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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Historically,  social problems have been one of the most central 

concerns of sociologists ,  and crime has been the most widely invest i -  

gated of these problems. Continuing i n  t h i s  t rad i t ion ,  t h i s  research 

del ineates the correlates of the personal protective behaviors employed 

by a large number of urban residents i n  response to  the th rea t  of 

victimization. As such, i t  i s  a detai led investigation of one compo- 

nent of the crime problem. Although a th rea t  such as crime can often 

lead t o  col lect ive  action and so l idar i ty  on the par t  of community res i -  

dents, an a l ternat ive  reaction may be behaviors which are  designed t o  

insulate the individual from victimization b u t  which, i n  the aggregate, 

may fur ther  atomize the community and reduce exis t ing levels of social 

control. Unfortunately, these l a t t e r  behaviors appear to  be both the 

most widespread and l ea s t  studied of the two potential types of action. 

T h i s  research develops and t e s t s  a conceptual framework for  understand- 

ing the correlates of t h i s  l a t t e r ,  individualized mode of action. 

Crime i s  one.of the most enduring and problematic character is t ics  

of society,  and nowhere is the problem greater  than i n  the c i t i e s .  

Regardless of the measure, researchers have consistently recorded 

higher crime ra tes  i n  urban areas (Quinney, 1966). For example, in 

1978 the ra te  of violent crimes (murder, forcible rape, robbery, aggra- 

vated assau l t )  reported to  the police was 583.9 crimes per 100,000 

1 
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population in Standard Metropol i tan Stat is t ical  Areas (1 arge c i t i e s  and 

surrounding areas, including suburbs) whi 1 e the comparable rate for  

rural areas was only 174.8 per 100,000 residents. Although the abso- 

lu te  numbers are considerably higher, data from the National Crime 

Surveys confirm th is  pattern (Gibbs, 1979). T h u s ,  the existence of 

crime i n  urban areas represents a greater threat to  the safety of resi-  

dents and as such, affects many of the i r  l ives .  

Areas w i t h i n  c i t i e s  also show considerable variation in terms of 

the amount of crime. Some areas are veritable oases of safety while 

crime poses a persistent and ominous threat in others. This effect  was 

observed and ddcumented years ago by members of the "Chicago School" 

(Shaw and McKay, 1942) and i s  part of every urban resident 's  working 

knowledge of his/her c i ty .  Such i s  the threat i n  certain areas that  

residents must develop means of ensuring the i r  own safety. Unfortu-

nately, sociologists have devoted scant attention to ei ther  the nature 

of or  reasons for  these protective actions. 

As w i t h  so many social processes, the relationship between crime 

and the social order i s  interactive. The types of organization, behav- 

iors ,  and interactions w i t h i n  an area affect the amount of crime, while 

the amount and type of crime in the area can, i n  t u r n ,  affect the 

daily 1 ives of i t s  residents. Much of the research directed toward 

crime and urban communities has focused on the former of these relation- 

ships--the effect  of various modes of organization and interaction on 

crime. Most of the major theories of criminality have focused on par-

t icu lar  aspects of social organization as they are thought to  affect 



levels of criminal behavior. These theories ident i fy  a wide variety of 

mechanisms contributing t o  crime, ranging from the po l i t i c s  of law 

(Quinney, 1970; Becker, 1963) t o  structured access t o  legitimate means 

of success (Merton, 1968; Cl oward and Oh1 i n  , l96O), d i f fe ren t i  a1 soci a1 

organization (Sutherl and and Cressey , 1970) and social  disorganization 

(Faris  and Dunham, 1939; Shaw and McKay, 1942). Each of these theories 

posits  a means by which crime is created and/or control led by part i  cu- 

1 a r  mechanisms of soci a1 organization. 

Seldom has the impact of crime on the local comrnuni t y  been 

seriously addressed. Of course, Durkheim (1938) was one of the f i r s t  t o  

discuss the  e f fec t  which crimes may have on a group, and label l ing theo- 

rists employ the "societal reaction" as a central concept, but both of 

these approaches tend t o  focus a t t en t i  on on the  col 1 ec t i  ve condemnation 

of specif ic  acts  o r  persons by individuals o r  agents of social control. 

Neither approach addresses the question of the impact which the threat  

o f  crime may have on the general population. 

A s imilar  type of impact has been discussed occasionally i n  

s tudies of urban communities. T h i s  is a col lect ive  response to  danger 

by residents of high crime and seemingly disorganized local i t i e s  . 
Partly i n  response t o  works of the ear ly  "Chicago School" of urban soci- 

ology which viewed levels  of deviant o r  criminal behavior as a resu l t  

of social  disorganization, t h i s  l i t e r a tu r e  has tended t o  focus on the  

forms of social organization exist ing w i t h i n  these "disorganized" areas 

(c f . ,  Whyte, 1943; Liebow, 1967; Sut t les  , 1968). Many of the ac t i v i t i e s  

discussed by these authors are directed toward ensuring safe  passage on 



local s t reets .  For example, i n  his study of the Addams area of Chicago, 

Suttles (1968) devotes the bulk of the research to  out1 ining the means 

employed by local residents to  ensure personal safety. Concepts such as 

t e r r i  to r i  a1 i ty  , segmented soci a1 order, "turf" and the defended neigh- 

borhood are extensively discussed throughout th is  study. However 

interesting to  sociologists and effective as means of ensuring a mea- 

sure of personal safety these phenomena may be, they describe only a 

portion of the means employed by urban residents to  maintain the i r  own 

safety. Also to  be considered are the individualized modes of action 

which occur i n  conjunction w i t h  the above mentioned phenomena b u t  which 

do not result  in the more positive, collective solutions. 

The research reported here is a study of these more individualized 

solutions employed by many urban residents in response to  the threat of 

crime. The remainder of th i s  chapter will review previous research on 

the nature of these actions, present a prel iminary conceptual framework, 

review the existing l i te ra ture  i n  l ight  of this  perspective, and pre- 

sent a modified conceptual framework. 

The Nature of Protective Behavior 

The types of behaviors which may be considered as adaptations 

made to reduce the threat of victimization are almost inf in i te .  For 

example, people may lock the i r  doors and windows, purchase special 

1 ocks , 1ig h t s  or a1 arms, take sel f-defense 1 essons , avoid certain people 

or pl aces, insure their  property, r e s t r i c t  the i r  ac t iv i t ies ,  provide 

for special arrangements w i t h  friends or  relat ives ,  o r  even arm them- 

selves, t o  name only a few. Such diversity may frustrate  even the most 



comprehensive of research endeavors. In order to  reduce the number of 

behaviors to  manageable levels,  prior research has followed one of 

three strategies:  

a The study of specific ac t iv i t ies .  

0 The use of global reports of behavior. 

0 The development of behavioral types. 

First, some authors have sidestepped the issue by selecting 

several actions and studying them individually. For example, Wilson 

selected seven behaviors which an individual might take "to provide pri- 

vately for  his personal security from criminal victimization" (1976 :84). 

These included : Gun ownership, ownership of other weapons, insurance 

against thef t  or  vandal ism, burglar a1 arms, guard dogs, exterior 1 i ghts 

and participation i n  a community organization. No attempt was made to  

combine these into a single index, and each was analyzed separately to  

identify differences in the i r  correlates . Both Rifai (1976) and Sundeen 

and Mathieu (1976) followed a similar strategy. While such an approach 

may be useful as an in i t i a l  step i n  the identification of types of 

actions through the similarity of the i r  correlates, th i s  has not been 

the outcome of these studies. In general, th i s  strategy does not lend 

i t s e l f  especially well e i ther  to goals of synthesis or theoretical 

development and, therefore, will not be pursued here. 

In contrast to  the above approach, a second strategy has been t o  

ask respondents a single global question concerning changes i n  

behavior. This i s  the approach employed in the National Crime Surveys, 

and results have been reported by Garofal o (1 977b) and Hindelang e t  a1 . 
(1978). Whi1 e the f i r s t  approach sidestepped the issue by treating 



each and every behavior uniquely, t h i s  approach lumps a l l  actions 

together and ignores potenti a1 differences i n  the i r  correlates. A t  

some level,  i t  may well be that  the same theoretical system will 

expl ai n a1 1 crime re1 ated protective behaviors , however, the s t a t e  of 

knowledge i s  hardly so advanced that  different actions can a l l  be 

thrown together. 

The third approach has been to  develop classes or types of 

individual protective behaviors. A1 though the approach has not been one 

of rigorous typo1 ogy construction, some valuable distinctions have been 

made. One of the most useful of these was offered by Furstenberg (1972) 

in a not very widely disseminated ar t ic le .  In th is  paper, he dis t in-

guished between "avoidance" and "mobilization." The former included 

measures designed to  r e s t r i c t  exposure and thereby reduce the risk of 

victimization. Avoidance measures are re1 a t i  vely easy to  imp1 ement , 

involve comparatively 1 i t t l e  expense, and include such things as "stay-

ing off the s t r e e t  a t  night, taking taxis ,  locking doors, and ignoring 

strangers" (l972:ll) .  On the other hand, mobilization techniques i n -

volve more e f fo r t ,  expense, and planning. As Furstenberg defined th i s  

type of protective behavior, i t  includes : Install ing extra locks, 

floodlights o r  burglar bars, buying a watchdog, and purchasing a gun. 

Furstenberg then went beyond conceptual ization to  demonstrate the 

viabi l i ty  of th is  distinction. Two additive indices of sixteen 

(unspecified) avoidance i tems and f i  ve mobi 1 i zation techniques were con- 

structed. Unfortunately, 1 i t t l e  information concerning the specific 

characteristics of these indices was provided. When the frequency 
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distributions and correl a t  of these measures were examined, he 

concluded that  they d i d  measure d is t inc t  constructs. As expected, 

avoidance measures were employed much more frequently than the mobili- 

zation strategies.  Similarly, variables such as sex, place of residence 

(objective risk), and subjective risk were re1 ated to  avoidance b u t  not 

to  mobilization, while prior victimization and income were related only 

to  the mobilization index. 

In a paper written a t  about the same time as that  of Furstenberg, 

Kleinman and David offer a distinction between "passive" and "aggres- 

sive" protective measures (1 972 :12). This distinction appears to  

para1 1 el that  of Furstenberg, with passive measures occurring most fre- 

quently. However, a f te r  offering th i s  distinction, Kl einman and David 

proceed to  combine both passive and aggressive measures into one index 

of protection. 

More recently i n  an extensive review of re1 ated 1 i terature DuBow 

e t  a1 . (1973) delineated s ix types of individual protective behaviors. 

These were: Avoidance, home protection, persona1 protection, insurance, 

communication, and participation. The f i r s t  two of these correspond 

roughly to  the distinction made by Furstenberg, while the third dis t in-  

gui shes protective measures di rected toward personal crimes from those 

directed toward the protection of property. The fourth, insurance, 

invol ves behaviors d i  rected a t  reducing the consequences of victimiza- 

tion rather than the probability of such an incident occurring. The 

f i f t h  concerns "talking" about crime while the sixth involves acting 

w i t h  others to  "do something about crime." 



Of these three approaches, the study of specific action, asking 

global questions, and establ ishing types of behavioral adaptations, 

only the third promises to  advance our understanding of th is  area of 

human behavior i n  any significant way. A1 though specific behaviors may 

be e i ther  pol i t ical ly  or  theoretically important to  study, as a general 

strategy, this approach involves considerable energy and usually 

results only i n  a ser ies  of unintegrated research findings. Alternately, 

while global questions may serve in some way to  define the parameters of 

a problem, important etiological variations are often hidden by th i s  

approach. Thus ,  neither of these strategies will be pursued i n  this 

research. Rather, a particular type of behavioral adaptation will be 

empi ri cal ly  derived and selected for  study. 

The actions to  be studied are those re1 atively easily implemented 

strategies designed to reduce the chances of violence a t  the hands of a 

stranger. T h i s  definition involves three basic components : R i s k  reduc-

tion, ease of implementation, and the object of the actions. Each of 

these components will be discussed briefly and i t s  relationship to  the 

above classifications noted. Firs t  , crime re1 ated behaviors may be 

directed a t  e i ther  reducing the chances of victimization or ameliorating 

the consequences should one be the victim of a crime. T h i s  i s  apparent 

i n  the DuBow e t  a l .  decision to  distinguish "insurance" as a type of 

behavioral reaction. I t  should be noted that  this characteristic refers 

only to  the purpose of the action and in no way implies the i r  effective- 

ness. The second, ease of implementation, defined variously as cost or  

amount of e f for t  required, is a major defining variable i n  a l l  three of 

the classifications discussed above. I t  seems likely that  the more 
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d i f f icu l t  and expensive strategies may be more closely related to 

avail able resources (e. g. , income, time, investment) and extremes of 

threat than to  more crime related variables. T h i r d ,  most actions 

designed to protect against personal crimes are qualitatively d is t inc t  

from those directed a t  the protection of property. This i s  expl ici t  in 

the distinction made between home and personal protection by DuBow 

e t  a l .  (1978) and a t  least  implied in t h e  content of Furstenberg's cate- 

gories of action. T h u s ,  the personal protective behaviors to  be 

studied herein are defined in correspondence to c r i t e r i a  establ ished by 

prior efforts.  In addition, they appear to  be roughly equivalent t o  

what Furstenberg (1 972) termed "avoidance. " However, in order t o  avoid 

the behavioral image evoked by this  term, the group of actions will be 

referred to  as personal protect ive behaviors. They will be discussed i n  

more detail and operational ized i n  Chapter Two. 

Conceptual Framework 

A conceptual framework for  defining the principal correlates of 

personal protective behaviors will be outlined in this section. T h i s  

process will involve several steps. First, a tentative conceptual 

framework wi 11 be presented, and major variables out1 ined. Second, the 

existing l i te ra ture  will be reviewed i n  terms of the ab i l i ty  of the 

framework to  incorporate prior research findings and exceptions w i  11 be 

noted. Finally, a refined conceptual framework, which will guide the 

remainder of the report, w i  11 be presented. 

As was noted above, the behaviors of interest  i n  t h i s  research 

are goal oriented and relatively easy to  implement. They are measures 



directed toward reducing the risk of personal victimization. In 

addition, the ease of implementation means that  t he i r  use i s  available 

to  almost everyone. Neither income nor f r a i l t y  due to  age nor other 

simil a r  characteristics are 1 i kely to  r e s t r i c t  access to actions 1 i ke 

avoiding "dangerous" areas, not going out a t  night, o r  traveling w i t h  

an escort. O f  course, th i s  i s  not true for many actions which also 

could be considered as protective, such as owning a g u n ,  purchasing a 

guard dog, o r  instal l ing an elaborate security system. These l a t t e r  

actions are more 1 i kely to  be affected by longstanding values and 

variables 1i ke income and home ownership than are personal protective 

behaviors (See Wilson, 1976). I t  will be argued below that  personal 

protective behaviors are very much responsive to environmental charac- 

t e r i s t i c s ,  subjective evaluations of danger, and personal t r a i t s  

related t o  vul nerabi 1 i ty. 

One of the most elementary rules of existence is  that  of se l f -  

preservation. This is no less true for  humans than other members of 

the animal kingdom. When threatened, a natural tendency is to  protect 

oneself. Of course, se l f  protection i s  not an absolute overriding con- 

cern. Lines of action may be taken which endanger the actor i n  the 

interest  of others. For example, a parent may enter a burning building 

i n  the face of almost certain death to  save a child, or  a soldier may 

smother a grenade w i t h  his body i n  order to  save the other troops. 

Such admirable examples of love and a1 truism overriding concerns for  

personal safety are legion, b u t  i n  no way negate the general tendency 

toward se l f  preservation. In the absence of such concerns and con- 

s t ra in ts ,  people will act  to  ensure the i r  own safety. 



One may also fa i l  t o  respond to  a threat.  The most common 

reasons for nonresponse are likely to  be nonrecognition or  misinterpre- 

tation of a dangerous situation. LeJeune and Alex (1973) have clearly 

documented the operation of these phenomena for  victims of personal 

crime. In addition, people may neutralize a threat by denying i ts  

existence o r  their  susceptibil i ty to  i t .  Cigarette smoking and d r i v -

i n g  without seat belts are obvious examples of often denied dangers. 

These observations indicate the importance of knowledge, perceptions, 

and interpretations i n  the decision to  in i t i a t e  protective actions. 

A major thesis of th is  research i s  tha t  the concept of threat 

plays a major role i n  the understanding of personal protective behav- 

iors.  By the i r  very nature, violent personal crimes, especi a1 ly 

"s treet  crimes" committed by a stranger, are threatening events. As 

Wilson has pointed out, everyone is subject to  the threat of victimiza- 

tion (1976:8); however, the intensity of th is  threat is not constant. 

Objectively, variations i n  the pattern of criminal victimization mean 

that  some people are more l ikely to  be victims than others. Subjec-

tively,  some people are also threatened more by the possibility of 

victimization than others. In order for  crime to  affect e i ther  a t t i -  

tudes or behaviors, i t  must be experienced as a personal threat 

(cf. Conk1 i n ,  1975:17-18). In th is  way, personal protective behavior 

can be viewed as a means of coping with variations i n  the threat of 

v i  ctimizati on. 

From this  perspective, an understanding of personal protective 

behaviors involves the identification of the relevant components of the 
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threat of crime. An i n i t i a l  conceptual framework may be proposed which 

hypothesizes that  estimates of threat or  danger issue from four sources: 

(1 ) characteristics of the local environment, including b u t  not limited 

to crime ; (2 ) crime related information ; (3 )  personal vul nerabi 1 i ty to 

attack; and (4)  subjective assessments of danger. This preliminary 

conceptual framework i s  graphically represented i n  Figure 1. The 

I nature and hypothesized relationship of each of these variable areas to  

protective behaviors wi 11 be clar i f ied and further specified below 

through a review of relevant l i te ra ture .  When i t  will f a c i l i t a t e  the 

discussion, reference to the "fear of crime" 1 i terature  will be made. 

Characteristics of the Local Environment . The 1 ocal envi ronment 

is the context w i t h i n  which the behaviors of interest  must occur. A 

wide variety of community characteristics could be related to  the use 

of protective behaviors. The most prominent of these might be the 

I crime rate. However, i t  is possible that  population density , community
L 

social integration, racial integration, racial or  ethnic change, and a 

host of other t r a i t s  may also effect  protective actions. I t  i s  most 

plausible that  these variables play a defining or  limiting role i n  the 

genesis of protective behaviors. That i s ,  t he i r  effects are probably 

more indirect than direct ,  providing the grist for  crime information 

and serving to  define the neighborhood i n  terms of safety. 

Evidence regarding the direct effect  of context on protective 

behaviors i s  very limited. Data from the National Crime Surveys cannot 

be analyzed in u n i t s  smaller than c i t i e s ,  thereby limiting the i r  

u t i l i t y .  Analysis of interci ty  differences from this source indicates 

no major variations, w i t h  around 50 percent of the residents of urban 
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areas reporting recent unspeci f ied  changes i n  t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  

(Garofalo, l977b). However, w i t h i n  c i t y  variation appears t o  be some- 

what greater .  In his analysis of data from Baltimore, Furstenberg 

(1972) found tha t  residents of high crime police d i s t r i c t s  were more 

l ike ly  than residents of low crime d i s t r i c t s  t o  u t i l i z e  avoidance mea- 

sures. The e f fec t  of subjective estimates of risk was much stronger 

than t ha t  of d i s t r i c t  crime r a t e ,  and when the  former was controlled,  

differences due t o  the l a t t e r  dissipated. This would tend t o  support 

the hypothesis t ha t  the  major e f fec t s  of context are indirect .  Wilson 

(1 976) has reported s imilar  resul ts  fo r  the Port1 and metropol i tan area. 

He found t ha t  the ra te  of property crime, violent  crime, Uniform Crime 

Reports Index, and households per pol i ce  patrol were a l l  ineffectual i n  

predicting any of f ive  protective measures--i nsurance pol i c ies  , burg1 ary 

a1 arms, guard dogs, guns, o r  other weapons (1 976 :I21 -122). These stud- 

i e s  indicate t ha t ,  a t  best ,  local context has only a moderate d i rec t  

e f f ec t  on behavioral change and i s  mediated by more subjective vari- 

ables. The strength of this l a t t e r  re1 ationship has been consistently 

observed a t  both the individual (Clemente and Kleiman, 1977; Stinchcombe 

e t  a1 ., 1978; Boggs, 1971 ) and aggregate levels  (Lewis and Maxfield 

1980; McPherson , 1978). 

Thus f a r ,  local environmental character is t ics  have been discussed 

only i n  terms of t h e i r  potential additive contribution t o  personal pro-

tect ive  measures. Such an e f f ec t  has often been inferred from d i f fe r -  

ences between groups which pers i s t  a f t e r  individual level variables 

have been control 1 ed. However, the persistence of group differences 



indicates only the poss ibi l i ty  t ha t  one o r  more contextual variables 

are operating. These residual differences may also be due to an incom-

pl e t e  specification of the individual level variables which combine t o  

produce the behavior of in te res t .  Arguing t ha t  t h i s  l a t t e r  case i s  

more often the rule  than the exception, Hauser has labelled the unwar- 

ranted a t t r ibut ion of residual group differences t o  a contextual e f f ec t  

as the "contextual fa l lacy"  (l970:659). Both he and other authors 

(Przeworski and Teune, 1970) have argued t ha t  contextual variables need 

t o  be considered only when the aggregate u n i t  specif ies  the in te r re la -  

tionship between variables w i t h i n  systems. In terms of this research, 

contextual variables must be considered i f  the correlates of personal 

protective behaviors are not invariant  between local environments. 

Such an outcome has obvious theoretical  imp1i cations. If envi ronmental 

character is t ics  determine the correl ates of personal protective behav- 

i o r s ,  then the contextual sources of t h i s  variation must be incorporated 

in to  the conceptual framework. 

There is some evidence t ha t  w i t h i n  system correlates of protective 

behaviors do vary between urban neighborhoods. In h i s  analysis of some- 

what d i f ferent  protective behaviors [See above), Wi 1 son (1 976) appears 

t o  have identif ied such an e f fec t .  When he analyzed the pooled data 

from the en t i re  Portland metropolitan area, he found t ha t  the major 

independent variables being considered had virtual  l y  no e f f ec t  on the 

behaviors i n  question (only one of the 130 bivar ia te  correlat ions was 

greater  than + 0.1 5 ) .  However, when the same analysis was performed 

within subareas of the  c i t y ,  dramatic increases were observed i n  the  

a b i l i t y  t o  predict these behaviors (1976:124-132). In addition, the 



best single predictor of owning a gun or  guard dog varied widely 

between these areas. These results were interpreted to  be a conse- 

quence of contextual differences, b u t  the author failed to  investigate 

the nature of the variables which might produce such an effect.  

John Conklin (1971 ; 1975) has reported a similar effect  involving 

different concepts. He found that perceptions of crime and feelings of 

safety were related i n  only one of the two areas under study. In an 

attempt to  explain this effect ,  he suggested that  a threshold effect  

operates such that perceptions of crime and feelings of safety are 

related " . . . only when the actual crime rate  of the community passes 

a certain c r i t ica l  level" (l975:85). Thus, he posited "crime rate"  as 

the contextual variable which specified the above re1 ationshi p. While 

this certainly seems plausible, two cautions are i n  order. First, as 

he acknowledges, an attenuation of variance i n  the low crime community 

easily could have produced th is  effect.  Second, w i t h  only two cases 

almost any characteristic that  differentiated the areas also would 

explain th i s  e f fec t ,  a1 though perhaps not so eloquently. 

The above discussion suggests that  the role of context will be 

largely mediated by other variables and may serve to  specify the 

effects of those other variables. More specifically , no differences 

should be expected between c i t i e s  (See the next chapter for  a descrip- 

tion of the data) in the levels of personal protective behaviors. 

Second, neighborhoods should exhibit a significant effect  on sel f 

reports of these behaviors, b u t  th i s  re1 ationship will be spurious when 

the remaining independent variables have been control led. That i s ,  



the effect  of context will be predominantly indirect.  Finally, i t  may 

be expected that  the correlates of personal protective behaviors will 

be contextually determined or  specified by context. Support for  th i s  

l a t t e r  hypothesis will necessitate an explanation i n  terms of contex- 

tual variables . 
Crime Related Information. I t  may be anticipated that  the extent 

and nature of crime re1 ated information w i  11 affect personal protective 

behaviors both directly and indirectly through a subjective process of 

evaluation. This information may provide a basis on which residents 

make decisions concerning the safety of the local neighborhood. Infor-

mation concerning local ly experienced crimes i s  clear evidence of the 

potential threat of crime to the individual. The impact of this infor-

mation i s  probably determined by several variables , the most prominent 

of which are the credibili ty of the source and the nature of the offense. 

