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Since  t h e  middle s i x t i e s ,  t h i s  count ry  has experienced a  h igh  

l e v e l  of concern about crime. Th i s  concern l ed  t o  i nc reases  i n  funds 

a v a i l a b l e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  from f e d e r a l  sources  f o r  " f i g h t i n g  crime," the  

development of a  new and remarkably homogeneous p o l i t i c a l  r h e t o r i c  of 

cr ime,  and r e c e n t  a t t empt s  t o  mobil ize l a r g e  numbers of c i t i z e n s  t o  be- 

come involved i n  a  v a r i e t y  of crime programs. Two common i n d i c a t o r s  of 

t h e  e x t e n t  of t h e  crime problem over t h e  decade have been the  almost 

con t inua l  i n c r e a s e s  f n  r epo r t ed  crime r a t e s  and t h e  l a r g e  number of 

n a t i o n a l ,  s t a t e ,  and urban p o l l s  t h a t  r e p o r t  i nc reas ing  o r  h igh  l e v e l s  

of ' s fear .@'  In t h e  p a s t  y e a r ,  however, bo th  t h e  crime r a t e s  and repor ted  

l e v e l s  s f  f e a r  have e i t h e r  l eve l ed  o f f  o r  a c t u a l l y  dec l ined .  I t  i s  

o f t e n  assumed t h a t  t h e  p re sen t  h igh  l e v e l  of f e a r  has a l s o  l e d  t o  a  whole 

s e r i e s  of behav io ra l  r e a c t i o n s  which nega t ive ly  a f f e c t  t h e  q u a l i t y  of 

l i f e  i n  t h e  s o c i e t y .  I n  t h i s  paper we w i l l  consider  t he  meaning and 

imp l i ca t ions  of t h e  high r a t e s  of f e a r  r epo r t ed  i n  major p o l l s .  Too o f t e n  

esmmentators p re sen t  d a t a  on t h e  f e a r  of crime a s  i f  i t  spoke f o r  i t s e l f  

when t h e  imp l i c a t i o n s  of t h e  r epo r t ed  f ind ings  a r e  problematic .  We begin  

from t h e  pos i t i o n  t h a t  c i t i z e n  f e a r s  and t h e  changes i n  behaviors  t h a t  

may accompany them a r e  a s  s a l i e n t  pub l i c  p o l i c y  cons ide ra t ions  a s  t he  

a c t u a l  inc idence  of crime. Achieving d e c l i n e s  i n  crime r a t e s  wi thout  

r educ t ions  i n  f e a r . l e v e l s  may be winning only h a l f  t h e  b a t t l e .  (Maltz, 

1972) We w i l l  f i r s t  r a i s e  ques t ions  about t h e  adequacy of t h e  s tandard  

pub l i c  op in ion  ques t ions  f o r  d e s c r i b i n g  the  content  s f  f e a r  and then  we 



w i l l  cons ider  problems i n  i n t e r p r e t i n g  t h e  e f f e c t s  of r epo r t ed  r a t e s  

of f e a r .  

Over t h e  p a s t  12 yea r s  t h e  major p o l l s t e r s  have asked r e l a t i v e l y  

few f e a r  i tems. Each company developed a co re  s e t  of ques t ions  and has 

cont inued  t o  ask  it w i t h  only  minor wording changes, Louis H a r r i s  and 

Assoc ia t e s  have asked two b a s i c  ques t ions  which they  c l a s s i f y  under t h e  

heading of " fear  s f  crime." The most f r equen t ly  asked and d i r e c t l y  

r e l e v a n t  i t em i s :  

"Compared t o  a  yea r  ago, do you pe r sona l ly  f e e l  more a f r a i d  and 
uneasy on t h e  s t r e e t s  today ,  l e s s  uneasy, or  no t  much d i f f e r e n t  
from t h e  way you f e l t  a few yea r s  ago?" (1970 Survey) 

Wording d i f f e r e n c e s  have changed t h e  a d j e c t i v e s  used t o  d e s c r i b e  t h e  

respondents  f e e l i n g s .  These inc lude  v a r i a t i o n s  such a s :  

". . . a r e  you pe r sona l ly  more worr ied about v io l ence  and s a f e t y  
i n  t h e  s t r e e t s  . . . I '  (1971 Survey) o r ,  

I 1  . . . do you pe r sona l ly  f e e l  more uneasy on t h e  s t r e e t s  . . .11 

(1973 Survey) 

on t h e  o r i g i n a l  " a f r a i d  and uneasyQ' wording. Throughout, H a r r i s  has  

maintained t h e  comparative focus of t he  previous year  i n  t h e s e  i tems. 

When responses  t o  t h e s e  a r e  compared, we o b t a i n  some i n t e r e s t i n g  r e s u l t s ,  

The l e v e l s  of  f e a r  ( t hose  who r e p o r t  t h a t  they  a r e  "more uneasy" than  

they  were a year  ago) t end  to be h i g h e r  t han  wi th  o t h e r  measures bu t  

t hey  have shown a decrease  s i n c e  t h e i r  h ighes t  po in t  i n  1970. (Table I )  

By 1977 t h e  percentage r e p o r t i n g  f e e l i n g  more uneasy has r e tu rned  t o  the 

1966 l e v e l .  

