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Chapter |

THE PROBLEM AND THE CITIES

Hntroduction

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 tikely 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 effarts to encourage people to do something to
protect themselves. While many explanations for these apparent con-
tradictions come 1o mind, these inconsistencies have lgd some to
question whether or not levels of fear of crime in American cities are
at all “realistic.” :

The central message of our research is that fear is indeed 4 conse-
quence of crime, but that most consequences of crime - including
fear — are indirect. While victims of crime are more fearful as a result
of their experiences, 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 conditions. These convey a great deal of ibformation
about crime, and most urban dweliers cannot get through a day
without being touched by it in one way or another, The less distant or
abstract the message, the greater its consequences for fear. Fear in
turn plays a substantial role in shaping seme forms of coping behavior.
The frequency with which urbanites expose themselves (o risk of
personal attack and the extent to which they strategically alter their
on-street behavior to minimize those risks when they must face them

1



1 COFING WITH CRIME

were strongly retated to fear and assessments of neighborhood condi-
tions. '

On the other hand, our research exposed a few new paradoxes to
be unraveled. First, while this investigation documents anew the
tremendous emphasis on crime and violence in the media, we could
find no particular consequences of exposure to those messages, cither
for fear or behavior, Second, we found many of the most important
measures people could take against crime were not being taken by
those who most needed to do so. Rather, these measures were either
taken more frequently by those who least needed protection, or they
were irrelevant to ¢rime and fear entirely.

We Jearned all of this studying conditions and events in three
American cities — Chicago, Philadelphia, and San Francisco. In
each city we interviewed thousands of people, probing their assess-
ments of crime and gathering reports of what they had done ubout i1,
The Census Bureau has also conducted surveys in these jurisdictions.
and we used their data as well. Field observers were stationed in
selected neighborhoods in each city. They atiended meetings, inter-
viewed community [eaders and local officials, and kept an eye on
things that took place there, In addition, coders read and systemati-
cally recorded crime news in the daily newspapers serving these
cities, in order to understand what our informants were seeing over
breakfast. This volume uses information from all of these sources to
probe 1he relationships among crime, fear, and reactions to crime.

Crime, Fear, and Reactlons to Crime

A review of the researchliterature on these issues underscores the
fact that, despite their importance, relatively littie is known about the
relationships among crime, fear, and things that people do in vesponse
to crime, There 1s considerable uncertainty even about how much
crime there is. and exactly who its victims are. Until recently, official
police records filed with the FBI constituted the only broad-based
information available on the incidence of crime. While they tell agreat
derl about the kind of crime thet police departments record, these
figures arc known to rise and fall for reasons havinglittle 1o do with the
true rate of victimization, Numerous contingencies of citizen report-
ing of crime to the police and official recording of those complaints
cloud the picture of the actual distribution of crimes and victims. With
the development of more reliable technigues for measuring many
kinds of ¢rime through victimization survey interviews, more is now
known about who is a victim of what, and what the consequences of
victimézation are,
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According to victimization surveys, crime is extraordinarily
common. Each year government pollsters question thousands of
Americans about their experiences with crime, and retumns indicate
that over 40 million major, nonhomicidal criminal incidents taok place
in 1977 (U.S. Department of Justice, 1978a). Official police reports
include many more kinds of erime, things not asked about in the
surveys, and they point to similarly large totals. These figures have
been climbing since the early 1960°s, After accelerating at a tremen-
dous rate for more than a decade, however; both the police reports
and the victim surveys indicate the increase in crite has sfacked off |
since the 1974-1975 period, and rates for serious offenses have
stabilized at about the levels for those years (Skogan, 19793). These
figures remain at an extremely high level in comparison to other
Western indusirial countries, even though those nations have ridden
the same social roller coaster with respect to crime {Gurr, 1977b).

Opinion measures of fear of crime parallel these trends. On occa-
sion the Gallup organization (American institute of Pubtic Opinion
Research, monthiy) and the National Opinion Research Center (1978)
have asked Americans if there is a place in their neighborhoods
"where you would be afraid to waik alone at night.” These surveys
have given us readings of the state of public opinion since 1965. They
pointtoa sr,eady increase in fear, from a low of 31% “yes" to a high of
45% "yes.” However, reports of fear increased primarily during the
1967-1974 period, and they, too, have remained at virtually the same
level since then (Baumer and DuBow, 1977). The surveys indicate
that people consider crime primarily a local problem, and crime and
disorder peaked as the nation’s number-one problem during the big-
city riots of the mid 1960s (Smith, 1979).

There ie no cumparsble data on what people do about crime,
which presumably would be the best barometer of its impact upon
theirlives. There is an ample supply of anecdotal and media accounts
of the debilitating impact of crime on the guality of life. People of al!
races and regions are reputed to stay behind locked doors, to avoid
using public transportation, to shun shopping downtown, to decline
to go out on the town for entertainment, and to avoid involvement
with strangers, even when they are ift need of help, While these
consequences for daily living are only indirect indicators of the effect
of crime upon the quality of life in America, they reflect its impact
upon some of the most fundamental human values, including freedom
of movement and affiliation with others, freedom from fear and anx-
iely, and the quest for community based on mutual trust and depend-
em;e
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However, the relation between rates of crime and this behavior is
not a simple one. Crime rates for areas do not always ¢orrespond with
what people who livé there report doing. Furstenberg (1972) found
that, even in very high crime areas of Baltimore, one-quatter of his
respondents reported taking no particular precautions against crime,
while in the safest areas about one-quarter did a great deal in their
neighborhoods 1o avoid being victimized. Wilson (1976) found that in
Portland peaple who lived in the lowest crime areas were the ones
who reported spending the most on security. One could conclude from
this either they were not acting rationally, or that those measures were
extremely effective! In any event, residents of high crime areas were
not the ones who Were fortifying their homes, Surveys indicate that in
general there is little relation between most forms of household pro-
tection and measures of fear, or perceived risk of victimization (Scarr
et al., 1973; Maxfield. 1977; Sundeen and Mathieu, 1976a). There is
some cvidence that people who have been victits of personal crimes
are more likely to dothings to protect themselves than those who have
not fallen victim, but few of them report taking drastic steps or
reducing their exposure to risk dramatically.

The same surveys, however, have confirmed that the relationship
between crime and fear also is problematic. As we nated, many more
peopleé are fearful than have had any recent experience with crime.
While victims are more afraid than nonvictims, the bulk of those wary
of walking the streets have not been victimized. Moreover, many of
the most fearfal fall into social categories that enjoy the lowest rates
of victitnization, Women and the elderly evidence the highest levelsof
concern about crime, but relatively few in these categories fall victim
to violent crime or even theft. In many cases it is nccessary to look
beyond people’s direct and personal experiences to understand what
they think about crime and what they do in tesponse. High levelds of
fcar expressed immany communities do not always square with what
peaple-do about crime. In particular, the rate at which victims report
incidents to the police is surprisingly low, even in major crime
categories. Many people are careless with regard to their person and
property; for example, a large proportion of the burglaries recorded in
victimization surveys are carried out without need of forcible entry,
through uniocked doors or windows (U.S. Departiment of Justice,
i979). :

The problems of crime and fear seem 1o be worse in cities. Crime
rates certainly are higher there. In fact, there is evidence that in all
parts of the world, and for most of this century. crime has been more
frequent in great cities than in the surrounding countryside ( Archer et
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al., 1978). Serious assaultive violence, bandgun use, and robbery arc
50 heavily concentrated in the big cities of this country that the overall
national violent crime rate is highly contingent upon events and
conditions there (Skogan, 1979a). The same opinion surveys that
track fear of crime over time also indicate that fear is more pervasive
i large cities among all social groups. Anxiety increases with city size
at almost every step, although tirere is a substantial jump in levels of
fear in places with populations above 100,000. Changes in offense
rates in big cities have mirrored the rate at which people have moved
out of them into the suburbs. Since World War 11, metropelitan
sprawl has grown around central cities, with the largest increases in
inner-city crime, and suburbanization is most extensive outside of
those cities reporting the highest levels of violence (Skogan, 1977a).

This Restarch

Our work began with the central constructs of crime, fear, and
behavior, but we quickly began to expand the list of things about
which we needed to know, Several more factors seemed important for
understanding what peopie did about crime, and why."

First, it is clear certain people ase more vulnerable to crime than
others. Some are less open to attack due to their size, strength, and
capacity to resist the predations. Others are vulnerable because gen-
erally they live in close proximity to potentia! offenders. These are
factorg that are generally related to both fear and behavior, and that
peopie often cannot do very much about.

We also were interested in conditions and events which charac-
terize people’s immediate environment., By almost any standard,
some places are “good places™ and others are “bad places,” and that
shouid make a significant difference in what the residents of .m area
think and do.

Another “environmental” factor, albeit a more abstract one, is the
pattern of media coverage of crime in a community. There is always a
great deal of speculation about the impact of television and news-
papers on people’s perceptions of crime and estimates of risk. Two
issues are important in this regard: the content of those media mes-
sages, and who was attentive to them,

Other forms of communication are less impersonal than the
media, and their content may have greater immediacy. The frequency
of persopal conversations about crime and with whom those dis-
cussions took place were major topics in this research.

The survey we conducted probed people’s knowledge of crimes
and their images of victims. In addition to media and conversation,
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another form of experience with crime is contact with its victims.
When victims are from one’s own neighborhood the contact should be
even more relevant for understanding fear. Proximity to victims can
be identificational as well as spatial, so we gauged the “social dis-
tance” between people and their images of victims in the community.

These faciors made up the core of a working model of why people
act as they do in response to ¢rime. 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
distant from fear and behavior than the others, There undoubtedly are
important linkages among the components of the model as well.

Thelist of crime-related behaviors to be investigated grew to four.
They were:

(1) Personal precaution. These are things people can do to protect
themaselves from personal attack.

(2) Household protection. This category contains a number.of specific
measures households can take to prevent burglasy and property
theft,

(3) Comununity involvement. There is substantial interest among pol-
icy makers in factors encouraging participation in coliective efforts
1o 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.lincludes several “non-
crime” components, 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 pratect
from the threat of crime, determine many household decisions. Deci-
sions 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 environ.
ments, 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
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of environmental conditions, personal qunlltxes dlrect and vicaripus
experience, the media, and perceptions of threat in understandmg
- 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 tnconsciously re-
shape that goal-directed behavior.

DATA COLLECTION

A variety of kinds of data were collected to address the research
questions implied by the operating model. Field representatives were
placed in ten study neighborhoods. They obsetved events there and
conducted structured and informal interviews with citizens, local
businessmen, police efficers, and community leaders. The field re- .
ports were collected and examined in detail. A content analysis was.
conducted of citywide newspapers serving these communities.
Stories concerning crime were noted, and details about thesc stories
and the newspapers were sysicmatically recorded. Finally, opinion
surveys were conducted in each of the three cities. All of these types
of data will be employed ifi 1he chapters which follow to elucidate the
nature of fear and tie antécedents of crime-related behavior. !

The field observers were graduate and undergraduate students in
sociology and ant!uopology They were recruited locally and super-
vised by a full-time fleld director stationed in each city. Observers
were trained in their task by senior tesearchers in the project. They
were instructed to attend all important meetings in their assigned
sites, to keep track of events there, and to make and maintain exten-
sive contacts with people in the community. Much of the feld. work-
ers’ time, however, was spent intesviewing specific types of people”
(such as real estate agents), finding answers to specific questions
posed by the senior research staff. The interviews were open-cnded,
but the same questions were pursucd for a particular category of
Jnformant in each of the research sites. Field workers sét aside a
sttbstantial amount of time each week to review their notes and tape
recardings. Their field reports transcribed us directly as possible what
they saw and heard. There were atmost 10,000 pages of fisid reports.
This volume makes extensive use of those notes to illustrate key
points and to bring to life our quantitative data.

The content analysis of newspapers serving the three cities was 8
major rescarch effort.® This volume examines patterns of viclens
crime coverage in the ning metropolitan daily newspapers. although
community newspapers and those with more timited circulation were
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examined as well, The data were recorded by coders who examined
every story in ¢ach issue of those newspapers, from November 1977
through April 1578, They noted [ 1,475 crime-rélated stories concern-
ing violence during that period. The coders transcribed information
about the content of each’ story and measured the total size of each
story, the sizc of headlines, and the total amount of space in each issue
devoted to news of any kind. The coding was supetvised carefislly and -
the reliability of the data was continwally monitored. _

1n this volume the data are used to characierize what newspapers
in ¢ach study city were saying during the momhs our survey inter-
views were being conducted. They describe one aspect of the “crime
environment™ around the respondents & the time. 1n addition, the
data enable us to compare the substantive comtent of newspaper
crime coverage with the image of crime people hold.

‘The survey data which form the basis for most of the vojume were
collected during the last months of 1977, Interviews were conducted
by telephone from field offices located in each community. The suevey:
smploved a technique known as Random Digit Dialing (See
Tuchfarber and Klecka, 1976) to ensure that residents who recently
had moved or had unlisted telephone numbers were adequately repre-
sented in the dota. Numbers were generatad randomly by a computer,
and each working telephone in a city had an equal chance of being
called. Calls reaching group quarters, buginesses, and other nanresi-
dential places were politely torminated. Each citywide survey in-
cluded interviews with 540 adults, while cach of the neighborhoods
was represented by a sample ranging in size from 200 tb 450 respor-
dents. The size of these samples was jowered somewhat by the need
to down-weight respondents from households with more than one
weiephone number (they were more likely to be sampied}, and to
correct the sample for a slight overrepresentation of women. The
citywide surveys had a total effective sample size of 1,389 when thesc
corrections were made. In every case those questioned were ran-
domly selected from among the adults wha lived in the household we
rcached by phone., Telephone numbers which went unanswered or
gave a busy signal were recalled several times in an attempt to contact
residents there. Respondents to the citywide surveys were comtacted
- using alt of the three-digit residential telephone exchanges servingthe
legal boundaries of the central city. In order to contact residents of

spevific neighbarhoods within the city, numbers were'called at ran~
" domonly for telephosie exchanges which served those areas, and each
answering household was quizzed to make sure that it tay within the
correct boundaries, Spanish-language interviewars were available in
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each city, and every effort was made to' complete interviews before
another randomly generated telephone number was substituted for
the “refusing” househaotd. The response rate for the survey was 61%.
Two other surveys arc employed;in this velume. One was con-
‘ducted by the Census Bureau in each of these cities to gauge the
extent of criminal victisization. The other is a survey of the Chlcasn
metropolitan area, the only data source which inclodes views of
suburbanites as wel as residents of central cities. Extensive use is
tradg of this survey in Chapter 14 in examining flight to the suburbs.

CITY AND NEIGHBORBOOD SITES

These operations were conducted in Ch!cagc;, Philudelphia, and
San Francisco, Although one of these cities ts eastern, one midwest-
ern, and the other located on the West Coast, they all have a great.
deal in common. Al are old cities, plagued with racial conflict,
physical decay, and economic crisis. Each is ringed by growing,
progperous suburbs, while they are losing population, jobs, and hous-
ing at a marked rate. All had crlme problems of considerable mag-
nitude. :
in the mid 1970s, Phﬂadelpmans enjoyed the lowesi crime rate of
the three cities. Official statistics and victimization surveys both
placed it below Chigago, and well below San Francisco, on most
indicators, It follawed the national trend of stable and declining crime
rates. However, the tumultious mayor of the city, Frank Rizzo,
battled crime in the headlines whenever he could get it thore, Still,
‘cotapared to those in the other two cities, Philadelphia newspapers
devoted the least attention to crime issues. As the next chapter
indicaies, crime in Philadeiphia was overconcentrated (even when
compared to other big cities). in Biack neighborhoods. This enabled
- city hall and the metropoliten media to discount cnme 8 sngmﬂcmme :

and the police to fail to record much of it

Chicago fell between Phﬂadelpl‘ua and San Francisco on both

pohce and survey measures of crime. Official rates in Chicago were
alsoin adecline during the period in which the field investigations and
surveys were under way, The town's three major newspapers were
very competitive, &nd devoted a great deal of attention to crime,

However, as Podolefsky et al. (1980) perceptively note, the political
structure and neighborhood orientation of the city served to defuse
crime as anissue by *localizing” it. The political machine in Chicago
_effectively kept crime (and most social issues) off the governmental
agenda, Concormtant!y, the large size and particularistic ethnic orien-
tation of the city’s neighborhoods cncouragcd most residents to see
crime as a problem “somewhere else.”



The Probism and the Citim 2

Little of the above applied to San Francisco in the mid 1970s. The
city had the highest official crime toll and the highest victimization
survey rate of the three. In San Francisco the official crime rate was
2.5 times that of Philadelphia. The Bay City did not share the appar-
ent good fortune of the others in 1erms of crime trends, for throughout
the study period official statistics there continued to climb, News-
papers int 3an Francisco devoted more text space and more headline
attention to crime than did the newspapers in other cities, and focused
heavily on violent crime. Crime, was a hot political issue in San
Francisco, with the liberal troika of Mayor Mos¢one, Chief of Polige
Gain, and Sheriff Honmsto uhanng the potitical ﬂa.ck for the facts
noted above,

While these cities differex to some extent in each detail, for their
residents the consequerites of crime were qulte similar, As the next
chapter documents, the burden of ¢rime was. borne mainly by the
same groups everywhere, Blacks and the poor generaity ended up on
the bottom of the hesp with respect to crime. In categories of offenses
in which they did not, the distribution of victimization followed -a
similar pattern in each city. Significantly, tesidents of these three cmcs
also reported stnklngiy similar levels of fear of crime., :

The best compamtwe reading of levels of fear in American cities
comes from a series of sample surveys which were conducted for the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration by the U.S. Census
Bureau during the [972-1974 period. Those surveys were designed to
produce estimates of rates of victimization for residents of 26 major
cities, including the 3 under scrutiny here, Interviews were conducted
with almost 10,000 persons aged 16 or older in each city. (For more
details about these surveys, sce Garofalo, 1977b.) Respondents were
asked:

How safe do you feel, or woulé you feel, being out alone in your
neighborhood at night? Very safc. reasonably safe, somewhat un-
safe, or very unsafa?

The results of these surveys for this question are presented in Figure
£.2. Depicted are the proportion of respondems who indicated they
felt ejther “somewhat™ or “very unsafe™ in each city,

These figures indicate that the three atudy cilies were quue stmilar
with regard te levels of fear. They cluster together just above the
average for all 26 cities. Because the percentages of Figure 1.2 are
based on survey samples, the differences ainong the three are of little
substamwe significance, They are, for all intents and purposes, “the
same.” Further. if one trims from the list the city with the most
deviant score, San Diego, our cities all fall very near the overall city
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mean for fear. In this sense they are typical of large cities. and the
findings which are reported in this volume may be generalizable to
other pldces. On the other hand, the fact that these study cities were
- 40 similar may lead us to doubt prematurely the generalizability of
those findings. In the main, we found few important city-level differ-
ences to report in this volume. Almost all of the differences between
cities which the survey reveaied disappeared when we controtled for
simple racia and social differcnces in the composition of their popula-
tions. If this study had heen conducted in a more h&temgeneous set of
places that might not have been trwe. -
If these cities were similar in some important respects, the
neighborhoods within them which were chosen for intensive investi-
gation certainly were not. Generally, differénces among these areas
could not be explained by simple differences in their population
make-up. Rather, they varied in many interesting and fundamental
respects. Bmﬂy, those nﬂghborhoods were:

PB]!DOMINAN!‘ LY BLACK NEIGEIIORHDCIIS

Woodlawn. Woodlawn is almost a classic ghetto slum, lacking .
only large blocks of public housing to complete the picture, it is
located on the seuth side of Chicago. Woodlawn is the poorest of the
study neighborhoods. While there are scattercd. often well-
maintained, single-family homes in the area, the bulk of the people in
Woodlawn live in muttiple-unit apertment buildings. The housing
stock is very deteriorated, the streets ran<down. Commercial arcas
in Woodlawn are dominated by taverns, exploitive stores, and
buarded-up buildings. Since 1970 the population-of the arcn has de-
clined considerably, due to abandonment and demolition of buildings
and a serious epidemic of arson. Incosnes are low and unemployment
‘high in Weoodlawn. and many families are headed by women, ltis a
‘igh crime arca, but enjoys a substunual degree of formal commumty
ofganizatiot, .

West Philadelphia. This is a working-class Black nelghborhuod
The area is made up predominantly of single-family homes. Public
housing developments located in West Philadelphia are of the low-
rige and scatter-site variety. A large proportion of the residents of the
commutity are haficowners, and perceive renters amd project dwell-
ers to be the primary source of trouble in the nelghborhood The most
important local issues ure housing and ecanomic development. Va-
cant lots and spots of :rregular land use.dot the area. .

Logan. Logsn is located in central Philadelphia. It is ethnically

quite diverse. housing a substantial number of whites and Asians.
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The community has undergone tremendous racial change during the
past decade. Many of the remaining whites are older, and often do not
get along with younger, Black residents of the arca. Whites trace
many of the neighborhoad’s problems to that racial transition, Logan
has relatively few long-term residents. On the other hand, most
housing is singie-family row-sty!e, and a large proportion of families
own their homes. Family incomes are Jow in this area, and there is a
substantial amount of uncmpiavment.

BETEROGENEQUS NEIGHBORHOODS

. The Mission. The Mission District lies immediately south of
downtown San Francisco. Formerly a white ethnic area, it is undergo-
ing rapid pepulation change. A large naumber of Hispanics live in the
Mission, many of whom reside in large apartments or large old homes
which have been cut up into small flats. Black residents of the
neighborhood are concentrated in public housing projéects, While this
is a low-income neighborhood, the in-town Jocation is attracting
middic-class rehabilitation efforts. Based on our survey, the median
length of residence in the Mission was only 2.8 years. Housing and
disruption of the community, caused by the construction of a subway
thropgh it, s#em 10 be the most significant issues here,

Wicker Park. Wicker Park is located in the near northwestern
quadrant of Chidago. The population of the area is changing rapidly,
contributing to & substantial degree of sovial disorganization. The
current population is about one-third Black, one-third Hispanic, and
one-third white. The latter group is older and predominantly Polish.
Newcomers are young, and there are many children In the aros. The
houring stock is badly deteriorated. Building abandonment and arson
are serious problems in Wicker Park, Unemployment and poverty
stalk the ares.

Visitacion Valtey. Located in southernmost San. Francisco, thisis
a moderate-income homeowning arca, housing a diverse congerie of
whites, Blacks, Agians, 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 multiethnic residential
integration #xists throughout the area, however. The romainder of the
population lives in single-family homes. Residents of Visitacion Val-
ley have a long history of political organization, with high levels of
participation in public affairs, At the time of our study ¢rime was
perhaps the cummunity’s most important issue,
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PREDOMINANTLY WHITE NEIGHBORHOODS

South Phifadelphia. This is Philadelphia’s large, working-class
Italian community. [t is the home of former mayor Frank Rizzo and
Hollywood's comtribution to boxing, Rocky Balboa, In addition to
being large, the area is quite diverse. While most of the area is neat
and prosperous, some parts are deteriorated. Scattered through South
Philadelphia are enciaves of Blacks, who made up 16% of our survey
respondents. The Black tracts cluster around public housing projects.
Boundaries between white and Black areas are widely known and
strictly observed. Despite rampant racial paranoia among whites in
South. Philadelphia, community pride abounds. Most families in the
area afe low- to moderate-incomne, and live in small, connected row
houses. ' _ .

- Back-of-the-Yards. Located on Chicago's pear south side, thisisa
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 reat dollars) for some time. This, in part, accounts for stability in
the area — families cannot afford to move. The southern end of this
arca is undergoing racial transition, but the bulk of respondents to our
survey indicated that little fimdamental change is taking place in the
neighborhood. :

Lincoin Park. The ‘study area is on the western frings of this
middle-class “in-town” neighborhood on Chicago’s north side. It was
by far the most affluent area surveyed. Residents arc white and
young. Many are employed professionally, and relatively few have
children, Most rent apartments in maltiple-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 conges-
tion and unwanted commercial development. This is one of the city’s
principal entertainment and refreshment areas. The official crime rate
in Lincolo Park is very high in several categories.

Sunset, Sunset is a white, middle-class, homeowner neighbor-
hood lying immediately to the south of Golden Gate Park in San
Francisco, Many city employees live in the area, a place where there
are many older residents who have raised their families. QOf afl the
communities we studied;, Sunset had the most long-term residents,

- the lowest unemployment tate, and - with Lincoln Park — the
‘highest income and educational levels, When asked about neighbor-
hood changes in the maet faw sracen @owint cacidents were the most
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likely to indicate that things were “the same.” On all of our measures
this was the most “civil” study neighborhood, reporting the least
concern about crime and cn;oymg the lowest afﬁcnai ciime rate.

The chapters which foliow evaluate in detail our operating mosded
of the antecedents of action against crime. The chapters in Part 1
describe patterns of victimization and fear, and the crucial role of
vulnerability in both crime and its consequences. Part Il sets fear of
¢rime in its tommuonity context. It explores the effects of three key
neighborhood characteristics: the extent of critne prablems, sigas of
disorder, and neighborhcod integration. Part 111 turns to the proc-
esses by which individuals iearn about crime. The crime content of
the mass media, attentiveness to the media, and the development of
informal neighborhood conversational networks arc detailed there,
afong with the impact that information which is acquired in this way
has upon fear. Part 1V is devoted to individual and household be-
havior. Four ¢hapters in this section examine in turn the frequency of
personal precaution, household protéction, 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.

NOTES

1. For a detailed review of the dma sources which were exploned here, set
Maxfield and Hunter, 1980.

3. Yor a detajled reviaw of the content analysis project, see Gordon etal 1979

3. For » detailed review of the survey, sse Skogar, 19784,



Chapter 2

CRIMES AND VICTIMS -

' Intraduction

Our investigation of the problems of crime and fear began during
the third quarter of the 1970s, a period of some stabillty with regard to
these issues. Puring the decade between 1965 and 1974, crime résem-
bled a tidal wave. In that span the number of property crimes re-
corded by the FBI rose by a factor of 4, andthe violeat crime rate tose
336%. Then those rates of increase slowed dramatically, Nationally,
most categories of reported crime peaked in 1974 and. [975, and they
remained stable — although at a kigh level — during the remainder of
the 1970s. This pattern obtains even if we examine the resolts of
national victimization surveys rather than FBI figures; both depict
the same trend during the period following 19‘72 for which both sets of
astimates are available (Skogan, 1979a).

Official figurcs for our three study cities largely pa.rallel these
trends. In Chicago and Philad¢lphia avost agjor crimes pcak.cd during
1974 and 1975, and they have been dropping somewhat since that
mig-decade watershed Crime peaked one year later in San Fran-
cisco, in 1976. Our surveys in these three cities were conducted during
the fail of 1977, when these downturns - if they truly refiected the
experiences of residents of these communities — should have been
most visible in Chicago and Philidelphia, and perhaps should have
gained some attention in.San Fruncisco. .

Crime rates in these three cities ane extremely high in comparison
to national totals. This does not particularty distinguish Chicago,
Philadelphia, or San Francisco; rather, it reflects the apparently univ-
ersal contentration of crime in urban places (Archer et al., 1978). In
the United States this cancentration reached its peak in (970, when
the nation's 32 largest cities, which-housed 17% of its population,
recorded 65% of its robbery {Skogan, 1979a).

1
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The conceftration of crime in America’s great cities simply means
that it is a fgature of the urban envirenment, something to be dealt
with by residents of big cities almost on & deily basis. Crime certainly
is not the only problem overconcenirated there, and the city environ-
ment cah present- stressful problems for anyone attempting to
negotiate it. Like traffic jams, fires, and the housing shortage, crime
challenges the “coping capacity” of many people.

In this chapter we will examine patterns of crime in our thme
study cities. We will focus upon those who have had the most direct
experience with that problem, victims. As we shall see inlater chap-
ters, criminals may have many indirect victims, and the conse-
quences spread far béyond the scene. First, -however, we will |
examine “who has been a victim of what,” and how frequently, with
an eye toward understanding what thev try to do about it.

Crlue b Three Cities

Police repotts from these cities indicate that all of them experi-
enced rates of crime which were substantially higher than those of the
nationas a whole. In the latter haif of the 1970s they were faced with
crime problems of considerable magoitude. The homicide rate in
Philadeiphia stood at twice the national level, and Chicago's was haif
again higher; the official rape raté in San Francisco was three times
the national average, as was the frequency of assaull. Rates of rob-
bery and burglary reported to the police were twice the national figure
in the least troubled of these communities. The robbery rate in San
‘Frauncisco was one-thind higher than that of Chicago, and more than .
twice that of Philadeiphia,

This does not mrean that the acrual Tate of crime was distributed in
this way across the cities. There are a number of factors which
confound the relationship between the public’s experiences and Offi-

‘cial accounts of crime. Official measures of the level of crime do not
reflect very accurately the actual amoust of criminal activity. Many
victims do not notify the authorities; in major crime categories,
perhaps 50% of all incidents are not reported to the police (Skogan,
1976a), Further, the police do not necessarily record all of the inci-
dents which citizens bring to their attention, and the rate at which
they do so may change. The reasons for this nenrecording are diverse,
and include command decisions, department rules, police estimations
of the seriousness of events and the motives of the parties involved,
and their need to keep the official crime rate under control (Black,
1970; Seidman and Couzens, 1974). 1t seems that the readiness of the
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police to record citizen complaints varies considerably from commu-

nity to conmmiunity. One analysis concluded that the police in Chicago

recorded about 64% of all robbery and 39% of all burglary complaints,

while in S8an Francisco the figures were 5!% and 59%, and in Philadel-
phia, 38% and 35%, respectively (Skogan, 1976b).

Because of the rather substantial impact of reporting and recond—
ing practices upon official crime statistics, it is necessary to bypass
them in order to gather many kinds of useful data about crimes and
victims. In effect, victimization data gathered throngh population
. surveys is “the other side of the story” told by official figures. For this

reason, the Law Enforcement Assigtance Administration (LEAA)
" sponsored victimization surveys in each of our three cities. These.
surveys provide data both on the frequency of criminal incidents in
these commumities and on the personal attributes of victims, as com-
pared to those who were not victimized.

The victimization date reported here were gathered in surveys
condugted in Chicago and Phitadelphia early in 1975, and in the San
Francisco survey of 1974. In each case the survey was used to gather
reports of victimization for the pmvlous year. Asa resu)t. the most
up-to-date victimization data available for our cities is for the 1973-
1974 period. However, there appears to be considerable. stability in
* the findings of these surveys from year to year (see Cook et al.,
forthcoming). as well as great similarity of the relationships between
crime and other factors over time and across surveys (Garofalo.
1977a). Therefore, we will employ the general patterns these surveys
describe for the three cities to augment the analysis of our own 1977
_surveys.

In the victimization surveys, people were asked about crimes
against themselves and their households, When they rccalled an
tncident, detailed information was gathered about the nature of the
offense, the attributes of offenders, and the conseyuences of the
crime. The data vary in quality. Methodological investigations
suggest that victims' reports of robbery (defined by the.use of force or
threat of force 1o take something) and burglary (which involves
trcsspass of home or garage) arc quite rsliable. The survey data on
rape is somewhat less 50, and that on assault generally is suspicious.
In the case of rape and assault, one.factor cloudmg the data is the
relationship between the parties involved in such incidents. The
surveys appear to substantially undercount violent encounters be.
tween. acquaintatices and family members; net surprisingly, those
involved in such disputes often fail to recall thiem in interviews con-
ducted by yovernment representatives (Turner, 1972), For this rea
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“TABLE 2.1 Victitmization Rates for Ctics

Personal  Stranger Household Rape:  Property

Ciny _ Theft Assault.  Burglay (Females)  Theft
San Francisco b 74 3t 118 50 1341
Chicage 6 20 12 - 44 160
Phitadelphia S 2 91 2.3 154

NOTE: Rates are per thousand persons [2 years ol and older and tesidential hauseholds.
Chicugo and Philadelphio data sre for 1974, San Francisco for 1973, “Personal Theft” category
combings wbery and personal jarceny with contact (primarily purse snatchingl. “ Property
Theft" catcgury combings rates for personal iarceny without contact and househald larceny.
Hape rates ate for femakes only. Burglary and property thefl eates are per thousand households.

SOURCE: U.5 Doym iment uf Justice, 1976: Tablea 2, 3, 4 and 18 Chicsga and Philadelphin):
.S, Deparument of Justice, 197%: Tables 2, 3, 4 (Swo Francisco).

son, ir the telephone survey we asked only about assaults by strangers;
for example, “being attacked or beaten up by strangers.”

As part of our.questioning we asked respondents about such matters
as the extent of crime in their neighborhoods and their estimates. of
- their risk of being victimized, and we did not want to probe subjects in
which survey data are known to be unreliable. _

Table 2.1 presents data on victimization rates for major cnime
types in categorics comparable to those employed in our own data-
gathering sfforts, In all personal crime categories these surveys show
‘San Francisco td have been the highest crime city during the 1973-
1974 perivd. The stranger assault rate thore was 50% higher than in
Chicago,- and the personal theft rate in the West Coast cominuity
was 13% above Chicago’s count; Only for household burglary did
Chicago outstrip San Francisco, and then the difference between the
cities was only 6§ percentage points. In almost every categoty
Philadelphians reported the lowest crime rate among the three cities.
. The-relatively high level of crime in San Francisco did ot go
unnoticed. Political leaders there kndw of the problem and pondered
its conscquences. In an interview,! Councilrian Johr Barbagelata
noted that the crime rate had inereased and that his constituents
thought that crime was the city’s number-one problem. He indicated
that he knew that this was not the wrend of other cities:

-People are upset. They haven't been told the truth. They think “San
Francisco is no different from otber cities.” But this situation is
upigue. Other cities are reducing their crime rate.

He aiso noted that this was not good for thc'image of the city.
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To'rtn a city, you’ve got to compete with other cities, We have to
compare with Seattle, Los Angeles, Sacramento, Sai Diego, Qak-
land, We shawldn’t be thé most liberal. We don’t want to attract lazy,
good-for-nothing peaple. We should press crime at {east as much as
these other cities.

Counci] member Dorothy von Bergldingen read the consequences of
the crime rate in her abservauons of street life:

Teurism 1s being dnven out. Pepple are afraid to go out. Merchants
lock their doors. This is happening right now on Gmt Avenue in
the Financial District. But those are just realisti¢ responses to what
is happening now.

Mayor George Moscone apparently had a higher threshold of
acceptance of crime than others, In an interview in the San Francisco
Examiner in January 1977, hé noted that “crime is an overhead you
have to pay if you want to live in the city.” The mayor, to be sure, was
being held responsible by seme councilmen for the increasing crime
rate, for he had cut the uniformed patro} force by 10%.in his 1976
budget, at atime when the rising crime rate was apparent. Chief of
Police Charles Gain thought these attacks constituted a “political
crime wave,” for hostile council members were using the figures to
criticize his administration ufthe police department. Councilwoman
von Beroldingen:

I would get the best Chief 1 could find, and put him on probation,
Someone who could regrganize the Department’s morate, and who
would be in favor of foot patrolmen. I'd try to get someone who
Gould reassure the citizens that crime wasn’t taking over.

A few concrete policies emerged from the city’s administration as
4 result of concern over the increasing crime rate. A highly publicized
Street Crime Unit was ereated to combat robbery; the mayor and the
chief supported a citywide public safety program, auended many
commumty meetings, and met with neighborhood leaders about
crime problems.

In Philadelphia, law-and-order politics also was prominent, de-
spite the relatively low rates of victimization recorded there, Political
discussion there was dominated by the get-tough stance of ‘Mayor
Frank Rizzo; James Tate ran a winuing mayoral campaign in 1967 on
the promise to name Rizzo chief of police, and Rizzo capitalized on
. his reputation to capture the mayorship in 1971. Although the crime
rate continued to increase during most of his first term, his sheer
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presence in office deéfused the issue as.a source of loyerage by the
“outs” against the “ins.” Whenever the irony of rising reports of
crime was brought up during his stay in office, Rizzo would turn the -
criticism against other elements of the criminal justice system (sspe-
cially judges) who were his political enemies. Also, as we shall see,
surveys in Philadelphia have revealed that victimization rates there
were relatively low for whites, and high for Blacks. Because Rizzo's
strategy for building a winning electoral coalition was based upoh
ostentationsly ex¢luding Black residents from participation in policy
making, a substantial component of the crime rate iri Philadelphia
could be discounted pelitically at a very low figure. This enabled
Rizzo to “talk tough,” while bankrupting the city to his own advan-
tago ?

The data presented in Table 2.1 aiso present a useful picture of the
relative importance of each kind of crime, based upon its frequency.
By far the most common types of crime involve threats to property
rather than to life and limb. Simple thefts, those which do not involve
breaking into a home or a street confrontation berween victim and
perpetrator, were by far the most frequent offenses. They were foi~
lowed closely by burglary, a more serious crime because it involves
the iliegal entry of a home. Far less common were thefts which
involved confrontations between the offeriding and aggrieved parties.
Crimes in this category included robberies (which involve the use of
force) and purse snatching (which do not) — for example, the predat.
ary street crimes popularly known as “muggings.” Assaults by
strangers were somewhat less common than personal theft, while the
rape rates generated by these victimization surveys were quite low,

Not oaly do property crimes substantially outhumber more seri-
.o3s personal offenises in each of these cities, but in general the gravity
of an offense is inverscly proportional to its frequency. As we shali see
in Chapter 4, simple thefts arg ranked quite low in seriousness by the
general public, who gives successively greater weight to crimes in-
volving breaking and entering, physical violence, forcible theft, and
sexual assauit, The latter, for example, ranks second only to murder
in terms of the seriousness with which it is viewed by the public. This
inverse relationship between the frequency and seriousness of crime
may serve to blunt the impact of the seemingly. vast (perhaps
37,000,000 incidents per year) crime problem. Chapter 4 explores the
relatiohship between victimization and fear, and documents the offect
of common events upon victims' fears.
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The Victims of Crime

In addition to facilitating intercity comparisons of crime rates.
LEAA’s surveys reveala great deal about patterns of victimization at
the individual level. In this they differ greatly from official statistics
on crime, which tell us very little about victims, This analysis of the
victimization problems facing key population groups indicates that
there are some important differences among the experiences of the
males, young people, the poor and high-income groups, and Blacks.
Consistent with. the city-lével comparisons, the surveys show that
within most groups the residents of San Francisco were the most
victimized, followed by those from Chicago and then Philadelphia.
However, people’s fears were not always directly related to these
bjective risks. While some highly victimized groups evidence a great
leal of fear of crime, others acem to fall near the bottom of the scale.

While the victimization surveys gathered a great deal of
»ackground infotrmation oa crime victims, thig chapter focuses upon
our fundamentsl demographic factors which will prove important
hroughout this vplume race, age, sex, and income. It will examine in
detail only three crimes: personal thefs (robbery and purse snatch-
ing), serious (“aggravated”) assault, and burplary. These crithes were
chosen because they involve most of the elements which provoke fear
and concern in the minds of victims, and because they are problems
srobed in detail in the survey of reactions to crime. All are frequent
:nough (unlike rape) to be measured relatively accurately in the city
victimization surveys, and methodolngicalinvestigations suggest that
he victimization surveys gather relatively reliable reports of these
ypes of expeériences (unlike, for example, attempted or minor vio-
lence) from their victims. _

Figure 2.1 depicts the relationship between family income and
victimization rates for personal theft and serious assault. This figure
illustrates both the city-level aversge victimization rate for cach
income group and the range (the highest and lowest city rates) around
that average. While the mean generalizes about people’s experiences,
the range tells how accurately that mean describes this set of cities.
Rates for botk types of crime declined steadily with income. The
decline: was most precipitous from the Jowest income category to
about the $10,000 per year mark. Personal theft in particular was
largely a lower- and working<lass problem. . Predatory theft rates
varted among the communities in-the general fashion indicated by
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official crime statistics: San anc:scans outranked Chicagoans, who
in turn outpaged Philadeiphians in every income category.

The relationship between serivus assault and: wealth was less
Clearcut. While victimization rates generally declined with increas-
ing income, those at the top of the financial Jadder are not as isolated
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fram 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 exciuded data on
victimization of younger persons (the victim surveys included those
as young 25 12 years of age) to maximize the comparability of these
data with our own. Rates for assault fit the expected distribution: In
all three cities, they dropped very sharply with age, and all but
vanished among those over 65. The bulk of assaaltive violence struck
those under 35, a figure quitc comparable with national data. .

_ Robbery and purse snaiching also matched the national pattern,
albeit with a distinctive cmphasis on the vistimization of the elderly in
San Francisco. In genersl, purs¢ snatching is the only crime mea-
~sured in the victim surveys which strikes: the clderly with any fre-
guency. When it-is combined with robbery, nationwide rates for per-
sonal theft among the elderly are about as high as those for others over
35 years of age (Antuneset al., 1977). This pafiern was clear in the
victim survey data for Chicago and Philadelphia. In San Prancisco.
on the other hand, there was a substantizl upturn in personal theft
among the eiderly, due largely 10 the frequency of pussc snatching
there. Robbery rates, which include incidents involving force or the
threat of force, were about the same for all adult groups in San
Francisco. However, 43 of every thousand elderly were afflicted by
purse snaiching, while the comparable rate was 27 per thousand in the
S50-64 age group.

Figures 2.3 and 2.4 present victimization rates for personal crimes
againsi.men and women. The data illusirated there wﬁmm
patterns: In each city, males suffered: substanuaﬂy W
victimization, especially from assault. Men fari women in
_ the robbéry component of the personal theds figiires, but the gép was
largely closed by purse snatching. In general the citits ranked as
expectzd within each sea category: However, the high rate of victimi-
zation in San Francisco meant that women there m\c&d more
personal theft than menliving in Philadelphia, and in Chicago
slightly outstripped Philadelphia males. In short, for personal theRt,
city differences werc as important as sex dxﬂ‘crcnccs in describing
aggregate rates of victimization.

Assauit, as measured in the city victimization surveys, was re-
lated to race about as we would expect based upon national I’sgures
As we see in Figure 2.5, Blacks reported victimization rates which
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were slightly higher than those for whites — with the exception of San
Francisco. There, victimization rates for whites were higher than
those for Blacks. The same pattern was apparent in data for personal
thefts in San Francisco, as illustrated in Figure 2.6. Again, Blacks in
Sen Francisco were victimized by robbery and purse snatching at a
rate of about 20 per thousand less than whites «— a dramatic differs’
ence. This is quite contrary to the national norm. It the other cities,
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Biacks were far more likely to be victimized than weres whites, as
national data would lead us to expect. Victimization rates for per-
sonal theft among whites in San Francisco were so high that whites
there and Blacks in Chicago were nlindeted with approximately th
same frequency,. :

~ An examination of patterns of victimization from property crime
modifies only a few of the conclusions illustrated thus far. We focus
here upon burgtary, perhaps the most serious and fear-pravoking of
the property offenses examined in the victimization surveys. For that
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SOURCE: US. Departmeut of Justice, 1976: Table 4 {Chicago and Philagelohia);
U.S. Departmont of Justles, 19770. Tabh 17 (San Frlnﬂnoo)

uﬁ'cnse, those 65 and older (in this case we examine the data by the
- age of beads of hoirseholds) continued to enjoy the Jowest rates of
victimization. Across all cities burglary rates dropped steadily with
age, and those in the oldest age category were victimized only oie-
fourth as frequently as houseliolds headed by younger adults,
 Like violeat ¢rime, burglary struck Black households far more
frequently, Examining the data again by the characteristics of heads of
households in our three cities, Figure 2.8 depicts the great gulf be-
tween the races in this regard. In-each c¢ase, résidents of San Fran-
cisco were more likely than others to be victimized; while Philadelphians
came off best,

The most important way in which burglary ‘differed from violent
crime involved the relationship between victimization and wealth. In
the national crime panel monitored by the Census Bureau, burglary



- Figure 2.5 Race and Victisization Rates for Aggravated Assali

SOURCE: U.S. Department of Justics, 1976: Table 5 (Chicage and Fhiladeiphia);
U.S. Department of ustice, 1977a: Table 19 (San Francisco).

rates are highest for those at tlie topa’n’d bottom of the financial ladiker,
and lowes! for those in moderate income categories. Robbery, purse
snatching, and assault, on the other hand, generally plague the poor.

But in the case of burglary, the wealthy face risks as substuntial as
those bedeviling the less well-to-do. The city victimization surveys
generally reficct this pattern. As Figure 2.9 illustrates, burglary vie-
timization rates bottomed ot among those in the $15,000 income
category. They were somewhiat higher among the very poor, and
miuch highér among the most weslthy, However, the data were far
from-uniformly curvilinear with regard to family income. ‘While San
Francisco and Philadéiphia charted the expected course, Chicago’
middie-income famities suffered high rates of victimization as weit.

As a resyli, the most accurate generahzauon from our daita about the
~ distribution of burglary would be that it is widespread; striking with
. some frequency at every rung on the inicbnie laxldar Un!xke personsd
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predatory and assauitive crimes, burgla.ry thrcatens the well-to-do
and the urban middle class. Elsewhervc it has been argued (Skogan and
Klecka, 1977) thet this is the result of contrary forces representing the
differential desirability of potential targets (favoring the rich) and
differences in theiravailability to potential offenders (weighted in the
divection of the. poor} High-income households offer more lucrative
possibilities for gain, and often professional burglars will trave! long
distances ta exploit those oppertunities (Reppetto, 1974). On the
other hand, most burglaries are not carried out by professionals, but.
rather by youths who act more spémaneously and tend to select
targets close to home. The rasult is to. “democratize” the category of
victim somewhat, spreading a great deal of relatively serious crime
throughout she city.

In sum, these data on paiterns of, mnmtzation mcnufy some
special papulation groups who face more serious probiems with mejor
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crime than most. As we have seen, the most consistently victimized
group is young adults, those under 35 (and especially under 25). They
bear a dlspropornonate share of the assaultive violence, predatory
personal crime, and housshold burglary plaguing these cities and
others. Men rather than women are most frequently victimizad by ail
of the crimes considered in detail bere, withthe exception of the purse
seatching component of our personal thefl category. Black residents
are. especmlly prone to burglary and personal theft, and outdistance
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whites in terms of assaultive violence in two of the three citivs. The
elderly generally are victimized less frequently than others, but,
(especially in San Francisco) they are often singled owt in stroct
robberics and purse snatchings. Similarly, the weil-ta-do Jargely are
insulated from most of these crinies, but frequently fall victim to
bu:glary {and property theft generally), even in comparison to those
in the lowest income groups.

“ Chapter $ examines the relationship. betwccn these kcy demo-
graphic charactenistics and fear of erime, The ﬁndi_ngs illustratcone of -
the more prominent puzzies in victimization research, the often in-
verse relationship between victimization rates and fear of crime
among certain groups in the population. While Blacks and the poor do
register higher levels of concern about crime, so do women and the
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elderly, groups which we have seen generally enjoy low rates of
victimization from crimes considered here. Rather than objective
risk, we speculate that several kinds of special vulncrabilities play an
important role in shaping. people’s psychological reactions to crime,
and that these vulnerabilities reflect their personal physicat and social
make-up.

Ctimeasa Rm Event_

Because they are based uponinterviews with individuals, vigtimi-
zation surveys shift the basis on which data on crime aze evaluated.
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Traditionally, official crimie counts have been combined with popula-
tion deta for the jurisdiction from which they are réported, to compute
rates of victimjzation for every 1,000 or 100,000 residents. Crime rates
are a limited analytic tool because they do not relate characteristics of
victims to their expericnces. Those reports typically combine of-
fenses against individuals and households with those affecting
businesses and orgamzatlons and the relative mix of personal versus
institutional crime in cities varies considerably (Skogan; 1978b), Asa
result, those data are best employed for a very limited purpose — to
describe the volume of crime in a jurisdiction.

Published reports based upon the victimization surveys likewise
adopted a rate basis for. analyzing the ddta, albeit describing the
aggregated experiences of social groups (like “the slderly™) rather
thanjurisdictions. Those reports were the source of the dataanelyzed
in Figures 2.1 through 2.9, and contain such information as the
“burglary victimization rate per thousand households” (1.0 in
Philadelphia), and the “robbery rate per.thousand persons twelve
years of age and older” {28.8 in Chicago). While lending us a great

~deal of analytic power, these figures continue to disguist a very
important social fact, the distribution of che status of “victim.” In
many cases analyiic madels would be more powerful if one could

- classify city residents as “victims” or “nonvictims,” and explore the
consequences of that experience for the perceptions and behaviors of
the individuals involved. :

Whenanalyzed in this fashion (as in Chaptcr 4)datafrom LEAA’s
surveys document one of the most significant. facts about victimiza-
lion: Recent and perscnal experiences: with crime are relatively in-
frequent. Even in cities, most adults are not victimized in any way in
the course of a year, and in many households none of those questioned
had any information abiout crifne to piss on to the interviewer. While
far 100 many of’fén‘ses are committed each.year, in an. analytic aense,
scnuus crime — and especmlly personat vrcnmlzanon -~ 13 @ “Tare
event.”

The mfrequency of recent victimization is llillsﬂ'ated by the data
collected for these three cities in 1974 and 1975, (Here we examine
only persons I8 years of age and older, to maximize the comparability
of the figures with those from our own surveys.) In those surveys,
5.5% of ali respondents indicated that they had been robbed in the
previous year: for assaults of el kinds that figure stood at 7%, while
for purse snatching and pocket picking together the total was only 4%.
About 0.8% of the women interviewed indicated that they had been

-sexually assaulted. The frequency of being a victim was much greater,
of course, when we examine property rather than personal crimes. In
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the sume surveys, 22.9% of all persons lived in ahousehold which had
been burglarized, 9.5% were associated with automobile theft, and
fuily 49.6% had some of their property taken or lived in a household
where some jointly enjoyed article of valug had been stolen. On the
other hand, a very considerable proportion of incidents in both the
persoital and property categories were described by their victims as
“attempts.” In Chicago, for example, these accounted for 45% of
rapes, 35% of assaults, 28% of burglaries, and 37% of auto thefts (U.S.
- Department of Justice, 1976: Tables 2 and 11). Also, some victims
were sttuck more than once in the preceeding year, upping the inci-
dent total but not the number of victims. For robbery, multiple victims
contributed 0.6 percentage points to the “5.5 % victimized” count.
Further, many property crimes which were successful mvolvcd very
small financial losses.

As a consequence, the bulk of the crimes being c.xammed here
seriously affected enly a very small number of people, even in these
great cities, Overall, only 5.7% of the adult residents of these cities
actually were attacked by anyone in any personal crime, only 3.2%
reported any injury, and only 1.7% were injured in a crime to such an
extent that they had to seek medical attention.

The difficulty is that these low frequencies are not in accord with
many of the apparent consequences of crime, including fear and the
adoption of precautionary strategies to avoid victimization. In the
same surveys that gathered this victimization data, 66% thought that
~ their chances of being victimized by personal crime had risen in the
past two years, 47% thought that crime had gone up in their immediate
neighborhoods, and 48% indicated that they would feel unsafe alone
on the streets of their neighborhoods at night. Concern abput crime
clearly was of much greater proportion than was rcgent personal
experience with crime. As Chapter 4 indicates, victims of crime are
more fearful than those who have not been victimized. However, the
bulk of those who are fearful have not been victims, and we will have
to search elsewhere for the roots of their anxiety about crime.

NOTES

. 1. Theae interviews are docomented in * Reﬁclnns to Crime Workmg ent
M-28F," by Armin Rodencranz. They were conducted in the spring of ¥

i 2. Thiz analysis of events in Philedeiphia is drawn from a detsuled report by

Stephen Brooks (1980).



