h a t  Chicagoans gave t o  robbery and p u r s e  

snatching, d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  both  t h e  v ic t imiza t ion  surveys and 

t h e  Uniform C r i m e  Report placed them below San Francisco i n  that  

regard, More c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of t h e  propor t ions  i n  Table 6-1, however, 

i s  the  genera l  l a c k  of d i f fe rence  between t h e  c i t i e s  f o r  t h e  bulk of 

t h e  crimes. This i s  i n  accord wi th  t h e  na tu re  of crime, wh ich  i n  

l a r g e  p laces  l i k e  these  tends t o  be a neighborhood r a t h e r  than  city-wide 



phenomenon. As we noted, crimes tend to "go together'' in space, 


clustering jointly with various well-known social and economic as- 


pects of community areas. (This is the foundation, of course, of at 


least one l'school" of Sociology.) As a result, for cities of vaguely 


similar size there generally is more variation in crime rates (and 


presumably "crime problems") within them than between them. This 


has important consequences for our analysis, for to the extent to 


which neighborhood conditions have important consequences for how 


people* perceive and respond to crime they should serve to obliterate 


inter-city differences* in these phenomena. While victimization rates 


vary in frequency to some degree from city to city, the character- 


istic crime problems facing our respondents on a day-to-day basis do 


not, which should weaken any expectations for strong inter-city 


differences in reactions to crime. 


Table 6-2 documents the consistency with which problems with 

crime plague some neighborhoods, while leaving others relatively un- 

scathed. While there were few substantial differences between cities 

in the extent to which these crimes were of concern, differences 

between our study neighborhoods there were large and consistent in 

this regard. For Table 6-2 we have catalogued each of our neighbor- 

hoods in terms of the proportion of residents there who reported that 

crimes of various types were "big problems." The upper half of the 

matrix in this Table presents correlations between these proportions. 

All were strong, indicating a tendency for crime problems to cluster 

in certain areas. Not unexpectedly, the weakest correlations are 

between burglary and personal crimes; burglary problems were common in 



RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CRIME PROBLEMS AT THE 


INDIVIDUAL AND NEIGHBORHOOD LEVEL 


Above Diagonal Neighborhood-Level Cor re la t ions  

Personal  Stranger 
Burglary Theft Assault Rape 

I 
rl 
cd Burglary
1 
a 

d m 
? l= 

Personal  
H 
s u a Thef t  
rl Q)
cd' 

4 

k ' s t r a n g e rg u 

~.lrl Assaul t  
Cl aJ* 
3 


T'Q) Rape 
a 


NOTE: 	Number of cases  above diagonal  w a s  ten,  the  number of neighborhood 
surveys. Neighborhood scores  were percentages i n d i c a t i n g  crime 
was a "big problem." Those scores  were based upon responses by 
200 t o  450 r e s i d e n t s  i n  each area .  Number of cases below diagonal  
w a s  approximately 1200, t h e  number of respondents t o  our city-
wide surveys. All c o r r e l a t i o n s  are Pearson's  r. 



-- 

our most middle-class community, where personal t he f t  and assau l t s  by 


s t rangers  were much more rare. The strong, posi t ive  cor re la t ions  i n  


Table 6-2.- a r e  indicat ive of the  subs tan t ia l  s p a t i a l  c lus te r ing  of t he  


incidence of crime and crime problems, and suggest t ha t  t h e  labe ls  


"bad places" and "good places" can f a i r l y  describe neighborhoods. 

. - - --

Not unexpectedly, crime problems were re f lec ted  i n  our r-essaondentls . --

ra t ings  of neighborhood conditions: t he  average cor re la t ion  (gamma) 

between perceptions of crime problems and repor t s  tha t  t he  neighborhood 

was "get t ing worse1' was -25.  

The correla t ions  t o  the  l e f t  and below t h e  the diagonal i n  Table 
-

6-2 a r e  based upon responses by about 1200 individuals i n  our city-wide 
A m - -

surveys t o  the  same set of questions. They pa ra l l e l  the  c i ty- level  

findings, indicat ing a strong tendency f o r  individuals who think t h a t  

one type of crime is a serious problem (or  not)  i n  t h e i r  a r e a  t o  repor t  

the same f o r  t he  remainder. Those cor re la t ions  averaged .35, which 

is  q u i t e  subs tan t ia l  f o r  such perceptual indicators.  It ind ica tes  

tha t  there  is a great  deal  of s t a b i l i t y  i n  r a t i ngs  of l o c a l  conditions 

across the  domain of "crime." The reports  of individuals analyzed a t  

that  l e v e l  a r e  l e s s  t i g h t l y  i n t e r r e l a t ed  than perceptions aggregated 

a t  the  neighborhood l e v e l  precisely  because crime and crime problems 

c lus te r  t i g h t l y  with other  soc i a l  and economic cha rac t e r i s t i c s  of 

small geographical areas. While city-wide survey samples produce 

data from heterogeneous and broadly representat ive populations, neigh- 

borhood s tud ies  gather information from people who share a grea t  dea l  
_ _ __ . 

i n  common across a broad range of personal, .-a t t i t u d h a l ,  and-

experient ia l  factors .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  when we aggregate t h e i r  responses 


to  questions about a re la ted  perceptual domain they a r e  much more 




l i k e l y  t o  be homogeneous i n  t h e i r  rep l ies .  A t  the c i t y  l eve l ,  a s  

i n  Table 6-1, we a r e  aggregating the opinions of very d iverse  peoples, 

and thus  should expect smaller dffferences and much less consistency 

i n  ra t ings .  

The strong tendency even fo r  individuals drawn from t h e  general 

population t o  share consistent perceptions of conditions i n  t he i r  

neighborhood indicates  tha t  w e  can useful ly  combine those ra t ings  i n t o  

an omnibus scoring of the extent  t o  which crime cons t i tu tes  a problem 

i n  each of t h e i r  immediate environments. A f ac to r  ana lys i s  of the 

four  r a t i ngs  of neighborhood conditions indicated t h a t  they were 

unidimensional, and when added together they formed a measure with a 

r e l i a b i l i t y  (Cronbach's Alpha) of .67. The average score on that 

measure was 6, placing the average person exact ly  between "almost 

no problem" and "some problem" with respect  t o  crime i n  t h e i r  v i c in i ty .  

The mult ivar ia te  s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses of the  impact of t h e s e  conditions 

presented i n  the  following chapters w i l l  use t h i s  s ing le  r a t i n g  score 

t o  represent a l l  four types of crime problems. 

While these ra t ings  of community crime conditions are perceptual--

they r e f l e c t  our respondent's readings of the  extent and personal 

s ignif icance of l oca l  crime--there is some evidence that  w e  can use 

them a s  general indicators  of t he  "objective" d i s t r i bu t ion  of  crime, 

A s  w e  noted i n  Chapter One, w e  conducted a Chicago metropolitan area 

survey i n  mid-1979 which included many of the  questions used in our 

three-city study, and which sampled res idents  using the s a m e  techniques. 

I n  t h a t  survey we were able  t o  es tab l i sh  the  place of residence of 

each respondent. For Chicago res idents ,  w e  iden t i f ied  the community 



area in which they lived. There are 76 such areas in the city, and 


each exhibits a great deal of social and economic homogeneity. We 


use those areas here as "neighborhoods," although of course they are 


- - implied- --- teG. ~o=-_eachdrea-larger in scope than is .ordinarily- - .- - - --- - by-the - - .- --..-


we secured offical crime reports and up-to-date population estimates, 


and calculated the crime rate (per 100,000) for each of our respondent's 


localities, Although they certainly do not reflect the "true" rate 


of victimization in these neighborhoods, these figures give us an 


independent rating of the extent to which crime was a serious problem 


in each community, one which we can compare to our respondent's 


assessments. 


That comparison is reported in Table 6-3. It indicates the 

average area robbery, assault, and'burglary rate for each respondent, 

contrasting neighborhood conditions for these crimes as a "big 

problem," "some problem" or "almost no problem." 

Table 6-3 goes about here 

- Y - - C - I U _ _ _ Y Y I _ I - _ _ _ _ - - - - - - - -

Ratings of neighborhood conditions paralleled official crime counts for 


the area. Differences in average crime rates were largest for robbery; 


those who ranked predatory street crime a "big problem" lived in 


community areas where the official robbery rate was half again that 


for the city as a whole, and almost twice as high as it was for those 


who rated robbery "almost no problem." The relation between assessments 


of assault problems and the official aggravated assault rate was almost 


as dramatic. Differences in the burglary rate were consistently related 


to ratings of burglary conditions, but they were less extreme, 




- -  - 

OFFICIAL LOCAL CRIME RATES AND RATINGS OF NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME 

PROBLEMS, FOR CHICAGO RESIDENTS 

Type of Crime 

Extent t o  Which Average Off ic ia l  Crime Rate per 100,000 Persons 
Rated a Problem -- ---.-.-.-- i n  the Community Area - -

by Residents of the -.--- -- -
Community Area Robbery Aggravated Assault B u rglary 

Almost NO Problem 	 397 (405) 268 (498) 1058 (368) 

Some Problem 	 534 (235) 385 (160) 1123 (276) 

Big Problem 

Total 	 485 (-7531 319 (747) 1101 (752) 

NOTE: 	 Differences in crime ra t e s  across ra t ings  of problems a l l  

s igni f icant  (p (. 01). 

Number of cases is given i n  parentheses. 


SOURCE: 	 C r i m e  counts from the Chicago Police Department (see 

Maxfield, 1979) . 

Population figures f o r  calculating r a t e s  from the Chicago 

Department of Planning. 

Computed from Metropolitan area survey, central-city 

sample only. 




There was some dispersion around these means. Correlations 

(Pearson's r )  between crime assessments and crime r a t e s  w e r e  substan-

t i a l  and pers i s ten t ,  however. Among c i t y  res idents ,  the  cor re la t ion  

between t h e i r  ra t ing  of assau l t  problems and the o f f i c i a l  a s sau l t  r a t e  

for t h e i r  community area was +.29; f o r  robbery the  cor re la t ion  was 

+.21, and f o r  burglary +.lo, These re la t ionsh ips  were q u i t e  independent 

of whom our respondents were. Controlling f o r  age, sex, race,  and 

income affected those correla t ions  hardly a t  al l--  they sank an average 

of only .04. While these indicators  of vulnerabi l i ty  a l l  w e r e  r e l a t ed  

t o  how much of a problem crime presented our informants, t h e  e f f e c t s  

of vu lnerab i l i ty  were independent of t he  connection between our survey 

measure and o f f i c i a l  crime rates .  

A l l  of t h i s  is evidence of the  v a l i d i t y  of t h i s  crime problems 

measure a s  an indicator  of ac tua l  neighborhood conditions. Like 

~ c ~ h e r s o n ' s(1978) survey of Minneapolis, these data i nd ica t e  t h a t  
--.a -

- . - . assessments of conditions around them can be used a s  a 

useful  "stand-in" measure of t he  incidence of crime, a t  least as 

recorded by the  police. Robbery, a s sau l t ,  and burglary w e r e  ranked 

a s  a concern where independent measures of t h e i r  incidence indicated 

they were more frequent. On t he  average, respondents i n  t h i s  p a r a l l e l  

survey who indicated t h a t  a crime was a "big problem" l i ved  i n  places  

where the pol ice  came to  the same conclusion. 

c i t i zens '  

The Dist r ibut ion of the  Burden of C r i m e  

When w e  examine how individuals r a t e  t h e i r  immediate environment, 

t h e  resu l t s  resemble only i n  p a r t  t he  p r o f i l e  of soc ia l  and economic 



f ac to r s  we  drew t o  describe victimization. The poor a r e  by f a r  more 
B 


l i k e l y  than those i n  middle o r  upper-income categories t o  report  l i v i n g  

i n  a r eas  haunted by problems with robbery, purse snatching, and 

a s sau l t i ve  violence. While 31 percent of those i n  the lowest income 

category reported tha t  robbery was a big problem i n  t he i r  loca le ,  and 

16 percent t h a t  assau l t  by strangers was of s imilar  concern, for  those 

at  the top of the  f inanc ia l  ladder those proportions stood a t  17 and 
I 

6, respectively.  Only burglary reputedly w a s  a problem i n  areas  i n  

these t h ree  c i t i e s  where upper-income people lived. The same curve 

described the  d i s t r ibu t ion  of neighborhood problems with burglary t h a t  

we saw i n  r e l a t i on  t o  the d i s t r i bu t ion  of victimization i t s e l f :  those 

problems w e r e  l e a s t  common f o r  those i n  the  $10,000 t o  $20,000 income 

group, and peaked a t  v i r t ua l ly  an iden t i ca l  l e v e l  among those a t  the 

top and bottom of the  scale. 

I n  sharp contra& t o  the  higher l e v e l s  of vic t imizat ion and 

neighborhood problems reported by the poor were the neighborhood 

descr ipt ions  rendered by younger people; while they were more l ikely 

than anyone t o  be victimized by every crime examlned here, it was 

older  adul t s  who were most l i k e l y  t o  report  t h a t  crime consti tuted 

an important problem i n  t h e i r  v i c in i ty .  In  the  case of personal t h e f t ,  

concern about neighborhood conditions rose s t ead i ly  with age,  peaking 

with almost 30 percent of those over 60 reporting tha t  robbery and 

purse snatching was a big problem i n  their area. The same age gradient 

described how people perceived d i f f i c u l t i e s  with assau l t ive  violence 

and sexual molestation, but not  burglary. I n  general, the  o lder  

people were, the  more l i k e l y  they were t o  expxess concern about personal 



- - 
-- 

crime, ranking it a major problem i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. 

T h e  re la t ionship between race and the  d i s t r ibu t ion  of t h e  burden of 

crime rang a famil iar  note: Black res idents  of these c i t i e s  were more 

l i ke ly  than whites t o  report  t h a t  ser ious  personal crimes plagued t h e i r  

community. menty-five percent of Blacks, but only 15 percent of whites, 

rated personal t h e f t  a "big problem" i n  t h e i r  area. Blacks were more 

l i k e l y  t o  perceive rape problems nearby a s  w e l l .  On t he  o the r  hand, 

Blacks- - - were only th ree  percentage points  more l i k e l y  t o  repor t  problems 

with burglary-but t h i s  re la t ionship became considerably s t ronger  when 

we control led f o r  the  e f f ec t s  of d i f f e r ing  income levels. 

F ina l ly ,  qu i t e  i n  opposition t o  t h e i r  personal r a t e s  of v i c r i d z a -

t ion,  women were more l i k e l y  than men t o  report  tha t  personal t h e f t  and 

assau l t  were ser ious  neighborhood problems. They also were more l i k e l y  

t o  share  t h a t  perception of rape problems, although the differences  

between the sexes were not l a rge  i n  t h i s  regard--2 percentage points. 
-

A l l  of t h i s  pa in ts  a p ic ture  which ----- -- looks not  l i k e  t he  d i s t r i bu t ion  

of victimization,  but l i k e  t h a t  of fear .  W e  indicated i n  Chapter Five 

tha t  fear l e v e l s  do not  accurately r e f l e c t  who reports  being a victim 

of what, and suggested tha t  women and the e lder ly  const i tuted two key 

components of t h i s  puzzle. Here we  f ind  t h a t  the  d i s t r i bu t ion  of 

perceived crime problems, which appear t o  r e f l e c t  such f ac to r s  a s  the  

potent ia l  consequences of vic t imizat ion a s  well  a s  the incidence of 

crime, does l i e  t o  t he  disadvantage of those groups. I n  Chapter 

Seven we s h a l l  see  how neighborhood conditions independently a f f e c t  

how people assess  t h e i r  r i sks .  

Finally, our da ta  on vict imizat ion ind ica te  the personal experience 



with  neighborhood crime s t rongly a f f e c t s  how people rate general  

condi t ions  there.  In our surveys we asked people "Has anyone ac tua l l y  

broken i n t o  your home i n  t he  past  two years?" Overall, 15 percent 

i nd i ca t ed  t h a t  someone had, and among those  who did 41 percent  indicated 

t h a t  burglary  was a "big problem" nearby (the contrast ing f igure  f o r  

nonvictims was 15  percent). When we c l a s s i f i e d  our study neighborhoods 

by t h e i r  burglary r a t e ,  based on t h i s  measure, t h e  l o c a l  incidence of  

burglary  w a s  very strongly r e l a t ed  t o  es t imates  by people t h e r e  of t h e  

magnitude of t he  problem. Figure 6-1 i l l u s t r a t e s  how the two covary. 

A high-burglary big-problem area ,  Wicker park i n  Chicago, Anchors t h e  

Figure 6-1 goes about here  

top  of t h e  char t ,  while t he  low-rate low-concern neighborhoods of Sunset  

i n  San Francisco and South Philadelphia f e l l  a t  t he  bottom. A t  both 

t h e  individual  and neighborhood l e v e l  our da ta  point  toward the  

incidence of t h e  burden of crime i t s e l f  (and t h e  concomitant d i f fus ion  

of t h a t  information among res iden ts  of t he  area)  a s  an important 

f o r ce  shaping perceptions of crime problems. 

Signs of Disorder 

In addi t ion t o  asking about t he  incidence of problems with major 

crimes, w e  a l s o  inquired i n  our surveys about t h e  extent  t o  which 

se lected f a c e t s  of t he  l o c a l  s o c i a l  order  seemed t o  be i n  disarray. 

By "the s o c i a l  order" w e  mean people's expectations about f i t  and 

proper condit ions and conduct, e spec i a l l y  i n  publ ic  and semi-public 

places. Improper conduct includes  boisterousness,  drunkenness and 
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FIGURE 6-1 

BURGLARY 1 VICTIMIZATION AND BURGLARY( AS A /  
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u n t i d i n e s s  as wel l  as proneness t o  v i o l e n t  o r  a c q u i s i t i v e  behavior. 
. .. 

_ @ ~ p l e  -- they areWhere t h e s e  s tandards  seem t o p & - ~ a - - d e c l i n e ~  --fee l  t h a t-- -- ...-- - - -.-

watching t h e  d i s i n t e g r a t i o n  of t h e  r u l e s  t h a t  ought t o  govern public 

l i f e .  Within urban neighborhoods people are var ious ly  successful  

i n  n e g o t i a t i n g  wi th  o ther  users  of t h e i r  common space a working set o f  

expec ta t ions  about how they should behave (Hunter, 1978).  They may 

d i f f e r  i n  t h e  l e v e l  a t  which those  expectat ions a r e  set and t h e  degree 

t o  which d i v e r s i t y  of behavior around these  guidel ines  i s  t o l e r a t e d ,  

b u t  everyone develops such norms and a p p l i e s  them a s  templates  t o  

gauge l o c a l  condit ions and events. I n  h i s  s tudy i n  Boston, Wilson 

(1968) c a l l e d  these  "standards of r i g h t  and seemly conduct,*' and 

repor ted  t h a t  d i s t r e s s  about t h e  f a i l u r e  of t h e  community t o  control  

v i o l a t i o n s  of those  standards w a s  widespread. H e  argued t h i s  was a 

major con t r ibu to r  t o  t h e  "sense of urban unease" which c r e p t  around 

us  i n  t h e  1960s. 

Based on our  f i e l d  inves t iga t ions  i n  t h r e e  c i t i e s  w e  chose  four 

p a r t i c u l a r  s ignpos t s  ind ica t ing  t h e  presumed h e a l t h  of t h e  s o c i a l  

order ,  i n  o rder  t o  gauge how it a f fec ted  r e s i d e n t ' s  percept ions  of 

crime. Over a decade ago Biderman et. al. (1967:16) argued t h a t  

people 's  major impressions about crime derived from" ... t h e  highly 

v i s i b l e  s i g n s  of what they regard as d i s o r d e r l y  and d i s r e p u t a b l e  

behavior i n  t h e i r  community." While few people wi tness  c r imes  or 

personal ly  experience i t ,  they a l l  a s s o c i a t e  danger from c r i m e  with 

se lec ted  a s p e c t s  of t h e  environment. They r e l y  upon t h e  presence o r  

absence of those  cues t o  warn them from dangerous loca les ;  the-environ- _ .  

-- mental cues serve as _what S-tinchcombe et. a l .  -(19ZS) dubbed "the signs 

of crime." 



- -- 

Those s igns  of crime--in our terminology potent ia l  ''problemsq8-- 

serve as ear ly  warning s ignals  of impending danger because people have 

learned t o  associate  them with things they fear.  For example, i n  our 

f i e l d  invest igat ions  we learned tha t  an abandoned building is a source 

of considerable d i s t r e s s  t o  res idents  of a community. People bel ieve 
- --. -

t ha t  tramps -. . w i l l- --.- . - - - -- - -- --- . -- A ---- - - - break-into @ty to escape the  cold and-sleep;. ...--.buildings .-

then "drug dealers" w i l l  ply t h e i r  t rade  i n  them, marketing among youths 

i n  t h e  area. Criminals of various s o r t s  a r e  thought t o  base t h e i r  

operations there,  making i t  dangerous even t o  walk near an abandoned 

s t ructure .  A t  the  very l e a s t  vandals w i l l  deface an empty building,  

and perhaps loo t  it. Finally,  abandoned buildings become t a r g e t s  f o r  

casual arson, and seem t o  have a high chance of being s e t  a f i r e .  This 

threatens neighboring homes a s  w e l l .  It may not take much abandonment 

t o  cons t i t u t e  a community problem. A study by the Department of Housing 

and Urban Development(l973) indicated t h a t  building abandonment becomes 

a ser ious  problem with regard t o  fu tu re  investment i n  a neighborhood 
-.. -- -- -- . . . - - - --- - .- -.- - --

-. - - -when between 3 and 6 percent of buildings. t h e r -  f a l l  empty. - -- A s  a r e s u l t ,  

empty buildings often become a focus f o r  neighborhood action.  One 

Wicker Park woman was describing l o c a l  events t o  a f i e l d  interviewer:  

She then began t o  t a l k  about buildings t h a t  had been 

abandoned. One w a s  condemned, the  o ther  was standing 

empty but not boarded up. It scared the  people i n  t he  

neighborhood. The kids  i n  t he  neighborhood were 

playing around it. It was r e a l l y  dangerous. They a l l  

got together and went t o  t he  precinct  captain about 

the  houses. One was to rn  down, ..and now they a r e  

-
-



- - - 
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t r y ing  t o  get  them t o  tear t h e  other  one down, 


(Wicker Park f n  0190-July, 1976) 


Unsupervised teenagers a l s o  a r e  seen a s  po ten t ia l  sources  of 

d i s rup t ion ,  harassment, and crime. R i f a i  (1976) repor ts  t h a t  in 

Port land a la rge  proportion of v ic t imizat ions  recal led by t h e  e lder ly  

involved non-physical, verbal  harassment by teenagers. In a study of 

11dangerous places," Riger and Gordon (1979a) asked respondents why 
-

. given ' fo rLthe  most f requent ly  

nominated places  (a l l eys  and parks) was t h a t  "kids hang ou t  there." 

Cer ta inly  they of ten seem t o  be "up t o  no good," and t h e  p o l i c e  f requent ly  

a r e  c a l l e d  t o  deal  with bands of teenagers congregating on s t r e e t  

corners,  i n  a l l e y  ways, o r  i n  f ron t  of shops and arcades. Rubenstein 

(1973) repor t s  t h a t  po l ice  l ikewise  sense t h a t  t rouble  may b e  brewing 

i n  such groups, but  t h a t  they are he lp less  t o  do more than encourage 

them t o  "move on. " 

A woman i n  South Philadelphia described problems with teenagers 

there:  

W e  had a meeting i n  t h e  evening and my son was supposed 

t o  come i n  l a t e r  and pick me up. I ca l led  him and t o l d  

him not  t o  go i n t o  t h e  p ro jec t ,  I asked him t o  p ick  m e  

up around t h e  corner. The k ids  harassed people--they 

were throwing things  out  of windows, The shooting of  t he  

policeman made people f e a r f u l  of being robbed, pos s ib ly - .  

being killed--the boys i n  Wilson Park ca r ry  knives and 

guns. The res iden ts  l i v e  i n  constant  fea r .  (South 

Philadelphia f n  141128, 26 October 1976). 

they were so;  t he  most frequent -reason-- - . . . . - - . . - - -



Three older  Black men interviewed on t h e  s t r e e t  i n  chicago's  

Woodlawn expressed concern about t he  apparent i r r a t i o n a l i t y  of teen-

age violezce.  

I then asked i f  they were a f r a i d  of young people. 

They answered not a f r a i d  exact ly ,  but  leery ,  extremely 

l e e ry  of young people, t h a t  you never know what's 

on a young person's mind. Then one of them sa id  t h a t  

a l o t  of young people he  knows, some of the th ings  

they do a r e  j u s t  t o  be mean, j u s t  t o  be ornery, it 

serves  no purpose, it's r e a l l y  senseless.  (Woodlawn 

f n  2 9 4 - ~ u g u s t ,  1977). 

Signs t h a t  drug use is frequent i s  a source of f e a r  f o r  neigh- 

bors because people bel ieve t h a t  add ic t s  a r e  driven t o  crime t o  pay 

f o r  drugs, and t h a t  they a r e  crazed and i r r a t i o n a l  i n  t h e i r  behavior 

when they a r e  on t h e  prowl. An informant i n  South Phi ladelphia  

ta lked about add ic t s  t h i s  way: 

W e l l ,  people a r e  r e a l l y  worried about a l l  of them. 

The k ids  who take  drugs commit crimes. It's mostly 

robbery. They rob t o  g e t  money f o r  t h e  drugs. The 

g i r l s ,  who don't p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  such a c t i v i t i e s ,  

s e l l  t h e i r  body t o  ge t  t h e  money. The people around 

here got  so  scared of drug add i c t s  they are a f r a i d  t o  

leave t h e  house. The junkies  break i n  and take any 

small i t e m  they can carry-TVs, rad ios ,  jewelry, i ts  

unbelievable. Many houses belonging t o  l o c a l  fami l ies  

w e r e  robbed by t h e i r  own children! (South Philadelphia 

fn  141185, 19 November 1976). 



People  a l s o  be l ieve  addic ts  a r e  prone t o  k i l l  o r  i n j u r e  people "when 

they don ' t  have to." Thus not  only does drug use r a i s e  t h e  crime r a t e ,  

but  t h e  r i s k s  i t  generates a r e  unpredictable ,  beyond understanding, and 

thus  impossible t o  avoid. A woman i n  The Mission i n  San Francisco: 

When people a r e  using hero in  they a p t  t o  use 

guns and knives and whatever. That 's  what I am 

most a f r a i d  o f ,  and so  a r e  most of my neighbor's; 

see, we don't  c a re  too much about l o s i n g  our m a t e r i a l  

things. It's coming i n  one time and f ind ing  somebody 

i n  your house. And say he has  a gun o r  a kn i fe .  

Well he may choose t o  k i l l  you s o  t h a t  he w i l l  remain 

anonymous. (Mission f n  1093-December, 1976). 

F ina l ly ,  g r a f f i t i  and visible vandalism a r e  physical  s i g n s  of t h e  

breakdown of s o c i a l  control .  The ae roso l  pa in t  dispenser  i s  simply 

t h e  l a t e s t  t w i s t  i n  t he  urban arms s p i r a l ,  a counter t o  t h e  adoption 

of Lexan p l a s t i c  school windows which a r e  v i r t u a l l y  unbreakable. But 

i n  each case  t h e  damage i s  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  "kids" and not  t o  predatory 

outs iders .  Thus its appearance i n  a community s igna l s  a problem t h a t  

i s  c lose  t o  home: i n t e rgene ra t iona l  c o n f l i c t  over app ropr i a t e  behavior. 

The Prevalence of Disorder 

We probed our  informant 's percept ions of t h e  l o c a l  o r d e r  fol lowing 

t h e  same format we employed t o  measure t h e  ex t en t  of crime problems: 

respondents were asked "how much of a problem'' t he  var ious  condit ions 

described above w e r e  i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. They were: 

"Groups of teenagers  hanging out on t h e  s t r e e t s "  



"Buildings o r  s t o r e f r o n t s  s i t t i n g  abandoned o r  burned out" 

"People using i l l e g a l  drugs" 

"Vandalism--like k ids  breaking windows o r  wr i t ing  on  

w a l l s  o r  things l i k e  tha t "  

The most common of these  problems proved t o  be  drug use and teenage 

congregations, followed very c lose ly  by vandalism. A l l  of t hese  

concerned about 20 percent  of our  respondents i n  a major way. Only 

abandoned o r  burned out  bu i ld ings  posed a "big problem" f o r  less than  

one i n  ten. The f igu res  f o r  each c i t y  a r e  noted i n  Table 6-4.  They 

i n d i c a t e  t h a t  r e s iden t s  of Chicago and Phi lade lphia  held v i r t u a l l y  

i d e n t i c a l  percept ions of problems i n  t h e  community, bu t  t h a t  many 

fewer San Franciscans shared those  concerns. The propor t ion  of 

............................... 

Table 6-4 goes about he re  

r e s i d e n t s  i n  t h e  Bay City  who s a w  them as "big problems" almost  

uniformly ran  t e n  percentage po in t s  l e s s ,  and t h i s  d i f f e r e n c e  

accounted f o r  t h e  h ighly  s i g n i f i c a n t  f n t e r - c i t y  d i f f e r ences  recorded 

i n  Table 6-4.  

The markedly lower r a t e s  of preceived s o c i a l  d i sorder  r e g i s t e r e d  

by San Franciscans does not  mean, of course,  t h a t  condi t ions  n e c e s s a r i l y  

a r e  b e t t e r  t he re ,  Rather, they  may r e f l e c t  t h e  "labels" people  t h e r e  

give them. A s  we noted a t  t h e  o u t s e t ,  t h e r e  doubt less  is  a g r e a t  d e a l  

of v a r i a t i o n  from p lace  t o  p l ace  i n  t h e  ex t en t  t o  which people accomodate 

themselves t o  marginal behavior i n  pub l i c  places.  Howard Becker (1971) 

and o the r s  have noted t h e  high to l e rance  f o r  d i v e r s i t y  of behavior  which 

charac te r izes  San Franciscans. Becker argues t h a t  t h i s  t o l e r a n c e  is  a 



TABLE 6-4 


DISORDER AS A PROBLEM IN THE 


NEIGHBORHOOD, BY TYPE OF PROBLEM AND CITY 


Percent Responding A "Big Problem" 


Abandoned Drug 

City Teenagers Buildings Use Vandalism 


Chicago 23 12 25 22 

Philadelphia 2 2 14 23 21 

San Francisco 12 3 14 10 

(S igf .  of 
Differences) (.Ol+) (.01+) (.01+) ( .Olt) 

Average 19 9 20 17 


SOURCE: Computed from city-wide surveys. 




s t a b l e  and endurtng f e a t u r e  of t h a t  c i t y ' s  l i f e ,  one he dubbed '*the 

c u l t u r e  of c i v i l i t y .  '* 

The f igu res  i n  Table 6-4 a l s o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  concern w i t h  s o c i a l  

o rde r  problems is  f a i r l y  frequent ,  somewhat more common than  concern 

about major crime problems and v a s t l y  more frequent  than r e c e n t  

v ic t imiza t ion .  While i n  t hese  c i t i e s  perhaps 5 percent of r e s i d e n t s  

were robbed i n  t he  p a s t  year ,  t h r e e  t imes t h a t  many were plagued by 

vandalism, bands of teenagers ,  and drug r e l a t e d  problems. This  

r e l a t i v e l y  high frequency of crime-linked problems l ed  Hunter t o  

conclude: 

(F)ear  i n  t h e  urban environment i s  above a l l  a f e a r  of 

s o c i a l  d i sorder  t h a t  may come t o  t h rea t en  the  ind iv idua l .  

I suggest t h a t  t h i s  f e a r  r e s u l t s  more from experiencing 

i n c i v i l i t y  than from d i r e c t  experience wlth crime i t s e l f .  

Within a reas  of a c i t y  i n c i v i l i t y  and crime may i n  f a c t  

be empir ica l ly  cor re la ted .  A s  such, i n c i v i l i t y  would then 

be a symbolic cue t o  t h e  heightened p o s s i b i l i t y  f o r  more 

se r ious  c r imina l  v ic t imiza t ion .  Independent of t h i s  

empir ical  quest ion,  i n c i v i l i t y  may s t i l l  produce g r e a t e r  

v a r i a t i o n  i n  f e a r  than  does crime because of i t s  r e l a t i v e  

frequency i n  d a i l y  experience of urban dwellers (1978:9). 

High scores  on these  measures r e f l e c t  t r u l y  troublesome 

neighborhod condit ions.  The most extremely disorganized community 

i n  our  s tudy,  Wicker Park i n  Chicago, s tood a t  t he  top on a l l  f o u r  

of them. Between 40 and 50 percent  of r e s i d e n t s  t he re  r epo r t ed  t h a t  

teenagers,  drug use, and vandalism w e r e  *%ig problems" and 



30 pe rcen t  gave a s imi l a r  ranking t o  t h e  presence of "bui ldings or  

s t o r e f r o n t s  s i t t i n g  abandoned o r  burned out." Wicker Park is a 

s e v e r e l y  de t e r io ra t ed  area. Boarded up bui ld ings ,  junk-f i l led  vacant 

l o t s ,  and badly maintained apartment bui ld ings  can be  seen everywhere. 

Bars i n  t h e  a r e a  a t t r a c t  an unsavory c l i e n t e l e  which s p i l l s  ou t  i n to  

t h e  s t r e e t s .  It is the  only one of our  s tudy s i t e s  where gangs are  

considered t o  be a major problem. Violence is frequent in  t h e  schools ,  

and a d u l t s  f e a r  t o  be on the  s t r e e t s  when school l e t s  out i n  t h e  

af ternoon.  Suspected arson f i r e s  a r e  frequent  occurrences,  and arson 

dea ths  i n  t h e  a r ea  have l e d  t o  s i g n i f i c a n t  p o l i t i c a l  c o n f l i c t  between 

l o c a l  groups and t h e  c i t y .  Ethnic  c o n f l i c t  i n  t h e  a r ea  is endemic. 

The mostly e l d e r l y  Pol i sh  population is  p a r t i c u l a r l y  h o s t i l e  t o  

neighborhood Puerto Ricans, t o  whom they  a t t r i b u t e  t h e i r  neighborhood's 

decay. Puerto Ricans f e e l  t h a t  they a r e  t h e  most badly se rved  group 

i n  t h e  neighborhood, where minori ty  programs seen t o  be  geared  to t h e  

needs of t h e  Black population. A s  a r e s u l t ,  r e s iden t s  of Wicker Park 

have g rea t  d i f f i c u l t y  i n  dea l ing  with t h e  problems of t eenage r s ,  

* 
bui ld ing  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  and abandonment, and community d e c l i n e .  

The Di s t r ibu t ion  of Disorder  

An examination of responses t o  t h e s e  ques t ions  about d i so rde r  

i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  demographic f a c t o r s  which geographical ly  c l u s t e r  most: 

s t rongly  a l s o  were most c l e a r l y  r e l a t e d  t o  readings of neighborhood 

conditions.  Race and income were c lose ly  t i e d  t o  t hese  r a t i n g s ,  to 

*This d iscuss ion  is  drawn from: Lewis, et.al., 1980. 



t h e  disadvantage of Blacks and the  poor. For example, abandoned o r  

burned-out bui ldings were a "big problem" i n  t h e  neighborhoods of 17 

percent  of our Black respondents, bu t  only f o r  5 percent of whites.  

The c o r r e l a t i o n  between family income l e v e l s  and our three-point 

"problem" measure f o r  bui lding abandonment w a s  -.28; 1 3  percent  of 

those  a t  t he  bottom, but only 5 percent  of those  a t  t h e  top  of t he  

income sca l e ,  were concerned about t h i s  problem. On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

age and sex  l a r g e l y  were unrelated t o  t h e s e  ra t ings .  Old people 

gene ra l ly  were less l i k e l y  t o  s e e  t h e s e  condirons a s  "big problems'' 

i n  t h e i r  v i c i n i t y ,  bu t  d i f fe rences  between age groups were s l i g h t .  

The c l u s t e r i n g  of  these problems by income and race,  b u t  no t  by 

sex and age, suggests  t h a t  responses t o  t hese  quest ions r e f l e c t  

neighborhood condit ions,  and a r e  less mul t i face ted  judgements about 

events  and t h e i r  consequences. This  is  because households a r e  

s p a t i a l l y  segregated most s t rong ly  on t h e  b a s i s  of r ace  and c l a s s .  

Two decades of research  i n  t h e  " soc i a l  a r e a  analysis ' '  t r a d i t i o n  i n d i c a t e s  

t h a t  socioeconomic s t a t u s  and r ac i a l - e thn ic  her i tage-are ' . rwo .of .file 

s t ronges t  s o c i a l  "factors" which desc r ibe  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of peoples 

within a metropolis.  These two f a c t o r s ,  bu t  nor  sex and age  s p l i t s ,  

a l so  a r e  s t rong  c o r r e l a t e s  ( i n  a s p a t i a l  sense)  of t he  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 

crime and delinquency. 

A l l  of t h i s  suggests  t h a t  " the signs of crime" serve  as 

environmental cues s t imula t ing  t h e  percept ion t h a t  crime is  a major 

concern i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y ,  while  a d d i t i o n a l  factors--including age and 

sex-linked v u l n e r a b i l i t i e s  t o  crime--contribute t o  some Tndividuals '  

assessments t h a t  i t  is  a "big problem." I s sues  l i k e  these  w i l l  be  



considered i n  the  next  chapter,  where they w i l l  be  t i e d  to i n d i c a t o r s  

of f e a r  of crime. 

Their  c lose  t i e  t o  environmental condi t ions  a l s o  may b e  respons ib le  

f o r  t h e  very s t rong c lus t e r ing  of t hese  i n d i c a t o r s  a t  t he  neighborhood 

and indiv idua l  l eve l .  As Table 6-5 i n d i c a t e s ,  ac ros s  our t e n  study 

neighborhoods r epo r t s  about t hese  problems "went together" i n  a very 

c l e a r  way. Overall ,  the  average c o r r e l a t i o n  between them was -86,  wi th  

abandoned bui ldings (doubtless  because of i t s  r e l a t i v e l y  low frequency 

as a "big problem") t he  l e a s t  connected (but with an  average c o r r e l a t i o n  

of .81) t o  t he  remaining condit ions.  

Table 6-5 goes about he re  

.............................. 


A t  t h e  ind iv idua l  l e v e l  t h e  average inter-problem c o r r e l a t i o n  was . 4 3 ,  

with bui ld ing  abandonment again c o n s t i t u t i n g  t h e  "out15ern because of 

i t s  low frequency. Like problems wi th  major crimes, people who f e l t  

buffeted by one concern a l s o  w e r e  l i k e l y  t o  be plagued by another .  The 

overlap between these  problems was so  s u b s t a n t i a l  t h a t  only 33 percent 

of our  respondents ind ica ted  t h a t  any of t hese  four  i s sues  was a 

"big problem." The c o r r e l a t i o n  between d i so rde r  and crime problems 

a l s o  was considerable ,  and 54 percent  of a l l  our  respondents f e l l  i n t o  

t he  fo r tuna te  "no b i g  crime problems/no b ig  d i so rde r  problems" category. 

A s  t h e  high co r re l a t ions  between t h e s e  i n d i c a t o r s  suggests, 

they use fu l ly  can be  combined t o  form a s i n g l e  index of s o c i a l  

disorganizat ion.  I n  t he  city-wide surveys responses t o  t h e  fou r  i tems 

were s i n g l e  fac tored ,  and added toge the r  they formed a s c a l e  with a 

r e l i a b i l i t y  (Cronbach's Alpha) of .76. The average score  on  t h i s  s c a l e  



TABLE 6-5 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL DISORDER PROBLEMS 

AT THE INDIVIDUAL AND NEIGHBORHOOD LEVEL 

Above Diagonal Neighborhood-Level Cor re l a t ions  

Abandoned Drug 
Teenagers Buildings Use Vandalism 

Teenagers 

Abandoned 
Buildings 

Drug Use 

Vandalism 

NOTE: 	 Number of cases  above diagonal  was ten ,  t h e  number of neighborhood 
surveys. Neighborhood sco res  were percentages i n d i c a t i n g  crime 
was a "big problem." Those scores  were based upon responses by 
200 t o  450 r e s iden t s  i n  each area .  Number of cases  below diagonal  
was approximately 1200, t he  number of respondents t o  ou r  c i t y -
wide surveys, A l l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  a r e  Pearson's r. 



was 6.18, placing t h e  average respondent almost exac t ly  between 

"almost no problem" and "some problem" on t h i s  dimension. 

Although problems with crime and d i so rde r  c l e a r l y  a r e  i n t e r r e l a t e d ,  

t h e s e  c l u s t e r s  of concerns were empir ical ly  as w e l l  as conceptually 

d i s t i n c t .  Entering responses t o  a l l  e i g h t  of these  ques t ions  in to  a 

s i n g l e  f a c t o r  ana lys i s  revealed t h a t  each set of four  formed a c l ea r ,  

s e p a r a t e  fac tor .  Thus we sca l ed  them separately,_ although t h e  

c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  two r e s u l t i n g  scores  is  a s u b s t a n t i a l  +.45. 

Neighborhood In t eg ra t ion  

I n  t h e  o ldes t  t r a d i t i o n s  of urban sociology can be found most of 

t h e  ways i n  which contemporary scholars  cha rac t e r i ze  communities and 

t h e  people who l i v e  i n  them. This is c e r t a i n l y  t r u e  of t h e  concept 

of "neighborhood in tegra t ion ,"  a key bui ld ing  block i n  t h e o r i e s  of 

u rbaniza t ion  s ince  t h e  t u r n  of  t he  century ( c f ,  Lewis, 1980). Integra-

t i o n  i s  one of a small  s e t  of concepts which make up " s o c i a l  disorganiza-

t i o n  theory," one of t h e  major i n t e l l e c t u a l  t o o l s  which s o c i a l  

s c i e n t i s t s  employ even today t o  understand s o c i a l  problems. There are a t  

l e a s t  two major c l a s se s  of d e f i n i t i o n s  of s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n ,  r e f l e c t i n g  

t h e  s o c i a l  o r  psychological o r i e n t a t i o n s  of those  r e sea rche r s .  Whatever 

t h e i r  p a r t i c u l a r  b i a s  with regard  t o  'the ope ra t iona l i za t ion  of the concep t ,  

a l l  s e e  in t eg ra t ion  as an important causa l  antecedent of a variety of 

s o c i a l  pathologies ,  including crime. 

In  t h e  "social" t r a d i t i o n ,  Suzanne Keller (1968) has advanced a 

behavioral  d e f i n i t i o n  of in tegxat ion ,  based on p a t t e r n s  of  "n&ghboringl' 

and o ther  forms of s p a t i a l l y  bounded a c t i v i t y .  I n  this view, the  



very boundaries of a community can be delineated by the lines along 


which the frequency of such visiting drops off. Albert Hunter (1974) 


emphasizes the psychological components of integration. He views it 


as a two-dimensional concept. One of those dimensions is cognitive, 


calling for indicators reflecting people's awareness of thefr community 


and knowledge of its prominent features. The other dimension is 


sentimental. Following Wirth (1938), he stresses the importance of 


emotional attachment, identification, positive evaluations, and other 


affective components of people's assessments of their lifespace. 


There are a variety of important theoretical reasons to dwell on 


the concept of integration. It has been hypothesized to be causally 


related to a variety of important crime-related factors, at both the 


individual and community level. Among social disorganization theorists 


integration measures the capacity of a community to exert social control 


over its members and even passers-by, thereby enforcing local versions 


of right and seemly conduct (Janowitz, 1978). Integration thus affects 


levels of crime and other untoward aspects of behavior, including 


"competition, aggrandizement, and mutual exploitation among residents 


(Wirth, 1938). 


Even where such pathologies are rampant, individuals who are more 


integrated into their community may reap important benefits. They 


seem to know more intimately the groups, individuals, and dangerous 


situations to be avoided in their locale, and to have a clearer sense 


of the boundaries of secure areas. This knowledge of the rhythms of 


life around them enables them to more effectively manage the risks of 


that environment (Suttles, 1968). Because they have developed working 




s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  with t h e i r  neighbors,  those who a r e  more i n t e g r a t e d  

should f i n d  it e a s i e r  t o  c a l l  upon community members f o r  support  i n  

r i s k y  s i r u a t i o n s ,  and can depend upon them t o  intervene.  T h i s  i n  t u r n  

r e i n f o r c e s  t h e i r  own wi l l ingness  t o  a c t ,  and t o  j o i n  i n  concer t  with 

o t h e r s  i n  c o l l e c t i v e  e f f o r t s  t o  solve community problems (Taub and 

Taylor ,  1979). This may be why Lewis, et. al. (1978) and R ige r  e t . a l .  

(1980) both f i n d  t h a t  i n  more in t eg ra t ed  communities r e s i d e n t s  seem 

l e s s - a f f e c t e d  when they encounter what they c a l l  t h e  "signs of crime." 

Those who a r e  more in t eg ra t ed  i n t o  t h e i r  community's s o c i a l  system 

may become more involved i n  c o l l e c t i v e  e f f o r t s  because they  are l inked 

i n t o  communication networks which pass along information abou t  loca l  

c i jndi t ions and events ,  and because they know who t o  go t o  when they 

have a problem. This a l s o  may serve t o  reduce t h e i r  sense of social  

i s o l a t i o n  and vu lne rab i l i t y ,  which seems t o  be a powerful pred ic tor  

of f e a r  of crime. F ina l ly ,  many d e f i n i t i o n s  of i n t e g r a t i o n  s t r e s s  

f a c t o r s  ( l i k e  homeownership) which a r e  i n  a d i r e c t  sense measures 

of people ' s  investment i n  a community and t h e i r  b e t s  about i t s  future. 

This  hinges t h e  concept of i n t e g r a t i o n  t o  economic i n t e r e s t s  which 

usua l ly  are powerful p red ic to r s  of a h o s t  of a t t i t u d e s  and behaviors. 

In  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  we  w i l l  mean two th ings  by i n t e g r a t i o n ,  along 

dimensions which touch upon may of t h e  conceptual i s sues  reviewed above. 

We were concerned f i r s t  with i n t e g r a t i o n  a s  it  r e f l e c t s  r e s i d e n t i a l  

commitment. People a r e  more in t eg ra t ed  i n t o  t h e i r  community when t h e y  

have l i ved  i n  an a r e a  f o r  a long t i m e ,  when they  have a f i n a n c i a l  

investment t he re ,  and when they  plan t o  remain l i v i n g  t h e r e ,  We c a l l  

our measure of t h i s  c l u s t e r  " r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s .  I' We a l so  w e r e  concerned 



with the  soc ia l  and iden t i f i ca t iona l  components of in tegra t ion.  People 

a r e  more integrated when they know people i n  t h e i r  neighborhood, when 

they a r e  able  t o  d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between them and outsiders,  and when 

they f e e l  a sense of sentimental attachment t o  the area. W e  c a l l  our 

measure of t h i s  c lus te r  "social  ties. " 

In order t o  assess these linkages and gauge t h e i r  impact upon 

react ions  t o  crime w e  asked each of our respondents a number of 

quest ions about t h e i r  connections with t h e i r  neighborhood. We found 

t h a t  these two d i s t i n c t  (but in te r re la ted)  f ac to r s  e f fec t ive ly  

summarized them. The corre la t ions  between indicators  of each of the  

dimensions a r e  presented i n  Table 6-6. Those below the diagonal r e f l e c t  

t h e  individual-level c lus ter ing of those measures, while those  above 

I---------------------------------

Table 6-6 goes about here 

.................................. 

the  diagonal indica te  the consistency with which our ten neighborhoods 

f e l l  on these indicators.  

The f i r s t  indica tors  r e f l ec ted  our conceptualization of r e s i d e n t i a l  

ties. We asked about length of residence, home ownership, and whether 

o r  not our respondents thought t h a t  they would be l iv ing  i n  the  area  

i n  two years. Responses t o  these  questions were pos i t ive ly  re la ted ,  

with an average corre la t ion  ( a t  the  individual  level )  of +.32. 

(The gamma corre la t ion  w a s  somewhat higher, but w e  w i l l  employ Pearson's 

r here t o  be consistent  with t h e  neighborhood-level data.) Added 

together i n  standardized form they formed a simple addi t ive  s c a l e  with 

a r e l i a b i l i t y  of .56. 

The second set of ind ica to r s  presented i n  Table 6-6 measures 



TABLE 6-6 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN NEIGHBORHOOD INTEGRATION 

MEASURES AT THE INDIVIDUAL AND NEIGHBORHOOD LEVEL 

Above Diagonal Neighborhood-Level Corre la t ions  

Res iden t i a l  Ties Home Length of  Plan t o  

I Ownership Residence Stay

!-I 

Home 

Ownership 


Length of 

Residence 


Plan t o  

Stay 


Soc ia l  Ties Feel  a p a r t  of Easy t o  t e l l  Know many 
I Neighbornood s t r ange r s  c h i l d r e n  
4 

a 

.rl 
s in Feel  a p a r t  
a 
-rl e o of Neighborhood
G -4 

H u 

1-1rl

(d 
' 	 Easy t o  t e l l  

a al 
C u 	 s t r ange r s
O U	 ~ 

M O ,  

m u ,
-4 Know many 
$ chi ldren  

$ ki 
4 
al 

W 

NOTE: 	 Number of cases  above diagonal was t en ,  t h e  number of neighborhood 
surveys. Neighborhood scores  a r e  percentages i n  highest ca t egory  
named. These scores  were based upon responses by 200 t o  450 
r e s i d e n t s  i n  each area. Number of ca ses  below d iagona l  was 
approximately 1200, the number of respondents t o  our city-wide 
surveys. A l l  c o r r e l a t i o n s  are Pearson's r. 



s o c i a l  ties. We asked each respondent about how easy it w a s  t o  

recognize  s t r ange r s  i n  t h e i r  a rea ,  how many of the  ch i ld ren  i n  t h e  

neighborhood they knew, and whether o r  no t  they " f e l t  a p a r t "  of t h e  

neighborhood r a t h e r  than thinking of it a s  " j u s t  a p lace  t o  l ive ."  

When s t a n d a r d i ~ e d ~ r e s p o n s e st o  these  ques t ions  formed an a d d i t i v e  s c a l e  

with a r e l i a b i l i t y  of .58. A f a c t o r  ana lys i s  of t he  s i x  i t e m s  

i nd ica t ed  t h a t  t h e  s e t  was indeed two-factored. These f a c t o r s  a r e  

not  independent of one another,  t o  be su re ,  and these  a d d i t i v e  s c a l e  

* 
s c o r e s  a r e  co r r e l a t ed  +.40. 

We a l s o  asked our  respondents how o f t e n  they had v i s i t e d  t h e  homes 

of t h e i r  neighbors "in t h e  l a s t  two weeks." This behaviora l  r e p o r t  

turned out  t o  be  independent of o t h e r  measures of i n t e g r a t i o n ,  apparent ly 

because e l d e r l y  persons (who genera l ly  a r e  long-term, homeowning, 

f a m i l i a r  members of t h e  neighborhood) simply do not go out  very  of ten .  

The Dis t r ibu t ion  of In t eg ra t ion  

Like concern about crime and t h e  s i g n s  of d i sorder ,  the ex ten t  

of neighborhood in t eg ra t ion  va r i ed  from group-to-group and from 

place-to-place. I n  comparison t o  crime and d isorder ,  key populat ion 

groups d id  no t  d i f f e r  dramat ica l ly  o r  cons i s t en t ly  with regard  t o  how 

t i g h t l y  they were t i e d  t o  t h e i r  l o c a l  community. Neighborhood c o n t r a s t s  

remained s t rong ,  however, and t h e r e  were s t rong  d i f f e rences  between 

our  t h ree  c i t i e s  with regard t o  t h e  s t r e n g t h  of s o c i a l  and r e s i d e n t i a l  

t i e s  there.  

*Because w e  saw these  measures a s  a l l  r e f l e c t i n g  in t eg ra t ion ,  w e  allowed 
f o r  the f a c t o r s  t o  be co r r e l a t ed  by confirming t h e i r  s epa ra t e  s t a t u s  
using obl ique f a c t o r  ana lys is .  



Resident ia l  t i e s  were much s t ronger  among o lder  and more a f f l u e n t  

c i t y  dwellers.  The s t ronges t  r e l a t i onsh ip  we observed was t h a t  between 

age  and r e s i d e n t i a l  s t a b i l i t y  (Gamma=.56). On every component of t h a t  

measure t h e  e lde r ly  were p a r t i c u l a r l y  l i k e l y  t o  be among t h e  highest 

s co re r s .  On t h e  other  hand, - --- t h e  e l d e r l y  were not  among t h o s e  with t h e  

s t r o n g e s t  s o c i a l  t i e s .  Those neighborhood l inkages grew w i t h  age 

through the  f i f t i e s ,  but then decl ined sharply.  I n  p a r t i c u l a r ,  e l d e r l y  

r e s i d e n t s  of these  c i t i e s  did no t  r epo r t  knowing youths i n  t h e i r  neigh- 

borhood, and they were modest about t h e i r  capac i ty  t o  recognize 

s t r a n g e r s  i n  t h e  area. Although t h e i r  f a t e  was l inked t o  these  urban 
-

neighborhoods through home ownership and an t i c ipa t ed  r e s i d e n t i a l  stabi-
' 

l i t y ,  -t h e e l d e r l y  were somewhat estranged from t h e  l o c a l  s o c i a l  system. -. 

Blacks and whites f e l l  on oppos i te  ends of t he  spectrum on these  

two measures a s  wel l ,  but  ranked d i f f e r e n t l y  on each of them. There 

w a s  a tendency f o r  whites t o  r epo r t  s t ronge r  r e s i d e n t i a l  t ies ,  which 

was l a r g e l y  an income-and-ownership i ssue .  Blacks were more l ikely t o  

enjoy s t rong  s o c i a l  t i e s  with those i n  t h e i r  community, on  t h e  other 

hand. A s  t h i s  suggests ,  family income w a s  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  to 

r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s ,  but w a s  v i r t u a l l y  uncorrelated with s o c i a l  linkages. 

There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  sex  d i f f e r ences  whatsoever. T h i s  i s  t o  be  

expected, f o r  males and females a r e  s c a t t e r e d  i n  almost equal numbers 

ac ros s  t h e  remainder of t hese  s o c i a l  dimensions. This a l s o  increases  

our  confidence t h a t  these  measures r e f l e c t  economic and environmental 

condi t ions.  

These c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  s o c i a l  and r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s  a l s o  varied in  

s t r eng th  ac ros s  c i t i e s ,  and t h a t  v a r i a t i o n  w a s  q u i t e  independent of 

t h e  c i t y ' s  demographic composition. On every measure Philadelphians 



were s u b s t a n t i a l l y  more in t eg ra t ed  i n t o  t h e i r  community t h a n  were 

r e s i d e n t s  of Chicago, and those i n  San Francisco i n  turn  scored  much 

lower than t h e  middle group. Two-thirds of those i n  Phi lade lphia  

r e p o r t e d  t h a t  i t  was "easy t o  t e l l  s t rangers"  i n  t h e i r  neighborhood, 

a s  con t r a s t ed  t o  55 percent i n  Chicago and only 41 percent  i n  San 

Francisco.  These d i f fe rences  pe r s i s t ed  when w e  con t ro l l ed  f o r  t h e  

demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of our  respondents;  t hese  c i t i e s  var ied  

i n  t h e  s t r eng th  of r e s i d e n t i a l  and s o c i a l  t i e s  t he re  q u i t e  independently 

of t h e  a t t r i b u t e s  of the  ind iv idua ls  doing t h e  report ing.  

The cons i s t en t  c lu s t e r ing  of t hese  measures across  o u r  t e n  s tudy 

neighborhoods, documented by t h e  above-diagonal c o r r e l a t i o n s  i n  Table 

6-6, suggests  t h a t  they too can use fu l ly  be descr ibed by how they s tand  

on t h e s e  summary ind ica to r s  of i n t eg ra t ion .  A t  the  neighborhood l e v e l  

our measures of r e s i d e n t i a l  and s o c i a l  t i e s  were s t rongly  r e l a t e d  

t o  each o t h e r  (r=+.79), and each community ranked i n  approximately 

the  same pos i t i on  on each dimension. The most i n t eg ra t ed  and t h e  least 

in t eg ra t ed  of t hese  t en  neighborhoods d i f f e r ed  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  on these  

f a c t o r s .  I n  The Mission i n  San Francisco only 37 percent of our  

respondents thought t h a t  it was "easyWto recognize s t r a n g e r s  i n  t h e i r  

a r ea ,  while  i n  South Phi lade lphia  80 percent  shared t h a t  assessment.  

Twenty-two percent  of those we  interviewed i n  Chicago's Lincoln Park 

owned t h e i r  home; i n  West Phi lade lphia  t h a t  f i g u r e  was 60 percent .  

Consistent wi th  t h e  c i t y  d i f f e r ences  w e  i d e n t i f i e d  above, ou r  t h r e e  

s tudy neighborhoods i n  Phi lade lphia  a l l  stood near  the  top  on our  

Ind ica to r s  of i n t eg ra t ion .  

A s  t hese  examples h i n t ,  our  measures of neighborhood i n t e g r a t i o n  

cu t  across  many otherwise important d i f f e r ences  between neighborhoods. 



In  t h e  most and l e a s t  in tegra ted  ca t egor i e s  were found some q u i t e  

d i f f e r e n t  communities. Of t he  four  most h ighly  in tegra ted  communities, 

two a r e  predominately white neighborhoods (South Phi lade lphia  and 

Back-of-the-Yards) , and two were predominately black (West Phi lade lphia  

and Logan). The l e a s t  i n t eg ra t ed  of t hese  a r eas ,  The Mission, was a l s o -  

among our  most delapidated,  bu t  the  very next  neighborhood a t  the bottom 

of t h e  list,  Lincoln Park, was by f a r  t h e  most a f f l u e n t  p l a c e  we . 

i nves t iga t ed .  

The Mission i s  a r a c i a l l y  heterogeneous bu t  predominately 

Mexican-American community loca ted  immediately t o  t he  south  of San 

* 
Francisco 's  Idoktown. Most people t h e r e  were poor, and lived i n  

apartment bui ldings o r  i n  o ld  Vic tor ian  houses which had been  cut up 

i n t o  s m a l l  f l a t s ,  Many Blacks l i ved  i n  high-r ise  publ ic  housing p r o j e c t s  

i n  t h e  area.  Young, a f f luen t  whites  a l s o  were busy renovat ing  older 

houses i n  one end of the  neighborhood. Nearby urban redevelopment 

and the  cons t ruc t ion  of l3-T have d is rupted  p a r t s  of t he  area as  wel l .  

I n  our  survey, 48 percent of t h e  populat ion of The Mission had Lived 

t h e r e  two years  o r  l e s s .  

In  con t r a s t ,  our  next most un-integrated community w a s  Lincoln 

Park. Thirty-three percent of t h e  populat ion the re  had l i v e d  elsewhere 

t h r e e  years  before,  but our  survey i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  r e s iden t s  of  Lincoln 

Park were overwhelmingly whi te  and a f f luen t .  They a l s o  u s u a l l y  l i v e d  

i n  rented apartments,  but they o f t en  were s i n g l e ,  r a r e l y  repor ted  

*These neighborhood desc r ip t ions  a r e  drawn from: Lewis, e t ,  al. ,  1980. 



having any ch i ldren ,  and mostly were co l lege  graduates. Given t h e  many 

d i f f e rences  between these communities, any experiences which t h e i r  

r e s i d e n t s  share  because of t h e i r  common s t a t u s  with regard t o  in tegra-  

t i o n  would be s t rong testimony t o  t h e  power of t h e  concept. 

A t  the higher  reaches of t h e  i n t e g r a t i o n  s c a l e  a r e  found communities 

where people recognize one another ,  feel a t  home, and in t end  t o  s t ay .  

A t  t h e  top of t h e  l is t  s tands  South Phi ladelphia .  The area i s  dominated 

by b lue-col la r  I t a l i a n s  and o the r  whi te  e t h n i c s ,  and t h e  boundaries  of 

some s u b s t a n t i a l  black enclaves which dot  t h e  community a r e  p a t r o l l e d  

by wh i t e  youth gangs which maintain c l o s e  watch over anyone c r o s s i i n g  

r a c i a l  l i n e s .  Especial ly  i n  l i g h t  of i ts  racial composition, t h e  a r e a  

i s  charac te r ized  by low l e v e l s  of educat ion and low family incomes. 

However, t h e  s t r e e t s  a r e  c lean  and well-maintained, and are l i n e d  wi th  

a t t r a c t i v e  s i n g l e  family homes. Many have been remodeled. People s t a y  

i n  South Phi ladelphia;  i n  our survey, 46 percent  of those we interviewed 

had l i v e d  t h e r e  20 years  o r  longer.  The phys ica l  layout  of t he  community 

encourages t h e  development of s o c i a l  ties a s  w e l l :  

South Phi ladelphia  has  few major thoroughfares,  


and a l a r g e  number of narrow s i d e  streets and 


a l l eys .  These may we l l  have given r i s e  t o  t he  


t y p i c a l  "South Phi l ly"  s t r e e t  c u l t u r e  where 


a l l  ch i ld ren  have '"their" corners  and people 


meet on the s t r e e t  and s i t  on t h e i r  f r o n t  s t eps  


i n  t he  evening c h a t t i n g  wi th  t h e i r  neighbors.  


(Lewis,  e t .a l . ,  1980: 116).  


Our next  most i n t eg ra t ed  neighborhood w a s  a l s o  i n  Ph i l ade lph ia#  

West Phi ladelphia ,  however, i s  one of t h e  o l d e s t  Black communities 



V 

i n  t h e  c i t y .  There is  a high concentrat ion of e l d e r l y  r e s i d e n t s  t he re .  