The second q u e s t i o n  asked more than  once by H a r r i s  i s :  


"In t h e  p a s t  year  do you f e e l  t h e  crime r a t e  i n  your a r e a  has  been 

i n c r e a s i n g ,  decreas ing ,  or  has  i t  remained the  same a s  i t  was before?" 




Years 

1965 

1966 

1967 

1968-
1969 

1970 

1971 

1972 

1973 

1974 

1975 

1976 

1977 

dams and Smith, 

Table I 

Some Comparative P o l l  Measures of Fear 

% Fee l ing  % Fee l ing  % Report ing % Not Fee l -  % Afra id  t o  
More Uneasy t h a t  Crime More Crime i n g  Safe  & Walk a t  Night 
t h a r  a Year i s  Inc reas - i n  Area than  Secure a t  (Gallup = G) 
Ago (Har r i s )  i ng  Over 1 Year Ago Home (NORC = N) 

t h e  rev ious  (Gallup)P (Gallup) 
Year (Harr i s )  

34.0 (G) 

49 

46 3 1 . 2 ( ~ ) ~  

53 31.O(G) 

55 -
65 62 

5.5 

5 'E 17 41-.O(N) 

53. 48 41.0(N) 

45.O(N) 

55 70 50 20 45.O(G) 

44.0 (N) 

4  9 58 

1975 



Thi s  i tem is  probably t h e  most f r equen t ly  asked ques t ion  about crime 

of any t o  be considered.  H a r r i s  h a s  included i t  r e g u l a r l y  s i n c e  1967; 

Gallup a l s o  asks  i t  r e g u l a r l y ;  and it has been included i n  almost 

every v i c t i m i z a t i o n  survey conducted s i n c e  the  P r e s i d e n t ' s  Commission 

Surveys were f i e l d e d  i n  3.966. The problem wi th  t h i s  i t em is  t h a t  i t  

doesn ' t  measure f e a r  of crime a t  a l l .  I t  is  simply an  e s t ima te  of 

r e s i d e n t s  percept ions  of t h e  changing crtrne r a t e .  Given the  cons tan t  

media emphasis of crime combined wi th  the condensat ion of our  world 

c r e a t e d  by mass communication, i t  i s  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  only about 50% 

say  t h a t  crime i s  i n c r e a s i n g  ( H a r r i s ,  1973; Gal lup,  1975, 1973)- The 

appa ren t ly  high l e v e l s  of f e a r  i nd ica t ed  i n  t h i s  ques t ion  may be account- 

ed f o r  by t h e  comparative focus of t h e  ques t ion .  Crime surveys have 

c o n s i s t e n t l y  shown t h a t ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of t h e  crime r a t e ,  people tend t o  

t h i n k  crime is g e t t i n g  worse. The rise and dec l ine  of f e a r  l e v e l s  

cannot be expla ined  by changes i n  crime r a t e s  and l i k e  r e c e n t  d e c l i n e s  

i n  crime r a t e s  no compelling exp lana t ion  of  t h e  changes on a n a t i o n a l  

l e v e l  is  yet  a v a i l a b l e ,  

While they  have a l s o  asked v5c t imiza t i sn  and ranking  of  s o c i a l  

problem ques t ions ,  t h e  Gallup surveys  have r e l t e d  heav i ly  on two b a s i c  

ques t ions ,  Unlike t h e  M a r r h  i tems ,  t h e  wording f o r  t h e s e  has  remained 

t h e  same. The f i r s t  t o  be d iscussed  was i n i t i a l l y  asked i n  December of 

1972 and then  repea ted  aga in  i n  June of 1975* It asked t h e  respondents:  

"How about a t  home a t  night--do you f e e l  s a f e  and secure  or not?" 

Resu l t s  of t h i s  i t em seem t o  be f a i r l y  s t a b l e .  I n  1972, 83% of t h e  

sample responded a f f i r m a t i v e l y  wh i l e  80% d i d  s o  i n  1975 (Table I ) .  



- 

This  would seem t o  be a  reasonably good measure of f e a r  i n  t h a t  i f  r e s i -  

den t s  don' t  f e e l  s a f e  i n  t h e i r  own homes we might i n f e r  t h a t  there  is  

some minimal amount of f ea r  involved. 

By f a r ,  t h e  most widely asked ques t ion  i n  the  public  opinion 

p o l l s  and t h e  one which we wish t o  d iscuss  a t  some length  i s :  

"Is t h e r e  any a r e a  r i g h t  around here- - tha t  i s ,  wi th in  a  mile--
where you would be a f r a i d  t o  walk alone a t  night?" 

This  i tem has been asked by Gallup and more r e c e n t l y  by the  National 

Opinion Research Center (NORC) a t  l e a s t  10 times i n  the  pas t  twelve 

years .  Another ques t ion  used on the  Census Bureau's National Crime 

Panel Surveys and many other  eva lua t ion  surveys: 

''How s a f e  do you f e e l  or  would you f e e l  being alone i n  your neigh- 
borhood a f t e r  dark?" 

