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INTRODUCTION 


Fear of crime is  a major s o c i a l  problem i n  urban America. Surveys 

t e l l  u s  t h a t  c lose  t o  50 percent of t h e  adu l t  urban populat ion is  a f r a i d  

t o  be out  a t  night  i n  t h e i r  own neighborhood. The media informs us 

through dramatic s t o r i e s  tha t  f e a r  has cr ippled  ind iv idua l s  and l i m i t e d  

their freedom t o  lead normal, productive l i v e s .  Government agencies at 

t h e  f e d e r a l ,  s t a t e  and l o c a l  l e v e l s  have implemented programs t o  reduce 

t h e  fear of crime among se lec ted  populations. Some commentators have 

gone so  f a r  a s  t o  l a b e l  the  f e a r  of crime one of the  p r i n c i p a l  causes of 

* 
t he  d e c l i n e  of c i t y  l i f e ,  Y e t  our  knowledge of tha t  f e a r ,  and t h e  

conceptual  framework through which w e  view i t  a s  a problem, have n o t ,  

for t h e  most part ,  been scrut in ized very c lose ly .  

This essay attempts t o  explain the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of f e a r  of crime i n  

American c i t i e s  and i n  doing so  hopes t o  improve upon the  t h e o r e t i c a l  

framework which has guided the  scholar ly  d iscuss ion of  t h e  f e a r  of crime 

t o  date .  

I approach the  study of f e a r  of crime from what: I c a l l  the  s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l  perspective.  This perspect ive  i s  adapted from t h e  "Chicago 

school" of ~ o c i o 1 o ~ ~ ' s ' o r i e n t a t i o nt o  t h e  s tudy of t h e  c i t y  and urban 

comuniry  l i f e .  I w i l l  argue t h a t  the  l e v e l  of  f e a r  i n  a community i s  

a consequence of the  l e v e l  of s o c i a l  d isorganiza t ion  perceived by i ts  

res idents .  If an urban cornunity has the  capaci ty ,  through i ts l o c a l  

* 
For example, "fear of crime has made l i f e  i n  t h e  i n n e r  c i t y  so 

unbearable a s  t o  threa ten  the  h e a l t h  of an e n t i r e  ci ty--especial ly 
a city l i k e  Chicago with a l a r g e  and gro,wing black population." 
Chicago Tribune e d i t o r i a l  (August 16 ,  1979). 



i n s t i t u t i o n s  (famil ies ,  churches, vo luntary  a s soc i a t ions ,  e t c . ) ,  t o  

combat the  growth of t he  s igns  of d i so rgan iza t ion  then  fear l e v e l s  w i l l  

be modif ied.  I f  l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  cannot e x e r t  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  and 

r e g u l a t e  t hese  s igns  of d i sorganiza t ion  then  f e a r  w i l l  b e  increased.  

Through an  ana lys i s  of fou r  neighborhoods i n  Chicago I w i l l  demon-

strate t h a t  f e a r  l e v e l s  are h igher ,  no t  merely as a func t ion  of r i s i n g  

crime r a t e s ,  but  more a s  a r e s u l t  o f  t h e  dec l in ing  c a p a c i t y  of  l o c a l  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  t o  cont ro l  t he  s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion  r e s i d e n t s  p e r c e i v e  

around them. 

1 was drawn t o  t h i s  o l d e r  t r a d i t i o n  i n  t h e  s tudy of crime and i t s  

impact because of what I p lan  t o  show a r e  t h e  inadequacies  of the  con- -
temporary, more conventional,  approach t o  t h e  s tudy  of  f e a r  of crime. 

The r e c e n t  l i t e r a t u r e  on fear of crime has  been dominated by what I 

call  t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  perspec t ive .  This  perspec t ive ,  o f t e n  i m p l i c i t  i n  

t h e  major s tud ie s ,  t r e a t s  f e a r  as a response t o  v i c t i m i z a t i o n .  It 

assumes t h a t  an ind iv idua l ' s  r epo r t  of being f e a r f u l  i s  a d i r e c t  con- 

sequence of experiencing crime a s  a v ic t im.  I w i l l  a rgue  on both 

t h e o r e t i c a l  and empir ical  grounds t h a t  t h i s  approach is too narrow a n d ,  

by focus ing  on psychological responses t o  v i c t imiza t ion ,  f a i l s  t o  take 

account of t h e  p o l i t i c a l  and s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e s  which p l a y  a n  important  

r o l e  i n  shaping t h e  f e a r s  of  c i t i z e n s .  The c e n t r a l  i s s u e  i s  not t h a t  

i n d i v i d u a l i s t i c  psychological pe r spec t ives  a r e  without  u t i l i t y ,  b u t  

t h a t  when they a r e  used i n  a vacuum they r e s u l t  i n  a p a r t i a l  (some 

would say i deo log ica l )  understanding of  the i s sue .  

The s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspec t ive  t r e a t s  f e a r  as a consequence o f  t h e  

incapac i ty  of l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  t o  e x e r t  s o c i a l  con t ro l .  It ana lyzes  



changes  i n  the  community as t h e  p rec ip i t an t  of a f e a r f u l  c i t i z e n r y .  

The v ic t imiza t ion  experiences of r e s iden t s  must be  placed i n  a community 

c o n t e x t  i n  order  t o  understand the  Impact of  those  experiences on f e a r .  

Vic t imizat ions  w i l l  only increase  f e a r  when l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  have l o s t  

the  capac i ty  t o  exe r t  soc ia l  cont ro l  and maintain the  i n t e g r i t y  of t h e  

l o c a l  moral order. 

In  the  chapters  t o  follow I w i l l  descr ibe  t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  pe r -  

s p e c t i v e  and the v ic t imizat ion  perspective and analyze t h e i r  t h e o r e t i c a l  

assumptions and i n t e l l e c t u a l  t r ad i t ions .  Chapter One desc r ibes  t h e  

development of the  s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspective a s  it emerged as a genera l  

t h e o r e t i c a l  o r i en ta t ion  a t  the  Universi ty of Chicago's Department o f  

Sociology i n  the  second quar ter  of t h e  twent ie th  century. P a r t i c u l a r  

a t t e n t i o n  i s  paid t o  the  importance of urbanizat ion and i t s  impact on 

cornuni ty  l i f e  a s  t h e  c e n t r a l  issue of the  emerging d i s c i p l i n e  of 

Sociology. I n  Chapter Two t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  pe r spec t ive  i s  appl ied  t o  

the  s tudy of f e a r  of crime. Building pr imar i ly  on the  work of  Gerald 

S u t t l e s  (a contemporary scholar  i n  t h e  "Chicago School" t r a d i t i o n ) ,  

the  concepts of "invasion, " "signs of  disorganizat ion" and "provincialism" 

a r e  introduced t o  explain how and why f e a r  su r faces  i n  urban communities. 

Chapter Three c h a r t s  the  i n t e l l e c t u a l  dec l ine  of the  s o c i a l  cont ro l  

perspective and the  t r a n s i t i o n  t o  motivat ional  theories of crime and 

delinquency. I then d iscuss  how t h i s  s h i f t  i n  emphasis a f f e c t e d  t h e  

s o c i a l  policy i n i t i a t i v e  of the  1960Ts,  and l e d  t o  the formulation of t h e  

v'ictimization perspective by the  end of t h a t  decade. The t h e o r e t i c a l  

construct ion of the  new perspective is  discussed i n  terms of the  work 

- o f  Biderman, Ennis and Reiss. I descr ibe  t h e  underlying assumptions 



which they  employed and r e l a t e  these  assumptions t o  t h e  changes i n  

c r imino log ica l  theory which had taken p l ace  wi th in  t h e  genera t ion  

preceding  t h e i r  e f f o r t s .  

In Chapter Four t he  d iscuss ion  moves t o  t h e  idea  of  community. 

Both perspec t ives  t r e a t  t he  preserva t ion  of community as a n  important 

o b j e c t i v e .  I d i scuss  t h e  d i f f e r e n t  approaches t o  t h a t  o b j e c t i v e  which 

are i m p l i c i t  i n  t h e  cons t ruc t ion  of t he  two perspec t ives .  I show how 

community, o r  t h e  l a c k  of it, i s  t r e a t e d  a s  a consequence of  f ea r  w i t h i n  

t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  perspec t ive  and how community is t r e a t e d  as a con-

textual v a r i a b l e  wi th in  the  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  perspec t ive .  I then d i s c u s s  

t h e  imp l i ca t ions  of these  d i f f e r i n g  approaches f o r  ou r  understanding of 

t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between f e a r  of crime and community s o l i d a r i t y .  I 

extend t h i s  d i scuss ion  of  community i n t o  an  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  pol icy 

imp l i ca t ions  of  t h e  two perspec t ives .  I argue  t h a t  t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

p e r s p e c t i v e  has  spawned a s e r i e s  of po l i cy  i n i t i a t i v e s  commonly r e f e r r e d  

to  as Community Crime Prevention. I show how t h e s e  i n i t i a t i v e s  are 

guided by t h e  perspec t ive  and what t h e  consequent des ign  l i m i t a t i o n s  

are of t h e s e  po l i c i e s .  I then  d i scuss  t h e  contours  of  a po l icy  which 

would be informed by t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  p e r s p e c t i v e  and o u t l i n e  some of 

t h a t  pe r spec t ive ' s  po l icy  l i m i t a t i o n s ,  

I n  Chapter Five, S i x  and Seven, I o p e r a t i o n a l i z e  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  

d i scuss ion  i n  an  empir ical  a n a l y s i s  of  f e a r  o f  crime i n  f o u r  urban 

communities i n  Chicago. My purpose is to  exp lo re  the d i s t i n c t i o n s  

between t h e  perspec t ives  by comparing t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  explanatory power  

in t h e  same s e t t i n g s .  The a n a l y s i s  is  secondary, t h a t  is,  I am using 

survey instruments  and f ie ldwork da t a  which were no t  des igned  to test 



t h e  efficacy of t h e  two perspectives, but  which can be appl ied  t o  a 

d i s c u s s i o n  of t h e i r  r e l a t i v e  ments. My pr inc ip le  aim is t o  sharpen 

the  d i s t i n c t i o n  between the  perspectives a s  explanations of the dis-

t r i b u t i o n  of f e a r  of crime. Consequently t h i s  empirical  a n a l y s i s  should 

be viewed a s  i l l u s t r a t i v e ,  and informative ra the r  than d e f i n i t i v e .  

Chapter Five describes the  four communities demographically and 

o u t l i n e s  the  crime problems i n  each of t h e  areas. Then key concepts 

within the  v ic t imizat ion  perspect ive  are operat ionalized and wi th  t h e  

use of o f f i c i a l  crime repor ts ,  t he  amount and s p a t i a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  

cr ime is c a r e f u l l y  described. In Chapter Six, I tu rn  t o  d a t a  co l l ec ted  

with a random d i g i t  d i a l ing  telephone survey t o  determine res iden t  

perceptions of s p e c i f i c  crime problems i n  each community and how those 

assessments a r e  r e l a t ed  t o  personal r i s k  est tmates.  I then compare the  

communities on s c a l e s  of crime problems, r i s k  assessments and amounts 

of crime, and f ind  severa l  inconsis tencies  i n  the  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  one would 

expect  from t h e  vict imizat ion perspective. I n  Chapter Seven t h e  s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l  Perspective is  opera t ional ized  and applied t o  the  communities. 

The concept of  " inc iv i l i ty"  i s  introduced t o  explain some o f  the  d i s -  

crepancies found i n  the  previous a n a l y s i s  and t o  i l l u s t x a t e  the r e l a t i v e  

m e r i t  of going beyond the  v ic t imiza t ion  perspect ive  t o  account f o r  the  

f e a r  l e v e l s  i n  communities. Several o t h e r  refinements a r e  suggested t o  

enhance our understanding of  f e a r  through the  sacial con t ro l  perspective. 

I conclude i n  Chapter Eight wi th  a d iscuss ion of fear of crime a s  

a s o c f d  problem. Guided by the  socio logica l  d iscuss ion o f  the  con-

s t r u c t i o n  of s o c i a l  problems, I analyze severa l  of  t h e  contemporary 

works on f e a r  of crime and no te  t h e i r  concern about s o c i a l  c o n t r o l ,  

I 



but their inabi l i ty  to l ink conceptually that concern w i t h  an analys is  

of the problem. Finally, I suggest that the motivational theory impl ic i t  

i n  the victimization perspective, while imbedded in  the mainstream of 

conventional social  science, i s  inadequate to the task of explaining fear 

of crime i n  urban America. , 



CHAPTER ONE 

FEAR OF CRIME AND THE IDEA OF SOCIAL CONTROL 

Research i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  f e a r  of  crime developed as  a concomitant 

of the i n t e r e s t  i n  t he  l a t e  s i x t i e s  in a s s e s s i n g  t h e  " t rue"  amount of  

c r i m e  i n  ou r  society.  Funded by t h e  National  Commission on  C r i m e  and 

the Adminis t ra t ion  of J u s t i c e ,  ' t h e s e  s t u d i e s  attempted t o  determine 

bo th  t h e  l e v e l  of crime and t h e  l e v e l  of  f e a r  Americans were experiencing.  

The primary i n t e r e s t  of rhese scho la r s  was i n  z s se s s ing  " the  da rk  

f i g u r e "  of crime, t h a t  is, those  unreported and underreported crimes 

whose magnitude was not r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  o f f i c i a l  crime s t a t i s t i c s  o f  

p o l i c e  departments. From t h e  o u t s e t ,  rape,  murder, bu rg l a ry ,  robbery 

and a s s a u l t  were t h e  crimes on which a t t e n t i o n  w a s  focused. Fear,  from 

t h i s  perspec t ive ,  was of i n t e r e s t  t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t h a t  i t  cou ld  b e  matched 

t o  the t r u e  amount of crime i n  an a rea .  What emerged from t h i s  work 

was a series of f ind ings  which demonstrated t h e  lack of  concordance 

between l e v e l  of f e a r  and t h e  amount of c r h e  i n  the  s tudy  sites (Reiss ,  

1967; Biderman, 1967). A s  t h e  o f f i c i a l  crime r a t e  began t o  rise i n  t h e  

e a r l y  1960's the  Commission funded s e v e r a l  s c h o l a r s  t o  t a k e  a c l o s e r  

look at  t h e  impact of t h i s  i nc rease  on urban r e s i d e n t s .  These e a r l y  

s t u d i e s  repor ted  no simple, d i r e c t ,  l i n e a r  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between victim-

i z a t i o n  and f ea r .  The v i c t imiza t ion  exper iences  of an i n d i v i d u a l  d i d  not  

p red ic t  h i s  o r  he r  f e a r  l e v e l ,  Building on t h i s  work, t h e  Census Bureau 

i n i t i a t e d  what have come t o  be  known as t h e  LEAA Vic t imiza t ion  Surveys. 

These n a t i o n a l  surveys measured both  t h e  personal  and commercial v ic t im-

i z a t i o n  l e v e l s  i n  t h e  major U.S. cities. Again, as a secondary cons idera-

t ion ,  f e a r  of crime was measured, bu t  he re  t h e  emphasis was on t h e  



d i s t r i b u t i o n  of f e a r  among demographic groups. Analysis o f  t hese  

d a t a  was  l imi t ed  t o  i n t e r - c i ty  comparisons and r epor t ing  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  

fear l e v e l s  by demographic sub-population wi th in  l a r g e  n a t i o n a l  samples. 

A n a l y s t s  of t h e  v ic t imiza t ion  surveys discovered,  j u s t  as t h e i r  pre- 

d e c e s s o r s  had e a r l i e r ,  t h a t  f e a r  of  crime w a s  o f t e n  p reva len t  among 

p r e c i s e l y  t h e  groups (i.e., t h e  e lde r ly )  which were l e a s t  vict imized 

(Skogan, 1976). While young black males c o n s i s t e n t l y  repor ted  the  most 

v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  and t h e  l e a s t  amount of f e a r ,  feat was h i g h e s t  among 

o l d e r  females (both black and white)  who repor ted  t h e  fewest  v ic t imiza-  

t i o n s  of  any demographic group. Scholars  have attempted t o  explain 

t h i s  apparent  paradox by employing more and more s o p h i s t i c a t e d  a n a l y t i c  

techniques  t o  t h e  quest ions of both t h e  amount of crime i n  the environment 

and t h e  dimensions of f e a r  repor ted  by respondents.  Through the  r e f i n e -  

ment of measurement techniques and more soph i s t i ca t ed  a n a l y t i c  procedures  

some progress  was made i n  expla in ing  t h e  apparent  d i screpancy  between 

t h e  amount of  crime t o  which people were exposed and the  l e v e l  of  f e a r  

they repor ted  (Hindelang, Got t f r iedson  and Garofalo, 1978).  

The work of Biderman, Reiss and Ennis set t h e  tone  for the  s c h o l a r -  

ship on  fear of crime i n  t h e  1970's. Most of  t h e  r e s e a r c h  on fear o f  

crime which followed t h i s  e a r l y  work found no c o n s i s t e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between f e a r  of crime and t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  experiences of  t h e  respon-

dent  (McIntyre, 1967; Boggs, 1971; Conklin, 1971; Fowler and Mangione, 

1974; and Hindelang, 1974). There were a l s o  a few s t u d i e s  which d id  

r e p o r t  a p o s i t i v e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between v i c t i m i z a t i o n  and fear (Feyer-

hern and Hindelang, 1974; and Kleinman and David, 1973). I n  reviewing 

t h i s  l i t e r a t u r e  i t  becomes apparent  that t h e  i m p l i c i t  hypothesis  that 



v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  p red ic t  f e a r  i s  not  s u b s t a n t i a t e d ,  Some s c h o l a r s  have 

begun t o  quest ion whether t h i s  perspec t ive  is t h e  most app ropr i a t e  

framework f o r  approaching t h e  i s s u e  of  f e a r  o f  crime. Most r e c e n t l y  

G a r o f d o  and Laub (1979), a f t e r  reviewing t h e  l i t e r a t u r e ,  make t h i s  

p o i n t  fo rce fu l ly .  

A l l  of t h e  f a c t o r s  discussed above--the ambiguous 
r e l a t i o n s h i p  between v i c t imiza t ion  and t h e  f e a r  o f  
crime, t h e  ind ica t ions  t h a t  crime is no t  g e n e r a l l y  
perceived a s  an immediate t h r e a t ,  and t h e  mixing 
of f e a r  of crime wi th  f e a r  of  s t rangers--point  
t o  t h e  conclusion t h a t  what has been measured i n  
research  a s  t he  " fear  of crime" i s  n o t  simply f e a r  
of crime (Victimology, p. 246). 

Biderman himself h in ted  a t  a  p o t e n t i a l l y  more u s e f u l  p e r s p e c t i v e  

ove r  a decade ago. 

We have found t h a t  a t t i t u d e s  of c i t i z e n s  r ega rd ing  
crime are l e s s  a f f  ected by t h e i r  p a s t  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  
that by t h e i r  i d e a s  about what i s  going on i n  t h e i r  
community--fears about  a  weakening o f  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l s  
on which they f e e l  t h e i r  s a f e t y  and t h e  broader f a b r i c  
of s o c i a l  l i f e  i s  u l t i m a t e l y  dependent (1967:160). 

Hunter w a s  l e d  t o  a similar conclusion i n  a more ' recent  d i scuss ion .  

(F)ear i n  t h e  urban environment is  above a l l  a f e a r  of 
s o c i a l  d i so rde r  t h a t  may come t o  t h r e a t e n  t h e  ind iv idua l .  

-I suggest  t h a t  t h i s  f e a r  r e s u l t s  more from experiencing 
i n c i v i l i t y  than from d i r e c t  experience wi th  c r ime 
i t s e l f  (1978:9). 

The no t ion  t h a t  f e a r  may b e  more d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  i s s u e  o f  

s o c i a l  con t ro l  and t h e  l o c a l  s o c i a l  o r  moral o r d e r  o f f e r s  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  

of an a l t e r n a t i v e  conceptual framework. The i d e a  of s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  has  . 
a long  t r a d i t i o n  of  t h e o r e t i c a l  development i n  sociology and t h e  u s e  o f  

t h a t  t r a d i t i o n  t o  s tudy f e a r  of  crime may n o t  on ly  exp la in  more abou t  

t h a t  problem, but  a l s o  shed some l i g h t  on t h e  r o l e  of  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  i n  

t h e  fear product ion process. 



After  developing the  concepts of s o c i a l  cont ro l  and f e a r  of crime 

i n  some d e t a i l ,  I w i l l  analyze the  v ic t imizat ion  perspect ive  and show 

why the empirical f indings i n  t h i s  perspect ive  have been so l imited.  

The problems may be l e s s  a function of  methodology and more an i s s u e  

of t h e o r  e c t i c a l  or ienta t ion .  , 

Janowitz (1978) has recent ly  discussed t h e  h i s to ry  of the  idea of 

s o c i a l  cont ro l  i n  sociological  theory. He argues t h a t  t h e  concept 

o r i g i n a l l y  was defined a s  "a perspective which focuses on t h e  capaci ty  

of a s o c i a l  organization t o  r egu la te  i t s e l f t '  (p. 29). The soc ia l  

c o n t r o l  perspective became a c e n t r a l  t h e o r e t i c a l  concept f o r  the American 

d i s c i p l i n e  of sociology i n  the  1920's. Park and Burgess' (1925) 

a s s e r t i o n  t h a t  "all soc ia l  problems tu rn  out  t o  be problems of  s o c i a l  

cont ro l , "  takes  on new meaning i n  t h e  l i g h t  of Janowitz's discussion. 

The s o c i a l  control  perspective developed t h e o r e t i c a l l y  through the 

study of c i t y  l i f e  begun i n  t h e  Department of Sociology a t  t h e  Univers i ty  

of Chicago. The perspective was p a r t  of a reac t ion  t o  t h e  evolut ionary 

theor ie s  of Spencer and Comte which emphasized the  h i s t o r i c a l  development 

of s o c i e t y  from lower forms of savagery t o  t h e  present  he igh t s  of 

c i v i l i z a t i o n .  Evolutionary thinking was viewed a s  i n h e r e n t l y  conservative,  

anti-empirical and general ly incapable of  explaining the poverty, v i c e  

and human misery so prevalent i n  American c i t i e s  a t  t h e  t u r n  of the 

century. WhileToellnies and Durkheim extended the  evolut ionary t r a d i t i o n  

i n t o  the  twentieth century, a group of scholars  a t  the  University of  

Chicago drew upon t h e  metaphors of na tu ra l  h i s t o r y  and biology to 

counter the  pessimist ic  theorizing of  European scholars.  Reformist i n  

mperament, these  men were developing t o o l s  t o  study the f a s t  growing 



met ropo l i s  which was shooting up around them, and the  changes which were 

t a k i n g  place i n  l o c a l  urban conrmunities. Led by Parks, Burgess and 

McKenzie, whose The City was published i n  1925, t h e  scho la r s  formulated 

an  approach t o  the  study of soc ie ty  which f o r  the next twenty-five 

years dominated the  new academic d i s c i p l i n e  of sociology. 

The "Chicago School" a s  they came t o  be known, borrowed from the  

evolut ionary  th inkers  a concern about s o c i a l  change and the na tu re  of  

community. They sought t o  examine the  changes which were taking p lace  

i n  the s t r u c t u r e  of the  l o c a l  communities, and how these  communities 

were accommodating themselves t o  t h e  pressures  of c i t y  l i f e .  

' 
Park, Burgess, Wixth and o t h e r s  focused on understanding the  e f f e c t  

urbaniza t ion  (as a p a r t i c u l a r  va r i an t  of s o c i a l  change) w a s  having on 

city dwellers ,  pa r t i cu la r ly  t h e  newly a r r ived  poor European immigrants. 

From t h a t  theorizing emerged t h e  not ion  t h a t  crime was t h e  "natural" 

r e s u l t  of the  process a t  work i n  c i t i e s  and t h a t  urban conrmunities faced 

serious problems i n  maintaining s o c i a l  cont ro l  i n  the  f a c e  of  these  

processes. The conceptual link between s o c i a l  change and s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  

was t h e  concept of soc ia l  disorganizat ion.  For s o c i a l  change i n  t h e  

c i t y  af fec ted  l o c a l  communities i n  a v a r i e t y  of  ways, d i s r u p t i n g  s o c i a l  

con t ro l  and introducing forms of deviance ( including crime and delinquency) 

as  a consequence of t h a t  d is rupt ion .  Carey (1975) gives us a good 

working de f in i t fon  of soc ia l  d isorganiza t ion .  

A s o c i a l l y  disorganized community is one unable t o  
r e a l i z e  i ts  values,  The  consequences of disorganiz- 
a t i o n  (delinquency, dependency, deser t ion ,  truancy, 
high r a t e s  of  mental i l l n e s s ,  e t c . )  a r e  considered 
undesirable by most o f  t h e  c i t i z e n s  who l i v e  i n  the  
disorganized community--they would do something about 
them if they could. The c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  response t o  
t h e  question, "disorganized from whose viewpoint?" 
was "disorganized from the  viewpoint of the  people 
who l i v e  there" (p. 107) .  



s o c i a l  con t ro l  is "the means of  doing something about them1' and a s  

such p l ays  a p ivo ta l  r o l e  i n  how t h e  major s o c i a l  f o r c e s  o f  c i t y  l i f e  

e f f e c t  t h e  s o c i a l  o rganiza t ion  of l o c a l  communities. 

Members of t h e  Department of Sociology d i f f e r e d  i n  how they 

o p e r a t i o n a l i z e d  t h e  concept of s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion ,  Thomas and 

Znaniecki  (1939) were among the  f i r s t  t o  d i s c u s s  how communities and 

f a m i l i e s  became disorganized under t h e  p re s su re  of  urban c i t y  l i f e .  

Park,  too, had an  approach t o  s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion ,  spec i fy ing  a  

p r o c e s s  of organiza t ion  and reorganiza t ion ,  as t h e  c a p a c i t y  t o  r e g u l a t e  

s o c i a l  l i f e  reemerged. There \;ere a  number of s cho la r s  working wi th  t h e  

i d e a  o f  d i sorganiza t ion  (Landesco, 1929; Shaw and McKay, 1942; e tc . )  

who t r e a t e d  t h e  d isorganiza t ion  as a n  "ob j ee t ive"  judgement about t h e  

state of t h e  community. A s  Carey (1975) p o i n t s  ou t  i n  h i s  d i scuss ion  

of the "soc ia l  d i sorganiza t ion  paradigm," t h e r e  were a variety of 

approaches t o  de f in ing  and measuring t h e  concept ,  but t hey  a l l  hinged 

on a n a l y s i s  of  how c i t y  l i f e  d i s rupted  t h e  l o c a l  s o c i a l  o r d e r .  Con-

t r a s t i n g  c i t y  l i f e  t o  f o l k  ways, Wirth (1938), f o r  example, argued that  

dens i ty ,  he te rogenei ty  and number increased  mobi l i ty ,  i n s e c u r i t y ,  and 

i n s t a b i l i t y ,  leading t o  t h e  establ ishment  of  formal c o n t r o l s  t o  m i t i g a t e  

the personal  d i sorganiza t ion  i n  t he  c i t y .  

The c l o s e  l i v i n g  toge ther  and working toge the r  of 
ind iv idua l s  who have no sent imenta1 and elnoti o n a l  
t i e s  f o s t e r s  a  s p i r i t  of competi t ion,  aggrandizement, 
and mutual exp lo i t a t i on .  To coun te rac t  i r r e s p o n s i -  
b i l i t y  and p o t e n t i a l  d i so rde r ,  formal con t ro l  t e n d s  
t o  be r e so r t ed  t o  (1938:15). 

Given t h i s  genera l  s e t  of f a c t o r s ,  t h e  s o c i a l  and c u l t u r a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  

a t  t h e  l o c a l  o r  neighborhood l e v e l  are not  capable of performing t h e i r  

s o c i a l i z a t i o n  and s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  func t ions ,  and cr imina l  a c t i v i t y  



f o l l o w s .  The family, church, f r i e n d s  and neighbors cannot counter  t h e  

dys func t iona l  inf luences of t h e  c i t y  which l e a d  t o  s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion  

and c r i m i n a l  a c t i v i t y  i n  t he  urban community. 

It is probably the  breaking down of l o c a l  a t tachments  
and the weakening of r e s t r a i n t s  and i n h i b i t i o n s  o f  t h e  
primary group, under t h e  in f luence  of t h e  urban environ- 
ment, which a r e  l a r g e l y  r e spons ib l e  f o r  t h e  i n c r e a s e  
of v i c e  and crime i n  g r e a t  c i t i e s  (Park, 1970:25). 

Primary f a c e  t o  f a c e  r e l a t i o n s ,  which had been t h e  b a s i s  o f  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  

i n  less complicated s o c i e t i e s ,  a r e  inadequate  con t ro l  mechanisms i n  t h e  

c o n t e x t  of t h e  urbanizat ion process  (Smith, 1979). This  is e s p e c i a l l y  

t r u e  f o r  second generat ion m i g r a n t s  ( t hose  born i n  t h e  United S t a t e s )  

who fe l t  l e s s  t i e d  t o  t h e  t r a d i t i o n s  of t h e  o l d  country (Wirth,  1933) 

and are pul led  towards t h e  devian t  va lues  of  t h e  met ropol i s .  

C r i m e  wi th in  t h i s  t h e o r e t i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  i s  t h e  d i r e c t  r e s u l t  o f  

the p r e s s u r e s  of c i t y  l i f e .  Rather than  being an  a b e r r a t i o n - d u e  t o  

i n d i v i d u a l  cha rac t e r  d i so rde r ,  i t  is t h e  a n t i c i p a t e d  consequence o f  t h e  

effects of d isorganiza t ion  on l o c a l  community. A theo'ry of t h e  city 

II explains"  c r imina l i t y .  For as c i t y  l i f e  d i so rgan izes  l o c a l  communities, 

cr ime increases .  The Chicago scholars are c l e a r  a s  t o  how t o  s o l v e  the  

crime problem, f o r  t h a t  s o l u t i o n  draws upon t h e i r  genera l  theory  of  

urbanizat ion,  s o c i a l  con t ro l ,  and s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion .  

The d i s t i n c t i v e  f e a t u r e s  of  t h e  urban mode of life 
a r e  o f t e n  seen s o c i o l o g i c a l l y  a s  c o n s i s t i n g  o f  t h e  
s u b s t i t u t i o n  of secondary f o r  primary con tac t s ,  t h e  
weakening of bonds of  k insh ip  and t h e  dec l in ing  
s o c i a l  s ign i f i cance  of  t h e  family,  t h e  d isappearance  
of t h e  neighborhood and t h e  undermining of t h e  
t r a d i t i o n a l  b a s i s  o f  s o c i a l  s o l i d a r i t y  (Wirth, 1938:21). 

Against t h i s  s e t t i n g ,  t h e  ind iv idua l  i s  forced i n t o  "voluntary 

assoc ia t ions"  t o  achieve h i s  ends. 



Being reduced t o  a  s t a g e  of  v i r t u a l  impotence as 
an ind iv idua l  t he  u rban i t e  is bound t o  e x e r t  himself 
by jo in ing  with o t h e r s  of similar i n t e r e s t  i n t o  
organized groups t o  o b t a i n  h i s  ends. This r e s u l t s  i n  
t h e  enormous m u l t i p l i c a t i o n  of vo luntary  o rgan iza t ions  
d i r ec t ed  toward a s  g r e a t  a v a r i e t y  o f  o b j e c t i v e s  as 
t he re  a r e  human needs and i n t e r e s t s  (Wirth, 1938:22). 

Crime could only be  reduced i f  l o c a l  communities could r e a s s e r t  t h e  

primacy of t h e i r  values over  t h e  i n s i d i o u s  inf luences  of c i t y  l i f e .  The 

v o l u n t a r y  a s soc i a t ion  is p a r t i c u l a r l y  w e l l  s u i t e d  t o  t h e  exe rc i se  of 

s o c i a l  con t ro l  fo r  i t  allows t h e  community t o  a s s e r t  i t s  va lues .  

C l i f fo rd  Shaw and Henry McKay adapted t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  p e r s p e c t i v e  

to  the p a r t i c u l a r  problem of crime and community. The Chicago Area 

P r o j e c t s  which were s t a r t e d  i n  1934 b u i l t  on p r e c i s e l y  t h e  same t h e o r e t i c a l  

c o n s t r u c t  we have been descr ib ing ,  on ly  i n  t h i s  ca se  t h e  scholars  l e f t  t h e  

classroom and appl ied  t h a t  cons t ruc t  i n  t h e  neighborhoods of Chicago 

through a s e r i e s  of i n t e rven t ions .  This  p r a c t i c a l  a p p l i c a t i o n  was 

informed by a s e r i e s  of books on delinquency which were published i n  t h e  

same period (e.g., Shaw and McKay, 1942;  Shaw e t  a l . ,  1929) .  

The p r o j e c t  "attempts t o  d e a l  w i t h  crime as a  n a t u r a l  phenomenon, " 

and focuses  on l o c a l  community a s  t h e  p l ace  to t ake  a c t i o n .  

The e s s e n t i a l  l o g i c  of  t h e  Area P r o j e c t  becomes, then, 
one of discovering t h e  p e r t i n e n t  s o c i a l  p roces ses  and 
s i g n i f i c a n t  c u l t u r a l  o rgan iza t ion  of t h e  community a s  
expressed i n  t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  of local  r e s i d e n t s  them-
se lves ,  and through these ,  in t roducing  v a l u e s  cons is ten t  
w i t h  t h e  s tandards  of convent ional  s o c i e t y  (Burgess, 
Lohman and Shaw, 1937:23). 

The prevent ion of crime is a ma t t e r  of  working through and with 

l o c a l  people and i n s t i t u t i o n s  t o  s t r eng then  t h e  community's capacity 

t o  enforce "values c o n s i s t e n t  w i th  the s tandards  of convent ional  

s o c i e t y ,  " 



I f  juveni le  delinquency i n  t h e  d e t e r i o r a t e d  a r e a s  is a 
funct ion of  t h e  s o c i a l  l i f e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e s e  
s i t u a t i o n s ,  i t  seems t h a t  a f e a s i b l e  approach t o  t h e  
changes i n  the  a t t i t u d e s ,  sent iments ,  codes, and moral 
s tandards of t h e  neighborhood a s  a whole (Burgess, Lohman 
and Shaw, 1937:22). 

Through the  Chicago Area P ro jec t  t h e  f o r c e s  of u rban iza t ion  can be  

m i t i g a t e d .  "Society has he re  an  oppor tuni ty  t o  discover  and encourage 

forces which w i l l  make t h e  l o c a l  community, i n s o f a r  a s  is poss ib l e ,  

independent ly  e f f e c t i v e  i n  dea l ing  wi th  i t s  own problans" (3urgess, 

Lohman and Shaw, 1937 :23).  A s  Kobrin (1959) pointed o u t ,  from t h i s  

p e r s p e c t i v e  i t  is  c i t y  l i f e ,  n o t  i nd iv idua l  pa thologies  which gene ra t e  

cr ime.  And i f  crime and i t s  consequences a r e  t o  be a l l e v i a t e d ,  s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l ,  meaning t h e  a b i l i t y  of  t h e  l o c a l  group t o  c o n t r o l  i ts  members, 

has t o  be  r e ins t a t ed .  

Thus, t h e  theory on which t h e  Area P r o j e c t  program i s  
based is  t h a t ,  taken i n  its most gene ra l  a spec t ,  
dd inquency  2s a problem i n  t h e  modern met ropol i s  is  
p r i n c i p a l l y  a product o f  t h e  breakdown of the  machinery 
of spontaneous s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  (Kobrin, 1959:22). 

The Chicago Area P ro jec t  attempred t o  enlist  indigenous l e a d e r s h i p  

working through l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  t h e  f i g h t  aga ins t  c r ime ,  This  

emphasis on voluntary  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  a t  t h e  neighborhood l e v e l  w a s  

c e n t r a l ,  given a  d e f f n i t i o n  o f  crime a s  t h e  p roces s  of value e ros ion .  

Only by combatting s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion  (as i nd i ca t ed  by del inquency 

and crime r a t e s )  could local communities become more decent  p l aces  t o  

l i v e .  

Crime could be prevented i f  t h e  community changed i t s e l f .  The 

fo rces  of urbaniza t ion  could b e  mi t iga ted  by l o c a l  ac t ion .  This  l i n k  

between cr ime prevention and community was forged conceptua l ly  ove r  

f o r t y  yea r s  ago. It was based on a theory  of  social d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  



i n  which t h e  c i t y ' s  inf luence was negat ive;  weakening s o c i a l  con t ro l  

and l e a v i n g  t h e  ind iv idua l  a d r i f t .  Crime was one of many nega t ive  

outcomes of t h i s  process and it followed from t h e  theory  t h a t  p reven t ing  

c r ime  was a func t ion  of s t rengthening t h e  l o c a l  community i n  i t s  

a t t e m p t  t o  a s s e r t  s o c i a l  cont ro l .  The emphasis on vo lun ta ry  a s s o c i a t i o n s  

and l o c a l  c i t i z e n  ac t ion  followed from an a n a l y s i s  o f  s o c i a l  bonds 

which emphasized the importance of primary s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  over  t h e  

secondary r e l a t i o n s  manufactured i n  t h e  metropol is .  C r i m e  could be 

curbed only  i f  s o c i a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  r a t h e r  than cr imina l  j u s t i c e  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  (cour t s ,  probat ion,  po l i ce ,  e t c . )  were s t rengthened.  To 

p reven t  crime t h e  impact of c i t y  l i f e  has t o  be mi t iga t ed  by t h e  

s t r eng then ing  of  soc i a l i z ing  and c o n t r o l l i n g  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i n  the  

community. 

Th i s  formulation of t h e  problem has s t ruc tu red  t h e  d i scuss ion  o f  

crime and community f o r  t h e  l a s t  f i f t y  years .  I f  cr ime is  by d e f i n i t i o n  

the r e s u l t  o f  t h e  in t roduct ion  of devian t  va lues ,  then  appropr i a t e  

v a l u e s  must be  taught  and r e in fo rced  by l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  i f  crime 

is t o  be  reduced. 

To summarize, t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  pe r spec t ive  exp la ins  t h e  d i s t r i -  

bu t ion  of crime and delinquency (as we l l  as o t h e r  forms o f  deviance) i n  

terms of t h e  e f f e c t s  of  c i t y  l i f e  on t h e  l o c a l  urban connnunityts 

capac i ty  t o  r e g u l a t e  i t s e l f .  Since t h i s  capac i ty  v a r i e s  i n  d i f f e r e n t  

communities depending i n  p a r t  upon t h e  e x t e r n a l  f o r c e s  (demographic, 

urban and economic) impinging on t h e  community and i n  p a r t  on the 

s t r e n g t h  and v i a b i l i t y  o f  those  l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  which e x e r t  s o c i a l  

con t ro l ,  t h e  s tudy  of  crime and delinquency i s  o f t e n  comparative, 



a s s e s s i n g  the  l e v e l s  of crime and delinquency i n  d i f f e r e n t  communities 

i n  one metropoli tan area. It was hypothesized t h a t  s o c i a l  change l e d  

t o  s o c i a l  d i sorganiza t ion  i n  communities which could not  exert s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l .  Shaw and McKay (1942) descr ibed t h e  h igher  r a t e s  o f  delinquency 

t h e y  found i n  t he  communities most a f f e c t e d  by the growth o f  t h e  c i t y ,  

and t r u e  t o  t h e  l o g i c a l  assumptions of  t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  p e r s p e c t i v e  

they prescr ibed  s t rong  doses of l o c a l  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  a s  the a n t i d o t e  to 

t h a t  delinquency problem. 

There ate t h r e e  general  t h e o r e t i c a l  impl ica t ions  of t h i s  per- 

s p e c t i v e  which are important t o  bear  i n  mind a s  t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  i s  

a p p l i e d  t o  t h e  s tudy of f e a r  of crime. F i r s t ,  t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  focuses  on 

d i f f e r e n c e s  between communities r a t h e r  than  ind iv idua l s  i n  t h e  occurrence 

of c r i m i n a l  and del inquent  behavior.  The major o r i e n t a t i o n  i n  t h e  s tudy  

of causes  of crime throughout t h i s  cen tu ry  has been towards exp la in ing  

why t h e  ind iv idua l  commits d e v i a n t . a c t s .  Emphasis has been on a r t i c u l a t i n g  

the  personal  motivat ions and in f luences  which lead t h e  i n d i v i d u a i  t o  

c r imina l  a c t i v i t y .  From phrenology through psychoanalysis ,  c r i m i n o l o g i s t s  

have attempted t o  expla in  t h e  occurrence o f  deviance by t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  

of personal  a t t r i b u t e s  and t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  s o c i a l i z a t i o n  exper iences .  

A s  Kornhauser (1978) po in t s  o u t  i n  h e r  d i scuss ion  of t h e o r i e s  of  

delinquency, an over-rel iance on personal  mot iva t ions  and sub -cu l tu ra l  

in f luences  has l imi t ed  t h e  explanatory power o f  most del inquency s t u d i e s .  

The s o c i a l  con t ro l  pe r spec t ive  emphasizes i n s t i t u t i o n a l  and 

contextual  v a r i a b l e s  i n  =pla in ing  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  community c h a r a c t e r -  

i s t i c s .  This  w i l l  be p a r t i c u l a r l y  important  a s  t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e  i s  

applied t o  the f e a r  of  crime, f o r  the study of f e a r  has most ly  focused  



on the demographic pa t t e rns  of i nd iv idua l  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  f e a r  r a t h e r  

than  t h e  s t r u c t u r a l  i s sue  of i t s  d i s t r i b u t i o n  among l o c a l  communities. 

Second, t h e  s o c i a l  con t ro l  pe r spec t ive  emphasizes s o c i a l  change 

a s  a c a t a l y s t  f o r  t h e  mergence of s o c i a l  problems, Thus, t h e  i n v e s t i -  

g a t i o n  must r e l a t e  t he  s t r u c t u r a l  t ransformat ion  of t h e  c i t y  t o  t h e  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  crime and delinquency. The d i f f e r e n t i a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of r e s o u r c e s  con t r ibu te s  t o  t h a t  t ransformation.  S h i f t s  i n  popula t ion ,  

d e n s i t y ,  bus iness  growth o r  d e c l i n e  a l l  e f f e c t  t h e  development of s o c i a l  

problems. The impact of t h e s e  f o r c e s  is f e l t  i n  varying degrees by 

communities wi th  varying r a c i a l  and income compositions as w e l l  a s  the 

more s u b t l e  in f luences  of  i n s t i t u t i o n a l  s t r e n g t h  and indigenous 

l e a d e r s h i p .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  c r i t e r i a  f o r  a s se s s ing  t h e  ex t en t  of  the s o c i a l  

problem a r e  comparative. The ser iousness  of a s o c i a l  problem i s  a 

func t ion  of t h e  l o c a l  community's c a p a c i t y  t o  cope wi th  t h e  r e l a t i v e  

e f f e c t s  of  s o c i a l  d i sorganiza t ion .  Understanding t h e  r e l a t i v e  s e r i o u s -  

n e s s  of a  problem means comparing t h e  impact of  s o c i a l  d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  on 

d i f f e r i n g  communities. Standards f o r  d e s c r i p t i o n  a s  we l l  as t rea t -

ment a r e  der ived empir ica l ly  from t h e  d i f f e r i n g  l e v e l s  of  deviance a n d  

no t  from an a r b i t r a r y  judgement based on some i d e a l  n o t i o n  of  hea l th  

or normal i ty  imputed to  i nd iv idua l s .  These t h r e e  f e a t u r e s  of the s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l  perspec t ive  should be remembered a s  t h e  d i s c u s s i o n  now t u r n s  

t o  applying t h e  perspec t ive  t o  t he  s tudy  of f e a r  of  crime. 



CHAPTER TWO 

ADAPTING THE SOCIAL CONTROL PERSPECTIVE 

TO THE STLTDY OF FEAR OF CRIME 

Fear  of crime is a  problem i n  communities which do n o t  have t h e  

c a p a c i t y  t o  r egu la t e  themselves. Communities which can exert s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l  through l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  w i l l  have less f e a r  than  communities 

which cannot. For f e a r  i s  the consequence of  changes i n  t h e  s o c i a l  

o r g a n i z a t i o n  of  t h e  community. A s  t h e s e  changes a r e  perceived by l o c a l  

r e s i d e n t s  they become f e a r f u l .  Fear can be modified by t h e  e x e r t i o n  of  

s o c i a l  con t ro l .  There a r e  many i n d i c a t o r s  of  s o c i a l  d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n .  f o r  

r e s i d e n t s .  Where these  signs of d i so rgan iza t ion  go unchecked by l o c a l  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  f e a r  Increases .  Where t h e  s i g n s  of  d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  are 

checked by l o c a l  a c t i o n  f e a r  i s  reduced. F e a r f u l  communities are 

communities which cannot defend t h e  l o c a l  "moral order"  i n  t h e  f a c e  o f  

s o c i a l  changes i n  t h e  area.  h example of  s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion  s h ~ u l d  

he lp  c l a r i f y  t h e  point .  

Snodgrass (1976) and Elolotch (1979) a l l u d e  t o  t h e  importance o f  

bus iness  growth i n  t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  perspec t ive .  The expansion of  

bus ines s  c r e a t e s  crime by d i s r u p t i n g  t h e  l i v e s  of c i t y  dwel le rs .  

Under the pressure  of t h e  d i s i n t e g r a t i v e  f o r c e s  which 
act when bus iness  and i n d u s t r y  invade a  community, 
t h e  community thus  invaded ceases  t o  func t ion  
e f f e c t i v e l y  a s  a  means of  s o c i a l  con t ro l .  T r a d i t i o n a l  
norms and s tandards  of  the  convent ional  community 
weaken and disappear.  Res is tance  on the  p a r t  o f  
t h e  cornunity t o  de l inquent  and cr imina l  behavior  
is  low, and such behavior  is  t o l e r a t e d  and may even 
become accepted and approved (Shaw, e t  a l . ,  1929:241. 

Th is  no t ion  of  "invasion" o f f e r s  an i n t e r e s t i n g ,  i f  undeveloped, 

i n s igh t  i n t o  t h e  process  which makes crime a  problem f o r  a neighborhood. 



First, t h i s  invasion implies  t h e  in t roduc t ion  of  exogeneous i n f l u e n c e s  

i n t o  t h e  l i f e  of  t h e  community. Shaw hypothesized t h a t  bus iness  and 

i n d u s t r y  expanded i n t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  a r e a s ,  weakening t r a d i t i o n a l  norms. 

Land which was o r i g i n a l l y  used and con t ro l l ed  by r e s i d e n t s  was not  

c o n t r o l l e d  by businesses ,  and that t r a n s f e r  o f  land des t royed  i n  some 

unspec i f i ed  ways t h e  operative s o c i a l  con t ro l s .  This hypothesis  was 

developed i n  t h e  1920's i n  Chicago when t h e  c e n t r a l  bus ines s  and commer- 

c i a l  d i s t r i c t  w a s  expanding. The in f luence  o f  Burgess' concent r ic  

zone theory  is  evident  i n  Shawls approach (Burgess, Lohmen and Shaw, 

1937). The i n t r u s i o n  o f  business  i n t o  r e s i d e n t i a l  a r e a s  caused 

s i g n i f i c a n t  upheaval. 

S u t t l e s  (1968) has drawn upon and expanded t h a t  n o t i o n  of  i nvas ion  

i n  h i s  contemporary work on t h e  moral o r d e r  of urban communities. H e  

sees d i v e r s e  e thn ic  groups r a t h e r  than  bus inesses  a s  t h e  invaders and  

a rgues  t h a t  moral order  i s  dependent upon t h e  capac i ty  o f  each host  

community t o  modify i f  no t  con t ro l  acces s  t o  t h e  a r ea  which i t  i n h a b i t s .  