"~ Chapter 3

FEAR OF CRIME

Entroduction

Soundings of public opinion indicate that crire is one of the major
cancerns of Americans. Since 1964 crime has been an amazingly
persistent issue; its place on the public’s agenda consistently has been
high, although its exact ranking has been affected by the appearance
and disappearance of other issues competing for attention. Since 965
Gallup, Harris. and other polling organizationy have been quizzing
people about their personal reactions to crime, incfuding whether or
not they “feel more uneasy” or “fear to watk the streets at night.”
While the way these questions were worded affected the exact figures
they obtained, the evidence suggests that levels of fear of criine rose
significantly between 1965 and the mid 1970s, and that since then they
have remained stationary (Baumer and DuBow, 1977). Interestingly,
this matches closely the cotrse of the “crime wave” of the latter half
of the 1960s and carly 1970s, which secms (0 have leveled off as well
(Skogan, 1979a; Fox, 1978). '

Fear of crime s particularly an urban problem. While in. smalt
towns less than 30% of all residents repart being afraid to walk
somewhere nearby at night, in large cities this figure exceeds 60%.
Among selected subgroups in the urban population this figore ciimbs
even higher; among the urban elderly, for example, fully 75% indicate
that they are afraid to waik the streets at night (Cook et al., forth-
coming). _ . -

It is thus in ¢ities that the costs of fear of crime may be greatest,
For individuals those costs come in the form of oppottunitics for-
feited or lost, while for the polity they involve changes in urban
structure which do not bode well for the futare.

Individuals pay the price of fear when they pass up chances to
employ and enjoy the oppartunities created by urban lifs because of

n
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crime: when they stay at home or out of parks, when they avoid public
transportation or the use of public facilities, and when they invest
large sums (both financial and psychological) in fortifying their homes
and places of work. Likewise, when concern about crime foices
rastaurants to close, subways and stores to limit their hours of opera-
tion, and designers to substitute brick for plate glass on shopping
streets, the potential consumers of those services pay a penalty as
well:’

‘T'he impact of crime on daily life was described in these terms by a
Black woman interviewed in Sonth Philadelphia.

People used to sit on their steps in the evening, doors were open,
Now the streets are daserted sarly in the morning and after dark. My
mother used 10 go to church every morning — she stopped doing it
— she is afraid of having her purse snatched. Many church and
social activities here have stopped — people won't go out at night
{South Philadelphia, November 10, 1976].

The social system pays the price of fear in the same concrete
terms. Fear of crime stimulates the movement of jobs from central
cilies to sprawling suburbs, undermines the economic vitality of
central business districts, and thus erodes the innercity tax base.

Fear also may eat away at the cohesiveness of neighborhoods, un-
dermining their capacity to act autonomously to solve their problems.

While it is not strictly true that “all we have to fear is fear itself,”
we may need to focus upon the dynamics of fear as a distinct object of
policy analysis. As we shall see, fear of crime does not atways paralie]
the nsk of victimization for individuals, and it is affected by forces
quite proximate 10 neighborkood and family life. These may offcr
sources of program leverage in dealing with the problem that can be
applied with realistic expectations of some success. Fear of crime
tay present a more tractable target than do offense rates: While it is
not an insoluble problem, crime presents.grave difficultics for those
who would attack it directiy. There are many kinds of crime and many
kinds of criminals, alt moved by different forces to sttempt various
wrongs. The oppurtumsuc street mugger, the skilled safe cracker, and
the besotted spouse abuser have little in common except that they all
have run afoul of legislative intent. The “root causes™ of these things
lie ih individual, family, and neighborhood psthologies which are very
difficult for governments to do anything about (Wilson, 1975). Pov-
erty, housing segregation, prenatal malnutrition, and alcoho! mbuse
are problems that have evaded solution for lonser than crime has been
high on the national agenda-
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Fear, on the other hand. may be a problem with sources of policy
leverage that offer some realistic expectation of success. Fear may be
alleviated by participation in efforts to make it difficult for crime 10
pay, by reducing opportunities for victimization, and by decreasing
vulnerability. Fear may be reduced by activities organized by
neighborhood groups and organizations which increase community
security by encouraging surveillance. This may not only discourage
offenders, but it may lend a sense that “someone is watching” and
would intervenc in a risky situation, To the extent to which fear of
crime isafunction of individuai feelings of vulnerability, helplessacss,
or a coliective decline in regognition, trust, and solidarity, such efforts
may attack that pmblam independently of their effect upon crime (see
Henig and Maxfield, 1978).

What is Fear of Crime?

It may seemunusual that there is uncertainty abont just what “ tear
of crime™ is, for fear is one of our most clemental emetions. Fear is
both s physiological state and an expressed attitude. The physiologi-

cel state is triggered by learncd associations with feanprovoking
stiroull; The physical manifestations of fear inchude 1 rapid heartbeat,
a narrowed field of vision, high blood pressure, enharnced reaction
time, an increased flow of blood to the large muscles, and endocrinic
changes — such as the release of adrenalin into the blood stream ——
‘which prepare us for “fight or fight.” But while these physmloglcal
reactions are well known, they are difficult to measyre in sample
surveys, Fear is also an exprcssad atiitude, however. We can ask
people if they are afraid of various conditions or events, an aper-
ational task closer to our capabilities.

Controversy over the measurement of fear artscs fmm dlfferences
in the way in which “afraid” and “of what" cin be operationalized. A
variety of synonyms have been put forward as candidates for the
proper phrasing of the emotion, including “anxious,”. “worried,” and
“concerned.” Others have stretched for the presumed determinants
of those emotions and operationalized fear in terms of perceived risk
of falling victim or estimates of the amount of crime. We settled upon
“safety” (or the lack of it) to operationalize fear, asking people “How
safe do you feel?”

‘Operationalizing the stimulus, the-abject of the attitude, is more
problematic. It is clear that pcople Wive-a fariety of fears depending
upon the ¢iimes, circumstances, persons, oeurrences, and potenual
consequences involved, All of these can differ markedly from inci-
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dent to incident, and there is no reason to suspect that people feel
“safe™ or "unsafe” from all crithes in the same degrée. Bowever, a
survey quéstion measuring Tear must pose a situation-specific
stimulus component which at least implies specific kinds of risks and
potential consequences. There bas been relatively little systematic
investigation of the issue of what crimes, situations, atil 50 on, people
fear most, or which incidents slicit the most general and widespread
concern. It has baen assumed that citizens are most fearful of crimes
which potentially may lead to physical viclence. These are * persomal
contect” crimes which involve a confrontation between victim and
offender. That violence may it turn result in injury or death. The
Crime Commission also' concluded (but neither investigated nor
demonstrated). that people are afraid of strangers. (Note that this
sidesteps “fear of domestic violence,” which probably constitutes the
butk of adult agression.) Skogan’s (1977a) interpretation of the
stranger issue emphasized that strangers are fearcd because they are
unpredictable; we do not understand their motives and thus cannot
forecast what they may do, Our fear-of-crime measure reflects anx-
iety about these problems, for we phrased its stimuius component.in
terms of “being out alone in your neighborhood at night.” This points

toa tpeciﬂc kind of personal attack, one bkely to be perpetrated by
people Erom outside the household but roving the immediate vicinity.

This rather nasrowly defined context for assessing fear has both
advantases and disadvantages, Hs major disadvantage is that it
1misses entirely one emotion-arousing crime, bisglary. While burgiary
isa pmpeny erima, DuBew (1975) suggests that it has a st Mfear
compunent” because.victims are conacious that there could have
been a physical confrontation within the ittimate setting of their
houséhold. As a result, burglary victims’ n:pnmﬁy aré-afraid of being
home alone and often fear the invader’s return, Silborman (1978} also
notes the dismay that peopie fecl when. their tnost private. refuge is
violated, evidenciag their vulnerability. Qur chosen ¢omext for as-
sessing fear does not measure concern about the {ossof valued and
perhaps irreplaceable-property and The otten conﬁdcrahfe ﬁnmcial
strain that can be imposed by property crime. -

On the other and, defining fear in terms of street cnmc in the
nexghbomood at mght has several advantages. First, and perhaps
most convincing, is the fact that those incidents are the most im-
poriant in the eyes of the public. We can see this in.the results of
Wolfgang's recent (1978) yesearch on the sericusniess of crime. In a
large national survey he-asked people to estimate (using any numeri-
cal value they. waited) the magnitude of the seriousness.of varions
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incidents which were described tothem. They were to use as the basis
for this scoring a value of t¢n for the theft of a bicycle from the street.
Scores were accumulated for several hundred types of incidents
through more than 60,000 interviews. They were then transformed
into additive scales which can be used to score the relative serious-
ness of various components of criminal incidents. Woifgang finds that
physical injury and the use of a8 weapon by far overshadow virtually
all levels of financial loss when people evaluate ¢rimes in this fashion.
The loss of $100 thos translates into an increment of 3.6 in the
serionsness score of an incident, while robbery with a weapon scores
7.3 regardiess of any other increment granted for financial loss or
injury. Asarnesult, acrime describedas “the theft of! $lDfmmout51de a
building” receives i sm of 1.7, whilea mbbery of the same amount
at gunpoint scores 9.4, a physical attack in the course of a $10 robbery
which leads to a substantial injury scores 14.6, and a forcible rape
scores 25.8.

By fixing our interest on street crime in a neighborhood context,
we also focus upon what Stinchcombe et al. (I1978) argue are the
distinctive attributes of crime as a fmprcvokmg stimulus object: its
concentration in space, its association with signs of danger, and our
inability to do much about it. Crime excites our emotions, they argue,
because “there are certain times and certain places in which therisk is
much-higher. People who are hardly conscious of crime most of the
time are occasionally sharply reminded of being in a fearful situation”
(pp. 2-3). They are so reminded because people associate the risk of
victimization with “signsof dapger.” Fear “requires that we be able 10
recognize that we have enteéred a high risk situation so'that we can be
afraid in advance, not just when the danger suddenly appears™ (pp.
2-4}, We do 50 by recognizing patterns of street activity, the character
of land use, the incidence of vandalism, the nature of persons we see
on the street, and other. cues that we have come to associate with
danger. -

Personal violéacé also is fear-provoking because i is seemingly
random; what happens is out of our control. “ The potential damage in
street crime is also very serious. When one is the victim of street
crime one may be scriously injured or-cven killed, and there is Little
one can do to control the situation. . . . One can do very litte to avoid
being the victim of a crime, and one: cannot do very muck to lessen the
potential damage once one has been chosen as a victim” (Stin-
cheombe et al., 1978: 2-7). There i§ a great deal of experimental
'ervadcnce (summmzed in Cohn, 1978) that a feeling of control over
mts or conditions is strongly related 1o the anxiety or concern that
they -provoke, in a negative direction. The eéffects of all of these
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aspects of concern are magnified by the perslswncc of danger. For
most people exposure to such conditions is episodic, and they de-
velop routines which enable them to avoid those risky situations.
"Thus, when in our surveys we find that people characterize their
immediate neighbarhoods as potentiaily dangerous, we should find
that such conditions are very related to our measure of fear.

A young woman we interviewed at a community meeting in San
Francisco's V:sntacmn Valley testificd to the power of this concern.

You inow, all of these other problems exist around hers, it's true,
. I'm really not that worrted about burglaries, . . . 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!!! [ feel unsafe just walking the two feet from my car
to my front door. [ won't go into my house after dark these days!!! [
would aever dreem of using the car port that was assignedtome. . .
not because I'm afraid my car might get wrecked . . . but because
- I'm afruid I might be harmed walking back around and into my own
house!ll [She was very passionate and upset.} Just the other night, a
friend of mine was leaving my house. He went cutside, and found
out that his car had been stoleri, As he was standing there, some guy
came ip 1o him and said that he’d help him find his car or whatever
. then the guy mugged my friend and took off with his wallot!!!
Now 1 called the police right away, They came i 15 minutés, but
that seems like yoars when something like that has just happeudl I
"And the reason that it took them that long was becauisc at thiit very -
safié time, they said that rwo other incidents had juet taken place
right in the Terraces!!! One wag a stabhing and one was a robbery.
Now I'ntra femeie . . . Ifeel very helpless and don't know what can
be done about all of this {thnclon Valley, March 31,-1977).

Pamntheucally, thene arguments and mustratmm do not mean
that we think that fear of violent atiack 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 s0. la a Portland survey,
Yaden et al. (1973) found, when they asked “how much personal
danger™ peopile (elt from various untoward events, that fear of auto
accidents-overshadowed fear of crime, Garofaio (1977a) reports that
residents of eight large citics ranked “environmental problems” in-
cluding trash, noise, overcrawding, and the like, higher than crime on
a list of things that they might not like about their neighborhoods. The
Census Burcau's annual survey of housing asks nationwide samples
of people to evaluaie problems in their neighborhoods, and typically
they find that crime is cited less often than “strect noiee.” “heavy
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traffic,” “poor strect lighting,” and other environmental and land-use
issues. Virtuzlly the same ranking obtains in central cities (U.8,
Bureau of the Census, 1978a). Finally, Skogan's (1978b) report on the
use of victimization data compared vbjective measures of the risks
peoplc 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-haif as frequent as unemployment, and
that unmarried women were five times more likely to bear an {llegiti-
mate child than to report being robbed or raped. While we do not
discount the importance of the issue of crime on people’s lists of
things to werry about, it is important to understand the context of that
concern,

Levels of Fear

Based upon our teiephone surveys late in 1977, fear of crime stood
at a moderate level in ocur three study citiés. In those surveys we
asked:

How safe do you feel, or wollld you feel, being out alone in your
neighborhood af night -— very safe, somewhat safe, somewhat un-
safe. 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 themaselves in
either of the “unsafe” categories. As we expected, very fow (about
5%) reported that they felt at all unsafe during the day.

Like previous surveys, we found few significant differences be-
tween residents of ovr three cities on our safety measures. Chica-
goans on the average were the most fearful and San Franciscans the
least fearful, but the contrasts were slight and more people in San
Francisco than in Chicago put themselves in the “very unsafe” cate-
gory (but more said they felt “very safe” as well). These slim city
differences parallel the findings of the Census Bureau’s carliér sur
veys, for they too found few differenices between these communities
in'terms of fear of crime. The difficulty may be that the most substan-
tial spatial correlate of fear of crime is size of place. Fear levels are
extremely low in rural and small-town America, and they begin tc
climb. with a vengeance in places over about 100,000 in populatior
(Cook et 2., forthcoming). By those standards, these three cities an
all at the top of the scale, despits their large differences in population.
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There are more important differences in levels of fear within these
cities than between them. Black neighborhoods and white neighbor-
hoods, settled areas and disorganized areas, all have little in common
with each other with respect to fear of crime. This is illustrated in
Figure 3.1, which charts average fear-at-night scores for our three
citywide samples and for our ten special neighborhood surveys.

While these scores are subject te some sampling variation, when
that is taken into account differences in fear among the ten peighbor-
hoods are highly significant statistically, while the city-level scores ure
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virtually identical. Three neighhorhooas emerge as particularly trou-
bled places: Woodlawn and Wicker Park in Chicago and Visitacion
Valley in San Francisco. These threc localities all were plagued with
serious crime problenis. Woodlawn is a black and poor community on
Chicago’s south side, while Wicker Park and Visitacion Valley both
are extremely heterogeneous and ethnically changing neighborhoods.
At the bottom of the fear ladkder, on the other hand, is a stabl¢, white
ethnic community, South Philadelphia.

Is This Fear of Crimie?

Our measure of fear.of crinve is arefatively rmarrow and Limplc one.
Our survey questiofi does not even ask about “crime” at all, but
rather abom feéclings of safery while walking wlone in the nearby
community. It isimpostant ta demonstrate the validiry of this measure
— to present at least indirect evidence that it indeed measures * fear of
crime.” ‘That & survey indicator of a concept “measures what it is
supposed to” is.an assertion that always must be questioned, espe-
cially when we hqve only a single item purportmn torcprosent it inany
given set-of data. -

One difficulty is that the fear of ¢rime may not be an rm!epcndent
trait of individuals. Bather, the concern tegistéred 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 1o
crime-related items as well. Also, any discussion of the validity of
fear of crimie measures must deal with the question of race. It is
widely argued that among whites discussions of ¢rime are in fact
covert conversations about their fear of Black Americans.

If any of these counter hypbtlwses are {rue. we should reject most
arguments about the “fearof crime.” In practical terms, for example,
the discovery that expressions of concern about crime really reflect
other masters would imply that many crime-related programs would
have little effect on levels of fear. In our view, an important attitudinal
dotain is onc that is relatively independent of other, reiated predis-
posmons In measurement terms, this axgues that measures of fear of
crime should pass tests of their “discriminany validity.”

Discriminant validation invalves evaluating the relationship be-
tween potentially similar coastructs, Foliowing Campbel! and Fiske
(1959), the utility of 2 hypothesized trait can be rejected if measures of
it Have high corrclations with indicators measuting something elsc,
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suggesting the proposed trait is not distinct from others already well
known and more generally useful. In this case, our measure of fear
shotild bé relatively unrelated to indicators tapping suspicion, dis-
trust, anxiety about social change, and racial fears among ‘whites.

“An appropriate vehivle for testmg the disctiminant validity of a
fear of crite item similar to our own is the Ganeral Social Survey, In
this survey program respondents were asked: “Is there any area right
around herc — that is, within a mile -— where you would be afraid to
walk alone at night?” Note that this question very closely resembles
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 Suwey also has mclucled a nurnber of related
indicators tapping the domains of soclal trust and anomie. Qver the
years the survey has been conducted, all of these questions have been
asked of some 2800 persons. Table 3.1 mports their mtemlationshipé,
and their association with “fear of crime” in this survey.

In Table 3.1 are reported the multiple corrclations between cach
attitude measure and each of the six remaining indicators. These
cobrolations indicate the extent of the “ovorlap” between responses
t¥the survey items. In general, responses to measures of trust,
suspicionr. and dissalisfaction with social change are mildiy related to
one. another; the muitiple R*s for those items average sbout .30, The
fear-gf-crime item included in the survey clearly passes this test of its
discriminant validity, however. Iti is comrelated only about .02 with the
remaining, snx meazsunres,

We can use the same appmach to cxplon’: the extent to which
crime is “a code wond for race” among white Americens as well. The
data on raciat attitudes of whites collected in the General Social
Survey illustrate the magnitude of simple forms of racial ntolerance.
We employed regponses to five questions to measure that prajudice:
two inquire about interracial marriage (concerning whether it should
be legal, and how the respondent would feel about it occurring in
histher family), one about the right of whites to keap Blacks out of
their nelghharhoods one asking if Blacks should “push where they
are not wanted,”™ and the proverbial question about a Black person

“coming to dinner.” Of this nationwide sample of whites, one-third
felt that the law should not allow interracial marringe and 46% felt
thoy would be “very uncasy” if a relative of theirs mastied a Black
person, If a Black were to come to dianer, 13% stated they would
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TABLE 3.1 Fear of Crime and Reluted Attitudes
T e = e

 Multiple R* Wah
Survey Questions Al Other Items

I these any area right around .02
here — that is, within § mile —

whers you would bo afraid to

waik alone at night?

Generdlly speaking, would you 34
say that most people can be

trusted or that you can’t be

too careful in dealing with peaple?

Would you say that most of the 4
time people try to.be helpful, or

that they are mostly juat looking

out for themselves?

Do you thigk most people would try Car
to take advantage of you if they

got a chance, or would they

try to be fair?

In apite of what some people say, .8
the lot of the average man is
geiting worss, aot better,

Most people don't really care what 34
happens to the next fellow.

These days & person dossa't really 24
know whom he can count on, )

(Numbes of Cases) | (2807

SOQURCE: Computed by the authars from the cumulative General Socis) Supvey.

cbject “strongly,” 22% definitely thought that whites should have the
right to keep Blacks out of their neighborhaods, and 44% agreed
“very strongly” that “Blacks should not push where they are nol
wanted.” Responses to these questions were substantially intercorre-
lated (an average r of +.40), and form an additive scale with a
reliability of .75. o

" Thecorrelation 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 neighborhoods although the
data tended very weakly in that direction.
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-, Tt is often argued that teports of concern about crime are colored

by other more general social'concerns, For example, Skogan (1977b:
14) saw fear of crimie as a “diffuse construct affected by other aspacts
of urban life.” Garofale and Laub (1978) argued that expressions of
fear in fact reflected goneralized concern about unwelcome neighbor-
hood change and a decline in the quality of communmity life. These
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 is a quite independent issue.

In addition to his validation study, another methodologicel inves-
tigation 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 guestion used in our survey to
measure fear evidenced the highest stability in responses over ume 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 questmncd repeatedly (Bielby
and Berk, 1980).

In the next chapters we will examine in detail the cotrelates of this
fear of crime. We will explore the relationship between victimization
and fear, and the fear-pravoking consequences of media attentiveness
and personal communication about crime. We will explore the impli-
cations 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 “sum-
marizing” all of these factors and shaping how people deal with crime
in their communities.

NOTE

1. The phrase “or would you feel™ was aaaed to forestall replies along the lines of.
“But | never go out.” We did not wast to confuse the issue of fear with that aof
behavior, which is quite distinct, Note that this question is a véry slight variant of
that employed in LEAA's city victimization surveys.



Chapter 4

VICTIMIZATION AND FEAR

Tatroduction

in this chapter we consider the impact of personal experience with
crime on fear, We will examine the effects of criminal incidents which
invotved our respondents (in persenal crimes like robbery or assanll)
or their households (including burglarics and property thefts). The
data on these incidents were gathered for our three cities by the
Census Burean, as part of their city survey program. The victimiza-
tion data for Chicagoe and Philadeiphia describe the situation there in
1974, while in San Francisco they refer to calendar 1973, We use these
data to classify people as “victims” or “nonvictims” of various types
of crimes dering 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 ap-
pears to be higher for personal than for pmperty offenses, but evenin
ceniral cities those crimes occur relatively infrequently. Among dif-
ferent types of personal crimes, those which are rated by the public as
being most sérious are even less frequent in occurrence, In truth,
many victimization experiences are not very traumatic. Also, be-
cause many more ptopk' report being afraid than report being vic-
timized, personal e,xpenence with crime simply cannoi 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 agy personal crime.
Its cffect on fear of crime individually is lcss than that of personal
victimization, but societelly its tmpact is aggregated over a far greater

]
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number of persons. We also find that the relationship 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 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 ex-
periences "during the past year.” They are asked about a number of
events (such as “being hit with a rock or bottle”) which couid signal
the oceurrence of a orime, 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 2, no more than about 6% of the population of these cities
reported experiencing any particular type of violent crime durmg the
1973-1974 period, and more than 90% did not reportany v1ct1mlzauons
in this category. That figure rose somewhat for serious property
crimes, and losing a minor piece of property was quite common.
However, the latter seems 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 indicated that they wéie
fearful of personal attack in their neighborhoods. At the time the
victinization surveys were conducted, over 30% of thuse questioned
reported that they felt "very unsafe” 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 overall variation in levels of fear in the general popula-
‘tion, although it certainly may be linked to the fears of those who were
directly victimized (sec Skogan, 1377h).

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 nonvictims to
report feeling “ very unsafe,” and they were the less likely of the two
groups 1o report feeling “very safe.” Second, of the 7151 (6637 plus
514) persons who reported fecling “very unsafe,” only 7% had been
robbed in the past year, While robbery victims were more fearful than
others, most of the fearful were not robbery victims.



Victimization and Foar L1

TABLE 4,1 "Robbery Victimization and Fear

Wctimlizarion
Robbery Robbery
Fear Nonvictims Victims
Feel very 13.5% 10.1%
safe {3,3%4) (165)
Peel reasonably 8.6 354
anfo (10,936) (57¢)
Feel somewhat 4.5 13.0
unsafe {5,985) (374)
Fael very 213 ' 3.8
unsafi (6,637 (514)
Totsl 99.9 _ 100
. (28,472) (1,629)
Percentage of wital 9.6 5.4

SOURCE: Computed from combmed ms random umplea of Consus Bureau clty
vicltimizotion surveys.

The same disparities can be observed for each of the personal
crimes messured in the victimization surveys and, as we ghall see
below, the enhanced fears of victims ¢an be clarified by controlling for
some confounding demographic correlates of victimization and fesr.
In every case, Bowever, recent personal victimization simply is too
infrequent to explain why most people report being afraid. For noa-
vietims that feir 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
“nonvictims™ were, in fact, victimized in the past, However, the
one-year reference period for the survey questions measuring vic-
timization was employed because of a strong tendency of victims of
crimes more distant in the past to neglect to recell them, and it is likely
that the impact of such incidents on current perceptions 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 incidents, only 108
of which occurred move 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
i{fetime probability of being victimized, unpublished research (Sko-
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TABLE 4.2 Fear Among Victims and Nemvictims

strsn vt

: : Ratio of ) .

Type of : Percenruge Feel Victimw - Percenrage of
Victimization “Yery Unsafe” Nonvictin Fear Sample®
Rape® 0.0 1.5:1 a7
Nonvictite 34.0 99.3
Robbery. 313 1.3 ' 5.4
Noavictim ‘33 ’ 9.6
Purse saatch® 483 : 1.4:1 52
Nonvictitn 333 94.8

- Physical atteck 29.7 1.3:1 5.7
Nonvictim 3.4 94.3
Physical injury 33.3 .41 314
Nonvictim 23.5 96.6
Physical injury )
medical care required 386 1.6:1 1.7
Nonvictim 23.5 $8.3

SOURCE: . Compused from Census Burcaw three-city victamizmiion surveys.

a. Females oty .
b. Total weikhted sumple size 30, 102; femalc sampie stze 15,917,

gan, n.d.) using victimization-survey estimates of age-specific rates
and some simple assumptions about future trends suggests that, for
robbery, the probability siill will fall below 50%, and that among our
respondents — who atthe median were in their mid 30s -~ 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 stimuplate fear on the part of their victims.
Wolfgang.(1978) reports that. attributes of crime, like the display of &
weapon, physical assault. and injury. ull contribiite to people”s estinm-
tions of their sericusness, 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 victimi-
zation experiences relates in different fashion to levels of fear. For
example, for these cities-as a whole, the greatest difference in fear
between victims and nonvictims is found when we contrast victims
who were injured and nceded medical care to everyone else: ! Because
parametric correlations are inappropriate for descrbing the widely
differing proportions of victims and ponvictims in Table 4.2, we
report simply the ratio of victims who say they feel “ very unsafe” to
nonvictims who make the same claim, as our measures of “impact.”
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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 one-half {imes as fearful as
nonvictims, a substantial diference in light of their alrcady high level
of fear. The simple presence of a weapon, on the other hand, does not
seemn 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 subcategories of criminal incidents with specific
attributes seem to be more fear-provoking than run-of-the-mili per-
sonal crimes, an analysis of victimization rates for those more sig-
nificant predations indicates that they are of exceptionally low fre-
quency. Table 4.2 indicates the proportion of persons who are
presented in each victim and nonvictim category, and victimization
seems-ip general to be the icast 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 mare systcthcally in Table 4.1, whxch
relates 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 scarched Walfgang’s 200-0dd offense descrip-
tions to find incidents which best matched definitions of the major
categories of ¢rime measured in the victimization surveys. Thus the
table cambines data from two different sources, d:::ubﬂe.ss with some
error.

Tabte 4.3 stmnsly Suggests that the moss serious crimes are quite
infreguent, even relative t6 other types of victimization. The most
frequent crimes presented in Table 4.3, those which hit more than one
in a hundred in the Unitéd States, all score in thi lower reaches of the
seriousness scale. Some less frequent crimes also are not serious,
including pocket picking (reputediy a dying art), but no truly serious
crime is very frequent, based upon these figures.

All of this points to the relatively liinited role that recent direct
victimization can play in explaining fear of ¢ctime. While victims are
more fearful than nonvictims, most fearful persons have not recently
been victimized. Among victims, those who suffered 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
aun. Further, a large proportion of thode categunzed as “victims”
were involved in unsuccessful, attempted crimes. Thisdoes not mean
that “crime does not make a difference.” Rather, it suggests that the
locus of fear for most big-city dwellers is to be found elsewhere. in
their vulnerability to crime, in concern about its potential conse-
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hnoda at night. Some of this may be laid to their unwxlllngtress w
express those fears to interviewers, and part (as we shall argue in the
next chapier) may be related to their percéived invulaerability to such
happenstances, . desptte their relative frequency. . in particular, the
tendency of majes and younger persons to () be more fmquently
involved in violent cpisodes, and (b) to express more confidence in
their after-dark safety, serves to mask the relationship between vie-
timization and fear of crime. When the pe.rsonal atiributes of indi-
viduals 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 coufounding relationships with age, sex,
race, and income of individuals independently affecting their ievels of
fear have bean removed, Average fear levels for victims befare and
after such controls have been introduced are graphed relative 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 relatiouships have becn 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
populanon mean in terms of fear before this is taken into account,
Most crimes agrinst women are *strong- -arm" affzirs in which (mostly
male) offenders rely on strength and 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 thesc patterns of victimiza-
tion are confounded with the general correlates of fear masking in
part the effect of such experictices.

In addition .to the personal crimes analyzcd in Table 4.2 and
Flgurc 4.1, there was evidence in the victimization surveys in our
three cities that experience with one property crime, burglary, was
related to fear. Although the effect did not appear to be strong (the
ratio of victims to nonvictim fear comparable to those presenied in
Table 4,2 was 1,1 to 1), it increased subsiantially wheh we controliged
for characteristics of victims which also arc mlated to fear, As we
indicated at the outset, our measure ef fear is tiad 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 particu-
laritraised the posstbmty of a personal confrontation between victim
and offender in an intimate context (Bard and Sangrey,-1979). Con-
sidet this axperience reported: by a woman who was mtcrvmwud in
San Francisco: :
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Figuse 4.1 . Fear Lavels Astong Victims

SOURCE: Computed from combined city victimization surveys. Fear lcvels esti-
- 1ed controlling for age, race, Hx, and income: calcumed nm; multiple Tegression.

We heard noisés, so 1 went out onto t.he pmu and started lookms
and listening, t!mu;h Lcouldn’t heat or see a tilng. Well next thing 1
know, F'see these pairs of legs coming down over the fence . . . so 1
dash inside quietly and run upstair's &nd look cut the upstuira win-
dow, and’sure enotigh these guys bad jumped down onte our patio
and were coming in through the sliding doors which 1 had left open
{ Visitacion Vallcy, August 1976].

This form of home invasion is not & situation raiscd in our specific
operationalization of fear, and we can only interpret this pert‘istcnt
relationship as cvidence of the generglizatility of burglary victimiza-
tion expetiences into other areas of concern.

The work of Tyler (1578) and others {Scarr etal., 1973; Sparks et
al., 1977 indicates that people gcneraﬁzc from specific crime expen-
ences In seyeral ways. Direct eXperiences with crime Affect estimates
of their own risk of victimization, judgments about their future vul-
nerability, and (through the latter judgments) their behavior, In addi-
tion, directexperience with crime affects judgments about the levelor
rate of ¢rime, and other gcnera! assessments of the environment.
Based on this rescarch, there is ample reason 1o expect thal peopic
who have been burglerized will think that their neighborhood is a
risky place, and that this should be reflected in our measure of fear.

In our three survey cities about 15% of the houschoids we con-
tacted reported being burglarized during the previous year; in the
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victim surveys conducted in these cities a few years earfier (using
much better measures), 23% of the households had been involved ina
burglary: On the ather hand, only 5% reported being robbed, 5% (of
women) reported having their.purses snatched, and 4% reported being
assanited by a stramger dunng the same period. Although the indi-
vidual cffect of personal crime may b the highost; the aggregate
effect of burglary may well omsmr) it due to these diffefences in
frequency.

In addition, burglary stnkes more widely aross Amcncan s0ck
ety. While assaults and predatory crime tend to weigh most heavily on
those at the bottom of the :social and economic lad:ler, burgiary
victimization rates for the very rich are as high as rates for the very
poor. In many suburban areas burglary is about the only crime prob-
lem, and burglary is an exception to the general rule that rates of
serious.crime are the highest in the lasgest cities. In the Census
Bureau's victimization surveys, burglary rates in the smallest cenfral
cities are higher than those in places over one mitlion in populaﬂnon.
and rates in those ¢ilies are lower than burglary counts in their
siburbs (LS. Department of Justice, 1977b: Table 27). Asaresult, to
the extent that burglusy stimolates fear of persenal violence, it
provokes if in places where crimes other than burglary rarely occor.
Remember as well that burglary is extraordinarily frequent, In these
three cities LEA A’s victimization surveys uncovered about 219,000
household burglaries in a one-year period. Burglary, then, may ac-
count in part for the diffusion of fear of crime throughout American
society.

In summary, we have scen that personal experience with crime
can play only a limited role in explaining the general incidence of fear
of crime cven in lange citics. For those who arc involved personally
such expericnces can be fratmatizing. A woman in San Francisco
related the following incident, » “typical™ strest robbery:

My husband and I were walking to Safeway one day. Theve were |

couple of big Black guys up ahead of us. They were coming toward:

us and as they got closer; they stopped as if they were going to ask us
aquestion. We Jooked np once we got to them, and they sprayed our
eyes and asked us for money. Fortunately, neither of us had a lot of
money with us, Next thing 1 keow, we were taken to the hospital
where they fixed up our eyes. It was scarey [ Visitacion Vl.ﬂey, July
1976},

However, 'while victims are more fearful than nonvx:ums few
people have been victimized in any recent period of time. The rela-
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tionship between victimization and fear is stronger than is appan'.nt at
first blush, for personal crimes strike young males more frequently
than any_ othér population’ group, and they are generally less hkely
than anyone else to express concern about crime. Further, the cries
which seem to produce the most fear in their victims are among the
least frequent, and they are heavily concentrated at the bottom of the
social and economic h1eramhy Burglary is the most egalitarian of-
fense, but it is more weakly related to fear of crime. We speculate that
burglary affects levets of fear bacause people generalize from it to
form impressions of neighborheod conditions.

NOTE,

{. Note that * everyune else” mcludas 1!1 other kinds of vigtims as well a&
“complete ncmvxcum



Chapter 5

VULNERABILITY AND FEAR

‘Introduction

Some of the most ¢consistent findings of survey research an 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 education and incomé ladder report more
fear of crime than their counterparts (Baumer, 19’79) Even the details
of these relationships (including their relative importance and even
the magnitude of their regression coefficients) do not vary from study
to stady (Cook et al., forthcommg) This further suggests that these
dcmugraphlc features point in some way to the fundamental causes of
fear. We suspect that these astributes reflect two underlying dimen-
sions from which people assess their environments and develop ac-
commodations with the rigks they perceive there: physical and social
vulncrability.

The Concept of Vulveradbility

In our view, there are two independent dimensions of personal
vulnerability to crime, ong physival and the other sovial. By physical
vulnerability we mean openness to attack, powerlessness to resist
attack, and exposure to tranmatic 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 young and malc, often asting in
a group. Based upon afrest statistics, perhaps 55% of all perpetrators
of violent crimes are males under the age of 25, a figure that does not
change much if we examine the victims’ reports of offenders in sample

®
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surveys {Hindelang, 1978; U.S. Department of Justice, 1977b). In
those surveys abaut 52% of all robberies were carried out by twe or
more criminils acting in-eoncert, as were about 42% of al] assaults by
- strangers {U.S. Department of Justice, 1977b: Table 53). :
A young woman wha was interviewed by a field observer in the
Mission District in San Francisco was confronted by just this set of
circtunstances, and was unable to do much about her plight.

Iwas walkmg down 24th over there and there were ive boys walking
down the strect towards me. They were spread out the length of the
sidewalk so [ had to walk throngh them. I thought maybe I should
walk across the stneet or sotnething but I figured that would just
attract their attention, so I just kept walking. Well, they separated
when [ walked past but one of thenrall of & sudden reached out and
grabbed my breast [ Mission, December 19763

Because of the youth and vigor of many offenders, others in the
population — most notably women and the elderly — often find it
ditficult to resist their predations. Indeed, we found that when asked
about kow te deal with sexyal agsault, most women ih our survey did
riet recomimend strategles tike “fighting back against their attackers”
(31% did), or “carrying weapons for protection” (24%). More en-
dorsed: precautions like “not going out alone™ (73%), and “refusing to
talk to strangers” (52%). Riger and Gordon (1979} siiggest that the
issue is one of the ability of individuals to resist, rather than of the
motives of attackers. They found no significant differences betweén
men and women in response to the question, “ Do you ever feel afraid
that someone might deliberately hiarm you?™; on the other hand, they
found lage differences by sex in the praportiont who felt that they
could successfully defend themsetves : against ateack.

Survey data on differences among women suggest that vadations
in physical vulnerability are 2t 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 féarful of crime. Further, most. of
their female respondeats ranked themselves “below average”
terms of strength and speed. As Stinchcombe et al. (1978} -‘notc;
wamen's lesser defensive capacity also reflacts their socialization to
patterns of less aggressive behavior. Their caﬂy training stresses
passivity and dependency. This may be aiteted: in a before-and-after
study of the effects of a self-defense training coursc for women (using
a control group of psychology students), three researchers found that
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“women who have enrolled in the course felt more control over their
bodies and less worry (or fear) about crime” (Cohn et al., 1978: 293).

Change along this control dimension probably was a key compo-
nent in this reduction in fear. Stinchcombe and his associates {1978:
2-6) argue that one important chatacteristic of the risk of criminal
victimization, as opposed to other {often more frequent) risks, is that
we seemingly cammot do much to reduce them.

It is generally not the victim's fault that the criminal has picked him
or het, so there is nothmg much i victim gan do to avoid such risk,

The very fact that a crime is being committed implics that the
criminal thinks the victim lacks the means to coptrol the gitustion,

. . . [Flear involves the perception of high risk of serious danger
whioh & person camm! redice of controk.

“While we are less certain that peopie cannot do anything to reduce
their risk of victimization, there is doubtless substantial mdmdual
variation in the extent to which they think that this is the case. If this
belicf covaried with their physical atiributcs it would serve as a
psychological mechanism linking physical vylnerability and fear of
crime.. Whatever the mechanism, crime scems 1o be a persistent
concern among women. In their sample of urban dwellers, Gordon et
al. -(1980) fourid that 48% of women reported “thinking about their
safety” either “all of the time” or “most of the time.” The comparable
figure for men was 25%.

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 thoss over 65
who were assaulted were Iess likely than their counderparts 1o report
taking any scif-protective actions during the course of the incident
(U.S. Department of Justice, 1977b: Table 58). For both women and
the eiderlv. physical: vulnerability is an instance of what Dussich
(1976} has termed “passive vulnerability.” Active viinerability, in hig
scheme, reflects opportunities for victimization that individuals
create by their own lack of caution, inattention to their environment,
or by theif own aggressiveness, in provoking disputes. These include
many offcnses which Woifgang (1957) dubbed “victim precipitated.”
Passive: vulmblhty, on the other hand, is due to the physical condi-
‘tionof individuals and recognition by potential offenders that they can
boEiploited. Because thosc conditions usually cannet be aliered, that
potential for exploitation is an enduring featre of their lives, and it
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should not be surprising if it greatly affects their assessments of the
risks of their environment and their suhsequem accommodatmns 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 sex-
val 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 that the elderly
“think they are less likely to sarvive an assault or a robbery without
severe injury; the young may feel they can betier take care of them-
selves in such situations.” In fact, older victims face the prospect of
hever recovering at all. One of our field interviewers talked to an
clderly Black womar from Woodlawn, in Chicago, who had been
victimized:

She had had her purse snatched one time when she was walking on
671h Street and some young kids came by and grabbed her purse and
knocked her down. She then told me that she had been laysd upin
the hoepital for over two months becauise of that incident. Because
when she fell, she bad broken her hip. 1 noticed as she was walking
that she was still walking with a limp [Woodlawn, July 1977,

In addition, the limited social support offered many siderly per-
sons megnifies the potential consequences of victimization, Many
elderly persons - and especially women — live alone; this is the
fastest-changing demographic characteristic of the elderly poputa-
tion, and in older age categories it exceeds 50% of the population (sce
Cook et al., forthcoming). Many of them have no one to take care of
them if thcy are injured, foreshadowing their perhaps pennancnt
institutionalization if the worst should befall them.

‘While, as a group, women are miore vigorous than the elderly, they
still can be physically pummelled more easily than theit male coun-
‘terparts. Victimization surveys indicate that women are slightly more
likoly than men to report being injured in the course of both robberies
and (nonsexual) assaults (U.S. Department of Justice, 1977 Table
61). In addition, sexual assaults very often invoive further physical
injury. Hindelang et al. (1978) report that proportionately more rape
victiths were otherwise tmured (48%) than those inv elved fn any other
type of persunal attack.

In attempting to account for high levels of foar among women,
Riger and Gordon (1979) stress the important role of threat of sexual
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assault. That-spesial goncerm accompanies the potentiai 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 victimis and victimization
survey counts of female victims of rape, robbery, assanit, and purse
snatching, iteppears that, for the United States as a whole, rapes and
rape-murders eccount for about 5.5% of those violent encounters.
This is-certainty a large eitough figure to justify concern, anid when the
seriousness of these crimes is taken into account their frequency
becomes even more troublesome. Wolfgang’s (1978) recent research
indicates that the general public rates rape second ouly to oiurder in
terms of the seriousness of the crime. In vmlent cnmunters 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
physical vulnerability of our respondents. If we had had measures of
thie height, weight, and vigor of our respondents, they would have
been useful as weil,

The second aspect of the concept of vulnerability is its social
dimension. People are socially vulnerable to crime when they are
freguently exposad to the threat of victimization because of who they
‘aFe, 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 consequenices of crime.

Among major population groups. the risk of victimization by
violent crime is disproportionately borne by Blacks and the poor. On
a nationwide basis, rape and robbery rates for Blacks are about 2.5
times the comparable figures for whites, while people in the lowest
income category reported rates for these crimes which were 3 times
those far people in the tpper reaches of the income distribution (.S,
Department of Justice, 1977b: Tables 56 and [2). 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 propznqmty to places where crimi-
nals live and do their work (crime bems xtraordmanly close-to-
home vocation). This s reflected in the: ‘of middle-class Blacks,
who suffers substantmlly higher rates of victimization than their white
counterparts, in part because they cannot so easily shift their places
of residence 10 safer parts of the metropolitan area. In American
cities, Blacks and the poor are more likely to be bound to the less
desirable inncr zones of the community, where crime rates are always
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high, regardless of who happens to be mhzh:tmg them (see Shaw and
McKay, 1942},

Race and income also are relawea to the resources and t"acllmes
which way be available to help individuals deal with the conse-
gquences of victimization. In part this is a direct function of incomae,
for people with-little mopey simply cannot easily afford ro 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 eguilib-
rium in the aftermath of victimization directly affects their
pocketbooks, Private insurance does not help them much, for they
are amang the least likely to be insured. Fistalty, survey measures of
perceptions 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, 1979, 1975).

In this chupter 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 gver $10,000) to
Ieprésent our respondents’ social valnerability to crime. Likxe Hin-
delang et al. (1978}, Baumer (1980), and others, we interpret these
primarily as surrogates for area of residence, reflecting patterns of
racial and exvnomic segregativn which confine Blacks ant the poor in
less desirable and higher risk areas of the city.

memty and Fe'ai- of Crime

Age, Tace, 5eX, and income are among the most consistent corre-
latesof allmeasures of fear of crime, reflecting (we argue) the underly-
ing dimensions of physical and social viirerability to crime. In rough
order of the strength of those correlations, femalés are more fearful
than maies, older persons are more fearful than young people, Blacks
are move fearful than whites, and poor people are more fesuful than
the relatively well-to-do. Further, these effects are generally lincar
and additive; fear “accumulates” among successwely miore vulnera-
ble groups, but without significant interaction effects. Thus, simple
multiple regression can adequately capture their indepondent signifi-
cance and cumulative importance as predictors of fear of crime.

A simple portrait of the relationship between these personal attri-
butes and our measuies 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 atone on the streets of their neighborhoods at night.

As Table 5.1 illustrates, the strongest bivarlate associgtion be-
tween these measures of personal vulnersbility and fear is that for
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'TABLE 5.1 Fear Asong Major Population Groups

Demagraphic Percentage "
Group “Very Unsafe (N)
SEX :
Males 6.4 (643)
Females 22.8 {693)
AGE
18-20. N (70
226 6.3 (256)
27-12 63 (263)
nie 9y (174)
40-49 10.6 {149}
50-59 2.2 (1852
60 plun 40.7 (i79)
FAMILY INCOME :
Unider 56,000 14 (215)
$6-10,000 - ) 17,0 (208}
$10-15.600 10.2 {255)
$15-20,000 6.3 - (i84)
$20-25,000 1.0 {30
$25,000 phuz 10.9 { 95}
RACH )
Whites 12.6 357
Blacks ' 201 (368}

SOURCE: Computed from combined vitywide surveys. '

scx. Women were almost 3.5 times as likely as males to place them-
selves in the “very unsafe” category. Age was refated to fear in
slightly curvitinear fashion, but the effect was not significant enough
to lead us to take this into account in our statistical analyses. Below
the 50-59-year-old category, fear levels generally rose slowly withage,
discounting the stight “jump” in fear in the under-20 group (who were
few in number in this. aurvey) Thiere wis 84 substantial discontinuity
between those below 50 yéars of age and those just older than them,
and a similar doubling in the proportion in the highe’st fear category
when we compare those in their 50§ to those over 60. Categones of
family income also evidenced a bit of cumhneanty in their relation-
ship with fear, but again not significantly so. In general, fear levels
decrease steadily with increasing family income, discounting a sllght
upturn in fear among those reporting incomes of more than $25,000 a
vear. Finally, Blacks were about 1.5 times as likely as whites to place
themselver in'the most fearful category.
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“One feature of these mieasures is that, in the main, the two dimen-
sions of vilnerability are independént. Race, for example, is virtually
uncormelated with sex. The daia do reflect the major features of the
American social system, and in these cities women and Blacks report
lower incomes, and women and whites live longer. However, none of
the indicators are so substantially intercorrelated that the bivariate
relationships suggested in Table 5.1 are confounded by that colinear-
ity. .

In addition to being uncorrelated, there also was no ipteraction
between these measures that affected their relationship to fear. Inan
analysis of variance, all of the main eéffects {the four indicators) but
none of their potential interaction terms were significant predictors of
fear. This indicates that the fear levels of particular groups can best be
described by their main compenents, and that there is na “additional”
effect of being morc vulnerable en two or three dimensions at'the
same time. For example. older women are simply as feartul as their
sex and age; taken scparately, would lead us 1o predict. The linear and
additive character of the data enabies us to generate estimates, like
those givenin Table 5.2, of the cumulative effect of age, race, sex, &nd
income on fear of crime.

Table 5.2 presents ostimates of the average fear of crime scores for
sach 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 figurcs reported in Table 5.2 reveals that,
while each “increment of vulperability” characterizing & population
group contributes to its average Jevel of fear, some of those attributes
count more heavily than do others. Numerically, the greatest differ-
enice between any two groups can be leid to age; those under 50 were,
on the average (controiling for all the other factors), .09 units below
the overall population mean for these three cities (which was 2.14).

Those 30 and older were .57 units above that figure, The impact of
advancing age on fear is so strong thal, of these siXteen popuiation
subgroups, all but one of the top half include persons in their 50s 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 sexes. The four most fearful groups in our
thice cities were composed of women ‘of all races and incgme
categones. Then followed groups which, we argue, were socially
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TABLE 5.2 Fear Among Detailed Population Subgroups

" Demographic Indicators of: Estimated
Physical Vulnerability . - Socigl Yulgeraaity . Average
Age Sex - Race Income. Feor Score .
older female black podt 328
older female bieck moderate 107
older female white poor - 3.02
older “feraie white moderate 2.8t
older male _blagk: poor 2.76
younge: female black peor 2.62
older mgle black moderate 2.55
older male white poor 2.50
younget female black moderate 2:41
younger female white " poor 2.96
older male white . moderats .29
younger female ~white moderate 213
younger male black poor .10
younges wmale black moderate 1.89
youngar male white poor 1.84
younger male white mxuierate 1.63.

Pppulition Average 7 l#

SCHIRCH: Compusest rrnmcombin&dcl!ywidcsuwwl Estimates based on multiple regression
using dighotomous independent variables. Tha *ppor™ were those reporting incomes under
$10,000; “oider” persons were thase 50 and ‘sbove. .

rather than phys:cally vulnerable. Blacks were .26 unijts above whites
on the fear scale, and those with low family incomes wers .21 units
above the well-to-de..The moat fearful group were older, Black, poor
wornen, of whom 64% felt “very unsafe" in their ne:ghborhouds at
night. .
These data argue for the relative pnmacy of physical aver social
forms of vulnerability. The indicators are so independent of one
another that simple multiple fegression can be used 1o gauge their
relative impact. The two measures of physical vulnerability were
almost 2.5 times as important for statistically explaining fear as were
our two measures of social vulncrabﬂity Together the tour measures
explained 20% of the variance (R = ,45) in fear of crima,

The Paradox:
Vuinerubility, Victimization; and Fear

1n this chapter we have discussed in detail the concept of vuinera-
bility. to personal crime. We. argued that there are two aspécts of
vulnerability, one physical and the other social. The former concerns
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openness to attack, powerlessness 1o resist, and exposure 10 signific-
ant physical and emotional consequences if attacked. Social vulnera-
bility involyes daily exposure tothe threat of victimization and limited
means fof coping with the: medical and-economic consequences of
victimization. o -

We have seen that fear of crime is strongly related to each dimen-

sron of personal vulperability. 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 1970s, persons in more
vulnerable categorics have reported higher levels of fear.

It should be apparent, therefore, that the findings of this chapter
and the one preceding it present us with somewhat of a paradox.
Amongour indicators, those refiecting physical vulnerahility were by
far the strong correlates of fear, On the other hand, these indicaters
also were the most consistent correlates of low rates of victimization.
Across all major crime categories, women and the elderly were less
likely than their counterparts to repost being victimized. This too is
one of the most consistent empirical findings of well-conducted vic-
timization surveys. Within each group, the relationship between vic-
timization and fear is consistent with our earticr findings; when they
are victimized, women and the cldurly sre more frightencd as a
consequence. However, relatively few of them have experiences of
that sorttoreport. - ' -

Amony other things, this has raised the question of whether or not
the fears of many in these “objectively low-risk” groups are indeed
irvational. It might be argued that they reflect congerns of a symbolic
or emotive nature; rather than concrete ‘probabylities. However, we
saw in Chapter 3 that fear of crinte is at cast 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 11 arid 12, we are not sure that low rates of Victimization and
low rigk of attack necessarily go together, We shall demonstrat¢ that
physical vulnerability is strongly related to the frequency with which
people adopt protective tactics which limit theit exposure o risk and
reduce their chances of being victimized. These behavioral adapta-
tions to crime thus may explain the high-vulnerability/low-
victimization status of certain groups. The fears of those in this
category sterm not from direct experience or statistical cxpectations,
but rather from what couid happen to them and the potential conse-
quences of criminal attack.



PART II

CRIME AND FEAR IN COMMUNITY CONTEXT

In this section we examine the influence of community-related
factors upon fear. In Chapter 6 we first explore the extent to which
people are plagued by problems with major crimes, then turp to more
indirect signs that a community is troubled. We examine such
neighborhood conditions as building abandonment, teenage trouble-
making, drug use, and vandalism. Finally, we detail the degree of
community iniegration, or cohesion, that characterizes our respon-
dents and the neighborhoods in which they live. After describing
these factors in some detail, we turn, in Chapter 7, to their impact
upon fear.