Most of t he  housing i n  t he  a r ea  is s i n g l e  family homes, e i t h e r  detached 

o r  row-style. Many sec t ions  of t he  community a r e  well-maintained, 

d e s p i t e  s u b s t a n t i a l  l e v e l s  of unemployment among r e s iden t s  of the area.  

Home ownership is  q u i t e  common i n  West Phi lade lphia ,  almost 2% times 

more frequent  than i n  very a f f l u e n t  Lincoln Park. 

Neighborhood In tegra t ion  and Crime 

I n  t h e  chapers which follow we w i l l  o f t en  employ t h e s e  measures of 

crime problems, s igns  of d i sorder ,  and in t eg ra t ion ,  t o  exp la in  why 

ind iv idua l s  t h ink  and behave a s  they do, and why c e r t a i n  b e l i e f s  and 

a c t i v i t i e s  c l u s t e r  a s  they do wi th in  neighborhoods. It should be noted,  

however, t h a t  although we w i l l  t r e a t  them a s  independent v a r i a b l e s  i n  

t hose  analyses ,  they a r e  in t imate ly  r e l a t e d  t o  one another as well. 

The obvious predic t ion  of s o c i a l  d i sorganiza t ion  theory ,  of course,  

is  t h a t  both crime and d isorder  problems w i l l  be  g rea t e s t  i n  places 

where l e v e l s  of i n t eg ra t ion  a r e  low. It is  not  c l e a r  i n  which d i r e c t i o n  

t h e  causa l  pa ths  implied by t h i s  pred ic t ion  flow. There a r e  reasons to 

suspect  t h a t  low l e v e l s  of i n t e g r a t i o n  spawn crime and r e l a t e d  problems, 

and t h a t  they i n  t u rn  undermine the  s o c i a l  cohesion and economic v i a b i l i t y  

of t h e  community. What is c l e a r  i n  our d a t a  i s  t h a t  t h e  two a r e  s t rong ly ,  

nega t ive ly  r e l a t ed .  

The causa l  pa th  leading from i n t e g r a t i o n  t o  crime and disorder  

r e f l e c t s  t h e  e f f i cacy  of informal s o c i a l  cont ro l .  In  i n t e g r a t e d  a reas  

a d u l t s  keep an eye on ch i ldren ,  and t h e  whole community eyes s t rangers  

carefu l ly .  Adults  who do no t  comply wi th  l o c a l  s tandards regarding 

home maintenance and household l i f e s t y l e  a r e  spoken to .  People with 

a s t ake  i n  t h e  community and i t s  f u t u r e  "police" events  t h e r e  with v i g o r .  



The r ec ip roca l  process r e f l e c t s  the  cor ros ive  consequences of 

crime and f ea r .  They reputedly cause people t o  r e s t r i c t  t h e i r  s o c i a l  

a c t i v i t y ,  forego oppor tuni t ies  t o  use community f a c i l i t i e s ,  and avoid 

c o n t a c t  with s t r ange r s  on the  s t r ee t .  Crime and disorder  may lead  people 

t o  be l e s s  soc iab le ,  more suspicious,  and less t r u s t f u l  even of t h e i r  

neighbors ,  A s  James Q. Wilson (1975:21) argues: 

Predatory crime does not  merely v i c t imize  ind iv idua ls ,  

i t  impedes and, i n  t h e  extreme case,  prevents t h e  formation 

and maintenance of comuni ty .  By d i s rup t ing  t h e  d e l i c a t e  

nexus of ties, formal and informal,  by which we a r e  l inked  

wi th  our  neighbors, crime atomizes soc i e ty  and makes of its 

members mere ind iv idua l  c a l c u l a t o r s  est imating t h e i r  own 

advantage.. ., 
Whatever t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of t hese  causa l  processes ,  t he  r e s u l t i n g  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of crime and i n t e g r a t i o n  i n  our  da t a  i nd ica t e s  t h a t  they 

a r e  q u i t e  powerful. Close-knit, s t a b l e  neighborhoods a r e  

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c a l l y  places where crime problems tend t o  be less severe.  

To i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  po in t ,  Figure 6-2 p re sen t s  a comparision of t h e  

t en  neighborhoods on t h e i r  aggregate  s co res  f o r  r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s  and 

t h e  ex ten t  t o  which these  four  types of crime were thought t o  be  a 

problem i n  t h e  area.  When divided a t  t h e  mean on each of t hose  measures, 

-__I------------------------

Figure 6-2 goes about he re  

........................ 

n ine  of t h e  t e n  a r e a s  f a l l  c l e a r l y  a t  oppos i te  poles--either they w e r e  

highly in t eg ra t ed  and did no t  have severe  d i f f i c u l t i e s  w i thc r ime  ( f i v e  

a r eas )  o r  they were r e l a t i v e l y  disorganized and had ser ious  crime problems 

(four  areas) .  Only Vis i rac ion  Valley i n  San Francisco does not  f i t  t h e  



FIGURE 6-2 


COMPARISON OF LEVELS OF NEIGHBORHOOD INTEGRATION AND 


MAJOR CRIME PROBLEMS, BY NEIGHBORHOOD 


MAJOR CRmE PROBLEMS 

LOW 	 HIGH 

Mission 

LOW 	 Lincoln Park 

Woodlawn 

Wicker Park 

Back-of-the-Yards 


Logan 

Vis i tac ion 

HIGH Sunset Valley 

West Philadelphia 

South Philadelphia 

NOTE: 	 Neighborhoods c lass i f i ed  by dividing each measure 

a t  its mean. Integration is  represented here 

by scores on the residential  t i e s  measure. 


SOURCE: 	 Computed from ten neighborhood surveys, averaging scale 
scores of residents of each area. 



p a t t e r n ;  i t  i s  a r e l a t i v e l y  high-income and homeowning, y e t  e t h n i c a l l y  

heterogeneous a rea ,  character ized by a high crime r a t e  and high l e v e l s  

of  o rgan iza t iona l  a c t i v i t y  around crime. Many of t he  cr ime problems of 

t h e  a r e a  repor ted ly  stem from a publ ic  housing complex which l i e s  

nearby ,  but  ou ts ide  of t he  local ly-defined boundaries of t h e  neighborhood. 

I n  i s o l a t i o n ,  Vis i tac ion  Valley probably would f a l l  n e a t l y  i n  t h e  

h igh- in tegra t ion ,  low-problems category. Including a l l  t e n  neighborhoods, 

t h e  aggregate-level co r r e l a t ion  between our  r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s  measure 

and crime problems s c a l e  score  was -.48; e x c l u d i n ~ v i s i t a c i o n  Valley it 

was -.71. The co r re l a t ion  between measures of t he  ex t en t  of crime 

problems and t h e  s t r eng th  of s o c i a l  t i e s  was - ,56 .  

Summary 

In  t h i s  chapter  we described two r e l a t e d  dimensions along which 

neighborhood crime and d isorder  can be assessed. The f i r s t  r e f l e c t s  

t h e  ex ten t  t o  which an a rea ' s  r e s i d e n t s  be l i eve  t h a t  s e r i o u s  crimes 

a r e  a concern i n  t h e i r  community. I n  our  c i t y  and neighborhood surveys 

w e  assayed t h e  ex t en t  t o  which burglary,  s t r e e t  robbery, s t r a n g e r  

a s s a u l t ,  and rape  cons t i t u t ed  problems i n  our  respondents '  neigh-

borhoods. Wkialso inquired about a r e l a t e d  s e t  of neighborhood condi- 

t i ons ,  inc luding  bui ld ing  abandonment, drug use,  vandalism, and 

teenage troublemaking. These may serve  as t h e  "signs" of crime, 

pointing t o  s e r i o u s  t roub le  because they i n d i c a t e  major r e n t s  i n  t h e  

l o c a l  s o c i a l  f a b r i c  . 
In genera l  t hese  d a t a  suggest  t h a t  assessments t h a t  crime i s  

a problem do not  vary much from c i ty- to-c i ty ,  bu t  t h a t  w i th in  c i t i e s  

they vary considerably from neighborhood-to-neighborhood. Both crime 



and d i so rde r  problems c l u s t e r  together  very t i g h t l y ,  and i t  is p o s s i b l e  

t o  f a i r l y  descr ibe neighborhoods a s  t roubled o r  not  t roubled ,  and 

people a s  i n  t rouble  o r  not .  Blacks and t h e  poor bore t h e  brunt of 

bo th  s e t s  of problems. Women and t h e  e l d e r l y  a l s o  were more l i k e l y  t o  

perce ive  t h a t  crime cons t i t u t ed  an important concern i n  t h e i r  community. 

A l l  o f  t h i s  pa in t s  a p ic turq  which resembles c lo se ly  the d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of f e a r ,  and places scoring near  t h e  top on these  measures a r e  fearsome 

p l aces  indeed. 

W e  a l s o  examined t h e  s t r e n g t h  of t h e  ties which bind ind iv idua ls  

t o  t h e s e  neighborhoods. One of those  t i e s  involves r e s i d e n t i a l  commit- 

ment, and the  o ther  i n t e g r a t i o n  i n t o  t h e  l o c a l  s o c i a l  system. Like 

concern about crime and d i so rde r ,  neighborhoods var ied  considerably 

i n  t h e  degree t o  which r e s i d e n t s  evidenced those forms of involvement 

i n  l o c a l  a f f a i r s .  Our measures of i n t e g r a t i o n  were l e s s  s t rongly  

l inked  t o  t he  personal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of our  respondents than were 

those  descr ib ing  crime and d i so rde r ,  and they drew s i m i l a r  p ro f i l e s  

of some su rp r i s ing ly  unl ike neighborhood's. However, i n t eg ra t ion  w a s  

s t rongly ,  nega t ive ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  incidence of cr ime-related 

condi t ions  i n  our t en  study neighborhoods, and the re  a r e  s t rong  

t h e o r e t i c a l  reasons t o  suspec t  t h a t  they w i l l  be l inked t o  fear and 

behavior a s  wel l .  



CHAPTER SEVEN 

NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS AND FEAR 

In t roduct ion  

I n  p r inc ip l e ,  people's assessments of l o c a l  crime condi t ions  and 

t h e i r  i n t e g r a t i o n  i n t o  neighborhood a f f a i r s  should play an important  

r o l e  i n  shaping t h e i r  percept ions of  t h e  r i s k s  they face  t h e r e  and t h e  

dangers they are exposed t o  when they brave t h e  s t r e e t s  a f t e r  dark. The 

crimes we have focused on a r e  s e r i o u s  ones, and areas  where they  seem t o  

be common should be fearsome p l aces  indeed. Where the  "s igns of crime" 

abound, people should be more circumspect about t h e i r  a c t i v i t y  as we l l .  

Our surveys i n  t h r e e  cities ind ica ted  t h a t  t hese  e f f e c t s  were q u i t e  

s t rong.  Numerically, we found t h a t  perhaps t h e  most u n s e t t l i n g  charac- 

t e r i s t i c  of a community w a s  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  i n  which the  f o r c e s  of change 

seemed t o  be tak ing  it, A s u b s t a n t i a l  number of c i t y  r e s i d e n t s  thought 

t h a t  th ings  were g e t t i n g  worse r a t h e r  than  b e t t e r  i n  t h e i r  neighborhood, 

a t rend  which d id  not  auger we l l  f o r  t h e i r  percept ions of community 

secur i ty .  As Furstenberg (1971: 607) put  it, "people take  t h e i r  cues  

from the neighborhood about how a f r a i d  t o  be." 

There has been considerable  specu la t ion  t h a t  some people may t ake  

these  cues more t o  h e a r t  than do o the r s .  We have seen i n  Sec t ion  I t h a t  

people vary i n  t h e  ex ten t  t o  which they a r e  vulnerable  t o  cr ime,  and 

t h a t  t h i s  was r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e i r  f e a r  of i t s  occurrence. Some argue t h a t  

c e r t a i n  vulnerable  groups--notably women and the  elderly--may be more a f -  

fec ted  by the  events  and condi t ions  which surround them. However, i n  

t h i s  chapter we r epor t  t h a t  w i th in  major populat ion groups neighborhood 



cond i t i ons  seem t o  have about t h e  same fear-provoking consequences. We 

did  n o t  f i n d  t h a t  women, t he  e lde r ly ,  Blacks, o r  t he  poor, were more 

s e n s i t i v e  t o  untoward environmental condi t ions around them. But because 

t h e  l a t t e r  groups a r e  more l i k e l y  than whites  o r  t he  well-to-do t o  l i v e  

i n  a r e a s  plagued by these problems, more of them s u f f e r  the consequences. 

On t h e  o t h e r  hand, t he re  is some evidence t h a t  community i n t e g r a t i o n  

can have pos i t i ve  bene f i t s  wi th  respec t  t o  f e a r  of crime. For  example, 

a r e sea rch  p ro j ec t  conducted f o r  t he  National  Council of Sen io r  C i t i zens  

found t h a t  among the  urban e l d e r l y  those who were more i n t e g r a t e d  i n t o  

t h e i r  community (using measures of t he  s t r e n g t h  of s o c i a l  t i e s )  were 

l e s s  l i k e l y  than o thers  t o  r epo r t  being f e a r f u l  (Jaycox, 1978).  Perhaps 

t h i s  i s  because they were more l i k e l y  t o  f e e l  t h a t  a d u l t s  i n  t h e  area 

(whom they know) would intervene i f  they found themselves i n  a risky sit-

uat ion .  Baumer and Hunter (1979) found t h a t  i n  Hartford c i t i z e n s  of all 

ages who were a t tached  t o  the  community more f requent ly  r e l i e d  on t h e i r  

neighbors f o r  mutual support and bel ieved t h a t  such e f f o r t s  .would a c t u a l l y  

reduce crime. O r ,  those who a r e  more c l o s e l y  a t tuned  t o  t h e  loca l  scene 

may be ab le  t o  avoid dangerous s i t u a t i o n s  i n  t h e  f i r s t  place.  Their 

"mental maps1' of dangerous p laces  i n  t h e  a r e a  may be more accura te .  
-+ .- -- . 

In t eg ra t ion  i n t o  the  community may a l s o  y i e l d  i n d i r e c t  benef i t s  w i t h  
- . - - .- - --- - - - - - - -

respect  t o  f e a r ,  rhrounh i ts  impact upon t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between neighbor-  

hood problems and f ea r .  Like t h e  se l ec t ed  " invu lne rab i l i t i e s ' '  we desc r ibed ,  

extensive community knowledge and experience may weaken t h e  e f f e c t  of crime 

o r  d isorder  on l e v e l s  of feat.  The National  Council of Sen io r  Ci t izens  

found t h a t  neighborhood v i c t imiza t ion  r a t e s  were p o s i t i v e l y  correlated 

with f e a r  among o l d e r  persons who were not  c l o s e l y  a t tached  to their 



community, but  among those who were most in tegra ted  i n t o  l o c a l  a f f a i r s  

there  was v i r t u a l l y  no r e l a t ionsh ip  between crime r a t e s  and f e a r .  

Crime, Signs of Disorder and Fear 

Our measures of neighborhood condit ions included ques t ions  about "how 
i 

much o f  a problem" was presented by some of t he  most prominent crimes 

which s t r i k e  ind iv idua ls  and households: robbery, burglary,  a s s a u l t  and 

rape. Those crimes a r e  the type which Conklin (1975), t he  Crime Commission 

(P res iden t ' s  Commission, 1967), and o t h e r s  specula te  a r e  t h e  major causes 

of f e a r .  A l l  involve d i r e c t  o r  p o t e n t i a l  personal  confonta t ions  wi th  

of fenders ,  and thus may possibly lead  t o  i n j u r y  o r  death. They gene ra l ly  

involve s t r ange r s ,  and they o f t e n  a r e  a t t r i b u t e d  t o  "outs iders"  t o  t h e  

community (Garofalo and Laub, 1978); thus t h e i r  incidence (from t h e  po in t  

of view of t he  vict im) i s  q u i t e  unpredic tab le ,  and they may seem impossible 

t o  completely avoid. Where these  crimes a r e  viewed a s  c o n s t i t u t i n g  a  b i g  

problem, neighborhoods a r e  f r i gh ten ing  p laces .  Surpr i s ingly  few r e s i d e n t s  

of our  t h ree  c i t i e s  reported t h a t  t h i s  was t h e  case,  but  among those  who 

did l e v e l s  of  f e a r  were s u b s t a n t i a l .  

The c l e a r  d i f f e r e n t i a t i o n  between neighborhoods r epo r t ing  h ighe r  and 

lower crime problems i s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Figure 7-1, which r e l a t e s  l e v e l s  

of f e a r  i n  each of our  s tudy neighborhoods t o  t h e  average "crime problems 

index" reported by those l i v i n g  there .  P laces  where such problems were 

reported t o  be  l e s s  s e r ious ,  inc luding  Logan, West Phi lade lphia ,  South 

Phi ladelphia ,  and Sunset,  a l l  were charac te r ized  by r e l a t i v e l y  low l e v e l s  

of f e a r  among t h e i r  r e s iden t s .  On t h e  o t h e r  hand, communities i n  which 

Figure 7-1 goes about he re  

----------------------------*--
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FIGURE 7-1 
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crime c o n s t i t u t e d  a se r ious  problem were very h igh  on fear--in t h r e e  

neighborhoods more than 50 percent of our  respondents repor ted  being a f r a i d ,  

and t h e s e  were our  most crime-ridden study a reas .  The most no tab le  "out- 

lyer"  on t h i s  otherwise s t rong  r e l a t ionsh ip  was t h e  Lincoln Park neighbor- 

hood i n  Chicago. I n  t h a t  community, made up of younger, middle-class,  
v 

o f t e n  s i n g l e  whites ,  burglary was r a t ed  a very s e r i o u s  problem; i n  every 

o the r  way, however, i t  "belongs1' where i t  l i e s  on our aggregated measure 

of f e a r .  

I n  add i t i on  t o  quest ions about t h e  na tu re  of crime problems, t h e s e  

surveys inquired about the ex ten t  t o  which the  l o c a l  s o c i a l  o rde r  seemed 

t o  be  i n  d i sa r r ay .  Respondents were asked about "how much o f  a problem" 

teenagers ,  vandalism, bui ld ing  abandonment, and drug use seemed t o  be  i n  

t h e i r  neighborhoods. A s  we argued i n  t h e  previous chapter ,  people r e l y  

upon t h e  incidence of problems l i k e  these  t o  warn them from dangerous lo-  

ca l e s .  

Stinchcombe e t .  a l . ,  (1978) argue t h a t  t h e  most d e b i l i t a t i n g  f e a r s  

a r e  a s soc i a t ed  wi th  such condi t ions .  Because they r e f l e c t  percept ions  of 

l o c a l  condi t ions,  t he  anxie ty  they generate  is enduring. Unlike t h e  

adrena l in  shock sparked by a s p e c i f i c  encounter o r  i nc iden t ,  t h e  assessment 

t h a t  one's neighborhood is unsafe is a constant  psychological  i r r i t a n t .  

Unlike many acc ident  s i t u a t i o n s ,  we can recognize from condi t ions  around 

us t h a t  we are i n  a high r i s k  environment, so  "...we can be a f r a i d  i n  ad- 

vance, not j u s t  when danger suddenly appears. .  . percep;ion of r isk 

depends both on t h e  concent ra t ion  of r i s k  i n  t i m e  and space and on t h e  

presence of e a r l y  s igns  of impending danger" (Stinchcombe, e t .  a l , ,  1978: 

2-4). A t  t h e  neighborhood l e v e l  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between our measures of 



l o c a l  d i so rde r  and f e a r  was + . 6 6 .  

F i n a l l y ,  we include i n  t h e  ana lys i s  a measure of t he  d i r e c t i o n  i n  

which t h e s e  communities seem t o  be evolving, a quest ion asking i f  the 

neighborhood was g e t t i n g  "be t t e r  o r  worse." Lemert (1951) and others  

have suggested t h a t  changes i n  condit ions r a t h e r  than the  c u r r e n t  l e v e l  

of neighborhood problems a r e  t h e  most s i g n i f i c a n t  bel lweather  of f ea r .  

People develop rou t ines  f o r  coping with the  phys ica l  and psychological 

r i s k s  presented by most environments. They a r e  a t  l e a s t  f a m i l i a r  wi th  

t h e i r  surroundings, regard less  of  the  l e v e l  of t h r e a t  they p re sen t .  As 

a r e s u l t ,  even those l i v i n g  i n  higher  crime a r e a s  may not b e  incapaci- 

t a t ed  by f ea r .  LEAA's c i t y  surveys inqui red  whether respondents thought 

t h e i r  neighborhood was above o r  below average wi th  respect  t o  crime, 

and very  few chose t h e  more pes s imis t i c  r a t i n g .  But while r e s iden t s  o f  

a neighborhood may become accustomed t o  condi t ions  p r e v a i l i n g  there, 

s h i f t s  i n  t h e i r  environment may d i s r u p t  t h e i r  accomodation to  its r i s k s  

and rewards. That f a m i l i a r i t y  may be l o s t .  I n s t a b i l i t y  i n  t h e  neighbor- 

hood and new unpred ic t ab i l i t y  i n  r e l a t i onsh ips  i n  nearby p u b l i c  places 

may genera te  anxiety and spread alarm, and hold out l i t t l e  hope  fo r  t h e  

fu ture .  A t  the  neighborhood l e v e l ,  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between f e a r  and b e l i e f  

t h a t  t h i n g s  have been "ge t t ing  worse" was +.56. 

Table 7-1 presents  t he  c o r r e l a t i o n  (gamma) between each o f  these i n d i -

c a t o r s  and our measure of f e a r .  I n  add i t i on ,  i t  r epor t s  t h e  a s soc i a t ion  

between f e a r  and the  multi-i tem s c a l e s  which summarize the e x t e n t  of c r i m e  

and community order  problems. The s t ronges t  l inkages a r e  to  be found w i t h  

............................. 

Table 7-1 goes about he re  



TABLE 7-1 


NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS AND FEAR OF CRIME 


Measure o f  Correlation Percent 
Neighborhood With Fear Think a 
Conditions Measure "Big ~ r b b l e m "  

Major Crime Problems 
Burglary 

Robbery/Purse Snatching 

Stranger Assault 

Rape 

Scale Score 

Local Socia l  Order Problems 

Teens Hanging Out 

Abandoned Buildings 

Use of Drugs 

Vandalism 

Scale Score 

Neighborhood Conditions 

Getting Worse 

NOTE: For neighborhood trends, percent is  those who think th ings  are 

"worse" ra the r  than "better" o r  "about t h e  same." 

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. A l l  co r re la t ions  

(gamma) a r e  signigicant  (p (.01) . 



assessments  of personal  crime problems, and t h e  summary measure of major 

crime problems is cor re la ted  +.43  with f e a r  of walking t he  neighborhood 

a t  n i g h t .  

I n d i c a t o r s  of the  condit ion of the  l o c a l  s o c i a l  order  all were re-

l a t e d  t o  f e a r  as well .  Perception of  t h e  ser iousness  of a vandalism 


_ problem seemed - to- -be the  l e a s t  important determinant of f e a r ,  b u t  there  


_was  little item-by-item v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h i s  regard.  F ina l ly ,  r e p o r t s  


- - of gene ra l  neighborhood trends were co r r e l a t ed  wi th  f e a r  about  

the  s a m e  l e v e l  as t h e  remaining "signs of crime." Together, t h e  trend 

measure and our two "problem" indices  were r e l a t e d  t o  f e a r  i n  simple 

a d d i t i v e  fash ion  ( t h e r e  was no s t a t i s t i c a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  between them), and 

explained s l i g h t l y  over 20 percent  of t h e  var iance  (R=.45) i n  our  measure 

of f e a r .  

I n  add i t i on  t o  t h e  co r r e l a t ion ,  o r  measure of s t a t i s t i c a l  impact of 

a p a r t i c u l a r  problem upon f e a r ,  Table 7-1 a l s o  r epo r t s  the  proportion of 

our respondents who perceived t h a t  each of them indeed cons t i t u t ed  a "big 

problem" i n  t h e i r  community. The proport ion va r i ed  cons iderably ,  and 

played a major r o l e  i n  determining t h e  o v e r a l l  n e t  e f f e c t  of each of them. 

For example, whi le  t h e  impact of percept ions of rape and bu rg la ry  problems 

upon f e a r  w a s  q u i t e  s i m i l a r  i n  magnitude ( t h e  co r r e l a t ions  were  +.39 and 

+.32,  r e spec t ive ly ) ,  more than t h r e e  t imes as many people were concerned 

about burglary i n  t hese  c i t i e s  a s  repor ted  t h a t  rape  was a b i g  problem. 

Examining those r e l a t i onsh ips  i n  d e t a i l ,  we f i n d  t h a t  9 pe rcen t  of our 

respondents thought t h a t  burglary was a b i g  problem i n  t h e i r  neighborhood 

-and reported t h a t  they f e l t  unsafe a t  n i g h t ,  whi le  only 3 pe rcen t  of the 

t o t a l  were i n  t h e  comparable " fear  of rape" category.  Because the f requency  



with  which var ious  problems were r a t ed  as s e r i o u s  varied g r e a t l y ,  we 

c a l c u l a t e d  such "net effect1'  measures f o r  each of them; they  a r e  

presented i n  Table 7-2. 

--*...--------------------------

Table 7-2 goes about here  

.............................. 

By t h i s  accounting, t h e  most important f a c e t  of t h e i r  eva lua t ions  

of t h e  community were respondents' es t imates  of t he  d i r e c t i o n  i t  had 

been changing. Table 7-2 i nd ica t e s  t h a t  about 1 3  percent of r e s i d e n t s  

of t h e s e  c i t i e s  f e l t  t h a t  t h e i r  neighborhood w a s  g e t t i n g  worse and 

f e l t  unsafe a t  n ight .  This high ranking stems from the  l a r g e  propor t ion  

(26 percent )  of our  respondents who f e l t  t h a t  th ings  were g e t t i n g  worse; 

, it  was by a s u b s t a n t i a l  margin the most f requent  pes s imis t i c  assessment 

of t h e i r  neighborhood they had t o  o f f e r .  Following neighborhood t r e n d s  

came two o the r  high-correlat ion and high-frequency problems, t h e  

perceived ser iousness  of drug use  and s t r e e t  muggings i n  o u r  respondent 's  

neighborhoods, while a t  t h e  bottom of t h e  l ist  f e l l  the l e a s t  f r equen t ly  

mentioned problems, abandoned bui ld ings  and rape. 

The same r e l a t ionsh ip  between crime and f e a r  can be found by 

s u b s t i t u t i n g  p o l i c e  r epo r t s  of t h e  ex t en t  of crime f o r  our respondent 's  

assessments of neighborhood condit ions.  The higher  t he  o f f i c i a l  rate 

of crime i n  t h e i r  a r ea ,  t h e  more l i k e l y  our  c i t y  respondents were t o  

i nd ica t e  f e a r .  Again, t hese  d a t a  were drawn from a p a r a l l e l  survey 

conducted i n  Chicago two years  a f t e r  our  o r i g i n a l  c i t y  s tud ie s .  The 

r e s u l t s  a r e  presented i n  Table 7-3. 

-------------ad-------------


Table 7-3 goes about he re  



. TABLE 7 ~ 2 - - . 

NET EFFECTS OF NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS ON FEAR 

Net-Effect :  -


- .  Percent  Who m i n k  a "Big ~roblem!' 

Nel.ghborhood Conditions and Feel Unsafe 


Neighborhood g e t t i n g  worse 


Robbery and purse-snatching 


U s e  of drugs 


Burglary 


Teenagers hanging out  


Vandalism 


S t ranger  a s s a u l t  


Abandoned bui ld ings  


Rape 


. - - - - - - - -. - - - - - - - - - -
NOTE: For_ neighboshp~d t r ends ,  _percent i s  those who th ink  things a re  ._ -- .. .. - - --- - - -
I I worse" and f e e l  unsafe. Number of -c.ases approximately 1320. 

-

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 



TABLE 7-3 

OFFICIAL LOCAL CRIME RATES AND FEAR OF CRIME, 


FOR CHICAGO RESIDENTS 


Fear of Crime: Type of Crime 

Respondents Who Average Official Crime Rate per 100,000 Residents 

Feel - Robbery Aggravated Assault Burglary 
- .  . 
. 

Very  Safe 	 358 233 922 (201) 

Somewhat Safe 	 462 300 1065 (310) 

Somewhat Unsafe 


Very Unsafe 


Total 


NOTE: 	 Differences in crime rates across ratings of safety all significant 

(p<.01). 

SOURCE: 	Crime counts from the Chicago Police Department (cf. Maxfield, 1979). 


Population figures for calculating rates from the Chicago Department 


of Planning. Computed from Metropolitan area survey, central-city 


sample only. 




Reported crime was higher i n  neighborhoods where respondents who 

f e l t  "somewhat unsaf el1 o r  "very unsafe" l i v e d ,  Those averages dif f el: 

most sha rp ly  f o r  robbery. Robbery r a t e s  were more than tw ice  as high 

f o r  t h o s e  who indicated they were very unsafe than they were f o r  those  

who f e l t  very safe .  Differences i n  r a t e s  f o r  aggravated a s s a u l t  from 

ca tegory  t o  category were almost a s  sharp, and burglary r a t e s  were 

c o n s i s t e n t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  f ea r .  

A s  before,  t h e  importance of t hese  f ind ings  l i e  i n  t h e  t o t a l l y  

independent fashion i n  which t h e  crime d a t a  were co l lec ted .  They a r e  

o f f i c i a l  po l i ce  accounts of neighborhood crime. They poin t  t o  the 

same s u b s t a n t i a l  r e l a t i onsh ip  between neighborhood condi t ions  and fear 
. 

found- in  t h e  survey data. The c o r r e l a t i o n  (Peaxson's r) between 

community robbery r a t e s  and f e a r  was +.22,  whi le  the  comparable f i g u r e  

f o r  a s s a u l t  was +.27 and f o r  burglary +.23. Those c o r r e l a t i o n s  remain 

v i r t u a l l y  unaffected when they are cont ro l led  f o r  age, sex,  race and i n ~ o m e *  

In t eg ra t ion  and Fear 

Relat ionships between s o c i a l  and r e s i d e n t i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  and f e a r  

of crime w e r e  somewhat more complex than  those  above. S u t t l e s '  (1968) 

not ion  of t h e  "segmented community" impl ies  t h a t  r e s iden t s  o f  an a rea  

who are knowledgeable of t h e  comings and goings of l o c a l  toughs,,who 

know c l e a r l y  t h e  boundaries they dare  not  c ros s ,  and who have  become 

acclimated t o  preva i l ing  l e v e l s  of crime and i n c i v i l i t y ,  shou ld  be 

l e s s  f e a r f u l  than those f o r  whom the  n igh t  holds g r e a t  myster ies .  The 

most d i r e c t  measure of t h i s  form of i n t e g r a t i o n ,  t h a t  tapping  the 

s t r eng th  of s o c i a l  t i e s ,  was l i nked  t o  f e a r  of crime i n  t h e  expected 

fashion. However, r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s ,  which genera l ly  a r e  pos i t i ve ly  



c o r r e l a t e d  wi th  knowing l o c a l  youths, recognizing s t r ange r s ,  and f e e l i n g  

a p a s t  of t h e  community, were r e l a t e d  t o  f e a r  of crime i n  sha rp ly  

c u r v i l i n e a r  fashion. The shape of those r e l a t i onsh ips  is  depic ted  i n  

F igure  7-2, which p l o t s  average r e s i d e n t i a l  and s o c i a l  ties sco res  f o r  

t hose  r epo r t ing  various l e v e l s  of f ea r .  

................................. 

Figure 7-2 goes about here  

................................. 

The most s t r i k i n g  f e a t u r e  of Figure 7-2 is  t h e  sharp upturn  i t  

desc r ibes  i n  l e v e l s  of r e s i d e n t i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  among those i n  t h e  most 

f e a r f u l  category. While t h e  r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s  measure gene ra l ly  descends 

with inc reas ing  l e v e l s  of f e a r  ( t h e  Gamma c o r r e l a t i o n  between t h e  two 

is  a very  moderate -.16), t h e  r e l a t i o n  between r e s i d e n t i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  

and f e a r  i s  f a r  from l i n e a r  (and t h e  Gamma c o r r e l a t i o n  lietween them' i s  a 

nea t  .00). 

This apparent mystery is  e a s i l y  solved, however, by examining 

these  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s  among key population groups. The g u i l t y  group 

t u r n s  out  t o  be t h e  e lder ly .  Those over s i x t y  years  of age r epo r t  

high l e v e l s  of f e a r ,  and they were much more l i k e l y  than anyone e l s e  

t o  be  long-time r e s iden t s  of t h e i r  neighborhood, home owners, and t o  

p lan  t o  s t a y  where they are .  I n  m u l t i v a r i a t e  analyses  which t ake  age  

i n t o  account t h e  co r r e l a t ion  between r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s  and f e a r  becomes 

mildly negat ive,  as i t  should. 

NeLther of t hese  e f f e c t s  is p a r t i c u l a r l y  s t rong ,  however, 

and it should n o t  be su rp r i s ing  t h a t  t h e  neighborhood-level 

co r r e l a t ions  between i n t e g r a t i o n  and f e a r  were weak, both stand- 

ing a t  about -.40 (not s i g n i f i c a n t  wi th  an  N of only 10). I n  a 

Canadian Study, Wartnagel (19791 a l s o  found no s t rong  connection 

between neighborhood i n t e g r a t i o n  and f e a r .  He speculated t h a t  t h i s  



FIGURE 7-2 

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN i 
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SOURCE: Computed from combined city- wide surveys. 



might have been due to the restricted range in whch integration may vary 


in modern urban communities. In cities even the "most integrated" areas 


may not be very integrated in absolute terms, at least not enough to 


affect powerful concerns like fear of crime. The connections 


between integration and fear also were confounded by other important 


correlates of fear, including race and class. Remember that two Black 


neighborhoods were among our most integrated communities, and that 


the most affluent area stood near the bottom of the list on both 


integration measures. Two of the least fearful neighborhoods that 


were surveyed were the middle-class areas of Lincoln Park and Sunset, 


both places where residents reported weak social ties. 


Factors Moderating the Impact of Neighborhood 


While the association between assessments of neighborhood crime 


conditions and fear of crime is a substantial one, there is reason to 


suspect that the "overall1' effects reported above mask some significant 


differences between population groups. While people generally are 


responsive to the opportunities and risks presented by the context 


within which they are operating, some may be more attuned than others 


to receiving and acting upon messages from their environment. Analytically, 


this is a hypothesis concerning statistical interaction, for it posits 


that the rel.ai:ionship between perceptions of environmental conditions 


and fear of crime varies in some systematic way, depending upon who 


people are. 


One key difference between people is their vulnerability 


to crime. Stinchombe, et al. (1978: 2-24) argue that vulnerable 


groups are "more sensitive to cues that precede danger, ro 


their own defenselessness..." Because they are prone to suffer 




more heav i ly  i f  victimized, it may be t h a t  vu lnerable  persons a r e  more 

a t t e n t i v e  t o  aspec ts  of t h e i r  environment which s i g n a l  danger ,  t h a t  

they "read" t h e i r  surroundings on a more frequent  b a s i s  t o  e s t a b l i s h  

the  e x i s t e n c e  of po ten t i a l  t h r e a t s ,  and t h a t  they r eac t  more quickly 

when danger looms on the  horizon. 

The concept of v u l n e r a b i l i t y  is, of course,  not  confined t o  the  

phys i ca l  and s o c i a l  a t t r i b u t e s  analyzed i n  d e t a i l  i n  t h i s  sec t ion .  

Other research  on f e a r  of crime has i nd ica t ed  t h a t  a l t e r n a t i v e  measures 

of v u l n e r a b i l i t y  exhib i t  some of t he  f e a t u r e s  an t i c ipa t ed  he re .  For 

example, Antunes, Cook, Cook and Skogan (forthcoming) a rgue  t h a t  l i v i n g  

alone 'enhances vu lne rab i l i t y  both t o  v i c t imiza t ion  and t o  t h e  con- 
--. . 

sequences of crime, and f i n d  t h a t  being without t h i s  form of soc ia l  

support  i s  most d i r e c t l y  l i nked  t o  f e a r  of crime among t h e  e lder ly .  

They a l s o  f i n d  a higher  c o r r e l a t i o n  between c i t y  size and f e a r  among 

the  e l d e r l y ;  presumably t h e  former r ep re sen t s  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  t h e  

p r o b a b i l i t y  of v i c t imiza t ion  by personal  crime, and hence "objective 

threa t . "  Doob and MacDonald (1979) found t h a t  t e l e v i s i o n  viewing 

a f f e c t e d  f e a r  only i n  high r i s k  neighborhoods. Stinchcombe et. al., 

(1978) r epo r t  t h a t  r ace  and neighborhood r a c i a l  composition in te rac t  

t o  produce higher  l e v e l s  of f e a r  among whi tes  i n  heterogeneous areas. 

Conklin (1976) concludes t h a t  percept ions of crime and f e a r  of crime 

a r e  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  only i n  communities where crime r a t e s  a r e  high 
-- -- - -- - - - - -.. -

enough t o  surpass  some "threshold" marking-th< p6int a t  which-the t h r e a t  

of v i c t imiza t ion  i s  a r e a l  one. 

In  each case  t h e  general  l esson  is  t h a t  among persons sharing some 
I ._- _ --

form of v u l n e r a b i l i t y  r i s k s  o r  t h r e a t s  i n  t h e  enTironment may be more 

d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  f ea r .  Those persons a r e  more a f f ec t ed  

I [ , ' )  

a 

I 

,d 1r" a 



by ( o r  responsive to )  events and condi t ions  which surround them, and 

(by in fe rence )  they a r e  more inf luenced by changes i n  t h e i r  environments 

a s  w e l l .  If t h i s  i s  the  case, we should f i n d  t h a t  including i n  our  

s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses  a separa te  i n t e r a c t i o n  term ind ica t ing  those  

respondents  who a r e  more vulnerable  and who l i v e  i n  a h igher  r i s k  

environment should grant  us  p r e d i c t i v e  power above t h a t  cont r ibu ted  by 

measures of t h e i r  vu lne rab i l i t y  and t h e i r  percept ions of environmental 

cond i t i ons  alone. 

F igure  7-3 examines i n  d e t a i l  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between environmental 

.............................. 

Figure 7-3 goes about he re  
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condi t ions  (here represented by percept ions of t h e  se r iousness  of major 

crime problems) and f e a r  of crime, f o r  males and females and f o r  those  

under and over  f i f t y  years  of age. I f  women ( f o r  example) a r e ,  a s  

hypothestzed, more responsive- t o  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  environmental condi t ions ,  

we should f i n d  t h a t  d i f fe rences  between those  who l i v e  i n  h igher  r i s k  

a r e a s  and t h e i r  counterpar t s  i n  s a f e r  p l aces  a r e  g r e a t e r  t han  d i f f e r ences  

among men across  p laces  present ing  varying l e v e l s  of t h r e a t .  F igure  

7-3 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t h i s  is  not  t h e  case. It is c l e a r  t h a t  t h e  

"main e f f ec t s "  discussed above, those  of phys ica l  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  and 

neighborhood condit ions,  a r e  a t  work there :  women were more f e a r f u l  

than men, and where neighborhood condi t ions  seemed worse s o  d id  t h e i r  

assessments of t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  However, t h e  s teady  "stepladder"  e f f e c t  

of worsening condi t ions  d i d  n o t  appear t o  vary much among t h e  sexes. 

The most s u b s t a n t i a l  d i f f e r ence  a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  neighborhood condi t ions  

were those i n  t h e  very worst p l aces  (making up about 1 2  percent  of t h e  

t o t a l ) .  Ilowever, t h a t  jump a l s o  cha rac t e r i zed  t h e  f e a r s  of males 
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FIGURE 7-3 

CONTROLLING FOR REMAINING PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES II 
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SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. Values estimated using 

multiple regression. All controlledfor race and income, plussex or age. 




i n  the highes t  r i s k  loca t ions ,  pu t t i ng  them above a l l  but  t h e  most 

th rea tened  females . 
The same even-handed e f f e c t  of neighborhood condit ions seems t o  

c h a r a c t e r i z e  t he  f e a r s  of o lde r  persons a s  wel l .  Those i n  t h e  worst 

l o c a t i o n s  and those f i f t y  years  of age and o l d e r  f e l l  much above t h e  

o v e r a l l  population mean i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Figure 7-3, but  t h e  e f f e c t s  of 

perceived neighborhood condit ions did no t  vary by age. In n e i t h e r  

case i s  t h e r e  much evidence here  t h a t  t h e  a t t i t u d e s  of t hose  i n  t h e  

most vu lnerable  groups a r e  more a f f ec t ed  by t h e i r  assessments of t h e i r  

environment. Neither do t h e  d a t a  support Conklints  (1976:lOS) hypothesis  

t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a " c r i t i c a l  threshold" of r i s k  below which v a r i a t i o n s  i n  

percept ions of crime do not  a f f e c t  f ea r .  H e  found t h a t  i n  a r e a s  l i t t l e  

bothered by crime (measured by o f f i c i a l  s t a t i s t i c s ) ,  f e a r  d i d  no t  vary  

much wi th  percept ions of crime; on t h e  o the r  hand, i n  t h e s e  t h r e e  c i t i e s  

f e a r  mounts s t e a d i l y  even a t  lower l e v e l s  of crime and d i s o r d e r .  The 

-..- - -
data  l i n k i n g  l o c a l  -.o f f i c i a l. - - . . - - L -t o  t h e  same -. - -. and f e a r  po in t  - . -crime r a t e s  

cbnclusio-n.--The f igu res  presented i n  Table 7-3 ind ica t e  t h a t  t h e  

r e l a t i onsh ip  between crime and f e a r  i s  q u i t e  l i n e a r .  Only i n  t h e  case  

of t h e  i n d i c a t o r  of neighborhood t r ends  a r e  t hese  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  no t  

general ly  l i n e a r ;  i n  t h a t  case,  t h e r e  was no d i f f e r ence  i n  f e a r  between 

those who thought th ings  were "bet ter"  o r  " the same." 

The v i s u a l  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  debunking t h e  "at tent iveness"  hypothes is  

is confirmed by a more rigorous. s t a t i s t i c a l  ana lys i s ,  t he  r e s u l t s  of 

which a r e  presented i n  Table 7-4. Each i n d i c a t o r  of phys i ca l  and s o c i a l  

.- - -

vu lne rab i l i t y  w a s  analyzed i n  conjunct ion wi th  the  major cr ime problems .-

sca l e  t o  e s t a b l i s h  t h e  importance of t h e i r  j o i n t ,  a s  opposed t o  s e p a r a t e  

and cumulative, e f f e c t .  Table 7-4 i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  t n  no case  were t h e s e  



i n t e r a c t i o n  terms s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t ed  t o  f e a r  of crime, and i n  no c a s e  

did t h e y  account f o r  more than one o r  two percent  of t he  var iance  which 

was expla ined  by a l l  of them i n  conjunction. The e f f e c t  of l o c a l  crime 

cond i t i ons  remained steady a t  about 40-45 percent  of t he  t o t a l  explained 

var iance .  ~ n d i c a t o r sof physical  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  were much more important 

i n  exp la in ing  f e a r  than were those r e f l e c t i n g  . s o c i a l  vu lne rab i l i t y .  A 

Both pe r sona l  vu lne rab i l i t y  and neighborhood condit ions were independently 

r e l a t e d  t o  f e a r ,  i n  simple and add i t i ve  fashion.  (The same could be s a i d  

using o f f i c i a l  community crime r a t e s  t o  measure those condit ions.)  There 

seems t o  be l i t t l e  u t i l i t y  t o  complicate our  understanding o f  fear with 

a l l u s i o n s  t o  a g r e a t e r  a t t en t iveness  t o  crime problems by t h o s e  i n  more 

............................. 

Table 7-4 goes about he re  

............................ 

vulnerable  ca tegor ies .  

These d a t a  also provide no evidence t h a t  i n t eg ra t ion  i n t o  community 

a f f a i r s  paid any s i g n i f i c a n t  i n d i r e c t  b e n e f i t s  wi th  regard t o  fear .  

City r e s i d e n t s  who perceived high l e v e l s  of crime and d i s o r d e r  were 

more f e a r f u l ,  but t h e  hypothesis t h a t  those  among them who were  s o c i a l l y  

o r  r e s i d e n t i a l l y  in tegra ted  would be a b l e  t o  b e t t e r  handle t h o s e  problems 

was no t  supported. The r e l a t ionsh ip  between crime condi t ions  and f ea r  

was v i r t u a l l y  t h e  same f o r  those  r epo r t ing  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  degrees  of 

community attachment. 

Figure 7-4 summarizes t he  l inkages  between crime problems, soc ia l  

t i e s ,  and f e a r ,  f o r  r e s iden t s  of t he  t h r e e  c i t i e s .  It d e p i c t s  the 

r e l a t i onsh ip  between crime problems and f e a r ,  f o r  people i n  each  of four 

......................... 

Figure 7-4 goes about here  
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TABLE- -7-4 

INTERACTION BETWEEN PERSONAL VULNERABILITY AND 

NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME CONDITIONS, MPLAINING FEAR 

Measures of Vulnerabi l i ty  
and Neighborhood Percent  of 
Conditions Explained Variance S lgni f icance  

Phys ica l  Vulnerabi l i ty  

Sex (female) 

C r i m e  Problems 

I n t e r a c t i o n  - Sex and Problems 

Remaining Personal 
A t t r i b u t e s  

Old Age 

Crime Problems 

I n t e r a c t i o n  - Age and Problems 

Remaining Personal  
A t t r ibu te s  

Socia l  Vulnerabi l i ty  

Race -(~laclc)  

Crime Problems 

In t e rac t ion  - Race and Problems 

Remaining Personal  
A t t r ibu te s  

Low Income 

Crime Problems 

In t e rac t ion  - Income and Problems 

Remaining Personal  
A t t r ibu te s  

NOTE: 	 Calculated using mul t ip le  r eg re s s ion  es t imates .  "Remaining personal  
a t t r i b u t e s "  include o the r  a p p ~ o p r i a t e  age, sex, r ace  and income measures. 

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 
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FIGURE 7-4 


RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CRIME PROBLEMS 

AND FEAR, FOR VARYING LEVELS OF SOCIAL TIES 
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SOURCE: Computed from combined city -wide surveys. 



c a t e g o r i e s  of in tegra t ion .  I n  general ,  those  repor t ing  t h e  weakest 

s o c i a l  t i e s  described themselves a s  t h e  most f e a r f u l ,  and t h o s e  with 

the  s t r o n g e s t  t i e s  were t h e  l e a s t  f e a r f u l .  While l e v e l s  of  f e a r  va r i ed  

with t h e  degree of i n t eg ra t ion ,  t h e  shape of t h e  upwardly curving l i n e s  

i l l u s t r a t i n g  how crime problems were r e l a t e d  t o  f e a r  d id  n o t  vary 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  from group-to-group. C r i m e  a f f ec t ed  f e a r  i n  t h e  same 

f a sh ion  among those who were more and l e s s  i n t eg ra t ed  i n t o  t h e i r  community. 

There was no s i g n i f i c a n t  decrement i n  f e a r  among those i n  t h e  high-crime 

(or  d i so rde r )  bu t  high-attachment category. 

Summary Analysis 

This  Sect ion examined community contexts  which seem t o  engender 

problems wi th  v ic t imiza t ion  and f ea r .  Fear of crime i s  h igher  i n  p l aces  

where neighborhood t rends  poin t  i n  t h e  wrong d i r ec t ion ;  people who 

perceived t h a t  t h e i r  cornunity was i n  dec l ine  a l s o  were more f e a r f u l .  

I n  p l aces  where robbertes ,  a s s a u l t s ,  and o the r  major crimes cons t i t u t ed  

a s e r ious  problem people a l s o  were concerned about exposing themselves 

t o  r i s k .  They a l s o  were negat ive ly  a f f e c t e d  by more s u b t l e  s i g n s  t h a t  

t he  s o c i a l  o rder  was i n  d isar ray .  

There were s i g n i f i c a n t  (bu t  weaker) p o s i t i v e  con t r ibu t ions  t o  t h e  

f e a r  problem a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  community in t eg ra t ion .  There was a 

weak-to-moderate tendency f o r  people enjoying s t ronger  s o c i a l  and 

r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s  t o  t h e i r  neighborhood t o  r e p o r t  being l e s s  a f r a i d .  

A l l  of t hese  neighborhood f a c t o r s  and l inkages  were r e l a t e d  t o  

one another,  however, and many were s t rong ly  l inked t o  personal  a t t r i b u t e s  

of t h e  respondents which s i g n a l  t h e i r  s o c i a l  and physical  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  



t o  crime. In t h e i r  study of publ ic  housing developments Newman and 

Franck (1979) found t h a t  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  crime r a t e s  within bui ld ings  

did n o t  e f f e c t  t he  l e v e l  of f e a r  among r e s iden t s ,  nor t h e i r  d e s i r e  t o  move 

our. The simple co r r e l a t ions  between t h e s e  f a c t o r s  were s t rong ,  but 

disappeared when they cont ro l led  f o r  confounding var iab les .  This was 

a very  su rp r i s ing  discovery. Thus it i s  necessary t o  s o r t  o u t  t he  

r e l a t i v e  cont r ibu t ion  of each of these  f a c t o r s  while taking t h e  e f f e c t  of  t h e  

o t h e r s  i n t o  account, This t a s k  is s imp l i f i ed  by the  f a c t  t h a t  there  

was no evidence t h a t  any population groups were more respons ive  than 

o t h e r s  t o  these  condit ions,  Rather,  people of a l l  kinds were more 

wary when t h e  v i t a l  s igns  of t h e i r  l o c a l i t y  were poor. T h i s  allows 

us t o  concentrate  on the  simple l i n e a r  e f f e c t s  of community problems 

and l inkages  on f ea r .  

To make t h e  r e s u l t s  of t h i s  ana lys i s  more i n t e r p r e t a b l e  many of 

t he  measures employed here  were combined i n t o  summary ind ices .  This 

makes s t a t i s t i c a l  ana lys i s  more i n t e r p r e t a b l e ,  a t  a  cos t  of on ly  a 

s l i g h t  dec l ine  i n  t h e  p r e d i c t i v e  power of those  measures. To summarize 

* 
personal  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  we s tandardized,  then summed scores  represent ing  

t h e  age, sex,  and r a c e  of each of our respondents.  The r e s u l t i n g  

measure increased i n  va lue  wi th  vu lne rab i l i t y .  The same procedure was 

followed with t h e  two measures of i n t e g r a t i o n  and with the  t h r e e  

measures of connuunity problems. These t h r e e  Independent v a r i a b l e s  

were then employed i n  a regress ion  a n a l y s i s  of r epo r t s  of  fear. The 

r e s u l t s  of t h i s  a r e  summarized i n  Table 7-5. 

*These a r e  t h e  "z-scores," which s tandard ize  t h e  means and 
variances of measures, This g ives  them equal va lue  i n  an 
index when they a r e  added toge ther .  



Table 7-5 goes about here  
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Table 7-5 i nd ica t e s  t h a t  problems with neighborhood cr ime and 

d i s o r d e r ,  remain the  most important p red ic to r s  of f e a r ,  even when 

community in t eg ra t ion  and personal  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  a r e  taken i n t o  account,  

Next i n  importance ranks vu lne rab i l i t y ,  followed by in t eg ra t ion .  The 

e f f e c t  of t h e  l a t t e r  remains s i g n i f i c a n t ,  bu t  r e l a t i v e l y  weak. 

The causa l  ordering of t hese  i n d i c a t o r s  remains, of course,  

judgemental. We assumed t h a t  i n  t he  s h o r t  run and among ind iv idua l s  

f a c t o r s  l i k e  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  and community condit ions engender f ea r .  On 

the  o t h e r  hand, Conklin (1971; 1975) and o the r s  argue t h a t  over  t i m e  

f e a r  i n  t u rn  generates  neighborhood crime and d isorder ,  reduces l e v e l s  

of i n t e g r a t i o n ,  and reshapes a  community's demography. When people a r e  

f e a r f u l  t h e i r  s o l i d a r i t y  with those  around them and t h e i r  t r u s t  i n  

o t h e r s  dec l ines ,  t h e i r  attachment t o  t h e  community weakens, and t h e i r  

s a t i s f a c t i o n  with the  neighborhood a s  a  p lace  t o  l i v e  disappears .  Those 

who can a f fo rd  t o  may leave,  while  those who cannot huddle behind c losed  

doors. Sect ion I V  examines t h e  behavioral  consequences of t h e  f a c t o r s  

de t a i l ed  here ,  and while  t h a t  a n a l y s i s  provides some evidence suppor t ing  

t h i s  "feedback" model, a  s tudy of t h e  over-time r ec ip roca l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between community and f e a r  r equ i r e s  d a t a  f a r  beyond t h e  c ros s - sec t iona l  

surveys that '  w e  have a t  our  d isposa l .  



TABLE 7-5 


SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF 


NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS AND FEAR 


Standardized 
Summary Concept Simple Regression 

Index Correlation Coefficient (Sigf.) 

Personal 

Vulnerabilfty 


Crtme and Disorder 

Problems 


Social and Residential 

Integration 


NOTE: Summary indices are summed standard scores of sets.of 


individual measures. 


SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 




SECTION I11 


LEARNING ABOUT CRIME 

In this Section we examine in detail two of the ways in 


which people may gain impressions of the daily risks of urban 


life, through the media and by talking to others. In Chapter 


Eight we examine the crime content of newspapers and television 


in our cities, and we document patterns of media attentiveness 


there. In Chapter Nine we explore the diffusion of information 


about local victims and events through neighborhood social networks. 


In the final chapter in this Section we probe the impact of these 


factors on people's assessments of neighborhood safety. 
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CHAPTER EIGHT 

CRIME I N  THE MEDIA 

In t roduct ion  

To understand how people cope with crime it i s  important t o  c l a r i f y  

how they  acqui re  information about rhe  problem. These impressions should 

p lay  a major r o l e  i n  shaping how people a s se s s  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  r i s k s  

which surround them and how they adapt t o  t h e  s i t u a t i o n  by a l t e r i n g  

t h e i r  day-to-day behavior. 

People acqui re  information about crime from severa l  sources: by 

observa t ion ,  from repor t s  by those  around them, from t h e  media, and 

-.-A 

through d i r e c t  personal  experience. They come across  t h i s  information. ---. -

casua l ly  i n  t h e  course of t h e i r  d a i l y  rout ine .  During one f i e l d  

in te rv iew i n  San Francisco an informant mentioned such an inc ident .  

The s tove  man who was here  t h e  o the r  day f ix ing  t h e  

s tove  was saying t o  me t h a t  he thought t h a t  t h i s  

a r e a  i s  t h e  t h i r d  h ighes t  crime a rea  i n  t h e  c i t y .  

I n  f a c t ,  he used t o  be assigned t o  t h e  Towers 

( a  nearby housing p r o j e c t ) ,  bu t  he asked t o  be 

t r a n s f e r r e d  t o  another  a r e a  because i t  w a s  g e t t i n g  so  

dangerous. H e  w a s  i n  t h e  h o s p i t a l  t h r e e  t i m e s  from 

s t u f f  t h a t  happened t o  him whi le  he was.working i n  

t h e  Towers. (Vfsi tacion Valley f n  0446-August, 1976) 

Chapter Two ind ica t ed  t h a t  recent  and d i r e c t  v i c t imiza t ion  experience 

i s  no t  t h e  primary source of impressions about crime f o r  most people. 

Few re s iden t s  of t hese  c i t i e s  w e r e  vict imized r ecen t ly  by s e r i o u s  crime, 

and few of them a c t u a l l y  observed any crimes tak ing  place. C r i m e  is  



- - 

-- - 

f u r t i v e  a c t i v i t y ,  and cr iminals  t r y  t o  avoid being i d e n t i f i e d  by an 

eyewitness  o r  bothered by an i n t r u s i v e  bystander.  However, as we 

d iscussed  i n  Chapter Six, people do pick up v i s u a l  cues from t h e i r  

environment which they i n t e r p r e t  a s  s igns  t h a t  t h e i r  community i s  

t roubled .  These Include such neighborhood condit ions a s  vandalism, 

r e s i d e n t i a l  abandonment, and youth a c t i v i t y .  

Because of t h e  l imi ted  r o l e  recent  personal  experience and d i r e c t  

observa t ion  play i n  obtaining information about crime, people genera l ly  

must r e l y  upon t h e  media and personal conversat ions wi th  o t h e r s  t o  l e a r n  

about t h e  na tu re  of t h e  crime problem. I n  t h i s  survey respondents were 

asked about t h e i r  "best  source of information" about neighborhood crime; 

with the exception of rad io  (6 percent) and miscellaneous sources  (8 p e r c e n t ) ,  

t he  newspapers, t e l ev i s ion ,  and personal  conversat ion accounted for a l l  of. . .  them. 

Media coverage of crime seems ubiquitous.. Graber's (1977) content 

a n a l y s i s  05 network and l o c a l  Chicago t e l e v i s i o n  news broadcas ts  revea led  

t h a t  almost 20 percent  of a l l  s t o r i e s  on l o c a l  news shows a n d  10 percent  

of those  c a r r i e d  over t he  networks concerned crime and c r i m i n a l  j u s t i c e .  

A content  a n a l y s i s  of e igh t  metropol i tan newspapers i n  t h e s e  three 

c i t i e s  (described below) found t h a t  every day each paper repor ted  a t  

l e a s t  one s t o r y  about a v i o l e n t  crime i n  a proininen-t p o s i t i o n ,  It 

revealed between 4.4 and 6.8 s t o r i e s  about v i o l e n t  crime p e r  paper, 

per  day. Not su rp r i s ing ly ,  t h i s  survey found t h a t  more t h a n  three-quarters  

of t h e  r e s iden t s  of t hese  c i t i e s  reported hearing about a c r i m e  story 

on t e l e v i s i o n  o r  reading about one i n  t h e  newspapers on t h e  previous day. 

Other research  and ou r  own surveys i n d i c a t e  t h a t  people think o f  

crime l a r g e l y  i n  terms of homicide, robbery and a s s a u l t i v e  violence. 



The over-representation of violence in people's recollections of 

criminal events parallels findings from detailed studies of the content 

of mass- communications. Jkrley and Antunes (19771, Graliar (19771, Gordon, 

et. al. (lg791, and others have documented this emphasis on violence 
in the media and the generally inverse relationship between newspaper 

coverage of crime and the actual frequency of events in a community. 


The similarity of the profile of events in the media to popular images 


of crime was one reason why the Crime Commission pointed an accusatory 


finger at newspapers and television in their report to the President 


(president's Commission, 1967). The Commission charged that the media 


were exaggerating the dimensions of the crime problem and that their 


emphasis on violent crime encouraged unrealistic levels of fear. 


By their very frequency, personal conversation and media accounts 


of crime must be suspect as sources of fear. In the fourth chapter 


we pointed out the discrepancy between the magnitude of fear and actual 


levels of victimization. Unlike victimization, the reiteration of 


stories about crime is not a "rare event." Crime stories make up an 


important component of the crime environment which surrounds the 


residents of our three cities, one whfch is brought to their attention 


almost on a daily basis. In fact, in a study in Portland, Yaden et.al. 


(1973) found that many thought there was more talk about crime than the 


problem warranted, and forty percent felt (like the Crime ~onunission) 


that such talk was stirring up excessive concern about crime. 


In order to gauge the frequency with which people encounter media 


messages concerning crime, we asked our respondents if "yesterday" they 


had watched any television news shows or "shows involving police or 


crime," and if "yesterday" they had read any stories about crime in a 




newspaper. hey were asked only about t h e i r  media contact  on t h e  previous 

day i n  order  t o  measure a s  accura te ly  as poss ib l e  t he  impact s p e c i f i c a l l y  

of t h e  newspapers and te lev is ion .  The longer  t h e  reference period f o r  

these  quest ions,  t he  more l i k e l y  it i s  t h a t  our respondent 's  r ep l i e s  

would be  colored by t h e  wel te r  of  crime infromation bombarding them 

on a d a i l y  bas i s ,  and by t h e  tendency of people t o  forge t  abou t  t r i v i a l  

occurrences very rap id ly  (Sudman and Bradburn, 1974). 

The r e s u l t s  i nd ica t e  t h a t  people are very a t t e n t i v e  t o  crime news. 

Based on t h i s  measure, 45 percent  of respondents very r e c e n t l y  had 

read about  crime. Of t h a t  group about t h r e e  i n  f i v e  r e g u l a r l y  read b o t h  

metropol i tan and l o c a l  community newspapers, about one-third only the 

city-wide d a i l i e s ,  and about 1 percent only t h e i r  l o c a l  paper. 

For many respondents newspapers w e r e  t h e i r  major source of  crime 

news. I n  another  quest ion they were asked, 

Considering a l l  t h e  sources you use  t o  g e t  

i n f  o m a t i o n ,  what's your bes t  source of 

information about crime i n  your neighborhood? 

Thirty-one percent  of those who were questioned indica ted  t h a t  a major 

da i ly  newspaper (20 percent)  o r  t h e i r  l o c a l  community paper ( 1 1  percent) 

was t h e i r  most important source of l o c a l  crime news. 

The o the r  major media source of information about crime is  t e l ev i s ion .  

Among those questioned 17 percent  i nd ica t ed  t h a t  i t  was t h e i r  most 

important source of crime data .  They were a l s o  asked whether they had 
- - - .- - --

- watched l o c a l  and n a t i o n a l  t e l e v i s i o n - % A  programs on t h e  previous n i g h t .  

