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ABSTRACT 

The Safe and Secure Neighborhoods study addresses the issue of how some 
urban neighborhoods maintain a relatively low level of crime despite their 
physical proximity and social similarity to high crime areas. The basic 
research question is: Why are some neighborhoods relatively safe that would 
be expected to be unsafe because of their proximity to dangerous areas and 
thei r soci al and economi c characteri sti cs? The study explo'res differences in 
various dimensions of the concept of territoriality (spatial identity, local 
ties, social cohesion, informal social control) and physical characteristics 
(land use, housing characteristics, street type, boundary characteristics, 
etc.) in three pairs of neighborhoods in Atlanta, Georgia. Neighborhoods 
within pairs are adjacent and are matched on racial composition and economic 
status but have distinctly different crime levels. The data base consists of 
a sample survey of households in the study neighborhoods that focuses on 
measurement of the dimensions of territoriality and various secondary data 
sources on physical characteristics and crime on the property, block, and 
neighborhood level. The results indicate that differences in physical charac
teristics distinguish between matched high and low crime neighborhoods to a 
far greater extent than do differences in the measures of territoriality. Low 
crime neighborhoods are more insulated from surrounding areas than are high 
crime neighborhoods. The flow of outsiders into and out of low crime neighbor
hoods is inhibited because land use is more homogeneously residential, there 
are fewer major arteries, and boundary streets are less travelled. Low crime 
neighborhoods are also surrounded by areas of higher socioeconomic status than 
are high crime neighborhoods, There are relatively few differences in informal 
territorial control between high and low crime neighborhoods, Where differences 
exist informal territorial control is more characteristic of high crime than 
of lo~ crime neighborhoods. It appears to be an expression of fear of existing 
crime rather than a strategy to maintain safety. Assessments by residents of 
the amount of crime in the neighborhood are consistent with objective neighbor
hood crime rates but fear, avoidance, and protective behavior do not differ 
significantly between low and high crime neighborho?ds .. There i~ little 
relationship between assessment of the amount of cr1me 1n the ne1ghborhood and 
fear, avoidance, or protection. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

The decay of the nation1s cities has been a major domestic issue for 
almost two decades. Crime is often viewed as a major factor in the decay 
process, acting as both cause and effect. Once viable neighborhoods have 
become unlivable, as people are afraid to leave their homes at night, neigh
bors isolate tllemselves from each other, and businesses leave the area, and 
with them, jobs. However, some older urban neighborhoods have remained viable 
despi te bei ng surrounded by /decay. The purpose of thi s study is to invest i
gate how some urban neighborhoods maintain a low level of crime despite their 
proximity and similarity to relatively high crime areas. 

The notion that the re~ponsibility for crime control cannot rest solely 
with the police has been glVen increasing credence by researchers, law enforce
ment agencies, and the public. The community, it is believed, must playa 
role. Attention, therefore, is becoming focused on the influence of informal 
social control processes in deterring crime as well as on the physical and 
social characteristics that appear to support these processes. 

Oscar Newman (1972) states that mechanisms for informal citizen surveil
lance are missing in our cities because of both the transience and heterogeneity 
of many neighborhoods and the failure of building design to foster interaction 
among neighbors. This view, however, fails to recognize the diversity among 
urban neighborhoods. While many neighborhoods fit Newman1s description, 
residents of some neighborhoods have been able to maintain or create social 
cohesiveness, a sense of shared identity with and responsibility for the 
rie;ghborhood. The stereotype is the old, stable "urban village", but other 
neighborhoods may display similar qualities. Residents of these neighborhoods 
would be expected to be better able to defend their neighborhood against crime 
than residents of other neighborhoods, often located in close proximity. 
While this seems a plausible hypothesis, it has rarely been subjected to 
systematic examination. 

Two major bodies of research have emerged which attempt to account for 
differences in crime rates among neighborhoods. One set of studies emphasizes 
physical characteristics such as the spatial arrangement of buildings, street 
design, diversity of land use, and the like. This approach was originally 
inspired by Jane Jacobs (1961) and later by Oscar Newman (1972). The other 
set of studies is concerned with the social correlates of crime - residential 
stability, racial and economic composition, and neighborhood change. Research 
on the social correlates of crime originated with the urban ecological perspec
tive developed at the University of Chicago in the 1920 l s (Bordua, 1958-1959; 
Lander, 1954; Shaw and McKay, 1942; Sutherland and Cressey, 1966). 

Implicit in both bodies of research is the assumption that the design of 
the physical environment or socioeconomic characteristics affects the ability 
of neighborhood residents to maintain control over the physical space which 
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they inhabit. This informal territorial control makes neighborhood residents 
more or less able to defend their neighborhoods against crime. Thus, territori
ality - the maintenance of control over an area by the inhabitants of that 
area - appears to be the critical intervening variable that mediates the 
relationship between the social and physical environment and the level of 
criminal activity, and perhaps, fear of crime (Suttles, 1968, 1972). 