Chapter 6

NEIGHBORHOOD PROBLEMS AND POTENTIALS

Introduction

We have seen in the previous section how individual experiences
with victimization and vulnerability to crime powerfully affect fear.
Now we turn to the influence of envitonmental conditions on fear and
the effects of the linkages between people and their surrounding
community. An important component of any anatysis 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
significant fraction of the nonworking day. Events and conditions
there should have an important effect on one’s daily behavior, In
addition, there are a variety of factors that tie one's personal fate to
that of one’s local community. People who own their homes, or have
children enrolled in & local school, or enjoy relatives or ¢lose friends
in the vicinity share more than a passing interest in neighborhood
sonditions, regardless of their personal experiences or sense of vul-
nerability to crime. The more closely their fates are tied to the com-
mumity the more sensitive they may be to local conditions, and the
mere likely they may be to respond actively to them as individuals or
i concert with others. Finally, neighborhoods form un important
locus for action. Crime problems of the type we are considering here
share the important attribute that they happen in a place; these
victimizations and related conditions have a location, Strategies for
lealing with them have an important locational, or “turf-based” com-
ponent. Their perceptions of how much of a problem crime and
disorderis in their area, 4§ well as their commitment to it, should play
an impertant role in determining what peopile think and do about the
problem
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In this chapter we examine three important dimensions along
which neightriorhoods vary considerably and across which there are
substantial differences among urban dwellers. These are crime, dis-
order, and integration. The first two arg crime-related conditions,
while the third is a neighiborhood factor which plays an important role
in theories of criminogenests, :

We examine here neighborhood problems with crimes like
burglary, assault, rape, and personal theft. This chapter also investi-
gates 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 10 which
these events and conditions were problems therc, and these
neighborhood factors were systematically related to the personal
characteristics of our respondents as weil. 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 empluyed here, one gauging the extent
of residential ties among our respondents and the other the extent of
their social ties. Our data confirm the strong negative relation be-
tween integration and disorganization. We also found that the extent
to which persons are sacially and residentiaily tied to their com-
mupities plays an important role in shaping the flow of information
about neighborhood crime, and in facilitating efforts to prevent vic-
timization and reduce the crime rate.

Extent of Crime Pgoblems

Mary older residents.in our study commurnities expressed a great
deal-of nostalgia foy “the good old days,” and doubt about the future.
One Black man in his sixtics recalled his version of the past in
Woodiawn:

He said he had lived in Woodlawn for a fong time, that he had fived in
Woodlawn when there were no gangs and when he considered it (as
he called it} “a real pretty little paradise.” He said he remembered &
time when everybody could walk the streets without their being
assavited or mugged or anything likc that. That the ncighborhood
was well kept, That therc wasn't any writing on the walls and
garbage in the streets. You know, there wasn’t no abandonzd build-
ings. He said that Woodlawn really looked lke a nice arca before
that time [Woodlawn, July 19771
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Our surveys also indicated that there was a substantial degree of
pessimism about neighborhood conditions among residents of our
three cities, especially those in Chicago and Philadelphia. In order to
gauge their perceptions of general neighborhood trends, we asked
each of our respondents:

Would you say that your neighborhood has changed for the better,
or for the worse, in the past couple of years, or bas it stayed about
the same?

Overail, about half of them indicated that things had stayed the same
during that period, and the remairder split (2% 10 21%) in the direc-
tion of things “getting worse.” Differences among the cities in this
regard -were quite significant, however. By fer the most- optimistic
were residents of San Francisco, where anly 20% thought that things
had gotten worse; in Chicago that figure stood at 31%, with Philadelp-
hians not far behind, Thus nearly one-third of all Chicagoans thought
that things around them had becn getting worse, while only 19%
thought that they had improved 1o any degree.

In light of this, we were riot surprised to find that for some
residents of these cities crime constituted a sefions neighborhood
problem. In order to assess local crime conditions we asked each
respondent how much of a “problem™ various kinds of crime were in
their neighborhoods. The crimes were burglary, personal theft,
stranger assault, and rape. In each case they were asked if the kind of
crime described was “a big problem,” “some problem,” or “almost no
problem.” In all, at most 25% of our respondents indicated that some
type of crime was a big problem for people in their neighborhood, but
the three-city averages were all below 20%. Burglary was a big local
problem 10 19%, t8% felt the same about personal theft, while for
stranger assautt the figure was only 8%, and for rape, 6%. City-by-city
totals are given in Table 6.1. .

While these figures may seem high, they do net suggest that
residents of these cities were incapacitated by concernrabout crime.
For most of them crime was not a serious neighbortwod problem.
Because crime problems tend to cluster geographically (as we shall
see in detail below), there is & great deal of overlap in these responses,
and 706 of our respondents reported that none of these problems
constituted a source of serions concern in their immediate areas.

Rankings of neighborhood problems were not even in the most
general accord with the distribution of victimization in these cities,
Burglary was greatly underrepresenied in the universe of neighbor-
hood problems. Based upon official reperts, the burglary rate was 7
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TABLE 6.1 Crime Problems in the Neighborhood

Perceniage Rexpandiﬁg “A Big Frablem”
Parsonal Stranger

City Surelary Theft Asvault | Rape {N}
Chicago 20 25 10 7 (390}
San Francisco 20 17 8 & 446}
Philadelphia 16 1 6 5 424)
{Significance of {50 01+ L2h .57)
diffcrences)

Average 19 i8 8 & (1260}

NOTE: Number of cases varies slightly from crime to crime; averagey are given hers, '
SOURCE: Computed trom citywide surveys.

times the robbery rate in these cities, while it was 1] times the assault
rate and 69 times the rape rate. By that measure all of these personal
crimes(and especiatly robbery) were overreprésented as problems, or
burglary was massively undervalued, In either case, the mix of
neighborhood problems as seen by residents overemphasizes per-
sonal crimes — especially personal theft — and thus “tilts the scale”
in the direction of more fear-provoking ingidents. This suggests that
people’s “problem” rankings took inte account elements other than
the frequency of crime, and included estimates of the seriousness of
incidents, or their potential consequences, as well as risk.

In addition, we cannot discount our respondents’ concern about
the impact of erime upon others significant in their lives when they
assessed neighborhood conditions. There is some evidence about the
magnitude of people’s concern for the safety of relatives. Ina study of
Black and white mothers in Philadelphia, Savitz et al. (1977) found
that many were more worried about their children’s safety than they
were about their own, Springer (1974) found that policemen in Seattle
were fearful of their wives using a certain park that they thought to be
safe enough for most peaple. By extension, we could surmise that
people take into account the experiences of friends and neighbors
when they assess conditions in their immediate vicinities. We shail
see in later chaplers that reports of crime conditions are related to
such things as the extent of personal contact with crime victims, and
that contact contributes to fear.

Our data on perceptions of crime as a neighborhood problem are
not in accord with the general distribution of crime across these three
cities. The distinctively high rates of victimization for personal theft,
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TABLE 6.2 Crime Problems Measures at the Individual and
Neighborhood Levels

Above Diagongl Neigkborhooa;*Level Correlations

Below Diagonil

Individual-Level Persenud Swranger
Correlations Burglary Theft Assawd! Rape
RBurglary .60 73 44

Personal Theft
Stranger Assauit
Rape

NOTE: Number of cases abave diagonaf was ten. the number of neighborhood surveys,
MNeighborhood scores were percentages indicating crime was a “big problem.” Those scoves
were based #pon responsey by 200 1o 450 residents in each uren. Number of cuses below dingonal
was approximatety 1200, the rumber of respondents to our citywide surveys, All correlationsare
Pearson’s r.

stranger assault, and rape that we found in San Francisco were not
weli-represented in the data on neighhorhood problems. The most
notable discrepancy was the high ranking that Chicagoans gave to
robbery and purse snatching, despite the fact that both the victimiza-
tion surveys and the Uniform Crime Report placed them below San
Francisco in that regard. Infact, we found a generallack of difference
between the cities with respect to these crime problems. This is in
aceord with the nature of crime, which in large places like these tends
to be aneighborhood rather than citywide phenomenon. As we noted,
crimes tend to “go togelher™ in space. vlustering jointly with various
well-known social and economic aspects of community areas. (This is
the foundation, of course, of at least one “school™ of sociology.) Asa
result, for cities of vaguely similar size there generally is more varia-
tion in crime rates (and presumably “crime problems”) within them
than between them. This has important ¢onscquences 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 intercity differences in these
phenomena. While victimization rates vary in frequency to. some
degree from city to city, the characteristic crime problems facing our
respondents on a day-to-day basis do not, which should weaken any
expectations for strong intercity differences in reactions to crime.
Table 6.2 documents the consistency with which problems. with
crime plague some neighborhoods, while teaving others relatively



% COPING WITH CRIME

unscatited. While there were few substantial differences between
cities in the cxtent to which these crimes were of concern, differences
between our study neighborhoods these were iarge 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 clusterin
certain arcas. Not unexpectedly, the weakest correlations arg be-
tween purglary and personal crimes; burglary problems were com-
mon in our most middle-class community, where personal theft and
assaults by strangers were much more rare. The strong, positive
correlations in Table 6.2 are indicative of the substantial spatial clus-
tering of the incidence of crime and crime problems, and suggest that
the labels “bad places” and “good places” can fairly describe
neighborhoods. Not unexpectedly, crime problems were reflected in
our respondents’ ratings of neighberhood conditions: the average
correlation (gamma) between perceptions of crime problems and
reports that the neighborhood was “getting worse” was .25,

The correlations to the ieft and below the diagonal in Table 6,2 are
bascd upon responscs by about 1200 individuals in our citywide
suarveys to the same set of questions. They parailel the citylevel
findings, indicating a strong tendency for individuals who think that
one type of crime is a serious problem (or not) in their area to report
the same for the remainder. Those correlations averaged .35, whichis
quite substantial for such perceptual indicators. It indicates that there
is a great deal of stability in ratings of local conditions acress the
domain of “crime.” The reports of individuals analyzed at that level
are less tightly interrelated than perceptions aggregated at the
neighborhood level, precisely because crime and crime problems
cluster tightly with other social and economic characteristics of smafl
geographicat areas. While citywide survey samples produce data from
heterogeneous and broadly representative. populations, neighbor-
hood studies gather information from peopie who share a great deal in
common across a broad range of personal, attitudinat, and experien-
tial factors. As a result, when we aggregate their responses to ques-
tions about a related perceptual domain, they are much more likely to
be homogeneous in their replies. At the vity fevel we are aggregating
the opinions of very diverse peoples, dind thus should cxpect smaller
differences and much less consistency in ratings.

The strong teandency even for individuals drawn from the general
population to share consistent perceptions of conditions in their
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neighborhoods indicates that we can usefully combine those raungs
into an omnibus scoring of the extent to which crime constitutes a
problemin each of their immediate environments. A factor analysis of
the four ratings of neighborhood conditions indicated that they were
unidimensional, and when added together they formed a measure
with a reliability (Cronbach’s Alpba) of .67. The average scorc onthat
measure was 6. placing the average person cxactly betwecn “glmost
no prablem” and “some problem” with respect to crime in his or her
vicinity. The multivariate statistical analyses of the impact of these
conditions presented in the following chapters will use this single
rating score to represent all four types of crime problems.

While these ratings of community crimte conditions are perceptual
-~ they reflect our respondents’ readings of the extent and personal
significance of local crime — there is some evidence that we can use
them as general indicators ofthe “objective” distribution of crime. As
we noted in Chapter 1, we conducted a Chicago metropolitan area
survey in mid 1979 which included many of the questions used in our
three-city study, and which sampled residents using the same tech-
niques. In that survey we were able to establish the pl'age of residence
of each respondent. For Chicago residents, we identified the comrmu-
nity arcas in which they lived. There are 76 such arcas in the city, and
each exhibits a great deal of social and economic homogeneity. We
usc those areas here as “neighborhoods,” although of course they are
larger in scope than is ondinarily implied by the term. For each arca
we secured official crime reports and up-to-date population estimates,
and calculated the crime rate (per 100.000) for eack respondent’s
locality. Although they certainly do not reflect the “true” rate of
victimization in these neighborhoods, these figures give us an inde-
pendent rating of the extent to which crime was a serious problem in
each community, one which we can compare to our respondents’
assessments.

Thal comparison is reported in Table 6.3. It indicates the average
robbery, assault, and burglary rate for each respondent’s area, in
terrns of whether they rated each crime as a “big problem,” “some
problem,” or “almost no problem.” Ratings of neighborhood condi-
tions 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 roebbery 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 dra-
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TABLE 6.3 Official Crime Rates and Rutings of Crime Problems in

; Chicago

Extent so Which )

Respondent Rates Average Official Crime Rave per 100,000 Persons

a Problem in the Respendent's Community Area

Rohbery Aggravated Assanir Burglary

Almost nu problem 397 (0%} 2068 (498) 10358 (368)

Some problem 534 (235) 385 (160} 1123 (276)

Big problem ey 486 ( 89) 1197 (167
Total 485 (753) 39 (747) 101 (752)

NOTE: Diflerences in wrime rates across ratings of problems all significant (p = .01).
Number of cxses is glven in parentheses.

SOURCE: Crime counis from the Chicugo Police Department (see Maxfeld, 1979).
Popuiation figures for calculating rates from the Chicago Department of Planning.
Computed from metropoliten arca survey, central-city sumple onty.

matic. Differences in the official burglary rate were weakly but con-
sistently related to ratings of burglary conditions.

There was some dispersion around these means. Correlations
(Pearson’s r) between crime assessments and crime rates were sub-
stantial and persistent, however. Among city residents, the correla-
tion between their ratings of assauit problems and the official assault
rate for then- community nreas was -+.29; for robbery the cotrelation
was +.21, and for burglary +.10. These relationships ware quite
independent of whom our respondents were. Controlling for age, sex,
race, and income affected those correlations hardly at all - they sank
an average of only .04, While these indicators of valnerability all were
related to how much of a problem crime presented to our informants,
the effects of vulnerability were independent of the connection be-
tween our survey measure and official crime rates,

All of this is evidence of the validity of this crime-problems
measure ns an indicator of actual neighborhood conditions. Like
McPherson’s (1978) survey of Minneapolis, these data indicate that
citizens' assessments of conditions around them can be used as a
useful “stand-in” measure of the incidence of crime, at least as
recorded by the police, Robbery, assault, and burglary were ranked as
a concérn where independent measures of their incidence indicated
they were more frequent. On the average, respondents in this parallel
survey who indicated that a certain crime was a “big problem® lived in
places where police came to the same conclusion,
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The Diatribution of the Burden of Crime

When we examine how individuals rate their immediate environ-
ments, the results resemble only in part the profile of social and
economic factors we drew to describe victimization. The poor aré by
far more likely than those in middie- or upper-income categories to
report living in areas haunted by problems with robbery, purse snatch-
ing, and assaultive violence, While 31% of those in the lowest income
category repuried that roblery was 4 big problean in their locales, and
16% reported that assault by strangers was of similar concern, for
those at the top of the financial ladder those proportions stood at 17%
and 6%, respectively. Only burglary reputedly was a problem in areas
in these three cities where uppet-income people lived. The same
curve described the distribution of ncighborhood preblems with
burglary that we saw in relation to the distribution of victimization
itself: Those problems were least common for those in the $10,000 to
$20,000 income group, and pcaked at virtually an ldermcal level
among those at the top and bottom of the scale.

In sharp contrast to the higher levels of victimization and
neighborhood problems reported by the poor wers the neighborhood
descriptions rendered by younger people; while they were more likely
than anyone to be victimized by every crime examined here. older
adults were the ones who were most likely to report that crime
constituted an important problem in their vicinities. In the case of
personal theft, concern about neighborhood conditions rose steadily
with age. peaking with almost 30% of those over 60 reporting that
robbery and purse snatching were dig problems in their areas. The
same age gradient described how people perceived difficulties with
assaultive vinlence and sexual molestation, but not with burglary. In
general, the older the people, the more likely thev were to express
concern about personal crime, ranking it a major problem in their
neighborhoods.

The relationship between race and the distribution of the burden
of crime rang a familiar note: Black residents of these cities were more
likely than whites to repart that s¢rious personal crimes plagued their
communities. Only 15% of whites, but 25% of Blacks, rated personal
theft & “big problem™ in their areas. Blacks were mote likely to
perceive rape problerns nearby as well. On the other hand, Blacks
were only 3 percentage points more likely to report problems with
burglary -— but this relationship became considerably stronger when
we controlied for the effects of differing income levels.

Finally, quite in opposition to their personal rates of victimization,
women were more likely than men to report that personal theft and
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Finally, our data on victimization indicate that personal experi-
ence with neighborhood crime strongly affects how people rate gen-
eral conditions in their neighborhoods. n our surveys we asked
people, * Has anyone actually broken into your home in the past two
years?” Overall, 15% indicated that someone had, and, among those
who did, 41% indicated that burglary was a “big problem™ nearby (the
contrasting figure for nonvictims was 15%). When we classified our
study neighborhoods by their burglary rates, based on this measure,
the local incidence of burglary was very strongly related 10 estimates
by people there of the magnitude of the problem. Figure 6.1 illustrates
how the two covary. A high-burglary, big-problem area, Wicker Park
in Chicago, anchors the top of the chart, while the low-rate low-
concern neighborhoods of Sunset, in San Francisco, and South
Philadelphia fell at the bottom. At both the individual and neighbor-
hood leveis our data point toward the incidence of the burden of crime
itsclf (and the concomitant diffusion of that information among resi-
dents of the area) as ar important force shaping perceptions of crime
problems.

Signs of Disorder

In addition to asking about the incidence of problems with major
crimes, we also inquired in oor surveys about the extent to which
selected facets of the local social order seemed to be in disarray. By
“the social order™ we mean people’s expectations about fit and proper
conditions and conduct, especially in public and semipublic places.
Improper conduct includes boisterousness, drunkenness, and untidi-
ness. as well as proneness (@ violent or acquisitive behavior. Where
these standards seem to be in a decline, people feel thaty they are
watching the disintegration of the rules that ought to govern public
life. Within urban neighborhoods people are variously successful in
negotiating with other users of their common space a working set of
expectations about how they should behave (Hunter. 1978b). They
may differ in the level at which those expectations are set and the
degree to which diversity of behavior around these guidelines is
tolerated. but cveryone develops such norms and applies them as
templaies to gauge local conditions and events. In his study in Bos-
ton, Wilson (1968b) called these “standards of right and seemly con-
duct,” and reported that distress about the failure of the community to
control violations of those standards was widespread. He argued that
this was a major contributor to the “sense of urban unease” which
crept around us in the 1960s. : _

Based on our field investigations in three cities, we chose four
particular signposts indicating the presumed health of the social order,
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in order 10 gauge how it affected residents’ perceptions of crime. Over
a decade ago Biderman et al. (1967: 16) argued that people's major
impressions about crime derived from “the highly visible signs of
what they regard as disorderly and disreputable behavior in their
community.” While few people witness crimes or personally experi-
ence them, they all associate danger from crime with selected aspects
of the environment. They rely upon the presence cr absence of those
cues to warn them from dangerous locales; the environmental cues
serve as what Stinchcombe et al. (1978) dubbed “the signs of crime.”

Those signs of crime — in our terminology, potential “problems”
— serve as early-warning signals of impending danger because people
have learned to associate them with things they fear. For example, in
our field investigations we learncd that an abandoned building is a
source of considerable distress to residents of a' community. People
believe that tramps will break into empty buildings to escape the cold
and sleep; then “drug dealers™ will ply their trade in them, marketing
among youths in the area, Criminals of various sorts are thought to
base their operations there, making it dangerous even to walk near an
abandoned structure. At the very least vandals will deface an cmpty
building. and perhaps loot it. Finally, abandoned buildings become
targets for casual arson, and seem to have a high chance of being set
afire. This threatens neighboring homes as well. It may not take thuch
abandonment to constitute 2 community probtem. A study by the
Department of Housing and Urban Development (1973) indicated
that building abandonment becomes a serious problem, with regard to
future investment in & neighborhood, when between 3% and 6% of the
buildings there fall empty. As aresult, empty buildings often become a
focus for neighborhood actiion. One Wicker Park woman was de-
scribing local events to a field interviewer:

3he then began to talk about buildings that ha¢ been abandoned.
One was condemned, the other was standing empty but not boarded
up. It scared the people in the neighborhood, The kids in the
neighborkood were playing around it. It was really dangerous. They
all got together and went to the precinct captain about the houses,
One was torn down, and new they are irying to get them to tear the
other one down [Wicker Park, July 1976].

Unsupervised teenagers aiso are saen as potential sources of
disruption, harassment, and crime. Rifai (1976) reports that in
Portland a large proportion of victimizations recailed by the clderly
involved nonphysical, verbal harassment by teenagers. In a study of
“dangerous place,” Riger and Gordon (1979) asksd respondents why
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they were so; the most frequent reason given for the most frequently
nominated places (alleys and parks) was that “kids hang out there.”
Certainly they often seem to be “up to no good,” and the police
frequently are called to deal with bands of teenagers congregating
on street corners, in alley ways, or in front of shops and arcades.
Rubinstein (1973} reports that police likewise sense that trouble may
ba bmwmg in such groups but that they are helpless to do more than
encourage them to “move on.’

A womain in South Philadetphia describea preblems with teen-
agers there:

We had a meeting in the evening and my son was supposed to come
in later and pick me up, ¥ called him and told him not to go into the
project. I asked him to pick me up around the corner. The kid«
harrassed people — they were throwing things out of windows. The
shooting of the policeman made people fearful of being robbed,
possibly being killed — the boys in Wilson Partk carry knives and
guns. The residents live in constant frar [South Philadetphis, Oc-
tober 26, 1976].

Three older Black men interviewed on the street in Chicégo"é.
Woodlawn expressed concern ahout the apparent irrationality of
teenage violence. '

1then asked if they were afraid of young people. They answered not
afraid exactly, but lgery, extremely leery of young people, that you
never know what's on a young person's mind. Then one of them said
that a lot of young people he knows, some of the things they do are
just 1o be mean, jist 10 be ornery, it setves no purpose, it's really
sensefess [Woodlawn, August 19771

Signs that drug use is frequent is a source of fear for neighbors
because people believe that addicts are driven to crime to pay for
drugs, and that they are crazed and irrational in theit behavior when

they are on the prowl. An informent in South Philadelphia talked
about addicts this way:

Well, people are really wortied sbout ali of them, The kids who take
drugs commit crimes, It's mostly robbery. Thcy rob to get money for
the drugs. The girls, who don't participate in such activities, sell
their body to get the money. The people around hare got so scared of
drug addicts they are afraid to leave the house. The junkies break in
and take any small item they can carry — TV, radios, jewelry; its
unbeijevable, Many houses belonging to local faimilies were robbed
by their own children [South Philadelphia, November {9, 1976]!
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People alzo believe addicts are prone to killing or injuring people
“when they don’t have to.” Thus, net only. does drug use raise the
crimne rate, but the risks it generatés are unpredictable, beyond under-
standing, and thus impossible to avoid. A woman in the Mission in
San Francisco:

When people are using heroin they afe apt to use guns and knives
and whatever. That's what | am most afraid of, and so are most of
my neighbors; see, we don't care tog much about losing our material
things. It’s coming in one {ime and finding somecbody it your house,
And say he has a gun or & knife. Well he may choose to kill you so
that he will remain anonymous [Mission, December 19763.

Finally, graffiti and visible vandalism are physical signs of the
breakdown of social control, The 2ervsel paint dispenser is simply the
latest twist in the urban arms spiral, a counter to the adoption of
Lexan plastic school windows which are virtually unbreakable. But in
each case the damage is attributed to “kids” and not to predatory
outsiders. Thus its appearance in a community signais a problem that
is close to home: intergenerational conflict over appropriate behavior.

The Prevalence of Disorder

We probed our informants’ perceptions of the local order follow-
ing the same format we employed to measure the extent of crime
problems Respondents were asked “how much of a problem™ the
various conditions described above were in their neighborhoods.
They were:

{B) " Groups of 1eenagers hanging out on the sireets;
(2) Buildings or storefronts sitting abandoned or burned out;

{3) People using illegal drugs;

{4) Vundalism — like knds breaking windows or wmmg on walls or
lhmgl like that.

The most common of these problems proved to be drug use and
teenage congregations, followed very closely by vandalism. All of
these c_oncemé_d about 20% of our respondents in a major way. Only
abandoned or burned-out buildings posed a “big problem” for less
than one in ten. The figures for each city are noted in Table 6.4. They
indicate that residents of Chicago and Philadelphia held virtually
identical perceptions of problems in the community, but that many
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TABLE 6.4 Disorder Problems in the Neighborhood

Percentage Responding “A Rig Problem”
Abandoned Drug

City Teenagers Buildings Use Vandglism
Chisoge 25 1 25 2
Philadelphia n 14 23 2
San Fraucisco 2 3 14 10
(Significance of |

differencer) (.0L+) (.0t+) (01+) (.01+}
Average 19 9 20 17

o —t— Y

SOURCE: Compated From uity wide survey.

fewer San Franciscans shared those concerns. The propartion of
residents in the Bay City who saw them as “big problems” almost
uniformly ran 10 percentage points less, and this difference accounted
for the highly significant intercity differences recorded i Table 6.4,

The markedly lower rates of perceived social disorder registered
by San Franciscans does not mean, of course, that eonditions neces-
sarily are better there. Rather, they may refiect the “labels™ people
there give them. As we noted at the outset, there doubtless is a great
deal of variation from place to place in the extent to which people
accommodate themselves to marginal behavior in public places. Be-
cker (1971) and others have noted the high tolerance for diversity of
behavior which characterizes San Franciscans. Becker argues that
this tolerance is a stable and enduring featore of that city’s life, one he
dubbed “the culture of civility.”

The figures in Tabie 6.4 also indicate that concern with social-
order problems is fairly frequent, somewhat more common than con-
cern about major crime problems and vastly more frequent than
recent victimization. While in these cities perhaps 5% of the residents
were Tobbed in the past year, three times that many were plagucd by
vandalism, bands of teenagers, and drog-related problems. This rela-
tively high frequency of crime-linked problems led Hunter (1978b: %)
to conciude that

Fcar in the urban environment is above all o fear of social disorder
that may come to threaten the individual, 1 suggest that this fear
results more from experiencing incivility than from direct experi-
ence with crime jtself. Within areas of a city incivility and crime may
in fact be empirically corretated. As such, incivility wotld then be a
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symbolic cue to the heightened possibility for mote serious criminal
victimization, Independent of this ¢mpirical question, incivility
may still produce greater variation in fear than does crime because
of its relative freqtrency in daily experience of urban dwellers.

High scores on these measures reflect truly troublesome
neighborhood conditions. The most extremely disorganized commu-
nity in our study, Wicker Park in Chicogo, stood at the top of all four
of them. Between 40% and 50% of residents there reported that
teenagers, drug use, and vandzlism were “big problems,” and 30%
gave a similar ranking to the preseace of “buildings or storefronts
sitting abandoned or burned out.” Wicker Park is a severely dete-
riorated area. Boarded-up buildings, junk-filled vacant iots, and badly
maintained apartment buildings can be seen everywhere, Bars in the
area attract an unsavory clientele which spills outinto the streets. Itis
the only one of our study sites where gangs are considered to be a
major problem. Violence is frequent in the schools, and adults fear to
be on the strects when school lets out in the aftetrnoon. Suspected
arson fires are frequent occurrences, and arson deaths in the area have
led to significant political conflict between local groups and the city.
Ethnic conflict in the arez is endernic. The mosily elderly Polish
population is particularly hostile to neighborhood Puerto Ricans, to
whom they attribute their neighborhood’s decay. Puerto Ricans feel
that they are the most badly served group in the neighborhood, where
minerity programs seem to be geared to the needs of the Black
population. As aresult, rasidents of Wicker Park have great difficuity
in dealing with the problems of teenagers, building deterioration and
abandonment, and community decline.’

The Distribution of Disorder

An examination of responses to these questions about disorder
indicates that demographic factors which geographically cluster most
strongly also were most ¢learly related to readings of neighborhood
conditions. Race and income were closely tied to these ratings, to the
disadvantage of Blacks and the poor. For example, abandoned or
burned-out buildings were a “big problem” in the neighborhoods of
17% of our Black respondents, but only for 3% of whites. The correla-
tion between family income levels and our three-point “problem”
measure for building abandonment was —.28; 13% of those at the
bottom, but only 3% of those at the top of the income scale, were
cong¢erned about this problem. On the other hand, age and sex largely
were unrelated to these ratings. Old people generally were less likely
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TABLE 6.5 Disorder Measures at the Todividual and Neighborheod
Levels

Above Dagonal Nelghborhood-Level Correlations

Beiow Diagonal

Individual-Level Abandoned Drug

Correlations Teenagers Buildings Use Vandalism
Teenagers &5 R
Absandoned Buildings .76
Drg Use A8 .B&
Vandalism 44 39

MOTE: Number of cages above dingonal wae ten, the number of neighborheod surveys.
Neighborbood scores were percentages indicating crime was a “big problem.” Those sceres
were based upon responses by 20010 450 residents in each area. Number of cases below diagonal
was approkimately 1200, the number of respondets to our ity wide surveys. All correlatians are
Pearsou’s 1.

to see these conditions as “big problems™ in their vicinities, but
differences between age groups were slight,

.Fhe clustering of these problems by income and race. but not by
scx and age, suggests that responses to these questions reflect
neighborhood conditions, and are less multifaceted judgments about
events and their consequences. This is because households are
spatially segregated most strongly on the basis of race and class. Two
decades of resgarch in the “social area analysis™ tradition indicates
that socioeconomic status and racial-ethnic heritage are two of the
strongest social “factors” which describe the distribution of peoples
within a metropolis. These two factors, but not sex and age splits, also
afe strong correlates (in a spatial sense) of the distribution of crime
and delinquency. ‘

Al of this suggests that “the signs of crime” serve as environmen-
tal cues, stimulating the perception that crime is' a major concern in
the vicinity, while additional factors — including age and sex-linked
vulnerabilities to crime — contribute to some individuals’ assess-
ments that it is a *big problem.™ Issues like these will be considered in
the next chapter. where they will be tied to indicators of fear of crime.

Their close tie Lo environmental conditions also may be respousi-
ble for the very strong clustering of these indicators at the neighbor-
hood and individual level, As Table 6.5 indicates, across our ten study
neighborhoods reports about thege problems “went together™ in a
very ¢lear way. Overall, the average correlation between them was
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.86, with building abandonment (doubtless because ol its relatvely
low frequency as a “big problem™) the least connected (but with an
average corrclation of .81) to the remaining conditions. At the indi-
vidual level the average interproblem correlation was .43, with build-
ing abandonment again constituting the “outlier™ because of its low
frequency. As with problems with major crimes, people who fclt they
were affected by one concern also were likely to be plagued by
another. The overlap among these probiems was so substantial that
only 33% of our respondents indicated that any of these four issues
was a “big problem.” The ¢orrelation between disorder and crime
problems also was considerable, and 54% of all our respondents fell
into the fortunate “no big crime probiems/no big disorder problems™
category. '

As the high.correlations between these indicators suggest, they
usefully can be combined to form a single index of social disorganiza-
tion. In the citywide surveys responses to the four items were single
factored, and added together they formed a scale with a reliability
(Cronbagch’s Alpha) of .76. The average score on this scale wag 6,18,
placing the average respondent almost exactly between “almost no
problem” and “some problem™ on this dimension.

Although problems with crime and disorder clearly are interre-
lated, these clusters-of concerns were empirically as well as concep-
tually distinct. Entering responses to all eight of these questionsintoa
single factor analysis revealed that each sct of four formed a clear,
separate factor. Thus we scaled them separately, atthough the correla-
tion hetween the two nesulting scores is a substantial +.45.

Neighborhood lnlggraﬂnn

In the oldest traditions of urban sociology can be found most of the
ways in which contemporary scholars characterize communnities and
the peaple who live in them. This is certainly true of the concept of
“neighborhood integration,” a key building block in theories of un-
banization since the turn of the century (see Lewis. 1980). Integration
is one of a small set of concepts which make up “social disorganiza-
tion theery,” one of the major intellectual tools which social scientists
employ even today to understand social problems, There are at least
two major classes of definitions of social integration, reflecting the
social or psychological oricntations of thosc researchers. Whatcever
their particular biases with regard to the operationalization of the
concept, all see integration as an important causal antecedent of a
variety of social pathotogies, including crime.



Neighborhoad Problews snd Potentink ”

In the “sacial” tradition, Keller (1968) has advanced a behuvioral
definition of integration, based on patterns of “neighboring™ and
other forms of spatially bounded activity. In this view, the very
boundaries of a community ¢an be delincated by the lines along which
the frequency of such visiting drops off, Hunter (1974) emphasizes the
psychological conponents of intogration. He views it as a two-
dimensional concept. One of those dimensions is cognitive, calling
for indicators reflecting people’s awareness of their communities and
knowledge of their prominent features. The other dimeénsion is
sentimental, Following Wirth (1938), he stresses the importance of
emotional attachment, identification, pesitive evaluations, and other
affective components of people’s assessitents of their lifespace.

'There arc a variety of important theoretical reasons to dweli 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 levels. Among social disorganization theorists, integ-
ration measures the capacity of a community to exert social control
over its members and even passers-by, thereby enforcing local ver-
sions of right and seemly conduct (Jarowitz, 1978). Imegration thus
effects levels of crim¢ and other untoward aspects of behavior, inclod-
ing “competition, aggrandizement, and mutual exploitation among
residents™ (Wirth, 1938).

Even where such pathologies are rampant, individuals who are
more integrated into theif communities may reap important benefits,
They seem to know more intimately the groups, individuals, and
dangerous situations to be avoided in their locales, and to have a
clearer sense of the boundaries of secure arcas. This knowledge of the
rhythms of life around them enables them to more effectively manage
the risks of that environment (Sutties, 1968). Because they have
developed working social relations with their neighbors, those who
are more integrated should find it easier to call upon commumity
members for support in risky situations, and could depend upon them
to intervene. This in turn reinforces their own willingness to act, and
t¢ join in concert with athers in collective cfforts to selve community
problems (Taub and Taylor 1979}, This may be why Lewis et al.
(1980) and Riger et al. (1978) both find that in more integrated com-
munitics residents seem less affected when they encounter what they
call the “signs of crime.”

Those who are more integrated into their communities’ social
systems may become more involved in collective efforts, because
they arc linked into commanication networks which pass along in-
formation about local conditions and events, and becanse they know
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who to go 1o when they have a problem. Thisalso may serve toreduce
their sense of social isolation and vulnerability, which seems to be a
powerful predictor of fear of crime. Finally, many definitions of
integration stress factors (like home ownership) which are, in a direct
sense, measures of people’s investment in a community and their bets
about its future. This hinges the concept of integration 1o economic
interests, which usually are powerful predictors of a host of attitudes.
and behaviors.

In this analysis we will mean two things by integration, along
dimensions which touch upon many of the conceptual issues re-
viewed above, We are concerned first with integration as it reflects
residential commitment. People are more integrated into their com-
munities when they have lived it an area for a long time, when they
have afinancial investment there, and when they plan to remain living
there. We call our measure of this clusier “residential ties.” We also
were concerned with the social and identificational components of
integration. People are more integrated when they know people in
their neighborhoods, when they are able to differentiate between
them aad vuisiders, and when they feel a sense of sentimental at-
tachment to the area they live in. We call our measure of this cluster
“social ties,”

In order to assess these linkages and gauge their impact upon
reactions to crime, we asked each of our respondents a humber of
questions about their connections with their neighborhoods. We
found that these two distinct (but interrelated) factors effectively
summarized them. The correlations between indicators of each of the
dimensions are presented in Table 6.6. Those below the diagonal
reflect the individual-level clustering of those measures, while those
above the diagonal indicate the consistency . with- whxch our ten
neighborhoods fell on these indicators.

The first indicators reflected our conceptualization of residential
ties. We asked about length of residence, home ownership, and
whether or not our respondents thought that they would be living
in the same area in two years. Responses to these gquestions were
positively related, with an average correlation (at the individual Jevel)
of +.32. (The gamma correlation was sumewhat higher, but we will
emplov Pearson’s r here to be consistent with the neighborhood-level
data.) Added together in standardized form, they formed a simple
additive scale with a reliability of .56.

The second set of indicators presented in Table 6.6 measures
social ties. We asked each respondent about how easy it was to
recognize strangers in their areas, how many of the children in the
neighborhooed they knew, and whether or not they “felt a part” of the
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TABLE 6.6 Integration Measures at the Individial and Neighborhood

Tevels o .
Belaw Diagonal Above Diagonal
Individual-Level Correlarions Neighborhood-Level Correlations
Home Length of Plan 1o
Residential Ties ownership residence stay

Home ownership A8 .82

Length of residenc- .38 .48

Plan to stay 32 .26
Feelapart of  Easy to tell Know many

Social Ties neighborhood sTrangers children

Feet a part of neighborhood \60 g

Easy to tell strangers ) Nﬁ

Know many children .28 39

NOTE: Number of cases above diagonals was ten. the number of neighberhood surveys,

Neighborhood scores are parcentages in highest category named. Theze scores wete based upon

responses by 00 o450 resitents in cech mez, Mumber of cases below diagonals was

approximately 1200, the number of respondents to our citywide surveys, All correlations are
Pearson's r.

neighborhood rather than thinking of it as “just a place to live.” When
standardized. responses to these questions formed an additive scale
with a reliability of .$8. A factor analysis of the six items indicated
that the set was indeed two-factoied. ‘These factors are not independ-
ent of one another, -to be sure, and these additive scale scores are
carrelated +.40.2

We also asked our respondents how often they had visited the
homes of their neighbors “in the last two weeks.” This behavioral
report turned out to be independent of other measures of integration,
apparently because elderly persens {(who generally are long-term,
home-owning, familiar members of the neighborhood) simply do not
g0 out very often, '

The Distribution of Integration

vike concern about ckime and the signs of disorder, the extent of
neighborhoad integraiion varied from group to group and from place
to place. In comparison to crime and disorder, key population groups
did not differ dramaticatly or consistently with regard to how tightly
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they were tied to their iocal communities. Neighborhood contrasts
remained strong, however, and there were strong differences among
our three cities with regard to the strength of social and residential ties
there.

Residential ties were much stronger among older and more af-
fluent city dwellers. The strongest relationship we observed was that
between age and residential stability (gamma = .56). On every com-
ponent of that measure the elderly were particularly likely to be
among the highest scorers, On the other hand, the elderly werc nor
among those with the strongest social ties. Those neighborhood lin-
kages grew with age through the fifties, but then declined sharply. In
particular, elderly residents of these cities did not report knowing
youths in their neighborhoods, and they were modest about their
capacities to recognize strangers in the area, Although their fates
were linked to these whan neighborhoods through home ownership
and anticipated residential stability, the elderly were somewhat es-
tranged from the local social system.

Blacks and whites fell on opposite ends of the spectrum of these
two measures as well, but ranked differently on each of them. There
was a tendency for whites to report stronger residential ties, which
was largely an income-and-ownership issuc. Blacks were monre likely
to enjoy strong social ties with those in their communities, on the
other hand, As this suggests, family income was positively related to
residentia} ties, but was virtvally uncorrelated with social linkages.
There were no significant sex differences whatsoever. This is to be
expected, for males and females are scattered in almost equal num-
bers across the remainder of these social dimensions. This also in-
creases our confidence that these measures reflect economic and
environmental conditions,

These characteristic social and residential ties also varied in
strength across cities, and that variation was quite independent of
each city’s demographic composition. On every measure Philadelp-
hians were substantiaily more integrated into their communities than
were residents of Chicago, and those in $San Francisco in wurn scored
much lower than the middle group. Of the respondents in Philadel-
phia, two-thirds reported that it was “easy to tell strangers” in their
neighborhood, as contrasted to 35% in Chicago, and only 41% in San
Francisco. These differences persisted when we controlled for the
demographic characteristics of our respondents; these cities varied in
the strength of residential and social ties there quite lndcpcndently of
the attribules of the individuals doing the reporting.

The consistent clustering of these mreasures across aur ten study
neighborhoods, documented by the above-diagonul correlations in
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Table 6.6, suggests that they, too. can usefitlly be described by how
they stand on these summary indicators of integration. At the
neighborhood level our measures of residential and social tics were
strongly related to each other (r = +.79), and each community ranked
in approximately the same position on cach dimension. The most
integrated and the least integrated of these ten neighborhoods differed
substantially on these factors. In the Mission in San Francisco only
37% of our respondents thought that it'was “easy” 10 recognizc
strangers in their area, while in South Philadelphia 80% shared that
assessment. Of those we interviewed in Chicago’s Lincoln Park, 22%
owned their homes; in West Philadelphia that figure was 60%. Con-
sistent with the city differences we identified above, our three study
neighborhoods in Philadelphia all stoud near the top onour indicators
of integration.

As these examples hint, our mcasures of ncighborhood ml:gm—
tion cut across many otherwise important differences between
neighborhoods. In the most and least integrated categories were
found some quitc differcent communities. Of the four most highly
integrated communilies, two were predominately white neighbor-
‘hoods (South Philadelphia and Back-of-the-Yards), and two were
predominately Black (West Philadelphia and Logan). The least inte-
grated of these areas, the Mission, was also among our most delapi-
dated, but the very next neighborhood at the bottom of the list,
Lincoln Park, was by far the most affluent place we investigated.

The Mission is a racially heterogencous but predeminantly Mexican-
American community. located immediately to the south of San
Francisco’s downtown, Most people there ar¢ poor, and live in apart-
ment buildings or in old Victorian houses which have heen cut up
into small flats. Many Blacks live in high-rise public housing projects
in the area. Young, affiuent whites also are busy renovating older
houses in onc end of the neighborhaod. Nearby urban redevelopmenit
and the construction of BAR'F have disrupted parts of the area as well.
In our survey, 489 of the population of the Mission had lived there
twp years or less.

In contrast, our next most un-integrated community was Lincoln
Park. Of the population there, 33% had lived elsewhere three years
before, but our survey indicates that residents of Lincoln Park are
overwhelmingly white and afftuent. They also usually live in rented
apartments, but they often are single, rarely report having children,
and mostly are college graduates. Given the many differences be-
tween these two communitics ., any expericnces which their residents
share because of their common status with regard to integration
would be strong testimony to the power of the concep
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At the higher rcaches of the integration scale are found com-
munities where people recognize one another, feel st home, and
intend to stay: At the top of the list stands South Philadelphia. The
area is dominated by blue-collar Italians and other white ethnics. and
the boundaries of some substantial Black enclaves which dot the
community are patrelied by white youth gangs which maintuin close
watch over anyone crossing racial lines. Especially in light of its racial
composition, the area is characterized by low levels of education and
low family incomes. However, the streets are clean and well-
maintained, and are lined with attractive single-family homes. Many
have been remideled. People stay in South Philadelphia; in our
survey, 46% of those we interviewed had lived there 20 years or
longer. The physical layout of the community encourages the de-
velupment of social ties as well;

South Philadelphia has few major thoroughfares, and a large number
of narrow side sireets and alleys. These may wedl have given rise to
the typica! “South Philly” street culture where all children have
"their"” corners and people meet on the street and sit on their front
steps in the evening chatting with their neighbors [Lewis et al., 1980:
116].

Our next most integrated neighborhood was also in Philadelphia.
West Philadelphia, however, is one of the oldest Black communitics
in the city. There is a high concentration of élderly residents there.
Most of the housing in the area is ie the form of single-family homes,
either detached or row-style. Many sections of the community are
well maintained, despite substantial levels of unemployment among
residents of the area. Home ownership is quite common in West
Philadeiphia, almost 2.5 times more frequent than in very affluent
Lincoln Park.

Neighborhood Integration and Crime

In the chapters which follow we will often employ these measures
of crime problems, signs of disorder, and integration, to explain why
individuals think and behave as they de, and why certain beliefs and
activities cluster as they do within neighborhoods. It should be noted,
however, that aithough we will treat them as independent variables in
those analyses, they are intimately related to one another as well.

The obvious prediction of sacial disorganization theory, of course,
is that hoth crime and disorder problems will be greatest in places
where levels of integration are low. 1t is not clear which direction the
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causal paths implied by this prediction take. There are reasons to
suspect that low levels of integration spawn crime and related prob-
lems, and that these in turn undermine the social cohesion and
economic viability of the community, What is clear in our data is that
the two are strongly, negatively related, .

The causal path leading from integration to crime and disorder
reflects the efficacy of informal social control. In integrated areas
adults keep an eye on children, and the whele community eyes
strangers carefully. Adults who do not comply with locul standards
regarding home maintenance and househoid lifestyle are spoken to.
People with a stake in the community and its future “police” events
there with vigor.

The reciprocal process reflects the corrosive conseguences of
crime and fear, which reputedly cause people to restrict their social
activity, farego opportunities to use community facilities, and avoid
contact with strangers on the street. Crime and disorder may lead
people to be less sociable, more suspicious, and less trustful even of
their neighbors. As Wilson (1975: 21) argues:

Predatory crime does not merely victimize individuals, it impedes
and, in the extreme case, prevents the formation and maintenance of
community, By disrupting the deficats nexus of ties, formal and
informal, by which we are linked with our mneighbors, ¢rime
atomizes scciely and makes of its members mere mdwndual cai-
culators estimating their own advantage. :

Whatever the direction of these causal processes, the resulting
distribution of crime and integration in our Jata indicates that they are
quite powcrful. Close-knit, stable neighborhoods are characteristi-
cally places where crime problems tend to be less severe. To illustrate
this point, Figure 6.2 presents a compatision of the ten neighborhoods
on their aggregate scores for residential ties and the extent to which
these four types of crime were thought to be a problem in the area.
When divided at the mean on each of those measures, nine of the ten
areas fall ciearly at opposite poles — either they were highly inte-
grated and did not have severe difficulties with crime (five areas) or

‘they were relatively disorganized and had serious crime probiems
(four areas). Only Visitacion Valley in San Francisco does not fit the
pattern; it is a relatively high-income, homeowning, yet cthnically
heterogeneous area, characterized by a high crime rate and high levels
of organizational activity around crime. Many of the crime problems
of the area reportedly stem from a public housing complex which lies
nearby, but cutside of the localty defined boumndarics of the neighbor-
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MAJOR CRIME PROBLEMS
LOw HIGH

Mission
LOW Lincoln Park
Woodlawn
Wicker Park

Back-of-the-Yards

1.agan

HIGH Sunset
West Philadelphia Visftacion
South Philadelphia Valley

NEIGHBORHOOD INTEGRATION

Figure 6.2 Neighborhood Levela of Integration and Crime Probloms

NOTE: Neighborhoods dlassified by dividing tach measure at ite mean, Integration is
represented here by gooree on the revidential tisa mensure.

SOURCE: Computed from ten neighborhood surveys, EVCTRging scale scores of residents
of each arca.

hood. Inisolation, Visitacion Valley probably would falt neatly in the
high-integration, low-problems category. Including all ten neighbor-
hoods, the aggregate-level correlation between our residential-ties
measure and crime-problems scale score was — .48; excluding Visijta-
cion Valley it was —.71. The correlation between measures of the
extent of crime problems and the strength of soctal ties was —.56.

Summary

In this chapter we described two related dimensions along which
neighborhood crime and disorder can be assessed. The first reflects
the extent to which an area’s residents believe that serious crimes are
a concern in their community. In our city and neighborhood surveys
we assayed the oxtent to which burglary, street robbery, stranger
assault, and rape constituted problems in our respondents’ neighbor-
hoods. We also inquired about a related set of neizhborhnod condi-
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tions, including building abandonment, drug use, vandalism, and
teenage troublemaking. These may serve as the “signs™ of crime,
pointing to serious trouble because they indicate major rents in the
local social fabric.

In general these data suggest that assessments that crime is a
problem do not vary much from city to city, but that within citics they
vary considerably from neighborhood to neighborhood. Both crime
and disorder problems cluster together very tightly, and it is possible
to fairly describe neighborhoods as troubled or not troubled, and
people as in trouble or not. Blacks and the poor bore the brunt of both
sets of problems. Women and the elderly also were more likely to
perceive that crime constitated an important concern in their com-
munities. All of this paints a picture which resembies closely the
distribution of fear, and places scoring near the top on these measures
are fearsome places indeed.

We also examined the strength of the ties which bind individuals to
these neighborhoods. One of these ties involves residential commit-
ment. and the other integration into the local social system. Like
concern about crime and disorder, neighborhoods varied con-
siderably in the degree to which residents evidenced those forms of
involvement in local affairs. Our measures of integration were less
strongly linked to the personal characteristics of our respondents than
were those describing crime and disorder, and they drew similar
profiles of some surprisingly dissimilar neighborhoods. However,
integration was strongly, negatively related to the incidence of crime-
related conditions in our ten study neighborhoods. and there are
strong theoretical reasons to suspect that they will be linked to fear
and behavior as well.

NOTES

1. This discussion is drawn from Lewis et al., 1980.

2. Because we saw these measures as all reflecting integration, we allowed for the
factors to be correlated by confirming their separate status using oblique factor
analysis.

3. These neighborhood descriptions are drawn from Lewis et al., 1980,



Chapter 7

NEIGHBORHOOD CONDITIONS AND FEAR

Intreduction

In principle, people’s assessments of local crime conditions and
their integration into neighborhood affairs should play an important
role in shaping their perceptions of the risks they face there and the
dangers they are exposed to when they brave the streets after dark.
The crimes we have focused on are serious ones, and arcas where
they seem to be common should be fearsome places indeed. Where
the “signs of crime™ abound, people should be more circumspect
about their activity as well. Our surveys in three cities indicated that
these effects were quite strong. Numerically, we found that perhaps
the maost unsettling characteristic of a community was the direction in
which the forces of change seemed to be taking it. A substantial
aumber of ¢ity restdents thought that things were geuing worse rather
than better in their neighborhoods, a trend which did not augur well
for their perceptions of community securitv. As Furstenberg (1971
6071 put it, “peopie take their cues from the neighborhood about how
afraid to be,” ' _

There has been considerable speculation that some people may
take these cues more to heart than do others. We have seen in Part |
that people vary in the extent to which they are vulnerable to crime,
and that this is reflected. in their fear of its occurrence. Some argue
that certain vulnerable groups ~— notably, women and the elderly —
may be more affected by the events and conditions which surround
them. However, in this chapter we report that within major popula-
tion groups, neighborhood conditions seem to have about the same
fear-provoking consequences. We did not find that women, the
elderly, Blacks, or the poor, were more sensitive than others 1o unto-
ward environmental conditions around them. But because the groups

189



11e COPFING WITH CRIME

are more likely than whites or the well-to-do to live in areas plagued
by these problems, more of them suffer the consequences.

On the other hand, there is sume evidence that community integ-
ration can have positive benefits with respect to fear of crime. For
example, a research project conducited for the National Council of
Senior Citizens found that, among the urban elderly, those who were
more integrated into their communities (using measures of the
strength of social ties) were less likely than others to report being
fearful (Faycox, 1978). Perbaps this is because they were more likely
to feel that adults in the area (Whom they know) would intervene if
they found themselves in risky situations. Baumer and Hunter (1979)
found that, in Hartford, citizens of all ages who were attached to the
community more frequently relied on their neighbors for mutual
support and believed that such efforts would actually reduce crime.
Or, those who are more closely attuned to the local scene may be able
to avoid dangerous situations in the Arst place: Their “mental maps”
of dangerous places in the area may be more accurate.

Integration into the community may also yiald indirect benefits
with respect tofear, through its impact upon the relationship between
neighborhood problems and fear. Like the selected “invul-
nerabilities” we described, extensive community knowledge and ex-
perience may weaken the effect of crinie or disorder on levels of fear,
The National Council of Senior Citizens found-that neighborhood
victimization rates were positively correlated with fear among older
persons who were not closely. attached to their communities, but
among those who werc most integrated inte local affairs there was
virtually no relationship between crime rates andg fear.

Crime, Signs of Disordes, and Fear

Owr measures of neighborhood conditions included guestions
about “how much of a preblem™ was presented by some of the most
prominent crimes which strike individuals and households: rebbery,
burglary, assault, and rape. These crimes are of the type that Conklin
(1975), the Crime Commission (President’s Commission on Law En-
forcement and Administration of Justice, 1967), and others speculate
are the major causes of fear. All involve direct or potential personal
confrontations with offenders, and thus may possibly lead to injury or
death. They generally involve strangers, and they ofien are attributed
to “outsiders” to the community (Garofalo and Laub, 1978): thus
their incidence (from the point of view of the victim) is quite unpre-
dictable, and they may seem impossible to completely avoid. The
neighborhoods where these crimes are viewed as constituting a big
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problem are frightening places. Surprisingly few residents of our three
cities reported that this was the case, but among those who did, levels
of fear were substantial.