While we d id  not  ask them s p e c i f i c a l l y  i f  they had seen a s t o r y  about 

crime t h a t  evening, content a n a l y s i s  of t e l e v i s i o n  news i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  



crime news is a s t a p l e  on those programs. Graber (1977) r e p o r t s  t h a t  

i n  Chicago 19 percent  of a l l  t h e  s t o r i e s  and 22 percent of a l l  t h e  

t o p i c s  covered on l o c a l  t e l e v i s i o n  news programs concern cr-ime ( t h e r e  

could be more than one s to ry  on a topic), about twice t h e  n a t i o n a l  f i g u r e  

f o r  t h e  t h r e e  major networks, Thus we can s a f e l y  assume t h a t  people who 

watch ( e spec i a l ly  l o c a l )  news programs a r e  exposed t o  s t o r i e s  about 

crime. In  t h i s  survey 3 percent  of t h e  respondents watched only n a t i o n a l  

news, while  1 4  percent watched l o c a l  news programs and 26 percent  tuned 

i n  t o  both. We a l s o  inquired about exposure t o  f i c t i o n a l  accounts  o f -  

crime on t e l ev i s ion .  People were asked, regarding the  previous evening, 

"did you watch any shows involving p o l i c e  o r  crime? (Like Kojack, 

c h a r l i e ' s-.--. . Hawaii 5-0, Adam-12, o r  Ba re t t a? )  About 36 percent- ~ngels, 

ind ica ted  t h a t  they had seen such programs. 

Table 8-1 summarized these  f i g u r e s  f o r  each c i ty .  Not only does 

newspaper and t e l e v i s i o n  news reach about equal  proport ions of t h e  

............................ 

Table 8-1 goes about here  

population, but  t h e r e  were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ences  between r e s i d e n t s  

of d i f f e r e n t  c i t i e s  i n  how o f t e n  they were exposed t o  s t o r i e s  about  

crime i n  t h e  media. A s  we s h a l l  s ee ,  t h e r e  a r e  grea t  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  

the r e c e p t i v i t y  of var ious  audiences t o  second-hand crime news, bu t  

those d i f fe rences  can be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  i nd iv idua l  f a c t o r s ,  and n o t  t o  

c i t y  of residence. Whatever t h e  content  of media s t o r i e s  about  crime, 

they reach about equal  proport ions of t h e  population i n  each of t h e s e  

communities. 

I n  t h e  remainder of t h i s  chapter  we explore  the  i s s u e s  of media 



TABLE 8-1 

MEDIA SOURCES OF CRIME INFORMATION, BY CITY 

City 

- -

Percent Reporting Each Media Contact 

Television 
News paper News 

--- 

Television 
Drama (N) 

Philadelphia 48 46 40 (453 )  

Chicago 45 44 36 (428) 

San Francisco 41 40 33 (488) 

( S i g f .  of 
Differences) 

(- 10) 

Average 45 44 36 

SOURCE: Computed f r o m  city-wide surveys. 



coverage of crime and the  consumption of crime news. We examine i n  

d e t a i l  what can be seen about crime i n  t h e  newspapers and on t e l e v i s i o n ,  

i nc lud ing  both t h e  frequency and subs tan t ive  content of t h a t  coverage, 

We t h e n  t u r n  t o  t h e  question of who a c t u a l l y  picked up those  messages. 

The answer, i t  appears,  is  t h a t  i n  one way o r  another v i r t u a l l y  everyone 

does. 

Media Coverage of Crime 

Most research  on crime i n  t h e  media has examined t h e  correspondence 

between media images and o the r  i n d i c a t o r s  of t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of crime, 

u sua l ly  o f f i c i a l  s t a t i s t i c s .  It i s  apparent t h a t  a s e l e c t i o n  process  

genera l ly  r e s t r i c t s  media coverage of crime t o  only a subse t  of p o t e n t i a l  

s t o r i e s .  Since t h e  media a r e  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  covering crimes which a r e  

known to t h e  po l i ce  these  two vers ions  of r e a l i t y  could be s i m i l a r ,  bu t  
. . .  

because of t h i s  s e l ec t ion  process ( i n  which both po l i ce  and r e p o r t e r s  p lay  . 

a r o l e ) ,  t h e  p i c t u r e  of crime portrayed i n  t h e  press  and on t e l e v i s i o n  

d i f f e r s  from aggregate  po l i ce  s t a t i s t i c s  on crime. James Davis (1951) 

compared changes i n  o f f i c i a l  crime r e p o r t s  t o  changes i n  coverage of 

crime s t o r i e s  by four  Colorado newspapers from 1948 t o  1950. He found 

t h a t  changes i n  newspaper coverage were not  r e l a t e d  t o  changes i n  

po l i ce  records of t he  extent  of s e r i o u s  crime. Reported crime and t h e  

frequency of newspaper s t o r i e s  about crime were also t h e  f o c i  of Jones '  

(1976) ana lys i s  i n  S t .  Louis. H e  found t h a t  newspaper r ep re sen ta t ions  

of crime were h ighly  d i s t o r t e d ,  both with r e spec t  t o  t he  r e l a t i v e  

frequency of d i f f e r e n t  types of of fenses  and t h e  loca t ion  of t hose  

crimes. One of t h e  c i t y ' s  two major papers concentrated on crime i n  

white a r eas  of t h e  c i t y ,  whi le  t h e  o t h e r  repor ted  more crime i n  Black 



neighborhoods. Jones concluded t h a t  r e l i a n c e  on St.  Louis newspapers 

f o r  in format ion  about crime i n  the  c i t y  would cause readers  t o  make 

erroneous judgements about t h e  l e v e l  and d i s t r i b u t i o n  of d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  

of crime. Doris Graber (1977) and Hurley and Antunes (1977) examined 

crime news i n  Chicago and Houston newspapers, respect ively.  They both 

found t h a t  t h e  papers d ispropor t iona te ly  repor ted  v io l en t  personal  

crimes. Murder and rape comprised l e s s  than 1percent of a l l  index 

crime r e p o r t s  i n  Chicago, while s t o r i e s  about those of fenses  made up 

almost 30 percent  of crime s t o r i e s  i n  t h e  Chicago Tribune (Graber, 1977). 

Murder and rape made up about 0.8 percent  of t h e  t o t a l  index  crimes 

i n  Houston f o r  t h e  period s tudied  by Antunes and Hurley, b u t  one paper 

t h e r e  devoted 45 percent and t h e  o the r  56 percent  of i t s  cr ime space 

t o  t h e s e  offenses.  An ana lys i s  of crime news i n  B r i t i s h  newspapers by 

Roshier (1973) turned up s i m i l a r  f indings:  t h e  papers concentrated on 

the  most s e r ious  offenses,  so  t h a t  t h e i r  coverage d ispropor t iona te ly  
. - . . 
portrayed se r ious  crime r e l a t i v e  t o  i ts  incidence according t o  o f f i c i a l  - - .  

s t a t i s t i c s .  

The consis tency of t hese  f ind ings  r e f l e c t s  t he  f a c t  t h a t  a 

commitment t o  "newsworthiness", o r  t o  r epo r t  unusual o r  unique s t o r i e s ,  

a f f e c t s  t h e  dec is ions  of newspaper e d i t o r s  regarding which cr ime s t o r i e s  

t o  p r i n t .  The gene ra l i t y  of t h i s  dec is ion  r u l e  i s  ind ica t ed  by the 

s i m i l a r i t y  of news dec is ions  i n  newspapers and on t e l ev i s ion .  Graber 

compared coverage of t h r e e  common types of crime by Chicago newspapers 

and t e l e v i s i o n  s t a t i o n s .  There was no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t h e  types 

of crimes portrayed i n  newspapers o r  on t e l e v i s i o n  news and police 

repor t s ,  but  t h e  images of crime presented t o  t h e  publ ic  w e r e  s imilar  

across  news organizat ions.  This  suggests  t h a t  t he re  is a g e n e r a l  



- - - - - 

s tandard  by which j o u r n a l i s t s  eva lua te  whether o r  not t o  publ i sh  o r  

broadcast  crime s t o r i e s .  Roshier (1973) d i scusses  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of 

crime s t o r i e s  which meet t h i s  standard. Serious crimes a r e  more o f t e n  

covered than minor offenses,  a s  a r e  crimes i n v o l v i n g ~ h i m s i c a l  o r  

dramatic  circumstances and those i n  which a famous o r  high s t a t u s  

person is t h e  v ic t im o r  offender. Newspapers a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  p r i n t  

s t o r i e s  when t h e  offenders  a r e  captured, f o r  r epo r t e r s  can w r i t e  about 

t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and motivations of t he  pe rpe t r a to r s  on ly  when 

they a r e  known t o  po l i ce  and i n  custody. 

The use  of themes t o  organize accounts of events a l s o  a f f e c t s  

the  content  of crime s t o r i e s .  By suggest ing a s soc i a t ions  between 

p a r t i c u l a r  ins tances  of a type of crime, r e p o r t e r s  imply t h a t  they 

a r e  p a r t  of a pa t te rn .  While crime waves may be  created simply by 

focusing media a t t e n t i o n  on c e r t a i n  of fenses ,  readers  may g a i n  t h e  

impression t h a t  t h e  a c t u a l  incidence of crime is increasing.  

In  p lace  of any t h e o r e t i c a l  understanding of 

t h e  phenomena they r epor t ,  ( t e l e v i s i o n )  

newsworkers make inc iden t s  meaningful on ly  as 

i n s t ances  of themes--themes which a r e  

generated within t h e  news production process. 

Thus something becomes a "ser ious type of crime" 

on t h e  b a s i s  of what is  going on i n s i d e  newsrooms, 

no t  ou t s ide  them. (Fishman, 1978: 536, emphasis i n  

o r i g i n a l )  

The need f o r  a common thread t o  t i e  news s t o r i e s  together  c r e a t e s  

an image of a crime wave, and a j o u r n a l i s t i c  paradigm con t r ibu te s  



t o  t h e  content of news about crime s t o r i e s .  

There has been a grea t  dea l  of research  inves t iga t ing  t h e  content 

of t e l e v i s i o n  entertainment programs concerning crime. The study of 

dramatic  programs w a s  sparked by the  specula t ion  t h a t  t e l e v i s i o n  v io l ence  

may s t i m u l a t e  v io l en t  behavior on the  p a r t  of viewers. One study by 

Dominick (1973) analysed t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of crimes, v ic t ims ,  and 

of fenders  presented on dramatic t e l e v i s i o n  shows and compared them t o  

t h e  a t t r i b u t e s  of crime, vict ims,  and of fenders  i n  o f f i c i a l  s t a t i s t i c s ,  

H i s  f i nd ings  a r e  s imi l a r  t o  s t u d i e s  of -newspaper .and--television cr&e . 

news, f o r  dramatic crime programs a l s o  overrepresented v i o l e n t  personal 

crime, and offenders  were more o f t e n  caught i n  f i c t i o n  than i n  r ea l  

l i f e .  In addi t ion ,  Dominick found tha t :  

- Criminals on t e l e v i s i o n  are more o f t e n  white,  


middle c l a s s ,  and o l d e r  than a c t u a l  c r imina ls ;  


- Whites a r e  overrepresented as murder vict imes;  

- Intra-family v io lence  is underrepresented on 


t e l e v i s i o n; 


--More t e l e v i s i o n  crime is  premeditated. 

Graber a l s o  found t h a t  crime r e p o r t s  i n  Chicago's newspapers and 

t e l e v i s i o n  news shows tend t o  d e p i c t  c r imina ls  and vict ims as white 

and middle class i n  g rea t e r  propor t ions  than i n  l i f e .  

Newspapers serving our  t h r e e  c i t i e s  a l s o  emphasized v i o l e n t  crime. 

I n  order  t o  assess what our  survey respondents were reading, we 

sys temat ica l ly  coded samples of newspapers serv ing  those c i t i e s  during 



the p e r i o d  i n  which the  interviews were conducted. These d a t a  t hus  

dep ic t  p a r t  of t h e  immediate "med5a environmant" which surrounded our  

* 
respondents while  they were being interviewed. We examined i n  d e t a i l  

r e p o r t s  of v i o l e n t  crime i n  t h e  papers,  and can employ t h e s e  d a t a  t o  

c h a r a c t e r i z e  t h e  p r i n t  media i n  each of t h e  c i t i e s .  

Table 8-2 r epo r t s  t h e  average number of s t o r i e s  about v i o l e n t  

crime which appeared i n  t h e  city-wide d a i l y  newspapers i n  each community. 

The newspapers included t h e  Chronicle and Examiner i n  San Franc isco ,  

the Tribune, Dai ly News, and Sun Times i n  Chicago, and t h e  B u l l e t i n ,  

Inqu i r e r ,  and Daily News i n  Phi ladelphia .  In  each of t hese  e i g h t  

papers readers  could f ind  an average of almost s i x  s t o r i e s  about v i o l e n t  

.............................. 

Table 8-2 goes about here  

crime each day, a f i gu re  t h a t  was lowest i n  Phi ladelphia  and h ighes t  

i n  San Francisco. The most common category of v io l en t  crime repor ted  

was homicide; a s  a proportion of a l l  crime s t o r i e s ,  accounts of 
- - - . - - - -

murders and attempted murders cons t i t u t ed  f i f t y  percent of t h e  t o t a l .  

There was a t  l e a s t  one s t o r y  about a robbery o r  a s s a u l t  on an  average 

day, while kidnapping and h i j ack ing  tended t o  rece ive  coverage every 

o the r  day. There were fewer s t o r i e s  about r ape  and sexual  a s s a u l t s ,  

and r e p o r t s  of c h i l d  abuse were even l e s s  f requent .  

A s  t a b l e  8-2 i nd ica t e s ,  t h e r e  was a d i s c e r n i b l e  tendency f o r  

r e s iden t s  of San Francisco t o  wake up more o f t e n  t o  s t o r i e s  about 

*The newspaper content  a n a l y s i s  p ro j ec t  covered papers i s sued  u n t i l  
Apr i l ,  1978. For a d e t a i l e d  d iscuss ion  of t h e  e n t i r e  conten t  a n a l y s i s  
and the  coding procedures employed, s e e  Gordon, e t  a l . ,  1979. 



TABLE 8-2 

COVERAGE OF VIOLENT CRIME BY MAJOR DAILY NEWSPAPERS, 

BY CITY AND TYPE OF CRIME 

Average Number of S t o r i e s  Per I s sue  

Type of 
C r i m e  ~ o t  Phi lade lphia  San F ranc i sco  a l a  	 b Chicagob b 

Murder and 

a t t empt s  


Rape and Sexual  0.2 

Assaul t  


Assaul t  and 

Robbery 


Child abuse 0.2 

Kidnapping and 0.4 

h ij acking 


To ta l  6.0 

T o t a l  number of 402 

issues coded 


a	S t o r i e s  summed across  e i g h t  city-wide d a i l y  newspapers, d iv ided  by number of i s s u e s  
coded 

b ~ t o r i e s  sumed across  ci ty-wide newspapers w i t h i n  each c i t y ,  d iv ided  by number of 
i s s u e s  coded 

The "other" category inc ludes  s t o r i e s  about a r son ,  t h e  c r imina l  j u s t i c e  system's 

dea l ings  with v i o l e n t  crime, e t c .  


SOURCE: Calculated' from content  a n a l y s i s  d a t a  f o r  October-November 1977  

C 



homicides,- .  . Newspapers i n  Phi ladelphia  and Chicago rapes and terrorism. -. 

- --- ----- -- --- -- . .----- -
pain ted  less s t r i d e n t  and r e l a t i v e l y  s i m i l a r  p r o t r a i t s  of crime f o r  

t h e i r  readers ,  While there  a r e  both newspaper and c i t y  d i f f e r ences  i n  

crime coverage a t  work here,  t h e  higher  coverage of v i o l e n t  crime i n  

San Francisco was a c i t y  phenomenon. Both San Francisco papers  gave 

murders, sex cases,  and t e r ro r i sm more coverage than any of our  o t h e r  

s i x  d a i l y  newspapers, and t h e i r  l e v e l s  of coverage were more l i k e  one 

another  than coverage pa t t e rns  wi th in  e i t h e r  of the remaining c i t i e s .  

While t h e  d a i l i e s  i n  Chicago covered an  average of 2.9 homicide s t o r i e s  

per day, and i n  Phi ladelphia  2.8, t h e  Chronicle  i n  San Francisco 

repor ted  3.7 per  day, and the  Examiner 4.0. 

On t h e  o the r  hand, when viewed from t h e  perspect ive of t h e  number 

of crimes which could have been covered each day, these  f i g u r e s  d i s p l a y  

remarkable consistency. For example, r e s i d e n t s  of t h e  Chicago met ropol i tan  

area repor ted  1% times a s  many rapes  and nea r ly  3 t i m e s  a s  many 

homicides as those i n  t h e  San Francisco-Oakland SMSA i n  1977 (Federa l  

Bureau of Inves t iga t ion ,  1978), a d i f f e r e n c e  not  r e f l ec t ed  i n  newspaper 
. . 

crime coverage. Chicagoans repor ted  about 1% times as many murders - .  

and rapes a s  r e s iden t s  of t h e  Phi lade lphia  metropol i tan a r e a ,  y e t  t h e  

coverage of those crimes i n  t h e  newspapers of t h e  two communities was 

v i r t u a l l y  i den t i ca l .  This remarkable consis tency suggests t h a t  t h e r e  
- - .  

is  a r e l a t i v e l y  constant  amount of space, o r  :newshole" -devoted t o  s t o r i e s  

on v io l en t  crime i n  these  c i t i e s .  The newshole va r i e s  somewhat by 

community ( i t  seems l a r g e r  i n  San Francisco) ,  and newspapers s e rv ing  t h e  

same market resemble one another  i n  t h e i r  coverage. The magnitude of 

crime coverage does n o t  seem t o  r e f l e c t  d i f f e r ences  i n  p o t e n t i a l  "inputs" 



t o  t h e  news gathering system--the pool of reported crime i n  each area--but 

i t  may b e  dr iven by j o u r n a l i s t i c  decis ion r u l e s  about t h e  s i z e  of t h e  

newshole appropr ia te  f o r  crime each day and by c i ty - spec i f i c  marketing 

d e c i s i o n s  r e f l e c t i n g  business- l ike es t imates  of t he  l o c a l  demand f o r  

crime coverage. The coverage of crime a l s o  may be so c o n s i s t e n t  because 

such s t o r i e s  a r e  r e l i a b l e  " f i l l e r "  mater ial .  Because the  supply  of c r ime 

s t o r i e s  a v a i l a b l e  from the  w i r e  se rv ices  and t h e  l o c a l  p o l i c e  i s  q u i t e  

p red ic t ab le  and p l e n t i f u l ,  i t  always can be tapped t o  space o u t  the 

newspapers (Gordon, et  a l . ,  1979). A s  a r e s u l t ,  i n  t he  newspapers 

these  c i t i e s  look more l i k e  one another than they do i n  v ic t imiza t ion  

surveys o r  i n  t h e  Uniform C r i m e  Report. 

I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  one d i s t i n c t i v e  f e a t u r e  of crime s t o r i e s  carr ied 

by t h e  San Francisco newspapers is  t h a t  they r e p o r t  upon e v e n t s  occur- 

ing o u t s i d e  t h e  city .  It genera l ly  is e a s i e r  t o  "cover" such s t o r i e s  

because they can be rewr i t ten  from wire s e r v i c e  r epo r t s ,  and do not 

even r e q u i r e  a t r i p  t o  pol ice  headquarters  (Gordon, e t  a l . ,  1979) .  

There seems t o  be more v a r i a t i o n  across  c i t i e s - a n d  papers i n  the  

tendency of newspapers t o  emphasize t h i s  form of coverage t h a n  there 

i s  i n  t h e i r  coverage of l o c a l  crime news. Newspapers w i th in  c i t i e s  

look more l i k e  one another i n  t h e i r  coverage of l o c a l  events  than 

they do i n  t h e i r  o v e r a l l  a t t e n t i o n  t o  crime. San Francisco newspapers 

contained t h e  smallest proport ion of s t o r i e s  about-crimes which  a c t u a l l y  

took p lace  i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  and even t h e  fewest s t o r i e s  about c r ime 

i n  t h e  immediate suburbs. Rather,  t h e  Examiner and t h e  Chronicle  

reported crimes which occurred i n  o the r  c i t i e s  more f r equen t ly .  In 

examining t h i s  we focused upon r epor t s  of t h r e e  crimes inc luded  i n  

Table 8-2, murder, rape,  and t he  robbery-assault  category. These t y p e s  



of i n c i d e n t s  a r e  most feared by urban r e s iden t s ,  and were t h e  most l i k e l y  

t o  b e  assoc ia ted  wi th  l e v e l s  of f e a r  among t h e  respondents i n  our surveys 

(Skogan, 1977b). For these  crimes about t h r e e  i n  f i v e  newspaper s t o r i e s  

(60 pe rcen t  i n  t h e  Chronicle and 6 3  percent i n  t h e  Examiner ) were about 

i n c i d e n t s  ou t s ide  of metropolitan San Francisco, a s  compared t o  an average 

of 4 1  percent  i n  Phi ladelphia  and 34 percent  i n  Chicago. 

I n  a l l  t h e  papers,  when suburban crimes are reported they  are almost 

u n i v e r s a l l y  homicides. Murders a l s o  a r e  t h e  primary g r i s t  f o r  out-of- 

town-crime coverage, bur almost one-quarter of those s t o r i e s  a r e  concerned 

wi th  robber ies  and a s s a u l t s ,  and rape s t o r i e s  from o the r  p l aces  occas iona l ly  

appear. Assaul t s  and robberies  make up one-third of a l l  s t o r i e s  o r i g i n a t i n g  

wi th in  these t h r e e  c i t i e s .  

Because they  descr ibe  v i o l e n t  events  i t  is poss ib le  t h a t  any s t o r y  

about crime may provoke fear o r  concern, and i n  t h i s  l i g h t  t h e  d i s -  

propor t iona te  coverage of v io l en t  events  by t h e  San Francisco papers may 

be s i g n i f i c a n t .  On t h e  o the r  hand, media consumers may be s e l e c t i v e  i n  

t h e i r  a t t e n t i o n  t o  s t imu l i ,  and perhaps only accounts of l o c a l  events  

have much of an e f f e c t  upon t h e i r  perceptions. Even from t h f s  perspec t ive  

crime is d ispropor t iona te ly  repor ted  i n  t h e  San Francisco newspapers, 

however. Based upon t h e  r a t i o  of s t o r i e s  about l o c a l  murders, rape,  

robberies  and a s s a u l t s  t o  p o l i c e  r e p o r t s  of t h e  number of t hose  crimes 

which occurred the re ,  we s t i l l  f i n d  t h a t  San Francisco newspapers r e p o r t  

more " s t o r i e s  per  thousand crimes" than those  i n  e i t h e r  of t h e  remaining 

c i t i e s .  Even wi th  t h e i r  ex tens ive  coverage of violence i n  o t h e r  p l aces ,  

t h e  papers i n  t h e  Bay Ci ty  st i l l  magnified t h e  apparent frequency of 

l o c a l  v io l en t  crime more ex tens ive ly  than newspapers i n  o t h e r  places.  

In add i t i on  t o  asktng about newspapers a s  sources of information 



- - - - - - - - - 

about crime, our  surveys inquired whether o r  not  t h e  respondents r e c e n t l y  

had watched network and l o c a l  t e l e v i s i o n  news broadcasts.  W e  were not  

a b l e  t o  examine d i r e c t l y  t he  presenta t ion  of crime news on t e l e v i s i o n  

s t a t i o n s  i n  our  t h ree  c i t i e s .  We can, however, make some rough e s t ima te s  

of t h e  crime content of na t iona l  news programs, and of l o c a l  t e l e v i s i o n  

news i n  Chicago, using da ta  gathered by o the r  researchers .  

A s  we noted e a r l i e r ,  Doris Graber (1977) conducted d e t a i l e d  con ten t  

ana lyses  of crime news i n  newspapers and on network and l o c a l  t e l e v i s i o n  

news broadcasts  i n  Chicago. Graber and her a s soc i a t e s  coded a l l  crime 

s t o r i e s  broadcast on the  t h r e e  ne-tyorks' evening &ws programs and on -

chicago's  CBS and NBC l o c a l  news programs from Apr i l  through December, 

1976. The top of Table 8-3 presents  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of c r i m e  s t o r i e s  

f o r  d i f f e r e n t  types of crime from t h a t  ana lys is .  The "street crimes'' 

category inc ludes  murder, rape, robbery, and a s s a u l t ,  the  i nc iden t s  

which we have been discussing wi th  respec t  t o  newspaper conten t .  It i s  

thus poss ib le  t o  compare the  r e l a t i v e  emphasis given t o  d i f f e r e n t  t y p e s  

of crime s t o r i e s  i n  t he  two media. 

............................ 

Table 8-3 goes about here 

S t r ee t  crime s t o r i e s  a r e  t h e  l a r g e s t  s i n g l e  group of c r i m e  s t o r i e s  

which were descr ibed on a l l  news programs, a s  shown i n  Table 8-3. 

There were few d i f fe rences  among the  t h r e e  networks, and between network 

and l o c a l  news programs, i n  t h e  proport ion of crime s t o r i e s  which d e a l t  

with s t r e e t  crime. Of t he  s t o r i e s  dea l ing  wi th  crime, 4 3  percent  of 

those on the  CBS evening news descr ibed s t r e e t  crime, while 50 percent 

of l o c a l  news crime s t o r i e s  concerned those  of fenses ,  The o t h e r  l o c a l  



TABLE 8-3 

CRIME NEWS ON TELEVISION: NETWORK AND LOCAL NEWS BROADCASTS 

I N  CHICAGO 

Percentage D i s t r i b u t i o n  of C r i m e  Stories 
Chicago Programs Network News Programs 

CBS Local NBC Local ABC Nat. CBS Nat. NBC Nat. 

S t r e e t  C r i m e s  49.9% 46.8% 46.8% 43.0% 47.0% 

Terror ism 12.5 24.2 	 22.8 23.0 16.6 

Corrupt ion 21.7 13.2 	 20.5 22.3 24.0 

Drug Offenses 4.5 4.7 	 3.3 3.8 3.7 

Business 	C r i m e s  11.2 10.8 6.3 7.6 8 .5  

(Number of 

. C r i m e  S t o r i e s )  (815) (1501) (568) (599) (587) 


Number of Broad- 

casts April-Dec. 19  7 197 

19 76 


Mean Tota l  Crime 

S t o r i e s  per  4 . 1  

Broadcast 


Mean S t r e e t  C r i m e  

S t o r i e s  per  2 .1  

Broadcast 


SOURCE: 	 Doris A. Graber,  " Ideologica l  Components in t h e  Percept ion  of C r i m e  and 
Crime News," Prepared f o r  d e l i v e r y  a t  the Annual Meeting of the Socie ty  
f o r  t he  Study of  Soc i a l  Problems, Chicago, 1977. 
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Chicago s t a t i o n  and the  remaining networks f e l l  between t h e s e  extremes 

wi th  r e spec t  t o  the r e l a t i v e  frequency of s t r e e t  crime s t o r i e s .  There 

were g r e a t e r  d i f fe rences  between them i n  o t h e r  crime ca t egor i e s ,  but 

t he  var ious  t e l ev i s ion  news organiza t ions  broadcast about t h e  same 

proport ion of s t r e e t  crime s t o r i e s .  

The two l o c a l  news programs presented considerably more crime 

news than t h e  na t iona l  networks. The average number of crime s t o r i e s  

per  broadcast  on l o c a l  news programs was 4.1 f o r  t he  Chicago CBS 

o u t l e t ,  and 7.6 f o r  t he  NBC s t a t i o n .  The number of crime s t o r i e s  

on network t e l e c a s t s  was both smaller  than t h e  number on l o c a l  TV 

and very s imi l a r  across  networks. The average number of criine s t o r k s .  

per  program on the  network news shows was 3.0 f o r  CBS and NBC and 2.9 

f o r  t h e  ABC na t iona l  evening news. 

We a r e  not  ab l e  t o  s epa ra t e  s t o r i e s  about l o c a l  crime from s t o r i e s  

about crimes which occur elsewhere using these  da ta ,  but  w e  can compare 

t h e  usual  number of s t r e e t  crime s t o r i e s  from t e l ev i s ion  news shows t o  

t he  average number of s t r e e t  crime s t o r i e s  per  i s s u e  of t he  newspapers 

i n  our  t h ree  c i t i e s .  There were an average of 2.1 such s t o r i e s  per 

broadcast on t h e  Chicago CBS s t a t i o n ,  and an  average of 3.6 on  the 

l o c a l  NBC s t a t i o n .  A t y p i c a l  n a t i o n a l  t e l e v i s i o n  news program described 

1.3 s t o r i e s  about s t r e e t  crime on ABC and CBS, and 1.4 s t o r i e s  on NBC. 

In  Table 8-2 we  saw t h a t  t h e  average number of comparable s t o r i e s  per 

d a i l y  i s s u e  of newspapers-- i n  -chicago was 4.4. compared t o  the number 

of crime s t o r i e s  i n  newspapers t he re  were s l i g h t l y  fewer s t o r i e s  about 

crime per  broadcast on l o c a l  t e l e v i s i o n  news programs. Viewers of 

l o c a l  news shows i n  Chicago were exposed t o  about one-half as many 

s t o r i e s  about s t r e e t  crime as readers  of Chicago newspapers. 



There a r e ,  of course, many fewer s t o r i e s  of any kind on a 

t e l e v i s i o n  news broadcast 
--
t han -a re  found i n  a d a i l y  newspaper. In  

a s t u d y  of p o l i t i c a l  news coverage during t h e  1972 e l e c t i o n  period,  

H o f s t e t t e r  (1976) found t h a t  t h e r e  were an average of 15 "hard" news 

s t o r i e s  on each ABC news broadcast ,  18 on CBS and 16 on NBC. Thus, 

t he  propor t ion  of t h e  newshole devoted t o  crime on t e l e v i s i o n  i s  much 

l a r g e r  than comparable f i g u r e s  f o r  newspaper coverage. Using those  

f i g u r e s ,  crime s t o r i e s  cons t i t u t ed  between 16.6 and 19.3 percent  of 

a l l  s t o r i e s  broadcast by network news shows, and s t r e e t  cr imes consumed 

from 7 . 3  t o  9 percent  of broadcast  "space." Using a s  a comparable 

newshole est imate,  t h e  t o t a l  square inches devoted t o  news i n  each of 

our newspapers, crime coverage i n  our t h r e e  newspapers consumed from 

1 t o  2.6 percent  of t he  space a v a i l a b l e  f o r  news, and s t r e e t  crimes 

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  l e s s .  Daily newspapers i n  these  c i t i e s  set a s i d e  an 

average of 1.8 percent of t h e i r  news space f o r  crime. 

While t h e  t e l e v i s i o n  programs analyzed he re  appeared some 12 t o  

20 months before our -surveys, we - f ee l  confident  about making these  very  

general  comparisons. Graber's da t a  show remarkable consis tency i n  t h e  

r e l a t i v e  coverage of d i f f e r e n t  types of crime s t o r i e s  ac ros s  n a t i o n a l  

and l o c a l  news programs f o r  a n ine  month period. Like the  s i m i l a r i t y  

of crime coverage ac ros s  newspapers descr ibed above, t h i s  sugges ts  t h a t  

media messages about crime depend nor so  much on the  volume of crimes 

as they do upon the  app l i ca t ion  of a cons i s t en t  s e t  of c r i t e r i a  regard ing  

what c o n s t i t u t e s  an acceptable  news product. The pool of crimes descr ibed 

i n  newspapers o r  on t e l e v i s i o n  may vary, but  t h e  proport ion of news 

content s e t  a s i d e  f o r  crime s t o r i e s  remains constant .  



I f  t h e r e  a r e  few d i f fe rences  i n  t h e  proport ions of d i f f e r e n t  

types  of crime shown on t e l ev i s ion  news, t h e r e  w i l l  be  some va r i a t i on  

i n  t h e  a c t u a l  events which a r e  covered. There w i l l  be times when the  

media focus on a  s i n g l e  newsworthy event ,  and periods when cr ime news 

concerns "garden var ie ty"  rapes,  robberies ,  and a s s a u l t s .  The content 

of t e l e v i s i o n  news s t o r i e s  about crime w i l l  vary,  but these  da t a ,  

t oge the r  with the  f indings of Fishman (1978) and Epstein (1973) suggest 

t h a t  t h e  volume of crime news r e l a t i v e  t o  t he  volume of o t h e r  news 

s t o r i e s  on t e l ev i s ion  programs w i l l  remain r e l a t i v e l y  s t a b l e ,  subject 
. - - - - - .  

t o  sharp  v a r i a t i o n  only t o  r epo r t  on rare and s ~ e c t a c u l a r  -c r i m e  s t o r i e s .  

I n  summary, w e  have suggested i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  t h a t  the media g ive  

a g r e a t  d e a l  of a t t e n t i o n  t o  personal and v i o l e n t  crime, e spec i a l ly  

i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  i ts  r e l a t i v e  frequency and vis-a-vis o ther  newsworthy 

events .  Both t e l ev i s ion  and newspaper s t o r i e s  about crime emphasize 

v i o l e n t  crimes a t  t h e  expense of o ther ,  more frequent  kinds of  predation. 

Televis ion i n  p a r t i c u l a r  devotes a  l a r g e  proport ion of its newshole t o  

crime. 

One of t he  most s t r i k i n g  a spec t s  of t h i s  coverage i s  its consistency. 

There a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  few d i f fe rences  between newspapers i n  their  a t t e n t i o n  

t o  v i o l e n t  events ,  e spec i a l ly  wi th in  a given c i t y .  There w a s  never a 

s i n g l e  i s s u e  of any of our newspapers which f a i l e d  t o  r epo r t  at  l ea s t  

one major v i o l e n t  crime, and t h e  average number of v io len t  c r ime s t o r i e s  

per i s s u e  var ied  only s l i g h t l y  from paper t o  paper. Te lev i s ion  news 

coverage of crime w a s  q u i t e  uniform, e s p e c i a l l y  t h a t  by the  networks. 
" 

This u n l f o - ~ i t y  was even higher  when we examined "street cr imes"  in 

d e t a i l ,  f o r  they cons t i t u t ed  nea r ly  a  constant  proportion of al l  c r i m e  

s t o r i e s  reported and a f a i r l y  even proport ion of a l l  news s t o r i e s b r o a d c a s t .  



- -  - 

There were some city-by-city d i f fe rences  i n  pa t t e rn  i n  newspaper 

coverage. Both absolutely (crime s t o r i e s  per  i s sue)  and r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  

pool o f  r epo r t ab l e  events  (crime s t o r i e s  per  thousand crimes),  San 

Franc isco ' s  newspapers devoted d ispropor t iona te  a t t e n t i o n  t o  violence.  

They a l s o  reported out-of-town events  i n  g rea t  profusion, which 

increased  t h e  t o t a l  volume of s t o r i e s  about violence. We have  no 

evidence about d i f fe rences  i n  t h e  coverage of crime news by l o c a l  

t e l e v i s i o n  s t a t i o n s  i n  these  c i t i e s ,  bu t  t h e  Chicago da t a  suggest  t h a t  

l o c a l  broadcasts  r epo r t  upon crime more o f t e n  than  t h e  networks. 

These da t a  i nd ica t e  t h a t  readers  of t h e  newspapers and viewers 

of t e l e v i s i o n  news programs i n  our  t h r e e  c i t i e s  a r e  exposed t o  s t o r i e s  

about v i o l e n t  crime on a d a i l y  bas i s .  This  l a r g e  volume of  crime 

information may s i g n i f i c a n t l y  a f f e c t  t h e  percept ions and b e l i e f s  of 

i ts  r e c i p i e n t s ,  and may inc rease  l e v e l s  of f e a r  about crime. There 
- - -.- - - ---. -.-
a re ,  however, reasons t o  s u s p e c t h a t  t h i s  might not b e - t h e  case. on ly  

about one-half of t h e  s t o r i e s  about v i o l e n t  crimes repor ted  i n  Chicago and 

Phi ladelphia  papers took p lace  i n  t h e  c i t y ,  and i n  San Francisco t h i s  

f i g u r e  was even smaller .  This means t h a t  although readers  of those 

newspapers were exposed each day t o  accounts of fearsome events ,  few 

of those  descr ibed crimes which could have been viewed a s  posing a 

d i r e c t  t h r e a t  t o  t he  reader.  The same- i s  c e r t a i n l y  more t r u e  of e v e n t s  

depicted on network t e l e v i s i o n  news. 

I f  people use information they acqu i r e  from those sources  a s  

guides t o  behavior,  i t  is  l i k e l y  t h a t  they w i l l  pick up l i t t l e  t h a t  

is d i r e c t l y  useful .  We a r e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  un l ike ly  t o  d e t e c t  i t s  

consequences i n  our survey da t a ,  f o r  we focused throughout on neigh- 

borhood condi t ions  and events ,  and upon t h e  neighborhood a s  a con tex t  



f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  and c o l l e c t i v e  ac t ion  i n  response t o  crime. 

W e  a l s o  a r e  unl ikly t o  de t ec t  much of an impact because of the 

cons is tency  with which most crime news is disseminated. If  reading 

about crime o r  watching crime news on t e l e v i s i o n  a f f e c t s  f e a r ,  there 

should be few d i f fe rences  between readers  of d i f f e r e n t p a p e r s ,  o r  t he  

watchers of var ious  t e l ev i s ion  news shows, because the  message everywhere 

is  l a r g e l y  t h e  same. Further ,  because of t h e  n a t i o n a l i z a t i o n  of the 

news ga ther ing  process  and the  s u b s t a n t i a l  a t t e n t i o n  given t o  events 

i n  o t h e r  p laces  by a l l  our media, t he  very events  being depic ted  may b e  

the  same from c i t y  t o  c i t y .  Since we have only very tenuous evidence 

concerning t h e  content of l o c a l  t e l e v i s i o n  news programs, and tha t  f o r  

only one c i t y ,  we a r e  unable t o  make many claims about the e f f e c t s  of 

d i f f e r e n t i a l  t e l e v i s i o n  coverage on viewers, except t o  note  t h a t  the 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of crime s t o r i e s  across  d i f f e r e n t  ca tegor ies  is r e l a t i v e l y  

inva r i an t  f o r  news shows by t h e  two Chicago s t a t i o n s .  

A l l  of t h i s  suggests  t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t s  of t h e  media a r e  n o t  to be  

found among t h e  consumers of d i f f e r e n t  media, but  r a t h e r  between 

consumers and abs t a ine r s .  The c r u c i a l  i s s u e  i n  understanding how 

people l e a r n  about crime may be t h a t  of media a t t e n t i v e n e s s  rather 

than v a r i a t i o n s  i n  s p e c i f i c  media content.  One of our  most important 

f indings i n  t h i s  regard is t h a t  three-quarters  of t he  r e s i d e n t s  of t h e s e  

th ree  c i t i e s  were exposed t o  crime information, i n  one way o r  another. 

Attent iveness  t o  C r i m e  News 

Based on our surveys, most r e s i d e n t s  of American c i t i e s  a r e  

hooked on t h e  media. Eight-five percent  of our  informants indicated 

t h a t  they had read d a i l y  newspapers during t h e  p a s t  week, and  almost 



----------------------- 

two-thirds had watched t e l ev i s ion  	on t h e  previous night ,  Only 

.-.- c u l t i r e .  w a s6 percent  escaped e i t h e r  dose of popular . . .-.  There-- .. a d i s c e r n i b l e  

f a l l -o f f  i n  t h e  proportion who were exposed t o  media r e p o r t s  about crime, 

however. V i r tua l ly  i d e n t i c a l  proport ions of a d u l t s  repor ted  reading 

a cr ime s t o r y  the  previous evening (45 percent )  and watching t e l e v i s i o n  

news (44 percent ) .  Despite t h e i r  s i m i l a r  numbers these  were not  t h e  

same people. Pa t t e rns  of readership and viewership, a s  w e l l  a s  

a t t e n t i v e n e s s  t o  the  crime-related content  of t h e  media, v a r i e d  

considerably across  t h e  two forms of mass communication. D i f f e r e n t  

people "got t h e  message" i n  d i f f e r e n t  ways, and a s  a r e s u l t  t h a t  

message was widely disseminated. 

Despi te  t h e  high l e v e l  of newspaper readership i n  our  t h r e e  c i t i e s  

t h e r e  was some v a r i a t i o n  i n  news consumption among d i f f e r e n t  populat ion 

groups. I n  our t a r g e t  neighborhoods newspaper readership was h ighes t  

i n  t h e  two most middle-class a r eas ,  Lincoln Park and Sunset. I n  

general ,  males, high-income persons, whites,and those with more 

education were more l i k e l y  t o  r epo r t  r e g u l a r l y  reading a newspaper. 

These f i g u r e s  a r e  reported i n  Table 8-4. Many fewer people--often 

one-half a s  many--remembered reading a crime s t o r y  on t h e  previous day, 

Table 8-4 goes about he re  

how-ever, Again, males, whites ,  and t h e  more highly educated were more 

l i k e l y  t o  r e c a l l  t h i s .  Age was r e l a t e d  t o  genera l  and crime news 

consumption i n  cu rv i l i nea r  fashion:  those  i n  younger age c a t e g o r i e s  

were by f a r  t h e  l e a s t  l i k e l y  t o  read anything i n  a paper, wh i l e  people 

i n  t h e i r  l a t e  t h i r t i e s  and f o r t i e s  w e r e  t he  m o s t l i k e l y ,  and t h e  e l d e r l y  



- - - -  - -  - - 

- - - - 

TABLE 8-4 

DEMOGRAPHIC CORRELATES OF ATTENTIVENESS TO MEDIA 

Percent Recalling Media Contact 

Watched Watched Read a 
Personal At t r ibutes  t e l ev i s ion  t e l e v i s i o n  Newspaper 

news 

Sex Males 
( 6 3 )  

Females 

Age Under 50 59 

F i f t y  and 73 
o1der 

Race Whites and 
o the r s  ( 6 3 )  

Blacks 

Education No col lege  68 47 84 

col lege  56 39 93 

NOTE: 	 When di f ferences  between subgroups are not s i g n i f i c a n t  
average values f o r  bo th  groups are given- --i n. parentheses. 
A l l  o the r  d i f ferences  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  (p .<.05jU. 

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide sunteys, 

Read a 

crime (N) 

story 


42 ( 647 )  

47 ( 6 7 2 )  

(p? .05)
- - -- . 

-



f e l l  somewhere in-between. The f a l l o f f  i n  a t t en t iveness  s p e c i f i c a l l y  

t o  c r ime  news (reading newspapers r egu la r ly  bur not remembering a crime 

s to ry )  a l s o  w a s  g r e a t e s t  among t h e  kinds of people who gene ra l ly  were 

l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  read a newspaper a t  a l l ,  magnifying demographic d i f f e r ences  

between those who d id  and d id  no t  s ee  such s t o r i e s .  

Within each c i t y  it w a s  c l e a r  t h a t  newspapers serve p a r t i c u l a r  


markets which vary i n  demographic p r o f i l e .  Across t he  board, 


Phi ladelphians were more l i k e l y  than those  elsewhere t o  read a major 


" d a i l y  newspaper. In  Phi ladelphia  Blacks read t h e  Daily News, while  

whites  and o lde r  readers  s tuck  t o  t h e  Inqu i r e r  and the  Bu l l e t i n .  I n  

San Francisco young readers ,  whi tes ,  and t h e  more educated choose t h e  

Chronicle over t h e  Examiner. I n  Chicago young readers ,  b l acks  and less 

educated respondents reported reading t h e  Sun Times, while Tribune 

readers  were o lde r ,  white,  and more h ighly  educated. Few of our  

respondents read t h e  Chicago Daily News, perhaps explaining why it  went 

out of business  s h o r t l y  t h e r e a f t e r .  But d e s p i t e  c l e a r  d i f f e r ences  i n  

pa t t e rns  of readersh ip  we a r e  uncer ta in  of t h e i r  s ign i f i cance .  Because 

newspapers serv ing  a s i n g l e  c i t y  tend t o  resemble one another  i n  t h e  

volume and content  of t h e i r  crime news, d i f f e r ences  i n  which newspaper 

our respondents read should be l e s s  important than  d i f f e r ences  between 

readers  and non-readers i n  general .  

Televis ion viewing p a t t e r n s  a r e  a mir ror  image of t h o s e  desc r ib ing  


news readership. Our respondents reported watching an average of 1.7 


hours of prime-time t e l e v i s i o n  t h e  previous evening. In gene ra l ,  


t e l ev i s ion  viewing was much more frequent  among o lder  and less educated 


persons, and (although the  d i f f e r ence  was n o t  s i g n i f i c a n t )  women. 




Televis ion  viewing was heavies t  i n  our  poorer and white  e t h n i c  neigh- 

borhoods. There was a s l i g h t  tendency f o r  t e l e v i s i o n  viewing t o  be more 

f requent  among our youngest respondents than f o r  those i n  t h e i r  

mid-twenties, but consumption then r o s e  s t e a d i l y  with age f o r  the 

- - .  

-
remainder of 
.- t h e  population. A t  l e a s t  some of t hese  d i f f e r e n c e s  may 

- . .-

r e f l e c t  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  l i f e s t y l e ,  f o r  t e l e v i s i o n  viewing was highest  

f o r  r e t i r e d  and disabled persons, t he  unemployed, and home managers, 

and it was lowest f o r  those who were working o r  i n  school. The most 

i n t e n s i v e  viewing i n  a l l  groups is found among those  wi th  less than a 

high school  education. Twenty-five percent  of t h a t  group repor ted  

watching fou r  hours of t e l e v i s i o n  o r  more t h e  n igh t  before we cal led,  

more than 2 l / 2  times t h e  comparable f i g u r e  f o r  high school graduates. 

Exposure t o  t e l ev i s ion  news simply w a s  an extension of t h e s e  d i f f e r ences  

between general  viewers and nonviewers. 

A l l  of t h i s  i nd ica t e s  t h a t  d i f f e r e n t  people a r e  exposed t o  crime 

information i n  these  two media sources.  Less educated and o l d e r  viewers  

more o f t en  tune  i n  t e l ev i s ion  news, and they a r e  (but only s l i g h t l y )  

more l i k e l y  than non-viewers t o  be  black and poor. Reading about crime 

i n  t he  newspapers, on the  o t h e r  hand, i s  more o f t e n  repor ted  by males 

and more h ighly  educated persons, who a l s o  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  be white 

and a f f luen t .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  a l though v i r t u a l l y  i d e n t i c a l  proport ions 

of our respondents reported watching t e l e v i s i o n  news (44 pe rcen t )  and 

reading about crime (45 pe rcen t ) ,  only 24 percent  were exposed to  cr ime 

information i n  both ways. 

Po ten t i a l  Consequences 

The media a r e  a source of v i c a r i o u s  information about cr ime.  In 



a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e i r  ot_t?er_experiences, people may form impressions about 

the  n a t u r e  and magnitude of the  crime problem based on information 

gleaned from newspapers and television.  However, most research  on 

the  e f f e c t s  of media have focused only on te levis ion ,  and those  s tud ies  

have emphasized i t s  criminogenic appeal r a the r  than its poss ib le  corrosive 

e f f e c t s  on c i t i z e n  morale. 

W e  have seen i n  t h i s  chapter a number of reasons why t h e  media 

might: be accused of engendering fear .  Media coverage of crime emphasizes 

violence. Its coverage of violence and i n  pa r t i cu la r  homicide, is  

frequent  and consistent .  No matter where w e  turn ,  things look bad, 

f o r  both newspapers and t e l ev i s ion  news present e s sen t i a l ly  the  same 

images of crime. Television i n  pa r t i cu la r  devotes a subs tan t i a l  

proportion of i t s  t o t a l  news coverage i b  crime, while the  newspapers 

repor t  a number of s t o r i e s  of v io len t  crime i n  every issue.  

From a consumer perspective, these  messages a r e  widely diffused.  

Viewing t e l ev i s ion  news o r  reading about crime i n  the  newspapers is 

very frequent,  even when w e  ask only about "yesterday." Dif ferent  

people get  the  message i n  d i f f e r e n t  ways, due t o  sex, age, and educational  

differences i n  media consumption. A s  a r e s u l t ,  "everyone" 

( in  ca tegor ica l  terms) is exposed t o  media messages concerning crime, 

i n  one way o r  another. Crime information i s  spread widely, and does not  

p a r a l l e l  the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  05 ac tua l  vict imizat ion.  Further ,  o ther  

s tudies (including our own, t o  be reported i n  Chapter Ten) i n d i c a t e  

tha t  violence is  what people remember when we ask them about crime. 

Thus both the  frequency of exposure t o  crime news and t h e  content of 

the  message matches the  frequency and content of popular f e a r s  about 

crime. While the  frequency of a c t u a l  v ic t imizat ion  and the  r e l a t i v e  



propor t ions  of v io l en t  and property crime do not  match people ' s  concerns, 

the  media are more suspect. When we c h a r t  i t s  impact, media coverage of  

crime may be an important source of "vicar ious vict imizat ion."  

On t h e  o the r  hand, t he re  a r e  a number of reasons t o  be l i eve  t h a t  

t h e  a t t i t u d i n a l  and behavioral impact of media messages about crime may 

not  b e  t h a t  s ign i f i can t .  The media a r e  sources of impressions about 

crime which a r e  remote from a c t u a l  events. Being a t  b e s t  second-hand 

accounts  of crime, s t o r i e s  of s p e c i f i c  i nc iden t s  which a r e  channeled t o  

the  c i t i z e n r y  i n  t h i s  way may be s t r i pped  of most of t h e i r  emotional 

content .  The personal impact of v i ca r ious ly  experienced v ic t imiza t ion  

may b e  f a r  from t h a t  of t h e  r e a l  thing. Also, a s  sources of information 

on crime, t h e  media a r e  most l i k e l y  t o  concern themselves w i t h  d is tan t  

events.  Rarely w i l l  they focus upon a v i c t im  t h a t  the  average viewer 

knows, o r  even on a crime i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. I n  f a c t ,  most media 

s t o r i e s  about crime contain l i t t l e  u se fu l  information f o r  r eade r s  which 

would enable them t o  assess  t h e i r  own r i s k s .  The loca t ion  of crime 

is o f t e n  no t  spec i f ied ,  and t h e r e  is  seldom s u f f i c i e n t  information about  

v ic t ims  and offenders  so  t h a t  readers  might es t imate  t h e  r i s k s  to people 

l i k e  themselves. Research we reviewed above ind ica t e s  t h a t  crimes invo lv ing  

run-of-the-mill v ic t ims  ( t h a t  is, most people) a r e  unl ikely t o  be 

reported. I n  addi t ion ,  many media accounts concerned crimes which took 

p l ace  i n  o t h e r  c i t i e s  o r  na t ions ,  o r  involve  very  unl ikely (and thus 

"aewsworthy") circumstances. Presumably those  s t o r i e s  a r e  n e u t r a l  wi th  

respec t  t o  cues about: r i s k s  f ac ing  t h e  common person, o r  what he or  s h e  

should do about crime. Televis ion drama does no t  even concern real 

events ,  and tends  t o  be an u n r e l i a b l e  guide t o  real-world risks. 



- - -  

Despi te  t h e i r  frequency, media s t o r i e s  about s p e c i f i c  crimes a l s o  

may o f t e n  not  spec i fy  enough d e t a i l  about those events t o  provide a 

consumer wi th  meaningful cues f o r  ac t ion  o r  raw mater ia l  o r  reeva lua t ing  

t h e i r  personal  assessments of r i s k .  I n  t h e i r  content a n a l y s i s  of 

newspapers i n  these  c i t i e s  Gordon, Heathland LeBailly (1979) noted t h e  

presence o r  absence of pe r t i nen t  f a c t s  about v i o l e n t  crimes and t h e i r  

vict ims.  They found t h a t  t he  age of v i c t ims  was not  noted i n  t hese  

s t o r i e s  more than one-half of t h e  t i m e ,  t h a t  t h e  vict im's  r a c e  r a r e l y  was 

noted,  and t h a t  t h e  neighborhood where t h e  crime occurred could n o t  b e  

discerned i n  about 15  percent of s t o r i e s .  The time of day i n  which 

t h e  inc iden t  took p lace  w a s  no t  noted 75 percent  of t h e  t i m e ,  and t h e r e  

was no specula t ion  about t he  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the  p a r t i e s  i n  t h e  

case  i n  60 percent  of s t o r i e s .  The secondhand version of r e a l i t y  t h a t  

t hese  n a r r a t i o n s  may c r e a t e  i n  t h e  mind of readers  i s  l i k e l y  t o  b e  

vague on many key points.  

F ina l ly ,  we may not be a b l e  t o  d i sce rn  much of an e f f e c t  of t h e  

media because i t  does not  vary much. There is  l i t t l e  v a r i a t i o n  from 

place-to-place i n  terms of media coverage. Newspapers w i th in  a c i t y  

g r e a t l y  resemble one another  i n  coverage, and both t e l e v i s i o n  and t h e  

newspapers dispense l a r g e l y  t h e  same message. I n  one way o r  another ,  

t h e  bulk of t he  population i s  exposed t o  t h e s e  messages. When almost 

everyone rece ives  v i r t u a l l y  t h e  same message, s t u d i e s  of i n d i v i d u a l  

d i f f e r ences  i n  media consumption and f e a r  cannot revea l  i ts  consequences. 



CHAPTER NINE 

CRIME AND NEIGHBORHOOD NETWORKS 

In t roduct ion  

I n  addi t ion  t o  r epo r t s  i n  t h e  media, t h e r e  i s  a l a r g e  s t o r e  of 

second-hand accounts of crime which can be tapped by t a l k i n g  t o  other  

people. Because most of us  have l i t t l e  personal  experience wi th  crime, 

these  v icar ious  sources of experience should play a g rea t  r o l e  i n  

shaping our impressions of t h e  crime problem. Further ,  u n l i k e  the  

media; s t o r i e s  about crime t h a t  we hear  from f r i ends  and neighbors 

should be r i c h  i n  information about l o c a l  events  and v ic t ims .  Personal 

conversat ions about crime should be a key source of knowledge about 

neighborhood condit ions.  This suggests  t h a t  it i s  important t o  understand 

t h e  opera t ion  of neighborhood communication networks and t h e  way i n  

which crime news flows through those l inkages.  

There i s  a g rea t  dea l  of t a l k  about crime. Interviews wi th  v i c t ims  

of s t r e e t  robbery suggest they recount t h e i r  experiences t o  o t h e r s  wi th  

g rea t  frequency, thus  spreading the  word much more widely than  the 

deed (Lejune and Alex, 1973). A s  a r e s u l t ,  M. Powell Lawton, e t  a l .  

(1976) found t h a t  one-half of e l d e r l y  r e s i d e n t s  i n  a low-income housing 

p ro j ec t  could descr ibe  crimes aga ins t  t h e i r  fe l low tenants .  

One of our  f i e i d  observers  v i s i t e d  such a p ro j ec t ,  a s e n i o r  c i t i z e n  

center  i n  t h e  Wicker Park a rea  of Chicago. He noted: 

The room was f i l l e d  wi th  a%out 50-60 o ld  white 

men and women ... Most were i n  t h e i r  60 's  o r  

70 's  and had l i v e d  i n  t h e  a r e a  f o r  a long time. 

They a l l  s a i d  they were very a f r a i d  ... A 



---woman i n  her  ea r ly  60's s a i d  you have t o  take 


chances. She shops a t  t h e  Jewel and ... she 


got  i n  a s t rugg le  with a black k id  f o r  her  


purse a t  2:00 i n  the  afternoon. An o ld  woman 


i n  he r  70's t o l d  a few s t o r i e s  I couldn ' t  


understand because of he r  th ick ,  possibly 


Po l i sh  accent  ... Another guy i n  h i s  70's 


unshaven, wore an o ld  gray s u i t c o a t  add 


a bandage above h i s  l e f t  eye. H e  had got ten  


h i t  r ecen t ly  according t o  t h e  o thers .  He 


wore g lasses .  V s a i d  they genera l ly  come 


up behind you and sock you i n  t h e  eye before 


you have a chance t o  r eac t .  Then they  


s t e a l  your purse o r  whatever while  you're 


th inking  about your eye ... 

One of t h e  employees was a woman i n  her  60 's  


who was very au tho r i t a t i ve .  She ye l l ed  a t  


everyone t h a t  t he  meal would no t  begin u n t i l  


everyone quieted down ... (Wicker Park f n  


0045-April, 1976) 


I n  our  c i t y  surveys w e  gathered r epor t s  of t h e  frequency wi th  

which people were exposed t o  d i f f e r e n t  sources of information about 

crime, including face-to-face conversat ions wi th  o thers .  Local 

informants were most o f t en  mentioned as a source of neighborhood crime 

information. We asked our  respondents about t h e  "best source  of 

information ahout crime i n  your neighhorhaod." Almost 40 percent  



- - -  - 
-- 

i n d i c a t e d  t h a t  "fr iends,  " r e l a t i v e s ,  " o r  "neighbors" f e l l  in t h i s  


category.  When w e  asked if, "in the  p a s t  week o r  two," they a c t u a l l y  


had t a l k e d  with anyone about crime, 43 percent  answered i n  t h e  a f f i rmat ive .  


However, much of t h a t  conversation was no t  centered i n  t h e i r  neighborhood, 


The most frequent category of persons wi th  whom they had r e c e n t l y  t a l k e d  

.-- -...-. 

were f r i e n d s  o r  persons a.t work o r  school;  t hese  groups cons t i t u t ed  . --

almost 60 percent of a l l  conversat ional  par tners .  Twenty percent  of o u r  

respondents ind ica ted  the; had ta lked  t o  members of t h e i r  family and 

17 percent  t o  t h e i r  neighbors. When w e  t ake  i n t o  account people who d i d  

not  t a l k  t o  anyone a t  a l l ,  only 16 percent  of our respondents conversed 

about crime with neighbors o r  family members, those from whom they would 

be most l i k e l y  t o  pick up new information about l o c a l  crime a c t i v i t y .  

In t h i s  chapter we f i r s t  consider  t h e  i s s u e s  of who t a l k s  about cr ime,  

and wi th  whom. Because of t h e  importance of neighborhood communication 

networks f o r  t h e  flow of l o c a l  information,  we w i l l  explore i n  d e t a i l  

p a t t e r n s  of personal  conversat ion about crime. It appears t h a t  the 

ex t en t  t o  which people i n  a neighborhood t a l k  about crime is a consequence 

of two independent s o c i a l  processes;  d i f f e r e n t  f a c t o r s  mot iva te  people 

t o  (a) t a l k  about crime i n  t h e  f i r s t  p lace ,  and (b) t a l k  t o  t h e i r  

neighbors r a t h e r  than others .  The dens i ty  of communication i n  a neigh- 

borhood lies i n  the- i i te rsec t ion  of those  processes .  

We then t r a c e  people's knowledge of l o c a l  v ic t ims  and t h e  

impressions they have gained about p a t t e r n s  of v i c t imiza t ion  i n  t h e i r  

community. Being l inked i n t o  a neighborhood communication network 

increases  t h e  chances t h a t  one w i l l  know l o c a l  vict ims.  People  know 

a surpr i s ing  numher of vict ims,  and t h e  r e l a t i v e  frequency of  ser ious 



violent crime seems to be magnified by the way in which their stories 


get around. Impressions about what kinds of people in the neighborhood 


are being victimized also are at odds with the true distribution of 


crime in ways that may enhance both individual and collective levels 


of fear. 


Models of Networking; 


We consider here competing explanations for the operation of 


personal communication networks with regard to crime: a Crime 


Problems and a Neighborhood Integration model. Both models emphasize 


the role of environmental rather than personal factors in stimulating 


discussion about crime and shaping choices of conversational partners. 


The Crime Problems model proposes that conversation about an issue is 


encouraged by its frequency or seriousness in the immediate environment. 


In this case we employ two measures of neighborhood crime conditions 


which reflect the frequency and seriousness of crime: our index of 


the extent to which four types of serious crime constituted a problem 


in the area, and our respondent's estimates of the number of burglaries 


which occurred in their neighborhood during the previous year. 


The Crime Problems model postulates that reports of untoward 

neighborhood conditions enhanced the likelihood that our respondents 

talked to others about crime. The experience of "B," a young Polish 

woman employed as a church receptionist in the Wicker Park area of 

Chicago, illustrates this explanation : 

Last summer, every few days someone would 


be hit (burglarized). The neighborhood 


got together ... We have no formal 




neighborhood organizat ion.  W e  j u s t  v i s i t  


back and f o r t h  and sit out i n  f r o n t  and 


t a l k  about what is going on. We compare 


no tes  on what happened t o  who ... Maybe 


a t  t h a t  time ( l a s t  summer) t e n  on one 


block had been robbed. (Wicker Park f n  


0185-July, 1976) 


There has been l i t t l e  previous research on t h i s  hypothesis. In  

Conklin's (1975) s tudy of two c i t i e s ,  concern about crime was 

h i g h e s i -  i n  t he  high crime community, bu t  i n  Furstenberg's (1971) 

s tudy i n  Baltimore those  who l i v e d  i n  low r i s k  neighborhoods were 

more l i k e l y  than those who l i v e d  i n  h igh  crime a reas  t o  i n d i c a t e  

concern about crime. Neither study provides evidence about t he  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between concern about crime and t a l k i n g  t o  one ' s  neigh-

bors  about the  top ic .  

There is, on t h e  o ther  hand, some evidence supporting a Neigh-

borhood In t eg ra t ion  explanat ion of crime communication. T h i s  model 

p o s t u l a t e s  t h a t  t he  d iscuss ion  of neighborhood problems is f a c i l i t a t e d  

by l i nkages  t o  t h e  community. In  a major s tudy  of Phi lade lphia  

neighborhoods, Yancy and Erickson (1979) found a s t rong  re la t ionship  

between r e s i d e n t i a l  s t a b i l i t y  and t h e  development of c lo se  in t e r -  

personal  networks i n  t h e  a rea .  The longer  people l i v e d  in  one place, 

t h e  more closed t h e i r  c i r c l e  of f r i e n d s  and r e l a t i v e s  became, and 

the  mote i t  centered on t h e  neighborhood. Gubrium (1974) observed 

i n  h i s  s t u d i e s  of t h e  e l d e r l y  t h a t  high l e v e l s  of s o c i a l  i n t e r ac t ion  

between them of ten  l e d  t o  widespread sha r ing  of information about c r i m e ,  



which i n  t u r n  enhanced t h e i r  concern about t h e  issue.  We repor t ed  above 

upon t h e  widespread d i f fus ion  of i nd iv idua l  crime s t o r i e s  i n  an e l d e r l y  

p u b l i c  housing pro jec t ,  which is the  s o r t  of age-homogeneous environment 

which f a c i l i t a t e s  extensive friendship networks (Sundeen and Mathieu, 

1976; Gubrium, 1974). 