There is a long tradition of research on the social correlates of crime 
and more recent literature on the relationship between the physical environment 
and crime and on the effect of neighborhood social cohesion on fear of crime 
(Hartnagel, 1979; Skogan and Maxfield, 1980; Taylor, et al. 1980). However, 
the role of the informal social structure of neighborhoods in the defense 
against actual crime remains largely unexamined. In addition, there have been 
few comparisons of the relative effects of physical characteristics and informal 
social structure on neighborhood crime. The major question addressed in this 
study is: Are there differences in physical characteristics and informal 
territorial control in relatively safe and unsafe neighborhoods that are 
adjacent and similar? More specifically: 

1. Are there systematic differences in the methods and levels of 
informal territorial control in high and low crime neighborhoods? 

2. Are there differences in physical characteristics in high and low 
crime neighborhoods? 

3. 

4. 

Are physical characteristics or informal territorial control more 
important in differentiating low and high crime neighborhoods? 

Are individual reactions to neighborhood crime consistent with 
objective crime measures, and, if not, what characteristics of 
individuals and their environment account for these discrepancies? 

These questions are addressed in a study of three pairs of demographically 
similar and physically adjacent high and low crime neighborhoods in Atlanta, 
Georgi a. 

The following section of this report discusses the conceptual approach 
and presents a model of neighborhood safety. The third section describes the 
research methods. The fourth, fifth, and sixth sections present the results 
of the data analysis on differences between high and low crime neighborhoods 
in physical characteristics, informal territorial control, and reactions to 
crime, respectively. The seventh section summarizes results and offers con-
cluding remarks. 
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II. CONCEPTUAL APPROACH: THE ENVIRONMENT, 

TERRITORIALITY, AND NEIGHBORHOOD CRIME 

.Abundant li~erature.e~ists on th~ relationship between neighborhood 
physlcal a~d soc~al condltlons and crlme. However, there are several major 
pr?blems wlth thls body of research. One is that studies showing a relation
ShlP between poverty and crime take a monolithic view of low income neighbor
ho?ds. They do not explain why some poor neighborhoods are relatively safe, 
whlle others are dangerous. Second, studies tend to examine either social 
cOI~ditions or p~ysic;al design. rather than taking both into account. Third, 
whlle.man~ studles.1nfer that the effect of social or physical characteristics 
on cr1me 1S transm1tted through informal social control, this latter factor is 
seldom actually measured. 

This study focuses on both objective characteristics of neighborhoods 
that have b~en li~ked to crime a~d the informal territorial control in neighbor
h?ods that 1S bel1eved to transmlt the effects of objective conditions. The 
llterature on the relationship between the objective conditions and crime will 
be ~eviewed firs~ .. Objective conditi?ns.are defi~ed as physical design, 
soclal characterlstlcs, and character1stlcs of nelghborhood boundaries. 
Informal territorial control and its relation to crime will be discussed 
1 ater. 

A. Neighborhood Environment and Crime 

1. .Phxsical characterist1cs. T~ree general categories of physical 
characterlst1cs have bee~ assoclated wlth.neighborhood crime: building type, 
land use, and street des1gn. The underlYlng theme of this research is that 
~hysical design can e~ther foster or retard social interaction among neighbors, 
1nformal street survelllance, and a proprietai'y attitude to\vard the neighbol'
hood. All of these are belirved to deter crime. 

a. Building type. Oscar Newman1s (1972) study of the effect on 
crime of physical design, particularly buildings and streets, spawned a large 
number of subsequent studies o~ the notion of defensible space (Reppetto, 
1974; also, see Gwaltney and Y1n, 1978, Gwaltney, 1978, and Taylor, et al., 
1980 for literature reviews). Newman found in a study of public housing that 
the.taller the building, the higher the crime rate. He also reported that 
resldents of high-rise public housing displayed greater animosity toward 
police than those in low-rise projects. He inferred from these findings that 
in tall buildings there is a forced disassociation between dwellings and 
street activities and a sense of alienation both from the surrounding neighbor
hood and other residents of the project. Thus, areas with a high proportion 
of high-rise dwellings would be expected to have higher crime rates than those 
characterized by low-rise structures. However, Mawby1s (1977) study of public 
housing projects in Britain found no association between high-rise and low-rise 
buildings and offense rate. In addition, Newman1s study was limited to public 
housing. His findings may not apply to privately owned buildings. 
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. Rel~ted to the. issue o! height, it has also been found that neighborhoods 
w1th a h1gh proport1on of slngle",familY'dwellings have lower crime rates than 
those dominated by multi-family dwellings (Boggs, 1965; Reppetto 1974). The 
expla~ation offered for this finding is that reside~ce in a singie-family 
dwell1ngs encourages more of a proprietary attitude toward the surrounding 
area than residence in a multi-family building. 