The clear differentiation between neighborhoods reporting higher
and tower crime problems is iflustrated in Figure 7.1, which relates
Ieveis of fear in each of our siudy mcighborhoods to the average

“crime problems index™ reported by those living there. Places where
such problems were reported ta be less serious, including Logan,
West Philadelphia, South Philadelphia, and Sunset, all wers charac-
terized by relatively low levels of fear among their residents. On the
other hand, communities in which crimie constifuted a wnous prob-
lem were very high on fear ~ in three neighborhoods more than 50%
of our rcspondents reported being afraid, and these were our most
crime-ridden study areas. The most notable “outlier™ of this other-
wise strong relationship was the Lincoln Park neighborhood in
Chicago. In that community, which is made up of younger, middie-
class, often single whites, burglary was rated a very serious problem;
in every other way, however, it “belonss where it Yies on our aggm-
gated measure of fear.

In addition to asking questions about the nature of crime- prob~
lems, these surveys inquired about the extent to which the local social
order seemed to be in disastay. Respondents were asked about “how
much of a problem” teenagers, vandalism, building abandonment,
and drug use seemed to be in their neighborhoods. As we argued in
the previous chapter, people rely upon the incidence of problems like
these to warn them of dangerous locales.

Stincheombe et al. (1978) argue that the most debilitating fears are
associated with such conditions. Becaunse they reflact perceptions of
local conditions, the anxiety they gencrate is enduring. Unlike the
adncnalin shock sparked by a specific encounter or incident, the
assessment that one’s reighborhood is unsafe is a constanl
phychological irritant. Unlike with many accident situations, we can
recognize from conditions around us that we are in a high tisk envi-
ronment, so “we can be afraid in advance, not just when dunger
suddenly appears. . . . Perception of 1isk depends both on the con-
centration of risk in tirac and space and on the presence of carly signs
of impending danger™ (Stinchcombe et al., 1978: 2-4). At the
neighborhood level the correlation between our measures of loca
disorder and fear was +.66.

Finally, we included in the analysis a measure of the direction ir
which these communities seem to be evolving, a question asking if the
neighborhood was getting “better or weorse.” Lemert (1951) and
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Fignre 7.1 Meighborhood Rating of Crime Problems and Fear
SOURCE: Computed from ten neighborhood surveys.

others have suggested that changes in conditions, rather than the
current level of neighborhood problems, are the most significant
bellwether of fear. People develop routines for coping with the physi-
cal -and psychological risks presented by most environments. They
are at Jeast familiar with their surroundings, regardless of the level of
threat they presenst, Asaresult, eventhose living in highercrime areas
may not be incapacitated by fear, LEAA’s city surveys inquired
whether respondents thought their neighborhoods were above or
below average with respect to crime, and very fow chose the morc
pessimistic rating. But while residents of a neighborhood may be-
come accustomed to conditions prevailing there, shifts in their envi-
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TARLE 7.1 WNeighborhood Conditicns and Fear

Measure of Correlation Perceniage
Neighborhood With Fear Responding
Conditions Measure  “A Big Problem™ (N,
Major Crime Problems

Burglary 32 18.7 (1261)

Robbery/purse snatching 46 18.2 {1248)

Stranger assauli 45 7.9 (1248}

Rape .39 5.9 (1180)
Scale score 43 e (1325)
Lucal Social Order Froblems .

Teens hanging out 20 8.8 309

Abandoned buildings 3 9.2 (1314)

Use of drugs 30 W04 (1865)

Vandalisin . 26 17.4 . (1318)
Scale score 26 - (13309
Neighborhood Conditiens

Getting worse .28 2%.5 (1185)°

NOTE: Forneighbovhood trcuds. percentage is those whe think things wre “wos sg™ rullher than
“betitr™ or "about the same.” :

SOURCE" Compwted from combined citywide surveys. All correlations (minma': ane
significent (p < .0,

ronment may disrupt their accommodation to its risks and rewards,
That familinrity may be lost. Instabitity in thie neighborhood and new
unpredictability in relationships in nearby public places may genecrate
anxiety and spread alarm. and hold out little hope for the future. At
the neighborhood level, the correlation between fear and belief that
things have been “getting worse” was +.56.

Table 7.1 presents the correlation (gamma) between cach of these
indicators and our measure of fear. In addition, it reports the associa-
tion between fear and the multi-item scales which semmarize the
extent of crime and community order prablems. The strongest lin-
kages are to be found with assessments of personal crime problems,
and the summary measure of major crime problems is correlated + .43
with fear of watking the neighborhuod at night.

Indicators of the condition of the local soctal order all were related
to fear as well. Perception of the seriousness of a vandalism problem
seemed to be the least important determinant of fear, but there was
little item-by-iter variation in this regard. Finalty, reports of general
neighborhood trends were correlated with fear at zbout the same leve!
as the remaining “signs of crime.” Togethsr, the trend measure and
our two “problem” indices were related to fear in simple additive
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TABLE 7.2 Net Effects of Neighborbood Conditions on Fear
e — oy As————t

e

Net Effect:
Percentage Respording “A Big Problem”
Neighbarkood Conditions Who Also Feel Unsafe
Neighbrorhood getting worse 134
Robbery and purse snatching 113
Use of drugs 10.1
Burglary a4
Teeimgets hanging out 9.4
Vardalism 8.7
Stranger sssault 54
Abandoned buildings 4.5
Rape : i3

NOTE: For ntwghborheod trends, percentage is those who think things are “worse” and feel
unsafe. Nember of cases is approximately 1320,

SOURCE: Computed from combined citywide simveys.

fashion (there was no statistical interaction between them), and ex-
plained slightly over 20% of the variance (R = .45) in our measure of
fear.

In addition to the correlation, or measure of statistical impact of a
particular problem upon fear, Table 7.1 also reports the proportion of
our respondents who perceived that each of them indeed constituted a
“big problem” in their communities. The proportion varied con-
siderably, and played a major role in determining the overall net effect
of each of them. For example, while the impacts of perceptions of
rape and burglary problems upon fear were quite similar in magnitnde
(the comelations were +.39 and + .32, respectively), more than three
times as many people were concerned about burglary in these citiesas
reported that rape was a big problem. Examining those relationships
in detail, we find that 9% of our respondents thought that burglary was
a big pmblem in their neighborhoods and mported that thev felt
unsafe at night, while only 3% of the total were in the comparable
“fear-of rape” category. Because the frequency with which various
problems were rated as serions varied greatly, we calculated such “net
effect” measures for cach of them; they are presented in Table 7.2.

By thix accounting, the most important facet of their evaluations
of their communities were respondents’ estimates of the dicections
which they had been changing. Table 7.2 indicates that about 13% of
residents of these cities felt that their neighborhoods were getting
worse and they felt unsafe at night. This high ranking stems from the
large proportion (26%) of our respondents who felt that things werc
getting worse; it was by a substantial margin the most frequent pes-
simistic assessment of their neighborhoods that they had to offer.
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TABLE 7.3 Official Crim¢ Rates and Fear of Crime in Chicago

" Type of Crime

Fear of Crime: Average Official Crime Rate per 100,000 Residents
Respondents Whe Aggravared
Feel- Robbery Assoult Burglery (N
Very safi 233 922 (201)
Somewh 300 1068 MM
Somewhat unsare 3SR 232 (10
Very upsafe 740 464 1333 {126) .

Total 494 20 1108 am

NOTE: Differences in crime ratos across ratings of safety are all sigificant (p < .01).

SOURCE: Crime coustfrontibe Chicago Police Depsrtment (see Maxfield, 197%. Population
Bgures for salculsting rates from the Chiongo Depertment of Planning. Computed from
metropoliian srce sdrvey, central-cily sampie only,

Following neighborhood rends came two other high-correlation and
high-frequency p’mbl:ms, the perceived seriousness of drug use, and
street muggings in our respondents’ neighborhoods, whik at the
bottom of the list fell the Ieast frequently mentxoned pmblems, aban-
doned buildings and rape. )

The same relationship betwecn crime and fear can be found by
substituting police reports of the extent of crime for our respondents’
assessments of neighborhood conditions. The higher the official rate
of crime in their arcas, the more likely our city respondents were ta
indicate fear. Agaip, these data were drawn from a parallel survey
conducted in Chicago two years after our original city studics. The
resulis are presented in Table 7.3.

Reported crime was higher in neighborhoods where mspondems
who felt “somewhat unsafe” or “very unsafe” lived. Those averages
differ most sharply for robbery. Robbery rates were more than twice
as high for those who indicated they were very unsafe than they were
for those who felt very safe. Differences in rates for aggravated
assault from category to category were almost as sharp, and burglary
rates were consistently related to fear,

As before, the importance of these findings lies in the totally
independent fashion in.- which the crime data were collected. They are
official police accounts of neighborhood crime. They puint to the
same substantial refationship between neighborhood conditions and
fear found in the survey data. The corrclation (Pearson’s r) between
community robbery rates and fear was +.22, while the comparable
figure for assault was +.27, and for burglary, +.23. Those correlations
remain virtually unaffected when they are controlled for age, sex.
race, and income.
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lntegr_ﬁtion and Kear

Relationships between social and residential integration and tear
of crime were somewhat more complex than those above. Suttles’
(1968) notion of the “segmented community” implies that residents of
an area who are knowledgeable of the comings and goings of 1gcal
tonghs, who know clearly the boundaries they dare not cross, and
who have become acclimated to prevailing levels of crime and incivil-
ity. should be less fearful than those for whom the night holds great
mysteries. The most direct measure of this form of integration, that
tapping the strength of social ties, was linked to fear of crime in the
-.expected fashion. However, résidential ties, which penerally are po-
sitively correlated with knowing local youths, recognizing strangers,
and feeling a part of the community, were related to fear of crime in
sharply curvilinear fashion. The shape of those relationships is de-
picted in Figure 7.2, which plots average residential and social ties
scores for those reporting various levels of fear.

The most striking feature of Figure 7.2 is the sharp upturn it
describes in levels of residential integration among those in the most
fearful catcgory. While the residential ties measure generally de-
scends with increasing levels of fear (the gamma correlation between
the two is a very moderate —.16), the relation between residential
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integration and fear is far from linear (and the gamma corrclation
between them is a neat .00).

This apparent mystery is easily solved, however, by examining
these interrelations among key population groups. The guilty group
turns out to be the elderly. Those over sixty years of age report high
ievels of fear, and they were rouch more likety than anyone eise to be
long-time residents of their neighberhoods, home owners, and to plan
to siay where they are. Jn multivariate analyses which take age into
account, the correlation between residential ties and feur becomes
mildly negalive, as it should.

Neither of these effects is particularly strong, however, and it
should not be surprising that the neighborhood-level correlations
between integration and tear were weak, both standing at about — .40
(not significant with an N of only 10). In a Canadian study, Hartndgel
(1979) also found no strong connection between neighborhood integ-
ration and fesr. He speculated that this might have been due to the
restricted range in which integration may vary in modern urban
communities. In cities, even the *most integrated’” areas may not be
very tntegrated in absolute terms, at least not enough to atfect such a
powerful concern as fear of crime. The connections between integra-
tion and fear also were corfounded by other important corrmelates of
fear, including race and class. Remember that two Black neighbor-
hoods were among our most integrated communities, and that the
most affluent area stood near the bottom of the liston both integration
measures. Two of the least fearful neighborhvoeds that were surveyed
were the middle-class areas of Lincoln Park and Sonset. both places
where residents reported weak social ties.

Facturs Moderating the Impact of Neighborhood

While the association between assessments of neighborhood
crime conditions and fear of crime is a substantial ane, there is reason
to suspect that the “overall™ effects reported above mask some sig-
nificant differences among population groups. While people generally
are pespousive to the opportunities and risks presented by the context
within which they are operating, some may be more attuned than
others (0 receiving and acting upon messages from their environ-
ments. Analytically, thisis a hypothesis concerning statistical intesac-
tion. for it posits (hat the relationship between perceptions of en-
vironmental conditions and fear of crime varies in some systematic
way, depending upon whao people are.

One key difference among population groups is their vu}ncrabshty
tocrime. Stinchcombe et al. (1978: 2-24) argue that vulnerable groups
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are “more sensitive to cues that precede danger, to their own defen-
selessness.” Because they are prone to suffer more heavily if vic-
timized, it may be that vulnerable persons are more attentive to
aspects of theit environment which signal danger, that they “read”
their strmoundings on a more frequent basis to establish the existence
of potentiat threats, and that they react more quickly when danger
looms on the horizon. _

The concept of vulnerability is, of course, not confined to the
physical and social sttributes analyzed in detail in this section. Other
research on fear of crime has indicated that alternative measures of
vulnerability exhibit some of the features anticipated here. For ex-
ample, Conk et al. (forthcoming) argue that living alone enhances
vuinerability both to victimization and to the consequences of crime,
and find that being without the social support of living with others is
most directly linked to fear of crime among the elderly. They also find
a higher correlation between city size and fear among the elderly;
presumably the former represents variations in the probability of
victimization by personal crime, and hence “objective threat.” Doob
and MacDonald (1979) found that television viewing affected fear
only in high-risk neighborhoods. Stinchcombe et al. (1978) report that
race and neighborhood racial composition interact to produce higher
levels of fear among whites in heterogeneous areas. Conklin (1976)
concludes that perceptions of crime and fear of crime are positively
related only in communities where crime rates are high enough to
surpass some “threshold” marking the point at which the threat of
victimization ix a real one._ .

In each case the general lesson is that among persons sharing
some form of vulnerability risks or threats in the environment may be
more directly related 1o fear. Those persons are more affected by (or
responsive o) events and conditions which surround them, and (by
inference) they arc more influenced by changes in their environments
as well. If this is the case, we should find that including in our
statistical analyses a separate interaction term, indicating those re-
spondents who are more valnerable and who live in higher-risk envi-
ronments, should grant us predictive power above that contributed by
measures of their vulnerability and their perceptions of environmen-
tal conditions alone. :

Figure 7.3 examines in detail the relationship between environ-
mental conditions (here represented by perceptions of the seriousness
of major crime problems) and fear of crime, for males and females and
for those under and over fifty years of age. Tf women (for example)
are, as hypothesized, more responsive to variations in environmental
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Figure 7.3 Neighbodhood Crime Problerns and Foar, by Sex and Age. Controlling
for Remaicing Personad Attributes

SQURCF: Computed from combined citywide surveys, Values estimatad using muj-
tiple regression. All controlied for race and iocomes, plus sex or age.

conditions, we should find that differences between those who live in
higher-risk areas and their counterparts in safer places are greater
than diffcrences among men across places prescnting varying levels of
threat. Figure 7.3 indicates that this is not the case. It is clear that the
“main effects” discussed above, those of physical vulnerability and
neighborhood conditions, are at work here: Women were more fearful
than men. and where neighborhood conditions seemed worse so did
their assessments of the situation. However, the steady “stepladder™
effect of worsening conditions did not appear to vary much between
the sexes. The most substantial differences attributable to ncighbor-
hood conditions were those in the very worst places (making up about
12% of the total}. However, that jump also charatterized the fears of
males in the highest risk locations, putting them above all but the most
threatened females. _

The same even-handed effect of neighborhood cenditionz seems
to charactetize the fears of older persons as well. Those in the worst
tocations and those fifty years of age and older fell much abave the
overall population mean illustrated in Figure 7.3, but the effects of
perceived neighborhood conditions did not vary by age. In neither
case is there much evidence here that the attiiudes of those in the most
vulucrable groups are more affected by their ass¢ssments of their
environments, Neither do the data support Conklin’s (1976: 105)
hypothesis that there is a “critical threshold” of risk below which
variations in perceptions of crime do not affect fear. He found that i
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areas little bothered by crime (measured by official statistics), fear dic
not vary much with perceptions of crime; on the other hand, in these
three cities fear mounts steadily even at lower lavels of crime and
disorder. The data linking local official crime rates and fear point tc
the same conclusion. The figure presented in Table 7.3 indicate that
the relationship between crime and fear is quite linear. Only in the
case of the indicator of neighborhood trends are these relationships
not generally linear; in that casc, there was no differcnee in feas
betweer. those who thought things were “better™ or those whc
thought they were “the same.”

The visual interpretation debunking the “attentiveness™
hypothesis is confirmed by a more rigorous statistical analysis, the
results of which are presented in Table 7.4, Each indicator of physicul
and social vulnerability was analyzed in conjunction with the major
crime problems scale to establish the importance of their joint, as
opposed to separate and cumulative, effect. Table 7.4 indicates that in
no case wcere these interaction terms significantly related to fear of
crime, and in no case did they account for more than 1 or 2% of the
variance which was explained by all of them in conjunction. The
effect of local crime conditions remained steady at about 40-45% of
the Lutal explained variance. Indicators of physical vulnerability were
much more important in explaining fear than were those reflecting
social vulnerability. Both personal vulnerability and neighborhood
conditions were independently refated to fear, in simple and additive
fashion, (The same could be said using official community crime rates
te measure thosc conditions.) There seems Lo be lide vtility to com-
plicating our understanding of fear with-allusions to a greater atten-
tiveness te crime problems by those in more vulnerable categories.

These data also provide no evidence that integration into commu-
nity affairs paid any significant indirect benefits with regard to fear.
City residents who perceived high levels of crime and disorder were
more fearful, but the hypothesis that those among them who were
socially or residentially integrated would be able to better handle
those problems was not supported. The relationship between crime
conditions and fear was virtually the same for those n:pomng quite
different degrees of community attachment.

Figare 7.4 summarizes the linkages between c¢rime problems,
sacial ties, and fear for residents of the three cities. |t depicts the
relationship between crime problems and fear for people in each of
four categories of integration, In general, those reporting the weakest
social ties described themselves ns the most fearful, and those with
the strongest ties were the least fearful. While levels of fear varied
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TABLE 7.4 [nteraction Between Vuinerability and Crime Coaditions

and Fear

Meusures of Vulnerability _

and Neighborhood Percentage of

Canditions Explained Varignce Significance

Physical Vulnerability
Sex (female) 19 Dl+
Crime probiems ' 41 O+
Interaction — s8x and problems 1 20¢n.5.)
Remaining personal attributes 39 LOf-
Old age 16 Ol +
Crilne problems 45 O+
Interaction — age and problams 2 1 in.sd
Remaming personal attributes 37 Ol+

Social Vulnerability
Race (Black) 4 O+
Crime problems 44 01+
Inweraction — race and problems ¥ 26(n.5.)
Remaining personal attributes 5! .01+
Low income 2 L1+
Crime problems 42 02+
Interaction — income and problems —_ 65 (n.5.)
Remaining personal attributes S5 01+

NOTE: Caleulgted using multiple regression estimates. * Remaining personat attributes’
includes other appropriate e, sex. race. and income measures.

SQURCE: Computed from combined citywide surveys.

with the degree of integration, the shape of the upwardly curving lines
iliustrating how crime problens were clated to fear did not vary
significantly from group 0 group. Crime affected fear in the same
fashion among those who were more and less integrated into their
communities, There was no significant decrement in fear among those
in the high crime {or disorder) but high attachment category.

Summary

This section examined community contexts which seem to engen-
der problems with victimization and fear. Fear of crime s higher in
placces where seighborhood trends point in the Wrong dircction; pco-
ple who perveived that their communities were in decline also were
more fearful. In places where tobberies. assaults, and other major
crimes constituted a s¢rious problem, people also were concerned
about exposing themselves to risk. They also were negatively ef-
fected by more subtle signs that the social order was in disarray,
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There were significant (but weaker) positive cottributions to the
fear problem attributable to community integration. There was a
weak-t0-moderate tendency for people enjoying stronger social and
residential ties to their neighborhoods to report being less afraid.

All of these neighboriiood factors and linkages were related to one
another, however, and many were strongly linked to personal attri-
butes of the respondents which signal their social and physical vul-
nerability to ¢rime. In their study of public housing developments,
Newman and Franck (1979) found that variations in crime rates within
buildings did not effect the level of feur among residents, nor their
desire to move out. The simple conelations between these factors
were strong, but disappeared when they controlled for confounding
variables. This was a very surprising discovery. Thus it is necessary
1o sott out the relative contribution of each of these factors while
taking the effect of the others into account; This task is simplified by
the fact that there was no evidence that any population groups were
more Tesponisive than any others to these conditions. Rather, people
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TABLE 7.3 Anslysis of Neghborhood Conditions and Fear

Srandardized
Summary (oncept Simple Regression
Index Correlation Coefficient (Significance)
Personal volnerability .37 33 (014
Crime and disorder '
problems 43 .38 (Ot+)
Social and residential
integration - .08 -.09 (.01+)
R3 =29
N = 1011

NOTE: Summary indicos are summed stapdend scores of seis of mdividual moasvres,
SQURCE: Computed from combined citywids surveys.

af all kinds were more wary when the vital signs of their localities
were peor. This allows us to concentrate on the simple lincar effects of
community problems and linkages on fear.

To make the results of this analysis more interpretable, many of
the measures employed bere were combined into summary indices.
‘T'his makes statistical analysis more interpretable, at a cost of only a
slight decline in the predictive power of those measures. To sum-
marize personal vulnerability, we standardized,! then summed scores
representing the age, sex, and race of each of our respondents. The
resulting measure increased in value with vulnerability. The same
procedure was followed with the two measures of integrationand with
the three measures of community problems, These three independent
variables were then employed in a regression analysis of reports of
fear. The results of this analysis are summarized in Table 7.5,

Table 7.5 indicated that problems with neighborhood crime and
disorder remain the most important predictors of fear, even when
community integration and personal vulnerability are taken into ac-
count. Next in importance ranks vulnerability, followed by integra-
tion. The effect of the latter remains significant, but relatively weak,

The causal ordering of these indicators remains, of course,
judgmental. We assumed that in the short run, and among individuals,
factors like vulnerability and community conditions engender fear.
On the other hand, Conklin (1971, 1975) and others argue that, over
time, fear in turn generates neighborhood erime and disorder, reduces
levels of integration, and reshapes a community 's demography. When
people are fearful their solidarity with those around them and their
trust in others declines, their attachment to the community weakens,
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and their satisfaction with the neighborhood as a place to live disap-
pears. Thosc who can afford to may leave, while those who cannot
huddle behind closed doors. Part TV examines the behaviora! conse-
quences of the factors detailed here, and while that analysis provides
some evidence supporting this “feedback” model, a study of the
averi-lime reciprocal relationship between community and fear re-

juires data far beyond the cross-sectional surveys that we have at our
lisposal.

NOTE

1. These are the “Z-scores,” which standardize the means and variances of
measures. This gives them equal value in an index when they are added together,



PART Il

LEARNING ABOUT CRIME

In this section we examine in detail two of the ways in which
people may gain impressions of the daHy risks of urban life: through
the media and by talking to others. In Chapter 8 we examine the crime
content of newspapers and television in our ¢ities, and we documeni
patterns of media attentiveness there. In Chapter 9 we explore the
diffusion of information about focal victims and events through
neighborhood sociul aetworks. ln the final chapter in this section we
probe the impact of these factors on people’s assessments of
neighborhood safety.

125



Chapter 8

CRIME IN THE MEDIA

" Introduction

To understand how people cope with crime it is important to
clarify how they acquire information about the problem. These im-
pressions should play a major role in shaping how people assess the
potential risks which surround them ard how they adapt to the situa-
tion by alicring their day-to-day behavior.

People acquire information abowt crime from several sources: by
observation, from reports by those around them. fromi the media, and
through direct personal experience. They come across this informa-
tion casually. in the course of their daily routines. During one field
interview in San Franciscoan informant mentioned such anincident,

The stove man who was here the other day fixing the stove was
saying to me that he thought that this area is the third highest crime
arca in the city. In fact, he used to be assigned to the Towers (a
nearby housing project), but he asked to be transferred to another
area because it was getting so dangerous. He was in the hospital
three times from stuff that happened to him while he was working in
the Towenrs [ Visitacion Valley, August 1976].

Chapter 2 indicated that recent and direct victimization expen-
ence is not the primary source of impressions about crime for most
people. Few residents of these cities were victimized recemily by
serious crime, and few of them had actually observed any crimes
taking place. Crime is furtive activity, and criminals try to avoid being
identified by an eyewitness or bothered by an intrusive bystander.
However. as we discussed in Chapter 6, people do pick up visual cues
from their envitonments which they interpret as signs that their com-
munities are troubled. These include such neighborhooed conditions
as vandalism, residential abandonment, and youth activity.

137
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RBecause of the himited role that recent personal experience. und
direct vbservation play in obtaining information about crime, people
gencrally must 1cly upon the media and personal conversations with
others to lcarn about the nature of the crime problem. In this survey
respondents were asked about their “best sowrce of information”
about neighborhood crime; with the exception of radio (6%) and
miscellaneous sources (8%), the newspapers, televisiun. and personal
conversation accounted fur all of them.

Maeadia coverage of crime seems ubiquitous. Graber's (1977) con-

tent analysis of network and local Chicago television news broadcasts
revealed that aimost 20% of all stories on local news shows and 10% of
those carried over the networks concerned crime and criminal justice,
A cuntent analysis of eight metropolitan newspapers in these three
citics (described below) found that every day each paper reported at
least one story about a violent crime ip a prominent position. it
revealed between 4.4 and 6.8 stories about viclent crime per paper.
per day. Not surprisingly, this survey found that more than three-
guarters of the residents of these cities reported hearing about 4 crime
story on television or reading aboul one in the newspapers on the
previous day. _ :

Other research and our own surveys indicate that people think of
crime largely in terms of homicide, robbery, and assaultive violence.
The overrepresentation of violchet in people’s recollections of crimai-
nal events paraliels findings from detailed studies of the content of
mass communications. Hurley and Antunes (1977), Graber (1977),
Gordon et al. (1979}, and others have docimented this emphasis on
violence in the media and the generally inverse relatonship between
new spaper coverage of crime and the actual frequency of events in a
commuiity. 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 televigion in their
report to the president ( President’s Commission on Law Enforcement
and Administration of Justice, 1967). The commission charged that
the media were exaggerating the dimensions of the crime problem and
that their emphasis on viclent crime éncouraged unrealistic levels of
fear. . , '

By their very frequency, personal conversation and media ac-
counts of ¢rime 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
refteration of stories about crime is not a “rare event.” Crime stories
make up an important component of the crime environments which
surround the residents of our three cities. one which is brought to thetr
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attention almost on adaily basis. Infact. ina study in Portland. Yaden
et al. (1973) found thut many thought there was more taik about crime
than the problem warranted. and 40% felt (like the Crime Commis-
sion) that such talk was stirring up éxcessive concern about crime.

In order to gauge the frequency with which people encounter
media messages concerning crime, we asked our respondents if “yes-
terday” they had watched any television news shows or “shows
involving police or crime,” and if “yesterday” they had read any
stories ubout crime in a newspaper. They were asked only about their
media contact on the previous day in order 16 measure as accuritely
as possible the impact of the newspapers and television, specifically,
The longer the reference period for these questions, the more likely it
was that our respondents’ replies would be colered by the welter of
crime information bombarding them on a daily basis, and by the
tendency of peapte to forget about trivial eccurrences very rapidly
(Sudman-and Bradburn, 1974).

The results indicate that people are very attentive to crime news.
Rased on this measure, 45% of respondents very recently had read
about crime. Of that group, about three in five regularly read both
metropalitan and local community newspapers, about one-third read
only the citywide dailies, and about (% only read their Jocal papers.

For many respondents newspapers were the major source of
crime news. In another question thev were usked:

Considering all the sources you use to get information, what's your
best source of information about ¢crime in your neighbrorhood?

Of those who were questioned, 31% indicated that a maior daily
newspaper (20%) or the locul community paper (119%) was their most
important source of local crime news.

The other major media source of information about crime is tele-
vision. Among those questioned. 17% indicated that it was their most
important source of crime data. They were also asked whether or not
they had watched locat and national tetevision ngws programs on the
previous night. While we did not ask them specifically ifthey had seen
a story about ¢crime that evening. content analysis of television news
indicates thul crimne news is a staple on thuse programs. Graber (1977)
reports that in Chicago '9% of all the stories znid 229 of all the topics
covered on local television news programs concerncrime (there could
be more than one story on 4 topic), about twice the national figure for
the three major networks, Thus we can safely asswme that people who
watch (especially locul) news programs sre exposed 1o stories abowt
erime. 1n this survey 3% of the respondents watched only national



1 COPING WITH CRIME

news, while 14% watched local news programs and 26% tuned in 10
both, We also inquired about exposure to fictional accounts of crime
on tclevision. People were asked, regarding the previous evening,
“ Did you watch any shows involving police or crime? (Like Kojack,
Charlie’s. Angels, Hawaii Five-O, Adam-12, or Baretta?)” About
36% indicated that they fiad seen such programs.

There were no differences of any import in these figures from city
to city. Not only newspaper and television news generally reach about
equal proportions of the population, there were no significant differ-
ences among residents of different cities in how often they were
exposed to staries about crime in the media. As we shall see, there arc
great variations in the receptivity of various audiencesto secondhand
crime npews, but those differences can be attributed to individual
factors, and not 1o city of residence. Whatever the content of media
stories about crime, the stories reach about equal proportions of the
population in each of these communities.

In the remainder of this chapter we explore the issues of media
coverage of crime and the consumpuon of crime news. We examine in
detatl what can be seen about crime in the newspapers and on (ele vi-
sion, including both the freq.uem.y and the substantive content of that
covernge. We then turn to the question of who actusily picked up
those messages. The answer, it appears, is that — in one way or
another — virtually everyone does.

Media Coverage of Crime

Most research on crime in the media has examined the corre-
spondence between media images and other indicators of the distribu-
tion of crime, usually official statistics. Itis apparent that a selection
process generaliy restricts media coverage of crime to onjy asubset of
potential stories. Since the media are mstmted to covering crimes
which are known tothe police, these two versions of reality couid be
similar, but becausé of this selection process (in which police and
reporters ¢ach play a role) the picture of crime portrayed in the press
and on television differs from aggregate pohce statistics on crime.
Davis (1951) compared changes in official crime reports to changes in
coverage of crime stories by four Colorade newspapers from 1948 10
1950. He found that charges in newspaper coverage were not related
to changes in police records of the extent of serious crime. Reported
crime and the frequency of newspaper stories about crime were also
the foci of Jones’s {1976) anatysis in 5t. Louis. He found that news-
paper representations of crinte were highly distorted, buth with 1e-
spect to the relative frequency of different types of offcnses and the
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locations of thosc crimes. One of the city’s two major papers concon-
trated on crime in white areas of the city, while the other reported
more crime in Black neighborhoods. Jones concluded that reliance on
St. Louis newspapers for information about crime in that city would
canse readers to mrake erroneous judgments about the level and
digtribution of different types of crime. Graber (1977) and Husley and
Antunes (1977 examined crime news in Chicago and Houston news-
papers, respectively. They both found that the papers disproportion-
ately reported violent personal crimes, Murder and rape constituted
fess than 1% of all index crime reports in Chicago, while stories abotit
those offenses made up almost 30% of crime storics in the Chicago
Tribune { Graber, 1977). Murder and rape made up about 0.8% of the
total index crimes in Houston for the period stdied by Antunes and
Hurlcy, but one paper there devoted 45% and the other $6% of their
crime space to these offenses. An analtysis of crime news in British
newspapers by Roshier (1973) turned up similar findings: The papers
concentrated on the most serious offenses, so that their coverage
disproportionately portrayed serious crime relatlve to its mc:dcnce
according (o official statistics.

The consistency of these findings reflects the fact thm & commit-
ment to “newsworthiness,” or to report unusyal or unique stoties,
affects the decisions of newspaper editors regarding which crimc
staries to print. The generality of this decision rule is indicated by the
similarity of news decisions in newspapers and on television. Graber
compared coverage of three common types of crime by Chicago
newspapers and television stations. There was no relationship be-
tween the types of crimes protrayed in newspapers or on television
news and those in pelice reports, but the images of crime presented to
the public were similar across news organizations. This suggests that
there is a general standard by which journalists evaluate whether or
not to publish or broadcast crime stories. Roshier (1973) distusses

_characteristics of crime stories which meet this standard, Serious
crimes are more often covered than minor offenses, as are erimes
involving whimsical or dramatic circumsiances and those in which a
famous or high-status person is the victim or offender. Newspapers
are more likely to print stories when the offenders are captured, for
reporters can write about the characteristics and motivations of the
perpstrators only when they ave known to police and in custody,

The use of themes to organize accounts of events aiso affects the
content of crime siories. By suggrsting associations between particu-
tar instances of a type of crime, reporters imply that they are part of a
puttsin. While crime waves may be created simply by focusing media
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attention on certain offenscs, readers may gain the imprcssion that the
actual incidence of erime is incressing.

In place of any theoretical understandiag of the phenomens they
report, (television) newsworkers make incidents meaningful only as
insrunces of themes - themes which are generaied within the news
production process. Thus something becomes a “serious type of
crime” on the basis of what is going on inside newsrooms, not
outside them [Fishman, 1978: 536; italics in original].

The need for a common thread 1o tie news stories together creates an
image of a crime wave, and a journalistic paradigm contributes to the
content of news about crime stories.

There has been a great deal of research investigating the content of
television entertainment programs concerning crime. The study of
dramatic programs was sparked by the speculation that television
violence may stimulate violent behavior on the part of viewers. Qne
study by Dominick (1973} analyzed the characteristics of crimes,
victims. and offenders presented on dramatic television shows and
<ompared them to the attributes of crime, victims, and offenders in
official statistics. His findings arc similar to studies of newspaper and
television ¢rime news, for dramatic crime programs also overrepre-
sented violent personal crime. and offenders were more often caught
in fiction than in real life. In addition, Dominick fournd the following:

— Criminals on television are more often white and middle-class, and
older than actual criminals: :

— Whites are overrepresented as ‘mu_rdcr viclims;

— lntrafa.mi'ly' violence is unnerrépresemed un television;

— Television overrepresents premeditated crimes.

Graber atso found that crime reports in Chicagae's newspapers and
television news shows tend to overrepresent criminals and victims as
while and middle-class. :
Newspapers serving our three cities also emphasized violent
crime. In order to assess what our survey respondents were reading.
we systematically coded samples of newspapers serving those cities
during the period in which the interviews were conducted. Those data
ties depict pari of the immediate “media environmen” which sur-
rounded our respondents while they were being interviewed.” We
examined in detai! reports of violent crime in the papers, and can
employ these data 1o characterize the ptint media in each of the cities.
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TABLE 8.1 Newspaper Coverage of Vietent Crime

Averuge Number of Stories per Issue

Type of

Crime Tetal*  Philadelphia® Chicago®  San Francisco®

Murder and 3.2 2.8 2.9 1.8

aitempts

Rape and sexval 0.2 0.2 0.2 .4

assavlt

Assault and L3 1.4 % 3 L3

obbery

Child abuse &2 0.1 0.2 (%]

Kidnapping end 0.4 0.2 0.4 0.6

hijacking

Other® 0.6 0.8 0.5 0.6
Toual 6.9 5.4 5.6 7.0

Total number of 402 113 17 113

issues coded

a. Stories summed Beross eight citywide dally newsgapers, divided by number of issven coded,

b. Stories summed seross city wile newspapels within each city, divided by number of issiesy
coded.

¢, The "other .category includes siories abou? arson the criminal justice system’s deakings
with violent crimes, and 50 on.

SQURCE: Culevlated from content analysis data for Octeber-INovember 1977,

Table 8.1 reports the average number of storics about violent
crime which appeared in the citywide daily newspapers in each com-
munity, ‘The newspapers included the Chronicle and Examiner in San
Francisco. the Tribune, Daily News, and Sun Times in Chicago, and
the Builetin, Inquirer. and Daily News in Philadelphia. In each of
these eight papers readers could find an average of almost six stories
ubout violent crime each day, a figure that was lowest in Philadelphia
and highest in San Francisco. The most common category of vielent
crime reported was homicide: as a proportion of all crime stories.
accounts of murders and attempted murders constituted 50% of the
total. On an average day, there was at least one story about a robbery
ur assgult, while kidnapping and hijacking tended to receive coverage
every other day. There were fewer storics about rape and sexual
assaults. and reports of child abuse were even less frequent.

As Table 8 1 indicates, there was a discernible tendency, for resi-
gents of San Francisco to wake up more often to stories about
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homicides, rapes, and terrorism. NMewspapers in Philadelphia and
Chicago painted less strident and relatively similar portraits of crime
for their readers. While there are both newspaper and city differences
in crime coverage at work here, the higher coverage of violent crime
in San Francisco was a city phenomenon. Both San Francisco papers
gave murders, sex cases, and terrorism more coverage than any of our
other six daily newspapers, and their levels of coverage were more
like onc another than like the coverage patterns within either of the
remaining cities. While the dailies in Chicago covered an average of
2.9 homicide stories per day, and in Philadelphia 2.8, the Chronicle in
San Francisco reported 3.7 per day, and the Examiner 4.0,

On the other hand, when viewed from the perspective of the
nitmber of crimes which ¢could have been covered each day, these
figurcs display remarkabie cousistency. For example, residents of the
Chicago metropolitan area reported 1.5 times as many rapes and
nearly 3 times as many homicides as those in the San Francisco-
Ozkiand SMSA in 1977 (Federal Bureau of Investigation, 1978), a
difference not reflected in newspaper crime coverage. Chicagoans
reported about 1.5 times as many murders and rapes as residents of
the Philadelphia metropolitan arca, yet the coverage of those crimes
in the newspapers of the two communities was virtually identical,
This remarkable consistency suggests that there is a relatively con-
stant amoumt of space, or “newshole,” devoted to stories on violent
crimte in these cities. The newshole varies somewhat by community
(it seems larger in San Francisco), and newspapers serving the same
market resemble one another in their coverage. The magnitude of
crime coverage does not scem to reflect differences in potential “in-
puts” to the news-gathering system — the pool of reported crime in
each area-— biit it may be driven by journalistic decision rules about
the size of the newshole appropriate for crime each day and by
city-specific marketing decisions reflecting businesslike estimates of
the local demand for crime coverage. The coverage of crime alsomay
be as consistent ag it is because such stories are reliable “filler”
material. Because the supply of crime stories available from the wire
services and the local police is quite predictable and plentifid, it
always can be tapped to space ol the pewspapers (Gordon et al.,
1979). As a result, in the newspapers these cities look more like onc
anotherthan they do in victimization surveys or in the Uniform Crime
KRepor:. :

Interestingly, one distinctive feature of crime stories carried by the
San Francisco newspapers is that they report npon events that accur
outside the city. It generally is easier to “cover” such stories beceuse
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they can be rewritten from wire service reports, and go nat even
reguire a trip to police headquarters (Gordon et g)., 1979). There
seems to be more variation across cities and papers in the tendency of
newspapers to emphasize this form of coverage than there is in their
coverage of local crime news, Newspapers withir cities look more
like one another in their coverage of tocal events than they do in their
overall attention to crime. San Francisco newspapers contained the
smallest proportion of stories about crimes which actually took place
in the central city, as well as the fewest stories about crime in the
immediate suburbs, Rather, the Examiner and the Chronicie more
frequently reported crimes which occurred in other cities. In examin-
ing this we focused upon reports of three crimes included'in Table 8.1;
murder, rape. and the robbery-assault category. These types of inci-
dents are most feared by urban residents, and were the most Hkety to
be associated with levels of fear among the respondents in o4t SUrveys
(Skogan, 1977b). For these crimes, about three in five newspaper
stories (60% in the Chronicle and 63% in the Examiner) were about
incidents outside-of metropolitan San Francisco, as conipared to an
average of 41% in Philadelphia and 34% in Chicago.

In ail the papers, when suburban crimes are reported they are
almost universaliy homicides. Murders also are the primary grist for
out-of-town-crime coverage, but almost one-quarter of those stories
are concerned with robberies and assautts, and rape stories from
other places occasionally appear. Assaults and robberies make up
one-third of all stories originating within these three ities.

Because they describe violent events it is passible that any stories
about critne may provoke fear or concern, and in this light the dispro-
porticnate coverage of violent events by the San Francisco papers
may be significant. On the other hand, media consumers may be
selective in their attention to stimuli, and perhaps enly accounts of
local events have much of an effect upon their perceptions. However,
even from this perspective, crime is disproportionately reported in
the San Francisce newspapers. Bagsed npon the ratio of stories about
locul murders, rapes, robberics, and assaults to police reports of the
numbers of those crimes which occurred there, we stil! find that San
Francisco newspapers report more “stories per thousand crimes”
than those in either of the remaining cities. Even with their extensive
coverage of violence in other places, the papers in the Bay City still
magnified the apparent frequency of local violent crime more exten-
sively than newspapers in other places. ‘

In addition to asking about newspapers as sources of information
about crime, our surveys inquired whether or not the respondents
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TABLE 8.2 Crime News o Chicago Television

Percentage Distribution of Crime Stories

Chivage Programs Nerwark News Programs
CBS NEBC ABC CHS NBC
Local Local Natignal  Naliong!  National
Street crimes 4949 46.8 46,8 43.0 47.0
Terrorism 12.5 24.2 28 23.0 16.6
Corruption 21.7 13.2 20.5 22.3 2.0
Drug offenses 4.5 4.7 3.3 318 3.7
Businegs crimes 11.2 10.8 6.3 7.6 8.5
(Number of .
cTime storics) 215) (154D (568) {599 (587)
Number of
bordeasts
Apiil-
December 1374 197 197 97 197 197
Mean total crime
stories per
broadeast 4.1 7.6 29 14 3.0
Mean street-crime
stories per.

broadcast ) 2.1 3.6 L3 1.3 . K

SOURCE: Graber {1977,

recently had watched network and local television news broadcasts.
We were not able to examine direcily the presentation of crime news
on television stations in our three cities. We ¢an, however, make some
rough estimaies of the crime conient of national news programs, and
of loca} television news in Chicago, using data gathered by other
researchers. oo

“As we noted carlier, Graber and her associates coded ali crime
stories broadcast on the three networks' evening news programs and
on Chicago's CBS and NBC local news programs from April through
December in 1976. The top of Table 8.2 presents the distrtbution of
crime stories for different types of crime from that analysis. The
“street crimes” categury inclhudes murder, rape, robbery, and assault,
the incidents which we have becn discussing with respect to news-
paper content. It is thus possible to compare the relative emphasis
given to different types of crime stories in the two media.

Street-crime stories are the largest single group of crime storics
which were described on alf news programs, as shown in ‘I'able 8.2.
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There were few differences among the three networks, or betweeon
network and local néws programs, in the proportion of crime gtorics
which dealt with street crime. Of the stories dealing with crime, 43%
of those on the CBS evening news described street crime, while 50%
of local news crime storics concerned those uffenses. The other local
Chicago station and the remaining networks fell between these ex-
tremes with respect to the relative frequency of street-crime stories.
There were greater differences between them in other crime
calegories, but the various television news organizations broadcast
about the same proportion of sirget-crime stories.

The two local news programs presented comsiderably more crime
news than the national networks. The average number of crime
stories per broadcast on local news programs was 4.1 for the Chicago
CBS outlet, and 7.6 for the NBC station. The numberof crime stories
on network telecasts was both smaler than the number on local TV
and very similar across networks. The average number of crime
stories per program on the network news shows was 3.0 for CBS and
MNBC, and 2.9 for the ABC national evening news.

.We are not able o scparate stories about loval crime from stovies
about crimes which occurred elsewhere using these data, but we can
compare the usual number of street-crime stories from television
news shows to the average number of street-crime stories per issug of
the newspapers in our three cities. There were an average of 2.1 such
stories per broadcast on the Chicago CBS station, and an average of
3.6 on the local NBC station. A typical national television news
program described 1.3 stories about street crime on ABC and CBS,
and 1.4 stories on NBC. Tn Table 8. we saw that the average number
of comparabile stories.per Gaily issue of newspapers in Chicage was
4.4. Compared to the number of crime stories in newspapers there
were slightty fewer stories.about crime per broadcast on local televi-
sion news programs. Viewers of local news shows in Chicago were
exposed to about one-half as many stories about street ¢rime as
readers in Chicago newspapers.

There are, of course, many fewer stories of any kind on a televie
sion news broadcast than are found in a daily newspaper. Ina study of
political news coverage during the 1972 election period, Hofstetter
(1976) found that there were an average of 15 “hard™ news stories on
each ABC news broadcast, [8 on CBS, and 16 on NBC. Thus, the
propartion of the newshole devoted to crime on television is much
larger than comparable figures for newspaper coverage. Using those
figures. crime stories constituted between 16.6% and 19.3% of all
stories broadcast by network news shows, and sirect crimes con-
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sumed from 7.3% to 9% of broadcast “space.” Using as a comparable
newshole estimute the total square inches devoted to news in each of
OuT newspapers, crime coverage in our three newspapers consumed
from 1% to 2.6% of the space available for news, and street crimes
substantially less. Daily newspapers in these citics set &snde an aver-
age of L.8% of their news space for crime.

While the television programs analyzed here appeared some 12 to
20 months before our surveys, we feel corfident about making these
very general comparisons. Graber’s data show remarkable consist-
ency in the relative coverage of differcnt types of crime stories across
national and local news programs for a nine-month period. Like the
similarity of crime coverage across newspapers described above, this
suggests that media messages about crime depend not so much on the
volume of crimes as they do upon the application of a consistent set of
criteria reganding what constitutes an acceptable news product. The
pool of crimes described in newspapers or on television may vary, but
the proportion of news content set aside for crime stories remains
constant.

If there are few differences in thc proportions of different types of
crime shown on television news, there will be some variation in the
actual events which are covered. There will be times when the media
focus on a single newsworthy event, and periods when crime news
conicerns “garden variety” rapes, robberies, and assaults. The con-
tent of television news stories about crime will vary, but these data,
together with the fisdings of Fishman (1978) and Epstein (1973)
sugeest that the volume of crime news relative to the volume of other
news stories on television programs will remain relatively stable,
subject to sharp variation only in the case of rare and spectacular
crime sturics,

In summary, we have suggested in thls section that the media give
a greatdeal of attention to personal and viclent crime, especially in
relation to its relative frequency and vis-a-vis other newsworthy
évents. Bothtelevision and newspaper stories about crime emphasize
violent crimes at the cxpensc of other, more frequent kinds of preda-
tion., Television in particular devotes a large proportion of its news-
hole to crime. .

One of the most striking aspects of this coverage is its consistency.
There are relatively few differences umong newspapers in their atten-
tion to violent events, especially within a given city. There was never
a single issue of any of our newspapers which failed to teport at least
one major violeat crime, and the average number of violent crime
stories per issue varied only slightly from paper to paper. Television
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news coverage of crime was guite uniform, especially that by the
networks, This uniformity was even higher when we examined
“street crimes” in detail. for they constituted nearly a constant pro-
portion of all crime stories reported and a fairly even proportion of all
news stories broadcast,

There were some Cily-by-city differences in patterns of newspaper
coverage. Both absalutely (crime stories per issue) and relative to the
pool of reportable events (crime siories per thousand crimes), San
Francisco’s newspapers devoted disproportionate attention to vio-
lence. They also reported out-of-town events in great profusion,
which incrcased the total volume of stories about violence. We have
no evidence about differences in the coverage of crime news by locat
television stations in these citics, but the Chicago data suggest that
local broadcasts report upon ¢rime more often than the networks.

These data indicate that readers of the newspapets and viewers of
television news programs in our three cities are exposed to stories
about viclent crime on a daily basis. This lasge volume of crime
information may significantly affect the perceptions and beliefs of
those exposed to it, and may increase levels of fear about crime.
There are, however, reasons to suspect that this might not bs the case.
Only about one-half of the stories abmit violent crimes reported in
Chicago and Philadeiphia papers took place in the city, and in San
Francisco this figure was even smaller. This means that although
readers of thuse newspapers were exposed cach day to accounts of
fearsome events, few of those accounts described crimes which could
have been viewed as posing a direct threat to the reader. The same is
certainly more true of events depicted on network television news,

If people use information they acquire from these sources as
guides to behavior, it is likely that they will pick up little that is directly
useful. We are particularly unlikely to detect its consequences in cur
survey data, for we focused throughout on neighborhood conditions
and events, and upon the neighborhood as a context for individual and
collective action in response to crime.

We also are unlikly to detect much of an impact because of the
consistency with which most crime news is disseminated. If reading
about crime or watching crime news on television affects fear, there
should be few differences among readers of different papers, or the
watchers of various television news shows, because the message
everywhere is largely the same. Further, because of the nationaliza-
tion of the news-gathering process and the substantial aftention given
to events in other places by all our media, the very events being
depicted may be the same from ity to city. -Since we have only very
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tenuots evidence concerning the content of lecal television news
programs, and that for only one city, we are unable to make many
claims about the effects of differential television voverage on viewers,
except to note that the distribution of crime. slories across different
categories is relatively invariant for news shows by the two Chicago
stdtions.

Allof this suggests that the effects of the media are not to be found
among the consumers of different media, but rather between consem-
ers and abstainers. The crucial issuc in understanding how people
learn about crime may be that of media attentiveness rather than
variations in specific media content. One of our most important
findings in this regard is that three-quarters of the residents of these
three cities were exposed to crime information in one way or another.

Attentiveness to Crime News

Based on our surveys, most residents of American cities are
hueked on the media. Of our informants, 85% indicated that they had
read daity newspapers during the past week. and almost two-thirds
had watched television en the previous night. Only 6% escaped either
dose of popular culture. There was a discernible fall-offin the propor-
tion who were exposed to media repurts about crime, however. Virtu-
ally identical proportions of adults reported reading a crime story the
previous evening (45%) and watching television aews (44%). Despite
their similar numbers these were not the same people. Patterns of
readership and viewership, as well as attentiveness to the crime-
related content of the media, varied considerably across the two
forms of mags communication. Different people “got the message” in
different ways, and asa result that message was widely disseminated.

Despite the high level of newspapér readership in our three cities
there was some variation in news consumption among diffcrent popu:
lation Broups. in our target neighborhoods newspaper readership was
hlghcﬂ: in the two most middle-class areas, Lincoln Park and Sunset.
In general, males, high-income persons, whites, and those with more
education were more likely to report regularly reading u NewWSspaper.
These figuies arc shown in Table 8.3. Many fewer people — often
one-half as many — remembered readmg a crime story on the previ-
ous day, however, Again, males, whites. and the more highlv edu-
cated were moic likely 1o recall this. Age was related to generat and
crime news consumption in curvilinear fashion; Those in younger age
categories were by far the least likely to read anything in a paper,
while people in their late.thirties and forties were the most likely, and
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TABLE 8.3 Correlates of Mediu Attentiveness

Percentage Recalling Media Contact

Waiched i Read a
Watched Televisien Reada CHme
Personal Attributes Television . News  Newspaper  Story (N}
Sex Males 90 48 (653)
(631 (43)
Females 86 40 (716}
Age Under fifty hy!] 39 (922)
(88} (44)
Fifty and
older 73 56 (350
Race Whires and 91 a7 {873)
others 63 (43)
Blacks 85 4l 317)
Education NoCellege 68 47 84 42 (647)
Coliege 56 39 v _ 47 (672}

NOTE: When Jiflarences between subgrnups are ant significant (ﬁ > 05 averaze valuos for
both groups are given in parentheses. All other differences are significant (p. <. 5.

SOURCE: Computed from combined citywide surveys,

the clderly fell somewhere in between. The fall-off in attentiveness
specifically to crime news (reading newspapers regularly but riot
remembering a crime story) also was greatest among the kinds of
people who generally were less likely to read a newspaper at all.
magnifying demographic differences between those who did and did
not se¢ such stories.