a t tempts  t o  measure a c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  s e t  of experiences. Both i t e m  

at tempt t o  measure the  f e a r  of " s t r e e t  crime." Fear of personal  a t t a c k  

by s t r angers  on the  s t r e e t  appears t o  be the  s i n g l e  most s a l i e n t  dimen- 

s i o n  f o r  most people i n  evaluat ing  an a reas  s a f e t y .  This  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  

i s  supported by f indings  from a r e c e n t  survey conducted by one of the 

authors .  Students  were asked t o  rank 9 c i t i e s  i n  terms of how s a f e  t h e y  

thought they would be i n  each of them. When t he  average rankings f o r  

these  c i t i e s  a r e  compared wi th  crime s t a t i s t i c s  derived from vict imiza-  

t i o n  surveys (see Table 11) we i n f e r  t h a t  the  s tuden t s f  images of these  

c i t i e s '  s a f e t y  i s  determined pr imar i ly  by t h e i r  es t imat ion  of the  chances 

of being t h e  v ic t im of the  most t y p i c a l  s t r e e t  crime - a  robbery - i n  

each c i t y .  The s tuden t ' s  rankings a r e  s t rong ly  but  negat ive ly  r e l a t e d  

t o  o v e r a l l  v i c t imiza t ion  r a t e s  ( inc luding a l l  index crimes but  murder) 



Table 11 

Student  ranks  of Overa l l  V ic t imiza t ion  
t h e  c i t i e s *  Rates  ( index crimes)+ 

D e t r o i t  (9.8) 1. Boston (362) 


New York (9.2) 2, Por t land  (349) 


Chicago ( 6 - 4 )  3 .  San Franc isco  (326) 


EOS Angeles (5.9) 4, D e t r o i t  (325) 


Ph i l ade lph ia  (5.7) 5 ,  A t l a n t a  (319) 


A t l a n t a  (4.6) 6. Los Angeles (316) 


Boston (4.5) 7. Ph i l ade lph ia  (274) 


San F ranc i sco  (4-5)  8. Chicago (245) 


Po r t l and ,  Ore. (2.2) 9. New York (189) 


Robbery Vic t imiza t ion  
Ra te s  

1. D e t r o i t  (35) 

2 . New York  (34) 

3. Boston (34) 

4.  San Franc isco  (33) 

5. Ph i l ade lph ia  (32) 

6 .  Chicago (26) 

7. A t l a n t a  (23) 

8. Por t l and  (18) 

9. Los Angeles (1%) 

*Students ranked from 1-10. The numbers i n  parantheses  a r e  t h e  average 
s c o r e s  r ece ived  by each c i t y .  A t e n t h  c i t y ,  Evanston, I l l i n o i s  was a l s o  
inc luded .  It ranked t e n t h  wi th  a s c o r e  of 1.8, bu t  was omit ted from t h e  
t a b l e  because no comparable v i c t i m i z a t i o n  d a t a  i s  a v a i l a b l e .  

+In a l l ,  t h e  Census Bureau has surveyed 26 c i t i e s  between 1972 and 1974). 
These d a t a  a r e  der ived  from Boland, 1976, p. 32. The number i n  paranthe-  
s e s  a r e  cr imes per  1,000 popula t ion  per  year .  Thus, Boston had 362 p a r t  
I v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  f o r  every  1,000 persons p e r  year .  



I 

f o r  these  c i t i e s ,  (Spearman rank order  c o r r e l a t i o n  -.68) but  is mod-

e r a t e l y  r e l a t e d  t o  the  rank order  f o r  robbery v ic t imizat ions .  (Spear-

man -48) Wankings f o r  o ther  ind iv idua l  crimes such a s  burglary  show 

no s i m i l a r  a s soc ia t ion  with the  s tudent  images. This  inference  i s  

f u r t h e r  s trengthened by a follow-up ques t ion  which asked t h e  s tudents  

t o  r e p o r t  t h e  c r i t e r i a  they used f o r  ranking the  c i t i e s .  Robbery and 

muggings were t h e  mast f requent ly  mentioned crime c r i t e r i a  with 64 per- 

cen t  of t h e  s tuden t s  mentioning it  f i r s t  and 78 percent  mentioning i t  

a t  some point .  The ~ a l l u p / ~ ~ R ~  item has shown a slow but  s teady r i s e  

i n  t h e  percentage of people r e p o r t i n g  t h a t  they were a f r a i d .  I n  1965 

only around 35% of the  na t iona l  sample s a i d  t h e r e  was someplace around 

t h e i r  res idence  where they would be a f r a i d  t o  walk. By 1972 t h i s  value 

had increased t o  41% and has remained around 45% s ince  1974 (see Table I ) .  

Adams and Smith analyzed these  r e s u l t s  a s  a time s e r i e s  and found t h a t  

t h e  number of a f f i rma t ive  responses has been r i s i n g  a t  an annual r a t e  

of  1.2% per year  (1975: I ) ,  However, t h e i r  d a t a  ended wi th  1974. More 

recen t  r e s u l t s  l n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h i s  increase  may be l eve l ing  o f f  somewhat. 

(Gallup, 1995; NORC, 1976). 

One of the  s t r e n g t h s  of t h i s  measure i s  i t s  apparent r e l i a b i l i t y .  

It was included i n  the  na t iona l  surveys i n  March of 1972, again i n  Decem- 

b e r  of t h a t  year ,  and then i n  March of 1973. The percentages of aff irma-

t i v e  answers f o r  these  t h r e e  points  was 41%, 42%, and 41%. Unlike the  

measure employed by H a r r i s ,  t h i s  i tem y i e l d s  reasonably cons i s t en t  r e -

s u l t s  when asked a t  r e l a t i v e l y  c lose  po in t s  i n  time, However, t h e r e  a r e  

a l s o  severa l  obvious problems wi th  t h i  s measure. 



