REACTIONS TO CRIME iN CROSS-NATIONAL PERSPECTIVE
Wesley G. Skogan'

This paper examines popular reactions to the threat of crime. Péople vary in:the
extent to which crime has an impact on their lives. Some pay little attention-to-crime;
while others regularly take precautions o protect themselves and their'families fromi
harm. This partly reflects differences in the risks they face in their daily lives: Some
people five in highly threatening circumstances, while others face a re!attvely shght
risk of being victimised. Past research has found that the-public's fear of‘cfime:is
strongly related to both their direct experience with victimisation and with the’ general
risk that comes from conditions in their immediate rieighbourhood.” ‘However, in
addition to the measurable risks they face, other factors intervené which détermine
how people react to the threat of possible victimisation. For example, some live
cautious lives because they judge that the consequences of being victimised, if that
should happen, are greater than the expense and inconvenience: oftakihg éontinuied
precautions. Others feel that they are particularly likely candidates for victimisation,
and thus act as If their objective risks were much higher than they actuallyare.” -~

Unlike a great deal of research on popular reactions to crime, this paper does not
dwell on people's fears or perceptions. Rather, it focuses on what they do as a
reaction to the threat of crime. It examines three distinctive clusters ‘of crime=related
behaviours: the precautions that pecple take to insulate themselves from personal
attack, the things they do to protect the place where they live, and: gur“ownership:
There is a somewhat different pattern of adoption of these three tactits, reflecting
differences in the circumstances in which people live, the® kinds of cnme at whlch
they are directed and the kind of people that are involved. EEER A

This paper examines these issues across the 14 nations |ncluded lnfthe 1 989
sweep of the international Crime Survey (ICS)2. Slightly over 28,000 persons ‘were
interviewed in the survey, most of them by telephone. In the analyses reported here;
the data were weighted slightly so that respondents o the surveyirésemble the
populations of each of the 14 nations involved. Because not everyone -answéred
each question. (there are inevitably people who respond “don't kriow" to almost any
question), most of the analyses presented here are based upon about 24 000
respondents.

In addition to describing the ways in which the public reactsto the threat of crime,
this paper has a second purpose: to illustrate an approach to cross-national:survey
research. A unique feature of the ICS is the large number of countries involved: This
invites both "micro" and "macro" questions. The latter involvéipropositions: about
nations - which are then the unit of analysis. These propositions:might.: refer“to
institutions, policies, or other features of the national units. For-example,-one:might
reasonably hypothesize that In democratic political systems-{like thdse énjoyed:by
ICS countries), the harshness of criminal sentencing policy refliects the extent--of
punitive attitudes among politically involved segments: of the® populace.: Many
scholars doubtless will use published reports and the original iCS: data to examine
" such issues.

1 Professor of Political Science and Urban Affairs, Northwestern University, Evanston; lilinois; USA:
2 van Dijk, J.J.M., P. Mayhew and M. Killias (1990) Experiences of crime across the world: key-findings of
the 1989 Intemational Crime Survey, Kluwer Law and Taxation Publishers, Deventer and Boston., -
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This paper, -on:the" other -hand, examines micro-fevel. questions about the
behaviour of individuals who are situated in various social, economic, and spatial
contexts. Here "nation” takes on a much more limited role, that of being but one of
several contexts in which individuals find themseives. Moreover, it is a context which
should play no explanatory role, for nation of residence is a nominal category rather
than a variable®, Just as people are not victimised "because they are French", so.
that:is also not.amexplanation for their behaviour. Instead, the role of social research
isto:pase-and test-variable-based explanatory models. As a result, although the ICS
is.across-national enterprise, national differences should be explained by a properly
specified model of individual behaviour. National differences that persist may form a
useful,basis:for. further: theorizing about missing elements in that model, but they
should be:taken as.a.measure of how much further it has o go, rather than what has