Within each city it was clear that newspapers serve particular
markets which vary in demographic profile. Acruss the board,
Philadelphians were more likely than those elsewhere to read a major

- daily newspaper. In Philadelphia. Blacks read the Daily News while
whites and older readers stick to the Inguirer and the Bulletin. In San
Francisco, young readets, whites, and the more educated choose the
Chronicle over the Examirer. In Chicago, young readers, Blacks, and
less educated respordents report reading the Sua Times., while
Tribune readers are older, white, and more highly educated. Few of
our respondents read the Chicago Daily News, perhaps explaining
why it went out of business shortly thereafter. Despite clear differ-
ences in patterns of reudership we are uaceriain of theit significante.
Because newspapers serving a single city tend to resemble one
another in the volume and content of their crime news. differences in
which newspaper pur respondents read should be less important than
differences between readers and nosweaders in general
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Television viewing patterns are a mirror image of those describing
news readership. Qur respondents reported watching an average of
1.7 hours of prime-time tolevision the previous evening. In general,
televigion viewing was much maore frequent among older and less
¢ducated persons, and (although the difference was not significant)
women. Television viewing was heaviest in our poorer and white
ethmic neighborhoods. There was a slight tendency for television
viewing 1o be more frequent among our youngest respondents than for
those in their mid twentics, but consumption then rose steadily with
age for the remainder of the population. At least some of these
differences may reflect variations in lifestyle, for television viewing
was highest for retired and disabled persons, the unemployed, and
home managers, and it was lowest for those wha were working or in
school. The most intensive viewing in all groups is found among those
with less than a high school education. Of that group, 25% reported
watching 4 hours of television or more the night before we called,
more than 2.5 times the comparable figure for high school graduates.
Exposure to television news simply was an extension of these differ-
ences between general viewers and nonviewers,

All of thix indicates thay different people are exposed so crime
information in these two media sources. Less educated and older
viewers more often tune in television news, and they are (but only
slightly) more likely than nonviewers to be Black and poor. Reading
about crime in the newspapers, on the other hand, is rore often
reported by males and nore highly educated persons, who also are
mote likely to be white and affluent, As a resuit, although virtually
identical proportions of our respondents reported watching television
news (44%) and reading about crime (45%), only 24% were exposed to
crime information in both wavs.

The media are a source of vicariots information about crime. In
addition to their other experiences, information gleanad from news-
papers and television may cause people to form impressions about the
nature and magnitude of the crime problem. However, most research
on the effects of media have focused only on television, and those
studies have emphasized its criminogenic appeal rather than its
possible corrosive effects on citizen morale.

We have scen in this chapter a number of reasons why the media
might be accused of engendering fear. Media coverage of crime em-
phasizes violence. Its coverage of violence, and in purticular
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homicide, is frequent and consistent. No matter where we turi, things
1ook bad, for both newspapers and television news present cssentially
the same images of crime. Television in particular devotes a substan-
tial proportion of its total news coverage to crime, while the news-
papers report a number of staries of violent crime in every issue.

From a consumer perspective, these messages are widely dif-
fused. Viewing television news of reading about crime in the news-
papers is very frequent, even when we ask only about “yesterday,”
Different peuple get the message in different ways, doe to sex, age,
and educational differences in media consumption. As a resuit, “ev-
eryone” (in categorical terms) is exposed to media messages concern-
ing crime, in one way or another. Crime information is spread widely,
and does not paraile] the distribution of actual victimization. Further,
other studies (including our own, to be reported in Chapter 10) indi-
cate that violence is what people remember when we ask them about
crime. Thus both the frequency of exposiire to crime news and the
content of the message matches the frequency and content of popular
fears about crime. While the frequency of actual victimization and the
relative proportions of violent and property crime do not match
people’s concerns, the media are. more suspect. When we chart its
impact, media coverage of crime may be an important source of
“vigartous victimizstiea.” ' '

On the other hand, there are a number of reasons to believe that
the attitudinal and behavioral impact of iredia messages about crime
may not be that significant. The media are sources of impressions
about crime which are remote fram actual events. Being at best
secondhand aceounts of crime, stories of specific incidents which are
channeled to the citizenry in this way may be stripped of most of their
emotional content. The personal impact of vicariously experienced
victimization may be far fram that of the real thing. Also, as saurces of
information on crime, the media are most [ikely to concem them-
selves with distant events. Rarety will they focus upon a victim that
the average viewer knows, Or even on a crime in the viewer's
neighborhood. In fact, most media stories about crime contain little
useful information for readers which would enable them to assess
their own risks. The location of crime is often not specified. and there
is seldom sufficient information about victims and offenders for
readers to estimate the risks to peaple like themselves. Rescarch we
reviewed above indicates that crimes involving run-of-the-mill vic-
tims (that is, most people) e unlikely to be roparted. In addition,
many media accounts concern crimes that take place in other cities or
nations, or involve very unlikely (and thus “newsworthy”) cir-
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cumstances. Presumably, these stories are neutral with respect to
cues about risks facing the common person, or what he or she should
do about crime. Television drama is not even concerned with real
cvents. and tends to be an unreliable guide 10 real-world risks.

Despite their frequency, media storics about specific crimas aiso
may often not specily enotgh detail about those events 1o provide a
consumer with mcaningful cues for action or raw material for
reevaluating their personal assessments of risk. In their content
analysis of newspapers in these cities, Gordon et al, (1979) noted the
presence or absence Of penment facls about violent crimes and their
victims, They found that the age of victims was noted in these stories
less than one-half of the time, that the victim’s race rarely was
speceified. and that the neighborhoeod where the crime occurred could
not be discerned in about 15% of stories. The time of day in which the
incident took place was nol noted 75% of the time, and there was no
speculation about the relationship between the parties in the case in
60% of stories. The secondhand version of reality that these narra-
tions may create in the minds of readers is likely to be vague on many
key points.

Finally, we may not be able to discern much of an effect of the
madia hecause it does not vary much. There is little variation from
place to place in terms of media coverage. Newspapers within a city
greatly resemble one another in coverage, and both television and the
newspapers dispense largely the same message. In one way or
another, the bulk of the populatlon is exposed to these messages.
When almost everyone receives virtually the same messoge, studics
of individual differences in media consumption and fear cannot reveal
its consequences.

NOTE

1. The newspaper content analysis pfoject covered papers issued until April
1978. For a detailed discussion of the entire content analysis and the cuding proce-
durss employed, see Gordon ct al., 1979,
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CRIME AND NEIGHRBORHOOD NETWORKS

Introguetion

In addition to reports in the media. there is a large store of second-
hand accounts of crime which can be tapped by talking to other people.
Because most of us have liftle personal experience with crime, these
vicarious sources of cxpcnenu. should play a grear role in shaping our
impressions of the crime prublem. Further, unlike those it the media,
stories about crime that we hear from friends &nd neighbors should be
rich in information about local events and viciims. Persanal conversa-
tions about crime should be a key source of knowledge abaut neighbor-
hood conditions, This suggests that it is important to understand the
operation of neighborhood communication networks and the way in
which crime news flows through those linkages.

There is a great deal of talk about crime. Interviews with victims
of street robbery suggest that they recount their experiences to others
with great frequency, thus spreading the word widely (Lejeune and
Alex, 1973). Asaresult, Lawton et al. (1976) found that one-half of the
bldcrly residents in a low-income housmg project could describe
crimes against their fellow tenants,

One of our field obse_rve_rs visited such a project, a senior citizen
zenter in the Wicker Park area of Chicago. He noted: :

The room was filled with about $0-60 old white men and wonten. .

Most were in their 60s or 705 and had lived in the area for a long time.
They all said they were very afreid. . . . A woman in her early 60s
said you have to take chances. She shops at the Jewel and . . . she
got in a struggle with a Black kid for her purse at 2:00 in the
afternoon. An ¢ld woman in her 70s told a few stories 1 couldn’t
understand because of her thick, possibly Polish accent. . . .
Another guy in his 70s, unshaven, wore an old gray suitcoat and =

148
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pandage above his left eye. He had gotten hit recently according to
the others. He wore glasses. V said they generally come up behind
you and sock you in the eye before you have achance to react. They
they steal your purse or whatever while vou're thinking about your
eye. ...

One of the employees was 2 woman in her 605 who was very
suthoritative. She yelled at everyone that the meal would not begin
until everyone quieted down {Wicker Park, April 1976].

In our city surveys we gathered repurts of the frequency with
which people were exposed to different sources of information about
crime, including face~to-face conversations with others. Local infor-
miants were most often meationed as a source of neighborhood crime
information. We asked our respondents about the “best source of
information about crime in your neighborhood.” Aimost 40% indi-
cated that “friends,” “relatives,” or “neighbors” fell into this cate-
gory. When we asked if, “in the past week or two,” they actually had
talked with anyone about crime, 43% answered in the affirmative.
However. much of that conversation was not centered in their
nelghbomoods "The most frequent category of persons with whom
they imad recently talked were friends or persons at work or school;
these groups coustituted almost 60% of all conversativnal partners.
Of our respondents, 20% indicated they had talked to members of
their families and 179 said they had talked to their neighbors. When
we take into account people who did not tatk to anyone at ail, only 6%
of our respondents conversed about crime with neighbors or family
members, those from whom they would be most likely to pick up now
information about local crime activity.

In this chapter we first consider the issues of who talks about
crime, and with whom they talk. Be€ause of the importance of
nclshbnﬂmod communication networks for the flow of local informa-
tion, we will explore in detail patlerns of pérsonal conversation about
crime. It appears that the extent to which people in a neighborhood
talk about crime is a consequence of two independent sacial proc-
esses; different factors motivate people to (u) talk about crime in the
first place, and (b) talk to their neighbors rather than to others. The
density of communication in a neighborhood lies in the intersection of
these processss,

We then trace people’s knowledge of local victims and the im-
pressions they have gained about patterns of victimization in their
communities. Being linked into a neighborhood communication net-
work increases the chances that one will know local victims. People
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know a surprising number of victims, and the relative frequency of
serious violent crime seems to be magnified by the way in which their
stories get around. Impressions aboul 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.

Modeis of Networking

We consider here competing exphanations for the operation of
persotial communication networks with regard. to crime: a Crime
Problems model and a Neighborhood Integration model. Both mod-
els emphasize the mle of anvimnmental rather than personal factors
in stimulating discussion about crime and shaping choices of conver
sational partners. The Crime Problems model proposes that conver-
sation about an issue is encouraged by its frequency or seriousness in
the immediate environment. In.this case we employ two measuros'of
neighborhood crime conditions which reflect the frequency and seri-
ousness of crime: our index of the extent 1o which four types of
serious crime constituted a problem in the area, and cur respondents’
estimates of the number of burgiaries which occurrcd in their
neighborhoods during the previous year.

The Crime Problems model postulates that reports of untoward
neighborhood conditions enhanced the lkelihood that our respon-
dents 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 neighbos-
hood organization, We just visit back and forth and sit out in front
and talk aboul what is going on. We compare notes on what hap-
pened io who. . . . Maybe at that time (last summer) ten on one
block had been robbed [Wicker Park, July 1976}

There has been little previous regearch on this hypothesis. In
Conklin’s (1975) study of two cities, concern about crime was highest
in the high crime community, but in Furstenberg’s (1971) study in
Baltimore those who lived in low-risk neighborhoods were more
likely than those who lived in high crime areas to indicate concern
about crime. Neither study provides evidence about the relationship
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between concern about crime and talking to one’s neighbors about the
topic.

There {s. on the other hand, some evidence supportmg a
Neighborhood Integration explanation of crime communication.
This model postulates that the discussion of neighborhood problems
is facilitated by linkages to the community. In a msjor study. of
Philadelphia neighborhoods, Yancey and Ericksen (1979) found a
strong relationship between residential stability and the development
of close interpersonal networks in the area. The Jonger people lived in
one place, the more closed their circles of friends and relatives be-
came, and the more they centered on the neighborhood. Gubrium
{1974) observed in his studics of the elderly that high levels of social
intcraction between them often led to widespreax sharing of informa-
tion about crime, which in tumn enhanced their concern about the
issue. We reported above upon the widespread diffusion of individual
crime stories among the eldetly residents of a public housing project,
which is the sort of age-homogeneous environment which facilitates
extensive friendship networks (Sundeen and Mathieu, 1876b; Gub-
rium, 1974).

Following Hunter’s (1974) typology, we employ here two meas-
ures of neighborhood integration based oa reports of residential
commitment and social ties with neighbors,

Again, there are two dependent variables of interest: whether or
not ag individual recently had talked to another about crime, and -
among those who had done 0 - with whom they had conversed.
Because we are interested in intraneighborheod networks, responges
concerning the latter arc divided into those indicating nonlocal and
local tonvarzational partnars.

Figures 9.1 and 9.2 detail the differential impact of the extent of
crime problems and neighborhood integration. Measures of these
compeéting factors are presented in relation to patterns of personal
communication about crime.

We see in Figure 9.1 that while assessments of crime problems
distinguished those who talked about the problem from those who did
not, the Crime Problems mode! does not explain with whom they
talked. The largest difference on the left side is reserved for ratings of
sexual assault as a neighborhood problem. Where rape was a concertt
54% talked about crime; where it was not, only 38% did so. On the
other hand, the proportions who talked to neighbors rather than to
outsiders about crime (on the right side of Figure 9.1) generally were
less affected by the magnitude of crime problems.
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Parcentags Taik About Crime Percentage Talk 10 Neighpeors
60 50 40 30 20 10 0 10 20 30 40 50 €0
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Burgiary . no
problem  yer

Rabbery 2 na
problem  yas

Asrault 2 no
problem . yes

Rape & na
problem  yes

Total
sampie

Figure 9.1 Crime Problems and Coaversaiion About Crime

NOTE: “Percentage who talk to neighbors™ is of those who talked gbout crime
SQURCE: Computed from citywide surveys.

More dramatic is the differential relationship between our meas-
ures of neighborhood integration and patterns of conversaticn about
crime, presented in Figure 9.2. Very little variation is reparted in the
tenidency of persons to talk about crime (on the lefthand side of Figure
9.2). However, there were considerable differences in choices of
conversational partners between those who were more tied and those
who were less tied to their neighborhoods.

The largest differences in the tendency to talk to neighbors were to
be found between those who found it easy to recognize strangers in
their area and those who did not (63% to 37%), and between owners
(52%) and renters (29%). The first three indicators in Figure 9.2
constituted cur scale of residential ties, while the Jast three formed the
social ties measure. Figure 9.2 shows that all of these measures,
except length of residence, were individually related to patterns of
crime communication in the expected fashion.

This suggests that each of our explanations for the extent and
locus of personal conversalion about crime was partially correct.
Talk about crime is stimulated by crime conditions. Among those
who do talk about crime, whether or not they talk with neighbors is
dependent upon integration into the neighborhoeod.
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Perceniage Talk About Crime Percentage Talk to Neighbors
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Figoee 9.2 Neighborood Integration and Conversation Abost Crime

NOTE: “Fercentage who talk to neighbors™ is of thase who talked about crime.
SOURCE: Computed from citywide surveys.

A mate stringent test of the contrasting explanatory powers of the
Crime Problem and Neighborhood Integration models involves en-
ering the major indicators of each into the same regression equation
ind testing the significance of the resulting coefficients. The resuits of
his test are presented in Table 9.1, which matches the four indicators
1gainst one another in competitive fashion. Table .1 also presents the
simple bivariate correlation between cach indicator and our measures
f crime communication,

As the figures in Table 9.1 indicate, the data arc quite consistent
with the existence of two processes shaping crime communication.
Both measures of crime problems were significant predictors of talk-
ng about crime, while neither measure of neighborhood integration
affected it significantly. On the other hand, beth crime measures paled
in significance when compared to the importance of integration in
explaining neighborhood talk about crime. People talked to their
neighbors about crime when neighborhood ties were strong. The
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TABLE 9.1 Test of Contrasting Models of Crime Communication

Taik tv Neighbars
Talk About Crime Rather thon. thers
At All _ Abous Crime
Simple Multivariate Simple Multivarniate
Indicators ] Bera (Significance) r Bela (Significance,
Residential ties -0 =R (.62) .25 .23 (.01+)
Social ties - O 04 (3N 16 a2 .04)
Major crime problems B TR & (.01+) ki) .07 (.24)
Burglary frequency 14 o 02 ) 08 A7 (22}
Multipie R . 19 -+ .29 Ol+)
{(N) {1142) (468)

NOTE: There is o significant statistical interaction effect smang the independent variables,
Msin effects are significent as shown.

$OURCE: Comptied from combined citvwide surveys.

same pattern can be obsérved in the bivariate correlations, attesting
to the independenice of the two gocial processes that underlie patterns
of personal communication about ¢rime.

The strong neighborhood basis of personal communication is
further attested to by the absence of any substantial persona! corre-
lates of talk about crime. In 2 régression analysis (not shown) we
examined the relationship between six key demographic attributes of
our respondents and the frequency and locus of their conversations
about crime problems. Only one of the twelve correlations was sig-
nificant; older people were more likely than others to talk 1o their
neighbors. This relationship disappeared, however, when we con-
trolled for our measures of neighborhood integration. Conditions,
events, and community linkages seem to play the predominant role
here. Finally, when we controlled for assessments of neighborhood
conditions and integration, all sigeificant differences between cities in
crime commuhication patterns disappeared.

In summary, this analysis suggests that {wo steps underlie the
word-of-mouth diffusion of crime news through a community. First,
discussion is sparked by the belief that there are serious crime prob-
lems in the area. Discussion about crime was not related in any
significant way to the personal characteristics of our respondents, but
rather to their assessments of conditions in their timmediatc environ-
ments. Because most of the residents of these three cities did not
perceive conditions in their vicinities to be extreme (70% reported no
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“big problems” in this regard), well over half of them did not become
involved in conversations about the issue. However, once people
began to talk about crime, variations in the seriousness of crime
problems in their area did not affect with whom they talked. Rather,
those who reported strong residential and social ties with their
neighborhoods — and this was most common among our older re-
spondents — spoke more frequently with residents of their own areas.
However many were talking about crime, the locus of their conversa-
tion was shaped by the strength of their linkages to the community.

Networks in Neighborheods

One important consequence of this complex communicatton
process is that there is relatively little variation from place to place in
the amount of talk about crime which goes on there. Many people in
our special target neighborhoods had conversations about crime: that
proportion ranged from 37% in South Philadeiphia to 52% in the San
Francisco community of Sunset. There also was some variation in-
with whom people conversed. The proportion of all adults who re-
ported conversing with their ngighbors about anything ranged from
34% in San Francisco’s Visitacion Valley to 49% in Chicago’s Back-
of-the-Yards, However, the amcunt of talk which goes on in a
neighborhood lies in the conjunction of these figures, and in the muin
the two did not go together. Across our ten selected big-city
neighborhoods an average of about 17% of all adults recently had
engaged in conversation with people from their neighborhoods about
crime. Conversation about crime is sparked by the existence of
sérious neighborhood crime problems, but, as we saw in Chapter 6,
close-knit neighborhood networks are much more characteristic of
places where crime problems tend to be less severe. Crime problems
and neighborhood integration do not go together.

As a result of the existence of two mutually conflicting processes
there is very little neighborhood-by-neighborhood variation in the
amount of ¢rime tadk gaing on there, That figure ranges froam 13% of all
adultsin South Philadelphia (alow crime area with the least talk about
crime at all) to 20% in San Francisco's Sunset. Because the survey
samples for our study areas often are as small as 200 respondents, we
cannot confidently say more about these proportions than that they
are “very similgr,” However, the relatively similar levels of crime-
related conversation taking place in these diverse neighborhoods
means that some people are talking about crime everywhere, although
the reasons for this vary considerably from place to place. Thus talk
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about crime may seem ubiquitous, to be heard no wawer where we go,
but at the same timeit clearly is not a reliable guide to how much crime
actually plagues a community.

The similar effects of these two different contextual factors also
may explain why talk about crime was most frequent in Chicago and
least frequent in San Francisco. Chicagoans were more likely than
others to indicate that major crimes constituted a “big problem” in
their neighborhoods; concomitantly, they also were the most likely to
report talking to someone about the crime problem. Philadelphians
stopd between the others in terms of crime conversation, and scored
at the top on both of our measures of neighborhood integration.
Residents of San Francisco were the least likely to report talking with
their neighbors about crime (26% did); and they were, in general, the
least tied to their places of residence and the least likely to express
concern about crime problems.

Learning About Local Crime

In light of what we have found about patterns of conversation
about crime — that it is shaped by crime problems and linkages to the
community — it is not surprising that contact with neighbors brings
with it more information about crimes and vistimns in the neighbur-
hood. Kleinman and David (1973) found that Black residents of the
Bedford-Stuyvesant area of New York City who reported more social
contacts in their community were more likely to perceive high rates of
crime there. Further, the more crime there is in the area, the more
local stories there are to tell. People who live in an arca with serious
crime problems have more things to learn about, and gossip with
neighbors is an important means of spreading that mformatnon
through the community. :

Under those conditions, being linked to local communication
networks is another source of what we have called * vicarious victimi-
zation.” There are more people who know of crime than there are
victimizations; in the case of burglary the “vicarious victimization
rate” for local crime is perhaps four times the direct victimization
rate. As a result, talk about crime mhy have greater consequences —
in the aggregate — than the direct action of criminals. Some of those
consequences are psychological, for vicarious victimization is linked
to fear of crime. Others are behavioral, for(as we shall see in Part 1V)
those who are linked 10 communication networks and who are “vic-.
timized” in this way also are more likely to report doing things about
crime 1o protect both their persons and their househoids.
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In onder to assess the spread of accounts of focal crime through the
community, each of our respondents was asked if he or she knew
anyone who had experienced each of four types of crime: burglary,
personal theft, assault by a stranger, and rape. In the case of burglary,
the interviewer inquired:

Do you personally know of anyone, other than yourself, whose
home or apartment has been broken into in the past couple of years
or s0?

They also were quizzed about their knowledge of persons who had
“been robbed or had their purse or wallet taken,” who were “a victim
of an attack by strangers,” or who were “sexually assaulted.” We
followed positive responsces to find out if those ctimes took place in
the responderit’s neighborhood or not. We also probed the content of
those accounts by asking our respondents to describe who they had
heard about being victimized in their neighborhoods.

The data tan be used to categorize our informants in terms of their
contact with victims. Overall, $7% of city residents reported knowing
a victim of a burglary, while 48% knew a victim of personal theft, 32%
a stranger assault victim, and 22% someone who had been sexually
assaulted. Of course, knowledge of victims was far from uniformly
distributed in the popuiation, and contacts with victims of different
kinds of crime overlapped somewhat. In all, 66% of our respondents
reported knowing at least one victim of any of these crimes. City-by-
city breskdowns in the distribution of contact with crime victims are
presenicd in Table 9.2.

It should be apparent at first glance that "personally knowing”
crime victims is very commen everywhere, While very few residents
of these three cities were robbed in a recent year (in the victimization
surveys the figure was 5.5%), aimost one-half of them knew someone
who was. Rape rates are relatively low, and that crime presumably is
less widely discussed by its victims, but one in five of our respondents
knew someone who had been sexually molested, While many crimes,
and especially serious personal ones, are relatively infrequent from an
individual perspective, contacts with victims of crime arc very wide-
spread.

The manner in which this indirect victimization was distributed
generally paraliels other indicators of harm. Compared with official
figures, the ranking of our three cities in terms of the frequency with
which people knew crime victims duplicated police crime counts: San
Francisco stands at the top, while Philadeiphia is at the bottom of the
list. Although differences between the cities are not as striking as
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TABLE 9.2 Knowledge of Crimne Victims

Percentage Who Knew a Victim of:

Chy of Personal Siranger

Residence Burglary Theft  Assadt  Rape (N)
Chicago 54 LY 3t 23 (428)
Phiiadelphia 57 42 29 20 (433}
San Francisco 61 51 37 28 (483)
Average 57 | 48 32 pr]

NOTE: Number of cases varios slightly from crime 1o crime; averages are given here
SOURCE: Computed from citywide surveys.

crime rates would lead us to expect (and differences between them
with respect to burglary were not significant), the distribution of this
form of “vicarious victimization” parallels reported crime ievels for
these communities.

Reports-of victim contact also are in rough accond with the fre-
quency with which these crimes occur as measured in the victimiza-
tion surveys. In terms of voliiine, burglary was the most common of
these crimes, followed by personal theft, stranger assault, and rape.
This is exactly the onder in which residents of the citics reported
knowing victims. kt is important to note, however, that the magnitude
of the differences among these figures on victim contact is somewhat
askew. Burglary is far more common than each of the personal crimes;
it is more frequent than robbery by a factor of seven in official
statistics and by a factor of four in the victim surveys. However,
contact with burglary victims is only slightly more common than
comtact with victims of personal theft. At the other end of the scale,
rape registers at a very low rate on all measures of victimization, far
lower than our one-in-five finding reflects. Like media coverage of
crime, the processes which fead victims’ stories of their experiences
to “get around” seem to accentuate the apparent volume of personal
as opposed to properly crime. Because personal and indirect experi-
ences with violent crime have substantial consequences for what
people think and do, this magnification of their apparent frequency
has important implication for collective levels of fear,

Not surprisingly, contact with victims of crime is distributed int the
population much like victimization itself. Violent crime in particula
is nat widely dispersed geographically; rather, it clusters in particula
locales. People also are clustered in characteristic ways according 1c
race, class, and lifestyle. The two often go together. Further, most
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TABLE 2.3 Conversation Abuust Crime and Knowledge of Yictims

- Percentage Who Knew Local Victim of

C or;versarion Personal Siranger

Locus burglary Theft Assamit  Rape {N)

No talx about erime | 40.0 137 12.2 4.5 (179}

Talk to nonlocals 49,7 24.0 8.7 7.6 1329)

Talk to neighbors 56.7 187 9.4 2.3 (206)
Gamma  +.23 +.27 +.35% +.25

(Significance) (014 (O14)  (0I4+)  (014)

NOTE: Number of cases varied slightly from crime to crime. Averages are given here,
Correlation is between conversation locus and knowledge of a tocal crime victim, for each tvpe
of oifense,

SOURCE: Computed from city wide suTveys.

criminals (being young and opportunistic) tend to do their work close
to home, and generally victimize people like themseives. Finally,
peopie mostly know people like themselves, victims and nonvictims
alike, and thus contacts with victims tend to follow patterns of preda-
tion. As a result, in our data 80% of these wha reported knowing a
burglary victim indicated that the crime took place inthe responrdents’
immediate neighborhood.

In general, personal contact with vietims increased in frequency
toward the bottom of the income ladder and among Blacks. For
assauit and personal theft the poor were most heavily victimized, and
their agquaintances were the ones who heard the stories, The only
exception to this rule was burglary. As we have seen, burglary strikes
widely; in many places people at the top of the economic heap are
victimized more frequently than those at the bottom. Because victim
contact generally follows the social distribution of offenses, we found
pasitive correlations between family income levels and contact with
burglary victims in each of our cities. While the concentration of
personal contact with crime victims in various social strata was less
clear-cut than the distribution of crime, its burden fell peneraliy onthe
same social groups,

It is apparent that being linked to locat communication channels
led peaple to know of more local crime. Among those who had not
recently engaged in discussion about crime, about 50% reported
knowing a victim of a crime in their neighborhoods, while among
those who had discussed crime with their neighbors, fully 72% knew
at least ene victim of a local crtme. The proportion who knew of a
crime it their neighborhoods varied by type of crime, with burglary
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TABLE9.4 Convetsation About Crime and Knowledge of Victims, by
Seriousness of Neighborhood Crime Problem

Percemtage Wha Knew a Local Crime Victim,
by Degree Crime a Problem

Conversation No Some Big o
Locus Problem Problem Problem (N)
No talk about crime 27 57 67 (779)
Talk to nenlocals 25 63 74 (335)
Talk to neighbors 38 73 87 (206)

N a7 {471} (46%)

Gamma  +.08 +.21 +.33

(Significance) (.16) on W01+)

NOTE; Crime problem categories created by trichotomizing the crime problems scale,
Cotrelation is betvieew conversation locus and knowledge of a victim, within cach of the three
levels of crime problems.

SOURCE: Computed from combined citywide surveys.

being the most prominent. Table 9.3 presents a breakdown of knowl-
edge 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 viclence more dramatically. People who talked to their
neighbors 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 assauit. 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 inter-
personal neighborhood communication networks substantially mag-
nify the appatent volume of local violence.

There is doubtless a reciprocal relationship between the knowl-
edge about crime thus gained and asscssments of neighborhood con-
ditions. If crime is a serious local problem, being linked into
neighborhood networks will more often lead ane to learn about events
there. On the other hand, hearing of serious crime surely rebounds to
shape assessments of conditions,

The data can only demonstrate the simple relationship between
these factors. People who report that crime is a big problem in their
neighborhoods more often report knowing victims., Ilowever, the
causal linkage in that direction is through neighborhood communica:
tions networks that spread the stories of individual events. We find
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that personal communication spreads the stories more strikingly in
areas plagued by crime problems. The data are presented in Table 9.4,
In communities where residents did not think that crime was a prob-
lem, relatively few reported knowing a local victim, and the relation
between neighborhvod communication patterns and knewing a vic-
tim was relatively slight (a gamma of only +.08). However, in more
troubled areas, being linked 1o local communication nets had a sub-
stantial impact upon knowledge of local events, and almost 9 out of [0
of those reporting the most troubled conditions and ralking with
neighbors about crime thought that one of the serious crimes dis-
cussed here had hit close to home. In areas where residents perceived
crime to be s major problem, conversation about the problem mag-
nified the apparent frequency of victimization even more greatlv

Profiles of Lacal Victims

In addition to asking about the incidence of various crimes in the
communily, we quizzed our respondents about storics that circulate
concerning local victims. We were not at all sure that the popular
image of ciime victims would actually match the profile of victims as
revealed by either official statistics or victimization surveys. We have
secn above that only about one-quarter of our respondents knew a
victim of & personal crime, and that many more garnered what they
kriew of such things through secondhand (or more removed) media
sources. We have also see¢n that stories about crime did not spread in
consistent fashion. Aftention either to the media or to interpersonal
channels of commumication was far from random, and doubtless
would play a role in determining who heand what, as well as from
whom. While youths and mates make up the bulk of crime victims,
both the “sending” and “receiving” components of these channels
may garble the message considerably. We bave aiready seen that
media messages convey distorted pictures of crime, and cannot as-
sume that peopl¢ heard about crime stories which predominantly
concerned youths and males.

We hypothesized that people would be more fearful when they
thought that people like themselves were being viclimized in their
neighborhoods, and te test this we needed (0 know who they thought
the victims were. In order to gauge the content of stories circulating
about crime, we asked:

What kinds of people do you hear about being attacked, beaten up,
or wobbed in your neighborhood?
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TABLE 9.5 Perceptions of Neighborhood Victims

Profile of “People Heard Percentage of
Abowt Being Attacked . . " Toral
Femeles a4
Males 18
Both sexes 23
No specifica 13.
100
Older people 56
Younger people 15.
Children 2
Multiple ages 11
No specifics 16
g

NOTE: Totahis 1082 for séx and 1143 fof vge profiles. This excludes those who voluntéered “ no
crime hepe.” of replied “don't know,” and so on.

SUUR_CE: Computed from combined citywide surveys,

Respandents were asked first, “ Are the victims maostly older people,
younger peeple, or children?” and then, “ Are the victims generally
male or female?” ,

A few respondents (6%} were unwilling or unable 10 hazard a
response to this question, and [0% insisted that there was no crime in
their neighborhoods, on which to repart. Among the remainder opin-
ions were mixed, but in general people’s perceptions of victims did
not seem to mateh the “true™ distribution of crime. As Table 9.5
rcports, the bulk of our respondents reported hearing about women
and older people as victims. Almost 70% said that “females” or “both
sexes” were victims of personal crime in their vicinities and 67%
indicated that “older persons” or combinations of our age categories
were involved. Only 18% indicated that they heard about “males”
being attacked or robbed, and 15% chose the “younger people” cate-
gory with respect to age.

While the ape categories presented to our respondents were broad,
it does not appear that their profile of victims very closely matches
other descriptions of the victim population. For example, in the San
Francisco victim survey of 1974, about 47% of all assaults struck
people between 12 and 24 years of age, and only 12% involved those 50
years old amd older. This age skew was less marked for robbery, 34%
and 26% for the younger and oider groups, respectively, but it Clearly
pointed in the same direction. The mismatch between popular and
survey-based profiles of victims is even more extreme when we con-
trast victimization rates across the sexes. [n San Francisco about 62%
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of all robberies and 57% of all assaults involved male victims, and the
differences were even greater for the other two cities (U.S. Depart
ment of Justice, 1975: Table 3). Yet only a small proportion in eact
city reported hearing that ment were the “kind of people” victimized ir
their areas. '

Based on age and sex profiles of victims, we thus find that public
perceptions of who is victimized are skewed in the direction of more
valnerable groups, those who also may be perceived as being less
culpable in their predicament. Those who are less able physically tc
resist attack, who.seem to have the most to lose from personal
victimization, and who generally take the most precautions against
crimme. are reported to be “the kind of people” who are victimized in a
large majority of neighborhoods. :

The causes of this distribution of victims in the public’s mind are
of considerable interest. At a minimum, it suggests that the social
processes behind convérsation about crime encourage the dissemina-
tion of atypical stories, or that only atypical stories are remembered.
ft may be that only stories which do not fit the norm are “newswor-
thy,” even within the community. This is not unlike the pattern by
which editors pick ¢rime stories worthy of publication in daily news~
papers or broadcast on television. Alternately, people may tend o
talk about people like themselves who are victimized, or be more
attenzive to those massages when they come by, This profile of vic-
tims mnight match that of people whe talk about crime. However, we
found no important age or sex correlates of conversations about
crime, We also find it interesting that popular images of victims more
closely match those broadcast by the media than those uncovered in
the victimization surveys. Dominick (1973), Graber (1977). and
others have documented how television and the newspapers exagger-
ate the extent to-which women, middle-class people, the elderly, and
ionoceint bystanders become involved in cring as victims. Fishman
(1978) has described how the newsgathering process behind this oper-

ates, examining in detai! media coverage of crimes against the elderly
in New York Citv.

Potential Consequenices

Untike images of crime transmitted by the media, which are likely
[0 concern remote events and atypical persons and circumstanges,
the web of interpersonal relationships ties together many community
membets and 15 likely to facilitate the spread of crime stories which
concern local residents and events close to home. That knowledge
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should play an important rote in shaping how pcople assess the risks
of their environments and the measures they take to prevent becom-
ing victims, '

~ "Unlike victimization, which from the pdint of view of most per-
sons is a "rare event,” knowing crime victims is verv common. We
found that two-thirds of our respondents knew a victim of & scrious
crime. Further, in terms of the relative frequency of events, they were
disproportionately acquainted with victims of violent crimes. In light
of the infrequency of crimes like rape. the extent to which knowledge
of victitns of those crimes had spread through these communities was
quite surprising. As we shall sec, these crimes are the most likely to
engender fear among those whose acquaintances have fallen victim.
Thus, the apparent magnification of the relative frequency of personal
crime by the mechanisms through which this knowiedge spreads
becomes quite significant.

Not surprisingly, contact with crime viclims was distributed in
much the sathe fashion as victimization itself. Blacks and the poor
were more likely to know victims of personal crimes, while people of
all races and classes were, likely to have had contact with busglary
victims. Pethaps significantly, this knowledge of victims of personal
crime was distributed in the population in much the same fashion as
fear. But, unlike victimization, it also was frequent enough potentially
to serve as an explanation for much of thar fear.

Most of the victims that people knew were close to home. This
was encouraged by the consistent impact of participation in
neighborhood communication networks on the diffusion of crime
stories, Those who were linked to those rietworks knew more local
victims. Further, it seems that thuse networks serve to magnify the
relative frequency of local violence. Participation seemed to have a
greater cflect on spreading the word concemning stranger assault and
rape than it did on knowledge of tocal househoid burglary.

Because our respondents disproportionately nominated women
and the elderly .as victims of violent crime in their localities, the
consequences of this view of events may be considerable. It may raise
our coliective level of fear. Crime as a social phenomenon might be
mnterpreted guite differsatly if victims were seen primarily to be young
toughs, people who drink too much and get involved in disputes,
roughbousing boys, gang members, and others who largely bring their
fates upon themselves. However, the imagery attached to victims
who are old and female is quite different. As we suggested, they may
seem less likely to be culpable, more likely 1o be victims of calculated
predatory -abuse, and more likely to suffer horribly at the hands of
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their attackers. For law-abiding citizens the message may be, “You
could be next.”

At the individual level the message may ring loudest among
women and the elderly. We ave seen from victimization surveys that
they are less likely than most to be involved in the majority of serious
crimes. But crime is an atomistic force, striking individually, here and
there. It is not known collectively except through social mechanisms
which distribute the reports of victims. People know what they hea
and read, and in this case that presents quite 2 different picture thar
the statistica} record. It seems that by word-of-mouth sources,
wonien and the elderly could gain a greatly exaggerated picture of the
risks they face. While popular images of victims may raise our collec-
tive level of fear, they should impact more heavily upon those twc
vulnerable groups.

The social processes which underlie the spread of crime stories
through a community also may account for the relatively widespreac
distrsbution of fear of c¢rime. For differem reasons, crime new:
spreads by weord of mouth in communities of all kinds, Discussion of
crime. is common even in places where crime dogs not constitute
much of a problem. As a result, while there is a tendency for word of
crime to foliow its distribution in the social structure, there are als¢
forces which potentially foster fear among those who are not ofter
victimized, and who live in places where victimization is rare.



Chapter 10

THE IMPACT OF MEDIA AND NEIGHBORHOOD
NETWORKS ON FEAKR

The victimization surveys conducted by the Census Bureau for
L.EAA provide a wealth of data on the frequency of crime and fear,
However, Chapter 2 noted that the frequency of recent personal
victimization as documented by those surveys simply is too low to
provide an explanation for the relatively high level of fear reported by
urban dwellers, Thus in gathcring our own data we cast our net more
widely in order to examine the consequences of other significant
events and conditions. This chapter assesses the impact of two vic-
arious sources of information about crime — the media and personal
conversation — on fear of cime in the three cities. Respondents in
this survey report that watching iclevision news, reading about crime
in the newspapers, and talking to neighbors about local events are,
unlike victimization, quite common features of daily life. If these
experiences affect their assessments of their personal safety, they
may account for the high level of fear among urban residents. Because
personal conversation about crime and media contact do not always
parallel the distribution of victimization but ofien seem to paralie] that
fear, they also may account for the high incidence of fear among
subgroups in the population that are not nsually victimized.

Some fear may arise when individuals come into contact with
victims or learn that peoplc they know have been victimized. People
may be more fearful when they learn of crimes which struck friends
and neighbors, with whom they often share some bond or sefse of
common fate. Not only are peoaple sorrowful when the consequences
of those crimcs arc tragic, but they are reminded of their own vulnera-
bility. The impact of these events doubtless is greatest when the bond

183
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ts close, The impact of crime alse may be greater when it oceurs
tiearby, serving as a direct reminder that no locale is free from threat,
Finally, people should feel more threatened when victims (especially
thiose nearby) resemble themselves; when " people like me™ are being
attacked, the perceived threat of crime should soar. Fear also may
foliow from learing of crime via more impersonal sources, From the
media people may come to believe that violence is casually inflicted
and ubiquitous, and that it strikcs “innecent bystanders” like them-
se¢ives with great frequency. From the sheer volume of violence
featured on television and in the newspapers they may gain an exagg-
erdted view of the actial frequency of such crimes.

Qur research indicates that violent crime is. what people recall
when asked about crirne. We inquired of each respondent:

Thinking of all the crime stories you’ ve read, seen, or heard about in
the last couple of wecks, is there a particular one that you remember,
or that sticks out in your mind?

Oune-half (52%) did recall such a story and were able to describe it in
sufficient detail that it could be placed in one of several categories.

‘The most striking, if not unexpected, feature of those storics was
the frequency with which they dzpicted dramatic and violerit confron-
tations. Almost 50% of the stories involved a murder or attempted
murder, atiother fifth a kidnapping or hijacking, and 13% a rape or
other sexual assault. The other large ciasses of stories included as-
saults and robberies (B%) and cases of child abuse (5%). Lost in the
“other” (5%) category webe reports of burglaries and thefts, the most
common crimes,; and a host of ather offenses.

"Fhis profile of “memorable™ crimes greatly overrcpresents the
frequéncy of violent incidents, By -using official “crimes known™
statistics for Pdrt I offenses and arrest totais for Part 11 crime { Federal
Bureau of Investigation, 1978), it is possible to compare the distribu-
tion of memorable events to the official picture of ctime in America,
Based on police records, homicides make up 0.1% of all known
offenscs, while violent. sex offenses constitute 0.3%, assaults and
robberics 5%, and child abuse cases iess than 0.3% of the total, By
official count the *other™ category of memorable ¢crimes in our survey
includes 95% of all incidents,

Our research question is the xtenl to which vicarious knowledge
of crime may constitute a form of indirect victimization. Although it
takes. the form of information, communicated either in person or
through the media, vicarious victimization affects fear through imag-
ined participation in the depicted violent event. Thus an important
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dimension upon which such expeniences vary 1s the extent to which
they strike close to their *victims™ either tn social or geographical
distance,

Rescarch in other psychological domains indicates that vicari-
ously experienced events can affect people’s judgments, and that
their content is generalized to provide cues for behavior (Hansen and
Donoghue, 1977). This is especially true in the absence of any direct
experience. This is reflected in the findings of Gerbner and Gross
(1976), who argue that heavy viewers oOf television tend to generalize
the information acquired there. They find that high consumers are
more likely than athers to percetve a high tisk of becoming invoived in
violence, to be more apprehensive about crime, and to feel Jess safe.
Tyler (1978}, on the other hand, finds that indirect experiences with
crime affect only a selected subset of vur perceptions of the problem.
He finds that judgments of the amount of crime in an area or of the
general crime rate are affected by exposure to media accounts of
crime and personal conversations on the topic. Estimates of one’s
own risk of victimization are unaffected by such experiences. Doob
and Mac Donaid (1979) found a strong correlation between teleavision
viewing and only the most goneral perceptions of crime, and then only
in higher crime-neighborhoods. The media and other sources of
vicarious cxperience dre major determinants of guesses about the
amount of crime, but those assessments are not related to the social
backgrounds or attitudes of individuals. nor do they seem to affect
their behavior. Estimates of risk are a function of things which affect
us directly. Thus, Tyler’s research suggests that vicarious victimiza-
tion does not play an important role in generating widespread fear of
crime.

In this chapter we examine first the impact of knowing local crime
victims upon fear of crime. Chapter 9 reported that knowing of
victims from the vicinity was a function of participation in personal
communication networks, especially when there was a significant
crime problem in the area to discuss, The popular image of victims
also overemphasized the risks facing women ang the elderly. This
chapter traces the consequences of that knowledge. It examines
whether or not knowing about various kinds of neighborhood victimi-
zations uffects fear. We find that predatory personal crimes had the
greatest impact upon those who heard about them. However, far morc
respondents knew local victims of burglary, and cakculating the “net
eflect” of knowing victims, based upon both the frequency and ap-
parent consequences of such contact, lends great importance 10 the
role of burglary in stimulating aggregate levels of fear. We then test the
importance of the content of the stories which circulate concerning
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crime and find that hearing of local victims “ike you™ has consistently
adverse conssquences for assessments of personal safety.

This chapter then turns to the impact of the media upon fear.
Television viewing and fear of crime are similarly distributed in the
poputation; both are higher among the old and the less educated and
amoang women and Blacks (although not significantly so in the case of
television viewing) than among their counterparts. Thus it i8 neces-
sary to determine whether or not the refationship between television
viewing aad fear is spurieus, in fact reflecting patterns of victimiza-
tion, vulnerahility, neighborhoad conditions, and contact with vic-
tims. A correlational anaiysis indicates that the relationship between
television viewing and fear of crime is indeed an artifact of “who
watches television,” particularly the elderly. Newspaper rcaders tend
to resemble those who are less victimized, but again we find no
independent effects of this form of media involvement.

Neighborhood Events and Fear

Leaming about crime in their conununities is related to peopie’s
assessments of their personal safety. As hypothesized, geographical
proximity plays an important rol¢ in determining the consequences of
such information. Hearing about crime in one’s aeighborhood is
related to fear of walking the streets there, while knowledpe of events
elsewhere has much fess impact. Some kinds of crime seem to have
more of an ef¥fect thart others in shaping pe ople’s assessments of their
personal safety. However, the scriousness of ¢rimes must be batanced
against their frequency in making this assessment. The multiplier
effect of indirect victimization is considerable, for knowledge of tocal
crimes is much more common than personat victimization. Further,
there arc diffcrences ia this multiplicr effect among various kinds of
crime, increasing the apparent importance of burglary in generating
fear at all levels of the social ladder. Finally, hearing about a lot of
crime is worse than hearing about a little; although relatively few
people hear about more than a few local incidents, there is a cumula-
tive effect of such information,

There is some¢ research that indicates that knowing critne victims
contributes to fear. Skogan (1977b) has reported a refationship be-
tweenliving in a household in which someone els¢ was victimized and
being fearful. Klecka and Bishop (1978) found that knowing about the
victimization of a friend had a significant effect upon fear of crime
among the elderly. They constructed an index measuring the number
of friends and acquainiances of their respondents who had been
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robbed or burglarized “in the past few years,” This had a greater
impact on perceptions of neighborhood conditions than did demo-
graphic attributes, measures of neighborhood mtcgratmn, reports of
neighborhood conditions, or anything else. Both of these cases in-
volve only one component of what we have dubbed indircct victimi-
zation, personal contact with the victim. This suggests either that the
various modes by which information about crime spreads may have
different effects, orthat a pnor relationship with the offcndcd party is
crucial,

The work of Klecka'and Bishop also documcnts the extent to
which vicarious victimization, by “multiplying” the apparent fre-
quency with which criminal events take place, may increasc the
overali level of fear. They examined the impact of victimization by
personat crimes in high and low crime neighborhoods (Flatbush, in
New York City, and Sherman Park, in Milwaukee, respectively).
When they compared victimization rates pe:l’ 1.060 elderly residents of
these areas, they found that indirect victimization was as much as 4
times as frequent as that experienced directly, Ln Sherman Park those
rates were 39 and 520 per thousand, respectively. Thus evea if their
effects on fear were relatively weak, vicarions experiences could
have wide-ranging cffects on.the commnity due to their great fre-
quency. Further, they found that indirect victimization experiences of
this sort were only slightly less common in low crime areas than in
higher criime areas. While direct victimization of the elderly was over
four times as frequent in Flatbush as in Sherman Park. rates of
indirect victimization were only 20% higher. Clearly, crime stories
were “getting around™ with vigor even where personal expencnces
with crime were relatively rare,

There is also experimental evidence that the geographical prox-
imity of those victims has consequences for fear as well. Shotland et
al. (1979} gave contrived newspaper storics depicting crimes to sam-
ples of women. They found that reports of events which were de-
scribed as occurving in the vicinity led to more fearful evaluations
of the stories than did reports of crimes which occurred elsewhere.

Having heard about crime in their neighborhoods affected our
respondents’ assessments of their personal safety. For each of the
major crimes ¢xamined here — burglary, robbery, stranger assault,
and rupe — we determined if our informants “personally knew”
vietims of such predations which had taken place *in the past couple
of years.” Ifthey had, we asked where those crimcs took place. Table
10.} reports the proportion who felt “very unsafe” after dark meachof
three categories: those who had heard of rio specific crimes, those
who had only heard of attacks which occurred elsewhere, and those
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TABLE iv.]1 Froximity of Crime Viclims and Fear

=y

Percensuge Feeling “Very Unsqfe”

Tyvpe of Knew No Knew Victim Knew Lorat
Crime Vietim Out of Area Victim
Burglary 13 7 8
Robbery 11 10 28
Stranyger assaulr 12 11 22
Rapé 15 10 26

NOTE: All differences significant a1 p > .01 Jevel. Number of cases for each 1ype of crime
approximartely 1320,

SOURCE: Computed from combined cuywide surveys.

who indicated that they knew victims of events that had taken place in
their own neighborhoods (sgme of whom also knew victims from
elsewhere). It is apparent that knowing any type of crime victim was
related to higher levels of fear, but anly if that incident had occurred in
the immediate vicinity. Of those who recalled knowing a victim of a
local robbery or stranger assault, 28% also reported feeling “vety
unsafe,” a figure that was virtually the same for those who knew rape
victims (26%), but that dropped to 18% for those who knew local
victims of burglary. For all but burglary these respondents were twice
as likely to report being afraid than were those who did not know a
victim. . :

On the other hand, people who only recalled knowing vietims of
crimes which took place somewhere else (including “out of town,”
“other place in city,” and so on), seemed /ess afraid of personal crime
than those who knew no victims at all. While on first blush this might
suggest that people take delight in the plight of others, in fact it reflects
who they are and whom they know. In general those who reported
knowing victims in other communities were younger and more edu-
cated than most residents of our three cities, and presumably more
cusmopolitan in their social contacts. This was suggested by their
proclivity toward talking to persons ocutside their neighborhoods
when they discussed crime problems. Probably as a result, they
recafled knowing more distant victims, while at the same time enjoy-
ing age and educational levels generally associated with lower fear.
People also might not know local victims because there is no signitic-
ant local crime. Knowledge of victims and assessments of neighbor-
hood crime problems were positively related, as we have seen. Once
the age, sex, race, and education of responderits are accounted for,
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the refationship between Knowing a crime viciim and fear of crime
becomes straightforward: Those who knew only more distant victirns
were slightly more fearful than those who knew none at all, while
those who knew victims from the immediate vicinity were con-
siderably more fearful.

The previous chapter indicated thut much of this knowledge con-
cerning victims was due to integration into local communication
networks. People who were hooked into neighborhood networks
were more likely to know of local victims, whil¢ those who conversed
with people at work or elsewhere knew more victims from outside
their neighborhoods, A simple test of this talk-knowledge-fear model
is to examine the relationship between talking about crime and fear of
crime — which is positive and significant — after controlling for the
intermediate link in the model, knowing victims. When this is done in
& regression analysis, the relation between crime conversation and
fear disappears. 1t is apparent that learning about victimization is the
key consequence of personal conversation for this madel and is
instrumental in increasing fear.

The individuak-level relationship between knowledge of crime
victims and fear has a parallel at the neighborhood level. In argas
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 covaried across our ten
target neighborhoods.

Figure 10.1 is dominated by three neighborhoois in which large
numbers of adults knew rokbery victims from the vicinity: Wood-
lawn, Wicker Park, and Visitacion Valley. They contribute dispro-
portionately to the correlation between knowledge of robbery victims
and fear of crime at the neighborhood level, which was +.78. All were
communities with high crime rates in all categories. At the other end
of the scale lay our more placid neighborhoods, where knowledge of
robbery victims was less widespread and where levels of fear gener-
ally were low. '

1n additiun, knowledge of local victims scemed to have a cumula-
tive effect on fear, Summing across alt four categories of victimiza-
tion, the number of local victims our respondents reported knowing
was positively refated (gamma = +.26) to fear. Successively greater
and mare diverse information about local crime was associated with
higher levels of fear in our cities,

As Table 10.] showed, knowledge of different types of victimiza-
tion had different effects upon our respondents’ assessments of their
personal safety. Differences in fear levels between those who keew no
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Figore 10.1  Neighborhood Knowledge of Robbery Victins snd Fear
SOURCE: Computed from ten neighborhood surveys.

victims and those who. knew one in the vicinity were greater for
personal crimes than for bumglary; the greatest disparity was for
robbery. Table 10.2 presents the correlation between knowing a local
victimor not (here adichotomy) and our measure of fear, for each type
of cHime, ) :

Tabie 10.2 suggests that knowing that robbers were active in the
vicinity had the greatest impact upon assessments of safet y, followed
by knowledge about stranger assaults, rape, and burglary. As de-
scribed above, however, the number of people who know about these
crimes shapes the overall impact of the flow of crime information
upon levels of fear. Table 10.2 also indicates that the percentage of
people who knew local victims varied cousiderably by type of crime.
White 23% of our informants knew local robbery victims and 17%
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TABLE 10.2 Net Effect of Knowledge of Victims

— et

Ner Effect -
Iype of Percentage
Crime Respondeane Correlotion Percentage Knew Local
Knew Local With Wko Knew Victim and
Vicrims of Fear Locai Vicriim Fel Urmaare
Robbery +.40 23 1.5
Stranger assault +.32 17 7.8
Burglary +.16 45 16.4
Rape +.28 6 2.7

NOTE: Coirelationisgamma. “ Knowing alecal victim” is a dichofomy whichcombines those
who only knew victims sutside the neighborhood with those whe knew none at all.