I t  i s  less l ikely that  ta les  of t r a f f i c  offenses related by children 

will lead to  behavioral adaptations or definitions of danger, than a 

story of rape and murder reported by a close and trusted friend. The 

amount and type of crime information received by an individual is also 

not l ikely to  be representative of the amount of crime i n  the area b u t  

influenced by social networks, ac t iv i t ies ,  and selective attention. 

Finally, although actual events provide the basis for  most crime infor- 

mation, i t  i s  well known that  facts may be distorted th rough  word-of-

mouth communication. 

As conceived here, crime related information i s  a very broad 

category containing three sources. These may be termed: 



a Communication by others. 

a Personal experience as a victim. 

a Personal observations. 

The nature of each of these sources will be addressed below and perti-  

nent 1 i terature reviewed. 

Crime related information may be communicated by others e i ther  

interpersonally or impersonally through media of communication, both 

electronic (radio, television) and print (books, newspapers). Some 

research indicates that  interpersonal communication of victimization 

experiences may affect protective behaviors indirectly through assess-

ments of personal safety. Because of the i r  physical and social proxi-

mity, the victimization experiences of friends and neighbors can be 

expected to  influence at t i tudes and behaviors. People are l ikely to  

know about these experiences because victims spend considerable time 

relating the i r  experiences to  others (LeJeune and Alex, 1973). Much 

l ike  personally being a victim, the experience of a significant other 

serves as positive evidence of the threat of crime. Through th i s  pro- 

cess one criminal event may affect many people. Calling t h i s  "indirect 

victimization," Skogan (1977; cf .  Conk1 i n ,  1971) found residents of 

households in which any member had experienced e i ther  a robbery or per- 

sonal thef t  during the past year to  feel less  safe than residents of 

households reporting no such incidents. However, the effect  of this 

variable on protective behaviors remains t o  be tested. 

Kleinman and David (1972) have tested a related hypothesis 

concerning the effects  of visi b i  1i ty/social contact on personal protec- 

t ive behaviors. They argued tha t  i n  a h i g h  crime environment, those 



residents who are highly visible and have extensive social contacts are 

i n  a bet ter  position to  be aware of the h i g h  risk and the requisite 

extent of protective measures i n  the area than more isolated residents. 

They found 1 imited support for  th is  hypothesis. However, other evi -
dence suggests that  they may have misinterpreted the nature of the 

effect.  Simple contact and communication w i t h  others does not, in 

i t s e l f ,  affect the probability of in i t ia t ing  protective behaviors. 

Both Gubrium (1974) and Sundeen and Mathieu (1976) report that  the 

social support provided by community contacts serves to  diffuse fear  of 

victimization among elderly respondents. This suggests that  i n  a high 

crime area, there will be a correspondence between the extent of social 

contacts and the amount of crime information received. The crucial 

factor is not that  people talk to each other, b u t  rather, the content of 

those conversations. 

Television, radio, and newspaper reports are major sources of 

information about crime. However, these reports are often not an 

accurate reflection of the pool of known criminal events. Crimes are 

not selected for  news reports on a random basis, b u t  rather based upon 

editorial  decisions concerning space and newsworthiness. Several 

studies have found no relationship between the types of crime reported 

i n  the news and the distribution of crimes reported to the police 

(Davis, 1951 ; Hubbard e t  a1 ., 1975). News reports tend to  overempha- 

s ize the serious and spectacular crimes (Roshier, 1973). To the extent 

that  people base the i r  perceptions of the crime problem on these reports, 

they would be expected to  show an exaggerated sense of danger. Li t t le  



work has been conducted on t h i s  topic ,  and exis t ing research shows 

mixed resul ts .  Davis (1951) found c i t i zen  perception of crime t o  cor- 

respond more closely t o  media reports than o f f i c i a l  s t a t i s t i c s , while 

neither Roshier (1 973) nor Hubbard e t  a1 . (1 975) reported such an 

e f fec t .  Further complicating the picture is the finding t ha t  only nine 

percent of the population thinks crime is less  serious than presented 

i n  the  news, while fu l ly  40 percent believe i t  more serious than those 

reports (Garofalo, l977b:42). As w i t h  interpersonal comrnuni cation,  

there i s  l i t t l e  exist ing l i t e r a t u r e  on which t o  estimate the impact of 

media content on personal protective behaviors. 

The second source of crime related information outlined above i s  

personal experience. Being the victim of a personal crime serves t o  

emphasize the r ea l i t y  of crime and personalize i ts  threat .  Common 

sense suggests t h a t  victims will a t  l e a s t  modify t h e i r  behavior to 

avoid s i tuat ions  o r  places t h a t  have resul ted i n  previous victimizations. 

However, prior research does not lend much support t o  t h i s  argument. A 

nationwide study found some tendency f o r  victims t o  be more cautious 

than nonvictims (Ennis, 1967). However, more recent data from the eight  

impact c i t i e s  of the National Crime Survey (At1 anta , Baltimore, Cl eve- 

land, Dallas, Denver, Newark, Portland, and St .  Louis) indicated no 

important differences between gross categories of victims and nonvi ctims 

(Garofalo, 1977b), and only s l i g h t  differences fo r  victims of serious 

persona1 crimes (Hindel ang e t  a1 ., 1978:168-170). I t  appears tha t  the 

spec i f ic  offense seems t o  be a crucial consideration. For crimes 

involving face-to-face contact between the victim and offender (robbery 



without injury,  1 arceny w i t h  contact, and assaul t )  , victims were 

considerably more l ike ly  than nonvictims t o  report changes i n  t h e i r  

daily routine (Garofalo, l977b 324). In contrast  t o  these f i n d i n g s ,  

Bideman e t  a l .  (1967) found victimization t o  have no e f f ec t  on per-

sonal behaviors, as did Furstenberg (1 972 ), when place of residence 

w i t h i n  the c i t y  was controlled. The implication of this l a t t e r  finding 

is t h a t  victimization e f fec t s  may be the spurious resu l t  of uncontrolled 

variables re1 ated t o  pl ace of residence. 

The t h i r d  source of crime related information c i ted above was 

personal observations. In the absence of  a personal victimization expe- 

rience o r  information from a secondary source, residents must evaluate 

the danger of t h e i r  neighborhood as best they can. One means of ascer- 

taining the potential danger of an area may be through the use of 

environmental cues--visible character is t ics  t ha t  have come to  be associ -
ated w i t h  crime. These signs o r  cues need not involve criminal ac t iv i ty  

o r  even pose an immediate threat .  They might include the presence of 

people thought t o  be "criminal types" o r  simply signs of disorder and 

decay such as abandoned cars ,  vacant buildings, o r  obvious vandalism. 

Biderman e t  a l .  concluded tha t  i n  addition t o  word-of-mouth and media 

reports, ". . . the highly vis ible  signs of what they regard as dis-  

orderly and disreputable behavior in  t h e i r  community" were a major 

determinant of  residents '  impressions about local crime (1967:160). 

More recently, Lewis and Maxfield (1980) have called these "signs of 

incivi 1 i ty .  " Using a measure which combined responses t o  questions 

which asked how big a problem abandoned buildings, vandalism, lo i t e r ing  
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groups of teenagers, and drug abus e were i n  the i r  nei  ghborhood , they 

found levels of inc iv i l i ty  to  be more close ly  related than local crime 

rate  to  aggregate levels of safety. Fowler has reported simi1 a r  

results a t  the individual level (1974). Wh i l e  the exact nature of 

these cues, and the i r  uses have yet t o  be specified, i t  appears that  

they do play a role i n  defining the danger of a given area. I t  seems 

plausible that  t h i s  information may a1 so affect  protective behaviors 

directly by defining areas to  be avoided. 

Four principal sources of crime related information have been 

discussed: Interpersonal communication of v i  ctimization experiences 

(indirect victimization) , media reports of crime, personal experience 

as a victim, and the use of environmental cues. The effects of two of 

these, media reports and personal victimization , w i  11 not be investi -
gated here. The former was eliminated due to  problems of measuring the 

volume of media crime information consumed by an individual (See Skogan 

and Maxfield, 1980), and the l a t t e r  not measured because i t  i s  a rare 

event requiring significantly larger sample sizes for  stable estimates 

than those employed here. 

Several expectations concerning the effects of the remaining two 

variables, indirect victimization and the presence of environmental 

cues, may be specified. F i rs t ,  each should demonstrate significant 

zero-order correlations w i t h  both personal protective behaviors and 

subjective assessments of danger. Second, the i r  hypothesized informa- 

tional and definitional roles suggest that  they will be more strongly 

correlated w i t h  subjective estimates of danger than personal protective 



behaviors. In addition, subjective processes may mediate the e f f ec t  of 

these variables such t ha t  they have a spurious impact when the others 

a re  control 1 ed. 

Personal Vulnerability t o  Attack. A t h i r d  s e t  of variables 

related t o  personal protective behaviors involves personal characteris-  

t i c s  generally indicative of vulnerabil i ty t o  predatory crimes. People 

w i t h  greater  vulnerabil i ty may be thought of as being more sensi t ive  to  

the th rea t  of crime than the l e s s  vulnerable. That i s ,  given s imilar  

levels  of th rea t ,  those who are more vulnerable might be expected t o  

feel more i n  danger and react  more than those who are l e s s  vulnerable. 

A1 though vulnerabil i ty i s  usually not independently measured, i t  has 

been argued t ha t  the demographic character is t ics  of sex and age may be 

employed as general indicators of this character is t ic .  Stinchcombe 

e t  a l .  (1978) present this point i n  de ta i l .  Briefly, they argue t ha t  

a b i l i t y  t o  r e s i s t  attack i s  a major indicator of vulnerabil i ty f o r  both 

the potential victim and offender. All things being equal, physical 

strength and a g i l i t y  are  of primary concern i n  estimating vulnerabil i ty.  

Given t ha t  young males are  the modal offenders fo r  personal crimes, 

this a b i l i t y  to  r e s i s t  must be compared t o  the capabi l i t ies  of young 

males. As a whole, women possess l e s s  physical strength and fighting 

prowess than t h e i r  male counterparts. In addit ion,  one character is t ic  

of the aging process i s  a general decline in physical strength,  speed, 

and ag i l i t y .  These character is t ics  make both women and the elderly 

eas ie r  marks fo r  a young male in search of a potential victim. 
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Sex has consistently emerged as  the most powerful predictor of 

assessments of danger fo r  personal crimes. Every major study has docu- 

mented the  substant ia l ly  higher perceived th rea t  among women (e.g.,  

Biderman e t  a1 ., 1967; Ennis, 1967; Conklin, 1975; Garofalo, 1977; 

Clemente and Kleiman, 1977). The e f f ec t  of age follows closely t ha t  of 

sex, a1 though the relat ionship appears t o  be somewhat weaker and l e s s  

consistent. While some researchers have observed an age e f f ec t  

(Conk1i n ,  1975; Garofalo, 1977; Clemente and Kleiman, 1977; Hindelang 

e t  a1 ., 1978), others have fa i l ed  t o  ident i fy  any relat ionship between 

age and perceived danger (Biderman e t  a1 ., 1 967; Fowler and Mangione, 

1974). These inconsistencies may be due, i n  par t ,  t o  the  nonlinearity 

of t h i s  relat ionship.  Skogan (1 978b) has shown tha t  age makes very 

1 i t t l e  difference i n  levels  of fear  except fo r  those over 60. Thus, the 

e f fec t  of age i s  due t o  the  peculiar condition of being elderly--rather 

than an aging e f fec t  (cf . ,  Cook e t  a1 ., 1978). 

Not only do women and the e lder ly  feel l e s s  safe  than men and 

younger people, b u t  they a re  a l so  more l i ke ly  t o  report  changes i n  

t h e i r  behavior because of crime (Hindelang e t  a1 ., 1978). In fac t ,  

there i s  some evidence tha t  sex differences a re  even stronger fo r  behav- 

ioral  changes than fo r  estimates of danger- (Fursten berg, 1 972). Women 

i n  a l l  age groups a r e  much more 1 i kely than men t o  1 imit t he i r  ac t iv i -  

t i e s .  However, the e f f ec t  of age tends to  be stronger for  men. Sex 

differences in the extent of protective behaviors narrow w i t h  advancing 

age (Hindelang e t  a1 ., 1978:205). So pronounced a re  these differences 

t ha t  when sex i s  controlled, the e f fec t  of age i s  almost en t i re ly  due t o  



the increasing tendency of men to  modify the i r  behavior w i t h  age, 

while women show only a s l ight  tendency to change the i r  behavior with 

advancing age (Furstenberg, 1972:17-18). In s t a t i s t i ca l  terms, sex and 

age interact.  I t  may be noted that  th i s  interaction effect  has also 

been observed for  estimates of persona1 danger (Hindel ang, 1976). 

The above review suggests that  these two variables will play a 

significant role in understanding personal protective behaviors. 

F i rs t ,  both variables should be significantly related to  protective 

behaviors, and controls shoul d not affect these re1 ationshi ps. Second 

age may be nonlinearly related to  both subjective danger and protective 

behavior. If th i s  hypothesis i s  supported, age will be appropriately 

transformed prior to  the final analysis i n  order to  meet the assumption 

of 1 ineari ty  required by mu1 ti pl e regression procedures. T h i r d ,  sex 

and age may have an interactive effect  on personal protective behaviors. 

Finally, each variable also should be significantly related to  subjec- 

t ive  estimates of safety. 

Subjective Assessments of Danger. From the perspective taken 

here, subjective assessments of danger should be key correlates of per- 

sonal protective behaviors. I t  i s  not enough to l ive  i n  a h i g h  crime 

area, hear about 1 ocal ly comrni t ted crimes, and be re1 a t i  vely vulnerable; 

the citizen must recognize his/her situation as being dangerous. That 

is ,  the situation must be defined by the individual as dangerous or 

unsafe. I t  i s  this  process of subjective assessments of danger which 

i s  theoretical ly most closely re1 ated to protective behaviors. T h i s  

l ine of argument, as w i t h  the previous variable areas, i n  no way implies 



tha t  these assessments are an accurate reflection of the risks faced by 

residents. I t  may well be that  they are roughly accurate for  most 

people. However, many factors may conspire to  indicate danger whether 

i t  is present or not, and i t  i s  the subjective impression of danger 

which is most important. 

Prior research by t h i q  author indicates that  subjective danger 

may have two principal components--one w i t h  an environmental and the 

other w i t h  a personal referent (Baumer, 1979). Both involve judgments 

about the re1 ative safety for  the individual. The former involves 

assessments of environmental danger; that  i s ,  subjective definitions of 

the threat posed'by crime i n  the neighborhood. Very l i t t l e  research 

has been conducted on th i s  variable. However, a consideration of the 

theoretical role of this construct will c lar i fy i t s  relationship to  

personal protective behaviors. For many, a judgment of environmental 

danger may be only the f i r s t  step toward taking protective action, while 

for  others, i t  may be a suff ic ient  condition for  taking such action. 

In analytic terms, th is  variable would be expected to  have both direct 

and indirect effects on personal protective behaviors. The indirect 

effect  would operate through subjective definitions of personal safety. 

To the extent tha t  residents judge the i r  environment as dangerous and 

personalize that threat,  they may be expected to  take appropriate 

actions. As a summary indicator of the threat posed by crime, these 

assessments should also be closely correlated w i t h  the crime related 

information variables discussed earl ie r .  



The component of subjective threat which involves personal 

definitions of safety i s  conceptually closest to  what i s  usually 

referred to  as "fear of crime." In order to  avoid the conceptual bag-

gage th is  term has accumulated over the past 15 years, t h i s  variable 

will be referred to  as estimates of personal danger. As such, this i s  

a crucial variable to be considered i n  any study of protective behav- 

iors. People i n  self-defined threatening situations can be expected to  

take measures to  reduce that threat.  

There is some evidence to  suggest that  estimates of personal 

danger are, indeed, very closely re1 ated to  protective behaviors. Vari -
ous measures of threat have been shown to  be related to  changes in indi- 

vidual behavior patterns. Furstenberg found respondents reporting a 

high level of subjective risk of victimization to  be over four times as 

l ikely as those reporting low estimates of risk to  be classified as 

"high avoiders" (1972:15). EIhen the effects of both subjective risk 

and local crime rate were examined simultaneously, the former was found 

to be more important than the l a t t e r .  More recently, Hindelang e t  a l .  

found a similarly strong relationship between these two variables. 

Only 22 percent of the respondents who said they f e l t  "very safe" a1 one 

i n  t he i r  neighborhood a t  night reported limiting the i r  behavior because 

of crime, while 72 percent of those who f e l t  "very unsafe" had done so 

(1978:204; c f . ,  Garofalo, 1977b 325). 

Estimates of personal danger may be expected to  be the principal 

correlate of personal protective behaviors. A strong positive relation- 

s h i p  which is unaffected by control variables should exis t  between i t  



and the dependent variable. As was suggested i n  the above review, 

indicators of vul nerabi 1 i t y  (sex, age), and definitions of envi ron- 

mental danger should also be closely related to th i s  variable. Th i rd ,  

informational variables should be i n i t i a l l y  related to  estimates of 

personal danger. However, t he i r  major role w i  11 be i n  defining the 

extent of environmental threat.  Hence, when this l a t t e r  variable is  

controlled, the effect  of informational variables should be reduced. 

Other Potential Correl ates of Personal Protective Behaviors. In 

addition t o  the four variable domains discussed above, prior research 

suggests that  two other principal areas shoul d be considered: Charac-

t e r i s t i c s  related to  objective risk and integration into the local com-

muni ty. Race, income, education, and employment s ta tus  are roughly 

related t o  objective risk of victimization. Nonwhite and poor residents 

report higher rates of personal victimization (Hindel ang e t  a1 ., 1978). 

Several studies have found that  the above groups do report taking more 

precautions (Biderman e t  a1 ., 1967; Hindel ang e t  a1 ., 19781, however, 

i t  appears tha t  these correlations are the resul t  of contextual varia- 

tions rather than the personal t r a i t s  of being poor or nonwhite. When 

place of residence is control 1 ed , Furstenberg (1 972) reports the effect  

of these variables on avoidance behaviors to  be spurious. Supportive 

of th i s  interpretation are findings by Yaden e t  a l .  (1973) and Lavrakas 

e t  a1 . (1978) tha t  within some high crime areas h i g h  subjective es t i  -
mates of danger are associated w i t h  being white. 

Integration into the social fabric of the community may also 

affect the use of personal protective behaviors, by providing a 



29 

knowledge of who belongs on the s t reet ,  what constitutes threatening 

behavior, and the presence of friends who could come to one's aid i n  

times of emergency. There i s  some evidence that these variables may 

reduce subjective estimates of danger (Baumer and Hunter, 1979). How-

ever, the relationship of such variables w i t h  protective behaviors 

remains untested. 

Summary 

The major task of this chapter has been to present a conceptual 

framework for understanding personal protective behaviors and review 

the adequacy of that framework in l i g h t  of the existing literature. 

There were four major components of the ini t ial  framework: context, 

crime re1 ated information, personal vulnerability, and subjective 

assessments of danger. Variables from each area were ini t i  a1 ly hypothe- 

sized to have direct positive effects on personal protective behaviors. 

For heuristic purposes, this i n i  t i  a1 framework was graphically repre- 

sented by Figure 1. 

The subsequent review of the variable domains suggested several 

variables within each area and t h a t  the probable relationship of those 

variables was not as simple as originally described. Existing 1 itera- 

ture suggested the presence of a t  least two variables for three of the 

four general areas. Crime information was posited to derive from 

media reports, interpersonal communication of victimization experiences, 

and the perception of environment cues. Only the l a t t e r  two will be 

studied here. The principal indicators of persona1 vul nerabi 1 i ty were 



sex and age. Finally, "subjective estimates of danger" was divided 

into assessments of envi ronmental danger and estimates of personal 

danger. 

The discussion of the role of each component variable and review 

of the l i te ra ture  suggested the modified conceptual framework pre- 

sented in Figure 2. Several changes are apparent. Firs t ,  contextual 

characteristics are thought t o  have no direct impact on protective 

behaviors when other variables have been controlled. Second, none of 

the informational variables i s  hypothesized to  have a significant inde- 

pendent contribution to  personal protective behaviors. Rather, the main 

effect  of these variables is mediated by assessments of environmental 

danger. T h i r d ,  assessments of environmental danger, sex, and age are 

viewed as affecting both personal protective behaviors and estimates of 

personal danger. Finally, estimates of personal danger i s  posited as a 

central variable i n  this framework. 

Several characteristics of the revised framework are not so 

apparent. These involve interactive and curvil inear re1 ationships 

which are  not easy to  represent graphically. Firs t ,  the possibil i ty 

that some of the independent variables.- may interact  must be considered. 

For example, previous research suggests that  sex and age may have an 

interactive effect.  Second, i t  may be anticipated that  the effect  of 

age will not be l inear ,  b u t  rather,  may be a step function. T h i r d ,  

there is some evidence to  suggest that  context may specify or  determine 

the strength of some of the relationships. Such an effect  of a cate- 

gorical variable may be treated as an interaction (cf.  Cohen and Cohen, 
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1975; Kerlinger and Pedhazur, l973), b u t  is  usually discussed in  a 

d i f ferent  manner than an interaction of two continuous variables. 

This indicates t ha t  the  problem may be d i s t i nc t l y  comparative (cf. 

Przeworski and Teune , 1970). 

This research will t e s t  the  appl i cabi 1 i t y  of t h  is revised 

conceptual framework fo r  understanding the correl a tes  of personal pro- 

t ec t ive  behaviors. The principal mu1 t i v a r i a t e  corre la tes  are  posited 

t o  be: estimates of personal danger, assessments of environmental 

danger, sex and age. Several other variables were hypothesized to  have 

s ignif icant  zero-order correlat ions which should be  accounted fo r  by 

the mediating e f fec t s  of these central variables. A major characteris-  

t i c  of this conceptual framework i s  i ts comparative focus. That i s ,  a 

principal thes i s  i s  t ha t  contextual variables may specify the  corre- 

l a t e s  of personal protective behaviors. Should this be the case, 

environmental variables mus t  be incorporated in to  any future study of 

these actions. 



CHAPTER I1 

METHODOLOGY 

T h i s  chapter documents the procedures employed in this research. 

They are presented i n  three major sections. The f i r s t  concerns the 

L major components of the data collection process. This section outlines 
a l " i  
C r 

2 L; 	 the method of data collection, sampl i n g  plan, respondents, instrumen-
i 

! 
a ' v  tation, and data structure. A detailed discussion of these procedures 

; i s  presented i n  Skogan (1978) and i n  most cases, will not be repeated d 
8 -3

1 -	 here. The second section presents the operational i zation of major 

$; 

constructs, while the t h i r d  discusses the analytic techniques to  be 

employed in the following chapter. 

Data Collection 

The data for  th is  research were collected as a joint venture of 

two mu1 t iyear  studies being conducted a t  Northwestern University's 

Center for  Urban Affairs. Both projects were concerned w i t h  the a t t i -  
P 

tudinal, emotional, and behavioral consequences of local crime condi- 

tions for the 1 ives of residents of urban neighborhoods, and shared an 

interest  i n  comparative research. This l a t t e r  characteristic a1 1 owed 

for the collection of data suitable to t e s t  the "contextual specifica- 

" 
-3 
3 	 tion" hypothesis so central to  this study. The survey fielded by 

these two projects was a joint venture designed to meet a wide array of 

data needs including those of th i s  report. 

3 3 



le data were coll ected by means of te l  ephon ntervi ews 

conducted under the direction of Market Opinion Research, a Detroit 

based survey research company. The use of telephone interviews was 

i n i t i a l l y  considered because of budgetary constraints and supported by 

recent evidence concerning the high quality of the obtained data. As 

will be described below, the comparative nature of the research 

required a sample of over 5,000 respondents on a very limited budget. 