F i r s t ,  i t  w i l l  b e  remembered t h a t  t h e  respondents  were asked i f  t h e r e  

i s  any a r e a  w i t h i n  a mi le  of t h e r e  home where they would be a f r a i d  t o  

walk a t  n igh t .  However u s e f u l  t h i s  wording might be i n  producing 

'good' marginals ,  i t  i s  doubt fu l  whether i t  i s  a meaningful r e f e rence  

u n i t  f o r  t h e  respondents .  Urban s o c i o l s g i s t s  have f o r  many yea r s  

found t h a t  c i t i z e n s  tend t o  d e f i n e  t h e i r  neighborhood a s  an a r e a  w i t h i n  

a few b locks  of t h e i r  own house. FOP many urban r e s i d e n t s ,  a r e a s  a 

mi l e  away a r e  l i k e l y  t o  b e  un fami l i a r  o r  a t  l e a s t  considered o u t s i d e  

of t h e  neighborhood. Fu r the r ,  a number of  surveys r e p o r t  t h a t  r e s i d e n t s  

t e n d  t o  perce ive  t h e i r  own neighborhood a s  r e l a t i v e l y  s a f e r  than  the  

surrounding a r e a s  r e g a r d l e s s  of what t h e  o b j e c t i v e  r i s k s ,  a s  i n f e r r e d  

from crime s t a t i s t i c s ,  might be. Therefore ,  a ques t ion  which asks  

c i t i z e n s  t o  r e p o r t  f e a r  of walking w i t h i n  a  mile  may obscure t h e  f a c t  

t h a t  t h e  respondents  do not  f e e l  a f r a i d  walking i n  t h e i r  own neighbor- 

hoods a s  t hey  would d e f i n e  them. Suck a  f fnding  would pick up a  "dis-

placement of fear"  e f f e c t  t h a t  may c o n t r i b u t e  t o  an overblown p i c t u r e  

s f  urban f e a r s .  

Because of t h e s e  problems, w e  suggest  t h a t  t h e  form of the item 

used by t h e  Census Bureau i n  which t h e  ne~ghborhosd  is used a s  a r e f e r -

ence pofn t  is a s t r o n g e r  item. Even though respondents  d i f f e r  i n  t h e i r  

concept ion  of neighborhood, they  a r e  more l i k e l y  t o  be grounding t h e i r  

responses  i n  terms of a geographic u n i t  t h a t  has  meaning f o r  them. 

A second c r i t i c i s m  of t h e  allu up/^^^^ can  a l s o  be der ived  from 

previous  r e sea rch .  Severa l  s t u d i e s  have concluded t h a t  f e a r  of  crime 

i s  b a s i c a l l y  one 's  pe rcep t ions  of r i s k .  Probably t h e  b e s t  known of t h e s e  



was Furs tenbergss  ana lys i s  i n  which he d is t inguished between f e a r  of 

crime and concern about crime a s  a s o c i a l  problem. The former of 

these  was conceptual ized l a r g e l y  a s  perception of r i s k  (1971). Fowler 

and Mangione (1974) f u r t h e r  d i s t i n g u i s h  t h e  percept ion  of r i s k  and 

worry about crime. It is  poss ib le  t h a t  t h e  Gallup/NORC item involves 

r e p o r t s  of worr ies  without involving a s p e c i f i c  e s t ima te  of r i s k ,  

Given t h e  large a rea  covered by the ques t ion  many respondents may simply 

assume t h a t  t h e r e  must be somewhere wi th in  a m i l e  of t h e r e  home where -
they would be  a f r a i d  t o  walk even though they have never been t h e r e  o r  

would have no reason t o  do s o  i n  the  fu tu re .  Thus, i f  we d i f f e r e n t i a t e  

between t h e i r  repor ted  ' f e a r v  a s  measured by t h i s  i tem and t h e i r  e s t i -  

mate of r i s k  t h e r e  may indeed be a l a rge  discrepancy. Once again  the  

wording of  the  Census ~ u r e a u ' s  i tem is  super ior  because it e l i c i t s  

es t imates  of r i s k  t h a t  a r e  % i k e l y  t o  be c l o s e r  t o  what t h e  respondents 

experience. 

I n  a recen t  attempt t o  t e s t  the  v a l i d i t y  of the  above conceptual 

d i s t i n c t i o n s  one s f  the  authors  f a c t o r  analyzed twenty items o r i g i n a l l y  

designed t o  measure t h r e e  of the  four conceptual c l u s t e r s  i d e n t i f i e d  by 

Fowber and Mangiorme (Baumer, 1997)- These items included es t imates  of 

r i s k  of v ic t imiza t ion  f o r  f i v e  crimes inc luding robbery, a s s a u l t ,  and 

burglary;  repor ted  ex ten t  of worry about v ic t imiza t ion ;  and the  respon- 

den t s '  perceptions of t h e  ex ten t  of var ious  neighborhood problems rang- 

ing  from teenagers hanging out  on s t r e e t  corners t o  robbery, a s s a u l t ,  

and burglary.  This  a n a l y s i s  r e s u l t e d  i n  a  f i n a l  four- fac tor  s o l u t i o n  

r e p l i c a t e d  a t  two points  i n  time. Two f a c t o r s  were i d e n t i f i e d  a s  



-- 

focus ing  on neighborhood problems. The f i r s t  involved ques t ions  con-

ce rn ing  t h e  moral order  of t h e  community; t h e s e  were i tems about  teen-  

age r s  hanging o u t ,  drunks on the  s t r e e t ,  p r o s t i t u t i o n  and drug use .  