SOURCE: Computed from combined citywide surveys.

knew local victims of assauits by strangers, 45% knew about
burglarics in the vicinity. Thus, although the difference in fear be-
tween the informed and the yninformed in this regard was the greatest
for personal crimes, more people could be found in the “knew of
burglasy/felt afraid” category because of the significantly greater
number of burglary stories to tell. The net effect of particular kinds of
information aboul crime is seported in Table 10.2 for each type of
victimization. Burglary was closely followed in net effect by robbery.
This is because its lesser frequency was balanced by -the greater
impact that knowledge of local robberies had upon assessments of
personal safety. At the bottom of the fist fell the distribution of
information about sexual assaults, the net effect of which was very
small because so few of our respondents knew of any such crimes in
their neighborhoods.

Al of this places in a different light the consequences of the
dissemination of various types of crime information in a.community.
Personal violence and predatory attacks indeed have greater effect
upon those who “get the meseage.” and they become more pessimis-.
tic about conditions in their communities as a resuit. Because per-
sonal and impersonal communication channels seem to deliver mes-
sages about this Kind of crime disproportionately, they help spread
knowledge of victims — and thus fear — more widely than the
frequency:.of violent personal crimes would suggest. As we saw
above, 48% of respondents knew a victim of a robbery or purse
snatching, while 57% knew a burgiery victim. More peopie know
viciias of burghrics because of ity sheer frequency and wide distribu-
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tion, and the overall impact of the dissemination of storigs aboul
burglary probably is greater as a result. In these three citics about 9%
of the respondents to the victimization surveys sponsored by LEAA
reported being victimized by robbery or purse spatching, and 23%
lived in burglarized households. Thus Jocal indirect victimization by
hurglary took place at more than twice the rate of direct victimization.
Remember that burglary also is a crime which strikes a broad cross
section of people in American society. Assaultive violence, on the
other hand, is much more class-linked, and the bulk of offenses of that
type strike those at the bottom of the social ladder, As we saw in the
previous chapter, news of local crimes of assaultive violence are more
concemtrared amorng the less well-to-do and in poorer neighborhoods.
while “vicarious victimization” by burglary is widely distributed in
the conumunity,

Figure [0.2 illustrates the differential distribution of knowledge of
nearby burglary and stranger assault in these three cities. Among our
respondents those in the jowest income group were more likely ta
know about local assaultive violence, while knowledge of burglary in
the neighborhood geucraily rosc with income. Both of these relation-
ships are quite consistent with the distribution of victimization for
these crimes (compare them to the slopes in Figure 2.1 and 2.9). They
also parallel the way in which these crimes are rated as problems in
the neighborhood. Family income is negatively related 1o reported
problems with assaultive violence, while it is positively related to
burglary problems. As a result of these differences in the distribution
of direct and vicarious victimization, fear of crime is stimulated to at
least some degree at every level of the income ladder.

Victim Proximity and Feat

While hearing sbout crime in the neighborhood may stimulate
concern and fear, many of these stories may not seem “close to home”
except i geographic proximity. Chapter 2 decumented that many
kinds of serious crime — and especially violent personal victimiza-
tions — do not strike everyone with the same frequency. Rather, they
tend to be concentrated among young males, who often put them-
selves in risky situations and generally take fower precautions than
most people against crime. Blacks- and the poor, people living in
high-rises. and renters also are more likely than others to be vic-
timized (U.S. Department of Justice, 1977h). If the crime stories
which circulate through a neighborhood tend 1o follow patterns of
victimization, muny may cominue 1o feel relatively immune from
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predation. Rates of victimization for most Kinds of ¢rime usuany are
lower for women and older people, and those who can take precau-
tions to protect themselves may Toel relatively invalnerable regardless
of local events,

This suggests that all crime storics may not be of equal import
when one looks at why people assess the risks of their immediate
environments in the ways they do. Knowledge that people tike rhem-
sehves were being victimized should prove most distressing to our
big-city dwellers. Conklin (1975) argued that the more people “iden-
tify " with victims of highly threutening crimes the more they will doto
avoid victimization. These surveys do not have measures of such
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identification, but hearing about crimes that bappen to “other kiads of
people,” even when their geographical location is close, should have
less impact on people than stories about victims who share their
station in life. The Shotland et al. (1979) experiment described above
also manipulated the descriptions of the victims in contrived news
stories given to women, and they found that stories depicting victifss
who were like their subjects engendered more fear.

As noted in the previous chapter, there was a dramatic tendency
for our respondents to recall hearing about elderly and female victims
in their community. The patterns of predation they described were
quite at odds with either official or survey data on the actual disiribu-
tion of victimization. At the least this suggests that there is some
systematic process encouraging the more widespread dissemination
of crime storics involving “atypical” or sympathy-arousing victims.
Other research on the content of newspaper and television stories
about crime suggests that this image of victims is in accord with that
put forward by the media.

We found considerable variation in thesc perceptions, however,
and tha: variation was systcmatically related to fear, While all major
population groups seem to share these erroneous opinions about
victims, there was a tendency for peopie to hear about victims who
were similar to themselves. Thus, in these dala, women were more
‘likely than men to recall hearing about women being victimized in
their communities, and the proportion reporting that “older people”
are victims rose with the age of the person tefling the story. The
differences were not dramatic. 1n the case of sex, about 21% of males
and 15% of females thought that victims of their neighborhoods were
men. Among those under 30 years of age, abont 48% thought that
older paople ware victims, while that figure rose to 55% for those in
the 30-49 category and to 66% among those 30 years of age and older.
The tendency of people to hear of victims who are like themselves
clearly is working at the margins of whetever socidl processes arc
shewing those profiles in the direction of women and older persons,
but the probability of “likes hearing about likes™ persists.

The central concern for this chapter is, * Does this make people
more fearful?” At the aggregate level it may be that the widespread
diffusion of stories involving women and older persons as victims
raises the collective level of fear, but remaining individual differences
in the effect of “ profile matches™ should persist as well. That is, while
most men think that women are the victims in their neighborhoods,
those who think that the victims are males should be more fearful than
others as a result, This hypothesis implics that there is a “social
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TABLE 10.3 Social Proximity and Fear

Fear of Crime Medasure—

Perceived Victim Percentoge Who Feel:

Profile Maick Very  Somewhat Somewhar  Very

With Respondent Safe Safe Unsafe  Umgfe  (N)
Nonea 35 41 15 9 {763)
Sex or age 20 4 18 20 “ib
Sex and age 16 34 21 2% (162)

Gamma » .32

SOLRCE; Cornpmed from combined three-city sarveys.

proximity™ as well as a “geographical proximity™ dimension to crime
stories which affects their impact on recipients of the message.

In order to examine this social proximity hypothesis we matched
each respondent against his or her description of victims in their
neighborhood. In the case of age. persons were scored in the
“younger” category if they were under 10, and in the “older” group if
they were 50 or older. Then, it was determined whether or not the
respondents’ descriptions of local victims matched their personal age
and sex proviles. People only were maiched when they chusc an
uneguivocal victim profite (not “both scxes,™ or “combinations of
ages,” or “children”); otherwise they remairned in the “not matched”
pool. As aresuit, each respondent could resemble victims as they saw
themn irt their vicinities ir age and sex, they could match them on one
of the two attributes, or they could resemble them in neither way.
Across the three cities, 57% of our respondents did not at all resemble
their images of victims, while 12% did so on both dimensions,

Table 10.3 reports upon the relationship between demographic
similarity to victims and fear of crime. The two are moderately
reldted, with the proportion in the “very unsafe” category rising by a
factor of three across the throe categories. As peopie more closely
resembile their images of local victims, they are more fearful of crime.

One important characteristic of this social proximity effect is that
it is extremely robust. It persists among males and females; an age
match alone has the hypothesized effect. It persists as well when we
control for age. In addition. In multivariate analyses it remains sig-
nificant even when other imporiant predictors of fear are taken into
account. When entered in & multiple regression analysis with other
demographic factors, it proved more important than either income or
race in predicting fear. It also was independent of how many local
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victims people knew, and of what kind of crimes. The extentto which
“people like me™ are victimized in the vicinity seems to bé an im-
portant component in the dynamics of fear.

Media Exposure and Fear

As we noted at the outset, there is relatively little research on the
relationship between media exposure and fear. The bulk of media-
related studies have dwelled upon the effect of television on predis-
positions toward committing crime. Chapter 8 reported that the media
tend to exaggerate the relative frequency of violent crime. Surveys in
26 cities in fact suggest that many people (about 40%) tend to think
that “crime is more serfous than newspapers and TV say,” and few
(less than 10%) think that it is less serious (Garofalo, 1977a). Surveys
by Conklin (1971} found no relationship between television or news-
paper attentiveness and either perceptions of crime rates or fear of
crime. On the other hand, Gerbner and Gross (1976) found that heavy
viewers of television (thoge who watched four hours a day or more)
were more likely than light viewers {two hours or less) to think they
would become invoived in violence. The most recent study of the
probiem (Dgob and MacDonald, 1979) reports mixed results, but
concludes that among people living in high crime areas of Toronto
{where the threat of victimization presumably is real) television view-
ing s substantially correlated with levels of fear. §f such effects were
more general, indirect victimization via the media might explain the
high le vels of fear in many segments of the population not particularly
plagued by crime. As we alse saw above, fictional and even news
accounts of v:olem: crime tend to picture it striking people at the
middle and top of the economic and social ladder more frequcntly
than it actually dees. Thus the butk of the population (which is white
and middle income) might be more likely to gain the impression that

“people like them” are victimized through media sources than
through either direct or indirect personal expetiences. If the media
have any effect, then the fears of the general poepulation shouid be
more closely related to the media’s mapping of crime than to the
actual distribution of ebents. Further, Tyler (1978) reports that crime
storigs in the media that people remember {presumably those that
affect them the most) are more serious than those they directly ex-
perience, perhaps further enhancing their eftect,

Turnitig first o the influence of 1elevision, there is a moderate
relationship between exposure to television news (on the previous
night) and reports of fear. The correlation (gamina) betweer. these two
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TABLE 10.4  Analysis of Media Impact on Fear

Relotion ta Fear of Crime Measure

Personul Attributes Viewing News Reading of Crime

and Media on Television in Newspaper
Measwre Bete (Significance) Bera (Significance)
Media contact .03 (.23-n3) 0% {:35-ns)
Sex (female) 27 (.01+) 21 (OL1+)
Agc 23 (.01+) .23 (.014)
Rage (Blaelr.) 10 (.08+) .10 (G1+)
Education -7 .02) -.07 £.01)

Rfm I8

N = 11§}

NOTE: Direction of toding independent variables given in pascntheses. Analysis of variance
indicaten there is no significant statistical interxction among these indepondent variables’
affecting the dependent-variable, fear :

SQURCE: Compurted from combined citywide surveys.

measures was +.]4, with about 6 percentqge points differentiating
viewers and nonviewers in both the “very unsafe” and “very safe”
categories. However, television viewing is also related to several
measures of personal and social vulnerability to crime, principaily age
and education, and more weakly to sex and race. The elderly in
particular report substantial levels of television viewing and high
levels of fear; more educated persons, on the other hand, watch less
television and recall fewer victimizations from robbery, rape; and
purse snatching. This raises the question of whether or not the ob-
served relationship between television viewing and fear is a spurious
one. The kinds of people who watch television may also be more
fearful, but for other reasons. Thus we attempt to ferret out the
incremental cffect of television news, taking those known comlates
of the two into account.

With these data this can only be done using statistical techniques.
The most credible cxamination of the problem would employ an
experimental design, randomizing people into viewing and nonview-
ing groups in order to control for the possible “self-setection™ 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 read-
ing about crime is independently refated to our measure of fcar The
results of this analysis are presented in Table 10.4,
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Table 10.4 indicates that recent exposure to television news was -
unrelated to fear when other factors afe taken into account. Jis
refative impact on fear was very small (reflected in the beta weight, or
standardized rogression coefficient) and was statistically. insignific-
ant. A paralicl analysis (not shown) of the relationship between
viewing dramatic television productions and fear revealed the same
findings. There was no independent cffect of rcccnuy tuning in “cops
and robbers” shows on expressions of fear of erime. A close examina-
tion of the data indicated that the effect of controlling for age was
especially i |mp-ortant in this analysis. Age is the strongest correlate of
television viewing, and it consistently is the second strongest corre-
late (after gender) of fear. Among the elderly, 73% reported watching
television the previous evening, and 59% said they watched televisinn
news. The comparable figures for all others were $59% and 39%,
respectively. However, within cach of seven standard age categories
television viewing was unrelated to fear — except among those over
60. People in this group accounted formost of the correlation between
television news consumption and fear. Among the clderly watching
television was positively and significantly related (gamma = +.24) to
fear. There was no evidence of statistical interaction between age and

‘exposure to televigion, but this doubticss is worth pursuing in the
future. Otherwise, we can discern no independent effect of television
viewing on fear.

Table 10.4 also reports the resulis of a regression analysis of the
relationship between attentiveness to crime in the newspapers and
fear. A simple¢ cross tabulation of these variables does not roveul even
a slim connection between the two. In the “very unsafe™ category.
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 unsafe.”

‘This lack of a relationship also may be spurious. In this case,
factors which are positively related to newspaper exposure penerally
are negatively related to fear. Males, whites, more educated respon-
dents, and thosc in higher income catcgories were more likely to
report reading a crime story the previous day, and they are, as a.group,
less fearful than most. However, controlting farindicators of personal
and social voinerability did not strengthen this association. It can be
observed in Table 10.4 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 exposure and
fear in many demographic subgroups did not reveal any significant
linkages between the two. The situation is not improved by taking
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television and newspaper expostre into accotint together, nor by
examining their cumulaiive interactive effect. The results of the two
regression analyses presented in Table 10.4 are virtually identical, for
both measures of media involvement have about the same mean and
standard deviation. They also point toward the same substaitive
concliasion: There is no evidence here of any relation beiween media
attentiveness and fear of crime.

Vulnerability and the Impact of Indirect Victimization

While the réfation between vulnerability and fear of crime appears
to be straightforward, there still is the possibility that differences in
the potential impact of crime or in the threat of crime in the'r environ-
ments might fieighten certain people’s sensitivity 1o stories about.
crimes and victims. Those who are more vulnerable to crime may be
more sensitive to messages which are discounted by people who arc
(ar feel) more insulated from crime and its consequences. Residents
of these cities who are socially more vulnerable suffer higher rates of
viclimization, and presumably storics about crimes or contact with
victims wilt have concrete implications for their possibie fates. Doob
and MacDonald (1979) found that television viewing was related
positively to fear only in higher crime areas of Torento. They argued
that media messages had an impact in these areas because the risk of
actval victimization was high. By extension, it is quite possible that
women and the clderly, who are extremely vulnerable to the potential
consequences of victimization and who generally have more difficulty
warding off attack when it occurs, wotlld be more responsive to
personal or media messages about crime. When they “get the word”
they should feel more unsafe than their counterparts.

The city survey data can be employed 1o test the hypothesis that
among people who are more vulnerable reports of indirect victimiza-
tion 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. Ancxamination of the data
for residents of these three cities failed to find any support for this:
notion. Recatling a crime story was positively related to fear, but that
relation was constant among more vulnerable and less vuinerable
groups. Neither were there significant interactions between knowk:
edge of a local ¢rime victim, viewing television news, or reading of
crime in the paper and the vulnerability of our mspandents Two
interactions were noticeably stronger than others observed in this
analysis. Thers was a teedency for older people and Blacks who knew
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victims to be more fearful than they “should have been" based upon
those factors faken separately. These are indicators of different di-
mensions of vulnerability, and although their impact was not very
strong (all of the interactions together added only 0.3% to the ex-
plained variance), they probably are worthy of further investigation.

A direct replication of Doob and MacDonald’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 statjstical intcraction
between television viewing or reading of crime in the newspaper and
the scale measuring assessments of Jocal crime conditions. This was
true controlling for the age, sex, face, and educational covariates of
fear and television or newspaper attentiveness, and it was also the
case when we cxamined media influences and crime conditions in
isolation. There was no strong tendency for people in more preblem-
prone areas to be more affected by media messages concerning crime,

Summary of Part 11

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 refatively widespresd. We have examined two
very different sources of information about crime: the mass mediaand
personal communications among neighbors aud others. Althoughthe
sources are different, the content of these communications is similar.
The message is one of violence directed at atypical victims, whether
people leam about crime from the media or from each other. These
images of crime and the means by which they are disseminated are
important 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 mes-
sage. Media images of ¢rime focus on the most violent évents, 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 ahaut crime are
presented in a typical newstast, crime represents a larger proportion
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of the total news proaust, TV viewers and newspaper readers are
different people, but because the message carried by each medium 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, How-
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 storics for different reasons. Talk about crime is found in high
and low crime neighborhoods alike, but as a result of different social
and communication processes.

Krowing crime victims is related to higher levels of {oar, particu-
larly when those events occur close to home. People who had contact
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 telling of
tales nbout burglary appears to have had the greatest etfect on fear in
these three cities. In addition, burglary strikes both at the top and the
bottom .of the social hierarchy, and as a result produces 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 imper-
sonal sources of crime information. Like Tyler {1978), Hansen and
Donoghue (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 crinte, 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 pronountcemenis on the subject have been hased upon the
inability of researchers to find other explanations for widely dispersed
levels of fearin 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 association
between TV viewing and fear of crime.

- However, the weak effects of television reported in the few empir-
ical studies of the impact of the media have led others to resoncep-
tualize the issue. Gerbner and Gross (1975) argue that television may
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have so radically atfected our culture that everyone is different be-
cause of it, and that this “washes cut” differences at the margin
between individuals. Because the cultural symbols commumcated by
tefevision are so widely shared, there is little variance in the popula-
tion on these matters, and as a result the effects of tele vision are both
ubiyuitous and untesiable. White this is an ingenious effort to salvage
something from a collection of weak research findings, we prefer the
explanation that people look to sources of information which are more
personal and close to heme for guidance in makmg Judpements 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
who told Charles Silberman (1978: 12) of her experience, “this kind of
thing happens on television, but not in real life.”



Chapter 11

PERSONAL PRECAUTION

Introduction

Preceding chapters examined how city residents learn about
crime, how they assess their neighborhood conditions, and how these
factars -— along with their victimization experiences and vulnerability
— are translated into fear of crime. Now we turn our attention to what
people do about the problem. Part 1V is concerned with the range of
strategies they adopt to limit their chances of becomipg crime victims,
to minimize their losses if they are victimized, and to reduce crime in
their communities. This chapter examines the particular kinds of
precautions that people take in the face of personal crime: to limnit
their exposure to risk and to adopt tactics to reduce the level of these
risks when they arc exposcd to threat,

The changing of one’s activities to deal with personal threats is
perhaps the most thoroughly researched behavior concerning crime.
In Biderman's report to the Crime Commission he and his associates
examined behavioral changes in response to crime, including staying
off of city streets entirely (Biderman et al., 1967). 1o his inventory of
responses to crime, Conklin (1975) includes reducing contact with
othet people, especially strangers. Studies of the elderly indicate that
“not going out™ is a very common description of their behavior. Rifai
(1976) and Lawton et al. (1976} report that between 69% and §3% of
those over 65 years of age say they never go out at night. Gordonetal.
(1980) asked a sample of women about how often they found them-
selves in 12 common situations (for exampie, “home alone after
dark " yand how wottied they were in these situations. The two sets of
responses were strongly negatively correlated. On the other hand,
Hindelang et al. (1978} concluded that most people do not alter their
behavior drastically in response to crime: rather, they subtly change
the way in which they do things, the manner in which they conduct
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themselves in public places, and the time of day when they go out, in
order to reduce their frequency of exposure to what they perceive to
be the threat of critne. In LEAA's victimization surveys in these
cities, 48% of respondents reported limiting their activity due to
crime, and 68% thought that their neighbors had done so.

We are interested in how crime and people’s perceptions of crime
affect the way in which individuals structure their lives, Interestingly,
in these cities doing something about crime was much more frequent
than reports of fear or pessimistic assessments of the magnitude of the
crime problem. Pzople in 96% of the households we interviewed
reported taking at least one action against burglars, yet only 1%
teported that burglary was a “big problem” in their neighborhoods.
Almost 60% of those who were questioned indicated that they had
adopted at least one tactic to reduce their chances of victimization
from personal attuck in their neighborhoods, although only one-thind
of them reported feeling at all unsafe there, even after dark. More than
one-quarter reported severely limiting their exposure to risk, staying
indoors after dark every night. When questioned about their partici-
pation in community life, over one-third of our respondents indicated
that they had gotten together with neighbors about local problems,
and 20% had been invelved in a neighborhood organization. Some-
what fewer (13%) were active in a group that did something about
crime, and 10% were themselves involved in those efforts.

Those who are fearful presumably will be most inglined 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,” bar-
ricaded behind doors and unwilling to risk any but the most necessary
excursions. On the other hand, Duilow’s 1979 review of studies of
the problem reports mixed findings with respect to the influence of
perceptions of crime on behavior.

- People most frequently report staying away from dangcrous areas.
When pressed on that category they nominate parks (Kitinman and
David, 1973; Malt Associates, 1971), subways (Savitz ct al., 1977),
underground parking areas, and downtown (Zion, 1978; Institute for
Social Research, 1975). Among the least frequent strategies for deal-
ing with personal crime seems to be that of carrying a weapon. Ina
study of high crime areas in Hartford, Mangione and Noble (1975)
found that less than 10% of respondents recalled “taking something
with them for protection” when they went out. Kleinman and David
(1973) report that 14% of Bedford-Stuyvcsant arca residents in New
York City said they carried a gun when they went out, Inthissurveya
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substantial proportion (about 60%) of our 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 cause 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 di-
rectly 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 {I96T) concluded that people were more likely to take
security measures when they perceived high levels of risk of robbery
and burglary, and when they specifically expressed fear. Ennis’s index
of sécurity 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, staying off the streets, and
insuring one’s life and property. Reiss’s (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 #ts effects in the
District of Colurabia did ot find the same relationships betweén fear,
concern, and security measures that wene uncovered in the national
survey conducted by Ennis (Biderman et al., 1967), Eanis found some
relationship between fear and property protection, while Biderman
concluded that fear of crime only affected the steps individuals take to
reduce their chances of personal attack. Corrado et al. (1980) finrd that
levels of fear of crime are almost as high inmetropelitan Vancouver as
they are i American cities, despite the fact that victimization rates
there are generally much lower than comparable figures ffom belaw
the border.

it is also apparent that human activity is not always based upon
simple calculations of the costs and benefits of actiouns aimed at a
particular problem. Opportunitics and constraints unrelated to the
preblem 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. Somne 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 activity duc (o chionic health conditions; of that
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group, 40% are at least partially immobilized. Some who would prefer
not 16 use public transportation because of concern about crime may
not have that choice. Not everyone has equal access to an au-
tomobile, 2 problem shared by the elderly and younger persons. The
expectations of others based upon social role, the strictures of race
ahd 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 faith-
ful to life must take these exogenous factors into account,

Personal Cauntion and Exnasure tn Risk

One striking finding of this research is the large proportion of city
residents whe habitually do simple, routine things that may have the
effect of reducing their chances of being assaulted or robbed. These

‘things fall into twd categories: actions people take to limit their
exposure to risk in the first place, and 18¢tics they adopt when they are
exposed to threat which may reduce their chances of being attacked.
Suttles (1972) has polnted out that these both are characteristic ways
in which urban swellers find security. He found that in a high crime
neighborhood residents tended to segregate their activities in time and
space to avoid particularly risky circumstances. They developed
“street sense” about when o go out, where they could go, and
appropriate precautions to take in daggerous situations. As a result,
residents of the area could-coexist with crime and contending social
groups, creating order and reducing their chanees of victimization in a
potentially threntening environment. '

One reaction to ¢rime, 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 materjal culture has as its prime purpose
. . . protection’ from potentially damaging or unpleasant trauma.-
. . . The most primitive evaluation of housing, therefore, has to do
with-tire guestion of how adequately it shetters the individuals who
abide in it feom threats in their environment [Rainwater, 1966: 211,

Many fewer threatening things occur at home. Thare people are safe
from chills, automobile accidents, and attacks by strdngers. Data
from the victimization survey s suggest the significance of that protec-
tion: Nationally, only about 8% of all robberies and 5% of ail assaults
by strangers were described by victims as taking place “at home”
(U.S. Department of Justice, 1977h)
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Many people are concerned primarily about limiting their expo-
sure to risk after dark, aithough differences in crime rates between
day and night are less substantial than locational differences. About
63% of all rapes and 54% of all robberies and assanlts by strangers
took place at night, according to their victims. Most common at night
are rochberies resulting in sericus physical injuries, and robberies and
assaults involving the use of guns (U.S. Department of Justice,
[977b). Police reports 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 attettion is fixed upon after-dark dangers. In the Cen-
sus Burean's surveys in the nation’s five largest cities, for example,
onty 11% indicated that they felt any degree of danger in their
neighborhoods during the day, as contrasted to 48% aftcr dark.

Atone extreme, limiting one’s exposure to risk may entail almost
cumpletc withdrawal from public life. For example, in the lteratore
on crime among the ¢lderly this is known as the “prisoners of fear”
phenomenon. Many argee that few seniors are victimized by personal
crime because they do not often expose themselves to attack; rather,
they remain at home, behind locked doors, in fear for thctr lives (see
Antunes et al., forthcoming).

In an interview with a police captain in Philadelphia we heard a
most extreme example of this:

As far as victimization, I got & call today. There's a mother and

daughter in Wynnefield living in a 15-room house. They’re bar-
ricaded in the bedroom and ¢laimed they had 5 locks on the door, We

found oniy 3 locks, They want a full time policeman out there. They
offered to pay us to provide a full time policeman [West Philadel-
phia, July 3, 19771.

In addition to limiting their exposure to risk by staying home (or
eryoying the same effect when immobilized for other reasons), people
can deal with the threat of personal attack by acting judiciously when
they are exposed to potential danger., A survey in Baltimeore found
that 40% of those interviewed had taken taxicabs or driven in their
own cars somewhere because they were afraid to walk there (DuBow,
197%). Most people may adapt to prevailing levels of danger by adjust-
ing thefr daily routines to bring their risk of victimization within
acceptable bounds. They instinctively avoid places or persons they
think are dangerous. walk in groups, and avoid using public transpor-
tation. In any case, they proceed about their business and carry on
with their lives.
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Avoiding dangenous places was a strategy which was mentioned
frcquently in fizld inteiviews. A woman in Wicker Park described her
accommodation to crime:

1 have lived here all of my life. It is really dangerous around Pulaski
Park, Thore arc & 1ot of gangs and gang fights. I don't go into that
ncighborhood now. T used to walk there all the time. . . . | don’t
know it anymore. 1 feel uncomfortable and afraid. My neighbor-
hood now is from Milwaukee to Armitage. § walk there 2l the time. [
guess someone conting in might fee! strange here. 1 feel strange in
uther neighborhoods {Wicker Park, July 1976).

Most surveys indicate that taking precautions against victimiza-
tion is very common. In the 26 citics surveyed for LEAA by the
Census Bureau almost 50% of those questioned indicated that they
had changed or limited their activities because of crime. Insurveys of
high crime areas in three cities, Reiss (1967) found that 60% reported
such behavior changes. On the other iand, in a study in Portland only
20% reported 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 ¢rime.
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 deing things to protect
‘themselves. At the same time, they thiak that taking steps to reduce
their own victimization is practical and simple, Although they believe
thiat crime is caused by brokea families, poverty, and drug depend-
ence, what they do about it is to stay indoors. And the less control
they think they have over the incidence of crime, the more they adopt
a personal crime-uvoidance stance toward it (Cobn, 1978),

One of the goals of our three-city survey was to assess the fre-
quency with which people take precantions 1o avoid personal victimi-
zation. Our respondents were quizzed about four particular tactics:
going ont by car rather than walking, going out with someone else,
avoiding “certain places” in the neighborhood, and "taking some-
thing with you . . . like a dog, whistie, knife, or gun.” They were
asked if they de these things “most of the time,” “sometimes,” or
“almost never.” Because other surveys found that few people take
substantial precanutions against ¢rime during the daylight 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 “becaise of
crime.” This recognizes that, for example, people may drive because
there is nothing nearby to walk to, a2nd coupies may habitually go out
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TABLE 11.! Precautionary Behavior and Exposure to Risk

Ry

e

Percentage Who Do It “Moxt of Time™ After Dark

Perceniage
Wha Did
Nt Go
Prive Not. Take An Avoid Take Our A

Ciry Walk Escort  FPlaces Something AH (N}
Chicago 52 28 3 2 28 (408)
Philadeiphia 50 30 25 n 21 (4d4)
San Francisco 44 26 y£ 14 23 (£:.73}
{(Significance of
Différences) {102) {.15) {.01+} (.0i+) 1IN
Average 48 28 26 19 26 (1333,

NOTE: Number of cases varies somewhal from behavior to behavior, 2 vereges ace given here,
SQURCTE: Computed from citywide sarveys.

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 confron-
tations with non-family members, presumably strangers, but close to
home. ‘

Table 1.1 presents city-by-city accounts of the proportion of opr
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 of these cities was 1o go out by car rather than walk at
right: Almost 50% of those quesuoned indicated that they did this
“most of the time.” About one in four indicated that they frequently
went out with other peopte and avoided certain places in their
neighborhoods because of crime, and une in five usually took some-
thing" (a cuphemism we employed to grant anonymity to gun users)
when they went out at night, There was considerable overiap in these
efforts to avoid victimization. ln all, 33% of our respondents reported
doing two or more of these things most of the time, 27% one of them,
and 40% none of them.

In order to judge their exposure to risk we asked our respondents:

During the past week, about how many times did yon leave your
home and go outside after dark?

About 40% of the respondents recalled going out four or more tines
during that period, indicating considerable nocturnal mobility. On the
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other hand, one-quarter of them indicated that they did not go out at
all. This proportion is given for each city in Table 11.1. In every case
exposure to risk was highest and precautionary behavier was least
frequént among San Franciscans, but these city differences were not
significant.’

There were generally few differences in the precautionary ac-
tivities of residents of Philadelphia and Chicago; the buik of the
intercity differences recorded in Table 11.1stemfrom the Jess cautious
stance of San Franciscans vis-a-vis the world. They were signific-
antly less likely to report driving, avoiding arcas in their vicinities,
and carrying samething with them because of crime. When asked how
often they had gone out after dark during the previous week, San
Franciscans also reported doing so more frequently. Interestingly,
rates of violent and predatory crime were higher there than in the
other two cities. If the opposite side of precaution is the creation of
opportunities for criminals, San Pranciscans were consistent in their
position on both measurgs. While victims in LEAA’s surveys were
more likely than nonvictims to report changing their behavior because
of crime, in the plase 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 aftributed to its racial composition. The correlation
between race and these ‘measures of precautionary behavior was
substautlal only 21% of whites, but 32% of Blacks, reported that they
did not go out at alt after dark in their neighborhoods during the week
before our interviews, When we control for the demographic makeup
of our three city sampies, city differences in precautionary behavior
virtually dtsapmdr The only visible “effect™ of city which remains
affects the elderly. Controlling for all other factors, there was a
significant (and strong — more 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 2 we also
[ideitified as being particularty victimized by street crime only a few
years before, Jevels 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 likety
to report adopting any of these strategies, but almost two-thirds af
them indicated that they did not go out at all during that period. Inthe
study neighborhoods. the areas in which the largest proportion of
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residents indicuted that they restricted their activity also werc those
that reported the worst probleins with personal crimes: Woodlawn
and Wicker Park in Chicago, and Visitacion Vailey in San Francisco.

Responses to three of these measures of risk avoidance covaried
inconsistent fashion. Atthe neighborhood level (N = 10} all four were
corrclated an average of +.60, and driving and walking with ancscort
were corrclated + .87, ‘Precautionary behavier was a highly
neighborhood-related phenomenon. Atthe individual level, however,
responses to the question concerning “taking something with you”
were not strongly refated to the remainder, and did not vary ruch.
Positive answers to this guestion conld indicate any-of a range of
reactions to crime, fromcarrying a whistle to walking a dog or packing
a gun, and it is conceptually distinct from the other items as well. A
positive response indicates an aggressive stance in the face of attack,
not one which avoids or evades a confrontation in the first place.
Consider the notes of a field interviewer who talked to three older
Black men in Woodlawn about this issue:

I then asked thert . . what type of precautions do they hopefirity
take to prevent their victimization. Two of the men said they carry
guns. I asked if they feel secure about carrying guns. They totd me
yes, that the way things are nowadays, the way how people are
desperate, that you'd be crazy not to carry some type of gut. . . .
Nobody cares about nobody, You care about yourself and if you
plan 10 wulk the strests at night you should have some type of

protection, . . . So he said he carried a gun becaunse he didn’t want
nobody ripping him off and he had no intemiion of letting anybody

get to him {Woodlawn, August 1977).

One-third of the survey respondents indicated that they did “iake
something™ at least on gecasion, but we do not kKnow what that was.
We will not analyze responses to this question in detail, except to note
thal in every case they follow the pattern of relationships suggested
by our remaining measures of behavior, When we excluded responses
to this item, and rescoied a few respondents who insisted that they did
not take precautions because they “never went out,” responses to the
remainder of these questions formed an additive scale with a reliabil-
ity 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 precautions they reported taking. The mean
score of this scale was 1.8, meaning that the average respondent took
precablion against personal. attack shghtly less frequently than
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“sometimes.” This symmary measure will be used below to explore
the behavioral consequences of fear of crime.

Feax, Local Conitions, and Personal Precaution

Research on persoral procantionary behavior suggests that fear of
crime, perceptions of crime problems, and experiences with victimi-
zation alf should be strongly associated with those activities. Surveys
in several cities have shown a strong posiive correlation between
messures of fearand indicators of risk avoidance tactics (Savitz et al.,
1977; Maxheld, 1977; Hindelang et al., 1978). Reporting cartying agun
is positively related to fear and perceived risk of victintization (Fris-
bie et al., 1977}, degpite the fact that higher rates of gun ownership are
mponod by upper-income groups, wha generally are less fearful
(Wright and Marston, 1975). :

This analysis focuses upon amtudcs, pemeptwns, and sclf-rcports
of behavior it a neighberhood context. The measure of fear refers
specifically to being “afraid to walk inthe neigbborhood at night,” and
the measure of risk avoidance is based upon reports of things people
do to protect themselves from crime in their neighborhoods, These
arc concepiually distinct and behiavior is presumed to be causally
déependent upen asscssments of thmgs that could occur, Hindelang et
al. (1978: 205-206) arguc that fear is. strongly related to behavior
becausc fear and behavior indicators actuaily are both measures of
fear of ¢rime; “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 . .
a5 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 mdependenﬂy of their assess-
ments of risk, and despite their fears.

Table 11.2 presents the relationship between our mdrcators of fear
and local crime counditions and two measures of behavioral responses
10 the threat of personal avtack. Fear is subsiantiaily related to limit-
ing exposure to risk (& correlation of .36 with the aumber of timeas
respondents went out after dark during the previous week) and re-
ports. of precautionary risk-avoidance tactics (.50). As expected,
assessments of local conditions were less strongly related to reports of
behavior but al] were linked in the expected fashion, In our general
operating model, neighborbood conditions were hypothesized to af-
fect behavior through their effect upon fear. This expectation implies
that the zero-order relationships should be lower for these causally
more distant indicators.
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TABLE 11.2 Fear, Local Conditions, and Caution

Torrelation With:

Fear and Expossire Personal

Local Conditions . to Risk Cantion IN})
Fear -.36 50 (1318)
Neighborhood mme conditions. -.13 23 {33
Local order probiens w05 16 (1343

NGTFE: th!m a7 Penrson's v, Adl are significant (p < .05} Number of cases varien, ;
slightly; averages afe given bere,
SOURCE: Computed from cosmbined citywide suirveys.

- Inspection of the data it'letail sugpests that these rolationships sl
were relatively lincar, excépt in the hmhest catcgories. Fear and
assessments of the extent of major crime problems were ‘Aitore
strongly related to behavior in the “highest fear™ and "bxggnst prob--
lem™ categories. In the case of exposure to risk, mobility droppéd
from an average of 4.8 trips to 1. 4 trips after dark beiween the highest
and the Yowest fear groups, while the average precaution score early
doubled.

- A multivariate regression analysis (not shown) mmcm that alt of
the effects of our measures of neighborhood conditions were
mediated by fear. Assessments of seighborhiood crime and soctal-
order problems afl affected individual precaution through their impact
upon personal assessments of danger. When people feit that events
and conditions in their communitics could affect them, they re-
sponded by reducing thieir exposure to those threats and moving more
circumspectly through their environments.

Personst Valoerability and Precantion

Every anaiysis of crime-related behavior indicates wmar women
and the elderly are more likely to avoid exposure to risk and to take
numerous measures to reduce their chances of being victimized
(Bidesman et al., 1967 Kleinman and David, 1973; Rifai, 1976;
Garofalo, 1977b). I_n both cases, inability to ward off attacks by young
males and potentially severe consequences of victimization seem to
lead thern to take more extreme measures to avoid criminal confronta-
fions. And, in each case, these factors are used to explain why they
apparently éxperience Jow rates of actual victimizations (Cook et aI,,
forthcoming; Riger and Gordon, 1979).

Earlier chapters have argucd that race and income are useful
indicators of propinqguity to high crime areas and objectively high
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TABLE 11.3  Vulnerability and Precautionary Behavior

Corretation With:

Exposure to Persoral
Vulnerabiliny Risk Caution (N)
Physical
Femate -.20 41 {1348)
4 age -3 .25 (1256}
focial
l_.o'.\- Income —.18 19 (1040)
Black -9 A7 (1238)

NOTE: Corrcletions are Pearson's r, whichi is employed because the dependent meusures ure
not categorrsal.: All correlationy arc sighificant (p < .05). Number of ¢ases varies somewhat;
AVErdpes ane given here,

SOURCE: Computed from combined city wide surveys.

risks of victimization in American cities. Blacks and the poor are
more likely to 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 in the consequences
of victimizatoin,

The relationship between cach of these indicators of vulngrability
and reports of exposure to risk and risk avoidance is presented in
Table 11.3. Those corselations all are significant, and most are sub-
stantial. 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
(mme_n {(an average total for men of 4.4 trips during the week before
the interview). Thuse over 5 years old reported 2.2 fawer trips per
week than did their younger counterparts. Similar differences could
be obseived in the magnitude of age and sex differences in the adop-
tion of risk-avoidance tactics.

A major feature of these indicators is that by and large they are
uarelated to one another, There was a slight tcadency for womentobe
older than men and to report lower family incomes, and Blacks
reported lower incomes. Thus the effects of social and physical vul-
nerability could be cumulative, predicting ever higher levels of pre-
cautionary behavior among successively more vulncrable groups. An
examination of the data suggested that this was the case. For exam-
ple, the Icast vulncrable group — young, white, middie-income males
— reported going out after dark an average of 4.6 times during the
previous week, while older, poot, Black women recalled an average of
only three-tenths of one trip. A multivariate régression analysis {not
shown) indicated that sex, age, and (to a-lesser extent) race each
played an important role in shaping exposure to risk and precaution-
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Figure 11,1 Vulnerability and Precautionary Behavior
SOURCE: Computed from combined citywide surveys.

ary 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 woukd expect
this te occur.

As 2 result, we will explore in more detail enly the age, sex, and
race correlates of precautionary behavior. That regression analysis
indicated that they were related to each of the specific tactics
examined here in somowhat differcat ways. The strongest deterimi-
nant of exposure to risk was age, with the elderly beinhg the least likely
10 report going out after dark. Women reported going out somewhat
more freguently, 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 morc substantially related to
personal caution than to sheer exposure to risk. In general, physical
vulnerability was more important than social vulnerability in deter-
mining what steps people took to protect themselves. This is, of
course, consistent with our earbier findings regarding fear. .

The “statr-step,” cumulative effect of vulnerability on personal
precaution is illustrated in Figure 11.1. There each respondent was
scored it terms of their vulnerability. based vpon age, sex, and race.
At the fow end of the vulnerability continuum (with a score of three)
are older black females. Figure 11,1 graphs the relation between group
vulnerability rankiongs aond their exposure to nisk (the average number
of times. they went out-after dark. in the previous week), and their
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average reported frequency of taking personal precautionary meas-
ures. In each case successively more vulnerable groups reported
taking significantly more preventive actions.

Victimization and Precaution

Research on the effects of victimization suggests that personal
expericnce with crime and close association with crime victims
should have considerable impact upon fidividual behavior. LeJeune
and Alex (1973} desciibe dramatic belﬁwwml changes among mug-
ging victims, changes which are accmqpamed by transformations in
their attitides toward crime and their [h-cqptmns of it. Rifai 1976)
reports a decrease in mobility among elderly victims of crime, and
HEW’s Safe Schools study concluded that school-age victims of
assauit and robbery avoided dangerous places within such institutions
following their victimization. Skogan (1977b) found moderate but
consistent relationships between measures of victimization and
crime-refated behavior in the National Crime Survey’s city studies.
In contrast, studies in Philadelphia and Baltimore uncovered no
relationship between victimization and meports of subsequent be-
havior even when setious crimes were mvolved (Savitz et al., 1977;
Furstenberg, 1972). Conklin (1975) found that the relation between
fear and risk avoidance was stronger when pcopbe identified with
those whom they believed to be the vietims of crime.

1In these cities there is a persistent relationship between criminal
victimization and personal precaution. Victims are more likely than
nonvictims to report doing something about crime, and those who
know neighborhood victims or belicve that “people like them™ are
being attacked in their communities are more likely to repoft taking
steps to reduce their chances of being victimized.

The effects of direct experience with ¢rime can be documented
using the victimization data gathered by the Censits Bureau in these
three chiies. 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
consequences of crime for individuals, but it is related in consistent
fashion to a number of their personal aftributes and to their past
cxperiences with victimization.

In these analyses we limited our focus to the effects of burglary
and robbery, two crimes which ane substantial correlates of reports of
behavior change (Skogan; 1977b} and which are fairly frequent. Con-
trasting victims with nonvictims, 62% of robbery victims idicated
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they had changed theif activity because of crime, as compared to only
47% of nonvictims. In the case of burglary the differences were slim —
52% and 47%, respectively, Victimization, by both rebbery and
burglary, is also related to other characteristics of individuals and
households which affect behavior (as described in Chapter 2). 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 increment” that might be
attributed to robbery victimization in several population groups. For
example, among younger white males, 31% of sonvictims but 47% of
victims reported changing their activity patterns, In ¢ach subcategory
victims reported doing something “because of crime” more ofteni than
did nonvictims. There was very little effect of victimization apparent
among young Black women, perhaps because levels of caution among
that group as a whole were already high. Among the | 187 Black
women in these surveys who were sixty years of age and older, 100%
of those who had beea victimized (and 78% of nonvictims) reported
limiting their activities due to cnime.

While the impact of victimization on the subsequent behavior of
those unfortunate enough to have had that experience may be sub-
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TABLE 11.4 Indireci Crime Experience and Caution

Average Value

Exposure 1o Risk
Measures of Proximity {Average Times " Personal Cuution
of Crime Victims Went Our) {Scale Score) (N)
Number of tocal crime
vittims known
) 3.3 L3 (59N
1 33 18 {433
2 36 L& (199)
3 3.2 2.0 (o
4 3.3 2.1 (15}
{r = 0 {(r=.In
Profile match with
perceptions of
incal victims
Naone 6 1.7 {773)
Age or $&X 1.2 1.9 {411)
Age and sex 2.7 2.1 (163}
(r=—.10) r=+.10}

NOTE: Number of cases varies somewhat for each measSure; averages arc given here.
SOURCE: Computed from combined citywide surveys.

stantial, relatively few peuple are victimized by serious personal
crimes during the course of a year, However, many more residents of
big cities have indirectly experienced crime, through their personal
contacts with crime victims. This vicarious experience affects their
assessments of the risks they face in their communities, and its net
impact on fear proved to be considerable because of the substantial
proportion of people who have such contacts. Likewise, four out of
every tencity résidents thut were interviewed resembled in some way
the image (by sex and age) they held of the profike of typical victims in
their community, and those who did were more fearful. In each case
“victim proximity” shouid zffect the caution that they displayed
VIS-A-VIS Grirme.

The relation between indicators of these forms of “vicarious vic-
timization™ and reports of precautionary behavior is described in
Table H.4. It reports average scores on measures of exposure to risk
(number of times went out after dark) and risk management (scale
score) activity for various degrees of victimization. Generally, the
data indicate that geographical atd social proximity to victimization
had only a moderate effect on the adoption of precauntionary tactics,
and had little eflect on levels of exposure (0 risk. T'hree of four
relationships were consistent, with those believing that people like
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them were being victimized also adopting protective measures more
frequently, and going out less, and with contact with local victims
being associated with more caution when out at night. As we shall
seg, upon conlfolling for fear and other important determinants of
precautionary behavior, these minor effects persist. People who
know of victims in their neighborhoods. or who believe that people
like themselves are being victimized there, lead more circumspect
lives.

Constraints on Individual Action

This discussion of precastionary activity has advanced a highly
volitional model of humun behavior. This volume has followed a line
of empirical inquiry which assumes that peoplc assess their environ-
mernts, weigh their risks. and act on the basis of an individual calculus
which accounts for those. risks, discounting them by the personal
costs of sacrificing autonomy. However, it is clear that people do
somc things, and do not do others, regardless of their imentions.
Those who work the night shift must go out even if they perceive that
after-dark risks in their neighborhoods arc high. People who do not
own a car or cannot drive must 1se public transportation. Any modei
of behavior true to social processcs must account for the tendency of
individuals to act on o¢casion in the face of fear, and must reflect the
cunstraints which shape their behavior regardiess of their fear.

These factors are exogenous to the model of crime-linked be-
havior outlined in Chapter 1. They are constraints because they are
“gutside™ factors unrelated to local cnime conditions and other inter-
nal, “endogenous” factors sketched in the model. In a sense thesc
factors represent the impact of “the rest of the world” in this analysis,
although we wilk examine only two of them.

Hindelang et al. {(1978) point to two general constraints on routine
daily activity. The first is that of role expectations that peopie hold for
one anothet, based on their positions in the social and economic
system. Pecople in various status categories are expected to act in
particular ways, and there are a host.of formal and informal
mechanisms which channel activity in “appropriate” directions. The
second source of behavior constraint is structural; these are limits on
our aptions which derive from the operation of institutions, Structurat
factors limit the range of real choices apen to most people, including
where they will live and work. Fogether, the authors argue, institu-
tional constraints and the expectations of others shape 1o a consider-
able degree how we spend our da
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Many of these forces influence the behavior of people in distine-
tive social and economic strata. One reason for the powerfut predic-
tive utility of mecasures of age, scx, race, and income is that thesc
descriptive dimensions reftect a host of social and cconomic adapta-
tions by people in status categories to the reality of life around them.
Thus older people are often retired, while younger persons are ex-
pected ta be in school, Gender is related to differences in people’s
socialization experiences and to strongly held definitions of appropri-
ate behavior. Income and race shape the range of residential and
cducationdi options open to one. One could reread — by inference —
much of the analysis presented above i teims of constraints on the
behavior of people in various social and economk: categories.

This section will examine directly the impact of two major factors
which organize people’s lives, their work roles and the composition of
their households. Both of these factors affect how people spend their
time, and where.

Thé demands of lifestyle influence where an individual spends time.
Those who work have a large portion of their daily activities struc-
tured in and around the workplace; those who raise children have a
farge partion of their time structured in and around the home [Hin-
delang et al., 1978: 2541,

Vacation should be a2 particularly important determinant of be-
havior. The issue is one of how much discretion people exercise in the
use of their time. Those who have more control over their day-to-day
activities can go out during the day rather than at night to run crrands,
can linger in safe spots while hurrying through risky ones, and can
cxercise the option to stay at home when that seems to be the safest
course. Ou the other hand, people whose lives are disciplined by the
time clock or the school bell are less able to insulate themselves from
risk. The effect of vocation on behavior should be greatest for our
measure of exposure to risk, for even those who work jate hours or
minst run errands and pursue their sociat lives after dark are still free to
take many precautions, _

This section also examines the impact of having children on the
behavior of adults in those houscholds. Like the clovk and the bell,
children'impose demands which should shape adult behavior regard-
less of other calcolations. In particular they should affect their par-
ents’ exposure to risk, the "going out” behavior which we often
employ to explain patterns of victimization. This effect should be
largely counfined to women, for they traditionally have borne the
greatest responsibility for child rearing in our culture. '
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The meastres of these factors are uncomplicated. Near the con-
clusion of the interviews respondents werp asked:

Are you preseotly employed somewhere or are you uncmployed,
retired, (a student), (a houscwife) or what?! '

Responses to this guestion were coeded into eight categories. This
analysis will use a dichotomous coding of these categories that com-
bines people who have little discretionary control over the use of their
time (those working and in school) and those who have oiore control
over their daily routines (including the unemployed, retired, those
“keeping house,” and so on). In addition, respondents were asked,
*How many children. under the age of {8 are currently living with
you?”

Even though vocation was linked to many other separate social
and economic correlates of behavior, those roles were still independ-
ently influential. Among those working outside the home (remember
that this includes students), 83% recalled going out after dark at least
once during the preceding week; for those not in this group the
comparablé¢ figure was 60%. After statistically adjusting exposure-
to-risk rates for demographic factors, students and those reguiarly
going to work still were significantly above the overall mean, and
others below. Those in the “keeping house” category reported the
fewest trips outside, even controlling for sex and age, followed by the
retired and the unempioyed. Having a structured vocationa! role also
was significantly related to taking fewer precautionary actions, with
workers and students scoring below the mean and retired persons and
home managers recalling adopting those ractics more often. Sex and
age were the most important factors to take into account in examining
the role of vocation in shaping behavior, and an analysis which con-
trots for both of them is presented in Table t1.5. It documents the stiil
significant, if somewhat atienuated, relation beiween vocational role
constraints and behaviar, in our overall model.

Table [1.5 atso documents the linear-effect of having children who
live at home on self-reporis of behavior. In both cases the relation
between hausehold composition and measures of exposure to risk and
personal caution is significant, if very weak, A close examination of
the data indicates that the bulk of this effect is indeed due to the
impact of children on the activity patterns of women, Among women
under sixty years of age, those who had no children living at home
went out an average of 3.4 times during the week before our interview,
while thosc with children at homo went out an average of 2.6 times,
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TABLE 115 Role Constraints and Precautionary Behavior

Exposure to Risk Personal Caution
Sirmpe Muttivariate Simple Muliivarinte

Arrribute Beta (Ségnificance) ‘ _ Bera (Significance)
OHd age -3 -2 (01+) +.26 B (.01 +)
Female -29 -2 (Di+)  +.42 3 (1)
Vocational constraint +.32 16 (.0E+) -29 .12 (.01+)
Children at home -.02 -.07 on +.03 05 (05

R* =19 R =24

N = 1193 N = 1193

SOURCE: Computed from combined citywide surveys.

While that difference was significant, the difference between men in
the same categories (4.6 as opposed to 4.4 trips) was not. Elderly
respondenmts who had children living with them also reported guite
low levels of exposure to risk. Through its impact on women, having
children at home serves to reduce exposure to risk and to encourage
{for both sexes) more circumspect behavior in public places.,

This brief examination of constraints on autonomous action
suggests the importance of such factore in understanding crime-
related behavior, Those who had more flexibility in the timing and
manner of their exposure to risk acted more cantiously. Family re-
sponsibilities both reduced their nocwinal mobility and encouraged
more cautious behavior. As we shall see in the next section, these
effects persisted even when we control for fear of crime. Given their
level of fear, those who had to go out did so, and those who did not
stayed home. A more detatled examination of the role of opportunity
and constrainss in shaping individual behavior, drawing upon a richer
set of data on those factors, would not only he theoretically signific-
ant, but would help pinpoint groups in the population whe face special
problems with respect to crime because of their inability to respond
effectively.