Following Albert  Hunter's (1975) typology, we employ h e r e  two 

measures of neighborhood i n t e g r a t i o n  based on r epor t s  of r e s i d e n t i a l  

commitment and s o c i a l  t i e s  with neighbors. 

Again, t h e r e  a r e  two dependent v a r i a b l e s  of i n t e r e s t :  whether 

o r  n o t  an ind iv idua l  recent ly  had t a lked  t o  another  about crime, and--

among those who had done so--with whom they conversed. Because we a r e  

i n t e r e s t e d  i n  intra-neighborhood networks, responses concerning t h e  

l a t t e r  a r e  divided i n t o  those i n d i c a t i n g  non-local and l o c a l  conversa t iona l  

par tners .  

Figures  9-1 and 9-2 d e t a i l  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  impact of t h e  e x t e n t  

of crime problems and neighborhood in t eg ra t ion .  Measures of t hese  

competing f a c t o r s  a r e  presented i n  r e l a t i o n  t o  pa t t e rns  of personal  

communication about crime. 

--------------I---------------------


Figures 9-1 and 9-2 go about here 

We see i n  Figure 9-1 t h a t  whi le  assessments of crime problems 

d is t inguished  those who ta lked  about t h e  problem from those who d i d  

not  t h e  C r i m e  Problems model does no t  expla in  whom they t a lked  with,  

The l a r g e s t  d i f f e r ence  on t h e  l e f t  s i d e  is  reserved f o r  r a t i n g s  of 

sexual a s s a u l t  a s  a neighborhood problem. Where rape was a concern 

54 percent ta lked  about crime; where i t  was not  only 38 percent  d l d  so ,  



FIGURE 9-1 

CRIME PROBLEMS AND PERSONAL COMMVNICATION ABOUT CRIME 

Percent Talk About Crime Percent Talk to  Neighbors 
60 50 40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40 50 60 
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Note: 	 computed from city-wide surveys. "Percent who t a l k  to  neighbors" is of 

those who talked about crime. 
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FIGURE 9-2 

Percent Talk About Crime Percent Talk t o  Neighbors 
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Note: 	 computed from city-wide surveys. "Percent who t a l k  to  neighbors" is of 
those who talked about crime. 



On t h e  o the r  hand, t he  proportions who ta lked  t o  neighbors r a t h e r  than 

o u t s i d e r s  about crime (on the  r i g h t  s i d e  of Figure 9-1) gene ra l ly  were 

l e s s  a f f ec t ed  by the  magnitude of crime problems. 

More dramatic i s  the  d i f f e r e n t i a l  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between ou r  mea- 

s u r e s  of neighborhood in t eg ra t ion  and pa t t e rns  of conversat ion about 

crime, presented in-Figure 9-2. Very l i t t l e  v a r i a t i o n  i s  r epor t ed  i n  the 

tendency of persons t o  t a l k  about crime (on t h e  left-hand s i d e  of F igure  

9-2). However, t h e r e  were considerable  d i f f e r ences  i n  choices  of 

conversat ional  par tners  between those who were more o r  l e s s  t i e d  to  t h e i r  

neighborhood. 

The l a r g e s t  d i f fe rences  i n  t he  tendency t o  t a l k  t o  neighbors  were 

t o  be found between those who found i t  easy t o  recognize s t r a n g e r s  i n  

t h e i r  a r ea  and those who did not  (63-to-37 percent ) ,  and between owners 

(52 percent)  and r en te r s  (29 percent) .  The f i r s t  t h r ee  i n d i c a t o r s  i n  

Figure 9-2 cons t i t u t ed  our s c a l e  of r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s ,  whi le  t h e  l a s t  

t h r e e  formed t h e  s o c i a l  t i e s  measure. Figure 9-2 shows t h a t  a l l  of 

these  measures, except length  of residence,  were ind iv idua l ly  re la ted  t o  

pa t t e rns  of crime communication i n  t h e  expected fashion. 

This suggests  t h a t  each of our explanat ions f o r  t h e  e x t e n t  and 

locus of personal  conversation about crime was p a r t i a l l y  c o r r e c t .  Ta lk  

about crime is  st imulated by crime condit ions.  Among those  who do talk 
.. - -

about crime, whether o r  no t  they t a l k  with neighbors is dependent upon 

in t eg ra t ion  i n t o  t h e  neighborhood. 

A more s t r i n g e n t  t e s t  of t h e  con t r a s t ing  explanatory power of t h e  

Crime Problem and Neighborhood I n t e g r a t i o n  models involves en ter ing  the 

major i nd ica to r s  of each i n t o  t h e  same regress ion  equation and t e s t i n g  



the  s i g n i f i c a n c e  of the  r e s u l t i n g  coe f f i c i en t s .  The r e s u l t s  of t h i s  

t e s t  are presented i n  Table 9-1, which matches t h e  four  i n d i c a t o r s  a g a i n s t  

one another  i n  competit ive fashion. Table 9-1 a l s o  p re sen t s  t h e  simple 

b i v a r i a t e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between each i n d i c a t o r  and our measures of crime 

comunica t ion .  

Table 9-1 goes about he re  

A s  t h e  f i g u r e s  i n  Table 9-1 i n d i c a t e ,  t h e  da t a  a r e  q u i t e  cons i s t en t  

wi th  t h e  ex is tence  of two processes shaping crime communication. Both 

measures of crime problems were s i g n i f i c a n t  p red ic to r s  of t a l k i n g  about 

crime, while  n e i t h e r  measure of neighborhood in t eg ra t ion  a f f ec t ed  i t  

s i g n i f i c a n t l y .  On t h e  o the r  hand, both crime measures pa l l ed  i n  

s ign i f i cance  when compared t o  t h e  importance of i n t e g r a t i o n  i n  explaining 

neighborhood t a l k  about crime. People ta lked  t o  t h e i r  neighbors about 

crime when neighborhood t i e s  were strong. The same p a t t e r n  can be  

observed i n  t h e  b i v a r i a t e  c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  a t t e s t i n g  t o  t h e  independence 
. . . - .- .. - - - - - . . -. 

.processesof t h e  two s o c i a l  -+- - - - l y i n g  behind p a t t e r n s  of pe r sona l  communication 

about crime. 

The s t rong  neighborhood b a s i s  of personal  communication is f u r t h e r  

a t t e s t e d  t o  by t h e  absence of any s u b s t a n t i a l  personal c o r r e l a t e s  of 

t a l k  about crime. I n  a regress ion  a n a l y s i s  (not  shown) w e  examined t h e  

re la t ionship  between s i x  key demographic a t t r i b u t e s  of our  respondents 

and the  frequency and locus of t h e i r  conversat ions about crime problems. 

Only one of t h e  twelve c o r r e l a t i o n s  w a s  s i g n i f i c a n t ;  o lde r  people were 

more l i k e l y  than  o t h e r s  t o  t a l k  t o  t h e i r  neighbors. This r e l a t i o n s h i p  

disappeared, however, when we con t ro l l ed  f o r  our  measures of  neigh- 

borhood in t eg ra t ion .  Condftions, events ,  and cornunity l i nkages  seem 



TABLE 9-1 

DIRECT TEST OF CONTRASTING MODELS OF THE 

CRIME COMMUNICATION PROCESS 

Indicators 
Talk About Crime 

A t  A l l  
Talk t o  Neighbors 
Rather than Others 

About Crime 

Simple Multivariate Simple Multivariate 

r Beta (S ig f . )  r Beta ( S i g f  .) 

Residential t i e s  - . O 1  -.02 (.62) .25  . 23  (.Ol+) 

Social t i e s  -.04 .04 ( .33)  .16 -12 ( 04) 

Major Crime .17 .13 (.01+) .04 . 0 7  ( 24) 
Problems 

Burglary fre- .14 . l o  ( 3 2 1--:- .05 .07  (. 22) 
quency 

Multiple R .19 (.01+) 

(N) (1142) 

NOTE: There is no significant s t a t i s t i c a l  interaction effect: among the 
independent variables. Main e f f e c t s  are significant as shown. 

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 



t o  p l a y  t h e  predominant - -. - .- r o l e  here. F ina l ly ,  when we con t ro l  f o r  -

assessments of neighborhood condi t ions  and in t eg ra t ion ,  a l l  s i g n i f i c a n t  

d i f f e r e n c e s  between c i t i e s  i n  crime communication pa t t e rns  disappear .  

I n  summary, t h i s  ana lys i s  suggests  t h a t  two s t eps  l i e  behind t h e  

word-of-mouth d i f fus ion  of crime news through a community. F i r s t ,  

d i scuss ion  is  sparked by t h e  b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  ser ious  crime 

problems i n  t h e  area,  Discussion about crime was no t  r e l a t e d  i n  any 

s i g n i f i c a n t  way t o  t h e  personal c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of our respondents,  

but r a t h e r  t o  t h e i r  assessments of condi t ions  i n  t h e i r  immediate 

environment. Because most of t h e  r e s i d e n t s  of these  th ree  c i t i e s  

did n o t  perceive condit ions in t h e i r  v i c i n i t y  t o  be extreme (seventy 
.- . 

percent  reported no "big problems" i n  t h i s  regard) ,  w e l l  over  -half of 

them d id  n o t  become involved i n  conversat ions about the  issue. However, 

once people began t o  t a l k  about crime, v a r i a t i o n s  i n  t h e  se r iousness  

of crime problems i n  t h e i r  a r e a  d i d  n o t  e f f e c t  who they t a l k e d  wi th ,  

Rather,  those who reported s t rong  r e s i d e n t i a l  and s o c i a l  t ies wi th  

t h e i r  neighborhood--and t h i s  was most common among our o l d e r  respondents-- 

spoke more f requent ly  with r e s i d e n t s  of t h e i r  own area. However 

many were t a l k i n g  about crime, t h e  locus  of t h e i r  conversat ion w a s  

shaped by t h e  s t r e n g t h  of t h e i r  l inkages  t o  t h e  community. 

Networks i n  Neighborhoods 

One important consequence of t h i s  complex communication process  

is  t h a t  t h e r e  is  r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  v a r i a t i o n  from place  t o  p l a c e  i n  

t he  amount of t a l k  about crime which goes on there .  Many people i n  

our s p e c i a l  t a r g e t  neighborhoods had conversat ions about crime: t h a t  

proportion ranged from 37 percent  i n  South Phi ladelphia  t o  52 percent  



i n  t h e  Sari Francisco community of Sunset. There a l s o  was some v a r i a t i o n  

i n  whom people conversed with. The proport ion of a l l  a d u l t s  who reported 

conversing with t h e i r  neighbors about anything ranged from 34 percent 

i n  San Francisco 's  Visf tacion Valley t o  49 percent  i n  Chicago's 

Back-of-the-Yards. However, t h e  amount of t a l k  which goes on i n  a 

neighborhood l ies i n  t he  conjunction of t hese  f igu res ,  and i n  t he  main 

t h e  two d i d  n o t  go together.  Across our  t e n  se l ec t ed  b ig -c i ty  neigh- 

borhoods an average of about 1 7  percent of a l l  a d u l t s  r e c e n t l y  had 

engaged i n  conversation with people from t h e i r  neighborhood about crime. 

Conversation about crime is  sparked by t h e  ex is tence  of s e r i o u s  neigh- 

borhood crime problems, but  a s  we saw i n  Chapter S ix  close-kni t  

neighborhood networks a r e  much more c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of p l aces  where 

crime problems tend t o  be l e s s  severe. C r i m e  problems andneighborhood 

i n t e g r a t i o n  do not  go together .  

A s  a r e s u l t  of t h e  ex is tence  of two mutually c o n f l i c t i n g  processes - .. 

t h e r e  is very l i t t l e  neighborhood-by-neighborhood v a r i a t i o n  i n  the 

amount of crime t a l k  going on there .  That f i g u r e  ranges from 1 3  percent  

of a l l  a d u l t s  i n  South Phi ladelphia  ( a  low-crime a r e a  with t h e  l ea s t  

t a l k  about crime a t  a l l )  t o  20 percent  i n  San Francisco 's  Sunset.  

Because t h e  survey samples f o r  our s tudy a reas  o f t e n  a r e  a s  s m a l l  as 

200 respondents we cannot conf ident ly  say more about these  proport ions 

than t h a t  they a r e  "very similar.'' However, t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  s imi l a r  

l e v e l  of crime-related conversat ion tak ing  p l ace  i n  t hese  d i v e r s e  

neighborhoods means t h a t  some people a r e  t a l k i n g  about crime everywhere, 

although t h e  reasons f o r  t h i s  vary considerably from place  t o  place. 

Thus t a l k  about crime may seem ubiqui tous,  t o  be heard no m a t t e r  where 



we go, But a t  t h e  same time i t  c l e a r l y  is  not  a r e l i a b l e  guide  t o  how 

much crime a c t u a l l y  plagues a community. 

The s imi l a r  e f f e c t  of these  two d i f f e r e n t  contextual  f a c t o r s  a l s o  

may e x p l a i n  why t a l k  about crime was most common i n  Chicago and l e a s t  

f requent  i n  San Francisco. Chicagoans were more l i k e l y  t h a n  o t h e r s  t o  

i n d i c a t e  t h a t  major crimes cons t i t u t ed  a "big problem" i n  t h e i r  neighbor- 

hood; concomitantly, they a l s o  were t h e  most l i k e l y  t o  r e p o r t  t a l k i n g  

t o  someone about t h e  crime problem. Phi ladelphians stood between t h e  

o t h e r s  i n  terms of crime conversation, and scored at t h e  t o p  on both 

of o u r  measures of neighborhood in t eg ra t ion .  Residents of t h e  Bay 

City were t h e  l e a s t  l i k e l y  t o  r epo r t  t a l k i n g  wi th  t h e i r  neighbors  about 

crime (26 percent  d id) ;  and they were i n  genera l  t h e  least t i e d  t o  t h e i r  

p l ace  of res idence  and the  l e a s t  l i k e l y  t o  express  concern about crime 

problems. 

Learning About Local Crime 

I n  l i g h t  of what we have found about p a t t e r n s  of conversat ion 

about crime--that i t  i s  shaped by crime problems and l inkages  t o  

t he  community--it is  no t  su rp r i s ing  t h a t  contac t  with neighbors b r i n g s  

with i t  more information about crimes and v ic t ims  i n  t he  neighborhood. 

Kleiman and David (i973) found t h a t  Black r e s iden t s  of t he  Bedford- 

Stuyvesant a r e a  of New York c i t y  who repor ted  more s o c i a l  con tac t s  

i n  t h e i r  community were more l i k e l y  t o  perceive high r a t e s  of crime 

the re ,  Fur ther ,  t he  more crime t h e r e  is i n  t h e  a rea ,  t h e  more l o c a l  



s t o r i e s  t h e r e  a r e  t o  t e l l .  People who l i v e  i n  an a rea  with ser ious  

crime problems have more th ings  t o  l e a r n  about,  and gossip w i t h  neighbors 

is an important means of spreading t h a t  information through t h e  community. 

Under those  condit ions,  being l inked  t o  l o c a l  communication networks 

is ano the r  source of what we have ca l l ed  "vicar ious vict imizat ion."  

There are more people who know of crime than t h e r e  a r e  v ic t imiza t ions ;  

i n  t h e  case  of burglary t h e  "vicar ious v i c t imiza t ion  ra te"  f o r  l oca l  crime 

is  perhaps four  t i m e s  the d i r e c t  v i c t imiza t ion  r a t e .  A s  a r e s u l t ,  t a l k  

about crime may have g rea t e r  consequences--in t h e  aggregate--than the  

d i r e c t  a c t i o n  of criminals.  Some of those  consequences a r e  psychological ,  

f o r  v i ca r ious  v ic t imiza t ion  i s  l inked t o  f e a r  of crime. Others  a re  

behavioral ,  f o r  (as  w e  s h a l l  s e e  i n  Sect ion I V )  those who are linked t o  

communication networks and who a r e  "victimized" i n  t h i s  way a l s o  a re  more 

l i k e l y  t o  r epo r t  doing th ings  about crime t o  p ro t ec t  both t h e i r  person 

and household. 

In  order  t o  a s se s s  t h e  spread of accounts of l o c a l  crime through 

t h e  community, each of our respondents was asked i f  they knew anyone who 

had experienced each of four  types of crime: burglary,  personal  t h e f t ,  

a s s a u l t  by a s t r ange r ,  and rape. I n  t h e  case  of burglary t h e  in te rv iewer  

inquired: 

Do you personal ly know of anyone, o the r  than 


yourse l f ,  whose home o r  apartment has  been 


broken i n t o  i n  t h e  pas t  couple of years  o r  so? 


They a l so  were quizzed about t h e i r  knowledge of persons who had 

"been robbed o r  had t h e i r  purse o r  w a l l e t  taken," who were "a victim 

of an a t t ack  by s t rangers , "  and who were "sexually assaul ted."  We 

followed up p o s i t i v e  responses t o  f i n d  i f  those  crimes took p l ace  i n  
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t he  respondent 's  neighborhood. W e  a l s o  probed t h e  content of those 

accounts  by asking our  respondents t o  descr ibe  who they had heard about 

being vict imized i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. 

The da t a  can b e  used t o  ca tegor ize  our informants i n  terms of 

t h e i r  contac t  wi th  victims. Overal l ,  57 percent  of c i t y  r e s i d e n t s  

repor ted  knowing a v ic t im of a burglary,  while  48 percent knew a v i c t i a  

of pe r sona l  t h e f t ,  32 percent a s t r ange r  a s s a u l t  victim, and 22 percent  

someone who had been sexual ly assaul ted .  Of course,  knowledge of 

v ic t ims  was f a r  from uniformly d i s t r i b u t e d  i n  t h e  population, and c o n t a c t s  

with v ic t ims  of d i f f e r e n t  kinds of crime overlapped somewhat. I n  a l l ,  

66 percent  of our  respondents repor ted  knowing a t  l e a s t  one v ic t im of 

any of these  crimes. City-by-city breakdowns i n  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 

contac t  with crime vict ims are presented i n  Table 9-2. 

Table 9-2 goes about here  

.................................. 

It should be  apparent a t  f i r s t  glance t h a t  "personally knowing" 

crime v ic t ims  is very common everywhere, While very few r e s i d e n t s  

of these  t h r e e  c i t i e s  were robbed i n  a recent  year  ( i n  t he  v i c t imiza t ion  

surveys t h e  f i g u r e  w a s  5.5 percent ) ,  almost one-half of them knew 

someone who was. Rape r a t e s  are r e l a t i v e l y  low and t h a t  crime 

presumably is less widely discussed by its v ic t ims  but  one i n  f i v e  of 

our  respondents knew someone who had been sexual ly  molested, While 

many crimes, and e spec i a l ly  s e r i o u s  personal  ones, a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  

infrequent  from an ind iv idua l  perspec t ive ,  con tac t s  with v i c t ims  of 

crime a r e  very widespread. 

The manner i n  which t h i s  i n d i r e c t  v i c t imiza t ion  was d i s t r i b u t e d  



TABLE 9-2 


CONTACT WITH CRIKE VICTIMS, BY TPPE 

OF CRXME AND CITY 

Percent Who Knew a Victim of: 

City of Personal Stranger 

Residence Burglary Theft Assault Rape (N) 


Chicago 


Philadelphia 57 42 29 20 (453) 


San Francisco 61 51 37 28 ( 4 8 3 )  


(Sigf. of 

Differences) ( a  12) 


Average 57 48 32 22 

NOTE: Number of cases varses slightly from crime-to-crime; averages are given here. 

SOURCE: Computed from city-wide surveys 



genera l ly  p a r a l l e l s  other indica tors  of harm. Compared with o f f i c i a l  

f i g u r e s ,  the  ranking of our th ree  c i t i e s  i n  terms of the frequency wirh 

which people knew crime victims duplicated pol ice  crime counts: 

San Francisco stands a t  the  top, while Philadelphia i s  a t  t h e  bottom 

of t h e  list. Although differences between the  c i t i e s  a r e  no t  a s  

s t r i k i n g  a s  crime r a t e s  would lead us t o  expect (and d i f fe rences  

between them with respect t o  burglary were not  s ign i f i can t ) ,  t h e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of t h i s  form of "vicarious victimization" p a r a l l e l s  

reported crime l e v e l s  fo r  these  communities. 

Reports of vict im contact a l s o  a r e  i n  rough accord wi th  the  

frequency wirh which these crimes occur a s  measured i n  the  

vict imizat ion surveys. In  terms of volume, burglary was t h e  most 

common of these  crimes, followed by personal t h e f t ,  s t ranger  a s s a u l t ,  

and rape. T h i s  i s  exactly the order i n  which res idents  of the  c i tEes  

reported knowing victims. It i s  important t o  note, however, t h a t  t h e  

magnitude of the  differences between these f igures  on v ic t im contact  

are somewhat askew. Burglary is  f a r  more common than each of these  

personal crimes; i t  is more frequent than robbery by a f a c t o r  of 

seven i n  o f f i c i a l  s t a t i s t i c s  and by a f a c t o r  of four i n  the  v ic t im 

surveys. However, contact  with burglary vict ims i s  only s l i g h t l y  

more common than knowing vict ims of personal the f t .  A t  the  o ther  end 

of the sca le ,  rape r e g i s t e r s  a t  a very low r a t e  on a l l  measures of 

victimization, f a r  lower than our one-in-five f inding r e f l e c t s .  Like 

media coverage of crime, the  processes which lead victims' s t o r i e s  of 

t h e i r  experiences t o  "get around" seem t o  accentuate the  apparent 

volume of personal as opposed t o  property crime. Because personal  and 

indi rec t  experiences with v io len t  crime have subs tan t i a l  consequences 
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f o r  what people think and do, t h i s  magnif icat ion of t h e i r  apparent 

frequency has  important implicat ions f o r  c o l l e c t i v e  l e v e l s  of  fear .  

Not su rp r i s ing ly ,  contact  with v ic t ims  of crime is d i s t r i b u t e d  

i n  the populat ion much l i k e  v ic t imiza t ion  i t s e l f .  Violent crime i n  

p a r t i c u l a r  is  no t  widely dispersed geographical ly;  r a t h e r ,  i t  c l u s t e r s  

i n  p a r t i c u l a r  l oca l e s .  People a l s o  a r e  c lu s t e red  i n  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  

ways according t o  race,  c l a s s ,  and l i f e s t y l e .  The two o f t e n  go 

toge ther .  Further ,  most cr iminals  (being young and oppor tun i s t i c )  

tend t o  do t h e i r  work c lose  t o  home, and genera l ly  v i c t imize  people 

l i k e  themselves. F ina l ly ,  people mostly know people l i k e  themselves, 

v i c t ims  and non-victims a l i k e ,  and thus  contac ts  with v i c t ims  tend t o  

fo l low pa t t e rns  of predation. A s  a r e s u l t ,  i n  our  -data 80 percent  pf-

those  who reported knowing a burglary v i c t im  - .  ind ica ted  t h a t  t h e  crime 

took p l ace  i n  t h e i r  Trmedcate. neighborhood. 

I n  general ,  personal contact  with v ic t ims  increased i n  frequency 

toward t h e  bottom of the  income ladder  and among Blacks. For  assaul t  

and personal  t h e f t  i t  was the  poor who were most heavi ly  vict imized 

and t h e i r  acquaintances who heard the  s to ry .  The only except ion to  

t h i s  r u l e  was burglary,  A s  we have seen, burg lary  s t r i k e s  widely; 

i n  many p laces  people a t  t he  top  of t h e  economic heap a r e  victimized 

more f requent ly  than  those a t  t h e  bottom. Because v ic t im con tac t  

genera l ly  fol lows t h e  s o c i a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of offenses,  we found p o s i t i v e  

co r r e l a t ions  between family income l e v e l s  and contac t  with burglary 

vict ims i n  each of our  c i t i e s .  While t h e  concentrat ion of personal 

contac t  with c r b e  v ic t ims  i n  var ious  s o c i a l  s t r a t a  w a s  l e s s  c lear-cut  

than the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of crime, its burden f e l l  genera l ly  on t h e  same 

s o c i a l  groups. 
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It is apparent that being linked to local communication channels 


led people to know of more local crimes. Among those who had not 


recently engaged in discussion about crime about 50 percent reported 


knowing a victim of a crime in their neighborhood, while among those 


who had discussed crime with their neighbors, fully 72 percent knew 


at least one victim of a local crime. The proportion who knew of a 


crime in their neighborhood varied by type of crime, with burglary 


being the most prominent. Table 9-3 presents a breakdown of knowledge 


............................... 

Table 9-3 goes about here 


............................... 

of local crime by patterns of conversation. Burglary victims were 


most widely known, but in terms of proportional differences, personal 


conversations magnified the frequency of predatory and assaultive 


dra&tically. People who talked to their neighbors 
violence more .-..-.. . -

were almost twice as likely as those who did not to know victims of 

rape and personal theft, and two-and-one half times as likely to know 


victims of stranger assault. This dovetails with Tyler's (1978) 


findings in a Los Angeles survey. When he asked people specifically 


about what crimes they had discussed with others they were by far most 


likely to report talking about serious violent crimes and those 


involving atypical victims. These data suggest that interpersonal 


neighborhood communication networks substantially magnify the apparent 


volume of local violence. 


There is doubtless a reciprocal relationship between the knowledge 


about crime thus gained and assessments of neighborhood conditions. 


If crime is a serious local problem being linked into neighborhood 


networks will more often lead one to learn about events there. On the 
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TABLE 9-3 

PATTERNS OF PERSONAL DISCUSSION ABOUT CRIME AND KNOWLEDGE 

OF LOCAL CRIME VICTIMS, BY TYPE OF CRIME 

Percent Who Knew Local Victim o f :  

Conversation 

Locus Burglary 	 Personal  S t ranger  
Theft Assaul t  Rape (N) 

No t a l k  4 0 . 0  18.7 12 .2  4 . 5  (779) 
about cr ime 

Talk t o  49.7 24.0 18.7 7 . 6  (329) 
non-locals 

Talk t o  56.7 35.7 29.4 8.3 (206) 
neighbors 

Gama +. 23 +. 27 +. 35 +. 25 

(Sigf .) (01+) ( .01+) ( .01+) (.01+) 

NOTE: 	 Number o f  cases  var ied  s l i g h t l y  from crime t o  crime. Averages are 
given here .  Corre la t ion  is between conversat ion l o c u s  and knowledge--> --	 - . - -

of a l o c a l  crime v i c t i m ,  f o r  each type of of fense .  

SOURCE: Computed from city-wide surveys. 



o t h e r  hand, hearing of se r ious  crime s u r e l y  rebounds t o  shape assessments 

of cond i t i ons .  

The d a t a  can only demonstrate t h e  simple r e l a t i onsh ip  between t h e s e  

f a c t o r s .  People who r epor t  t h a t  crime i s  a b ig  problem i n  t h e i r  neigh- 

borhood more o f t en  repor t  knowing vict ims.  However, t h e  causa l  l inkage  

i n  t h a t  d i r e c t i a n  is through neighborhood communication networks t h a t  

spread t h e  s t o r y  of ind iv idua l  events. We f i n d  t h a t  personal  communication 

spreads  t h e  s t o r y  more s t r i k i n g l y  i n  a r eas  plagued by crime problems. 

The d a t a  a r e  presented i n  Table 9-4. I n  communities where r e s iden t s  d i d  

not t h i n k  t h a t  crime was a problem r e l a t i v e l y  few repor ted  knowing of 

................................ 

Table 9-4 goes about here  

................................ 

a l o c a l  vict im,  and t h e  r e l a t i o n  between neighborhood communication 

p a t t e r n s  and knowing a vict im w a s  r e l a t i v e l y  s l i g h t  ( a gamma of 

only +.08). However, i n  more t roubled  a r e a s  being l inked  t o  l o c a l  

communication n e t s  had a s u b s t a n t i a l  impact upon knowledge of l o c a l  

events ,  and almost 9 out of 10  of those  r epo r t ing  the  most t roubled 

condit ions -and t a l k i n g  wi th  neighbors about crime thought t h a t  one 

of t h e  se r ious  crimes discussed he re  had h i t  c l o s e  t o  home. In areas 

where r e s iden t s  perceived crime t o  be a major problem, conversat ion 

about t he  problem magnifies t h e  apparent  frequency of v i c t imiza t ion  

even more g rea t ly .  

P r o f i l e s  of Local Victims 

I n  add i t i on  t o  asking about t h e  incidence of var ious  crimes i n  

the  community we a l s o  quizzed our  respondents about s t o r i e s  t h a t  

c i r c u l a t e  concerning l o c a l  vict ims.  We were n o t  a t  a l l  sure t h a t  



TABLE 9-4 

PERSONAL CONVERSATION ABOUT CRIME AND KNOWLEDGE O F  LOCU 

CRIME VICTIMS, BY SERIOUSNESS OF NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PROBLEM 

conversation 
Locus 

Percent Who Knew A Local Crime Victim, By 

Degree C r i m e  A Problem 

No Some Big 
Problem Problem Problem (N) 

No t a l k  
about crime 

Talk to 
non-locals 

Talk t o  
Neighbors 

Gamma i . 0 8  i . 2 1  +. 33 

(Sigf.) (.16) ( 01) ( . O H )  

NOTE: Crime problem categories crea ted  by trichotomizing t h e  crime problems 
s c a l e .  Correlat ion is  between conversation locus and knowledge of 
a victim, within each of the th ree  l e v e l s  of crime problems. 

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 



the popular  image of crime vict ims would a c t u a l l y  match t h e  p r o f i l e  

of victims as revealed by e i t h e r  o f f i c i a l  s t a t i s t i c s  o r  v i c t imiza t ion  

surveys.  We have seen above t h a t  only about one-quarter of  our  

respondents  knew a v ic t im of a personal crime, and t h a t  many more 

garnered what they knew of such th ings  through secondhand (or  more) 

media sources,  We have a l s o  seen, t h a t  s t o r i e s  about crime d i d  not  

spread  i n  cons i s t en t  fashion. At ten t ion  e i t h e r  t o  t he  media o r  t o  

i n t e rpe r sona l  channels of communication was f a r  from random, and 

doubt less  would play a r o l e  i n  determining who heard what, as w e l l  a s  

from whom. While youths and males make up t h e  bulk of crime v ic t ims ,  

both t h e  "sending" and "receiving" components of these  channels  may 

g a r b l e  t h e  message considerably. We have a l ready  seen t h a t  media 

messages convey d i s t o r t e d  p i c t u r e s  of crime, and cannot assume t h a t  

people heard about crime s t o r i e s  which predominately concerned youths 

and males. We hypothesized t h a t  people would be  more f e a r f u l  when 

they thought t h a t  people l i k e  themselves were being v ic t imized  i n  

t h e i r  neighborhood, and t o  t e s t  t h i s  w e  needed t o  know what t hose  

b e l i e f s  were. 

I n  order  t o  gauge t h e  content  of s t o r i e s  c i r c u l a t i n g  about 

crime, we asked: 

What kinds of people do you hear  about being 

a t tacked ,  beaten up, o r  robbed i n  your neighborhood? 

Respondents were asked f i r s t ,  "are  t h e  v ic t ims  mostly o l d e r  people,  

younger people, o r  children?", and then,  "are t he  v ic t ims  gene ra l ly  

male o r  female?" 

A few respondents (6 percent )  were unwil l ing o r  unable t o  hazard 



a response  t o  t h i s  question, and t en  percent  i n s i s t e d  t h a t  t h e r e  was 

no c r i m e  i n  t h e i r  neighborhood on which t o  repor t .  Among t h e  remainder 

op in ions  were mixed, but i n  general people's percept ions of vict ims 

did n o t  seem t o  match the  "true" d i s t r i b u t i o n  of crime. A s  Table 9-5 

r e p o r t s ,  t h e  bulk of our respondents repor ted  hearing about women and 

o l d e r  people a s  victims. Almost 70 percent  s a i d  t h a t  "females" or  

"both sexes" w e r e  vict ims of personal crime i n  t h e i r  v i c i n i t y ,  and 

67 pe rcen t  ind ica ted  t h a t  "older persons" o r  combinations of our  age 

ca t egor i e s  were involved. Only 18 percent  i nd ica t ed  t h a t  t hey  heard 

about "males" being at tacked o r  robbed, and 1 5  percent chose t h e  

11younger people" category with respec t  t o  age. 

................................. 

Table 9-5 goes about he re  

................................. 

While t h e  age ca tegor ies  presented t o  our  respondents were 

broad, i t  does no t  appear t h a t  t h e i r  p r o f i l e  of v ic t ims  very  closely 

matches o the r  desc r ip t ions  of t h e  v i c t im  population. For example, i n  

t h e  San Francisco v ic t im survey of 1974, about 47 percent of  a l l  a s s a u l t s  

s t r u c k  people between 1 2  and 24, and only 1 2  percent  involved those 

f i f t y  years  of age and older .  This age skew was l e s s  marked f o r  

robbery, 34 and 26 percent  f o r  t h e  younger and o lde r  groups, r epec t ive ly ,  

bu t  i t  c l e a r l y  pointed i n  t h e  same d i r ec t ion .  The mismatch between 

popular and survey-based p r o f i l e s  of v i c t ims  is even more extreme when 

w e  con t r a s t  v ic t imiza t ion  r a t e s  ac ros s  t h e  sexes. In  San Francisco 

about 62 percent  of a l l  robber ies  and 57 percent  of a l l  a s s a u l t s  

involved male vict ims,  and the  f igu res  were even more d i f f e r e n t  f o r  

t h e  other  two c i t i e s  (U.S. Department of J u s t i c e ,  1975: Table 3) .  



TABLE 9-5 

PROFILE OF PERSONS.THOUGHT. BEING VICTIMIZED 


BY PERSONAL CRIMES I N  THE NEIGHBORHOOD 


P r o f i l e  of "people heard Percent of 

about being attacked,' '  e t c .  

Totail  
* 


Females 


Males 


Both Sexes 


No Spec i f i c s  


Older People 


Younger People 


Children 


Multiple Ages 


No Speci f ics  


* 
Total  is  1082 f o r  sex and 1143 f o r  age prof f l e s .  Th is  excludes those 

who volunteered "no crime here," o r  r e p l i e d  "don? t know," e t c .  

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 



Yet o n l y  a small proportion i n  each c i t y  reported hearing t h a t  men were 

t h e  "kind of people" victimized i n  t h e i r  area.  

Based on age and sex p r o f i l e s  of v ic t ims ,  w e  thus  f i nd  t h a t  p u b l i c  

percept ions  of who i s  victimized a r e  skewed i n  t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of more 

vulnerable  groups, those who a l s o  may be  perceived a s  being l e s s  cu lpable  

i n  t h e i r  predicament. Those who a r e  less a b l e  phys ica l ly  t o  r e s i s t  

a t t a c k ,  who seem t o  have the  most t o  l o s e  from personal v ic t imiza t ion ,  

and who genera l ly  t ake  t h e  most precaut ions aga ins t  crime, a r e  repor ted  

t o  b e  "the kind of people" who a r e  vict imized i n  a l a r g e  major i ty  of 

neighborhoods. 

The causes of t h i s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of v ic t ims  i n  t h e  p u b l i c ' s  mind 

is of considerable  i n t e r e s t .  A t  a minimum i t  suggests  t h a t  the s o c i a l  

processes  behind word-of mouth conversat ion about crime encourage t h e  

disseminat ion of a t y p i c a l  s t o r i e s ,  o r  t h a t  only a t y p i c a l  s t a r i e s  a r e  

remembered. It may b e  t h a t  only s t o r i e s  which do not  f i t  the norm a r e  

"newsworthy" even wi th in  t h e  community. This i s  not un l ike  t h e  p a t t e r n  

by which e d i t o r s  pick crime s t o r i e s  worthy of publ ishing i n  da i ly  

newspapers o r  repor t ing  on t e l ev i s ion .  A l t e rna t e ly ,  people may tend 

t o  t a l k  about people l i k e  themselves who a r e  vict imized,  o r  be more 

a t t e n t i v e  t o  those messages when they come by. This  p r o f i l e  of v ic t ims  

might match t h a t  of people who t a l k  about crime. However, we found no 

important age o r  sex c o r r e l a t e s  of conversat ions about crime. We a l s o  

f i n d  i t  i n t e r e s t i n g  t h a t  popular images of v ic t ims  more c l o s e l y  match 

those broadcast by t h e  media than those  uncovered i n  t h e  victimization 

surveys. Dominick (1973), Graber (1977) and o the r s  have documented 

how t e l ev i s ion  and t h e  newspapers exaggereate t h e  ex ten t  t o  which 



women, middle-class people, t he  e l d e r l y ,  and innocent bystanders  become 

involved i n  crime a s  victims. Fishman (1978) has descr ibed how t h e  news 

ga the r ing  process behind t h i s  opera tes ,  examining i n  d e t a i l  media coverage 

of cr imes aga ins t  t h e  e lde r ly  i n  New York City.  

P o t e n t i a l  Consequences 

Unlike images of crime t ransmi t ted  by t h e  media, which a r e  l i k e l y  

t o  concern remote events and a t y p i c a l  persons and circumstances,  t h e  

web of in te rpersonal  r e l a t i onsh ips  ties toge ther  many community members 

and i s  l i k e l y  t o  f a c i l i t a t e  t h e  spread of crime s t o r i e s  which concern 

l o c a l  r e s i d e n t s  and events  c lo se  t o  home. That knowledge should p lay  

an important r o l e  i n  shaping how people a s se s s  t he  r i s k s  of  t h e i r  

environment and t h e  measures they take  t o  prevent becoming a victim. 

Unlike v ic t imiza t ion ,  which from t h e  poin t  of view of most persons 

is a " rare  event," knowing crime v ic t ims  i s  very frequent.  W e  found 

t h a t  two-thirds of our  respondents knew t h e  v ic t im of a s e r i o u s  crime. 

Further ,  i n  terms of t h e  r e l a t i v e  frequency of events,  they  were 

d ispropor t iona te ly  acquainted wi th  v ic t ims  of v i o l e n t  crimes. I n  

l i g h t  of t h e  fnfrequency of crimes l i k e  rape,  t h e  ex ten t  t o  which 

knowledge of v ic t ims  of those  crimes had spread through t h e s e  communities 

was q u i t e  surpr i s ing .  A s  we s h a l l  see ,  t hese  crimes a r e  t h e  most 

l i k e l y  t o  engender f e a r  among those  whose acquaintances have f a l l e n  

victim. Thus t h e  apparent magnif icat ion of t h e  r e l a t i v e  frequency 

of personal crime by t h e  mechanisms through which t h i s  knowledge 

spreads becomes q u i t e  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

Not su rp r i s ing ly ,  contac t  with crime v ic t ims  w a s  d i s t r i b u t e d  i n  
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much t h e  same fashion a s  v ic t imiza t ion  i t s e l f .  Blacks and t h e  

poor were more l i k e l y  t o  know vic t ims  of personal  crimes, w h i l e  people 

of a l l  r aces  and c l a s se s  were l i k e l y  t o  have had contac t  w i t h  burglary 

vict ims.  Perhaps s i g n i f i c a n t l y ,  t h i s  knowledge of vict ims of personal 

crime was d i s t r i b u t e d  i n  the  populat ion i n  much t h e  same f a sh ion  a s  

fear. But unl ike  v ic t imiza t ion ,  i t  a l s o  was frequent  enough t o  

p o t e n t i a l l y  s e rve  a s  anexplana t ion  f o r  much of t h a t  f e a r .  

Most of t h e  vict ims t h a t  people knew were c lose  t o  home. This 

was encouraged by t h e  cons is ten t  impact of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  neighborhood 

communication networks on the  d i f f u s i o n  of crime s t o r i e s .  Those who 

wexe l inked  t o  those networks knew more l o c a l  victims. Fur ther ,  i t  

seems t h a t  those  networks se rve  t o  magnify t h e  r e l a t i v e  frequency of 

l o c a l  violence. P a r t i c i p a t i o n  seemed t o  have a g r e a t e r  e f f e c t  on 

spreading t h e  word concerning s t r ange r  a s s a u l t  and rape than  i t  did 

on knowledge of local-household burglary.  

Because our respondents d i spropor t iona te ly  nominated women and 

the  e l d e r l y  a s  v ic t ims  of v i o l e n t  crime i n  t h e i r  l o c a l i t y ,  t h e  

consequences of t h i s  view of events  may be considerable.  It may raise 

our c o l l e c t i v e  l e v e l  of f e a r .  Crime a s  a s o c i a l  phenomenon might be 

in t e rp re t ed  q u i t e d i f f e r e n t l y  i f  v ic t ims  were seen p r imar i ly  t o  be 

young toughs, people who d r ink  too much and ge t  involved i n  disputes ,  

roughhousing boys, gang members, and o the r s  who l a r g e l y  b r i n g  the i r  

f a t e  upon themselves. However, t h e  imagery a t tached  t o  v i c t i m s  who 

pr imar i ly  a r e  o ld  and female i s  q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t .  A s  we suggested, 

they may seem l e s s  l i k e l y  t o  b e  culpable,  more l i k e l y  t h e  v ic t ims  of 

ca lcu la ted  predatory abuse, and more l i k e l y  t o  s u f f e r  he inous ly  a t  



t he  hands of t h e i r  a t tacker .  For law-abiding c i t i z e n s  t h e  message may 

be, "you could be next  ." 
At t h e  ind iv idua l  l e v e l  t h e  message may r i n g  loudest  among women 

and t h e  e l d e r l y ,  We have seen from v ic t imiza t ion  surveys t h a t  they a r e  

l e s s  l i k e l y  than most t o  be involved i n  t he  majori ty  of s e r i o u s  crimes. 

~ u tcrime is an a tomis t i c  force,  s t r i k i n g  ind iv idua l ly ,  h e r e  and there .  

It i s  not  known c o l l e c t i v e l y  except through s o c i a l  mechanisms which 

d i s t r i b u t e  t h e  r e p o r t s  of victims. People know what they h e a r  and read,  

and i n  t h i s  ca se  t h a t  presents  q u i t e  a d i f f e r e n t  p i c t u r e  t han  t h e  

s t a t i s t i c a l  record. It seems t h a t  by word-of-mouth sources,  women and 

t h e  e l d e r l y  could gain a g r e a t l y  exaggerated p i c t u r e  of t h e  r i s k s  they 

face.  While popular images of vict ims may raise our c o l l e c t i v e  l e v e l  

of f e a r ,  they should impact more heavi ly  upon those  two vulnerable  

groups. 

The s o c i a l  processes  which l i e  behind t h e  spread of crime s t o r i e s  

though a community a l s o  may account f o r  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  widespread 

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of f e a r  of crime. For d i f f e r e n t  reasons, crime news 

spreads by word of mouth i n  communities of a l l  kinds. Discussion of 

crime is common even i n  places where crime does no t  c o n s t i t u t e  much 

of a problem. A s  a r e s u l t ,  while  t h e r e  is  a tendency f o r  word of 

crime t o  fol low its d i s t r i b u t i o n  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e ,  t h e r e  a r e  

a l s o  forces  which p o t e n t i a l l y  f o s t e r  f e a r  among those who a r e  not  

o f t en  vict imized,  and who l i v e  i n  p laces  where v i c t imiza t ion  is rare .  



CHAPTER TEN 

THE IMPACT OF MEDIA AND NEIGHBORHOOD NETWORKS 

ON FEAR 

In t roduct ion  

The v ic t imiza t ion  surveys conducted by t h e  Census Bureau f o r  LEAA 

provide a wealth of da t a  on t h e  frequency of crime and f e a r .  However, 

Chapter Two noted t h a t  t h e  frequency of recent  personal v i c t imiza t ion  

as documented by those surveys simply is  too low t o  provide a n  explanat ion 

f o r  t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  high l e v e l  of f e a r  reported by urban dwel le rs .  

Thus i n  gathering our  own d a t a  we c a s t  our n e t  more widely i n  order 

t o  examine t h e  consequences of o ther  s i g n i f i c a n t  events  and condit ions.  

This  chapter  assesses  t he  impact of two v i ca r ious  sources of  information 

about crime--the medla and personal conversation--on f e a r  of crime i n  

t h e  th ree  c i t i e s .  Unlike v ic t imiza t ion ,  respondents i n  t h i s  survey 

r epor t  t h a t  watching t e l ev i s ion  news, reading about crime i n  t h e  news- 

paper, and t a l k i n g  t o  neighbors about l o c a l  events ,  a r e  q u i t e  common 

fea tu re s  of d a i l y  l i f e .  I f  t hese  experiences a f f e c t  t h e i r  assessments 

of t h e i r  personal  s a fe ty ,  they may account f o r  t h e  high l e v e l  of 

f e a r  among urban r e s iden t s .  Because personal  conversation about  crime 

and media contac t  do not  always p a r a l l e l  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  victimi- 

za t ion  bu t  o f t e n  seem t o  p a r a l l e l  t h a t  of f e a r ,  they a l s o  may account 

f o r  the high incidence of f e a r  among subgroups i n  t he  popula t ion  

t h a t  a r e  not  u sua l ly  vict imized.  

Some f e a r  may a r i s e  when ind tv idua l s  come i n t o  contac t  w i t h  vic-

t i m s  o r  l e a r n  t h a t  people they know have been vict imized.  People may 

be more f e a r f u l  when they l e a r n  of crimes which s t ruck  f r i e n d s  and 



neighbors ,  wi th  whom they o f t e n  share  some bond o r  sense of common f a t e .  

~ o to n l y  a r e  people sorrowful when t h e  consequences of those  crimes 

a r e  t r a g i c ,  bu t  they a r e  reminded of t h e i r  own v u l n e r a b i l i t y .  The 

impact of t h e s e  events  doubtless  is g r e a t e s t  when t h e  bond is c lose .  

The impact of crime a l so  may be g r e a t e r  when it occurs near-by, 

s e rv ing  as a d i r e c t  reminder t h a t  no l o c a l e  is  f r e e  from t h r e a t .  

F ina l ly ,  people should f e e l  more threatened when v ic t ims  (and es- 

p e c i a l l y  nearby ones) resemble themselves; when "people l i k e  me" 

a r e  being at tacked,  t h e  perceived t h r e a t  of crime should soa r .  Fear 

a l s o  may fol low from learn ing  of crime v i a  more impersonal sources.  

From t h e  media people may come t o  be l i eve  t h a t  violence is c a s u a l l y  

i n f l i c t e d ,  ubiqui tous,  and s t r i k e s  "innocent bystanders" like them-

s e l v e s  with g r e a t  frequency. From t h e  sheer  volume of v io l ence  f ea tu red  

on t e l e v i s i o n  and i n  t he  newspapers they may ga in  an exaggerated v i e w  

of t h e  a c t u a l  frequency of such crimes. 

Our research  ind ica t e s  t h a t  v i o l e n t  crime is what people r e c a l l  

when asked about crime. We inqui red  of each respondent: 

Thinking of a l l  t h e  crime s t o r i e s  you've read, 

seen, o r  heard about i n  t h e  l a s t  couple of weeks, 

is  t h e r e  a p a r t i c u l a r  one t h a t  you remember, o r  

t h a t  s t i c k s  ou t  i n  your mind? 

One-half (52 percent)  d id  r e c a l l  such a s t o r y  and were a b l e  t o  d e s c r i b e  

i t  i n  s u f f i c i e n t  d e t a i l  t h a t  it could be  placed i n  one of s e v e r a l  

categories .  



The most s t r i k i n g ,  i f  not  unexpected, f e a t u r e  of those  s t o r i e s  is 

the  frequency with which they depicted dramatic and v i o l e n t  con-

f r o n t a t i o n s .  Almost f i f t y  percent  of t h e  s t o r i e s  involved a murder 

o r  attempted murder, another f i f t h  a kidnapping o r  h i j ack ing ,  and 

13  percent  a rape o r  o ther  sexual  a s sau l t .  The o ther  l a r g e  c lasses  

of s t o r i e s  included a s s a u l t s  and robber ies  (8 percent)  and cases  of 

c h i l d  abuse (5 percent).  Lost i n  t he  "other" (5 percent) category 

w e r e  r e p o r t s  of bu rg la r i e s  and t h e f t s ,  t h e  most common cr imes,  and a 

hos t  of o t h e r  offenses. 

This  p r o f i l e  of "memorable" crimes g r e a t l y  over represents  the 

frequency of v i o l e n t  inc idents .  By using o f f i c i a l  "crimes known" 

s t a t i s t i c s  f o r  P a r t  I of fenses  and a r r e s t  t o t a l s  f o r  P a r t  I1 crime 

(Federal  Bureau of Inves t iga t ion ,  1978) , i t  is  poss ib l e  t o  compare 

t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of memorable events  t o  t h e  o f f i c i a l  p i c t u r e  of crime 

i n  America. Based on pol ice  records,  homicides make up 0.1 percent of 

a l l  known of fenses ,  while v i o l e n t  sex of fenses  c o n s t i t u t e  0.3 percent, 

a s s a u l t s  and robber ies  5 percent ,  and ch i ld  abuse cases  less than 0.3 

percent of t h e  t o t a l .  By o f f i c i a l  count t h e  "other" ca tegory  of mem- 

orable  crimes i n  our  survey includes 95 percent  of a l l  inc idents .  

Our research  quest ion is t h e  ex ten t  t o  which v i c a r i o u s  knowledge 

of crime may c o n s t i t u t e  a form of i n d i r e c t  v ic t imiza t ion .  Although i t  

takes  t h e  form of information, communicated e i t h e r  i n  person o r  through 

t h e  media, v i ca r ious  v i c t imiza t ion  a f f e c t s  f e a r  through imagined p a r t i c i -  

pat ion i n  t h e  depicted v i o l e n t  event. Thus an important dimension upon 

which such experiences vary is t h e  ex ten t  t o  which they strike close t o  

t h e i r  "victims" e i t h e r  i n  s o c i a l  o r  geographical  d i s tance .  



Research i n  other psychological domains indicates t h a t  vicariously 

experienced events can affect  people's judgements, and t h a t  t he i r  con-

ten t  i s  generalized t o  provide cues f o r  behavior (Hansen and Donohue, 

1977). This is  especially t rue  i n  the  absence of any d i r ec t  experience. 

This i s  reflected i n  the findings of Gerbner and Gross, who argue t ha t  

heavy viewers of television tend to  generalize the information acquired 

there.  They f ind tha t  high consumers a r e  more l ike ly  than others t o  

percelve a high r i s k  of becoming involved i n  violence, to be more ap- 

prehensive about crime, and to  f e e l  l e s s  safe  (Gerbner, e t .  al. 1976). 

Tyler (1978), on the other hand, f inds  t ha t  indirect  experiences with 

crime a f fec t  only a selected subset of our perceptions of t h e  problem. 

H e  f inds  tha t  judgements of the  amount of crime i n  an area o r  of the  

general crime r a t e  a r e  affected by exposure t o  media accounts of crime 

and personal conversations on the  topic. Estimates of one's own r i s k  of 

victimization a r e  unaffected by such experiences. Doob and Macdonald 

(1979) found a strong correlat ion between te levis ion viewing and onlv 

the most general perceptions of crime, and then only i n  higher-crime 

neighborhoods. The media and other sources of vicarious experience a r e  

major determinants of guesses about the  amount of crime, bu t  those as- 

sessments are not related to  the  soc ia l  background or a t t i t udes  of indi-

viduals, nor do they seem to  a f f ec t  t h e i r  behavior. E s t i m a t e s  of r i s k  

a re  a function of things which a f f ec t  us d i rec t ly .  Thus, Tyler ' s  research 

suggests t ha t  vicarious victimization does not play an important r o l e  

i n  generating widespread fear  of crime. 

In  t h i s  chapter we examine f i r s t  the  impact of knowing l oca l  crime 

victims upon fea r  of crime. Chapter Nine reported that  knowing of victims 



from t h e  v i c i n i t y  was a funct ion of pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  personal  communi- 

c a t i o n  networks, especia l ly  when there  was a s ign i f i can t  crime problem 

i n  t h e  a rea  t o  discuss. The popular image of vict ims a l s o  over-emphasized 

the r i s k s  facing womenand the  e lder ly .  This cliapter t r a c e s  the  conse- 

quences of t h a t  knowledge. It examines whether knowing about various 

kinds of neighborhood vict imizat ions a f f e c t s  f ea r .  W e  f i n d  t h a t  preda- 

to ry  personal crimes had the  g rea te s t  impact upon those who heard about 

them. However, f a r  more respondents knew l o c a l  vict ims of burglary, 

and ca lcu la t ing  the  "net e f f ec t "  of knowing vict ims,  based upon both the 

frequency and apparent consequences of such contact ,  lends g r e a t  import- 

ance t o  the  r o l e  of burglary i n  s t imulat ing aggregate l e v e l s  of fear. 

We then test the  importance of t h e  content of t h e  s t o r i e s  which cir- 

c u l a t e  concerning crime and f i n d  t h a t  hearing of l o c a l  v i c t ims  "like 

you" has cons is tent ly  adverse consequences f o r  assessments of personal 

sa fe ty. 
This chapter then tu rns  t o  the  impact of t h e  media upon fea r .  

t e l ev i s ion  viewing and f e a r  of crime a r e  s imi la r ly  d i s t r i b u t e d  I n  the 

population; both are higher among the  old and less educated and among 

women and blacks (although not s i g n i f i c a n t l y  so i n  the  case of t e l ev i s ion  

viewing) than among t h e i r  counterparts .  Thus i t  is necessary t o  determine 

i f  t he  r e l a t ionsh ip  between t e l ev i s ion  viewing and f e a r  is  spurious, i n  

f a c t  r e f l e c t i n g  pa t t e rns  of v ic t imiza t ion ,  vu lne rab i l i ty ,  neighborhood 

conditions, and contact  with victims. A co r re l a t iona l  a n a l y s i s  ind ica te s  

t h a t  the r e l a t ionsh ip  between t e l e v i s i o n  viewing and f e a r  of crime is 

indeed an a r t i f a c t  of "who watches te levis ion ,"  p a r t i c u l a r l y  t h e  e lde r ly .  

Newspaper readers  tend t o  resemble those who a r e  l e s s  v ic t imized,  but 



again we f ind  no independent e f f e c t s  of t h i s  form of media involvement. 

Neighborhood Events and Fear 

Learning about crime i n  t h e i r  community is  re l a t ed  t o  people's assess-

ments of t h e i r  personal safety.  A s  hypothesized, geographical proximity 

plays an important r o l e  i n  determining t h e  consequences of such infor-  

mation. Hearing about crime i n  one's neighborhood is r e l a t e d  to fear of 

walking t h e  s t r e e t s  there,  while knowledge of events elsewhere has much 

l e s s  impact. Some kinds of crime seem t o  have more of an e f f e c t  than 

o t h e r s  i n  shaping people's assessments of t h e i r  personal s a f e t y .  How-

ever, t he  seriousness of crimes must be balanced agains t  t h e i r  fre-

quency i n  making t h i s  assessment. The m u l t i p l i e r  e f f e c t  of i n d i r e c t  

v ic t imiza t ion  is considerable, f o r  knowledge of l o c a l  crimes is much 

more common than personal vict imizat ion.  Further ,  t he re  a r e  d i f f e rences  

i n  t h i s  mul t ip l i e r  e f f e c t  among various kfnds of crime, increas ing  t h e  

apparent importance of burglary i n  generating f e a r  a t  a l l  l e v e l s  of t h e  

s o c i a l  ladder .  F ina l ly ,  hearing about a l o t  of crime is worse than 

hearing about a l i t t l e ;  although r e l a t i v e l y  few people hear about more 

than a few l o c a l  inc idents ,  t he re  is a cumulative e f f e c t  of such in-

format ion. 

There is some research t h a t  ind ica te  t h a t  knowing crime v ic t ims  

contr ibutes t o  f ea r .  Skogan (1977b) has reported a r e l a t ionsh ip  between 

l iv ing  i n  a household i n  which someone e l s e  w a s  victimized and being 

fea r fu l .  Klecka and Bishop (1978) found t h a t  knowing about t h e  v ic t imi-  

zat ion of a f r i end  had a s i g n i f i c a n t  e f f e c t  upon f e a r  of crime among t h e  

elderly. They constructed an index measuring t h e  number of f r i e n d s  and 

acquaintances of t h e i r  respondents who had been robbed o r  burglar ized  "in 



the  p a s t  few years." This  had a  g r e a t e r  impact on percept ions  of neigh- 

borhood condit ions than d id  demographic a t t r i b u t e s ,  measures of neigh- 

borhood in t eg ra t ion ,  r epo r t s  of neighborhood condi t ions ,  o r  anything e l s e .  

Both of these  cases  involve only  one component of what we have  dubbed 

i n d i r e c t  v ic t imiza t ion ,  personal  contac t  wi th  t h e  vict im.  This sugges ts  

e i t h e r  t h a t  t he  various modes by which Information about c r ime spreads 

may have d i f f e r e n t  e f f e c t s ,  o r  t h a t  a p r i o r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  the offended 

pa r ty  is c ruc i a l .  

The work of Klecka and Bishop a l s o  documents t h e  e x t e n t  t o  which 

v i ca r ious  victimization, by "multiplying" t h e  apparent frequency w i t h  

which cr imina l  events  take p lace ,  may inc rease  t h e  o v e r - a l l  l e v e l  of 

f ea r .  They examined the  impact of v i c t imiza t ion  by personal  crimes in  

high  and low crime neighborhoods (Flatbush, i n  New York City, and Sherman 

Park, i n  Milwaukee, r e spec t ive ly ) .  When they compared v ic t imiza t ion  

r a t e s  per  1,000 e l d e r l y  r e s i d e n t s  of t hese  areas, they  found tha t  i n d i r e c t  

v ic t imiza t ion  was a s  much a s  -14 times as f requent  as t h a t  experienced 

d i r e c t l y .  I n  Sherman Park those  r a t e s  w e r e  39 and 520 per thousand, re-

spec t ive ly .  Thus even if t h e i r  e f f e c t s  on f e a r  were r e l a t i v e l y  weak, 

v i ca r ious  experiences could have wide-ranging e f f e c t s  on t h e  community 

due t o  t h e i r  g rea t  frequency. Further ,  they  found t h a t  i n d i r e c t  vic- 

t imiza t ion  experiences-of t h i s  s o r t  were only s l i g h t l y  less common 5n 

low-crime than i n  higher-crime areas .  While d i r e c t  v i c t imiza t ion  of 

the e l d e r l y  was over four t imes as f requent  i n  F la tbush  a s  i n  Sherman 

Park, r a t e s  of i n d i r e c t  v i c t imiza t ion  were only twenty pe rcen t  higher. 

Clear ly,  crime s t o r i e s  were "ge t t ing  around" w i t h  v igor  even where per-

sonal  experiences wi th  crime were r e l a t i v e l y  rare. 



There is a lso  experimental evidence that  the  geographical proximity 

of those  victims has consequences for  fea r  a s  well. Shotland, e t .  a l .  

(1979) gave contrived newspaper s t o r i e s  depicting crimes t o  samples of 

women. They found that  reports  of events which were described a s  oc- 

curring i n  the  v ic in i ty  led t o  more fea r fu l  evaluations of t he  s t o r i e s  

than d id  reports  of crimes which occurred elsewhere. 

Having heard about crime i n  t he i r  neighborhood affected our re- 

spondents ' assessments of the i r  personal safety.  For each of the  

maj'or crimes examined here--burglary, robbery, stranger a s sau l t ,  and 

rape--we determined i f  our informants "personally knew" vict ims of 

such predations which had taken place "in the past couple of years." 

If they had, we asked where those crimes took place. Table 10-1 re-

ports  the proportion who f e l t  "very unsafe" a f t e r  dark i n  each of three  

categories: those who had heard of no spec i f ic  crimes, those who had 

only heard of a t tacks  which occurred elsewhere, and those who indicated 

that  they h e w  victims of events tha t  had taken place i n  t h e i r  own 

neighborhood (some of whom a l so  knew victims from elsewhere). It is 

apparent tha t  knowing any type of crime victim was re la ted t o  higher 

levels  of fea r ,  but only i f  tha t  incident had occurred i n  t h e  immediate 

-----------------__C--

Table 10-1 goes about here 

vicinity.  Twenty-eight percent of those who recalled lcnodng a victim 

of a local  robbery o r  stranger assaul t  a lso  reported fee l ing  "very un-

safe," a f igure  t ha t  was v i r t ua l l y  the  same for  those who knew rape 

victims (26 percent) but dropped to  18 percent for  those who knew loca l  

victims of burglary. For a l l  but burglary these respondents were twice 



TABLE 10-1 


FEAR OF CRIME ANII KNOWLEDGE OF CRIME VICTIMS, 


BY PLACE OF OCCURRENCE 


Percent Feeling "Very ~nsaf 
elf 
Type of Knew no Knew Victim Knew Local 

Crime Victim Out of Area Victim 


Burglary 13 7 18 


Robbery 11 10 28 


Stranger 

Assault: 


Rape 15 10 26 


NOTE: 	All differences significant at p 7 .O1 level. Number of cases 
for each type of crime approximately 1320. 

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 




a s  l i k e l y  t o  repor t  being a f r a i d  than were those who did n o t  know a 

vict im. 