Telephone surveys can provide data comparable to  in-person interviews 

a t  approximately 30 to  50 percent of the cost without the low response 

rates so characteristic of mailed questionnaires (See Tuchfarber e t  a l . ,  

In addition to  the low cost, telephone surveys can also produce 

high quality data. Marketing firms had ut i l ized telephone surveys suc- 

cessful ly  for  many years, b u t  social scient is ts  generally avoided the 

technique u n t f  1 the high cost of in-person interviews demanded a more 

cost effective method01 ogy. This re1 uctance to use telephone surveys 

was grounded i n  beliefs concerning limits on the types of questions 

which may be asked; the possible length of the interview; and the repre- 

sentati  veness of samples obtained from telephone subscribers (See 

Se l l t iz  e t  a1 ., 1959:239; Simon, 1969:249-250). However, studies con- 

ducted during the 1970's counter these beliefs. Several studies indi- 

cate that  a1 though many visual aids employed w i t h  in-person interviews 

may not be ut i l ized,  most questions may be asked w i t h  1i t t l e  diff icul ty  

and will provide comparable results (Tuchfarber and Kl ecka, 1977; 

Groves, 1977). Rogers (1 976 ) has demonstrated that  telephone surveys 



may run as long as 50 minutes w i t h  l i t t l e  d i f f i cu l ty .  Subscription 

ra tes  have s teadi ly  increased over the years,  thereby decreasing the 

probable bias i n  telephone surveys. In 1970, approximately 87 percent 

of a1 1 American households had a telephone (Tull and A1 baum, l977:39O), 

and this figure had increased t o  93 percent i n  1976 (Tuchfarber and 

Klecka, 1977). \(hi l e  some researchers s t i l l  question the  representa- 

ti veness of telephone surveys (Tul 1 and A1 baum, 1977), the current 

consensus i s  t ha t  the data produced i n  t h i s  way a re  no di f ferent  from 

in-person interviews (Tuchfarber and Klecka, 1977; Rogers, 1976). The 

above considerations suggested t ha t  telephone interviews could produce 

high quali ty data i n  a cost  ef fect ive  manner. 

The data were collected from 13 independently drawn samples. The 

two projects had selected fo r  study ten neighborhoods located i n  three 

large American c i t i e s  : Philadelphia, Chicago, and San Francisco. 

Areas w i t h i n  these c i t i e s  were selected purposively on the  basis of 

t h e i r  crime r a t e s ,  extent of community organization, social  c lass  and 

raci a1 composition. Three (Logan, Mest Phi  1 adel phi a ,  and South P h i  1 a- 

de1 phi a )  were incl uded i n  Phi 1 adel phi  a ; four (Wi cker Park, Wood1 awn, 

Lincoln Park, and Back of the Yards) i n  Chicago; and three (Sunset, The 

Mission, and Visitation Valley) i n  San Francisco. In addit ion,  a c i ty -  

wide sample was interviewed i n  each c i t y  t o  provide both a base fo r  

comparison and more general izabl e data. 

The sampling procedure was what may be termed random d i g i t  dial ing 

w i t h  enrichment . Random d i g i t  dial  ing was employed because samples 

drawn from pub1 ished l i s t s  exc 1 ude unpublished numbers. In urban 



areas, as many as 30 percent of a l l  households have such unpublished 

numbers ( G l  asser and Metzger, 1972, 1975; Trendex, 1976). Operative 

prefixes i n  each of the sampling areas were identified and a sample 

generated by randomly selecting prefixes and assigning four-digit num-

bers t o  them. This procedure continued u n t i l  an adequately large pool 

of numbers had been generated for each sample area. For a detailed 

discussion of this  process, the reader i s  referred to  Skogan (1978). 

After generating the numbers for  each area, the pool of numbers 

was enriched by elimination of identifiably inel igible  numbers. This 

was achieved principally by checking a l l  generated numbers against a 

criss-cross directory. These directories 1 i s t  a1 1 pub1 ished numbers 

sorted by both number and address, rather than alphabetically by sub- 

scr i  ber. This procedure a1 lowed 1 isted business and 1 isted out-of- 

scope residential numbers (those not located i n  the targeted area) to  

be eliminated. In addition, whenever possible, coin telephones and 

banks of numbers reserved for  internal telephone company use, busi-

nesses, o r  those simply not in use were also eliminated. In two areas, 

generated numbers were checked against a "name and address" service 

operated by the telephone company. A1 together, these procedures 

allowed for  the el imination of a significant number of "unproductive" 

telephone numbers. The remaining numbers were then called i n  the i r  

original random order. A detailed discussion of these procedures and 

their  impact on the survey may be found i n  Skogan's (1978) methodologi- 

cal report. 



Once contact had been made for  a given number, a three-stage 

screening process was necessary. This process involved the elimina- 

tion of businesses, government agencies, and group quarters; the 

selection of only geographical ly  el igi bl e househol ds ; and random 

selection of respondents based on household composition. The f i r s t  

step was to  establish that  a household had been reached by asking the 

question: "Is th is  a business or residential number?" The second 

step was to  determine geographic e l ig ib i l i t y .  For the neighborhood 

samples, th i s  was accomplished by a "blocking" procedure i n  which the 

desired area was defined in terms of boundaries and el igibil  i t y  

defined in relation t o  these boundaries. If e l ig ib i l i t y  could not be 

determined i n  the above manner, the respondent was asked to  give the 

s t r ee t  and block of the i r  residence. For the three citywide samples, 

only a question concerning residence in the c i ty  was necessary. An 

example of a neighborhood screening section i s  presented i n  Appendix A. 

Once an el igible  household was located, a respondent was randomly 

selected from adults (18 or older) currently living there. T h i s  was 

accompl ished by use of Trodahl -Carter selection matrices. This pro- 

cedure a1 lows for  randomized selection of respondents w i t h o u t  the more 

detailed information required by Kish tables (cf.  Kish, 1965; Trodahl 

and Carter, 1964). One of the projects needed to obtain detailed i n -

person interviews from approximately 100 women in each of s ix  neighbor- 

hoods. In response to  th i s  need, women were oversampled in s ix  of the 

ten neighborhoods. This was accompl ished by varying the rotation 



pattern of the selection matrices (See Trodahl and Carter, 1964). An 

example of the screening matrix i s  presented i n  Appendix A. 

Completion rates for  th is  survey have been analyzed in detail by 

Skogan (1978). He calculated several completion rates which varied in 

the assumptions made. For what he called the "most reasonable" figure, 

the overall completion rate  was 48.2 percent. This value ranged from 

40.5 percent i n  the San Francisco citywide samples t o  62.9 percent i n  

the Lincoln Park area of Chicago (Skogan, 1978:17-20). 

The interview was f a i r ly  short and maintained respondent interest .  

The level of interest  i s  suggested by the low proportion of noncomple- 

tions attributed to breakoffs during the interview and interviewer 

evaluations of respondent attention. The instrument consisted of 66 

questions containing approximately 175 potential data points. For 

most respondents, the interview required only around 30 minutes. The 

ful l  instrument is presented i n  Appendix B. 

The data collection process resulted in 13 independent samples. 

Table 2.1 presents the s ize of each sample. As can be seen, the city- 

wide samples were around 530 respondents. Approximately 450 respon- 

dents were selected i n  s ix  of the neighborhoods (two i n  each c i ty)  

while only 200 were interviewed i n  the remaining four neighborhoods 

(not presented). For the analytic purposes of this study, these were 

divided into two data f i l e s :  (1 ) a c i ty  f i l e  composed of the three 

citywide samples; and (2) a neighborhood f i l e  composed of the s ix  large 

neighborhood samples. The four small neighborhood samples were el imi -
nated from this analysis because of the large sampling variance 

resulting from the i r  small size.  



Table 2.1 Obtained and Weighted Sample Sizes  f o r  Sampling Areas 

Sampl e 

Area 


C i  tywi de Sampl e s  : 
Phi 1 adel phi a 
Chicago 
San Francisco 

Total "City" Respondents 

Neighborhoods : 
West Phi ladelphia  
South P h i  1 adel phia 
Lincoln Park 
Wicker Park 
Sunset 
Visi tac ion  Val 1 ey 

Total "Neighborhood" Respondents 

Compl e t e d  Wei gh t ed  

Interviews Samples 


530 453 

529 425 

526 488 


2,695 1,772 
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Two characteristics of the sampling plan required weighting prior 

to  analysis. These were (1 ) the oversampling of women in the s ix  

neighborhoods , and (2) the inclusion of households with mu1 ti pl e te l  e- 

phone numbers. No case received a weight greater than one. When 

weighting was required, the cases were down-weighted in order that  

t e s t s  of significance might s t i l l  be performed. The actual weighting 

procedure operated such that  a l l  respondents were assigned a weight 

equal to  the inverse of the number of telephone numbers i n  order to  

adjust for the probability of selection (See Gl asser and Metzger, 

1972). Women were down-weighted for  each sample such that  the sex 

distribution i n  that  sample mirrored that  of the c i ty  i n  which i t  was 

located (For de ta i l s ,  see Skogan, 1978). T h i s  l a t t e r  procedure had 

important implications for  the analysis of the distribution of many 

variables b u t  generally does not affect the types of multivariate 

analyses reported herein. The weighting procedure produced weighted 

samples of 1,369 for  the c i ty  f i l e  and 1,722 for  the neighborhood f i l e  

(Table 2.1). 

Operational ization of Major Constructs 

In addition t o  the substantive content, one of the unique 

contributions of this  work rests  i n  i t s  use of standard scale construc- 

tion techniques. Whenever possible, mu1 ti-item indices of major con- 

s t ructs  have been employed which are unidimensional and demonstrate 

moderate to  high alpha rel iabi l  i t i e s .  This stands in contrast t o  much 

of the research in th is  area. Researchers have typically uti l ized 



ei ther  single i tems or constructed additive indices without reporting 

even the intercorrelations of the items (See Baumer, 1979). The pre- 

sent work and other reports employing the above data attempt to  improve 

on this situation (cf .  Skogan and Maxfield, 1980; Lewis e t  a1 ., 1980). 

In th i s  section, the operational ization of major constructs as 

used i n  t h i s  research i s  reported. The nature of each construct i s  

discussed; the items used to  operationalize i t  presented; and, when 

applicable, sal ient  characteristics of the index discussed. In a l l  

cases, t h i s  analysis was i n i t i a l l y  performed only on the citywide sam- 

pl es because of the i r  broader external validity . However, because the 

characteristics of some scales m i g h t  be dependent on ecological varia-

tion, the analysis was replicated for  each of the neighborhood samples. 

This l a t t e r  analysis demonstrated no significant changes i n  character-

i s t i c s  of any of the indices. Therefore, the results reported here are 

based on the citywide samples. 

Personal Protective Behaviors. In Chapter One, the dependent 

variable was defined as: easily implemented behaviors directed a t  

reducing the risk of violence by a stranger. From the wide array of 

behaviors that  may f i t  this definition, four were i n i t i a l l y  selected 

for analysis : 

1. 	 When you go out a f te r  dark, how often do you get someone 
to  go w i t h  you because of crime? 

2 .  	 How often do you go out by car rather than walk a t  night 
because of crime? 

3 .  	 How about taking something w i t h  you a t  n i g h t  that  could be 
used for protection from crime--1 ike a dog, whistle, knife 
or a gun? How often do you do something l ike th is?  



-- 
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4. 	 HotJ often d 0 you avoid cer ta i  places i n  your nei ghb orhood 
a t  night? 

These items were asked together and given the following introduction: 

Now I have a l i s t  of things t ha t  some people do t o  protect them- 
selves from beinq attacked o r  robbed on the s t r e e t .  As I read 
each one, would you t e l l  me whether you personally do i t  most of 
the time, sometimes, o r  almost never? 

Two character is t ics  of these items a re  worth noting here. F i r s t  , 

the response format was the same fo r  each, w i t h  frequency of use being 

employed ra ther  than a "yes/no" format. Second, because there are  

many reasons fo r  taking these actions i n  addition t o  the th rea t  of 

crime, each action was exp l ic i t ly  linked t o  protection from victimiza- 

t ion.  These character is t ics  serve t o  increase the face va l id i ty  of the 

index. 

An additive index was constructed from these items. Some 

respondents volunteered t ha t  they "never go out a t  night." This 

response was viewed as an extreme form of protective behavior, and 

coded as 3.25 (0.25 higher than "most of the time"), a purely arbi t rary  

figure. Wi th  the above modification, the four items proved t o  be u n i -

dimensional and formed an additive scale  w i t h  an alpha r e l i a b i l i t y  of 

.703 (See Cronbach, 1951 or Novick and Lewis, 1967). 

Estimates of Personal Danger. This concept involves the 

personalization of threat .  I t  i s  the estimation by the individua 1 t ha t  

he o r  she i s  o r  i s  not safe. I t  was operationalized by combining 

responses t o  two i tems : 

1. 	 How safe  do you f ee l ,  o r  would you f e e l ,  being out alone i n  
your neighborhood a t  n i  ght--very sa fe ,  somewhat safe ,  some-
what unsafe o r  veryunsafe? 



2. 	 How about d u r i n q  the day. How safe do you fee l ,  or would 
you fee l ,  being o x a l o n e  i n  your neighborhood during the 
day--very safe,  somewhat safe ,  somewhat unsafe, or  very 
unsafe? 

As m i g h t  be expected, these two items were highly correlated ( r  = 0.52). 

An a1 ternative index was considered b u t  rejected as the measure 

of th i s  concept. I t  was an additive index composed of three questions 

which asked respondents to  estimate the i r  risk of victimization on a 

scale of zero to  ten. Specific crimes included burg1 ary , robbery, and 

assault. This scale was unidimensional and demonstrated an a1 pha 

r e l i ab i l i t y  of .826. However, i t  was concluded that  t h i s  index did not 

have adequate face validity for  this construct and was discarded i n  

favor of the in i t i a l  index. 

Assessments of Environmental Danger. This was the environmental 

component of subjective danger. I t  involves assessments of danger pre- 

sent i n  the local environment. T h i s  construct was measured by an 

additive index, composed of four items : 

1 .  	 What about burglary for  the neighborhood i n  general. Is 
breaking into people's homes or sneaking in to  steal some-
thing a big problem, some problem, or  almost no problem for  
people i n  your neighborhood? 

2.  	 Besides robbery, how about people being attacked or  beaten up 
i n  your neighborhood by strangers. Is th i s  a b i g  problem,
some problem, or almost no problem? 

3 .  	 How about people being robbed or having the i r  purses or  
wallets taken on the s t r ee t .  Would you say that t h i s  i s  a 
big problem, some problem, or  almost no problem i n  your
neighborhood? 

4. 	 In your neighborhood, would you say sexual assaults are a b i g  
problem, somewhat of a problem, or almost no problem a t  a l l ?  



A major fe  ature of these items is the i r  request for  an evaluati on (big 

problem, some problem, almost no problem) rather than a relat ive fre-  

quency (a l o t ,  some, very l i t t l e )  concerning crime i n  the neighborhood. 

When combined to  form an additive index, they produced a re1 iabi 1 i ty  of 

.674. 


Personal Vul nerabi 1 i ty  t o  Attack. Vul nerabi 1 i ty t o  attack was 

defined i n  Chapter One roughly as the ab i l i ty  t o  res i s t  o r  deter 

attack. As a general concept, i t  may be measured in many ways and 

involve many personal t r a i t s .  However, i t  was argued that  sex and age 

are probably good approximations to  th is  construct, and were used 

here. Age was obtained by a standard question, while the respondents' 

sex was identified during the respondent selection process. Of course, 

many women and elderly are probably less vulnerable than many men and 

youngsters, b u t  i n  general i t  may be expected that the former groups 

are more vulnerable. In addition, i t  i s  possible that  the effects of 

these two characteristics on personal protective measures may also be 

due to  more than vulnerability. However, for  the purposes of this 

study, they will be employed as indicators of that characteristic. 

Interpersonal Communication of Victimization Experiences. This 

concept refers to  the amount of crime information an individual 

receives from his or her friends and neighbors. Specifically, i t  

includes knowledge of the victimization experiences of these s i  gni  f i  -
cant others. This construct was operationalized by f i r s t  asking the 

respondents i f  they personally knew a victim (in the past few years) of 

four types of crime--burglary, robbery, assault ,  and rape. The exact 

wording of these questions was: 



Do you personal 1y know of anyone, other than yourself ,  whose 
home o r  apartment has been broken in to  i n  the past couple of 
years? 

Do you personally know of anyone, other than yoursel f ,  who 
has been robbed o r  had t h e i r  purse o r  wallet taken i n  the 
past couple of years,  of i f  someone t r i e d  t o  do this t o  
them? 

Do you personally know anyone who has been a victim of an 
attack by strangers i n  the past couple of years,  o r  i f  any
stranger t r i e d  to at tack anyone you know? 

Do you personally know anyone who has been sexual 1y 
assaulted? 

Respondents who answered "yes" t o  any of these questions were then 

asked i f  the incident occurred i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. They were given 

a point f o r  each type of crime for  which they personally knew a local 

victim. The values fo r  this variable could, therefore,  range from zero 

(low crime information) t o  four (h igh  crime information). 

Environmental Cues. This concept was another source of crime 

information. I t  involved vis ible  character is t ics  which have come t o  be 

associated w i t h  crime. I t  was operationalized by responses t o  four 

questions. They were asked as a group and lead by a common introduc-

t ion:  

Now, I am going t o  read you a 1 is t  of crime-related problems t ha t  
e x i s t  i n  some parts  of the c i ty .  For each one, I ' d  1 i ke you t o  
t e l l  me how much of a problem i t  i s  i n  your neighborhood. Is  i t  
a big problem, some problem, o r  almost no problem i n  your neigh- 
borhood? 

1. 	 For example, groups of teenagers hanging out on the s t r ee t s .  
Is t h i s  a b i g  problem, some problem, o r  almost no problem i n  
your neighborhood? 

2. 	 Buildings o r  storefronts s i t t i n g  abandoned o r  burned out. Is  
t h i s  a big problem, some problem, o r  almost no problem i n  
your neighborhood? 



3. 	 People using il legal drugs i n  the neighborhood. Is t h i s  
big problem, some problem, or  almost no problem? 

4. 	 Vandalism l ike kids breaking windows or writing on walls 
t h i n g s  l ike  that.  How much of a problem is this? 

Interviewers were given instructions to  rotate the order in which t 

questions were asked. A factor analysis indicated tha t  these items 

were unidimensional, and an alpha r e l i ab i l i t y  of .755 was obtained for  

the additive index created from them. 

Characteristics of the Local Envi ronment. One of the principal 

questions t o  be addressed by this research concerns the effect  that  

local context may have on the relationships being tested. A t  i t s  

broadest level,  context will be operationalized by a categorical vari- 

able identifying place of residence as defined by the nine sample areas 

being studied (s ix neighborhoods and three c i t i e s ) .  This will be the 

primary analytic variable employed i n  the contextual analysis. 

A1 though aggregate val ues of various contextual a t t r ibutes  coul d be 

employed instead, the former approach i s  more sensit ive to  contextual 

variation (Alwin, 1976:298) and, therefore, more consistent w i t h  the 

exploratory nature of th i s  part of the research. Should place of resi -
dence specify or  condition the relationship between other sets  of 

variables, potential sources of such an effect  will be investigated. 

The major source of data for  th i s  analysis will be aggregate sample 

characteristics . Specific variables w i  11 depend upon the source and 

nature of the effect.  Examples of re1 evant aggregate characteristics 

might be: stabi 1 i ty  (percent homeowners, average 1 ength of residence) 

or racialjethnic composition. As will be pointed out in the following 



section of th i s  chapter, the limited number of sample areas precludes 

any rigorous s t a t i s t i ca l  t e s t  of such variables. Such analysis must be 

reserved for  data collected from a broader number of areas. 

Operational iza t i  on of Other Variables . F i  ve addi t i  onal vari abl es 

(race, income, employment s ta tus ,  residential s t ab i l i t y ,  and social 

integration) were identified as having a potential impact on personal 

protective behaviors, b u t  were not included as part of the conceptual 

framework. The f i r s t ,  race, was measured by a standard item. For 

this analysis, i t  was dichotomized to  ref lect  a w h i  te/nonwhi t e  distinc- 

tion. Household income was requested, b u t  a large proportion of 

respondents fai  1 ed to  provide information. As a resul t  , education 

(also measured by a standard question) will be uti l ized here as a rough 

surrogate for  income. Employment s ta tus  was derived from the question 

asking "Are you presently employed somewhere, o r  are you unemployed, 

r e t i  red, (a student), (a housewife) , or what?" Those respondents cur- 

rently employed and those w i t h  jobs b u t  not working a t  the time of the 

interview were defined as employed for  the purposes of th i s  research. 

The exact questions for  each of these may be found in Appendix B. 

Residential stabi 1 i ty and soci a1 integration were both 

operational ized by mu1 t i  -i tem indices. The f i r s t  was composed of three 

i tems . These were : 

1. 	 How many years have you personally lived in your present 
neighborhood? 

2. 	 Do you own your home, or  do you rent i t ?  

3. 	 Do you expect to  be living in th is  neighborhood two years 
from now? 



These three items were found to be unidimensional and when 

standardized and summated, demonstrated an a1 pha re1 iabi 1 i ty of .555. 

The second of these, soci a1 integration, was a1 so an additive 

index composed of the fol 1 owing i tems : 

1. 	 In general , is i t  pretty easy, or  pretty d i f f icu l t  , for  you 
to t e l l  a stranger in your neighborhood from somebody who 
lives there? 

2. 	 Would you say that  you really feel a part of your 
neighborhood, or do you think of i t  more as just a place 
to  l ive? 

3.  	 How about kids i n  your immediate neighborhood. How many of 
them do you know by name--all of them, some, hardly any, or  
none of them? 

These items were also unidimensional , and an alpha re l iab i l i ty  of 

.585 was obtained from the additive index constructed from the stan- 

dardized vari ates . 

Analyti c Procedures 

Before proceeding to  the next chapter, some of the analytic 

techniques to  be employed there will be clarified.  For the majority of 

the analysis, l i t t l e  explanation i s  required. The frequent use of 

simple and partial correlations , as we1 1 as mu1 t i  ple regression analy- 

s i s  i n  sociology over the past 15 years has obviated the need for  

explanations of these techniques or  the i r  interpretation when employed 

i n  a familiar manner. However, a preliminary discussion of new appli-

cations or  speci a1 useages wi 11 usual ly faci 1 i t a t e  the presentation 

and discussion of results. T h i s  section presents a brief discussion of 

the appl ication of mu1 t ip l e  regression analysis to  comparative research 



problems. As defined in Chapter One, the i n i t i a l  comparative problem 

may be viewed as one i n  which the dependent variable i s  hypothesized to 

be a function of both a categorical variable (aggregate units) and one 

or  more continuous variables. There are two basic questions to  be 

addressed concerning the categorical variable: (1) Do the subgroups 

d i f fer  i n  the i r  levels of the dependent measure a f t e r  the continuous 

variables have been controlled, and (2) Do the continuous variables 

have the same effects i n  a l l  subgroups? In terms of this  research, we 

might  consider the re1 a t i  onshi ps between assessments of environmental 

danger, neighborhood of residence, and personal protective behaviors. 

I t  migh t  be asked of the data whether neighborhoods s t i l l  d i f fer  i n  

the i r  level of protective behaviors a f t e r  assessments of environmental 

danger have been taken into account (question one). In addition, 

Conklin's thesis of a "threshold effect" (1975) suggests that assess-

ments of environmental danger m i g h t  be related to  protective behaviors 

in some (high crime) areas b u t  not in others (question two). In 

ei ther  case the relevant characteristics of the neighborhoods being 

studied should be investigated and identified. 

Through the use of "dummy" variates and the inclusion of 

interaction terms, multiple regression analysis addresses these ques- 

tions in a very concise manner. ' The use of "dummy" variates to  repre- 

sent a categorical variable i s  a common procedure and probably will be 

I I t  may appear that analysis of covariance i s  the appropriate 
analytic technique. However, i t  has been shown to be simply a specific 
application of the technique employed here, a1 bei t w i t h  more restr ic t ive 
assumptions (Kerl i nger and Pedhazur, l973:265-277). 



familiar t o  most readers. A t e s t  of the difference between groups 

af te r  adjusting for  the covariates involves an F-test of the additional 

sums of squares accounted for by the "dummy" variates. In terms of 

more common analysis of covariance, th i s  is a t e s t  of the differences 

between adjusted means. 