This  s h i f t  from business  expansion t o  popula t ion  movements r e f l e c t s  t h e  

decaying na tu re  of t he  American met ropol i s  i n  genera l  and Chicago i n  

p a r t i c u l a r .  Contemporary c i t i e s  i n  t h e  i n d u s t r i a l i z e d  Northeast have 

seen a s teady  eros ion  of t h e i r  commercial base  s i n c e  World War 11. The 

massive migrat ion o f  blacks t o  t he  no r the rn  c i t i e s  has  rep laced  b u s i n e s s  

expansion a s  t h e  s o c i a l  f o r c e  which most d i r e c t l y  changes t h e  shape 

and composition of urban communities. S u t t l e s  r e f l e c t s  t h i s  change i n  

h i s  emphasis on e thn ic  c o n f l i c t  and accomodat ion .  He e l abora t e s  o n  

the methods which r e s i d e n t s  use t o  a s s e r t  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  (e.g., o r d e r e d  

segmentation). 



Each e thn ic  sec t ion  of t h e  Addams a r e a  d i f f e r s  from t h e  
o t h e r s  i n  the  ex ten t  t o  which i t  possesses  a  s tandard ized  
rou t ine  f o r  managing s a f e  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  There is, 
however, a general agreement upon t h e  s o c i a l  c a t e g o r i e s  
beyond which a s soc i a t ions  a r e  n o t  pursued. The boundaries  
of  t h e  neighborhood i t s e l f f o r m  t h e  outermost per imeter  
f o r  r e s t r i c t i n g  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s .  Almost a l l  t h e  resi-
den t s  caut ion t h e i r  wives, daughters ,  ch i ld ren ,  and s i b l i n g s  
a g a i n s t  crossing Roosevelt, Halsted,  Congress, and 
Ashland. Within each neighborhood, each e t h n i c  s e c t i o n  
is a n  add i t i ona l  boundary which sharp ly  r e s t r i c t s  
movement (1968:225). 

S u t t l e s  argues t h a t  f e a r  and i s o l a t i o n  are minimized t o  t h e  e x t e n t  

that "standardized rout ines  f o r  managing safe s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s "  e x i s t .  

A 	f e a r f u l  neighborhood, then, i s  one i n  which t h e  s i g n s  o f  d i so rgan iza t ion  

( e . g . ,  invasion)  g ive  r i s e  t o  t h e  sense t k a t  community s t anda rds  are 

no l o n g e r  enforced o r  conformed to .  It fo l lows  t h a t  t h e  f e a r  l e v e l  i n  

a 	neighborhood can be reduced by a t tempts  t o  c o n t r o l  t h e s e  s i g n s  of 

d i so rgan iza t ion .  Where efforts are underway t o  r eve r se  t h i s  t rend 

towards d isorganiza t ion  f e a r  is o f t e n  reduced. Communities which have  

few s i g n s  of  d i sorganiza t ion  w i l l  have very  l i t t l e  f e a r .  Abandoned 

* 	 bu i ld ings ,  vandalism (disregard f o r  p rope r ty ) ,  k i d s  hanging around and 

perceived drug use  ( inappropr ia te  personal  conduct) a l l  signal t h e  

moral d e c l i n e  of t h e  a rea .  Where attempts are made t o  combat t hese  

problems through c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n ,  f e a r  l e v e l s  a r e  lowered. By 

* 
exe r t ing  c o n t r o l  over  land use  and acces s  t o  t h e  a r e a  f e a r  i s  lessened .  


s u t t l e s  (19681 has termed t h i s  capac i ty  ' 'provincialism." In 


a r e a s  where e t h n i c  groups have t h e  power, both p r i v a t e l y  through home 


and business  ownership, and p u b l i c l y  through l o c a l l y  based community 


* 
A s  Bernard (1973:151) p o i n t s  o u t ,  , t h e r e  i s  no guarantee t h a t  j u s t i c e  

w i l l  accompany t h i s  order ing  a c t i v i t y .  



o r g a n i z a t i o n s ,  t o  manage access  i n t o  t h e i r  a r e a s  and t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  i n  

those  areas, fear may be reduced even i f  t h e  signs of d i so rgan iza t ion  

a r e  e v i d e n t .  The reason f o r  t h i s  is  t h a t  t h e  d i so rgan iza t ion  is  not  

conce ived  of a s  a consequence o f  invasion.  The d i so rgan iza t ion  is  

pe rce ived  as an i n t e r n a l  problem which can be managed through channels  

a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  neighborhood r e s iden t s .  

The a b i l i t y  of l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  t o  r e s i s t  the  d i so rgan iza t ion  

process is a func t ion  of t h e i r  capac i ty  t o  a s s e r t  the l eg i t imacy  of l o c a l  

s t a n d a r d s  and t o  a f f e c t  those a c t i v i t i e s  i n s i d e  the neighborhood which 

are c o n t r i b u t i n g  t o  t he  d isorganiza t ion  process  (SuttLes, 1968). When 

a c o m u n i t y  cannot a s s e r t  i t s  values,  its r e s i d e n t s  become fea r fu l .  The 

s o c i a l  and p o l i t i c a l  o rganiza t ion  of  t h e  l o c a l  c o m u n i t y  is the first 

line of defense aga ins t  t h e  encroachment of  t h e  "urban environment" 

(Bernard, 1973). Since t h e  a s s e r t i o n  of those  va lues  means t h e  power 

t o ,  i f  not  d i c t a t e ,  a t  l e a s ?  inf luence ,  t h e  dec is ion  making process 

i n  t h e  publ ic  and private s e c t o r s  which a f f e c t  comunf ty  l i f e .  Thus i n  

the modern metropol i s  the  p o l i t i c a l  o rgan iza t ion  of t h e  l o c a l  c o m u n i t y  

is e q u a l l y  a s  important a s  t h e  s o c i a l  o rganiza t ion .  I n  a g r e a t  many 

i n s t a n c e s  t h a t  p o l i t i c a l  o rganiza t ion  may s e r v e  a s  t h e  means for  

expxessing t h e  s o c i a l  o rganiza t ion .  

Fear of criine from t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  perspec t ive  is a react ion t o  t h e  

d e c l i n e  of  an  area.  The s i g n s  of t h e  d e c l i n e  a r e  captured  i n  the general 

phys ica l  and moral d i s rup t ion  of  community l i f e .  Those who a re  f e a r f u l  

may i n  f a c t  s e e  t h e i r  r i sk  of v i c t i m i z a t i o n  inc reas ing  but  they see 

t h i s  as a consequence of t h e  moral decay o f  t h e i r  community brought 

about  by t h e  invasion of f o r c e s  which d i s r u p t  t h e  s o c i a l  o rde r .  



To sum up, t h e  s o e i a l  con t ro l  pe r spec t ive  o f f e r s  t h e  fol lowing 

expxanat ion  of  t he  f e a r  of  crime. C r i m e  f o r  r e s i d e n t s  o f  urban neigh- 

borhoods is  a problem of  t h e  undermining of t h e  convent ional  moral o r d e r .  

Concern about crime, f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  focuses  on t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  of 

* 
"invaders"  o r  adolescents  i n  t h e  neighborhood a s  p o t e n t i a l  o f f ende r s .  

R e s i d e n t s  a r e  concerned t h a t  t h e  neighborhood is  l o s i n g  i ts  capac i ty  t o  

control i ts young as well  a s  t h e  o t h e r  f o r c e s  which undermine t h e  s o c i a l  

v a l u e  system. Residents eva lua te  t h e  ex t en t  o f  t h a t  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  

th rough  a v a r i e t y  of  publ ic  i n d i c a t o r s  inc luding  t h e  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  of 

p r o p e r t y  (abandoned bui ld ings  and vandalism) and t h e  i n a p p r o p r i a t e  

behavior  of adolescents  (hanging ou t  and drug use) .  Fear  of  crime i s  

d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  the  s i g n s  o f  d i so rgan iza t ion  perceived by neighbor- 

hood r e s i d e n t s  i n  t h a t  l o c a l i t y .  A s  t h e s e  s i g n s  become m o r e  p r e v a l e n t ,  

fear becomes more prevalent .  There a r e  two f a c t o r s  which mediate  t h i s  

r e l a t i o n s h i p  between f e a r  and s i g n s  of d i so rgan iza t ion .  They a r e  the 

social i n t e g r a t i o n  of t h e  neighborhood and what, fo l lowing  S u t t l e s ,  

w e  call t h e  provinc ia l i sm of t h e  a r ea .  The former f a c t o r  is  a s o c i a l  

dimension and t h e  l a t t e r  i s  p o l i t i c a l .  I n  neighborhoods where t h e r e  is  

h igh  s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n ,  s i g n s  of d i so rgan iza t ion  do no t  u s u a l l y  induce  

high l e v e l s  of  fear. Communities which a r e  i n t eg ra t ed  w h i l e  r e p o r t i n g  

t h a t  t h e i r  r i s k  is increased by t h e s e  s i g n s  o f  d i so rgan iza t ion ,  a r e  

not  as f e a r f u l  a s  l e s s  i n t e g r a t e d  neighborhoods. The r e a s o n  f o r  t h i s  

i s  t h a t  r i s k  can be  managed through knowledge of  t h e  a r e a .  Knowledge 

of t h e  boundaries  between e t h n i c  groups i n  c o n f l i c t ,  a s  w e l l  as 

* 
This no t ion  o f  invaders  p a r a l l e l s  t h e  " f e a r  of  s t rangers ' '  concept  

in t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  perspec t ive .  



knowledge of ind iv idua ls  and a r e a s  which are dangerous, a l l ows  the  

i n t e g r a t e d  c i t i z e n  t o  move through t h e  environment c a r e f u l l y  avoiding 

the dangerous a reas .  Consequently, because he  knows t h e  people and 

areas he should s t a y  away from, h i s  assessment of r i s k  i s  r e l a t i v e l y  

high, r e f l e c t i n g  t h a t  assessment, b u t  h i s  f e a r  i s  not  p ropor t iona l ly  as 

high because he knows how t o  avoid t h e  danger. 

Provincial ism a l s o  has a modifying e f f e c t  on fear i n  a r eas  wi th  

many s i g n s  of d i sorganiza t ion .  Provinc ia l i sm i s  a p o l i t i c a l  f ac to r  i n  

t h a t  the community's capac i ty  t o  r e g u l a t e  t h e  movement o f  populat ions 

and l and  usage and t o  i n t e r a c t  wi th  those  agencies  which impinge upon 

and a f f e c t  the  community (e. g, , municipal bu i ld ing  departments) empowers 

* 
r e s i d e n t s  t o  a s s e r t  cont ro l .  The capac i ty  t o  r egu la t e  and provide 

l i n k a g e  is  e spec i a l ly  e f f e c t i v e  i n  reducing f e a r  when t h a t  capaci ty 

is  u t i l i z e d  to reduce t h e  s i g n s ' o f  d i so rgan iza t ion  (e .g. ,. have abandoned 

b u i l d i n g s  removed). Taub, e t  a l .  (1978) p o i n t  o u t  t h e  importance o f  

t h e s e  l inkages  i n  t h e  evolu t ion  of  community o rgan iza t ions  and emphasize 

t h e  r o l e  of "external  agents" i n  t h a t  evolu t ion .  While w e  a r e  i n  

agreement t h a t  community o rgan iza t ions  are more an expres s ion  of l o c a l  

p o l i t i c a l  development than a consequence of  s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n ,  t he  

a b i l i t y  t o  cement those l i nkages  is f a r  more important f o r  fear  r e d u c t i o n  

i n  the  community than t h e  f a c t  t h a t  those  l i nkages  might have  been 

e x t e r n a l l y  induced. 

Fear then is a funct ion of  t h e  s i g n s  o f  d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  i n  an 

area.  Where those s i g n s  are extens ive ,  t h e i r  e f f e c t  can be mit igated.  

* 
Levi and Lipsky (1972) d i s c u s s  t h i s  same capac i ty  b u t  from a 

sociology of p r o t e s t  o r i e n t a t i o n .  



CHAPTER THREE 


A SHORT HISTORY OF THE DECLINE OF THE 


SOCIAL CONTROL PERSPECTIVE AND THE EMERGENCE OF 


THE VICTIMIZATION PERSPECTIVE 


The s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspec t ive  has not  been without  i t s  c i i t i c s  
-

and c r i t i q u e s .  Indeed t h e  emergence of t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  p e r s p e c t i v e  

is d i r e c t l y  t i e d  t o  t he  general  s h i f t  i n  emphasis away from t h e  s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l  perspec t ive  a f t e r  World War 11. I n  t h i s  chapter  I w i l l  review 

t h a t  s h i f t  i n  cr iminological  theory and r e l a t e  i t  t o  t h e  major s o c i a l  

p o l i c i e s  i n i t i a t i v e  of t h e  e a r l y  1960's .  I w i l l  then d e s c r i b e  t h e  

emergence of t h e  v i c t imiza t ion  pe r spec t ive  as p a r t  of t h i s  gene ra l  

s h i f r  of emphasis i n  a  per iod of a r a p i d l y  r i s i n g  n a t i o n a l  crime rate. 

By the 1950's t he  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  pe r spec t ive  had been g e n e r a l l y  

d i s c r e d i t e d  (Carey, 1975). Methodological d i f f i c u l t i e s  (Gutterman, 

1959) along wi th  a c r i t i q u e  of t h e  pe r spec t ive  as inhe ren t ly  middle- 

class and conserva t ive  (Mil ls ,  1943) l e d  t o  t h e  genera l  disenchantment.  

The c r i t i q u e  of  the  perspec t ive  began by t h e  e a r l y  1940's .  I n  1939 

two works had appeared which o f f e r e d  a l t e r n a t i v e  t h e o r e t i c a l  explana- 

t i o n s  f o r  t h e  emergence of crime and delinquency. Edwin H. Su ther land  

published t h e  t h i r d  e d i t i o n  o f  h i s  P r i n c i p l e s  of  Criminology i n  1939. 

I n  that e d i t i o n  he  ou t l i ned  h i s  theory o f  " d i f f e r e n t i a l  a s soc i a t ion"  

which descr ibed crime as a func t ion  o f  va lue  c o n f l i c t s  between groups. 

Educated a t  t h e  Univers i ty  of Chicago, Sutherland depic ted  c r i m i n a l  

a c t i v i t y  a s  t h e  r e s u l t  of t h e  s o c i a l i z a t i o n  t o  va lues  by one group which 

clashed wi th  t h e  va lues  of a more powerful group i n  t he  s o c i e t y .  "The 

c o n f l i c t  o f  c u l t u r e s  is t h e  fundamental p r i n c i p l e  i n  the  exp lana t ion  o f  



crime" (1939:SZ). The va lues  of  one 's  i n t ima te s  d i c t a t e d  t h e  extent: t o  

which one respected t h e  laws. Adherence t o  t h e  law was l ea rned  from 

o n e ' s  primary r e l a t i o n  and i f  one 's  primary group f e l t  no bond t o  t h e  

statutes then the ind iv idua l  could not .  Rather than cr ime being a  

v i o l a t i o n  of commonly held va lues  i t  was t h e  adherence t o  values,  j u s t  

not  t h e  ones expressed i n  t he  c r imina l  code. 

Robert Merton, bui lding on the  Durkheimian t r a d i t i o n ,  published 

h i s  "Social S t ruc tu re  and Anomie" i n  1938. In t h a t  p i e c e  Merton 

develops  a  general  theory of crime and delinquency. Merton assumes a 

g e n e r a l  agreement upon va lues  among a11 members of t h e  s o c i e t y  and sug-

gests t h a t  deviance follows from t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 

l e g i t i m a t e  means t o  achieve those  va lues .  For example, a l l  young m e n  

a g r e e  t h a t  being r i c h  is important b u t  t h e  poor l a c k  means e , g . ,  

educat ion,  employment oppor tun i t i e s ,  e t c . )  f o r  ob ta in ing  t h e  end. 

Consequently i l l e g i t i m a t e  means (e.g, , c r imina l  a c t i v i t y 1  a r e  used t o  

ach ieve  t h e  commonly agreed upon ends. 

Both Sutherland and Merton develop t h e o r i e s  of s o c i a l i z a t i o n  i n  

c o n t r a d i c t i o n  t o  t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  perspec t ive .  Where the control  

t h e o r i s t s  emphasize how c i t y  l i f e  d i s t o r t s  and d i l u t e s  t h e  values o f  

t h e  l o c a l  community, Suthsr land and Merton emphasize t h e  learned 

n a t u r e  of  cr iminal  a c t i v i t y .  For Merton and Sutherland c r i m e  i s  a 

consequence of  l ea rn ing  a l l  too  w e l l  t h e  l e s s o n  one ' s  community is  

trying t o  teach,  while  Shaw and McKay, among o the r s ,  s e e  t h e  community's 

i ncapac i ty  t o  s o c i a l i z e  a s  t h e  c a t a l y s t  f o r  crime, Kornhauser (1978) 

d i s t i n g u i s h e s  Merton 's "S t r a in  Theory" from Sutherland 's "Cultural 

~ e v i a n c e "  approach on a  v a r i e t y  of  dimensions. However, f o r  our 



p u r p o s e s  i t  is t h e i r  common r e l i a n c e  on personal  mot iva t ions  and 

s o c i a l i z a t i o n  i n  t h e i r  theor iz ing  which is  most important .  

Both Merton and Sutherland expla in  crime and del inquency i n  terms 

of the f a c t o r s  which motivate i nd iv idua l s  t o  commit dev ian t  a c t s  and 

both perce ive  the  l o c a l  sub-cul ture  a s  t h e  t r ansmi t t i ng  agent  for t h e  

p a r t i c u l a r  form those motivat ions rake. These approaches are explana-

tions of personal behavior based on c u l t u r a l  in f luences .  Both men were 

more concerned with the  " i n t e r a c t i v e  process" (Matza, 1969) i n  t h e i r  

communities than with community d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  l e v e l s  of s o c i a l  

d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  and s o c i a l  con t ro l .  

Merton and Surherland t ake  the a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  

between crime and community i n  two ve ry  d i f f e r e n t  d i r e c t i o n s .  The 

l a t ter  draws t h e  scholars '  a t t e n t i o n  towards t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  between 

p e e r s  i n  t h e  community, while  t h e  former focuses  on the  d i f f e r e n t i a l  

o p p o r t u n i t i e s  ava i l ab l e  t o  adolescents  i n  t h e  community. I n  n e i t h e r  

case a r e  t h e  p a r t i c u l a r l y  urbandimensions of  t h e  e a r l y  Chicago t h i n k e r s  

r e t a ined .  Finestone (1976) p o i n t s  o u t  " the  fundamental concept  f o r  t h e  

a n a l y s i s  of t h e  delinquency problem has  become s o c i a l  s t a t u s  r a t h e r  

than s o c i a l  change" (p. 167). The changes brought about by c i t y  l i f e  

i n  p a r t i c u l a r  were no longer  p a r t  of t h e  a n a l y t i c  framework; r a t h e r ,  

s cho la r s  i n  t h e  1950's focused on t h e  i n t e r p l a y  of  va lues  and peer 

pressure  t o  expla in  del inquent  behavior  (e .g . ,  Cohen, 1955).  

There was another  c r i t i q u e  of  t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  pe r spec t ive  which 

began i n  1943. In t h a t  year  C. Wright M i l l s  and William F. Whyte 

challenged the  concept of s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion .  Whyte sugges ts  

t h a t  concern about d i so rgan iza t ion  had l e d  s o c i o l o g i s t s  t o  focus on  



a na r row range of aspec ts  i n  lower c l a s s  l i f e ,  

For too long s o c i o l o g i s t s  have concentrated t h e i r  
a t t e n t i o n  upon ind iv idua l s  and f a m i l i e s  t h a t  have 
been unable t o  make a successfu l  adjustment t o  t h e  
demands of t h e i r  soc ie ty .  W e  now need s t u d i e s  o f  
t he  way i n  which ind iv idua l s  and groups have 
merged t o  reorganize t h e i r  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n s  and 
a d j u s t  c o n f l i c t s  (Whyte, 1943:34). 

Building on h i s  own work i n  S t r e e t  Comer Society (1943), lJhyte 

emphasizes t h e  newly created s o c i a l  bonds i n  immigrant communities. 

If s o c i a l  d i sorganiza t ion  involves  a 'decrease o f  
the in f luence  of e x i s t i n g  s o c i a l  r u l e s , '  and t h e  
r u l e s  r e f e r r ed  t o  a r e  those of t h e  peasant s o c i e t y  
from which the  immigrants came, then  the  slum is  
c e r t a i n l y  disorganized. However, t h a t  i s  only  
a p a r t  of  t he  p i c tu re .  It is f r u i t l e s s  to  s t u d y  
the a r e a  simply i n  terms of  t h e  breakdown of  o l d  
groupings and o l d  s tandards;  new groupings and new 
standards have a r i s e n  (Whyte, 1943:38), 

Rather than focusing on t h e  d e s t r u c t i v e f o r c e s  i n  t h e  community, 

emphasis was placed on t h e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  and h a b i t s  which forged  t h e  

moral order .  Reacting t o  t he  e x p l i c i t  b i a s  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  disorganiza-  

t i o n  perspec t ive  of emphasizing the  devian t  and pa tho log ica l ,  Gans 

(1962) and Janowitz (1967), among o t h e r s ,  focused on t h e  r e g u l a t i o n  o f  

d a i l y  l i f e  by conventional,  a l though non-middle c l a s s ,  s t anda rds  and 

r u l e s .  

M i l l s  (1943) challenged t h e  c r i t e r i a  s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  were using 

i n  a s s e s s i n g  these  communities a s  disorganized.  I n  h i s  review of s o c i a l  

problem t e x t  books, he observed a  b i a s  which stemmed from t h e  white, 

rural, P ro t e s t an t  and n a t i v i s t  backgrounds o f  t he  s c h o l a r s .  That 

background colored t h e i r  understanding of urban, immigrant l i f e .  S o c i a l  

d i so rgan iza t ion  was nothing more than t h e  dev ia t ion  from norms t h e s e  

men held t o  be c o r r e c t  and t h a t  judgement had been couched i n  s c i e n t i f i c  



terminology.  Both Whyte and M i l l s  demonstrated that; what t h e  s o c i a l  

control perspec t ive  described a s  d e f i c i e n c i e s  i n  community l i f e  were 

n o t h i n g  more than d i f f e rences  i n  s o c i a l  o rganiza t ion .  

The c r i t i q u e  of s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion  and the  development o f  

a l t e r n a t i v e  theo r i e s  of c r b e  and delinquency reduced t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  

p e r s p e c t i v e  t o  an obsole te  approach t o  t h e  s tudy  of  s o c i a l  problems. 

By the mid-1950's s t u d i e s  of crime and delinquency focused e i t h e r  on 

sub-cul ture  o r  s t r a i n  t heo r i e s  of motivat ion,  

One of t h e  most i n f l u e n t i a l  s t u d i e s  of  t h a t  per iod  w a s  Cloward and 

o h l i n t s  (1960) Delinquency and Opportunity. A d i r e c t  descendant of t h e  

Mertonfan approach, t h a t  book was used t o  o r i e n t  t h e  p lanning  of 

programs f o r  delinquency prevent ion a t  t h e  Ford Foundation and t h e  

p r e s i d e n t ts Committee on Juven i l e  Delinquency (Marris and Rein, 14671. 

The a u t h o r s  argue t h a t  because ado le scen t s  i n  poor a r e a s  d i d  n o t  have 

a c c e s s  t o  the means (opportuni t ies)  t o  achieve  t h e i r  g o a l s  ( s t a t u s ,  

money, recognit ion) ,  they r e so r t ed  t o  i l l i c i t  a c t i v i t i e s  t o  achieve 

t h o s e  goals.  Class  d i f f e r ences  a r e  depic ted  a s  d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  r e l a t i v e  

a c c e s s  t o  common goals .  The t a s k  f o r  those  who would prevent  de l in -  

quency is t o  improve the l e g i t i m a t e  acces s  f o r  those  p o t e n t i a l  de l inquen t s  

This can be accomplished by improving t h e  bureaucrac ies  which served  

t h e  poor.  

The processes 'of  a s s i m i l a t i o n  were breaking down, and 
could only  be r epa i r ed  by an enlargement of oppor tuni -
t i e s .  But t h i s  emancipation would only  come about  a s  
t h e  enabl ing i n s t i t u t i o n s  of ass imi la t ion- - the  
schools ,  t h e  wel fare  agencies ,  t h e  voca t iona l  ser-
vices--recognized t h e i r  f a i l u r e ,  and became n o r e  
imaginat ive,  coherent ,  and respons ive  (hiarris and 
Rein, 1967:53). 



The very  i n s t i t u t i o n s  which t h e  Chicago scholars  had dismissed 

twenty  years  e a r l i e r  a s  inadequate t o  t h e  t a s k s  of improving c i t y  

life were given the  "opportunity" of reforming themselves. 

I n  t h e  Chicago t r a d i t i o n ,  the  c i t y  has  a  nega t ive  in f luence  on 

community l i f e .  The problem of crime was a  consequence of  t h e  s o c i a l  

d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  which ensued. I n  t h i s  newer fo rm~l l a t ioncrime could 

be prevented  i f  s e rv i ce  agencies  performed t h e i r  func t ions  b e t t e r .  

Bureaucra t ic  ineptness  w a s  t h e  c r i t i c a l  f a c t o r  r a t h e r  t han  u rban iza t ion .  

This  switch from an urban a n a l y s i s  t o  a s e r v i c e  a n a l y s i s  means 

bureaucrac ies  have t o  be changed, r a t h e r  than t h e  s o c i a l  and economic 

f o r c e s  shaping the c i t y .  Foremost i n  t h i s  s h i f t  is  a r a d i c a l l y  d i f f e r e n t  

n o t i o n  of c i t y  l i f e  from t h e  Chicago t r a d i t i o n .  In  t h e  1960 ' s  p e r s p e c t i v e  

t h e  c i t y  was seen as an e s s e n t i a l l y  n e u t r a l  o r  benign background 

w i t h i n  which prevention s t r a t e g i e s  were developed. 

A s  a whole, t he  s t r a t e g y  of t h e  p r o j e c t s  seemed t o  
assume...that urban s o c i e t y  i s  e s s e n t i a l l y  a benevolent 
anarchy, Highly competi t ive,  t h e  c i t y  is y e t  open to 
a11 ambitious enough t o  p i t  themselves i n  the s t rugg le .  
It's harshness i s  mi t iga ted  by s o c i a l  welfare ,  which 
should not  merely confront  t h e  f a i l u r e s ,  but encourage 
them back i n t o  t h e  r ace .  And i ts  j u s t i c e  i s  pro-
t e c t e d  by an educa t iona l  system which should e n s u r e  
t o  every c h i l d  an equal  s t a t e .  The w i l l  t o  compete 
is primary, and s o c i a l  agencies  a r e  t o  be judged, above 
all by t h e i r  a b i l i t y  t o  f o s t e r  and s u s t a i n  i t .  If 
t h e i r  middle-class p re jud ices  make them a t  t i m e s ,  
i n s e n s i t i v e ,  t h i s  is  only  an  a spec t  of a  more funda-
mental tendency towards bu reauc ra t i c  i n t r o v e r s i o n .  Thus 
l i b e r a l  reform, l i k e  t h e  r a d i c a l  r i g h t ,  seems to  be 
appeal ing t o  a  t r a d i t i o n  of ind iv idua l i sm which 
bureaucracy has corrupted (11arri.s and Rein, 1967:52).  

The delinquency prevent ion pro j ects a t  t h e  Ford Foundation and 

P res iden t ' s  Committee saw genera l  bu reauc ra t i c  reform a s  t h e i r  goal. 

The programs na ive ly  c a l l e d  f o r  comprehensive planning and bureaucra t ic  



c o o p e r a t i o n  i n  a world without c o n f l i c t i n g  groups o r  i n t e r e s t s .  It 

seems as i f  t h e  problems of t h e  bureaucracy would b e  overcome by adding  

a new bureaucracy. 

Taken together ,  t h e  conceptions of  a poverty c y c l e  and 
of bureaucra t ic  i n t rove r s ion  explained t h e  breakdown 
of a s s imi l a t ion  to  t h e  opportuni ty s t r u c t u r e  without  
presupposing any fundamental c o n f l i c t  of i n t e r e s t .  On ' 

both s ides ,  t he  breakdown was seen i n  terms of i r r a t i o n a l  
s e l f - f r u s t r a t i o n .  I f  t h i s  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  was r i g h t  t h e  
p r o j e c t s  could appeal  t o  a l l  p a r t i e s  t o  suppor t  a non- 
p a r t i s a n  program of reform (Marris 2nd Rein, 1967:54), 

Bureaucrac ies  could reform themselves wi th  t h e  proper  i n f u s i o n  of  s e l f -

awareness  and t h e  experimental menta l i ty .  Crime could b e  prevented 

and community l i f e  improved by improving bu reauc ra t i c  performance. 

Shaw and McKay would r e j e c t  t h i s  1960's  a s s i m i l a t i o n i s t  reformism 

as part of t h e  very  urbaniza t ion  process  which was weakening s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l  i n  t h e  communities. Ass imi la t ion  is  p a r t  of t h e  process  which 

leads t o  crime, no t  p a r t  o f  t h e  prevent ion  process .  Improving 

a s s i m i l a t i o n ,  e s p e c i a l l y  through bu reauc ra t i c  i n t e r v e n t i o n ,  may 

exacerba te  t h e  problem i t  is intended t o  solve.  

It i s  assumed t h a t  t h e  reason f o r  r ap id  i n c r e a s e  i n  
crime i n  our l a r g e  c i t i e s  is  due t o  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  
fo re ign  element i n  ou r  populat ion has  not succeeded 
i n  a s s i m i l a t i n g  American c u l t u r e  and does n o t  conform 
t o  t h e  American mores. This  would be i n t e r e s t i n g ,  i f  
t r u e ,  but  t he  f - ~ t s  seem t o  suggest  t h a t  perhaps t h e  
t r u t h  must be sought i n  t h e  oppos i t e  d i r e c t i o n  (Park, 
1925: 27). 

The i rony  of t h e  evolu t ion  of  t h e  cr ime and community t r a d i t i o n  

should now be  apparent .  A t  p r e c i s e l y  t h e  po in t  a t  which "community" 

programs b ~ c a m e  a c e n t r a l  component of domestic po l i cy ,  t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  

o r i e n t a t i o n  which demanded a n  understanding o f  how community f a c t o r s  

"created" c r imina l s  had been rep laced  by an  emphasis on bu reauc ra t i c  



i n e p t n e s s .  A t  t h e  point  a t  which community a c t i v i s t s  w e r e  supplied 

with the  resources t o  a t t ack  s o c i a l  problems, they were s t r i p p e d  of a 

concep tua l  framework which p o t e 3 t i a l l y  made sense of t h e  urban p roces ses  

which a f f ec t ed  those problems. While t h e  r h e t o r i c  of t h e s e  programs 

demanded change, t h e  ana lys i s  of s o c i a l  problems with informed 

t h a t  r h e t o r i c  was inherent ly  conservat ive.  O r  a s  Finesrone (1976) p u t  

it i n  h i s  d i scuss ion  of delinquency research ,  "the conceptua l  primacy 

of the l o c a l  community was replaced by t h a t  of s o c i a l  c l a s s "  (p. 9 3 ) .  

The 1960 ' s  s o c i a l  planners  had a l s o  discovered t h e  pa th  from loca l  

community t o  s o c i a l  c l a s s .  But a c l a s s  o r  a n  oppor tuni ty  s t r u c t u r e  

a n a l y s i s ,  without a concrete  understanding of how those o p p o r t u n i t i e s  

a r e  shaped by the  s t r u c t u r e  of t he  metxopolis,  is  forced i n t o  what 

Zimmerman (1972) c a l l s  a s t r a t e g y  f o r  "bureaucra t ic  democratization" 

(p. 6). For i n s t ead  of reforming t h e  l o c a l  community t h e  emphasis is 

on reforming t h e  bureaucracies  which s e r v i c e  thase  communities. The 

dynamic l i n k  between crime and community which had been developed o v e r  

f i f t y  yea r s  ago through t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  pe r spec t ive  had been d i s -

t o r t e d  i n t o  a d iscuss ion  of poverty and bureaucracy i n  which the 

bureaucracy r a t h e r  than t h e  community w a s  supposed t o  change. 

By t h e  mid-196O1s, bureaucracy and pover ty  had r e p l a c e d  crime a n d  

community as t h e  c e n t r a l  reform i s s u e s .  The expanded d e f i n i t i o n  of t h e  

s o c i a l  problem coupled with t h e  in fus ion  of f e d e r a l  funds  recast t h e  i s s u e  

of cr ime and community. The major l o s s  i n  t h i s  t r ans fo rma t ion  was a 

theory  of urbaniza t ion  which r e f l e c t e d  t h e  changing r e a l i t i e s  of 

American met ropol i tan  l i f e ,  and ind ica t ed  how these  changes affected 

t h e  communities'capacity t o  e x e r t  s o c i a l  con t ro l .  



While the study of crime and delinquency evolved i n t o  a c r i t i q u e  

of  bureaucracy ,  t h e  study of l o c a l  community continued, b u t  t h e r e  w a s  

a s t r a t e g i c  s h i f t  i n  emphasis. Led by William Whyte and his S t r e e t  

Corner Society (1943), t h e r e  w a s  a renewed i n t e r e s t  i n  t h e  a s p e c t s  o f  

lower  c l a s s  l i f e  which cemented s o c i a l  bonds. 

The s t u d i e s  s t i l l  emphasized s o c i a l  c o n t r o l ,  bu t  now i t  w a s  i n  

terms of how i t  operated r a t h e r  than i n  terms o f  i ts  malfunct ion.  

Given t h i s  b i f u r c a t i o n  between s t u d i e s  o f  cr ime and community, and 

t h e  p r a c t i c a l  and conceptual dead end t h e  community a c t i o n  programs 

had run i n t o  by t h e  l a t e  19601s,  i t  is  no wonder t h a t  t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

p e r s p e c t i v e  developed so r e a d i l y ,  

The v ic t imiza t ion  perspec t ive  s h i f t e d  t h e  emphasis i n  crime and 

del inquency s t u d i e s  from t h e  o f f ende r  t o  the v ic t im.  With t h e  

o f f i c i a l  crime r a t e s  soaring by t h e  l a te  1960's  and t h e  g h e t t o  r i o t s  

t u r n i n g  pol icy  makers and the  pub l i c  a g a i n s t  t h e  in fus ion  of f e d e r a l  

funds i n t o  t h e  black community, "innovative" concepts  about  prevent ing  

and c o n t r o l l i n g  crime were r ece iv ing  s e r i o u s  a t t e n t i o n .  Wilson 

captured  and a r t i c u l a t e d  t h e  s p i r i t  o f  t h i s  conserva t ive  s h i f t  i n  

i n t e r e s t .  

Predatory crime does no t  merely v i c t i m i z e  i n d i v i d u a l s ,  
it impedes and, i n  t h e  extreme case, even prevents  
t h e  formation and maintenance of  community. By d i s -  
rup t ing  t h e  d e l i c a t e  nexus of  t i e s ,  formal and informal ,  
by which we a r e  l i nked  wi th  ou r  neighbors ,  crime atomizes 
s o c i e t y  and makes of i t s  members mere ind iv idua l  
c a l c u l a t o r s  es t imat ing  t h e i r  own advantage, e s p e c i a l l y  
t h e i r  own chances for s u r v i v a l  admidst t h e i r  f e l l ows  
(Wilson, 1975:21). 

The "cost  of crime" i s s u e  (Mi l l e r ,  1973) was seen l e s s  i n  terms o f  
- -. ----

what of fenders  might l o s e  and more i n  terms o f  t he  impact crime was 



hav ing  on vict ims.  Crime was destroying community. 


What these  concerns have i n  common, and thus  what 

c o n s t i t u t e s  t h e  'urban problem' f o r  a l a r g e  

percentage (perhaps a major i ty)  of  urban c i t i z e n s ,  

i s  a sense of t h e  f a i l u r e  of  community (Mi l le r ,  1973:24). 


I w i l l  d i s cuss  t he  importance o f  t h e  idea  of  community i n  both 

p e r s p e c t i v e s  i n  t h e  next  chapter .  Tt s u f f i c e s  a t  t h i s  p o i n t  t o  b e g i n  

t o  understand how t h e  v i c t imiza t ion  pe r spec t ive  emerged o u t  o f  the  

conceptua l  void l e f t  by t h e  s t r a i n  and c u l t u r a l  deviance t h e o r i e s  of 

t h e  preceding twenty years.  

Biderman (1967), Reiss (1967), and Ennis (1967) a l l  adminis te red  

surveys  funded by t h e  Pres ident ' s  Commission on Law Enforcement and 

the  Adn in i s t r a t i on  of J u s t i c e  t o  randomly s e l e c t e d  popula t ions .  While  

t h e  surveys  va r i ed  i n  t h e i r  f o c i ,  a l l  at tempted t o  measure t h e  amount 

of f e a r  reported by respondents.  Fear, whi l e  measured d i f f e r e n t l y  i n  

each survey, was i m p l i c i t l y  def ined as a n t i c i p a t i n g  t h e  occurrence o f  

a cr ime event. h'here a n t i c i p a t i o n  was high,  f e a r  by d e f i n i t i o n  was 

high. An inc rease  i n  crime w a s  assumed t o  genera te  a n  i n c r e a s e  i n  fear. 

A l l  t h r e e  r e sea rche r s  took a s  t h e i r  t a s k  documenting t h e  l e v e l  of fear 

among respondents, assuming t h a t  f e a r  was r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  amount of c r i m e  t o  

which respondents were exposed. Indeed, g iven  t h e  measures  employed 

by t h e  scholars ,  i t  would have been impossible  t o  d i s s o c i a t e  fear of  

crime from t h e  an t i c ipa t ed  crime events .  For example, Biderxuaii 

measured "Fear of Personal  Attack" by one item: 

Would you say t h e r e  has been an  inc rease  i n  v i o l e n t  
crimes he re  i n  Washington? I mean a t t a c k s  on 
people--like shoot ings,  s t abb ings  and rapes? Would 
you say t h a t  t h e r e ' s  now ve ry  much more of t h i s  s o r t  
of th ing ,  j u s t  a l i t t l e  b i t  more, no t  much d i f f e r -  
ence, o r  t h a t  t h e r e  is no more than  f i v e  y e a r s  . 
ago? (1967:132; s e e  a l s o  Appendix D, p. 11) .  



To repor t  an increase  i n  v i o l e n t  crime events  is t o  s c o r e  h igh  on 

f e a r  of crime (or  i n  t h i s  case, a t t a c k ) .  Reiss,  whi le  avoid ing  a d i r e c t  

d i s c u s s i o n  of f e a r  subsumed t h e  top ic  i n  a more genera l  d i s c u s s i o n  of 

" c i t i z e n  percept ions  about crime i n  t h e i r  areas ."  Here a g a i n  a n t i c i -  

p a t i o n  of the crime event was synonomous wi th  f e a r .  

When you th ink  about your chances of  g e t t i n g  robbed, 
th rea tened ,  beaten up, o r  anything of t h a t  s o r t ,  would 
you say  your neighborhood i s  (compared t o  o t h e r  neigh- 
borhoods i n  town): very  s a f e ,  above average, l e s s  s a f e ,  
o r  one of the  worst? (Reiss ,  1967:33-34). 

Have you changed your h a b i t s  because of f e a r  of  crime? 
( s t ay  off s t r e e t s ,  use  t a x i s  o r  c a r s ,  avoid be ing  o u t ,  
don ' t  t a l k  t o  s t r ange r s . )  (1967:102-110) 

These e a r l y  s t u d i e s  h ighl ighted  two ways v i c t i m i z a t i o n  would 

i n c r e a s e  f ea r .  The "individual  f e a r  p r o f i l e  approach" focuses  on t h e  

c o r r e l a t e s  of fear among demographically def ined  groups. Emphasis 

here  i s  less on t h e  cs iminogenicaspec ts  o f  t h e  environment and how i t  

i s  as ses sed  and more on t h e  demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  a s s o c i a t e d  w i t h  

v i c t i m i z a t i o n  and f e a r  of crime. This  approach reJ.ies on large n a t i o n a l  

samples and is genera l ly  desc r ip t ive .  

The "neighborhood assessment" approach focused on t h e  amount o f  

crime t h e  respondent expected t h e  l o c a l  neighborhood t o  produce. Both 

Ennis (1967) and Biderman (1967) develop measures o f  f e a r  which were 

premised on t h e  imputed r e l a t i o n s h i p  between a dangerous neighborhood 

and i nd iv idua l  fear. Biderman c a l l e d  t h i s  measure a n  ''Index of Anxiety" 

and i t  was composed of t h e  fol lowing items: 

1) What was i t  about t h e  neighborhood t h a t  was most impor tan t?  

(This was asked on ly  of t hose  r e s i d e n t s  who ind ica t ed  the 
neighborhood was more important  than t h e  house i n  
s e l e c t i n g  t h e i r  p re sen t  res idence)  - Safe ty  o r  moral 
reasons vs.  convenience, e t c .  



2) 	 When you th ink  about t h e  chances of  g e t t i n g  beaten 
up would you say  this neighborhood is  very safe, 
about average, less s a f e  than most, one of  t h e  
worst?  

3) 	 1s t h e r e  so much t roub le  t h a t  you would move i f  you 
could? 

(Again, a screen  ques t ion  asked only of t hose  who d i d  
not 	say t h e i r  neighborhood was very safe.) 

4) 	Are most of  your neighbors q u i e t  o r  are t h e r e  some 
who c r e a t e  d is turbances?  (All  qu ie t ,  few d is turbances ,  
many dis turbances.  2 

5 )  	 Do you th ink  t h a t  crime has been g e t t i n g  better or  
worse here i n  Washington dur ing  t h e  p a s t  year? (Be t t e r ,  
worse, same) (Bidernan e t  a l . ,  19673121). 

Ennis (1967) d is t inguished  between "Fear of  C r i m e "  and "Perception 

of Risk." He measured "fear" by t h e  fol lowing items: 

1) 	How s a f e  do you f e e l  walking a lone  i n  your neigh- 
borhood during t h e  day? 

2) 	 How -safe do you f e e l  walking a lone  i n  your nei&bor- 
hood a f t e r  dark? 

3) 	 How o f t e n  do you walk i n  your neighborhood a f t e r  dark? 

4 )  	 Have you wanted t o  go somewhere r ecen t ly  b u t  stayed 
home because i t  w a s  unsafe? 

5 )  	 How concerned a r e  you about  having your house broken 
i n t o ?  (Ennis, 1967: 72-75). 

Risk  was measured by two items: 

1) 	How l i k e l y  is i t  a person walking around h e r e  a t  
night  might be he ld  up o r  attacked--very l i k e l y ,  sone-
what l i k e l y ,  somewhat un l ike ly ,  o r  very u n l i k e l y ?  

2) 	 Compared t o  o t h e r  p a r t s  of  t h e  c i t y ,  is a home o r  
apartment around he re  much less l i k e l y  t o  be broken 
into--somewhat l e s s  l i k e l y ,  somewhat more l i k e l y ,  
o r  much more l i k e l y  t o  be broken i n t o ?  (Enn is ,  1967:75-76). 

Ennis d i s t i ngu i shes  between " f ee l ing  unsafe" ( the  r e p o r t  of fear)  

and 	the assessment of t he  p o s s i b i l i t y  t h a t  a crime w i l l  o c c u r  (risk). 



B U ~his :  fear measure seems a s  much an assessment of t h e  neighborhood 

as it 3s a repor t  on the  respondent 's  sense of dis-ease. 1 

As Baumer (1977) has pointed ou t ,  t h e r e  is l i t t l e  publ i shed  

i n f o r m a t i o n  on how these  e a r l y  measures w e r e  developed, bu t  f o r  o u r  1 

p u r p o s e s  i t  is  t h e i r  content  r a t h e r  than  t h e i r  methodological l i m i t a t i o n s  k I 

which i s  of  i n t e r e s t .  For t h e s e  e a r l y  s cho la r s  developed the r e s e a r c h  

vocabu la ry  f o r  t h e  s tudy o f  f e a r  of crime i n  the decade which followed. 

T h e  importance of  t h i s  e a r l y  work, f o r  our purposes, can be  found i n  
. - b  

I

the assumed a s soc i a t ion  between f e a r  (as a reported i n t e r n a l  state of I 

the i n d i v i d u a l )  and t h e  number of v i c t imiza t ions  t h e  respondent  a n t i c i -

pates .  Fear i s  assumed t o  be  a consequence of t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  v i c t im-

i z a t i o n  and t h e  research  i s s u e  i s  how t h a t  f e a r  i s  d i s t r i b u t e d  w i t h i n  
l 

a given population. The neighborhood is  seen as a s e t t i n g  within 

which t h a t  v i c t h i i z a t i o n  t a k e s  place.  I f  t h e  respondent  s c o r e s  h i g h  as an 

a n t i c i p a t o r  of v i c t imiza t ion  he i s  def ined  as f e a r f u l .  A neighborhood 

I 
I 

i s  fear inducing t o  t h e  ex t en t  t h a t  i t  provides a c o n i e x t  f o r  c r i m i n a l  

a c t i v i t y  

The v i c t i m i z a t i o n  pe r spec t ive  (as w e  s h a l l  c a l l  t h a t  contemporary 

approach) p o s t u l a t e s  "crime" as an  event  experienced by t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  

a s  e i t h e r  a d i r e c t  o r  i n d i r e c t  v ic t im.  Fear ,  from t h i s  pe r spec t ive ,  

is  a consequence, a response i n  t ime, of having had c o n t a c t  with c r ime 

events .  I f  d i r e c t  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  f a i l s  t o  account for p a r t i c u l a r l y  

high l e v e l s  of  f e a r ,  then i n d i r e c t  con tac t  u sua l ly  through the  media 

o r  personal  communication is pos tu l a t ed  as t h e  mechanism through which 

the experience of crime a f f e c t s  t h e  ind iv idua l .  Fear t h e n  becomes a n  

ind ica tor  of t h e  e f f e c t  of v i c t i m i z a t i o n  on t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ,  Fear is seen 



as a d i r e c t  consequence of crime exposure. There is a d i r e c t  l i n e a r i t y  

t o  th is  scenario which is  assumed and r a r e l y  t e s t ed .  

The v ic t imiza t ion  perspec t ive  s h a r e s  s e v e r a l  f e a t u r e s  wi th  t h e  

s t r a i n  and sub-cul tural  t heo r i e s  of crime and delinquency which d is -  

p l a c e d  t h e  s o c i a l  cont ro l  perspec t ive .  The v i c t i m i z a t i o n  pe r spec t ive  

i s  an i m p l i c i t  theory of motivation. Fear is  explained i n  terms o f  

t h e  s t i m u l i  (vict imizat ions)  which t r i g g e r  t h e  f e a r  i n  t h e  ind iv idua l .  

J u s t  as Sutherland and Merton (and those  who followed i n  t h e i r  foot- 

s t e p s )  sought t o  explain the motivat ions of  of fenders  i n  terms of 

t h e  va lues  of t h e  groups t o  which they belonged, so t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

s c h o l a r s  seek t o  expla in  fear of crime i n  terms of how v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

exper iences  generate  f e a r  i n  i nd iv idua l s .  Vic t imiza t ions  l ead  to 

fear j u s t  a s  n a t u r a l l y  as working c l a s s  c u l t u r e s  lead t o  delinquency. 

Ennis, Biderman and Reiss, whi le  focusing on very d i f  f  er.ent issues, 

a l l  found t h a t  f e a r  was not  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  level of v i c t imiza t ion  

experienced by t h e  ind iv idua l  o r  a n t i c i p a t e d  i n  t he  surrounding area 

i n  a d i r e c t ,  s t ra ight forward  way. While t h e  amount of  c r ime  i n  an a r e a  

g e n e r s l l y  pred ic ted  t h e  amount of  f e a r  among those  a r e a  r e s iden t s ,  t h e r e  

were enough incons is tenc ies  i n  t h i s  f i n d i n g  t o  r a i s e  the  i s s u e  of wha t  

o t h e r  f a c t o r s  besides t he  l e v e l  of v i c t i m i z a t i o n  a f f e c t e d  t h e  leve l  of 

fear among respondents.  