b. Street design. Proponents of the defensible space perspective 
assert that the more the street design is able to delineate public and private 
areas, the greater its effectiveness in reducing crime. Gardiner (1978) 
ar$ues that the location of a major artery in a residential area encourages 
cr:me. A str~et that accommodates large numbers of people living outside the 
ne1ghborhood 1ncreases both the number of potential victims and offenders in 
the neighborhood. In addition, the large number of peop1~ who use these 
streets makes it difficult for residents of the area to distinguish neighbors 
from strangers, and therefore weakens the neighborhood's informal surveillance 
capaci~y. Studies have found that the location of major arteries in residential 
areas 1ncreases residential burglary (Dietrick, 1977; Fowler, et a1., 1979, 
Newman ana wayne, 1974) and fear of cr";me (Fowler, et al., 1979; Baumer and 
Hunter, 1979) .. Thus, l?w cri~e nei$hborhoods are expected to have fewer major 
streets than adJGcent h1gh cr1me ne1ghborhoods. 

Several other aspects of street design are also believed to affect c~ime. 
B~ilding setbacks, str~et lighting, and visual obstructions created by shrubbery, 
h1gh fences, and the llke all directly affect the ability of neighborhood 
residents to informally surveil thA area. Surveillance is more difficult in 
b:ocks with severely staggered building setbacks than in blocks with straight 
llne setbacks (Newman, 1972). The findings on the effect of street lighting 
on c:ime.are mixed. A study by Wright, et~. (1974) found that the intensity 
of llght1ng had a negative effect on violent crime like assault and robbery 
but.litt:e effect on property crimes. In contrast, Reppetto's (1974) study of 
resldent1al crime found no systematic relationship for either robbery or 
bUI'gl ar>'. 

c. Land use. Jacobs (1961) asserts that diverse land use is a key 
element in crime deterrence. By diverse land use, Jacobs means that neighbor
hoods and blocks within neighborhoods have many different functions, that is 
residential, commercial, institutional, and leisure. Multi-functional areas 
will attract a continual flow of people throughout the day and evening hours. 
Jacobs suggests that this is the most effective means of insuring informal 
surveillance, what she refers to as "a basic supply of activities and eyes" 
(1961: 40). In contrast, the domination of a single land use, regardless of 
what it is, results in a scheduling of use, such that the area is guaranteed 
to be deserted for long periods of time. Despite the persuasiveness of Jacobs' 
arguments, diversity ~ se may not be sufficient to reduce crime. Diet,<ick 
(1977) found that residential burglary occurred more frequently near commercial 
areas. Moreover, certain commercial establishments (liquor stores, bars, 
adult book stores) and s~rvice facilities (methadone clinics) may attract. 
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potential offenders to the area and thereby promote crime (Minnesota Crime 
Prevention Center, 1978a, 1978b). Thus, both the extent and type of diversity 
must be taken into account. In addition, land use that creates boundaries may 
also have an effect on crime. Depending on its location, a railroad, expressway, 
or commercial district may help to reduce crime by creating or reinforcing 
neighborhood boundaries or may help to increase crime by slicing through the 
core of the neighborhood. 

2. Social characteristics. Research on the social correlates of crime 
has a long history, beginning with the classical ecological studies of Chicago 
in the 1920's. The bulk of the literature shows that crime is most prevalent 
in poor, nonwhite, transient areas. The usual explanations are that such 
areas both breed and attract criminals and lack the cohesion to deter criminals 
coming from within or outside. However, the major problem with this research 
is that it usually does not go beyond simple statistical correlations to an 
understanding of the underlying relationships. 

Four neighborhood social characteristics have been emphasized in the 
literature: economic status, race, residential stability, and life cycle 
stage of the residents. 

a. Economic status and racial composition. Many studies show that 
crime rates tend to be highest in low income, predominantly black neighborhoods 
near the city's core (Bordua, 1958-1959; Chilton, 1964; Lander, 1954; Polk, 
1957-1958; Report of the National Advisory Committee on Civil Disorders, 1968; 
Reppetto, 1974; Savitz, 1960; Schmid, 1960a, 1960b; Shaw and McKay, 1942). 
However, it may not be that a high percentage of blacks or poor people, per se, 
promotes crime but rather that they tend to have low rates of home ownership 
which may discourage the formation of close ties to and a sense of responsi
bility for the neighborhood. 