The question concerning the similarity of re1 ations h i  ps across 

aggregate units ( c i t i e s  or  neighborhoods) is basi cal ly one concerning 

the interaction of the categorical and continuous variables. This i s  

but a specific instance of interaction. When two variables interact ,  

whether continous or  not, the effect  of one operates differently 

depending on the value of the other (See Cohen and Cohen, 1975). This 

is tested simply by the addition of variates fo r  the interaction of the 

continuous variable and each of the M-1 "dummy" variates. A s ignif i -

cant increase i n  the regression sums of squares produced by the addi- 

tion of th i s  s e t  of interactive variables indicates that the effect  of 

the continuous variable varies by the aggregate u n i t .  Again, t h i s  

t e s t  might be referred t o  in analysis of covariance as a t e s t  for the 

common slope. For the specifics of this approach, see Kerlinger and 

Pedhazur (1 973:231-278). 

Thus, the comparative analysis reported i n  the next chapter will 

employ mu1 ti pl e regression techniques . Both additive and interactive 

effects w i  11 be investigated and identified. Of special interest  w i  11 

be variables whose effect  is specified by (interacts with) context. 

T h i s  comparative analysis will take place a t  both the c i ty  and more 

speci f i  c neighborhood level s. 



CHAPTER I11 

RESULTS 

This chapter reports the results of the data analysis. In order 

to  f a c i l i t a t e  discussion, these results are presented i n  four sections. 

The first three sections report on the analysis of the citywide samples, 

while the fourth presents the basic detai ls  of the same analysis per- 

formed on the data collected from the s ix  neighborhood samples. The 

f i r s t  examines the zero-order correlations among the variables pre- 

sented in the previous chapters. The second section identifies spurious 

zero-order correl ations by adding relevant control variables . Through 

the examination of these parti a1 correlations , the interrel  ationshi ps 

among the variables are further delineated. In the t h i r d  section, a 

mu1ti -variate analysis of the correlates of personal protective behav- 

iors  i s  presented, and a comparative analysis of effects between 

c i t i e s  i s  reported. The chapter concludes w i t h  a similar,  b u t  much 

more brief analysis of the data collected i n  s ix  neighborhoods of the 

three c i t i e s  being studied. The principal goal of th i s  section i s  t o  

t e s t  rep1 i cabi 1 i ty of the mu1 t i  vari a te  results obtained from the city- 

wide samples i n  smaller and more homogeneous contexts. 

The Correlates of Personal Protective Behaviors 

Th i s  section examines the zero-order correlations among personal 

protective behaviors and selected independent vari ab1 es. Included i n  
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this analysis are  the major variables defined i n  Chapter One as part  of 

the conceptual framework, as well a s ,  several other variables which may 

have an independent e f fec t  on personal protective behaviors. These 

correlat ions will be discussed w i t h  reference t o  the adequacy of the 

conceptual framework being tested.  

The resul ts  reported i n  Table 3.1 indicate t ha t  personal 

protective behaviors are s ignif icant ly  related to  10 of the 11 other 

variables included fo r  analysis. The four variables hypothesized t o  be 

most closely related t o  protective behaviors, estimates of personal 

danger ( r  = .485), sex ( r  = .407), age ( r  = .249), and assessments of 

environmental danger ( r  = .248) exhibit  substantial  correlat ions w i t h  

the dependent variable. However, two variables not included as part  of 

the conceptual framework, education ( r  = -.233) and employment s t a tu s  

( r  = -.249), produced coefficients of the same magnitude as age and 

assessments of environmental danger. Both the uneducated and unemployed 

are  more 1 ikely t o  take protective measures than t h e i r  more educated 

and employed counterparts. The remaining two components of the con-

ceptual framework, evnrionmental cues and interpersonal communi cation 

o f  crime, were a1 so si gni  f i cantly re1 ated t o  protective behaviors w i t h  

coefficients of .I99 and .I54 respectively. As expected, given t h e i r  

informational role ,  these coefficients were somewhat lower than those 

fo r  the f i r s t  four. Two other variables,  race ( r  = .198) and s t a b i l i t y  

( r  = .104), also exhibit  s ignif icant  nonzero correlat ions w i t h  the 

dependent variable. Of the 11 variables considered, only the measure 

of social integration (r  = .029) i s  not s ignif icant ly  correlated w i t h  



Table 3.1 Zero-order Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations 
o f  Major Variables: C i t y  Samples (N = 1052) 

Personal Protective Behaviors 

Estimates o f  Personal Danger 

Assessments o f  
Environmental Danger 

SexA 

AgeB 

Interpersonal Communication 
o f  Crime 

Environmental Cues 

S t a b i l i t y  

Soci a1 Integrat ion 

Education 

Employment statusC 

Mean 1.81 1.71 1.51 1.51 .15 .94 1.54 .05 0.0 4.16 .65 .37 

Standard Deviation .67 .70 .49 .50 .35 1.01 .55 2.20 2.22 1.71 .48 .48 

A1 = male; 2 = female 

Bdichotomized t o  correct  f o r  non l inear i ty  (18 t o  59 = 0; 

'0 = not  employed; 1 = employed 
D*Race--0 = white; 1 = nonwhite 

p <.001 

over 59 = 1)  



protective behaviors. Each of these variables will be discussed 

briefly below i n  terms of i ts relationship w i t h  the others. 

Not only was "estimates of personal danger" the most highly 

correl ated w i t h  personal protective behaviors, b u t  i t  too was cor-

re1 ated w i t h  nine of the remaining ten variables. These correlations 

are a function of the central role of th i s  variable. While the other 

five variables in the conceptual framework concern the environment , 

other people , and personal vulnerabi 1i ty  , the evaluation that  one 

would not be safe alone outside i s  highly suggestive that  precautions 

should be taken to  protect oneself from that  danger. These correla- 

tions are supportive of the placement of th is  variable as a mediator 

between personal protective behaviors and the others. That is,  one 

role of these other variables will be to  define the situation for the 

respondent i n  terms of personal safety. "Estimates of personal danger" 

was also significantly correlated w i t h  employment s ta tus ,  education, 

race, and soci a1 integration. In general , these correlations paral 1 el 

those for  protective behaviors and may be due to  a common source such 

as context (cf. Furstenberg, 1972). Each of these variables will be 

discussed be1 ow. 

Sex was related to  only two substantively important variables. 

I t  was strongly correlated w i t h  protective behaviors ( r  = .407), and 

also significantly related to "estimates of personal danger" ( r  = .267). 

The re1 a t i  ve magnitude of these correl ations paral 1 el s that  obtained by 
4 

Furstenberg (1972). Momen are somewhat more l ikely to  feel unsafe b u t  

are considerably more 1 ikely to  take personal protective measures. 
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Sex was not related to  e i ther  of the informational variables or  

assessments of environmental danger. These results reinforce the use 

of sex as an indicator of vulnerability or sensi t ivi ty  to  threat.  

While women do not d i f fe r  from men in the amount of crime information 

received o r  assessments of environmental danger, they do d i f f e r  i n  the 

impact those variables have on the i r  l ives .  They feel less  safe than 

men and are more l ikely t o  take protective actions. The strength of 

the correlation between sex and these two variables, combined w i t h  the 

independence of this variable from the others, suggests that  sex should 

make a significant independent contribution to  both of these variables 

a f t e r  other independent variables have been control 1 ed. 

The second indicator of personal' vulnerabil i ty  , age 1 ,was 

significantly correlated with three substantively important variables : 

personal protective behaviors ( r  = .N 9 ) ,  estimates of personal danger 

( r  = .213), and assessments of environmental danger ( r  = .092). 

A1 though age i s  significantly re1 ated t o  assessments of environmental 

danger, the absolute s ize  of the coefficient suggests that  i t  may prove 

to  be spurious when other variables such as sex or  estimates of per- 

sonal safety are controlled. Age was also related t o  s t ab i l i t y  

( r  = .329), education ( r  = -.262), and employment s ta tus  ( r  = -.383). 

he tes t s  of l ineari ty  performed for  the effect  of a l l  indepen- 
dent vari ab1 es on personal protective behaviors, indicated that  age 
had a significant nonlinear component. Further, investigation of the 
form of th i s  relationship indicated that  i t  was basically a step func- 
tion. Very l i t t l e  variation in the extent of personal protective 
behaviors was present for  respondents between 18 and approximately 60. 
However, those respondents over 60 reported taking considerably more 
protective action. This i s  comparable to  the effect  noted by Skogan 
(1978). As a resul t ,  age i s  treated here as a dichotomy (18-59 vs. 60 
o r  over). 



I t  should surprise no one to  find that  those respondents age 60 or 

over are residentially more s table ,  less  educated, and more 1i kely t o  

be unemployed (or re t i  red) than younger respondents. While these 

coefficients are not substantively interesting, they do suggest that  

age may explain the effect  of these variables on protective behaviors. 

"Assessments of environmental danger" was related to  both 

estimates of personal danger ( r  = .452) and personal protective behav- 

iors ( r  = .248). The relative magnitude of these coefficients i s  con-

s i s t en t  with the revised conceptual framework presented i n  Chapter One. 

However, the strong relationship between the two estimates of danger 

suggests that  the correlation between assessments of envtronmental dan- 

ger and protective behaviors may be spurious. The moderately strong 

correlations between th is  variable and the two informational variables 

supports the thesis that  assessments of environmental danger i s  an 

important mediating variable between the informational measures and 

both protective behaviors and estimates of personal safety. Final ly , 

this variable was significantly related to  the measure of social inte- 

gration ( r  = -.116) and employment s ta tus  ( r  = -.123). The former may 

be interpreted i n  view of the "familiarity" or support systems hypothe- 

s i s  presented in Chapter One, while the l a t t e r  may be due to  demo- 

graphic (e. g. , age) or  ecological variations. Each of these wi 11 be 

discussed be1 ow. 

Both "informational " measures were moderately intercorrel ated 

( r  = .288) and exhibited simil a r  patterns of significant coefficients. 

Each was correl ated w i t h  assessments of envi ronmental danger, estimates 



of personal danger, and personal protective behaviors. As anticipated, 

they were most closely related to  the f i r s t  of these three, suggesting 

the mediating role of th i s  variable. Interpersonal communication of 

crime was also significantly related to  s t ab i l i t y  ( r  = .108), indica-

ting a possible social network effect .  However, t h i s  variable was not 

related t o  social integration, as such an interpretation might suggest. 

Final l y  , "envi ronmental cues " demonstrated a weak but signi f i  cant cor- 

relation w i t h  education ( r  = -.175) and a weak correlation w i t h  race 

( r  = .096). 

Of the five variables included i n  the analysis b u t  not expl ici t ly  

considered by the conceptual framework, three produced surprisingly 

strong correlations with personal protective behaviors. Empl oyment 

s ta tus  ( r  = -.249), education ( r  = -.233), and race ( r  = .198) were a1 1 

re1 ated t o  protective behaviors. Unemployed, uneducated and nonwhite 

respondents were a1 1 more 1 i kely to  report protective behaviors. 

Skogan and Maxfield (1980) have suggested that  the effect  of employment 

s ta tus  i s  due t o  role constraints which r e s t r i c t  the ab i l i ty  of those 

w i t h  jobs to  imp1 ement protective behaviors. However, the correlation 

of this variable w i t h  both sex ( r  = .228) and age ( r  = .383) suggests 

that  the effect  of employment s ta tus  on protective behaviors may be 

spurious and due to  the effects of these other demographic variables. 

The effects of a l l  three of these variables (education, employment 

s ta tus ,  and race) may be attributable to  ecological variations within 

the c i t i e s  being studied. As a resul t  of general social processes, the 

unemployed, uneducated, and nonwhite residents tend to  be sorted out 



and grouped together residentially into areas which also tend to  have 

more violent crime. T h u s ,  i t  may be that  when "place of residence" i s  

control led, these correlations wi 11 reduce to  zero. This hypothesis 

will be investigated in the fourth section of th is  chapter. 

The effects of place of residence, as defined by ci ty  i n  this 

portion of the analysis, were examined separately. This separate 

analysis was necessitated by the categorical nature of th is  variable. 

City of residence was recoded into "dummy" variates and a mu1 t i p l e  

regression analysis performed. The results indicated that  c i ty  has 

no effect  on protective behaviors (,R = *""(2,1152) = 2.9; p>.05). 
T h i s  finding i s  similar to  that reported by Garofalo (1977b) and con- 

s i s ten t  w i t h  the expectations of th is  research. If  place of residence 

is to  have any effect  on personal protective behaviors, i t  would be 

expected to  occur a t  a much more local level. As will be demonstrated 

l a t e r  i n  this  chapter, t h i s  i s ,  indeed, the case. 

T h i s  section has examined the zero-order correlates of personal 

protective behaviors. The correlations of 11 potential independent 

variables with personal protective behaviors, as well as the intercor- 

relations among these variables, were examined. As expected, each of 

the s ix  variables specified by the conceptual framework outlined in 

Chapter One were s i  gn i  f icantly re1 ated to  the dependent variable, w i t h  

the theoretically most proximate (estimates of personal danger, sex, 

age) demonstrating the largest coefficients. Also as predicted, 
4 

"assessments of environmental danger" was most closely correlated w i t h  

estimates of personal danger and the two "informational" measures. 



Employment s ta tus ,  education, race, and residential s t ab i l i t y  were also 

significantly correlated w i t h  personal protective behaviors. I t  was 

hypothesized that  these relationships could be accounted for  by 

demographi c (sex, age) and ecol ogi cal variables . 

Specifying Zero-order Correlations 

I t  was suggested both in the preceding section and in Chapter One 

that  several of the zero-order correlations may be spurious. That i s ,  

when a third (or fourth) theoretically relevant variable i s  control led,  

the coefficient for  the original variate will reduce t o  zero. Only 

those variables which withstand such controls need be considered i n  a 

multivariate analysis of a given dependent variable. I t  must be noted 

that  the selection of control variables should never be indiscriminant 

b u t  always guided by substantive concerns. In addition, such an 

informed analysis wi 11 serve to  clar i fy the nature of interrelationships 

between the variables. This section examines the partial  correlations 

for  those variables found t o  be significantly related to  personal pro- 

tec t i  ve behaviors i n  the preceding section. 

In Chapter One, i t  was suggested that  the principal role of crime 

related information was t o  provide the basis on which t o  evaluate the 

threat posed by crime. This implied that the informational measures 

would be related to  personal protective behaviors, b u t  when the media- 

t i  ng eval uati ve variables were control led , this re1 a t i  onshi p would 

prove to  be spurious. T h i s  hypothesis was reiterated i n  the preceding 

section when the zero-order coefficients between the informational 



variables and the evaluative measures were observed t o  be considerably 

stronger than those between the former and personal protective behav- 

iors .  The part i  a1 correl a t i  ons fo r  the two informational vari abl es  

are  discussed be1 ow. 

Table 3.2 presents these par t ia l  correl at ions.  The coeff ic ient  

f o r  "interpersonal communication" is reduced considerably b u t  is sti 11 

s ignif icant  when "assessments of environmental danger" i s  control led. 

However, when "estimates of personal danger" i s  control 1 ed, the in te r -  

personal communication of crime information is no longer s ignif icant ly  

re1 ated t o  personal protective behaviors. Simi 1 a r l y  , the coeff i ci ent  

fo r  "environmental cues" is reduced t o  nonsi gni ficance when e i t he r  of 

the evaluative variables is control led. Neither of the informational 

variables has an e f fec t  on personal protective behaviors independent of 

the two evaluative variables. As posited i n  the f i r s t  chapter, t h e i r  

principal impact would appear t o  be on judgments concerning the threat  

of crime. In order fo r  crime information t o  be translated in to  action,  

i t  must be evaluated i n  terms of e i t he r  environmental danger o r  a 

personal th rea t  t o  the individual. 

In the previous section,  i t  was suggested t ha t  the correlat ion 

between assessments of environmental danger and persona1 protective 

behaviors might  also be spurious when "estimates of personal danger" 

was controlled. T h i s  proves t o  be the case. When "estimates of 

personal danger" i s  control 1 ed, the part i  a1 correlat ion between the 
4 

other two variables i s  not s ignif icant  (r12.3 = .038; p>.01). The 

primary impact of  assessments of environmental danger i s  on estimates 



Table 3.2 Correlations Between Crime Related Information Variables 
and Personal Protective Behaviors Control 1 ing fo r  Assessments of 
Environmental Danger and Estimates of Personal Danger (N  = 1336) 

Interpersonal 
Comunication 

of Crime 
Control Information Environmental Cues 

Zero-order Correl at ion A .166* .118* 

Pssessments of 
Envi ronmental Danger .073** 

Estimates of Personal 
Danger .022 

Both "Environmental " 
. and "Personal " 

Estimates .014 

* ~ u e  t o  l i s twise  deletion of cases result ing i n  varying N ,  the 
reported coefficients may d i f f e r  from thrice presented i n  
Table 3.1. 



of personal safety rather than personal protective behaviors. As w i t h  

the informational measures, in order for  assessments of environmental 

danger to  be translated into protective behaviors, i t  must f i r s t  be 

judged a personal threat.  

The two variables employed as indicators of personal vulnera-

b i l i t y ,  sex and age, continue to  demonstrate significant relationships 

w i t h  personal protective behaviors when other re1 evant vari abl es are 

control led. The coefficients presented i n  Table 3 . 3  show tha t ,  a1 though 

controlling for estimates of personal danger does reduce the effect  of 

each measure somewhat, both age and sex have a significant independent 

impact on persona1 protective behaviors. Women are more 1 i kely to  

report taking these measures than men regardless of age or estimates of 

personal danger. Similarly, those over 60 are more l ikely to  take 

such precautions regardless of sex or assessments of personal danger. 

Assessments of personal danger was posited as the variable most 

central t o  an understanding of personal protective behaviors. As such, 

the relationship between the two variables should remain unaffected 

when other variables are control 1 ed. S ta t i s t ica l ly, several variables 

could potentially affect this relationship, b u t  have been interpreted 

as having no independent effect  on personal protective behaviors 

(e. g. , environmental cues, assessments of envi ronmental danger). Theo-

ret ical ly ,  a t  leas t ,  only sex and/or age could affect this  coefficient. 

The partial correlations reported i n  Table 3 . 4  indicate 1 i t t l e  change 

from the zero-order coefficient. "Estimates of personal danger" does 

have a strong effect  on personal protective behaviors independent of 

the sex or age of the respondents. 



Table 3 . 3  Partial  Correlations Between Indicators of 

Vul nerabi 1 i t y  and Personal Protective Behaviors ( N  = 1260) 


Control Sex 

Zero-order Coefficients A .414* .251* 

Estimates of Personal 
Danger 

Sex 

Estimates of Personal 
Safety and Sex 

Estimates of Personal 
Safety and Age 

* h e  t o  l i s twise  deletion of data result ing in varying 
N ,  the reported coefficients may d i f f e r  from those 
presented in Tab1 e 3.1 ,  



Table 3.4 Partial Correlations Between Estimates of Personal 
Danger and Personal Protective Behaviors ( N  = 1260) 

Control Estimates of Personal Danger 

Zero-order Correlation A .472* 

Sex 

Age and Sex 

A ~ u et o  variable N produced by l i s twise  deletion of data,  the 
reported coefficient  may d i f f e r  from tha t  reported i n  
Table 3.1. 

*p <. 001 



F i na1 l y  , four additional variables , education, employment s t a t u s ,  

s t a b i l i t y  , and race demonstrated s ign i f ican t  zero-order correlat ions 

w i t h  personal protective behaviors. I t  was hypothesized i n  the preced- 

ing section t ha t  the correlat ions of these variables may be due t o  

t h e i r  relat ionships w i t h  sex and age, as well as ecological sources of 

variation. I t  was pointed out t ha t  the l a t t e r  e f f ec t  (of ecological 

variables)  cannot be tes ted w i t h  the citywide data. The par t ia l  corre-

la t ions  f o r  these variables controll ing f o r  sex and age are  presented 

in  Table 3.5. Only the  relat ionship between s t a b i l i t y  and personal 

protective behaviors is reduced t o  zero by controll ing sex and/or age. 

Because sex,  age, and estimates of personal danger are the principal 

correlates of protective behaviors, the l a t t e r  was added as a control ,  

and the jo in t  e f fec t  of controlling a l l  three is a l so  presented i n  

Table 3.5. The addition of this t h i r d  control variable reduced the 

a1 ready 1 ow coefficient  fo r  employment s ta tus  t o  nonsigni f i  cance. 

However, both education and race are  correlated w i t h  protective behav- 

i o r s  independent of these controls and will be considered in the 

mu1 t i va r i a t e  analysis presented i n  the next section.  

T h i s  examination of part i  a1 correlat ions has indicated t ha t  only 

f ive  of the ten variables s ignif icant ly  correlated w i t h  personal pro- 

t ec t ive  behaviors were found t o  be independently related when other 

variables were control led. Estimates of personal danger, sex, age, 

education and race a1 1 demonstrated s ignif icant  part i  a1 correlat ions.  

The e f fec t s  of the informational vari a tes  (interpersonal communication 

of crime related information and environmental cues) were mediated by 



Table 3.5 Par t ia l  Correlations f o r  Education, 
Employment Status,  S t ab i l i t y ,  and Race ( N  = 1153) 

Employment 
Control Education Status Stabi 1 i t y  Race 

Zero-order Correl ations A -.241* -.246* .110* .1 80* 

Sex -.222* -.178* .105* .177* 

Sex and Age -.170* - .097* .027 .203* 

Sex, Age, and Estimates 
Of Personal Safety -.126* -.062 .055 .168* 

A ~ u et o  varying N's, these coefficients  may vary from those presented 
i n  Table 3.1. 



the eval uati ve variables (assessments of envi ronmental danger and 

estimates of personal danger), while estimates of personal danger 

accounted for the relationship between assessments of environmental 

danger and protective behaviors. Simi 1 arly , the e f fec t  of s t ab i l i t y  

was diminished when age was controlled, and the impact of employment 

s ta tus  was accounted for by the joint  control of sex, age, and 

estimates of personal danger. 

Comparative Analysis: Three Cities 

h e  of the major goals of th is  research was to  investigate the 

role which context may play i n  understanding personal protective behav- 

iors. In Chapter One, two possible effects were suggested. The f i r s t  

was a simple additive effect ;  that  i s ,  residents i n  some contexts would 

be more l ikely to  take protective action than those in other areas 

a f t e r  other variables have been controlled. A second possibil i ty was 

that  context could specify the nature and strength of the relationships 

between the independent and dependent variables. In such a s i tuat ion,  

the correlates of personal protective behaviors would be contextually 

determined. In this section, "city" i s  viewed as a source of contextual 

variation. I t  was established ea r l i e r  in th i s  chapter that  "city" has 

no independent additive effect  on personal protecti ve behaviors. In 

the three c i t i e s  being studied here, the level of such behavior i s  

re1 atively constant. This section addresses the second, and theoreti -
cally more problematic, of the two effects.  Firs t ,  the multivariate 



analysis of the previously i denti fied correlates of protective 

behaviors i s  presented. Then, the identified coefficients are tested 

for  similarity across the three c i t i e s .  

"Personal protecti ve behaviors " was regressed on the five 

correlates identified ear l ie r  as having independent effects on this 

variable. These were: estimates of personal danger, sex, age, educa- 

t ion, and race. The results of th is  analysis are presented i n  

Table 3.6. Unstandardized regression coefficients are included i n  

order that  comparisons may be made w i t h  the results obtained l a t e r  i n  

this chapter from the neighborhood samples. Each of the covariates 

contributes significantly to  the equation. As expected, the standard- 

ized coefficients for estimates of personal danger and sex are the 

largest. Overall , the 1 inear combination of these f ive variables 

accounted for  a moderately h i g h  proportion of the variance i n  personal 

protective behaviors ( R2 
= .358). The magnitude of this value can be 

compared to  the R2 of around .10 w i t h  -22 independent variables reported 

by Wilson (1976:123). 