The second dimension involved those  i tems ask ing  about  s e r i o u s  crime 

problems i n  t h e  neighborhood - r o b b e r i e s ,  a s sauP t s ,  b u r g l a r i e s ,  ho ld-

ups, and au to  t h e f t s .  The remaining two c l u s t e r s  involved i tems thought 

most c l o s e l y  t o  measure f e a r  of crime. One of t h e s e  f a c t o r s  involved 

i tems  about  r i s k  of a s s a u l t ,  robbery,  and breaking  and e n t e r i n g  wh i l e  

a t  home ( s o r t  a f  a C h a r l i e  Manson q u e s t i o n ) ,  and two "worryw ques t ions  

about a s s a u l t  o r  robbery. The f i n a l  dimension included only i tems ask- 

i n g  t h e  respondents  about t h e i r  r i s k  of bu rg la ry  and t h e i r  amount of 

worry involved,  

The above s tudy  is  r e l e v a n t  t o  t h e  Gallup q u e s t i o n  i n  t h r e e  

r e s p e c t s .  F i r s t ,  i t  tends  t o  suppor t  t h e  d a t a  presented  e a r l i e r  on t h e  

s a l i e n c e  of  f e a r  of s t r e e t  a t t a c k  a s  a n  independent i d e n t i f i a b l e  f a c t o r .  

Second, it suppor t s  t h e  work of Furs tenberg  (1971) and Fowler and Man- 

g ione  (1974) i n  sugges t ing  that f e a r  of crime is b a s i c a l l y  pe rcep t ion  

~f  risk, i.e., i f  people t h i n k  t h e i r  r i s k  of  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  is  h igh ,  

t hey  w i l l  be worr ied about i t  - t h e  two a r e  e m p i r i c a l l y  i n d i s t i n c t .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e r e  appears  t o  be more t o  t h e  ques t ion  of f e a r  t han  simply 

be ing  a f r a i d  of somewhere w i t h i n  a  mile  of your home. People a l s o  

pe rce ive  neighborhood problems and, one would suspec t ,  use t h e s e  a s  

i n d i c a t o r s  of t h e i r  chances of v i c t i m i z a t i o n .  On t h e  p o s i t i v e  s i d e ,  

allu up's q u e s t i o n  about s e c u r i t y  i n  t h e  home may be tapping  t h e  f e a r  of 

b u r g l a r y  dimension i d e n t i f i e d  above (Baumer, 1977). 



To summarize our c r i t i q u e  thus f a r ,  the  ava i l ab le  evidence on the  

Gallup approach seems t o  be  f a i r l y  mixed but  on the  pos i t ive  s ide .  

These two items appear t o  y i e l d  cons i s t en t  r e s u l t s ,  have face  v a l i d i t y  

and focus on a r e a l  concern of c i t i z e n s  - f e a r  of personal violence,  

and separa te ly ,  f e a r  of burglary.  One t he  negative s i d e  the  " s t r e e t  

safe ty8 '  i tem apparent ly  focuses on an  a r b i t r a r i l y  l a rge  area .  However, 

much more se r ious  ques t ions  can be generated i f  we focus on the  various 

f n t e r p r e t a t i o n s  and uses of these  items. 



---- Pear  of Crime and Ind iv idua l  Behavioral  React ions 

The ways i n  which t h e  f e a r  of crime i s  d i scussed  and t h e  manner 

i n  which i t  i s  sometimes measured suggest  connect ions t o  behaviors .  

Fear  of crime is  o f t e n  por t rayed  a s  a s i g n i f i c a n t  cause of people r e -

s t r i c t i n g  t h e i r  behavior  e i t h e r  by l i m i t i n g  where and when they  w i l l  

go p l aces  i n  t h e  c i t y  o r  by f o r t i f y i n g  t h e i r  homes. It has  a l s o  been 

argued t h a t  t h e  f e a r  of crime i n c r e a s e s  susp ic ion  and l eads  t o  l i m i t s  

on s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  t o  t h e  de t r iment  of neighborhood o r  co rnun i ty  

s o l i d a r i t y  (Conklin,  1975). 

More s p e c i f i c a l l y  it would fol low t h a t  p a t t e r n s  of i nd iv idua l  

behavior  could be expla ined ,  i n  p a r t ,  by t h e  types  of  a t t i t u d e s  and 

f e a r s  expressed on p o l l s  and surveys.  While i t  may be s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  

and of i t s e l f  t h a t  a h i g h  percentage of people b e l i e v e  cr ime r a t e s  a r e  

r i s i n g  o r  r e p o r t  t h a t  t hey  a r e  a f r a i d  t o  walk i n  t h e i r  neighborhoods 

a t  n i g h t ,  i t  would be  even more s i g n i f i c a n t  i f  t he se  pe rcep t ions  and 

f e a r s  l e d  t o  changes i n  behavior.  A number of w r i t e r s  on t h e  crime 

i s s u e  have suggested such a connection. The most common image i s  t h a t  

of  t h e  e l d e r l y  who avoid going out because of t h e i r  f e a r  of be ing  

v i c t imized .  However, t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between f e a r  of crime and i t s  

consequences is  n e i t h e r  s imple nor  obvious (Furstenberg,  1972). We 

know r e l a t i v e l y  l i t t l e  about how people i n t e r p r e t  t h e  problem of  crime 

and even l e s s  about t h e  consequences of t h a t  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  i n  terms 

of behavior .  The d a t a  r e l a t i n g  i n d i v i d u a l  percept ions  and f e a r s  t o  

i n d i v i d u a l  behaviors  i s  i n c o n s i s t e n t ,  bu t  gene ra l ly  p o i n t s  t o  t h e  need 

f o r  g r e a t e r  s p e c i f i c a t i o n  and f o r  g r e a t  cau t ion  about i n f e r e n t i a l  leaps.  