In  dea l ing  wi th  these  anomalies,  some s c h o l a r s  p o s t u l a t e d  the 

ex i s t ence  of  va r ious  s o c i a l  psychological  mechanisms t o  r a t i o n a l i z e  

t h e i r  f indings.  For example, Stinchcornbe (1977) i n t r o d u c e s  the concep t  

of "vulnerabi l i ty"  t o  he lp  exp la in  f e a r  among women and t h e  elderly.  



The most commonly r e l i e d  upon mechanism i s  t h e  idea  o f  f e a r  of 

s t r a n g e r s .  Faced with the  d i s junc t ion  between l e v e l s  o f  fear and l e v e l s  

of  v i c t i m i z a t i o n ,  severa l  s cho la r s  i n t m d u c e  t h e  "stranger1'  as t h a t  

which  expla ins  the  fear .  A s  s t a t e d  by Ennis (1967): 

It i s  not the  ser iousness  o f  t h e  crime, bu t  r a t h e r  t h e  
u n p r e d i c t a b i l i t y  and t h e  sense  of invas ion  by unknown 
s t r ange r s  t h a t  engenders m i s t r u s t  and hostility (p.  80). 

McIntyre (1967) echoes t h e  same th inking  i n  her  a n a l y s i s  of avoidance 

behaviors .  "The precaut ions which people take t o  p r o t e c t  themselves 

i n d i c a t e  t h a t  underlying f e a r  of  crime is a profound f e a r  of s t r ange r s "  

(p. 40). Biderman (1967) s ees  t he  r e l a t i o n s h i p  a s  being even more d i r e c t ,  

" f ea r  of crime i s  t h e  f e a r  of s t r a n g e r s , "  and Skogan (1976) i n t e r p r e t s  

the r e l a t i o n s h i p  between robbery v i c t i m i z a t i o n  and f e a r  as a consequence 

of the f e a r  of  s t rangers .  But t h e  f e a r  o f  s t r a n g e r s  is  o n l y  in t roduced  

ex p o s t  f ac to  t o  i n t e r p r e t  r e s u l t s  and exp la in  f ind ings .  While Skogan 

may be c o r r e c t  i n  a t t r i b u t i n g  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between robbery and f e a r  

t o  an in te rvening  f e a r  of s t r a n g e r s ,  that sugges t ion  i s  p u r e  con jec tu re .  

The f e a r  of s t r a n g e r  explanat ion p o s i t s  t h e  ex i s t ence  of  a n  i n t e r v e n i n g  

type o f  f e a r  which has no t  been measured. Consequently, t h i s  a t t r i b u t i o n  

process  is not  opened to  empir ica l  t e s t i n g  and has  no b e t t e r  s t a n d i n g  

then v i c t imiza t ion  i t s e l f  as an  explana tory  f a c t o r  (Blake and Davis, 

1964:4 6 0 ) .  

There has  been some progress  made w i t h i n  the v i c t i m i z a t i o n  pe r spec t ive  

by r e f i n i n g  measurement techniques and a n a l y s i s  procedures  i n  p a r t i c u l a r .  

Furstenburg (1972), Fowler and Fktngione (1974), Skogan (1976) and 

Hindelang, Garofalo and Got t f r iedson  (1978) have a l l  r e f i n e d  t h e  con- 

ckp tua l i za t ion  of  f e a r  i n  t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  framework. D i s t i n c t i o n s  



between f e a r ,  concern, worry and r i s k  have helped d i s t i n g u i s h  the v a r i o u s  

a t t i t u d i n a l  dimensions captured i n  t h e  i d e a  of f e a r ,  and t h e s e  c l a r i f i c a -  

t i o n s  have improved the explanatory power of  more r ecen t  s t u d i e s . 
Also r e f i n i n g  the  va r ious  types of v i c t h i z a t i o n  (personal /proper ty ,  

s ing le /mul t ip l e ,  d i r e c t / i n d i r e c t ,  e t c . )  used as the  independent v a r i a b l e  

has l e d  t o  improved r e s u l t s .  I n  t h i s  ve in ,  some s c h o l a r s  have a t tempted  

t o  deve lop  more re f ined  measures of t h e  amount of crime to which 

respondents  a r e  exposed. Balkin (1979), f o r  example, a rgued  "that fear 

of c r i m e  i s  a r a t i o n a l  response t o  t h e  a c t u a l  incidence of  crime, and 

t h a t  where d iscrepancies  apear i t  is because of f a u l t y  o b j  e c t i v e  

measures o f  crime i n c o r r e c t l y  c a l i b r a t i n g  t h e  r e a l  r i s k  of crime." 

(p. 3 4 3 )  

Skogan (1977), Garofalo (1977) and Hindelang e t  a l .  (1978) have 

al l  made va luable  con t r ibu t ions '  t o  o u r  understanding of fear of c r i m e  

from t h e  v i c t imiza t ion  perspect ive.  Indeed, t h e  l a s t  decade  has seen 

much progress  s i n c e  the  e a r l y  formulat ions of  Biderman (1967),  Reiss  

(1967) and Ennis (1967). Many of the d i f f i c u l t i e s  of t h e  ea r ly  work 

may be overcome by t h i s  second genera t ion  o f  s cho la r s  by expanding the 

pe r spec t ive  r a t h e r  than r e j e c t i n g  it. I simply o f f e r  a d i f f e r e n t  road  

f o r  t h e  r e a i e r  t o  take. It may lead  nowhere o r ,  more l i k e l y ,  to  a 

junc t ion  between t h e  perspec t ives  i n  t h e  fu tu re .  But I hope t o  conv ince  

t h e  reader  t h a t  t h e  anomalies and i n c o n s i s t e n c i e s  which h a v e  surfaced i n  

t h e  f ind ings  on f e a r  of crime throughout t h i s  decade of research are 

more the  r e s u l t  of asking t h e  wrong ques t ions  than f a i l i n g  t o  get the 

r i g h t  answers because of methodological shortcomings. 



CHAPTER FOUR 

PRESERVING COPN'UNITY AND POLICY DEVELOPMENT I N  THE 

VICTIMIZATION AND SOCIAL CONTROL PERSPECTIVES 

The idea  of comun i ty  p lays  a c e n t r a l  r o l e  wi th in  both  t h e  s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l  perspec t ive  and the  v i c t imiza t ion  perspec t ive .  Indeed, both 

p e r s p e c t i v e s  p l ace  t h e  preserva t ion  of community a t  t h e  c e n t e r  of the 

p o l i c y  i n i t i a t i v e s  which have emerged from t h e i r  d i scuss ion  of t h e  

impact of fear on c i t y  dwellers ,  I n  t h i s  chap te r  I w i l l  o u t l i n e  t h e  

meaning of cornunity i n  both pe r spec t ives  and show how t h o s e  o r i e n t a t i o n s  

shape s u b t l y  d i f f e r e n t  po l icy  developments t o  reduce the f e a r  o f  cr ime,  

Those d i f f e r ences  i n  pol icy  development fo l low from t r e a t i n g  community 

as a consequency of how c i t i z e n s  react t o  crime i n  the v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

pe r spec t ive ,  while t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  pe r spec t ive  t r e a t s  community as 

the  c o n t e x t  i n  which crime and f e a r  emerge. 

One of t h2  most persuasive d iscuss ions  of f e a r  of  cr ime and 

community from t h e  v i c t imiza t ion  pe r spec t ive  is presented i n  John 

~ o n k l i n ' sThe Impact of Crime, (1975). Conklin a rgues  t h a t  the f e a r  of  

crime is  des t roying  ou r  sense of community by robbing c i t i z e n s  of t h e  

capac i ty  t o  t r u s t ,  and consequently i s o l a t i n g  them i n  t h e i r  own communi- 

t i e s .  Conklin a p p l i e s  Durkheim's concept of t h e  f u n c t i o n a l i t y  of deviance  

to  t h e  v i c t imiza t ion  perspec t ive  on f e a r  of  crime. Be  a rgues  t h a t  c r ime 

does *br ing  people toge ther  as t h e  Durkheimian approach would p o s t u l a t e  

and t h a t  f e a r  of crime d i s i n t e g r a t e s  r a t h e r  than i n t s g r a t e s  communities. 

Conklin t r e a t s  crime i m p l i c i t l y  a s  t h e  number of v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  i n  a 

community. These v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  and t h e  f e a r  t hey  f o s t e r  diminish community 

s o l i d a r i t y .  C r i m e ,  and by ex tens ion  t h e  f e a r  i t  genera tes ,  l e a d s  t o  t h e  



d e c l i n e  of the  community. 

Little of  the  ma te r i a l  we have examined ...sugges t s  
t h a t  Durkheim was c o r r e c t  i n  a rguing  t h a t  crime 
br ings  people toge ther  and s t r eng thens  s o c i a l  bonds. 
Instead,  crime produces i n s e c u r i t y ,  d i s t r u s t ,  and a 
negat ive view of t h e  community. Although we l a c k  
conclusive evidence, crime a l s o  seems t o  reduce 
s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n  as f e a r  and suspic ion  d r i v e  people 
apar t .  This  produces a disorganized community 
t h a t  is  unable t o  exe rc i se  informal s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  
over  deviant behavior CConklin, 1975:99). 

This  s cena r io  i s  predica ted  on the  no t ion  t h a t  people r e a c t  t o  crime i n  

ind iv idua l i zed  ways. Rather than  c o l l e c t i v e l y  sanc t ioning  t h e  c r i m i n a l  

behavior  asDurkheimwould a n t i c i p a t e ,  c i t i z e n s ,  because o f  fear, a t t e m p t  

t o  p r o t e c t  themselves i nd iv idua l ly  (e.g., buying guns and locks,  n o t  

going o u t ,  etc.) ,  t hus  breaking down community cohesion, Conklin's 

d i scuss ion  of community hinges on t h e  d i s t i n c t i o n  he makes between 

i n d i v i d u a l  and c o l l e c t i v e  responses t o  crime and these  responses i n  

turn ga ther  t h e i r  importance from Conklin's u s e  of t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

perspec t ive ,  For t h e  l o g i c  of responding ind iv idua l ly  h i n g e s  on t h e  

s a l i e n c e  of t h e  v i c t imiza t ion  experience. Ind tv idua l  responses a r e  

assumed t o  be  t h e  normal response t o  t h e  f e a r ,  o r  exper ience ,  of v i c t i m i z -

a t i o n .  Since t h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  i s  assumed, t h e  conclus ion  t h a t  i n d i v i d u a l  

responses have negat ive  consequences fo l lows  from the  primacy of the 

v ic t imiza t ion  experience. I n t e r e s t i n g l y  enough, t h i s  l i n e  of  reasoning  

makes t h e  response t o  v i c t imiza t ion  r a t h e r  than the  v i c t imiza t ion  i t s e l f ,  

t h e  c e n t r a l  phenomenon. When a community can respond c o l l e c t i v e l y ,  

crime i n t e g r a t e s ;  when those responses a r e  i nd iv idua l f zed ,  c r h e  d i s -

i n t e g r a t e s  community t i e s  (Lewis, 1979).  

The v i c t imiza t ion  pe r spec t ive  d e f i n e s  crime as an e v e n t  that is 

experienced ind iv idua l ly  by a c i t i z e n ,  Conklin i m p l i c i t l y  uses t h i s  

d e f i n i t i o n  i n  h i s  a p p l i c a t i o n  of  Durkheim's work on dev iance  and a r g u e s  



that ''crime" {vict imizat ion experiences) does not  u s u a l l y  b r ing  people  

t o g e t h e r  i n  a community. However, c o l l e c t i v e  responses,  t h a t  is, t h o s e  

r e s p o n s e s  which u n i t e  people i n  an attempt t o  do something about c r ime  

a r e  by  d e f i n i t i o n  comuni ty  bui ld ing  a c t i v i t i e s ,  f o r  t h e y  b r ing  peop le  

t o g e t h e r  t o  resist v ic t imiza t ion .  Given t h e  r e l i a n c e  on v i c t i m i z a t i o n  as 

t h e  mo t iva t ing  f a c t o r  f o r  i n i t i a t i n g  responses,  we have no sense  of  the 

p r o c e s s  which would make c o l l e c t i v e  responses an a p p r o p r i a t e  r e a c t i o n .  

The v i c t i m i z a t i o n  perspec t ive  draws u s  toward t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  o f  t h e  

p a r t i c u l a r  v i c t imiza t ions  (crime waves, dramatic  i n c i d e n t s ,  e t c . )  i n  

exp la in ing  when and where c o l l e c t i v e  responses occur ,  There i s  no 

acknowledged mechanism through which these  events  could make f o r  c o l l e c t i v e  
t 

a c t i o n .  We are t o l d  t h a t  c o l l e c t i v e  responses bu i ld  a s e n s e  of community, 

but we are not  aware of under what c ircumstances t h a t  w i l l  happen, I f  

crime des t roys  t h e  ind iv idua l ' s  sense of  c o m u n i t y  by underm$ning e a c h  

i n d i v i d u a l ' s  imputed sense  of t r u s t  and cohesiveness,  how a r e  c o l l e c t i v e  

responses poss ib l e  I n  a crime-ridden community? 

While Conklin does no t  address  t h i s  i s s u e  o f  process ,  he  does des-

c r i b e  t h e  k inds  of c o l l e c t i v e  responses which emerge, 

C r i m e  weakens t h e  f a b r i c  of s o c i a l  l i f e  by i n c r e a s i n g  
f e a r ,  suspicion,  and d i s t r u s t .  It a l s o  reduces pub l i c  
support  f o r  t he  law, i n  terms of unwil l ingness  t o  
r e p o r t  crime and c r i t i c i s m  of t h e  po l i ce .  However, 
under c e r t a i n  cond i t i ons  people w i l l  engage i n  
c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  t o  f i g h t  crime, They may work for 
a p o l i t i c a l  candida te  who promises t o  r e s t o r e  l a w  
and o rde r .  They may c a l l  meetings of community 
r e s i d e n t s  t o  plan a n  a t t a c k  on crime. Sometimes they  
may even band toge ther  i n  a c i v i l i a n  p o l i c e  p a t r o l  
t o  c a r r y  o u t  the  func t ions  t h a t  rhe  p o l i c e  are n o t  
e f f e c t i v e l y  performing f o r  them. Since people who per- 
c e i v e  high crime r a t e s  o f t e n  hold t h e  p o l i c e  r e spons ib l e  
f o r  crime prevent ion,  we would expect  such p a t r o l s  
t o  emerge where people feel  very  threa tened  by crime, 



believe t h a t  the  p o l i c e  cannot p r o t e c t  them, and 
th ink  from past  =perieace wi th  community groups 
t h a t  the  people themselves can so lve  the problem 
(Conklin, 1975:185). 

The c o l l e c t i v e  response i n  t he  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  pe r spec t ive  i s  a n  

a t t e m p t  t o  exe r t  s o c i a l  cont ro l .  It is  response t o  crime, bu t  i ts  

emergence and t h e  shape i t  may assume i n  vary ing  circumstances is l e f t  

unspec i f ied .  Since crime and f e a r  a tomize communities it  is not  a t  all 

c l e a r  when w e  should expect t o  s e e  i t  develop, and why it emerges i n  

some con tex t s  and no t  i n  o the r s .  Equally t roub l ing  i s  t h e  i s s u e  of  

sponsorship.  Neither Conklin nor any o f  t h e  o the r  s c h o l a r s  working i n  

t h i s  area (Washnis, 1976; Schneider and Fchneider,  1977) d i s c u s s  i n  

any detail which groups o r  i nd iv idua l s ,  under what c%rcuinstances, are 

more o r  less l i k e l y  t o  organize  these  c o l l e c t i v e  responses.  While we 

know something about who w i l l  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t hese  a c t i v i t i e s  once t h e y  

a r e  ope ra t iona l ,  very l i t t l e  has been suggested about which groups o r  

i n d i v i d u a l s  w i l l  emerge, e i t h e r  s u c c e s s f u l l y  o r  unsuccessfu l ly ,  t o  

lead  these  c o l l e c t i v e  responses. 

Within t h e  s o c i a l  con t ro l  pe r spec t ive ,  Louis Wirth (19331 d e f i n e s  

community as ''group l i f e  when viewed from t h e  s tandpoint  of symbiosis'': 

A t e r r i t o r i a l  base, d i s t r i b u t i o n  i n  space of men, 
i n s t i t u t i o n s ,  and a c t i v i t i e s ,  c l o s e  l i v f n g  t o g e t h e r  
on t h e  b a s i s  of k insh ip  and organic  interdependence,  
and a common l i f e  based upon t h e  mutual correspondence 
of i n t e r e s t  tend t o  c h a r a c t e r i z e  a community (Wirth, 1933:166). 

A s  w e  have discussed previous ly ,  i f  the community's c a p a c i t y  to  r e g u l a t e  

i t s e l f  is  undermined by s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion ,  crime and t h e  fear  o f  

crime increase.  The key problem as  Janowitz  (1978) p o i n t s  out is 

"whether t h e  processes  of s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  are able t o  m a i n t a i n  the s o c i a l  

order while t ransformation and s o c i a l  change t ake  place'' (p.  30). 



Thus the c o l l e c t i v e  response is l e s s  of a  mystery wi th in  t h e  s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l  perspect ive.  A l l  urban co rnun i t i e s  e x e r t  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  

t h r o u g h  l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  The need t o  r egu la t e  behavior by s o c i a l -  

i z i n g  r e s i d e n t s  t o  l o c a l  va lues  and c o n t r o l l i n g  those who v i o l a t e  t hose  

values i s  an  i n t e g r a l  p a r t  of community l i f e .  

The prciblem i n  r e a l i s t i c  terms is  one of achiev ing  
a new organiza t ion  of l i f e  i n  t hese  l o c a l  d e t e r i o r a t e d  
communities. A s  an ob jec t ive ,  soc i e ty  can aim toward 
t h e  development of  a  new and l o c a l  s p i r i t  o f  c o l l e c t i v e  
welfare ,  expressed i n  an i n t e r e s t  i n  c h i l d  wel fare ,  
and s o c i a l  and phys ica l  improvement of t he  d i s t r i c t  
(Burgess, Lohman and Shaw, 1937:22). 

That "new and l o c a l  s p i r i t  of c o l l e c t i v e  welfare"  must be i n s t i l l e d  

i n  t h o s e  i n s t i t u t i o n s  which can d i r e c t l y  a f f e c t  t he  va lues  of  l o c a l  

r e s i d e n t s .  

Since f o r  most group purposes i t  i s  impossible  i n  t h e  
c i t y  t o  appeal  i n d i v i d u a l l y  to  t he  large number o f  
d i s c r e t e  and d i f f e r e n t i a t e d  ind iv idua l s ,  and s i n c e  

' i t  is only  through t h e  o rgan iza t ions  t o  which men 
belong t h a t  t h e i r  i n t e r e s t s  and resources  can b e  
e n l i s t e d  f o r  a c o l l e c t i v e  cause, i t  may be i n f e r r e d  
t h a t  s o c i a l  con t ro l  i n  t h e  c i t y  should t y p i c a l l y  proceed 
through formally organized groups (Wirth, 1938:23). 

Fear  can be reduced i f  t h i s  new s p i r i t  can be in fused  i n t o  "formally 

organized groups." F ina l ly ,  t h e  l eade r sh ip  of  t h e s e  groups should 

l o g i c a l l y  come from the  l o c a l  c i t i z e n r y .  

I n  recognizing t h e  e x i s t e n t  c u l t u r a l  o rgan iza t ion  one 
can i d e n t i f y  i n t e l l i g e n c e  and ingenu i ty  i n  t h e  l o c a l  
popula t ion  which can be e n l i s t e d  f o r  t h i s  purpose. 
This  n a t u r a l  l eade r sh ip  which i s  t h e  product o f  a 
d i s t i n c t i v e  s o c i a l  l i f e  can be s t r a t e g i c a l l y  u t i l i z e d  
i n  g iv ing  d i r e c t i o n  of  a c o n s t r u c t i v e  kind to  t h e  
c u l t u r a l  and r e c r e a t i o n a l  l i f e  of t h e  community. Young 
men and women from t h e  l o c a l  community a r e  i n  a p o s i t i o n  
t o  express  more e x a c t l y  t h e  needs and moods of t h e  
people (Burgess, Lohman and Shaw, 1937:23). 



S o c i a l  con t ro l ,  i f  it is not  t o  become simple coerc ion ,  ~ u s tbe 

e x e r t e d  through l o c a l l y  l e d  community-based organiza t ions .  The secondary 

i n s t i t u t i o n s  of t h e  s t a t e  are not equipped t o  prevent e i t h e r  crime o r  

f ea r .  The prevention of crixce w a s  conceived as a t a s k  t h a t  would o n l y  

be ach ieved  ou t s ide  of  t h e  formal agencies  e s t ab l i shed  t o  prevent c r ime.  

The placement of  t h e  prevent ion mechanism wi th in  community i n s t i t u t i o n s  

l e d  to a reformis t  p o l i t i c s  premised on t h e  i n a b i l i t y  of t h e  c r imina l  

j u s t i c e  system t o  achieve i ts  ends. I f  convent ional  v a l u e  consensus 

is t h e  key t o  reducing crime, then bureaucrac ies  a r e  by d e f i n i t i o n  

incapab le  of i ncu lca t ing  those va lues ,  because va lues  a r e  b e s t  trans-

m i t t e d  by ind iv idua l s  wi th  whom one has  primary r e l a t i o n s .  

What we do observe--is t h a t  c o n t r o l  t h a t  I J ~ Sformer ly  
based on mores was rep laced  by c o n t r o l  based on 
p o s i t i v e  law. This  change runs  g a r a l l e l  t o  t h e  move- 
ment by which secondary r e l a t i o n s h i p s  have taken  the 
p lace  of primary r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i n  t h e  a s s o c i a t i o n  o f  
i nd iv idua l s  i n  t h e  c i t y  environment (Burgess, Lohman 
and Shaw, 1937:30). 

The Chicago scho la r s  and reformers  a l s o  made seve ra l  assumptions 

about t h e  na tu re  of t h e  community they  were reforming. O f  c r i t i c a l  

importance among these  was t h e  assumption t h a t  t h e  community was made 

up of p o t e n t i a l  offenders .  Their  approach t o  crime p reven t ion  was 

premised on reducing crime by prevent ing  people from becoming c r i m i n a l s  

r a t h e r  than prevent ing people from becoming victims. The assumption 

embedded i n  t h i s  approach was t h a t  i f  you do something abou t  local  

s o c i a l  con t ro l  you w i l l  have an impact on crime. That c r i m i n a l  activity 

was t h e  consequence of the  way t h e  community was organized was an 

assumption which derived d i r e c t l y  from a theory  of u rban iza t ion .  

~annenbaum(1938) makes the  po in t  f o r c e f u l l y :  



The cr imina l  is not a symptom merely, he is  a product ,  
he is of t he  very bone and f i b e r  o f  t he  community 
i t s e l f . . , .  The d i s t i n c t i o n  between t h e  c r imina l  and 
the  community drawn i n  sharp contrast--a d i s t i n c t i o n  
between good and evi l -- is  a f a l s e  d i s t i n c t i o n  and 
obscures t h e  issue (Tannenbaum, 1938:25). 

The r e s u l t  was a s t r a t e g y  f o r  crime prevent ion  which pos tu l a t ed  t h a t  t o  

bui ld  a community was t o  d e t e r  crime. 

The preserva t ion  of a v i a b l e ,  secure ,  urban community is the concern 

of s c h o l a r s  working wi th in  both perspec t ives .  The capac i ty  o f  t hose  

community r e s i d e n t s  t o  e x e r t  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  Is l inked  t o  t h e  r e d u c t i o n  

of f e a r  i n  both perspec t ives ,  b u t  t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  pe r spec t ive  d e s c r i b e s  

t h e  weakening of community s o l i d a r i t y  as a consequence of cr ime and f e a r ,  

w h i l e  t h e  s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspec t ive  t r e a t s  community a s  a con tex t  

within which f e a r  and crime emerge given a l a c k  of s o c i a l  c o n t r o l ,  

The s o c i a l  con t ro l  pe r spec t ive  o f f e r s  an a l t e r n a t i v e  exp lana t ion  

f o r  t h e  emergence of  i nd iv idua l  responses.  Rather than adding t o  the 

i solat ion of ind iv idua l s  and t h e  d e c l i n e  of community s o l i d a r i t y ,  

i nd iv idua l  responses may have a f a r  more complex r e l ac ionsh ip  t o  f e a r  and 

community. 

Ind iv idua l  responses have been separa ted  into avoidance and 

mobi l iza t ion  behaviors  (Furstenberg, 1972).  By avoidance, Furs tenberg  

means " s t r a t e g i e s  t o  i s o l a t e .  ,.(oneself  2 from exposure t o  v i c t i m i z a t i o n ,  " 

(e.g. , staying o f f  t h e  s t r e e t s  a t  night ,  l ock ing  doors ,  i gno r ing  

s t rangers ,  e t c , ) ,  Mobil izat ion techniques i n  c o n t r a s t  involved t h e  

pro tec t ion  o f  one 's  property and/or  self through the  purchase of  a 

product (e.g., burglar  a l a m s ,  window ba r s ,  flow l i g h t s ,  guns, etc.). 

I n  making t h i s  d i s t i n c t i o n  Furs teaberg  noted t h a t  Biderman had found 

t h a t  c i t i z e n s  who "avoided" d i d n ' t  n e c e s s a r i l y  "mobilize," and vice-versa,  



thus suggest ing the  independence of t h e s e  dimensions, I n  a d d i t i o n  

w h i l e  those who avoid a r e  more afraid than  those  who do not ,  mobi l i za t ion  

and fear a r e  not  co r r e l a t ed  p o s i t i v e l y  (Furstenberg, 1972). 

Applying S u t t l e s '  (1968) work wi th in  t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  pe r spec t ive ,  

we can o f f e r  another  i n t e r p r e t a t i o n  of  avoidance behaviors .  Avoidance 

behaviors  can be seen as p a r t  o f  a broader s o c i a l  process  by which 

peop le  i n  slum a reas  (of ten  h igh  crime areas) de f ine  and c o n s t i t u t e  t h e  

"moral  order." Given a s i t u a t i o n  of mutual d i s t r u s t  and suspicion,  

g h e t t o  r e s iden t s  c r e a t e  a r e l a t i v e l y  secure ,  s t a b l e  environment by 

r e s t r i c t i n g  t h e i r  movements and r e l a t i o n s h i p s  i n  space. "Public mora l i ty1 '  

is  c o n s t i t u t e d  through t h e  de l inea t ion  of  safe a reas  and persons,  

...a p o s i t i v e  r o l e  f o r  c o n f l i c t  cannot be apprec i a t ed  
un le s s  i t  is  placed i n  a developmental sequence. A t  
t h e  o u t s e t ,  paren ts ,  and c h i l d r e n  i n  t h e  Addams a r e a  
do not  prescr ibe  a d e f i n i t e  s e t  o f  persons with whom 
t h e  family a r e  t o  asso-ciate.  Ins tead ,  they v o i c e  a 
v a r i e t y  of proscr ip t ions :  'Don't go out of t h e  neigh- 
borhood;' 'Don't you get  o f f  t h e  block; '  'Stay by 
the  house, like I t o l d  your ( S u t t l e s ,  1968:228), 

These "avoidance behaviors" then  a r e  t h e  b u i l d i n g  blocks f o r  the "ordered  

segmentation" which c r e a t e s  a sense of  o r d e r  and s a f e t y  i n  s l u m  a reas .  

From t h i s  perspec t ive  avoidance behaviors  func t ion  as  t h e  bu i ld ing  

b locks  of community, r a t h e r  than  community d i s i n t e g r a t i n g  a c t i v i t i e s .  

They have both the  symbolic and p r a c t i c a l  v a l u e  of  d e l i m i t i n g  and thereby 

manufacturing a l i v e a b l e  s o c i a l  o rder .  Avoidance behavior  then  is a 

common s o c i a l  p rac t i ce ,  no t  e x p l i c i t l y  as a r eac t ion  t o  v i c t i m i z a t i o n ,  

but  poss ib ly  more a s  an o rde r ing  phenomenon. This  a l t e r n a t i v e  explana- 

t i o n  p laces  avoidance behaviors  i n  a genera l  theory  of o r d e r i n g  the 

environment r a t h e r  than s o l e l y  as a response t o  the pe rce ived  risk of 

v ic t imiza t ion .  Avoidance behaviors  supply t h e  bu i ld ing  b l o c k s  for  a 

l i v e a b l e  moral o rde r ,  and t h i s  c r e a t e s  t r u s t  r a t h e r  than d i s t r u s t .  



It does not  follow from t h i s  d i scuss ion  t h a t  & avoidance behaviors  

b u i l d  community. Indeed, i n  a r e a s  where r e s i d e n t s  assume a safe r a t h e r  

than a dangerous environment, e.g., suburbs,  avoidance behaviors  may 

have t h e  nega t ive  impact Conklin and Furstenberg suggest ,  The same 

a c t i v i t y  can mean d i f f e r e n t  t h ings  i n  d i f f e r e n t  s e t t i n g s ,  But i n  urban 

areas i t  may be more usefu l  t o  think of i nd iv idua l  responses as a 

common order ing  a c t i v i t y  r a t h e r  than a response t o  v i c t imiza t ion .  

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  S u t t l e s  approach may provide an i n s i g h t  i n t o  t h e  l i m i t e d  

u t i l i z a t i o n  of mobil izat ion techniques. Furstenberg found t h a t  r e g a r d l e s s  

of the fear l e v e i  people d id  l i t t l e  t o  p r o t e c t  t h e i r  homes, The f i n d i n g  

was "puzzling" t o  h i m .  But i f  avoidance behaviors  a r e  b e t t e r  understood 

as part of  a cons t ruc t ion  af  a moral order,  rather than  a r e a c t i o n  t o  

crime, the  discrepancy between the  frequency wi th  which avoidance and 

mob i l i za t ion  behaviors a r e  employed i s  less s t a r t l i n g ,  Efobi l izat ion 

behaviors  may be explained more by s o c i a l  c l a s s  (having t h e  income t o  

spend on p r o t e c t i v e  devices)  t h a t  by t h e  a n t i c i p a t i o n  of v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

or fear, and consequently t h e i r  employment should no t  be cons idered  a 

d i r e c t  r eac t ion  t o  crime. Both pe r spec t ives  do assume t h a t  communities 

which exert such con t ro l  have l e s s  of a crime and f e a r  problem than 

communities which do not. There I,some evidence (llaccoby e t  a l . ,  1958; 

Clinard and.Abbott ,  1976) t h a t  communities which have the  c a p a c i t y  t o  

exert informal s o c i a l  con t ro l  have less of a cr ime problem than  a r e a s  

which do not  have t h a t  capac i ty .  However, t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between 

informal s o c i a l  con t ro l  and c o l l e c t i v e  responses i s  based more on 

t h e o r e t i c a l  cons idera t ions  than empir ica l  f i nd ings .  In  bo th  p e r s p e c t i v e s  

the  c o l l e c t i v e  response is a n  i n t e n t i o n a l  i n t e r v e n t i o n  to  c o n s t r u c t  

"formally" informal s o c i a l  c o n t r o l s ,  



Both Furstenberg (1972) and DuBow and Podolefsky (1979) have done 

e m p i r i c a l  s tud ie s  on c i t i z e n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  c o l l e c t i v e  responses a n d  

bo th  r e p o r t  t h a t  concern about crime is not a s soc i a t ed  p o s i t i v e l y  with 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  c o l l e c t i v e  responses t o  crime. Indeed, p a r t i c i p a t o r s  

i n  c o l l e c t i v e  responses do not  d i f f e r  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  on a v a r i e t y  of 

cr ime-related a tt i t u d i n a l  measures from t h e i r  nonpa r t i c ipa t ing  ne ighbors .  

podolefsky e t  a l . ,  (1979) i n  a sepa ra t e  s tudy  a l s o  demonstrate that . .Che o y e p  

whelming major i ty  of c o l l e c t i v e  responses were or ien ted  towards neigh-  

borhood improvement and programs f o r  adolescents ,  

Theor i s t s  from both perspec t ives  a r e  pes s imis t i c  abou t  the  emergence 

and longevi ty  of  such e f f o r t s  (Wirth, 1933; Conklin, 197.51, although 

that  gloom i s  based on very  d i f f e r e n t  k inds  of ana lys i s .  Col lec t ive  

responses a r e  t he  ch ief  means of  modifying t h e  e f f e c t s  of  crime on a 

community but  these  responses a r e  d i f f i c u l t  t o  sustain. .  The v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

pe r spec t ive  p o s i t s  t h e  i s o l a t i o n  of  c i t i z e n s  because of c r ime  a s  t h e  

reason f o r  t h i s  d i f f i c u l t y ,  while  t h e  s o c l a l  d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  pe r spec t ive  

i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  general. p ressures  of  c i t y  l i f e  a s  working aga ins t  t h e i r  

emergence. I n  both cases ,  c o l l e c t i v e  responses helped t o  maintain 

l o c a l  community a s  crime eroded community l i f e ,  but  t h e  task i s  by no 

means automatic.  The v i c t imiza t ion  pe r spec t ive  o f f e r s  no ~ o c i o l o g i c a l  

o r  psychological  mechanism t o  expla in  t h e  emergence of c o l l e c t i v e  

responses. The s o c i a l  con t ro l  pe r spec t ive  p o s i t s  t h e  mechanism ( l o c a l  

i n s t i t u t i o n s  preserving convent ional  s tandards)  but  remains skep t i ca l  

of t h e  success  of t h e  response given t h e  p re s su res  f a c i n g  those dis- 

organized communities (TJirth, 1933; Taub e t  a l . ,  1978). 

I w i l l  now tu rn  t o  an a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  contemporary c r i m e  prevent ion 

s t r a t e g i e s  which were shaped by t h e  idea  of  community i m p l i c i t  i n  the 



v i c t i m i z a t i o n  perspect ive.  These po l i cy  developments, I w i l l  argue,  

are t h e  d i r e c t  r e s u l t  of t h e  conceptual framework which I have descr ibed  

a t  l e n g t h  above. 

Pressman and Wildavsky (1973) argue,  i n  a genera l  d i scuss ion  o f  

implementation, that a l l  p o l i c i e s  are premised on t h e o r e t i c a l  assumptions 

if only o f t e n  i m p l i c i t l y  so. 

Pol icy implies  t heo r i e s .  Whether s t a t e d  e x p l i c i t l y  o r  
not ,  p o l i c i e s  point  t o  a  cha in  of causa t ion  between 
mutual condi t ions  and f u t u r e  consequences. I f  x,  then 
y (Pressman and Wildavsky, 1973:XV). 

Bardach (1977) i n  t h i s  same v e i n  sugges ts  t h a t  p o l i c i e s  may not  ach ieve  

their o b j e c t i v e s  r ega rd l e s s  o f  how w e l l  they a r e  implemented, i f  t h e i r  

under ly ing  conceptua l iza t ion  is  fau l ty .  

Any po l i cy  o r  program impl ies  an economic, and probably 
a l s o  a  soc io log ica l ,  theory about t h e  way t h e  world 
works. I f  t h i s  theory is  fundaaenra l ly  i n c o r r e c t ,  
t h e  po l i cy  w i l l  probably f a i l  no ma t t e r  how w e l l  i t  
i s  implemented (Bardach, 1977:251). 

The v i c t imiza t ion  perspec t ive  provides t h e  theory  which guides t h e  

p o l i c y  i n i t i a t i v e  which is g e n e r i c a l l y  known a s  community cr ime 

prevent ion .  Community crime prevent ion r e f e r s  t o  a n  approach t o  cr ime 

and fear reduct ion which emphasizes manipulat ing two of  t h e  t h r e e  f a c t o r s  

necessary f o r  a  predatory v i c t i m i z a t i o n  t o  occur ,  The t h r e e  f a c t o r s  

necessary f o r  a  v i c t imiza t ion  are a v ic t im ,  an  of fender  and a p l ace  f o r  

them t o  i n t e r a c t .  If fol lowing Glaser  (1971) one d e f i n e s  preda tory  

v i c t imiza t ion  a s  i l l e g a l  a c t s  i n  which "someone d e f i n i t e l y  and i n t e n t i o n a l l y  

takes  o r  damages the  person o r  proper ty  of another , "  then community crime 

prevention s t r a t e g i e s  aim a t  reducing t h e  number of  such v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  

by manipulating t h e  p o t e n t i a l  v i c t im  and t h e  p o t e n t i a l  p l a c e  where 

t h a t  i n t e r a c t i o n  takes  place. Criminal a c t i v i t y  can be d e t e r r e d  by 



changing t he  opportuni ty s t r u c t u r e  f o r  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  r a t h e r  than by 

d i r e c t l y  at tempting to  change the  of fender .  Since f e a r  i s  hypothesized 

t o  b e  a consequence of v i c t imiza t ion ,  then i t  too would be  reduced as 

v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  a r e  reduced. 

The v ic t imiza t ion  perspec t ive  s h i f t s  a t t e n t i o n  from t h e  c r imina l  

t o  the a c t  (v ic t imiza t ion) .  Community crime prevent ion s t r a t e g i e s  f o c u s  

on changing t h e  behavior of p o t e n t i a l  v i c t i m s  and the  phys i ca l  environment 

i n  which t h e  crimes a r e  committed i n  an  a t tempt  t o  change t h e  behavior  

of t h e  c r imina l .  Po ten t i a l  v i c t ims  a r e  ''educated" t o  t h e i r  p o t e n t i a l  

risks and t o  t h e p r e c a u t i o n s t h e y  might t a k e  i n  o rde r  t o  avo id  being 

v i c t imized .  Environmental design s t r a t e g i e s  at tempt  t o  change the behav io r  

of c r i m i n a l s  and v ic t ims  by a l t e r i n g  t h e  phys i ca l  surroundings i n  which 

they a c t .  

While t h e r e  have been p r o j e c t s  which focus  on e i t h e r  manipulat ing 

the  behavior  of p o t e n t i a l  v i c t ims  o r  on environmental des ign ,  there h a s  

been a tendency r ecen t ly  t o  s e e  t h e s e  a c t i v i t i e s  a s  mu tua l ly  r e i n f o r c i n g  

and t h u s  syn the t i c  s t r a t e g i e s  which combine both a r e  p r e s e n t l y  cons idered  

optimum. The r ecen t ly  completed Hartford Neighborhood C r i m e  Prevent ion  

Program (1979) provides a  r a t i o n a l e  f o r  t h i s  synthes is .  

1. 	 The crime r a t e  i n  a  r e s i d e n t i a l  neighborhood i s  a 
product of t h e  l i nkage  between of fender  mot ivar ion  
and t h e  oppor tun i t i e s  provided by t h e ' r e s i d e n t s ,  
u se r s ,  and environmental f e a t u r e s  of t h a t  ne igh-  
borhood. 

2. 	 The crime r a t e  f o r  a s p e c i f i c  o f f ense  can be  reduced 
by lessening  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  t h a t  cr ime t o  occur- 

3. 	 Opportunir ies  can be reduced by: 

a. 	 A l t e r ing  t h e  phys ica l  a s p e c t s  of b u i l d i n g s  and 
s t r e e t s  t o  i n c r e a s e  s u r v e i l l a n c e  c a p a b i l i t i e s  



and l e s sen  t a rge t /v i c t im  v u l n e r a b i l i t y ,  t o  
increase  t h e  neighborhood's a t t r a c t i v e n e s s  t o  
r e s iden t s ,  and t o  decrease its fear-producing 
f e a t u r e s; 

b. Increasing c i t i z e n  concerns about and involvement 
i n  crime prevention and t h e  neighborhood i n  gene ra l ;  
and 

c. U t i l i z i n g  t h e  p o l i c e  t o  support  t h e  above. 

4.  	 Opportunity-reducing a c t i v i t i e s  w i l l  l e a d  n o t  on ly  t o  
a reduct ion i n  t h e  crime r a t e  bu t  a l s o  t o  a reduct ion  
i n  f e a r  of crime. The reduced crime and f e a r  w i l l  
mutually r e i n f o r c e  each o t h e r ,  l ead ing  t o  still f u r t h e r  
reduct ions i n  both (Fowler e t  a l . ,  1979:2). 

Fear of crime w i l l  decrease as v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  decrease.  Victimiza-

t i o n s  w i l l  decrease as reduct ions  a r e  made i n  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  a f fo rded  

t o  c r i m i n a l s  by po l i ce ,  c i t i z e n s  and environments t o  commit crimes. 

Fear reduct ion  pol icy  is a func t ion  of  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  r educ t ion  and t h a t  

fo l lows  from modif icat ions (both phys i ca l . and  i n t e r a c t i o n a l )  i n  community 

l i f e .  

The Community Anti-Crime Program (CACP) o f f e r s  a s l i g h t l y  d i f f e r e n t  

approach t o  u t i l i z i n g  the  v i c t imiza t ion  pe r spec t ive  i n  a fear r educ t ion  

s t r a t e g y .  Introduced i n  t h e  summer of 1977, t h e  CACP was author ized  

t o  spend t h i r y  m i l l i o n  d o l l a r s  i n  d i r e c t  g r a n t s  t o  community o rgan iza t ions :  

To assist community o rgan iza t ions ,  neighborhood groups 
and ind iv idua l  c i t i z e n s  i n  becoming a c t i v e l y  involved 
i n  a c t i v i t i e s  designed t o  prevent  crime, reduce t h e  f e a r  
of  crime and improve t h e  admin i s t r a t i on  o f  j u s t i c e  
(U.S. Departlnent of  J u s t i c e ,  1977:58). 

The program's gu ide l ines  a l s o  desc r ibe  the  problems t h a t  t h e  g r a n t s  a r e  

meant t o  a l l e v i a t e :  

The inc reas ing  s o c i a l  i s o l a t i o n  of neighborhood r e s i d e n t s ,  
r e s u l t i n g  from a f e a r  of  crime, which has destroyed t h e  
f e e l i n g s  of  community necessary for s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  ( U . S .  
Department of J u s t i c e ,  1977:58). 



And t h e  program g u i l d l i n e s  a r e  equa l ly  c l e a r  about what types of  

a c t i v i t i e s  t he  program i s  meant t o  f o s t e r :  

The mobil izat ion o f  community and neighborhood r e s i d e n t s  
i n t o  e f f e c t i v e  self-help o rgan iza t ions  t o  conduct an t i -  
crime programs wi th in  t h e i r  communities and neighborhoods. 
To encourage neighborhood ant i -cr ime e f f o r t s  t h a t  promc te 
a g rea t e r  sense of community and f o s t e r  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l s  
over  crime occurrence (U.S. Department o f  J u s t i c e ,  1977: 
58-1). 

The program guide l ines  go even f u r t h e r  i n  o u t l i n i n g  t h e  type o f  

e f f o r t s  which w i l l  be funded. 

P r i o r i t y  w i l l  be given t o  programs and a c t i v i t i e s  t h a t  
are publ ic  minded i n  t he  sense  t h a t  they a r e  des ig red  
t o  promote a s o c i a l  o r  c o l l e c t i v e  response t o  c r ime  
and t h e  f e a r  of crime a t  t h e  neighborhood l e v e l  i n  
con t r a s t  t o  "p r iva t e  minded" e f f o r t s  t h a t  d e a l  o n l y  with 
t h e  a c t i o n s  of c i t i z e n s  a s  individuals o r  t h o s e  t h a t  
r e s u l t  from the  provis ion  of services t h a t  i n  them-
se lves  do not con t r ibu te  t o  t h e  organiza t ion  o f  t h e  
neighborhood (U. S. Department of J u s t i c e ,  1977:58-3), 

The legacy of t h e  v i c t imiza t ion  pe r spec t ive  is  apparent i n  the 

des ign  of t h i s  program, Vic t imiza t ion  experiences a r e  assumed to c r e a t e  

fear. Fear i n  t u r n  generates  i s o l a t i o n ,  because c i t i z e n s  r e a c t  

i n d i v i d u a l l y  t o  t he  t h r e a t ,  Crime consequent ly d i s i n t e g r a t e s  community. 

11Crime occurrences" and f e a r  can be .reduced i f  t h e  c i t i z e n s  react  

c o l l e c t i v e l y  t o  t h a t  t h rea t .  The CACP gu ide l ines  a r e  q u i t e  e x p l i c i t  

about t h e  program's goal:  

To encourage neighborhood ant i -cr ime efforts that 
promote a  g r e a t e r  sense  of community and f o s t e r  
s o c i a l  c o n t r o l s  over  crime occurrence (U.S. Depart-
ment of  J u s t i c e ,  1977:58-1). 

Crime events  a r e  seen a s  promoting t h e  d e c l i n e  o f  community, a n d  

c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  t o  prevent those  events is  seen as t h e  so lu t ion  to 

the fear problem. 



The Community Anti-Crime Program's approach t o  f e a r  r educ t ion  

emphasizes  t h e  importance of l o c a l  groups of c i t i z e n s  a c t i n g  c o l l e c t i v e l y .  

Fear r educ t ion  from t h i s  perspec t ive  r e s u l t s  from t h e  p o l i t i c a l  mobiliza-. 

t i o n  of l o c a l  c i t i z e n s .  Formulating t h e  problem t h i s  way circumvents 

the e n t i r e  c r imina l  j u s t i c e  system i n  favor  of  these  geographica l ly  

based ,  f o r  t h e  most p a r t ,  c i t i z e n  o r i e n t e d ,  vo luntary  a s s o c i a t i o n s .  

This  s t r a t e g y  a lone  has s u b s t a n t i a l  impact on t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 

r e s o u r c e s  (Levi and Lipsky, 1972). C i t i z e n  groups e n t e r  t he  p o l i c y  a rena ,  
I 

not as adv i so r s  i n  an a n c i l l a r y  p o s i t i o n  t o  t h e  p ro fe s s iona l s  bu t  as 
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the  fo rmula to r s  and implementors of po l icy .  The a u t h o r i t y  t o  admin i s t e r  

p u b l i c  programs may be passed t o  l o c a l  groups (Bell  and Held, 1978).  

Greenstone and Peterson (1973) h igh l igh t  t h e  importance of t h i s  p o i n t  

i n  their d i scuss ion  of OEO. 

The content  o f  the community a c t i o n  controversy involved 
a c r i t i c a l  i s s u e  of p o l i t i c a l  a u t h o r i t y :  namely, which 
i n t e r e s t s  should p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  and be d e f e r r e d  t o  i n  
t h e  course  of framing pub l i c  po l i cy  (Greenstone and 
Peterson,  1973:XVI). 

F e a r  reduct ion i s  no t  simply a m a t t e r  for the  p r o f e s s i o n a l .  It 

has a n  added p o l i t i c a l  dimension, s i n c e  i t  is  necessary t o  mobi l ize  

community groups and l o c a l  l e a d e r s  who can a r t i c u l a t e  groups '  i n t e r e s t s  

and Lrnplement programs themselves CGreenstone and Pe te r son ,  19731, 

The s i g n i f i c a n c e  of t h i s  a u t h o r i t y  s h i f t ,  from p r o f e s s i o n a l s  t o  c i t i z e n s ,  

is s u b s t a n t i a l .  This  important s h i f t  i n  emphasis p l aces  community 

organiza t ions  i n  a c e n t r a l  pos i t i on ,  f o r  i t  s e r v e s  a s  b o t h  t h e  s o c i o l o g i c a l  

u n i t  o f  a n a l y s i s  and t h e  p o l i t i c a l  agent  o f  change, Knowledge of  t h e  

community and leg i t imacy wi th in  i t  becomes e s s e n t i a l  t o  ach iev ing  f e a r  

reduction. A perspec t ive  which p l a c e s  both t h e  problem and t h e  s o l u t i o n  



i n  a community context gives meaning t o  t h e  emphasis on  l o c a l  l e a d e r s  

and d i l u t e s  l o c a l  o f f i c i a l s '  c la im t o  a  p ro fe s s iona l  monopoly on t h e  

knowledge necessary t o  reduce f ea r .  