The question concerning the applicabili ty of a common effect  

w i t h i n  each of the three c i t i e s  (i .e.,  Do the variables operate simi-

lar ly  i n  a l l  three c i t ies?)  was addressed next. In regression terms, 

this involves a t e s t  of the differences between the regression coeffi- 

cients for  the three c i t ies .  In more standard terminology, th is  is a 

t e s t  for  a common slope. I t  must be determined whether individual 

regression coefficients should be calculated for  each c i ty ,  or a 

common coefficient may be used to  represent the effect of each variable 



Tab1 e 3.6 Regression Coefficients fo r  the Regression of Personal 
Protective Behaviors on Five Covariates: City Samples ( N  = 1216) 

Unstandardi zed Standardized 
Regression Regression 

Coefficients Coefficients 
(Standard Error) 

Estimates of Personal Danger 

Sex 

Age 

Education 	 -.032 - .083* 
(.010) 

Race 

Constant ,351 
(.I11 ) 



across c i t ies .  As described i n  Chapter Two, t h  need for  unique 

coefficients can be identified rather simply with regression analysis 

through the analysis of interactions. If a covariate and a factor 

interact ,  the effect  of the covariate varies by category of the factor,  

and the regression coefficient for  the covariate is specified by the 

categories of the factor. For example, i f  sex and ci ty  are found to 

interact i n  the i r  effect on estimates of personal danger, then the 

effect  of sex varies by c i ty ,  and a unique coefficient must be e s t i -  

mated for  each c i ty  i n  order to  accurately represent the effect o f  sex. 

Of course, eventually the characteristics of c i t i e s  which affect  t h i s  

coefficient should be identified and incorporated into the conceptual 

framework (See Przeworski and Teune, 1970). For more detail on the 

s t a t i s t i ca l  characteristics of this procedure, the reader is referred 

t o  Chapter Two o r  Kerl inger and Pedhazur (1973 :Z3l-Z8O 1. 

The gain i n  prediction achieved by considering separat 

coefficients by ci ty  for each of the independent variables i s  presented 

i n  Table 3.7. This procedure produces no significant increase for  

estimates of personal danger, sex, education, or  race. Each of these 

variables can be said t o  affect personal protecti ve behaviors simi 1 arly 

i n  each c i ty ,  obviating the need for  unique coefficients. In other 

words, the hypothesis of a common slope cannot be rejected for  these 

variables. However, this hypothesis can be rejected for  age. The data 

presented in Table 3.7 indicate that  the effect  of age does vary by 

city.  T h i s  effect  i s  s t a t i s t i ca l ly  significant (p<;05) b u t  very small. 

The nature of this variation and a potential explanation are offered 

below. 
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Table 3.7 Cont r ibu t ion  of Unique Coef f ic ients 
f o r  Major Independent Variables : C i t y  Samples 

2Gain i n  R Over 

Add i t i ve  Model F~ 


F u l l  Add i t i ve  Model .358 

Considering Unique City 
Coe f f i c i en ts  f o r :  

Estimates o f  
Personal Danger .359 

1 Sex 
it 

Age 

Education 

Race 

.001 

Ad.f. f o r  a l l  t e s t s  2; 1208; N = 1216 



The source of t h i s  variance may be ident i f ied  by examination of 

coefficients fo r  the regression of personal protective behaviors on 

age calculated separately fo r  each ci ty. '  These coefficients are  

presented i n  Table 3.8. They show considerable var ia t ion,  with the 

coefficient  i n  San Francisco being approximately twice t ha t  i n  e i t h e r  

Chicago o r  Philadelphia. The much stronger e f f ec t  of being old i n  

San Francisco on personal protective behaviors appears t o  be primarily 

responsible fo r  rejecting the hypothesis of a common slope. 

Evidence presented i n  a preliminary analysis of these and other 

data suggests t ha t  there may be a very real reason for  the above 

e f fec t  (Reactions t o  Crime, 1978). Analysis of National Crime Survey 

victimization ra tes  fo r  the three c i t i e s  indicated t h a t  the elderly in  

San Francisco suf fe r  unusually h i g h  victimization ra tes  fo r  robbery 

when compared t o  Chi cago and P h i  1 adel p h i  a. T h i s  analysis reported 

that :  

Rates fo r  robbery and purse snatching a lso  f i t  the national 
pattern,  a1 be i t  w i t h  considerable emphasis on t h e  victimization 
of the elderly i n  San Francisco . . . where the  u p t u r n  i n  
personal t he f t  ra tes  among the elderly i s  tremendous (1978326 1. 

Thus, a t  the time of the survey, crime posed a special th rea t  t o  the 

elderly of San Francisco. The stronger e f fec t  of age i n  t ha t  c i t y  may 

be  interpreted as  a response t o  the greater  th rea t  of victimization 

faced by the e lder ly  of tha t  c i ty .  I t  i s  not being suggested tha t  

here are two equivalent ways t o  calculate these coefficients . 
Separate regression equations may be  calculated fo r  each category (in 
t h i s  case c i t i e s )  and appropriate coefficients obtained, o r  they may 
be calculated d i rec t ly  from the fu l l  equation w i t h  the du6Fy variates.  
The reader i s  referred t o  Kerl inger and Pedhazur (1973:251-255) fo r  a 
detai led discussion of t h i s  point. 



Tab1 e  3.8 Unstandardi zed Regression 
Coe f f i c i en ts  f o r  Age by City 

Uns tandardi  zed 
City Coe f f i c i en tA 

Phi1adel phi  a  .I476 

Chi cago .2125 

San Francisco ,3561 

A ~ u lt i v a r i a t e  c o e f f i c i e n t s  w i t h  o ther  f o u r  

independent var iab les  cont ro l  led. 




victimization ra t  :es d i  rec t ly  a f fec t  protecti  ve beh aviors. Rather, i 

is more 1 i kely t ha t  unusual l y  h i g h  victimization ra tes  a f fec t  personal 

protective behaviors indirect ly  through the communication of crime 

information. Unspecified high crime ra tes  may affect  a l l  groups 

equally. However, when i t  is known tha t  a par t icular  group is highly 

victimized, i t  seems plausible tha t  this group would take dispropor- 

t ionate ly  greater  protective actions. 

In summary, f ive  variables,  estimates of personal danger, sex, 

age, race, and education were a1 1 s ignif icant ly  and independently 

related t o  personal protective behaviors. Together, they accounted fo r  

35.8 percent of the variance in the dependent measure. The hypothesis 

of a common slope was tes ted fo r  a l l  f ive  of these variates and 

rejected only fo r  age. The e f f ec t  of age on personal protective behav- 

io rs  was found t o  vary s ignif icant ly  between c i t i e s ,  b u t  the  differences 

were small . T h i s  was a t t r ibuted t o  the considerably 1 arger coeffi cient  

fo r  age i n  San Francisco. An explanation was posited i n  terms of the 

higher victimization ra tes  fo r  the elderly i n  t ha t  c i ty .  

Comparative Analysis : Flei ghborhoods 

In this section,  an attempt is made t o  repl icate  the  resu l t s  

obtained from the c i t y  samples, on data collected from several neigh- 

borhoods which were selected for  t h e i r  d i s t i nc t  character is t ics .  I f  

the conceptual framework i s  t o  be useful , i t  m u s t  be general ly  appli- 

cable, especial ly i n  neighborhoods ,where most ameliorative crime 

related programs are focused. An analysis conducted on neighborhood 



samples controls much of the contextual "noise" operating in 

metropolitan or  national surveys, while also providing a wide range of 

environmental conditions. 

A1 though the enti re analysis conducted above was rep1 icated for  

these samples, i t  will not be reported in detail here. The zero-order 

correlations are presented, b u t  only coefficients which diverge from 

those reported ear l ie r  are discussed. Similarly , only those partial 

correlations are presented and discussed which would a1 t e r  the 1 a te r  

analysis. A multivariate model will then be presented and discussed i n  

terms of the ea r l i e r  results.  Finally, the similarity of the obtained 

regression coefficients are tested across neighborhoods. 

The zero-order correlations for  these data are presented i n  

Table 3.9. In general, they are of the same magnitude and rank order 

as those presented in Table 3.1. However, two coefficients are worth 

noting. Neither s t ab i l i t y  nor race i s  significantly related to per- 

sonal protective behaviors. In the ea r l i e r  analysis, the effect  of 

s t ab i l i t y  was spurious, b u t  race was one of the principal correlates of 

the dependent variable. I t  seems plausible that  the added control on 

ecologi cal vari a t i  ons provided by these data affected these correl a- 

tions. Both variables, b u t  especially race, tend to  be distributed 

ecologically i n  a manner roughly similar to  that  of crime. GIfhen that  

variation i s  even partially controlled, as in the case here, the coeffi- 

cients prove to  be spurious. That i s ,  i n  the c i ty  samples, nonwhites 

were more 1 i  kely t o  take protective measures because'they were also 

to  1 ive i n  dangerous a r  



Table 3.9 Zero-order Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations 
f o r  Major Variables: Neighborhood Samples (N = 1336) 

(1 1 (2) 3 (4) ( 5 )  (6 )  (7 )  (8) (9) (10) (11) (121° 

Personal Protective Behaviors (1 ) -- .466* .261* .446* .183* .153* .168* .047 -.043 -.183* -.200* -050 

Estimates o f  Personal Danger (2) - - .456* .301* .166* .277* .327* .018 -.157* -.185* -.133* .042 

Assessments o f  
Environmental Danger (3) -- .088* .049* .488* .489* -.046 -.180* .012 -.(I03 -.053 

SexA 
(4) -- .016 .032 .044 - ,005 .053 - .127* -.199" - .004 

Interpersonal Comnunication 
o f  Crime (6) 

Environmental Cues (7) - - -.092* -.042 -.110* -.014 .080 

Stabi 1 it y  (8) - - .357* -.190* -.103* -.125* 

Social Integrat ion (9 - - -.142* -.090* .037 

Education (10) -- .292* -.096* 

Employment Status C 
(11) - - -.016 

Mean 1.92 1.77 1.61 1.52 .13 1.12 1.66 .44 .18 3.76 .62 .35 

Standard Deviation .E5 .71 .53 .50 .34 1.07 .59 2.25 2.12 1.72 .48 .48 

A ~ a l e s= 0; Females = 1 

Bunder 60 = 0; 60 and over = 1 

'not employed = 0; employed = 1 
D ~ a c e - - ~= white; 1 = nonwhite 
*p<. 001 



Of those variables demonstrating s ignif icant  zero-order 

correlat ions , only the coefficients f o r  estimates of personal danger, 

sex, age, and assessments of environmental danger remain s ignif icant  

when other vari a tes  are  control 1 ed. The e f fec t s  of interpersonal com-

muni cation of crime re1 ated information and environmental cues are both 

mediated by the two evaluative variables as fo r  the previous analysis. 

The remaining variable,  employment s t a tu s ,  was not s ignif icant ly  cor-

related (p>.001) w i t h  the dependent measure when the other major 

covari a tes  were control 1 ed. 

The analysis of the par t ia l  correlat ions suggested a multivariate 

model of the correlates of personal protective behaviors which was a t  

variance w i t h  tha t  constructed earl  i e r ,  b u t  which more closely corre- 

sponded t o  the conceptual framework presented i n  Chapter One. The 

resul ts  of t h i s  analysis are presented i n  Table 3.10. As was the case 

e a r l i e r ,  estimates of personal danger and sex contribute most strongly 

t o  t h i s  model. The to ta l  R2 ( .328)  i s  very simi 1ar  to  t ha t  presented 

e a r l i e r  (R' = .358) b u t  somewhat smaller. The principal difference 

l i e s  i n  the absence of race and education as predictor variates and the 

presence of assessments of envi ronmental danger. 

The a b i l i t y  fo r  neighborhood of residence t o  contribute t o  the 

above equation was tes ted next. This procedure i s  commonly referred t o  

as a t e s t  fo r  a common intercept ,  b u t  the imagery may be misleading. 

S t a t i s t i c a l l y ,  the question concerns the abi 1 i t y  of neighborhood of 

residence t o  predict personal protective behaviors a f t e r  the major 



Table 3.10 Regression Coefficients fo r  the Regression 
of Personal Protective Behaviors on Four Covariates: 
Neighborhood Samples (N = 1622) 

Unstandardized Standard 
Regression 

Coefficients 
Regression 

Coefficients 
(Standard Error) 

Estimates of Personal Danger 

Sex 

Assessments of 
Environmental Danger 

Constant 



Table 3.11 which shows that  t h i s  factor does contribute significantly 

to the equation. People i n  some of the neighborhoods studied here are 

more l ikely t o  employ personal protective behaviors a f te r  the other 

four covariates have been considered. When the sources of th is  varia- 

tion were examined more closely, these differences were found t o  be due 

largely t o  the higher level of protective behaviors in two of the s ix  

neighborhoods , Wicker Park i n  Chicago and Visi tacion Val ley i n  

San Francisco. Hauser (1970) has eloquently demonstrated that  the 

interpretation of such an effect  i s  by no means clear-cut. While i t  i s  

tempting to  suggest that  the effect  is evidence of a contextual effect  

i n  these two areas, he s u g ~ e s t s  that  a pl ausi bl e rival hypothesis i s  

that  the model has been incompletely specified, and there may be addi- 

tional individual level variables which would account for such varia- 

tion. The interpretation of th is  effect  will be discussed i n  more 

detail i n  the next chapter. 

Table 3.12 reports the results of the t e s t s  for a common slope. 

The results are positive for a l l  four covariates. That i s ,  the hypo- 

thesis of a common slope cannot be rejected for  any of the variates. 

Three of the f o u r  F-scores do not exceed one. The fourth, for  age, 

exceeds one, b u t  does not approach s t a t i s t i ca l  significance. This is 

evidence that the effect  of age varies somewhat more acorss neighbor- 

hoods than the others, b u t  not enough to  merit the use of unique 

regression coefficients. Place of residence, as defined here, i s  not 

an important consideration i n  determining the effects of the four 

principal correl ates of personal protective behaviors. 



Table 3.11 Neighborhood of Residence as a 

Predictor of Personal Protective Behaviors 


2
Gain i n  R Over 
I? Additive Model F~ 

Original Equation .328 


Original Equation W i t h  

Neighborhood of Residence .343 


Ad.f. = 5 ,  1612; N = 1622 


B ~ i f f e r e n c e  between R2 I s  before rounding 

*p <. 01 



Table 3.12 Tests f o r  Common Slope o f  Four 

P r i nc ipa l  Correlates : Neighborhood Samples 


2Gain i n  R Over 
R~ Add i t i ve  Model F~ 

Add i t i ve  Equation B .343 

Add i t ion  o f  Unique 
Coe f f i c i en ts  i n  
Each Neighborhood f o r :  

Estimates o f  
Personal Danger 

Sex .345 .002 .562 

Assessments o f  
Environmental Danger 

B~egress ion  o f  personal p ro tec t i ve  behaviors on estimates o f  
personal danger, sex, age, assessments o f  environmental 
danger, and neighborhood o f  residence. 
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In summary, most of the zero-order correlates fo r  the neighborhood 

samples were s imilar  t o  those derived from the c i t y  samples. However, 

race was not related t o  personal protective behaviors. T h i s  was in te r -

preted as being due t o  the ecological covariation of race and crime. 

The part i  a1 correlat ions indicated t ha t  the principal correlates of the 

dependent variable were those described i n  the conceptual framework: 

estimates of personal danger, sex, age, and assessments of envi ronmen- 

t a l  danger. The multivariate analysis indicated tha t  place of res i -  

dence (neighborhood) was an additional source of variance. Together, 

these f ive  variables accounted fo r  34.3 percent of the variance i n  the 

dependent measure. The t e s t  f o r  a common slope indicated t ha t  each 

variable had a s imilar  e f fec t  i n  the s i x  neighborhoods. Thus, the 

thes is  of contextual specification was not supported fo r  these sam- 

ples. The implications of these resul ts  are  examined i n  the following 

chapter. 

Summary 

Thi chapter has investigated the viab i 1i ty  of the conceptua 

framework out1 ined i n  Chapter One. Consistent w i t h  tha t  framework, the 

analysis has been multivariate and comparative. The impact of eleven 

variables on personal protective behaviors was investigated. Six of 

these were expl i ci t l y  considered in the conceptual framework, while the 

remaining f ive  were suggested by previous studies and hypothesized to  

have spurious e f fec t s  on personal protective behaviors when other re le-  

vant sources of variation were control 1 ed. A mu1 t i  vari a t e  analysis was 



performed for  data collected i n  three c i t i e s  and s i x  neighborhoods 

w i t h i n  those c i t i e s .  Comparisons were made between the aggregate units  

( c i t i e s  and neighborhoods) t o  t e s t  the comparative hypotheses concern- 

ing the potential additive and interact ive  e f fec t  of context. 

The analysis of data a t  both levels  indicated basic support f o r  

the proposed conceptual framework. These resul t s  are  summarized in  

Table 3.13. For the samples drawn from the three c i t i e s ,  estimates 

of personal danger, sex, and age were a1 1 predictive of personal pro-

tect ive  behaviors. Only assessments of environmental danger was 

hypothesized t o  have a s ignif icant  d i r ec t  e f fec t  on the dependent vari- 

able b u t  d i d  not. The remaining two variables included in the concep- 

tual framework, interpersonal communication of crime information and 

environmental cues demonstrated s ign i f i  cant zero-order correlations 

with protective behaviors b u t ,  as hypothesized, these correl a t i  ons were 

accounted fo r  by the mediating e f fec t s  of the two indicators of 

subjective evaluations of danger. 

In addition t o  the above three variables,  both race and education 

were a lso  predictive of persona1 protective behaviors. Nonwhite and 

uneducated respondents were both more l ike ly  t o  report protective 

behaviors a f t e r  sex, age, and estimates of personal danger had been 

controlled. I t  was suggested tha t  the contribution of these variables 

was the resu l t  of ecological processes t ha t  tend to  s o r t  the above two 

groups in to  areas which are also more dangerous. When the sampling 

focus is broad (e.g.,  c i t y  o r  nation), these processes produce a spuri-  

ous e f fec t  of these variables. The imp1 i cation of t h i s  in terpreta t ion 
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Table 3.1 3 Summary of Mu1 t i va r i a t e  and Comparative Analyses 

-

Cit ies  Neighborhoods 

Variables Defined by Conceptual Framework : 
Estimates of Personal Danger xA X 
Assessments of Environmental Danger X 

Sex X X 
Age X X 

Interpersonal Comrnuni cation 

of Crime Information 


Environmental Cues 


Other Variables Included i n  Analysis : 
Race 
Education 
Employment Status 
Residential Stabi 1 i t y  
Social Integration 

Additive Effect of Context X 

Interactive Effect of Context xB 

A ~ n t r i e sindicate a s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ignif icant  (p<.001) mu1 t i va r i a t e  
e f fec t  on personal protective behaviors. 

B ~ g eby c i t y  (pc.05) 



s tha t  when the above ecological processes a re  controlled by 

collecting data i n  more socia l ly  homogeneous areas,  neither race nor 

education shoul d be re1 ated t o  personal protective behaviors. This 

expectation was confirmed by the analysis of the data collected i n  the 

s i x  neighborhoods (column two, Table 3.13). 

The comparative analysis of the  c i t i e s  indicated no additive 

e f f ec t  of t h i s  variable. That i s  , the 1 eve1 of protective behaviors 

was r e l a t ively constant i n  a l l  three c i t i e s .  This finding is consis-

t en t  w i t h  pr ior  research (Garofalo, 1977b), and suggests t ha t  i f  there 

are s ignif icant  ecological variations i n  personal protective behaviors, 

they occur a t  a level more proximate and meaningful t o  the individual. 

Further comparative analysis indicated t ha t  the e f fec t s  of four 

of the f ive  above named correlates of protective behaviors were 

basically the same i n  a l l  three c i t i e s .  However, the e f fec t  of age was 

found t o  vary by c i t y ,  w i t h  the e f f ec t  of t h i s  variable being much 

stronger i n  San Francisco. This was interpreted as being due t o  the 

special th rea t  posed by crime t o  the elderly of tha t  c i ty .  That i s ,  

much as Conklin (1975) posited crime ra te  as the contextual variable 

producing his  "threshold e f fec t  ,"i t  was proposed t ha t  unusually high 

crime ra tes  fo r  a given population could produce similarly high ra tes  

of personal protective behaviors fo r  t ha t  subgroup. This would i n d i -

cate tha t  the special patterns of victimization w i t h i n  an area may be a 

s ignif icant  consideration i n  understanding e i t he r  these behaviors, o r  

the e f fec t s  of demographic character is t ics  on them. 



A par e l  analysis of the data collected i n  s i x  more homogeneous 

neighborhoods w i t h i n  the above c i t i e s  was a lso  performed. While i n  

general correspondence w i t h  both the conceptual framework and the 

i n i t i a l  analysis ,  some variations are  worth noting. In addition t o  

estimates of personal danger, sex,  and age, as or iginal ly  suggested, 

assessments of environmental danger demonstrated a s ignif icant  indepen- 

dent e f f ec t  on personal protective behaviors i n  t h i s  analysis. These 

four variables defined by the conceptual framework were the only ones 

t o  withstand multivariate controls. As noted e a r l i e r ,  neither race nor 

education were correlated w i t h  personal protective behaviors i n  these 

samples. This was interpreted t o  be a resu l t  of the added control on 

ecological processes produced by the data collected i n  more homogeneous 

se t t ings .  

The comparati ve analysis of neighborhoods produced dif ferent  

resu l t s  than t ha t  f o r  the three c i t i e s .  This analysis indicated t h a t  

neighborhood does have an additive e f fec t  beyond the four individual 

level variables. That i s ,  the respondents i n  some neighborhoods 

reported s i  gni f i  cantly more personal protective behaviors even a f t e r  

the other variables were controlled. This indicates t ha t  e i t he r  the 

theoretical  framework has been incompletely specified,  o r  there are 

locally defined contextual variables operating t o  produce t h i s  e f fec t .  

Finally, the effects  of a l l  four variables were found t o  be similar  in 

a l l  s i x  neighborhoods. As an aside t o  t h i s  r e su l t ,  i t  might  be noted 

t ha t  the effect  of age showed some tendency t o  vary, b u t  these 

differences were not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ignif icant .  



In summary, t h i s  chapter has presented a comparative analysis 

of the correl a tes  of personal protective behaviors. The resul ts 

demonstrated the viabi 1 i t y  of viewing personal protective behaviors as 

a response t o  the threat  of victimization. As defined by the above 

perspecti ve, the princi pal correlates were indicators of personal vul-

nerabil i t y  and subjective assessments of danger. In addit ion,  several 

types of contextual variation were ident i f ied .  



CHAPTER IV 

CONCLUSIONS 

Residents of the inner c i t y ,  a t  one time o r  another, most 

residents of urban areas must be concerned about t h e i r  personal safety 

on the s t r e e t s  of t h e i r  neighborhood. Chronically high crime rates 

pose a real and constant threat  t o  individual safety.  In response t o  

t h i s  th rea t ,  individuals attempt t o  establish means of ensuring safe  

passage. Such e f fo r t s  can take many forms and involve a considerable 

range of e f fo r t  and organization (See DuBow e t  a l . ,  1978). These 

actions pose a serious th rea t  t o  the qual i ty  of l i f e  and have differing 

implications fo r  informal social control in an area. This research has 

focused on individualized actions whi  ch are eas i ly  implemented and 

directed a t  reducing the chances of violence a t  the hands of a stranger,  
" 3 b u t  which also tend t o  discourage interaction and may reduce social t 

* # 
controls. 

In Chapter One, a conceptual framework for  understanding these 

actions was presented. Chapter Two described the data,  while Chapter 

Three presented the resul ts  of the data analysis. In this chapter, the 

conc1usions which may be drawn from t h i s  research are presented and 

t h e i r  imp1 i cations fo r  future research discussed. 

The principal goal of t h i s  research was t o  develop and t e s t  a 

conceptual framework for  understanding personal protective behaviors. 



T h i s  conceptual framework, presented i n  Ch .er One, posited that 

personal protective behaviors were purposive actions directed a t  reduc- 

ing the threat of violence a t  the hands of a stranger. This perspec- 

ti ve suggested that  the principal correl ates of protective behaviors 

would invol ve subjective estimates of danger and personal vul nerabi 1 i ty. 

A more indirect role was hypothesized for crime related information as 

i n p u t s  shaping the estimates of danger. Finally, th i s  framework sug- 

gested that  contextual variables, that  i s ,  local environmental charac-

t e r i s t i c s ,  might  have important consequences for  the correlates of 

protective behaviors . 
I t  may be concluded tha t  the individual level correlates of 

personal protective behaviors are generally as predicted in Chapter 

One. While amost a l l  of the variables considered were i n i t i a l l y  

related to  protective behaviors, a f t e r  appropriate controls were 

applied, the major correlates of these actions were: estimates of 

personal danger, sex, age, and assessments of envi ronmental danger. ' 

The effects of the two crime related information variables were 

mediated by the indicators of subjective assessments of danger. In the 

ci ty  samples, race and education were also related to  protective behav- 

iors ,  b u t  as i s  discussed below, this was the resul t  of homogeneous 

groupings. Thus, the behaviors studied here are,  indeed, responsive to 

the threat of crime. Those residents who are threatened most by the 

possibil i ty of victimization are more l ikely t o  engage i n  persona1 

protective behaviors than those less threatened. 