One i n d i c a t i o n  t h a t  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between f e a r s  and ind iv idua l  

behaviors  may not be  c l o s e  is  the  s u r p r i s i n g l y  low l e v e l  of behavioral  

change found i n  populations r epor t ing  high r a t e s  of f e a r  or  perceived 

r i s k .  Furstenberg (1972:13) r e p o r t s  t h a t  nea r ly  two-thirds of t h e  

respondents i n  a survey of Baltimore i n  1969 had taken no measures t o  

make t h e i r  houses more secure  i n  the  previous f i v e  years  even though 

those  same years  were marked by a  repor ted  r i s e  i n  public  concern about 
N 

crime. Garafalo (1976) found t h a t  a  major i ty  of t h e  respondents i n  t h e  

e i g h t  EEAA impact c i t i e s  r epor t  no change 5n t h e i r  own a c t i v i t i e s  due 

t o  crime even though they perceive t h e i r  neighbors and p a r t i c u l a r l y  

people i n  genera l  to be changing t h e i r  behavior much more f requent ly .  

Findings on s p e c i f i c  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between perceived r i s k  o r  

f e a r  and ind iv idua l  p ro tec t ive  behaviors a r e  cont radic tory .  Ennis  

(1967) repor ted  t h a t  high anxie ty  over crime was s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  
(1967) 

t o  t h e  use of s e c u r i t y  measures while Biderman found no such r e l a t i o n -  

sh ip .  More r e c e n t l y ,  Garafalo found t h a t  the  repor ted  sense of s a f e t y  

when out  a t  n igh t  i n  t h e  neighborhood i s  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  associa ted  with 

r e p o r t s  of changing o r  l i m i t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s  because of crime - gammas 

= .55 (1976:39). He a l s o  found f a i r l y  s t rong r e l a t i o n s h i p  f o r  perceived 

chances of v ic t imiza t ion  wl th  t h i s  va r i ab le .  But when more s p e c i f i c  

behaviors  a r e  examined t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  f e a r  of crime i s  weaker. He 

f i n d s  t h a t  crime i s  not  a  major f a c t o r  i n  determining why people go out  

l e s s  f o r  entertainment than they had a  year o r  two e a r l i e r .  For most 

people money, family r e s p o n s i b i l i t i e s ,  and pressures from other  a c t i v i -

t i e s  and h e a l t h  a l l  a r e  of g r e a t e r  importance. S imi lar ly ,  crime was 



not  found t o  be a  major motivat ing f a c t o r  i n  the  decis ion  t o  move 

(1976~46) .  A n a t i o n a l  long i tud ina l  survey repor t s  t h a t  ind iv idua l  

perceptions of crime have, a t  b e s t ,  a small e f f e c t  on r e s i d e n t i a l  

mobil i ty and t h a t  f e a r  of crime does not  appear t o  r e s u l t  i n  a  r e s i -  

d e n t i a l  mobi l i ty  and t h a t  f e a r  s f  crime does not  appear t o  r e s u l t  i n  

a  r e s i d e n t i a l  r e l o c a t i o n  (Droettboem, e t  al, 1971). For most house- 

holds,  t h e  decis ion  t o  wove i s  motivated by a  d e s i r e  f o r  d i f f e r e n t  

types of dwellings o r  wi th  more convenient geographfc locat ions .  For 

a  number of  these  behavioral  responses such as  r e s i d e n t i a l  mobil i ty,  

l i m i t s  on resources  o r  o the r  n e c e s s i t i e s  may provide the  most powerful 

explanations.  For example, urban b lacks  r e p o r t  higher r a t e s  of f e a r  

than whi tes ,  bu t  they have fewer resources and more b a r r i e r s  t o  move 

i f  they wanted to .  S imi la r ly ,  many home s e c u r i t y  measures r e q u i r e  

out lays  of funds t h a t  may be beyond the  means of many s f  the  urban 

poor who a r e  among the  most f e a r f u l .  Persons who must walk t o  g e t  t o  

a job a t  n ight  may not  sense an opt ion  of r e f r a i n i n g  from going out  

even i f  they  were a f r a i d .  Furstenberg (1972) notes t h a t  the  f a i l u r e  

t o  obta in  e l e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between perceptions and s p e c i f i c  i n d i -  

v idual  behaviors  may be due t o  a  lack  of conceptual c l a r i t y .  He d e a l t  

wi th  s p e c i f i c  types of f e a r  and d i s t ingu i shes  two types of behaviora l  

responses - t he  r e s u l t s  were incons i s t en t .  Pear of burglary was no t  

r e l a t e d  t o  taking precautions t o  secure  one 's  home, but  f e a r  of t h e  

s t r e e t s  was associa ted  wi th  "avoidanceg' behaviors aimed a t  reducing 

exposure t o  s t r e e t  crimes. An ongoing a n a l y s i s  of the  c o r r e l a t e s  of 

f e a r  using f a c t o r  s c a l e s  constructed from the  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  c i t e d  



above (Baumer, 19?7), has thus f a r  yielded an inconsis tent  pa t t e rn  

of a ssoc ia t ion  among the  dimensions of f ea r  and a  wide a r ray  of  Ee-

hav i s r a l  measures (Kim, 1976). 