On the  o ther  hand, people who only r eca l l ed  knowing v ic t ims  of 

crimes which took place somewhere e l s e  (includfng "out-of-town," 

"other  place i n  c i ty ,"  e t c . ) ,  seemed less a f r a i d  of personal crime 

than those who knew no vict ims a t  a l l .  While on f i r s t  b lush  t h i s  

might suggest t h a t  people take de l igh t  i n  t h e  p l igh t  of o t h e r s ,  i n  

f a c t  it  r e f l e c t s  who they a r e  and whom they know. I n  general  those 

who reported knowing 'victims i n  o ther  communities were younger and more 

educated than most r e s iden t s  of our t h r e e  c i t i e s ,  and presumably more 

cosmopolitan i n  t h e i r  s o c i a l  contacts .  This  was suggested by t h e i r  

p r o c l i v i t y  toward ta lk ing  t o  persons outs ide  t h e i r  neighborhood when 

they discussed crime problems. Probably a s  a r e s u l t ,  they r eca l l ed  

knowing more d i s t a n t  victims, while  a t  t h e  same time enjoying age and 

educational l e v e l s  general ly associa ted  with lower f e a r ,  People a l s o  

might not  know l o c a l  vict ims because t h e r e  fs no s i g n i f i c a n t  l o c a l  crime. 

Knowledge of vict ims and assessments of neighborhood c r h e  problems were 

pos i t ive ly  r e l a t ed ,  a s  w e  have seen. 

The confounding e f f e c t  of cosmopolitanism i s  cont ro l led  f o r  i n  

Table 10-2, which r epor t s  estimated l e v e l s  of f e a r  which t a k e  i n t o  

account t h e  age, sex, race,  and education of these respondents. Once 

Table 10-2 goes about here  

those f a c t o r s  a r e  accounted f o r ,  t h e  r e l a t ionsh ip  between knowing a 

crime vict im and f e a r  of crime becomes straightforward:  those  who knew 

only more d i s t a n t  vict ims were s l i g h t l y  more f e a r f u l  than those  who knew 



TABLE 10-2 


FEAR OF CRIME AND KNOWl,EDGE OF CRIME VICTIMS, 


CONTROLLING FOR PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES 


Estimated Average Fear Score, Controlling for 

Demographics 

Type of Knew No Knew Victim Knew Local 
Victimization Victim Out of Area Victim (N) 

Burglary 


Robbery 


Stranger 

Assault 


Rape 


SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 


NOTE: 	 Estimates based on multiple regression controlling for sex, 

race, age, and income. 




none at all, while those who knew victims from the immediate vicinity 


were considerably more fearful. Knowledge of crime victims was in each 


case a significant correlate of fear even controlling for these personal 


factors, 


The previous chapter indicated that much of this knowledge con-

cerning victims was due to integration into local comunication networks, 

People who were hooked into neighborhood networks were more likely to 

know of local victims, while those who conversed with people at work 

or elsewhere knew more victims from outside their neighborhood. A 

simple test of this talk-knowledge-fear model is to examine the re- 

lationship between talking about crime and fear of crime-which is posi- 

tive and significant--after controlling for the intermediate link in 

the model, knowing victims. When this is done in a regression analysis, 

the relation between crime conversation and fear disappears. It is 

apparent that learning about victimization Is the key consequence of 

personal conversation for this model and is instrumental in increasing 

fear. 

The individual-level relationship between knowledge of crime vic- 


tims and fear has a parallel at the neighborhood level. In areas 


where many people knew local victims of personal predatory crime many 


more of them reported being fearful of crime, Figure 10-1 depicts 


the extent to which the two measures covasied across our ten target 


neighborhoods, 


...................... 

Figure 10-1 goes about here 




FIGURE 10-1 -250-

KNOWLEDGE OF LOCAL ROBBERY VICTIMS AND/ 
FEAR OF CRIME, BY NEIGHBORHOOD/ 

Percent Know a Local Robbery Victim 

,
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Figure  10-1 is  dominated by t h r e e  neighborhoods i n  which l a r g e  

numbers of a d u l t s  knew robbery v ic t ims  from t h e  v i c in i ty :  Woodlawn, 

Wicker Park, and Vis i tac ion  Valley. They con t r ibu te  d i sp ropor t iona te ly  

to  the c o r r e l a t i o n  between knowledge of robbery vict ims land f e a r  of crime at the 

neighborhood l e v e l ,  which was +.78. A l l  were communities wYth high 

crime r a t e s  in a l l  categories .  At t h e  o the r  end of t h e  scale l a y  

our more p l ac id  neighborhoods, where knowledge of robbery v i c t i m s  w a s  

l e s s  widespread and where l e v e l s  of f e a r  genera l ly  were low. 

I n  addi t ion ,  knowledge of l o c a l  v i c t ims  seemed t o  have a cumula-

t i v e  e f f e c t  on f ea r .  Summing ac ros s  a l l  four  ca t egor i e s  o f  v i c t imiza t ion ,  

the  number of l o c a l  v ic t ims  our  respondents repor ted  knowing w a s  posi-

t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  (Gamma = +.26) t o  f ea r .  Successively g r e a t e r  and more 

d i v e r s e  information about l o c a l  crime w a s  assoc ia ted  with h ighe r  l e v e l s  

of f e a r  i n  our  c i t i e s .  

As  Table 10-1 showed, knowledge of d i f f e r e n t  types of v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

had d i f f e r e n t  e f f e c t s  upon our respondentsv assessments of t h e i r  personal  

sa fe ty .  Differences i n  f e a r  l e v e l s  among those  who knew no v i c t ims  

and those who knew one i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  were g r e a t e r  f o r  personal  crimes 

than f o r  burglary;  t h e  g r e a t e s t  d i s p a r i t y  was f o r  robbery. Table 10-3 

presents  t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  between knowing a l o c a l  v ic t im o r  n o t  (here  a 

dichotomy) and our  measure of f e a r ,  f o r  each type  of crime. 

........................ 

Table 10-3 goes about he re  

Table 10-3 suggests  knowing t h a t  robbers  were a c t i v e  i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  

had the  g r e a t e s t  impact upon assessments of s a f e t y ,  followed by knowledge 

about s t r ange r  a s s a u l t s ,  rape  and burglary.  A s  descr ibed above, however, 



TABLE 10-3 

FEAR OF CRIME AND NET EFFECTS OF KNOWLEDGE OF LOCAL CRIME 

Corre la t ion  Percent  who Net Effect--Percent 
Type of  With Knew Knew Local Victim 
C r i m e  know Fear Local Victim and F e l t  Unsafe 
l o c a l  victim 
of  

Robbery 3.. 40 23% 	 11.5% 

S t r ange r  
Assau l t  +. 32 

Burglary +. 16 45 	 16.4 

NOTE: 	 Corre la t ion  i s  Gamma. "Knowing a l o c a l  victim" is a dichotomy 
which combines those who only knew v ic t ims  o u t s i d e  t h e  neighborhood 
wi th  those  who knew none a t  a l l .  

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys.  



the number of people who know about these  crimes shapes t h e  overa l l  im-

pact of the  flow of crime information upon l eve l s  of fear .  Table 10-3 

a l s o  indicates  tha t  the  percentage of people who knew l o c a l  victims 

var ied  considerably by type of crime. While 23 percent of our informants 

knew l o c a l  robbery victims and 17 percent knew loca l  v ic t ims of a s s a u l t s  

by s t rangers ,  45 percent knew about burglar ies  i n  the v i c i n i t y .  Thus, 

although the  difference i n  fea r  between t h e  informed and t h e  uninformed 

i n  t h i s  regard was the  greates t  f o r  personal crimes, more people could 

be found i n  the  "knew of burglary-felt  a f ra id"  category because of the  

s fgn i f i can t ly  greater  number of burglary s t o r i e s  to  t e l l .  The ne t  

e f f e c t  of pa r t i cu la r  kinds of information about crime is reported i n  

Table 10-3 f o r  each type of vict imization.  Burglary was c lose ly  fo l -  

lowed i n  net  e f fec t  by robbery, This is because i ts  l e s s e r  frequency 

was balanced by the  greater  impact t h a t  knowledge of l o c a l  robberies 

had upon assessments of personal safety.  A t  t he  bottom on t h e  l i s t  

f e l l  the  d i s t r ibu t ion  of information about sexual a s sau l t s ,  the  ne t  

e f f e c t  of which was very small because so  few of our respondents knew 

of any such crimes i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. 

All of t h i s  places i n  a d i f f e r e n t  l i g h t  the  consequences of the  

dissemination of various types of crime information i n  a community. 

Personal violence and predatory a t t acks  indeed have g rea te r  e f f e c t  upon 

those who "get the  message," and they become more pessimisrlc about 

conditions i n  t h e i r  community a s  a r e s u l t .  Because personal and im-

personal communication channels seem t o  de l ive r  messages about t h i s  

kind of crime disproport ionately they help spread knowledge of victims-- 

and thus fea r -a round  more widely than the  frequency of v i o l e n t  personal 



crimes would suggest.  A s  we saw above, 48 percent  of respondents knew 

a v i c t i m  of a robbery o r  purse-snatching, while  57 percent knew a burg lary  

v ic t im.  More people know vic t ims  of b u r g l a r i e s  because of i t s  sheer f r e -  

quency and wide d i s t r i b u t i o n ,  and t h e  o v e r a l l  impact of t h e  disseminat ion 

of s t o r i e s  about burglary probably is g r e a t e r  as a r e s u l t .  I n  these 

t h r e e  c i t i e s  about 9 percent of t he  respondents t o  t he  v i c t imiza t ion  

surveys sponsored by LEAA reported being vict imized by robbery o r  

purse-snatching, and 23 percent l i ved  i n  burg lar ized  households. Thus 

l o c a l  i n d i r e c t  v ic t imiza t ion  by burglary took p l ace  a t  more than twice 

the  rate of d i r e c t  v ic t imiza t ion .  Remember t h a t  burglary a l s o  is  a 

crime which s t r i k e s  a broad cross-sect ion of people i n  American soc i e ty .  

Assaul t ive  violence,  on t h e  o the r  hand, is much more class- l inked,  

and t h e  bulk of of fenses  of t h a t  type s t r i k e  those  a t  t h e  bottom of 

t h e  s o c i a l  ladder .  A s  w e  saw i n  t h e  previous chapter ,  news of local  

crimes of a s s a u l r i v e  violence a r e  more concentrated among t h e  l e s s  w e l l  

t o  do and i n  poorer neighborhoods, while  "vicar ious v ic t imiza t ion"  by 

burglary is widely d i s t r i b u t e d  i n  t h e  community. 

Figure 10-2 i l l u s t r a t e s  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of knowledge 

of nearby burglary and s t r ange r  a s s a u l t  i n  t h e s e  t h r e e  c i t i e s .  Among 

our  respondents those i n  t he  lowest income group were more l i k e l y  t o  

..................... 

Figure 10-2 goes about here 

..................... 

know about l o c a l  a s s a u l t i v e  violence,  while  knowledge of bu rg la ry  i n  t h e  

neighborhood genera l ly  r o s e  wi th  income. Both of t hese  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

a r e  qu i t e  cons i s t en t  wi th  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of v i c t imiza t ion  f o r  these  

crimes (compare them t o  t h e  s lopes  i n  F igure  2-1 and 2-9). They a l so  
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p a r a l l e l  t h e  way i n  which these  crimes a r e  r a t e d  a s  problems i n  the neigh-  

borhood. Family income is negat ively r e l a t e d  t o  reported problems with 

a s s a u l t i v e  violence,  while i t  is p o s i t i v e l y  r d a t e d  t o  bu rg la ry  problems. 

A s  a r e s u l t  of these  d i f fe rences  i n  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of d i r e c t  and vi-

ca r ious  v ic t imiza t ion ,  f e a r  of crime is  st imulated t o  a t  least some de-

g ree  a t  every l e v e l  of t he  income ladder .  

V i c t i m  Proximity and Fear 

While hearing about crime i n  t h e  neighborhood may s t i m u l a t e  concern 

and f e a r ,  many of these  s t o r i e s  may n o t  seem "close t o  home'' except in  

geographic proximity. Chapter Two documented t h a t  many k i n d s  of s e r i o u s  

crime--and e spec i a l ly  v io l en t  personal  victimizations--do n o t  s t r i k e  

everyone wi th  the  same frequency. Rather,  they tend t o  be concentrated 

among young males, who o f t en  put  themselves i n  r i s k y  s i t u a t i o n s  and 

genera l ly  take  fewer precaut ions than most aga ins t  crime. Blacks and 

t h e  poor, people l i v i n g  i n  high-r ises ,  and r enze r s  a l s o  are more l i k e l y  

than o the r s  t o  be vict imized (U.S. Department of J u s t i c e ,  1977b). If 

t h e  crime s t o r i e s  which c i r c u l a t e  through a neighborhood t end  t o  fo l low 

pa t t e rns  of v ic t imiza t ion ,  many may cont inue t o  f e e l  r e l a t i v e l y  immune 

from predation. Rates of v i c t imiza t ion  f o r  most kinds of cr ime u s u a l l y  

a r e  lower f o r  women and o lder  people, and those  who can t a k e  precaut ions  

t o  p ro t ec t  themselves may f e e l  r e l a t i v e l y  invulnerable  r ega rd l e s s  of l o c a l  

events. 

This  suggests  that: a l l  crime s t o r i e s  may no t  be of equa l  import 

when one looks a t  why people a s s e s s  t h e  r i s k s  of t h e i r  immediate en-

vironment i n  t h e  way they do. Knowledge t h a t  people l i k e  themselves 

were being vict imized should prove most d i s t r e s s i n g  t o  our  big-city 



dwel le rs .  John Conklin (1975) argued t h a t  t h e  more people " ident i fy" 

with v i c t i m s  of highly threatening crimes t h e  more they w i l l  do t o  avoid 

v i c t imiza t ion .  These surveys do not  have measures of such i d e n t i f i c a t i o n ,  

but hea r ing  about crimes which happen t o  "other kinds of people" even 

when t h e i r  geographical loca t ion  w a s  c l o s e  should have l e s s  impact on 

people than s t o r i e s  about v ic t ims  shar ing  t h e i r  s t a t i o n  i n  l i f e .  The 

Shotland, et. a l ,  (1979) experiment descr ibed above a l s o  manipulated 

the  d e s c r i p t i o n  of t h e  v ic t im i n  contr ived news s t o r i e s  g iven  t o  women, 

and t h e y  found t h a t  s t o r i e s  depic t ing  v ic t ims  l i k e  t h e i r  s u b j e c t s  en-

gendered more f ea r .  

A s  w e  descr ibed i n  t h e  previous chapter ,  t h e r e  was a dramatic  

tendency f o r  our  respondents t o  r e c a l l  hear ing  about e l d e r l y  and 

female v ic t ims  i n  t h e i r  community. The p a t t e r n s  of preda t ion  they 

descr ibed were q u i t e  a t  odds wi th  e i t h e r  o f f i c i a l  o r  survey d a t a  

on t h e  a c t u a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of v i c t imiza t ion ,  A t  t he  l e a s t  t h i s  

suggests t h a t  t h e r e  i s  some systematic  process  encouraging t h e  

more widespread dissemination of crime s t o r i e s  involving "atypical"  

o r  sympathy-arousing vict ims.  Other research  on the  content  of 

newspaper and t e l e v i s i o n  s t o r i e s  about crime suggests  t h a t  t h i s  

image of v ic t ims  i s  i n  accord wi th  t h a t  put  forward by t h e  media. 

We found considerable  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t hese  percept ions,  however, 

and t h a t  v a r i a t i o n  was sys temat ica l ly  r e l a t e d  t o  f e a r .  While a l l  

major population groups seem t o  sha re  t h e s e  erroneous opin ions  about 

victims, t h e r e  was a tendency f o r  people t o  hear  about v i c t i m s  who 

were similar t o  themselves. Thus i n  t h e s e  d a t a  women were more l i k e l y  

than men t o  r e c a l l  hearing about women being vict imized i n  t h e i r  com-

munity, and t h e  proport ion r epor t ing  t h a t  "older  people" are v ic t ims  



rose wi th  t h e  age of the  person t e l l i n g  the  s to ry .  The d i f ferences  were 

not dramatic.  I n  the  case of sex, about 21 percent of males and 15 per-  

cent of females thought t h a t  vict ims i n  t h e i r  neighborhood were men. 

Among those under 30 years of age about 48 percent th ink  that older 

people were victims, while t h a t  f igu re  rises t o  55 percent f o r  those i n  

the  30-49 category and t o  66 percent among those f i f t y  yea r s  of age and 

o lder .  The tendency of people t o  hear  of vict ims who were l i k e  them-

s e l v e s  c l e a r l y  i s  working a t  t h e  margins of whatever s o c i a l  processes 

a r e  skewing those p r o f i l e s  i n  the  d i r ec t ion  of women and o l d e r  persons, 

but t h e  probabi l i ty  of " l ikes  hearing about l i kes"  p e r s i s t s .  

The c e n t r a l  concern f o r  t h i s  chapter is, "does t h i s  make people 

more fear fu l . "  A t  the  aggregate l e v e l  i t  may be t h a t  the widespread 

d i f fus ion  of s t o r i e s  involving women and o lder  persons as  v ic t ims  r a i s e s  

the c o l l e c t i v e  l e v e l  of f e a r ,  but remaining indiv idual  d i f ferences  i n  

the  e f f e c t  of "p ro f i l e  matches" should p e r s i s t  a s  well.  T h a t  i s ,  

while  most men think t h a t  women a r e  t h e  v ic t ims  i n  t h e i r  neighborhood 

those who think t h a t  it is males should be more f e a r f u l  than others as 

a r e s u l t .  This hypothesis implies  t h a t  the re  i s  a "social  proximity" 

a s  w e l l  a s  a "geographical proximity" dimension t o  crime s t o r i e s  which 

a f f e c t s  t h e i r  impact on r e c i p i e n t s  of t h e  message. 

I n  order  t o  examine t h i s  s o c i a l  proximity hypothesis we matched 

each respondent agains t  h i s  o r  her  desc r ip t ion  of victims i n  their  

neighborhood. I n  the  case of age, persons were scored i n  t h e  "younger" 

category i f  they were under 30, and i n  the  "older" group i f  they were 

f i f t y  o r  older .  Then, i t  was determined f o r  each person i f  t h e i r  de- 

s c r i p t i o n  of l o c a l  vict ims matched t h e i r  personal age and sex prof i le .  

People only w e r e  matched when they chose an unequivocal v i c t i m  profile 



(not "both" sexes, o r  "combinations" of ages o r  "children") ; other-

wise they remained i n  the "not matched" pool. A s  a r e s u l t ,  each re- 

spondent could resemble i n  age -and sex vict ims a s  they saw them i n  

t h e i r  v ic in i ty ,  they could match them on one of the  two a t t r i b u t e s ,  

or  they could resemble them i n  nei ther  way. Across the  th ree  c i t i e s ,  

57 percent of our respondents did not a t  a l l  resemble t h e i r  image of 

victims, while 12 percent did so  on both dimensions. 

Table 10-4 repor ts  upon t h e  re la t ionship  between demographic 

s i m i l a r i t y  with victims and f e a r  of crime. The two a r e  moderately 

re la ted ,  with the  proportion i n  the  "very unsafe1' category r i s i n g  by a 

fac to r  of three  across the  three  categories.  A s  people more c lose ly  

resemble t h e i r  image of loca l  victims, they a r e  more f e a r f u l  of crime. 

......................... 

Table 10-4 goes about here 

............................ 


One important charac te r i s t i c  of t h i s  soc ia l  proximity e f f e c t  is 

that  it is extremely robust. It p e r s i s t s  among males and females; an 

age match alone has the  hypothesized e f fec t .  It p e r s i s t s  as well  when 

we control  f o r  age. I n  addit ion,  i n  mul t ivar ia te  analyses i t  remains 

s igni f icant  even when other important predic tors  of f ea r  a r e  taken i n t o  

account. When entered i n  a mult iple regression analysis  wi th  o ther  

demographic fac to r s ,  i t  proved more important than e i the r  income o r  

race i n  predict ing fear .  It a l s o  was independent of how many l o c a l  

victims people knew, and of what kind of crimes. The extent  t o  which 

"people l i k e  me" a r e  victimized i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  seems t o  be an important 

component i n  the  dynamics of f ea r .  
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TABLE 10-4 

MATCH BETWEEN RESPONDENTS AND PERCEIVED VICTIMS 

DEMOGRAPHIC PROFILE AND FEAR OF CRIME 

Perceived Victim 
Profile Match 
With Respondent 

Ver~ 
Safe 

Fear of Crime Measure 

Somewhat Somewhat 
Safe Unsafe 

Very 
Unsafe (N) 

None 

Sex or 
Age 

Sex and 
Age 

SOURCE: Computed from combined three city survey. 




Media Exposure and Pear 

A s  we noted a t  t h e  ou t se t ,  t he re  is  r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  r e sea rch  on  

the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between media exposure and f e a r .  The bulk  of media- 

r e l a t e d  s t u d i e s  have dwelled upon t h e  e f f e c t  of t e l ev i s ion  on predis-

p o s i t i o n s  toward committing crime. Chapter Eight reported t h e  media 

tend t o  exaggerate t h e  r e l a t i v e  frequency of v i o l e n t  crime, Surveys 

i n  26 c i t i e s  i n  f a c t  suggest many people (about 40 percent) tend t o  

t h ink  t h a t  "crime is more se r ious  than newspapers and TV say,"  and few 

( l e s s  than 10 percent) th ink  t h a t  it i s  l e s s  s e r ious  (Garofalo, 1977).  

Surveys by Conklin (1971) found no r e l a t i o n s h i p  between t e l e v i s i o n  

o r  newspaper a t t en t iveness  and e i t h e r  percept ions of crime rates o r  

f e a r  of crime. On the  o the r  hand, Gerbner and Gross (1976) found 

t h a t  heavy viewers of t e l e v i s i o n  ( those  who watched four  hours  a day 

o r  more) were more l i k e l y  than l i g h t  viewers (two hours o r  l e s s )  t o  

th ink  they would become involved i n  v io lence ,  The most r e c e n t  s tudy  

of t h e  problem (Doob and Macdonald, 1979) r e p o r t s  mixed r e s u l t s ,  b u t  

concludes t h a t  among people l i v i n g  i n  high-crime a reas  of Toronto 

(where the  t h r e a t  of v i c t imiza t ion  presumably is r e a l )  t e l e v i s i o n  

viewing is s u b s t a n t i a l l y  co r r e l a t ed  wi th  l e v e l s  of f ea r .  I f  such 

e f f e c t s  were more general ,  i n d i r e c t  v i c t imiza t ion  v i a  the media 

might expla in  t h e  high l e v e l s  of f e a r  i n  many segments of t h e  popu- 

l a t i o n  not  p a r t i c u l a r l y  plagued by crime. A s  we a l s o  saw above, f i c -

t i o n a l  and even news accounts of v i o l e n t  crime tend t o  p i c t u r e  i t  

s t r i k i n g  people a t  t h e  middle and top of the economic and s o c i a l  

ladder  more f requent ly  than i t  a c t u a l l y  does. Thus t h e  bulk of t h e  

population (which i s  white and middle-income) might be more l i k e l y  t o  

gain the impression t h a t  "people l i k e  them" a r e  victimized through 



media sources than through e i t h e r  d i r e c t  o r  i n d i r e c t  personal  experi- 

ences.  I f  t h e  media have any a f f e c t ,  then the  f e a r s  of t h e  general  

popula t ion  should be more c lose ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  media's mapping of 

crime than t o  t he  a c t u a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of events .  Further ,  Tyler  

(1978) r epo r t s  t h a t  crime s t o r i e s  i n  t he  media t h a t  people remember 

(presumably those t h a t  a f f e c t  them t h e  most) a r e  more s e r i o u s  than 

those  they d i r e c t l y  experience, perhaps f u r t h e r  enhancing t h e i r  e f f e c t .  

Turning f i r s t  t o  the inf luence of t e l e v i s i o n ,  t he re  is a moder-

a t e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between exposure t o  t e l e v i s i o n  news (on t h e  previous 

n i g h t )  and r epor t s  of fear .  The c o r r e l a t i o n  (Gamma) between these t w o  

measures was +.14, with about 6 percentage po in t s  d i f f e r e n t i a t i n g  

viewers and nonviewers i n  both the  "very unsafe" and "very sa fe"  cate-  

gor ies .  However, t e l ev i s ion  viewing is a l s o  r e l a t e d  t o  several measures 

of personal  and s o c i a l  vu lne rab i l i t y  t o  crime, p r inc ipa l ly  age and edu-

ca t ion ,  and more weakly t o  sex  and race .  The e lde r ly  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  

r epo r t  s u b s t a n t i a l  l e v e l s  of t e l e v i s i o n  viewing and high levels of 

f ea r ;  more educated persons on the  o t h e r  hand, watch l e s s  t e l e v i s i o n  

and r e c a l l  fewer v i c t imiza t ions  from robbery, rape,  and p u r s e  snatching.  

This r a i s e s  t he  quest ion of whether t h e  observed r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

t e l ev i s ion  viewing and f e a r  is a spurious one. The kinds of people 

who watch t e l e v i s i o n  may a l s o  be more f e a r f u l ,  but  f o r  o t h e r  reasons. 

Thus we attempt t o  f e r r e t  out  t he  incremental e f f e c t  of t e l e v i s i o n  

news, taking those known c o r r e l a t e s  of t h e  two i n t o  account.  

With these  d a t a  t h i s  can only be done using s t a t i s t i c a l  tech- 

niques. The most c r ed ib l e  examination of t h e  problem would employ 

an experimental design,  randomizing people i n t o  viewing and nonviewing 

groups i n  order  t o  con t ro l  f o r  t h e  poss ib l e  "se l f - se lec t ion"  of more 



fearful persons into the high viewing category. Here we can only control 


for our measures of personal and social vulnerability and observe 


whether or not recent exposure to television news and reading about 


crime is independently related to our measure of fear. The results 


of this analysis are presented in Table 10-5. 

........................... 

Table 10-5 goes about here 


............................ 


Table 10-5 indicates recent exposure to television news was un- 

related to fear, when other factors are taken into account. Its re- 

lative impact on fear was very small (reflected in the beta weight, or 

standardized regression coefficient, and was statistically insignifi- 

cant. A parallel analysis (not shown) of the relationship between 

viewing dramatic television productions and fear revealed the same 

findings. There was no independent effect of recently tuning in 

"cops and robbers" shows on expressions of fear of crime. A close 

examination of the data indicated that the effect of controlling for 

age was especially important in this analysis. Age is the strongest 

correlate of television viewing, and it consistently is the second 

strongest correlate (after gender) of fear. Among the elderly 73 

percent reported watching television the previous evening, and 59 

percent said they watched television news. The comparable figures 

for all others were 59 percent and 39 percent, respectively. However, 

within each of seven standard age categories television viewing was 

unrelated to fear--except among those over sixty. People in this 

group accounted for most of the correlation between television news 

consumption and fear, Among the elderly watching television was 

positively and significantly related (Gamma = +.24)  to fear. There 



TABLE 10-5 

REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF MEDIA IMPACT ON FEAR, 

CONTROLLING FOR PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES 

Relat ion t o  f e a r  of crime measure 

Personal  a t  t r i b u t e s  Viewing news Reading of crime 
and media on t e l ev i s ion  i n  newspaper 
measure Beta (Sigf .) Beta (Sigf.)  

Media con tac t  

Sex emal ale) 

Age 

Race (black)  

Education 

NOTE: 	 Direct ion of coding independent v a r i a b l e s  given i n  parentheses.  
Analysis of var iance i n d i c a t e s  t h e r e  is  no s i g n i f i c a n t  s t a t i s t i c a l  
i n t e r a c t i o n  among these  independent v a r i a b l e s  a f f e c t i n g  t h e  dependent 
va r i ab l e ,  f e a r .  

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 



was no evidence of statistical interaction between age and exposure 


to television, but this doubtless is worth pursuing in the future. 


Otherwise, we can discern no independent effect of television viewing 


on fear. 


Table 10-5 also reports the results of a regression analysis of 


the relationship between attentiveness to crime in the newspapers and 

fear. A simple crosstabulation of these variables does not reveal 

even a slim connection between the two. In the "very unsafe" cate- 

gory readers and nonreaders differed by only one percentage point, 

and those who recalled reading about a crime in the newspapers actually 

were more likely than others to think they were "very safe." 

This lack of a relationship also may be spurious. In this case, 


'factors which are positively related to newspaper exposure generally 

are negatively related to fear. Males, whites, more educated re- 

spondents, and those in higher income categories were more likely 

to report reading a crime story the previous day, and they are as 

a group less fearful than most. However, controlling for indicators 

of personal and social vulnerability did not strengthen this associa- 

tion. It can be observed in Table 10-5 that newspaper attentiveness 

and fear are virtually unrelated when we controlled for those factors, 

and an examination of the relation between this form of media ex-

posure and fear in many demographic subgroups did not reveal any sig- 

nificant linkages between the two. The situation is not improved by 

taking television and newspaper exposure into account together, nor 

by examining their cumulative interactive effect. The results of the 

two regression analyses presented in Table 10-5 are virtually fdentf- 

cal, for both measures of media involvement have about the same mean 

and standard deviation. They also point toward the same substantive 
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conclusion: there is no evidence here of any relation between media 


attentiveness and fear of crime. 


Vulnerability and the Impact of Indirect Victimization 


While the relation between vulnerability and fear of crime appears 


tobe straightforward, there still is the possibility that differences in 


the potential impact of crime or in the threat of crime in their en-


vironment might heighten certain people's sensitivity to stories about 


crimes and victims. Those who are more vulnerable to crime may be 


more sensitive to messages which are discounted by people who are 


(or feel) more insulated from crime and its consequences. Residents 


of these cities who are socially more vulnerable suffer higher rates 


of victimization, and presumably stories about crimes or contact with 


victims will have concrete implications for their possible fate. 


Doob and McDonald (1979) found that television viewing was related 


positively to fear only in higher-crime areas of Toronto. They 


argued that media messages had an impact in these areas because 


the risk of actual victimization was high. By extension, it is quite 


possible that women and the elderly, who are extremely vulnerable 


to the potential consequences of victimization and who generally 


have more difficulty warding off attack when it occurs, would be 


more responsive to personal or media messages about crime. When 


they "get the word" they should feel more unsafe than their counter- 


parts. 


The city survey data can be employed to test the hypothesis that 


among people who are more vulnerable reports of indirect victimization 


will be related to an additional increment of fear. Statistically 


it is a statement about interaction between measures of vulnerability 




and victim or media contact as they affect fear. An examination of the 


data for residents of these three cities failed to find any support 


for the notion. Recalling a crime story was positively related to 


fear, but that relation was constant among more vulnerable and less 


vulnerable groups. Neither were there significant interactions be- 


tween knowledge of a local crime victim, viewing television news or 


reading of crime in the paper, and the vulnerability of our respond- 


ents. Two interactions were noticeably stronger than others ob- 


served in this analysis. There was a tendency for older people and 


Blacks who knew victims to be more fearful than they "should have 


been" based upon those factors taken separately. These are indicators 


of different dimensions of vulnerability, and although their impact 


was not very strong (all of the interactions together added only 


0.3 percent to the explained variance), they probably are worthy 


of further investigation. 


A direct replication of Doob and McDonald's (1979) Toronto 

study also failed to reveal any impact of neighborhood crime condi- 

tions on the relationship between media consumption and fear of crime. 

In these cities there was no significant statistical interaction be- 

tween television viewing or reading of crime in the newspaper and 

the scale measuring assessments of local crime conditions, This was 

true controlling for the age, sex, race, and educational covari- 

ates of fear and television or newspaper attentiveness, and it was 

also the case when we examined media influences and crime conditions 

in isolation. There was no strong tendency for people in more problem- 

prone areas to be more affected by media messages concerning crime. 



Summary of Section 111 


In this section we have demonstrated that some forms of vicarious 


experience with crime have a significant impact upon the distribution 


of fear in great cities. Unlike direct victimization, indirect exposure 


to crime is frequent and relatively widespread. We have examined two 


very different sources of information about crime: the mass media and 


personal communications among neighbors and others. Although the 


sources are different, the content of these communications is similar. 


The message is one of violence, directed at atypical victims, whether 


people learn about crime from the media or from each other. These 


images of crime and the means by which they are disseminated are im-


portant because of their content, their frequency, and their impact 


on urban residents. 


Our examination of newspaper stories about crime in three cities 


echoes the findings of others with respect to the nature of the mess-


age. Media images of crime focus on the most violent events, par- 


ticularly those directed at what we have identified as vulnerable 


groups in the population. Furthermore, the message does not vary much 


in newspapers within a city, or between the three cities for that 


matter. People who read newspapers are exposed to very similar doses 


of information about violent crime. Some respondents also depend upon 


television to learn about crime. Once again, the image of violence is 


broadcast, and although fewer stories about crime are presented in a 


typical newscast, crime represents a larger proportion of the total 


news product. TV viewers and newspaper readers are different people, 


but because the message carried by each is similar, consumers of these 




different media learn essentially the same stories. 


Urban residents also learn about crime from each other, and again 


the stories which are told concentrate on crimes of violence. Wow-


ever, personal communication about crime differs from mass media 


images in one important respect: talking to others is a source of 


information about crime in one's own neighborhood. The message here 


is also widely spread, but people in different areas hear about crime 


stories for different reasons, Talk about crime is found in high 


and low crime neighborhoods alike, but as a result of different social 


and comunication processes. 


Knowing crime victims is related to higher levels of fear, par-


ticularly when those events occur close to home. People who had con- 


tact with victims of personal predatory crime were most affected, 


On the other hand, knowledge of burglary victims was more common than 


knowledge of the less frequent personal crime. As a result the tel- 


ling of tales about burglary appears to have had the greatest effect 


on fear in these three cities. In addition, burglary strikes both at 


the top and the bottom of the social hferarchv, and as a result pro- 


duces a more egalitarian distribution of fear in American society. 


Social as well as geographic proximity plays an important role in 


shaping reactions to crime. When the respondents thought that victims 


of crime in their area were people like themselves they were more 


frightened. 


We found no systematic evidence of the effects of more impersonal 


sources of crime information. Like Tyler (1978), Hansen and Donohue 


(1977), and others, we find that media exposure had little effect on 




assessments of personal safety. 


This may contravene a great deal of common wisdom on the role of 


the media in provoking fear of crime, but a careful reading of the 


research literature on the subject does not reveal convincing evidence 


of any stronger linkage between media exposure and fear. In fact, 


many pronouncements on the subject have been based upon the inability 


of researchers to find other explanations for widely dispersed levels 


of fear in American cities. Because the distribution of fear more 


closely resembles the distribution of attentiveness to television than 


it does actual victimization, there is a tendency to infer an associa- 


tion between TV viewing and fear of crime. 


However, the weak effects of television reported in the few em-


pirical studies of the impact of the media have led others to re-


conceptualize the issue. Gerbner and Gross (1975) argue that tele- 


vision may have so radically affected our culture that everyone is 


different because of it, and that this "washes out" differences at 


the margin between individuals. Because the cultural symbols com-


municated by television are so widely shared, there is little variance 


in the population on these matters, and as a result the effects of 


television are both ubiquitous and untestable. While this is an 


ingenious effort to salvage something from a collection of weak re- 


search findings, we prefer the explanation that people look to sources 


of information which are more personal and close-to-home for guidance 


in making judgements about how crime affects their lives. This is 


certainly in accord with our findings. When people hear about nearby 


events, and when they think the victims are "people like them," they 




are afraid. For everyone who is affected by images of crime disseminated 


by the media we suspect that there are many others who believe, like 


the young robbery victim telling Charles Silberman of her experience, 


"this kind of thing happens on television, but not in real life" 


(Silberman, 1978:12). 




SECTION I V  

THE NEIGHBORHOOD AS A LOCUS FOR ACTION 

This Section focuses i n  turn  on four react ions  t o  crime. 

Chapter Eleven examines the  t a c t i c s  t h a t  individuals  employ i n  

t h e i r  own neighborhood t o  protec t  themselves from personal harm. 

The next explores the  way i n  which c i t y  dwellers f o r t i f y  their 

homes against  intruders,  mobilize t h e i r  neighbors t o  deter  suspicious 

persons, and insure themselves against  loss .  Chapter Thir teen 

d e t a i l s  pa t terns  of pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  organizations which are attempt-

ing t o  do something about neighborhood crime. The f i n a l  chapter  

p r o f i l e s  those who have taken the option of moving t o  the suburbs, 

and examines the  r o l e  of cent ra l -c i ty  crime i n  p rec ip i t a t ing  

t h a t  f l i g h t .  



CHAPTER ELEVEN 


PERSONAL PRECAUTION 


Introduction 


Preceding chapters examined how city residents learn about crime, 


how they assess their neighborhood conditions, and how these factors-- 


along wfth their victimization experiences and vulnerability--are 


translated into fear of crime. Now we turn our attention to what 


people do about the problem. Section IV is concerned with the range of 


strategies they adopt to limit their chances of becoming crime victims, 


to minimize their losses if they are victimized, and to reduce crime in 


the community. This chapter examines the particular kinds of precautions 


that people take in the face of personal crime: to limit their exposure 


to risk and to adopt tactics to reduce the level of these risks when 


they are exposed to threat. 


Changing one's activities to deal with personal threats is perhaps 


the most thoroughly researched behavior concerning crime. In Biderman's 


(1967) report to the Crime Commission he and his associates examined behavioral 


changes in response to crime, including staying off city streets entirely. 


In his inventory of responses to crime Conklin (1975) includes reducing 


contact with other people, especially strangers, Studies of the elderly 


indicate that "not going out" is a very common description of their behav- 


ior. Rifai (1977) and Lawton (1976) report that between 69 and 89 percent 


of those over sixty-five say they never go out at night. Gordon, et al, 


(1980) asked a sample of women about how often they found themselves in 


12 common situations (e.g., "home alone after dark") and how worried they 




were i n  these  s i t ua t ions .  The two s e t s  of responses were s t rong ly  nega- 

t i v e l y  cor re la ted .  On the  o the r  hand Hindelang, et  a1 (1978) concluded 

t h a t  most people do not  alter t h e i r  behavior d r a s t i c a l l y  i n  response t o  

crime; r a t h e r ,  they sub t ly  change the  way i n  which they do th ings ,  t he  

manner i n  which they conduct themselves i n  pub l i c  p laces ,  and t h e  t i m e  of 

day when they go out ,  i n  order  t o  reduce t h e i r  frequency of exposure t o  

what t hey  perceive t o  be t h e  t h r e a t  of crime. I n  LEAA's v ic t imiza t ion  

surveys i n  these  c i t i e s ,  48 percent  of respondents reported l i m i t i n g  t h e i r  

a c t i v i t y  due t o  crime, and 68 percent  thought t h a t  t h e i r  neighbors had 

done so. 

W e  are i n t e r e s t e d  i n  how crime and people's percept ions o f  crime 

a f f e c t  t h e  way i n  which ind iv idua l s  s t r u c t u r e  t h e i r  l i v e s .  I n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  

i n  t hese  c i t i e s  doing something about crime was much more f r equen t  than 

r e p o r t s  of f e a r  o r  pes s imis t i c  assessments of t h e  magnitude o f  t he  crime 

problem. People i n  96 percent  of the  households we interviewed reported 

taking a t  least one a c t i o n  aga ins t  burglars ,yet  only 19 pe rcen t  reported 

t h a t  burglary w a s  a "big problem" i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. Almost 60 per-

cent  of those who were questioned indica ted  t h a t  they had adopted a t  least 

one t a c t i c  t o  reduce t h e i r  chances of v i c t imiza t ion  from p e r s o n a l  a t t a c k  

i n  t h e i r  neighborhood, although only one-third of them repor t ed  fee l ing  

a t  a l l  unsafe t he re ,  even a f t e r  dark. More than  one-quarter reported 

severely l i m i t i n g  t h e i r  exposure t o  r i s k ,  s t ay ing  indoors  a f t e r  dark e v e r y  

night .  When questioned about t h e i r  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  community l i f e  o v e r  

one-third of our  respondents i nd ica t ed  t h a t  they had got ten  toge ther  w i t h  

neighbors about l o c a l  problems, and 20 percent  had been involved i n  a 

neighborhood organizat ion.  Somewhat fewer (13 percent )  were active i n  a 



group that did something about crime, and 10 percent were themselves 


involved in those efforts. 


Those who are fearful presumably will be most inclined to take extra 


steps to protect themselves. It is widely believed that fear of crime 


has enormous consequences for the way we live (Rosenthal, 1969). Urban 


dwellers are reported to be "prisoners of fear," barricaded behind doors 


and unwilling to risk any but the most necessary excursions. On the other 


hand, ~uBow's (1979) review of studies of the problem reports mixed find- 


ings with respect to the influence of perceptions of crime on behavior. 


People most frequently report staying away from dangerous areas. 

When pressed on that category they nominate parks (Kleinman and David, 

1973; Malt Associates, 1971), subways (Savitz, et al., 19771, underground 

parking areas (Chicago Central Area Committee, 19781, and downtown (Zion, 

1979; Institute for Social Research, 1975). Among the least frequent 

strategies for dealing with personal crime seems to be to carry a weapon. 

In a study of high crime areas in Hartford, Mangione and Noble (1973) 

found that less than 10 percent of respondents recalled "taking something 

with them for protection'' when they went out. Klefnman and David (1973) 

report that 14 percent of Bedford-Stuyvesant area residents in New York 

City said they carried a gun when they went out. In this survey a sub-

stantial proportion (about 60 percent) of OUP respondents reported taking 

simple precautionary measures against personal victimization, and more 

did single things to protect themselves from burglary. They did not seem 

to be completely immobilized in the face of crime, nor did crime c a ~ ~ s e  

them to fortify their homes at great cost in terms of dollars and 




opportunities foregone. 


There is no consistent evidence that concern about crime is directly 


taking its toll by excessively restricting the behavior of large numbers 


of residents even in high-crime areas. In a report to the President's 


Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, Ennis (1967) 


concluded that people were more likely to take security measures when they 


perceived high levels of risk of robbery and burglary, and when they spe- 


cifically expressed fear. Ennis' index of security precautions was based 


on a number of different types of protective behavior, including locking 


doors at night, having a watch dog, keeping firearms for protection, stay- 


ing off the streets, and insuring one's life and property. Reiss' (1967) 


analysis of two neighborhoods in Boston and Chicago indicated that similar 


kinds of protective behaviors were common in neighborhoods with high levels 


of fear. However, Biderman's analysis of crime and its effects in the 


District of Columbia did not find the same relationships between fear, 


concern, and security measures that were uncovered in the national survey 


conducted by Ennis. Ennis found some relationship between fear and pro- 


perty protection, while Bideman concluded that fear of crime only affected 


the steps individuals take to reduce their chance of personal attack. 


Corrado, Roesch and Glackman (1980) find that levels of fear of crime are 


almost as high in metropolitan Vancouver as they are in American cities, 


despite the fact that victimization rates there are generally much lower 


than comparable figures from below the border. 


It is also apparent: that human activity is not always based upon 


simple calculations of the costs and benefits of actions aimed at a par-


ticular problem. Opportunities and constraints unrelated to the problem 




at hand shape how people react to crime. These forces derive from the 


social and economic structure. People do some things, and do not do others, 


almost regardless of their desires and often in the face of their fears, 


when those constraints are strong. Some must go out at dangerous times or 


to dangerous places because of work or social demands, while others may 


never be exposed to risk because they are physically incapacitated. The 


National Council on Aging (1978) reports that nearly one-half of those over 


65 years of age suffer some limitation of actlvity due to chronic health 


conditions; of that group, 40 percent are at least partially immobilized. 


Some who would prefer not to take public transportation because of concern 


about crime may not have that choice. Not everyone has equal access to an 


automobile, a problem shared by the elderly and younger persons. The ex- 


pectations of others based upon social role, the strictures of race and 


class, the discipline of the time-clock, the demands of family life, and 


neighborhood customs and physical design all shape what we can and cannot 


do about crime. A model of crime-related behavior faithful to life must 


take these exogenous factors into account as well. 


Personal Caution and Exposure to Rfsk 

One striking finding of this research is the large proportion of city 


residents who habitually do simple, routine things that may have the ef-


fect of reducing their chances of being assaulted or robbed. Those things 


fall into two categories: actions people take to limit their exposure 


to risk in the first place, and tactics they adopt when they are exposed 


to threat which may reduce their chances of being attacked. Gerald Suttles 


(1972) has pointed out that these both are characteristic ways in which 




urban dwellers find security. He found that in a high-crime neighborhood 


residents tended to segregate their activity in time and space to avoid 


particularly risky circumstances. They developed "street sense" about 


when to go out, where they could go, and appropriate precautions to take 


in dangerous situations. As a result, residents of the area could coexist 


with crime and contending social groups, creating order and reducing their 


chances of victimization in a potentially threatening environment. 


One reaction to crime, and to other real or imagined threats, is to 


stay home, Generally people feel safest at home, the place to which they 


can withdraw in time of stress. 


Housing as an element of material culture has 


as its prime purpose ...p rotection from poten- 


tially damaging or unpleasant trauma...The most 


primitive evaluation of housing, therefore, has 


to do with the question of how adequately it 


shelters the individuals who abide in it from 


threats in their environment (Rainwater, 1966: 


23). 


Many fewer threatening things occur at home. There people are safe from 


chills, automobile accidents, and attacks by strangers. Data from the 


victimization surveys suggest the significance of that protection: 


nationally, only about 8 percent of all robberies and 5 percent of all 


assaults by strangers were described by victims as taking place "at home" 


(U.S. Department of Justice, 1977). 


Many people are primarily concerned about limiting their exposure 




to risk after dark, although differences in crime rates between day and 


night are less substantial than locational differences. About 63 percent 


of all rapes and 54 percent of all robberies and assaults by strangers 


took place at night, according to their victims. Most common at night are 


robberies resulting in serious physical injuries, and robberies and assaults 


involving the use of guns (U.S. Department of Justice, 1977). Police re- 


ports indicate even a greater concentration of violent crime during the 


after-dark hours (Hindelang, et al., 1978). 


The day-night distinction is in accord with people's expressed fears, 


Popular attention is fixed upon after-dark dangers. In the Census Bureau's 


surveys in the nation's five largest cities, for example, only 11 percent 


indicated that they felt any degree of danger in their neighborhoods dur-


ing the day, as contrasted to 48 percent after dark. 


At one extreme, limiting one's exposure to risk may entail almost 


complete withdrawal from publie life. For example, in the literature on 


crime among the elderly this is known as the "prisoners of fear" phenom- 


enon. Many argue that few seniors are victimized by personal crime be- 


cause they do not often expose themselves to attack; rather, they remain 


at home, behind locked doors, in fear for their lives (cf., Antunes, Cook, 


Cook and Skogan, forthcoming). 


In an interview with a police captain in Philadelphia we heard a 


most extreme example of this: 


As far as victimization, I got a call today. 


There's a mother and daughter in WynnefiePd 


lfving in a 15-room house. They're barri- 


caded in the bedroom and claimed they had 5 




locks on the door. We found only 3 locks. 

They want a f u l l  time policeman out  there. 

They offered t o  pay us t o  provide a f u l l  

t i m e  policeman. (West Philadelphia f n  1327- 

13  July 1977). 

I n  addi t ion  t o  l imi t ing  t h e i r  exposure t o  r i s k  by s t ay ing  home (or  

enjoying the  same e f f e c t  when immobilized f o r  o ther  reasons), people 

can d e a l  with the  th rea t  of personal a t t a c k  by ac t ing  judiciously when 

they are exposed t o  po ten t i a l  danger. A survey in' Baltimore found t h a t  

40 percent  of those interviewed had taken a taxicab o r  dr iven i n  t h e i r  

own car somewhere because they were a f r a i d  t o  walk there  (DuBow, 1929). 

Most people may adapt t o  prevai l ing  l e v e l s  of danger by adjus t ing  their 

d a i l y  rout ine  t o  bring t h e i r  r i s k  of v ic t imizat ion  within acceptable 

bounds. They ins t inc t ive ly  avoid places o r  persons they t h i n k  are dan-

gerous, walk i n  groups, and avoid using public  t ranspor ta t ion .  In any 

case, they proceed about t h e i r  business and ca r ry  on with t h e i r  lives. 

Avoiding dangerous places was a s t r a t egy  which was mentioned £re-

quently i n  f i e l d  interviews. A woman i n  Wicker Park described her ac-

commodation t o  crime: 

I have l ived here a l l  of my l i f e .  It is r e a l l y  

dangerous around Pulaski Park. There a r e  a l o t  

of gangs and gang f igh t s .  I don' t  go i n t o  t h a t  

neighborhood now. I used t o  walk there  a l l  the 

time...I don't  know i t  anymore. I feel uncomfortable 

and a f ra id .  My neighborhood now is from Milwaukee 



to Armitage. I walk there all the time. I 


guess someone coming in might feel strange 


here. I feel strange in other neighborhoods. 


(Wicker Park fn 0187-July, 1976). 


Most surveys indicate that taking precautions against victimization 

is very common, In the 26 cities surveyed for LEAA by the Census Bureau 

almost 50 percent of those questioned indicated that they had changed or 

limited their activity because of crime. In surveys of high crime areas 

in three cities Reiss (1967) found that 60 percent reported such behavior 

changes. On the other hand, in a study in Portland only 20 percent re- 

ported changing their behavior due to crime (DuBow, 1979). 

It seems that people adopt these strategies in part because they are 


easier and cheaper than doing more fundamental things about crfme. When 


asked about the causes of crime, people rate programs and activities aimed 


at reducing crime through attacking its causes as ultimately having more 


impact than simply doing things to protect themselves, At the same time, 


they also think that taking steps to reduce their own victimization is 


practical and simple. Although they believe that crime is caused by 


broken families, poverty, and drug dependence, what they do about it is 


to stay indoors. And the less control they think they have over the in-


cidence of crime, the more they adopt a personal crime-avoidance stance 


toward it (Cohn, 1978). 


One of the goals of our three-city survey was to assess the frequency 


with which people take precautions to avoid personal victimization. Our 


respondents were quizzed about four particular tactics: going out by car 




rather than walking, going out with someone else, avoiding I1certain places" 

in the neighborhood, and "taking something with you" ..."like a dog, 
whistle, knife or gun." They were asked if they did these things "most of 

the time, " "sometimes,I' or "almost never. " Because other surveys found 

that few people take substantial precautions against crime during the day- 

light hours we added the phrase "...at night" to each item. The question 

also indicated that we were interested in these things if they were done 

IIbecause of crime." This recognizes that, for example, people may drive 

because there is nothing nearby to walk to, and couples may habitually go 

out together. It should be noted that these strategies all would serve 

to reduce victimization in nearby public places. Thus they specifically 

relate to reducing the risk of personal and potentially violent confronta- 

tions with non-family members, presumably strangers, but close to home. 

Table 11-1presents city-by-city accounts of the proportion of our 


informants who indicated that they did each of these things "most of the 


time." By far the most common risk reduction strategy adopted by residents 


............................... 

Table 11-1 goes about here 
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of these cities was to go out by car rather than walk at night: almost 


50 percent of those questioned indicated that they did this "most of the 


time." About one in four indicated that they frequently went out with 


other people and avoided certain places in their neighborhood because of 


crime, and one in five usually "took something" (a euphemism we employed 


to grant anonymity to gun users) when they went out at night. There was 






considerable overlap i n  these e f f o r t s  t o  avoid vict imizat ion.  I n  a l l ,  

33 percent  of our respondents reported doing two o r  more of these  things 

most of  the  time, 27 percent one of them, and 40 percent none of them. 

In order t o  judge t h e i r  exposure t o  r i s k  we asked our respondents: 

During the  past  week, about how many times 

did  you leave your home and go outs ide  a f t e r  

dark? 

About 40 percent of the  respondents reca l led  going out four or more t i m e s  

during t h a t  period, indicat ing considerable nocturnal  mobil i ty.  On the 

other hand, one-quarter of them indicated t h a t  they did not go out  a t  a l l .  

This proport ion is  given f o r  each c i t y  i n  Table 11-1. I n  every case ex- 

posure t o  r i s k  was highest and precautionary behavior w a s  least frequent 

among San Franciscans, but these c i t y  d i f ferences  were not  s i g n i f i c a n t .  

There were generally few di f ferences  i n  the  precautionary a c t i v i t i e s  

of res idents  of Philadelphia and Chicago; the  bulk of the  in te r -c i ty  d i f -

ferences recorded i n  Table 11-1 stem from the  l e s s  cautious s t ance  of San 

Franciscans vis-A-vis the  world. They were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  less l ike ly  t o  

repor t  driving,  avoiding areas  i n  t h e i r  v i c i n i t y ,  and carry ing something 

with them because of crime. When asked how of ten  they had gone out a f t e r  

dark during the  previous week, San Franciscans a l s o  reported doing so 

more frequently. In teres t ingly ,  r a t e s  of v io len t  and predatory crime were 

higher there  than i n  the  o ther  two c i t i e s .  I f  the  opposite s i d e  of p r e -

caution is the  crea t ion  of oppor tuni t ies  f o r  criminals,  San Franciscans 

were cons is tent  i n  t h e i r  pos i t ion  on both measures. While v ic t ims  in  

LEAAts surveys were more l i k e l y  than were non-victims to  repor t  changing 



their behavior because of crlme, in the place where people were least 


cautious they also reported the highest rate of crime. 


Most of the differences between San Francisco and our other two 


cities can be attributed to its racial composition. The correlation 


between race and these measures of precautionary behavior was substan- 


tial; only 21 percent of whites, but 32 percent ofBlacks, reported that 


they did not go out at all after dark in their neighborhood during the 


week before our interview. When we control for the demographic makeup 


of our three city samples, city differences in precautionary behavior 


virtually disappear. The only visible "effect" of city which remains 


affects the elderly. Controlling for all other factors, there was a sig-


nificant (and strong--nore substantial than the main effect of income) 


tendency for older respondents in San Francisco to report taking more 


precautions. For this group, which in Chapter Two we also identified as 


being particularly victimized by street crime only a few years before, 


levels of caution were high. 


Among individuals, exposure to risk was low and avoidance measures 


generally were adopted more frequently by the same groups who indicated 


that violent and predatory crime was a big problem: women, Blacks, and the 


poor. Senior citizens who indicated that they went out at night during 


the previous week were not particularly likely to report adopting any of 


these strategies, but almost two-thirds of them indicated that they did 


not go out at all during that period. In the study neighborhoods, the 


areas in which the largest proportion of residents indicated that they 


restricted their activity also were those that reported the worst problems 


with personal crimes: Woodlawn and Wicker Park in Chicago, and Visitation 




Valley i n  San Francisco. 

Responses t o  t h ree  of these measures of r i s k  avoidance covaried i n  

c o n s i s t e n t  fashion. A t  the  neighborhood level (N = 10) a l l  f o u r  were 

c o r r e l a t e d  an  average of +.60, and d r iv ing  and walking wi th  a n  escor t  were 

c o r r e l a t e d  +.87. Precautionary behavior w a s  a highly neighborhood-related 

phenomenon. A t  the ind iv idua l  l e v e l ,  however, responses t o  t h e  quest ion 

concerning "taking something wi th  you" were no t  s t rong ly  r e l a t e d  t o  t he  

remainder, a n d d i d  not  vary much. P o s i t i v e  answers t o  t h i s  ques t ion  could  

i n d i c a t e  any of a range of r eac t ions  t o  crime, from car ry ing  a whist le  to 

walking a dog o r  packing a gun, and i t  is conceptual ly d i s t i n c t  from t h e  

o ther  items as w e l l .  A pos i t i ve  response i n d i c a t e s  an aggres s ive  s tance  

i n  t he  f a c e  of a t t a c k ,  not one which avoids o r  evades a confronta t ion  i n  

the f i r s t  place. Consider the  no te s  of a f i e l d  interviewer who talked t o  

three  o l d e r  Black men i n  Woodlawn about t h i s  i s sue :  

I then asked them...what type  of precaut ions do 

they hopefully take t o  prevent t h e i r  victimiza- 

t ion.  Two of the  men s a i d  they c a r r y  guns. I 

asked i f  they f e e l  secure about car ry ing  guns. 

They t o l d  me yes,  t h a t  t he  way th ings  are now-

adays, t h e  way how people a r e  despera te ,  t h a t  

you'd be crazy not t o  ca r ry  some type  of gun... 

Nobody ca re s  about nobody. You c a r e  about 

yourself  and i f  you p lan  t o  walk t h e  s t r e e t s  

a t  n ight  you should have some type of protec- 

tion...So he s a i d  he  c a r r i e d  a gun because he 



didn't want nobody ripping him off and 


he had no intention of letting anybody 


get to him. (Woodlawn fn 1296-August, 


1977) 


One-third of the survey respondents indicated that they did "take some- 


thingvs at least on occasion, but we do not knaw what that was. We will 


not analyze responses to this question in detail, except to note that in 


every case they follow the pattern of relationships suggested by our re- 


maining measures of behavior. When we excluded responses to this item, 


and rescored a few respondents who insisted that they did not take pre- 


cautions because they "never went out", responses to the remainder of these 


questions formed an additive scale with a reliability of .67. A factor 


analysis indicated that responses to the three items were unidimensional. 


This indicates that the bulk of our respondents replied consistently to 


the items, and that a summary score can be used to represent the precau- 


tions they reported taking. The mean score of this scale was 1.8, mean- 


ing that the average respondent took precaution against personal attack 


slightly less frequently than "sometimes." Below this summary measure 


will be used to explore the behavioral consequences of fear of crime. 


Fear, Local Conditions, and Personal Precaution 


Research on personal precautionary behavior suggests that fear of 


crime, perceptions of crime problems, and experiences with victimization 


all should be strongly associated with those activities. Surveys in 


several cities have shown a strong positive correlation between measures 


of fear and indicators of risk avoidance tactics (Savitz, et al. 1977; 




Maxfield, 1977; Hindelang, et al., 1978). Reporting carrying a gun is 


positively related to fear and perceived risk of victimization (Frisbie, 


et al., 19771, despite the fact that higher rates of gun ownership are 


reported by upper-income groups, who generally are less fearful (Wright 


and Marston, 1975). 


This analysis focuses upon attitudes, perceptions and self-reports 

of behavior in a neighborhood context. The measure of fear refers speci- 

fically to being "afraid to walk in the neighborhood at night ,"and the 

measure of risk avoidance is based upon reports of things people do to 

protect themselves from crime in their neighborhood. These are conceptu- 

ally distinct and behavior is presumed to be causally dependent upon 

assessments of things that could occur. Hindelang et al. (1978: 205-206) 

argue that fear is strongly related to behavior because fear and behavior 

indicators actually are both measures of fear of crime: "...the question 

about how safe respondents feel about being alone in their neighborhood 

at night is an affective indicator of fear, while the personal limiting 

of activity item can be construed...as a behavioral indicator of fear." 

We prefer to maintain a conceptual distinction between fear and behavior, 

in part because some features of people's lives affect their behavior in-

dependently of their assessments of risk, and despite their fears. 

Table 11-2 presents the relationship between our indicators of 


Table 11-2 goes about here 
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fear and local crime conditions and two measures of behavioral responses 




TABLE 11-2 


FEAR, LOCAL CONDITIONS, AND PRECAUTION 


Correlation With: 


Fear and Exposure Personal 

Local Conditions ro Risk Caution (N) 


Fear 	 -.36 - 5 0  (1318) 

Neighborhood Crime 
Conditions -.13 

Local Order Problems -.05 	 -16 (1343) 

NOTE: 	 Correlations are Pearsonv s r. All are significant (p< . 0 5 )  
Number of cases varies slightly; averages are given here. 

SOURCE: 	 Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 




t o  t h e  t h r e a t  of personal a t tack .  Fear is s u b s t a n t i a l l y  r e l a t e d  to  l i m i t -

ing exposure t o  r i s k  (a co r re l a t ion  of -.36 with  t h e  number o f  times re-

spondents went ou t  a f t e r  dark during t h e  previous week) and r e p o r t s  of 

precaut ionary risk-avoidance t a c t i c s  ( . S O ) .  A s  expected, assessments of 

.local condi t ions  were l e s s  s t rong ly  r e l a t e d  t o  r epo r t s  of behavior  but  

a l l  were l inked  i n  t h e  expected fashion. I n  our general  ope ra t ing  model, 

neighborhood condit ions were hypothesized t o  a f f e c t  behavior through 

t h e i r  a f f e c t  upon f ea r .  This  expectat ion implies  t h a t  t h e  zero-order re-

l a t i o n s h i p s  should be lower f o r  these  causa l ly  more d i s t a n t  i nd ica to r s .  

Inspec t ion  of t h e  da ta  i n  d e t a i l  sugges ts  t h a t  these  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

a l l  were r e l a t i v e l y  l i n e a r ,  except i n  t h e  h ighes t  ca tegor ies .  Fear and 

assessments of t he  ex t en t  of major crime problems were more s t rong ly  

r e l a t e d  t o  behavior i n  the  "highest fear"  and "biggest problem" ca tegor ies .  

I n  t h e  case  of exposure t o  r i s k ,  mobi l i ty  dropped from a n  average  of 

4.8 t r i p s  t o  1.4 t r i p s  a f t e r  dark between t h e  h ighes t  and t h e  lowest f e a r  

groups, whi le  t h e  average precaut ion sco re  near ly  doubled. 

A mu l t iva r i a t e  regress ion  a n a l y s i s  (not  shown) i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  a l l  of 

the  e f f e c t  of our measures of neighborhood condi t ions  were mediated by 

fear .  Assessments of neighborhood crime and s o c i a l  o rder  problems a l l  

a f f ec t ed  ind iv idua l  precaut ion through t h e i r  impact upon pe r sona l  assess-

ments of danger. When people f e l t  t h a t  events  and condi t ions  i n  the i r  

community could a f f e c t  them, they responded by reducing t h e i r  exposure t o  

those t h r e a t s  and moving more circumspectly through t h e i r  environment. 

Personal Vulnerabi l i ty  and Precaut ion  

Every a n a l y s i s  of crime-related behavior i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  women and t h e  



elderly are more likely to avoid exposure to risk and to take numerous 


measures to reduce their chances of being victimized (Biderman, et al., 


1967; Kleinman and David, 1973; Rifai, 1976; Garofalo, 1977). In both 


cases their inability to ward off attacks by young males and potentially 


severe consequences of victimization seem to lead them to take more ex- 


treme measures to avoid criminal confrontations. And in each case these 


factors are used to explain why they apparently experience low rates of 


actual victimizations (Antunes, Cook, Cook, and Skogan, forthcoming; 


Riger and Gordon, 1979). 