The above conclusion stands i n  contrast  t o  t ha t  reported by 

Wilson (1976). In his  research he concluded, much 1 ike the ear ly  

studies of "fear of crime," t ha t  those who have the l e a s t  t o  fea r  are  

most l ike ly  t o  engage i n  personal protective actions (1976 : I&) .  How-

ever, upon closer inspection, these confl ict ing conclusions may be seen 

as a function of the behaviors studied. These differences are  ref lec-  

ti ve of Furstenberg's (1 972) dis t inct ion between "avoidance" and 

"mobilizationl' behaviors. The former were found t o  be related t o  

variables s imilar  t o  those studied here, while the l a t t e r  actions were 

related only t o  income and pr ior  victimization. That i s ,  avoidance 

techniques were responsi ve t o  t h r ea t ,  b u t  the expense and e f f o r t  

involved i n  the deployment of mobilization measures make them dependent 

upon the resources available fo r  t he i r  implementation and extremes of . 

threat .  The behavioral actions studied by Wilson were more s imilar  to  

"mobi 1 ization techniques ,"while those investigated here resemble 

avoidance measures. Rather than conflict ing resul ts  , these two studies 

have served to  reinforce the v iab i l i ty  of the dist inction offered by 

Furstenberg (1 972 ). 

Sex and age were two of the principal correlates of personal 

protective behaviors, w i t h  women and respondents over 60 engaging i n  

more protective actions regardless of t h e i r  estimates of personal dan-

"I ger. I t  was argued in Chapter One tha t  these variables were reasonable 

& proxies fo r  vulnerabil i ty t o  personal victimization. However, vulner- 

F- ab i l i t y  may not be the only concept represented by these two variables. 

Their e f f ec t  may be due t o  other variables o r  more 1 i kely representative 



should concentrate on a more precise ident i f ica t ion of the variables 

operating t o  produce such strong sex and age differences. 

Assessments of environmental danger d i d  not make an independent 

contribution t o  the multivariate equation i n  the analysis of the c i t y  

data and had only a small e f fec t  i n  the neighborhood samples. I t  i s  

probabTe tha t  these differences are due t o  the col inear i ty  of t h i s  

variable and estimates of personal danger. Blalock (1963) has demon- 

s t ra ted  t ha t  highly correlated independent variables produce unstable 

par t ia l  regression coefficients w i t h  unusual l y  1 arge standard errors .  

In such a s i tua t ion ,  even minor variat ions i n  the magnitude o f  the 

zero-order coefficients can produce variable mu1 t i va r i  a t e  solutions. 

This would appear t o  be the phenomenon observed i n  t h i s  research. As a 

resul t ,when both variables are considered as simul taneous predi ctors 

of personal protective behaviors, the more remote, assessments of 

environmental danger, wi 11 tend to  f luctuate  between regions of signi  f i  -
cance and nonsignificance. Given the theoret ical ly  defined importance 

of t h i s  variable i n  determining the individual 's  evaluations of per- 

sonal safe ty ,  i t  would appear that  i n  the future,  i t  may be more pro- 

ductively employed as a predictor of t h i s  l a t t e r  variable. 

Race and education had s ignif icant  independent e f fec t s  on 

personal protective behaviors in the c i t y  samples, but not i n  the 

neighborhood samples. This e f fec t  has been observed previously i n  both 

the "fear of crime" l i t e r a t u r e  (See Baumer, 1978) and i n  Furstenberg's 

(1972) study of avoidance behaviors. As such, i t  appears t o  be a 
& 



special case of the ecological fa l lacy original 1y brought t o  the  

at tention of social s c i en t i s t s  by Robinson (1950). The issue has 

produced a large number of studies which examine the e f fec t s  of aggre- 

gation. Most generally, the concern has been w i t h  specifying the 

conditions under which between groups (aggregate) correlat ions are  

indicative of to ta l  (individual ) correlat ions.  As Hammond (1973) bas 

demonstrated, under conditions of homogeneous grouping, aggregate coef- 

f i c ien t s  will usually be larger  than individual correlat ions.  The 

e f f ec t  observed here i s  an example of a related tendency for  individual 

1 eve1 correlat ions between variables whi ch show simi 1 a r  ecol ogi cal 

distr ibutions t o  increase proportionately w i t h  the heterogeneity of the 

sample focus (Sla t in ,  1969). Hence, a t  the neighborhood level ,  being 

nonwhite o r  poor has 1 i t t l e  t o  do w i t h  the extent of personal protec- 

t i ve  behaviors, b u t  when a more heterogeneous sample i s  considered, the 

tendency fo r  the above groups to  c lus te r  together i n  areas which are 

a lso  more dangerous produces a s ignif icant  coefficient  (See the or igi  -
nal example offered by Robinson, 1950). Such e f fec t s  can be seriously 

misleading and should be accounted fo r  i n  future research. Special 

care should be made to  consider the  effect  which homogeneous groupings 

may have on such relationships. 

One of the major features of t h i s  research was a comparative 

analysis of sample units  t o  discover potential sources of contextual 

influence. One such source concerned the possible additive e f fec t  of 

context on personal protective behaviors, defined both i n  terms of c i t y  

and neighborhood of residence. Not unexpectedly, similar  levels of 
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personal protective behaviors were observed in a l l  three c i t i e s ,  while 

the neighborhoods demonstrated s ignif icant ly  di f fer ing 1 evels of such 

behaviors. The lack of a s ignif icant  "c i ty  e f f ec t "  has been observed 

previously (Garofalo, 1977b). Apparently, a t  t h i s  l eve l ,  the important 

source of variation is s i ze  of c i t y  o r  urbanization (cf .  Clemente and 

Kleiman, 1977; Boggs, 1971 ). However, just as many other characteris- 

t i c s  vary w i t h i n  c i t i e s ,  so do levels of personal protective behaviors. 

In some sense, by selecting areas which were highly varied i n  terms of 

relevant variables such as crime r a t e ,  racial  d i s t r ibu t ion ,  soci a1 

c lass ,  and community organization, these differences were b u i l t  in to  

the neighborhood data. If additive areal differences were t o  be found, 

they would occur i n  the  data. 

Nhile i t  was tempting t o  in te rpre t  the above neighborhood 

differences i n  terms of aggregate o r  contextual charac te r i s t i cs ,  two 

considerations prevented such an interpretat ion.  F i r s t  , residual sub- 

group differences are by no means conclusive evidence of the operation 

of contextual vari ab l es  (cf . Przewors k i  and Teune , 1970) . Indeed, 

Hauser (1970) has argued t ha t  a more probable source of such variation 

i s  an incomplete specification of the re1 evant individual 1 eve1 vari -
ables. Second, w i t h  only s i x  neighborhoods, a s t a t i s t i c a l  t e s t  of the 

e f fec t s  of aggregate character is t ics  would not be productive. Any 

variable which would rank-order the s i x  areas i n  the approximate order 

of t h e i r  intercepts would produce a s t a t i s t i c a l  l y  simi1 a r  e f fec t .  

Given these considerations, no fur ther  investigation of t h i s  ef fect  was 

made. Future research should refine the conceptual framework and 



specify the  types of contextual variables which are  consistent w i t h  the 

framework and m i g h t  ac t  t o  produce such an e f fec t .  

Final ly  , the comparative analysis a lso  investigated the 

hypothesis t ha t  the correlates of personal protective behaviors would 

be contextually determined. Phrased another way, the data were exam- 

ined t o  determine i f  the major variables had consistent e f fec t s  across 

c i t i e s  and neighborhoods. I t  i s  t h i s  e f f ec t  which, i f  iden t i f i ed ,  

would necessi tate the inclusion of aggregate character is t ics  in to  the 

conceptual framework (See Przeworski and Teune, 1970 :47-74). When the 

neighborhood data were examined, a1 1 correlates were found to  have 

s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s imilar  ef fects  in every neighborhood. Age showed some 

tendency t o  vary, but the effect  was not s t a t i s t i c a l l y  s ignif icant .  

When the c i t y  samples were examined, the  effect  of age was found t o  

vary s ignif icant ly  between c i t i e s .  Upon closer scrutiny,  much of the 

variation was found t o  be due to  the higher levels of reported protec- 

t ive  behaviors among the e lder ly  in San Francisco. This corresponded 

w i t h  unusually high rates of personal victimization fo r  the elderly i n  

t ha t  same ci ty .  I t  was suggested tha t  through communication processes, 

the elderly i n  San Francisco were aware of the increased probability of 

v i  ctimization and had responded accordingly . 
T h i s  above explanation may be broadened t o  include other 

s i tuat ions  and groups. I t  may be concluded t ha t  when investigating the 

correlates of persona1 protective behaviors, the patterns of criminal 

victimization i n  the area of i n t e r e s t  should be considered. Any spec- 



af fec t  the impact of selected variables. For example, i t  migh t  be 

anticipated t ha t  a se r ies  of violent  at tacks on women would increase 

the sexual differences i n  the use of personal protective behaviors, 

whi 1 e simi1 a r  at tacks on men might reduce these differences . Without 

taking these circumstances in to  account, the e f f ec t  of sex migh t  be 

seriously over o r  underestimated. Given t h i s  broader in terpreta t ion,  

i t  may be hypothesized t ha t  such special circumstances might also mean 

t ha t  other demographic groups, not found t o  d i f f e r  in levels of pro- 

tec t ive  behaviors here, could vary in the extent  of t h e i r  protective 

actions. Both Yaden e t  a l .  (1973) and Lavrakas e t  a l .  (1978) have 

noted tha t  w i t h i n  certain urban neighborhoods whites are more fearful  

than nonwhites. Such a resu l t  may be due t o  the special circumstances 

being noted here. 

To summarize these conclusions, i t  may be s ta ted  tha t  the major 

correlates of personal protective behaviors are subjective estimates of 

personal danger, and personal character is t ics  re1 ated t o  vul nerabi 1 i t y  , 

as measured by sex and age. Assessments of environmental danger, the 

interpersonal communication of crime information, and the perception of 

crime re1 ated environmental cues are  a1 1 re1 ated t o  personal protective 

behaviors, b u t  only through t h e i r  ef fects  on estimates of personal dan- 

ger. The comparati ve analysis indicated t ha t  speci a1 patterns of 

criminal victimization may a f fec t  the nature of the correlates of pro- 

t ec t ive  behaviors. Finally, a f t e r  a l l  of the major correlates of the 

dependent variable have been controlled, the residents of some of the 

than residents of other areas. 



In conclusion, this research was a deta i led  investigation of a 

small b u t  s ignif icant  aspect of urban behavior--the individualized 

means of ensuring safe  passage on urban s t r e e t s .  Unlike some other 

forms of protective behavior (cf .  Furstenberg, 1972 ; !di 1 son, 1976), 

these actions were found t o  be related t o  the th rea t  of victimization. 

A conceptual framework was presented and tes ted .  The major components 

of t ha t  framework--context , crime re1 ated information, subjective e s t i  -
mates of danger, and personal character is t ics  re1 ated t o  vul nerabi 1 i t y  

were a l l  found t o  contribute t o  an understanding of personal protective 

behaviors. 



REFERENCES 

Alwin, Duane F. 
1976 "Assessing school e f fec t s  : some iden t i t i e s .  " Sociology 

of Education 49:294-303. 

Baumer, Terry L. 
1978 "Research on fea r  of crime i n  the United Sta tes ."  

Victimology: An International Journal 3:254-264. 

1979 	 "The dimensions of fea r  of crime. " Northwestern 
University , Center f o r  Urban Affairs , Working Paper M3-F. 

Baumer, Terry L. and Albert Hunter 
1979 	 "Pedestrian t r a f f i c ,  social  integration,  and the fea r  of 

crime. " Manuscript under review by Journal of Research 
i n  Crime and Delinquency. 

Becker, Howard S. 
1963 Outsiders: Studies i n  the Sociology of Deviance. 

New York: The Free Press. 

Biderman, Albert D . ,  Louise A. Johnson, Jennie McIntyre, and 
Adri anne W. Wei r 
1967 Report on a P i lo t  Study i n  the Dis t r i c t  of Columbia on 

Victimization and Attitudes Toward Law Enforcement, Field 
Surveys I.  The Presi dent ' s Commi s s  i on on Law Enforcement 
and Administration of Justice.  Washington: U.S. 
Government Printing Office. 

Blalock, Hubert M . ,  J r .  
1963 "Correl ated independent variables : the  probl em of mu1 ti  -

col inear i ty .  " Social Forces 42 :233-237. 

Boggs, Sarah L. 
1971 	 "Formal and informal crime control: an exploratory study 

of urban, suburban, and rural orientat ions ." Sociol ogi cal 
Quarterly 12:319-327. 

Clemente, Frank and Michael B. Kleiman 
1977 "Fear of crime i n  the United States:  a multivariate 

analysis. " Soci a1 Forces 56 :519-531. 

Cloward, Richard A. and Lloyd E. Ohlin 
1960 Delinquency and Opportunity: A Theory of Delinquent 

Gangs. New York: The Free Press. 



Cohen, Jacob and Patr ic ia  Cohen 
1975 	 Applied Mu1 t i  ple Regression/Correlati on Analysis f o r  the 

Behavioral Sciences. Hi1 1 sdale,  N .  J .  : Lawrence Erl baum 
Associates . 

Conklin, John E. 
1971 "Criminal environment and support f o r  the 1 aw. " Law and 

Society Review 6 :247-265. 

1975 	 The Impact of Crime. New York: Macmillan Publishing Co. 

Cook, Fay, Wesley Skogan, Thomas Cook, and George Antunes 
1978 "Criminal victimization of the e lder ly:  the physical and 

economi c consequences. " The Gerontol ogi s t  18 :338-349. 

Cronbach, Lee J.  
1951 "Coefficient alpha and the internal s t ructure  of t e s t s .  " 

Psychometri ka 16 :297-334. 

Davis , F. James 
1951 "Crime news i n  Colorado newspapers. " American Journal of 

Sociology 57 :325-330. 

DuBow, Frederi c ,  Edward McCabe, and Gail Kaplan
1978 	 Reactions t o  Crime: A Cri t ical  Review of the Literature. 

Reactions t o  Crime Project, Center f o r  Urban Affairs ,  
Northwestern Uni versi t y  . 

Durkheim, Emile -
1938 The Rules of the  Sociological Method. Tr. Sarah Sol ovay 

and John Mueller. New York: Free Press. 

E n n i s ,  Ph i l l ip  H. 
1967 	 Criminal Victimization i n  the United States:  A Report of 

a National Survey, Field Surveys 11. President 's  
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of 
Justice.  tdashington: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

Faris, Robert E. L. and H. Warren Dunham 
1939 Mental Disorders i n  Urban Areas. Chicago: University of 

C h i  cago Press. 

Fowler, Floyd J .  
'1 1974 	 "Implications of map and fea r  data fo r  crime control 

design. " Survey Research Program, a f a c i l i t y  of the  
University of Massachusetts-Boston and the Joint  Center 



Fowler, Floyd J .  and Thomas Mangione 
1974 "The nature of fea r . "  Survey Research Program, a 

f a c i l i t y  of the University of Massachusetts-Boston and 
the Joint  Center f o r  Urban Studies of M.I.T. and Harvard 
University (paper). 

Furstenberg, Frank F . ,  J r .  
1972 "Fear of crime and i t s  e f fec t s  on c i t izen behaviors. " 

i n  Albert Biderman (ed.) ,  Crime and Just ice:  A 
Symposiurn. New York : Nai 1burg. 

Garofal o , James 
1977 "Fear of crime i n  large American c i t i e s .  " Analytic 

report SD-VAD-19, The Application of Victimization Survey 
Results Project ,  Criminal Jus t ice  Research Center, A1 bany , 
New York. 

1977b 	 Publ i c  Opinion About Crime: The Attitudes of Victims and 
Nonvictims i n  Selected Cit ies.  Law Enforcement Assistance 
Administration, National Criminal Jus t ice  Informati on and 
S t a t i s t i c s  Service, Analytic Report SD-VAD-1. 
Washington: U.S. Government Printing Office. 

G i  bbs , John J. 
1979 Crime Against Persons i n  Urban, Suburban, and Rural Areas: 

A Comparative Analysis of V i  ctimization Rates. Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration, National Criminal 
Jus t ice  Information and S t a t i s t i c s  Service , SD-VAD-7. 
Washington: U .S. Government Printing Office. 

Glasser, Gerald J .  and Gale D. Metzger
1972 "Random d i g i t  dial ing as a method of telephone sampling. " 

Journal of Marketing Research 9 :59-64. 

1975 	 "National estimates of nonl i s ted  telephone households and 
t h e i r  character is t i  cs ." Journal of Marketing Research 
12 :359-361. 

Groves, Robert M. 
1977 "A comparison of national telephone and personal 

interviews." Paper presented t o  the annual meeting of 
the American Association fo r  Publ i c Opinion Research, 
Buck Hill Fal ls ,  Pa., May 19-22. 

Gubrium, Jaber 
1974 "Victimization in  old age. " Crime and Delinquency 20~245- 

250. 

Hammond, John L. 
1973 "Two sources of e r ro r  i n  ecological correlat ions ." 

American Soci 01 ogi cal Review 39 :764-777. 



Hauser, Robert 
1970 "Context and consex : a cautionary t a l e .  " American 

Journal of Soci 01 ogy 75 :645-664. 

Hindel ang , Michael 
1976 	 Criminal Victimization i n  Eight American Cit ies : A 

Descriptive Analysis of Common Theft and Assault. 
Cambri dge , Mass. : Ball inger . 

Hindel ang ,Michael ,Michael Gottfredson , and James Garofalo 
1978 	 The Victims of Personal Crime: An Empirical Foundation 

fo r  a Theory of Personal Victimization. Cambridge,
Mass.: Ballinger. 

Hubbard, J . ,  M. DeFleur, and L. DeFleur 
1975 "Mass media influences on public conceptions of social  

problems. " Soci a1 Problems 23:22-34. 

Kerlinger, Fred N. and Elazar J.  Pedhazur 
1973 Mu1 t i p l e  Regression i n  Behavioral Research. New York : 

Hol t , R i  nehart and Winston . 
K i s h ,  Leslie 

1965 Survey Sampling. New York: Wi ley. 

Kleinman, Paula H.  and Deborah S. David 
1972 	 "Protection against crime i n  a ghetto community. " The 

Addiction and Treatment Corporati on Eval uati on Team, 
Columbia University School of Social Work (unpublished) . 

Lavrakas, Paul , Janice Normoyl e and J .  J .  Wagener 
1978 	 CPTED Commerci a1 Demonstration Eva1 uati  on Report.

Westinghouse Eval uation Ins t i tu te ,  Evanston , I11. 
(unpubl ished) . 

LeJeune, Robert and Nicholas Alex 
1973 "On being mugged: the  event and i t s  aftermath." Urban 

Life and Culture, October:259-287. 

Lewis, Dan and Michael Maxfield 
1980 "Fear in the neighborhoods: an investigation of the 

@ impact of crime i n  Chicago." Journal of Research i n  
Crime and Delinquency (forthcoming). 

r33
:A 

~4 	 Lewis , Dan, Ron Szoc, and Greta Salem 

1980 	 Crime and Community: Understanding Fear of Crime i n  
Urban Ameri ca. Northwestern University , Center f o r  
Urban Affairs (unpubl ished manuscript) . 



Liebow, E l l i o t  
1967 Tal ly ' s  Corner: A Study of Negro Streetcorner Men. 

Boston : L i t t l e  , Brown. 

McPherson ,Marlys 
1978 "Real i t i e s  and perceptions of crime a t  the neighborhood 

level .  " Victimology : An International Journal 3:319-328. 

Merton, Robert K. 
1968 Social Theory and Social Structure. New York: Free 

Press. 

Novick, M. R.  and C. Lewis 
1967 	 "Coefficient a1 pha and the re1 iabi  1 i t y  of composite 

measurements. " Psychometri ka 32 :I -1 3. 

Przeworski, Adam and Henry Teune 
1970 The Logic of Comparative Social Inquiry. New York : 

Wil ey-Intersci ence. 

Quinney, Richard 
1966 "Structural character is t ics  , population areas,  and crime 

ra tes  i n  the United States.  " Journal of Criminal Law, 
Criminology and Pol ice  Science 57:45-52. 

1970 	 The Social Reality of Crime. Boston : L i t t l e ,  Brown. 

Rifai , Marlene A. Young 
1976 	 Older Americans ' Crime Prevention Research Project:

Final Report. Multnomah County Division of Public 
Safety, Port1 and, Oregon. 

Robinson, W. S. 
1950 "Ecological correlat ions and the behavior of 

individual s." American Soci 01 ogi cal Review 15 :351-357. 

Rogers, Theresa F. 
1976 	 "Interviews by telephone and i n  person: qua1 i t y  of 

responses and f i e ld  performance. " Public Opinion 
Quarterly 40 :51-65. 

Roshier, 	Robert 
1973 	 "The selection of crime news by the press." Pp. 28-39 

i n  S. Cohen and J .  Young (eds. ) , The Manufacture of 
News. Beverly H i  1 1 s : Sage. 

Sell t i z ,  Claire,  Marie Jahoda, Morton Deutsch and Stuart  Cook 
1959 Research Methods i n  Social Re1 ations.  New York : Hol t , 

Rinehart and Winston. 



S haw , Clifford R. and Henry D. McKay 
1 942 Juvenile Del inquency and Urban Areas. Chicago : 

University of Chicago Press. 

Simon, Jul ian 
1969 Basic Research Methods i n  Social Science. New York: 

Random House. 

Skogan, Wesley G. 
1 977 	 "Public policy and the fea r  of crime i n  l a r  e American 

c i t i e s . "  Pp. 1-17 i n  John A. Gardiner (ed. B, Public Law 
and Public Pol icy. New York: Praeger. 

1978 	 "The Center f o r  Urban Affairs  random d i g i t  d ia l ing 
telephone survey." Northwestern University, Center fo r  
Urban Affairs ,  Reactions t o  Crime Project (paper). 

1978b 	 "Reactions t o  crime." In George Antunes, Fay Cook, 
Thomas Cook, and Wesley Skogan (eds. ), Crime and the 
Elderly. Oxford University Press (forthcoming). 

Skogan, Wesley G. and Michael G. Maxfield 
1980 Coping w i t h  Crime. Northwestern University, Center f o r  

Urban Affairs  (unpubl i shed manuscript). 

S la t in ,  Gerald T. 
1969 "Ecological analysis of  delinquency: aggregation 

effects ."  American Sociological Review 34:894-907. 

Stinchcombe, Arthur, Carol Heimer, Rebecca Adams I1 i f f ,  K i m  Scheppel e ,  
Tom W .  Smith, and D. Garth Taylor 
1977 Crime and Punishment in Pub1 i c  Opinion: 1948-1 974. 

National Opinion Research Center, a report  of the NSF 
sponsored project ,  Social Change Since 1948 (unpubl ished) . 

Sundeen, Richard A. and James T. Mathieu 
1 976 "The urban elderly:  environments of fear ."  Pp. 51-66 

i n  Jack Goldsmith and Sharon Goldsmith (eds. ), Crime and 
the Elderly. Cambridge, Mass. : Ball inger. 

Sutherland, Edwin H .  and Donald R. Cressey 
1970 Criminology, 8th edit ion.  Chicago: J .  B.  Lippincott. 

Su t t l e s ,  Gerald 
1968 The Social Order of the Slum. Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press. 



Trendex 
1976 	 A Comparison of Phone Book Samples and Random Digit 

Dialing. Report presented t o  22nd annual conference of 
the Advertising Research Foundation. 

Trodahl , Verl ing C. and Roy E. Carter, J r .  
1964 "Random selection of respondents w i t h i n  househol ds i n  

phone surveys .I1 Journal of Marketing Research 1 :71-76. 

Tuchfarber, Alfred J .  J r .  and William Klecka 
1977 Random Digit Dialing: Lowering the Cost of Victimization 

Surveys. Washington: The Police Foundation. 