b. Residential stability. Studies have suggested that crime is 
lower in residentially stable than in unstable neighborhoods (Coleman, 1976; 
Sutherland and Cressey, 1966). The underlying assumption is that long-term 
residence results in the formation of strong emotional ties to the neighborhood, 
the ability to distinguish between neighbors and strangers, and the development 
of informal interaction with others living in the area. These qualities are 
often viewed as the best defense against crime. Suttles reports in his study 
of a poor Chicago neighborhood that stable Italian, Mexican, and Puerto Rican 
communities were able to form "an extensive communication network in which 
personal information is freely revealed and can travel beyond the range of 
face-to-face relations" (1968: 88). These areas had fewer burglaries and 
robberies than surrounding areas. Blacks, who lived primarily in a large 
public housing project, were unable to form what Suttles refers to as a "stable 
moral community." One major reason for this was the enforced transiency, 
since it was necessary to move out once the family's income exceeded a certain 
level. 
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Poor and black neighborhoods are typically viewed as targets for crime. 
However this may be true because these areas also tend to be transient. In 
attempt~ng to explain differences in crime bet~e~n neighborhoods, it is there
fore important to separate the effects of stablllty from those of economic and 
racial composition. 

c. Life cycle stage of residents. The life cycle s~ag~ ?f 
individuals is defined by their age and family type. Abundant lnd~vldual 
level evidence links crime to adolescence and early adulthood. Nelghborhoods 
with a large proportion of adolescents would therefore be expected to h~ve 
high crime rates, particularly for crimes which.tend to be locally com~ltted 
(Reppetto, 1974). Victimization sur~ey~ ~how.hlgh rates.of fear of ~rlme 
among the elderly but low rates of vlctlmlz~tlon. (Ersk~ne, 19?4; Hlndelang, 
1974; Skogan and Maxfield, 1980). Thus, nelghborhoods wlth.a hlgh percentage 
of elderly people would be expected to have high fear of crlme but low rates 
of objectively measured crime (Patterson, n.d.). 

With regard to fami ly type, nei ghborhoods with a 1 arge number of fami 1 i es 
with young children, that is family oriented neighborhoods, ~ay be well defended 
against crime (Boggs, 1965). Suttles (1972) asserts that chlldren and m?thers 
with children have the clearest view of the internal structure of the nelghbor
hood and the greatest stake in its safety, because they spend more time on the 
street than others. They tend to know more people in t~e neighborhood.and are 
most involved in information exchange. In contrast, nelghborhoods domlnated 
by childless households may not be as well defended, because fewer people ~re 
on the street during the day. Thus, holding other variables constant, famlly 
oriented neighborhoods should have lower crime than neighborhoods dominated by 
childless households. 

Equally as important as internal characteristics in diff~re~tiating . 
between high and low crime neighborhoods may be the characterlstlcs of nelgh
borhood boundaries. 

3. Characteristics of neighborhood boundaries. The critical dif!er~nce 
in crime levels between two adjacent neighborhoods may be the characterlstlcs 
of their other borders. A "buffer zone" or Iino-manis land" (Suttles, 1968) 
separating two neighborhoods is an area in which no one lives permanently and 
over which no one exercises control. It is, therefore, regarded as dangerous. 
Railroads, expressways, and large industrial concentrations ~re.e~amples o! 
such areas. Because few people venture into them, they may lnhlblt potentlally 
antagonistic people from entering a neighborhood. Furt~ermore, a~yone who 
crosses such ~oundaries is likely to be immediately ObV10US to nelghborhood. 
residents. Thus, a neighborhood with such a "buf!er zo~e" may have less cnme 
than a nearby area without one. Second, ~ low crl~e nelghborhood may be a 
transition area between a transient, low lncome nelghborhood and a stable, 
middle income neighborhood. In this case the low. crime neighborhood would.b~ 
closer to an area that is likely to have lower crlme, or at least fewer crlmlnals 
residing there, than the adjacent but high crime neighborhood. In a related 
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vein is the possible spill-over of crime from nearby areas. Two adjacent and 
similar neighborhoods may have different crime rates because the high crime 
neighborhood is surrounded on its other borders by high crime neighborhoods. 
Crime from nearby areas may, therefore, spillover and increase the level of 
crime. While there is little empirical evidence on this issue, it is hypo
thesized that the characteristics of boundaries may be as important as internal 
characteristics in distinguishing between adjacent high and low crime neighbor
hoods. 

Objective physical, social, and boundary characteristics presumably have 
a di~ect effect on crime and an indirect effect, by promoting or inhibiting 
informal territorial control. This concept is comprised of several dimensions. 
The following discussion describes these dimensions and their hypothesized 
effect on neighborhood crime. A conceptual model is formulated, which delineates 
the interrelationships among the dimensions of territorial control, the linkages 
between these dimensions and objective neighborhood characteristics, and the 
direct and indirect effects of both on crime and reactions to crime. 

B. Informal Territorial Control and Crime: A Conceptual Model 

The basic premise of the model is that the effects of objective social 
and physical characteristics of neighborhoods on neighborhood crime are mediated 
by informal territorial control, and in addition may have direct effects. 
Territoriality refers to the maintenance of control over a given area by the 
inhabitants of that area. A territorially distinct neighborhood develops when 
the residents maintain a set of patterned interactions and share a sense of 
collective identity (Hunter, 1975). This shared identity and patterned inter
action form the basis of what Suttles calls the defended neighborhood (1972). 
The defended neighborhood is a means of maintaining order, given the limitations 
of formal means of social control. Order is maintained through informal rules 
limiting individual movement and the segregation of groups that may conflict 
with each other. 