Summary

This chapter has described how the fundamental concepts in this
analysis, including fear of crime, personal vulnerability, victimiza-
tion, and the forces which constrain individual freedom of action, all
conspire to shape individual precautionary behavior. Fear effectively
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TABLE 11.6  Summary Analysis of Precautionary Behovior

Exposure to Risk Personal Canﬁon
Simple Muliivariate Simple Multivarfate

- g Ty

Summary Concept Index Beta  [Sigrificance} Bera (Significance)
Fear -35 =25 Lo+ SH 36 (o014
Persona vulnerability -3 -~-28 (.01+) .46 32 (D)
Indirect victimization - 07 -06 (03} 23 07 [81)))
Behavior constraints .16 05 (.05} .03 .03 "'3.3_“”
R? = .20 R*= .34
N =128 N = H28

NOTE: Summary indices are summed standard scores of targér iets of individual measures,
SOURCE: Compuied from combined citywide surveys.

summarized these city dwellers’ ussessments of conditions in their
communities, and was strongly related to their reports of the adoption
of precautionary tactics. Women, the elderly, and Black residents of
these cities all reported more circumspect behavior with regard to
crime. Those who knew victims from their neighborhoods seemed to
translate that knowledge into action, and people were more cautious
in exposing themsetves to possible attack when they believed that
seople in their social categories are likely victims. Finally, those we
surveyed maneuvered through their environments in response to the
zonstraints of social roles.

It is clear, however, that many of these factors are related to one
another as well, One must examine their joint as well as individual
effects before accepting their importance as determinants of behavior.
To do this most clearly, we created summary indicators of the stzngd-
ing of each respondent on thesc basic dimensions. To measure per-
sonal vulnerability we standardized.? then summed the values repre-
senting age. race, and sex, creating a single measure that increased In
value with vulnerability. We did the same with our two indicators of
role constraints, and with two measures of indirect victimization.
Fear continued to be measured by a single item. These summary
measures were employed in a multiple regression analysis of our
behavior measures. The explanatory power of these analyses
dropped only very slightly when these summary indices were used
rather than the eight original indicators (the overall R*s declined onty
two percentage points in each case), and the substantive resuits of the
analyses are more readily interpretable. The results of the statisticat
anaiyses are reported in Table 11.6.
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These data indicate the great significance (in both a substantive
and statistical sense) of fear on crime and personal vulnersbility in
shaping behavior. In contrast, the indirect victimization experiences
of the respondents had only marginal consequences for their levels of
caution, and role and economic constraints on their behavior (as they
wee measured) in the end were not very imporiam,

NOTES

1. The interviewer supplicd response coés appropriste to ench respundent,

2. These arc ~I-scores,” which standardize the soeans and variences of mens-
ures. This gives them equal valee in an indcx when they are added together. This is
the same procedure that was employed in Chapter 7.
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HOUSEHOLD PROTECTION

Introduction

Whike routine precautionary habits were very common in these
three cities, our surveys discovered that efforts by people to protect
their households against property crime were even more frequent.
The frequency of these activities ranged fram 82% (leaving a light on
at night) to 11% (asking the police for special patrols). While 60% of
those who were interviewed indicated that they had adopted at Jeast
onc tactic t redace their chances of being victimized by violent
crime, more than 95% reported taking at Jeast one step against
burglary. These measores can be very simple and effective. As one
vesident of a Jow-rise housing project in- San Francisco told a field
interviewer:

We were told by all of our ceighbors to rip off our upstairs outside
window boxes because that's how a o1 of them were gﬂtms into the
honses [ Visitacion Vatley, August 19771,

Like several of the precautions examined in the previous chapter,
some of these ciforts invefve only slight variations in people’s daily
routines. Others require that members of the household make special
purchases of cquipment, or participate in organized community ac-
tivities. On the whole, easier and cheaper measures were taken more
frequently than difficult or costly ones. We expected that generally
these measures would be adopied more ofien by these who faced
serious neighborhopd crime problems, and by those who were vul-
nerable to viclimization. Further, because several of these efforts
involve mobilizing the support or assistance of neighbors, or par-
ticipaling in-programs, they alsa should be related to the extent to
which respondents were intograted into their communities. These.

r
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‘Horts were not directly relevant to our measure of fear of crime,
which is linked to concern about personal victimization. Rather, the
key elemenis of the gencral model guiding this research which should
have been opcrative here were the vulnerability of households to
burglary, people's assessments of ¢rime conditions in their aeighbor-
hoods, their personal and indirect experience with burglary, and their
integration into community affairs. Only some of these expectations
were fulfilled. 1t is clear that household protection is better under
stoed in economic and social terms, and niot as a direct reaction to the
threat of crime.

Protective Measures

Target-hardening efforts are aimed at making it more difficult for
potential intruders to break into on¢’s home. Window bars, special
locks. steel or solid-core doors, and other equipment often arc
employed to prevent theft. While in principle it is probably impessible
to prevent a skilled burglar from breaking into virtuaily any home,
relatively simple measures like these can ward off amateur or oppor-
wnistic offenders (but perhaps only to send them next door), Even
professionals may be deterred by physical modifications which in-
crease the length of time it will take them to break in — the “intrusion
time” - for this is a period during which they are vulnerable to
detection. Researchers have investigated the adoption ol target-
hardening tactics with some care. for they generally involve some
financial outlay and presumably are reliably reported. A review of
many of these studies (DuBow, 1979} revenled that about 40% of
households report having made some purchase for home protection in
the recent past.

Simple target-hardening efforts, such as Iuckmg doors, are very
widespread. o a survey of Portland over 0% of those guecstioned
indicated that they always locked their doors at night (Maxfield,
1977). Biderman et al. (1967) found that in the mid 1960s 84% of
District of Columbia residents atways locked their doors. Maxfield’s
analysis of data for Portland revealed that residents there very often
(85%) locked their windows cvery night as well. Studies of the pur-
chase of speciai anticrime devices indicate that new door locks are the
most frequently chosen items. DuBow (1979) found that the propor-
tionof houscholds which report improving their door focks in “ the last
few years”™ ranged from a high of 40% in Detroit (Institute for Social
Research, 1975) to a low of 26% in Toroato (Courtis and Dusseyer,
1970). Maxfield (1977} found that in Portland, Kansas City, and Cin-
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In one sense these efforts involve two different strategies. Surveil-
lance tactics include both internal, self-sufficient household measures
(timers on lights) and attempts to encourage aggressive “protective
ncighboring” by others. However, they constitute a set of precautions
which are often undertakcn when people leave their homes unoc-
cupicd for a time. Thoy covary in sensible fashion because people
think of them as an increasingly extensive set of protective measures
surrounding that leave-taking. People are more likely to take simples
measures than to lake those which involve extensive effort.

. 'To assess the extent to which surveillance tactics are adopted,
respondents were asked:

Now, think of the last time you just went out at night. Did you leave
a light on while yon were gone?

And:

Now, think of the Inst time you went away from home for more than
s day or sc. Did you:

- motify the police 5o they could kecp a special watch?

— stop delivery of thingz like newgpapers or mail, or have some-
ont bring them in? _

- have a neighbor watch your hovse/apartment?

Note that respomsients were not asked about general practices, but
rather about their behavior the kst time they went ont. While this may
introduce some error in the measures (among those who usually do
these things, but did not then), it should i increase the validity of the
sesponses (their match with the referont bohavior) and control to
some extent the hkely tendency of people o give answers which they
feel they “should” in a crime prevention survey, ,

This “continuum™ view of surveillance measures fits these survey
data quite well. These four measures were taken with varying fre-
quency: 82% employed lights at night, 77% asked thcir ncighbors to
watch the house, 57% contacted merchants and the post office to stop
deliveriés, and 11% requested special police patrols. Generally, re-
spondents who reported taking the less frequent steps also took the
most common ones (that is, few stopped deliveries and did not leave
lights on). These items thus formed an acceptable Guitman Scale,
with a coeflicient of reproduceability (reflecting how many respon-
dents answered all of the questions consistently) of .92. Of the re-
spondents, 10% did not report taking any of these measures, and 6%
took all four; the largest group took three of them. We will use the
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cinnati, between 34% and 39% of households reported recently instal-
ling extra door locks.

This -survey as well probed the frequency with which vartous
tactics “that some people do to protect their homes from burglary™
were adopted. To gruge target-hardening efforts respondents were
asked, “ Do you have any bars or special locks on your windows?"
Overall, 45% of them indicated that they had. In some neighborhoods
window bars could be seen everywhery. One field worker reported
this conversation in the Mission district in San Francisco:

(Field Worker): 1s there a lot of crime?

(Person i): There is crime ovetywhere. There is no piace that is safe
anymore. You can't walk the strects.

{Person 2): Yeah, look at the bars on the windows. You never used to
see that. Now they are everywhere,

(Person 1): Yeah, bars on the windows, That télls you something about
what is going on, It's just not safe anymore [ Mission, September 1976],

Surveillance activitics also.are aimed at deterring burglary. These
tactics protect households in two ways. When it appears that some-
one is at home most potential burglars will not enter a building,
Watching over the household by being there is perhaps the most
effective burglary prevention strategy. 1n fact, one of the strongest
correlates of a household’s burglary rate is the number of hours during
the day when it is cmpty (Reppetto, 1974), This suggests to many
people that the appearance that someone is at home may be almost as
effective. Tactics such as leaving a radio on, stopping the delivery of
mail and ncwspapers, using clectric timers to turn lights on and off,
and so on, are very often.employed to reduce the risk of burglary
when people are away from home. Maxfield (1977) found that in
Portland 79% of households reported leaving on inside lights at night.

People also frequentty mobilize the assistance of others in this
enterprise. In this case their goal is to ensure that some intervention
takes place in the event of an attempted break in. One can enlist the
aid of others by asking neighbors to watch one’s house or by calling
the police to request a regular inspection while it stands empty. Some
related measures, like installing exterior floodlights, are designed to
make it easier for neighbors and passers-by to observe suspicious
persons. Surveys indicate that surveillance efforts of this type also are
very common. In Hartford over one-half of households reported
arranging with neighbors to watch their homes while they were away,
and 52% used outdoor lights to ward off burglars (Mangione and
Noble, 1975
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summary index to represent this class of anticrime ¢ffort m the
analysis which follows.

Unlike tactics to deter burgtary, Joss-redhiction measures involve
minimizing the potential loss that may accrue from property crime, if
it should occur. One can “lay off” potential losses from crime by
acquiring theft insurance, a strategy which may make it econonzically
rationat sot to invest further in equipment or in efforts to reduce the
risk of victimization. Property identification programs akso fall ftf this
domain, for they are billed as measures to increase the lkelihood thm
stolen property can be recovered. As a licutenant in the community
crime prevention division of the San Francisco police department put
# to a community meeting in the Mission:

In addition to a¥f these progranss we also have Operation B, What
this is is that we joan ot five of charge an electric marker. And with
that marker you put your driver’s license number on alf your valu-
ables. The key is to reduce the opportunity for the burglary 1o
happen. And if you are borglurized them at least You couki g1 the
property back. I you go down to the Hab of Justice you =ee sl the
time property that is not ciximed. . sowﬂhﬂpemmlbyou
have a better opponunitymmyoutvaluhles back [ Mission, June
1973;.

Many people report having hazard insurance which protects their
homes and property sgainst theft, in addition to other misfortunes. A
study im Detroit (Instifute For Social Research, 1975) and Conklin’s
(1975) research in two Boston-arca communities both indicated that
over 75% of respondents had some form of insurance which covered
losses due to thefl. However, fcw:r peopie have what they ‘i-peCIﬁ-
cally think of as “theft insurance.” Onty 10% of respondents in a
survey in the District of Columb;a reported that they had this kind of
protection (Clotfelter, 1977). Of mspondents in a Cincinnati survey,
28% said someone in the household had insurance against theft
(Maxficld, 1977). These vast differences doubiless refiect confusion
or Iack of knowledge of the thefi-coverage components of various
homeowner’s and renter’s insurance policies, which may be thoughi
of as “fire” insurance. Ironically, baving insurance may encourage
careless behavior by reducing the direct cost of theft. Becker and
Ebrlich (1972) have applied Kenneth Arrow's concept of “moral
hazard” to the possible effect of theft insurance in the direction of
increasing carclessness.

Property marking projects have been omganized in cities all over
the country. These programs encourage people to engrave identifica-
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tion numbers on their valuables and to display a special decal in 2
prominent place which announces their participation in the project.
The purpose of the program is twofold: to deter burglary by suggest-
ing to potential intruders that property stolen there will be more
difficult to “fence” or otherwise dispose of because of those mark-
ings. and to make it easier for police to identify and return stoten
goods when they are recovered. Surveys usually indicate that more
people mark their property than display the sticker, probably because
the latter can be acquired only from some organized program.
Schneider (1475) found that 27% of households in Portland had en-
graved their property and 12% reported displaying a decal announcing
that fact, Heller et al., (1975} examined the resuits of 100 Operation
Identification programs throughout the country and found that par-
ticipation ranged from 25% in the target areas of the most successful
programs, to as low as 10%.

This survey gauged the frequency of these loss-reduction
strategies with two questions:

Have you ever engraved your valvables with your name or some
sort of identification in case they are stolen?

And

Do You carry ah insurance policy which covers your household
goads against loss from theft or vandalism?

This wording of the “insurance™ question elicited a 63% *yes" re-
sponse, while 31% indicated that they had marked their property in
some fashion,

The frequency of all of these activities is summarized in Table 12.1
The city differences recorded in Table 12.1 are sometimes significant,
but they do not form a consistent pattern. San Franciscans are least
likely to have theft insurance and to leave their lights on when out
after dark, but they were most fikely to stop deliveries. Philadeip-
hians reported the least target-hardening but the most reliance on their
neighbors. There also were few striking or consistent pattems of
household protection in the study neighborhoods. In fact, of the 2i
neighborhood-level correlations describing the distribution across
neighborhoods of the measures summarized in Table 12.1, almost
one-haif were negative. As this suggests, responses to these items
could nat be combined to form a summary index of household pmtec-
tive behavior. There was a great deal of overlap among some of the
actions due simply to the great frequency with which they were
adopted. In all only 4% of our respondents reported that their house-
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hold did none of these things, and only 9% did all of them; most
reparted doing two or three. One subset of these activities, that com-
prising surveillance efforts, did provide a cohcrent description of
protective activity. It describes a repertoire of behaviors people per-
form when “going away,” which doubtless lent them this consistency.
An index based on these items, along with responses 1o the other
individual questions, will be employed to explore the antecedents of
protective bebavior.

Vulnerability, Crime Conditions, and Houschold Protection

If the adoption process for household protective measures paral-
leled that for personal precautions, all of these things would be done
more frequently by people who are concerned about crime, and who
are more vulnerable to victimization. Environmental cues and per-
ceptions that crime was a serious problem playcd a significant rode in
shaping habitual responses to the threat of personal crime, and those
who were physically and socially more vulnerable to crime were more
likely to act to reduce their risks as well.

Because we are examining actions for households rather than
individuals, this chapter employs a somewhat different set of indi-
cators of vulnerability. This investigation of protective measures will
again contrast the strategies adopted by Blacks and the poor with
their counterparts, but in addition it will explore the consequences of
two new aspects of household vulnerability — building size and home
ownership. Retiters and residents of larger buildings often exercise
littie control over their living arrangements. The ability to take exten-
sive target-hardening measures should in particular be largely re-
scrved to owners. Those living in larger buildings shoald find it more
difficult to organize effective surveillance relationships with their
neighbors or the police, for residents there exercise less control over
the coming and going of strangers, and .often may not know their
“close” neighbors. Certainly passers-by will be a less effective sur-
veillance force around large, anonymous buildings.

Data from this survey and the results of victimization surveys both
indicate that home ownership and building size affect the vulnerabil-
ity of households to crime. Our respondents were asked if they “nsu-
ally try to keep an eye on what is going on in the street in front of your
house, or do you usually pot notice?” Dwners and residents of
singte-family homes were much more likely to report vigilance. They
were asked if they have a neighbor watch their home when they go
away for more than a day, and renters and large-building dwellers
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TABLE 12.2  Vulnerability, Crime, and Househol Protection

Correlation with Household Protection Measures:

Vielmerabitity and Locks and Mark Fheft Surveillance
Ctime Conditions Bars Property  Inswrance Scale
Vielnerability
Black —_ — -.21 -1
Low income -8 -.18 -.35 22
Renter -.22 -2l -.82 -
Multi-unit building -4 -.1 -.53 —.17
Crime Conditions
Burglary a problem A2 — — Rird
Know local burglary vicom 18 —_— .2 .15
Was burglarized 4 — - 09

NOTE: Number of cascs ranges from 1285 to 1337, No entry indicates cormzlation (gammd) not
significant (p > .05).

SOURCE: Computed from citywide surveys.

more often said po. They also were asked if it was easy-to recognize
strangers in their arcas, and 69% of those in single-family homes. but
only 37% living in larger buildings, said it was.

Victimization surveys also point to the relative vulnerahility of
households in rental or large structures, in the figures they report for
rates of property crime which affect them. In the case of burglary, in
the [977 national survey renters reported 55% higher rates than own-
ers and those in larger buildings reported 35% higher rates than those
in single-family homes. Differences of an only slightly lower mag-
nitude were found between these groups for the incidence of house-
hold theft.

Table 12.2 summarizes the relationship bétween each indicator of
vulnerability and the adoption of household protective measures. The
results are quite striking. The correlations relating behavior to house-
hold vulnerability generally are moderate-to-strong, but they mostly
run in the wrong direction. Every one of the 14 significant correlations
(only 2 were not significant) reported at the top of Table 12.2is counter
to our operating hypothesis.

The strongest correlate of household protection was home owner-
ship. People who owned their own homes were more inclined to
install special locks. and bars, reflecting their ability to make such
physical modifications. However, they also were more likely to mark
their valuables with an identifying nuraber, and to take special precan-
tions when they were away from home. Theft insurance was more
common among home owners as well, Less than halfl of renters



16 COPING WITH CRIME

reported having theft insurance, while Y0% of home owners carried
such policies. This may be in part due to the requirement by mortgage
companies that borrowers insure their home, for these policies usu-
ally include theft coverage. The extremely high correlation (gammu =
+.82) between ownership and insurance probably is an attribute of
the home-ownership process, more than it is a reaction to crime.

Of all four measures, househald protection was more extensive
among those with higher incomes. About 26% of those in the lowest
income group reported engraving identifying numbers on their vaiu-
ables; compared to over 40% for those earning $20,000 per year or
more. Families with higher incomes were oaly slightly more likely to
report having special Jocks or bars on their windows. Theft insurance
WES more popular among upper-income city residents. Some of this
was due to their higher rate of home ownership, but even among
renters the cormelation (gamma) between income and having insur-
ance was +.31. Blacks and people who lived in Jarger buildings also
were less likely to take most of these meastrey. Newman (1972),
Jacobs (1961), and others have expiored the difficultics involved in
encouraging a sense of responsibility for the immediate environment
among residents of large buitdings. [f residents of single-family homes
are more easily integrated intotheir neighborhoods, we would expect
them t0 be more involved in those cooperative enterprises. While
residents of largs buildings were expected to make less use of surveil-
jance strategies, the consistently negative correlations reported in
Table 12.2 indicate that the dominant theme describing the state of
affairs in these three ¢ities is that vulverability and household protec-
tion are inversely related.

Most of these findings are at odds with our expectations with
regard 1o the relationship between vuinerability and household pro-
tection. fn some ¢ases this may be due to the role of resources in the
ability of families to adopt these tactics. In Portland. protective
devices were purchased more ofien by upper-income home owners
than by lowerincome renters. Furstenberg {1972} reported simifar
findings in Baltimore. He suggested that this is because the well-io-do
have more money to invest in locks, bars, and valuable property, and
they are more able to purchase insurance. The differences between
the rich and the poor in this regard thus may be due nut to motive, but
to ability to pay. Higher-income, home-owning families seemingly
have the wherewithal, knowledge, and ability 1o control their own
lifespace necessary to take advantage of devices, programs,
neighbars, public resources, and insurance programs which insulate
them from burglary and its consequences, The multivanate analysis
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presented demonstrates how economic factors dominate almaest all
other determinants of protective activity, and how some slight but still
positive crime-related correlates of household protection all but van-
ish, '

The distribution of these protective measures across the ten study
neighborhoods tells the same story. With the exception of the fre-
quency with which locks and bars were instatled {which wili be
examined below), all of the significant. neighborhood-level correla-
tions described negative vulnerability-action relationships. For
example, the correlation between the proportion of those in an area
living in apartment buildings and the frequency of surveillance ef-
forts there was — .56, in places where more households were vulnera-
ble to property crime, fewer did anything about it.

‘Fable 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 or not the respondent knew a local
burglary victim, and whether or not the houschold 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 houschold protection, the
installation of special locks and window bars. Locks and bars alse
were the only protective measures which were strongly and positively
related to the incidence of crime problems and burglary victimizatior
at the neighborhoed level, This form of target«hardening was mosi
frequently employed in Woodlawn (61% of households) and Jeast
often in the neighborhoods of Philadelphia (43% in each of them).
There was a weaker tendency for people in move burglary-plagued
communities to repori taking surveillance measures when they were
away from home, Otherwise, neighborhoot-levet correlations and
the figures in Table 12,2 are most impressive in their documentation of
the limited relationship between neighborhood conditions, as experi-
enced by our respondents, and their propensity to take measures 1o
protect their homes,

The most substantial relationships among this set are those be-
tween reports of behavior and knowledge of local burglary victims.
Such indirect experience with crime was quite comnon in our three
cities, more common.even than the perception that burglary was a
“pig provlem” in.the community, What is surprising in Tablke 12.2 is
that this facior outshines even personal direct experience with-
burgiary. Table 12.2 shows only wesak relationships between reports of
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being victimized in the last two years and protective behavior, Afout
7% more victims than nonvictims reported having special protective
devices on their windows, and taking certain steps to provide for the
protection of their homes while absent was slightly morc common
among those who had been victimized. Victims of burglary wene
slightly less likely than others to have theft insurance.

It is somewhat surprising that there is not a stronger relationship
between past victimization and these types of property protection.
Part of the problem may be the quality of the measure of viclimiza-
tion. This survey was not designed to measure victimization with the
same precision as those which were undertaken by the Census
Bureau. It does not distinguish among types of burglaries or identify
attempted rather than successfui crime. Respondents answering
affirmatively to-inquirics about someone rying to break into their
homes may be recalling burglades which were foiled by existing
security measures. The survey doubtless picked up cases where
burglars broke into a garage and made off with property which would
not nomally be protected by the measures shown in Table 12.2.
Finally, the burglary victimization question asked about a two-year
reference period, and thus included events from the past which may
not be well-recalled by respondents. They also may refer to burglaries
of previous residences.

Neighborhood lntegratiqn and HousehoM I'rotection

There was one additional cluster of factors which facilitated
househoid protective activity inthese three cities: the extent to which
a persott was linked to his or her neighborbood and its social net-
warks. On inost measures of household protection those who were
more heavily integrated into the local social stream and those who
were committed, long-term residents of the area were more involved
in anticrime aclivity.

The effect of this integration can best be seen in neighborhood-
level data. Figure 12.1 depicts the relationship between measures of
social ties in the community and surveillance activity scores, aver-
aged for each of the ten target neighborhoods. In places where people
knew more ncightorheoed youths, thought it easy to recognize
strangers, and felt a part of their communities, they were more likely
to scorc foward the bigher reaches of our surveillance scale. The
correlation between the two measures was +.63. The graph is an-
chored at the bottom by San Francisco’s Mission district, an ex-
tremely heterogeneous transitional area on the very edge of the
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Figure 12.1 Neighborhood Integration and Surveiilance
SOURCE: Computed front ten neighborhood sutveys,

downtown, made up of large apariment buildings. People in the
Mission understood their coflective piight. At a block club meeting

there our field observer noted the following conversation:

(Person 1); If we all got together then we could make a difference.

(Person 2); Yes, and that™s the rcason that we have so many problems.
We allow ourselves to be bullied around. Crime has been here since
Year One. And we allow ourselves to be tuken adventage of. That is the
reason why there is so much crime. They know that we are not going to
get involved. They know that if we see someone walking into our
neighbor's garage we will close our shade and say to oursetves, “that is

not my business” [Mission, April 1977].

On the other cxtreme hes South Philadelphia, a stable white ¢thnic
community, a similar area in Chicago (Back-of-the-Yards), and our
two most middle-ciass Black neighborhoods, Logan and West

Philadelphia.
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The individual-level relationships between those facrors are less
dramatic, Both social and residential ties were strongly related o the
distribution of insurance covering theft or vandalism, with gamma
coefficients of .36 and .39, respectively, They were moderately corre-
lated with individual scores on our surveilance scule. People report-
ing stronger social tics were more likely to have participated in prop-
erty murking campaigns. Stronger residential ties were linked to
property marking and target-hardening.

How neighborhood ties facilitate surveillance activities in particu-
lar is of comnsiderable theoretical and policy interest. Surveillance
strategies mostly depend upoen the cooperation of neighbors and
bystanders. It may require some acguaintance and the development
of trust before mutual assistance pacts can be worked out between
neighbors. Surveillance efforts depend to some degree upon the
willingness of neighbors and bystanders ta intervene in suspicious
situations. Suspiciousness itself depends upen the extent of mutnal
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 positions in the web of local kinship also has important
implications for social contrel, A woman in the Mission noted to one
of our field interviewers:

1 ¥new all the kids who steal around hére. , . . For instunce, they
robbed some things from the man next door. T know they did it. And
1am going to tell them to give it ali back. They shoulda’t have done
ft. He is a nice oid man ang doesr’t hunt anybody. So there was ne
reason for doing it [Mission, June 1977,

Finafly, neighborhood integrafion has importani conseqguences o
the effectiveness of programs and the mplementation of crime pre-
vention activities like Operation ldentification. Not surprisingly, the
gxtent to which our respondents were integrated into their com-
munities proved to be.tenaciously linked to surveillance efforts and
participation in property marking programs when we evalaated th=
jomt predictive power of our indicators,

Summary
Thus far this analysis has turned up several quite uncxpected
findings with regard to the relationship beiween the extent of house-

hold protective mieasures and indicators of vilnerability to crime and
the extent of neighborhood crime preblems. The facilitative role of
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neighborhood integration, on the other hand, iz clear and consistent
with past research.

As previous chapters have indicated, all of these factars are re-
lated to one another as well as to these reports of protective behavior.
This complicated any simple interpretation of many of these bivariate
correlations. Crime problems tend to be lower for groups (and
neighborhoods) where residential and social ties are strong; burglary
problems ure widespread, striking across all income groups; those
whao own their own homes tend to report many other ties to their
comsunities as well.

In order to untangle these effects, we tumed to regression analysis
to evaluate the independent linear effects of each of the clusters of
variables considered here. As in previous chapters, this analysis was
conducted using summary indicators for each conceptual cluster.
Additive scales were created which combined individual measures.
In each case the indicators were scored so that they “went together”
in cumulative fashion and took equal weight in the summary scales. A
comparison of the effects of the aggregated and disaggregated indi-
cators suggested that we did this at little cost to the explanatory power
of the data, and that it does not lead us astray in any substaitive
fashion.

Table 12.3 docurnents the resuits of those analyses for each of the
protective measures being evaluated here, These figures support the
conclusinns suggested by the tabulations presented above. In every
case, more vulnerable households did less than most in response to
the threat of crime. Table 12.3 reports the effects of two measures of
vulnerability: nousehold vulnerability (size and ownership) and
household status (race and income). Even controlling for ather fac-
tors, owners, whites, higher-income famihies, and those who lived in
single-family homes did the mostto protect themselves from propeity
crime. The most consistently significant effects summarized in 'Table
12.3 arc thosc of integration. Qnly our measurc of social. tics is
employed here. for residential integration was t00 closely allied with
home ownership. In every case, persons who were closely tied to the
local social system were more likely to do things.to protect their
homes. Nieghborhood ties were strongly related to surveillance ef-
forts, and were the best (and only significant) predictor of property
marking. Property marking generally i a programmatic activity en-
couraged by group meetings and door-to-door visits, and imay even
involve neighbars getting together to engrave numbers on their valu-
ables. The weakest and most inconsistent effects here are those
attributable to. crime conditions, a measure combining ratings of
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home and property are a tunction of onc ’s economic tnvesiment i the
community and depth of social involvement there. Whatever the
payoffs of those efforts, they were reaped by the relatively well-to-do
and the less vulnerable.



Chapter 13

COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT

Introduction

untit now we have only exammed actions which individnals and
households take to reduce their own chances of being victimized. The
“precautionary strategies we reviewed limited personal risk by putting
distance between people and neighborhood toughs. The survéillance
and target-hardening meastires that respondents to these surveys
reported adepting to deter burglars probably would have benefited
only themselves. In either case, potential offenders presumabty still
would have been at large, foraging for other and less wary targets.

As aresult, it is useful to think of those as protective as opposed to
preventive actions. The issue is not one of the motives of the parties
involved, but of the generality of the consequences attendant to their
actions. Preventive efforts ideally would have the effect of stopping
crime from occurring, or of incapacitating offenders who otherwise
would carrv on their predations somewhere else. They serve to re-
duce the overall crime rate. Protective efforts. on the other hand,
benefit only those who adopt them. They reduce (perhaps) their
chances of victimization, but may simply displace offenses to other
locations (see Schaeider and Schneider, 1977).

While not alf actions taken by individuals have only protective
consequences, the principal mechanism for preventive activity is
group action. He they formal or informal, highly organized or spon-
taneous and amorphous, groups can mount efforts which have general
as opposed to particularistic consequences for a community. Many of
these involve surveillance activities, Including citizen patrols and
block watch programs. Other group efforts are designed to facilitate
crime reporting and increase the chances that offenders will be ap-
prehended, including Whistlestop and property marking efforts
Perhaps more “fundamental” to the reduction of crime are program:

22



i COFING WITH CRIME

ailmed at properly sogializing youths and ¢channeling their enctgies
into productive (or at lcast harmless) activities.

This chapter examines patterns of participation in organizations
which do something about crime. Our interest in these activities is
that they are done by or through groups, rather than by individuals or
families. Some group-based programs have protective outcomes fYor
individual participants, of course. Neighborhood organizations often
promote property marking, an effort.billed as effective at raducing
victimization through the deterrent effects of displaying a sign indicat-
ing that one’s valuables have been branded. As part of the Citizen
Safety Project in San Francisco, block clubs were formed as a vehicle
for spreading the gospet about sleps.individuals could take to protect
themselves and their propenty (Siltert. ¢t al., 1978). However, by
taking a spatial focus for these organizing efforts, and by channeling
their energy into reducing the chances of others being victimized,
these were preventive efforts on the part of organizational partici-
pants, even if — for their clients -— taking these actions had only
indivitual benefits,

This analysis follows lines of eardier research and the general
operating mudel sketched in the first chapter. Thus it dwells on the
affects of victimization, personal vulnerability, community condi-
tions, neighborhood integration, and fear of crime. However, there
are reasons to suspect that general personal and environmental

“pressurcs” will not go very far toward umierstandmg participationin
collective efforts to battke crime. First, those pressufcs are likely to be
contradictory. Chapter 6 dncumems that nalghbmtmds where rest.
dents share strong residential and social fies enjoy lower levels of
crime and disonder, although one would expect each of those factors
w be positively refated to participation i in anticrime efforts. Second,
sevem Crime pmblems may engender susmcmn, distrust, detach-
ment, and even mutual fear among community mentbers, factors that
do not seem propitious for orgAnizing. thein for collective efforts,
Finally, an analysis of participation in organizations that have taken
it CTimeG as an ageada item eaters the world of organizational as well
as individual decision making.

~ 1n the field interviews conducted in target neighborhoods in these
three cities we found that few organizations were exclusively con-
cerned 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 on¢ kind or
another, and encouraged involvement among their members on this
issue. Because “people join groups,” while “groups take on crime,”
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involvement of the sort we will be cxamining here reficcts in large
degree “joiring"” 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 Podoiefsky (1979: 1) offer a useful definition of collec-
tive responses to crime:

A collective response to crime is an activity i which unrelated
individuals act jointly 10 “do something about ¢rime.” The coflgc-
tive quality of the response may invalve 4 lnrge or small number of
peopic, vy be highly oenizzd or spomiantuus and imformal,
Some “coltective™ reaponses can only be accomplished in coopera-
tion with others such as neighborhood surveillance programs, while
athers involve activities that individuals could also undertake on
their own, such as engraving property.

This definition focuses vpon the coliective (multiperson) aspect of
activity rather than upon: what peopic in particular do, recognizing the
complexity of categorizing activities by somc standand regarding
whether or not they “could be done” alone as well as in groups. inour
surveys it was apparent that what groups did about crime was ex-
tremely varied. Some attempted to facilitate property marking, others
patrotted their communities watching for infractions, pursued hous-
ing programs, and provided recreation, instruction, or employment
for local children. Residents qmzzed in our surveys reported that a
large majority of the groups active in the neighbarhoods of these three
cities sponsored some acuvuy of pmgrmn aimed at reducing cnme

In onder to assess participation in these onganizations we ques-
tioned survey respondents abomnt their involvement in local civic life.
They were asked first if they knew of any community groups or
organizations in their ncighborhoods (44% did). Then they were asked
if they ever were involved in any of them (47% of that number had
‘been), and, if they had been, we recorded the name of the group, They
were asked for these details for up to three groups. Abunt three-
quarters of those who mentioned any group named only one group.
For each named group they were then asked if it bad “ever tried to do
anything about crime™ in the neighborhood. if any of them hag, that
respondent was classified as “involved in a neighborhood anticrime
group”;inall, 13.5% fell into that category. This is substantially higher
than fevels of participation uncovered in a statewide survey in Mary-
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land, which revezled that 3% of respondents had joined in a group to
help cope with the crime problem in their neighborhoods { Nehnevajsa
and Karelitz, 1977). On the other hend, O"Neil's {1977) survey in
Chicago revealed a figure quite comparable to ours; about 35% of his
respondents reported being involved in a neighborhood group, and
I7% were involved in groups that were doing something about crime.
Residents of our three cities were moderately differentiated by this
measure, Chicagoans scored the highest, with 17% registering some
involvement in groups mounting anticrime efforts. Philadelphians
were next at 12%, and San Franciscans were at the bottom with 11%,
Chicago’s long tradition of community organization around issues of
every type was reaffirmed here,

There are scveral substantive implications of the procedure we
followed which should be noted. First, “involvement” {not “mem-
bership™) was defined by the respondent, and doubtless varied in type:
and intensity. Second, an “organization” was a group with a name; its
name affirmed its formal status, Third, residents were asked only
about neighborhood organizations. not national or citywide bodics.
Their responses thus deubtless underestimate frequency of overall
organizational involvement by our respondents. However, in this
case neighborhood-based rctivity may- be by far the most significant
form of group action. There has been some programmatic agtivity
dealing with the reduction of crime and fear in commercial and indus-
trinl sites, central business districts, and work places. Action pro-
grams have been combined with a considerable amount of research on
the problems of crime and fear in schools and in eldérly and public-
assistanice group housing. But implicit in most of the programs, re-
search, and theory on victimization and fear is that residential
neighborhoods are the principal arenas in which the battle against
crime must be fought and won. Most people spend a great deal of time
in their neighborhoods, and events in those areas threaten them-
selves, their families, and their friends. Crime also threatens one's
economic stake in the community, and one's hopes for its future, in
cities plagued by disinvestment, decay, and the flight of those who are
able to the suburbs, the silm of these threats can be disaster. Much of
the blame for the abandonment of central cities has been laid at the
door of criminal disorder, Fear of crime and the inability of citizens to
do anything about the problem are numbered among the causes of
both more crime and more decay.

On the other side, most ideas about the causes of crime also imply
neighberhood-based action. Blocked gconomic opportunity, the de-
cline of informal mechanisms of social control, the development of
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disaffected subcultures, and other explanations for the persistence of
crime 2!l contain important territorial features. Also, most official
data on crime are coliected to represent territotia} units, and this
shapes both the ideas about the genesis of disorder and how we can
map our progress in dealing with it.

In the remainder of this chapter we will use this measure of
neighborhood civic involvement to probe patterns of collective activ-
ity against crime.

Neighborhcod Conditions, Fear of Crime, and Participation

It would be easy to assume that participation in collective efforts
to combat crime is higher for persons who perceive crime to be a
major local problem; or for whom local trends seem ta be in the
direction of neighborhood deterioration. Surprisingly, evidence con-
cerning this is inconclusive. Kim (1976) found that, in Hartford,
people who were worried about property crime were somewhat more
likely to ask their neighbors to watch their homes when they were
away, and that fears and assessments of many kinds of crime risks
werg related (o attendance at crime pmventmn meetings thore. Yaden
(1973) noted that 23% of the respondents in a Portland survey who

-perceived high risk of being robbed also reported getting together with
their nelghbors about crime, while the comparable figure for those
perceiving low risk was only 9%. In the survey of the Chicago met-
ropolitan area that has been used in previous chapters, Lavrakas and
Herz (1979) found that attendence at crime-prevention meetings was
positively related to perceptions of significant crime and disorder
problems in the area, and to higher leveis of perceived risk of personal
victimization. However, in an analysis of survey data on participation
in neighborhood anticyime programs in Chicago, Baumerand DuBaw
(1977) found no differences between participants and nonparticipants
on a host of measures of perceptions of ¢rime problems. Maxfield
(1977) uncovered no differences between attenders and nonattenders
of anticrime meetings in Portland and Cincinmati in terms of their
assessments of neighborhood safety.

"The relationship between neighborhood conditions, fear, and col-
lective involvement appears to be compiex. There are fundamentally
condticting theoretical positions regarding the impact of erime upor
the ability of neighborhoods to support coilective efforts onthe issue.
One view, that of Durkeim, is that communities faced with crime
problems should spawn collective action as & response to that stress,
From this perspective crime deflnes for the communmity the limits of
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acceptable social behavior. When people step outside of those limits
they clearly are beyond the pale. Crime helps clarify for the commu-
nity what its central norms are; when those aorms are violated it acts
to do something about the problem, and by intervening and identify-
ing transgressors community solidarity arbumdt legitimate norms is
enhanced. For “polite” society, the assessment that crime is 4 prob-
lem serves as a positive inducement for action. Intervention, involv-
ing varying levels of formal activity, restores the social balance. This
view of collective participation seems to be the “official” one, Ina
solicitation for proposals 1o receive grants to vrganize neighbortivods
around the ¢rime issue, the Law Enforcement Assistance Adminis-
tration (1977: 5-8) noted:

Fear of crime can motivate citizens 1o interact with each other and
cngage in anticrime ¢fforts.

However, it is just as likely that fear and crime problems are
divisive forces, desiroying the capacity of communities to mount
collective efforts around almost any lo¢al problem. This is the more
“modetn” view of community disorganization (Lewis, 1979; Conklin,
1975). From this parepective 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, rather than relying upon their relatively
unknown neighbors. Crime in their midst undermines people’s confi-
dence that there are locally shared norms. When they withdraw from
public life, distance themselves from other community members, and
e faith ju the moral cousensus, public places falf under coneuad of
potential predators. In.this view, crime begets crimpe, following a
vicious spiral, and fear is incapacitating.

Itisalsonotcertain thet being personally involvedin crime should
stimulate victims in collective activities relevant to their expericnces.
Crime has atomizing cffects uspon individuals and houscholds. The
direct consequences of victimization are felt by individuals, not the
collectivity. There may be a tendency by victims to withdraw from
public life and to become suspicious and- distrustful of others as a
result of their experiences (Lefeune and Alex, i973). There is specu-
lation that other people may shun victims, sensing their “spoiled.
identities and wishing to disassociate themselves from suffering.
Psychologists have uncovered a related phettomenon that they call
“blaming the victim.” As a result, crime may undermine community
colesion and weaken its surveillance and intervention capacity, creat-
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ing-the conditions for even higher rates of viclimization in the fiture
(Conklin, 1975; Mclntyre, 1967),

There thus are substantial reasons ta expect that victimization and
assessments of local conditions cither stimulate or depress levels of
involvement in neighborhood activities, and it is uncervtain which
tendency predominates. The issue is further confused by the probabile
reciprocal effects of participation on these “causal” variables. While
fear and local conditions may or may not drive people to action, that
action also may have consequences for their fears and perceptions.
Again, one's expectations with regard to these effects are contradic-
tory as well. On the one hand, jeining with others to take action with
regard to community problems may enhance citizens' morale and
their sense of efficacy with regard to those problems, but, on the other
hand, they may learn enough from that effort to conclude that those
problems are more intractable thap they previously suspected.

There is suggestive evidence that participation in organizations
may promote a sense of efficacy with regard to crime on the part of
participants, a positive effect. However, thﬂ effect may also reflect
the fact that participation is attractive only td those who sliready think
that they can “make a difference,” a selection: artnfact Meeunxs may
be devoted to presentations about new crime-prevention programs,
strategy sessions by project organizers, handbill preparation, and/or
cnvelope stuffing. The sheer sense of activity atmed at the problem
may enhauce the fecling by paticipants that something can be done
about crime. Cohn et al. (1978) found that people who were involved
in commumty organizations feit more control over crime and reported
less fear of crime than did nonparticipants. They also discovered that
women who took a seif-defense training course gained a greater sense
of control over events and reported Iess fear of crime as a result. This
three-city survey found that participants in organizations doing some-
thing conceming crime were meore likely 10 believe that groups can
make a difference in reducing crime and that the police can reduce
crime (the correlation was +.23). Organizational activists generally
feel more efficacious about the topic. although the direction of causa-
tion remains uncertain,

On the other hand, observations of those meetings suggesy
things that happen at them may promote fear and enhance perceptions
of crime and disorder. One of the most common features of anticrime
meetings is that people spend a great deat of time relating tales ahout
victimization experiences. People report crime. stories to others in
attendance in order to iffustrate the threat of crime in their midst, and
the necessity for taking some action. Qur ficld ubservations illustrate
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this process. A meeting of neighborhood safety councils with a local
block club organized by the Citizens Safety Project in San Frnacisco
was cancelled because of a burglary ai the meeting site. People
arriving to attend that meeting learned firsthand about the crime
problem in their neighborhood. A typical incident was related at
annther bock club meeting there:

(Persor 1): Two times I got ripped off! The police said they were 95%
sure of who did it but they couldn’t do anything about it. 1 was &t work
when they came in.

(Person 2): The same sort of thing huppened to me but [ was home and
the guy across the street saw what wasg happening. If the n¢ighbors
know each other then they can help each other [Mission, January. 19,
1977).

The recounting of crime stories is a regular feature of community
organization meetings, and may have the effect of enhancing the fears
of those in attendance. In the Chicago metropolitan area, people who
report involvement in collective crime-prevention efforts are much
more likely to know people who have been victimized by street ctimes
in their neighborhoods (Lavrakas and Herz, 1979). In this area the
currelation (gamma) between participation and knowing a local crime
victim was +.40, Almost 75% of those active in a group that was doing
so_mcthjng about neighborhood crime also knew a local victim.

~ Based on this three-city data, the relation between perceptions of
neighborhood problems or experience with crime and participation in
groups attempting to do something about the issue is not very strong.
The correlation (gamma) between the extent of crime and social-order
problems and reports of such involvement was in the +.10 to +.12
range, The strongest crime-related determinanit of organizational! par
ticipation was victimization: Among those who reported that their
households had been broken into within the past two years, 19% were
involved with groups, while only 12% of those who did not report
being burglarized pammpaxed in crime-related orgasizations. Thesc
correiations are presented in Table 13.1:

Fear of critne also was moderately refated to participation in local
groups, but in the opposite direction. Of those in the *'safe” tategory,
15% reported such involvement, and only 10% in the “unsafe” group.
Thus, participation was lower among those who felt unsafe in their
neighborhoods,

These contradictory findings do not clearly support one or another
of the arguments about the consequences of crime. Participation is
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TABLE 13.1 Fear, Neignoorhood Crime, and Participation

p———e

Correlation ( Gamma)

Measures of Fear With Crime Organization

and Conditions : Involvement (N}
Fear of crime — 15 {1322
Magjor crime problems .10 (1341)
Social-order problems A2 (1348)
Burglary victim .25 (135143
Neighborhood getting worse ~.14 (1198}

MOTE: All correlations significant (p < .63 or better).
SQURCE: Computed from combried citywide surveys,

higher among persons who believe their neighborhoods to be troublec
and who have been victimized, which follows Durkhein's analysis.
On the other hand, participation is lowest among those that might be
classified as (relatively) “incapacitated® by fear or driven from com-
munity life by ¢oncern about their safety, which follows Conklin.
Chapter 7 reported that fear is positively related to assessments of
neighborhood crime probiems, which compotnds the inconsistency
of these findings. Below are noted several more important con-
founded relationships, all of which point to the importance of a
multivariate analysis of the data, A multiple regression analysis (not
shown) of the fear and crime conditions indicators presented in Table
13.1 indicates that only fear and perceived neighborhood trends were
independently related to organizational involvement. Those who
were less fearful and who thought that conditions in their locale were
getting befter were more likely to report being involved in a group that
was doing something concerning crime, while measures of crime-
related conditions were otherwise unrelated to participation,

Integration and Participation

One of the most consistent research findings with respect 1o par-
ticipation in collective activities is that those with firmfy entrenched
stakes in & community are most likely to be involved in a variety of
local group activities, including those goncerned with crime {Em-
mons, 1979; Wilson and Schneider, 1978; Abt Associates, 1977 Gov-
ernor’s Commission on Crime Prevention and Crime Control, 1976;
Washnis, [976). Some of those linkages are concrete and economic,
ard involve home ownership and other economic investments,
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Others are related to the pasition of persons in the life cycle, including
whether or not they have children enrolled in local schools (DuBow
and Podolefsky, 1979). Long-term residents and those with strong
social ties to others in the vicinity also are more likely to be par-
ticipators. These factors tend to be related to the development of
what PuBow and Podolefsky dubbed “sentimental attachments” toa
cemmunity, which also stimulate participation in local affairs.

Further, by bringing together neighbors, local group activities
may foster the further development of some of these ties. Thus, even
if these activities do not have much direct impact on crime, they may
faster morale and increase community cohesion. This is important,
for there is considerable evidence that social isolation contributes to
fear of crime. In a multivariate analysis of LEAA’s city surveys.
Antunes et al. (forthcoming) found that living alone was an extremely
strong predictor of lcvels of fear of crime. Collective efforts may help
isolated individuals and families rejoin the community, and thus con-
tribute to a reduction in fear. In general, fear of attack in public places
is facilitated by a sense that “no one is watching,” and that no one will
intervene in a risky sithation (Mclntyre, 1967). By holding mectings
and encouraging the devejopment of door-to-door contagts, groups
may enhance a sense of informal support among an area's residents,
further reducing fear.. Schncider and Schaeider (1977) investigated
what they called “protective neighboring,” or the willingness of peo-
ple {in response ta hypothetical questions) to watch one another's
houses and to intervene if they observed suspicious circumstances.
This tvrned vut to be moEst strongly related to home ownership and
length of residence in the community, two aspects of what they called
“stake in the community.” Baumer and Hunter (1979) found that in
Hartford the ability t0 recognize strangers in the neighborhood was
important in alleviating fear of crime.

. Most of these dimensions of community solidarity and economic
attachmient are captured in our measures of integration. Chapter 9
reporied how the strength of social and residentinl ties shaped pat-
terns of conversation concerning crime in these three cities, and how
they served to ameliorate fear. In this case, both social and residential
(ies were positively and substantially related to greater involvement
in crime-focused groups. The correlation (gamma) between this
measure of social ties and participation was +.43; while for the
residential ticy measure it was +.28 (both arc statistically significant).
In addition, the correlation between reports of participation and
whether or not adult respondents had chikdren living at home was

+.23. Hcrwe.ver. in a multiple regression analysis (ot shown) only the
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two integration measures continued to be significantly related to
grouy involveraent when the three measures were employed jointly.
Those effects were linear, without any significant statistical interac-
tion.

Like our analysis of houschold protective measures, the findings
reported here point to the importance of "investment” in the commu-
nity (i the largest sense) as a determinant of individual action. This
runs counter, of course, to the presumed relation between participa-
tion and the extent of crime problems. Individuals who belicved that
their neighborhoods were troubled were' (weakly) more likely to re-
port being involved in a crime-focused group. However, Chapter 6
described how integration and crime problems divided these ten
target neighborhioods into two distinct groups, one high on integration
and low on perceived crime and the other at the opposite pole. Here
community integration and neighborhood crime problems seem to be
working to some extent in tandem to stimulate greater organizational
involvement. It appears that, as with tatk about crime, there may be
more than one path to higher levels of organizatiopal involvement.
The differences in the strengths of the individual-level correlations
suggests that perceptions of troubled conditions should work only at
the margins, however, after one controls for differences in the
strength of residentiat and social ties to community life.

Vulnerability and Participation

Finally, patterns of participation in collective anticrime activities
should reflect the general distribution of local civic activity. Involve-
ment in these groups does not seem to be a particularly unique effort.
Because pecpie join organizations, while it is the organizations which
decide to “do something about crime,” a profile of general factors
which lead people to become involved in commimity groups should
also describe those who are linked to those anticrime efforts.

The irony of this is that patterns of participation in informal
organizations are not always congruent with the factors that we have
identified as leading to fear of crime, increased vilnerability to crime,
or higher rates of victimization. For éxample, participation in
neighborhood activities generally is higher among home owners and
those with higher incomes, who also tend to enioy lower rates of
victimization and lower levels of fear of crime. On the other hand,
most research indicates that, with controls for social class, Blacks
should report higher tevels of participation in neighborhood activities
than do whites. Those who are long-term residents of the commiunity
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generally are more active in tocal affairs, while levels of civic partici-
pation (but not interest in those affairs) drop off among the elderly.
The reiationship between sex and group participation is mixed, but
women show a substantial edge among more local, school, and
church-oriented bodies.

Measures of social vulnerability produced mixed findings, for
Blacks but not lower-income people were significantly more likely
than others to report being involved in-crime groups. On the other
hand, older respondents were more likely to report such participation.
Close inspection of the data reveals that this relationship is slightly
curvilinear, however. Participation peaked in the 50 to 59 age group,
and dropped 4 percentage points among those 60 and older, Levels of
involvement among the elderly still were higher thaa among persons
in younger categories, however. There were no significant sex ditfer-
ences in participation. A multivariate analysis of these indicators (not
shown} demonstrates that except for sex they all had almost the same
significant impact on participation; the multivariate standardized re-
gression coefficients were all in the .07 to .10 range. There were no
significant interactions among them,

While at odds with our simple “vulnerability” model of who
participates, these findings are quite in accord with research on gen-
eral social participation. Because only central-city residents were
interviewed, we have in effect controlled for a great deal of variation
in the social classes of our whitc respondents, yeilding a sample in
which Biack participation rates should be higher (Verba and Nie,
1972). A host of studics indicate that participation in anticrime activ-
ity in particular aiso is more cormmon among Blacks (Schneider, 1975;
Nehnevajsa and Karelitz, 1977; Marx and Archer, 1972; Washmis,
1976). Among our ien target neighborhoods, interestingly, three of the
four most participative localities were Black communities: Logan and
West Philadeiphia, and Woodlawn, Other research points to higher
levels of participation by upper-income persons (Wiison and
Schneider, 1978; Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and
Crime Control, 1976). Studies of political activity alse register a
fall-off in participation among the clderly.

The hypathesis that a general “participation” model rather thana
crime-specific model is most usefu] for undersianding this form of
organizational involvement can also be tested by comparing our
respondents Who were invoived 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 2 host of demographic,
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TABLE 13.2 Summary Analysis of Participation

Indicatar Beta : (Stgnificance)
Fear of crime ~.03 (.32-ns)
Neighborhood trends — worse -.04 {.16-115)
Neighborhood Linkages
Residentiat ties 08 (.02)
Social ties 17 (.01+)
Fcrwnn! Altributes .
Black .08 {.0)
Income A3 (.01+)
Age .08 02}

R = 47

N = 1106

SOURCE: Computed from combined citywide surveys.

behavioral, and attitudinal measures. They found no significant,
meaningful differences between those reporting that they were in-
volved in crime groups and those linked to other groups, although
both kinds of participators were different from nonparticipators on a
number of dimensions. This again underscored the importance of
understanding how it is that groups decide to add crime to their
agendas. People chose to participate or not to participats in neighbor-
hood affairs, while leaders of organizations are responsible for guiding
those groups in the direction of crime prevention.