Tuchfarber, A1 fred J. J r . ,  Will iam Klecka, Barbara Bardes, and 
Robert 01 dendi ck 
1976 "Reducing the cost  of victim surveys." Pp. 207-221 i n  

Wesley G. Skogan (ed.),  Sample Surveys of the Victims 
of Crime. Cambridge, Mass.: Ballinger. 

Tull, Donald S. and Gerald S. A1 baum 
1977 "Bias i n  random d i g i t  dialed surveys." Pub1 i c  Opinion 

Quarterly 41 :389-395. 

Whyte, William F. 
1 943 S t ree t  Corner Society. Chicago: University of Chicago 

Press. 

Wilson, L. A. I1 
1976 	 Private and Collective Choice Behavior i n  the Provision 

of Personal Security from Criminal Victimization. 
Ph .  D. Dissertation, Department of Pol i t i c a l  Science, 
University of Oregon. 

Yaden, David, Susan Folkstad, and Peter Glazer 
1 973 	 The Impact of Crime i n  Selected Neighborhoods: A Study 

of Publ i c  Attitudes i n  Four Portland, Oregon Census 
Tracts. Portland, Oregon: Campaign Information 
Counselors. 



APPENDIX A 




Intervtewer 's In t t ta l s :  

Phone: - I OFFICE USE ONLY ( 

Telephone N d e r  
thwestern Universt ty
KET OPINION RESUIRCI CO. 

. .. . . . .  
._~ i y(CIRCLE &E) 

Date Month/Day 

Sh i f t  (CIRCLE ONE) 1 2 3-. 1 2 3  3 2 3  

COldPLETE 

03 03 03 . 03 

bisconnect/tlot I n  service 

Ilouschold Refusal 

llouscl~old Informant 
Not Available/Arrange 

Call  Back 

Name: 

El lg ib le  Respondent , 
Not Avatlable/Arrange 

Cal l  Oack 

--- 
Illl c r  Out Uust~lcss 

Filter Out Not I n  City  : 
f l l & r - i o 7 n i j ~ q l 1 h o r l 1 o o b  
sm1s11 

. return t o  supervlso 
TERI~lINATE (IUESTION I--- 
Other-

(Spec1fyl 



hp I please speak to th. u n  o r  wrwn of the house? (AcCEF7 UR RESWPIBLL W T )  

My nrc I s  . I'a c&l l iq  for Nortmnstern Univenlty near Chicago. Yh we working on a study 
about how peoples' lives are affected by d m .  and I vwld 1 1 ke to ask you sme questions. Of course. your help 
!s rolunUv and a11 )wr ansten r i l l  be kept confidmtial. lw r . t e l ephw n-r ws picked a t  radcr.  . . 

I. I s  th is  1 b v ~ l m S  Phon, o r  1s this  a hcnr phone? 

L no ( F I L ~  our rn IN E r n )  . .2 

&I this survey we need to get  th. opinion of people wo Ilve ln ma a u r a  Philadelphia area. 

111. Do you live k b m n  R m l s  (on the north) and Packer Avenue (on thc south)? 

Y u  (fa ON) .......... . I  
(FILER GUT h i N G  NEIMBORIIPOD)~ 

j-Don't kna, (GO TO V) ...... .7 
lV. Do pu l i r e  be- 5th (on the east) and Vam Averme (on th n s t ) ?  1 

... Yes (GO TO A ON NEXT PAGE) .1 
(Ff n OUT Y;LONG NEIMBORHOO) 2 

' 

h ' t  Lo, (60 TO Y) ...... .7 
J- (ME: PACKER ATJn'E IS HORTH OF FOR PARK: YARE AViWE IS JUST UST OF THE SWnKILL RIVER.) 

V. IF 'DON'T LYOY') Uell. can u t e l l  Dc which Stmet you live on? (IF NOT INCLUE3 IN LIST BiLCY, hum an m o x ~  NEIG~~W~U~OODJD 

Alder. 
Llalley 

at 
Bncmmod 
b l a h  
m u l l  
k v i e r  
Bmrd 
Bucknell 
Cdlec 
Carlisle 
Chduick 
Clarion 
Cleveland 
Colorado 
Cmskey 
h r i s n  
Darrance 
DoVw 
Ettlng 
Falrhill 
Frank1 in 
b r n e t  
HCplbCrger 
Htch 
~ l l y r o o d  
Hutchtmon 
Isaaifgar 
Jessup 
Junimr 
1Ulb.r; 
k n h r l l  
Rrston 
Wlnlne 
t(ol e 
Newhope 
Wcrklrt 

17%-S -1 

22 
Ringgold 
RarRmd 
Srrtain 
Sheridan 
Stoker 
Taney 
Taylor 
nmoclr 
l t t r  . Ycodrtock 5 th 

. 
Cdntrell 
Castle 
Daly 
Dudley 
Durfoi 
b l l y  
Fihgerald 
Oladstonc 
bf f ran  
Jackson 
Johnston 
UcKean 
k l e l l an  
&~CY 
Uifflin 
uooe 
Cbrris 
Iloymns3ng 
Oregon 
Packer 
Passyunk 
Pierce 
Polat Breeze Are. 
P0lloek 
Porter 
Ritner 
Roseberry 
Shunt 
Sigel 
8-r 
T r i t  
vare 
Yal te r  
Yatk:ns 
Yinton 
h l f  

..... 
M t h  



A) Row adults 18  years of age o r  o lder  a r e  presently living a t  home including unelf?  
(CIRCLE IN COL. AY 

8) I@ of these adu l t s  era men? (CIR.CL= IN ROB B)??;;; (write-in) 
N o . ~ r i t e - i n )  

. .  

version 2 . . 

Oldsr 	 NOTE: The in terseet ion of 
Col A and Row B de:eniues 
t h e  scx and r e l a t i v e  agz of 
the respondent to  be 
interviewed 

Older 

For t h i s  survey, I would l i k e  t o  speak to  the  (Verbal l a b d  indimted on grid) cu r renay  
l i v i n g  at hone, i n  your household. Is he/shc at home? 

1 ...Yes - Continue with Q. 1ntrimi: C ~ i C . ~ s c rIhaIVmuAt TO BE ~ R V T C ~ 

2 ... No - Arranze call-back, record on c d l b a c k  line 

A. 	 Para empezar quisiera conocer cdn tos  adultos de 18 y mas azos viven 
en su familia 

-
8. 	 cugntos de ellos son hombres? 

(CIRCLE IN ROU 0) 

Version 2 

NOTE: Thr int:rsection of 
Col A aad Row B de:emines 
t h e  sex and r e l a t i v e  ago of 
the  respondent co be 

. intervieved 

Lces i to  preguntar a (TONE EN EL CUADRICCUDO) (La inter- 
seccion de adult05 y hombres detemina e1,'sexo y la edad r e l a t i a  de l a  persona a 
entrevistar). SI LA PERSOfIA ELEJIOA I.!0 ESTA EN CASA, RAGA UIlA CITA PARA LA 
UiTREVISTA 0 PREGUNTE CIlANDO ESTARA EN CAU. TONE EL NUMERO DE TEL~FOIOY 
U P M E  PARA FACER LA CITA) 



APPENDIX B 




Firs t  of a l l .  I have a few questions about your neighborhocd . 
1. In general. is i t  pretty easy o r  pretty d i f f i c u l t  for  you t o  t e l l  


a stranger in your neighborhood from somebody who lives there? 


Pretty easy . . . . . . . . . . 1-21 

Pretty d i f f i c u l t  . . . . . . . - 2.. 

on 'f know . . . . . . . . . . .7 


Not ascertained . . . . . . . . 8 


2. Would you say that  ;:ou real ly  feel  a part  of your neighborhood or do you 
think of i t  more as jus t  a place t o  l ive? 

3. Would you say that  your neighborhood has 
a changed for  the better. or  for the worse . i n  the past couple of years. or has i t  

stayed about the same? 

4. How many people would you say are 

usually out walking on the s t r e e t ' i n  

front of where ycu l ive  a f t e r  dark 

..alot.some. a fewora lmos tnone?  


5. Do you usually t r y  t o  keep an eye on 
what i s  going on in the s t r e e t  in front 
of your house or  do you usually not 
notice? 

Feel a part  . . . . . . . . . . 1-22 

Place t o  l ive  . . . . . . . . . 2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . 8 


Better . . . . . . . . . . . . .1-23 

Norse . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

Same . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . .8 


A l o t  . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4-24 

Some . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 

A few . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Almostnone . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . 8 


Usually keep an eye cn . . . . .1 - 2 5  

Usually don't notice . . . . . .2 

Don1: know . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . 8 


6. I f  your neighbors saw sonieone suspicious trying to  open your door o r  
window what do you think they would do? (ASK OPEK END ..CODE RESPOMSE 
BELOM ..MULTIPLE MENTIONS ALLOWED) 


Check situation . . . . . . . . 1-26 

Call police . . . . . . . . . . 1-27 

I g n ~ r ei t  . . . . . . . . . . . 1-28 

Call someone e i  se [land?ord . 

Janitor. e x.) . . . . . . . .1.29 

Call ~ne/respcncer;= . . . . . .  1-30 

0 t h - 1-31 


\SFX:FY) 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . .  7-32 

Rot ascertained . . . . . . . . 8 


33 WOR 




Cd 1 
7. 	 In the las t  two weeks, about how many times have you gone into a neighbor's 

home to vis i t?  

RECORD TIMES 	 34-35mxT fiUK3ER) 
Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . 97 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . .98 


8. 	 How about kids in your immediate neighborhood. How many of them do you know 
by name -- a l l  of them, some, hardly any, or none of them? 

A l l .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 - 3 6  

Some 	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 

Hardly any . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

None 	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I  

No kids here (VOLUNTEERED) . . . .5 
Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . 8 


9. 	 Next, I'm going to read you some comments that  people make about how other 
people behave. For each one I read you, I 'd 1ike to know whether you agree, 
disagree or are in the middle about them. (ROTATE) 

(VOLUNTEERED)
In the Not Ascertained/ 

.Agree Middle .Disagree Don 't Know 

Kids are better today than they 
were in the past. Do you agree, 
disagree, or are you i n  the 
middle? 	 3 2 

People just don't respect other 
people and their property as much 
as they used to. Do you agree, 
disagree, or are you in the 
middle? 	 3 2 

Groups of neighbors getting 
together can reduce crime in their 
area. 	 3 2 

There are a l o t  of crazy pebple 
i n  this c i ty  -- and you never 
know what they are going t o  do. 3 2 

The police really can't do much 
to  stop crime. 	 3 2 

-.--- --	 - -

Now 	 I have some questions about act ivi t ies  in your neighborhood. 

10. 	 Have you ever gotten together with friends or neighbors t o  talk about, 

or do something about, neighborhood problems? 


Yes 	 . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-42 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . 8 




cd 1 

11. Do pu k w  of any cnmunity groups or orglnizatims i n  p u r  nelphborhoodt 

hnpu w a r  Reen in ro l r rd  with any of Was! m i t y  gmps  o r  o q m i u t i o n s t  


ves . . . . . . . . . . . .l 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 (GO TO 0 12 

Don't mow . . . . . . . .7 (69 TO Q: 121 

xoc rrcevtrin*: . . . . . .a ( W  TO 9.  12) 
I n r p p r t ~ r i r t e. . . . . .  9 (8iO 0. i Z )  

Could you t e l l  mc tMir n u s ?  (RECOR3 EXXT wn3ER C i  GRWIUTIOHS) 

1st mmt im 

2nd m t i o n  : i K l  h2xaL.a;
Not rsiertainei . . . . .98 13rd a n t i o n  Inrppwprirte . . . . . .99 . 

~ r a*tut you tnar u s  ' 01. t ~ u l dpu rcll aa britn; EI. DM you ta te .b r t4n  these Fl. 00 you :kink that the 
M T  t r ied W do a n y t h i m t  mrt Vut *as? a:tlvities? organization's ef for ts  k e l p  -crime i n  your neiqhMrhODdl ed. hurt or didn't naie any 

Yes ..........l difference?

Yes ( W T n D l ) .  . .. .l-+ -+. No.. . . . . . . . - 2  

Na ........... D y l ' t k n w . . . . . .  ire! ped . . . . . . . . . 

Don't tnor ....... kt ascertained . . . .8 Hurt . . . . . . . . .  

bt  a s c e r ~ i m d. . .. Imppropriate . . . . .  b diffennce . ....
Inrppropriab . . . . . .  Don't tno*4 . . . . . .  

!lot wer ta ined  . . . .  
Inapprcvtate . . . . .  

. F m r h l t p  knm has Could .rw t e l l  brief ly EZ. Did you Uke par t  i n  these 
ever t r i ed  to do a n y t h i n g  m a t  tNt WS? ac:ivities? FZ. Do p u  think that the 
about c r i n  i n  p u r  o q m i u t i o n ' s  efforts help-
~igkbo-7 ea, hur: or didn't nuke any Y e s .  . . . . . . . .  differeacat
I NO . . . . . . . . .  


Cw't know. . . . .  ............ 1 
 nurt . . . . . . . . . 
Don't kncu . . . . . . .  Iruppmpriate . . .  Ho difference . . . . . 
bt asceruinea . . . .  
Inrppmpriate . . . . .  Don't know . . . . . . .  


Hct ascertainM . . . .  . . . . .~ N D V I V ~ ~ ~ ~ C  

, F r m  what p u  k m w  has 03. Could PUt e l l  ~ l ebriefly E3. DiC you Ub MTC i n  thwe '3. 00 you :'ink Mat  the 
0-r t r ied W do a n y t h i n g  mmt Vut .as? ac:ivttles! organization's efforts lmlp- 
JMut i n  p u r  I I ed. hurt or dlan't make any 
Wlghtornwd? In. differeace? 

VU (W TO 03) .... neleed . . . . . . . .  

no . . . . . . . . . .  Hurt . . . . . . . . .  

Don't k n a  . . . . . .  !to :ifference ..... 
mt ascertained ... Ocn't tsar . . . . . .  
Inappropriate . . . .  '1I Not ascerta!ned . . . .  

Inrpproxfate ...... 
(CJ TO 121 

1-. . . . . . . .  




12. 	 Do you know of any (other) special efforts or  programs, goins on in your 

neighborhood to prevent crime? 


7Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . l 5 6  

No. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . 7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . .8 


i. Please describe these efforts or program andlor their names. 

Inappropriate . . . .9 57-58 

MOR 


13. 

something or  to  request som k4nd Don I t  know . . . . . . . . . . .7 

of he1 p? 	 Not ascertained . . . . . . . . .8 


In the past year, have you contacted Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 -59 

the police to  make a complaint about No. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
r 


A. 	 What was your l a s t  call  t o  the police about? (ASK OPEN EKD -- MULTIPLE 

MENTIONS
ALLOWED -- CODE BELOW)I 	 I 
Report crime against self . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 

Report crime against somebody else . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 

Report general crime i n  neighborhood . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Lack of police protection/request increase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Coaplaints about specific officer or  incidents . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

General request of information from police . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Public services problem (sewer, s t ree t s ,  s t ree t  l ights ,  f i r e  . . . . . . . 1 

Request ambulance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 

Other 	 . . . . . . . . . 1 


(SPECIFY)
Don't know. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8 

Inappropriate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9 


70-75 MOR 
7 6 C d #  . 
77-80 Job # 



14. Have you contacted any public r Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . .l-21 
o f f i c i a l  , 'other than police, in the No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2  
past  year t o  make a complaint about Don't know . . . . . . . . . . 7 
something or  t o  request some kind Rot ascertained . . . . . . . .8 
of he1 p? 

A. What was your l a s t  ca l l  t o  a publfc off ic ia l  about? (ASK OPEN .: 
END -- WlJLTIPLE MENTIONS ALLOkIED -- CODE BELOU) . - . 

Report crime against  s e l f  . . . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Report crime against  somebody e l s e  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Report general crime in  neighborhood . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
Lack of police protection/request increase . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Complaints about speci f ic  o f f i ce r  or incidents . . . . . . . . . . 1 
1 

General request of information from a public o f f i c i a l  . . . . . . . 1 
Public services problem (sewer, s t r e e t s ,  

s t r e e t  l i gh t s ,  f i r e )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . j 

Request ambulance. . . ; . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Other . . . . . . . . .  1 

(SPECIFY). 
Don't know. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 17 

Not ascertain22 . . . . . . . . , . . . , . , , , , . . . . . . . . 8 ..- . -- - . . Inappropriate . ., ... .. ,. . .. , , . . , , , , , . . , , . . . . . . , 9 

KP - 0 F i l l  



--- 

Nbw, I am going to read you a list of crime-related problems that exist in 

some parts of the city. For each one, I'd like you to tell me how much of 

a problem it is in your neighborhood. Is it a big problem, some problem, 

or alirioost no problem in your neighborhood? (ROTATE) 


(VOLUNTEERED)

A1 mos t Not 


A Big Some No Ascertained/

Problem Problem Problem Don 't Know 

For example, groups of teen- 

agers hanging out on the 

streets. Is this a big 

problem, some problem or 

almost no problem in your 

neighborhood? 	 3 


Buildings or storefronts 

sitting abandoned or burned 

out. Is this a big 

problen, some problem, or 

almost no problem in your 3 
neighborhood? 

People using illegal drugs 

in the neighborhood. Is 

this a big problem, some 

problem, or almost no 

problem. 	 3 


Vandal ism like kids break- 

ing windows or writing on 

walls or things like that. 

How much o f  a problem is 
this? 	 3 


16. Was there ever a time in this country Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1-46 

when criae seemed to be much less of N o . . . .  . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

a problem than it is now? 	 Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . 7 


Not ascertained . . . . . . . . .8 

1 I 
a. 	 (IF YES) When was that? About how many years ago? 


(PROBE: JUST A GUESS WILL DO. GET BEST ESTIMATE 

OF A SINGLE DATE OR YEARS AGO) 	 (YEARS AGO) -DATE 

ucn'rnow . . . . . . . . . . .97 . 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . 98 

Inappropriate . . . . . . . . . 99 47-4E 

(INTERYIEUER: IF GIVEN RANGE RECORD BASED ON MIDDLE YEAR E.G. 1920-1 SX=l922; ( 501s=l955) 



17. 	 What about burglary f o r  t h e  neighbor- A big problem . . . . . . . 3 -49 

hood i n  general .  Is breaking i n t o  Some problem . . . . . . . .2 

people 's  homes o r  sneaking i n  t o  s t e a l  Almost no problem . . . . . 1 

something a b ig  problem, some problem Don't know . . . . . . . . .7 

o r  almost  no problem f o r  people i n  Not a s c e r t a i n e d  . . . . . . 8 

your neighborhood? 


18. 	Do you persona l ly  know of anyone, o t h e r  . . . . . . . . . . . .1 -50 

than yourself ,  whose home o r  N o . .  . . . . . . . . . .  2 

apartment has been broken i n t o  i n  Don .t know . . . . . . . . .7 

t h e  p a s t  couple of  y e a r s  o r  so?  . Not ascer ta ined  . . . . . .8 


a. Did any of t h e s e  break-ins happen Y e s .  . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

i n  your  p resen t  neighborhood? No . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 


Don't know . . . . . . . . .7 51
I 

Not ascer ta ined  . . . . . . .8 

Inappropriate  . . . . . . . 9 I 


19. About how many times do you th ink  t h i s  	 Don't know . . . . . . . .997 

miaht have h a o ~ e n e d  i n  your inmediate Not ascer ta ined  . . . . . 998 

neighborhood i;~
t h e  l a s t  year? 

. 	 (GET BEST ETTIMATE) 

(READ SLOWLY) 
20. 	 Now we're aoinq t o  do somethins a l i t t i c  b i t  d i f f e r e n t .  For t h i s  next 

quest ion,  f ' d  i i k e  you t o  t h i n i  of a rc;r o f  numbers from z?ro t 3  t en .  Now, 
l e t  t h e  ZERO s tand  f o r  NO POSSIBILIT? A; ALL o f  someth7ng nappening, and 
t h e  TEN w i l l  s tand f o r  i t  being EXTRSMELY LIKELY t n a t  something could 
happen. 

a.  	 On t h i s  row o f  nutAers from ZERO t o  YE!;, how l i k e l y  do you think i t  is t h a t  

someone wi l l  t r y  t o  g e t  i n t o  your ohn (hcuse /apar t i en t )  t c  s t e a l  soae-

thing.  (REREAD INSTRUCTION IF ;iECiSSARY -- GET BEST :IUKBEil) -

(RECORD 0-10) 	 Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . 97 


Not ascer ta ined  . . . . . . . .  98 55-56 




21. 	 Has anyone actually broken into your h c e  in the past thu years?
(NOTE THIS APPLIES TO ALL RESIDENCES IEi LAST Th'O YEARS) 

Yes 	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-57 

ti0 	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Kot ascertained . . . . . . . . 8 


22. 	 M~ich of the following three things would you say i s  the most Important 
fo r  keeping your house safe from burglars: being lucky, being careful, 
o r  l iving in a good neighborhood? 

Being lucky . . . . . . . . . .01-58/59

Being careful . . . . . . . . .02 

Living in good nei~hbornood . .03 
Being lucky/being careful 

(VOLUNTEERED;. . . . . . . . 04 

Bemg lucky/lwinp in  good 

neighborhood (YCLUNTEEREDJ . 05 
Being careful/living i n  good

neighborhood (VW::TEEREC] . 06 
A11 three (MLWESRED). . . .07 
Other (VOLUXEERED) 

(SPECIFY) . . . . . 08 
Don't know . . . . . . . . . . 97 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . .98 


23. 	 I'm going to  mention a few things t ha t  some people do t o  protect the i r  homes 
from burglary. As I read each one weald you please t e l l  me whe+her or not 
your family does tha t?  	 (VDLVNTEER~D) 

---Don 't 
a. Have you engraved your valuables 

with your name o r  some sor t  of 
identification, in case they 
are stolen? 

Yes 

1 

No 

7 

Know 

7 60 

b. Do you have any b a n  o r  special 
locks on your windows? 1 2 7 

c. Do you have a peep-hole or l i t t l e  
window in your door t o  identify 
people before l e t t i n s  then in? 1 2 7 

Now, 	 think of the l a s t  time you jus t  went out a t  night. 

d. 	 Did you leave a l ight  on while 
you were gone? 1 2 7 

. .  
Now. 	 think of the l a s t  time you went away fror: h a ~ e  fo r  more than a day o r  so. 

e. 	 Did you notify the police so they 
could keep a special watch? 1 2 7 

f. 	 Did you stop delivery of things 
l i k e  newspapers and mail ,or  
have- smeone bring them in? I i- 7- . . 

g. 	 Did you have a neishbor watch 
p c r  house/apartnent? 1 2 7 
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24. 	 How about people being robbed or having 
their  p u r s ~ w a l l e t s  taken on the 
s t reet .  Would you say that this i s  a 
big problem, some problem or almost 
no problem in your neighborhood? 

Big problem . . . . . . . . 3 -21 
Some problem . . . . . . . .2 
Almost no problem . . . . . 1 
Don't know . . . . . . . . .7 
Not ascertained . . . . . . 8 

25. 	 How about yourself? On the row of numbers from zero to ten that  we talked 
about before, how likely i s  i t  in the next couple of years that saneone. 
w i l l  try t o  rob you or take your purselwallet on the s t ree t  in your 
neighborhood? Remember TEN means EXTRWELY LIKELY and ZERO means NO 
POSSIBILITY a t  a l l .  

(WRITEINNUMBER 0-10) 
EiTTnow.  . . . . . . . .97 
Not ascertained . . . . . .98 22-23 

26. 	 Do you personally know of anyone ,other than yourself, who has been robbed 
or had their purse or wallet taken, in the past couple of years, or i f  
someone tried t o  do th i s  to them? 

Yes 	 . . . . . . . . . . . . .l-24rNo . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 
Don't know . . . . . . . . . 7 
Not ascertained . . . . . . 8 

A. 	 Where did these robberies happen? Here they i n  your present neighbor- 

hood, someplace else  in the ci ty ,  or  out of town? 


Firs t  Second Third 
Mention Mention Mention 

Present neighborhood 

City 

Out-of-town 

Don't know 

Not ascertained 

Inappropriate 


27. 	 Gesidcs robbery, how about people being 
attacked or beaten up in your neighbor- 
hood by strangers. Is  this a big
problem, some problem or almost 
no problem? 