While the concept of territoriality is clearly relevant to neighborhood 
crime, the elements that comprise this concept and their interrelatio~ships 
are not well specified. The elements that we believe to be imbedded ln the 
concept of territoriality are: territorial identity, social ties, social 
cohesion, ,Pd social control. 

1. Territorial identity. We hypothesize that territorial identity and 
local social ties provide the foundation for neighborhood safety (Foley, 1952; 
Hunter, 1975; Keller, 1968; Suttles, 1972). Territorial identity refers to a 
shared understanding on the part of the residents of the boundaries of the 
neighborhood and the extent to which the neighborhood is viewed as a distinct 
social and spatial unit. Territorial distinctness is often expresse~ by ~ . 
shared neighborhood name. There may, however, be sev~ral levels of.lde~tlfl
cation (Fried and Gleicher 1961' Jacobs, 1961). Resldents of terrltorlally 
distinct neighborhoods may'ident~fy most or all of the area as being "their 
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neighborhood ll in a general sense. However, specific types of social interaction, 
such as friendships, neighboring, shopping, and so on may be concentrated into 
a more narrowly circumscribed area. Such sub-areas may include the individual IS 

block and several adjacent blocks. The sub-area may be defined by the location 
of everyday social interaction, while the larger area may be defined by political 
or service delivery jurisdictions, homogeneity of social or physical charac
teristics, clear physical boundaries, or historic tradition (Keller, 1968; 
Hallman, 1977). Furthermore, it may be that identification with a small area 
is more conducive to informal social control than identification solely with 
an area covering many blocks which may be officially designated as a neigh
borhood. Safe neighborhoods within generally high risk areas may be those 
that are segmented into small, manageable spheres of social control, while the 
adjacent unsafe areas may be composed of an undifferentiated plane. The 
notion of segmented space leading to effective social control is analogous to 
Sutt1es l (1968) concept of ordered segmentation in the social organization of 
some poor neighborhoods. 

2. Local ties. We would argue that local social ties are also a neces-
sary component of safe neighborhoods and are typically defined by the amount 
and intensity of neighboring, the presence of family and friends in the neighbor
hood, participation in local institutions, such as work, church, and school, 
involvement in local voluntary associations, and use of local facilities. 
Without these two dimensions - spatial identity and local ties - the informal 
social control of an area would appear to be unlikely. The first defines the 
area that residents feel they can safely venture into and conveniently surveil. 
The second provides the familiarity among residents that is necessary in order 
to distinguish between neighbors and strangers. 

3. Social cohesion. It is hypothesized that social cohesion, both 
structural and affective, is a basic element of neighborhood safety. Cohesion, 
we suggest, consists of three underlying dimensions - information exchange, 
emotional attachment to the neighborhood, and shared norms and values. 

Information exchange refers to the use of local contacts for information 
on a wide range of topics, including jobs, housing, neighborhood activities, 
neighborhood problems, and the location of safe and unsafe areas in and around 
the neighborhood. 

Emotional attachment, the affective component of cohesion, is also an 
important element of territorial control. Simply knowing what goes on in a 
neighborhood is not sufficient to maintain safety. It is also necessary to 
care about what goes on, thus providing the motivation to actively surveil the 
neighborhood and take action if a crime or attempted crime is witnessed. 
Emotional attachment refers to a sense of commitment to the neighborhood. 
This definition distinguishes attachment from neighborhood satisfaction .. 
Ah1brandt and Cunningham (1979) found that neighborhood attachment ~nd nelgh
borhood satisfaction are independent dimensions. A person may be hlghly 
satisfied with his or her neighborhood yet have a low level of commitment to 
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it. The problem with measuring satisfaction is that most respondents express 
positive feelings toward their neighborhoods (Keller, 1968; Gerson, et al., 
1977). This may be because people prefer to appear positive about their lives 
to interviewers. In contrast, what we are interested in measuring is a sense 
of commitment to the neighborhood. Do residents feel the neighborhood is a 
real home to them? Do they plan on staying in the neighborhood? How would 
they feel if they had to move away from the neighborhood? 

Shared characteristics, the third dimension of social cohesion, refers to 
the extent to which individuals feel that others in the neighborhood are 
similar to them in age, education, and income and have the same ideas about 
important aspects of life (e.g., childrearing, standards for home maintenance). 

Social cohesion, in itself may act to deter crime generated from within 
the neighborhood. The sense of attachment should inhibit residents from 
victimizing other residents. But the main influence of social cohesion should 
be its effect on informal social control. 