;,hf’_sa.:,;paper,p,illustrates -dhis -approach by first examining the individual-level
determinants:of behaviour. These include -pecple's experiences with crime, their
vuinerability .as-individuals- and.households, and the character of the place where
they dive: It:then turns. to. the context in which they find themselves, examining the
" impactsof the.aggregate:rate of victimisation on individual behaviour. This societal-
level-variable accounts:for most-differences between nations in the extent of crime-
related behaviour;: leaving relatively little between-nation variance to be accounted
for. :

Reactionsto crime
The-ICS+examined -a number of specific ways in which people react to crime.
Responses:io these questions were used to form multiple-item indices of the extent
oti:crime-related: behaviour. = First, .there were two indicators of the personal
precautions that people can take to protect themselves against the threat of personal
crime.-One; question asked if people stayed away from certain streets or areas 10
avpid ‘crime. onythe’last occasion they went out after dark, and if on that occasion
someone-elsewent with' them. "to avoid crime". The survey aiso asked about
housgbeldgptevention measures that people-may have taken to protect the security
ofthe:place-wheresthey live. These included guestions about asking neighbours of
caretakers, to watch their-home .when they were last away, if they had a burglar
alarm;; and.if-they;leave lights on at-home while they are away. Finally, the survey
also asked if the respondent or someone in the household owned a gun.
arsThessurvey dndicates.that, actoss 14 nations, the most common reactions 1o
crimesinvolved:;asking neighbours to help (71 percent reported having done so) and
leaving:lights on::at. home (54 :percent). Twenty-six percent of those who were
interviewed:recalled-that they avoided dangerous places the last time they were out,
and. 23 peigent fook:someone:with them. About haif as many respondents reported
having:a:burglar.alarm (1 0-percent), while 17 percent of respondents indicated that
they:er.someone intheir;household owned a gun.
. While the .frequency.: with which people took each of these self-protective
measuresvaried considerably, they formed three distinct clusters. Responses to the
tworforms, of -personal- precaution (avoiding places and taking an escort) went

3 Przeworski, A. and H. Teune (1870) The logic of comparative social inquiry, Wiley. New York,
4 For afurther.discussion ©f approaches to cross-national research, see Oyen, E. (1990) “The imperfection
. .of .comparisons? rin: Oyen, E. - (ed) Comparative methodology, Sage Publications, Newbury Park

California:-fRagin,-C.-(1987) The comparative method, University of California Press, Berkeley.
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together tightly (r=+.44), but were not strongly linked to qun ownership or household
protective measures. The household measures (alarms; lights; neighbours)-were
moderately related to one another (an average r of +.13), but they were clearly
independent of the other actions. Many of the statistical analyses which follow,
therefore, empioy summary indices of personal precaution and household' protectior,
which were formed by adding together responses to the approprsate items. Gun
ownership, on the other hand, stood by itself. This was- evident in its soc:al
.distribution, which runs qurte the opposite of the other measures: {for éxample,“gun
ownership is most common in smaller towns and not in b(g cmes) As.a result it-will
be examined separately from the others.

Correlates of self-protection

This section deals with the social and economic distribution:of popular reactions
to crime. The measures that pecple take to protect themseives turn out to reflect the
conditions in which they live, their direct experiences with-crime, and their personal
vulnerability to crime. The next section will connect these with some Tnational-ievel
factors (principally rates of crime) that contribute funher to our.understanding-of-how
people respond to the threat of ctime.

Victimisation

The most obvious factor shaplng people's adjustment to the threat of crime was
personal experience, Victims were more likely .than non-victims to adopt;all of the
self-protective measures examined here. Victimisation was measured in'the ICS by a
.series of questions about incidents in which respondents might have béen involved
during the past five years. They were asked if. they were threatened, ;robbed:
assaulted, or sexually harassed during that period, if they had their-purse or waliet
stolen, and if their household had been burglarised. (They were also asked abott
bicycle and scooter theft, and about a- variety of crimes that could happenito or
around their cars, but responses to those questions were not very fear-provoking and
will not be examined here). Victims were then- asked .to. différentiate;:between
incidents which occurred in the more distant past and those which'took placein'1888
or early 1988, a period close to the time of the survey. An.analysis of all this data
indicates that it was the most recent events which most shaped peoples behawour
so only those are considered in this paper. T