A f e a r  reduct ion s t r a t e g y  which emphasizes comrmnity cohesion, l o c a l  

p o l i t i c a l  development and a general  r e v i t a l i z a t i o n  of t h e  neighborhood 

should of course be wary of t h e  excesses  and mistakes of  OEO. One o f  

t h a t  program's major design e r r o r s  was t o  t r e a t  t h e  urban context  as a 

n e u t r a l  environment i n  which poverty reduct ion  s t r a t e g i e s  a r e  implemented. 

A s  s t a t e d  e a r l i e r ,  i t  was t h e  movement t o  t h e o r i e s  of  motivat ion and 

s e r v i c e  (as opposed t o  urban) a n a l y s i s  which undermined t h e  t h e o r e t i c a l  

i n t e g r i t y  of OEO pol icy.  

E a r l i e r  t heo r i e s  of crime and delinquency which r e l i e d  on the  

s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspec t ive  emphasized t h e  importance of  s o c i a l  change 

f o r  understanding t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of crime and delinquency. P a t t e r n s  

of migra t ion ,  l o c a l  p o l i t i c a l  development, t h e  distribution of urban 

s e r v i c e s ,  and the  capac i ty  f o r  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l ,  a l l  a f f e c t  communities 

d i f f e r e n t i a l l y .  An i n t e l l i g e n t  fear prevent ion  program must take i n t o  

account t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  p re s su re s  o f  urban l i f e  on community, as well 

as t h e  i n t e r n a l  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  c a p a c i t i e s  of  t h a t  community, i f  some 

success  is t o  be achieved i n  reducing f e a r .  

The s o c i a l  con t ro l  pe r spec t ive  of fers  a f a i r l y ' n a r r o w  range of 

pol icy i n i t i a t i v e s .  Almost a l l  previous i n i t i a t i v e s  f o c u s  solely o n  

reducing o r  prevent ing juven i l e  delinquency. From t h e  o r i g i n a l  Chicago 

Area P r o j e c t s  through the P r e s i d e n t ' s  Committee on J u v e n i l e  Delinquency, 

con t ro l l i ng  l o c a l  adolescents  was t h e  goa l  of va r ious  p o l i c y  develop- 

ments. For t h a t  same t h i r t y  year  per iod ,  l o c a l  i n i t i a t i v e  outside the 



IIc o n t r o l "  o f  the t r a d i t i o n a l  c r imina l  j u s t i c e  bureaucrac ies  was t h e  s o l e  

means f o r  achieving t h i s  end. 

In view of t h e  unsa t i s f ac to ry  r e s u l t s  t hus  f a r  achieved 
by such methods of t reatment  a s  probat ion,  i n c a r c e r a t i o n ,  
and parole ,  experimentation i n  the t reatment  and prevent ion  
of delinquency seems not  only h ighly  d e s i r a b l e  b u t  necessary 
i E  soc i e ty  would d iscover  a  method f o r  coping e f f e c t i v e l y  
wi th  t h i s  important s o c i a l  problem (Burgess, Lohman and 
Shaw, 1937:32). 


Since  l o c a l  i n i t i a t i v e ,  vo luntary  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  and a delinquency 

focus are e s s e n t i a l  t o  t h e  s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspec t ive ,  governmental 

a c t i v i t y  a t  c i t y ,  s t a t e  o r  f e d e r a l  l e v e l s  is  only  of supplementary 

importance i n  t h e  pu r su i t  of crime prevent ion.  However i f  we r e t u r n  

t o  the d i s t i n c t l y  urban a n a l y s i s  of t h e  Chicago School, one  i n t e r e s t i n g ,  

if unpursued, po l icy  impl ica t ion  emerges, Molotch (1979) p o i n t s  o u t  

t h a t  i f  i n d u s t r i a l  and commerical a c t i v i t i e s  weaken communities, c i t i z e n  

a c t i o n  through voluntary a s soc i a t ions  seems l i k e  a woefu l ly  inadequate  

response t o  t h e  c a t a l y s t  f o r  d i sorganiza t ion .  Whatever t h e  l i m i t a t i o n s  

of t h e  zonal a n a l y s i s  developed by Burgess and r e f i n e d  for the study of 

crime by Shaw and McKay, i t  c l e a r l y  i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  growth o f  commerce and 

indus t ry  a s  t h e  major fo rce  f o r  t h e  d i so rgan iza t ion  of  r e s i d e n t i a l  

communities. Snodgrass (1976) sugges ts  t h a t  Shaw and McKay deemphasized 

th i s  i n s i g h t  i n  t h e  Chicage Area P r o j e c t s  so as not  t o  u p s e t  t h e i r  

board of d i r e c t o r s  which was made up l a r g e l y  of  l o c a l  bus ines s  e l i t e s .  

Whatever t h e  reasons f o r  no t  pursuing t h i s  i n s i g h t ,  t h e  s o c i a l  d i sorganiza-  

t ion  of  t h e  c i t y  was c rea ted  by t h e  "na tura l"  a c t i v i t i e s  o f  bus ines s  

i n t e r e s t s  as they expanded t h e i r  phys i ca l  p l a n t s  and f a c t o r i e s .  

Thus, an a t tempt  t o  modify t h e  f o r c e s  o f  urban growth (and decay)  

by and f o r  t h e  i n t e r e s t  o f  l o c a l  communities might provide  another  r o u t e  



towards  crime prevention. Saul Alinsky, who worked wi th  t h e  Chicago 

Area P r o j e c t s  e a r l y  i n  h i s  ca ree r ,  developed t h e  o rgan iza t iona l  

t echn iques  t o  pursue t h i s  route .  Alinsky took the  Chicago Area P r o j e c t s  

model and expanded i t  beyond an i n t e r e s t  i n  crime prevent ion  and coopera- 

t ive endeavors, towards a geqeral  community bui ld ing  model motored by 

a c o n f l i c t u a l  ana lys i s  of l o c a l  problems, The notion t h a t  urban f o r c e s  

a r e  t h e  major f a c t o r  i n  t h e  d e c l i n e  of neighborhood s t a b i l i t y  has b e e n  

developed r ecen t ly  by the  National Commission on Neighborhood (19791. 

General pol ic ies .which  modify these  f o r c e s  may l ead  t o  decreased l e v e l s  

of  crime and fear i n  urban communities. These fo rccs  man i f e s t  themselves 

i n  communities as signs of  d i so rgan iza t ion  and t o  t h e  e x t e n t  t ha t  t h e s e  

cond i t i ons  can be eliminated i t  would fo l low t h a t  feax would decl ine.  

This genera l  improvement i n  housing and t h e  "look" of t h e  neighborhood 

should have an e f f e c t  on f e a r  l e v e l s .  (There a r e  i n d i c a t i o n s  that  t h i s  

is  t h e  case  i n  t he  empir ical  a n a l y s i s  i n  Chapter Seven.) Th i s  approach 

o f f e r s  i n t r i g u i n g  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  f o r  t h e o r e t i c a l  and empirical development. 

For example, S u t t l e s '  no t ion  of provinc ia l i sm,  t h e  l i n k  between "some 

c o n t r o l  over  land usage and popula t ion  movements" and t h e  capaci ty t o  

i n t e r a c t  wi th  government agencies  and p r i v a t e  co rpo ra t ions ,  suggests how 

communities p ro t ec t  t h e  l o c a l  moral o r d e r  from o u t s i d e  f o r c e s .  Govern-

ment p o l i c i e s  which recognize t h e  need t o  b u i l d  t h i s  provincial ism can 

i n d i r e c t l y  reduce t h e  f e a r  o f  crime i n  t hose  empowered communities. 

Indeed, a s  Taub e t  al .  (1978) po in t  o u t ,  t hose  o u t s i d e  a g e n c i e s  r e q u i r e  

some community organiza t ion  t o  n e g o t i a t e  w i th  i n  o rde r  t o  achieve t h e i r  

ends wi th in  t h e  comuni ty .  P o l i c i e s  which enhance these  l i nkages  may 

reduce crime and f e a r  because s o c i a l  control .  i nc reases  a s  a la ten t  f u n c t i o n  

of t h e  community involvement. 



CHAPTER FIVE 

USING THE TWO PERSPECTIVES: 

AN EPPIRICAL EXPLORATION 

1 have traced the  h i s t o r i c a l  and a n a l y t i c  development of two 

pe r spec t ives  which guide research i n t o  crime i n  general  and f e a r  of 

cr ime i n  pa r t i cu la r .  The s o c i a l  cont ro l  perspective emphasizes t h e  

impact of c i t y  l i f e  on the  capacity of urban communities t o  r egu la te  

themselves. Local i n s t i t u t i o n s  a r e  t h e  key f a c t o r s  i n  moderating t h e  

in f luence  of c i t y  l i f e  on the  values and behavior of l o c a l  r e s i d e n t s ,  

p a r t i c u l a r l y  adolescents.  I f  these i n s t i t u t i o n s  can maintain t h e i r  

r egu la t ing  au thor i ty  then crime and f e a r  of crime w i l l  no t  become 

major problems. If community r e s iden t s  perceive t h a t  t h e i r  communities 

are l o s i n g  t h a t  capacity then f e a r  of crime increases .  This  f e a r  of 

crime should be g rea tes t  i n  those communities i n  which t h e  s i g n s  of 

d isorganiza t ion  increase unchecked. It i s  t h e  s o c i a l  change i n  the  

community r a t h e r  than the  absolute  l e v e l - o f  v ic t imiza t ion  which should 

account f o r  the  l e v e l  of fear. 

The vic t imizat ion  perspective e s t a b l i s h e s  an e n t i r e l y  d i f f e r e n t  

conceptual framework f o r  the  study of crime and the  f e a r  of  crime. 

Having developed i n  the  l a s t  f i f t e e n  years ,  the  v ic t imiza t ion  perspect ive  

p o s i t s  a theory of motivation t o  account f o r  f ea r .  Following the pos t  

World War I1 t r a d i t i o n  of attempting t o  explain the  occurrence of a 

soc ia l  phenomenon i n  terms of t h e  psychological f a c t o r s  which would lead  

an individual  t o  p a r t i c i p a t e  i n  t h a t  kind of behavior, t h e  perspect ive  

attempts t o  explain d i f ferences  between ind iv idua l s  i n  t h e i r  repor ted  

fear  levels .  



Vict imizat ion experiences a r e  assumed t o  be the  c a t a l y s t s  f o r  f e a r .  

The i n d i v i d u a l  who experiences v i c t imiza t ions  w i l l  be t h e  ind iv idua l  

who r e p o r t s  being f e a r f u l .  Clear ly,  empir ica l  research f ind ings  do not 

support t h i s  contention. There a r e  f a r  more f e a r f u l  people than t h e r e  

are v i c t i m s  and o f t e n  the  least vict imized ind iv idua l s  a r e  t h e  most 

fearful.  Scholars have expanded and r e f i n e d  t h e i r  no t ions  of v i c t imiza -  

t i o n  and sharpened t h e i r  measures of f e a r  i n  response t o  t h e s e  f i n d i n g s .  

The r e s u l t s  have been more promising; bu t  s i n c e  t h e  underlying assumptions 

remain t h e  same I am pess imis t i c  about t h e  u t i l i t y  of t h e  perspec t ive .  

In  t h i s  s ec t ion  of  t h e  essay  I w i l l  compare t h e  e f f i c a c y  of t h e  two 

pe r spec t ives  i n  accounting f o r  t h e  fear  of cr5me i n  one c i t y .  I am 

informed i n  t h i s  undertaking by ~ o r n h a u s e r  's (1978) i n t r i g u i n g  quest i o n  

about  t h e o r i e s  of delinquency: is  it necessary t o  s p e c i f y  t h e  mot iva t ion  

for an experience ( i n  t h i s  c a s e  f e a r )  i n  o r d e r  t o  expla in  i t s  occurrence? 

The s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspec t ive  answers this quest ion i n  the negat ive 

whi le  t h e  v i e t i n i z a t i o n  perspec t ive  answers i t  i n  t he  affirmative. B y  

applying both perspec t ives  t o  t h e  same d a t a  s e t s  I hope to  shed some 

empi r i ca l  l i g h t  on t h e  subjec t .  Each pe r spec t ive  w i l l  b e  used to 

explain t h e  same phenomenon, namely, t h e  l e v e l s  of f e a r  i n  four Chicago 

communities. The reader  w i l l  then have empir ica l  evidence as well as 

t h e o r e t i c a l  reasons f o r  answering Kornhauser 's questlor) as w e l l  as f o r  

as ses s ing  t h e  u t i l i t y  of the two approaches. 

The f i r s t  t a sk  i n  making t h i s  comparison was t o  ope ra t iona l i ze  t h e  

c e n t r a l  concepts i n  each perspec t ive .  Then measures were developed. 

F i n a l l y  da t a  were co l l ec t ed  and analyzed. I a m  not  claiming t o  have 

done a formal t e s t  o f  these  two "theories," r a t h e r  I apply t h e  two 



p e r s p e c t i v e s  t o  t h e  data .  This is a modest e f f o r t .  The measure I have 

of fear is  a s i n g l e  item on a survey instrument: and t h e  communities i n  

which t h e  d a t a  were co l lec ted  do no t  r ep re sen t  randomly s e l e c t e d  urban 

communities. Thus the a b i l i t y  t o  gene ra l i ze  from t h e s e  f i n d i n g s  i s  

limited. The s t r eng th  of t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  design,  t h a t  is, a comparative 

case study approach, is  i n  t h e  m u l t i p l e  methods (f ie ldwork,  surveys  

and a r c h i v a l  da t a )  used t o  c o l l e c t  d a t a  and t h e  v a r i e t y  o f  measures 

a v a i l a b l e  f o r  secondary ana lys is .  

In t h i s  empir ical  i nves t iga t ion  I am t r y i n g  t o  account f o r  the  

v a r i a t i o n s  in t h e  f e a r  l e v e l s  repor ted  i n  t h e  four  neighborhoods. The 

dependent v a r i a b l e  in both perspec t ives  is  t h e  f e a r  of crime. l a a t  

varies between perspec t ives  are t h e  independent and in t e rven ing  v a r i a b l e s  

used t o  account f o r  t h e  l e v e l s  of f e a r  i n  the communities. 

The f o u r  communities t y p i f y  four  d i f f e r e n t  kinds of urban l i v i n g  

s i t u a t i o n s :  a b lack  ghe t to ,  a whi te  e t h n i c  working class community, 

a g e n t r i f i e d  a r e a  and a poor a r e a  wi th  mixed-ethnic popula t ions .  

F i n a l l y  a randomly se l ec t ed  city-sample was surveyed f o r  comparative 

purposes 

The v ic t imiza t ion  perspec t ive  would account f o r  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  

l e v e l s  of f e a r  i n  each community i n  terms of t h e  l e v e l  o f  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

i n  t h e  a rea .  Communities wi th  more v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  w i l l  have more f e a r -

ful ind iv idua ls .  The r e l a t i o n s h i p  between l e v e l s  of  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  and 

f e a r  i s  l i n e a r  and psychological.  Vic t imiza t ion  p r e d i c t s  f e a r  because 

t h e  ind iv idua l  a s se s ses  h i s  own p r o b a b i l i t y  of  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  as i nc reased  

( t h a t  is, h i s  r i s k )  and t h i s  c o g n i t i v e  assessment i n c r e a s e s  h i s  f e a r .  

This  assessn?ent is  made on t h e  b a s i s  of how b i g  a problem v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  



a r e  perce ived  t o  be. These v ic t imiza t ions  do not  have t o  be  experienced 

d i r e c t l y .  Conklin (1971) has suggested t h a t  t h e  number o f  v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  

w i t h i n  t h e  neighborhood is  used by i n d i v i d u a l s  t o  a s s e s s  t h e i r  r i s k ,  

and t h a t  a s  crime r a t e s  r i s e  so do f e a r  l e v e l s .  Thus neighborhood 

assessments  of l o c a l  v i c t imiza t ions  may a l s o  p red ic t  f e a r .  I n d i r e c t  

v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  are d i f f i c u l t  t o  measure. O f f i c i a l  crime rates undoubtedly 

underes t imate  t h e  ob jec t ive  number of  v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  (Bideman,  1967). 

Victmizat ion surveys have r a r e l y  been analyzed below t h e  c i ty - l eve l  

of aggrega t ion  and genera l ly  demonstrate how f e w  people experience 

s e r i o u s  v i c t imiza t ions  (Hindelang, Gottfredson and Garofa lo ,  1978). 

Still, f e a r  i s  o f t e n  seen as a r e f l e c t i o n  of  the amount of c r i a e  

"surrounding" t h e  ind iv idua l .  The v i c t i m i z a t i o n  p e r s p e c t i v e  leads t o  

t h e  fol lowing hypothe t ica l  r e l a t i onsh ip :  

Time 1 Time 2 


Victimization- Problem-Risk -w .Fear 


The ind iv idua l  i s  t h e  u n i t  of  a n a l y s i s  and t h e  c e n t r a l  empir ica l  

issue is  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between assessments  of personal  v i c t imiza t ion ,  

p o t e n t i a l  and f ea r .  They should be p o s i t i v e l y  r e l a t e d .  

An inves t iga t ion  of f e a r  of crime from the s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  p e r s p e c t i v e  

should begin wi th  t h e  l o c a l  community as t h e  u n i t  of a n a l y s i s .  For 

according t o  t h a t  perspec t ive ,  i t  is t h e  community which i s  a f f ec t ed  

(by becoming more f e a r f u l )  a s  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  erodes.  

T rad i t i ona l ly ,  this e ros ion  i s  ind ica t ed  by the  signs of  d isorganiza-  

t i o n  r e s i d e n t s  perceive i n  t h e  comunity.  Soc ia l  c o n t r o l  is mi t iga ted  



to  the ex ten t  t h a t  s igns  of d i sorganiza t ion  grow. Measures o f  d i sorganiza-  

t i o n  i n c l u d e  a v a r i e t y  of l o c a l  condi t ions  and behaviors  which s i g n a l  

t h e  d e c l i n e  of the  moral order .  Fear is  the predic ted  consequence o f  

t h e i r  emergence. When s o c i a l  con t ro l  i n s t i t u t i o n s  can main ta in  t h e  moral 

order, t he se  s igns  of d i sorganiza t ion  do n o t  i nc rease  fear, a l though  t h e  

s i g n s  may be perceived by r e s iden t s .  

A community's capaci ty f o r  s e l f - r egu la t ion  is a f u n c t i o n  o f ,  among 

o t h e r  rh ings ,  t h e  "relatedness" o f  t h e  people who l i v e  i n  t h a t  community. 

Res iden t s  who have a  s t ake  i n  t h e  community w i l l  be  l e s s  f e a r f u l  t h a n  

t h e i r  un in tegra ted  neighbors. m e r e  a r e  two explana t ions  f o r  t h i s .  

F i r s t ,  t h e  s i g n s  of d i sorganiza t ion  which appear i n  t he  community may 

have d i f f e r e n t  meanings depending upon one ' s  knowledge o f  t h e  area. 

Male adolescents  l o i t e r i n g  i n  t h e  area may be less o f  a s ign o f  d isorgan-  

i z a t i o n  if those  adolescents  are known by name by a d u l t  r e s i d e n t s .  

The i r  presence may be l e s s  t h rea t en ing  t o  t h e  moral o r d e r  i f  t h e i r  p l a c e  

i n  it is  known by res idents .  S u t t l e s  (1968) ma in t a ins  t hey  may even 

he lp  c o n s t i t u t e  t h a t  order  through t h e i r  r e g u l a t i o n  of  t h e  "ordered 

segmentation" o f  ghet tos .  

Soc ia l  i n t e g r a t i o n  may a l s o  e f f e c t  f e a r  more d i r e c t l y .  The s o c i a l l y  

i n t eg ra t ed  a r e  by d e f i n i t i o n  home owners who r e p o r t  having a commitment 

t o  t h e  area.  A s  people with t he se  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  c l u s t e r  i n  communities, 

the  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  rap id  s o c i a l  change and t h e  concommitant s i g n s  o f  

d i sorganiza t ion  assoc ia ted  wi th  t h a t  change are reduced. Thus, s o c i a l  

con t ro l  remains r e l a t i v e l y  unchallenged and f e a r  is low. 



The Communities 

Data were co l lec ted  t o  " t e s t "  t h e  s o c i a l  con t ro l  and v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

p e r s p e c t i v e s  as p a r t  of the  general  d a t a  ga ther ing  a c t i v i t y  of t he  

Reac t ions  t o  C r i m e  Pro jec t  a t  t he  Center f o r  Urban A f f a i r s ,  N o r t h ~ e s t e r n  

Univers i ty .  The p ro j ec t  was funded by t h e  National I n s t i t u t e  of Law 

Enforcement and Criminal J u s t i c e ,  Law Enforcement Ass i s t ance  Administra- 

tion, t o  undertake a long-term multi-methodological r e s e a r c h  endeavor. 

A s  p a r t  of t h a t  p ro j ec t  da ta  were c o l l e c t e d  i n  four  communities i n  

Chicago. Data c o l l e c t i o n  techniques included a random-digit d i a l i n g  

te lephone  survey, f i f t e e n  months of f ie ldwork i n  each community and t h e  

use of a rch iva l  da ta ,  e.g., crime da t a ,  census da t a ,  etc. 

Communities have been def ined  i n  many ways. In  t h i s  i n v e s t i g a t i o n  

we w i l l  fol low Hunter and S u r t l e s  and d e f i n e  community as t h a t  p iece  of 

urban geography f o r  which r e s i d e n t s  have a c o l l e c t i v e  awareness which 

may b e  manifest  minimally i n  symbolical ly  shared names and boundaries 

(Hunter, 1974). The measure of  f e a r  used as t h e  dependent var iab le  i s  

der ived  from one i tem on the  te lephone survey: 

How s a f e  do you f e e l ,  o r  would you f e e l ,  being o u t  
a lone  i n  your neighborhood a t  night--very s a f e ,  
somewhat s a f e ,  somewhat unsafe,  o r  very  unsafe? 

This  i tem i s  a s l i g h t  modi f ica t ion  of t h e  i tem most general ly  used 

i n  previous surveys t o  measure f e a r  of crime (Cook and Cook, 1975). 

Figure 1 shows t h a t  t he  fou r  communities i n  o u r  sample range from a 

high of 54 percent  t o  a low of  29 percent  of  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  report ing 

fear. The c i t y  sample w a s  32 percent  f e a r f u l .  



Figure 1 
I* 

FEAR OF CRPZ 

(Percent feel unsafe in neighborhood ac night)  

* 
X i s s i n g  values have . 
been excluded from 
analysis.  
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I w i l l  now d e s c r i b e  each c o m u n i t y  b r i e f l y ,  wi th  s p e c i a l  emphasis  

on s p e c i f i c  crime problems i n  t h e  a r e a s .  The neighborhood d e s c r i p t i o n s  . 

p r e s e n t e d  h e r e  a r e  d r a m  l a r g e l y  f r o a  r e p o r t s  by t r a i n e d  f i e l d w o r k e r s .  

I n t e r v i e w s  were conducted w i t h  r e s i d e n t s ,  o f f i c i a l s ,  and community 

l e a d e r s  i n  each neighborhood. These i n t e r v i e w s  were des igned  t o  p r o v i d e  

s t r e e t - l e v e l  knowledge of neighborhood c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  and  problems. 

In  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  q u a l i t a t i v e  in format ion  from t h e  f i e l d  o b s e r v a t i o n s  

p r e s e n t e d  here ,  the  denographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of  each neighborhood are 

compared according t o  d a t a  provided by r e s i d e n t s  from t h e  te lephone 

s u r v e y .  The r e s u l t  is  a d e t a i l e d  p o r t r a i t  o f  t h e  f o u r  neighborhoods 

s e l e c t e d . 

Linco ln  Park 

The two a r e a s  o f  L inco ln  Park  s e l e c t e d  f o r  s tudy  a r e  t h e  wes te rn  

neighborhoods o f  Wrightwood and Shef f i e l d .  Wrightwood is  a m i d d l e - c l a s s  

area i n  t h e  nor thwest  s e c t i o n  o f  L inco ln  Perk ,  which has a r e p u t a t i o n  of 

b e i n g  more c o n s e r v a t i v e  than o t h e r  p a r t s  o f  L inco ln  Park. Many r e s i d e n t s  

a r e  o l d e r  whi tes  working i n  t r a d e s  o r  middle  management. A number o f  

younger f a m i l i e s  w i t h  c h i l d r e n  l e f t  i n  t h e  1960's i n  s e a r c h  o f  suburban  

s c h o o l s  b u t  a new i n f l u x  o f  younger p e o p l e  i s  ded ica ted  t o  the  c o m u n i t y  

and s i m i l a r  i n  economic s t a t u s  t o  t h e  oldel ;  more e s t a b l i s h e d  r e s i d e n t s .  

Most r e s i d e n t i a l  s t r u c t u r e s  a r e  two- and t h r e e - f l a t  b u i l d i n g s .  T h e r e  i s  

very l i t t l e  new development and v i r t u a l l y  no vacan t  p r o p e r t y  i n  the a r e a .  

Immediately s o u t h  of Wrightwood i s  S h e f i i e l d ,  a community which has 

changed c o n s i d e r a b l y  i n  t h e  l a s t  t e n  y e a r s .  The a r e a  r e m a i n s  p r i m a r i l y  

r e s i d e n t i a l ,  w i t h  most commercial a c t i v i t y  be ing  r e s t r i c t e d  t o  H a l s t e d  





and Amlitage s t r e e t s .  Plany townhouses have been renovated and a more 

a f f l u e n t ,  p rofess iona l  c l a s s  of people has moved in .  I n  1975 r e s i d e n t s  

were succes s fu l  i n  having She f f i e ld  des igna ted  as a h i s t o r i c  d i s t r i c t  

and p laced  i n  the  Rational Regis te r  of H i s t o r i c  Places.  

Table 1 compares t he  f o u r  neighborhoods wi th  respec t  t o  a s e t  o f  

s o c i a l  and economic i n d i c a t o r s  from our  Chicago surveys. Compared t o  

o t h e r  neighborhoods, Lincoln Park has more r e s i d e n t s  i n  t h e  upper 

income bracke ts ,  over $20,000 per  year .  Employment i s  a l s o  higher i n  

Lincoln  Park than i n  o ther  areas. Lincoln Park r e s i d e n t s  a r e  young a d u l t s ;  

a lmost  70 percent  are  between the  ages  of 21 and 40. There a r e  few 

c h i l d r e n  i n  the  a rea ,  about six f o r  every t e n  households. Finally, the 

black  populat ion of Lincoln Park i s  smal le r  than t h e  city-wide average .  

There a r e  fewer blacks i n  Lincoln Park than i n  any of t h e  communities. 

Residents  and po l i ce  a l i k e ' a g r e e  t h a t  Lincoln Park c r ime is  no t  

extremely se r ious .  Two p o l i c e  d i s t r i c t s  serve the  a rea .  I n  the 18th 

d i s t r i c t ,  reported crime dec l ined  1 0  percent  from 1975 t o  1976, and 

the  1 9 t h  shoved lower r a t e s  than  a l l  bu t  fou r  o the r  d i s t r i c t s  i n  the 

city. Day-time burglary i s  t h e  most preva len t  crime mentioned by resi-

den t s  s i n c e  a g r e a t  number o f  them work and t h e i r  homes a re  empty 

dur ing  the  day. Pol ice  say t h a t  a u t o  t h e f t  i s  a l s o  a s e r i o u s  problem 

i n  the area .  Other crime concerns mentioned by r e s i d e n t s  who were 

interviewed by f ie ldworkers  were p r o s t i t u t i o n  i n  nearby Xew Town and 

f i g h t s  a t  t averns  on Armitage. There is  some concern ove r  youths 

hanging o u t  on the  s t r e e t s ;  r e s i d e n t s  opposed any game rooms opening up 

because they would a t t r a c t  youth. Policemen interviewed s a i d  there i s  

nowhere f o r  young people t o  go and t h a t  t h e y  a r e  o f t e n  c a l l e d  when 



Table  1 

Lincoln  Wicker Back of 
Park Park Woodlawn the Yards  C h i c a ~  

% Employed 71.8 54.8 44.4 62.2  65.5 

% over $20,000 29.3  1 2 . 8  16 .4  1 4 . 8  22.5 

% under $10,000 22.6 32.4 29.2 19.6 24.0 

Mean C h i l d r e n  .63 1 .28  .83  1.30 .93  

% Black 8 . 1  14.7 95.9 21.0 39.6 

Age % 

11-20 

21-40 

41-60 

6l+ 

% Spanish 

% Own H o m e s  22.4 . 35.0 16.9 4 2 . 8  35.6 

2
1970 P o p u l a t i o n  21,329 43,081 53,814 64,761 3 ,369,359 

31975 P o p u l a t i o n  20,773 37,216 46,759 58,859 3 ,094 ,143  

A % -2.6 -13.6 -13.1 -9 .1  -8.16 

1

Source: 	 Except as noted,  a l l  d a t a  are estimates from neighborhood surveys. 

See Appendix for d e t a i l s .  

2
Source: 1970 Census 

3Source: 	Estirna~esfrom CAGIS (19 78) 



g r o u p s  o f  k i d s  are doing c o t h i n g  more t h a n  s t a n d i n g  around on c o r n e r s .  

R e s i d e n t s  a r e  a l s o  f e a r f u l  o f  b lacks  who l i v e  i n  t h e  nearby  C a b r i n i  

Green housing p r o j e c t .  They opposed a n  A & P supermarket being b u i l t  

i n  t h e i r  a r e a  because they thought i t  would a t t r a c t  b l a c k  shoppers  t o  

t h e  area t o  buy g r o c e r i e s .  Their f e e l i n g  was t h a t  i f  poor  b l a c k s  

came i n t o  t h e  a r e a  t o  g rocery  shop, t h e y  would begin  t o  hang around and 

rob  L i n c o l n  Park r e s i d e n t s .  

Low cr ime rates no twi ths tand ing ,  L inco ln  Park d o e s  c o n t a i n  p o c k e t s  

of c r i m i n a l  a c t i v i t y .  L inco ln  Park r e s i d e n t s  in te rv iewed  i n  t h e  f i e l d  

i d e n t i f i e d  t h e  Clybourn c o r r i d o r  and Armitage Ave~rue, e s p e c i a l l y  n e a r  

t h e  E l  s t a t i o n ,  a s  danger areas. O f f i c i a l  p o l i c e  d a t a  on  repor ted  c r i m e  

i n  this a r e a  support  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  o u r  respondents. Table 2 

compares t h e  i n c i d e n c e  o f  r e p o r t e d  c r ime  i n  L inco ln  Park as a whole t o  

t h o s e  a r e a s  i n  t h e  neighborhood s i n g l e d  o u t  by r e s i d e n t s ,  and to t h e  

c i ty-wide r a t e .  The first p a r t  o f  T a b l e  2 shows t h e  number of c r i n e s  i n  

L i n c o l n  Park and each o f  t h e  danger  areas i d e n t i f i e d  by r e s i d e n t s .  

These d a t a  a r e  c o l l e c t e d  by t h e  Chicago P o l i c e  Department f o r  each city 

b l o c k ,  and t h e  r a t e s  i n  t h i s  t a b l e  e x p r e s s  t h e  average  number of 

o f f e n s e s  p e r  b lock.  In  L inco ln  Park as a whole, t h e r e  were 24 rapes 

i n  1976, f o r  an  average  o f  .28 pe r  b lock .  T h i s  i s  n o t  t o  imply t h a t  

t h e r e  was an  average  of  .28 r a p e s  p e r  b l o c k  i n  L inco ln  Park. These 

block- level  means o n l y  are r e p o r t e d  as  a way o f  comparing t h e  f requency  

of rape i n  d i f f e r e n t  p a r t s  o f  t h e  neighborhood. The b l o c k  around the 

A n i t a g e  El s t o p ,  s i n g l e d  o u t  a s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  dangerous ,  r e p o r t e d  2 

r a p e s  i n  1976, 4 a s s a u l t s ,  4 r o b b e r i e s ,  and 1 9  b u r g l a r i e s .  Each of 

t h e s e  is above t h e  neighborhood-wide a v e r a g e  f o r  t h e s e  o f f e n s e s .  The 



Table 2--Lincoln Parlc 

BLOCS MEANS FOR NEIGHBORIIOOD AND DANGER ZONES 

(Mean Number of Offenses P e r  lock') 

RAPE 

Mean To ta l  

ASSAULT 

Mean ~ b t a l  

ROBBERY 

Mean T o t a l  

BURGLARY 

Mean T o t a l  

Lincoln Park 
Area .28 (24)  .99 (84) 1.64 (139) 9.66 (821) 

b 

A r m itage 
'2000 N 

800- 1400W 

The E l  Stop 
2000 x-
1000 W 

Clyhourn 
Corr idor  
2000N-
1200-140OW 
and 

2100N-1300W 

m,. 

CRIME RATES FER 1000 POPULATION 

* 
RAPE ASSAULT ROBBERY BURGLARY 

Rate T o t a l  Rare T o t a l  Rate T o t a l  Rate T o t a l  

C i ty  . 7 3  (1179) 3.58 (11070) 5.68 (17577) 12.50 (38662) 

Lincoln Park 2.21 (24) 4.04 (84) 6.69 (139) 39 .52  (821) 

d 


* 
Rates p e r  1000 women 

l ~ a t aare co l l ec t ed  by Chicago Po l i ce  Department for each c i t y  block. These 
r a t e s  express the average number of o f f enses  p e t  block. Th i s  i s  n o t  t o  imply 
t h a t  there was an average o f ,  f o r  example, .28  rapes p e r  block.  These means 
are reporred only  as a way ok comparing t h e  frequency of criuie i n  d i f f e r e n t  

area. 




p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  r e s i d e n t s  regard ing  t h e  r e s t  o f  Armitagc Avenue a l s o  

a c c u r a t e l y  r e f l e c t e d  t h e  r e l a t i v e  i n c i d e n c e  o f  crime. The average  number 

of b u r g l a r i e s  and r a p e s  p e r  b lock a l o n g  t h i s  s e c t i o n  o f  Armitage is  

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  h igher  than t h e  neighborhood as a whole, w h i l e  the  number 

of a s s a u l t s  i s  o n l y  s l i g h t l y  h i g h e r  t h a n  t h a t  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  L inco ln  

Park a r e a .  Although t h e  Clybourn c o r r i d o r  is  s e e n  t o  be a dangerous 

area by r e s i d e n t s ,  t h e  cr ime d a t a  sugges t  o the rwise .  Rates o f  a s s a u l t ,  

b u r g l a r y ,  r ape ,  and robbery a r e  c o n s i d e r a b l y  lower f o r  t h i s  f o u r  b l o c k  

a r e a  t h a n  f o r  the e n t i r e  L inco ln  Park neighborhood. A s  w e  d i s c u s s . m o r e  

fully below, p a r t  o f  t h e  f e a r  r e s i d e n t s  e x p r e s s  zbout  t h i s  are2 may be 

a t t r i b u t a b l e  t o  t h e  c o r r i d o r ' s  d e s o l a t e  su r roundings :  v a c a n t  l o t s  and  

f a c t o r i e s .  

The second p a r t  of Table  2 compares c r ime  races p e r  1000 p o p u l a t i o n  

f o r  L i n c o l n  Park  t o  r a t e s  f o r  tfie e n t i r e  c i t y .  These d a t a  show t h a t  t h e  

r a t e  f o r  L inco ln  Park is h i g h e r  t h a n  t h a t  f o r  the c i t y ,  e s p e c i a l l y  for 

burglary and rape .  There a r e  about  1 7 3  r a p e s  p e r  1000 females i n  t h e  

e n t i r e  c i t y  of Chicago, w h i l e  t h e  r a t e  f o r  L i n c o l n  Par!: i s  2.2 per 1000. 

The b u r g l a r y  r a t e  i n  L inco ln  Park  i s  39.5 p e r  1000 r e s i d e n t s ,  compared 

t o  a c i ty-wide r a t e  o f  12.5 .  Robber ies  and a s s a u l t s  are a l s o  s l i g h t l y  

h i g h e r  i n  L igco ln  Park t h a n  i n  t h e  e n t i r e  c i t y ,  a l though  t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  . . 

are less pronounced. . .  . 

D e s p i t e  t h i s  r e l a t i v e l y  h i g h  rate of  r e p o r t e d  cr ime i n  Lincoln Park, 

t h e  l e v e l  o f  f e a r  is  Low. Most r e s i d e n t s  in te rv iewed  i n  the f i e l d  o b s e r v a -  

tions s a i d  t h e y  were n o t  a f r a i d  t o  walk on t h e i r  b lock  o r  i n  t h e i r  

neighborhood a t  n i g h t .  llany r e s i d e n t s  col~veyed t h e  g e n e r a l  impress ion  cha t  

a c e r t a i n  amount of inconvenience and cr ime a r e  t h e  p r i c e  one pays f o r  

l i v i n g  i n  t h e  c i t y .  



Wicker  Parlc 

Wicker Park extends from Augusta Boulevard on t h e  south  t o  Nest 

Armitage on t h e  north;  from Ashland on the  e a s t  t o  Western Avenue on t h e  

w e s t e r n  border  of t he  neighborhood. This neighborhood i s  an a r e a  o f  

l ower  working c l a s s  fami l ies .  A high percentage of f a m i l i e s  have incomes 

below t h e  poverty l e v e l  according t o  t he  1970 U.S. Census, and i n  1970 ,  

12 p e r c e n t  o f  the  f ami l i e s  were rece iv ing  pub l i c  a s s i s t a n c e .  Hous-ing 

i s  p r i m a r i l y  two- and th ree - f l a t  apartments,  ~ e n i o rbu t  t h e r e  a r e  t ~ ~ o  

c i t i z e n s '  high rises on Damen and S c h i l l e r .  In  an a r e a  known a s  "Old 

Wicker Park" homes described as mansions a r e  being bought and renovated 

by young p ro fe s s iona l s .  Population has changed g r e a t l y  s i n c e  t h e  e a r l y  

1960ts, pr imar i ly  due t o  an i n f l u x  of Lat ino immigrants. There is  some 

f r i c t i o n  between Anglo and Spanish-speaking r e s i d e n t s .  Within t h e  Spariish- 

speaking community the re  a r e  r e p o r t s  of animosi ty between ~ u e r t oRican 

and Pfexican groups. 

Table 1 shows t h a t  Wicker Park i s  cons iderably  below Lincoln Park  

on most s o c i a l  and economic measures. Thirty-two percent  of f a m i l i e s  

i n  t h i s  neighborhood make l e s s  than $10,000 p e r  year ,  accord ing  t o  o u r  

survey. Compared t o  o t h e r  neighborhoods Wicker Park has a higher  

propor t ion  o f  i t s  populat ion below t h e  age of  20. About 15 percent  o f  

r e s i d e n t s  a r e  black,  and Lat inos  made up about  32 pe rcen t  of  ou r  sample 

i n  Wicker Park. Schools i n  t h i s  a r e a  have b i - l i ngua l  programs which 

are resented  by many whites .  The percentage of  our  respondents  employed 

was below t h a t  f o r  Lincoln Park and Back of t h e  Yards. 





- - 

The a r e a  i s  plagued by a g r e a t  many problems, b u t  i n  1976 and 1 9 7 7  

arson was foremost among then.  F i r e  Marshal r e c o r d s  show t h a t  t h e  a r e a  

s u r r o u n d i n g  Wicker Park has f a r  more f i r e s  t h a n  any o t h e r  p a r t  o f  the c i t y  

similar i n  s i z e .  Sone r e s i d e n t s  e s t i m a t e  t h a t  i n  t h c  p a s t  few y e a r s  up 

t o  1000 b u i l d i n g s  have been l o s t  due t o  f i r e s ,  vandal ism,  and condemna- 

t i o n s .  Among r e s i d e n t s  t h e r e  are competing e x p l a n a t i o n s  f o r  t h e  l a r g e  

number o f  f i r e s .  The most p r o v o c a t i v e  t h e o r y  offered by r e s p o n d e n t s  i n  

our  f i e1 .d  s t u d i e s  is  t h a t  well-connected b u s i n e s s  peop le ,  c i t y  p o l i t i c i a n s ,  

and i n s u r a n c e  companies a r e  c o n s p i r i n g  t o  b u r n  e v e r y t h i n g  dorm f o r  p r o f  i t .  

S e v e r a l  o t h e r  cr ime problems are expressed by r e s i d e n t s  and p o l i c e  

o f f i c i a l s  i n  Wicker Park. Many peop le  ment ion t h e  t a v e r n s  on D i v i s i o n  

S t r e e t  a s  l o c a t i o n s  f o r  much o f  t h e  a r e a  d rug  d e a l i n g .  P u e r t o  R i c a n s  i n  

t h e  a r e a  are said t o  be t h e  major consumers o f  t h e  i l l i c i r  drug t r a f f i c ,  

and r e s i d e n t s  s a y  d e a l e r s  i n c l u d e  l o c a l  r e s i d e n t s  and p u s h e r s  from t h e  

s o u t h  s i d e .  

Var ious  o t h e r  a r e a s  i n  I J i cker  Park  were s j n g l e d  our: as  dangerous  o r  

troublesome. R e s i d e n t s  c i t e  Damen and Il i lwaukee a s  a n  a r e a  where p r o s t i -  

t u t i o n  is  c e n t e r e d .  Korth Avenue and P i e r c e  Avenue a r e  o f t e n  said t o  be 

dangerous between Damen and Western. Problems mentioned i n  t h e s e  areas 

a r e  d r u g s ,  robbery,  and p u r s e  s n a t c t l n g .  S e n i o r  c i t i z e n s  ment ion t h a t  

t h e  danger  of robbery  i s  p a r t i c u l a r l y  g r e a t  between t h e i r  high rises 

on S c h i l L e r  and t h e  J e w e l  (a  supermarket)  a f e w  b l o c k s  n o r t h  on Damen. 

North Wicker Pa rk ,  froin North Avenue t o  Armitage,  i s  c o n s i d e r e d  t o  b e  

much s a f e r .  T h i s  i s  a high  income a r e a  w ~ t h  fewer  b a r s  and o t h e r  h a z a r d s .  

These concerns  a r e  borne o u t  by t h e  crime d a t a  p r e s e n t e d  in T a b l e  3 .  

The average number o f  a l l  c r ime  t y p e s  p e r  b l o c k  i s  lower i n  North Wicker 
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Table 3--Wicker Park 

BLOCK &EMS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD AND DANGER ZONES 

(Mean Number of Offenses P e r  lock') 

R4PE ASSAULT ROBBERY BURGLARY 

Wicker Park 

Mean 

.20 

T o t a l  

(20) 

Hean 

2.83 

Total 

(280) 

Mean 

4.71 

T o t a l  

(466) 

Mean 

9.17 

Total 

(908) 

South Wicker . 2 1  (13) 3.78 (238) 6.24 (393) 10.73 ( 6 7 6 )  

North Wicker "19 (7) 1.17 (42) 2.03 (73) 6.44 (232)  

D i v i s i o n  
1200N f r o m  
1680-2SOOW 

Damen & 
Milwaukee 

North  & Pierce 
b e  tween 
Damen & Western 

'see no te  t o  t a b l e  2. 

CRIME RATES PER 1000 POPULATION 

City 

RAPE'' 
I 

Rate  Total 

.73  (1179) 

ASSAlTLT 

Rate T o t a l  

3.58 (11070) 

ROBBERY 

Rate T o t a l  

5 .68  (17377) 

BURGLARY 

Rate T o t a l  

12.50 (38661) 

Wicker Park 1.01 (20) 7.52 (280) 12.52 (466) 24.40 (908) 

* 
Rates p e r  1000 woirien 



P a r k  t h a n  i n  t h e  sou thern  p a r t  o f  t h e  ne ig l~bor l~ood .  O f  t h e  danger s p o t s ,  

D a m e n  and Milwaukee, and t h e  a r e a  a l o n g  North and P i c r c e  from Danen t o  

W e s t e r n  s t a n d  o u t  a s  a r e a s  w i t h  a h igh  f requency  of robbery .  These two 

a r e a s ,  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  Div i s ion  S t r e e t  are a l s o  h i g h e r  t h a n  t h e  neighborhood 

a v e r a g e  f o r  burg la ry .  Together ,  t h e  t h r e e  a r e a s  account  f o r  40 p e r c e n t  

of a l l  b u r g l a r i e s  i n  Wicker Park ,  and 55 p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  r o b b e r i e s .  

S c h i l l e r  S t r e e t  does  not compare w i t h  t h e  o t h e r  danger  a r e a s ,  even though 

i t  was s i n g l e d  o u t  as an a r e a  plagued by robbery.  The s ix  b l o c k s  a l o n g  

S c h i l l e r  were o n l y  s l i g h t l y  h i g h e r  t h a n  t h e  average  f requency  p e r  b l o c k  

i n  the neighborhood. Compared t o  a l l  o f  South Wicker P a r k ,  where this 

s e c t i o n  o f  S c h i l l e r  i s  l o c a t e d ,  r o b b e r i e s  a r e  l e s s  c o m o n .  In  g e n e r a l ,  

however, r e s i d e n t s  are a b l e  t o  i s o l a t e  t h e  problem a r e a s  i n  t h e i r  

neighborhood.  The i r  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  t h e  frequency o f  s e r i o u s  crime a r e  

q u i t e  a c c u r a t e .  

The bottom of Table 3 compares t h e  neighborhood o f f e n s e  rate p e r  

1000 p o p u l a t i o n  f o r  Wicker Park t o  t h e  c i ty-wide average.  The number o f  

r e p o r t e d  r a p e s  p e r  thousand women i n  Wicker Park  is s l i g h t l y  h i g h e r  t h a n  

that f o r  t h e  c i t y .  There a r e  c o n s i d e r a b l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between t h e  

neighborhood and c i ty-wide rates f o r  a s s a u l t ,  robbery ,  and b u r g l a r y ,  

however: Wicker Park r e s i d e n t s  are about  t w i c e  as l i k e l y  t o  o e  v i c t i m s  

of these cr imes  compared t o  t h e  c i ty-wide a v e r a g e  rate of r e p o r t e d  crime. 

Although w e  are n o t  a b l e  t o  a s s e s s  t h e  p e r c e p t i o n s  o f  Wicker P a r k  

r e s i d e n t s  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e i r  p r i n c i p a l  concern,  a r s o n ,  t h e  a v a i l a b l e  

d a t a  suggest  t h a t  r esponden ts '  expressed  fears  r e g a r d i n g  o t h e r  c r ime  

problems are l a r g e l y  j u s t i f i e d .  Peop le  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e y  have r e s t r i c t e d  

t h e i r  a c t i v i t i e s  because of  t h e  c r i m e  problem, and t h a t  t h e y  t r y  t o  avoid 



speci f i c  danger s p o t s .  There a r e  o t h e r  cr ime-re la  ted problems,  such  as 

gang wars  and drug t r a f f i c ,  which w e  are n o t  a b l e  t o  a s s e s s  w i t h  o u r  

crime d a t a  b u t  which f i e ldworkers  l e a r n e d  were areas o f  concern  f o r  

neighborhood r e s i d e n t s .  R e l a t i o n s h i p s  betrlreen r e s i d e n t s  and  t h e  p o l i c e  

from the 1 3 t h  and 1 4 t h  d i s t r i c t s  which s e r v e  t h e  a r e a  are s t r a i n e d  at 

bes t .  Res iden t s  t o l d  our  f i e l d  o b s e r v e r s  t h a t  t h e  d i s t r i c t  conlmanders and 

other p o l i c e  a d m i n i s t r a t o r s  s e r v i c i n g  t h e  a r e a  a r e  i n s e n s i t i v e  t o  t h e  

s p e c i a l  problems o f  t h e  Wicker Park community. There a r e  c o n f l i c t s  

between r e s i d e n t s  and o t h e r  government i n s t i t u t i o n s  a c t i v e  i n  the n e i g h -  

borhood. These f a c t o r s  combine t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e  f e e l i n g s  of  i s o l a t i o n  

among many r e s i d e n t s .  