Summary

Thus far, this chapter has documented a number of contradictory
and sometimes unexpected relationships among the correlates of
participation in anticrime organizations. Neighborhood integration
and pessimistic assessments of local crime conditions were both
positively reiated to participation, although they generaily are nega-
tively related to one another; perceptions of crime problems were
positively telated to participation but fear was negatively related 10
the same measure; high-income and Bluck respondents both claimed
higher rates of invelvement. 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 cach of these clusters of
factors, we entered them all in a mitivariate atialysis of participation
The results are presented in Table 13.2,
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This analysis points 1o the central impartance of two factors:
sacial limkages with the community, and-general patterns of participa-
tion. Controlling for ail other variables, Blacks, high-income persons,
mature adults, and peaple who enjoyed wide contacts in the commu-
nity were more likely to participate. Participation was unrelated to
fear of crime and perceptions of bad neighborhood trends when those
factors were taken into account. Their otherwise negative relation-
ship to participation seems spurious, due largely to their relationship
to integration. Controfling for social class and other factors clarified
the high rates of participation evidenced by Black residents of these
citics. Nat surprisingly, participation and local social ties were
strongly intertwined, for the rclationship batween them is doubtless
reciprocal.

The overall predictive power of the analysis presented in Table
13.2 is quite low. This is preordained by the dichotomous nature of the
dependent variable and its exiremely skewed distribution, In these
cities involvement in crime-focused groups is in some ways a “rare
event,” similar in frequency to some forms of victimization. In the
simple bivariate analyses we employed a distribution-free measure of
correlation, gamma, which.is unaffected by the fact that only 13.5%
of cur respondents were in the *involved” category. However, this
multivariate analysis retains parametric assumptions, including nor-
mality, and is severcly strained by the data. The results sre generally
consistent with the strength of the simple correlations, and can be
observed in complex cross-tabulations as well.

These findings are generally consistent with those concerning
patterns of participation across our ten study neighborhoods. Like
the individual-level analysis. the factors that have been considered
here are only weakly cormelated with levels of participation ar the
reighborbood level. The patterns that are clear, howeves, also mdi-
cate the importance of integration, race, and class as determinants of
collective activity concerning crime.

The maost consistent correlates of levels of participation in crime-
focused groups across these neighborhoods are our aggregated meas-
urcs of neighborhood socisl and residential ties. Involvement in-
creases with the extent of integration, albeit in quite scattered fash-
ion. Figure 13.1 depicts this relationship, using our indicator of the
strength of residential ties. Neighborhoods that deviate from this
pattern seem to match the race and class factors that were identified
as crucial in understanding participative activity in general. Of the
three neighborhoods that evidence substantially “teo much™ partici-
paticn on the basis of their levels of .integration, two are Black
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communities {Logan and Woodlawn), and one 1s wie wmgnest-incon,..
neighborfrood that was surveyed, Lincoln Fark, As we noled above,
there was generally a strong tendency for Black neighberhoods to
teport high levels of participation in community affsirs.

The most distinctive outlier in the direction of evidencing less
participation than it “ should” have had was South Philadelphia. This,
too, may be attributable to its social compostion, for South Philudel-
phia is a white community where residents report distinctively low
family incomes and very low levels of education. On the other hand,
many have speculated (sce Emmons, 1979; Crenson, 1978) that com-
maunities enjoying extremely high levels of integration may not require
organized group action to handle local problems, Among these study
neighborhoods, South Philadelphia alone may fall into this category.
On our measure of residential ties South Philadelphia scored 66%

‘above the next most integrated community, Visitacion Valley: on the
social ties measure it was 75% higher than the next most integrated
{and quite similar) commumity, Back-of-the-Yards. When participa-
tion in local institutions (like churches) and informal social networks
achieves very high levels, communities may be able to address many
issues involving sacial control without resort to formal organizations.
Those may only be required where people generally do not recognize
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strangers, know local youths, visit with neighbors frequently, or feela
part of the neighborhood, to the extent to which South Philadelphians
report that they do.

These intcrpretations clearly cannot be confirmed, for in the ab-
sence of strong linear effects virwally any pattern can be imposed
visually upon observations of ten neighborhoods. These places tend
to disconfirm the intportance of crime and fear as generators of citizen
and organizational involvement in crime, At the neighborhood level,
our measures of the extent of crime problems, of social-order prob-
lens, and fear of ¢rime all were hegatively related to reports of
participation in groups doing something about crime. This is quite
predictable given the close association between low levels of crime
and high levels of integration across these ten sites. Correlations
between participation and these measures again were low, but it was
impossible to discern any positive “environmental pressure™ for the
popularity of anticrime activities in these data.

If anything, the fear-and-participation hexus that has been ob-
served in these ten neighborhoods is more suppartive of the view that
¢rime is incapacitating. The suspicion, distrust, isolation, and declin-
ing community attachment that presumably go hand in hand with bigh
levels of fear may retard rather than siimulate group-based activity
focused on the problem. Qur findings with regard to participation and
“need” for activity to prevent criine parallel those in the previous
chapter — they do not go together at all, While Lavrakas et al. {1980)
argue that there may be “two paths” to participation in crime-focused
groups — a “social path” and a “¢rime provention path” — we find
only one. Like many forms of household protection, collective invol-
venment seems to be stimulated most by a vested interest in the
community. Ironically, ai the: netghborhood level participation is
highest in places where fear often is Jower. With the exception of
participation by Blacks, those whe are most involved in these ac-
tivitics are those who personally. seem the least affected by crime
problems.



Chapter 14

FLIGHT TO THE SUBURBS

Introduction

Until now we have onily considered acttons that people take to
protect their persens and property in the face of neighborbiood crime.
All involved either efforts 1o prevent crime Qr actions to reduce the
chances of being victimized in their home communities. There is
another way in which urban dwellers can deal with crime, bowever —
to flee the city. Sacially and politicaily, this may be the most dramatic
and consequential reaction to crime.

Since World War 1I population growth on the fringes of our
greatest cities has been phenomenal. The first great surge of postwar
suburban growth can be attributed to the pent-up demand for housing
which developed during previous decades, Since then a variety of
“push™ and “pull” forces have been at work encouraging continuing
outmigration from America’s central cities. A number of those forces
are economic. There have been massive shifts in the location of jobs
and concomitant changes in the ratio of services to taxes which favor
suburban over inner-city jurisdictions. Other factors stimulating flight
are social, including the “pull” of open-space suburban housing styles
and the “push™ of racial conflict in the central city. One of these social
clements may be crime. Surburban crime rates (especially violent
crime) are generally lower than those in the central city. High rates of
victimization and fear may induce people to leave city neighbor-
hoods, and low suburban rates may influgnce where those who are
moving decide to scttle. This chapter explores the role of crime in the
suburbanization of the metropolis.

~ Research on the role of crime in precipitating flight from the innes
city is far from definitive in its findings. The issue is complex, for it

b
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appears that residential refocation is a (wWo-slage process. Certain
factors induce people to change their places of residence, while others
shape the direction and distance they migrate. The decision to move
is linked 10 the stage in the life cycle in which a family finds itself.
Households move primarily because of changes in marital status,
shifts in family size, and changes in family income (Duncan al
Newman, 1976). Their choices of destinations when they do move are
more affected by social and cultural factors, within a set of relatively
stringent cconomic and racial constraints; 1tis here that we are most
likely to find Lhe effect of crime.

General population surveys indicate that crime usually is not a
very important factor in shaping decisions to move. LEAA’s city
victimization surveys quizzed members of households that reported
moving within the past five years about why they left their old
neighborhoods. In the eight high-impact cities surveyed in 1973, only
3% of these household informants cited crime as an important reason
for moving; adding perceptions that the “neighborhood was dete-
riopting” or that “bad elements were moving in” to the area raised
that figure only to [0%. Most pcople reported that they moved to find
better houses or more convenient nelghborhcods {Garofalo, 1977a).
Reiss {(1967) found the same pattern in his study of high-crime
neighborboods in three cities. In Portand, Rifai (1976) asked elderly
residents who had moved within the past ten years why they had done
s0, and only 5% mentioned crime. Finally, a national Gallup poll
(American Institute of Pyblic Opmmn, 19?8) found that crime was the
fourth most frequiently esitioned réason that urban résidents wanted
to move, among those who desired to do so.

Note that except for the Gallup poll these all were retrospective
studies, asking people why they had moved. We have no basis for
judging the validity of reports of these reconstructed motivations, and
no knowiedge of how conditions or events since that move may have
affected people’s interpretations of their past behavior.

Most researchers find that current residents of higher-risk city
neighborhoods are more likely to express a strong desire to move
somewhere else. Droettboom et al. (1971) found that respondents ina
national survey who felt that crime and violence were significant
problems in their communities were more dissatisfied with their
neighborhoods and were more likely to indicate that they wanted to
move. Central-city residents were more likely to be in those
categories. Kas! and Harburg (1972) surveyed residerts of higher- and
lower-status neighborhoods in both Black and white areas of Detroit.
They found that residents of higher crime areas were preoccupied
with crime, thought their chances of being robbed were high, and
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were much more desirous of moving out. This stemmed in part from
their perceptions of crime problems. People who reported feeling
unsafe in their arcas aiso were more threatened by crime and youth
gangs, and were more likely to have been victimized, These crime-
related factors affected their general dissatisfaction with the commu-
nity and. throtgh that, their willingness to go elsewhere.

Most anatyses of patterns of actual city-suburan population ﬂow
on the other hand, employ aggregate census data on residential loca-
tivn. These consistently show an assaciption between crime amd
outward migration. In recent multivariate analyses of 1965-1970 popu-
lation shiftsin 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-onder correlation between
Prcy s aggregated measures of suburban relocation and central-city
crithe was +.43: in Marshall’s study of relocation by whites it was
+.32.
~__ Missing from all of this research are data on relocation which can

be linked to the fears and assessments of fisk of the ifidividuals™
involved. Most survey studies of inner-city nelghborhoﬂds employ
measures of the desire of respondents to relocate. This is a serious
flaw, for many more people report a desire or even an infention to
move than actually do so. In one longitudinal study, less than one-talf
of those who indicated that they would move within the pext 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 suiveys. Reiss’s
neighborhood study, and the others all questioned only innercity
residents. Many who were most likely to actuaRy move to the subirbs
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 subur-
ban component.

Aggregate data studies of the problem are useful accounts of
magro-level trends, However, they tend to mode! a host of complex
hypotheses about the calculations of individuals with a few simple
indicators. For example, while people with children advancing to-
ward sé¢hool age may be attracted to the saburbs, it is unlikely that
separate measures of “percentage moved” and pcn.entage under
five years of age” at the SMS A level will capturs the microeconomics
of the decisional process. Except for data on jobs and housing, these
studies also focus almost exclusively upon measures of inner-city
conditions, the “push” correlates of relocation, and riot on the rela-
ive “pull” of attractive suburban alternatives (Marshall, 1979)
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Flight in Metropolitan Chicago

In ordar to investigate the impact of ctime upon flight from the city
we employed our special survey encompassing the suburbs surround-
ing Chicago. This survey included many of the measures which we
developed for our studies of reactions to crime in ceéatral cities. The
major difference between the two projects was that this effort in-
ctuded the entire metropolitan region. After appropriaie weighting to
adjust for the fact that some households had muore than one teléphone
line, the survey had an effective sample size of 1656. Of these, 48%
lived in the city of Chicago, and 52% were randomly scattered across
147 suburban municipalities. This matched almost exactly our pre-
liminary estimates of the city-suburban distribution of the area’s
population, _ _

in this survey the prefix of the telephone number that we dialed
{dentified the present city or suburban location of each sample house-
hold. Barly in the questionnaire we asked, “Where did you last live
before you moved to your present neighborhood?” The responses
included central-city locations (49%), suburban places in the Chicago
area (27%), places elsewhere in the United States or abroad (16%),
and those wha indicated that they were lifelong residents of the same
area (8%). Our measure of mesidential relocation is based upon the
difference between the last place the respondent lived and his or her
current place of residence. Those who continued 1o live in the city
(lifelong residents and people who moved but stayed within the city)
we classifist 45 “stayers, ™ THose who previously lived tn the centra]
city but currently reside in the suburbs were classified a8 “movers.”
All of this analysis of flight from the central city is based on compari-
sons between these two groups. This excludes two groups. from this
analysis: those who always lived in the suburbs, and those who
previously lived vutside of the metropolitan area. While the residen-
tial location descisions of these groups are important, they canaot be
interpreted as “ﬂ:ght Together, these groups constituted $1% of our
sample. Of the 893 persons included in this analysis, 74% remained
city dwellers and 26% left for the suburbs.

_ This is a far-from-perfect indicator of suburban flight. Most nota-
bly, because we could ask only about the fast places people lived
before their current locations, we misclassificd those who did flee the
city but since then had made one or more intrasaburban moves.
Those who moved {rom the city and left the metropolitan area cntlrely
were Jost from our sample area as well, The best evidence is, how-
ever, that extra-SMS A migration is precipitated by radical changes in
empioyrment or lifestyle preferences, and not by comparative assess-
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ments of cities and thier suburbs (Frey, 1979). Empirically, migration
seems quite different from relocation, and does not involve the calcu-
lations with which we are concemed here (Rossi, 19801

Comparative profiles of those who left the central city and those
who did not reveal some striking differences between the two groups.
Those who remained behind weére poor. Over 40% of stayers reporled
family incomes of less than $10,000 per. year, whife the comparable
figure for those who departed was only 16%. Those who moved out
were more likely 10 be married than single, and more who staycd
behind did not graduate from high school or attend college. There was
a slight tendency for movers to be older than stayers, 28% of whom
were under thirty years of age.

By tar the most substantial correlate of residential relocation,
however, was race. Of thuse remaining in the inncr city;, 54% were
white, but 94% of those who fled were white. While not all whites have
left the city, virtually all of those who have fled are white.

. This underscores the irony of the studies of residential dissatisfuc-
tion we summarized above. Those studies indieate that Blacks and
the poor are far morc likely to express discontent with their condition:
they cannot, however, find refuge in the suburbs. Kasl and Harburg
(1972) found that Blacks were more dissatisfied with their neighbor-
hoods on every dimension, and were more likely to indicate & desireto
move. When asked if they actually would move, however, they more
realistically reported that probably they would not. Among whites,
low-income persons exhibit a similar profile. Droettboom et al. (1971)
followed up their survey with a study three years later of actual
residential mobitity, and found that many who wanied (0 move could
not. The constraints of race and class are among the reasons why
survey questions about one's desire to-move are not highly related to
actual residential relocation.

In short, the problem of flight to the suburbs is a white flight
problem. Atmost regardless of their income, position in the [ife cycle,
or residential dissatisfaction, Black families are more likely 10 remain®
in the central city. Our analysis of the role of crime in precipitating
relocation, then, is more appropriately a study of the options open to
whites, and which one they choose.

When we reexamine patterns of residential mobility for our met-
ropolitan sample of whites. the dimensions of the flight problem
become more apparent: Fully 47% of those whio once lived in the city
now live in the 'suburbs, Among Blacks, 7% fled the city and 33%
remained there, but whites divided almost evenly amoug these two
groups. Among whites, families and: those with the wherewithal to
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move often did so. Over 50% of movers reported family incomes in
excess of $20,000 per year, in contrast with only 36% for those
remaining in the city.

There was 2 modest but consistent effect of life-cycle status on
residential lecation choice as well. Almost two-thinds of those who
moved out of the city were married, but valy 47% of those who
rermained behind were in the same category. In order to investigate the
effect of potential family formation on relocation, we compared those
in prime condition for parenthood — households made up of married
couples, one of whom was under 40— with those who were in some
way out of that category. Of those younger married couples, 74% had
children living with them when we conducted our interviews.- We
found that 56% of those currently in the family -formation stage of the
life cycle had moved out of the city, as contrasted to 44% of all others.

We also found some evidence of a relationship between place of
residence and place of work among whites. Working in the clty and
staying in the city were only weakly related, but in multivariate
analyses this correlation became much stronger. We cannat be sure
that the march to the suburbs by this sample was precipitated by the
relocation of their jobs, for people may have found suburban jobs
after moving there. Howaver, the correlation is consistent with a
“pull” effect of growing suburban employment.

Flight and Ceater-City Crime

in an attempt to explain patterns of white flight. we gathered
reports of conditions in the places our respondcents lived -before and
the places where they live now, To assess “push™ factors affecting
residential relocation we asked them “how much of a problem™ varis
ous aspects of life presented in their old areas. These problem dimen-
stons included “quality of public schools,” “the kind of people who

live there,” “convenience to work,” and “crime and safety.” We were
interested in the relative importance of crime and other push factors in
motivating residential movement. Crime proved to be the most im-
portant of these problems. However, norie of them seem related to
decisions to move out. The data are présented in Table 14.1,

For whites as a whole there were no significant differences be-
tween those who stayed in the city and those who reported leaving, on
these indicators of community conditions. While 21% of those who
fled to the suburbs reported that crime as a “big problem” in their city
neighborhoods, 20% of whites who stayed behind made the same
assessment, To look at those proportions another way, among whites
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TABLE 4.1 Rating of Clty Neighborhood Problems

Percentage Rating Condition “A Big Problem”

Residential Location
Condisions in Stayed in Moved 1o
City Neighborhood Clty Subnrbs from City
Quatity of putlic schonls 4 H
Kind of poople living then 18 I
Convenience to work 4 i
Crime a.nd er'ty 20 a1

NOTE: Mumberof cmuppronmmclysmforcachmmpmnon Non¢ of thene dilfferences are
significant (p > .05),

SOURCE: Comsuted o mctrooolitan arca. survey sampls, white reopondonta enly

who reported that crime was a “big problem,”™ 49% Icft the city, while
.among those who said it was “almost no problem,” 44% fied. These
differences are statistically negligible. This lack of a difference bs-
tween the two groups characterizes responses about other problems
as well. Note that virtuaily none of our respondents cited accessibility
to work as a problem. This is in line with other rescarch on this issue,
which suggests that in the era of the antomobile work place accessibil-
ity is not an important fuctor in urban residential choice {Granfield,
1975). We also found no “gencrational” differences in the effect of
crime on locational choice. During the 1950s crime rates in the city
were fairly stable, while they rose sharply during the 1970s, and
stabilized at a high level during the 1980s. However, there were no
differences in assessments of inner-city crime conditions between
those who moved out of the city and those who moved but stayed
within the city during each of those eras. .

While among whites as a group there were no discernible effects of
community conditions, ¢rime problems (and other factors) did relate
to residential relotation by higher-income honseholds. There were no
significant differences between lower-income movers and stayers in
terms of neighborhood crime problems. However, among white
families reporting current incomes in excess of $20.000 per year, more
of those recalling crime problems in their areas had ficd. The data ure
presented in Table 14.2.

As we can see, there is an interaction between income and as-
sessments of crime problems: those problems were more likely to

precipitate flight to the suburbs among white farnilies that had the
wharpwithal to make the move. Among those with fewer resources
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TABLE 14.2 Income, Crime Problems, and Residential Relecation

Current
Income and Extent FPercentage Significance of
Crime a Problem Moved 1o Difference Between
in Original Neighborhood Suburbs (N} Maovers and Stayers
Under $10,000
Not a problem i3 (79 ns fp = .17)
Some problem 20 ( 30)
Big probiem 28 ( 36}
$10,000 10 320,000
Not a problem 47 (106) 1 {p = .89)
Some preblem 50 { 50)
Big problem 46 {3
More than 320,000
Not a problem 47 124) {p = .01+
Some problem 66 ( 76}
Big problem 67 [ 43

SOURCE: Computed from metropolitan area survey sample, white respondents onty.

there was no significant relationship between perceptions of crime
problems and movement out of the city. Higher-income city dwellers
{(who made up 42% of our sampie), were responsive to untoward
conditions in their old environs — iwo-thirds of them left. Ananalysis
of variance employing these mcasurcs pointed to the same conclu-
sion. There was no significant main effect of perceived crime prob-
fems omfMight by whites; however, theré was a Significant crime-
income interaction effect on flight, and its joint impact was about
one-half as strong as the main effect of income. Note, however, more
well-to-do respondents were the least likely to find themselves in
troubled neighborhoods, and that a majority of high-income whites in
the city of Chicago placed themselves inthe “noproblems” category.

* The fact that moving was related to income and marital status, and
(for much of the sample) not to reports of tocal conditions, is consis-
tent with most research on residentiat mobility (Quigley and Weinberg,
1977). As we noted above, that research indicates that for most peopie
the decision to move is linked to personal, economic, and life-cycle
considerations, Thus Drocttboum et al. (1971) found in a three-vear
follow-up of a survey about moving intentions that earlier perceptions
of ¢crime problems were not related to which households actually left
the communities they were studying. Those who thought that crime
was -a serious problem were po more likely to move out of their
neighborhoods than those who did not think crime was a problem
there. Further, central-city residents who thought that crime was bad
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in their areas were lesy liktely than others to have moved to the
suburbs. Overall, less than 2% of their sample evidenced the combi-
nation of perceptions of fear and residential relocation that make up
the “crime push” hypothesis.

On the other hand, the destination decisions of movers should be
more sensitive to conditions characterizing potential places of resi-
dence. Crime may be one of several factors affecting the desirability
of various residential focations from which (white) city dwellers are
relatively free to choose, These arc the factors which aitract families
which have decided to pull up stakes. For example, dissatisfaction
with one's home generally is a more important impetus for-moving
than is unhappiness with neighborhood conditions (Duncan and
Newman, 1976}. Higher-income petsons have more extravagant am-
bitions with regard to the size, style, and privacy their homes should
afford (Kasl and Harburg, 1972). They are, as a result, propelled
toward the subuwrbs in search of more appropriate surroundings . In an
aggregate-data study of white relocation patterns, Marshall (1979)
found that suburban pull factors rather than center-city push factors
predominated.

Qur Chicago-area survey indicates that among the pull factors we
measured crime was the most important overt consideration con-
sciousty shaping residentia relocation decisions among whiles. We
asked respondents who had moved anywhere to rate “how im-
portant™ the conditions we analyzed in Table 14.1 were when they
chose their new neighborhoods, The “quality of public schools™ was
rated “very important” by 37%, “the kind of people living there™ by
48%, “convenience to work™ by 49%, and “crime and safely ™ by 64%.
There i3 little doubt where lower rates of property and {especially)
personal ctime ¢an generally be found in a metrupolitan area. In
Chicago, the official robbery rate two years before our survey was 563
per 100,000 in the city and anly 65 per 100,000 in the suburbs. The
corresponding figures for assavlt were 328 and 113, and for burglary
114 and 970, respectively.

The Consequences of Flight

Qur last question concerns the outcome of decisions to stay in or
leave the central city. If those wheo fled the city found improved
conditions, then exiting the inner city may have been a reasonable
response to their concerns — for those who could afford it. and were
allowed to do so. From the perspective of those involved, conditions
in their current neighborhoods are the consequences of leaving or
staving.
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TABLELS ~ Carrent Neighborhood Ratings of Pmblcm'_i

Percentage Ruting Condition
“A Big Probiem” or “Some Problem"

- Residentiaf Location
Cunditions in Stayed in Moved (o
Currenr Neighbarhood _ City Subwrbs
Buikdings or storefronts sitting
abandoned or borned ot 2 4
Fins_ being set on purpose 17
Vandsiism — Iike kids breaking windows,
writing on walls, or things like that 48 37
Poople, breaking in or sneaking
into hames o steal something 53 33
Groups of teenagers hanging out
on the stroets 49 2
People being robbed or having their
purses or wallets taken on the street 45 10
People being arcacked or

beaten up by strangers 28 3

NOTE: Nuwsberof cases approximarely S85 for cach comparnison. Al differences arc significant
(p € 01+),

SOURCE: Comptited from metropolithn srea survey sample, white respondents only.

We meastined these conseguences with respect 1o crime by asking
cach of our respondents to assess “how much of a problem” each of
seven crime-related conditions was in his or her present peighbor-
hood. These conditions ranged from building abandonment and van-
dalism to steeet robbery and arson. Table 14,3 presents the results for
whites who either remained ia the city or moved to the subvrbs.

- As we can see, differences inthe conditions each group faces as a
result of moving or staying are considerable. Building abandonment,
street robrbery, assault, and arson are three or four times more fie-
quently cited as "big problems” by city residents. Vandalism,
burglary, and teenagers often present difficuities for suburbanites, but
still are significantly greater problems in the city, By these measures,
those who relocated out of the central city achieved a great deal.

. We can also read the bencfits of suburban flight in our respon-
dents’ ratings of crime conditions ia their old and new neighborhoods.
Among those who moved anywhere (excluding our 60 white city
respondents who had always lived in the same neighborhood) we
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compared scparate ratings of the extent to wnica neighborhood crime
was a problem in their old communities and their new locations. For
maost whites (57%) conditions remained the same, bivt more improved
their lot than worsened it as a rcsuit of the move. Whatever their
ratings of their original neighborhoods, 27% placed their current
residences lower ou our crime problems measure, and only "16%
placed them higher, Where they moved to made a substantial differ-
ence, however. Among those who moved to the suburbs from the city,
only 7% came off worse as a result. Those who stayed in the city were
only slightly better off as a result of relocation — 31% improved their
conditions, bnt 25% rated their new city neighborhoods as more
problem-prone than the ones they left.

The relation between moving to the suburbs and improving the
quality of one’s kife was independent of income. It i$ not simply that
white respendents who fled the city had the money to acquire greater
security anywhere. At all income levels, those who fied improved
their povitions- vis-a-vis crime.-For example, of those reperting in-
come jevels under $10,000 per year who stayed within the confines of
the city, 25% gave higher ratings to their new neighborhoods there;
among low-income people who moved to the suburbs. 66% fared
better there. At all income levels, those who stayed in the city oaly
broke even. Among those reporting earnings under $10,000, 23% gave
their new neighborhoods worse ratings; for those in the $20,000-and-
above category, 22% were worse off. In other words, the improve-’
ment in condition that we have described seems truly to be caused by
flight from the cily. Flight was ereatly encouraged by having the
money to afford the move, but anyone who moved out was much
more likely to achieve greater security as a result.

Finally, flight scems to have had dramatic consequences tor levels
of fear among thuse who previotsly lived in the city. Comparing those
who moved and those who stayed with respect to their current levels
of fear illustrates the great gulf between them in terms of neighbor-
hood crime conditions. Among whites, 63% of those who moved to
the subutbs now piace themselves in the “very safe” category, as
contrasted to only 28% of those who did not. Only 13% of those who
moved out of the city now feel either “very™ or even “somewhat™
unsafé. The correlation (gamma) between our measures of fear and
flight was +.52. This effect was unshaken when we controlled for the
sex, age, and income of our resporndents: the partial correlation
between flight and fear was lower than the simple corretation between
the two only at the second decimal place, and the statistical impact of
siaying or fieeing was second only to sex in predicting levels of fear.
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A Return ta the City?

One of the most interesting findings we. can report is that our
Chicago-area survey did uncover some evidence of a return-to-the-
city movement as well as a great deal of suburban flight. Of course, it
is much smaller than the reverse flow, but more of it is of recent
vintage |

. Among our respondents that reported living in-the suburbs before
their most recent moves (and they were almost exclusively white),
12% now live in the city. Thoy constitute 5% of all the white respon-
dents who moved of stayed in this analysis. These repatriates are
distinctive in many ways. They are young (34% are under 30); edu-
cated {58% reported “some coliege”), ofton vnmarried (54% are sin-
gle), and are renters rather than home owsters, On the average, they
have iived in the city for only five years.

They had few complaings about their old suburban communities;
in fact, their perceptions of neighborhood problems matched those
who stayed there. Their distinctive discontent with suburbia was over
its inconveniencs 1o work. In this group, 38% indicated that this was
“some problem™ or 4 “big problem.” In response to questions about
empioyment, 65% reported that they work in the city. Probably. be-
cause of thier high income and freedom to choose among many
residential options, whites who have returned to the city report less
troublesome conditions in their new ncighborhoods than do those
whe never left. For exampie, only 4% of them rated vandalism a “big
probilemn” intheir areas, in conitrast to 14% of those who continued 1o
Hve in the city throughout.

What we do not know is whether or not their current residence in
the city it a termporary accommodation to their position in the life
cycle; as renters and short-term residents, they may be “just passing
threugh.” In general, the return-to-the-city movement by the rela-
tively well-to-do has been confined to renters, and this may indivudu-
ally limit their stake in core-city revival (Ekiund and Williams, 1978).
But with sufficient and continling numbers, even a transitoty popula-
tion can have considerable impact upon a neighborhood or farger
commlnity. A neighborhood may be 2 “stable” placs inthe sense that
the “same XKind of people™ continue 1¢ live there, cven if they indi-
vidually come and go at a relatively rapid pace

Summary

I'nerony of flight as a reaction to crime, of course, ts that it is most
effective when only a few people take advantage of it. The payoff of
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flight was considerave: tor our respondents. Movers report betler
neighborhood conditions than stayers, and those who moved out of
the city improved their positions more substantially than did those
who moved t0 other neighborhaods within the city. Some of this

advantage doubtless ¢an be-laid to the social and economic barriers

which limit the scope of refovation. As long as-vast demographic
chasms divide city from suburb they will retain their distinctiveness
with regard to a host of problems and offer greater security for those

who blend in. Unlike actnal crime prevention efforts, however, the

mure people flee the less they individually and collectively will gain.

If flight becomes more pervasive and heterogeneous in charecter, and

as new cities and employment centers spring up on the metrapolitan

fringe to provide for that new life, the comparative advantage of
suburban refocation will decline.

Our survey of metropolitan Chicago revealed a substantial
amount of movement out of the central city. Even based:only on
information about their mosi recent moves: it-appears: that-ones
quarter of those who previousiy lived in the city bave moved to the
suburban fringe. This can fairly be characterized as “white flight.”
Despite- evidence of recent increases in the number of Blacks in
Chicago's suburbs, painfully few of those we interviewed bad been
able to exercise that option. -In general, residential relocations by
Blacks involve moves of relatively short distances and only murgi-
nally upgrade their housing. In one study, Blacks were three times
more likely than whites to be invalvedin tnvoluntary. maves, and they
faced a tighter and more constraired housing market when they were
forced to relocate (Mac Allister, 1971). Among whites in our study, on
the other hand, almost one-half had left the city.

I appears that decisions aboui resideuntial relocation -among
whites involve twe sets of calculations; some factors stimulate
movement, while others shape its course. The decision 10 move
usually reflects changes in househoid composition or the position of
its members in the life cycle. Where it refocates, on the other hand,
may involve the relative strength of various “pull” and “pusk™ forces
which shape imtrametropolitan migration patterns. Studies of racial
residential succession point in the same direction, For example, overt
anti-Black attitudes do not generaily predict actual raovement by
whites, which is controfled more by class and income factors. When
moving, whites make residential location choices based on their
perceptions of what the general future course of neighburhoods will
be (Aldrich, 1975). With regard to crime. we found more evidence
supporting the pul effect of attractive suburban locations than we
found stepport for exptanations of relocation which favor central-city
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push factors. Neighborhood abandonment and decline may be due
less to the fiight of area residents than to the fact that few peogle find
good reason to move inte arcas charagterized by high levels of erime
end other social problems.

Our data document most convincingly the importance of con-
straints in shaping residential relocation. The option of moving to the
suburbs scems largely to be closed to Blacks, and there are relacation
hupdles over which relatively few lowerincome whites can leap as
well. There is ample evidence that Black city dwcilers frequently
attempt to put some distance between themselves and crime. In a
study in Philadelphia, Savitz et al. (1977) found that 39% of Black
parcnts had tried to transfer their children to safer schools, and that
28% were trying to move to safer neighborhoods. The inability of
middie~ciass Blacks to gain access to the metropolitan housing mar-
ket is frequently cited as an explanation for the fact that they suffer
substantially higher rates of victimization than do their white coun-
terparts (Hindelang et al., 1978). In our survey, Blacks were more
likely than city-dwelling whites to indicate that they planned to move,
but the best evidence indicates that this move will be confined to the
inner city.

We found cvidence of sintilar barriers to the relocation of lower
income households as well. Low-income persons were more likiey to
indicate that they planned to move, but a higher family income was
the strongest correlate — foltowing being white -—- of fleeing rather
than remaining in the city. We aiso found the only evidence of a push
cffcct of crime among those who could most readily afford to relocate
in response to deteriorating neighborhood conditions. Class and race
barriers may be confounded here, for 63% of the (few) Black respon-
dents who indicated that they had moved out of the city reported
yearly family incomes in excess of $15,000. However, when we con-
tro] for income differences, Black residents of the metropolitan area
are underrepreserited among those who left the city in every income
Gategory.

There 15 consiicrabie evidence that the growth of the suburbs has
had deleterious consequences for the cities they surround (Kasarda,
1972). Housing investment has followed the movement of peopte, and
both white-collar and higher-paying blue-coliar occupations have
begun to concentrate on the fringes of the metropolis (Kasarda, 1976).
With industrial and commercial invesiment fotlowing the comstiuc-
tion of new housing, the central-city tax base has begun te decline
both proportionally and absolutely.. At the same time, the proportion
of service-receiving residents in inner-city populations has increased.
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This has further accelerated a trend toward cven greater cemtral-
city/suburban differentiation with respect to the incidence of social
problems. In the case of crimie, in places where suburbs have grown
most extensively there is much more reported crime concentrated in
the central city (Skogan, 1977a).

The findings presented here und elsewhere present something of a
dilemma in this regard, however. The current comparative advantage
of suburbia is great on most quality-of-life dimensions. It seems
unlikely that ¢rime (or other neighborhood conditions stuch as those
we probed earlier in this chapter) could be curbed enough in central
cities to bring it into the suburban range — in the case of robbery, this
would involve reducing reported crime rates by a factor of nine.
Moreover, if relocation out of the city is indeed a finction of pull more
than of push factors, the fate of the central city would seem 1o lic in the
hands of others, elsewhere. The decision to move seems Iargely
independent of the neighborhood-related factors we have discussed
here..and is affected rather by shifts in even more fundamentai social
and economic arrangemenis. These certainly are beyond the ken of
the arost ambitious urban administrators. If racial barriers to indi-
vidual relocation decisions were somechow overcome, this triumph
might well ¢xacerbate the problem. Currently those barriers bottle
many moderate-income Biack families in the city, and opening up
housing markets might only extend the flight option to many who
would gladly take it.

NOGTE

i. The crime data for these ngurcs came from the Chicago Pelice Department
(for city commundty sreas) and the [llinois Law Enforcement Commission (for
suburban municipalitics). Popuiation estimates used in computing these rates came
from the Chicago Department of Planning, the Northern [llinois Planning Commis-
sion. aml the U.S. Census Burcan, '
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CONCLUSION

Introduction

Fhe research reported in this volume sought to understand fear of
crime and how people variously cope with the threat of crime. From
thie ourses it was Clear the origins of fear and reactions o 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 heing directly
involved with crime; the second was that many of the most fearful
urban dwellers are in groups that enjoy the lowest rates of victimiza-
tion. There also was a seeming paradox in the apparent Iack of a clear
relation between fear and behavior. On the one hand, commentators
indicated big-city residents were virteally “prisoners of fear™; on the
other, governments were spending vast sums of money attempting to
convince these residents to do things to protect themsclives frow
crime.

‘The model we pursucd to unravel these puzzies was a cognitive
and volitionat one. The elements in the model reflected the assump-
tion — despite these apparent paradoxes — that people act.in ¢e-
sponse to assessments of risk in their enviromments and the potential
costs of becoming involved in crime. Further, we recognized that in
doing so, peopie could only choose among the alternatives that were
open to them. The. operating model sketched in Chapter | indicated
the general concepts which seemed to be important in undersianding
fear and behavior. In various chapters we then examined patterns of
victimization, vulnerability to crime, neighborhood conditions.
community integration, and the sources of sceondband informatior
concerning crime. We dermonstrated how those factors were related
to fear and to the things people do to protect themselves from crime,

287
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and cxplored how far a cognitive and velitional model cas go towand
explaining attitudes and behavior.

This concluding chapter reviews those findings, and speculates
about the long-run implications of what we found.

The Basis of Fear

Four facters proved to be significant correlates of fear: victimiza-
tion, vulnerability, vicarious experience, and neighborhood condi-
tions. Not all aspects of these elements of the mode] were equally
important, however. _

Victimization. Direct, personal experience with ctime was di-
rectly related to fear, The seemingly obvious connection between the
two had been obscured in past studies by the inadequate measure-
ment of victimization and the failure to recognize that some types of
crime are more strongly related to fear than are experiences with
property crime, and that victimizations involving rape and serious
physical injury were the most traumatic. The relation between vic-
timization and fear was clarified by conirolling for the sex and age
correlates of both, for young males are disproportionately victimized
by violent crimes but generally are Jess fearful,

While victims are more fearful, most people have not been vic-
timized in the recent past. Victimization, especially in its most scrious
forms, is 2 “rare event.” In other research this has confounded the
analysis of the relation between victimization and fear, for expenence
with-crime 15 infrequent endugh 1o break the makhematical o equire-
ments of most statistics. This has sometimes led to the incorrect
conclusion that the two were “unrelated,” We also found that among
various forms of victimization those rated by the public as the most
serions arc the least frequent forms of predation, In any given year the
most fear-pmvolung crimes strike only a small fraction of the popula
lion.

The most common serious crime we examined, burglary, had only
a modest impact upon fear. On the other hand, because of its fre-
quency, the aggregare impact of burglary may be very large. We
dubbed the intersection of the frequency of crime and its impact on
fear its “not effect.”

Many people live in households that recently have been
burgianzed Further, unlike most personal crimes, burglary victimi-
2ation is widely distributed in the population. It is as high in wealthy
as in low-inCome areas, and it strikes whites almost as frequently asit
does Blacks. Thus burglary may spread concern abdirt victimization
in places that are otherwise insulated from serious crime.
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Virlnerability. Vulnerability to victimization also was a useful clue
for understanding the fears and actions of potential victims, We
examined in detail two forms of vulnerability to crime, physical and
social, Physical vulnerability entails powerlessness to resist attack,
while social vulnerability reflects frequent exposure 10 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 consist-
ent 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 refationship between persomal victimization "and
fear. As We saw, measures of physical voinerability were among the
strongest correlates of reduced exposure to risk of personal attack.

We did not find that persons who sre more vulnerabie to crime are
more attuned to conditions around them, however. Tt has been argucd
that groups like women and the elderly, who may suffer more substan-
tial consequences if they are victimized, are mose sensitive to vara-
tions in the risks of their environment. In every test, the effects of
threatening surroundings and vulnerability toattack were cumulstive
but independent of one another.

Vicarious Experience. Because of the refatively low incidence of
direct experience with crime incomparison to the frequency of fear, it
is clear that many peopk: are reacting instead to secandhand 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 discernible impact of the media, but the latter carxied
news of great significance to those we interviewed.

" A content analysis of local media confirmed that the coverage of
crime in these cities was ubiquitous, There was extensive coverage of
crime in the newspapers and a complementary study indicates that
television news is, if anything, more devoted to such events. The
media emphasizes violesice. In generat, media coverage is inversely
related fo the true frequency of various types of criminal incidents.
Newspapers in these cities were 50 similar in thig respect that it did
not seem meaningful to attempt o distinguish among them in terms of
their impact upon readers, and it seems likely this umbrelia conid be
extended to include television as well.

-" At the consttmer eird, our sutvey revealed widespeoad attentionito
crime news. Over three-quarters of our respondents were recently
exposed to crime viathe media. There were differences among groups
in which of the media they were most attentive to, which served to
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spread crime news throughout the population, Attention to crime in
the media was as common ia low crime neighborhcods as in high
crime neighbiorhoods, and the same among Jow- and high-
victimization groups. Thus it patentially could account for fear
among lower-risk strata,

However, we could discern no impact of media exposure on fear
of ecrime. Controlling for other relevant factors, we found no refation
between fear and attentiveness to either television or newspaper
coverage of critne. This is in line with some previous research which
indicates that media effects are confined to more abstract and general
perceptions of crine, and not to close-to-home assessments of risk.

When we asked peopie what they felt was their best source of
information about local crime, they indicated their friends and
neighbors. Our analysis faund that the crucial linkage between those
conversations about crime and fear was the information such talk
brought them about local events. When people knew of crime in their
areas, they were more afraid. Further, gossip about crime seems to
magnify some of its more fear-provoking featurcs. Stories about per-
sonal crimes seem to spread furtber than those concerning property
crime, magnifying the relative frequency of violence. Stories about
women and elderly victims seem to travel fhrther than those describ-
ing more typical victims of personal crimes. Finally, whenpeople hear
of victims like themselves, they are even more fearful as a conse-
quence.

Conversation about crime is thus fear-provoking. And unlike
direct ‘experience with crime, the secondhand information about
crime that flows throtigh networks of interpersonal communication is-
not a rare event. Talk magnifies the importance of eachlocal incident.
Our analysis also documented that talk about erime spreads news
widely in low <rime neighborhoods as well as in high crime neigh-
borhoods, Thus it accounts in part for the fears of people who live in
areas where the actual incidence of personal crime is relatively low
And because talk is as likely to involve Jow-risk persons as high-risk
peTsons, it serves to stimulate fear among those who eniov low rates
of victimization.

Neighborftoou v pnaiions. tn Our survey we tound significant, if
minority, pessimism about neighborhood conditions and future
trends. The levetl of concern was quite similar to the level of fear in
these cities, Those who tived in certain neighborhoaeds were likely 10
indicate that major crimes were a problem and that the local social
order was threatened. Like both fenr and most forms of actual vie-
timization, these concerns weie more pronounced among Blacks and
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the poor. ‘1hus 1l was not surptising that concern sbout local crime
and disorder was stromgly 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 as a local
problem, and as a result the net ¢ffect of burglary on fear (the combi-:
nation of its impact and frequency) was greater.

Problems with crime and disorder were less common where com-
munitics 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 hoth were related to
fower levels of fear, {One of those other faciors was personal conver-
sation about crime which was stimulated by close neighborhood ties. ]
Much of this effect (but not all} was due to the negative relationship
betweaen integration and local problems, howeaver. When concern
about crime and disorder was taken into account the impact of imtég-
ration on fear diminished sybstantially. We also found little ¢vidence
of the presumed “ameliorative” consequences of integration. X has
been argued that people who are more atfuned to local conditions are
less fearful even when the threat of crime around them is substaatiaf,
However, we found no such complex relation among crime condi-
tions, 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 ingluded fear of crime and concern about erime- related
conditions, vulnerabitity 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 con-
sistently 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 resilt, the
benetits of protective and preventive behavior often accrued 1o those
who already enjoyed lower rates of victimization and lower levels of
fear and concern about crime. ‘This outcome was reinforced by sub-
urban flight. That proved to be an act which was not particularly
motivated by crime, but which still had implications for the level of
erime und fear in Amiciica’s central cities. _

Personal Precaution. The operating model we posited at the out-
set was most effective in explaining patterns of exposure to personal
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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, driv-
ing vrather 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 social proximity of known victims, and social and
physical valnherability We found only a very limited role for the
constraints on “frec choice” we hypothesized, following cur operat-
ing model. However, most of these tactics are simple, cheap, and
habitual, and they only necd to be employed when people want to go
out after dark. Their flexibility mitigates against finding strong con-
straints on their use.

The personal costs that ensue conld weigh heavily upon people
who are forced to adopt thesc tactics often. They may be forced to
forgo opportunities for employment, recreation, and even simple
social comact. Staying at home - being a true “prisoner of fear”™ -
may be the most significant consegiience. The elderdy in particular
find it difficult to avoid the use of public transportation, and many
cannot drive, Even walking to the store may seem threatening in
places where senior centers have not organized *buddy systems™ to
provide them with partners. This is one of the mechanisms by which
crime atomizes s community, by raising the costs of ordinary social
intercourse. _

~ Onthe other hand, there may be substantial individual benefits for
thase who avoid exposure to risk, espec:ally if they are otherwise
vulnerable and live in a high crime community. That benefit is their
personal safety. One of the principal fuctors seemingly refated to the
10w levels of victimization reported by many women and most senior
citizens s’ their extremely Jow ¢xposure to attack by strangers and
their reduced vulnerability (by heing at home) to burglary. At our
model suggests, these tactics may be adopted “for good reason.”

The consequences for the community which aggregate from the
individual expericnces 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 com-
munity as a whole. These precautionary tactics are passive, not
aggressive actions against crime. They leave potential offenders un-
troubicd, displacing their attention onto others who are less waschful,
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 inter-
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est in public facilities, it is impossible 1o rely upon informal sociai-
control mechanisms to controf youths and suspicious persons. Some-
one must enforce rules governing behavior it a neighborhood. As
Clotfelter (1977: 502) has noted:

It is quite possible that some of the very measures taken by indi
viduals for protection’ may actually decrease the safety of othe:
households by interfering with routine neighborhood surveillance.

This is the “reciprocal relation™ between crime and community that
Wilson (l975) noted. The aggregate consequences of individua! ac-
tions, which may be quite rational from the point of view of those
involved, may collectively be highly dysfunctional.

An antidote to the pessimism this may engender is that our sur-
veys did not indicate that these restrictions on personal freedom are
inordinately common. The adoption of these risk-reducing tactics
was concentrated in certain nmghborhoods. for the cities as a whole,
many people purstred only one of these tactics, and a full 40% 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 investi-
gated, the average score an our susmiary precautionary measure was
soméwhat less than “sometimes.”

Household Protection. Unlike personal precaution, efforts by
households to reduce their risk of loss from property crime were not
relaied in any simple way 10 the threat of victimization. Rather, we
found property marking, target-hardening, surveiflance, and the like
were a reflection of economic stakes and social ties. Those with 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 vulner-
able to csimes of this sort, on the other hand, did tess. Houschold
protection 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
dwetlling units all remair more open to victimization, which runs
directly counter to our simpie “threat of crime” model.

There is evidence elsewhere that protective measures may reduce
the chances of househiold victimization from burglary, at leust relative
to others in the immediate vicinity. Like personal precaution, it may
thus encourage a “fortress mentality,” multiplying the incidence of
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watchdogs and alarms and encouraging the installation of more locks
and lights. Collcctively, it is not completely clear that this is 4 benefiz.
Experiments indicate that when the adoption of household protective
measures is widespread in a target neighborhood, victimization rates
may drop there relative ta gther, control neighborhoods. The evi-
dence 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 the other 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 heighborhoods was
so saturated, making it difficuit to expect a strong negative correlation
bétween the adoption of protective measures and burglary rates at the
neighboihood level,

Community lnvoivement. Our analysis indicated that citizen in-
volvement in community organizations which were engaged in some
kind of anticrime activity was fairly widespread (14% were so in-
volved). It was difficult to describe this participation as “crime-
fighting” in origin, however. The things people did may have had
implications for crime and disorder, but they did them. 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 prob-
lem. 1t comes closer to the position of Conklin, who suggested that
the factors related to crime discouraged community organization, We
found neighborhood integration was one of the best predictors of
participation, and therefore places where participation was highest
reported the least fear, the fewest crime problems, and the least
disorder. Thus participation in anticrime 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 certainty not evidence for a “problem-solving” view
of such involvement, and is more consisient with Conklin's view that
faar is incapacitating.
 Notmich 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, community commitment, and decreased
fear. The relationship between membership und morale may in partbe
a “selection artifact,” stemming from a tendency for high-morale
people to be joiners. Those who were invelved in crime-focused
groups were more likely to believe that citizen participation can



Conchslon 265

“MuKe a gIIercnce.  and alme poice van ve effective at reducing
crime. From what we know about these cities, these beliefs probably
did not originate int 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 lacal meetings, and the effect of this knowl-
edge generally is negative. However, it seems fikely that on balance
the effect of joining is positive. enhancing feelings of mutual support
and facilitating mutual surveillance efforts.

At the neighborhood level. extensive. cilizen involvement in
crime-focused activity may facilitate the adoption of both individual
and household protective measures. Thése groups often attempt to
get individuals to mark their property, watch their neighbors’ houses,
and challenge suspicious persons. This invoivement may.also en-
hance feelings of security among nonparticipators, if they gain the
impression that “someone is watching” and may intervene if they finc
themselves in difficult situations.

On the other hand, an organized comenunity may take on fortres:
aspects of its own.. . Cltizen patrols and- agressive “protective
neighbaring” 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
neighbborhood. South Philadelphis, bands of white toughs actively
patrol the boundaries of Black enclaves. While this may serve to keep
“strangers” out of the comunity, and to reduce conflict over appro-
priate standards of behavior there, this model of crime prevention
surety has rucist implications, In rtone of our cities is it entirely clear
where social control 1o prevent crime and social controt to stabilize
the current distribution of ethnic aad racial turf begin and end.

Suburban Flight. The final, and perhaps most significant, reaction
to crime we have considered in this velume is flight to the suburbs.
Like some others, we found little evidence of a strong “push™ effect of
neighborhood crime conditions. Rather, people move largely m re-
sponse to changes in income and household composition. Where they
move to, on the other hand. is shaped by the relative attractiveness of
various localities and constraints of the housing market. Pzople rate
crime as an important consideration when they decide where to
move. and crime rates are much lower outside of the central city.
Howaever, race and money count for a great deal. Those who live in
the worst cenier-city neighborhuuds cannot escape the city, while
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whites with higher incomes tend not o live in the worst innsecity
locations in the first place.

For those involved, moving to the suburbs pays handsome be-
nefits. We contrasted the neighborhoods that those who fled the city
had lived in with theit ratings of the suburban communities in which
they landed. On every dimension things were substantially better in
their new places of residence,
~ For the centyal city, the consequences of suburban development
have been disastrous. The metropolitan area has been segregated on
the basis of class and race, concentrating in the city those who can
least afford to support.the social overhead this entails.. The tax base,
new investmeat, and desirable new jobs have fied. While not neces-
sarily caused by crime, all of this has tmplications for inner-city
conditions, most of them negative.

Samnrary

In sum, our findings paint a somewhat gloomy pictuic of the
condition of those whose lives arc plagued by serious crime and
disorder. Where there is some hope that crime-reduction efforts can
play a tnuly preventive or detcrmnt function, they are adopted most
frequently by upper-status persons in lower crime neighborhoods.
The only crime-refated efforts we investigated which secmed to be
encouraged by crime and adopted most ofien by those who were more
valnerable to victimization were those which probably simply dis-
piaced the efforts of determined offenders on others nearby. Those
precaufionary tactics, ironically, also are those which may in the
aggregate undermine the capacily of the community to control crime
and disorder. Actions to protect houscholds and involvement in or-
ganized efforts to reduce crime also were concentrated (with a few
excepnons in Black neighborhoods) in places where those efforts and
services were feast needed. Their truly preventive consequences
accrue-largely to whites and upper-income persons. Finally, while
individual decisions to move to the suburbs did not prove te be
motivated directly by the threat of crime, other research has dwelied
on the criminogenic consequences of flight for the central cities that
-upper-income whites have left behind. While those wha move enjoy
tremendous advantages in comparison to the conditions they left
behind, those conditions have been made even worse as a result.

. Thus while we have solved two of the paradoxes which mativated
this research, by demonstrating how crime is “multiplied” into fear
and how the vulnerabilities of potential victims serve as powerfol
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psychological and behavioral stimulants, we leave the last of them
unresolved. Those who are most affected by crime do generally do
less about jt, and their reactions to crime may in fact have adverse
consequences for the communitics in which they live.

Our data suggest some avenues for remedying this situation.
Houschold protection seems to be encouraged by home ownership,
moderate levels of income, and integration into community fife. The
latter recommends efforts to encourage the development of neighbor-
nood social networks, and points to potential payoffs from comrini-
nity development programs. Community involvement seems to hinge
on decisions by orgariizafional feaders to-add crime to the agendas of
their groups, and to enconrage those who are involved with these
groups to participate it those activities. This also recommends a
commuiity-organization approach to crime prevension.

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 financing, school aid, local taxation,
and annexation. Thert is some sign of a growing understanding of the
costs of those policies for sosicty as a wholc. In conjunction with the
encrgy crisis, new efforts to restore the traditional vitality of central
cities and to plan more carefilly the distribution of people and jobs in
the metropolis may pay subsistial benefits with respect to crime.
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