Figure 1 depicts the relationship between three measures’ of recent vict;mlsahon
and the self-protective measures taken by ICS respondents.:The patterns describéd
in Figure 1 reflect the threats posed by different Kinds of crime: Nate inithe: |ower half
of Flgure 1 that there were few differences between persenal crime:victims::
victims in the extert to which they adopted hausehold: protectiveizm
However, victims were more likely ‘to report taking precautionsiagainst personal
crime, as depicted in the upper half of Figure 1, Burglar victims weremore«hkely than
non-victims to adopt tactics to protect both their person and their houséhold:Burglary
involves an intrusion which potentially threatens household residents. as. well:as thair
- property, and its widespread and enduring consequences have been; documented in
other research on victims. St

Figure 1 also examines the effects of multiple, repeated vuctlmzsahon by demg
respandents into categories based on the number of incidents in which they were
involved during the 12 months immediately preceding the interview. It indicates that
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the:iextentcofzhousehold-protection:rose-only marginally, but that the adoption of
personal:precautionsiwent up sharply: as:people's experiences with crime multiplied.

.victims 3 times

V‘éﬁ!g?“- times

I H

.. ‘personal’precaution - B3 ~“'houséhold protection

Althoughb isinot :shown:in:Figure:1;-gun ownershlp also displayed a tendency to
ictimisation: It «was .particularly frequent (reaching almost 25
vamong:those who had:.been victimised three times or more during
ont .ecedm he:survey:iThere were:similar effects of victimisation by both
perso alls cnme ;ahd: urglary on gun ownershlp

irect expenence with crime-had consequences for the lives of
wever;:the:most notable-feature of the crimes measured in the
nlyz%sabout-«i'.2i‘fpercent 'of .those who were interviewed

hys Cé 0 sexual assau|t (3. percent each) sand purse or wallet theft (4
hen:dcombmed together only about: 8 percent of ICS respondents

upersonal*cnmes 1s0°in; all -about.11"percent of all ICS respondents fell into
centivictim:category::As:a-result, recent victimisation cannot explain very much,
for many more people were fearful than were victimised. This indicates that we need
ok:elsewhere for.the:factors that shape popular reactions to crime.
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City living

City living provided another source :of disquiet.among.1CS7 spatidents. SINGthe |
ICS, people were asked to characterise;"now;many pecpie:livesir \ii,ll’q(jé}d town.
or city?". Their responses fell into six categories, ;nggg’ing‘;;fr‘oqfv malltownsy(dnder
10,000 inhabitants):to large cities (of-more thar ‘pﬁe’rmillic}nfpeppié)_%"‘!&l ‘
eity fiving proved to be one of the.most consistentcorrelates.of precautionsia
personal crime, and was. also.related.to .adopting household;protective;maass
This is illustrated. In-Figure 2, which documents.the: (aver_age)idistrib‘unio@igfg‘ sonal:
precautions, -household protection -and.- gun:-ownershi " byiisize’ o placeyBo
precautions. and household. protection. Tise withzcity'.:‘sj_ze,v,lpm;:t_hgﬁg gntiig m
steeper for precautions against .personal crime. ;‘As,,noted;,‘atiqme,;;g_un?;‘J{

actually decreased with city size. .

Figure 2: Size of place and reactions tocnme
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measures, it will be impossible to duplicate the analysis presented in Figure 3, but
statistical controls can be used to identify similarly independent effects). The second
point illustrated by Figure 3 is that victimisation matiered more than city size, in the
sense that city size was most clearly related to self-protection only among those who
had been victimised once or not at all. Both personal precautions and household
protection {which is not shown in Figure 3) were already so common among multiple
victims that city living did not make much of a difference for them. This can be seen
in Figure 3; the increasing rate of precaution-taking with city size is stronger among
those who were victimised less frequently, while that increase is somewhat “flatter"
among frequent victims. This is an example of an “interaction effect’, which also can
be identifled using statistical controls. More interactions will be evident in other
aspects of the |CS survey.