The d e f i n i t i o n  of  t h e  Woodlawn Neighborhood c o r r e s p o n d s  ' exac t ly  

with t h e  Woodlawn community area boundary, Chicago community area i i42.  

The neighborhood extends  from Lake Michigan on t h e  e a s t  t o  Martin Luther 

King, Jr. Drive  on t h e  west ,  and from 5 9 t h  o n  t h e  n o r t h  t o  6 7 t h  on the 

sou th .  Woodlawn i s  a lower c l a s s  area, d e s c r i b e d  by some area r e s i d e n t s  

as a g h e t t o  slum. All r e s i d e n t s  in te rv iewed  by t h e  f i e l d  s t a f f  d i s t i n -  

gu i shed  E a s t  and West Woodlawn. People r e p o r t e d  tha t  West Woodlarln had 

more home owners who kept: up t h e i r  p r o p e r t y ,  w h i l e  E a s t  \Joodlawn was 

c o n s i s t e n t l y  d e s c r i b e d  a s  run  down and d e t e r i o r a t e d .  

Thz demographic d a t a  on responden ts  i n  ou r  neighborhood survey sho\,ll 

i n  Tab le  1 i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  p o p u l a t i o n  of lJoodlawn i s  a b o u t  96 percenr 

black ,  and that t h e  neighborhood s u f f e r s  from a h i g h  r a t e  of unemp1o)-ment. 





About 29 percent  of t he  f ami l i e s  had a household income o f  l e s s  than 

$10,000 per  year ,  bu t  16 percent reported incomes i n  excess  of $20,000. 

F a m i l i e s  i n  t h i s  neighborhood are predominantly ren ters :  on ly  about 1 7  

p e r c e n t  of ou r  survey respondents s a i d  they owned t h e i r  own homes. 

Woodlawn had a higher  proport ion of  respondents over age 60 than t h e  

o t h e r  neighborhoods and, except f o r  Lincoln Park, Woodlawn had the s m a l l e s t  

p r o p o r t i o n  of  r e s iden t s  between the  ages of 11 and 20. The 1970 c e n s u s  

r e p o r t e d  population i n  Woodlawn a t  53,814; t h e  1975 estimates from CAGIS 

show t h e  a r e a  population t o  be  46,759 f o r  a n e t  drop of  13.1 percent.  

Throughout t h e  rest of t h e  c i t y  Woodlawn has developed a r e p u t a t i o n  

as a dangerous, high crime a r e a ,  b u t  most r e s i d e n t s  interviewed i n  the 

f i e l d  do not necessa r i l y  consider  t h e  a r e a  t o  be so bad. Much of Wood- 

lawn's r epu ta t ion  seems t o  have developed as a ,  r e s u l t  of gang warfare  

i n  t h e  1960's. This problem has  l a r g e l y  diminished acco rd ing  to area 

r e s i d e n t s .  The f i r e s  t h a t  plagued t h e  a r e a  i n  t h e  p a s t  have also sub- 

s ided  t o  a degree. The crimes which r e s i d e n t s  r egu la r ly  reported w e r e  

robbery, purse snatching,  mugging, and burglary.  Host peop le  were aware 

t h a t  t h e s e  types of  crimes w e r e  f a r  more common than t h e  more highly 

publ ic ized  of fenses  of murder and rape. 

Many r e s i d e n t s  consider  Woodlawn no more crime r i d d e n  than o t h e r  p a r t s  

of Chicago, bu t  compared t o  t h e  r e s t  o f  t h e  c i t y  o f f i c i a l  police d a t a  

show t h a t  t h i s  neighborhood ranks h igher  than  t h e  ci ty-wide average f o r  

a l l  four  o f f ense  types.  Table 4 shows t h a t  t h e  number o f  r apes  and 

robber ies  per  1000 populat ion i s  cons iderably  higher  i n  Woodlawn t h a n  

i n  t h e  c i t y  a s  a whole. The d i f f e r e n c e s  between the  neighborhood and t h e  

city-wide r a t e  f o r  burg lary  and a s s a u l t  a r e  n o t  q u i t e  as g r e a t ,  but t h e  



T a b l e  4--Woodlawn 

BLOCK MEANS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD AND DANGER ZONES 
1(Mean Number of Offenses Per  Block.)  

63rd St. Area 

W E  ASSAU'&T ROBBERY BURGZARY 

Woodlawn 

L63rd-64th S t .  

& 
~ i l

P
F1 

'see note  t o  c a b l e  2. 
CRIME TOTALS AT HIGH DANGER SPOTS 

Mean Tota l  

0.43 (66) 
* 

62nd-63rd S t .  

CRIME TOTALS AT SAFE SPOTS 

Mean To ta l  

2.68 (412) 

W E  ASSP-ULT ROBBERY BURGLARY 

I n t e r s e c t i o n  Area,  

King D r .  & 63rd  S t .  

6300-64008, 800E 

6200-64008, 1300E 

CRIME RATES PER 1000 POPULATION 
& 

Mean To ta l  

6.57 (1012) 

RAPE - ASSAULTS ROBBERY BURGLARY 

Mean T o t a l  

8.51 (1310) 

4 

3 

4 

*Rate p e r  1000 women 

WOODUWN GARDENS 
6230 S. Corta e Gr. 
(62005-7003 hock) 

JACKSON PARK TERR* 
6040 S. Harper 
(6000s-1400E) 

WE-' ASSAULT ROBBERY BURGLARY 

9 

16 

26 

City 

Woodlawn 

1 

1 

0 

71 

61 

49 

1 

0 

Rate T o t a l  

12.50 (38661) 

28.02 (1310) 

Rate T o t a l  

.73 (1179) 

2.68 (66) 

38 

24 

51 -

7 

0 

Rate T o t a l  

3.58 (11070) 

8.81 (412) 

9 

2 

R a t e  To ta l  

5.68 (17577) 

21.64 (1012) 



rare p e r  thousand i n  Woodlawn i s  s t i l l  about 2% times t h a t  f o r  t h e  city o f  

Chicago. 

Respondents mentioned two s e c t i o n s  of Woodlawn as e spec i a l ly  dangerous 

o r  troublesome areas :  63rd S t r e e t  from t h e  Lake t o  King Drive, and a l l  

of King Drive between 59th and 67th; 

People cons i s t en t ly  expressed f e a r  regarding 63rd S t r e e t .  Most 

r e s i d e n t s  were a f r a i d  t o  v i s i t  t h e  a r ea ,  e spec i a l ly  a t  n ight .  All age 

groups interviewed by f i e l d  observers  noted se r ious  problems on t h e  

street, e s p e c i a l l y  muggings, robbery and purse snatching. Table 4 shows 

the  average number of crimes pe r  block f o r  t hese  danger a r e a s  and f o r  t h e  

r e s t  of Woodlawn. For t h e  e n t i r e  63rd S t r e e t  a r ea ,  t h e r e  was an ave rage  

of .66 rapes pe r  block compared t o  .43 per  block f o r  the e n t i r e  neighbor- 

hood. Burglary and a s s a u l t  were a l s o  s l i g h t l y  higher  along t h i s  street ,  

and t h e  mean number of robberies  w a s  almost twice t h a t  f o r  t h e  neighborhood. 

Table 4 shows t h a t  wi th  t h e  except ion o f  burg lary  t h e  average  number of 

offenses per block w a s  higher on the blocks beginning on the south side 

of 63rd S t r e e t .  There was an average of 14% robber ies  p e r  block on t h e  

south s i d e  of t h i s  s t r e e t ,  compared t o  a l i t t l e  over 9 pe r  block on the 

nor th  s ide .  

King Drive was a l s o  mentioned as a p l ace  t o  avoid. The average number 

of o f f e n s e s  per  block along t h i s  s t r e e t  i s  higher  than along 63td. T h e r e  

was a n  average of over  1 rape  p e r  block on t h i s  s t r e t c h  o f  King Drive 

compared t o  l e s s  than .5  per  block f o r  a l l  of Woodlawn, and  .85 for  the 

worst p a r t  of 63rd S t r e e t .  Assau l t s  were only  s l i g h t l y  more common, 

while  robber ies  occurred on King Drive a t  t h e  r a t e  of a lmost  21 per 

block, c lo se  t o  t h r e e  times t h e  neighborhood average, Together King 



Drive and 63rd S t r e e t  accounted f o r  48.5 percent  of t h e  rapes  i n  Woodlawn, 

45 p e r c e n t  of a s s a u l t s ,  57 percent  of robber ies ,  and 37 percent  of  bur- 

g l a r i e s  i n  t h e  e n t i r e  neighborhood. These da ta  suggest  t h a t  r e s i d e n t s  

a c c u r a t e l y  perce ive  spec i f i c  a r e a s  i n  Woodlawn where crime problems 

a r e  e s p e c i a l l y  severe.  

P a r t s  of  Woodlawn c o n s i s t e n t l y  repor ted  a s  being p a r t i c u l a r l y  s a f e  

were t h e  a r e a s  surrounding t h e  housing p r o j e c t s  of The Woodlawn Organiza- 

t i o n  (TWO). The average number of crimes per  block i n  t h e  immediate 

a r e a s  around Woodlawn Gardens (6230 S. Cottage Grove) and Jackson Pa rk  

Terrace (6040 S. Harper) supports  t h e  no t ion  t h a t  cr imes a r e  less f requent  

he re  than i n  t h e  rest of Woodlawn. I n  a l l  of 1976 t h e r e  were no r apes ,  

no r o b b e r i e s ,  and no a s s a u l t s  i n  t h e  Jackson Park Terrace area. These 

s a f e t y  i s l a n d s  seem t o  be confined t o  r e l a t i v e l y  small r a d i i  s i n c e  

one b l o c k  t o  t h e  south and e a s t  o f  Woodlawn Gardens l ies ano the r  concen- 

t r a t i o n  of  high crime blocks. 

I n  genera l  people i n  Woodlawn be l i eve  t h a t  a l though some s t r e e t s  

a r e  dangerous, t h e  a r eas  surrounding t h e i r  own homes a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  

safe .  Since a l a r g e  proport ion of  crime i n  Woodlawn appears  t o  be  

concentrated along two s t r e e t s ,  r e s i d e n t s  are probably c o r r e c t  i n  be l i ev ing  

t h a t  crime may be high ir, some p l aces  i n  Woodlawn, b u t  n o t  on t h e i r  block. 

One f i n a l  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c  of  i n d i v i d u a l  r e a c t i o n s  t o  crime i n  Wood- 

lawn was t h e  repor ted  tendency of r e s i d e n t s  t o  say they  would n o t  r e p o r t  

crimes t o  t h e  po l i ce .  Po l i ce  interviewed by f i e l d  obse rve r s  agreed t h a t  

many r e s i d e n t s  o f t e n  d id  not  r e p o r t  crimes. People s a i d  t h a t  cr imes o r  

i nc iden t s  they  had witnessed were not  t h e  bus iness  o f  t h e  pol ice .  

Regarding t h e  low l e v e l  of expressed f e a r ,  t h i s  might i n d i c a t e  t h a t  Wood- 

lawn r e s i d e n t s  do n o t  f e a r  crime because they  f e e l  they  can handle it 



themselves.  On the  o the r  hand, i f  r e s i d e n t s  i n  Woodlawn r e p o r t  crime 

l e s s  o f t e n ,  then the  ac tua l  incidence of  c r imina l  o f f enses  is  even 

h i g h e r ,  and the  d i s p a r i t y  between f e a r  and a c t u a l  crime should be even 

g r e a t e r .  

Back of t h e  Yards 

The Back of t he  Yards neighborhood occupies  a large a r e a  on t h e  

c i t y ' s  near  southwest s ide .  The neighborhood i s  defined by t h e  fo l lowing  

boundar ies :  Archer Avenue from Ashland t o  Western on the  nor th ,  and 

G a r f i e l d  Avenue from Aberdeen t o  Western on t h e  south. In addi t ion  t h e r e  

i s  a s m a l l  por t ion  from Garf ie ld  t o  59th  between Ashland and Western, 

and a n o t h e r  small a rea  from Western t o  Ca l i fo rn i a  between 50th and 54 th .  

This i s  a s t a b l e ,  working c l a s s  area inc luding  a mix of ethnic white,  

Spanish-speaking and black fami l ies .  

Among respondents t o  our  survey, about 17 percent  were Latino, 

and 2 1  percent  were black ( see  Table 1 ) .  La t inos  ge t  a long  well i n  the 

community and a r e  accepted i n t o  the  s t a b l e  white  l i f e s t y l e .  Most b l a c k  

f a m i l i e s  i n  Back of t h e  Yards l i v e  i n  t h e  southern p a r t s  of the neigh- 

borhood, below 55th S t r e e t .  Compared t o  t h e  o t h e r  t h r e e  neighborhoods 

examined here ,  Back of t he  Yards has t h e  h ighes t  percentage  of home 

owners. F i e ld  observers  r e p o r t  t h a t  most f a m i l i e s  p l an  t o  s tay  i n  the 

neighborhood. Familtes i n  Back of t h e  Yards have a l a r g e r  proportion o f  

c h i l d r e n  between the  ages  of 11and 20 than  t h e  o t h e r  neighborhoods 

except  f o r  Wicker Park. Although i t  i s  a middle income working c l a s s  

area, Table 1 shows t h a t  t h i s  neighborhood had t h e  lowest  proportion 

of f a m i l i e s  earning less than $10,000 annual ly.  R e l a t i v e  t o  other 





neighborhoods a high proport ion of respondents i n  Back of t h e  Yards w a s  

employed, second only t o  Lincoln Park. Populat ion has dec l ined  somewhat 

s i n c e  t h e  1970 l e v e l  of 64,761. CAGIS 1975 es t imates  p l a c e  t h e  neigh- 

borhood population a t  j u s t  under 59,000, a dec l ine  of 9.1 percent .  

Res idents  of t he  neighborhood a r e  somewhat f a t a l i s t i c  about crime. 

They say t h a t  although they are aware of crime, t h e r e  i s  n o t  much t o  be 

done about  it--it e x i s t s  everywhere i n  a l l  c i t i e s  and suburbs. Res ldents  

t h e r e f o r e  accept  crime a s  a fact of l i f e  i n  t h e  c i t y .  There i s  a low 

l e v e l  of f e a r  expressed by people i n  t h e  neighborhood. 

T h i s  low-key t reatment  of  crime as a l o c a l  problem is encouraged 

by one of t h e  most important i n f luences  i n  t h e  a r ea ,  t he  Back of t h e  Yards 

Counci l  (BOYC) . The Council1 s weekly newspaper does not  cover  crime 

news. It i s  t h e  s t a t e d  pol icy  of Joe  lieegan, execut ive d i r e c t o r  of 

BOYC, t h a t  s t o r i e s  about neighborhood crime w i l l  not  b e  covered i n  o r d e r  

t o  keep  a r e a  news pos i t i ve ,  t o  reduce r e s i d e n t s '  f e a r  of cr ime,  and to 

promote neighborhood s t a b i l i t y .  The Council a l s o  suppor ts  a program 

t o  reduce  v io lence  on t e l e v i s i o n  by boycot t ing t h e  p roduc t s  of companies 

which sponsor v i o l e n t  shows. 

Compared t o  o the r  neighborhoods, t h e r e  a r e  no s e r i o u s  crime problems 

i n  Back of t h e  Yards. The Juveni le  Welfare Committee of B O X  conducts 

a s e r i e s  of programs d i r ec t ed  at ileighborhood youth i n  an e f f o r t  t o  

reduce truancy, runaways, and vandalism. This  committee d o e s  not handle 

s e r i o u s  cases ,  r e f e r r i n g  them t o  juven i l e  cou r t s .  The o n l y  other 

percept ions  o f  crime problems discerned by f i e l d  obse rve r s  referred t o  

s h o p l i f t i n g  i n  area s t o r e s ,  p r imar i ly  a t  t h e  South dshland Avenue 

~ o l d b l a t t ' s  s t o r e .  People d i s t i n g u i s h  between t h e  n a j o r i r y  of s h o p l i f t e r s  



who are juveni les ,  and a d u l t s  who a r e  genera l ly  bel ieved t o  be pro- 

fessional t h i eves  from a reas  ou t s ide  t h e  Back of t he  Pards neighborhood, 

The BOYC conducts a program aga ins t  s h o p l i f t i n g  by encouraging s t o r e  owners 

t o  p r o s e c u t e  offenders .  

Because t h e  block l e v e l  crime r e p o r t s  from t h e  Chicago P o l i c e  Depart- 

ment are a v a i l a b l e  only f o r  s e r ious  crimes, we were unable t o  a s s e s s  

t he  reports of Back of the Yards r e s i d e n t s  concerning the problems of van-

d a l i s m  and s h o p l i f t i n g .  For t h e  sake of comparison with o t h e r  p a r t s  

of the neighborhood w e  did i s o l a t e  d a t a  f o r  ou r  four  s e r ious  o f f e n s e s  i n  

t h e  a r e a  surrounding t h e  Goldbla t t ' s  s t o r e .  These a r e  shown i n  Table 

5 .  There  were no rapes i n  t he  a r ea  near  t h e  s t o r e  i n  1976, and o n l y  12  

b u r g l a r i e s .  The average number of a s s a u l t s  and robber ies  per  b lock  

around Go ldb la t t ' s  was somewhat higher  than t h e  corresponding average  

f o r  t he  e n t i r e  neighborhood. It is,  however, d i f f i c u l t  t o  conclude t h a t  

t h e r e  are r e l a t i v e l y  more robber ies  and assaults i n  t h i s  a r ea .  Th i s  i s  

because we have no way of comparing t h e  populat ion a t  r i s k ,  t h e  number of 

people  i n  t h e  a r e a ,  f o r  Go ldb la t t ' s  and t h e  e n t i r e  neighborhood. It 

seems likely,however,  t h a t  t h e  concent ra t ion  of people i n  space and 

time around t h e  l a r g e  department s t o r e  would reduce t h e  number of a s s a u l t s  

and robbe r i e s  per  person t o  a l e v e l  cons iderably  below t h a t  f o r  t h e  

neighborhood as a whole. 

The o v e r a l l  r a t e  of s e r i o u s  crime i n  Back of t h e  Yards is  comparable 

t o  t h a t  f o r  t h e  c i t y  as a whole. There were about  .73 rapes pe r  1000 

women throughout Chicago, and about .8 per  1000 f o r  Back of  t h e  Yards. 

The r a t e  of a s s a u l t s  w a s  s l i g h t l y  lower he re  than i n  the  whole c i t y ,  

whi le  robber ies  and b u r g l a r i e s  were s l i g h t l y  more common i n  Back o f  

t he  Yards than i n  a l l  of Chicago. 



Table 5--Back of the Yards 

BLOCK MEANS FOR NEIGHBORHOOD AND DANGER ZONES 

1
(Mean Number of Offenses Per Block ) 

I 

Mean 

RAPE 

Tota l  

ASSAULT 

Mean Tota l  

ROBBERY 

Mean To ta l  

BURGTARY 

Mean T o t a l  

P 

BOY Area .08 (26) .54 (178) 1.07 (353) 2.78 (9L5) 

'see note t o  t a b l e  2. 

CRIME RATES PER 1000 POPULATION 

RAPE* ASSAULT ROBBERY BURGLARY 

Rate To ta l  Rate To ta l  Rate Tota l  Rate Total 

City  .73 (1179) 3.58 (11070) 5.68 (17577) 12.50 (38661) 

BOY 

* 
Rate pe r  1000 women 

.84 (26) 
2 

3.02 (178) 6.00 (353) 15.55 (915)  



These  f ind ings  suggest t h a t  r e s iden t s  and business  people  i n  t h e  

a r ea  a r e  accu ra t e  in t h e i r  perceptions of crime. They do n o t  s e e  it  

as a big problem r e l a t i v e  to  t h e  city as a whole, and are n o t  i nc l ined  

t o  take d r a s t i c  s t e p s  t o  p ro t ec t  themselves from crime. A few r e s i d e n t s  

t o l d  f i e l d  observers  t h a t  they don't  s i t  o u t  on t h e i r  porches anymore, 

and some shop owners s a i d  t h a t  they c lose  t h e i r  s t o r e s  e a r l i e r  than they 

used to. In  genera l  r e s iden t s  don't  d i s cuss  crime problems, and 

e x p r e s s  t o l e rance  toward the  e x i s t i n g  l e v e l  of crime. 

T h i s  s ec t ion  has provided b r i e f  d e s c r i p t i o n s  of t he  demographic 

c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of our  four  neighborhoods, and has presented  a n  overview 

of the ex ten t  of  s e r i o u s  crime i n  each area .  The f i e l d  obse rva t ions  have 

enabled us t o  compare neighborhood r e s iden t s '  percept ions  about  gene ra l  

crime problems i n  t h e i r  a r ea  wi th  o f f i c i a l  p o l i c e  r e p o r t s  on frequency 

of s e r i o u s  crime. I n  most cases ,  i t  appears  t h a t  r e s i d e n t s  i n  our  f o u r  

neighborhoods have a reasonably accu ra t e  p i c t u r e  of t h e  cr ime problem 

which they  face.  Informants who talked with  o u r  observers  i n  t h e  f i e l d  

a c c u r a t e l y  s i n g l e  our  more dangerous a r e a s  i n  t h e i r  neighborhoods. 

This  i s  important f o r  t h e  d i scuss ion  of t h e  d i f f e r e n t  pe r spec t ives .  

The cons i s t ency  with which informants and cr ime s t a t i s t i c s  i d e n t i f y  

the  same t r o u b l e  s p o t s  can be i n t e r p r e t e d  t o  support  the  r a t i o n a l i t y  

of c i t i z e n  assessments of r i s k  (fhese assessments  were noat: sys t ema t i ca l ly  

co l l ec t ed ) .  I f  c i t i z e n  percept ions of dangerous a r e a s  are subs t an t i a t ed  

by o f f i c i a l  records,  then i t  can be  s a i d  wi th  some confidence 

t h a t  c i t i z e n s  can d i f f e r e n t i a t e  between high r i s k  l o c a t i o n s  wi th in  t h e i r  

environments. I w i l l  r e t u r n  t o  t h i s  p o i n t  i n  t h e  discussion of the 

vic t imiza t ion  perspec t ive .  



A t  th i s  poin t  i t  s u f f i c e s  t o  say t h a t  the four  Chicago communities 

r e p r e s e n t  very d i f f e r e n t  kinds of urban experiences.  Tne two "high 

fear" communities, Wicker Park and Woodlawn, have poor non-white 

r e s i d e n t i a l  populat ions and show a good d e a l  of urban decay. The two 

low fear communities, Back of t h e  Yards and Lincoln Park, a r e  mostly 

w h i t e ,  more a f f l u e n t  communities. I n  a l l  four  a r eas  r e s i d e n t s  are c a p a b l e  

of d i s c e r n i n g  t h e  high r i s k  p a r t s  of  t h e i r  environments. 

I now turn m y  a t t e n t i o n  t o  descr ib ing  t h e  crime p rob leas  i n  each 

community. 



CHAPTER SIX 


CRIME IN THE COMbllJNITIES Ah?) C I T I Z E N  PERCE?TIOYS 


O f f i c i a l  p o l i c e  s t a t i s t i c s  discussed i n  t h e  previous chapter  gave 

an approximate  p i c t u r e  of t he  incidence of s e r i o u s  crime i n  each o f  

t h e  four neighborhoods. These a r e  crimes repor ted  t o  p o l i c e  and 

r e c o r d e d  by t h e  p o l i c e  a s  index offenses.  Despi te  t h e  well-known 

problems wi th  us ing  data  on repor ted  crime, o f f i c i a l  p o l i c e  s ta t is t ics  

p r o v i d e  t h e  most accura te  es t imates  of t h e  magnitude of crime t o  which 

r e s i d e n t s  i n  t h e  neighborhoods a r e  exposed. V i c t i a i z a t i o n  surveys may 

p r o v i d e  b e t t e r  es t imates  of t h e  a c t u a l  incidence of crime, bu t  t h e  

number of crimes reported t o  t h e  p o l i c e  is a b e t t e r  measure of  t h e  

s a l i e n t  ( t h e  v i c t imiza t ions  which concern r e s i d e n t s )  cr ime people h e a r  

about ,  and t h e r e f o r e  a b e t t e r  base from which t o  coDpare t h e  inc idence  

of c r ime t o  people ' s  f e a r  of crime. 

I have taken two d i s t i n c t  approaches t o  measuring people ' s  pe rcep t ions  

of cr ime i n  ou r  telephone surveys. For each o f  four  o f f e n s e  types ,  burg lary ,  

robbery, assaulG and rape and sexual  a s s a u l t ,  we asked respondents  t o  

I n d i c a t e  whether they  thought i t  w a s  a b i g  problem, some problem o r  no 

problem a t  a l l  i n  the i r  neighborhood. Note t h a t  t h i s  ques t ion  a s k s  people 

to  a s s e s s  t h e  crime problem based on t h e i r  own c r i t e r i a .  It a s k s  about 

genera l  f e e l i n g s  concerning crime a s  an i s s u e  o r  a problem i n  

t h e i r  neighborhood. The second s e t  of i n d i c a t o r s  is  m o r e  s p e c i f i c .  

People a r e  asked t o  est imate,  on a s c a l e  from one t o  t en ,  t h e  l i k e l i h o o d  

t h a t  they would become a v i c t im  of each of t h e  four  criine types.  

This approach t o  analyzing pe rcep t ions  of  cr ims assumes t h a t  t h e s e  

three  concepts--the a c t u a l  inc idence  of  crime, concern about  crime, and 



p e r c e i v e d  chance of becoming a  v ic t ia -+re  l inked  d i r e c c l y  t o  r epo r t ed  

f e a r  l e v e l s .  This assumes t h a t  people's perceive2 r i s k  o f  crime and 

o f f i c - k a l  crime r a t e s  a r e  no t  d i r e c t l y  l i nked ,  bur a r e  both  r e l a t e d  t o  an 

i n t e r v e n i n g  va r i ab l e ,  general  concern abaut t h e  c r h e  problem. I n  o t h e r  

words, people make t h e  judgment  t h a t  a c e r t a i n  l e v e l  of cr ime is  a problem 

and th is  judgement inf luences t h e i r  assessment of r i s k .  Th i s  in te rvening  

s t e p  makes e x p l i c i t  the  connection between t h e  o f f i c i a l  c r ime rate and 

t h e  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  assessment of r i s k .  

I n  the  fol lowing analyses  the  correspondence between these  t h r e e  

concep t s  f o r  o u r  s e l ec t ed  neighborhoods is  examined. Eqe offense t y p e  

f i g u r e s  compare the a c t u a l  r a t e s  of  repor ted  crime, expressed concern, 

and average  e s t ima te s  of perceived r i s k  f o r  each neighborhood. I f  

pe rcep t ions  of crime a r e  l inked  to  aggregate  crime r a t e s  i n  an  i n d i v i d u a l ' s  

h e d i a t e  surroundings, then concern and perceived r i s k  should  be h i g h e r  

f o r  t h o s e  neighborhoods wi th  h igher  r a t e s  of repor ted  crime. 

Figures  2 through 5 show s c a l e s  f o r  each of t h e  three i nd i ca to r s  

f o r  each  crime type. Figure 2 compares t h e  incidence of burglary as  

r epo r t ed  i n  o f f i c i a l  Chicago b o l i c e  s t a t k t i c s ,  t h e  p r o ? o r t i o n  of resi-

d e n t s  who t h i n k  t h a t  burglary i s  a b i g  problem, and t h e  mean percept ion  

of r i s k  of becoming a burg lary  v i c t i n  i n  each neighjorhood. The crime 

da ta  are the  same aggregat ions of  block-level  s t a t i s t i c s  presented above .  

Between 1 8  and 32  percent: of r e s i d e 2 t s  i n  each neighborhood though t  

burg la ry  was a b i g  p r o b l a .  The o rde r ing  of  t h e  2eighborhoods on t h i s  

v a r i a b l e  i s  not  e n t i r e l y  cons i s t en t  witk t h e  r e?o r t ed  c r i n e  rates.  P e o p l e  

i n  Wicker Park expressed more concern o ~ 2 rburg lary  tha? respondents i n  

o t h e r  a r eas  d e s p i t e  t he  f a c t  :hat t h e  o f f i c i a l  kurglar]: rats i n  Wicker 



FIGURE 2 


BURGLARY 


RATE  PER % BIG PERCEIVED
1000 RESIDENTS PROBLEM R I S K  

50 SO 5.0 

-WOODLAWN 4.8 
'WICKER PARK 4.7 

40  
-LINCOLN PARK 19.5 40 4.0 

-CHICAGO 4.1 
-LINCOLN PARK 1.0 
-BACK OF THE YARDS 

-WICKER PARK 3 2 2  

30 30 3.0 
-WOODLAWN 28.0 

-LINCOLN PARK 27.5 
-WOOOLAWN 26.3 

-WICKER PARK 24.4 

20  20 -CHICAGO 10.7 2.0 

-BACK OF THE YARDS 

*BACK Of THE YARDS 

*-CHICAGO 12.5 

10 10 1.0 

range =o - 100% range =o-10 



FIGURE 3 


ROBBERY 


R A T E  
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FIGURE 4 

ASSAULT 

RATE PER 
1000 

% BIG 
PROBLEM RISK 

PERCEIVED 

50 5.0 

-WOODLAWN 0.8 

40 4.0 
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-WICKER PARK 7.5 -WOODLAWN 3.7 
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-LINCOLN PARK 3.1 
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LINCOLN 
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PARK 
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FIGURE 5 

RAPE AND SEXUAL ASSAULT 

E PER % BIG 
ro PROBLEM 

-WOODLAWN 2.68 

-LINCOLN PARK 2.21 

.WICKER PARK 1.01 

.BACK OF ,THE YARDS 0.84 

.CHICAGO 0.73 

PERCEIVED 
RISK ' 

-WOODLAWN 4.7 

-WICKER PARK 3.8 

-LINCOLN PARK, CHICAGO 

BACK OF THE YARDS 3.0 

range =o - 100% range = 0 -10 

'women respondents o n l y  



Park w a s  below t h a t  f o r  both Woodlawn and Lincoln Park. Lincoln Park 

r e s i d e n t s  were somewhat l i k e l y  t o  express concern over bu rg la ry  than  

p e o p l e  i n  Woodlawn, while only 1 8  percent  of Back of t he  Yards r e s i d e n t s  

saw b u r g l a r y  as a b i g  problem. The proport ion of c i t y w i d e  r e s i d e n t s  i n  

t h i s  c a t e g o r y  was 19.7 percent ,  so r e s iden t s  i n  t h ree  of o u r  neighborhoods 

showed more concern over burglary than people l i v i n g  throughout t h e  

c i t y .  Overal l ,  except f o r  t he  high concern i n  Wicker Park, t h e  neighbor- 

hoods a r e  ordered on t h i s  v a r i a b l e  r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e i r  o b j e c t i v e  bu rg la ry  

rates. 

The perceived r i s k  s c a l e  shows t h a t  respondents i n  Wicker Park and 

Woodlawn th ink  t h e i r  chances of  being burg lar ized  a r e  h igher  than those  

i n  e i t h e r  Lincoln Park o r  Back of  t h e  Yards. Th is  o rde r ing  does not  

f o l l o w  t h a t  f o r  t h e  o f f i c i a l  crime s t a t i s t i c s  on burg lary ,  nor  f o r  

the way t h e  neighborhoods rank on concern. Back of  t h e  Yards respondents  

e s t i m a t e  t h e i r  r i s k  of burglary a s  s l i g h t l y  lower than  r e s i d e n t s  of Lincoln  
-

Park. This accu ra t e ly  r e f l e c t s  t h e  r e l a t i v e  p o s i t i o n  of Back of t h e  

Yards on t h e  s c a l e s  measuring burg lary  r a t e  and concern about  burg lary .  

The a b s o l u t e  va lues  of estimated r i s k  on a l l  neighborhoods seem r a t h e r  

high. Most people p l ace  t h e i r  chances of being bu rg la r i zed  a t  just 

below t h e  mid-point on the  sca l e .  But t h i s  does not  n e c e s s a r i l y  mean 

people s e e  t h e i r  chance o f  being v ic t imized  as c l o s e  t o  50-50, only  t h a t  

they feel  they a r e  ab.out a s  l i k e l y  a s  most people t o  have t h e i r  homes 

burglar ized.  The mean scores  of Woocla~m and Wicker Park r e s i d e n t s  a r e  

above t h a t  f o r  t h e  city-wide sample, and above t h a t  of  t h e  o the r  neigh- 

borhoods- Co l l ec t ive ly ,  respondents l i v i n g  i n  Wicker Park and Woodlawn 

est imate t h e i r  chances of being burglary v i c t i m s  as somewhat h igher  t h a n  

people i n  o t h e r  neighborhoods i n  o u r  sample and i n  o t h e r  p a r t s  of t h e  c i t y .  



Figure  3 compares o f f i c i a l  robbery r a t e s  wi th  concern about robbery 

and pe rce ived  r i s k  of becoming a robbery v ic t im.  The robbery r a t e  pe r  

1000 r e s i d e n t s  i n  Woodlawn is  a l n o s t  twice t h a t  f o r  t h e  second h ighes t  

neighborhood. Lincoln Park and Back of  t h e  Yards a r e  w e l l  3elow t h e  

two h i g h e r  a r eas ,  but both a r e  s l i g h t l y  above t h e  city-wide r a t e  of 5.7 

r o b b e r i e s  per  1000. The l a r g e  d i f fe rence  between W o d l a ~ n  and Wicker 

Park i s  somewhat surpr i s ing .  I n  Woodlawn t h e r e  a r e  21.6 r o j b e r i e s  per 

1000 r e s i d e n t s ;  put another way t h i s  means t h a t  robbery victims i n  

Woodlawn i n  1976 equaled about 2 percent  o f  t h e  a r e a ' s  population. 

There were almost 13 robber ies  per  1000 i n  Wicker Park. 

Woodlawn and Wicker Park r e s i d e n t s  expressed greater concern a b o u t  

t h e  problem of  robbery than people l i v i n g  i n  Back of t h e  Yards and L i n c o l n  

Park. Once again Wicker Park r e s i d e n t s  a r e  most l i k e l y  t o  think t h a t  

robbery i s  a b ig  problem although t h e  o f f i c i a l  inc ident  r e p o r t s  show 

t h a t  Wicker Park is  a d i s t a n t  second t o  Woodlawn i n  t h e  incidence of 

robGery. There a r e  almost twice  as nany robbe r i e s  per  c a p i t a  i n  TJoodlawn 

than i n  t h e  Wicker Park a rea ,  y e t  a l n o s t  38 percent  o f  respondents i n  

the  l a t t e r  neighborhood thought robbery was a b i g  p r o b l a ,  xh i l e  l e s s  than  

34 pe rcen t  of those i n  woodlawn expressed equivalent  concerz.  L incoln  

Park and Back of t he  Yards a r e  both slightly below t h e  city-wide a v e r a g e  

s c o r e  f o r  concern, even though they a r e  s l i g h t l y  above t h e  city-wide 

r a t e  o f  robber ies  per  cap i t a .  

There a r e  a l s o  some incons i s t enc i e s  regard ing  estimates of r i s k  f o r  

robbery. The Woodlawn neighborhood had many more r o b b e r i e s  than Wicker  

Park, but  r e s i d e n t s  i n  t h e  two neighborhoods saw t h e i r  chanzes of b e i n g  

robbed as equal ,  a t  4.8, j u s t  below rhe  nid-point .  This  i s  only s l i g h t l y  



above t h e  es t imates  f o r  Back of t he  Yards and Lincoln Park d e s p i t e  

t h e  fact t h a t  t hese  l a t t e r  two a r e a s  a r e  wel l  below Wicker Park and Wood- 

lawn i n  the  incidence of robbery. It i s  i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  t h e  

p e r c e i v e d  r i s k  f o r  robbery i n  a l l  neighborhoods is  about the same a s  

t h a t  f o r  burglary. Even though burg lary  is much more common, people 

estimate t h e i r  chances of becoming v ic t ims  as about equal  f o r  t h e  two 

o f f e n s e  types.  The ind ica to r  of concern about robbery shows that more 

p e o p l e  i n  each neighborhood s e e  it a s  a bigger  problem than  t h e  more common 

o f f e n s e  of burglary.  This is  cons i s t en t  wi th  previous r e sea rch  which 

has found t h a t  robbery, a s  a personal  crime involving conf ron ta t ion  and 

o f t e n  v io lence  between offender  and v ic t im,  is  more l i k e l y  t o  generate 

f e a r  i n  v i c t ims  and people who hear  of t he  robber ies  (Skogan, 1977; 

P r e s i d e n t  's Comiss ion ,  1967).  

Aggravated a s s a u l t  is even less common than robbery. F igure  4 

compares t he  r a t e  of  a s s a u l t s  per  1000 r e s i d e n t s  t o  o u r  measures of concern 

and-perceived r i s k .  Once again Woodlawn and Wicker Park c l u s t e r  t oge the r  

as h i g h  crime a reas ,  we l l  above Lincoln Park and Back of t h e  Yards. 

There were 8.8 s e r i o u s  a s s a u l t s  per  1000 r e s i d e n t s  i n  Floodlawn and 7 .5  

per  1000 i n  Wicker Park: Lincoln Park was s l i g h t l y  above t h e  ciry-wide 

a s s a u l t  r b ~ swith  4 per  1000 r e s i d e n t s ,  while  Back of t he  Yards r epo r t ed  

a t o t a l  of 178 s e r i o u s  a s s a u l t s  o r  about 3 per  1000 r e s i d e n t s .  

Re la t ive ly  few people i n  t h e s e  neighborhoods s e e  a s s a u l t  as a b i g  

problem. About twice a s  many people i n  ldicker Park exp res s  concern over  

a s s a u l t  as those  l i v i n g  i n  IJoodlawn, t h e  runner-up on t h e  concern s c a l e .  

This i s  d e s p i t e  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h e r e  are more repor ted  a s s a u l t s  per c a p i t a  

i n  Woodlawn, and t h a t  r e s i d e n t s  of  t he  two a r e a s  have about  equal  e s t i m a t e s  

of t h e i r  chances of being a s sau l t ed .  >lore than  one-quarter  of t h e  ' 



p e o p l e  i n  Wicker Park see  a s s a u l t  a s  a b ig  problem, whi le  t h e  r a t e  of 

r e p o r t e d  a s s a u l t  i n  t ha t  a r ea  i s  7.52 per  1000, just under t he  r a t e  f o r  

Woodlam. Less than ten percent  of t h e  people i n  Back of  t h e  Yards 

and the c i t y  of  Chicago s e e  a s s a u l t  as a b i g  problem, and t h i s  corres-  

ponds wi th  ob jec t ive  and perceived r i s k  of a s s a u l t  i n  t hose  areas .  

S i m i l a r l y ,  people i n  Lincoln Park a r e  no t  too  concerned about  a s s a u l t s .  

Although they a r e  much more l i k e l y  t o  become a s s a u l t  v i c t ims ,  Woodlawn 

r e s i d e n t s  express  only s l i g h t l y  more concern about a s s a u l t  than people 

i n  the c i t y  and i n  the two neighborhoods wi th  lower o f f i c i a l  a s s a u l t  

rates. 

The four  neighborhoods c l u s t e r  very  c l o s e l y  i n  t h e i r  mean e s t i m a t e s  

of r i s k .  Residents est imate t h e i r  chances of being a s s a u l t e d  a t  between 

3.1 a n d  3 .9  on t h e  ten-point perceived r i s k  sca le .  Wicker Park  r e s i d e n t s  

s ee  a s s a u l t  a s  most probable, followed c l o s e l y  by people l i v i n g  i n  Wood-

lawn and Back of t h e  Yards. People i n  Lincoln Park a r e  somewhat below 

t hose  i n  o t h e r  a r e a s  i n  t h e i r  e s t ima te  of r i s k ,  and j u s t  below the c i t y -  

wide e s t ima te  of 3 .2 .  There i s  cons iderable  v a r i a t i o n  among the neigh- 

borhoods i n  t h e  incidence of a s s a u l t ,  bu t  t h e r e  is  nor much d i f f e r e n c e  

i n  peop le ' s  perceived r i s k  of being beaten up. The perce ived  r i sk  o f  

a s s a u l t  f o r  a l l  neighborhoods i s  s l i g h t l y  below t h a t  f o r  robbery. This 

accuracy r e f l e c t s  r e l a t i v e  frequency of  t h e  two o f f ense  t y p e s .  

F igure  5 compares the four  neighborhoods wi th  respect t o  the i r  

r a t e s  and percept ions about rape  and sexual  a s s a u l t .  Rape i s  much less 

common than t h e  o t h e r  of fense  types  we have discussed. Woodlawn and 

Lincoln Park show the  most rapes  per  1000 r e s i d e n t  women, w e l l  above 

t h e  r a t e s  for t h e  o t h e r  two neighborhoods and f o r  t he  c i t y  as a whole, 



The q u e s t i o n s  about perceived chance of v i c t imiza t ion  were asked of women 

only,  whi le  both males and females responded t o  t he  concern quest ion.  

F e w  respondents express much concern over rape and o t h e r  sexual  

assaults. Between 4.8 and 8.1 percent  of t h e  r e s i d e n t s  i n  our  neighbor- 

hoods saw these  crimes a s  a b ig  problem. This i s  lower than  any o t h e r  

o f f e n s e  types we have examined here,  and t h e  d i f f e r e n c e  between perceived 

r i s k  and  concern is  g r e a t e r  f o r  t h i s  o f f ense  than  f o r  any o the r .  The 

low v a l u e s  for concern a r e  cons i s t en t  wi th  t h e  low p r o b a b i l i t y  of  vict im- 

i z a t i o n ,  bu t  they a r e  a t  odds wi th  women's perceived r i s k  f o r  t h i s  

o f f e n s e  type. The four  neighborhoods c l u s t e r  very  c l o s e l y  toge the r  i n  

respondents t  expression of concern, People i n  t h e  city-wide sample 

e x p r e s s  s l i g h t l y  more concern over  sexual a s s a u l t  than  those  i n  Lincoln 

Park or Back of t h e  Yards, and they  es t imate  t h e i r  chances of being 

s e x u a l l y  a s sau l t ed  as about t h e  same as respondents i n  Lincoln Park. 

Although t h i s  i s  t h e  l e a s t  common o f  t h e  s e r i o u s  o f f e n s e s  examined he re ,  

wornen s t i l l  e s t ima te  t h e i r  chances of being v ic t imized  a t  a l e v e l  c l o s e  

t o  t h a t  f o r  o t h e r  of fenses .  The v a r i a t i o n  ac ros s  neighborhoods i s  most 

i n t e r e s t i n g .  Women i n  Lincoln Park and Back o f  t h e  Yards were cons ider -  

ab ly  below those  i n  Woodlawn and Wicker Park i n  e s t ima t ing  t h e  l i k e l i -  

hood of  being t h e  v ic t im of a sexual  a s s a u l t ,  d e s p i t e  t he  f a c t  t h a t  t h e  

r a t e  was higher  i n  Lincoln Park. 

There are some r e g u l a r i t i e s  i n  t h e  order ing  of  t h e  neighborhoods 

ac ros s  t h e  fou r  crime types.  The IJoodla~rn a r e a  is  c o n s i s t e n t l y  h igh  i n  

o f f i c i a l  crime r a t e ,  being second t o  Lincoln Park on ly  i n  burg lary .  

Wicker Park i s  j u s t  below Woodlawn i n  a l l  o f f enses  except  rape.  Despi te  

t h i s  cons i s t en t  order ing  f o r  o f f i c i a l  crime r a t e s ,  r e s i d e n t s  of Wicker 



Park  expressed more concern about a l l  crime types than people . l i v ing  

i n  o t h e r  neighborhoods. The average perceived r i s k  i n  Wicker Park was 

h i g h e s t  f o r  a s s a u l t ,  and e i t h e r  j u s t  below o r  equal  t o  t h a t  f o r  Woodlawn 

i n  the o t h e r  of fense  types. The d i f f e r ences  between Woodlawn and Wicker 

Park  on t h e  a t t i t u d i n a l  items a r e  not  g r e a t ,  bu t  they a r e  cons i s t en t  

a c r o s s  s c a l e s ,  Residents of Lincoln Park e s t ima te  t h e i r  chances of be ing  

v i c t i m i z e d  as lower than t h e  o the r  a r e a s  except  for rape  and sexual 

a s s a u l t ,  and Back of t he  Yards i s  lowest on t h e  propor t ion  of r e s i d e n t s  

s e e i n g  these  crimes a s  a b ig  problem, except f o r  robbery. These a t t i t u d e s  

a r e  c o n s i s t e n t  with the  o f f i c i a l  r a t e s  of crimes i n  t h e s e  two neighbor- 

hoods. 

I n  sum, t h i s  a n a l y s i s  has  shown t h a t  o f f i c i a l  crime rates and 

perce ived  r i s k  a r e  not  r e l a t e d  i n  any s imple way. There appear t o  be some 

c o n s i s t e n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between t h e  in t e rven ing  v a r i a b l e  concern and  

p e o p l e ' s  perceived r i s k  of crime, but  t he  measures o f  concern do n o t  

appear  t o  be r e l a t e d  d i r e c t l y  t o  c r i n e  r a t e s .  When w e  r e l a t e  fear  t o  

r i s k ,  concern and t h e  l o c a l  crime r a t e s ,  t h e  p i c t u r e  becomes even more  

clouded. A s  Figure  7 demonstrates,  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  between the crlme 

r a t e s  and f e a r  l e v e l s  is  ' n e i t h e r  obvious no r  d i r e c t .  The fear r ank ings  

c e r t a i n l y  do not  p a r a l l e l  t he  crime rankings. Lincoln Park, the l e a s t  

f e a r f u l  neighborhood, ranks second i n  crime r a t e .  Back o f  the Yards, 

with approximately t h e  same f e a r  l e v e l  as Lincoln Park h a s  t h e  lowest 

crime r a t e  of a l l  four  neighborhoods. \\That i s  perhaps even  more p e r p l e x i n g  

i s  t h a t  t h e  most f e a r f u l  neighborhooz, Wicker Park, r anks  th i rd  i n  crime 

r a t e ,  yet  f i r s t  i n  concern about c r i c e  and perceived risk. 



What we are l e f t  with is a l e s s  than persuasive a p p l i c a t i o n  of t h e  

v i c t i m i z a t i o n  perspect ive.  Local crime condi t ions  do na t  match l o c a l  

f e a r  cond i t i ons .  Fear seens t o  be a f f e c t e d  by more than t h e  cr ime r a t e  

i n  a l o c a l i t y .  C i t i zens  c l e a r l y  have the  capac i ty  t o  discern dangerous 

p a r t s  of t h e i r  neighborhoods, so t h a t  i t  is n o t  a  l a c k  of t h e  c a p a c i t y  t o  

make an assessment about the p o t e n t i a l  f o r  v i c t imiza t ion  which exp la ins  

the d i sc repancy .  