Big problem . . .. . . . . .3 -28 
Some problem . . . . . . . , 2 
Almost no problem . . . . . . I  
Don ' t  know . . . . . . . . . 7 
Not ascertained . . . . . . .8 

28. How about yourself? .On the row of numbers from zero t o  ten, how likely i s  
i t  that some stranger would try t o  attack and beat you up in  your present 
nei~hborhood in the next couple of years? Remember, TEN is EXTREMELY 
LIKELY and ZERO i s  NO POSSIBILITY a t  a l l .  

(WRITE IN NUMBER 0-10) 
know . . . . . . . . .97 

Not ascertained . . . . . . 98 29-30 . -



29. 	Do you personally know anyone who has bean a victim of an attack by strangers 

in the past couple of years, or if any stranger tried to attack anyone you 

know? 


Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1-31 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

Don't know ........,, . . 7 


-- - . 	 Not ascertained . . . . . . . .8 

I 	 + 
4. Where did these attacks happen? Were they in your present neighborhood, 


someplace else in the city, or out of town? 


First Second Third 

Mention riention t<wticn 


Present neighborhood 1-32 1-33 F 3 4  
City 2 2 2 
Out-of-town 3 ;3 3 
Don't know 7 :7 7 
Not ascertained 8 8 8 
Inappropriate 9 .9 9 

30. 	 What kinds of people do you hear abbut-being .attacked; .beatennup, or robbed-. 

in your neighborhood? Are the victics mostly older people, younger people, 

or children? 


Older people . . . . . . . . . a35 

Younger people . . . . . . . . 2 

Children . . . . . . . . . . . 3 ; 

Any combination of older, 

younger pegpl e , chi1dren 
(VOLUI~TEERED). . . . . . . .4 


Do not hear specifics 

(VOLUNTEEED) . . . . . . .  5 


No crime here (VOLUNTEERED) . .6 
Don't know . . . . . . . . . . 7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . .8 


.. Are the victims generally male or female? 


. Males . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Fema1es . . . . . . . . . . .  

90th 	(VOLUMTEEXED) . . . . .  
Do not hear specifics 


(VOLUATEEEED) . . . . . . .  

No criizs her? (VOLUNTEERED) . .5 
Don't know . . . . . . . . . . 7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . .8 




31. 	 D'uring t h e  p a s t  week, about h w  nany times did ou leave your hone and go 
ou ts ide  a f t e r  dark? (GET BEST ESTIMATE) [PROBE: JUST A GUESS DO) 

(RECORD NUMBER) Don't know . . . . . . . . 9 7 

Not a s c e r t a i n i d  . . . . . . . 98 37-38 


32. 	 I n  t h e  p a s t  two weeks, about how many t i m s  have you gone somewhere i n  
your neighborhood f o r  evening enterzaiament  -- t o  go t o  a show o r  
somewhere l i k e  t h a t ?  (GET BEST ESTIiGlTE) (PR0BE:JUST A GUESS UILL DO) 

-(RECORD NUMBER) Don 't know . . . . . . . .97 39-40Not ascer ta ined  . . . . . 88 

33. 	 Now I have a list o f  th ings  t h a t  soae people do t o  p r o t e c t  themselves from 
being a t tacked  o r  robbed on t h e  s t r e e t .  As I read each one would you t e l l  

.me whether you personal ly do i t  n o s t  of  the  time, sometimes, o r  almost never? 

(VOLUNTEERED)
N.A./ Inapp./ 

Most Of Some- Almost Don't Don't 
The TSee Times Never Know Go Out 

a. 	 When you go o u t  a f t e r  dark,  
how o f t e n  do you g e t  someone 
t o  go with you because o f  
crime? 3 2 1 

b. 	 How o f t e n  do you go ou t  by 
c a r  r a t h e r  than walk a t  
n igh t  because of  crime? 3 2 1 7 8 

c. 	 H o i i  about  taking something 
with you a t  n igh t  t h a t  
could be used f o r  p ro tec t ion  
fron: crime -- l i k e  a dog, 
w h i s t l e ,  kn i fe  o r  a gun. 
How o f t e n  do you do some- 
th ing  1 i ke t h i s ?  3 2 1 7 8 

d. 	 How o f t e n  do you avoid 

c e r t a i n  places i n  your 

neighborhood a t  night?  3 2 1 7 8 


dd. 	 How c l o s e  t o  your home i s  t h e  place yo3 t r y  t o  avoid? (GET BEST ESTIPATE IN 

BLOCKS. IF MENTIONNORE THAN c::E, RECGRD CLOSEST) 


(KJFBEROF BLOCKS) 
?NOTE: NO SAFE ?LACES = 0)
No dangerous places . . . . . . 96 
Not ascer tz ined  . . . . . . . . 98 

I n a ~ p r o p r i a t e. . . . . . . . . 99 




34. 	 How safe  do you fee l ,  o r  would you f e e l ,  being out alone in  your 
neighborhood a t  night -- very safe ,  somewhat safe ,  somewhat unsafe 
o r  very unsafe? 

Very safe  . . . . . . . . . . . .1-47 

Somewhat safe  . . . . . . . . . .2 

Somewhat unsafe . . . . . . . . . 3 

Very unsafe . . . . . . . . . . . 4 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . , .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . 8 


35. 	 How about $wing the day. How sa fe  do you f e e l ,  o r  would you f e e l ,  being 
out alone in your ne;ghborhood during the day -- very safe ,  somewhat safe,  
somerrhat unsafe, or  very unsafe? 

Very sa fe  . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-48 

Somewhat safe . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Somewhat unsafe . . . . . . . . . 3 

Very unsafe . . . . . . . . . . . .4 

Don .t know . . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . 8 


Now, I ' d  l i ke  to ask you some questions about things you watch on television o r  
read in  the newspapers. 

F i r s t ,  how many hours did you watch TV l a s t  night, between say 6 and 11 p.m.? 
(GI3 BEST ESTIMATE) (NOTE: 0.5=1/2 hr., 1.0=1 hr.. 1.5=1&1/2 hr.) 

I- (RECORD HOURS) 49-50 


I 
 None (GO TO Q. 37) . . . . . . . 00 

Don't know (GO TO 9. 37) . . . . 97 

Not ascertained (GO TO Q.37) . .98 


\ I 


a. 	 Yesterday, did you watch any national news shows, l ike  Walter Cronkite, I
John Chancel lo r ,  Barbara Wal t e r s ,  o r  the others? 


Yes 	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

No 	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

Don 't know . . . . . . . . . . .  

Not ascertained 

b. 	 Did you watch any 


Yes .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

No 	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 I
Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . .7 . 52 


. 	 Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . 8 

Inap3ropriate . . . . . . . . . . 9
:. 	 Did you watch any'shcws involving police or crime? (Like Kojak, 


Char1 i e ' s  Angels, Hawaii 5-0, Adam 12,  ~a re t t a )? '  


Y e s .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 

N o . .  . . . . . . . . , . . . . 2 53 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . .8,

Inappropriate . . . . . . . . . . 9 1  


I 




37. In the  l a s t  week. have you read any dai ly  newspapers? 

--Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . l-54 

No (GO TO Q . 38) . . . . . . . . .2 

Can't read (GO TO Q . 40) . . . . .3 

Don't know (GO TO Q. 38) . . . . .7 

Not ascertained (GO TO Q . 38) . . 8 


< G 9 


a. Which one(s)? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 


Chicago Philadelphia San Francisco 


Tribune . . . . 10 Evaning Bulletin . . . 20 Examiner . . . . .30 55-56 

Sun Times . . . 11 Inquirer . . . . . . .22 Chronicle . . . . 31 57-58 

Daily News . . .12 Daily News . . . . . .23 Bay Guardian . . .32 59-60 

Defender . . . .13 Tribune . . . . . . . 24 Other 33 61 -62 

Other 14 Other 63-64
'm 

'-)
Don't 

(SPECIFY ) 25 Don't know . . . .97 

know . . .97 Don't know . . . . . .97 Not ascertained . 98 


Not ascer- Not ascertained . . . 98 Inappropriate . . 99 

tained . . . .98 Inappropriate . . . . 99 


Inappropriate . 99 

.d 

38. Do you read a or  cornunity newspaper regularly? 

Yes . ;. . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-67 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . 8 

Ina~aroor i z t e  ('ao't Read) . . . .0 

39. Yesterday. did you read any s to r i e s  about crime in  an-y paper? 


Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1..68 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

Don't know/Canlt remember . . . . 7 

D i  dn 't read paper 


yesterday (VOLUNTEERED) . . . . 3 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . 8 

Inappropriate (Can't read) . . . .9 


69-75 HOR 
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Thinking o f al l  the crime stories you've read, seen or heard about in the l a s t  
couple of weeks, i s  there a particular one that you remember, or that 

* 	sticks out in your mind? 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I 4  
No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Don't know. . . . . . . . . . 7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . 8 


a. What crime was that? 

b. Uhat did you read or hear about i t ?  (Crime mentioned) 

41. Considering a l l  the sources you use to get information, what's your best 
source of information about crime in your neiohborhood? (ASK OX 
END -- CODE RESPONSE BELOW. ONE RESPONSE ONLY) 

Local camunity paper . . . . . . . . . . 1-22 

City paper . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

Radio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3  

T V . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

Relative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5 

Neighbor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 

Friend. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .9 

Other 0 

(SPECIFY)
Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8 

Inaoprcpnate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . f 
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42. 	 In the past  week o r  two have you talked with anyone about crime? 


Yes . . . . . . . . . . . 1-24
r-No . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . 7
& Not ascertzined . . . . . . E  

a. 	 Who have you talked to? (CODE FIRST MENTION ONLY)

We don't want names, 

only the person's Wif e /h~sband/s~ouse  . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

relat ionship t o  you. Another family member o r  re la t ive  . . . . 2 


Someone a t  work/school . . . . . . . . . .? 
A neighbor . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 

A f r iend . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .E 
Anyone else/other . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . -7 
Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . . . . . t 
Inappropriate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . S -. -

J 

43; 	 k'hat about rape and other forms of sexual assaul t?  In the past month o r  
s o  how frequently has this subject  come up i n  conversation -- would you 
say never, occasionally, o r  very often? . 	 Never . . . . . . . . ; . 1-26 


Occasionally . . . . . . 2 

Very often . . . . . . . .S 
Don't know . . . . . . . 7 

Not ascertained . . . . . 8 


Now I have a few speci f ic  questions about the problem i f  rape o r  sexual 
assault .  

44. 	 In your neighborhood, bbuld you say seiual assaults  a r e  a big problem,

somewhat of a problem, o r  almost no problem a t  a l l ?  


Big problem . . . . . . . 3-27 

Somewhat of a problem . .2  

Almost no problem .. . . . 1 

Don't know . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . 8 


45. 	 Do you think tha t  the number of rapes u p . . . . . . .  . . . . .3-28 

in your neighborhood i s  going up, Down 	 , . . . . . . . . . .l 
going down o r  staying about the  Same 	 . . . . . . . . . . .2 

same? 	 No rape here(V0LUXTiERED) .4 


Don't know . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . 8 


46. 	 About how many women would you guess nave been sexually assaulted or 

raped in  your neighborhood in the 1 as: year? ( G E T  EEST ESTIMATE) 

(PROBE: JUST A GUESS WILL DO) 


(RECORD NUMBER) 	 Don't know . . . . . . . 97
-	
Not ascertained . . . . .98 29-30 




_ASK OF FEMALES OSLY 

(ASK Q. 47-49OF FBdLE RESPONDENTS ONLY) 

.47F. On the zero to ten scale we have been usina. what do you think your 
chances are that saneone will t ry  to sexually assault  you in tn is  
neighborhood? Let TEN mean tha t  your chances are ExIREMELY HIGH and 
ZERO mean tha t  there i s  NO POSSIBILITY a t  a l l .  (GET BEST EbiIMATE) 
(PROBE: JUST A GUESS, 0-10 WILL M)) 

-(RECORD NUMBER) Don't know . . . . . .97 
Not ascertained . . .98 31-32 
Inappropriate . . . . 99 

48F. 	 Now, think about the l a s t  time you went out alone a f t e r  dark in your 

neighborhood. How afraid or worried we= you then,about beins sexually 

assaulted o r  raped? Use the same nunbers zero to  ten. 


(VOLUNTEERED)-(RECORD NUMSER) 0-10 	 Does not go out alone 
a f t e r  dark. . . . . 96 

Don't know . . . . . .97 
Not ascertained . . . 98 33-34 
Inappropriate . . . . 99 

49F. 	 Do you personally know of anyone who has . . .l-35
been sexually assaulted? r E ( h d f o  b.hj:. -

Don' t know (GO ;O 9-51 )7
Not ascertained/ 

Ref used . . . . . . . .8 


50A. 	 Did th i s  happen t o  soaeone you know. Someone you know. . . .1-I or  to  yourself? 	 r Y o u r s e l f  . . . . . . . 2 


1 	 I Not ascer ta ined(~0 TO' 
9.51 	 ). . . . . . . .8 

Inappropriate (GO TO 

. . . . . . . . .  

N o . .  . . . . . . . . 2  

Don't know . . . . . . 7 
Not ascertained/ 

Refused to  answer. . 8 
Inappropriate . . . . .9 

50C. How long ago did th is  take place? Within past s ix  n~cntks. 1I (ASK AS OPEN END) Seven months-1 yesr . .2  
Between 2-5 years ago. 3 
Between 6-10 years aso.6 
More thart 10 yeErs afo.5 
Don't know. . . . . . 7 
Not ascertained . . . .8 
Inappropriate . . . . .9 

1500. Where did these sexual assaults happen? (RWC Q D E ~ ~  

Fi r s t  Second Third 
Henticn k n t i o n  Mention 

Present neighborhood 1 3 9  1-40 1-41 ' 

City 2 2 2 
Out-of-town 3 3 3 
Don't know 7 7 7 .-
Not ascertain& 8 8 8 
Inappropriate 9 9 9 
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GUESS, 0-10 WILL DO) 


-(RECORD NUMBER) 

484. 	 Not asked 


49M. 	 Do you personally know of anyone who 
has been sexual ly assaulted? 

(ASK OF MALES ONLY) 


47M. 	 What do you think the chances are of a woman being sexually assaulted in 

this neighborhood? Let TEN mean that chances of rape are EXTREMELY HIGH 

and ZERO mean that there is NO POSSIBILITY at all. (PROBE: JUST A 


Jr 
50M. Where did these sexual assaults happen? @EAD CQPESL 

Don't 	 know . . . . . . . . 97 

Not ascertained . . . . . .98 42-43 
Inappropriate . . . . . . .99 

44 MOR 


rYes 

. 
. . . . . . . . . . . . 1-45 


No . . . . . . . . . . . .- 2  

Don t know . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . 8 

Present neighborhood 
City
Out-of-town 
Don'tknow . 
Not ascertained 
Inappropriate 

! 
First Second Third I 

Mention Mention Mention--- t 
146 1-47 4 a  
2 2 2 

3 3 3 

7 7 7 

8 8 8 

9 9 9 


KP - 0 Fill Females 



ASK OF EVERYONE 

51. 	 There are  many different opinions about how to prevent rape or sexual 
assault from happening. I'm goin? t o  mention several possible ways of 
preventing rape and we'd like to  know what, in general, you think about 
each of these ideas. For each one I read, please t e l l  me how much you 
think it wuld help to prevent rape, would it: Help a great deal, help 
somewhat. o r  help hardly a t  a l l .  (READ CATEGORIES) (ROTATE) 

Help A Help Help Hardly Don't Know1 
Great Deal Somewhat A t  All Not Ascertained 

a. 	 Stronger security 

measures a t  home. l ike 

better locks or  alarm. 

Mould they . . . 
(READ CATEGORIES) 3 


b. 	 Women not going out 

alone, especially 

a t  night. 3 


C. 	 Women dressing m r e  

modestly, or  in a less  

sexy way. 3 


d. 	 Providing psychological 

treatment for  rapists. 

Mould this  ... 
(READ CATEGRIES) 3 

e. 	 Encouraging mmen t o  

take self-defense 

classes, l ike judo o r  

karate. I 


f. 	Wwnen carrying weapons 

for  protection, l ike 

knives or  guns. 3 


g. 	 Newspapers publicizing 
names and pictures of 
k  y  rapists. 3 

h. 	 h  n  refusing to  

ta lk to strangers. 

Muld ... 
(READtkf~~oRxEs) 7 

I. Stopping the push for  

women's rights and 

m e n ' s  liberation. ' 3 


J. 	 Rape victims fighting 
back against their  
attackers. 3 

k. 	 Increasing men's 
respect for  a1 1 
wanen. P 

1. 	 1s there anything 
else  that you can 
think of that  wduld 
help prevent rape? 
(IF YES, WHAT?) 


m. 	 From a l l  the things you can think of. which m e  do you feel would wnrk & 
to  help prevent rape? 



. 
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F ina l ly .  we have a few more questions f o r  s t a t i s t i c a  1 purposes . 
Dl. How many years have you personally 	 Don't know . . . . . . . 97 


1ived i n  your present neighborhood? Not ascertained . . . . .98 


. . .  -(RECORD YEARS) 

02.Do you l i v e  i n  a s ingle fami ly Single fami ly . . . . . . .1.62 

house. an apartment bu i ld ing w i th  Less than 7 un i ts  . . . . .2 

less than 7 un i t s  o r  a bu i ld ing 7 o r  more un i t s  . . . . . .3 

wi th  7 o r  more un i ts?  	 Don't know . . . . . . . .  7 


Not ascertained . . . . . .8 
. . . . .  

D3. Do you own your home o r  do you ren t  i t ?  	 Rent . . . . . . . . . . . 1-63 

Own (includes buying) . . . 2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . 7 

Not ascertained . . . . . .8 


04 . Do you expect t o  be l i v i n g  i n  t h i s  Yes . . . . . . . . . . . .1-64 

neighborhood two years from now? . No . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 


Maybe/It depends 

(VOLUNTEERED). . . . . .3 


Don't know . . . . . . . . 7 

Not ascertained . . . . . .8 


D5. Do you carry an insurance pol i c y  which Yes . . . . . . . . . . . .1-65 

covers your household goods against loss No . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

from t h e f t  o r  vandalism? 	 Don't know . . . . . . . .  7 


Not ascertained . . . . . .8 


.-

D6, 	 What i s  the l a s t  grade o f  school No formal education . . .00 -66/67
you completed? Grade school or less... 

(Grades 1-8) . . . . . 07 
Some high school . . . . .02 
Graduated high school 

(Grades 9.12) . . . . .03 
Vocational/Techni cal  

school . . . . . . . . 04 

Some college . . . . . . 05 
Graduated college . . . .06 
Post graduate work . . . .07 
Don 't know . . . . . . . 97 

Not ascertainel/Refused . 98 




D7. How mimy children under the aae of Don't know . . . . . . . .97 

18 a re  currently l iving with you? 	 Not ascertained. . . . . .98 


(EXACT NO* Id--. 68-69 


D8. Are you presently employed somewhere 
o r  a re  you unemployed, r e t i r ed ,  

.. ......Working now - 01 
'With a job, but n o t  a t  work 

(a student) ,  (a housewife), 
what? 

o r  because of temporary 
' i l lness ,  labor dispute. 


on s t r i k e ,  bad weather. 02 

Unemployed . . . . . . . .03 

Retired . . . . . . . . . 04 

In school . . . . . . . . 05 

Keeping house . . . . . . 06 70-71 

Disabled . . . . . . . . .07 

Armed service . . . . . . 08 


Other 09 

(SPECIFY)


Don't know . . . . . . . .97 

Not ascertained . . . . . 98 


a.  What is your occupation? I
/ (RECORD VERBATIM) 

q D9. Considering a l l  sources of income and Below $6,000 . . . . . . . 0 -74 
; & a1 1 sa la r i e s  of people who worked l a s t  Bekdeen $6,020 and 59,099. : 
k year, winat was your total  household Between $10 ,C30 acd

i n c o ~ e  in 1976? You aon't  have to  $74,999 . . . . . . . . .2 

give me an exact amount, I ' l l  just Between $1 5,000 and 


f 1 read some categories and you t e l l  me $19,999 . . . . . . . . .3
i 	 which appi i e s  t o  your house- Between $20,000 and 
hold. 	 $24,999 . . . . . . . . .4 


$25,000 o r  over . . . . . .5 

Refused . . . . . . . . . .6 

Don't know . . . . . . . . 7 

Kot ascertained . . . . . .8 


75 #OR 

76 Cd r4 

77-80 Job I 




Cd 5 
1-20 ID 

D l O .  	 Besides being an American, we would Puerto Rican. . . . . . . 1 21 

l ike  t o  know what your ethnic back- 	 Mexican . . . . . . . . . 1 22 

ground is .  For example, i s  i t  I r ish  , 	 Cuban . . . . . . . . . . 1 23 

Puerto Rican, Afro-American or  what? 	 Other Latin . . . . . . .1  24 


Polish . . . . . . . . . -1 25 

I ta l ian . . . . . . . . . 1 26 

I r ish  . . . . . . . . . . 1 27 

Croatian. . . . . . . . . 1 28 

Other European. . . . . . 1 29 

Afro-American :, :. . :, . . 1- 30 

Chinese ,,, , ,, , . .'I 31 

Japanese . , , ! 1 32 

Other Asian : , . : . . ,l 33 

Other '1 34


(RECORD) 

Don't know . . . . . . . 7 35 


KP - 0 F i l l  	 Refused . . . . . . . . . 6 


Dll. 	 For s t a t i s t i ca l  purposes, we would Black . . . . . . . . . . 1 -36 
also l ike  t o  know what racial group 	 White . . . . . . . . . . 2 

YOU belona to. Are you Black. 	 Asian . . . . . . . . . . 3 

bhi te ,  ~ s j a n ,  or something else? 

Other 	 4 

Refused . . . . . . . . . 6 

Don't know . . . . . . . .7 


D12. Mere you born in the United States or  Born in U.S. . . . . . . .1 -37 
somewhere else? 	 Born elsewhere . . . . . .2 


Don't know . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . ,. . 8 


D13. 	 By the way, since we picked your Listed . . . . . . . . . .1 -38 

number a t  random, could you t e l l  me Unlisted . . . . . . . . .2 

if your phone i s  lis.ted in the phone Don't know . . . . . . . .7 

book o r  is it unlisted? RefusedINot ascertained. .8 
. .  . 

014. We also need to  know how many different Don't know . . . . . . . 97 -39140 
telephone numbers you have a t  home. Not ascertained . . . . .98 

Do you have another number besides 

t h i s  one? 

(IF-\YES, HOW MANY)
-(NUMBER OF OTHER NUMBERS) 

D15. What is your age? 

(Record exact age) 


Refused . . . . . . . . . . 97-41142 

Not ascertained . . . . . 98 




QUALITY CONTROL ITEMS 

(INTERVIEWER -- RATE INTERVIEW FOR RESPONDENTS) 

Q.l Respondent's English was: . . . . . . . . . . . . .  Good 1 --so 
F a i r . .  . . . . . . . .  . 2  
Poor .  . . . . . . . . . .  3 

4.2 Was interview taken i n  Spanish? Yes . . . . . . . . . . .  .L51 
No,  . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

4.3 Respondent was: Very cooperative. . . . .  .I-52 
Fairly cooperative . . . .  2 
Not very cooperative. . .  . 3  

4.4 Respondent seemed : Very intwested in . . . . . . .  interview .I-53. 
Somewhat interested. . . .  2 
Not interested; hard to hold 

his/her attention. . . .  3 

* 

Q.5 Do you believe the information Accurate . . . .  
given t o  you by the respondent Inaccurate . . . . . . . .  
i s . . .  

* * -  *P 
J/ 

Please explain 

55-75 MOR 



We know t h a t  crime i s  a problem i n  many neighborhoods. We are going 
t o  be interv iewing some people i n  person t o  discuss the ways they 
pro tec t  themselves from harm, inc luding sexual assault. It would 
help us i f  you would t a l k  w i th  us. We w i l l  be able t o  pay you something 
($10) and we could come d i r e c t l y  t o  your house o r  meet you somewhere else 
a t  a t ime t h a t  i s  convenient f o r  you. Would you l i k e  t o  par t ic ipa te? 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-43 

Yes (GO T O  TEAR SHEET) . . . . . .2 
Undecided/DK . . . . . . . . . . .  7 