Earlier chapters have argued that race and income are useful indica- 


tors of propinquity to high-crime areas and objectively high risks of 


victimization in American cities. Blacks and the poor are more likely ta 


be victimized by personal theft and aggravated assault in two of these 


cities, and in the nation as a whole. Age and sex reflect differences in 


physical vulnerability to attack and the consequences of victimization. 


The relationship between each of these indicators of vulnerability 


and reports of exposure to risk and risk avoidance is presented in Table 


11-3. Those correlations all are significant, and most are substantial. 


................................... 

Table 11-3 goes about here 


The survey reports on which they are based indicate that men went out 


after dark an average of 1.8 times per week more often than women (for 


an average total for men of 4.4 trips during the week before the inter- 


view). Those over fifty reported 2.2 fewer trips per week than did their 
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* TABLE 11-3 

VULNERABILITY AND .PRECAUTIONARY BEHAVIOR 


Correlation With 


Vulnerability 	 Exposure to Risk Personal Caution (N) 

i 

Physical Vulnerability 

Female -.29 

Old age 	 -.31 


Social Vulnerability 


Low Income 


Black 


NOTE: 	 Correlations are Pearson's r, which is employed because the 

dependent measures are not categorical. All correlations are 

significant (p( .05). Number of cases varies somewhat ; aver-

ages are given here. 


SOURCE: 	Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 




younger counterparts, Similar differences could be observed in the mag-


nitude of age and sex differences in the adoption of risk avoidance tac- 


tics. 


A major feature of these indicators is that by and large they are 


unrelated to ane another. There was a slight tendency for women to be 


older than men and to report lower family incomes, and Blacks reported 


lower incomes. Thus the effects of social and physical vulnerability 


could be cumulative, predicting ever higher levels of precautionary be- 


havior among successively more vulnerable groups. An examination of the 


data suggested that this was the case. For example, the least vulnerable 


group--young, white, middle-income males--reported going out after dark 


an average of 4.6 times during the previous week, while older, poor, Black 


women recalled an average of only three-tenths of one trip. A multivar-


iate regression analysis (not shown) indicated that sex, age, and (to a 


lesser extent) race all played an important role in shaping exposure to 


risk and precautionary tactics, but that once these had been taken into 


account the effects of income were insignificant. If both race and income 


truly reflect neighborhood differences in crime-adaptive behavior, one 


would expect this to occur. 


As a result, we will explore in mare detafl only the age, sex and 

race correlates of precautionary behavior. That regression analysis indi- 

cated that they were related to each of the specific tactics examined here 

in somewhat different ways. The strongest determinant of exposure to risk 

was age, with the elderly being the least likely to report going out after 

dark. Women reported going out somewhat more frequently, but were much 



more likely than even the elderly to report high levels of caution in 


public places. Race was the least important of these factors, and was 


more substantially related to personal caution than to sheer exposure 


to risk. In general, physical vulnerability was more important than 


social vulnerability in determiningrwhat steps people took to protect 


their person. This is, of course, consistent with our earlier findings 


regarding fear. 


The "stair-step," cumulative effect of vulnerability on personal pre- 


caution is illustrated in Figure 11-1. There each respondent was scored 


.................................... 


Figure 11-1 goes about here 


in terms of their vulnerability, based upon their age, sex, and race. At 


the low end of the vulnerability continuum (with a score of zero) are 


found younger white males, at the top (with a score of three) older black 


females. Figure 11-1 graphs the relation between group vulnerability 


rankings and their exposure to risk (the average number of times they went 


out after dark in the previous week), and their average reported frequency 


of taking personal precautionary measures. In each case successively more 


vulnerable groups reported taking significantly more preventive actions. 


Victimization and Precaution 


Research on the effects of victimization suggest that personal ex- 

perience with crime and close association with crime victims should have 

considerable impact upon individual behavior. LeJeune and Alex (1973) 
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describe dramatic behavioral changes among mugging victims, changes which 


are accompanied by transformations in their attitudes and perceptions 


of crime. Rifai (1976) reports a decrease in mobility among elderly vic- 


tims of crime, and HEW'S Safe Schools study concluded that school-age 


victims of assault and robbery avoided dangerous places within such in- 


stitutions following their victimization. Skogan (1977b) found moderate 


but consistent relationships between measures of victimization and crime- 


related behavior in the National Crime Survey's city studies. In contrast, 


studies in Philadelphia and Baltimore uncovered no relationship between 


victimization and reports of subsequent behavior even when serious crimes 


were involved (Savitz, et al. 1977; Furstenberg, 1972). Conklin (1975) 


found that the relation between fear and risk avoidance was stronger when 


people identified with those whom they believe to be the victims of crime. 


In these cities there is a persistent relationship between criminal 


victimization and personal precaution. Victims are more likely than non-


victims to report doing something about crime, and those who know neighbor- 


hood victims or believe that "people like them1' are being attacked in 


their community are more likely to report taking steps to reduce their 


chances of being victimized. 


The effects of direct experience with crime can be documented using 

the victimization data gathered by the Census Bureau in these three 

cities. In those surveys they asked respondents sixteen years of age 

and older if they "had limited or changed your activities because of crime 

in the last few years. " This is a very general indicator of the conse-

quences of crime for individuals, but it is related in consistent fashion 



to a number of their personal attributes and to their past experiences 


with victimization. 


In these analyses we limited our focus to the effects of burglary and 


robbery, two crimes which are substantial correlates of reports of be- 


havior change (Skogan, 1977b) and which are fairly frequent. Contrasting 


victims with non-victims, 62 percent of robbery victims indicated they 


had changed their activity because of crime, as compared to only 47 percent 


of non-victims. In the case of burglary the differences were slim, 52 


and 47 percent, respectively. Victimization by both robbery and burglary 


is also related to other characteristics of individuals and households 


which affect behavior (as described in Chapter Two) but controlling for 


these revealed that the apparent effect of both types of victimization on 


behavior remained strong, or even increased. Figure 11-2 illustrates 


the added "behavioral increment1' that might be attributed to robbery vic- 


timization in several population groups. For example, among younger 


white males, 31 percent of non-victims but 47 percent of victims reported 


changing their activity patterns. In each subcategory victims reported 


doing something "because of crime'' more often than did nonvictims. There 


was very little effect of victimization apparent among young Blackwomen, 


perhaps because levels of caution among that group as a whole were already 


high. Among the 1187 Blackwomen in these surveys who were sixty years 


of age and older, 100 percent of those who had been victimized (and 78 per-


cent of nonvictims) reported limiting their activity due to crime. 


..................................... 


Figure 11-2 goes about here 
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LEGEND 

White -
Non-victims 

W Z Z i c t i m s  

Victim* 

(7634) 
M 

(8034) (3064) 
F M 

YOUNGER 

(3756) 
F 

(3472) (3915) 
M F 

OLDER 

(887) 
M 

(1187) 
F 

AGE, RACE AND SEX OF RESPONDENTS 

SOURCE: Computed from combined ten percent random samples of Census 
Bureau city victimization surveys. 



While the  impact of victimization on the  subsequent behavior of 

those unfortunate enough to  have had tha t  experience may be substant ia l ,  

r e l a t i ve ly  few people are  victimized by serious personal crimes during 

the course of a year. However, many more residents of b ig  c i t i e s  have 

ind i rec t ly  experienced crime, through t h e i r  personal contacts with crime 

victims. This vicarious experience a f f ec t s  t h e i r  assessments of the  r i s k s  

they f ace  i n  t he i r  community, and i ts ne t  impact on fear proved t o  be con- 

siderable because of the  substant ia l  proportion of people who have such 

contacts. Likewise, four out of every ten  c f t y  residents t h a t  were in te r -

viewed resembled i n  some way the  image (by sex and age) they held of t h e  

p rof i l e  of typical  victims i n  t h e i r  community, and those who did were more 

fearful .  I n  each case "victim proximity1' should a f fec t  the  caution t h a t  

they displayed vis-a-vis crime. 

The re la t ion  between indicators of these forms of "vicarious victim- 

ization'' and reports  of precautionary behavior is described i n  Table 11-4. 

It reports  average scores on measures of exposure 'to r i s k  (number of t i m e s  

went out a f t e r  dark) and r i s k  management (scale  score) a c t i v i t y  f o r  various 

degrees of victimization. Generally, t he  data indicate tha t  geographical 

and socia l  proximity t o  victimization had only a moderate e f f ec t  on t he  

adoption of precautionary t a c t i c s ,  and had l i t t l e  a f fec t  on l eve l s  of ex-

posure to  r isk.  Three of four re la t ionships  were consistent, with those 

believing that  people l i k e  them were being victimized a l so  adopting 

Table 11-4 goes about here 

............................... 




TABLE 11-4 

INDIRECT CRIME EXPERIENCE AND CAUTION 

Average Value 

Measures of Proximity Exposure t o  Risk Personal Caution 
of. C r i m e  Victims (Average rimes went out)  (Scale score)  (N) 

Number -of l o c a l  crime 
vic t ims known 

0 


P r o f i l e  match with 
perceptions of l o c a l  
vict ims 

None 

age o r  
sex 

age and 

sex 


NOTE: Number of cases  variessomewhit f o r  each -sbre; averages a r e  given here. 

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 



protective measures more frequently, and going out less, and with contact 


with local victims being assoctated with more caution when out at night, 


As we shall see, upon controlling for fear and other important determinants 


of precautionary behavior, these minor effects persist. People who know 


of victims in their neighborhood, or who believe that people like them-


selves are being victimized there, lead more circumspect lives. 


Constraints on Individual Action 


his discussion of precautionary activity has advanced a highly voli- 

tional model of human behavior. This volume has followed a line of empir- 

ical inquiry which assumes that people assess their environment, weight 

its risks, and act on the basis of an individual calculus which accounts 

for those risks, discounting them by the personal costs of sacrificing 

their autonomy. However, it is clear that people do some things, and do 

not do others, regardless of their intentions. Those who work the night 

shift must go out even if they perceive that after-dark risks in their 

neighborhood are high. People who do not own a car or cannot drive must 

take public transportation. Any model o f  behavior true to social processes 

must account for the tendency of individuals to act on occasion in the 

face of fear, and must reflect the constraints which shape their behavior 

regardless of their fear. 

These factors are exogenous to the model of crime-linked behavior 


outlined in Chapter One. They are constraints because they are "outside" 


factors unrelated to local crime conditions and other internal, "endogen- 


ous" factors sketched in the model. In a sense these factors represent 


the impact of "the rest of the world" in this analysis, although we will 




examine only two of them. 

Hindelang, e t  a l .  (1978) point t o  t w o  general cons t ra in t s  on rout ine  

da i ly  a c t i v i t y .  The f i r s t  is the  r o l e  expectations tha t  people hold f o r  

one another, based on t h e i r  posi t ion i n  the  s o c i a l  and economic system. 

People i n  various s t a t u s  categories a r e  expected t o  a c t  i n  pa r t i cu la r  

ways, and there  a r e  a host of formal and informal mechanisms which channel 

a c t i v i t y  i n  "appropriate" direct ions.  The second source of behavior con- 

s t r a i n t  I s  s t ruc tu ra l ;  these a r e  limits on our options which der ive  from 

t h e  operat ion of ins t i tu t ions .  S t ruc tu ra l  f ac to r s  l i m i t  the  range of real 

choices open t o  most people, Including where they w i l l  l i v e  and work. 

Together, t h e  authors argue, i n s t i t u t i o n a l  const ra in ts  and t h e  expectations 

of o thers  shape t o  a considerable degree how we spend our day. 

Many of these forces influence the behavior of people i n  d i s t i n c t i v e  

soc ia l  and economic s t r a t a .  One reason f o r  the  powerful predic t ive  u t i l -  

i t y  of measures of age, sex, race and income is t h a t  those descript ive 

dimensions r e f l e c t  a host of s o c i a l  and economic adaptations by people i n  

s t a t u s  categories t o  the  r e a l i t y  of l i f e  around them. Thus o l d e r  people 

a r e  of ten  r e t i r e d ,  while younger persons a r e  expected t o  be i n  school, 

Gender is re la ted  t o  differences i n  people's soc ia l i za t ion  experiences 

and t o  strongly held de f in i t ions  of appropriate behavior. Income and 

race shape t h e  range of r e s i d e n t i a l  and educational options open to  one. 

One could re-read-by inference-- much of the  analys is  presented above 

i n  terms of const ra in ts  on the  behavior of people i n  various s o c i a l  and 

economic categories. 

This sec t ion w5ll examine d i r e c t l y  t h e  impact of two major factors 



which organize people's l ives ,  t h e i r  work r o l e  and the  composition of 

t h e i r  household. Both of these fac to r s  e f f e c t  how people spend t h e i r  time, 

and where , 

The demands of l i f e s t y l e  influence where an 

individual  spends time. Those who work have a 

l a rge  portion of t h e i r  d a i l y  a c t i v i t i e s  s truc-  

tured i n  and around t h e  workplace; those who 

r a i s e  children have a l a rge  port ion of t h e i r  

time structured i n  and around the  home.... 

(Hindeland, e t  al . ,  1978: 254). 

Vocation should be a pa r t i cu la r ly  Important determinant of behavior. 

The i s s u e  is one of how much d i sc re t ion  people exercise i n  t h e  use of t h e i r  

time. Those who have more control  over t h e i r  day-to-day a c t i v i t y  can go 

out during t h e  day ra the r  than a t  night  t o  run errands, can l i n g e r  i n  

safe  spots  while hurrying through r i sky  ones, and can exerc ise  the  option 

t o  s t ay  a t  home when t h a t  seems t o  be t h e  s a f e s t  course. On t h e  o ther  hand, 

people whose l i v e s  a r e  d isc ip l ined by the  t i m e  clock o r  the  school b e l l  

a r e  less ab le  t o  i n s u l a t e  themselves from r i sk .  The e f f e c t  o f  vocation 

on behavior should be greates t  f o r  our measure of exposure t o  r i s k ,  for 

even those who work l a t e  hours o r  must run errands and pursue t h e i r  s o c i a l  

l i f e  a f t e r  dark a r e  st i l l  f r e e  t o  rake many precautions. 

This sec t ion a l so  examines t h e  impact of having chi ldren on t h e  

behavior of a d u l t s  i n  those households. Like t h e  clock and t h e  b e l l ,  

chi ldren impose demands which should shape adu l t  behavior regardless  of 

other calculat ions.  I n  pa r t i cu la r  they should a f f e c t  t h e i r  parent ' s  ex-

posure to  r i s k ,  t h e  "'going out" behavior which we of ten  employ t o  explain 



p a t t e r n s  of victimization. This  e f f e c t  should be  l a rge ly  confined 

t o  women, f o r  they t r a d f t i o n a l l y  have borne t h e  g rea te s t  r e spons ib i l i t y  

f o r  chi ld-rearing i n  our cul ture.  

The measures of these  f a c t o r s  a r e  uncomplicated. Near the  conclu-

s ion  of  t h e  interviews respondents were asked: 

A r e  you presently employed somewhere o r  a r e  

you unemployed, r e t i r e d ,  (a s tudent ) ,  (a house- 

wife) o r  what?* 

Responses t o  t h i s  question w e r e  coded i n t o  e igh t  categories.  This a n a l y s i s  

w i l l  u s e  a dichotomous coding of these ca tegor ies  tha t  combines people who 

have l i t t l e  d iscre t ionary  con t ro l  over t h e  use of t h e i r  t i m e  (those work- 

ing and i n  school) and those who have more con t ro l  over t h e i r  da i ly  rou- 

t i n e  ( including t h e  unemployed, r e t i r e d ,  those "keeping house, I t  e tc.) . 
I n  addi t ion ,  respondents a l s o  w e r e  asked, "How many chi ldren under the 

age of 18 a r e  cu r ren t ly  l i v i n g  with you?" 

Even though vocation was l inked t o  many o the r  separate social and 

e c o n m c  c o r r e l a t e s  of behavior, those r o l e s  were still independently 

in f luen t i a l .  Among those working outs ide  t h e  home (remember t h a t  it in-

cludes s tudents ) ,  83 percent r eca l l ed  going out  a f t e r  dark a t  l e a s t  once 

during the  preceding week; f o r  those n o t  i n  t h i s  group the  comparable 

f i g u r e  was 60 percent. After  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  adjus t ing  exposure-to-risk 

r a t e s  f o r  demographic f ac to r s ,  s tudents  and those regular ly  going t o  work 

stil l  were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  above t h e  overall mean, and o thers  below. Those 

*The interviewer supplied response cues appropr ia te  t o  each respondent, 



i n  t h e  "keeping house" category reported the  fewest t r i p s  outside,  even 

control l ing fo r  sex and age, followed by the  re t i red  and t he  unemployed. 

Having a structured vocational r o l e  a lso  was s ignif icant ly  re la ted to  

taking fewer precautionary actions, with workers and students scoring be- 

low t h e  mean and re t i red  persons and home managers reca l l ing  adopting those 

t a c t i c s  more often. Sex and age were the  most important fac to rs  t o  take 

i n to  account i n  examining the ro l e  of vocation i n  shaping behavior, and 

an analysis  which controls for  both of them is presented i n  Table 11-5. 

It documents the  still s ignif icant ,  if somewhat attenuated, re la t ion  be- 

tween vocational r o l e  constraints  and behavior, i n  our over-all model. 

Table 11-5 goes about here 

Table 11-5 a l so  documents the  l inear  e f f ec t  of having children who 

l i v e  a t  home on self-reports of behavior, I n  both cases the  r e l a t i on  be- 

tween household composition and measures of exposure t o  r i s k  and personal 

caution is s ignif icant ,  i f  very weak. A c lose  examination of the da ta  

indicates tha t  the  bulk of t h i s  e f fec t  is indeed due t o  the impact of 

children on the  ac t i v i t y  pat terns  of women. Among women under s i x ty  those 

who had no children l iv ing a t  home went out an average of 3.4 times dur- 

ing the  week before our interview, while those with children a t  home went 

out an average of 2.6 times. While tha t  difference was s ign i f ican t ,  t he  

difference between men i n  the same categories (4.6 a s  opposed t o  4.4 

t r i p s )  was not. Elderly respondents with children l iv ing  with them a l s o  

reported qui te  low leve l s  of exposure t o  r i sk ,  Through its impact on 





women, having children a t  home serves  t o  reduce exposure t o  r i s k  and t o  

encourage Camo,ng both sexes) more circumspect behavior i n  publ ic  places. 

T h i s  br ief  examination of const ra in ts  on autonomous ac t ion  suggests 

the importance of such fac to r s  i n  understanding crime-related behavior, 

Those who had more f l e x i b i l i t y  i n  the  timing and manner of t h e i r  exposure 

t o  r i s k  acted more cautiously. Family r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s  both reduced t h e i r  

nocturnal  mobility and encouraged more cautious behavior. A s  we s h a l l  see 

i n  t h e  next sect ion,  these e f f e c t s  pers is ted  even when we control  f o r  f e a r  

of crime. Given t h e i r  l e v e l  of f ea r ,  those who had t o  go ou t  did so, and 

those who did  not stayed home. A more dera i led  examination of the  r o l e  of 

opportunity and const ra in ts  i n  shaping individual  behavior, drawing upon a 

r i cher  set of data  on those fac to r s ,  would not  only be theore t i ca l ly  sig-  

n i f i c a n t ,  but would help pinpoint groups i n  t h e  population who face  spe- 

c i a l  problems with respect  t o  crime because of t h e i r  i n a b i l i t y  t o  respond 

e f fec t ive ly. 
Summary Analysis 

This chapter has described how t h e  fundamental concepts i n  t h i s  

analysis ,  including f e a r  of crime, personal vulnerabi l i ty ,  v ic t imizat ion,  

and t h e  forces which constrain individual  freedom of ac t ion,  a l l  conspire 

t o  shape individual  precautionary behavior. Fear e f fec t ive ly  summarized 

these c i t y  dwellers ' assessments of condit ions i n  t h e i r  community, and 

w a s  s trongly re la ted  t o  t h e i r  r epor t s  of the  adoption of precautionary 

t ac t i c s .  Women, the  elderly,and black res iden t s  of these  c i t i e s  a l l  

reported more circumspect behavior with regard t o  crime. Those who knew 

victims from t h e i r  neighborhood seemed t o  t r a n s l a t e  t h a t  knowledge i n t o  

act ion,  and people were more cautious i n  exposing themselves t o  poss ib le  



a t t a c k  when they believed tha t  people i n  t he i r  soc ia l  category a r e  l i k e l y  

vict ims.  Finally,  those we surveyed maneuvered through t h e i r  environment 

i n  response t o  the  demands of t h e  clock and be l l .  

It is  c lea r ,  however, tha t  many of these  fac to r s  a r e  r e l a t e d  to  one 

another as w e l l .  One must examine t h e i r  j o i n t  as well a s  individual  

e f f e c t s  before accepting t h e i r  importance a s  determinants of behavior. 

To do this most c lear ly ,  we created summary indicators  of the standing o f  

each respondent on these basic dimensions. To measure personal vulnera- 

b i l i t y  w e  standardized,* then summed t h e  values representing t h e i r  age, 

race, and sex, creat ing a s ingle  measure t h a t  increased i n  va lue  with 

vulnerabi l i ty .  W e  did the  same with our two indicators  of r o l e  cons t ra in t s ,  

and with two measures of ind i rec t  victimization. Fear continued t o  be 

measured by a s ing le  item. These summary measures were employed i n  a 

mul t ip le  regression analysis  of our behavior measures. The explanatory 

power of these analyses dropped only very s l i g h t l y  when these  summary in-

dices were used ra the r  than the  e ight  o r ig ina l  indica tors  ( t h e  overa l l  

R2s declined only two percentage points  i n  each case) ,  and t h e  substant ive  

r e s u l t s  of the  analyses a r e  more readi ly  interpretable.  The r e s u l t s  o f  

the  s t a t i s t i c a l  analyses a r e  reported i n  Table 11-6. 

Table 11-6 goes about here 

*These are "z-scores," which standardize the  means and var iances  of meas- 
ures. T h i s  g ives  them equal value i n  an index when they a r e  added together. 
This is the same procedure t h a t  was employed i n  Chapter Seven. 



TABLE 11-6 

SUMMARY ANALYSIS OF THE DETERMINANTS OF 

PRECAUTIONARY BEHAVIOR 

Summary .Exposure t o  Risk 
Persona l  Caution Concept 

Mul t i va r i a t e  	 Mul t i va r i a t eIndex simple  Beta (Sigf simple Beta (Sigf .) 
c o r r e l a t i o n  c o r r e l a t i o n  

Fear -.35 - .25 (.01+) 	 .50 .36 (.01+) 

Personal  

Vu lne rab i l i t y  - .38 -.28 ( . O W )  


I n d i r e c t  

Victfmf za t i on  -.07 -.06 (.03) 


Behavior 

Cons t r a in t s  -16 .05 (-05) 


NOTE: 	 Summary ind fces  a r e  summed standard s co re s  of l a r g e r  sets of i n d i v i u a l  
measures. 

SOURCE: 	 Computed from combined city-wide surveys.  



These data indicate  the g rea t  significance ( in  both a substantive and 

s t a t i s t i c a l  sense) of fea r  of crime and personal vu lnerab i l i ty  i n  shaping 

behavior. I n  contrast ,  t he  indirect  vict imization experiences of the re-

spondents had only marginal consequences for t he i r  levels  of caution, and 

ro le  and economic constra ints  on the i r  behavior (as they were measured) 

i n  the end were not very important. 



CHAPTER TWl3LVE 

HOUSEHOLD PROTECTION 

Int roduct ion 

While rout ine  precautionary hab i t s  were very common i n  these three  

c i t i e s ,  our surveys discovered t h a t  e f f o r t s  by people t o  p r o t e c t  t h e i r  

households against  property crime were even more frequent. The frequency 

of t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  ranged from 82 percent (leaving a l i g h t  on a t  night) 

to  11 percent (asking the pol ice  f o r  spec ia l  pa t ro ls) .  While 60 percent 

of those  who were interviewed indicated t h a t  they had adopted a t  l e a s t  

one tactic t o  reduce t h e i r  chances of being victimized by v i o l e n t  crime, 

more than 95 percent reported taking a t  l e a s t  one s tep  aga ins t  burglary. 

These measures can be very simple and ef fec t ive .  A s  one r e s i d e n t  of a 

low-rise housing project  i n  San Francisco t o l d  a f i e l d  interviewer: 

We were to ld  by a l l  of our neighbors t o  r i p  off 

our ups ta i r s  outside window boxes because t h a t ' s  how a 

l o t  of them were ge t t ing  i n t o  the  houses. (Vis i tac ion , 

Valley f n  0450-August, 1977) 

Like several of t h e  precautions examined i n  the previous chapter,  

some of those e f f o r t s  involve only s l i g h t  va r ia t ions  i n  people 's  d a i l y  

routine. Others require  that members of t h e  household make spec ia l  pur- 

chases of equipment, o r  pa r t i c ipa te  i n  organized community a c t i v i t i e s .  

On the  whole, eas ie r  and cheaper measures were taken more f requent ly  

than d i f f i c u l t  o r  cos t ly  things. W e  expected tha t  general ly these  

measures would be adopted more o f t en  by those who faced se r ious  

neighborhood crime problems, and by those who were vulnerable t o  victim-



iza t ion.  Further, because severa l  of these  e f f o r t s  involved mobilizing 

the  support o r  assistance of neighbors, or  par t ic tpat ing i n  programs, 

they a l s o  should be re la ted  t o  t h e  extent t o  which respondents were 

in tegra ted  in to  t h e i r  communities. These e f f o r t s  were not d i r e c t l y  

re levant  t o  our measure of f e a r  of crime, which is linked t o  concern 

about personal victimization. Rather, t h e  key elements of t h e  general 

model guiding t h i s  research which should have been operat ive here were 

the  vu lnerab i l i ty  of households t o  burglary, people's assessments of 

crime conditions i n  t h e i r  neighborhood, t h e i r  personal and Tndirect ex- 

perience with burglary, and t h e i r  in tegra t ion i n t o  community af fa i rs .  

Only some of these expectations were f u l f i l l e d .  It is c l e a r  tha t  house- 

hold protect ion is b e t t e r  understood i n  economic and soc ia l  terms, and 

not as a d i r e c t  react ion t o  t h e  th rea t  of crime. 

Protec t ive  Measures 

Target-hardening e f f o r t s  a r e  aimed a t  making it more d i f f i c u l t  f o r  

po ten t i a l  in t ruders  t o  break i n t o  one's home. Window bars,  special  

locks, s t e e l  o r  solid-core doors, and other  equipment of ten  are employed 

t o  prevent thef t .  While i n  p r inc ip le  it is probably impossible t o  pre-

vent a sk i l l ed  burglar from breaking i n t o  v i r t u a l l y  any home, r e l a t i v e l y  

simple measures l i k e  these  can ward off amateur o r  oppor tunis t ic  offen- 

ders  (but perhaps only t o  send them next door). Even professionals may 

be deterred by physical modifications which increase the  l e n g t h  of time 

it w i l l  take them t o  break in--the "intrusion timet1--for t h i s  i s  a 

period during which they a r e  vulnerable t o  detection. Researchers have 

investigated the  adoption of target-hardening t a c t i c s  with some care, 



for t h e y  generally involve some financ-lal out lay  and presumably a r e  

r e l i a b l y  reported. A review of many of these s tudies  (DUBOW, 1979) 

revealed tha t  about 40 percent of households repor t  having made some 

purchase f o r  home protection i n  the  recent  past .  

Simple target-hardening e f f o r t s  such a s  locking t h e  door a r e  very 

w5despread. In  a survey of Portland over 90 percent of those  questioned 

indicated t h a t  they always locked t h e i r  doors a t  night  (Maxfield, 1977). 

Bideman, e t  al, (1967) found.rhar i n  the  mid-1960s 84 percent  of D i s t r i c t  

of Columbia res idents  always locked t h e i r  doors. Maxfield's analys is  of 

data f o r  Portland revealed t h a t  res idents  the re  very of ten  (85 percent) 

locked t h e i r  windows every n ight  as w e l l .  Studies of the  purchase of 

specia l  anti-crime devices tnd ica te  t h a t  new door locks a r e  t h e  most 

frequently chosen item. DuBow (1979) found t h a t  the  proportion of 

households which repor t  improving t h e i r  door locks i n  "the last few 

years" ranged from a high of 40 percent in Detroi t  ( I n s t i t u t e  f o r  Socia l  

Research, 1975) t o  a low of 26 percent i n  Toronto (Courtis and Dusseyer, 

1970). Maxfield (1977) found t h a t  i n  Portland, Kansas City, and Clncin-

n a t i ,  between 34 and 39 percent of households reported recen t ly  i n s t a l l -  

ing ex t ra  door locks. 

This survey a s  w e l l  probed the  frequency with which var ious  t a c t i c s  

"that some people do t o  p ro tec t  t h e i r  homes from burglary" w e r e  adopted. 

To gauge target-hardening e f f o r t s  respondents were asked, 

"do you have any b a r s  o r  spec ia l  locks on your 

windows?" 

Overall, 45 percent of them indicated t h a t  they had. I n  some neighbor- 



hoods window bars  could be seen everywhere. One f i e l d  worker reported 

t h i s  conversation i n  the Mission d i s t r i c t  i n  San Francisco: 

(EW): Is there  a l o t  of crime? 

(PI): There is  crime everywhere. There i s  no place  

t h a t  is sa fe  anymore. You can' t  walk the  s t r e e t s .  

(P2): Yeah, look a t  the  bars on the  windows. You 

never used t o  see tha t .  Now they a r e  everywhere. 

(PI): Yeah, bars on t h e  windows. That tells you 

something about what is going on. It's j u s t  not 

s a f e  anymore. (Mission En 0041-September 1976) 

Surveil lance a c t i v i t i e s  a l s o  a r e  aimed a t  deterr ing burglary. These 

t a c t i c s  protec t  households i n  two ways. When it appears t h a t  someone 

is a t  home most potent ia l  burglars  w i l l  not en te r  a building. Watching 

over t h e  household by being there  is perhaps t h e  most e f f e c t i v e  burglary 

prevention strategy.  I n  f a c t ,  one of t h e  s t rongest  co r re la tes  of a 

household's burglary r a t e  is  the  number of hours during the  day when it 

is empty (Reppetto, 1974). This suggests t o  many people t h a t  t h e  appear-

ance t h a t  someone is  a t  home may be almost a s  ef fec t ive .  T a c t i c s  l ike  

leaving a radio  on, stopping the  del ivery  of m a i l  and newspapers, using 

electric t imers  t o  tu rn  l i g h t s  on and off, etc., a r e  very o f t e n  employed 

t o  reduce the  risk of burglary when people a r e  away from home. Maxfield 

(1977) found t h a t  i n  Portland 79 percent of households repor ted  leaving 

on inside l i g h t s  a t  night. 

People a l s o  frequently mobilize t h e  ass i s t ance  of o the r s  i n  this  enter-

prise. In t h i s  case t h e i r  goal is  t o  ensure t h a t  some in tervent ion t a k e s  



place i n  the  event of an attempted break-in. People can e n l i s t  t h e  a i d  

of o t h e r s  by asking neighbors t o  watch t h e i r  house o r  by c a l l i n g  t h e  po- 

l i c e  t o  request: a regular inspection while i t  stands empty. Some r e l a t e d  

measures, l i k e  i n s t a l l i n g  exter ior  f loodl ights ,  are designed t o  make 

it e a s i e r  f o r  neighbors and passers-by t o  observe suspicious persons. 

Surveys ind ica te  tha t  surveil lance e f f o r t s  of t h i s  type a l s o  a r e  very 

common. I n  Hartford over one-half of households reported arranging with 

neighbors t o  watch t h e i r  home while they were away, and 52 percent  used 

outdoor l i g h t s  t o  warn off burglars  (Mangione and Noble, 1975). 

111 one sense these e f f o r t s  Involve two d i f fe ren t  s t r a t e g i e s .  survei l -

lance t a c t i c s  include both in te rna l ,  se l f -suff ic ient  household measures 

(timers on l i g h t s )  and attempts t o  encourage aggressive "protec t ive  

neighboring1' by others. However, they cons t i tu te  a set of precautions 

which a r e  o f t en  undertaken when people leave t h e i r  homes unoccupied f o r  

a time. They covary in sensible fashion because people t h i n k  of them as 

an increasingly more extensive s e t  of protec t ive  measures surrounding that 

leave-taking. People a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  take simpler measures than t o  take  

those which involve extensive e f fo r t .  

To assess  the  extent  t o  which survei l lance  t a c t i c s  are adopted, re-

spondents were asked: 

Now, think of the l a s t  time you j u s t  went out a t  

night.  Did you leave a light on while you were 

gone? 

And: 

Now th ink  of the  l a s t  time you went away from 



home f o r  more than a day or  so, Did you: 

-notify the  pol ice  so they could keep a s p e c i a l  watch? 

-stop delivery of things l i k e  newspapers o r  mail, 

o r  have someone bring them i n ?  

-have a neighbor watch your house/apartment? 

Note t h a t  respondents were not asked about general pract ices ,  but 

r a t h e r  about t h e i r  behavior the  l a s t  time they went out.  While th i s  may 

introduce some error  i n  the  measures (among those who usua l ly  do these 

things, but d id  not  then), it should increase t h e  v a l i d i t y  of the re-

sponses ( t h e i r  match with the  referent  behavior) and control  t o  some ex-

t e n t  the l i k e l y  tendency of people t o  give answers which they fee l  they 

"should" i n  a crime prevention survey. 

This  "continuum" view of survei l lance  measures f i t s  t h e s e  survey 

data q u i t e  w e l l .  These four measures were taken with varying frequency: 

82 percent employed l i g h t s  a t  night ,  77 percent asked t h e i r  neighbors to 

watch t h e  house, 57 percent contacted merchants and the  post office t o  

stop de l ive r ies ,  and 11percent requested spec ia l  pol ice  p a t r o l s .  Gen-

e r a l l y  respondents who reported taking t h e  l e s s  frequent s t e p s  also t o o k  

the  most common ones (i .e.  few stopped d e l i v e r i e s  without leaving l i g h t s  

on). These items thus formed an acceptable Guttman Scale, w i t h  a co-

e f f i c i e n t  of reproduceability ( re f l ec t ing  how many respondents answered 

a l l  of the  questions consistently)  of .92. Ten percent of the respondents 

did not report  taking any of these  measures, and 6 percent rook a l l  f o u r ;  

the  l a rges t  group took three  of them. W e  w i l l  use t h e  summary index to 

represent t h i s  c l a s s  of anti-crime e f f o r t  i n  t h e  analys is  which follows, 



Unlike t a c t i c s  to  deter  burglary, loss  reduction measures involve 

minimizing the  potential  loss  tha t  may accrue from property crime, i f  i t  

should occur. One can "lay off" potent ia l  losses  from crime by acquiring 

t he f t  insurance, a strategy which may make it economically r a t i ona l  -not 

t o  invest  fur ther  i n  equipment o r  i n  e f fo r t s  t o  reduce the  risk of vic- 

timization. Property ident i f ica t ion programs a l so  f a l l  i n  t h i s  domain, 

for  they a r e  b i l l ed  a s  measures to  increase the  likelihood t ha t  s to len  

property can be recovered, A s  a Lieutenant i n  the community crime preven- 

t ion  divis ion of the  San Francisco police department put it t o  a community 

meeting i n  The Mission: 

I n  addition t o  a l l  these programs we a l so  have 

Operation ID. What t h i s  is  is tha t  we loan out  

f r e e  of charge an e l e c t r i c  marker. And with t ha t  

marker you put your d r iver ' s  l icense  number on a l l  

your valuables. The key is  t o  reduce the  opportunity 

fo r  the burglary t o  happen. And if you a r e  burglar- 

ized then a t  l e a s t  you could get  the property back. 

I f  you go down t o  t he  Hall  of Jus t i ce  you see  a l l  

the time property t ha t  is  not claimed,.,.so with 

Operation I D  you have a be t t e r  opportunity t o  get  

your valuables back, (Mission f n  1643-June, 1977) 

Many people report  having hazard insurance which protects. t he i r  homes 

and property against  t he f t ,  i n  addit ion t o  other misfortunes. A study i n  

Detroit ( I n s t i t u t e  For Social Research, 1975) and Conklinqs (1975) research 

i n  tm Boston-area communities both indicated tha t  over 75 percent of 



respondents had some form of insurance which covered losses  due t o  t h e f t .  

However, fewer people have what they s p e c i f i c a l l y  think of as "theft in-

surance." Only 10 percent of respondents i n  a survey i n  t h e  D i s t r i c t  of 

Columbia reported t h a t  they had t h i s  kind of protect ion (Clo t fe l t e r ,  1977). 

Twenty-eight percent of respondents i n  a Cincinnati  survey s a i d  someone i n  

t h e i r  household had insurance against  t h e f t  (Maxfield, 1977). These v a s t  

d i f f e rences  doubtless r e f l e c t  confusion o r  l ack  of knowledge of  the t h e f t -

coverage components of various homeowner's and ren te r ' s  insurance  po l i c i e s ,  

which may be thought of a s  "fire" insurance. I ronica l ly ,  having insurance 

may encourage care less  behavior by reducing t h e  d i r e c t  cos t  of thef t .  

Becker and Ehrl ich (1972) have applied Kenneth Arrow's concept of "moral 

hazard" t o  the  possible e f f e c t  of t h e f t  insurance i n  the  d i r e c t i o n  of in-

creasing carelessness. 

Property marking projec ts  have been organized i n  c i t i e s  a l l  over t h e  

country. These programs encourage people t o  engrave i d e n t i f i c a t i o n  num- 

bers  on t h e i r  valuables and t o  d isplay  a spec ia l  decal  in  a prominent p l a c e  

which announces t h e i r  pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  t h e  project .  The purpose of the  

pro$ram is two-fold: t o  de te r  burglary by suggesting t o  p o t e n t i a l  in- 

t ruders  t h a t  property s to len  the re  w i l l  be more d i f f i c u l t  t o  "fence" o r  

otherwise dispose of because of those markings, and t o  make it easier f o r  

police t o  iden t i fy  and re turn  s to len  goods when they a r e  recovered. Sur-

veys usually ind ica te  t h a t  more people mark t h e i r  property than display 

the  s t i cke r ,  probably because the  l a t t e r  can be acquired only from some 

organized program. Schneider, et  a l .  (1975) found t h a t  27 percent  of 

households i n  Portland had engraved t h e i r  property and 12 percent  reported 



displaying a decal  announcing tha t  f ac t .  Heller ,  e t  al . ,  (1975) examined 

the r e s u l t s  of 100 Operation Iden t i f i ca t ion  programs throughout the  country 

and found t h a t  par t ic ipat ion ranged from 25 percent i n  the  t a r g e t  a reas  

of t h e  most successful programs, t o  a s  low a s  10 percent. 

T h i s  survey gauged the  frequency of these loss-reduction s t r a t e g i e s  

with two questions: 

"Have you ever engraved your valuables with your 

name or  some s o r t  of iden t i f i ca t ion  i n  case they a r e  

s to len;  " 

and: 

8 1Do you carry an insurance policy which covers your 

household goods against  l o s s  from t h e f t  o r  vandalism." 

This wording of t h e  "insurance" question e l i c i t e d  a 65 percent "yes" re-

sponse, while 31 percent indfcated t h a t  they had marked t h e i r  property i n  

some fashion, 

The frequency of a l l  of these a c t i v i t i e s  is summarized i n  Table 12-1. 

........................................ 

Table 12-1 goes about here  

---------I----*-----------

The c i t y  d i f ferences  recorded i n  Table 12-1 a r e  sometimes s i g n i f i c a n t ,  

but they do not  form a consistent  pat tern.  San Franciscans are least 

l i k e l y  t o  have t h e f t  insurance and t o  leave t h e i r  l i g h t s  on when ou t  a f t e r  

dark, but they were most l i k e l y  t o  s top del iver ies .  Philadelphians re-

ported the l e a s t  target-hardening but  t h e  most r e l i ance  on t h e i r  neighbors. 

There also weEe few s t r i k i n g  o r  consis tent  pa t t e rns  of household protec t ion 





i n  the  study neighborhoods. I n  f a c t ,  of the  21 neighborhood-level cor-

r e l a t i o n s  describing the  d i s t r ibu t ion  across neighborhoods of the  measures 

summarized i n  Table 12-1, almost one-half were negative. A s  t h i s  suggests,  

responses t o  these items could not  be combined t o  form a summary index of 

household protect ive behavior, There was a g r e a t  deal  of overlap among 

some of the  act ions due simply t o  the  great  frequency with which they 

were adopted. I n  a l l  only 4 percent of our respondents reported t h a t  

t h e i r  household d id  none of these  things,  and only 9 percent  d id  a11 of 

them; most reported doing two o r  three. One subset of these  a c t i v i t i e s ,  

those comprising surveil lance e f f o r t s ,  did provide a coherent desc r ip t ion  

of protec t ive  activity. They descr ibe  a reper to i re  of behaviors people 

perform when "going away," which doubtless l e n t  them t h i s  consistency. 

An index based on these items, along with responses t o  the  o the r  individual  

questions, w i l l  be employed t o  explore the  antecedents of p ro tec t ive  be- 

havf or. 

Vulnerabil i ty,  Crime Conditions, and Household Protec t ion 

I f  the  adoption process f o r  household protec t ive  measures pa ra l l e l ed  

tha t  f o r  personal precautions, a l l  of these th ings  would be done more Ere-

quently by people who are concerned about crime, and who a r e  more vulner- 

able t o  victimization. Environmental cues and perceptions t h a t  crime 

was a ser ious  problem played a s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  i n  shaping h a b i t u a l  re-

sponses t o  t h e  th rea t  of personal crime, and those who were physica l ly  

and soc ia l ly  more vulnerable t o  crime were more l i k e l y  t o  a c t  t o  reduce 

t h e i r  r i s k  a s  w e l l .  

Because we a r e  examining ac t ions  f o r  households ra the r  than individ-  



uals, t h i s  chapter employs a somewhat d i f f e r e n t  set of ind ica to r s  of vul-

n e r a b i l i t y ,  This invest igat ion of protec t ive  measures w i l l  again con t ras t  

the  s t r a t e g i e s  adopted by Blacks and t h e  poor with t h e i r  counterparts,  

but i n  addi t ion  it w i l l  explore the consequences of two new aspects of 

household vulnerability--building s i z e  and home ownership. Renters and 

res iden t s  of l a rge r  buildings of ten  exerc ise  l i t t l e  control  over t h e i r  

l iv ing  arrangements. The a b i l i t y  t o  take  extensive target-hardening 

measures should i n  pa r t i cu la r  be l a rge ly  reserved t o  owners, Those 

l iv ing  i n  l a rge r  buildings should f ind i t  more d i f f i c u l t  t o  organize 

e f f e c t i v e  surveil lance re la t ionships  with t h e i r  neighbors o r  the  po l i ce ,  

f o r  r e s iden t s  there  exercise less control  over t h e  coming and going of 

s t rangers ,  and of ten  m y  not know the i r  "close" neighbors. Certainly 

passers-by w i l l  be a less e f fec t ive  survei l lance  force  around large, 

anonymous buildings. 

Data from t h i s  survey and the  r e s u l t s  of v ic t imizat ion surveys b o t h  

ind ica te  t h a t  home ownership and building size a f f e c t  the  vu lnerab i l i ty  

of household t o  crime. Our respondents were asked i f  they "usually t ry  

t o  keep an eye on what is going on i n  t h e  street i n  f ron t  o f  your house, 

o r  do you usually not notice." Owners and res iden t s  of single-family 

homes were much more l i k e l y  t o  report  vigi lance.  They were asked i f  t h e y  

have a neighbor watch t h e i r  home when they go away f o r  more than a day, 

and r e n t e r s  and large-building dwellers more o f t en  sa id  no. They a l so  

were asked i f  it was easy t o  recognize s t r angers  i n  t h e i r  area, and 69 

percent of those i n  single-family homes, but only 37 percent  living i n  

larger  buildings, sa id  it was. 



Victimization surveys a lso  point t o  the re la t ive  vulnerabi l i ty  of house- 

holds i n  ren ta l  o r  large s t ructures ,  i n  the f igures they repor t  fo r  r a t e s  of 

property crime which affect  them. In  the  case of burglary, i n  the 1977 nat ional  

survey ren te rs  reported 55 percent higher r a t e s  than owners and those i n  l a r g e r  

buildings reported 35 percent higher r a t e s  than those i n  s i ng l e  family 

homes. Differences between these  groups of an only s l i g h t l y  lower mag-

nitude were found for  the incidence of household thef t .  

Table 12-2 summarizes the  re la t ionship  between each indicator  

of vulnerabi l i ty  and the  adoption of household protective measures. The 

r e s u l t s  a r e  qui te  str iking.  The corre la t ions  re la t ing  behavior t o  house- 

hold vulnerabi l i ty  generally are moderate-to-strong, but they mostly run 

i n  the  wrong direction. Every one of the  14 s ignif icant  corre la t ions  (only 

2 were not s ignif icant)  reported a t  the  top of TaWe 12-2 is counter t o  our 

operating hypothesis. 
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Table 12-2 goes about here 
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The strongest corre la te  of household protection was home ownership. 

People who owned the i r  own homes were more inclined to  i n s t a l l  specia l  

locks and bars, ref lect ing t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  make such physical modifica- 

tions. However, they also were more l i ke ly  t o  mark t h e i r  valuables with 

an identifying number, and to take specia l  precautions when they were away 

from home. Theft insurance was more common among homeowners a s  w e l l .  

Less than half of renters  reported having t h e f t  insurance, while 90 per-

cent of homeowners carried such pol ic ies .  This may be i n  p a r t  due t o  the  



TABLE 12-2 


VULNERABILITY, CRIME CONDITIONS, AND HOUSEHOLD PROTECTION 


Correlat ion with Household Protec t ion  Measures: 

Vulnerabi l i ty  Locks and Mark Theft  Survei l lance
and Bars Property Insurance S c a l e

Crime Conditions 

Vulnerabi l i ty  

Black 

Low Income 

Renter 

Mu1ti-Unit 
Building 

Crime Conditions 

Burglary a 
Problem 

Know Local 

Burglary Victim 


Was Burglarized 


NOTE: 	 Number of cases  ranges from 1286 t o  1337. N o  en t ry  i n d i c a t e s  
corre la t ion  (Gamma) not  s i g n i f i c a n t  ( p > . 0 5 ) .  

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 



requirement by mortgage companies tha t  borrowers insure t h e i r  homes, 

fo r  t h e s e  po l i c ies  usually include t h e f t  coverage. The extremely high 

cor re la t ion  (Gamma = +.82) between ownership and insurance probably is an 

a t t r i b u t e  of the  home-ownership process, more than reaction t o  crime. 

O f  a l l  four measures, household protect ion was more extensive among 

those with higher incomes. About 26 percent of those i n  t h e  lowest in- 

come group reported engraving ident i fy ing numbers on t h e i r  valuables,  

compared t o  over 40 percent fo r  those earning $20,000 per year o r  more. 

Families with higher incomes were only s l i g h t l y  more l i k e l y  t o  repor t  

having specia l  locks o r  bars on t h e i r  windows. Theft insurance was more 

popular among upper-income c i t y  res idents .  Some of t h i s  w a s  due t o  t h e i r  

higher r a t e  of home ownership, but  even among ren te r s  the  c o r r e l a t i o n  

(Gamma) between income and having insurance was +.31. Blacks and people 

who l i v e d  i n  l a rge r  buildings a l s o  were less l i k e l y  t o  take most of these  

measures. Oscar Newman (1972), Jane Jacobs (1962) and o t h e r s  have ex-

plored the  d i f f i c u l t i e s  involved i n  encouraging a sense of r e s p o n s i b i l i t y  

fo r  t h e  tmmediate environment among res iden t s  of large  buildfngs. If 

res idents  of single-family homes are more e a s i l y  integrated i n t o  t h e i r  

neighborhood, w e  would expect them t o  be more involved i n  those  cooper- 

a t i v e  enterprises.  While res idents  of l a r g e  buildings were expected t o  

make l e s s  use of surveil lance s t r a t e g i e s ,  the  consis tent ly  negative cor-

re la t ions  reported i n  Table 12-2 ind ica te  t h a t  the  dominant theme des- 

cribing the  s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  i n  these  th ree  c i t i e s  is t h a t  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  

and household protect ion are b v e r s e l y  re la ted .  

Most of these  f indings are a t  odds with our expectations with regard 



to  the  relat ionship between vulnerabil i ty and household protection. 

In some cases t h i s  may be due to  the ro l e  of resources i n  t h e  a b i l i t y  

of fami l ies  t o  adopt these tact ics .  In  Portland, protective devices were 

purchased more often by upper-income homeowners than by lower-income 

renters .  Furstenberg (1972) reported similar findings i n  Baltimore. 

He suggested t ha t  t h i s  is because the well-to-do have more money to in- 

vest i n  locks, bars, and valuable property, and they are more able  to 

purchase insurance. The differences between the  r i ch  and t h e  poor i n  

t h i s  regard thus may be due not t o  motive, but t o  a b i l i t y  t o  pay. 

Higher-income, home-owning families seemingly have the wherewithal, lcnow-

ledge, and a b i l i t y  t o  control t h e i r  own lifespace,necessary t o  take advan- 

tage of devices, programs, neighbors, public resources, and insurance 

programs which insula te  them from burglary and i t s  consequences. The 

multivariate analysis  presented demonstrates how economic f ac to r s  domin- 

a t e  almost a l l  other determinants of protective ac t iv i ty ,  and how some 

s l i gh t  but s t i l l  posit tve crime-related corre la tes  of household protec- 

t ion a l l  but vanish. 

The d i s t r ibu t ion  of these protective measures across t h e  t en  study 

neighborhoods t e l l s  the  same story. With the  exception of t h e  frequency 

with which locks and bars were ins ta l l ed  (which w i l l  be examined below), 

a l l  of the s ignif icant  neighborhood-level correlat ions described negative 

vulnerability-action relationships. For example, the cor re la t ion  between 

the  proportion of those i n  an area l iv ing  i n  apartment buildings and the 

frequency of surveil lance e f fo r t s  there  was 0.56. In  places where more 

households were vulnerable t o  property crime, fewer did anything about it. 



Table 12-2 also describes the relationship between measures of 


protective effort and the extent to which property crime touched the lives 


of our respondents. Three indicators reflecting crime conditions and 


events are employed there: ratings of the seriousness of neighborhood 


problems, whether the respondent knew a local burglary victim, and if 


the household had been burglarized "in the past two years." 


Data from these cities indicate that local crime conditions had a 

substantial impact on only one form of household protection, the instal- 

lation of special locks and window bars. Locks and bars also were the 

only protective measures which were strongly and positively related to 

the incidence of crime problems and burglary victimization at the 

nedghborhood level. This form of target-hardening was most frequently 

employed in Woodlawn (61 percent of households) and least often in the 

neighborhoods in Philadelphia (43 percent in each of them). There was a 

weaker tendency for people in more burglary-plagued cornunities to report 

taking surveillance measures when they were away from home. Otherwise, 

neighborhood-level correlations and the figures in Table 12-2 are most 

impressive in their documentation of the limited relationship between 

neighborhood conditions, as experienced by our respondents, and their 

propensity to take measures to protect their homes. 

The most substantial relationships among this set are those between 


reports of behavior and knowledge of local burglary victims. Such in- 


direct experience with crime was quite common in our three cities, more 


common even than the perception that burglary was a "big problem" in the 


community. What is surprising in Table 12-2 is that this factor outshines 




even personal  d i r e c t  experience with buxglary. Table 12-2 shows only 

weak re la t ionsh ips  between repor t s  of being victimized i n  the l a s t  two 

years and protect ive behavior. About seven percent more v ic t ims than 

non-victims reported having spec ia l  p ro tec t ive  devices on their windows, 

and taking c e r t a i n  s t eps  t o  provide f o r  the  protect ion of their home 

while absent  was s l i g h t l y  more common among those who had been victimized, 

Victims of burglary were s l i g h t l y  -l e s s  l i k e l y  than o thers  to  have t h e f t  

insurance. 

It is somewhat surpr is ing  t h a t  t h e r e  is not  a s tronger r e l a t ionsh ip  

between pas t  vict imizat ion and these types of property protect ion.  Part 

of t h e  problem may be the  qua l i ty  of t h e  measure of vict imizat ion.  T h i s  

survey was not  designed t o  measure v ic t imizat ion  with the  same precision 

as those  which were undertaken by the  Census Bureau. It does not dis- 

t inguish  among types of burglar ies  o r  t o  i d e n t i f y  attempted ra ther  than 

successful  crime. Respondents answering af f i rmat ive ly  t o  inqu i r i e s  abou t  

someone t ry ing t o  break in to  t h e i r  home may be  reca l l ing  burglar ies  which 

were f o i l e d  by exis t ing  secur i ty  measures. The survey doubt less  picked 

up cases where burglars  broke i n t o  a garage and made off  with property 

which would not normally be protected by the  measures shown i n  Table 

12-2. F inal ly ,  t h e  burglary v ic t imizat ion  question asked about  a two-year 

reference period, and thus  included events from the  past  which may not be 

well-recalled by respondents. They a l s o  may r e f e r  t o  b u r g l a r i e s  of pre-

vious residences. 



Neighborhood Integration and Household Protection 

There was one addit ional  c l u s t e r  of f ac to r s  which f a c i l i t a t e d  

household protect ive a c t i v i t y  i n  these three c i t i e s :  the  ex ten t  t o  which 

people were l inked t o  t h e i r  neighborhood and i ts soc ia l  networks. On most 

measures of household protection those who were more heavily in tegra ted  

i n t o  the l o c a l  soc ia l  stream and those who were committed, long-term 

res iden t s  of the  area were more involved i n  anti-crime a c t i v i t y .  

The e f fec t  of t h i s  in tegra t ion can bes t  be seen i n  neighborhood- 

l e v e l  data. Figure 12-1 depicts  the  re la t ionship  between measures of 

s o c i a l  t i e s  i n  the  community and survei l lance  a c t i v i t y  scores,  averaged f o r  

Figure 12-1 goes about here 

----_cc------------------------


each of the ten t a rge t  neighborhoods. I n  places where people knew more 

neighborhood youths, thought i t  easy t o  recognize strangers,  and f e l t  a 

par t  of t h e i r  community, they were more l i k e l y  t o  score toward the  higher 

reaches of our surveil lance scale.  The corre la t ion  between t h e  two 

measures was +.63. The graph i s  anchored a t  the  bottom by San Francisco's 

Mission d i s t r i c t ,  an extremely heterogeneous t r a n s i t i o n a l  a r e a  on t h e  very 

edge of the  downtown, made up of l a r g e  apartment buildings. People i n  

The Mission understood t h e i r  c o l l e c t i v e  p l igh t .  A t  a block club meeting 

there our f i e l d  observer noted the  following conversation: 

(Pl) :  I f  we a l l  got together then w e  could make a 

difference.  

(P2): Yes, and t h a t ' s  the  reason t h a t  we have so many 

problems. W e  allow ourselves t o  be bul l ied  around. C r i m e  
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FIGURE 12-1 

NElGHBORHOOD INTEGRATION AND SURVEILLANCE : 
EFFORTS, BY NElGHBORHOOD 
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has been here since Year One. And we allow ourselves to  

be taken advantage of .  That i s  the  reason why t h e r e  i s  so 

much crime. They know t h a t  w e  a r e  not going to  g e t  involved. 

They know tha t  i f  we  see someone walking in to  our neighbor's 

garage we  w i l l  c lose our shade and say t o  ourselves,  ' t ha t  

i s  not my business.' (Mission fn  1517-April, 1977) 

On t h e  other extreme l i e s  South Philadelphia, a s t a b l e  white e thnic  

community, a s imilar  area i n  Chicago (Back-of-the-Yards), and our two 

most middle-class Black neighborhoods, Logan and West Philadelphia. 

The individual-level re la t ionships  between those f a c t o r s  a r e  less 

dramatic. Both soc ia l  and r e s i d e n t i a l  ties were strongly re la ted  t o  

the d i s t r i b u t i o n  of insurance covering t h e f t  o r  vandalism, and they 

were moderately correlated with individual  scores on our survei l lance  

scale. People report ing stronger soc ia l  ties were more l i k e l y  t o  have 

part icipated i n  property marking campaigns. Stronger r e s i d e n t i a l  t ies  

were linked t o  property marking and target-hardening. A l l  of these 

corre la t ions  a re  presented i n  Table 12-3, 

.................................. 

Table 12-3 goes about here 

.................................... 

How neighborhood t i e s  f a c i l i t a t e  surveil lance a c t i v i t i e s  i n  

par t icular  is of considerable theore t i ca l  and policy i n t e r e s t .  

Surveillance s t r a t e g i e s  mostly depend upon the  cooperation of neighbors 

and bystanders. It may require some acquaintance and the  development of 

trust: before mutual ass is tance  pac t s  can be worked out between neighbors. 

Surveillance e f f o r t s  depend to  some degree upon the wi l l ingness  of 

neighbors and bystanders to  intervene i n  suspicious s i tua t ions .  
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TABLE 12-3 

NEIGHBORHOOD LINKAGES AND HOUSEHOLD PROTECTION 

Correlation with Household Protection Measures: 

Netghborhood Locks and Mark Theft Surveillance 

Linkages Bars Property Insurance Scale 


Social t i e s  

Residential t i e s  .15 .12 .59 .14 

NOTE: N of cases about 1312. No entry indicates correlation (Gamma) not significant (p) .05) .  

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 



Suspiciousness itself depends upon the extent of mutual recognition 


among neighbors and the development of locally shared norms of appropriate 


and inappropriate conduct. Because so much crime is perpetrated by youths, 


recognizing them and being able to identify their position in the web af 


local kinship also has important implications for social control. 


A woman in The Mission noted to one of our field interviewers: 


I know all the kids who steal around here ..... 
For instance, they robbed some things from the 

man next door. I know they did it. And I am 

going to tell them to give it all back. They 

shouldn't have done it, He is a nice old man 

and doesn't hurt anybody. So there was no 

reason for doing it. (Mission fn 1574-June, 1977) 

Finally neighborhood integration has important consequences for 


the effectiveness of programs and the implementation of crime prevention 


activities like Operation Identification. Not suprisingly, the extent 


to which our respondents were integrated into the community proved to be 


tenaciously linked to surveillance efforts and participation in property 


marking programs when we evaluated the joint predictive power of our 


indicators. 


Smary Analysis 


Thus far this analysis has turned up several quire unexpected 


findings with regard to the relationship between the extent of household 


protective measures and indicators of vulnerability to crime and the 


extent of neighborhood crime problems. The facilitative role of neigh- 


borhood integration, on other hand, is clear and consistent with past 


research. 




A s  previous chapters  have ind ica t ed ,  a l l  of these  f a c t o r s  a r e  r e l a t e d  

t o  one another  as well  as t o  t h e s e  r e p o r t s  of p ro t ec t ive  behavior .  

This complicates any simple i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of many of t hese  b i v a r i a t e  

cor re la t ions .  Crime problems tend t o  be  lower f o r  groups (and neighbor- 

hoods) where r e s i d e n t i a l  and s o c i a l  t i e s  a r e  s t rong;  bu rg la ry  problems 

a r e  widespread, s t r i k i n g  across  a l l  income groups; those who own t h e i r  

own home tend t o  r epo r t  many o t h e r  t i e s  t o  t h e i r  community as well .  

I n  order  t o  untangle these e f f e c t s ,  we turned t o  r e g r e s s i o n  ana lys i s  

t o  eva lua te  t he  independent l i n e a r  e f f e c t s  of  each of t h e  c l u s t e r s  of 

va r i ab l e s  considered here. As i n  previous chapters ,  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  was 

conducted using summary i n d i c a t o r s  fo r  each conceptual c l u s t e r . '  

Additive s c a l e s  were c rea ted  which combined indiv idua l  measures. In  

each c a s e  t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  were scored so t h a t  they "went together1 '  i n  

cumulative fashion and took equal  weight i n  t h e  summary s c a l e s .  A 

comparison of t he  e f f e c t s  of t h e  aggregated and disaggregated i n d i c a t o r s  

suggested t h a t  w e  d id  t h i s  at l i t t l e  c o s t  t o  t h e  explanatory power of t h e  

da ta ,  and t h a t  it  does not  lead  us  a s t r a y  i n  any subs tan t ive  fashion. 

Table 12-4 goes about he re  

.................................. 

Table 12-4 documents t h e  r e s u l t s  of those  ana lyses  f o r  each of t h e  

p r o t e c t i v e  measures being evaluated here .  These f i gu res  suppor t  the 

conclusions suggested by t h e  t a b u l a t i o n s  presented above. In every c a s e ,  

more vulnerable  households d id  less than  most i n  response t o  t h e  t h r e a t  

of crime. Table 12-4 r epor t s  t h e  e f f e c t s  of two measures of  v u l n e r a b i l i t y :  
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TABLE 12-4 


EFFECTS OF VULNERABILITY, STATUS, INTEGRATION AND CRIME CONDITIONS 

ON HOUSEHOLD PROTECTIVE BEHAVIORS 


Househo I d  
P r o t e c t i v e  Independent 
Measure Variables  

Engrave Valuables 

Household Vulnerabi l i ty  
Household S ta tus  
In t eg ra t ion  (Social)  
Crime Conditions 

I n s t a l l  Locks and Bars 

Household Vulnerabi l i ty  
Household S ta tus  
In t eg ra t ion  (Social)  
Crime Conditions 

Carry Theft  Insurance 

Bousehold Vulnerabi l i ty  
Household S ta tus  
In t eg ra t ion  (Social)  
Crime Conditions 

Surve i l lance  Scale 
Household Vu lne rab i l i t y  
Household S t a t u s  
I n t e g r a t i o n  (Social)  
Crime Conditions 

Standardized 
Regression (Sig. I?,) 
Coeff ic ien t  

-.03 ( .41-NS) 
.OS ( .ll-NS) 
.10 (.01) .00 ( -87-NS) 

-.06 

.16 
-16 

-04 

NOTE: 	 Regressions use  only cases  wi th  complete d a t a  f o r  a l l  i nd i ca to r s .  
Sununary i n d i c e s  a r e  summed standard sco res  of sets of i nd iv idua l  
measures. 