4. Informal social control. The relationship between social cohesion 
and social control has been a major theme in sociology since the work of 
Durkheim, Toennies, and Weber in the late 19th century, and Wirthls (1970) 
urban ethnographies in the 1930 1 s. The thrust of the argument has been that 
the decline of locally based social cohesion in favor of metropolitan and even 
nationwide cownunities has led to the deterioration of local social control. 
This is a byproduct of the increased size and organizational scale of society 
and the advances in the technologies of trallsportation and communication that 
have allowed individuals to separate the location of work and recreation from 
the residential location (Craven and \.,tellman, 1974; Keller, 1968; Gel'son, et 
~., 1977; Janowitz, 1967; Stein, 1960; Webber, 1970). While these changes 
hold true on a societal level, contemporary neighborhoods exist which do serve 
as a locus of social control (Gans, 1962; Suttles, 1968; Fried, 1963; Fried 
and Gleicher, 1961). 

Informal social control is comprised of several dimensions: informal 
surveillance, movement governing rules, and direct intervention. The first 
refers to the casual but active observation of neighborhood stl'eets that is 
engaged in by individuals during the course of daily activities. It includes 
recognizing and paying careful attention to strangers in the neighborhood and 
keeping an eye on neighbors l homes and property. 

Movement governing rules, a second dimension of social control, reter to 
the avoidance of areas in or near the neighborhood or in the city as a whole 
that are perceived as unsafe. This may take the fOI'm of personal avoidance or 
rules governing the movement of one's children. It may also be specific to 
certain times of the day. Suttles (1972) defines the existence of these rules 
as one of the essential elements of the defended neighborhood. These rules 
require detailed knowledge of neighborhood spaces. He further states that 
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those who are the most integrated into local information networks, i.e., 
mothers and children, are the most likely to be aware of and apply movement 
governing rules. 

The third dimension of informal social control involves direct inter
vention. This may involve residents questioning both strangers and residents 
of the neighborhood about suspicious activities. It may also include chastening 
people for certain behavior and admonishing children. This form of direct 
social control should be particularly effective in conveying an image of a 
cohesive and well regulated neighborhood. It may also help to establish 
social norms for the area. Suttles (1972) suggests that this form of social 
control is most often fostered by mothers with young children and by children 
themselves. 

5. Territoriality and reactions to crime. The expected effect of 
territoriality on subjective reactions to crime, such as fear of crime, is not 
clear-cut. On the one hand, it makes sense to expect that the greater the 
informal social control, the lower the fear of crime. If the neighborhood has 
a tradition of residents watching out for one another and knowing what areas 
to avoid, then people would not be expected to fear crime, at least within the 
local area. Studies have found that the more the individual feels a part of 
the neighborhood, the less the fear of crime (Baumer and Hunter, 1979; Yancey, 
1971). On the other hand, neighborhoods whose residents are p-Iugged into 
local information networks may exhibit more fear of crime than other neighbor
hoods because the residents are more aware of crime. Skogan and Maxfield 
(1980) found that conversations with friends and neighbors about crime are 
fear provoking, regardless of the objective levels of neighborhood crime. 

A conceptual model appears in figure 1. It serves as an organizational 
framework for the study. The concepts contained in the model - physical 
conditions, social conditions, and territoriality - are compared between 
several pairs of demographically similar and physical adjacent high and low 
crime neighborhoods. In addition, selected linkages within the model are 
empirically examined. 
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III. RESEARCH r~ETHODS 

This section describes the selection of study neighborhoods, the secon
dary data used in the analysis of physical characteristics of high and low 
crime neighborhoods, the household survey conducted in the study neighbor
hoods in order to measure various dimensions of territoriality, and the 
organization of the data analysis. 

A. Selection of Study Neighborhoods 

The study neighborhoods were selected in Atlanta, Georgia. Atlanta has 
several advantages for a study of this type. First, preliminary evidence 
indicated that relatively safe neighborhoods existed adjacent to high crime 
areas in Atlanta. A study of crime in Atlanta conducted by the Atlanta 
Police Department and the Urban Life Center of Georgia State University 
provided maps of the geographic distribution of each index crime in 1970 
(Atlanta Regional Metropolitan Planning Commission, 1971). A number of 
neighborhoods were located which were low in most or all of the index crimes 
but appeared to be adjacent to high crime neighborhoods. The second advantage 
is that the Atlanta city government has a neighborhood based planning program. 
The City Charter requires sub-area planning and citizen involvement in this 
process. This required the delineation of approximately 150 neighborhoods. 
These neighborhoods were defined on the basis of homogeneity and natural 
boundaries. The benefits of officially designated neighborhoods include 
published information on their physical and social characteristics and 
neighborhood planning committees that may provide important insights into 
neighborhood conditions. Third, discussions with personnel in the City 
Planning Bureau and the Bureau of Police indicated that computerized data on 
land use, housing characteristics and reported crimes were available at the 
address 1 eve 1. 