It seems apparent t h a t  t h e  v i c t imiza t ion  perspec t ive  i n  t h i s  form 

l e a v e s  a s  many quest ions unanswered as i t  reso lves .  These f ind ings  a r e  

c o n s i s t e n t  wi th  the  r e s u l t s  of previous s t u d i e s .  Biderman (1967), 

Garof a10 (1977) and R i f a i  (1976) a l l  found t h a t  f e a r  of cr ime was on ly  

i n d i r e c t l y  l i nked  t o  a c t u a l  c r imina l  of fenses .  While t h e r e  i s  some evi-

dence (Skogan, 1976) t h a t  i nd iv idua l s  who have d i r e c t l y  experienced 

types of v i c t imiza t ions  ( e . g . ,  robbery) a r e  more a f r a i d  than  

t h e i r  non-victimized counterpar t s ,  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  support  f o r  t h e  

genera l  p ropos i t i on  t h a t  v i c t imiza t ion  esper iences  p r e d i c t  f e a r  l e v e l s  

a t  the neighborhood o r  ind iv idua l  l e v e l .  Indeed, given t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  

r a r e  occurrence of s e r ious ' c r imes  even i n  t h e  most crime-ridden neigh-

borhood, and t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  h igh  l e v e l s  of fear i n  a l l  the Chicago sites, 

we must look  beyond v i c t imiza t ion  t o  account f o r  t h e  p r e v a l e n t  phenomenon 

of f e a r .  For while  c i t i z e n  assessments  of p a r t i c u l a r  areas match o f f i c i a l  

records of crime events  occurr ing  more o f t e n  the re ,  t h e i r  genera l  assess -

ments of t h e  magnitude of t h e  crime problem i n  t h e i r  c o r n u n i t i e s  and t h e  

a t tendant  r i s k  t o  themselves seem t o  b e  affected bv f a c t o r s  beyond t h e  

r a t e  of v i c t i m i z a t i o n  i n  the community. 



CHAPTER SEVEN 

APPLYING THE SOCIAL CONTROL PERSPECTIE 

W e  w i l l  now apply the  s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspec t ive  to  t h e  same problem 

of fear of crime i n  the four  s tudy areas. W e  w i l l  employ t h e  same 

dependent v a r i a b l e  and attempt t o  expla in  t h e  v a r i a t i o n s  i n  neighborhood 

fear l e v e l s .  The s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspec t ive  p o s i t s  t h e  s i g n s  of d i s -  

o r g a n i z a t i o n  manifested i n  t he  proximate environment as the main d e t e r -  

minants  of t h e  l e v e l  of f e a r  i n  a neighborhood. These s i g n s  s igna l  the 

demise of t h e  l o c a l  moral o rde r  f o r  i ts  re s iden t s .  A s  t hose  s igns i n c r e a s e ,  

f e a r  increases .  

b.That t h e  previous d iscuss ion  denons t ra tes  i s  t h a t  w h i l e  crimes may 

be a s i g n  of d i sorganiza t ion  they do n o t  account f o r  t h e  f e a r  l eve l s  i n  

t h e  communities, What I w i l l  show i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n  is  t h a t  var ious 

behaviors  and condit ions which appear i n  t hese  communities a r e  a s s o c i a t e d  

wi th  f e a r .  These' condi t ions  and behaviors  s igna l  the  d e c l i n e  of the  mora l  -
orde r  i n  genera l  and the  l ack  o f  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  i n  p a r t i c u l a r .  There i s  

a t ransformat ion  taking p l ace  and community i n s t i t u t i o n s  l a c k  the means 

t o  c o n t r o l  it .  

Fear of crime would inc rease  i n  a community as t h e  i n d i c a t o r s  of 

t h a t  weakening process  become more evident .  The f i r s t  i s s u e  then i s  t o  

develop i n d i c a t o r s  of that process.  In  an e a r l i e r  work (Levis  and 

Maxfield, 1980) I began t h a t  t a s k  by proposing t h e  concept of  " i n c i v i l i t y "  

t o  account f o r  r e l a t i v e  ranking of neighborhoods along t h e  f e a r  dimen-

sions.  

I approached t h e  quest ion of i n c i v i l i t y  i n  t h e  te lephone  survey of 

res idents .  Each respondent w a s  asked whether shejhe thought  t h e  



f o l l o w i n g  condit ions were a b i g  problem, some problem, o r  almost no 

problem: 

-Groups of teenagers hanging out  on t h e  s t r e e t s .  

-Abandoned o r  burned out  bu i ld ings  o r  s t o r e f r o n t s .  

-People using i l l e g a l  drugs. 

-Vandalism, l i k e  g r a f f i t i  o r  breaking windows. 

F i g u r e  6 shows what proportion of respondents i n  each community thought 

each of t h e s e  condi t ions  was a b i g  problem. The respondents  from Wicker 

Park scored  higher  than o the r  neighborhoods on each of  t h e s e  ques t ions .  

For ty  percent  o r  more of t h e  r e s i d e n t s  i n  Vicker Park b e l i e v e  teenagers ,  

i l l e g a l  drugs,  and vandalism a r e  big problems i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. 

This i s  much l a r g e r  than the  ci ty-hide average f o r  t hese  problems, and 

s u b s t a n t i a l l y  g r e a t e r  than the next highes t  neighborhood. R e l a t i v e l y  

few peop le  i n  a l l  a r e a s  felt abandoned bu i ld ings  were a b i g  problem, 

al though about 26 percent  of those responding from lbodlawn, and almost  

30 pe rcen t  of those  from Wicker Park expressed concern over  this problem. 
" 

The problem evoking most concern i n  a l l  neighborhoods was t h a t  of i l l e g a l  

drugs, where t h e  city-wide average w a s  25 percent .  Xany people expressed 

concern over  teenagers  a l s o ,  ranging from 18 percent  i n  Lincoln Park 

to 40  percent  i n  Wicker Park. The city-wide t o t a l  i n  t h i s  a r e a  was 

about 23 percent .  It is  not  s u r p r i s i n g  t h a t  Lincoln Park r e s i d e n t s  do 

not express  much concern about t h e s e  problems. There a r e  fewer c h i l d r e n  

and teenagers  l i v i n g  i n  Lincoln Park and abandoned b u i l d i n g s  a r e  com-

pa ra t ive ly  r a r e .  Back of t h e  Yards r e s i d e n t s  thought teenagers  hanging 

around were a b i g  problem. This  corresponds wi th  informat ion  from 

f i e l d  observa t ions  i n  t h i s  neighborhood \:hich i n d i c a t e  t h a t  the on ly  

r ea l  crime problem i n  the  a r ea  i s  s h o ~ l i f t i n g ,where many of t h e  
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o f f e n d e r s  a r e  juveni les .  Back of the  Pards r e s iden t s  a r e  a l s o  above 

the  c i ty -wide  average i n  expressing concern over abandoned bu i ld ings  and 

vandal i sm.  The l a t t e r  is usua l ly  a youth-related problem, and t h e  

c o n c e r n  over abandoned bui ldings probably accura te ly  r e f l e c t s  p a t t e r n s  

of p o p u l a t i o n  movement i n  t h a t  neighborhood. 

What is perhaps most s i g n i f i c a n t  about t h e  da t a  i n  Figure 7 i s  t h a t  

Wicker Park s tands  out above t h e  o t h e r  neighborhoods i n  eve ry  category,  

j u s t  as r e s i d e n t s  of t h i s  neighborhood expressed more concern than o t h e r  

respondents  over each of t he  s e r i o u s  c r imina l  ca tegor ies .  Despi te  t h e  

f a c t  t h a t  Wicker Park has a lower o f f i c i a l  crime r a t e  t han  Woodlawn i n  

eve ry  category,  and lower than Lincoln Park f o r  rape and bu rg la ry ,  Wicker 

Park r e s i d e n t s  c o n s i s t e n t l y  express  more concern over  t h e  problem of crime 

and what we have c a l l e d  i n c i v i l i t y  which r e i n f o r c e  each o t h e r  i n  t h e  

Wicker Park neighborhood. On t h e  other hand, d e s p i t e  crime r a t e s  which 

a r e  a t  l e a s t  as high as t h e  city-wide average, r e s i d e n t s  of Lincoln 

ParE express  r e l a t i v e l y  low concern over  problems of cr ime and c i v i l i t y .  

We argued t h a t  the  two problems, crime and i n c i v i l i t y ,  n u s t  go hand i n  

hand f o r  them t o  a f f e c t  t h e  percept ions  of a r e a  r e s i d e n t s  and t h a t  a low 

l e v e l  of i n c i v i l i t y  may decrease perceived r i s k  i n  a neighborhood. 

Another important conclusion t o  be  drawn from t h e  e a r l i e r  work i s  

t h a t  people gene ra l ly  s ee  the  problem of i n c i v i l i t y  as n o r e  important  

than the  problem of crime i t s e l f .  Figure 8 compares t he  crime and 

i n c i v i l i t y  ques t ions  d i r e c t l y .  For each neighborhood two s c a l e  s c o r e s  

a r e  presented i n  F igure  8: t h e  l e f t  s i d e  of each neighjorhood s c a l e  shows 

concern over crime problems, whi le  t h e  r i g h t  hand s i d e  shows concern over 

the four ques t ions  of i n c i v i l i t y .  A s  i n  the  preceding s c a l e s ,  t h e  
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s c o r e s  f o r  each neighborhood on each i n d i c a t o r  express  t h e  p ropor t ion  

of r e sponden t s  who th ink  each of t h e  r e spec t ive  ques t ions  i s  a b i g  

problem i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. In  a l l  neighborhoods except  Lincoln 

Park the  fou r  c i v i l i t y  r e l a t e d  problems were of g r e a t e r  concern t o  

r e s i d e n t s  than t h e  crimes of a s s a u l t  and rape. Lincoln Park  was t h e  

only neighborhood where more people expressed concern ove r  any s e r i o u s  

criminal o f f ense  than t h e  problem of drug use. Drugs, vandalism, and 

t e e n a g e r s  were more o f t e n  mentioned a s  b ig  problems than  a l l  s e r i o u s  

c r i m e s  i n  Wicker Park and Back of  t he  Yards. Except i n  Back o f  t h e  Yards, 

drug use was most o f t en  mentioned as a big problem among t h e  i n c i v i l i t y  

v a r i a b l e s .  The r e s i d e n t s  of Wicker Park were more l i k e l y  t o  express  

concern  about  a l l  of these problems than  people living i n  any of o u r  

o t h e r  s tudy neighborhoods, o r  people l i v i n g  throughout t h e  c i t y .  

We concluded from Figure 8 t h a t  t h e  neighborhood r e s i d e n t s  pe rce ive  

t h e  problems of s e r i o u s  crime and i n c i v i l i t y  toge ther .  Neighborhoods 

whic5 exh ib i t  high concern about crime a l s o  show high concern about 

problems of i n c i v i l i t y .  Figure 9 shows this r e l a t i o n s h i p  more c l e a r l y .  

This f i g u r e  demonstrates t h e  covariance between concern abou t  a l l  

i n c i v i l i t y  ques t ions  and'concern about a l l  f o u r  c a t e g o r i e s  of s e r i o u s  

crime. Given a v a i l a b l e  da t a ,  we cannot determine which o f  t h e  t w o  

f a c t o r s ,  cr ime o r  i n c i v i l i t y ,  i s  more imporrant,  but  i t  d i d  appear  t h a t  

people express g r e a t e r  concern ove r  i n c i v i l i t y  i n  our  f o u r  study neigh- 

borhoods. Drug use,  vandalism, and raucous teenagers  a r e  considered t o  

be b i g  problems by more than  20 percent  o f  t h e  respondents  i n  the c i ty -

wide sample and i n  all. neighborhoods except Lincoln Park. Since t h e  

problems of drug use and vandalism are themselves youth- re la ted  



-110-

FIGURE 8 

CONCERN OVER CRIME AND INCIVILITY 

left of scale / levels of concern over serious crime 

right of stale/  concern about Problems of inclviiity 



FIGURE 9 

cavlRIANCE BETWEEN CONCERN ABOUT CRl  ME AND INCIVILITY 

CRIME 
*WICKER PARK 

- WOODLAWN 

LINCOLN PARK 

CHICAGO 

BACK OF THE YARDS 

1.5 1.6 1.7 1.8 18 20 

range = 0 - 4 

INClVlLlTY 



phenomena, t h e  da t a  i nd ica t e  t h a t  s e r i o u s  crime may no t  be so much a 

problem as t h e  presence and a c t i v i t i e s  of teenagers .  Fear  of crime may 

be d i r e c t l y  a f f ec t ed  by concern about l o c a l  adolescents .  It i s  con- 

c e i v a b l e  t h a t  t h e  i s s u e  of t h e  l o c a l  moral o rde r  i n t e r s e c t s  the i s s u e  

of i n a p p r o p r i a t e  adolescent behavior around t h e  concept o f  i n c i v i l i t y .  

Data on t h e  number of teenagers  l i v i n g  i n  each a r e a  l end  some suppor t  

to  this view. Figure . l o  shows t h e  average number of c h i l d r e n  under a g e  

18  pe r  household i n  our  four  neighborhoods. Wicker Park and Back of t h e  

Yards have t h e  h ighes t  average number of young people,  w e l l  above t h e  

number pe r  household i n  t h e  o t h e r  two neighborhoods. These two a r e a s  

a l s o  show t h e  h ighes t  proport ion of  people expressing concern over 

youth-related problems r e l a t i v e  t o  t h e  number of people concerned about 

s e r i o u s  crime. The problems of vandalism and teenasers  r a t e  below robbery  

f o r  t h e  two o t h e r  a r e a s  and t h e  city-wide sample, and below burglary f o r  

Lincoln  Park. Drugs, vandalism, and teenagers  were more o f t e n  mentioned 

a s  b i g  problems i n  Wicder Park and Back of t h e  Yards than  any crime t y p e .  

Although t h e  proport ion of people expressing concern over  i n c i v i l i t y  i n  

Woodlawn i s  a l s o  high,  it i s  more c l o s e l y  r e l a t e d  to concern about 

s e r i o u s  crime. Lincoln Park wi th  t h e  lowest  average number of c h i l d r e n  

per  household a l s o  shows the  lowest  propor t ion  of people saying t h a t  

i n c i v i l i t y  i s  a b ig  problem i n  t h e i r  neighborhood a s  w e l l  as the l o w e s t  

fear of  crime. 

What w e  f a i l e d  t o  present  i n  t h e  e a r l i e r  a n a l y s i s  w a s  a sys temat ic  

pe r spec t ive  on why i n c i v i l i t y  and v i c t i m i z a t i o n  had t h e  corbined e f f e c t  

on neighborhood r e s i d e n t s  of i nc reas ing  f e a r .  The s o c i a l  control per-

spec t ive  supp l i e s  t h a t  framework, f o r  both v i c t imiza r ions  and acts  o f  
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i n c i v i l i t y  a r e  i nd ica to r s  t o  r e s i d e n t s  of t he  dec l ine  of t h e  moral 

o r d e r .  Residents  s e e  i n c i v i l i t y  and crime increas ing ,  and they become 

convinced t h a t  t he  community's capac i ty  t o  e x e r t  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  i s  

e rod ing .  Vict imizat ion and condi t ions  of i n c i v i l i t y  a r e  evidence t h a t  

convent iona l  s tandards a r e  no longer  c o n t r o l l i n g  behavior ,  e spec i a l ly  

t h e  behav io r  of t h e  young. The unsoc ia l ized  (adolescents)  and those who 

l i v e  by o t h e r  s tandards ( t he  s t r ange r )  a r e  t h e  g r e a t e s t  perceived t h r e a t s  

t o  the moral order .  

Assessments of crime problems w i t h i n  t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  pe r spec t ive  

i n d i c a t e  cogn i t i ve  r e f l e c t i o n s  of o b j e c t i v e  condit ions.  These assess -  

ments were hypothesized t o  motivate  t h e  ind iv idua l  t o  be f e a r f u l  a s  he 

c a l c u l a t e d  h i s  r i s k  of v i c t imiza t ion .  The more v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  the  b i g g e r  

t he  perce ived  problems; the  g rea t e r  t h e  s p e c i f i c  crime problems, t h e  

g r e a t e r  Likelihood of  personal  v i c t i n i z a t i o n  and thus  t h e  higher t h e  l e v e l  

of f e a r .  Differences between ind iv idua l s  a r e  a  func t ion  of d i f f e r e n c e s  

i n  o b j e c t i v e  condit iond and how these  cond i t i ons  a r e  "processed" psycho- 

l o g i c a l l y .  If v ic t imiza t ion  and i n c i v i l i t i e s  a r e  t r e a t e d  as condi t ions ,  

i n d i c a t i n g  t h e  l e v e l  of d i so rde r  i n  a community, and i f  i n c i v i l i t y  

i n d i c a t o r s  are seen as more of  a  problem than  v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  i n  a community 

(both  because they a r e  more apparent  and because they a r e  constant 

reminders of t h e  dec l ine  of t h e  moral o rde r )  then f e a r  c a n  b e  accounted 

f o r  wi thout  r e f  e r r i n g  t o  t h e  "processing" ind iv idua l s  do. Communities 

which have more s i g n s  of d i so rgan iza t ion  w i l l  have more fear i f  s o c a l  

c o n t r o l  i s  no t  exercised.  When v i c t i m i z a t i o n s  are t r e a t e d  as conditfons 

r a t h e r  than  a n t i c i p a t e d  experiences,  t hey  become i n d i c a t o r s  of s o c i a l  

change. Vic t imiza t ions  and i n c i v i l i t i e s  a r e  s igns  of d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n .  



S i g n s  o f  d i sorganiza t ion  i n d i c a t e  s o c i a l  con t ro l s  a re  weak. Weak s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l  as w e l l  a s  high crime a r e  assoc ia ted  wi th  hign f e a r  i n  a community. 

I n  o t h e r  words, v ic t imiza t ions ,  neighborhood crime problems and 

r5sk assessments  a r e  used i n  t h e  v i c r i z i z a t i o n  pers?ecr ive  t o  account  

f o r  i n d i v i d u a l  d i f f e r ences  i n  r epo r t s  of f e a r .  T'ne s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  per -  

s p e c t i v e  treats v ic t imiza t ions ,  i n c i v i l i t i e s  and t h e  perceived cr ime 

problems as i n d i c a t o r s  of  disorganized communities. These d e f i c i e n c i e s  

i n  community organiza t ion  account f o r  f e a r  l e v e l s ,  f o r  t hose  communities. 

The same i n d i c a t o r s  a r e  used bu t  they measure d i f f e r i n g  phenomena 

depending on t h e  perspec t ive  operat ing.  

The d iscuss ion  of s i g n s  of d i sorganiza t ion  i n  t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  

p e r s p e c t i v e  uses  each community as the  u n i t  o f  ana lys i s .  To s i m p l i f y  

t h i s  d i scuss ion ,  s c a l e s  were generated f o r  t he  i n c i v i l i t y  and v i c t imiza -  

t i o n  measures. A s  t h e  reader w i l l  r e c a l l  from t h e  previous  ana lyses ,  

the  su rvey  respondents  w e r e  asked whether f o u r  types of crime were 

neighborhood problems. ' The exact  wording of  t h e  ques t ions  was: 

(burglary)  o What about  burg lary  f o r  tha  neighborhood 
i n  genera l .  Is breaking i n t o  people ' s  
homes o r  sneaking i n  t o  s t e a l  something 
a b ig  problem, some problen,  o r  almost no 
problem f o r  people i n  your neighborhood? 

(robbery) o How about people being rob5ed o r  having 
t h e i r  purses  o r  wallets taken i n  t h e  
s t r e e t .  Would you say  t h a t  t h i s  i s  a 
b i g  problem, some problen o r  almost 
no problem? 

( a s s a u l t )  o Besides robbery, how about  people being 
a t tacked  o r  beaten up i n  your neighborhood 
by s t r ange r s .  Is t h i s  a b i g  problem, some 
problem, o r  almost no problen? 

(rape)  o I n  your neighborhood, woul6 you s a y  sexual  
a s s a u l t s  are a b i g  problem, somewhat of a 
problem, o r  almost no problea  a t  a l l ?  



The response s c a l e  f o r  t hese  i tems ranged f ron  1 (almost no problem) 

t o  3 (big problem). Figure 11 shows the  fou r  s ca l e s ,  one f o r  each t y p e  

of v i c t i m i z a t i o n  derived from the  above quest ions.  Each s c a l e  simply 

r a n k s  t h e  neighborhoods on the  percentage of r e s i d e n t s  who s a i d  t h a t  a 

p a r t i c u l a r  v i c t imiza t ion  was a b ig  problem i n  t h e i r  neighborhood. The 

s c a l e s  f o r  a s s a u l t  and f o r  rape have an expanded range i n  order  t o  improve 

the  r e a d a b i l i t y  of t h e  f igure .  

A s i m i l a r  procedure was used t o  aggregate t h e  i n c i v i l i t y  measures by 

community. Figure 6 shows t h e  s c a l e s  f o r  each of t he  f o u r  s igns of 

i n c i v i l i t y  w e  tapped with the  four  ques t ions  i n  t h e  survey .  The p o s i t i o n  

of e a c h  neighborhood .on the  s c a l e s  i s  determined by t h e  percentage of 

r e s i d e n t s  who f e l t  t h a t  the  s igns  o f  i n c i v i l i t y  were b ig  problems in  

t h e i r  neighborhood. The aggregate  l e v e l  o f  t h e  i n c i v i l i t y  and v i c t imiza -  

t i o n  i n d i c a t o r s  w i l l  se rve  as a measure of the  perceived l e v e l  o f  d i s -

o rgan iza t ion  i n  a  neighborhood. 

The r a t i o n a l e  behind cons t ruc t ing  t h e  aggregate concern about 

v i c t i m i z a t i o n  and i n c i v i l i t y  s c a l e s ,  F igu re  12 ,  w a s  as fo l lows .  From 

t he  s o c i a l  d i sorganiza t ion  perspec t ive ,  any ind iv idua l  v i c t imiza t ion  

problem i s  no t  as important a s  t he  aggrega te  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  problem 

a c r o s s  a l l  s e r i o u s  crime ca t egor i e s  because t h a t  agg rega te  leve l  s i g n a l s  

t he  gene ra l  d e c l i n e  of  moral order .  Thus, t h e  i n t e r n a l  consis tency of a l l  

four  concerns about v i c t imiza t ion  was checked through f a c t o r  ana lys i s  

( a l l  four  i tems loaded on a  s i n g l e  unidimensional f a c t o r  accounting for 

51 percent  of t h e  variance)  and by c a l c u l a t i o n  of Cronbach's alpha 

c o e f f i c i e n t  on  t h e  pooled c i t y w i d e  s a ~ p l e s .  A l l  four  i t e m s  were 

moderately c o r r e l a t e d  with the  sum of t h e  o t h e r  t h r e e  and together formed 
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a scale wi th  an  alpha c o e f f i c i e n t  of . 6 7 4 .  The pos i t i on  of  a neighborhood 

on the concern about v i c t imiza t ion  s c a l e  was d e t e n i n e d  by t h e  percentage  

of r e s p o n s e s  t h a t  were "Big Problems" f o r  any of the fou r  crimes. The ' 

a g g r e g a t e  s c a l e  f o r  concern about i n c i v i l i t y  was s i m i l a r l y  determined. 

It was hypothesized t h a t  a l l  f o u r  s igns  of i n c i v i l i t y  ( l o i t e r i n g  

youth,  drugs,  vandalism, and abandoned bui ld ings)  would d e f i n e  a c o n s t r u c t  

r e p r e s e n t i n g  t h e  ex ten t  t o  which t h e r e  was a perceived problem wi th  s o c i a l  

d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  i n  t h e  neighborhood which went beyond problems o f  victim-

i z a t i o n .  Accordingly, a f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  of  t h e  four  i n d i c a t o r s  was 

performed on t h e  pooled city-wide samples. A l l  t h e  i tems  v e r e  unidimen- 

s i o n a l s  and s i g n i f i c a n t l y  i n t e r c o r r e l a t e d .  The i n t e r n a l  cons i s t ency  of 

t h e s e  i tems  was f u r t h e r  checked by c a l c u l a t i o n s  of  Cronbach's a lpha  

c o e f f i c i e n t .  The four  items formed a s c a l e  wi th  an a lpha  of .755. 

The p o s i t i o n  of  a neighborhood on t h e  concern about t h e  s o c i a l  o r d e r  

s c a l e  was determined by t h e  percentage of responses t h a t  were "Big 

~ r o b l e m s "  f o r  any of t l ie four  ques t ionna i r e  i tems. 

The next  s t e p  i n  ope ra t iona l i z ing  the  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  p e r s p e c t i v e  

was t o  develop measures of t he  in te rvening  v a r i a b l e s  " s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n "  

and "provincial ism.  I' Soc ia l  i n t e g r a t i o n  was measured by t h e  use of  

s e v e r a l  i t ems  from t h e  telephone sumey .  F i r s t ,  a s c a l e  was developed 

from t h r e e  i tems  i n  t h e  survey which vere thought t o  t ap  commitment t o  

the l o c a l  community. They were: 

-D i f f i cu l ty  of i d e n t i f y i n g  a s t r a n g e r  i n  t h e  neighborhood. 

-Whether o r  no t  t h e  respondent f e l t  a p a r t  of t h e  neighborhood. 

-The number of  c h i l d r e n  t h e  respondent knew i n  t h e  neighborhood. 

This s c a l e  was constructed from t h e  unweighted sum o f  a respondents t  

standardized sco res  on the  t h r e e  v a r i a b l e s ,  R e l i a b i l i t y  a n a l y s i s  o f  t h e  



scale r e s u l t e d  i n  a moderately high Cronbach's alpha of .585. Ir should 

be remembered t h a t  t h e  s c a l e  sums t h e  s tandard scores  and consequently 

i s  a s tandard  score  i t s e l f .  Actual s c a l e  scores  ranged from values 

of -4. up t o  +8.00. IJe col lapsed these  va lues  i n t o  t h r e e  ca t egor i e s  o n  

t h e  basis of a normal d i s t r i b u t i o n  of va lues ,  i . e .  , 50 pe rcen t  of t h e  

c a s e s  f a l l i n g  i n t o  t h e  middle category, and about 25 pe rcen t  each i n t o  

t h e  l o w  o r  t h e  high ca.tegories. The s c a l e  was then recorded in to  low, 

modera te  and h igh  ca tegor ies .  Table 6 d e p i c t s  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  

i n t e g r a t e s  i n  t h e  four  neighborhoods and Figure  13 g r a p h i c a l l y  d i s p l a y s  

t h e  d i f f e r e n c e s  between high and low i n t e g r a t e s  on f e a r  l e v e l s .  Two 

o t h e r  i tems were enployed t o  measure t h e  impact of  social i n t eg ra t ion .  

Those measures are l eng th  of t ime l i v i n g  i n  t h e  neighborhood (Figure 1 4 )  

and p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i n  community a f f a i r s  (Figure 15 ) .  The s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  

s c a l e  (Figure 16)  gives us mu l t ip l e  Eeasures of  t h e  comparative l e v e l s  

of s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  i n  t h e  s tudy areas. 

F i n a l l y ,  t h e  s o c i a l  con t ro l  pe r spec t ive  p o s i t s  t h e  importance o f  

t h e  l e v e l  of p rov inc i a l i sn  manifested i n  t h e  neighborhood. I n  neighbor-  

hoods where r e s i d e n t s  can e x e r t  c o n t r o l  over  land  use dec i s ions  and 

i n t e r a c t  wi th  those  agencies  and i n s t i t u t i o n s  which a r e  a c t i v e  i n  t h a t  

d e c i s i o n  making process,  f e a r  i s  reduced. Opera t iona l iz ing  the concep t  

of provinc ia l i sm c a l l s  f o r  t h e  use  of q u a l i t a t i v e  da t a ,  f o r  provinc ia l i sm 

most o f t e n  mani fes t s  i t s e l f  through coumuniry o r g a n i z a t i o n s  operat ing 

w i t h i n  t h e  neighborhood. These o rgan iza t ions  were only observed o v e r  

t i m e  through f i e l d  s tudy techniques.  X q u a l i t a t i v e  a n a l y s i s  of t he  

f ie ldwork w a s  done i n  t he  four  Chicago neighborhoods. 



TABLE 6 

DISTRIBUTION OF RESPOA3Eh'TS ACCORI>ING TO 


DEGREE OF SOCIAL ISTEGRATION* 


CHICAGO 

Level of 
Soclal  Lincoln Wicker Back of 
Integration Park Park Woodlawn the Yards City 

Low 21.9% 14.8% 19.6% 8.5% 18.5% 


Moderate 60.1% 61.0% 54.1% 57.8% 51.5% 


High 

1 

* 
The number in  the parentheses gives the t o t a l  N f o r  that neighborhood. 



Figure 13 
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Figure 14 
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40 WICKE3 PARK 40  
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Figure 15 
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Figure 16 

LEVELS OF SOCIAL I?ZEGRA.TION 

Percent Percent 

Low Intggration Integration 


BACK OF TEE YARDS 


LINCOLN PARK 21.9 

WOODLALJ 19.6 
LTNCOIJS PARK 18.1 

BACK OF THE YARDS 



The l e v e l  of s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  i n  each of t h e  s tudy a r e a s  i n d i c a t e s  

both  t h e  context  i n  which s o c i a l  conzro l  i s  being exerted and the  s o c i a l  

composi t ion of t he  community i n  t r zns i z ion .  Cornunit ies  i n  which t h e r e  

a r e  s i g n i f i c a n t  numbers of highly in reg ra t ed  r e s i d e n t s  a r e  no t  only 

f a i r l y  s t a b l e  but  a l s o  have b e t t e r  c tances  of exe r t i ng  s o c i a l  con t ro l  

th rough l o c a l  i n s t i t u t i o n s .  Thus s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  is  a n  ind ica to r  of 

community s t a b i l i t y  and t he  communitp capac i ty  t o  r e g u l a t e  behavior. 

The l e v e l  of provincial ism i n  a c o w u n i t y  i s  tapped both by the  number 

of h i g h  i n t e g r a t e s  i n  t h e  area, f o r  they by d e f i n i t i o n  c o n t r o l  land 

( t h e i r  homes) and c a r e  about t h e  f u t u r e  of t h e  area, and by t h e  a c t i v i t i e s  

of t h e  l o c a l  community organiza t ions .  

Wicker Park 

Wicker Park is t h e  neighborhood wi th  t h e  most f e a r f u l  people (54%). 

It is  a l s o  t h e  area with  the  most signs of  d i sorganiza t ion .  Res idents  
i 

pe rce ive  both v i c t imiza t ions  and i n c i v i l i t y  as more of a problem than 

r e s i d e n t s  of any other, neighborhooi. As F igure  8 demonstrates Wicker 

Park ranks f i r s t  i n  concern about burg lary  (32%), robbery (38%), a s s a u l t  

(26%) and rape (8X). Figure 6 a l so  i l l u s t r a t e s  Wicker P a r k ' s  l e a d e r s h i p  

i n  concern about  teens (39 .9%) ,  abandoned bu i ld ings  (29.6%), i l l e g a l  

drugs (45.8%) and vandalism (44.8%).  \,Ticker Park (see F i g u r e  17) a l s o  

has t h e  h ighes t  percentage of r e s i e e x t s  vho know a l o c a l  v ic t im of 

robbery (39.9%) and a s s a u l t  ( 2 9 . 5 2 ) ,  and ranks a very c l o s e  second in 

knowledge of burg lary  v i c t ims  ( 5 2 . L Z ) .  i h e  aggregate  p r o f i l e s  ( F i g u r e  12) 

show Wicker Park to  be t h e  ne ighborho~d  T:ith t h e  most concern about 

v i c t imiza t ions  (26.6%) and i n c i v i l i t y  (39.8%). Figure 1 2  shows c l e a r l y  
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FIGURE 17 
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t h a t  r e s i d e n t s  of Wicker Park s e e  i n c i v i l i t y  problems as being of g r e a t e r  

magnitude than v ic t imiza t ion  problems. 

The p i c t u r e  of perceived d i so rgan iza t ion  which emerges from t h e  

t e l ephone  survey is echoed i n  t h e  fieldwork. Housing i s  d i l a p i d a t e d  

and r e s i d e n t s  perceive absentee landlords  t o  be i n  c o n t r o l  of most 

r e n t a l s .  Gangs a r e  seen t o  be a problem as e t h n i c  c o n f l i c t  rages among 

o l d e r  P o l i s h  whites,  Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, blacks, and p r o f e s s i o n a l  

w h i t e s  gen t r i fy ing  t h e  area.  Area b a r s  a r e  perceived as havens f o r  

v a r i o u s  unsavory types who spend too  much time drinking o n  t h e  s idewalks.  

Arson i s  a l s o  mentioned as a cont inuing problem i n  t h e  a r e a .  The 

s c h o o l s  a r e  mentioned a s  t h e  scenes of  f i g h t s  and r a c i a l  c o n f l i c t s .  

Whites con t inua l ly  mention b i l i n g u a l  educa t ion  programs i n  r e s e n t f u l  

ways, while Lat inos f e e l  excluded from school  a f f a i r s .  Since most o f  t h e  

ado le scen t s  a r e  Latino and black,  and P o l i s h  whi tes  a r e  o l d e r  more 

e s t a b l i s h e d  r e s iden t s ,  e t h n i c  c o n f l i c t  i s  magnified by t h e  gene ra t iona l  

t e n s i o n s. 
The genera l  p i c t u r e  which emerges i s  a neighborhood i n  d i sa r r ay .  

The s t r e e t s ,  schools  and parks a r e  f i l l e d  wi th  t h e  c o n s t a n t  reminders 

of  t h e  disorganized s t a t e  of a f f a i r s  i n  t h e  a rea .  There i s  l i t t l e  

confidence among r e s iden t s  as t o  t h e i r  a b l l i t y  t o  a f f e c t  this s i t u a t i o n .  

Many l e a d e r s  f e e l  t h a t  c i t y  government i s  unresponsive t o  t h e  community's 

needs and t h a t  t he  l o c a l  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  which surrounds them i s  the  

r e s u l t  of a conscious s t r a t e g y  t o  remove lower incone r e s i d e n t s  and 

g e n t r i f y  t h e  a r e a  f o r  upper middle c l a s s  whi tes .  

The a rea  is  r i c h  i n  organiza t ions  claiming t o  r e p r e s e n t  the i n t e r e s t s  

of r e s i d e n t s .  There a r e  twenty-six conmunity based organ iza t ions  and 



v o l u n t a r y  a s soc i a t ions  operat ing i n  t h e  a rea .  However, t h e  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  

of r e s i d e n t s  i n  t hese  organizat ions is very  low. A s  F igu re  1 5  i l l u s -  

t r a t e s ,  Wicker Park with approximately 11 percent  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  has  by 

f a r  the lowest involvement of  t he  Chicago neighborhoods. So whi le  

many o r g a n i z a t i o n s  claim t o  represent  r e s i d e n t s ,  only a few r e s i d e n t s  a r e  

i nvo lved  wi th  t h e i r  self-proclaimed r ep resen ta t ives .  Consequently, 

t h e r e  are few mechanisms for developing t h e  provinc ia l i sm which could 

m e d i a t e  t h e  e f f e c t s  of s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion  on f e a r  of crime. Without 

t he  p o l i t i c a l  development which mani fes t s  i t s e l f  i n  p r o v i n c i a l  neighbor- 

hoods, t he  l o s s  of c o n t r o l  over t h e  changes i n  t he  neighborhood goes 

unchecked. Residents  f e e l  h e l p l e s s  t o  a f f e c t  t he  d e t e r i o r a t i o n  process .  

The l a c k  of  provincial ism and t h e  magnitude of t h e  s i g n s  o f  d i sorganiza-  

t i o n  are r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  r e l a t i o n  of f e a r  t o  s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n .  F i g u r e  

1 3  shows the  h igh  l e v e l s  of f e a r  repor ted  by both low and h igh  i n t e g r a t e s .  

Over 40 percent  of t h e  r e s i d e n t s  have l i v e d  i n  t h e  neighborhood f o r  f i v e  

years  ox l e s s .  However, t h e  demographic d a t a  does n o t  t e l l  a uniform 

s t o r y ,  for 35 percent  of r e s i d e n t s  own t h e i r  own homes and Wicker Park 

ranks second i n  having t h e  sma l l e s t  percentage of low i n t e g r a t e s  (see 

Table 6) .  Again reviewing Table 6 ,  it i s  c l e a r  t h a t  Wicker Park does  

not s t and  i n  s t a r k  c o n t r a s t  t o  t h e  o t h e r  s i t e s .  Wicker P a r k  i s  only 6 

percent  lower than t h e  c i t y  average i n  h igh  i n t e g r a t e s  and only 4 p e r c e n t  

lower than t h e  c i t y  average f o r  h igh  i n t e g r a t e s  (meaning t h e r e  a r e  fewer  

low i n t e g r a t e s  i n  'Nicker Park). The key t o  t h e  high level o f  f e a r  i n  t h e  

area appears  t o  be i n  t h e  l e v e l  o f  s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion  perceived i n  

the a r e a  and t h e  lack of t h e  capac i ty  o f  the residents to  e x e r t  any 

con t ro l  over  t h e  f o r c e s  which generate tkose  s i g n s  of d i so rgan iza t ion .  



An e l d e r l y  tenant  of a  publ ic  housing p r o j e c t  summarized t h e  s i t u a t i o n .  

"The neighborhood used t o  be n ice ,  but  now i t  i s  ba2. The sidewalks 

a r e  t e r r i b l e ,  t he re  is  garbage a l l  over.'' She a l s o  i d e n t i f i e d  the  cause 

of the present  s i t u a t i o n  as "the Puerto Ricans who don' t  keep th ings  

c l ean .  I' A young r e s iden t  echoed her assessment when she  lamented "it 

f e e l s  j u s t  t e r r i b l e  t o  be walking a lone  around fou r  o  ' c lock  i n  t he  

a f t e rnoon .  

Woodlawn 

Woodlawn ranks a s  t h e  second most f e a r f u l  neighborhood with s l i g h t l y  

over  50 percent  of t h e  r e s i d e n t s  r epo r t ing  f e e l i n g  unsafe.  Woodlawn 

a l s o  ranks  second i n  t he  s i g n s  of d i sorganiza t ion .  A s  F igu re  1 2  i l l u s -

trates, Woodlawn r e s i d e n t s  perce ive  r e l a t i v e l y  high l e v e l s  of d i sorganiza-  

t i o n  f o r  both concern about v i c t imiza t ion  ( 2 0 . 4 % )  and concern about 

i n c i v i l i t y  ( 2 7 . 8 % ) .  Woodlawn i s  only six percentage p o i n t s  lower t h a n  

Wicker Park (26.6%) on t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  s c a l e  while i t  is twice t h a t  

percentage (12%) lower than Woodlawn on the i n c i v i l i t y  s c a l e .  Since 

Woodlawn i s  r e l a t i v e l y  c lose  t o  Wicker Park i n  f e a r  l e v e l ,  separated by j u s t  

a few percentage poin ts ,  i t  may be that v ic t imiza t ion  concerns a re  

r e l a t i v e l y  more s i g n i f i c a n t  i n  genera t ing  f e a r  than t h e  i n c i v i l i t y  measures  

i n  t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  setting. 

I n  comparing Woodlawn and Wicker Park on i n c i v i l i t y  and vict imiza-

t i o n  concerns ( s ee  Figure 8), t h r e e  of t h e  fou r  i n c i s - i l i t y  measures rank 

be fo re  t h e  f i r s t  v i c t imiza t ion  measure i n  Wicker Park, w h i l e  in  14oodlawn 

only drugs rank before  robbery. It appears  t h a t  concern abou t  i n c i v i l i t y  

p l ays  a l e s s  prominent r o l e  i n  genere t ing  fear i n  ICoodlawn. 



A s  discussed e a r l i e r ,  1-?oodlawnis a ghe t to  neishborhood with a 

95 p e r c e n t  b lack  population. The a re2  d?veloped a cons iderable  r epu ta t ion  

i n  the 1960's  f o r  gang a c t i v i t y .  This  problem coupled w i t h  high rates 

of youth unemployment and a s u b s t a n t i a l  ounber of r e s i d e n t s  on publ ic-aid 

(approximately 25% i n  1970) l e d  t o  s e r ioxs  dis investment  problems. 

There are dozens of vacant l o t s  and a dea r th  o f  business  i n  t h e  area. 

Many r e s i d e n t s  f e e l  th,at  IJoodlawn has i n  f a c t  "bottomed ou t "  and t h a t  the 

a r ea  is  improving. (Some would say i t  had no p l ace  t o  go bu t  up.) A 

r e p r e s e n t a t i v e  of t h e  l o c a l  couanunity organiza t ion  (The Woodlam Organ- 

i z a t i o n ,  TWO) commented t h a t  " tha t  f e e l i n g  of hopelessness  t h a t  u s e d  to 

p l ague  t h e  a r e a  i s  slowly disappearing.  I th ink  people who a r e  l i v i n g  

here  r e a l l y  f e e l  t h a t  t h e r e  i s  a f u t u r e  i n  Noodlawn." 

The community has i n  TIJO one o f  t h e  most v i s i b l e  community organiza-  

t i o n s  i n  t h e  c i t y .  Having evolved from a p r o t e s t  group t o  a community 

development corpora t ion  i n  t h e  last decade, s t ands  c l e a r l y  as t h e  

major f o r c e  f o r  the  development of provlnc ia l i sm i n  t h e  a r ea .  The 

s t r e n g t h  of the organiza t ion  is r e f l e c t e d  i n  t h e  h igh  l e v e l  of community 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n  repor ted  by r e s i d e n t s .  F igure  15 shows Woodlawn a s  ranking 

f i r s t  (24%) among t h e  Chicago neighborhoods i n  r e s i d e n t s  involved i n  

community a f f a i r s .  It is important t o  no te  t h a t  whi le  Kicker Park 

ranks lowest on the  involvement s c a l e ,  i t  i s  j u s t  s l i g h t l y  above Woodlawn 

on t h e  f e a r  s ca l e .  Thus p a r t i c i p a t i o n  i t s e l f  i s  no panacea f o r  fear. 

The key t o  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  is  t h a t  i t  be i n  suppor t  of a t tempt ing  t o  control 

and have inpu t  i n t o  l and  use  dec i s ions  i n  t h e  comun i ry .  The l e a d e r s  

of TIJO made the  conscious dec i s ion  (Fish, 1973) t o  desrnphasize t h e  

provinc ia l  a s p e c t s  of t h e i r  program ani b u i l d  t h e  o r g a n i z a t i o n ' s  



economic base (by bui lding housing p r o j e c t s  and opera t ing  food s t o r e s ,  

e t c . ) .  This  l a c k  of emphasis on provinc ia l i sm coupled with the h i g h e s t  

pe rcen tage  of r e s iden t s  over 61 (222) and t h e  fewest  middle-aged r e s i -

d e n t s  (28%)makes t h e  impact of t he  s i g n s  of d i so rgan iza t ion  f e l t  

w i thou t  any mediating inf luences .  The low i n t e g r a t e s  are more than 

t w i c e  as f e a r f u l  as t he  high i n t e g r a t e s  and both rank second t o  Wicker 

Park i n  t h e i r  l e v e l s  o.f fear. 

The perceived ser iousness  of v i c t i m i z a t i o n  problems and the r e l a -  

t i v e l y  high l e v e l  of perceived i n c i v i l i t y  c r e a t e  a f ea r£u l  neighborhood. 

With n e i t h e r  t h e  communal b e n e f i t s  of s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  no r  the 

p o l i t i c a l  b e n e f i t s  of provincial ism a r e a  r e s i d e n t s  f e e l  q u i t e  unsafe 

g iven  t h e  perceived d i so rde r  around them. 

Back of t h e  Yards 

The next  two neighborhoods i n  t h e  s tudy  rank well below Wicker Park 

and Woodlawn i n  f e a r  l e v e l s .  Back of the Yards ranks a d i s t a n t  third 

on o u r  f e a r  ladder  wi th  29 percent  of t h e  r e s i d e n t s  r e p o r t i n g  f e e l i n g  

unsafe  ( see  Figure 1 ) .  This drop of over  twenty percentage  points  makes 

Back of t h e  Yards (and Lincoln Park) r e l a t i v e l y  secure  neighborhoods. 

Explaining t h i s  drop is  t h e  e s s e n t i a l  t a s k  of the  s o c i a l  d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  

perspec t ive .  The s i g n s  of d i so rgan iza t ion  aggregate  p r o f i l a  (Figure 

12) p l aces  Back of t h e  Yards t h i r d  i n  concern about i n c i v i l i t y  (24.8%) 

and f o u r t h  i n  concern about v i c t i m i z a t i o n  (13.6%). I n t e r e s t i n g l y  Back 

of t h e  Yards is  only 3 percent  below Woodlawn i n  i n c i v i l i t y  concerns and  

j u s t  under 7 percent  below Woodlawn in  v i c t imiza t ion  concerns .  The d r o p  

i n  f e a r  i s  much more dramatic than t h e  drop i n  s i gns  of d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n .  



A closer look a t  t h e  s igns  of disorgar-fzat ion shows a resemblance 

be tween  t h e  rankings i n  Wicker Park and 3ack of t h e  Yards, wi th  t h e  

t h r e e  i n c i v i l i t y  i nd ica t ions  ranking h ighe r  than robbery as neighborhood 

problems and abandoned bui ld ings  f o l l o i . r i ~ g  c l o s e l y  a f t e r  burg lary  on 

the  scale. The d i f f e rence  between the  neighborhoods has  more t o  do wi th  

t h e  magnitude of t h e  problem than with the  r e l a t i v e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of the i nd i ca to r s .  Indeed given t h e  r e l a t i v e  c loseness  o f  Back of the 

Yards t o  Woodlawn on t h e  "signs of d i sorganiza t ion"  s c a l e s  and t h e  

r e l a t i v e  d i s t a n c e  between t h e  a r e a s  o f  t he  f e a r  measures, we must l ook  

a t  our  in te rvening  v a r i a b l e s  t o  e x p l a i l  t h e  discrepancy.  

Table 6 d e p i c t s  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of  s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t e s  i n  Back o f  

t he  Yards.  Back of the  Yards has t h e  fewest low i n t e g r a t e s  (8.5%) and 

the  most  high i n t e g r a t e s  (33.8%) of any neighborhood i n  t h e  sample. 

It is a l s o  important t o  note  t h a t  t h e  low i n t e g r a t e s  have s i g n f i c a n t l y  

lower f e a r  l e v e l s  (Figure 13) than  any of t h e  o the r  low i n t e g r a t e s  i n  

t he  o t h e r  s i t e s .  Not only i s  t h e  a r e a  scor ing  h igher  on s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n ,  

but t h o s e  who a r e  less in t eg ra t ed  seem to  have t h e i r  f e a r  l e v e l s  reduced 

by l i v i n g  i n  t h e  more i n t e g r a t e d  area. Thus even though Back of t h e  Yards 

ranks a c l o s e  t h i r d  t o  Woodlawn i n  t h e  s i g n s  o f  d i so rgan iza t ion ,  i t s  f e a r  

l e v e l s ,  e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  i t s  l e s s  i n t e g r a t e d  r e s i d e n t s  is  s u b s t a n t i a l l y  

lower than  an t i c ipa t ed .  Low i n t e g r a t e s  i n  Wicker Park were 1 5  p e r c e n t  

more a f r a i d  than  low i n t e g r a t e s  i n  Voodlawn, but  t h e r e  is  a 25 p e r c e n t  

drop between Woodlawn and Back of the Yards. For t h e  h igh  i n t e g r a t e s  

Wicker Park (34.9%) i s  9 percent  h ighe r  than N'oodlar..n i n  f e a r  and Back 

of t h e  Yards (19.2%) i s  6 percent  lower than IsToodla;..n (25 .4%) .  Something 

is  happening i n  Back of t he  Yards vhich  zakes  t h e  low i n t e g r a t e s  less 

, a f r a i d .  



That something is  the  Back of the Yards Council. The Council was 

founded over f o r t y  years  ago by a  c o a l i t i o n  of church and l abo r  l eade r -  

sh ip .  It has had t h e  same execut ive d i r e c t o r  throughout i t s  h i s to ry .  