Fear of Crime and Col lect ive  Responses 

One of the  i s sues  faced by criminal  j u s t i c e  policymakers and 

community organizers a l i k e  i s  under what condit ions l oca l  r es iden t s  

w i l l  be motivated t o  pa r t i c i pa t e  i n  co l l e c t i ve  a c t i v i t i e s  which a r e  

intended t o  reduce or otherwise a l l e v i a t e  loca l  crime problems. S t r a t -

egies  of mobil izat ion p a r t i c u l a r l y  those used by pol ice  departments 

o f ten  assume t h a t  c i t i z e n s  lack the  necessary information about crime 

and the  poss ible  precautions t h a t  one may take  t o  reduce vu lnerab i l i ty .  

They seek t o  achieve heightened awareness which w i l l ,  it i s  hoped, lead 

t o  more involvement i n  crime programs and more cooperation with the  

pol ice ,  A possible  outcome of such e f f o r t s  may, however, increase  

c i t i z e n  f ea r s  about crime. If the  f e a r s  lead t o  g rea te r  involvement 

then c rea t ing  such a s i t u a t i o n  may be j u s t i f i ed ,  but the re  i s  a sub-

s t a n t i a l  body of research t h a t  points  t o  the immobilizing e f f e c t s  of 

fea r .  While we a r e  present ly  engaged i n  a longi tudinal  s tudy s f  col-

l e c t i v e  crime responses a t  the  l oca l  l eve l ,  we cannot a t  t h i s  pofnt 

address t h i s  i ssue  d i r e c t l y .  However, we do have some survey da ta  t h a t  

bears  i nd i r ec t l y  on the i s sue  and adds fu r the r  caveats t o  an inference 

t h a t  f e a r  and other crime perceptions e f f e c t  individual  pa r t i c i pa t i on  

i n  crime programs. 

A recent  telephone survey of 1,206 Chicago res iden t s  (O'Neil, 

1977) co l lec ted  information on the cha r ac t e r i s t i c s  of r es iden t s  who 



belonged t o  l o c a l  o rgan iza t ions  t h a t  were involved wi th  some s o r t  

1
of crime program. S l i g h t l y  more than  one- th i rd  of the  respondents  

(35 percent  had been involved w i t h  some community o rgan iza t ions  and 

h a l f  of t h e s e  o rgan iza t ions  had some involvement w i t h  p o l i c e  o r  crime-

r e l a t e d  a c t i v i t i e s .  When c o l l e c t i v e  responses were co l lapsed  a s  i n  

Table 4 t h e r e  F s  no re ' l a t ionship  w i t h  e i t h e r  t h e  respondentsP  percep- 

t i ~ n sand f e a r s  about crime o r  t h e f r  eva lua t ions  of  t h e  po l i ce .  Those 

involved i n  community o rgan iza t ions  w i t h  crime a c t i v i t i e s  d i d  no t  have 

s i g n i f i c a n t l y  d i f f e r e n t  pe rcep t ions  of t h e i r  own personal  r i s k ,  t h e  

crime s i t u a t i o n  i n  t h e  neighborhood, o r  f e a r s  about  walking i n  t h e  

neighborhood a t  n i g h t .  However, t h e s e  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

were a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  demographic and behaviora l  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  I n  gene ra l ,  

t hose  who p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  community c r ime-re la ted  a c t i v i t i e s  tended t o  

s h a r e  t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e  most s t a b l e  members of a community. 

They were more l i k e l y  t o  have r e s i d e d  i n  t h e  neighborhood f o r  more than  

f i v e  y e a r s ,  t o  be marr ied and have c h i l d r e n  l i v i n g  a t  home, t o  own 

r a t h e r  t han  r e n t ,  and t o  l i v e  i n  s i n g l e  family dwell ings.  Not s u r p r i s -  

i n g l y ,  t hose  who p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  c o l l e c t i v e  crime responses  were a l s o  

more l i k e l y  t o  know t h e i r  neighbors  and t o  have c a l l e d  t h e  p o l i c e ,  I n  

s h o r t ,  i n d i v i d u a l  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  community o rgan iza t iona l  a c t i v i t i e s -  

w i t h  o r  wi thout  a crime component-could not be p red ic t ed  by any of t h e  

s t anda rd  measures of f e a r  of crime. Demographic f e a t u r e s  and measures 

l o u r  s p e c i a l  thanks t o  Michael OrNei l  f o r  making t h i s  d a t a  a v a i l a b l e  t o  us. 
Respondents were f i r s t  asked whether they  were involved wi th  any b lock  o r  
community o rgan iza t ion  i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. I f  t hey  answered af f i rma-  
t i v e l y ,  they  were then  asked whether t he  o rgan iza t ion  had eve r  had any- 
t h i n g  t o  do w i t h  t h e  p o l i c e  community s a f e t y  o r  crime prevent ion .  