Figure 3: Size, victims and reactions to crime
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Vulnerability

The third set of factors that are linked 1o self-protection reflect the potential
vulnerability to crime of segments of the population. Skogan and Maxfield identified
two dimensions of vuinerability, one physical and the other social®, Physical
vulnerability means openness to attack, powerlessness to resist attack, and
exposure to more traumatic physical consequences if attacked. In past research,
higher levels of fear among women and the elderly have been attributed to their
greater physical vulnerability to crime®, People are socially vulnerable when they are

5 Skogan, W.G. and M.M."Maxfield (1981) Coping with crime, Sage Publications, Newbury Park, California.
6 fKillias, M. (1990) "Vulnerability: towards a better understanding of a key variabie in the genesis of fear of
crime* Violence and Victims 5:97-108.
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exposed to mare frequent victimisation because of their personal characteristics -or
household organisation, or when the consequences of victimisation weigh-:more
heavily upon them for the same reasons. Some studies have explained higher levels
of fear among US racial minorities and poor people by alluding to their frequent
residential proximity to areas with high rates of crime and- their:'more: limited
resources for dealing with the consequences of crime?’. Along both dimensions, ‘more
vuinerable people should feel more fearful, -not because of what'has happened to
them, but because of what might happen to them. ol P "
The ICS included several measures of social and physical vulnerability -Figure: 4
charts the relationship between three social vuinerability factors and-self:protective
measures that people reported taking. All of the resulis are:congruent with .past
research on fear of crime. For example, home ownership implies a greater-extent: of
control over one's immediate environmert. Numerous studies-“teport: that -home
owners are more likely than renters to invest in physical security-arrangements and
make defensive modifications to their homes. As Figure 4 indicates, there was a big
difference as well between owners and renters in the ICS survey. - the latter were
much more likely to employ household protective measures, On_ the other’ hand;
home owners were only slightly more likely to report taking precautions to. protect
themselves from personal crime. Figure 4 also examines the influence of whether’
ICS respondents lived in multiple-unit apartment buildings ("flats"y rathar than in
smaller row houses, detached homes, or (as a few did) in institutions; boats, and
other kinds of quarters. While apartment dweliers were more’ likely than their
counterparts to take precautions against personal crime, they were far less likeiy to
engage in household protective measures, ' E ‘
Of course, home ownership and types of dwelling units go together, as did crime
.and city living. The effects of both differences were statistically significant, however.
In the case of personal precautions, the effect of living,in a flat was about three times
that of home ownership; for household protection, being a home owner was almost.
four times as important as Iving in a flat. (The effects of the two were almost
identical when it came to having a gun at home, but they were -in the opposite
direction - home owners were more likely to have guns, while fiat dwellers were:less
s0). Living arrangements even mediated the impact of victimisation and city living:
Only people who lived in smaller buildings or detached homes were. more: likely to
take protective measures when they were victimised, and the effects of city size were
largely confined to home owners. (And the decline of gun ownership. in. larger cities
was greater among home owners than renters, and lesser among flat dwellers than
everyone else). :
£ Another indicator of social vulnerability presented in Figure 4 is' whether or not
ICS respondents lived in a family setting. Several measures pointed to. the
importance of protecting the family in explaining the adoption of household protective
measures. |CS respondents living with other adults were more: likely-to do so-than
those who lived alone, a relationship which Is presented in Figure 4. In.addition;
respondents with children were aiso more likely to do things to protect  their
‘households, Isolating family households (couples with children) - revealed that
victimisation had a significantly greater effect on household “protection--among
families, and multivariate analyses also revealed that the effects of city living:were
much greater among families than among single or childless respondents. There

7 Fattah, E.A. and V.F. Sacco {1989) Crime and victimization of the elderty, Springer-Verlag, New York,
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were no family-related differences in patterns of sither gun ownership or precautions
against personal crime, however. ’