Study neighborhoods were selected in pairs. One member of each pair 
had a low rate of reported crime, and the other had a high rate relative to 
the first. The three criteria for selection, other than the difference in 
crime rates, were comparable racial composition, comparable economic status, 
and physical adjacency. It was important to control for racial and economic 
composition, because this would be an obvious explanation for neighborhood 
crime differences. Physical adjacency was also important, because we were 
interested in determining what prevented crime in the high crime area from 
spilling over into the low crime area. Pairs of neighborhoods were elimi
nated if one or the other member was predominantly industrial or commercial, 
an officially designated historic district, or dominated by publicly owned 
housing. 

Additional controls other than race and economic status could have been 
introduced. However, once two or more of the obvious explanatory variables 
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were controlled, we wanted to allow other factors to vary. Two neighborhoods 
similar ill racial and economic composition and located in the same area of 
the city would be expected to have similar crime rates. In fact, this was 
typically the case among the 150 neighborhoods examined. We were interested 
in discerning what differentiated neighborhoods that did not conform to the 
general pattern; that is, what accounted for the relatively low (or high) 
level of crime in a neighborhood which would be expected to have a higher 
(or lower) crime rate because of its social composition and location. 

The neighborhoods were selected, in part, by careful examination of a 
series of computer maps of reported crimes. Crimes were mapped by census 
blocks for the entire city. 

Reported Part I crimes in Atlanta in 1978 were aggregated from indivi
dual addresses into census blocks.* This was accomplished by attaching the 
geocodes from the 1980 DIME file to the crime file. The UNIMATCH program 
was utilized to attach census tracts, blocks, and mapping coordinates from 
the DIME file to address level crime records.** BecaLlse of errors in address 
information, 17 percent of the crime addresses could not be matched to DIME 
file geocodes. Of the 57,315 Part I crimes in Atlanta, 47,589 (83 percent) 
were matched to DIME file geocodes, Eight major crimes -- murder, rape, 
robbery, assault, residential burglary, commercial burglary, larceny, and 
auto theft -- were summed into the approximately 5,000 blocks that comprise 
the City of Atlanta. 

* The most recent crime information available at the outset of the study 
was 1978. 

** The DIME file is a computerized file produced by the Census Bureau 
which contains for each block side in a metropolitan area the census tract, 
census block, beginning and ending address numbers, and mapping coordinates. 
UNIMATCH is an address matching program that is designed to match and attach 
address level geographic codes from one file, like the DIME file, to another 
address level file. 
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The next step was to merge the block level crime counts with the R.L. 
Polk Profiles of Change data for 1978.*** The Polk data set contains counts, 
by block, of households and comfuercial establishments. Unfortunately, block 
level population counts were not available. The 1970 census counts of popu
lation were too outdated to be appropriate. For this reason, crime rates 
were based on housing units. The crime rate was defined as the number of 
each index crime per 100 housing units. Counts of commercial establishments 
were used to calculate commercia,1 burglary rates. This is not an ideal 
solution because the number of people per housing unit is likely to differ 
systematically in different areas of the city. It is, however, preferable 
to relying solely on raw frequencies as an indicator of the relative amount 
of crime. Since the neighborhood pairs that were eventually selected were 
similar in economic and racial characteristics, these differences were 
likely to be minimized. 

A series of computer maps of crime frequencies and rates were generated. 
A separate map of frequencies and of rates was produced for each of the 
eight major crimes. The inner portion of Atlanta was mapped on a larger 
scale than the outer portion because of the greater density of blocks in the 
former. The mapping symbols were divided into five categories, representing 
the lowest 25th percentile of crime frequencies or rates, between the 25th 
percentile and the median, between the median and the 75th percentile, 

. between the 75th and 95th percentiles, and above the 95th percenti Ie. 

The maps were examined in order to delineate groups of blocks low in 
crime that were adjacent to groups of blocks high in crime. High and low 
crime levels were defined both by the block's ranking on an ordinal scale 
based on percentiles and on its relative ranking compared to adjacent blocks. 
A mylar overlay showing neighborhood boundaries was used in examining the 
maps in order to see whether crime levels were at least roughly consistent 
with neighborhood boundaries and as a means of providing a spatial orienta
tion to the block maps. The spatial pattern of crime frequencies and rates 
did, in fact, tend to follow neighborhood boundaries quite closely, that is, 
there appeared to be more variation in crime levels between than within 
neighborhoods. 