-- - 

Table 3 

Rela t ionsh ips  between a t t i t u d i n a l ,  demographic, and behaviora l  f a c t o r s  
and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  community and cr ime-re la ted  0 r g a n i z a t i o n s . l  

I. 	 Percept ions  -and A t t i t u d e s  
About C r  ime Significance Chi Square 

-Fear of c r imina l  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  636s 

-Afraid t o  walk i n  t h e  neighbor- 

hood a t  n i g h t  N/S 


-Fear of crime keeps R from 

going  out  M/S 


-Assessment of  neighbors '  con-

c e r n  f o r  t h e  neighborhood N I S  


-The assessment  of p o l i c e  per-  

formance, a )  g e n e r a l l y  


b) i n  n e i  ghborhood 

- S a t i s f a c t i o n  w i t h  t h e  neigh- 

borhood 


-Est imates  of Chicago crime vs  

o t h e r  c f t i e s  


-Est imates  of Chicago crime vs 

East few yea r s  


-Est imates  of neighborhood crime 

v s  o t h e r  Chicago neighborhoods 


-Est imates  of neighborhood crime 

v s  l a s t  few y e a r s  

11. Demographic C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

-Education (some c o l l e g e  or  more) <.obn 29.52 df=PO 
-Race <.001 58.08 df- 2 
-Age <,SO1 40.81 df-16 
-Married < .Ol  11.70 d f=  2 
-Children f n  household <,OOI 44.23 df= 2 

111, Behaviora l  C h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  

-Own home c.001 33.77 d f=  2 
-S ingle  fami ly  dwel l ing  < .OOl  18.47 df= 2 
-Number of neighbors  g o t t e n  t o  know <.001 125.70 d f=  4 
-Length of r e s idence  i n  neighborhood c .001  37.26 df=  2 
-Cal led t h e  p o l i c e  <.001 38.56 df=  3 

' ~ e ~ r e eof a s s o c i a t i o n  w i t h  t h r e e  types  of p a r t i c i p a t i o n  (no p a r t i c i p a -  
t i o n ,  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  a community o rgan iza t ion  wi th  no crime involve-  
ment, and a community o rgan iza t ion  w i t h  c r ime-re la ted  a c t i v i t i e s .  



o f  s t a b i l i t y  were bo th  much b e t t e r  p r e d i c t o r s  of c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i v i t y  

t han  were the  v a r i o u s  measures o f  f e a r .  



Summary -and Conclusions 

We have demonstrated some ways i n  which t h e  common p o l l  ques t ions  

on f e a r  of crime provide a c e r t a i n  amount of in format ion  about c i t i z e n  

pe rcep t ions ,  assessments ,  and f e a r s  s f  crime, Some i tems a r e  more success-

f u l  than  o t h e r s  i n  c o n t r i b u t i n g  to our knowledge s f  t h e  exper iences  of 

c i t i z e n s  w i t h  crime. However, we Rave a l s o  poin ted  out  t h a t  t h e r e  a r e  

dimensions t o  t h e  exper ience  of crime t h a t  a r e  r a r e l y  tapped by t h e  

s tandard  i tems.  What i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  l ack ing  i s  any a t t e n t i o n  t o  t he  way 

pe rcep t ions  of neighborhood problems shade over  f n t o  f e a r  of crime. 

Secondly, p o l l  d a t a  do not  permit  u s  t o  examine how ind iv idua l s  

d e a l  w i t h  t h e  t h r e a t  of crime. They provide no informat ion  on how and 

when c o l l e c t i v e  o r  i n d i v i d u a l  s o l u t i o n s  t o  crime problems emerge o r  even 

how i n d i v i d u a l  d e c i s i o n s  a r e  inf luenced  by neighborhood con tex t .  There 

i s  a s u f f i c i e n t  body of r e s e a r c h  a v a i l a b l e  t o  sugges t  t h a t  a t t i t u d e s  

and f e a r  about crime may be poor p r e d i c t o r s  of  i n d i v i d u a l  and c o l l e c t i v e  

responses .  

One promising a l t e r n a t i v e  mode s f  a n a l y s i s  i s  t o  examine t h e  

l e v e l s  of f e a r  r epo r t ed  i n  a  l o c a l e  and r e l a t e  t h e s e  t o  t h e  behaviors  

of r e s i d e n t s .  Biderman (1967) found t h a t  r e s i d e n t s  of hfgh crime neigh- 

borhood a r e  bo th  more f e a r f u l  and a l t e r  t h e i r  behavior  more t o  d e a l  w i t h  

crime. S i m i l a r l y  Conklin f i n d s  t h a t  " in  communities where r e s i d e n t s  

f e e l  t h e  t h r e a t  of crime g r e a t l y ,  de fens ive  measures a r e  more common'' 

When measures of f e a r  a r e  used t o  cha rac t e s fze  t h e  l e v e l s  of 



fear in Localities, they may be more useful for explaining patterns of 

response than when individual attitudes are used to predict individual 

behaviors. An extensive Longitudinal study of fear of crime and behav- 

ioral reaction in 11 neighborhoods in 3 cities lends support to these 

tentative conclusions. Where a person lives, the pattern of fear and 

behavior ~f those around him appear to provide a better explanation sf 

his behavior than his indtvidual attitudes. 
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