IF_i_gure 4: Vulinerability and reactions to crime
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Figure 4 also depicts the relationship between gender and self-protection. This
link usually is attributed to the greater physical vulnerabiiity of women to predators,
who usually are young males and who often act in groups. When asked in surveys to
recommend ways of avoiding personal crime, women are much more likely than men
to pick strategies like going out with an-escort or avoiding strarigers, rather than
indicating they might fight back or carry some sort of weapon. Women are also much
less likely to feel that they can successfully defend themselves from attack®, There
was almost no difference in the extent of household protection reported by male and
female respondents in the ICS, for gender was evenly distributed across income
groups, housing type, and other indicators of living arrangements. However, Figure 4
describes a very large gulf between men and women in the extent to which they took
precautions against personal crime - the average index score for females was almost |
three times that for males, This parallels other findings based on attitudinal indices of
fear of crime; women typically are four times more likely than men to indicate they
would fear places or situations they might confront alone after dark. |
The final indicator of individual vulnerability to be considered here is age. Many |
studies of fear of crime have documented the distinctive and widespread concern |
over the threat of personal crime expressed by older persons. They often are not

8 Gordon, M.T. and S. Riger (1989) The female fear, Free Press, New York; Skogan and Maxfield,
Coping..., op. cit. .
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very agile, and may more easily fall victim to younger predators, They alse may be
subject to more extreme consequences of victimisation, especially physical injury,
and their capacity to recover fully from sericus harm during their lifetime may be
more limited. As a result, the findings of the ICS with respect to the self defence
strategies of various age groups are somewhat surprising. Figure § illustrates the
relationship between age and two meastres of personal precaution, the kind of self-
defensive behaviour which was most clearly linked to age. Figure 5 indicates that
personal precautions wers not particularly characteristic of the elderly across the 14
nations involved in the survey. Instead, avoiding unsafe places and going out with an
escort was more commonly reported by younger females, at rates which declined
steadily among women in their late 20s and 30s. Precautionary measures were
essentially unrelated to age among males, and as a result the elderly as a group
were the least likely to report taking defensive actions, and differences’ between
males and females were the smallest at the upper end of the age distribution.

Figure 5: Age, gender and personal precautions
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The most obvious explanation for the pattern of self-protection depicted by Figure
5 is that older people less often report taking defensive measures due to large
differences in the extent to which their lifestyles place them at risk of victimisation.
These differences are illustrated by responses to a question in the ICS about the
frequency with which people go out in the evening for recreational purposes
(including going to a pub, restaurant, ¢ihema, or to visit friends). This question is
often used as an indicator of exposure. to risk in studies of victimisation. Among
those 60 years of age and older, more than 50 percent indicated that they made
such trips less than once a month; the comparable figure for evaeryone under 60 was
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23 percent. On the other hand, 57 percent of respondents under 60 reported that
they went out in this fashion at least once a week; the comparable figure for older
people was 32 percent. However, the pattern depicted in Figure 5 persists even
Wwhen this measure of exposure to risk is taken into account. Within every category of
night-time activity, elderly respondents were less likely than others to report taking
precautionary measures. In fact, the largest difference between the elderly and non-
elderly was among those who reported going out "aimost every day". More complex
multi-variate analyses controlling for several determinants of precautionary activity
also documented that this form of self protection generally declines with age.

There also was a tendency for the effects of city living to be greater among the
elderly than those under sixty. In smaller towns, the elderly were somewhal less
likely than others to report taking personal precautions, but that pattern was reversed
in big cities.

Rates of crime

Until this point consideration has only been given to the relationship of seff-
defence measures to the attributes of individuals, including their social backgrounds,
the circumstances under which they live, and their personal experiences with crime.
In addition, people must be expected to be fearful - and to adapt to their perceptions
of the rigks they face - even if they have not themselves been victimised. The impact
of neighbourhood rates of crime on fear of crime has been well documented. Fear
mounts steadily with levels of personal crime and serious property offences®. Skogan
.and Maxfield found that, compared to those who feft "very safe", neighbourhood
robbery rates were twice as high among Chicagoans who reported that they fett "very
unsafe” near their home after dark™. Area burglaty rates, on the other hand, were
about one third higher among those in the most fearfui group. This section examines
an analogous question; that of the impact of societal rates of crime on behavioural
measures of fear. It tests the proposition that people who live in higher crime
countries are more fearful, net of the effects of other measured variables,