Its l o n g e v i t y  and con t inu i ty  have made it the  e f f e c t i v e  v o i c e  of t h e  

Back of t h e  Yards. Residents of t h e  a r e a  can cont ro l  what happens i n  

the  a r e a  through the  Council. T h i s  ca?ac i ty  i s  r e f l e c t e d  i n  how t h e  

Counci l  responds t o  i n c i v i l i t y .  The Council has  a  program f o r  each 

i n d i c a t o r  of i n c i v i l i t y .  For  abandoned bui ld ings ,  t h e  Council  has a 

d i r e c t  conduit  i n t o  t he  bui ld ing  department f o r  complaints,  i t s  own day 

i n  housing cour t  f o r  a l l  Back of  t h e  Yards bui ld ings  and complete r e c o r d s  

on e v e r y  bui ld ing  i n  t h e  a r ea .  Jones (1979) reported on t h e  success 

of t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  program. For drug abuse and delinquency problems 

t h e r e  a r e  d i s t i n c t  a c t i v e  e f f o r t s  by t h e  Council to  combat these  diffi-

c u l t i e s .  The Council has t h e  capac i ty  t o  a f f e c t  what happens in  the  

neighborhood, from keeping bus inesses  opened t o  s t imu la t ing  the c i t y  

bureaucrac ies  t o  funct ion w e l l .  The Council  o f f e r s  t h e  community an 

agency f o r  maintaining i t s  own s tandards  and sense of o r d e r .  The Back 

of t h e  Yards r e s i d e n t s  rank t h i r d  ( see  Figure 15) i n  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  in 

community a f f a i r s ,  a l thought  a t  almost twice t h e  r a t e  a s  Wicker Park 

r e s i d e n t s  (20% t o  11%), the  l e a s t  involved area .  The Counci l  i t s e l f  

s t i l l  has t h e  s t r e n g t h  and s k i l l  t o  speak f o r  the  a r ea  and make i t s e l f  

heard. Residents  of Back of t h e  Yards have an o r g a n i z a t i o n a l  nechanism 

f o r  r e a c t i n g  t o  l o c a l  problems which m i t i g a t e s  t h e  impact o f  those 

problems on f e a r .  Llere s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  and provinc ia l i sm i n t e r a c t  

t o  make manageable t h e  c o n t r o l  of l o c a l  problems, t he re  fear i s  reduced .  



Back of  t h e  Pards has both the  s o c i a l  and p o l i t i c a l  capac i ty  t o  

combat t h e  problens of i n c i v i l i t y  which i n  o the r  c o r n u n i t i e s  i n d i c a t e  

t h e d i s s o l u t i o n o f  t h e  moral order .  Wicker Park has n o t  developed i t s  

c a p a c i t y  f o r  p rov inc i a l i sn  and Woodlawn's community o rgan iza t ion  chose 

a d i f f e r e n t  s t r a t e g y  (community development) t o  combat i t s  problems. 

The Back of t he  Yards Council maintained i t s  e a r l y  i d e o l o g i c a l  commitment 

t o  "take t h e  slumniness out  of t h e  slm" and t h e  consequence has been a 

s e c u r e  community. 

L inco ln  Park 

L inco ln  Park ranks a s  t h e  l e a s t  fearful neighborhood wi th  29 percent  

* 
of the r e s i d e n t s  f e e l i n g  unsafe  a t  n ight .  The signs of d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  

(see F i g u r e  8) are perceived a s  being w e l l  below the  l e v e l s  i n  Wicker 

Park and Woodla~m and r e f l e c t  a d i f f e r e n t  p a t t e r n  t'nan Back of t h e  

Yards. Burglary is perceived as t h e  most s e r i o u s  problem with drugs  

ranking  a c l o s e  second. Lincoln Park i s  t h e  only neighborhood i n  which 

a v ic t ' imiza t ion  ranks above an i n c i v i l i t y  i n d i c a t o r  as t h e  most s e r i o u s  

i s s u e  and a l s o  t h e  only  neighborhood i n  which burg lary  r a t h e r  than  

robbery ranks a s  t h e  leading  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  of concern. Th i s  d i s t i n c t  

c o n s t e l l a t i o n  of  problezs  (both i n  t h e  magnitude of  t h e  problems and 

i n  t h e i r  sequencing) nakes Lincoln Park appear  t o  i ts  r e s i d e n t s  a s . a  , 

neighborhood wi th  f e w  s igns  of s e r i o u s  d i so rgan iza t ion .  Lincoln Pa rk  

ranks l a s t  (17.5%) i n  concern about  i n c i v i l i t y  and t h i r d  (16.1%) i n  

k 
It should be noted t h a t  t h i s  percentage  r e f l e c t s  a cons ide rab le  

.number o f  people who a r e  a f r a i d .  



conce rn  about v ic t imiza t ion .  Given t h e  r e l a t i v e l y  few adolescents  i n  

t he  neighborhood (4% of the  population) and t h e  r e l a t i v e  weal th of the 

r e s i d e n t s  (29.3% wi th  incomes over $20,000), Lincoln Park i s  an a r e a  

whose l o c a l  moral order  seems i n t a c t  t o  i ts  res idents .  F?ith few s i g n s  

of d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  f e a r  l e v e l s  remain comparatively low. The lack  of 

t h r e a t e n i n g  environment has  coupled wi th  a  r e l a t i v e l y  h igh  l e v e l  of 

c o r n u n i t y  p a r t i c i p a t i o n  (21%) i n  Lincoln Park. The l o c a l  comun i ty  

o r g a n i z a t i o n  (The Lincoln Park Conservation Associat ion)  keeps a 

wa tch fu l  eye on any a c t i v i t y  which might t h rea t en  the s t a b i l i t y  of t h e  

neighborhood, and a c t s  as a spokesman f o r  t h e  a r e a  i n  nego t i a t i ons  w i t h  

governmental agencies  and i n s t i t u t i o n a l  agencies  (e.g. ,  hosp i t a l s )  

o p e r a t i n g  i n  t h e  a rea .  However, given t h e  l a c k  of s igns  of  d i so rgan iza t ion ,  

these a c t i v i t i e s  are aimed towards t h e  maintenance, r a t h e r  than the  

t ransformation,  of the a rea .  

As Table 6 demonstrates, Lincoln Park has t he  lowest l e v e l  of s o c i a l  

i n t e g r a t i o n  of any a rea  i n  t h e  study. The neighborhood h a s  the l a r g e s t  

percentage  of low i n t e g r a t e s  and t h e  sma l l e s t  percentage o f  high i n t e g r a t e s  

of any a rea  i n  t he  study. Figure 1 3  po r t r ays  f e a r  l e v e l  by leve l  of 

s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  and po r t r ays  t he  high i n t e g r a t e s  a s  t h e  l e a s t  f e a r f u l  

(15.6%) i n  t h e  study, while Lincoln Pa rk ' s  low i n t e g r a t e s  rank t h i rd  

i n  f e a r  a t  39.3%, approximately midway between Back of  t h e  Yards a t  

26.7 percent  and Woodlawn a t  54.7 percent .  Thus i t  could be  argued that 

even when t h e  s igns  of d i so rgan iza t ion  a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  f e w  they s t i l l  

a f f e c t  t h e  low in t eg ra t e s '  sense of s e c u r i t y  i n  t he  a rea .  

Lincoln Park is a g e n t r i f i e d  a r e a ,  dominated by the  well-to-do 

p ro fe s s iona l  and r e l a t i v e l y  f r e e  of t h e  s igns  of d i so rde r  which p l a g u e  



most urban  neighborhoods. But even here ,  t h e  low i n t e g r a t e s  a r e  l i k e l y  

t o  feel a f r a i d ,  perhaps because of t h e i r  l a c k  of f a m i l i a r i t y  wi th  those  

who s h a r e  t h a t  r e l a t i v e l y  secure  space. Low i n t e g r a t e s  i n  Lincoln Park 

d i f f e r  from t h e i r  opposi tes  i n  Back of t he  Yards because of  t h e  extra-

o r d i n a r l l y  s t rong  conrmunity o rgan iza t ion  i n  t h e  latter area. The Back 

of the Yards Council 's a c t i v i t i e s  a r e  so  s t rong ly  felt a s  t o  make even 

t h e  more i s o l a t e d  f e e l  r e l a t i v e l y  sa fe .  Provinc ia l i sm and s o c i a l  

i n t e g r a t i o n  a r e  powerful f a c t o r s  i n  t h e  reduct ion  of f e a r ,  

L imi t a t ions  and Lmplications o f  t h e  Soc ia l  Control Pe r spec t ive  

The s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspec t ive  has  s e r i o u s  l i m i t a t i o n s .  Since 

t h e r e  are only  four  communities i n  t h e  s tudy and s i n c e  t h e s e  were n o t  

randomly se lec ted ,  t h e  a n a l y s i s  p o s s i b i l i t i e s  were extremely l i m i t e d ,  

and so is t h e  g e n e r a l i z a b i l i t y  of t h e  f ind ings .  Second, s i n c e  I am 

f o r  t h e  most p a r t  comparing means between and wi th in  c o r n u n i t i e s  on  

one dimensional s ca l e s ,  there a r e  s e r i o u s  limits t o  t h e  comparabi l i ty  

of the f ind ings .  For example, i f  Lincoln Park sco res  h ighe r  on concern 

about burg lary  than robbery, t h i s  does not  demonstrate t h a t  comparatively 

speaking, Lincoln Park i s  more concerned about  burg lary  ehan robbery. 

Since items were constructed without  a comparative dimension (e-g., 

Are you more concerned about robbery than  burg lary?)  t h e  conclus ion  

t h a t  burg lary  generates  more concern than  robbery is  only  suggested 

and n o t  demonstrated. Clear ly ,  more s o p h i s t i c a t e d  a n a l y s i s  i s  needed 

i f  t h e  s o c i a l  con t ro l  pe r spec t ive  is  t o  be t r u l y  t e s t e d  as an  approach 

t o  expla in ing  t h e  f e a r  of crime. 



The f i r s t  s tep towards t h a t  more r igo rous  a n a l y s i s  i s  t o  compute 

m u l t i p l e  regress ion  c o e f f i c i e n t s  for each v a r i a b l e  i n  an equat ion 

which  would t e s t  t h e  u t i l i t y  of community i n  expla in ing  f e a r  of  crime. 

Prev ious  research on f e a r  o f  crime has i d e n t i f i e d  age, sex, race  and 

income as the  demographic c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  with t h e  most p r e d i c t i v e  

power (e.g., Hindelang, Gottfredson and Garofalo, 1978).  By placing 

these  v a r i a b l e s  i n  an equat ion with community, t h a t  is, p l a c e  of 

r e s idence ,  w e  can determine i f  community w i l l  r e s u l t  i n  an improved 

r eg res s ion .  

-b 

Fear  = B1 (Race) + B2 (Income) + Bj (Age) + B4 (Sex) + B5 (Cormnunity) + C 

I f  the mean f e a r  score  f o r  each community is a simple l i n e a r  combination 

of t h e  demographic v a r i a b l e s  and the  dummy v a r i a b l e  of community does  

not improve t h e  regression,  then  t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  pe r spec t ive  and i t s  

r e l i a n c e  on community a s  t h e  u n i t  o f  a n a l y s i s  may hold less a t t r a c t i o n  

as an a l t e r n a t i v e  approach t o  t he  i ssue .  I f  t h e  community var iab le  

improves t h e  s t a t i s t i c a l  a n a l y s i s ,  then t h e r e  i s  an i n d i c a t i o n  tha t  t h e  

social con t ro l  perspec t ive  would be worth f u r t h e r  cons idera t ion .  

For t h e  sake  of s i m p l i c i t y ,  t h i s  approach i s  a d d i t i v e  with no 

i n t e r a c t i o n  terms. Since race, sex and income a l l  c o r r e l a t e  with each 

other when it  comes t o  f e a r ,  it might be more use fu l  t o  use a " sa tu ra t ion"  

equat ion i n  which i n t e r a c t i o n  terms a te  included i n  t h e  regress ion .  

What t h i s  precaut ion  means f o r  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  is  t h a t  f u r t h e r  work must 

be done before  I can s t a t e  w i t h  assurance j u s t  what t h e  s ign i f i cance  i s  o f  

t he  community v a r i a b l e  for t h e  study of  f e a r  of  crime. T h i s  ana lys is  

w i l l  i n d i c a t e i f  there is any suggest ion of  u t i l i t y .  



Mul t ip l e  regression c o e f f i c i e n t s  were computed f o r  each of the 

v a r i a b l e s  i n  t he  equation i n  a  s t e p  wise fashion.  Demographic cha rac t e r -  

ist ics were entered i n  f i r s t  and eva lua ted ,  and then  t h e  community 

v a r i a b l e .  Dummy va r i ab l e s  were c rea ted  t o  i n d i c a t e  t h e  fou r  d i f f e r e n t  

communities. The r e s u l t s  are depicted i n  Table 7. 

The c o r r e l a t i o n  between f e a r  and community of  r e s i d e n c e  is  sometimes 

s t r o n g e r  i n  magnitude than those  between fear and t h e  demographic 

v a r i a b l e s .  Residence i n  Wicker Park and t o  a l e s s  e x t e n t  Woodlawn i s  

a s s o c i a t e d  wi th  high f ea r .  Residence i n  Lincoln Park  and Back o f  t h e  

Yards is  assoc ia ted  with low fea r .  There are s i g n i f i c a n t  c o r r e l a t i o n s  

between high f e a r  and race  (black) ,  age  ( o l d e r ) ,  s ex  (female)  and 

income (poorer) .  This a n a l y s i s  does show t h e  independent e f f e c t  o f  

community of res idence  on f e a r  l e v e l s  and l e a v e s  t h e  c l e a r  impression 

t h a t  more work wi th in  the  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  pe r spec t ive  might improve o u r  

understanding of f e a r  of crime. 

This  a n a l y s i s  adds c r e d i b i l i t y  t o  t h e  community level a n a l y s i s  

r epo r t ed  earlier i n  t h i s  s e c t i o n .  I believe t h e r e  i s  ample ev idence  

t o  sugges t  t he  following d iscuss ion .  

In  the f o u r  communities, as s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion  (as perce ived  

by t h e  r e s i d e n t s )  increases ,  f e a r  of cr ime inc reases ,  I have hypothesized 

t h a t  the weakening s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  i n  those  d isorganized  a r e a s  t r i g g e r s  

t he  f e a r .  Both Woodlam and Wicker Park a r e  d isorganized  a r e a s  and bo th  

have few resources  t o  a s s e r t  con t ro l  over  t h e  t ransformat ions  underway. 

Residents  of  t hese  communities have few i n d i v i d u a l  r e sou rces  (e.g., 

income, educat ion,  e t c . )  and t h e  me t ropo l i t an  f o r c e s  a t  work (.e.g., 

r a c i a l  succession and commercial d i s inves tment )  a r e  e x t r a o r d i n a r i l y  



TABLE 7 


REGRESSION RESULTS FOR CHICAGO 


Equat ion  1 

R~ 


Income .04524 

Sex .08389 

Race .00808 

T o t a l R' = .I6005 

Neighborhoods -R* 
Linco ln  Park .00004 

Wicker Park .O4118 

Back of  t h e  Yards .00198 

2
Total R (Neighborhoods) : ,04501 

2
T o t a l  R (Equation) : .20506 

Betas f o r  Neighborhoods 

Neighborhood -Beta 

Lincoln Park .0078 

* 

Wicker Park .2225 

Woodlawn .0503 

Back of t h e  Yards ,0044 

Equation 2 (Neighborhood Move) 

Neighborhoods 


Lincoln Park 

Wicker Park .02698 

Woodlawn 

Back of  t h e  Yards .0058 3 

To ta l  R
2 (Neighbo.rhoods) : ,054 7 5  

2
T o t a l  R (Equation) : .054 75 

Betas  f o r  Neighborhoods 

Neighborhood -Beta 
Lincoln Park -.0527 

Wicker Park .1897* 

* 
Woodlawn .I122 

Back of t h e  Yards -.0194 



d i f f i c u l t  t o  modify under t h e  bes t  of condi t ions  (Molotch, 1972; Rossi  

and D e n t l e r ,  1961). The two l e s s  f e a r f u l  communities, Lincoln Park and 

Back o f  t h e  Yards represent  two a l t e r n a t i v e  pa ths  t o  neighborhood 

s e c u r i t y .  Lincoln Park,while  experiencing a r e l a t i v e l y  h igh  l e v e l  

of p r o p e r t y  crime, has  few s i g n s  of d i sorganiza t ion .  This  is  a s t a b l e ,  

o r d e r e d  community. Its provincial ism stems from t h e  weal th  of  i t s  

inhabitants. S h i f t s  i n  r e s i d e n t i a l  popu la t ioq  whi le  r e l a t i v e l y  f requent ,  

occur  w i t h i n  s t a b l e  c l a s s  and r a c i a l  l i n e s .  S o c i a l  c o n t r o l  i s  l e s s  

problemat ic  given t h e  few adolescents  i n  t h e  a r e a  and t h e  resources  

a v a i l a b l e  t o  i nd iv idua l s  r e s id ing  the re .  Back of  t h e  Yards, whi le  

r e l a t i v e l y  secure,  has a very  d i f f e r e n t  s t o r y  t o  t e l l .  The s i g n s  o f  

d i s o r g a n i z a t i o n  ( e spec i a l ly  i n c i v i l i t i e s )  a r e  r e l a t i v e l y  common and t h e  

t h r e a t  of r a c i a l  succession is  ixaninent. Yet Back o f  t h e  Yards through 

the  formal  provincial ism supplied by t h e  Council and t h e  s o c i a l  i n t e g r a t i o n  

of i t s  r e s i d e n t s  has  been a b l e  t o  mediate t h e  impact of s o c i a l  d i so rgsn iz -  

a t i o n .  The Council provides t h e  community wi th  a mechanisa t o  combat 

s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion  i n  genera l  and the problem o f  i n c i v i l i t y  p a r t i c u l a r .  

The importance of i n c i v i l i t y  i n  t h e  s tudy  of f e a r  deserves  f u r t h e r  

comment. I n  Wicker Park, i t  appears  t h a t  i n c i v i l i t y  may p l a y  a d e c i s i v e  

r o l e  i n  i nc reas ing  f e a r .  Concern about  i n c i v i l i t y  i s  cons iderably  

higher  i n  Wicker Park than i n  any o t h e r  cormnunity. .These cond i t i ons  a r e  

perhaps c l e a r e r ,  more obvious i n d i c a t i o n s  of  t h e  l o s s  o f  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  

than v i c t imiza t ions .  Vic t imiza t ions  are r a r e r ,  t hey  must be  l ea rned  about  

i n  o rde r  t o  have impact and o f t e n  they  occur  between f r i e n d s  and fami ly .  

I n c i v i l i t i e s  are cons tan t  reminders t h a t  convent iona l  v a l u e s  a r e  n o t  

shared, e s p e c i a l l y  by t h e  young. 



Lincoln Park is  a community wi th  few s i g n s  of i n c i v i l i t y  and a 

low l e v e l  of f ea r .  The l a c k  of i n c i v i l i t i e s  is  i n  most p a r t  a f u n c t i o n  

of the s o c i a l  and economic composition of  t h e  community. High income 

and few adolescents  appear t o  mean l i t t l e  i n c i v i l i t y .  Th i s  l ack  of t h e  

c o n s t a n t  reminder of  d i sorganiza t ion  may v e r y  well  i n c r e a s e  f ee l ings  of 

security among r e s iden t s .  F i n a l l y  t h e r e  is  Back of t h e  Yards. I n c i v i l -

ities a r e  condit ions which can be improved through t h e  e x e r c i s e  of s o c i a l  

c o n t r o l  by s t rong  community organiza t ion .  Vandalism, abandoned b u i l d i n g s ,  

l o i t e r i n g  and perhaps even drug abuse can be  combatted by the  s o c i a l  

e f f o r t s  of r e s iden t s .  Conventional va lues  may be r e in fo rced  by r e s p e c t e d  

a d u l t  r e s i d e n t s  through Council i n i t i a t i v e s .  These i n i t i a t i v e s  have 

inf luenced  l o c a l  teenagers  as well  as t h e  municipal. b u i l d i n g  court.  

In o t h e r  words, i n c i v i l i t i e s  a r e  a c t i o n a b l e  problems where success 

is a r e a l  p o s s i b i l i t y .  It is l e s s  c l e a r  what i f  anything can be done t o  

reduce  robber ies  and rapes.  Given . the  importance of i n c i v i l i t i e s  i n  

i nc reas ing  f e a r  (Wicker Park) and t h e i r  absence i n  less f e a r f u l  

communities (Lincoln Park),  f e a r  r educ t ion  programs might well focus 

on enabl ing  community organiza t ions  t o  i n c r e a s e  t h e i r  capac i ty  t o  c o n t r o l  

t h e s e  i n d i c a t o r s  of s o c i a l  d i so rgan iza t ion .  

These f i nd ings  a r e  sugges t ive  a t  b e s t .  Clear ly  a g r e a t  deal 

more work needs t o  b e  done t o  t e s t  more v igorous ly  t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  

perspec t ive .  However these  comparative c a s e  s t u d i e s  a r e  cause f o r  some 

optimism f o r  they poin t  t o  a n  approach t o  t h e  study of  t h e  f ea r  of c r i m e  

which r e l i e s  less on t h e  imputed mot iva t ion  of i n d i v i d u a l s  and f o c u s e s  

on t h e  impact of  s o c i a l  change on urban communities. 



I n  t h i s  essay, I have ope ra t i ona l i zed  both pe r spec t ives .  The-

v i c t i m i z a t i o n  perspec t ive  u se s  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  as t h e  u n i t  of a n a l y s i s  

and p o s i t s  t h e  r e l a t i o n s  depic ted  i n  F igure  18. The s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  

p e r s p e c t i v e  uses  t h e  community a s  t h e  u n i t  of a n a l y s i s  and p o s i t s  a 

v e r y  d i f f e r e n t  s e t  of r e l a t i o n s h i p s  ( s ee  F igure  18) .  The former 

approach  emphasizes d i f f e r ences  between i n d i v i d u a l s  w h i l e  t h e  la t ter  

emphasizes t h e  de f i c i enc i e s  i n  community. The former approach a t t empt s  

t o  e x p l a i n  what motivates  people,  whi le  t h e  l a t t e r  examines t h e  i n t e r -  

p l a y  be tween ' soc ia l  change and community cohesion. They are n o t  mutua l ly  

e x c l u s i v e .  But c l e a r l y  t h e  f i nd ings  h e r e  demonstrate  t h e  u t i l i t y  

of r e c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  perspec t ive .  



FIGURE 18 


COMPARING PERSPECTIVES 


Victimization Perspective 


VICTIMIZATIONS-----+ CONCERN ------d RISK ------+ FEAR 

(direct or indirect) 


Unit of analysis--individual 


Socfal Control Perspective 


1 

SOCIAL DISORGANIZATION -LACK OF CONTROL- PEAR 


Unit of analysis--community 




CHAPTER EIGHT 

CONCLUSION 


Gusf i e ld  (1975) has  used t h e  metaphor of  con ta ine r  and con ta ined  

t o  d i s t i n g u i s h  between the  s o c i a l  probiem and i t s  p u b l i c  c o n s t r u c t i o n .  

This  e s s a y  has  attempted t o  desc r ibe  two c o n t a i n e r s  which have been,  

and may be, used t o  descr ibe  t h e  problem of  fear of crime. While it is  

not  n e c e s s a r y  t o  t ake  the  extreme p o s i t i o n  of  K i t suse  and Spec tor  (1978) 

and d e f i n e  s o c i a l  problems s o l e l y  a s  t h e  a s s e r t i o n s  groups make abou t  

p u t a t i v e  condi t ions ,  i t  is important t o  understand t h a t  t h e  p e r s p e c t i v e s  

r e s e a r c h e r s  and po l i cy  makers use i n  s tudy ing  s o c i a l  problems are not 

mere ly  t h e  r e f l e c t i o n  of some r e a l i t y  o u t  t h e r e  which they  a r e  a l l  

t r y i n g  to  see c l e a r l y .  Wirth (1940) recognized over  f o r t y  yea r s  ago 

the  e s s e n t i a l l y  r e f l e x i v e  n a t u r e  of s t udy  i n  c h i s  area. 

There is a widespread b e l i e f  t h a t  t h e  problems of  maladjust-
ment of men t o  one another  and t o  t h e  world i n  which they  
l i v e  a r i s e  ou t  of t h e  n a t u r e  of  men o r  of  t h ings .  Desp i t e  
t h e  work of a long l i n e  of s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s  who have 
ind i ca t ed  t h a t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  we c a l l  s o c i a l  problems 
are problematical  on ly  because they  r ep re sen t  d e v i a t i o n s  
from s o c i a l l y  accepted norms and expec t a t i ons ,  t h e r e  i s  
s u b s t a n t i a l  evidence t o  i n d i c a t e  t h a t  t h e  s i t u a t i o n s  w e  
c a l l  s o c i a l  problems are problemat ica l  on ly  because t hey  
r ep re sen t  dev i a t i ons  from s o c i a l l y  accepted norms and 
expec ta t ions ,  t h e r e  i s  s u b s t a n t i a l  evidence t o  i n d i c a t e  
t h a t  even con t inue  t o  some contemporary s o c i o l o g i s ~ ~  
deal wi th  s o c i a l  problems a s  i f  they  did n o t  i nvo lve  
eva lua t iona l  elements (Wirth, 1940:472-73). 

Blumer (1971), Ross and S t a ines  (1972) and many o t h e r s  have emphasized 

these  "eva lua t iona l  elements" i n  t h e i r  approach t o  s o c i a l  problems t o  

t h e  exc lus ion  of  concern a t  a l l  w i t h  "ob j ec t ive  condi t ions ."  While 

t h i s  s h i f t  i n  emphasis may have been a  sound c o r r e c t i v e  t o  t h e  

"abs t rac ted  empiricism" (Pl i l ls ,  1959) p r a c t i c e d  by many s o c i a l  s c i e n t i s t s ,  



it has added few t o o l s  t o  t h e  a r s e n a l s  of t hose  s tudying  t h e  l i v e s  o f  


the poor  and disenfranchised.  


Recent c r i t i c i s m  of  t h e  study o f  f e a r  o f  crime e i t h e r  condemned t h e  

i n t e r e s t  a s  inheren t ly  r a c i s t  and conse rva t ive  o r  simply c a l l e d  f o r  

more a t t e n t i o n  t o  o t h e r  ma t t e r s  (e.g., poverty) .  These c r i t i c i s m s  

proved  inadequate,  f o r  "by denying t h e  phenomena a s  a  problem, they 

could not  provide a competing publ ic  pos i t i on"  (Gusfield,  1975:290). 

The s o c i a l  cont ro l  perspec t ive  o f f e r s  a "competing pub l i c  p o s i r i o n "  

on the  i s s u e  of  f e a r  of crime (as w e l l  a s  p reda tory  c r ime i t s e l f ) .  The 

s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspec t ive  cha l lenges  t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  p e r s p e c t i v e ' s  

r e l i a n c e  on a  theory of motivat ion t o  exp la in  t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of 

f e a r .  The v i c t imiza t ion  pe r spec t ive  assumes t h e  " n e u t r a l i t y  of  c o n t e x t "  

(Marr is  and Rein, 1967) and primacy o f  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  i n  o r d e r  t o  deve lop  

a g e n e r a l  "theory" of motivation which could be app l i ed  t o  randomly 

s e l e c t e d  i nd iv idua l s .  This  emphasis on mot iva t ion  r e f l e c t s  the major  

o r i e n t a t i o n  of  American Sociology a f t e r  World \.Jar 11. Parsons (1951) 

- o u t l i n e s  h i s  approach t o  t h e  problem of o r d e r  i n  terms o f  personal 

motivat ions.  

The problem of o rde r ,  and thus o f  t h e  n a t u r e  o f  t h e  
i n t e g r a t i o n  of  s t a b l e  systems of s o c i a l  i n t e r a c t i o n ,  
t h a t  is, of  s o c i a l  s t r u c t u r e ,  t hus  focuses  on t h e  
i n t e g r a t i o n  of t he  mot iva t ions  of a c t o r s  wi th  t h e  
nonnat ive c u l t u r a l  s tandards  which i n t e g r a t e  t h e  
a c t i o n  system, i n  o u r  con tex t  i n t e r p e r s o n a l l y .  These 
s tandards  a r e . . . pa t t e rns  of  va lue -o r i en t a t i on  and a s  
such a r e  a  p a r t i c u l a r l y  c r u c i a l  p a r t  o f  t h e  c u l t u r a l  
t r a d i t i o n  of t h e  s o c i a l  system (Parsons,  1951:36-7). 

Order is poss ib l e  because i n d i v i d u a l s  a r e  motivated t o  meet the 

s tandards  of soc i e ty .  Wrong (1961) c a l l s  t h i s  no t ion  the " i n t e r n a l i z a -

t i o n  of s o c i a l  norms" approach (p. 185). Ind iv idua l s  l e a r n  social  



r o l e s  and expectat ions and thus  conform t o  s o c i e t y ' s  va lues .  E l l i s  

(1971) p o i n t s  out  t h a t  Parsons p laces  g r e a t  emphasis on t h e  "process 

of i n t e r n a l i z a t i o n "  i n  explaining s o c i a l  o rder .  Parsons assumes v a l u e  

consensus  and the  t h e o r e t i c a l  problem i s  t o  account f o r  how i n d i v i d u a l s  

come t o  sha re  i n  t h a t  consensus. He i d e n t i f i e s  t h e  sou rces  of s o c i a l  

i n t e g r a t i o n  which expla in  the  conformity. Order i s  p o s s i b l e  because 

i n d i v i d u a l s  i n t e r n a l i z e  va lues  and thus  conform t o  t h e  s tandards  of  

s o c i e t y .  While i t  i s  beyond my present  scope t o  c r i t i q u e  t h i s  approach 

(see M i l l s ,  1959; Lockwood, 1956; Gouldner, 1970),  i t  i s  i a p o r t a n t  t o  

s ee  h o w  t h i s  general  t h e o r e t i c a l  o r i e n t a t i o n  shapes t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

pe r spec t ive .  The problem i n  t h e  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  pe r spec t ive  is t o  account  

f o r  t h e  f a c t o r s  by which one l e a r n s  t o  be a f r a i d .  

Fear is a problem of  s o c i a l i z a t i o n ,  a learned  response t o  a s i t u -

ation. What is problematic w i th in  t h e  pe r spec t ive  is t o  i d e n t i f y  t h e  

sou rces  of f e a r  i n  soc ie ty ,  and t o  develop a  hypo the t i ca l  process  by 

which t h a t  source i s  in t e rna l i zed .  This  is  why so much a t t e n t i o n  i s  

g iven  t o  t h e  types of  v i c t imiza t ions  a s soc i a t ed  wi th  f e a r  (What mo t iva t e s  

the f e a r f u l ? )  and t o  c o n s t i t u t i v e  psychological  formation (How does 

t h a t  source genera te  t he  f e a r ? ) .  

Parsons, Merton and Sutherland a l l  emphasize t h e  l e a r n i n g  p roces s  

i n  t h e i r  explana t ions  of  s o c i a l  o rde r  and crime. The s c h o l a r s  o p e r a t i n g  

i n  the v i c t imiza t ion  perspec t ive  shared i n  t h i s  gene ra l  o r i e n t a t i o n .  

Kornhauser (1978) has  shown t h e  empir ica l  and t h e o r e t i c a l  limits of 

t h e o r i e s  of motivat ion i n  delinquency research .  

The b e l i e f  t h a t  behavior  i s  always rooted i n  s l a v i s h  conformity 
t o  c u l t u r a l  o r  subcu l tu ra l  va lues ,  which i s  one of the  key-
s tones  of cultural deviance theory ,  is  u t t e r l y  l ack ing  i n  



c r e d i b i l i t y .  The be l i e f  t h a t  c u l t u r e s  o r  subcu l tu re s  
vary s u b s t a n t i a l l y  i n  the  content  of  t h e i r  d e f i n i t i o n s  
of t h e f t  and v io lence  is unsupported by any evidence. 
There is no c u l t u r e  known to man i n  which t h o s e  a c t i o n s  
enjoined i n  t h e  core of t h e  c r imina l  law a r e  o r  can be 
c o l l e c t i v e l y  endowed with va lue ,  f o r  they have no va lue  
f o r  human beings whose ex i s t ence  depends upon t h e i r  
safe assoc ia t ion  wi th  one another  (Kornhauser, 1978:244). 

While I would not take s o  extreme a pos i t i on ,  my main point  abou t  

the fear of  crime research is  t h e  same, namely, t h a t  f e a r  i s  not  l e a r n e d  

through experience with v i c t imiza t ion .  Vic t imiza t ion  does  not  have a 

u n i v e r s a l  meaning i n  a l l  p l aces  and a l l  t imes and we must go beyond 

g e n e r a l  t heo r i e s  of motivat ion i f  w e  a r e  t o  understand t h e  d i s t r i b u t i o n  

of a f e a r f u l  c i t i zen ry .  

Both Charles Silberman (1978) and James Q. Wilson (1975) a r e  

imbedded wi th in  the  v i c t imiza t ion  pe r spec t ive  i n  t h e i r  wide ly  read 

d i scuss ions  of f e a r  of crime. Silberman's d i scuss ion  treats fea r  a s  a 

u n i v e r s a l  response t o  t h e  un ive r sa l  t h r e a t  o f  v i c t imiza t ion .  Since we 

a l l  shaxe t h e  p o t e n t i a l  f o r  v i c t imiza t ion  w e  a l l  a r e  capab le  of  the same 

psychological  reac t ion .  Fear  is  the  same f o r  a l l  people.  Di f fe rences  

i n  context a r e  submerged i n t o  genera l  psychological  determinants .  

Ult imately,  t h e  whole f a b r i c  of urban l i f e  i s  based 
on t r u s t ;  t r u s t  t h a t  o t h e r s  w i l l  a c t  p red ic t ab ly ,  i n  
accordance with genera l ly  accepted r u l e s  o f  behavior ,  
and t h a t  they w i l l  no t  t ake  advantage of that t r u s t  
(Silberman, 1978:lO). 

But a s  we have t r i e d  t o  show, t h e  f a b r i c  of urban l i f e  varies  

considerably from community t o  community. That f a b r i c  is "man-made, " 

r e s u l t i n g  from the  d i s t r i b u t i o n  of va lues  inc luding  s e c u r i t y .  Si lberman 

may be c o r r e c t  t h a t  "people need t o  be a b l e  t o  make sense  ou t  of t h e i r  

environment" (p. 14) ,  but  t h a t  "need" is more o r  less  e a s i l y  m e t  depending 

upon the p o l i t i c a l  development o f  t h e  community. Soc ia l  cont ro l  is  a 



f u n c t i o n  of resources and t h a t  makes t h e  l o c a l  s o c i a l  o r d e r  a conc re t e  

p o l i t i c a l  r e a l i t y ,  which shapes how much t r u s t  t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  can  have. 

Following Conklin, Silberman argues  f o r  t he  primacy o f  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

i n  undermining t h a t  order .  

C r i m e  does more than expose t h e  weakness i n  s o c i a l  r e l a t i o n -  
s h i p s ;  it undermines t h e  s o c i a l  o rde r  i t s e l f ,  by des t roy ing  
t h e  assumption on which i t  i s  based (Silberman, 1978:12). 

Bu t  crime does not  have a un ive r sa l  e f f e c t  on t h a t  order .  Indeed 

the  s o c i a l  o r d e r  i t s e l f  i s  cons t ruc ted  o f  varying m a t e r i a l s ,  depending 

on what is  a v a i l a b l e  t o  t h e  community. The q u a l i t y  of m a t e r i a l s  has  

much more t o  do wi th  c r e a t i n g  weakness t han  an a b s t r a c t  n o t i o n  of  

v i c t i m i z a t i o n .  

It may be t r u e  t h a t  "our sense of  s e l f  i s  bound up w i t h  ou r  a b i l i t y  

t o  c o n t r o l  the personal  space i n  which w e  l i v e "  (Silberman, 1978:lZ). 

But t h a t  a b i l i t y  t o  con t ro l  is  not  pure ly  a psychological  mechanism. 

It I s  a p o l i t i c a l  capac i ty  which communities develop i n  vary ing  de,o rees  

depending upon t h e i r  resources.  Silberman reduces f e a r  t o  a m a t t e r  

of i n d i v i d u a l  psychology rather than a m a t t e r  of t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  

d i s t r i b u t i o n  of community power. 

Wilson (1975),while avoiding the n e u t r a l i t y  of con tex t  problem, i s  

also locked i n t o  t h e  primacy of v i c t i m i z a t i o n  i n  h i s  d i scuss ion  of f e a r .  

But a g a l n  t h e  d i f f e r e n t i a l  d i s t r i b u t i o n  o f  the capac i ty  t o  main ta in  

community is  l inked  more t o  t h e  crime r a t e  and t h e  mig ra t ion  of l o c a l  

l eade r sh ip  t o  t h e  suburbs. 

Wilson sugges ts  that a s  t h e  l e a d e r s  of  l o c a l  urban communities 

became more a f f l u e n t  and moved t o  b e t t e r  areas, t h e  neighborhood's 

capac i ty  t o  exert s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  diminished and crime increased. Crime 

then was a consequence of t h e  dec l ine  of t h e  moral o r d e r .  



Many of  those who once headed t h e  block c lubs ,  r a n  
the PTAs, complained of poor garbage c o l l e c t i o n ,  
manned t h e  neighborhood p o l i t i c a l  apparatus ,  and 
kept the s t r e e t s  under some degree of s u r v e i l l a n c e  
had moved out .  They l e f t  a void,  sometimes l i t e r a l l y  
a physical  one. The growing number of  abandoned 
bui ld ings  i n  t he  c e n t r a l  p a r t s  of New York and o t h e r  
c i t i e s  is grim evidence of t h e  reduct ion  i n  popula t ion  
d e n s i t i e s  and the  increased purchasing power of former 
slum-dwellers . 
With the  more a f f l u e n t  having departed and t h e  comuni ty-  
maintenance funct ions they once served now undermanned, 
the  r a t e s  of predatory crime i n  inner -c i ty  a r e a s  ro se  
(Wilson, 1975:38). 

While Wilson hypothesizes t h a t  a community's l o s s  o f  leadersh ip  

l e a d s  t o  a l o s s  of cont ro l  which c r e a t e s  t h e  condi t ions  f o r  more c r ime,  

he a l s o  suggests  t h a t  l o c a l  con t ro l  must be exerted over  a wide range 

of i s s u e s .  H i s  suggestion about t h e  d e c l i n e  of  t he  moral o r d e r  i n  

gene ra l  concerned urban c i t i z e n s .  

\ h a t  these  concerns have i n  common, and thus  what 
> 

c o n s t i t u t e s  the  "urban problem" f o r  a  l a r g e  Fercentage  -
(perhaps a major i ty)  of urban c i t i z e n s ,  i s  a serise of 
t h e  f a i l u r e  of comuni ty .  When I speak of t he  concern 
f o r  "community," I r e f e r  t o  a d e s i r e  f o r  t h e  observance 
of s tandards of  r i g h t  and seemly conduct i n  t h e  publ ic  
p laces  i n  which one l i v e s  and moves, those s t a n d a r d s  
t o  be cons i s t en t  with--and suppor t ive  of--the v a l u e s  
and l i f e  s t y l e s  of t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  i n d i v i d u a l .  Around one ' s  
home, t h e  p laces  where one shops, and t h e  c o r r i d o r s  
through which one walks t h e r e  is  f o r  each of  u s  a 
pub l i c  space wherein our  sense  o f  s e c u r i t y ,  self-esteem, 
and p rop r i e ty  i s  e i t h e r  reassured  o r  jeopardized by 
t h e  people and events  we encounter  (Wilson, 1975:24).  

Modifying these  s o c i a l  cond i t i ons  i s  d i f f i c u l t  f o r  Wilson because 

t h e  l e a d e r s  a r e  gone and because crime has  i s o l a t e d  c i t i z e n s .  Silberman 

recognizes  t h e  importance of l o c a l  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  i n  r educ ing  fear 

but  t h a t  f e a r  reduct ion comes a s  a consequence of reducing  crime, 

Thus t h e  development of  more e f f e c t i v e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l s  
i n  poor communities can provide a f a r  larger payoff  in 
reduced crime and improved o rde r  than  can t h e  



development of more e f f e c t i v e  methods of p o l i c i n g ,  
more e f f i c i e n t  cou r t s ,  o r  improved c o r r e c t i o n a i  
programs (Silbeman, 1978:429). 

Echoing the  founders of t h e  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  pe r spec t ive ,  Silberman 

goes o n  t o  c a l l  f o r  l o c a l  i n i t i a t i v e  i n  developing t h a t  s o c i a l  c o n t r o l ,  

If a community development program is t o  have any chance 
of  success ,  those i n  charge must understand t h a t  t h e  
c o n t r o l s  t h a t  l e a d  t o  reduced crime cannot be imposed 
from t he  outs ide ;  they must emerge from changes i n  t h e  
community i t s e l f ,  and i n  t h e  people who compose it. 
Hence t h e  emphasis must be on enabl ing poor people t o  
t ake  charge of t h e i r  own lives--on he lp ing  them gain 
a sense of  competence and worth, a sense of  be ing  some-
body who mat te rs  (Silberman, 1978:430). 

For Wilson, f e a r  i s  a consequence of the l a c k  of s o c i a l  con t ro l .  

And i t  is  t h e  breakdown of neighborhood c o n t r o l s  
(neighborhood self-government, i f  you w i l l )  t h a t  
accounts f o r  t h e  p r i n c i p a l  concerns of many urban 
c i t i z e n s .  When they can n e i t h e r  t ake  f o r  gran ted  
nor  inf luence  by t h e i r  a c t i o n s  and those o f  t h e i r  
neighbors the s tandards  of conduct wi th in  t h e i r  own 
neighborhood community, they  experience what t o  them a r e  
11urban problemsr1--that arise d i r e c t l y  ou t  of  the 
unmanageable consequences of  l i v i n g  i n  c l o s e  
proximity (Wilson, 1975:25)., 

But i n  both cases  t h e  conceptual  l i n k  between s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  and 

the reduct ion  of f e a r  is  no t  made. We a r e  t o l d  t h a t  c o n t r o l  i s  necessary  

but w e  a r e  unable t o  genera te  it, given t h e  d e f i n i t i o n  o f  t h e  problem. 

For Silberman f e a r  is a un ive r sa l  problem o f  i nd iv idua l  psychology 

i n  which only  a genera l  reductLon i n  cr ime w i l l  b r i n g  r e l i e f .  For 

Wilson we must w a i t  f o r  t h e  migra t ion  process  t o  be completed be fo re  

o rde r  w i l l  b e  r e s to red .  The f o m e r  a n a l y s i s  c a l l s  f o r  less crime through 

s o c i a l  c o n t r o l  but  does not  t e l l  u s  how t o  achieve i t ,  whi le  t h e  l a t t e r  

urges pa t ience  while  t he  c i t i e s  empty. 

Concern about f e a r  of crime i n  t h e  p o l i c y  a rena  is  f o r  Silberman 

a d e r i v a t i v e  of t h e  l a r g e r  ques t ion  o f  how t o  c o n t r o l  crime. For Wilson 



fear a l s o  stems from "predatory crime," bu t  broader i s s u e s  of  publ ic  

b e h a v i o r  a l s o  e n t e r  the  equation. For o t h e r s  (Cook and Cook, 1975) t h e  

p o l i c y  focus becomes more d i r e c t l y  f e a r  i t s e l f .  

The d a t a  present ly  a v a i l a b l e  suggest  t h a t  t he  major pol icy 
problem assoc ia ted  wi th  the  e l d e r l y  and crime is probably 
not  crime per  se .  Rather,  t h e  problem is  r e l a t e d  t o  t he  
e l d e r l y  person's f e a r  of crime and t h e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  to  
d a i l y  mobil i ty  t h a t  t h i s  fear may impose (Cook and  Cook, 
1975:643). 


Rathex than  reducing crime o r  c r imina l  behavior t h i s  l i n e  of 

t h i n k i n g  aims d i r e c t l y  a t  reducing f e a r .  

I f  t he  ' f e a r  diagnosis '  i s  c o r r e c t ,  i t  sugges ts  t h a t  the 
po l i cy  response t o  v i c t i m i z a t i o n  of t h e  e l d e r l y  should 
be ta rge ted  a t  a l l e v i a t i n g  f e a r .  This  response might 
we l l  inc lude  campaigns t o  infornl o l d e r  persons t h a t  
they a r e  not  being s ingled  o u t  z s  v i c t ims  and t h a t  t a lk  
of a c r i s i s  of v i c t imiza t ion  is unwarranted u n l e s s  i t  
i s  understood t o  mean a f e a r  of v i c t imiza t ion  (Cook and 
Cook, 1975: 644). 

I n  a l l  these  cases ,  t h e  conceptual  l i n k  between f e a r  of crime and 

s o c i a l  o rde r  i s  c a l l e d  f o r ,  bu t  no t  e s t ab l i shed .  E l l i s  (1971) and 

Wrong (1961) suggest t h a t  s i n c e  va lue  consensus is assumed i n  mot iva t iona l  

t h e o r i e s  of t h e  s o c i a l  o rder ,  t hese  t h e o r i e s  cannot account  f o r  the 

emergence of  t h a t  o rde r  when consensus has broken down. Once fear  o f  

crime erodes t h e  sense of community a n  ind iv idua l  has  developed, the 

v i c t imiza t ion  perspec t ive  does not  provide  a method for r e e s t a b l i s h i n g  

t h a t  community. Since one has learned  t o  be  a f r a i d ,  t h e r e  i s  no 

mechanism s p e c i f i e d  f o r  l e a r n i n g  t o  f e e l  secure.  Thus c o l l e c t i v e  a c t i o n  

is ca l l ed  f o r  b u t  no scheme i s  developed t o  demonstrate s o c i o l o g i c a l l y  

o r  p o l i t i c a l l y  how and why t h a t  a c t i o n  should occur.  The v i c t i m i z a t i o n  

perspec t ive  sha re s  wi th  Parsonian consensils theory an i n a b i l i t y  to 

explain s o c i a l  o rde r  when and where t h a t  o r d e r  i s  not  a l r e a d y  ope ra t iona l .  



Once t h e  i nd iv idua l  i s  motivated t o  be a f r a i d  the  p e r s p e c t i v e  cannot 

e x p l a i n  t h e  reemergence of t h e  s o c i a l  o rde r  t h a t  f e a r  des t roys .  E i t h e r  

the impetus f o r  f e a r  (v ic t imiza t ions)  must be removed o r  t h e  v i c t imized  

i n d i v i d u a l  must process v i c t imiza t ion  information d i f f e r e n t l y .  It i s  

t h e  f e a r f u l  ind iv idua l  who must change i f  f e a r  i s  t o  be  overcome. 

We s e e  t h e  s o c i a l  con t ro l  perspec t ive  as a c o r r e c t i v e  t o  t h i s  

s i t u a t i o n .  For t h i s  perspec t ive  emphasizes t h e  p o l i t i c a l  over  t h e  

psychologica l ,  and community context  over  i nd iv idua l  v a r i a t i o n s .  P o l i c y  

development becomes a  mat te r  of community development r a t h e r  than t h e  

educa t ion  of p o t e n t i a l  vict ims.  The s o c i a l  con t ro l  pe r spec t ive  o f f e r s  a 

sys t ema t i c  approach t o  t h e  f e a r  of crime problem and l ~ o p e f u l l y  moves 

t h e  d i scuss ion  of f e a r  away from an a n a l y s i s  which d e f i n e s  c i t i z e n s  

a s  p o t e n t i a l  v i c t ims  and s e c u r i t y  a s  a ma t t e r  of i n d i v i d u a l  i n i t i a t i v e .  