SOURCE: Computed f r o m  combined city-wide surveys. 
I 



household vulnerabi l i ty  (s ize  and ownership) and household s t a t u s  (race 

and income). Even control l ing f o r  other fac tors ,  owners, whites,  higher- 

income families, and those who l ived i n  single-family homes d i d  the 

most t o  protec t  themselves from property crime. The most consis tent ly  

s ign i f i can t  e f f e c t s  s m a r i z e d , i n  Table 12-4 a r e  those of in tegra t ion.  

Only our measure of sua ia l  ties i s  employed here,for  r e s i d e n t i a l  

in tegra t ion  was too closely a l l i e d  with home ownership. I n  every case, 

persons who were closely t i ed  t o  the l o c a l  s o c i a l  system w e r e  more l i k e l y  

to do th ings  t o  protect  t h e i r  home. Neighborhood ties were s t rongly  

re la ted  t o  surveil lance e f fo r t s ,  and were the  bes t  (and only s igni f icant )  

predictor  of property marking. Property marking generally is a program- 

matic a c t i v i t y  encouraged by group meetings and door-to-door v i s i t s ,  and 

may even involve neighbors get t ing  together t o  engrave numbers on t h e i r  

valuables. The weakest and most inconsis tent  e f f e c t s  here are those 

a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  crime conditions, a measure combining r a t i n g s  of burglary 

problems, knowledge of victims, and vict imikation experience. A s  i n  t h e  

b iva r ia te  case, crime conditions were s ign i f i can t  predic tors  of behavior 

i n  only one domain--target hardening. 

This research suggests tha t  an economic and soc ia l  model of household 

protection provides a b e t t e r  explanation f o r  how people r e a c t  t o  property 

crime than does an "environmental threat"  o r  "concern about vict imizationf '  

approach t o  the  problem. Effor ts  t o  protec t  home and property a r e  a 

function of one's economic investment i n  the community and depth of 

socia l  involvement there. Whatever the  payoffs of those e f f o r t s ,  they 

were reaped by the  re la t ive ly  well-to-do, and the  less vulnerable. 



CHAPTER THIRTEEN 

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT 

Introduction 

Unti l  now we have only examined actions which individuals and house- 

holds rake to reduce t he i r  o m  chances of being victimized. The pre- 

cautionary s t ra teg ies  we reviewed limited personal r i s k  by putt ing dis tance 

between people and neighborhood toughs. The surveillance and target- 

hardening measures t ha t  respondents t o  these surveys reported adopting to 

deter burglars probably would have benefited only themselves. In  e i t h e r  case, 

potential  offenders presumably still would have been a t  l a rge ,  foraging 

for  other and l e s s  wary targets.  

A s  a resu l t ,  it i s  useful to  think of those as  protect ive  as  opposed 

to preventive actions. The i s sue  i s  not one of the motive of the pa r t i e s  

involved, but of the generali ty of the  consequences at tendant to  t h e i r  

action, Preventive e f fo r t s  i dea l l y  would have the e f f ec t  of stopping 

crime from occurring, o r  of incapacitat ing offenders who otherwise would 

carry on the i r  predations somewhere else.  They serve t o  reduce the  over- 

a l l  crime ra te .  Protective e f fo r t s ,  on the other hand, benef i t  only those 

who adopt them. They reduce (perhaps) t he i r  chances of vict imization,  but 

may simply displace offenses somewhere e l s e  (cf Schneides and Schneider, 

1977). 

While not a l l  act ions taken by individuals have only protect ive  

consequences, the principal  mechanism f o r  preventive a c t i v i t y  i s  group 

action. Be they formal o r  informal, highly organized o r  spontaneous 

and amorphous, groups can mount e f f o r t s  which have general a s  opposed 



t o  p a r t i c u l a r i s t i c  consequences f o r  a community. Many of t h e s e  involve 

s u r v e i l l a n c e  a c t i v i t i e s ,  including c i t i z e n  p a t r o l s  and block watch 

programs. Other group e f f o r t s  a r e  designed t o  f a c i l i t a t e  cr ime r epor t ing  

and i n c r e a s e  the  chances t h a t  of fenders  w i l l  b e  apprehended, including 

Whis t les top  and property-marking e f f o r t s .  Perhaps more "fundamental" t o  

the r educ t ion  of crime a r e  programs aimed a t  p raper ly  s o c i a l i z i n g  youths 

and channel ing t h e i r  energ ies  i n t o  productive ( o r  at l e a s t  harmless) 

a c t i v i t i e s .  

T h i s  chapter  examines p a t t e r n s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  organiza t ions  

which do something about crime. Our i n t e r e s t  i n  t hese  a c t i v i t i e s  i s  

tha t  t h e y  a r e  done by o r  through groups, r a t h e r  than by ind iv idua l s  o r  

fami l ies .  Some group-based programs have p ro t ec t ive  outcomes f o r  

i nd iv idua l  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  of course. Neighborhood o rgan iza t ions  o f t en  

promote property marking, an e f f o r t  b i l l e d  as e f f e c t i v e  a t  reducing 

v i c t imiza t ion  through the  d e t e r r e n t  e f f e c t s  of d i sp lay ing  a s i g n  

i n d i c a t i n g  t h a t  one's va luables  have been branded. A s  p a r t  o f  the  

C i t i zen  Safety P ro j ec t  i n  San Francisco,block c lubs  were formed a s  a 

v e h i c l e  f o r  spreading the  gospel about s t e p s  i nd iv idua l s  could take t o  

p r o t e c t  themselves and t h e i r  property ( S i l b e r t ,  e t .  a l ,  1978).  However, 

by taking a  s p a t i a l  focus f o r  t hese  organizing e f f o r t s ,  and by  

channeling t h e i r  energy i n t o  reducing t h e  chances of o t h e r s  be ing  

vict imized,  t hese  were prevent ive e f f o r t s  on t h e  p a r t  o f  o rgan iza t iona l  

pa r t i c fpan t s ,  even i f  f o r  t h e i r  c l i e n t s  tak ing  these  a c t i o n s  had only 

ind iv idua l  bene f i t s .  

This a n a l y s i s  follows l i n e s  of e a r l i e r  research  and t h e  general  

operat ing model sketched i n  t h e  f i r s t  chapter .  Thus i t  dwel l s  on the 



effects of victimization, personal vulnerability, community conditions, 


neighborhood integration, and fear of crime. However, there are reasons 


to suspect that general personal and environmental "pressures" will not 


go very far toward understanding participation in collective efforts to 


battle crime. First, those pressures are likely to be contradictory. 


Chapter Six documents that neighborhoods where residents share strong 


residential and social ties enjoy lower levels of crime and disorder, 


although one would expect each of those factors to be positively related 


to participation in anti-crime efforts. Second, severe crime problems 


may engender suspicion, distrust, detachment, and even mutual fear among 


cwrmunfty members, factors that do not seem propitious for organizing 


them for collective efforts. Finally, an analysis of participation in 


organizations that have taken on crime as an agenda item enters the 


world of organizational as well as individual decision-making. In the 


field interviews conducted in target neighborhoods in these three cities 


we found that few organizations were exclusively concerned with crime 


problems, and that few were formed around the crime issue (Podolefsky, 


et .  al., 1980). Rather, leaders of existing organizations decided to 

assume a crime-fighting stance of one kind or another, and encouraged 


involvement among their members on this issue, Because "people join 


groups," while "groups take on crime," involvement of the sort we will be 


examining here reflects in large degree "joining" rather than "crime 


fighting" predispositions. These often are not congruent with the 


factors that have been identified as relevant to understanding 


victimization and fear. 




Levels of Participation 


Dubow and Podolefsky offer a useful definition of collective 


responses to crime: 


A collective response to crime is an activity 


in which unrelated individuals act jointly to 

k 

'do something about crime. ' The collective 

quality of the response may involve a large or 

small number of people, may be highly organized 

or spontaneous and informal. Some 'collective' 

responses can only be accomplished in cooperation 

with others such as neighborhood surveillance 

programs, while others involve activities that 

individuals could also undertake on their own, 

such as engraving property (DuBow and Podolefsky, 

197R:ll. 

This definition focuses upon .the collective (multi-person) aspect 

of activity rather than upon what people in particular do, recognizing 

the complexity of categorizing activities by some standard regarding 

whether or not they "could be done" alone as well as in groups. In our 

surveys it was apparent that what groups did about crime was extremely 

varied. Some attempted to facilitate property marking, others patrolled 

their community watching for infractions, pursued housing programs, and 

provided recreation, instruction, or employment for local children. 

Residents quizzed in our surveys reported that a large majority of the 

groups active in the neighborhoods of these three cities sponsored some 

activity or program targeted at crime. 



In  o r d e r  t o  a s se s s  pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  these  organiza t ions  each survey 

xespondent was questioned about t h e i r  involvement i n  l o c a l  c i v i c  l i f e .  They 

were a sked  f i r s t  i f  they knew of any community groups o r  organiza t ions  i n  

t h e i r  neighborhood (44 percent  d id) .  Then they were asked i f  they  ever  were 

involved i n  any of them (47 percent of t h a t  number had been) ,  and i f  they  

had been we recorded the  name of t h e  group. They were asked f o r  these 

d e t a i l s  f o r  up t o  t h ree  groups. About three-quarters  of those  who 

mentioned any group named only one group. For each named group they were 

then asked i f  i t  had "ever t r i e d  t o  do anything about crime" i n  t he  neigh- 

borhood. Tf any of them had, t h a t  respondent w a s  c l a s s i f i e d  as "involved 

i n  a neighborhood anti-crime group"; i n  a l l ,  13.5 percent  f e l l  i n  t h a t  

category. This is  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  higher  than  l e v e l s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  un- 

cwered  i n  a s ta tewide  survey i n  Maryland, which revealed t h a t  3 percent  

of respondents had joined i n  a group t o  he lp  cope with t h e  cr ime problem 

i n  t h e i r  neighborhood (Nehnvajsa and Kare l i t z ,  1977). On t h e  o t h e r  hand, 

O'Neills (1977) survey in Chicago revealed a f i g u r e  q u i t e  comparable t o  

ours;  about 35 percent  of h i s  respondents repor ted  being involved i n  a 

neighborhood group, and 17 percent were involved i n  groups t h a t  were doing  

something about crime. Residents of our  t h r e e  c i t i e s  were moderately 

d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  by t h i s  measure. Chicagoans scored the  h i g h e s t ,  with 1 7  

percent r e g i s t e r i n g  some involvement i n  groups mounting ant i -cr ime e f f o r t s .  

Phi ladelphians w e r e  next  a t  12  percent ,  and San Franciscans a t  t h e  bottom 

with 11 percent.  Chicago's long t r a d i t i o n  of community o rgan iza t ion  around 

i s sues  of every type w a s  reaffirmed here.  



There a r e  severa l  substant ive impl ica t ions  of t he  procedure w e  followed 

which should be  noted. F i r s t ,  "involvement" (not  "membership") w a s  def ined 

by the  respondent,  and doubtless  var ied  i n  type and in t ens i ty .  Second, an 

"organization" w a s  a group with a name; i t s  name affirmed its formal s t a t u s .  

Third, r e s i d e n t s  were asked only about neighborhood organiza t ions ,  not 

na t iona l  o r  city-wide bodies. Their  responses thus  doubtless  underest imate 

frequency of o v e r a l l  o rganiza t iona l  involvement by ou r  respondents.  However, 

i n  t h i s  ca se  neighborhood-based a c t i v i t y  may be  by f a r  t he  most s i g n i f i c a n t  

form of group ac t ion .  There has been some programmatic a c t i v i t y  dealing w i t h  

t h e  reduct ion  of crime and f e a r  i n  commercial and i n d u s t r i a l  sites, c e n t r a l  

business  d i s t r i c t s ,  and workplaces. Action programs have been combined with 

a considerable  amount of research on the problems of crime and f e a r  i n  

schools and i n  e l d e r l y  and publ ic-assis tance group housing. B u t  imp l i c i t  

i n  most of  t h e  programs, research and theory on v ic t imiza t ion  and f ea r  is 

t h a t  r e s i d e n t i a l  neighborhoods a r e  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  a renas  i n  which t h e  b a t t l e  

aga ins t  crime must be  fought and won. Most people spend a g r e a t  d e a l  of 

time i n  t h e i r  neighborhood, and events  i n  t h e  a r ea  th rea t en  themselves, 

t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  and f r iends .  C r i m e  a l s o  th rea t ens  t h e i r  economic s take  i n  

t h e  community, and t h e i r  hopes f o r  i ts  fu tu re .  I n  c i t i e s  plagued by dis- 

investment, decay, and t h e  f l i g h t  o f  those who a r e  a b l e  t o  t h e  suburbs, the 

sum of these t h r e a t s  can b e  d i s a s t e r .  Much of the blame f o r  t h e  abandonment 

of c e n t r a l  c i t i e s  has  been l a i d  a t  t h e  door of c r imina l  d i sorder .  Feat o f  

crime, and the  i n a b i l i t y  of  c i t i z e n s  t o  do anything about the  problem, a r e  



numbered among the causes of both more crime and more decay. 

On t h e  other side, most ideas  about the  causes of crime a l s o  imply 

neighborhood-based action. Blocked economic opportunity, the decl ine  of 

informal mechanisms of soc ia l  control ,  the  development of d isaf fec ted  sub- 

cultures,  and other explanations f o r  the  persistence of crime a l l  contain 

important t e r r i t o r i a l  features.  Also, most o f f i c i a l  da ta  on crime a r e  col- 

lected t o  represent t e r r i t o r i a l  un i t s ,  and t h i s  shapes both t h e  ideas  

about t h e  genesis of disorder and how w e  can map our progress i n  dealing 

with it. 

In t h e  remainder of t h i s  chapter we w i l l  use t h i s  measure of neighbor- 

hood c i v i c  involvement t o  probe pa t t e rns  of co l l ec t ive  a c t i v i t y  agains t  

crime. 

Neighborhood Conditions, Fear of C r i m e ,  and Par t i c ipa t ion  

It would be easy t o  assume t h a t  pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  c o l l e c t i v e  e f f o r t s  

t o  combat crime is  higher f o r  persons who perceive crime t o  b e  a major 

l o c a l  problem, o r  f o r  whom l o c a l  t rends seem to  be i n  t h e  d i rec t ion  df 

neighborhood deter iora t ion.  Surprisingly,  evidence concerning t h i s  i s  

inconclusive. Kim (1976) found t h a t  i n  Hartford people who were worried 

about property crime were somewhat more . l ike ly  t o  ask t h e i r  neighbors t o  

watch t h e i r  homes when they were away, and that  f e a r s  and assessments 

of many kinds of crime r i s k s  w e r e  r e l a ted  to  attendance at crime prevention 

meetings there. Yaden (1973) noted t h a t  23 percent of t h e  respondents i n  

a Portland survey who perceived high r i s k  of being robbed a l s o  reported 



get t ing  t o g e t h e r  with t h e i r  neighbors about crime, while t he  comparable 

f igure  f o r  those perceiving low r i s k  was only  9 percent .  I n  the survey of 

t h e  Chicago metropolitan a rea  t h a t  has  been used i n  previous chap te r s ,  

Lavrakas and Herz (1979) found t h a t  attendance a t  crime-prevention meetings 

was p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t ed  t o  percept ions of s i g n i f i c a n t  crime and d isorder  

problems i n  t h e  a rea ,  and t o  higher l e v e l s  of perceived r i s k  o f  personal 

v ic t imiza t ion .  However, i n  an ana lys i s  of survey d a t a  on p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  

neighborhood anti-crime programs i n  Chicago, Baumer and W o w  (1977) found 

no d i f f e rences  between p a r t i c i p a n t s  and nonpar t ic ipants  on a h o s t  of 

measures of percept ions of crime problems. Maxfield (1977) uncovered no 

d i f f e rences  between a t t ende r s  and nonat tenders  of anti-crime meetings i n  

Portland and Cinc innat i  i n  terms of t h e i r  assessments of neighborhood 

safety.  

The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between neighborhood condi t ions ,  fear, and c o l l e c t i v e  

involvement appears  t o  be complex. There a r e  fundamentally c o n f l i c t i n g  

t h e o r e t i c a l  pos i t i ons  regarding the  impact of crime upon the  a b i l i t y  of 

neighborhoods t o  support c o l l e c t i v e  e f f o r t s  on t h e  i ssue .  One view, tha t  

of Durkheim, is t h a t  communities faced with crime problems should spawn 

c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  as a response t o  t h a t  stress. From t h i s  perspec t ive  

crime de f ines  fox t h e  community t h e  l i m i t s  of  acceptab le  s o c i a l  behavior. 

When people s t e p  ou t s ide  of those l i m i t s  they  c l e a r l y  a r e  beyond t h e  pale. 

Crime he lps  c l a r i f y  f o r  t he  community what i ts  c e n t r a l  norms are; when 

those norms a r e  v i o l a t e d  it a c t s  t o  do something about t he  problem, 



and by intervening and identifying transgressors community solidarity around 


legitimate norms is enhanced. For "polite" society, the assessment that 


crime is a problem serves as a positive inducement for action. Intervention, 


involving varying levels of formal activity, restores, the social halance. 


This view of collective participation seems to be the "official" one. 


In a solicitation for proposals to receive grants to organize neighborhoods 


around the crime issue, the Law Enforcement Assistance Administration noted: 


Fear of crime can motivate citizens to interact with 


each other and engage in anti-crime efforts (1977: 5-8). 


However, it is just as likely that fear and crime problems are a d*fsike 


force, destroying the capacity of communities to mount collective efforts 


around almost any local problem. This is the more "modern" view of com- 


munity disorganization (Lewis, 1979; Conklin, 1975). From this. perspective 


crime generates suspicion and distrust. Neighborhood residents stay indoors 


and off the streets, reducing the amount of informal surveillance there, 


Using our measures, neighborhood social ties would decline. People fall 


back on webs of kinship for social support, xather than relying upon their 


relatively unknown neighbors. Crime in their midst undermines people's 


confidence that there are locally shared norms. When they withdraw from 


public life, distance themselves from other community members, and lose 


faith in the moral consensus, public places fall under control of potential 

\ 

predators. In this view, crime begets crime, following a vicious spiral, 


and fear is incapacitating. 


It is also not: certain that being personally involved in crime should 


stimulate victims in collective activities relevant to their experiences. 




C r h e  has atomizing e f f e c t s  upon indikiduals .  and houspholds.. The 

d i r e c t  consequences of v i c t imiza t ion  a r e  f e l t  by ind iv idua ls ,  n o t  the  

c o l l e c t i v i t y .  There may be a tendency by v ic t ims  t o  withdraw from public 

l i f e  and t o  become suspicious and d i s t r u s t f u l  of o t h e r s  a s  a r e s u l t  of  t h e i r  

exper ience  (LeJeune and Alex, 1973). There i s  specula t ion  t h a t  other  people  

may shun vict ims,  sensing t h e i r  "spoiled i d e n t i t y "  and wishing t o  d i s a s s o c i a t e  

themselves from suf fer ing .  E s ~ c ~ l o g i s t shave uncovered a r e l a t e d  phenomenon 

t h a t  they  c a l l  "blaming the  victim." A s  a r e s u l t ,  crime may undermine com- 

munity cohesion and weaken its su rve i l l ance  and in t e rven t ion  capac i ty ,  

c r e a t i n g  the  condit ions f o r  even higher  r a t e s  of v i c t imiza t ion  i n  the f u t u r e  

(Conklin, 1975; McIntyre, 1967). 

There thus  are s u b s t a n t i a l  reasons t o  expect e i t h e r  t h a t  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

and assessments of l o c a l  condi t ions s t imula te  o r  depress  l e v e l s  of involve-

ment i n  neighborhood a c t i v i t i e s ,  and i t  is  uncer ta in  which tendency pre- 

dominates. The i s s u e  is  f u r t h e r  confused by t h e  probable r e c i p r o c a l  e f f e c t s  

of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  on these  "causal" var iab les .  While f e a r  and l o c a l  

condi t ions  may o r  may no t  d r i v e  people t o  ac t ion ,  t h a t  ac t ion  a l s o  may h a v e  

consequences f o r  t h e i r  fears and percept ions.  Again, one 's  expec ta t ions  

with regard t o  t hese  e f f e c t s  a r e  cont rad ic tory  as w e l l .  On t h e  one hand, 

joining with o t h e r s  t o  take  a c t i o n  with regard t o  community problems may 

enhance c f . tTz~s . '  morale and t h e i r  sense of e f f i c a c y  with regard  t o  those 

problems, bu t  on t h e  o t h e r  they may l e a r n  enough from t h a t  e f f o r t  to 

conclude t h a t  those problems a r e  more i n t r a c t a b l e  than they previously 

suspected. 

There is sugges t ive  evidence t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  organiza t ions  may 



promote a sense of e f f i cacy  with regard t o  crime on the  p a r t  o f  p a r t i c i p a n t s ,  

a p o s i t i v e  e f f e c t .  However, t h a t  e f f e c t  may a l s o  r e f l e c t  the  f a c t  t h a t  

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i s  a t t r a c t i v e  only t o  those who a l ready  th ink  t h a t  they can 

"make a d i f f e rence , "  a se l ec t ion  a r t i f a c t .  Meetings may be  devoted t o  

p r e s e n t a t i o n s  about new crime prevention programs, s t r a t e g y  s e s s i o n s  by 

pro jec t  o rgan ize r s ,  handbi l l  preparat ion and o r  envelope s t u f f i n g .  The 

sheer sense of a c t i v i t y  aimed a t  t h e  problem may enhance the  f e e l i n g  by 

p a r t i c i p a n t s  t h a t  something can be  done about crime. Cohn, Kidder and 

Harvey (1979) found t h a t  people who were involved i n  a community 

organiza t ion  f e l t  more con t ro l  over  crime and reported less f e a r  of cr ime 

than d id  non-participants.  They a l s o  discovered t h a t  women who took a 

self-defense t r a i n i n g  course gained a g r e a t e r  sense  of c o n t r o l  over e v e n t s  

and repor ted  less f e a r  of crime a s  a r e s u l t .  T h i s  th ree-c i ty  survey found 

t h a t  p a r t i c i p a n t s  i n  organizat ions doing something concerning crime w e r e  

more l i k e l y  t o  be l i eve  t h a t  groups can make a d i f f e r e n c e  i n  reducing cr ime 

and t h a t  t h e  po l i ce  can reduce crime ( t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  was +.23). 

Organizat ional  a c t i v i s t s  genera l ly  f e e l  more e f f i cac ious  about t h e  t o p i c ,  

although t h e  d i r e c t i o n  of causa t ion  remains uncertain.  

On t h e  o the r  hand, observat ions of  those  meetings suggest  t h a t  t h i n g s  

t h a t  happen a t  them may promote f e a r  and enhance percept ions o f  crime and 

disorder .  One of t h e  most common f e a t u r e s  of a n  anti-crime meeting is  t h a t  

people spend a g r e a t  d e a l  of time r e l a t i n g  t a l e s  about v i c t imiza t ion  

experiences. People r epo r t  crime s t o r i e s  t o  o t h e r s  i n  a t tendance  i n  o r d e r  

t o  i l l u s t r a t e  t h e  t h r e a t  of crime i n  t h e i r  midst,  and t h e  n e c e s s i t y  f o r  

taking some ac t ion .  Our f i e l d  observa t ions  i l l u s t r a t e  t h i s  process .  A 

meeting of neighborhood s a f e t y  counc i l s  w i t h  a l o c a l  block c l u b  organized 



by the C i t i z e n s  Safety Pro jec t  i n  San Francisco w a s  cancel led because of a 

burg lary  a t  the  meeting s i t e .  People a r r i v i n g  t o  a t tend  that meeting l ea rned  

f i r s t -hand  about t he  crime problem i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. A t y p i c a l  i n c i d e n t  

w a s  r e l a t e d  a t  another block club meeting there :  

(PI )  	 Two times I got ripped of f !  The pol ice  s a i d  


they were 95 percent  sure of who d id  i t  but  


they couldn ' t  do anything about it. I was a t  


work when they came in... 


The same s o r t  o f  th ing  happened t o  m e  bu t  I 

I 

was home and t h e  guy ac ros s  t he  s t r e e t  saw 

what was happening. I f  t h e  neighbors know 

each o the r  then they can he lp  each o ther .  

(Mission f n  311202, January 19,  1977). 

The recounting of crime s t o r i e s  is a r egu la r  f e a t u r e  of community organiza t ion  

meetings, which may have the  e f f e c t  of enhancing the  f e a r s  of those  i n  

attendance. I n  the Chicago metropol i tan a rea ,  people who r e p o r t  involvement 

i n  c o l l e c t i v e  crime-prevention e f f o r t s  a r e  much more l i k e l y  t o  know people 

who have been vict imized by s t r e e t  crimes i n  t h e i r  neighborhood (Lavrakas and 

Herz, 1979). I n  t h i s  d a t a  t he  c o r r e l a t i o n  (Gamma) between p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and 

knowing a l o c a l  crime v ic t im was f . 4 0 .  Almost 75 percent  of t h o s e  ac t ive  i n  

a group t h a t  was doing something about neighborhood crime a l s o  knew a l o c a l  

victim. 

Based on t h i s  three-ci ty  da t a ,  the r e l a t i o n  between percept ions  of 

neighborhood problems o r  experience wi th  crime and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  groups 

attempting t o  do something about t h e  i s s u e  is not  very  s t rong.  The c o r r e l a t i o n  

(Gamma) between the  ex t en t  of crime and s o c i a l  o rde r  problems and repor t s  of  



such involvement was i n  t he  +.lo t o  +.I2 range. The s t ronges t  crime-related 

determinant  of organiza t iona l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was v i c t imiza t ion :  among those  

who r epor t ed  t h a t  t h e i r  household had been broken i n t o  wi th in  t h e  p a s t  two 

years 19 percent  were involved wi th  groups, while  only 12  percent  of those  

who did n o t  r epo r t  being burglar ized p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  crime-related organiza-

t ions.  These co r r e l a t ions  a r e  presented i n  Table 13-1. 

............................. 


Table 13-1 goes about here  

Fear of crime a l s o  was moderately r e l a t e d  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  l o c a l  groups, 

bu t  i n  t h e  opposi te  d i r ec t ion .  F i f t e e n  percent  of those i n  t h e  "safe" ca tegory  

reported such involvement, and only 10 percent  i n  the  "unsafe" group. Thus, 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was lower among those who f e l t  unsafe i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. 

These cont rad ic tory  f ind ings  do no t  c l e a r l y  support one o r  another  of  

t h e  arguments about t he  consequences of crime. P a r t i c i p a t i o n  is  h ighe r  among 

persons who be l i eve  t h e i r  neighborhood t o  b e  t roubled  and who have been 

vict imized,  which fol lows Durkheim's ana lys i s .  O n  the  o the r  hand, p a r t i c i p a -  

t i o n  is lowest among those whom d g h t  be c l a s s i f i e d  a s  ( r e l a t i v e l y )  " incapac i ta ted"  

by f ea r  o r  dr iven from community l i f e  by concern about t h e i r  s a f e t y ,  which 

follows Conklin. Chapter Seven repor ted  t h a t  f e a r  i s  p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  

assessments of neighborhood crime problems, which compounds the incons is tency  

of these f indings.  Below a r e  noted seve ra l  more important confounded r e l a t i o n -  

sh ips ,  a l l  of which po in t  t o  the  importance of a m u l t i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s i s  o f  t he  

da ta .  A mul t ip le  regress ion  a n a l y s i s  (not  shown) of t he  f e a r  and cr ime 



TABLE 13-1 


FEAR, NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME 

Measures of Fear 
and 

Conditions. 

Fear of Cr ime  

Major crime problems 

Social order problems 

Burglary victim 

Neighborhood getting worse 

CONDITIONS AND PARTICIPATION 

Correlation (Gamma) 
Wi.th. Crhe Organization 

Involvement (N) 

-.15 (1322) 

.10 (.I3411 

.12 (13481 

.25 (1351) 

-.14 (1196) 

NOTE: A l l  correlations significant (.p c.03 or better) .  

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys 



conditions indicators presented i n  Table 13-1 indicates  t h a t  only f e a r  and 

perceived neighborhood trends were independently re la ted  to  organizat ional  

involvement. Those who were l e s s  f e a r f u l  and who thought t h a t  condit ions i n  

the i r  l o c a l e  were get t ing  be t t e r  were more l i k e l y  t o  report  being involved i n  

a group t h a t  was doing something concerning crime, while measures of crime-

re la ted  conditions were otherwise unrelated to  par t ic ipat ion.  

In tegra t ion and Par t i c ipa t ion  

One of the most consistent  research f indings with respect  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

i n  co l l ec t ive  a c t i v i t i e s  i s  t h a t  those with f irmly entrenched s takes  i n  a 

community a r e  most l i k e l y  to  be involved i n  a va r ie ty  of l o c a l  group a c t i v i t i e s ,  

including those concerned with crime (Emmons, 1979; Wilson and Schneider, 1978; 

Abt Associates, 1977; Governor's Commission, 1976; Washnis, 1976). Some of 

those linkages a r e  concrete and economic, and involve home ownership and o the r  

economic investments. Others a r e  re la ted  t o  the  posi t ion  of persons i n  the  

l i f e  cycle, including whether o r  not  they have children enrol led  i n  l o c a l  

schools (DuBow and Podolefsky, 1979). Long-term res idents  and those wi th  

strong s o c i a l  t i e s  to o thers  i n  the  v i c i n i t y  a l so  a re  more l i k e l y  t o  be 

par t ic ipators .  These fac to r s  tend t o  be re la ted  t o  the development of what 

DuBow and Podolefsky dubbed "sentimental attachments" t o  a community, which 

a lso  st imulate par t ic ipat ion i n  l o c a l  a f f a i r s .  

Further, by bringing together neighbors, l o c a l  group a c t i v i t i e s  may 

fos te r  the fu r the r  development of some of these ties. Thus, even i f  these  

a c t i v i t i e s  do not have much d i r e c t  impact on crime, they may f o s t e r  morale 

and increase community cohesion. This is important, fo r  the re  is considerable 

evidence t h a t  soc ia l  i s o l a t i o n  contr ibutes  t o  f e a r  of crime. I n  a mul t iva r ia te  



a n a l y s i s  of  LEAA's c i t y  surveys, Antunes, e t  a l .  (forthcoming) found t h a t  

l i v i n g  a lone  was an extremely s t rong  p red ic to r  of l e v e l s  of f e a r  of crime. 

Co l l ec t ive  e f f o r t s  may he lp  i s o l a t e d  ind iv idua l s  and fami l ies  r e j o i n  the 

community, and thus cont r ibu te  t o  a reduct ion i n  f e a r .  I n  gene ra l ,  f ea r  o f  

a t t a c k  i n  publ ic  places is  f a c i l i t a t e d  by a sense  t h a t  "no one i s  watching," 

and t h a t  no one w i l l  in te rvene  i n  a r i sky  s i t u a t i o n  (McIntyre, 1967). By 

holding meetings and encouraging t h e  development of door-to-door contac ts ,  

groups may enhance a sense of informal support  among an a r e a ' s  res idents ,  

f u r t h e r  reducing f e a r .  Schneider and Schneider (1977) i n v e s t i g a t e d  what t hey  

ca l l ed  "pro tec t ive  neighboring," o r  the  willingness of people ( i n  response t o  

hypothe t ica l  quest ions)  t o  watch one another ' s  houses and t o  in te rvene  i f  they 

observed suspicious circumstances. This turned ou t  t o  be most s t rongly  re-

l a t e d  t o  homeownership and l eng th  of residence i n  t h e  community, two a s p e c t s  

of what they c a l l e d  "stake i n  the community." Baumer and Hunter (1979) found 

t h a t  i n  Hartford the  a b i l i t y  t o  recognize s t r a n g e r s  i n  t h e  neighborhood was 

important i n  a l l e v i a t i n g  f e a r  of crime. 

Most of these  dimensions of community s o l i d a r i t y  and economic attachment 

a r e  captured i n  our  measures of i n t eg ra t ion .  Chapter Nine r epor t ed  how the 

s t r eng th  of s o c i a l  and r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s  shaped p a t t e r n s  of conversat ion con-

cerning crime i n  these t h r e e  c i t i e s ,  and how they served t o  amel iora te  fear. 

I n  t h i s  case, both s o c i a l  and r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s  were p o s i t i v e l y  and s u b s t a n t i a l l y  

r e l a t ed  t o  g rea t e r  involvement i n  crime-focused groups. The c o r r e l a t i o n  

(Gamma) between t h i s  measure of s o c i a l  ties and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  was + . 4 3 ,  w h i l e  

f o r  the r e s i d e n t i a l  ties measure i t  w a s  +.28 (both a r e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s i g n i f i c a n t ) .  

In addi t ion ,  the  c o r r e l a t i o n  between r epor t s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and  whether adult 

respondents had ch i ld ren  l i v i n g  a t  home was +.23.  However, i n  a mult iple  



regress ion  ana lys i s  (not shown) only the  two in teg ra t ion  measures continued 

t o  be s i g n i f i c a n t l y  re la ted  t o  group involvement, when the  t h r e e  measures 

were employed jo in t ly .  Those e f f e c t s  were l i n e a r ,  without any s igni f icant :  

s t a t i s t i c a l  i n t e r a c t b n .  

Like  our analys is  of household protec t ive  measures, the  f indings  

reported here poin t  to the  importance of "investment" i n  the  community ( i n  

the l a r g e s t  sense) as a determinant of indiv idual  act ion.  This runs counter, 

of course,  t o  the  presumed r e l a t i o n  between p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and the  e x t e n t  of 

crime problems. Individuals  who bel ieved t h a t  t h e i r  neighborhood was t roubled  

were (weakly) more l i k e l y  t o  repor t  being involved i n  a crime-focused group. 

However, Chapter Six described how in teg ra t ion  and crime problems divided 

these t e n  t a r g e t  neighborhoods i n t o  two d i s t i n c t  groups, one high on in teg ra -  

t ion  and low on perceived crime and the  o ther  a t  the  opposi te  pole. Here 

community in t eg ra t ion  and neighborhood crime problems seem t o  be working t o  

some ex ten t  i n  tandem t o  s t imulate g rea te r  organiza t ional  involvement. It 

appears t h a t ,  l i k e  t a l k  about crime, the re  may be more than one path t o  higher  

l eve l s  of  organizat ional  involvement. The dif ferences  i n  the  s t r eng th  of the  

individual- level  co r re l a t ions  suggests  t h a t  perceptions of t roubled condi t ions  

should work only a t  the  margins, however, a f t e r  one eontrols .  f o r  d i f f e r e n c e s  

i n  the s t rength  of r e s i d e n t i a l  and s o c i a l  t i e s  t o  community l i f e .  

Vulnerabi l i ty  and Pa r t i c ipa t ion  

Fina l ly ,  pa t t e rns  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  c o l l e c t i v e  anti-crime a c t i v i t i e s  

should r e f l e c t  t he  general d i s t r i b u t i o n  of l o c a l  c i v i c  a c t i v i t y .  Invofvement 

In  these groups does no t  seem t o  be a p a r t i c u l a r l y  unique e f f o r t .  Because 

people j o in  organizat ions,  while i t  is the  organizat ions which decide t o  



"do something about crime," a profile of genera l  f a c t o r s  which l e a d  people 

t o  become involved i n  community groups should a l s o  descr ibe those  who are 

l inked t o  those anti-crime e f f o r t s .  

The i rony  of t h i s  is  t h a t  p a t t e r n s  of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  informal  organi-  

za t ions  are no t  always congruent wi th  t h e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  we have i d e n t i f i e d  as 

leading t o  f e a r  of crime, increased v u l n e r a b i l i t y  t o  crime, o r  h igher  r a t e s  

of  v i c t imiza t ion .  For example, p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  neighborhood a c t i v i t i e s  

genera l ly  is higher  among home owners and higher  income persons,  who a l s o  

tend t o  enjoy lower r a t e s  of v ic t imiza t ion  and lower l e v e l s  of f e a r  of crime. 

On the o t h e r  hand, most research i n d i c a t e s  t h a t  w i t h  con t ro l s  f o r  s o c i a l  

c l a s s  Blacks should r epo r t  higher l e v e l s  of  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  neighborhood 

a c t i v i t i e s  than do whites .  Those who a r e  long-term re s iden t s  of the  community 

genera l ly  a r e  more a c t i v e  i n  l o c a l  a f f a i r s ,  while  l e v e l s  of c i v i c  pa r t i c ipa -  

t i o n  (bu t  no t  i n t e r e s t  i n  those a f f a i r s )  drop o f f  among t h e  e l d e r l y .  The 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between sex  and group p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is  mixed, bu t  women show a 

s u b s t a n t i a l  edge among more l o c a l i  school and church or ien ted  bodies .  

Table 13-2 r e p o r t s  t h e  r e l a t i onsh ip  between these  key demographic 

f ac to r s  and involvement in organiza t ions  a c t i n g  aga ins t  crime. Measures of 

soc i a l  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  produced mixed f ind ings ,  f o r  Blacks but  n o t  lower-income 

people were s i g n i f i c a n t l y  more likely than o t h e r s  t o  repor t  being involved 

i n  crime groups. On t h e  o the r  hand, o l d e r  respondents were more l i k e l y  to 

report  such pa r t i c ipa t ion .  Close inspec t ion  of t he  da ta  r e v e a l s  t h a t  t h i s  

r e l a t i onsh ip  is s l i g h t l y  c u r v i l i n e a r ,  however. P a r t i c i p a t i o n  peaked in  t h e  

50 t o  59 age group, and dropped 4 percentage p o i n t s  among those  60 and o l d e r .  

Levels of involvement among the  e l d e r l y  s t i l l  were higher than  t h a t  of p e r s o n s  

in  younger ca t egor i e s ,  however. There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  sex d i f f e rences  



i n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  A mul t ivar ia te  a n a l y s i s  of t hese  i n d i c a t o r s  (not shown) 

.............................. 

Table 13-2 goes about h e r e  
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demonstrates t h a t  except f o r  sex they  a l l  had almost t he  same s i g n i f i c a n t  

impact o n  pa r t i c ipa t ion ;  the  mul t iva r i a t e  s tandardized r eg res s ion  c o e f f i c i e n t s  

were a l l  i n  t he  .07 t o  .10 range. There were no s i g n i f i c a n t  i n t e r a c t i o n s  

among them. 

While a t  odds with our simple "vulnerabi l i ty"  model of who p a r t i c i p a t e s ,  

these f i n d i n g s  a r e  q u i t e  i n  accord wi th  research  on general  s o c i a l  p a r t i c i p a -  

t ion.  Because only  c e n t r a l  c i t y  r e s i d e n t s  were interviewed, we have i n  e f f e c t  

con t ro l l ed  f o r  a g rea t  dea l  of v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  c l a s s  o f  our  wh i t e  

respondents, y i e ld ing  a sample i n  which Black p a r t i c i p a t i o n  rates should be 

higher (Verba and Nie, 1972). A h o s t  of s t u d i e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

i n  anti-crime a c t i v i t y  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  a l s o  i s  more common among Blacks 

(Schneider, 1975; Nehvevajsa and K a r e l i t z ,  1977;  Marx and Archer, 1972; 

Washnis, 1976). Among our t e n  t a r g e t  neighborhoods, i n t e r e s t i n g l y ,  t h r e e  of 

the  four  most p a r t i c i p a t i v e  l o c a l i t i e s  were Black communities: Logan and 

West Phi ladelphia ,  and Woodlawn. Other r e s e a r c h  poin ts  t o  h ighe r  levels of 

pa r t i c ipa t ion  by upper-income persons (Wilson and Schneider, 1978; Governor's 

Commission, 1976). Studies  of p o l i t i c a l  a c t i v i t y  a l so  r e g i s t e r  a  f a l l - o f f  

i n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  among the e l d e r l y .  

The hypothesis  t h a t  a genera l  "pa r t i c ipa t ion"  model r a t h e r  than a crime-

s p e c i f i c  model is most u se fu l  f o r  understanding t h i s  form of o rgan iza t iona l  

involvement can a l s o  be t e s t e d  by comparing ou r  respondents who were involved 



TABLE 13-2 

PERSONAL ATTRIBUTES AND PARTICIPATION 

Personal A t  tributes 

Correlation (Gamma) 
With Crime Organization 

Involvement (N) 

Sex-Female 

Age 

Income 

Race-Black 

NOTE: 

SOURCE: 

Asterisk (*) indicates correlation not s ignif icant  

Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 

(p ).05) . 



in crime-focused groups with those who were involved in groups that did 


nothing concerning crime. Using this data, DuBow and Podolefsky (1979) 


examined differences between these two types of participators on a host of 


demographic, behavioral, and attftudinal measures. They found no significant, 


meaningful differences between those reporting that they were involved in 


crime groups and those linked to other groups, although both kinds of 


participators were different from non-participators on a number of dimensions. 


This again underscored the importance of understanding how it is that groups 


decide to add crime to their agenda. People chose to participate or not in 


neighborhood affairs, while leaders of organizations are responsible for 


guiding those groups in the direction of crime prevention. 


Summary Analysis 


Thus far, this chapter has documented a number of contradictory and 

sometimes unexpected relationships among the correlates of participation in 

anti-crime organizations. Neighborhood integration and pessimistic assess- 

ments of local crime conditions were both positively related to participation, 

although they generally are negatively related to one another; perceptions 

of crime problems were positively related to participation but fear was 

negatively related to the same measure; high-income and Black respondents 

both claimed higher rates of involvement. People who were involved were much 

more likely to know of local victims, which generally is related to higher 

levels of fear. 

In order to sort out the unique effect of each of these clusters of 


factors they were all entered in a multivariate analysis of participation. 


The results are presented in Table 13-3. 




Table 13-3 goes about he re  
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This  ana lys i s  po in t s  t o  the  c e n t r a l  importance of two f a c t o r s :  s o c i a l  

l inkages w i t h  t h e  community, and general  p a t t e r n s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n .  Con-

t r o l l i n g  f o r  a l l  o ther  va r i ab l e s ,  Blacks, high income persons, mature a d u l t s ,  

and people who enjoyed wide con tac t s  i n  t h e  community were more l i k e l y  t o  

p a r t i c i p a t e .  P a r t i c i p a t i o n  was unre la ted  t o  f e a r  of crime and percept ions 

of bad neighborhood t rends  when those  f a c t o r s  were taken i n t o  account. T h e i r  

otherwise negat ive r e l a t i onsh ip  t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  seems spu r ious ,  due l a r g e l y  

t o  t h e i r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  i n t eg ra t ion .  Cont ro l l ing  f o r  s o c i a l  class and o t h e r  

f a c t o r s  c l a r i f i e d  t h e  high r a t e s  o f  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  evidenced by Black r e s i d e n t s  

of these  c i t i e s .  Not su rp r i s ing ly ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and l o c a l  s o c i a l  t i e s  were 

s t rongly  in te r twined ,  f o r  the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between them i s  doub t l e s s  r e c i p r o c a l .  

The over -a l l  p r ed ic t ive  power of t h e  a n a l y s i s  presented in  Table 13-3 

is  q u i t e  low. This is  preordained by the  dichotomous na ture  o f  t h e  dependent 

va r i ab l e  and i ts  extremely skewed d i s t r i b u t i o n .  I n  these c i t i e s  involvement 

i n  crime-focused groups is i n  some ways a "rare  event , "  similar i n  frequency 

t o  some forms of v ic t imiza t ion .  I n  t he  simple b i v a r i a t e  a n a l y s e s  we employed 

a d i s t r i bu t ion - f r ee  measure of c o r r e l a t i o n ,  Gamma, which i s  unaffected by 

the f a c t  t h a t  only 13.5 percent  of  our  respondents were i n  t h e  "involved" 

category. However, t h i s  mu l t iva r i a t e  a n a l y s i s  r e t a i n s  pa rame t r i c  assumptions, 

including normality,  and i s  seve re ly  s t r a i n e d  by t h e  da ta .  The r e su l t s  are 

general ly  cons i s t en t  wi th  t h e  s t r e n g t h  of t h e  simple c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  and can 

be observed i n  complex cross- tabula t ions  as w e l l .  



TABLE 13-3 

STJMMARY REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF PARTICIPATION 

Indicator Beta (Sigf 

Fear of Crime -.03 ( .32-NS) 

Neighborhood trends-worse -.04 ( -16-NS) 

Nefghborhood Linkages 

Residential t i e s  

Social ties 

Personal Attributes 

Black 

Income 

Age , 

C.01) 

(.Olf) 

(002)  

SOURCE: Computed from combined city-wide surveys. 



These f indings a r e  general ly  cons i s t en t  wi th  those  concerning pa t t e rns  

of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  across  our t en  study neighborhoods. Like the individual-  

l e v e l  a n a l y s i s ,  t h e  f a c t o r s  t h a t  have been considered here  a r e  only  weakly 

c o r r e l a t e d  wi th  l e v e l s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a t  t he  neighborhood level. The 

pa t t e rns  t h a t  are c l e a r ,  however, a l s o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  importance of  integra-

t i on ,  race, and c l a s s  a s  determinants of c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i v i t y  concerning 

crime. 

The most cons i s t en t  c o r r e l a t e s  of l e v e l s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  crirne- 

focused groups ac ros s  these  neighborhoods a r e  our  aggregated measures of 

neighborhood s o c i a l  and r e s i d e n t i a l  t i e s .  Involvement i nc reases  with the  

ex ten t  o f  i n t e g r a t i o n ,  a l b e i t  i n  q u i t e  s c a t t e r e d  fashion.  F igu re  13-1 

depic t s  t h i s  r e l a t i onsh ip ,  using our  i n d i c a t o r  of t h e  s t r eng th  o f  r e s i d e n t i a l  

t i e s .  Neighborhoods t h a t  devia te  from t h i s  p a t t e r n  seem t o  match the r a c e  and 

................................ 

Figure 13-1 goes about he re  

c l a s s  f a c t o r s  t h a t  were i d e n t i f i e d  a s  c r u c i a l  i n  understanding p a r t i c i p a t i v e  

a c t i v i t y  i n  general .  Of the t h r ee  neighborhoods t h a t  evidence s u b s t a n t i a l l y  

"too much" p a r t i c i p a t i o n  on the  b a s i s  of t h e i r  l e v e l s  of i n t e g r a t i o n ,  two a r e  

Black communities (Logan and Woodlawn), and one is the  highest-income 

neighborhood t h a t  was surveyed, Lincoln Park. A s  we noted above, there was 

general ly  a s t rong  tendency f o r  Black neighborhoods t o  r epo r t  h i g h  l eve l s  of  

pa r t i c ipa t ion  i n  community a f f a i r s .  

The most d i s t i n c t i v e  o u t l i e r  i n  the  d i r e c t i o n  of evidencing less 

pa r t i c ipa t ion  than i t  "should" have had w a s  South Phi lade lphia .  This,  too, 



FIGURE 13-1 
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may be a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  i t s  s o c i a l  composition, f o r  South Phi lade lphia  i s  

a white community where r e s iden t s  r epo r t  d i s t i n c t i v e l y  low fami ly  incomes 

and very low l e v e l s  of education. On the  o the r  hand, many have speculated 

( c f ,  Emmons, 1979; Crenson, 19781 t h a t  communities enjoying extremely h igh  

l e v e l s  of i n t e g r a t i o n  may not  r equ i r e  organized group ac t ion  t o  handle l o c a l  

problems. Among these s tudy neighborhoods, South Phi lade lphia  alone may 

f a l l  i n  t h i s  category. On our  measure of r e s i d e n t i a l  ties South Phi lade lphia  

scored 66 percent  above the  next  most i n t eg ra t ed  community, V i s i t ac ion  

Valley; on the  s o c i a l  t i e s  measure it was 75 percent  higher  t h a n  the next 

most i n t e g r a t e d  (and q u i t e  s i m i l a r )  community, Back-of-the-Yards. When 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  ( l i k e  churches) and informal  soc ia l  

networks achieves very high l e v e l s ,  conrmunities may be a b l e  t o  address many 

i s sues  involving s o c i a l  con t ro l  without  r e s o r t  t o  formal organiza t ion .  

Those may only be required where people genera l ly  do not recognize  s t r ange r s , .  

know l o c a l  youths, v i s i t  with neighbors f requent ly ,  o r  f e e l  a part of t h e  

neighborhood, t o  t h e  ex t en t  t o  which South Phi ladelphians r e p o r t .  

These i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  c l e a r l y  cannot be confirmed, f o r  i n  t h e  absense 

of s t rong  l i n e a r  e f f e c t s  v i r t u a l l y  any p a t t e r n  can be imposed v i s u a l l y  upon 

observat ions of t en  neighborhoods. These p laces  tend t o  d i sconf i rm the 

importance of crime and f e a r  as genera tors  of c i t i z e n  and organiza t iona l  

involvement i n  crime. A t  t he  neighborhood l e v e l ,  our  measures o f  the e x t e n t  

of crime problems, of s o c i a l  o rde r  problems, and f e a r  of crime, a l l  were 

negat ively r e l a t e d  t o  r e p o r t s  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  groups doing something 

about crime. This is  q u i t e  p red ic t ab le  given the  c lose  a s s o c i a t i o n  between 

low l e v e l s  of crime and high l e v e l s  of i n t e g r a t i o n  across  t h e s e  t e n  s i t e s .  

Correlat ions between p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and these  measures again were low, but 



i t  was impossible t o  discern any pos i t ive  "environmental pressure" f o r  the 

popular i ty  of anti-crime a c t i v i t i e s  i n  these data.  

If anything, the  fear-and-participation nexus tha t  has been observed 

i n  these t e n  neighborhoods is more supportive of the  view t h a t  crime i s  

incapacitat-ing. The suspicion, d i s t r u s t ,  i so la t ion ,  and decl in ing community 

attachment t h a t  presumably go hand-in-hand with high l e v e l s  of f e a r  may 

re tard  r a t h e r  than st imulate group-based a c t i v i t y  focused on t h e  problem. 

Our f indings  with regard t o  pa r t i c ipa t ion  and "need" f o r  a c t i v i t y  t o  prevent  

crime p a r a l l e l  those i n  the  previous chapter--they do not  go together  a t  a l l .  

While Lavrakas, e t . a l .  (1980) argue t h a t  there may be "two pathsf '  t o  p a r t i -  

cipat ion i n  crime-focused groups--a "social  path" and a "crime prevention 

pathff-we f ind  only one. Like many forms of household p ro tec t ion ,  c o l l e c t i v e  

involvement seems t o  be stimulated most by a vested i n t e r e s t  i n  the community. 

I ron ica l ly ,  a t  the  neighborhood l e v e l  pa r t i c ipa t ion  is highes t  i n  p laces  where 

f ea r  o f t e n  is lower, With the exception of pa r t i c ipa t ion  by Blacks, those 

who a r e  most involved i n  those a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  those who personally s e e m  t h e  

l e a s t  impacted by crime problems. 



CHAPTER FOURTEEN 

FLIGHT TO THE,SUBURBS 

Introduct ion 

Un t i l  now we have only considered a c t i o n s  t h a t  people take t o  

p r o t e c t  t h e i r  person and property i n  t h e  f a c e  of neighborhood crime. 

A l l  involved e i t h e r  e f f o r t s  t o  prevent crime o r  ac t ions  t o  reduce 

t h e  chance of being vict imized i n  t h e i r  home community. There is 

another  way i n  which urban dwellers  can d e a l  with crime, however--

t o  f l e e  t h e  c i t y .  Soc ia l ly  and p o l i t i c a l l y ,  t h i s  may be t h e  most 

dramatic  and consequential  r eac t ion  t o  crime. Since World War I1 

populat ion growth on the f r i n g e s  of ou r  g r e a t e s t  c i t i e s  h a s  been 

phenomenal. The f i r s t  g rea t  surge of post-war suburban growth can 

be a t t r i b u t e d  t o  t h e  pent-up demand f o r  housing which developed 

dur ing  previous decades. Since then a  v a r i e t y  of "push1' and  "pull" 

f o r c e s  have been a t  work encouraging cont inuing out-migration from 

America's c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  A number of those  forces  a r e  economic. 

There have been massive s h i f t s  i n  t h e  l o c a t i o n  of jobs and concomitant 

changes i n  t h e  r a t i o  of s e r v i c e s  t o  t axes  which favor suburban over 

inner-ci ty  j u r i sd i c t ions .  Other f a c t o r s  s t imula t ing  f l i g h t  a r e  s o c i a l ,  

in luding  t h e  "pull" of open-space suburban housing sy l e s  and  the '!push" 

of r a c i a l  c o n f l i c t  i n  t he  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  One of these s o c i a l  elements 

may be crime. Surburban crime r a t e s  ( e spec i a l ly  v io l en t  cr ime) a re  

genera l ly  lower than those i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  High r a t e s  of 

v ic t imiza t ion  and f e a r  may induce people t o  l eave  c i t y  neighborhoods, 

and low suburban r a t e s  may inf luence  where those who a r e  moving dec ide  



t o  s e t t l e .  This chapter explores  t h e  r o l e  of crime i n  t h e  suburbaniza- 

t i o n  of t h e  metropolis. 

Research on t h e  r o l e  of crime i n  p r e c i p i t a t i n g  f l i g h t  from t h e  

i n n e r  c i t y  i s  f a r  from d e f i n i t i v e  i n  i ts  f indings.  The i s s u e  is  

complex, f o r  i t  appears t h a t  r e s i d e n t i a l  r e loca t ion  is  a two-stage 

process .  Certain f a c t o r s  induce people t o  move t h e i r  res idence ,  wh i l e  

o t h e r s  shape t h e  d i r e c t i o n  and d i s t ance  they migrate. The dec i s ion  

t o  move is  l inked t o  t h e  s t a g e  i n  t h e  l i f e  cyc le  i n  which a  family 

f i n d s  i t s e l f .  Households move pr imar i ly  because of changes i n  m a r i t a l  

s t a t u s ,  s h i f t s  i n  family s i z e ,  and t o  a d j u s t  t o  sharp  changes i n  fami ly  

income (Duncan and Newman, 1976). Their choice of a d e s t i n a t i o n  when 

they  do move i s  more a f f ec t ed  by s o c i a l  and c u l t u r a l  f a c t o r s ,  w i th in  

a set of r e l a t i v e l y  s t r i n g e n t  economic and r a c i a l  c o n s t r a i n t s .  It i s  

he re  t h a t  w e  a r e  most l i k e l y  t o  f i n d  t h e  a f f e c t  of crime, 

General population surveys i n d i c a t e  t h a t  crime u s u a l l y  is n o t  a 

very  important f a c t o r  i n  shaping dec is ions  t o  move. LEAA's c i t y  

v i c t imiza t ion  surveys quizzed members of households t h a t  repor ted  

moving wi th in  the  p a s t  f i v e  yea r s  about why they l e f t  t h e i r  o ld  neigh- 

borhood. I n  t h e  e igh t  High Impact c i t i e s  surveyed i n  1973, on ly  3 

percent  of t hese  household informants  c i t e d  crime as an  important  

reason f o r  moving; adding percept ions  t h a t  t h e  "neighborhood was 

de ter iora t iong"  o r  t h a t  "bad elements were moving in"  t o  t h e  area 

ra i sed  t h a t  f i g u r e  only t o  1 0  percent ,  Most people repor ted  t h a t  they  

moved t o  f i n d  a b e t t e r  house, o r  a  more convenient neighborhood 

(Garofalo, 1977). R e i s s  (1967) found t h e  same p a t t e r n  i n  h i s  s tudy  of 

high-crime neighborhoods i n  t h r e e  c i t i e s .  I n  Por t land ,  Marlene R i f a i  



asked e l d e r l y  r e s iden t s  who had moved wi th in  the  pas t  t en  y e a r s  why 

they had done so,  and only 5 percent mentioned crime ( R i f a i ,  1976). 

F i n a l l y ,  a na t iona l  Gallup p o l l  (American I n s t i t u t e  of Pub l i c  Opinion, 

1978) found t h a t  crime was the  four th  most f requent ly  mentioned reason 

why urban r e s iden t s  wanted t o  move, among those who des i r ed  t o  do so. 

Note t h a t  except f o r  the Gallup p o l l  these  a l l  were r e t r o s p e c t i v e  

s t u d i e s ,  asking people why they moved. We have no bas i s  f o r  judging t h e  

v a l i d i t y  of r epo r t s  of these reconstructed motivations,  and no knowledge 

of how condit ions o r  events s i n c e  t h a t  move may have a f f e c t e d  people's 

i n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  of t h e i r  pas t  behavior. 

Most researchers  f i nd  t h a t  cur ren t  r e s iden t s  of h igher - r i sk  c i t y  

neighborhoods a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  express  a s t rong  d e s i r e  t o  move somewhere 

e l se .  Droettboom, et.al. (1971) found t h a t  respondents i n  a na t iona l  

survey who f e l t  t ha t c r ime  and violence was a s i g n i f i c a n t  problem i n  their 

community were more d i s s a t i s f i e d  with t h e i r  neighborhood and  were more 

l i k e l y  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  they wanted t o  move. Cent ra l  c i t y  res idents  

were more l i k e l y  t o  be i n  those ca tegor ies .  Kasl and Harburg (1972) 

surveyed r e s iden t s  of higher  and lower s t a t u s  neighborhoods i n  both 

Black and white  a r eas  of De t ro i t .  They found t h a t  r e s i d e n t s  of higher  

crime a reas  were preoccupied wi th  crime, thought t h e i r  chances of be ing  

robbed were high,  and were much more des i rous  of moving o u t .  This 

stemmed i n  p a r t  from t h e i r  percept ions of crime problems. People who 

reported f e e l i n g  unsafe i n  t h e i r  a r ea  a l s o  were more threa tened  by 

crime and youth gangs, and were more l i k e l y  t o  have been victimized. 

These crime-related f a c t o r s  a f f ec t ed  t h e i r  genera l  d i s s a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  

the community, and through t h a t  t h e i r  wi l l ingness  t o  go elsewhere. 



Most analyses of patterns of actual city-suburban population flow, 

on the other hand, employ aggregate census data on residential location. 

These consistently show an association between crime and outward migra- 

tion. In recent multivariate analyses of 1965-1970 population shifts 

in large SMSAs, Frey (1979) and Marshall (1979) found that the impact 

of crime on the shift of households in the direction of the suburbs was 

substantial. The zero-order correlation between Frey's aggregated 

measures of suburban relocation and central city crime was +.43; 

in Marshall's study of relocation by whites it was +.32. 

What is missing from all of this is data on relocation which can 


be linked to the fears and assessments of risk of the individuals 


involved. Most survey studies of inner-city neighborhoods employ 


measures of the desire of respondents to relocate. This is a serious 


flaw, for many more people report a desire or even an intention to move 


than actually do. In one longitudinal study, less than one half of those 


who indicated that they would move within the next three years did so 


(Duncan and Newman, 1976). None of these studies interviewed suburban 


residents in a way that enables us to compare them with central city 


dwellers in order to discern why some moved there and others did not. 


In fact, the LEAA surveys, Reiss's neighborhood study, and the others, 


all questioned only inner-city residents. Many who were most likely 


to actually move to the suburbs would not be included in the sample-- 


for they would already have done so. Any study of flight from the 


central city must have a suburban component. 


Aggregate data studies of the problem are useful accounts of 


macro-level trends. However, they tend to model a host of complex 


hypotheses about the calculations of individuals with a few simple 




i n d i c a t o r s .  For example, while people wi th  ch i ldren  advancing toward 

schoo l  age may be a t t r a c t e d  t o  the suburbs, i t  is  unl ikely t h a t  s e p a r a t e  

measures of "percent moved" and "percent under f i v e  years  of age1' a t  t h e  

SMSA l e v e l  w i l l  capture t he  micro-economics of the  d e c i s i o n a l  process. 

Except f o r  d a t a  on jobs and housing, these  s tud ie s  a l s o  focus  almost 

exc lus ive ly  upon measures of inner -c i ty  condi t ions ,  t h e  "push" c o r r e l a t e s  

of r e l o c a t i o n ,  and not  on the r e l a t i v e  "pull" of a t t r a c t i v e  suburban 

a l t e r n a t i v e s  (harsha l l ,  1979). 

F l i g h t  i n  Metropolitan Chicaw 

I n  order  t o  i nves t iga t e  t h e  impact of crime upon f l i g h t  from the  

c i t y  we employed our spec i a l  survey encompassing the  suburbs surrounding 

Chicago. This survey included many of t h e  measures which we  developed 

f o r  ou r  s t u d i e s  of reac t ions  t o  crime i n  c e n t r a l  c i t i e s .  The major 

d i f f e r ence  between the  two p r o j e c t s  was t h a t  t h i s  e f f o r t  included 

t h e  e n t i r e  metropol i tan region. Af te r  appropr ia te  weight ing t o  a d j u s t  

f o r  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  some households had more than one te lephone  l ine,  

the  survey had an e f f e c t i v e  sample s i z e  of 1656. Of these ,  48 percent 

l i v e d  i n  t h e  Ci ty  of Chicago, and 52 percent  were randomly sca t te red  

across  147 suburban munic ipa l i t i es .  This  matched almost e x a c t l y  our 

preliminary es t imates  of t he  city-suburban d i s t r i b u t t o n  of t h e  a rea ' s  

population. 

In  t h i s  survey t h e  p r e f i x  of t h e  telephone numberwhich we d i a l ed  

i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  present  c i t y  o r  suburban l o c a t i o n  of each sample household. 