The ICS was designed to produce national rates of victimisation, and cannot be
used to make estimates of local crime rates parallel to those which have been
employed in neighbourhood studies of crime and fear. However, there was
considerable variation in levels of crime across the 14 nations involved in the ICS,
variation that could be at least weakly reflected in the self-protective measures taken
by residents of the various countries. Residents of the United States were four-and-
a-haif times as likely as the Swiss to be victimised by assauitive violence, and
Australians were burglarised at seven times the rate of residents of Finland. The
effects of these national levels of crime were examined by first calculating the
"expected" level of defensive action for each ICS respondent, based on their
personal background and experiences with crime'!, Deviations from this prediction -

9 Maxfield, M. (1984) "The limits of vulnerability and victimization at work®. Journals of Quantitative
Criminology 3:283-300.

10 Skogan and Maxfield, Coping..., op. cit.

11 These expected levels of behaviour were estimated using multiple regression. The explanatory variables
and interaction terms included all of those discussed above in the text, plus education, whether each
respondent had an automobile, and if each had a job. These aiso had consistent but weak effects on two
or more of the dependent variables, .
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the unexplamed" level of defensive effort - were then plotted agaunsl appropnate
rates of crime for the 14 nations12,

The results of this analysis are illustrated in Flgure 6. It charts the relatl shlp
between national burglary rates and whether people reported higher or lowér levels
of household protection than predicted by their individiial cifcumstaricesThe two
measures went together in fairly clear fashion,” with the bulk' of’ unexpectedly 1ow:
protection respondents residing in lower-burglary nations, and’ many’ unexpectedly
high-protection people living in high-burglary places. (The torrelation bétiveen‘the
two measures is +.46). Figure 6 also identifies three of'the most obivialisly-deviarit

nations: Spain (where household protection was lower than anticipated: giventhe
burglary rate), and England and Wales (labeled "Engiand" -in Figure ‘6), where
household protection was unexpectedly high.

Eigure 6: National burglary rate and household protection’
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- Parallel analyses for gun ownership pointed to similar conciusions; it was?
significantly "unexpectediy* high in high-burglary and high personal-crime places on’
the other hand, there was no clear patterning of perscnal precaution - there was:
variation in how unexpectedly high or low it was in various natiohs,:bit thosei
d|fferences were not linked to national levels of personal crime.

National differences
The final question to be addressed by this paper is, are there. still. "national®

differences in fear? The argument at the outset was that the goal of soclal research
is to avoid reliance on the use of *nation” as an explanatory concept, because in an

12° The aggregate-level crime rates are technically measures of the prevalence of victimisation -the
percent of IGS respondents who recalled being victimised in 1988 in major crime categories. They were
taken from Table E-1 of van Dijk et al., Experiences..., op. cit.
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important sense it provides no explanation at all. National differences are instead
descriptions of phenomena that cannot be accounted for in a truly explanatory
fashion.

To isolate remaining, unexplained levels of defensive behaviour, more measures
were added to the multivariate analyses described above. The personal
characteristics and multiple measures of the victimisation experiences of each ICS
respondent were entered into analysis. They were joined by measures of national-
level crime rates, resulting in a model of fear of crime combining individual and
contextual effects. These variables then were used to predict in statistical fashion the
extent of personal precaution, household protection, and gun ownership across the
14 nations. What then remained was the level of defensive behaviour that was
ultimately *unexplained" by personal factors, individual experiences, and contextual
measures of the general risk of victimisation.

Figure 7 illustrates the results of this analysis, relating unexplained levels of
household protection to the national association of each ICS respondent. It arrays
this unexplained behaviour so that nations where respondents reported “too little"
household protection lie to the left, and nations where respondents reported "too
much* household protection lie to the right. {If the analytic measures had predicted
all of the variation in behaviour, all of respondents would lie at the "zero" line, which
is almost exactly where Spain falls).