That approach emphasizes t he  r e s i d e n t ' s  capac i ty  t o  respond t o  the  s o c i a l  

change which cons t an t ly  reshapes t h e  community. Where p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  

by t h o s e  r e s i d e n t s  can be mustered i n  t h e  name of provinc ia l i sm,  their  

f e a r  w i l l  be  modified. But i f  t h e  s i g n s  of d i so rgan iza t ion  inc rease  

unchecked and t h e  l o c a l  community i n s t i t u t i o n s  l a c k  t h e  s t r e n g t h  t o  

combat them then f e a r  w i l l  r e s u l t .  Communities can shape t h e i r  own 

f u t u r e s  but  i t  i s  a d i f f i c u l t ,  t ime consuming t a s k  which does not come 

automaticnl ly.  The resources o f  i n d i v i d u a l s  a r e ,  of course,  important ,  

but  they can be  supplemented and augmented by t h e  p o l i t i c a l  a c t i o n  

of r e s i d e n t s  committed t o  having t h e i r  va lues  count i n  t h e  de te rmina t ion  

of t h e  q u a l i t y  of community l i f e .  
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en su fanilia 

B. 	 ~ u i n t o s  de e l los  son hombres? 

'(CIRCLE i:i AOU 8) 


no=: 7ha L~t:rsec=iox of 
C o l  A acd ?a:* 6 da:et,lnes 
the sex an2 rtsszive ago of 
the res;oaitat to be 
5n:erwicuel 

tiecesito preguntar a (TOE El 2. CUA2ICLL:Dc) (La in ter -
section de adult03 y hombres d e t ~ ~ i n ael,-sex0 y l a  ec'zd rsiat1:a de l a  vcrsona a 
entrevistar). SI LA PERS0:IA E L W I 9 A  :!O E S A  Ez CXSA. HAG: U:IA 5:T.:,::.Zi LA 
EITREVISTA 0 PREGUNTE ClJAi.100 ESiLZ Eii CASA. AOXE EL hUXER9 DE TLE'j:;G Y 
LLAME PAPA PACER LA C I A )  



APPENDIX B 




F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  I have a few questions about your neighborhood. 	
l-'kt 

1. 	 - In general, i s  i t  pretty easy o r  pretty d i f f i c u l t  fo r  you '.a t e l l  

a stranger in your neighborhood from somebody who l ives  there? 


Pretty easy . . . . . . . . . . 1-21 

Pretty d i f f i c u l t  . . . . . . . .2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . .8 


2. 	 Wott!d you say that  ;:ou rea l ly  feel a par t  of your neighborhocd o r  do you 
th ink  of i t  Rote  as just a place to  live? 

Feal 	a part  . . . . . . . . . .1-22 

Place t o  l ive  . . . . . . . . . 2 

Don 't know . . . . . . . . . . .7 

t o t  ascertained . . . . . . . .8 


3, Would you say that  your neighborhood has Better . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 -23 

changed for  the bet ter ,  or fo r  the worse gorse . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 


. i n  the  past couple of years, or has i t  Same . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3 

s tayed about the same? 	 Don 't know . . . . . . . . . . .7 


Not ascertained . . . . . . . . 8 


4. 	 How eany people would you say are A l o t . . .  . . . . . . . . . . 4 -24  

usual ly  out walking on the s t r e e t ' i n  Some . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 

f r o n t  of where you 1ive a f t e r  dark A f e w .  . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
-- a 	l o t ,  some, a few o r  almost none? Almost none . . . . . . . . . . 1 


Don 't know . . . . . . . . . . ,7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . 8 


5. 	 Do you usually t ry  t o  keep an eye on Usually keep an eye cn . . . . . . I  -25 

what i s  going on in the s t r ee t  in f ront  Usually don't notic? . . . . . - 2  

o f  your house or  do you usually not Don't know. . . . . . . . . . . 7 

notice? Not ascertained . . . . . . . . .8 


6, 	 I f  your neighbors saw sohone suspicicrrs trying t o  open your door o r  
window what do you think they would do? (ASK OFEN DiD -- CGIE RESPOElSE 
BELOW -- MULTIPLE MENTIONS ALLOWED) 

Check s i  tuatfon . . . . . . . . 1-26 

Call police . . . . . . . . . . 1-27 

Ignore i t  . . . . . . . . . . . 1-28 

Call 	someone e ise  ( l and1ord , 

Jani tor ,  etc . )  . . . . . . . .1-29 

Call me/respcndent . . . . . .  1-30 

Other 1-31 


(SPEC:FY ) 
Don't know . . . . . . . . . .  7-32 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . 8 


KP -	0 Fi l l  33 HOR 



Cd 1 
7. 	 I n  t h e  l a s t  two weeks, about how many t:xe: r,a:.a you gone i n 3  a neighbor 's

home t o  v i s i t ?  

t o n ' t  know . . . . . . . . . . . 97 

riot 	ascer ta ined  . . . . . . . . .98 


8. 	 HOW about kids  i n  your inmediate neighborkcod. How many of  then do you know 
by name -- of them, some, hardly m y ,  o r  none of the.;l? 

A l l .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .4-36 
SOKC. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .3 

Eardly any . . . . . . . . . . . ,2 

};me 	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 

t;o kids  here ('!OL'JKEERED) . . . .5 
Con't know . . . . . . . . . . .  .7 

Kot a s c e r t a i n e ~  . . . . . . . . .8 


9 .  Next,  I'm going to read you some comrr,ents :h%t seople nzie a t w t  how o t h e r  
people  behave. For each one I read you, I 'd l ike t o  knau !:hether you a g r e e ,  
d i s a g r e e  o r  a r e  in  t h e  middle about tnem. (EOTATE) 

(VOLUNTEERED)
I n  the Not Ascertained/ 

Agree b!icdle S i sacrec  Don' t  Know 

a. Kids a r e  b e t t e r  today than they 
were  i n  the  past .  Do you agree,  
d i s a g r e e ,  o r  are you i n  t h e  
middle? 3 2 

b. People j u s t  don ' t  respect  o ther  
people and t h e i r  proper;;, a s  much 
a s  they used to .  Do you agree, 
d i s a g r e e ,  o r  a r e  you i n  t h e  
middle? 3 2 

c. Groups of neighbors g e t t i n g  
t o g e t h e r  can reduce c r i c c  i n  t h e i r  
area. 3 2 

d. There a r e  a l o t  of  crazy people 
i n  t h i s  c i ty  -- and yau never 
know what they a r e  going t o  do. 3 2 

e. The pol ice r e a l l y  c a n ' t  do much 
t o  s top  crime. 3 2 

1 9 37 

1 

1 

1 

1 

9 

9 

9 

9 

38 

39 

40  

41 

Now 	 I have some quest ions about a c t i v i t i e s  i n  y c J r  neighborkscd. 

10. 	 Have you ever  got ten together  with f r i e n c s  :r neighbors ts t 2 l k  about ,  
o r  do scmething about ,  nei~hborhood prob ie rs?  

Yes 	 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1-42 

!io . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2  

3 0 ~ ' tknow . . . . . . . . . . ..7 

!;ot 	 a scer ta 'ne i  . . . . . . . . . 8 




, Do pu b a  a t  aaY COPInltY groups or organizations In your nelghbrnoodl 

]A. 111.e ever been involved with m y o t  ~hoswc-n~ty gra;:s o r  oqar.!xat-:n~? 	 1 
1.s . . . . . . . . . . . .I 
r . . . . . . . . . . 
h a . .  t (G:TDQ. 121 
5 w ' t  tr;b . . . . . . . .  7 (G: TO Q. 12)

:hr ascet.rr!nec . . . . . .6 (K iO 0. 12) 

+ :na:)tc:~!a:a . . . . . .  3 (5:  70 P. ;2) 

I [ASK C-F FOR rlRST 1 ORWN!1CTIC7iZ XE.II!CIiEII 

U\SC FOR FIRST U*A~I~ATIONnw::ot:io IN 8 )  

CI. FW rhre you t n w  has : 01. Could you t e l l  m 01: pc h k e ' p a r t  In t k s e  :'1. :o .eu:-lni thr? thr 
ever t r i e d  t o  do anytr.lDglPDut+ what t n a t  bas7 a::fvi::rs: ? rg%~iz l : Ion ' s  c T o r t s  t e 1 ~ -
crime i n  p r  nef?hbJrh0d7 I.?. Zur'. o r  d l a r ' t  r a k e  anyI - I 	 . . . . . . . . . .1 are-:@?
Y U  	 :iff 
yes (GO TO 01) . . . .  	 Ua . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Ma.. . . . . . . . . .  	 D--. .-.k l o r .  . . . . . 7 

Don't knov . . . - . . .  	 h:: a s : ~ r u ! n u  . . . .3 
not a s c e r t a l n d  . . . .  	 : r a 2 p r n r i ~ - . . . .  .3F
llvppropr i r te  . . . . .  

c2. 	 I- .rut yw has  D2. Could .mu t e l l  ~a b r f e n y  Ft. Dl: 10.. ta'e p r r t  i n  t ~ s e  it. :o I:., :ttn& t t r :  t t e  
ercr : r i d  to do a q c h l y  What tha t  WS? ac::*iz:es? :.;a-.1:3:1on 'S excor:s k l p -
about c r i m  In p u r  	 EC. tar'. ~r :ic- ' i  M i a  any
naiphb-2 	 Yes . . . . . . .  :if:erv:*?


NC . . . . . . . . . . ..;&

r e  (GO TO DI) . . . . .  	 :;-:c.0.. . . . .  
no . . . . . . . . . . .  	 15: a s x ~ z z i n e e. . .'id 

Don't k- . . . . . . .  	 :ra:>czr<a:e . . . . 5 

not a s c e r U l n M  . . . .  
Inaopropriaro . . . . .  

C3. 	 Fmn what you tKr hLs 03. b u l d  you t e l l  me brie"y I 3 .  0:: yo. t a w  prrt !n ;-ere '3. :a / z u  ? ~ m t  t n c  me 

ever tried to d0 a n y i n i 7  h a t  t h d t  was? sc:iv<ti.5: :rga?.izl:ion's e'fortr help-

a b u t  c r i m  in )mur I 	 f;.,ur: ?r ole:'? m k e  rny 
m l ( n b ~ o d ?  	 -1.  -em-..' 

Yrs (GO TO 231 . - . . 
L . . . . . . . . . .  

Don't kb01 . . . . . . 7 
~(ot  a s c e r u l n r d  . . . .Bn i I 

I ~ p p r 9 p r l a t ~. . 



12. Do you know of any (other) special e f f c r t s  o r  programs, going on in your 
neighborhood t o  prevent crime? 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .I46 
No.  . . . . . . . . . . . . . .. 2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . 7 . 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . .8 


* V 


A. Plezse describe these ef for ts  or prograss and/or the i r  names. 

L Inappropriate . . . .9 


13. 

something or t o  request sone kind Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . 7 
of help? Rot ascertained . . . . . . . . .8 


In the pas: year,  have you contacted Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . , 1 4 9  

t h e  police to  make a complaint about No .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
r 

A. 'Ihat was your l a s t  ca l l  t o  the  police a b o ~ t ?  (ASK OPEN EI;D -- MULTIPLE 
MEbiTIONS ALLOWED -- CODE BELOW) 


Report crime against se l f  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 

Report crime against somebody e l se  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Report general crime i n  neighborhood . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Lack of pol ice  protection/request incroase . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

C ~ z p l a i n t s  about specific af f icer  or  iacidents . . . . . . . . ; . . . . . 1 

General request of i n f o r ~ a t i o n  from pol ice . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

public services problem (se~qer, s t r e e t s ,  s t r e e t  l i g h t s ,  f i r e  . . . . . . . 1 

Request ambulance . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

other . . . . . . . . - 1  


(SPEC1FY . . . . . . . . . ! . . . . , . . . . , . . . . . . . . . . . 7
Don't know. 
Not zsccrtaf  ned . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 

Inappropriate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9 


70-75 MOR 
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14. Have you contacted any public rYes . . . . . . . . . . . . . .l-21 
o f f i c i a l ,  other than police, In the L o .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2  
past year to make a complaint about Don't know . . . . . . . . . . 7 
something or t o  request saxe kind Rot ascertained . . . . . . . .8 
of  he1p? 

A. ldhat was your f a s t  call  to a public officfal  about? (ASK OPEri .: 
EKD -- M!JLTIPLE MENTIONS ALLCWED -- C G C E  SELCM) .-

Report crime against s e l f  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Report crime against somebody e l se  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
Report general crime in neighborhcod . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . 
Lack of police protection/request increase . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

Conplaints about speci f ic  o f f i c s r  o r  incidents . . . . . . . . . . 1 
1 

General request of informaticn frca a public off ic ia l  . . . . . . . ' 1 
Pub1 i c  services problem (sewsr, s cree ts ,  

s t r e e t  l i gh t s ,  f i r e )  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . i 
Resuest ambulance . . . ;... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 
other  

. . . . . . . . a 1 
(SPECIFY1 

Don't: k n a . 1 .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . '7 
Not ascertain:i . . . . . . . . , . . . . . . , , , . . . . . . . . 8- -- * . . Inappro~riatc.., - i  ,-. ,. . ... , . .., . , . . . , . . . . . . . . . 9 

- 0 Fi l l  



--- 

15. 	 tiow, I am going t o  read you a list of crico-re'a:e2 prokle:; t h z t  exist  i n  

some p a r t s  o f  the c i t y .  For each one, :'d like you t o  221; ma how much of 

a problem i t  i s  i n  your neighhorhocd. :s i t  a b i g  pr:bie.~, some problem, 

or almost no prob lm i n  your neighborhc3d? (7GTA-E) 


(VOLUNTEERED) 
Almost Not 

ABig  Sore No Ascertained/
Probl en P r c j l e n  F r o t l e ~  Don't Know 

a. 	 For example, groups of teen-

agers  hanging out on t h e  

s t r e e t s .  Is t h i s  a b i ~  

problem, some problem o r  

almost no problun i n  your 

neighborhood? 3 2 1 


b. 	 Buildings o r  s t o r e f r o n t s  

s i t t i n g  abandoned o r  burned 

out. I s  t h i s  a b i g  

problem, some problen, o r  

almost no problem i n  your 3 2 1 

nei gkborhood? 


c. 	 People using i l l e ~ a l  d r u ~ s  

in the  neighborhood. I s  

t h i s  a big probiee,  so4ze 

problem, o r  almost no 

problem. 3 2 1 


d. 	 Vandalism l i k e  kids break-

irig windows o r  wri t ing on 

wal l s  o r  things l i k e  tha t .  

Eow much of  a ~ r o b l mi s  

t h i s ?  3 2 1 9 


16. 	 Was t h e r e  ever  a time i n  t h i s  country las . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . I - &  

when criice seemed t o  b~ r i c h  l e s s  of ti0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2  

a problem than i t  is now: 	 Don't kncw . . . . . . . . . . . 7 


Nct  	as:ertsieod . . . . . . . . .8 


a. 	 (IF YES) Ir'hen ~ c s  t h a t ?  About how ocr.y yezrs a3o? 

(PROBE: JUST A GUESS XILL DO. GET EEST ESTII.G.TE 

OF A SIWGLE DATE OR YEARS AGO) !YEWS ;.Gc: DATE 


ocn?rcncw . . . . . . . . . . .97 . 

Not ascer te ined  . . . . . . . . 98 

1napprcpriz:e . . . . . . . . . 99 47-4E 


(1NTEZVXEb:'ER: I F  GIVEN RA::GE RECORD BASE) C:i :,;It!lLE YG.R E.S. :920-1525=1922; 

501s=1955)
I 	 I 



17. 	 What about burglary f o r  t h e  n e i ~ h b o r -  
hood i n  general .  Is breaking i n t o  
people ' s  hones o r  sneaking i n  t o  s t e a l  
something a big problem, some problem 
or almost no problem f o r  people i n  
y o u r  neighborhood? . 

18. 	 Do you personal ly know of anyone, o ther  
t h a n  yourse l f ,  whose home o r  
apartment has been broken i n t o  i n  
t h e  p a s t  couple o f  years  o r  s o ?  

a. 	 Did any o f  these  break-ins happen 

i n  your p resen t  neighborhood? 


19. 	 About how many times do you think t h i s  
m i g h t  have happened i n  your i m e d i a t e  
neighborhood i n  t h e  l a s t  year? . 
(GET BEST ESTIMATE) 

(READ SLONY) 

A big proble.: . . . . . . . 3 -49 

S o x  prcb le r  . . . . . . . .2  

AltFosi no pr3b;ec . . . . . 1 

Don't know . . . . . . . . .7 


r 
NO; a scerza ine l  . . . . . .8 


Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 -50 

N o . .  . . . . . . . . . .  2 

Don I t  know . . . . . . . . .7 

Not escer ta ined  . . . . . . 8
./ 
Y e s .  . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

No 	 . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . -7  51 

No: 	 ascer ta ined  . . . . . ..8 

1nappropria;e . . . . . . . 9 


Don't know . . . . . . . .997 

Nci  ascs r ta ined  . . . . . 938 


52-54 

[RECORD NS:.J.1EEP,J 

20. Now we're  going t o  do something a l i t t i ?  b i t  d i f f e r e n t .  F:r =his next 
quest ion,  I ' d  like yoc t o  think of  a rc:r o f  nuybers f ror  zEro t 3 . t e n .  Now, 
l e t  the ZERO stand for  N O  POSSIBILITY ;;.;L; OT -Z:Jening,S O R O ~ ? ~ ~ ~  and 
the  TEN wi l l  s tand for  i t  being EXTREMELY LIKELY t n s t  sc7e;iing could 
happen. 

a. 	 On t h i s  row of  numbers from ZERO t o  TEI;, how l i k ~ l y  do you th lnk  i t  is t h a t  

someone wi l l  t r y  t o  g e t  i n t o  your  own ihcuso/apart~er.:) t c  r:?a: Some-

thing. (REREAD INSTRUCTIOIi IF liiCESSAP.Y -- GET 3EST !s3t,13iil) 
 -

(RECORD 0-10) Don': know . . . . . . . . . . . 97 


Not ascertained . . . . . . . .  98 55-56 




21. 	 Has anyone actually broken intc ycur h c s  i n  the past two ycrri: 
(NOTE THIS APPLIESTO ALL RESIOENCES IL WS, n:3 YE;.T.S) 

Y e s .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-57 
. . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 

Cm't know . . . . . . . . . . -7  

h l t  	ascertainec . . . . . . . . 8 


22. 	 Which Of the following three tliinys would y ~ u  say i s  the ros: S :~c r t a~ t  
for  keeping your house safe f m ~blrplars: k i n g  lucky, being tareful ,  
o r  l ivtng in a good neighbornood? 

Eeing lucky . . . . . . . . . .01-58/59

k i n g  ccrefu: . . . . . . . . .02 

Living in gcsd ne2;nb3rbcod . .03 
Eeing lucky/:eizg :erefui 

(YOLCXTEERED;. . . . . . . . 04 

Eeing lucky/livin; i e  go,d 

neigt.aorhc:d :V:-:':;TEE?ED) . 05 
Baing carefu:/iivi:g :n food 

neighkorhcnd '.Vt,Ut,TEi?SC) . 06 
All three ( V ~ L L ' J E E ~ E ; )  . . . .07 
Cther (:'OLUFiE?Et. 

(SPECIF:)  . . . . . 0 8  
Dsn't know . . . . . . . . . . 97 

t iot  ascertaiced . . . . . . . .98 


23. 	 I'm going to mention a few tnings that some pe:ple da t o  ;ro-.ec-. the i r  ~ O I W S  

from burplary. A s  I read each one would yc:! please :el 1 ?$ wne:ner or not 
your family does r h t ?  (VOLC:4T:EBI3) 


ton ' t  

a. 	 Have you engraved ysur v8lueSles Yes ---f h  Icnon 

with your name or sa?e sort  of 
identification, in case :.ley 
are stolen? 1 3 7 60 

b. 	 Do you have any bars or saecial 
locks on your windows? - 1 2 7 61 

c. 	 00 you have a peep-hole or l i t t l e  

window in your d3or t o  icentify 

people before le t t ing  t h ~ t  i n?  1 2 7 


Nw, 	 think of the l a s t  time yiu jus t  krnt c u t  a t  night. 

d. 	 Did you leave a l ight on while 
you were sonet 1 2 7 63 

. . 
Now. 	 think of the l a s t  time yau went away f r m  h0crr.r for more thcn 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 delfvery of things 

l ike newspapers and mail, o r  

have smeone bring tnen in? 1 2. 7
- - .  

g. 	 Did you have a neigh5or kttc:? 

your house/aprrment? 1 2 7 


57-75 MOR 
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24. 	 How about people being robbed or having S i g  problem . . . . . . . .3-21 

t h e i r  p u r s ~ w a l l e t s  ta<en on the Sone problem . . . . . . . .2 

s t r e e t .  Would you say that th is  i s  a Alaost no problec . . . . . 1 
big problem, some problem or  almost Don't know . . . . . . . . .7 

no problem in your neighborhood? Not ascertained . . . . . . 8 

25. 	 How about yourself? On the row of numbers from zero to ten t h a t  we talked 
about before, how likely i s  i t  in the next couple o f  years tha t  someone. 
w i l l  t ry  t o  rob you or. take your purse/waflet on the s t ree t  in your 
neighborhood? Remember TEN means EXTREMELY LIKELY and ZERO means NO 
POSSIEILITY a t  a l l .  

(WRITE INNUMBER 0-10)
Don'rknow. . . . . . . . .97 

Not 	ascertained . . . . . .98 22'23 

26. 	 Do you personally know of anyone, other than yourself, who has  been robbed 

or had t h e i r  purse or wallet t~kerr,in the past couple of years,  o r  i f  

someone t r i ed  to  do this  to them? 


. a. res 	. . . . . . . . . . . . .I -z4 

No . . . . . . . . . . . ..2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . 7 

Not 	ascertained . . . . . . 8 . 	 > 

A. 	 Where did these robberies happen? Nere they in your present neighbor- 
hood, someplace e lse  i n  the ci ty,  o r  o u t  of tawn? 

F i r s t  Second Third 
Menticn Mention Mention 

Present neighborhood 1-25 1-26 1-27 
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 


C 

27. 	 Besides robbery, how ebout people being Bfg problem . . . . . . . . .3 -28

attacked or  beaten up in your neighbcr- Sore problem . . . . . . . . 2 

hood by strangers. Is th is  a big Alnost no problem . . . . . .1 
problem, some problem or almost Don't know . . . . . . . . . 7 
no problem? 	 Kot ascertained . . . . . . .8 

28. 	 How about yourself? On the row o f  numbers frog zero t o  ten, how l ike ly  i s  
i t  that some stranger would t ry  to  attack and beat you up in your present 
neighborhood in the next couple o f  years? Remeaber. TEN i s  EXTAERELY 
LIKELY and ZERO i s  r;O POSSIBILITY a t  a 1  1. 

(WRITE IN NUXBER 0-10)
Don't kngw . . . . . . . . .97- .  

N o t  ascertained . . . . . . 98 29-30 . . 



29. Do you personally know anyone who has been a victim of an attack by strangers 
i n  the past couple o f  years, o r  i f  any strznger t r i ed  to  attack anyone you 
know? 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-31 
ti0 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 
Don't know . . . .... . ,, . . 7 
Not ascertafned . . . . . . . . 8-- .-

Where did these attacks happen? Were they i n  your present neighborhood, 
soineplace e l se  in the c i ty ,  o r  o u t  of town? 

Present neighborhcod 
City 
Out-of -town 
Don't know 
Not ascertained 
Inappropriate 

First Second Third 
Menti on Mention Nenticn 

30. What kinds o f  people do you hear abbut-being attacked; .beaten-op, o r  robbed-
i n  your neighborhood? Are the v i c t i m  ros t ly  oldcr people, younger people, 
or  children? 

Older people . . . , . . . . . F35 
Younger peop'e . . . . . . . . 2 
Children . . . . . . . . . . . 3 i 
Any combinztion of o lde r ,  

younger ?es?: e , chi 1dren 
(VOLUKTEERED) . . . . . . . .4  

Do not hear specifics
(YOLUNTEERED). . . . . . . 5 

Elo crime here (VOLUNTEERED). .6 
Don't know . . . . . . . . . . 7 
Not ascertzined . . . . . . . .8 

. 

36 

A. Are the victims generally male o r  female? 

Males . . . . . . . . . . . . .I 
Feeales . . . . . . . . . . . 2 
eoth (VOLU:ITEERED). . . . . . 3 
Do not hear specifics 

(VOLU:ITEEEED. . . . . . . .4 
No crime hare (VOLUIITEERED) . .5 
Don't kncw . . . . . . . . . . 7 
riot ascertai~ec!. . . . . . . .8 

2 



31. 	 D'uring the past week, about how 3ary :ires did ou leave ycir hcxe and go 

outside af ter  dark? (GET BEST ESTI,%TE) &ROBE: JUST A GUESS WILL DO) 


(RECORD NUMBER) Don't know . . . . . . . . . 97

Not ascertained . . . . . . . 98 37-38 


In  the past two weeks, about how cany :ires have you gone somewhere in 32. 	
your neighborhood for evening enterrainnent -- to go to a show or 

somewhere like that? (GET BEST ESYIi:-ATE) (PI?OEE:JUST A GUESS WILL DO) 


-(RECORD NUMBER) Don't know . . . . . . . .97 
riot ascertained . . . . . 88 39-40 

33. 	 Now I have a l i s t  of things that soas peoplz 20 t o  protect t3enselves from 

being attacked or robbed on the s t reet .  As I read each one vould you te l l  

me whether you personally do i t  rmst of the tifle, sometimes, or almost never? 


(VOLUNTEERED)
N.A./ Inapp./ 

Most 	 O f  Sane- Almost D o n ' t  Don't 
The T i r e  Times Never Knw Go O u t  

a. 	 When you go out af ter  dark, 

how often do you g e l  someone 

t o  go with you because of 

crine? 


b. 	 How often do you go out by

ca r  rather than walk  a t  

night because of crime? 


c. 	 How about taking something 

with you a t  night that 

could be used for protection 

from crime -- 1 i ke a dog, 

whistle, kcife or a gun. 

How often do you do sorne-

thins l ike this? 


' y , d .  How i f ten  do you avoid 
certain places i n  your 192h 1% neighborhood a t  night? ' -

d .  How close to  your home i s  the place you try to avoid? (GET E S T  ESTIMATE IN IBLOCKS. IF  MENTIONNORE TUN O X E ,  CLOS~ST)R S ~ C ~ D  

(I;:JK:ER OF BLOCKS) 
~ I ~ O T E :NO SAFE :LACES = 0) 
Ga dangerous pl;ces . . . . .  

45-46tiat ascertained . . . . . . .  9,",

Inappropriate . . . . . . . . . 99 
. 	 E z n ' t  Knou . . . . . . . . . .  9 . 




34. 	 How safe do you fee l ,  or  would you fee l ,  being out a1or.e in yoyr 
/* 	 - neighborhood a t  night -- very safe ,  somevhat safe,  somewhat unsafe 

o r  very unsafe? 

Very safe  . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-47 

Somewhat safe  	. . . . . . . . . . 2 -. 

Somewhat unsafe . . . . . . . . . 3 	 !i

,.. 


Very unsafe . . . . . . . . . . . 4 	
k.


Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . .7 	 C. 


Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . 8 	 F:i
t: 

1;. 
35. 	 How about during the da . How sa fe  do you f e e l ,  o r  would you f e e l ,  being r: 

c.out  alone i n  your~+$orhood during the day -- very safe, rezewhai safe ,  
1.. 

,..
somewhat unsafe, or very unsafe? f. 

L-.

k:


Very safe . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-48 	 ...... 


Somewhat safe 	. . . . . . . . . . 2 r ,.. : 


Somewhat unsafe . . . . . . . . .3 

Very 	unsafe . . . . . . . . . . . .4 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . . . . .8 . 


r; 
Now, I 'd 1 i k e  	to ask you some questions about things you watch on television or  F': 

!i.
read 	i n  the newspapers. 

1:: 

36. 	F i r s t ,  how many hours did you watch TV l a s t  night,  between say 6 and 11 p.m.? t : :  

(GET BEST EST1l:iTE) (NOTE: 0.5=1/2 hr., 1.Ox1 nr., 1.5=1&1/2 hr.) E(RECORP HOURS) 49-50 	 ... 
t:: 

...L.... 
I . -None (GO TO Q. 37) . . . . . . . 00 t': 

Don't know (GO TO 9. 37) . . . . 97 t': 
I'' 

Not ascertained ( G O  TO Q. 37) . .98 -.. 
r.l' 
i.. 

,.... 	 -. -. 
...*..... 
-.. a. 	 Yesterday, did you watch any national news shows, l i ke  k'alter Cronkite, .-... 
... . 

John Chancel lo r ,  Barbara Halters, or  the others? .... ... -. 
b.....-.. 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1  	 ........ 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 	 L:: 


Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . . 7  	 bj 

t . .  
7 . .Not ascertained . . . . . . . . . 8 	 ... ... 
...I n a ~ ~ r o p r i a t e. . . . . . . . . . .9 	 t' 


'b.  Did you watch any news shows yesreraay? 	 ...... 
b . .". ... 
t -Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1  	 L':. 

t::No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .2 	 ,..... 
.... 
L. .Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . .7 

...Not ascertained . . . . . . . . .8 	
...... 


Inappropriate 	. . . . . . . . . . 9 [.;: 

0.. 

r - -'c. Did you waxn any shows involving police o r  crime? ( L 1 ~ ehoJak, 	 ... 
b--

7 . .Charlie's Angels, Hawaii  5-0, Adam 12 ,  ~ a r e t t q  	 1 : : :  .... .... ,......Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1 	 ....
...... 
....No. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 	 ,..... 

...Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . .7 	 ,..... ... 


Not ascertained . . . . . . , . . 8, 	 -.. ... 
...-.. 
..-1nappr.opn a t 3  	. . . . . . .  . . . 9 1  ,..
.... 

* 	 ... 
.... 

1: 




37. I n  the l a s t  week. have you read any da-ily nesrspaperf? 

-Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .1-54 
No (GO TO Q . 38) . . . . . . . . .2 . . . . . .Can't read (GO TO Q 40) 3 . . . . . .Dcn't know (GO TO Q 38) 7 
Not ascertained (GO TO Q. 38) . . 8 

%' 

a . Which one(s)? (CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY) 

Chiceao- Philadelphia Fan Francisco 

Tribune . . . .  10 Evening Bul l e t i n  . . .  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 (SI;EC:FYS 63-64 . . . .(TPECIFY) (SPECiFY) 25 Don't k n o ~  97 
Don't know . .  -97 Don't know . . . . . .97 Not ascertzined . 98 . .Not ascer- Not ascertained . . .  98 Inappropriate 99 65-66 

tained . . . .98 Inappropriate . . . .  99 
Inappropriate . 99 

38. Do you read a localor  cormunity newspaper r e y ~ l a r l y ?  

. . . . . . . . . . . * . .Yes ; 1-67 . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .No 2 
Don't know . . . . . . . . . . . .7 . . . . . . . . .Nc: ascertained 8 
I r ~ ~ ~ r ~ ? r i ? : e( C z q ' t  = ? z d !  . . . .9 

3g Yesterday. did you read any s t o r i e s  about crir;.? i n  paper? 

Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  1 - 6 8  
No . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  - 2  
Don't know/Can 't remezber . . . .  7 
Didn't read pz?er 

yesterday (L'O?~NTEE?EC). . . .  3 
Nct ascertained . . . . . . . . .  8 . . . .Inappropriate (Ctn ' t  reed) 9 

69-75 HOR 
76 Cd 9 
77-30 Job f 



40. Thinking of a l l  the crime stories :~o;; 'vt  resd, seen or heard about i n  the las t  
couple of weeks, i s  there a parttcular cne that you remezber, or that 


' sticks o u t  i n  your mind? 


Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . . -1-21 

!lo . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . . .7 

?lot ascertained . . . . . . . . 8 


r 

a. What crine was that? 

b. What d id  you read or he;r abol;"ci:? ( i r ine mentioned) 

41. Considering all the scurces you use t 3  cei icformstion, what's your best 
source o f  inforn;a-.ion 2bout crirr.2 f n  vc:r ~eigk?o~nood? (ASK OPEN 
END -- CODE RESPCRSE BELOW. 0:iE RES;i::CE CNL ' f )  

Locai ~ 3 i i . l ; i t ypaper . . . . . . . . . . 1-22 

City pcper . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  2 

Radio . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3  

T V .  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

Relative . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .5 

Neighbcr . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 

Friend. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .q 

Other 0 

(SPECIFY)
Don't  kncd . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 7 

Not ~scor;ai:ed . . . . . . . . . . . . . .8 

lnao?rc?ri a;* . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 4 


23 MOR 



42. In t h e  pas: week o r  two have you talked with anyon; ~ b c z t  crime? 


yes . . . . . . . . . . .  1-24 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Don't know . . . . . . . .7
J-hot  ascer tz ined  . . . . . .8-

a. Who have you talked to? (CODE FIRST b:EKiICi4 ONLY)

We don ' t  want' names. 

only the person's Wife/husband/spsuse . . . . . . . . . . . 1 

r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  you . Another family aerrber o r  r e l a t i v e  . . . . 2 


Someone a t  work/school . . . . . . . . . .3 

A ne ig ibor  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  4 

A f r i end  . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5 2 5  

Anyone e ? s e / o t h e r  . . . . . . . . . . . . 6 

Don 't know . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascer tz ined  . . . . . . . . . . . . . 8 

I n a ~ p r o ~ r i z t e. . . . . . . . . . . . . .9
. . 

4% What about rape and o ther  forms of sexual a s s a u l t ?  In :he pzs t  month or  
so  how frequent ly has t h i s  sub jec t  cone up i n  conversation ..would you 
say never. occasionally. o r  very of tan? . Never . . . . . . . . . . 1-26 


Occasionally . . . . . .  2 

Very of ten  . . . . . . . .3 

Don't know . . . . . . .  7 

Kot ascer t~ ined. . . . . 8 


Now I have a few s p e c i f i c  quest ions about t h e  problem of rzpe o r  sexual 
a s s a u l t . 
44 . In your neighborhood. would you sey sexual a s s a u l t s  z r e  a big  problem. 


somewhat of a problem. o r  almost nc prcble.7 a t  a l l ?  


Big prabiem . . . . . . . 3-27 

Scxawhat of  2 problem . .2 

Ainost no problem . . . . . 1 

Dcn .t know . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascer ta ined  . . . . . 8 


* 

45. Do you think t h a t  t h e  number o f  rapes Up . . . . . . . . . . . .3-28 

i n  your neighborhood is going up. Dowli . . . . . . . . . . .1 

going down o r  s tay ing  about t h e  Same . . . . . . . . . . .2 

sane? No rep: here(V0LUNTEERED).3 


Don' t  know . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascer te ined  . . . . . 8 


46. About how many women would you auess have been sexua f lv  a s s a u l t e d  o r  

raped i n  you; neighborhood ;n t6e  1as? year?  SEST ESTI~JATE)
(G*
(PROBE: JUST A GUESS WILL DO) 

Don't kncw . . . . . . . 47 

Not ascer:ained . . . . .08 29-30 




ASK OP fE?!ALES 0::LY 

(ASK Q. 47-49 OF FEMALE RESPONDEXTS ONLY) 

.47F. 	 On the zero to ten scale we have been using. what do you think your 
chances are tha t  someone will t ry  to sexua; ly assault ycu in t7ls 
neighborhood? Let TEN mean tha t  your chances are EalREKELY H I Z H  and 
ZERO mean that there i s  NO PCSSIBILISY a t  a l l .  (GET BEST ES;IPATE)
(PROBE: JUST A GUESS. 0-10 HILL 00) 

-(RECOW NUMBER) 	 Don't know . . . . . .97 
Not ascertained . . . 98 
Inappropriate . . . .99 

48F. Now, think about the l a s t  time you went ou'. alone a f t e r  dark in your 
neighborhood. How afraid or worried were you 5en.aSout beins sexually 
assaulted or raped? Use the same nmbers zero t o  ten. 

(VCLUb7EiRE2)
-(RECORD NUMSER) 0-10 	 Does not go out alone 
a f t e r  dark. . . . . 95 

Don't know . . . . . .97 
Iiot ascertained . . . 93 
Inappropriate . . . . 43 

49F. 	 Do you personally know of anyone who has . . . .I-35 
been sexually assaulted? No C G ~  . . .~b h.h 1. 2 

& 
Don't know (GO TO 9.51 17 
Not ascertained1 

Refused . . . . . . ..B 
(GO TO 0.51 )

1 
50A. Did thfs happen to sp~eone you know. Someone you know. . . .l-

o r  to yourself? 	 Yourself . . . . . . .2 

Both 	. . . . . . . . . 3  

Don't know(f3 TO 9.51)  7 
Hot ascertained(G> TO 

9.51 	 ). . . . . . . .8 
Inappro~r ia t t( G O  TO 

. j l  ) 	 . . . . . . 0 
506. When th is  happened to  you, d ~ dyou report tes . . . . . . . . . .I 


i t  t~ the pol ice? 	 tto . . . . . . . . . . 2  

Don't know . . . . . . 7 
riot ascertaines/ 

Refcsed to anshzr. . 8 
Inappropriate . . . . .9 

5OC. How long ago dfd thIs take place? Within past s i x  n:cnths.! 
(ASK AS OPEN Ei13) 	 Seven zsnths-1 ye:r . .L 

Sstween 2-5 years ago. 
Eetween 6-10 years ago.- 
#ore than 10 years aso.5 
Con't know . . . . . . 7 
tiot ascertainqd . . . .a 
Inappropriase . . . . .9 

I SOD. Where did these sexual assaul to  happen? .@wCgDEsr

I Fi r s t  
Hention 

ceccad 
Zsntion 

Third 
Mentf on 

Present nei~hborhaod 
City
Out-of-town 
Don 't know 
Rot ascertained 

I 
Inappropriate 

KP - 0 Fill Blales 

31-32 

33-34 

i 

3 

I 



--- 

JASK OF MALES C X Y )  

47M. 	What do you think the chances are c f  a Koran being sexually assaulted in 
t h i s  neighborhood? Let TEN mean tka: ccaezes of rape are EXTZMELY HIGH 
and ZERO mean tha t  there i s  NO POSSIElLITY a t  a l l .  (FRG3E: JUST A 
GUESS, 0-10 KILL DO) 

(RECORDNUMBER)-

48M.. Eiot asked 

49M. Do you personal l y  know of anyone who 
has been s e r ~ a l  l y  assaulted? 

Don't know . . . . . . . .97 

llot ascertained . . . . . .98 42-43 
In~pproprSate. . . . . . -99 

44 MOR 

-Yes . . . . . . . . . . . . 1-45 

So . . . . . . . . . . . .- 2  

Don 't know . . . . . . . . .7 

Mot ascertained . . . . . . 8 

'4 

50M. Where d i d  these sexual assaults  h a p e n t  CQE&l C 9 9 E S l  

iF i r s t  Second Third 
F!.l;n:ion Rention !.':ention I 

Present neighborhood 
City 
Out-of-town 
Don't know 
Not ascertained 
Inappropriate 



-- 

51. 	 There are many d i f f e ren t  o>inions r:r,u'. hc* :,prevent rape o r  sexual 
assaul: f r o n  na~pening. I'm gaiap :o -a?:ioa several poszible hays o f  
preventing r a l e  and we'd l i  ke t o  Laow h.?az, !-senera1 .you th ink  about 
each o f  these ideas. For each one ? rs id ,  p i ~ a s et e l l  ma how much you 
t h i nk  i t  would help t o  prevent rape, c~ici f :  Help a great deal, help 
somewhat, o r  help hardiy a t  a l l .  ( R X  GtE;:aIES) (ROTATE) 

Help A He!p Help Hardly Don't ho;/ 
Great Deal Swewrst At A l l  Not P.s:srtalned 

a. 	 Stronger secur i ty  
measures a t  hone, l i k e  
b e t t e r  locks or a la rm.  
b u l d  they ... 
(READ CATEGCRIES) 3 2 1 

b. 	 Mnan not going out  
alone, cspeda l l y  
a t  night.  

c. 	 Women dressing more 
modestly, o r  i n  a less  
sexy way. 

d. 	 Provtdtng psychological 
treatment f o r  rapis=. 
Nould :his ... 
(READ C4TEtGRIES) 

e. 	 Encouraging wmcn t o  
take self-defense 
classes, l i k e  juda o r  
karate. 

f. 	 Women carryfnq weapons 
f o r  protect ion, l i k e  
knives o r  guns. 

g. 	 Newspapers pub1 i c i z i n g  
nanes and pic:ures o f  
known rapists.  

h. 	 Uomen re fus ing  t o  
t a l k  t o  strangers. 
Nould q s  . . . 
( R W J  CAIEGJRIES) 

1. 	 Stopping the push f o r  
women's r i gh t s  and 
women's 1ibera t ioc .  

j. 	 Rape v ic t ims f t gh t i ng  
back against t h e i r  
attackers. 

k. 	 Increasing men's 
respect f o r  a l l  
wanen. 

1. 	 Is there  anything 
e lse  t ha t  you can 
th ink  o f  t h a t  would 
he lp  prevent rape? 
( IF  YES. WMT?) 

3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

7 

7 

50 

5l 

3 2 1 7 52 

3 

3 

3 

. 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

7 54 

7 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

7 

7 

57 

59 

m. From a l l  :he things you can t h i nk  of. !+tic? ar.5 do you f ee l  would work bett 
t o  he lp  prevent rape? 



'Cd  4 

Finally. we have a few more questions far statistical purposes . 
Dl .	How many years have you personally 


1ived in your present neighborhood? 


. . .  -(RECORD YEARS) 

02. Do you live in a single family 
house. an apartment building with 

less than 7 units or a building 

w i t h  7 or more units? 

. . . .  

0 3  . Do you am your home or do you rent it? 

04. Do you expect to be living in this 
neighborhood two years from now? 


D5. Do you carry an insurance pol icy which 
covers your household goods against lcss 
from theft or vandal ism? 

D6.	Khat i s  the last grade of school 

you completed? 


Don't know . . . . . . . 97 

Not ascertained . . . . .98 60-61 


Single family . . . . . . .1 -62 

Less than 7 units . . . . .2 

7 or 	more units . . . . . .3 

Don't know . . . . . . . . 7 

Not ascertained . . . . . .8 

Rent . . . . . . . . . . . 1-63 

01;m (includes buying) . . . 2 

Don't know . . . . . . . . 7 

Not ascertained . . . . . .8 

Yes 	 . . . . . . . . . . . .l.64 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Maybe/It depends 


(VOLUNTEERED) . . . . . .3 

Don't know . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . .8 

Yes 	 . . . . . . . . . . . -1 -65 

No . . . . . . . . . . . . 2 

Don't know . . . . . . . .7 

Not ascertained . . . . . .8 

No formal educztion . . .00 -66/67

Grade school or less 


(Grades 1-8) . . . . . 01 
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 
Con ' t know . . . . . . . 97 

ibt ascertaineclRefused. 98 




D7.  	 How many children under the age of 
18 are currently living with you? 

08. 	Are you presently employed somewhere 
or are you unemployid, tired, 
(a student) ,  (a  housewife), or  
what? 

a .  What i s  your occupation? 

(RECORD VERBATIH) 

D9. Considering a l l  sources of income and 
a l l  sa lar ies  of people who worked l a s t  
year, what was your total household 
incone I n  1976? You don't have t o  
give me an exact amount, 1 '1 1 j u s t
read some categories and you t e l l  me 
which applies to your houss-
hold. 


Don't know . . . . . . . .97 
Not ascertained. . . . , .98 


(EXACT NO. I-.-. 


Working now . . . . . . . 01 
With a job, but not a t  work 


because of temporary 

i l l n e s s ,  labor dispute,  

on s t r i k e ,  bzd wezther. 02 


Unempl oyed . . . . . . . .03 
Reti red . . . . . . . . . 04 
In school . . . . . . . . 05 
Keeping house . . . . . . 06 
Disabled . . . . . . . . .07 
Armed service . . . . . . 08 

1 Other 	 09-
(SPEtIrY)

Don ' t know . . . . . . . .97 
Not ascertained . . . . . 98 

\ 

72-73 
MOR 

-
Be1 ow $6 ,COO . . . . . . . 0 -74 
Between $6,000 and 59,999. : 
Eetwesn b10,OOC and 

$14,999 . . . . . . . . .2 
Between $15,00C and 

$19,999 . . . . . . . . .3  
Between $20,000 and 

$24.999 . . . . . . . . .4 
$25,000 or  over . . . . . .5 
Refused . . . . . . . . . .6 
Don't know . . . . . . . . 7 
Kot 	ascertained . . . . . .8 

75 MOR 
76 Cd B 
77-80 Job I 



010. Besides being an American, we would Puerto Rican. . . . . . - 1  
l ike  to know what your ethnic back- 	 Mexican . . . . . . . . .1  

ground i s .  For example, i s  i t  I r i sh ,  	 Cuban . . . . . . . . . .1 

Puerto Rican, Afro-American o r  wnat? 	 Other Latin . . . . . . . 1  

Polish . . . . . . . . . '1 
I t a l i an  . . . . . . . . .1 

I r i sh  . . . . . . . . . .1 

Croatian. . . . . . . . .1 

Other European. . . . . .1 
Afro-Americzn l. . :. . .1-
Chinese ., , .., . .I 
Japanese . . : . .7.: 
Other Asian : , . ! . . 
Other '1

(RECCZD) 

Don't know . . . . . . . 7 

KP - 0 Fill 	 Refused . . . . . . . . . 6 


D l l .  	For s t a t i s t i c a l  purposes, we would Black . . . . . . . . . . 1 

a lso  l ike  to know what racial group 	 White . . . . . . . . . .2 

you belong to. Are you Black, 	 Asian . . . . . . . . . . 3 

White. Asian. or  sotxethina else? 

Other 	 4 
Refused . . . . . . . . . 6 

Don't know . . . . . . . .7 


D12. )!ere you born i n  the United States o r  Born in U .S . . . . . . . .1 -37 

somewhere else? 	 Born elsewkere . . . . . .2  

Don't kncw . . . . . . . .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  
i f  your phone i s  l i s t ed  in  the phone Don't know . . . . . . . .7 
book o r  i s  i t  unlisted? Refused/i;ot ascertained. -8 

D14. 	 We also need t o  know how many di f ferent  Oon'i know . . . . . . . 97 -39/40 
telephone numbers you hava a t  home. Not a s c e r t z i n ~ d  . . . . .98 
Do you have another nmber besides 
t h i s  one? 

-

D1S. What i s  your age? 
(Record e x a c t  cce) 

Refus~d. . . . . . . . . .  97-41/42
t:oi ascerteinei  . . . . .  98 



QUALITY CONTROL ITEMS 


(INTERVIEWER -- RATE IIiTERVIEh! FGR ZEC?C:;DE!ITS) 


q.1 Respondent's English was: 	 Good . . . . . . . . . . . . .1 .-SO 

F a i r .  . . . . . . . . . . 2  

Poor. . . . . . . . . . . 3 


Q.2 Was interview taken i n  Spanish? Yes . . . . . . . . . . . .L51 

N o .  . . . . . . . . . . . 2  


4.3 Respondent was: 	 Very cooperative. . . . . .1-52 
Fairly cooperztive . . . . 2 
Not very cooperative. . . . 3  

4.4 	Respondent seemed: Very interestsd in 
interview . . . . . . . .1-53. 

Smwhat interested. . . . 2 
N o t  inierescet; hard t o  hold 

his/her actention. . . . 3 

Q.5 Do you bel ieve  the information Aczurate . . . . . . . . . 151 

given to you by t h e  respondat Icaccura'e . . . . . . . . 2 

i s . . ,  	 r

3. 
Please explain 



We know that crime i s  a problem in many neighborhoods. ke are going 
t o  be interviewing some people i n  person to discuss the ways they
protect themselves from ham, including sexual assault. I t  would '.r 

help us i f  you would talk with us. We will tie able to pay you something 
($10) and we could come directly to  your house or meet you somewhere else 
a t  a time that i s  convenient for you. Would you like to participate? 

No. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 1,-43 

Yes ( G O  TO TEAR SHEET) . . . . . . 2 
Undecid~d/DK. . . . . . . . . . . 7 