Early i n  t h e  ques t ionnai re  w e  asked, "Where d id  you last live before 

you moved t o  your present  neighborhood?" The responses included c e n t r a l  

c i t y  l oca t ions  (49 percent ) ,  suburban p laces  i n  t he  Chieago area 

(27 percent) ,  p laces  elsewhere i n  t h e  United S t a t e s  o r  abroad  (16 p e r c e n t ) ,  



and t h o s e  who indicated t h a t  they were l i f e l o n g  r e s i d e n t s  of t h e  s a m e  

a r e a  (8 percent) .  Our measure of r e s i d e n t i a l  r e loca t ion  is  based 

upon t h e  d i f fe rence  between t h e  l a s t  p lace  they l i v e d  and t h e i r  

c u r r e n t  p l ace  of residence. Those who continued t o  l i v e  i n  t h e  c i t y  

( l i f e l o n g  r e s iden t s  and people who moved bu t  stayed wi th in  the  c i t y )  

we c l a s s i f i e d  a s  "stayers." Those who previously l i v e d  i n  t he  c e n t r a l  

c i t y  bu t  now r e s i d e  i n  t h e  suburbs were c l a s s i f i e d  as "movers." All 

of t h i s  ana lys i s  of f l i g h t  from the  c e n t r a l  c i t y  is based on comparisons 

among these  two groups. This exludes two groups from t h i s  ana lys i s :  

t h o s e  who always l i v e d  i n  t h e  suburbs, and those who previously l i v e d  

o u t s i d e  of t he  metropolitan a rea .  While t h e i r  r e s i d e n t i a l  l o c a t i o n  

dec i s ions  a r e  important,  they cannot be  i n t e r p r e t e d  as " f l igh t . "  

Together,  t hese  groups cons t i t u t ed  51 percent  of ou r  sample. Of t h e  

893 persons included i n  t h i s  ana lys i s ,  74 percent remained c i t y  

dwel le rs  and 26 percent l e f t  f o r  t h e  suburbs. 

This is a far-from-perfect i n d i c a t o r  of  suburban f l i g h t .  Most 

no tab ly ,  because w e  could a sk  only about t h e  l a s t  p l ace  people l i v e d  

be fo re  t h e i r  cu r r en t  l oca t ion  we misc l a s s i f i ed  those  who d id  f l e e  

t h e  c i t y  but  s i n c e  have made one o r  more intra-suburban moves. Those 

who moved from t h e  c i t y  and l e f t  t h e  metropol i tan a r e a  e n t i r e l y  were 

l o s t  from our  sample a rea  a s  w e l l .  The b e s t  evidence is, however, 

t h a t  extra-SMSA migrat ion i s  p r e c i p i t a t e d  by r a d i c a l  changes i n  

employment o r  l i f e s t y l e  preferences,  and n o t  by comparative assessments  

of c i t i e s  and t h e i r  suburbs (Frey, 1979). Empirically,  migrat ion 

seems q u i t e  d i f f e r e n t  from r e l o c a t i o n ,  and does n o t  involve  t h e  

ca l cu la t ions  we a r e  concerned about here  (Rossi,  1980). 
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Comparative p r o f i l e s  of those who l e f t  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  and those  

who d i d  not  revea l  some s t r i k i n g  d i f f e r ences  between t h e  two groups. 

Those who remained behind were poor. Over 40 percent  of s t a y e r s  re-

por ted  family incomes of l e s s  than  $10,000 per  year ,  while t h e  comparable 

f i g u r e  f o r  those who departed was only 1 6  percent.  Those who moved 

our were more l i k e l y  t o  be married than  s ing le ,  and more who stayed 

behind d id  not  graduate from high  school  o r  a t tend  co l lege .  There 

was a s l i g h t  tendency f o r  movers t o  be o lde r  than s tayers ,  28 percent 

of whom were under t h i r t y  yea r s  of age. 

By f a r  t h e  most s u b s t a n t i a l  c o r r e l a t e  of r e s i d e n t i a l  r e loca t ion ,  

however, was race.  Fif ty-four  percent  of those remaining i n  the  i n n e r  

c i t y  were white,  bu t  94 percent  of t hose  who f l e d  were white .  FJhile 

not a l l  whites  have l e f t  t h e  c i t y ,  v i r t u a l l y  a l l  of those who f led 

were white. 

This  underscores t he  i rony  of t h e  s t u d i e s  of r e s i d e n t i a l  d i s s a t i s -  

f a c t i o n  we  summarized above. Those s t u d i e s  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  Blacks and 

the  poor are f a r  more l i k e l y  t o  express  d iscontent  with t h e i r  condi t ion;  

they cannot, however, f i n d  re fuge  i n  t h e  suburbs. Kasl and Harburg 

(1972) found t h a t  Blacks were more d i s s a t i s f i e d  with t h e i r  neighbor- 

hood on every dimension, and were more l i k e l y  t o  i nd ica t e  a des i re  

t o  move. When asked i f  they a c t u a l l y  would move, however, they more 

r e a l i s t i c a l l y  reported t h a t  probably they would not.  Among whites, 

low-income persons exh ib i t  a s i m i l a r  p r o f i l e  . Droettboom, e t . a l .  

(1971) followed up t h e i r  survey with a s tudy th ree  years  later of 

a c t u a l  r e s i d e n t i a l  mobi l i ty ,  and found t h a t  many who wanted t o  move 

could not .  The c o n s t r a i n t s  of r ace  and c l a s s  a r e  among t h e  reasons 

why survey ques t ions  about one ' s  d e s i r e  t o  move a r e  not 



highly re la ted  t o  ac tual  r e s i d e n t i a l  relocation.  

I n  short ,  the  problem of f l i g h t  t o  the  suburbs is  a white f l i g h t  

problem. Almost regardless of t h e i r  income, pos i t ion  i n  t h e  l i f e  cyc le ,  

or r e s i d e n t i a l  d i s sa t i s fac t ion ,  Black famil ies  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  remain 

i n  t h e  cent ra l  c i ty .  Our analys is  of the r o l e  of crime i n  p rec ip i t a t -  

ing relocation,  then, is more appropriately a study of t h e  options 

open t o  whites, and which one they choose. 

When w e  reexamine pa t t e rns  of r e s i d e n t i a l  mobility f o r  our metro- 

po l i t an  sample of whites, t h e  dimensions of the  f l i g h t  problem become 

more apparent: f u l l y  47 percent of those who l ived i n  t h e  c i t y  now 

l i v e  i n  the  suburbs. Among Blacks 7 percent f l ed  t h e  c i t y  and 93 

percent remained there,  but whites divided almost evenly among t h e s e  

two groups. Among whites, famil ies  and those with the  wherewithal1 

to  move of ten  did so. Over 50 percent of movers reported family in- 

comes i n  excess of $20,000 per year, i n  contras t  with only 36 percent  

f o r  those remaining i n  the  c i t y ,  

There was a modest but consis tent  e f f e c t  of l i f e c y c l e  s t a t u s  on 

r e s i d e n t i a l  locat ion choice a s  w e l l .  Almost two-thirds of those who 

moved out  of the c i t y  were married, but only 47 percent of those who 

remained behind were in the  same category. I n  order t o  inves t iga te  

t h e  e f f e c t  of po ten t i a l  family formation on re locat ion w e  compared 

those i n  prime condition f o r  parenthood-households made up of married 

couples, one of &om was.under 40-wfth t h o s ~out of t h a t  category 

i n  some way. Seventy-four percent of those younger married couples 

had children l i v i n g  with them when we conducted our interviews. W e  

found t h a t  56 percent of those current ly  i n  the  family formation 

s tage  of the  l i f e  cycle had moved out  of the  c i t y ,  a s  contrasted t o  

44 percent of a l l  e thers .  



W e  a l s o  found some evidence of a r e l a t i o n s h i p  between p lace  of 

r e s idence  and p lace  of work among whites.  Working i n  the c i t y  and 

s t a y i n g  i n  t he  c i t y  were only weakly r e l a t e d ,  bu t  i n  m u l t i v a r i a t e  

ana lyses  t h i s  co r r e l a t ion  became much s t ronger .  W e  cannot b e  sure t h a t  

the  march t o  t h e  suburbs by t h i s  sample was p rec ip i t a t ed  by t h e  re loca-  

t i o n  of t h e i r  jobs,  f o r  people may have found suburban jobs  a f t e r  

moving there.  However, t h e  c o r r e l a t i o n  is cons i s t en t  wi th  a "pull" 

e f f e c t  of growing suburban employment. 

F l i g h t  and Center-City C r i m e  

I n  an  attempt t o  explain p a t t e r n s  of white  f l i g h t  we gathered re-

p o r t s  of condi t ions i n  t h e  p laces  our  respondents l i ved  b e f o r e  and t h e  

p l aces  where they l i v e  now. To a s s e s s  "push" f a c t o r s  a f f e c t i n g  r e s i d e n t i a l  

r e l o c a t i o n  we asked them "how much of a problem" var ious  a s p e c t s  of l i f e  

presented i n  t h e i r  o ld  a rea .  These problem dimensions included "qua l i t y  

of pub l i c  schools," "the kind of people who l i v e  there,"  "convenience 

t o  work," and "crime and safety."  W e  were i n t e r e s t e d  in t h e  r e l a t i v e  

importance of crime and o ther  push f a c t o r s  i n  motivating r e s i d e n t i a l  

movement. C r i m e  proved t o  be t h e  most important of these  problems. 

However, none of them seem r e l a t e d  t o  dec i s ions  t o  move o u t .  The d a t a  

a r e  presented i n  Table 14-1. 

Table 14-1 goes about he re  

....................... 


For whites  as a whole t h e r e  were no s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r e n c e s  be-

tween those who stayed i n  t h e  c i t y  and those  who reported leaving ,  o n  

these  i n d i c a t o r s  of community condi t ions .  While 21 percent  of those 

who f l e d  t o  t h e  suburbs repor ted  t h a t  crime w a s  a "big problem" i n  



TABLE 14-1 


RATINGS OF PROBLEMS IN CITY NEIGHBORHOOD 


BY CURRENT RESIDENTIAL LOCATION, FOR WHITES 

Percent Rating Condition as "Big Problem" 

Conditions i n  Residential Location 
City Neighborhood 

Stayed i n  Moved t o  
City Suburbs from City 

Quality of  Public 14 

Schools 


KLnd of people 18 

Living tgere 


Convenience t o  4 7 

work 


Crime and Safety 20 21 

NOTE: Number of cases approximately 503 for each comparison, None of 
these differences are s ignif icant  ( p ).05), 

SOURCE: Computed from metropolitan area survey sample,  white respondents 
only. 



t h e i r  c i t y  neighborhood, 20 percent of whites  who stayed behind made 

t h e  same assessment. To look a t  those proport ions another  way, 

among whites who reported t h a t  crime was a "big problem" 49 percent 

l e f t  t h e  c i t y ,  while among those who s a i d  i t  was "almost no problem" 

44 percent  f l ed .  These d i f f e r ences  a r e  s t a t i s t i c a l l y  neg l ig ib l e .  

Th i s  l a c k  of a d i f fe rence  between t h e  two groups c h a r a c t e r i z e s  

responses about o ther  problems as w e l l .  Note t h a t  v i r t u a l l y  none of 

our respondents c i t e d  a c c e s s i b i l i t y  t o  work as a problem. This is 

in l i n e  wi th  o the r  research on t h i s  i s sue ,  which suggests t h a t  i n  t h e  

era of t h e  automobile workplace a c c e s s i b i l i t y  is  not  an important 

f a c t o r  i n  urban r e s i d e n t i a l  choice (Granfield,l975).  We a l s o  found 

no ' 'generational" d i f f e r ences  i n  t he  e f f e c t  of crime on l o c a t i o n a l  

choice. During t h e  1950's crime r a t e s  i n  t h e  c i t y  were f a i r l y  s t a b l e ,  

whi le  they r o s e  sharply during the  70 's ,  and s t a b i l i z e d  a t  a high 

l e v e l  during t h e  1980's. However, t h e r e  were no d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  

assessments of  inner-ci ty  crime condi t ions  between those who moved 

out  of t h e  c i t y  and those who moved but stayed wi th in  the  c i t y  

during each of those eras. 

While among whites  a s  a group t h e r e  were no d i s c e r n i b l e  e f f ec t s  

of community condi t ions ,  crime problems (and o the r  f a c t o r s )  did r e l a t e  

t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  r e loca t ion  by higher  income households. T h e r e  were no 

s i g n i f i c a n t  d i f f e r ences  between lower-income movers and s t a y e r s  i n  

terms of neighborhood crime problems. However, among w h i t e  famil ies  

repor t ing  cu r r en t  incomes i n  excess of $20,000 per year,  more of 

those  r e c a l l i n g  crime problems i n  t h e i r  a r e a  had f l e d .  T h e  data a r e  

presented i n  Table 14-2. 

- ~ 

Table 14-2 goes about he re  

............................ 




TABLE 14-2 


INCOME, NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME PROBLEMS, 


AND RESIDENTIAL RELOCATION, FOR WHITES 


Curren t  

Income and Extent Percent: S ign i f i cance  of 

Crime a Problem Moved t o  Dif fe rence  Between 

i n  O r i g i n a l  Neighborhood Suburbs (N) Movers and S t a y e r s  

Under $10,000 

Not a problem 

Some problem 

Big problem 

$10,000 t o  $20,000 

Not a problem 

Some problem 

Big problem 

More than $20,000 

Not a problem 

Some problem 

Big problem 

SOURCE: Computed from metropol i tan  a r e a  survey sample, whi te  respondents  

only. 



As we can see, there  is  an  i n t e r a c t i o n  between income and assess- 

ments of crime problems; those problems were more l i k e l y  t o  p r e c i p i t a t e  

f l i g h t  t o  t h e  suburbs among white f ami l i e s  t h a t  had the  wherewithal1 

t o  make t h e  move. Among those with fewer resources t he re  was no sig-

n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i onsh ip  between percept ions of crime problems and move- 

ment o u t  of t h e  c i t y .  Higher-income c i t y  dwel le rs  (who made up 42 

percent  of our sample), were responsive t o  untoward cond i t i ons  i n  

t h e i r  o ld  environs--two-thirds of them l e f t .  An ana lys is  o f  variance 

employing these  measures pointed t o  t h e  same conclusion. There was 

no s i g n i f i c a n t  main e f f e c t  of perceived crime problems on f l i g h t  by 

whites;  however, t h e r e  was a s i g n i f i c a n t  crime-income i n t e r a c t i o n  

e f f e c t  on f l i g h t ,  and its j o i n t  impact was about one-half as strong 

a s  t h e  main e f f e c t  of income. Note, however, more well-to-do respondents 

were t h e  l e a s t  l i k e l y  t o  f i nd  themselves i n  t roubled neighborhoods, 

and t h a t  a major i ty  of high-income whites  i n  t h e  city of Chicago 

placed themselves, i n  t h e  "no problems" category. 

The f a c t  t h a t  moving was r e l a t e d  t o  income and marital s ta tus ,  

and ( fo r  much of t h e  sample) n o t  t o  r e p o r t s  of l o c a l  condi t ions ,  is 

cons i s t en t  wi th  most research  on r e s i d e n t i a l  mobi l i ty  (Quigley and 

Weinberg, 1977). A s  we noted above, t h a t  research  i n d i c a t e s  that  f o r  

most people t h e  dec is ion  t o  move i s  l inked  t o  personal ,  economic, and 

l i f e - cyc le  considerat ions.  Thus Droettboom, e t .  a l .  (1971) found i n  

a three-year follow-up of a survey about moving i n t e n t i o n s  t h a t  

e a r l i e r  percept ions of crime problems were not  r e l a t e d  t o  which house- 

holds a c t u a l l y  l e f t  t h e  communities they  were studying. Those who 

thought t h a t  crime was a s e r i o u s  problem were no more l i k e l y  t o  move 

out of t h e i r  neighborhood than  those  who d id  n o t  t h ink  c r ime  was a 



problem there. Further, cent ra l  c i t y  res iden t s  who thou&ht tha t  cr ime 

i n  their area  was bad were l e s s  l i k e l y  than others t o  have moved t o  

the  suburbs. Overall, l e s s  than 2 percent of t h e i r  sample evidenced 

the  combination of perceptions of f e a r  and r e s i d e n t i a l  r e loca t ion  

t h a t  make up the  "crime push" hypothesis. 

On the  other hand, the  des t inat ion decisions of movers should 

be more sens i t ive  t o  conditions characterizing po ten t i a l  places of 

residence.  Crime may be one of several  f ac to r s  a f fec t ing  the  

d e s i r a b i l i t y  of various res iden t i a l  locat ions  from which (white) 

c i t y  dwellers a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  f r e e  t o  choose. These a r e  t h e  f a c t o r s  

which a t t r a c t  famil ies which have decided t o  p u l l  up s takes .  For 

example, d i s sa t i s fac t ion  with one's home general ly is a more important 

impetus t o  moving than is unhappiness with neighborhood condit ions 

(Duncan and Newman, 1976). Higher-income persons have more extrava- 

gant ambitions with regard t o  the  s i z e ,  s t y l e ,  and privacy t h e i r  

home should afford (Kasl and Harburg, 1972). They a r e  as a r e s u l t  

propelled toward t h e  suburbs i n  search of more appropriate surroundings. 

In  an aggregate-data study of white re locat ion pat terns ,  Marshall 

(1979) found tha t  suburban pu l l  f ac to r s  r a the r  than center-ci ty push 

f a c t o r s  predominated 

Our Chicago-area survey indicates  t h a t  among t h e  "pull" f a c t o r s  

we measured crime was t h e  most important over t  considerat ion consciously 

shaping r e s i d e n t i a l  re locat ion decisions among whites. W e  asked 

respondents who had moved anywhere t o  r a t e  "how important" the  condl- 

t ions  we  analyzed i n  Table 14-1 were when they chose t h e i r  new neighbor- 

hood. The "quali ty of public schools" was ra ted  "very important" by 



37 percent ,  "the kind of people l iv ing  there" by 48 percent ,  "con-

venience t o  workt1 by 49 percent, and "crime and safety1' b y  64 percent. 

There is  l i t t l e  doubt where lower r a t e s  of property and (especially) 

personal crime can generally be found i n  a metropolitan area. In 

Chicago, the  o f f i c i a l  robbery r a t e  two years before our survey was 

563 per 100,000 i n  the  c i t y  and only 65 i n  t h e  suburbs. The corres- 

ponding f igures  for  assaul t  were 328 and 113, and f o r  burglary 1114 

* 
and 970. 

The Consequences of Fl ight  

Our l a s t  question concerns the  outcome of decisions t o  stay or 

leave  the  cen t ra l  c i t y .  If those who f l e d  the  c i t y  found improved 

conditions, then exi t ing  the  inner c i t y  may have been a reasonable 

response t o  t h e i r  concerns--for those who could afford i t ,  and were 

allowed t o  do so. From the  perspective of those involved, conditions 

i n  t h e i r  current  neighborhood a r e  the  consequences of leaving or s taying.  

We measured these consequences with respect  t o  crime by asking 

each of our respondents t o  assess  "how much of a problem" each of 

seven crime-related conditions was i n  t h e i r  present neighborhood. These 

conditions ranged from building abandonment and vandalism t o  street  

robbery and arson. Table 14-3 presents  the  r e s u l t s  fo r  whi tes  who 

............................ 

Table 14-3 goes about here 

* ~ h e  crime data  f a r  these f igures  came from the  Chicago P o l i c e  Depart-
ment ( fo r  c i t y  community areas)  and the  I l l i n o i s  Law Enforcement 
Commission ( fo r  suburban munic ipal i t ies) .  Population est imates used 
i n  computing these r a t e s  came from t h e  Chicago Department of Planning, 
the  Northern I l l i n o i s  Planning Commission, and the U.S. Census Bureau. 



TABLE 14-3 


RATINGS OF PROBLEMS IN CURRENT NEIGHBORHOOD, 

FOR WHITES 

Percent Rating Condition as 
"Big Problem" o r  "Some Problemfs 

Conditions i n  Residential  Location 
Current Neighborhood 

Stayed i n  Moved t o  
City Suburbs 

Buildings o r  s to re f ron t s  s i t t i n g  
abandoned o r  burned out 18 

F i r e s  being s e t  on purpose 	 17 5 

Vandalism--like kids.breaking 
windows o r  wri t ing on walls  
or th ings  l i k e  tha t  

People breaking i n  o r  sneaking 
in to  homes t o  s t e a l  something 

Groups of teenagers hanging out  
on t h e  s t r e e t s  

People being robbed o r  having 
t h e i r  purses o r  wal le ts  taken 
on t h e  street 

People being attacked o r  
beaten up by s t rangers  

NOTE: 	 Number of cases approximately 585 f o r  each comparison. All 
d i f ferences  a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  (p ( .01+). 

SOURCE: 	 Computed from metropoli tan area  survey sample, white respon- 
dents  only. 



e i t h e r  remained i n  t he  c i t y  o r  moved t o  t h e  suburbs. 

As we can see,  d i f fe rences  i n  t h e  condi t ions  each group face 

a s  a r e s u l t  of moving o r  s tay ing  a r e  considerable .  Bui ld ing  abandon- 

ment, street robbery, a s sau l t ,  and arson  are t h r e e  o r  four  times more 

f r e q u e n t l y  c i t e d  a s  "big prob1ems"by c i t y  r e s iden t s .  Vandalism, 

bu rg la ry ,  and teenagers  o f t en  present  d i f f i c u l t i e s  f o r  suburbani tes ,  

bu t  still are s i g n i f i c a n t l y  g rea t e r  problems i n  t he  c i t y ,  By these 

measures, those  who relocated out  of t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y  achieved a 

g r e a t  dea l .  

We can a l s o  read t h e  b e n e f i t s  of suburban f l i g h t  i n  o u r  respon-

d e n t s '  r a t i n g s  of crime condit ions i n  t h e i r  o l d  and new neighborhoods. 

Among those who moved anywhere (excluding our  60 white  c i t y  respon- 

d e n t s  who have always l i ved  i n  t he  same neighborhood) we compared 

s e p a r a t e  r a t i n g s  of the  ex t en t  t o  which neighborhood crime was a 

problem i n  t h e i r  o ld  community and t h e i r  new loca t ion .  For  most w h i t e s  

(57 percent)  condi t ions remained t h e  same, bu t  more improved their  l o t  

than worsened i t  a s  a r e s u l t  o f  the  move. Whatever t h e i r  r a t i n g  of 
< 

t h e i r  o r i g i n a l  neighborhood, 27 percent  placed t h e i r  c u r r e n t  residence 

lower on our  crime problems measure, and only 16  percent h ighe r .  

Where they moved t o  made a s u b s t a n t i a l  d i f f e r ence ,  however. Among 

those  who moved t o  t h e  suburbs from t h e  c i t y ,  only 7 pe rcen t  came 

of f  worse a s  a r e s u l t .  Those who stayed i n  t h e  c i t y  were o n l y  s l i g h t l y  

b e t t e r  o f f  as a r e s u l t  of t h e i r  relocation--31 percent improved t h e i r  

condi t ion,  bu t  25 percent  r a t e d  t h e i r  new c i t y  neighborhood as more 

problem-prone than t h e  one they l e f t .  

The r e l a t i o n  between moving t o  t h e  suburbs and improving the 



q u a l i t y  of one's l i f e  was independent of income. It is not simply 

t h a t  white respondents who f l e d  the  c i t y  had the money t o  acquire 

g rea te r  secur i ty  anywhere. A t  a l l  income leve l s ,  those who f l ed  

fmproved t h e i r  posi t ion vis-a-vis crime. For example, of those repor t ing  

income l e v e l s  under $10,000 per year who stayed within t h e  confines 

of t h e  c i t y ,  25 percent gave higher r a t ings  t o  t h e i r  new neighbor- 

hood there;  among low-income people who moved t o  t h e  suburbs, 66 per-

cent fared  be t t e r  there. A t  a l l  income leve l s ,  those who stayed i n  

the c i t y  only broke even. Among those report ing earnings under 

$10,000, 23 percent gave t h e i r  new neighborhood worse ra t ings ;  f o r  

those i n  the  $20,000-and-above category, 22 percent were worse o f f .  

I n  o the r  words, t h e  improvement i n  condition w e  have described seems 

t r u l y  t o  be caused by t h e i r  f l i g h t  from the  c i ty .  F l i g h t  was g r e a t l y  

encouraged by having the  money t o  afford the  move, but  anyone who 

moved out  was much more l i k e l y  t o  achieve greater  s e c u r i t y  a s  a 

r e s u l t ,  

F inal ly ,  f l i g h t  seems t o  have had dramatic consequences f o r  

l e v e l s  of f e a r  among those who previously l ived i n  t h e  c i t y .  Compar-

ing those who moved and stayed with respect  t o  t h e i r  current  l e v e l s  

of f e a r  i l l u s t r a t e s  the  g rea t  gulf between them i n  terms of neighbor- 

hood crime conditions. Among whites, 63 percent of those who moved 

t o  the  suburbs now place themselves i n  the  "very safe" category, as 

contrasted t o  only 28 percent of those who did not.  Only 13 percent  

of those who moved out  of t h e  c i t y  now f e e l  e i t h e r  "very" o r  even 

"somewhat" unsafe. The cor re la t ion  (Gamma) between our measures of 

fea-jF and f l i g h t  w a s  +.52. This  e f f e c t  was unshaken when we control led  



fo r  t h e  sex, age, and income of our respondents; the p a r t i a l  correla- 

t i o n  between f l i g h t  and fea r  was lower than the  simple co r re la t ion  

between the  two only a t  the  second decimal place, and the s t a t i s t i c a l  

impact of s taying o r  f lee ing was second only t o  sex i n  predict ing 

l e v e l s  of fear .  

A Return t o  the  City? 

One of the  most in te res t ing  f indings we can repor t  is t h a t  our 

Chicago area  survey did uncover some evidence of a return-to-the-city 

movement a s  w e l l  a s  a grea t  dea l  of suburban f l i g h t .  It o f  course is 

much smaller than the  reverse flow, but  more of i t  is of r e c e n t  

vintage.  Among our respondents t h a t  reported l iv ing  i n  t h e  suburbs 

before  t h e i r  most recent  move (and they were almost exclus ively  

white) 12 percent now l i v e  i n  the  c i t y .  They cons t i tu te  5 percent 

of a l l  the  white respondents who moved o r  stayed i n  t h i s  analys is .  

These r e p a t r i a t e s  a r e  d i s t i n c t i v e  i n  many ways. They a r e  young 

(44 percent a r e  under t h i r t y )  , educated (58 percent repor ted  "some 

college"), o f t en  unmarried (54  percent a r e  s ing le ) ,  and a r e  renters 

r a t h e r  than homeowners. On the  average, they have l ived i n  the  city 

f o r  only f i v e  years. They had few complaints about t h e i r  o l d  suburban 

communities; i n  f a c t ,  t h e i r  perceptions of neighborhood problems matched 

those who stayed there.  Their d i s t i n c t i v e  discontent  with suburbia 

was over i ts  inconvenience t o  work, I n  t h i s  group, 38 percent  

indicated t h a t  was "some problem" o r  a "big problem." I n  response 

t o  questions about employment, 65 percent reported tha t  they work 

in the  c i t y .  Probably because of t h e i r  high income and freedom to 



choose among many res iden t i a l  options, whites who have returned t o  

the c i t y  report  less troublesome conditions i n  t h e i r  new neighborhoods 

than do those who never l e f t .  For example, only 4 percent  of them 

ra ted  vandalism a "big problem" i n  t h e i r  area ,  i n  c o n t r a s t  t o  14  

percent of those who continued t o  l i v e  i n  the  c i t y  throughout. 

What we do not know is  whether t h e i r  current  residence i n  the  c i t y  

is a temporary accommodation t o  t h e i r  pos i t ion  i n  t h e  l i fe-cycle;  

as  r e n t e r s  and short-term res idents ,  they may be " j u s t  passing 

through," In  general,  the  return-to-the-city movement by the  r e l a t i v e l y  

well-to-do has been confined t o  ren te r s ,  and t h i s  may individual ly  

l i m i t  t h e i r  s take i n  core-city rev iva l  (Eklund and Williams, 1978). 

But with s u f f i c i e n t  and continuing numbers, even a t r a n s i t o r y  popu- 

l a t i o n  can have considerable impact upon a neighborhood o r  l a rge r  

community. A neighborhood may be a "stabPe"p1ace i n  t h e  sense t h a t  

the "same kind of people" continue t o  l i v e  there,  even i f  they 

individual ly  come and go a t  a r e l a t i v e l y  rapid pace. 

Conclusion 

The irony of f l i g h t  a s  a react ion t o  crime, of course, is t h a t  

it is  most e f fec t ive  when only a few people take advantage of it. 

The payoff from f l i g h t  w a s  considerable f o r  our respondents. Movers 

report  b e t t e r  neighborhood condit ions than s tayers ,  and those who 

moved ou t  of the  c i t y  improved t h e i r  pos i t ion  more s u b s t a n t i a l l y  

than did those who moved t o  other neighborhoods wi th in  t h e  c i ty .  

Some of t h i s  advantage doubtless can be l a i d  t o  t h e  s o c i a l  and 

economic b a r r i e r s  which l i m i t  t he  scope of re locat ion.  A s  long as 



v a s t  demographic chasms d iv ide  c i t y  from suburb they w i l l  r e t a i n  

t h e i r  d i s t i n c t i v e n e s s  with regard t o  a hos t  of problems and of fe r  

g r e a t e r  s e c u r i t y  f o r  those who blend i n .  Unlike a c t u a l  cr ime pre- 

ven t ion  e f f o r t s ,  however, t h e  more people f l e e  t h e  less they individu-

ally and c o l l e c t i v e l y  w i l l  gain.  If f l i g h t  becomes more pervas ive  

and heterogeneous i n  charac te r ,  and a s  new c i t i e s  and employment 

c e n t e r s  spr ing  up on the  metropol i tan f r i n g e  t o  provide f o r  t h a t  

new l i f e ,  t h e  comparative advantage of suburban r e loca t ion  w i l l  

dec l ine .  

Our survey of metropol i tan Chicago revealed a s u b s t a n t i a l  

amount of movement out  of the c e n t r a l  c i t y .  Even based o n l y  on 

information about t h e i r  most r ecen t  move, i t  appears t h a t  one-quarter 

of t hose  who previously l i v e d  i n  t he  c i t y  have moved t o  the suburban 

f r inge .  This  can f a i r l y  be charac te r ized  as "white f l i g h t . "  Despite 

evidence of recent  increases  i n  t he  number of Blacks i n  Chicago's 

suburbs,  pa in fu l ly  few of those  we interviewed had been a b l e  t o  

e x e r c i s e  t h a t  option. I n  genera l ,  r e s i d e n t i a l  r e loca t ions  by Blacks 

involve moves of r e l a t i v e l y  s h o r t  d i s t ances  and only marginal ly  

upgrade t h e i r  housing. I n  one s tudy Blacks were th ree  t i m e s  more 

l i k e l y  than  whites  t o  be involved i n  involuntary moves, and  they 

faced a r i g h t e r  and more constrained housing market when they were 

forced t o  r e l o c a t e  ( ~ a c A l i i s t e r ,  1971). Among whites  i n  o u r  study, 

on t h e  o the r  hand, almost one-half had l e f t  t h e  c i t y .  

It appears  t h a t  dec i s ions  about r e s i d e n t i a l  r e l o c a t i o n  among 

whites  involve two s e t s  of ca l cu la t ions ;  some f a c t o r s  s t i m u l a t e  

movement, while  o t h e r s  shape its course.  The dec is ion  t o  move usually 



r e f l e c t s  changes i n  household composition o r  the p o s i t i o n  of its 

members i n  the  l i f e  cycle. Where it re locates ,  on the  o t h e r  hand, 

may involve the  r e l a t i v e  strength of various "pull" and "push" 

f o r c e s  which shape intra-metropoli tan migration pa t t e rns .  Studies 

of r a c i a l  r e s iden t i a l  succession point  i n  the  same d i rec t ion .  For 

example, overt  anti-Black a t t i t u d e s  do not generally p red ic t  ac tua l  

movement by whites, which i s  control led more by c l a s s  and income 

f a c t o r s .  When moving, whites make r e s i d e n t i a l  locat ion choices 

based on t h e i r  perceptions of what the  general f u t u r e  course of 

neighborhoods w i l l  be (Aldrich, 1975). With regard t o  crime, we 

found more evidence supporting the  p u l l  e f f e c t  of a t t r a c t i v e  suburban 

loca t ions  than we found support f o r  explanations of r e loca t ion  which 

favor  central-ci ty push fac tors .  Neighborhood abandonment and 

dec l ine  may be less due to the  f l i g h t  of a rea  res iden t s  than the  

f a c t  tha t  few people f ind good reason t o  move in to  a r e a s  characterized 

by high l e v e l s  of crime and other s o c i a l  problems. 

Our da ta  document most convincingly the  importance of cons t ra in t s  

i n  shaptng r e s i d e n t i a l  relocation.  The option of moving t o  t h e  

suburbs seems l a rge ly  t o  be closed t o  Blacks, and t h e r e  a r e  reloca- 

t i o n  hurdles over which r e l a t i v e l y  few lower income whites can l eap  

as well.  There is ample evidence t h a t  Black c i t y  dwellers  f requent ly  

attempt t o  put some distance between themselves and crime. I n  a 

study i n  Philadelphia, Savitz,  et  a l .  (1977) found t h a t  39 percent  

of Black parents had t r i e d  t o  t r ans fe r  t h e i r  children t o  s a f e r  

schools, and t h a t  28 percent were trying t o  move t o  a s a f e r  neighbor- 

hood. The i n a b i l i t y  of middle-class Blacks t o  gain  access t o  t h e  



metropoli tan housing market is frequently c i t ed  a s  an explanation 

f o r  t h e  f a c t  tha t  they suffer  substant ia l ly  higher r a t e s  o f  

v ic t imizat ion than do t h e i r  white counterparts  (Hindlang, et  a l . ,  

1978). I n  our survey, Blacks were more l i k e l y  than city-dwelling 

whites  t o  indica te  tha t  they planned t o  move. But the  bes t  evidence 

is t h a t  t h i s  move w i l l  be confined t o  the  inner c i ty .  

W e  found evidence of s imilar  b a r r i e r s  t o  the  re locat ion of 

lower-income households as well. Low-income persons were more 

l i k e l y  t o  indicate  tha t  they planned t o  move, but a higher family 

income was t h e  strongest correlate--following being white--of 

f l ee ing  ra the r  than remaining i n  the c i t y ,  W e  a l so  found t h e  only 

evidence of a "push" e f fec t  of crime among those who could most 

r ead i ly  afford t o  re locate  i n  response t o  deter iora t ing neighborhood 

conditions. Class and race b a r r i e r s  may be confounded here, for 

63 percent of the  (few) Black respondents who indicated that they 

had moved out  of the  c i t y  reported yearly family incomes i n  excess 

of $15,000. However, when w e  control  f o r  income di f ferences ,  Black 

res idents  of t h e  metropolitan area  a r e  underrepresented among those 

who l e f t  the  c i t y  i n  every income category. 

There i s  considerable evidence t h a t  the  growth of suburbia 

has had dele ter ious  consequences f o r  t h e  c i t i e s  they surround 

(Kasarda, 1972). Housing investment has followed the  movement of 

people, and both white-collar and higher payfng blue-collar occupa-

t ions  have begun t o  concentrate on the  f r inges  of the  metropolis 

(Kasarda, 1976). With i n d u s t r i a l  and commercial investment following 

the  construction of new housing, the  cen t ra l  c i t y  tax base has begun 



to dec l ine  both proportionally and absolutely. A t  the  same time, 

t h e  proportion of service-receiving res idents  i n  inner-ci ty popula- 

t i o n s  has increased. This has fu r the r  accelerated a trend toward 

even greater  central-city/suburban d i f fe ren t i a t ion  with respect  -

t o  t h e  incidence of socia l  problems. I n  the  case of crime, i n  

k places  where suburbs have grown most extensively the re  is much more 

reported crime concentrated i n  the  cen t ra l  c i t y  (Skogan, 1977a). 

The findings presented here and elsewhere present somewhat of 

a dilemma i n  t h i s  regard, however. The current  comparative advan- 

tage  of suburbia i s  great  on most quality-of-life dimensions. It  

seems unlikely tha t  crime (or  other neighborhood condit ions l i k e  

those we  probed e a r l i e r  i n  t h i s  chapter) could be curbed s ign i f i -  

can t ly  enough i n  cen t ra l  c i t i e s  to  bring it in to  t h e  suburban range-- 

i n  t h e  case of robbery, t h i s  would involve reducing reported crime 

r a t e s  by a fac tor  of nine. Moreover, i f  re locat ion out of the  c i t y  

is  indeed a function of p u l l  more than push fac tors ,  the  f a t e  of 

t h e  cen t ra l  c i t y  would seem t o  l i e  i n  the  hands of o thers ,  elsewhere. 

The decision t o  move seems l a rge ly  independent of t h e  neighborhood- 

re la ted  fac to r s  w e  have discussed here,  and is  affec ted  ra the r  by 

s h i f t s  i n  even more fundamental s o c i a l  and economic arrangements. 

They ce r ta in ly  a r e  beyond t h e  ken of the most ambitious urban adminis- 

t r a to r s .  I f  r a c i a l  b a r r i e r s  t o  individual  re locat ion decis ions  were 

somehow overcome, t h i s  triumph might w e l l  exacerbate t h e  problem. 

Currently thosebarriers  b o t t l e  many moderate-income Black fami l i e s  

i n  the c i t y ,  and opening up housing markets might only extend t h e  

f l i g h t  option t o  many who would gladly take  it. 



CHAPTER FIFTEEN 


CONCLUSION 


Lntroduct ion 


The research reported in this volume sought to understand fear 

of crime and how people variously cope with the threat of crime. From 

the outset it was clear the origins of fear and reactions to crime 

were complex issues. Research in this area had revealed two paradoxes 

concerning the relationship between crime and fear of crime. The first 

was that many more people are fearful than report being directly in- 

volved with crime; the second was that many of the most fearful urban 

dwellers are in groups that enjoy the lowest rates of victimization. 

There also was a seeming paradox in the apparent lack of a clear relation 

between fear and behavior. On the one hand, commentators indicated 

big-city residents were virtually "prisoners of fear"; on the other, 

governments were spending vast sums of money attempting to convince 

these residents to do things to protect themselves from crime. 

The model we pursued to unravel these puzzles was a cognitive and 

volitional one. The elements in the model reflected the assumption --
despite those apparent paradoxes -- that people act in response to assess-

ments of risk in their environment and the potential costs of becoming 

involved in crime. Further, we recognized that in doing so, people 

could only choose among the alternatives that were open to them. The 

operating model sketched in Chapter One indicated the general concepts 



which seemed t o  be important i n  understanding fear  and behavior. I n  

v a r i o u s  chapters w e  then examined pat terns  of v ic t imizat ion ,  vulnera-

b i l i t y  t o  crime, neighborhood conditions, community in teg ra t ion ,  and 

the sources  of secondhand information concerning crime. W e  demonstrated 

how t h o s e  fac to r s  were r e l a t ed  t o  f e a r  and t o  the  th ings  people do t o  
,' 

p r o t e c t  themselves from crime, and explored how f a r  a cognit ive and 

v o l i t i o n a l  model can go toward explaining a t t i t u d e s  and behavior. 

This concluding chapter reviews those f indings,  and specula tes  

about the  long run implications of what we found. 

The Basis of Fear 

Four f ac to r s  proved t o  be  s ign i f i can t  co r re la t e s  of f e a r :  v i c t imi -  

za t ion ,  vulnerabi l i ty ,  v icar ious  experience, and neighborhood condit ions.  

Not a l l  aspects  of these elements of the  model were equal ly  important,  

however. 

Victimization. Direct,  personal experience wi th  crime was d i r e c t l y  

r e l a t e d  t o  f ea r .  The seemingly obvious connection between the  two 

had been obscured i n  past  s t u d i e s  by the  inadequate measurement of  

v ic t imizat ion  and t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  recognize t h a t  some types of crime 

a re  more strongly re l a t ed  t o  f e a r  than a r e  experiences wi th  property 

crime, and vict imizat ions involving rape and ser ious  physica l  i n j u r y  

were the  most traumatic. The r e l a t i o n  between v ic t imiza t ion  and f e a r  

was c l a r i f i e d  by cont ro l l ing  f o r  the  sex and age c o r r e l a t e s  of both ,  

fo r  young males a r e  d ispropor t ionate ly  victimized by v i o l e n t  crimes 

but general ly a r e  less f e a r f u l .  



While vict ims a r e  more f e a r f u l ,  most people have not been v ic t imized  

i n  t h e  recent  pas t .  Victimization, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  i ts most s e r ious  

forms, i s  a " r a re  event ." I n  o ther  research  t h i s  has confounded t h e  

a n a l y s i s  of the  r e l a t i o n  between v i c t imiza t ion  and f e a r ,  f o r  experience 

with crime i s  infrequent  enough t o  break t h e  mathematical requirements 

of most  s t a t i s t i c s .  This has sometimes l e d  t o  t h e  i n c o r r e c t  con-

c l u s i o n  t h a t  t h e  two were "unrelated." W e  also found t h a t  among v a r i o u s  

forms of v ic t imiza t ion  those r a t e d  by t h e  pub l i c  a s  t he  most ser ious 

a r e  t h e  least frequent  forms of predation. I n  any given y e a r  the 

most fear-provoking crimes strike only a small f r a c t i o n  of  t h e  populat ion.  

The most common se r ious  crime we examined, burglary, had only a 

modest impact: upon f e a r .  On t h e  o the r  hand, because of its frequency, 

t he  aggregate  impact of burg lary  may be very l a r g e .  We dubbed the 

i n t e r s e c t i o n  of t h e  frequency of a  crime and i t s  impact on f e a r  i ts  "net 

e f f ec t . "  Many people l i v e  i n  households t h a t  r ecen t ly  have been bu rg la r i zed .  

Further ,  un l ike  most personal  crimes, burglary v i c t imiza t ion  is 

widely d i s t r i b u t e d  i n  t h e  population. It is  a s  high i n  weal thy as in low-income 

a reas ,  and it s t r i k e s  whites  almost as f r equen t ly  a s  i t  d o e s  Blacks. 

Thus burglary may spread concern about v i c t imiza t ion  i n  p l a c e s  that are 

otherwise insu la ted  from s e r i o u s  crime. 

Vulnerabi l i ty .  Vulnerabi l i ty  t o  v i c t imiza t ion  a l so  was a useful 

c lue  f o r  understanding t h e  fears and a c t i o n s  of po ten t i a l  vict ims.  

We examined i n  d e t a i l  two forms of v u l n e r a b i l i t y  t o  crime, physical and 

s o c i a l .  Physical  v u l n e r a b i l i t y  e n t a i l s  powerlessness to  resist a t t a c k ,  



while social vulnerability reflects frequent exposure to the threat of 


victimization. There are a number of potential indicators of people's 


standing on each of these dimensions, and numerous investigations have 


found those measures are among the strongest and most consistent predictors 


of fear and crime-related behavior. We found that measures of physical 


vulnerability had a stronger relation to fear than did those reflecting 


social vulnerability. This accounts in part for the generally inverse 


relationship between personal victimization and fear. As we saw, mea-


sures of physical vulnerability were among the strongest correlates 


of reduced exposure to risk of personal attack. 


We did not find that persons who are more vulnerable to crime are 


more attuned to conditions around them, however. It has been argued 


that groups like women and the elderly, who may suffer more substantial 


consequences if they are victimized, axe more sensitive to vatiations 


in the risks of their environment. In every test, the effects of 


threatening surroundings and vulnerability to attack were cumulative 


but independent of one another. 


Vicarious Experience. Because of the relatively low incidence of 

direct experience with crime in comparison to the frequency of fear, 

it is clear that many people are reacting instead to secondhand im-

pressions concerning the threat of crime, We examined in depth two 

sources of such messages, the media and personal conversation. We 

could find no discernable impact of the media, but the latter carried 

news of great significance to those we interviewed. 



A content analysis of local media confirmed that the coverage of 

crime in those cities was ubiquitous. These was extensive coverage of 

crime in the newspapers and a complementary study indicates that tele- 

vision news is, if anything, more devoted to such events. The media 

emphasizes violence. In general, media coverage is inversely related 

to the true frequency of various types of criminal incidents. Newspapers 

in these cities were so similar in this respect it did not seemmeaning- 

ful to attempt to distinguish between them in terms of their impact 

upon readers, and it seems likely this umbrella could be extended to 

include television as well. 

At the consumer end our survey revealed widespread attention to 

crime news. Over three-quarters of our respondents were recently exposed 

to crime via the media. There were differences among groups in which 

of the media they were most attentive to, which served to spread crime 

news throughout the population. Attention to crime in the media was 

as common in low-crime as in high-crime neighborhoods, and the same 

among low- and high-victimization groups. Thus it potentially could 

account for fear among lower-risk strata. 

However, we could discern no impact of media exposure on fear of 


crime. Controlling for other relevant factors, we found no relation 


between fear and attentiveness to either television or newspaper coverage 


of crime. This is in line with some previous research which indicates 


that media effects are confined to more abstract and general perceptions 


of crime, and not to close-to-home assessments of risk. 




When we asked people what they felt was their best source of 


information about local crime, they indicated their friends and neighbors. 


Our analysis found the crucial linkage between those conversations 


about crime and fear was the information such talk brought about local 


events. When people knew of crime in their area, they were more afraid. 


Further, gossip about crime seems to magnify some of its more fear-provoking 


features. Stories about personal crimes seem to spread further than 


those concerning property crime, magnifying the relative frequency 


of violence. Stories about women and elderly victims seem to travel 


further than those describing more typical victims of personal crimes. 


Finally, when people hear of victims like themselves, they are even 


more fearful as a consequence. 


Conversation about crime is thus fear-provoking. And unlike direct 


experience with crime, the secondhand information about crime that 


flows through networks of interpersonal communication is not a rare 


event. Talk magnifies the importance of each local incident. Our 


analysis also documented that talk about crime spreads news widely 


in low-crime as well as in high-crime neighborhoods. Thus it accounts 


in part for the fears of people who live in areas where the actual inci- 


dence of personal crime is relatively low. And because talk is as 


likely to involve low-risk as high-risk persons, it serves to stimulate 


fear among those who enjoy low rates of victimization. 


Neighborhood Conditions. In our survey we found significant, if 


minority, pessimism about neighborhood conditions and future trends. The 




level of concern was quite similar to the level of fear in these cities. 


Those who lived in certain neighborhoods were likely to indicate major 


crimes were a problem and the local social order was threatened. Like 


both fear and most forms of actual victimization, these concerns were 


more pronounced among Blacks and the poor. Thus it was not surprising 


that concern about local crime and disorder was strongly related to fear. 


Assessment that personal crime was a "big problem" in the neighborhood 


was the strongest predictor of fear. However, more people perceived 


burglary was a local problem, and as a result the net effect of burglary 


on fear (the combination of its impact and frequency) was greater. 


Problems with crime and disorder were less comon where communities 


were more tightly integrated. We employed two measures of integration, 


one reflecting the strength of social ties and the other residential 


ties. Controlling for other factors both were related to lower levels 


of fear. (One of those other factors was personal conversation about 


crime which was stimulated by close neighborhood ties.) Much of this 


effect (but not all) was due to the negative relationship between inte- 


gration and local problems, however. When concern about crime and 


disorder was taken into account the impact of integration on fear dimin- 


ished substantially. We also found little evidence of the presumed 


"ameliorative" consequences of integration. It has been argued that 


people who are more attuned to local conditions are less fearful even 


when the threat of crime around them is substantial. However, we found 


no such complex relation between crime conditions. integration, and fear. 




Reactions to Crime 


In our operating model we hypothesized about factors that play 


a key role in motivating precautionary and protective measures against 


crime. These included fear of crime and concern about crime-related 


conditions, vulnerability to victimization, knowledge of local crime, 


and neighborhood integration. However, many of the crime-reduction 


actions that we examined were not particularly responsive to these 


factors. Fear and neighborhood integration were most consistently 


linked to behavior in the way that we hypothesized. Other "causal" 


factors proved unrelated to crime-reduction efforts, or were linked to 


those activities in quite unexpected ways. As a result, the benefits 


of protective and preventive behavior often accrued to those who already 


enjoyed lower rates of victimization and lower levels of fear and 


concern about crime. This outcome was reinforced by suburban flight. That 


proved to be an act which was not particulary motivated by crime, but which 


still had implications for the level of crime and fear in America's central cities. 


Personal Precaution. The operating model we posited at the outset 


was most effective in explaining patterns of exposure to personal risk 


and risk-reduction efforts. All but the "media path" affected the 


manner in which individuals dealt with the threat of attack. Our 


measures of personal precaution included walking with others, driving 


rather than walking after dark, avoiding dangerous places, and simply 


staying home. Reports of these precautions were related to the extent 


of crime and disorder problems in the neighborhood and fear, the physical 




and s o c i a l  proximity of known vict ims and s o c i a l  and phys i ca l  vulnera- 

b i l i t y .  We found only a very l imi ted  r o l e  f o r  t he  c o n s t r a i n t s  on 

" f r e e  choice" we hypothesized, following our opera t ing  model. However, 

most o f  these  t a c t i c e s  a r e  simple, cheap, and hab i tua l ,  and they only 

need t o  be employed when people want t o  go out  a f t e r  dark. Their 

f l e x i b i l i t y  mi t iga t e s  aga ins t  f inding s t rong  c o n s t r a i n t s  on t h e i r  use. 

The personal  c o s t s  t h a t  ensue could weigh heavi ly  upon people 

who are forced t o  adopt t hese  t a c t i c s  of ten .  They may be f o r c e d  t o  fo rego  

oppor tun i t i e s  f o r  employment, r ec rea t ion ,  and even simple s o c i a l  con- 

t a c t .  Staying a t  home -- being a t r u e  "prisoner  of fear"  -- may be the 

most s i g n i f i c a n t  consequence. The e l d e r l y  i n  p a r t i c u l a r  f i n d  i t  d i f f i -

c u l t  t o  avoid t h e  use  of pub l i c  t r anspor t a t ion ,  and many cannot  drive. 

Even walking t o  t he  s t o r e  may seem th rea t en ing  i n  places w h e r e  senior 

c e n t e r s  have not  organized "buddy systems" t o  provide them w i t h  pa r tne r s .  

This is  one of t h e  mechanisms by which crime atomizes a community, by 

raising t h e  c o s t s  of ordinary s o c i a l  i n t e r cour se .  

On t h e  o the r  hand, t he re  may be s u b s t a n t i a l  ind iv idua l  benefi ts  

f o r  those who avoid exposure t o  r i s k ,  e s p e c i a l l y  i f  they are otherwise 

vulnerable  and l i v e  i n  a high-crime comuni ty .  That b e n e f i t  i s  t h e i r  

personal  s a fe ty .  One of t h e  p r i n c i p a l  f a c t o r s  seemingly r e l a t e d  to the 

low l e v e l s  of v ic t imiza t ion  reported by many women and most senior 

c i t i z e n s  is  t h e i r  extremely low exposure t o  a t t a c k  by s t r a n g e r s  and 

t h e i r  reduced v u l n e r a b i l i t y  (by being a t  home) t o  burglary. As our 

model suggests,  t he se  t a c t i c s  may be adopted " for  good reason."  



The consequences for the community which aggregate from the 


individual experiences of its citizens all seem to be negative in 


this regard. While being wary may protect individuals from harm, 


such wariness probably does not have any preventive payoff for the 


community as a whole. These precautionary tactics are passive, not 

i 

aggressive actions against crime. They leave potential offenders 


untroubled, displacing their attention onto others who are less watch- 


ful. Further, the atomizing effects of crime may further undermine 


the ability of a community to exercise any semblance of order. Where 


people are suspicious, avoid social contact, and surrender their interest 


in public facilities, it is impossible to rely upon informal social 


control mechanisms to control youths and suspicious persons. Someone 


must enforce rules governing behavior in a neighborhood. As Clotfelter 


has noted (1977:502): 


..,(1)t is quite possible that some of the 

very measures taken by individuals for protection 


may actually decrease the safety of other house- 


holds by interfering with routine neighborhood 


surveillance. 


This is the "reciprocal relation" between crime and community that 


Wilson (1975) noted. The aggregate consequences of individual actions 


which may be quite rational from the point of view of those involved 


may collectively be highly dysfunctional. 




An antidote to pessimism this may engender is that our surveys 


did not indicate these restrictions on personal freedom are inordi- 


nately common. The adoption of these risk-reducing tactics was con- 


centrated in certain neighborhoods; for the cities as a whole, many 


people pursued only one of these tactics, and a full forty percent of 


our respondents reported that they did not do any of them. Even 


taking into account those who pursued a majority of the actions we 


investigated, the average score on our summary precautionary measure 


was somewhat less than "sometimes." 


Household Protection. Unlike personal precaution, efforts by 


households to reduce their risk of loss from property crime were not 


related in any simple way to the threat of victimization. Rather, we 


found property marking, target hardening, surveillance, and the like, 


were a reflection of economic stakes and social ties. Those wlth more 


resources did more (although we do not think this was because of the 


cost, for most of these measures are cheap). Those who were vulnerable 


to crimes of this sort, on the other hand, did less. Household protec- 


tion was not significantly linked to the perceived level of neighborhood 


crime problems. It was facilitated by neighborhood integration, which 


generally discourages the development of crime and fear. 


Thus, whatever the benefits of this sort of action, they accrue 


to the better-off. Blacks, the poor, renters, and those in more vulnerable 


dwelling units all remain more open to victimization, which runs 


directly counter to our simple "threat of crime" model. 




There is evidence elsewhere that protective measures may reduce 


the chances of household victimization from burglary, at least relative 


to others in the immediate vicinity. Like personal precaution, it may 


thus encourage a "fortress mentality," multiplying the incidence of 


watchdogs and alarms and encouraging the installation of more locks and 

Y 

lights. Collectively,~it is not completely clear this is a benefit. 


Experiments indicate that when the adoption of household protective 


measures is widespread in a target neighborhood, victimization rates 


may drop there relative to other, control neighborhoods. The evidence 


on whether this constitutes true crime prevention, or if crime simply 


is displaced into other categories or into other neighborhoods, is not 


persuasive one way or another. Because a great deal of residential 


burglary seems to be opportunistic, it is likely there is some true 


prevention when a large area is successfully saturated with effective 


measures. However, none of our study neighborhoods was so saturated, 


making it difficult to expect a strong negative correlation between the 


adoption of protective measures and burglary rates at the neighborhood 


level. 


Community Involvement. Our analysis indicated that citizen involve- 

ment in communtiy organizations which were engaged in some kind of 

anti-crime activity was fairly widespread (fourteen percent were so in-

volved). It was difficult to describe this participation as "crime 

fighting1' in origin, however. The things people did may have had 

implications for crime and disorder, but they did it because (a) they 



were "joiners," and (b) the organizations with which they were 


involved decided to do something about crime. 


This was not the view of Durkheim, who argued that community 


activity concerning crime was sparked by the magnitude of the problem. 


It comes closer to the position of John Conklin, who suggested that 


the factors related to crime discouraged community organization. We 


found neighborhood integration was one of the best predictors of par- 


ticipation, and therefore places where participation was highest re- 


ported the least fear, the fewest crime problems, and the least disorder. 


Thus participation in anti-crime activities was lowest in places where 


things were most disorganized (by our measures) and the conditions 


generally attendant to social disorganization were rampant. This is 


certainly not evidence for a "problem-solving" view of such involvement, 


and is more consistent with Conklin's view that fear is incapacitating. 


Not much is known of the effectiveness of the kind of involvement 


\
we examined here. For individuals, joining may be a significant act, 


leading to enhanced morale and community commitment and decreased fear. 


The relationship between membership and morale may in part be a "selec-


tion artifact ,I1 stemming from a tendency for high-morale people to be 


joiners. Those who were involved in crime-focused groups were more 


likely to believe that citizen participation can "make a difference," 


and that the police can be effective at reducing crime. From what we 


know about these cities these beliefs probably did not originate in any 


great victory against crime, and may rather reflect people's motives 


for getting involved in the first place. Also, we observed that the 




spread of information about local events may be facilitated by attending 


local meetings, and the effect of this knowledge generally is negative. 


However, it seems likely that on balance the effect of joining is 


positive, enhancing feelings of mutual support and facilitating mutual 


surveillance efforts. 


At the neighborhood level, extensive citizen involvement in 


crime-focused actlvity may facilitate the adoption of both individual 


and household protective measures. Much of what groups do is attempt 


to get individuals to mark their property, watch their neighborsv houses 


and challenge suspicious persons. This involvement may also enhance 


feelings of security among non-participators, if they gain the impression 


that "someone is watching" and may intervene if they find themselves 


in a difficult situation. 


On the other hand, an organized community may take on fortress 


aspects of its own. Citizen patrols and aggressive "protective nefgh- 


boring" are control mechanisms which may run wild. One of the benefits 


of urbanity is the tolerance of city residents for diversity and their 


actual taste for heterogeneity. A certain looseness of social controls, 


the feeling that "city air makes free," has been an attraction of 


cities since at least the Middle Ages. In our most integrated neighbor- 


hood, South Philadelphia, bands of white toughs actively patrol the 


boundaries of Black enclaves. While this may serve to keep "strangers" 


out of the community, and to reduce conflict over appropriate standards 


of behavior there, this model of crime prevention surely has racist 


implications. In none of our cities is it entirely clear where social 




c o n t r o l  t o  prevent crime, and s o c i a l  con t ro l  t o  s t a b i l i z e  t h e  cur ren t  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of e t h n i c  and r a c i a l  t u r f ,  begin and end. 

Suburban F l igh t .  The f i n a l ,  and perhaps most s i g n i f i c a n t ,  r e a c t i o n  

t o  cr ime we have considered i n  t h i s  volume w a s  f l i g h t  t o  t h e  suburbs. 

Like some o the r s ,  w e  found l i t t l e  evidence of a s t rong  "push" e f f ec t  

of neighborhood crime condit ions.  Rather,  people move l a r g e l y  i n  response  

t o  changes i n  income and household composition. Where they  move t o ,  o n  

the  o t h e r  hand, is shaped by t h e  r e l a t i v e  a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  o f  various 

l o c a l i t i e s  and c o n s t r a i n t s  on the  housing market. People r a t e  crime 

as an important cons idera t ion  when they  decide where t o  move, and 

crime r a t e s  a r e  much lower ou t s ide  of t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y .  However, r a c e  

and money count f o r  a g rea t  dea l .  Those who l i v e  i n  t he  w o r s t  cen ter -c i ty  

neighborhoods cannot escape t h e  c i t y ,  while whites  with h i g h e r  incomes 

tend not  t o  l i v e  i n  t h e  worst inner -c i ty  l oca t ions  i n  t he  first place. 

For those involved, moving t o  t h e  suburbs pays handsome benefi ts .  

We cont ras ted  t h e  neighborhoods t h a t  those  who f l e d  the  c i t y  had 

l i v e d  i n  with t h e i r  r a t i n g s  of  t h e  suburban community i n  which they 

landed. On every dimension th ings  w e r e  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  b e t t e r  i n  t h e i r  

new p lace  of residence.  

For t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  t h e  consequences of suburban development have 

been d isas t rous .  The metropol i tan a r e a  has been segregated on the 

b a s i s  of c l a s s  and r ace ,  concent ra t ing  i n  t h e  c i t y  those w h o  can l e a s t  

a f fo rd  t o  support t h e  s o c i a l  overhead t h i s  e n t a i l s .  The tax base, new 

investment, and d e s i r a b l e  new jobs have f l e d  ou t  the  freeways.  While 



not necessarily caused by crime, all of this has implications for 


inner-city conditions, most of them negative. 


Conclusion 


In sum, our findings paint a somewhat gloomy picture of the con- 


dition of those whose lives are plagued by serious crime and disorder. 


Where there is some hope that crime-reduction efforts can play a truly 


preventive or deterrent function they are adopted most frequently by 


upper-status persons in lower-crime neighborhoods. The only crime-related 


efforts we investigated which seemed to be encouraged by crime and 


adopted most often by those who were more vulnerable to victimization 


were those which probably simply displaced the efforts of determfned 


offenders on others nearby. Those precautionary tactics, ironically, 


also are those which may in the aggregate undermine the capacity of 


the community to control crime and disorder. Actions to protect house- 


holds and involvement in organized efforts to reduce crime also were 


concentrated (with a few exceptions in Black neighborhoods) in places 


where those efforts and services were least needed. Their truly pre- 


ventive consequences accrue largely to whites and upper-income persons. 


Finally, while individual decisions to move to the suburbs did not prove 


to be motivated directly by the threat of crime, other research has 


dwelled on the criminogenic consequences of flight for the central 


cities that upper-income whites have left behind. While enjoying tre- 


mendous advantages in comparison to the conditions they left behind, 


those conditions have been made even worse as a result of their move. 




Thus while we have solved two of the paradoxes which motivated this 

research by demonstrating how crime is "multiplied" into fear and how 

the vulnerabilities of potential victims serve as powerful psychological 

and behavioral stimulants, we leave the last of them unresolved. Those 

who are most imparted by crime -do generally do less about it and their 

reactions to crime may in fact have adverse consequences for the 

communities in which they live. Our data suggest some avenues for 

remedying this situation. Household protection seems to be encouraged 

by home ownership, moderate levels of income, and integration into 

community life. The latter recommends efforts to encourage the develop- 

ment of neighborhood social networks, and points to potential payoffs 

from community development programs. Community involvement seems to 

hinge on decisions by organizational leaders to add crime to the agenda 

of their group, and to encourage those who are involved with the group 

to participate in those activities. This also recommends a community 

organization approach to crime prevention. Finally, the growth of the 

suburbs at the expense of central cities has been encouraged and supported 

by federal and state policies with regard to transportation, home financ- 

ing, school aid, local taxation, and annexation. There is some sign 

of a growing understanding of the costs of those policies for society 

as a whole. In conjunction with the Energy Crisis, new efforts to 

restore the traditional vitality of central cities and to plan more 

carefully the distribution of people and jobs in the metropolis may pay 

substantial benefits with respect to crime. 
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