Figure 7: Nations with "too much* fear and "too littie* fear
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As in Figure 6, respondents in two of the surveys in the United Kingdom reported
more fear than the various individual and contextual factors included in the analysis

268



would predict. On the other hand, respondents from: Northern:Ireland:were:by:farthe
most likely to report "too little" household protection; followed by those, from Francen:

While there remain unexplained’ national -differences:in behavnour,s“'llke those
depicted in Figure 7, they are relatnvely small in. magnitude «Table 1 presents &
summary of the importance of remaining national-level:differences;irélative touthe:
explanatory power of the individual and-contextual: effects:examined:hére: It ‘divides:
the explained variance of each behaviour measure.into:the! componentsaattnbmabie
to individual or contextual factors and:the fraction clearly:still :lirked:to nationzof
residence. A third component .labeied::"multicolinearity®:summaris :
contnbutlon of effects which cannot be.parsed: between:them

Table 1 suggests that:"nation"-plays:a relatively. weak: role;in.expla
of personal precaution and. household::protection, -encez people!
expenences and the threats:they face:are:taken into:accou i
surprising, in light of the sampile of nations included.in:the:|CS. hey:
social and political systems characterised' by: consnderable |nterna

differences .among individuals because. there often«cambeagreate
them - than between them'3, -Table 1 documents:that  there
explainable variation within -these nations. than across them,::
measures. The exception is gun ownership; which: has. a. relatively: stro.
component. This could well reflect national variation in weapons. polici )
both how difficult firearms are to obtain and the legal penalties.associate wnh he
use.

Table 1: Decomposition of individual and unexplained national level. effects

r Personal . Household .

A precaution protection -

JExplained variance attributable to individuals 13.5% - 5.8%.: 7

{land national crime rates -

JAtiributable to country of resndence 0.2% 0.6% .. . 5.9%.

‘HMulti-colinearity 1.4% .. 19.6% . 6.0%
Total explained 15.1% 26.0% . |~ 16.6%.

Conclusions

There are, of course, a number of limitations to the analysis presented here.
Flrst the analytic model obviously did not include all of the factors.that-are.known to
dffect levels of fear. One prominent omission is a collection of neighbourhooed factors
known as "disorders" 4, Disorders are activities that run counter'to the standards’ tha_t_’
people hold for behaviour in public places (including public. drinking. and. street.
harassment), and physical conditions (such as - vandalism . and ‘building:
abandonment) which signal that an area is in decline. The ICS also could not capture
the extent to which work-related factors structure peoples behavrour pattems

13 Scheuch, E.K (1990) "The development of comparatrve research fowards causal explanatlons in O,'en
Comparative..., op. cit.

14 Skogan, W.G. (1990) Disorder and. decline: crime and the splml decay in Amencan catles Free 2 ass.
New York. . ;
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perhaps by exposing them to risks which they would prefer not to face'. People's
activities might also be affected by exaggerated levels of crime coverage by mass
media, although the bulk of the empirical evidence is that levels of fear are not
directly influenced by newspapers or television'. Finally, there were no good
measures of the extent to which ICS respondents were embedded in social
networks, which might provide assurance and alleviate fear. And in addition to the
known causal factors that are omitted, there is doubtless a long list of unknown
causes of fear that also were omitted from the list. Together, these known and
unknown .omissions constitute an "omitted variable bias® which challenges the
empirical inferences that can be made from the analyses reported here.

In addition to the omission of important factors from the analysis, there are also
methodological reasons why the individual and contextual model employed to
generate Figure 7 falls short of explaining all apparent national differences in
behaviour. The most important is measurement error. Single-question measures of
such complex issues as "taking an escort” undoubtedly fall far short of capturing the -
* various and complex tactics that individuals adopt to protect themselves from crime.
In addition, respondents were asked to characterise “the last time" they left home,
which may. not capture the regular and routine habits of many individuals. Despite
these shortcomings, however, it is apparent-that individual and contextual factors
accounted for most national differences in behaviour.

15 Mayhew, P., D. Eliiot and L. Dowds (1989) The 1988 British Crime Survey, HMSO, London; Lynch, J.P-
(1987) "Routine activity and victimization at Work" Journal of Quantitative Criminology 3:283-300.
16 For a review, see Fattah and Sacco, Crime..., op. cit
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