*** The Profiles of Change is a survey conducted by the R.L. Polk Company 
of all households and commercial establishments in over 300 cities. The 
survey includes items similar to the U.S. Census, such as economic status, 
household composition, building vacancies, housing tenure, residential 
stability, and number of residential and commercial units. The major advantage 
of this data set is that it is the most current data available for population 
characteristics and housing counts. In addition, the information is available 
aggregated into census blocks on tape and aggregated into Atlanta's officially 
designated neighborhoods in published volumes. The two disadvantages are 
incomplete coverage of households due to nonresponse and the lack of information 
on race. 
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Potential study neighborhoods were selected by locating pairs of adja
cent neighborhoods with distinctly different crime levels. This is not to 
suggest that the low crime member of the pair was expected to have no 
crime, but that it was sufficientl} lower in crime than an adjacent neigh
borhood so that the difference was clearly noticeable by visual inspection. 
This could have meant, for example, that the crime level in the blocks in 
the low crime member of the pair tended to fall between the first and the 
25th percentile for a given crime, while the blocks in the high crime member 
tended to fall between the 75th and 95th percentiles. The comparison of 
crime levels between adjacent neighborhoods was made separately for the 
eight major crimes to insure that differences did not reflect only one or 
two crime types. Neighborhood land use maps were used in conjunction with 
the block level crime maps in order to eliminate from further consideration 
areas that were, for example, higher in crime than adjacent areas because 
they contained a major commercial center, or lower in crime because they 
were predominantly open land or a large industrial area. 

This process resulted in a list of seven pairs of candidate neighbor
hoods. A profile of crime and socioeconomic characteristics was produced for 
each neighborhood. This profile contained: 

(1) a count of crimes in the eight major categories and total crimes. 

(2) number of crimes per block. 

(3) crime rates: crimes per 1,000 population for murder, rape, robbery, 
assault, larceny, auto theft, and total crimes; crimes per 100 
households for residential burglary; crimes per 100 commercial 
establishments for commercial burglary (population, household, and 
business counts for neighborhoods were obtained from R.L. Polk 
Profiles of Change, 1977/78). 

(4) socioeconomic status of neighborhood residents: percent female 
headed households with children, percent professional and man6]e
rial household heads, percent vacancies, percent owner-occupied, 
percent jobless (obtained from R.L. Polk P~ofiles of Change, 
1977 /78). 

(5) racial composition: based on Atlanta Regional Commission's census 
tract level population estimates for 1978; tracts were matched as 
closely as possible to neighborhoods. 

Table 1 is a summary of the profile data for each candidate pair of 
neighborhoods. Crimes per capita, household, or business could not be 
calculated in several instances because the neighborhood boundaries used 
Polk differed too radically from those used by the Atlanta City Planning 
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laule I. Cl'ime and Demographic p,'ofi Ie of Nelyhboi'llOod Pair's Considered to,' ~election 

..... 
Tutal ,'eported % Female % Professional 

Tota I c l'i mes headed managerial % Two % jouless 
reported ToLa I ToLa I reported loLa I 4 per 1,000 % households housellO I d canva~s 5/ ~~ owner hOlisellO I d 
cr imes Blocks crimes ~er block populalionj population non-wIll Le with children heads vacallCles- occupied heads 

Ne I (jhlJo ,'hood 1978 1978 1978 1978 1978 1978 1978 1978 1978 1978 

City of ALlanta 5'1,315 11.5 381,209 150.4 60.4 13.5 14.5 3.7 41. 5 26.8 
Dime matchedl/ 47,589 4,972 9.6 124.8 

"lorn i nys I de- lenox 
Pa,'k (l)~/ 361 87 4.2 7,309 49.4 0.7 3.6 28.5 1.4 65.9 1/.6 

Vi "ginia Hiyhland 
(H)2/ 766 81 9.5 7,209 106.3 1.0 4.2 19.0 2.6 39.9 25.3 
Uppe,' 188 33 5.7 
Lower 578 48 12.0 

..'.... Pi ttsDul'(jh (l) 368 95 3.9 3,951 93. I 94. I 15.4 4.0 7.6 35. I 31.4 ...., 
I f.1echdnlcsv i lIe (H) 455 19 5.8 4,497 101. 2 98.7 28.8 3.2 5.9 10.5 3~.3 

Dixie HI lIs (l) 237 42 5.6 4,217 56.2 99.9 13.2 8.9 4. I 49.3 19.4 
Grove Park (H) 867 86 10. I 8,359 103.7 98.3 14.9 7.6 6.2 44.6 24.8 

Peuplestown (l) 224 33 6.8 2,313 96.8 98.5 20.9 3.9 10.2 30.9 33.8 
~lImmerh ill (lI) 445 65 6.9 4,285 103.9 74.6 31.4 2. I 6.6 10.7 43.3 

Peachtree Heights 
~asL (l) 50 15 3.3 999 50. I 0.4 5. I 35.4 1.2 49.8 22.9 

0 Gar'Clen IIi lis (H) 295 30 9.8 3,710 79.5 1.2 5.6 25.4 1.3 46. I 21.9 

SuuLh A LI an La (l ).:!/ 3 188 40 4.7 83.6 42.3 2.6 3. I 17.7 47. I 
ldkewuod Heights (H)-/353 51 6.9 53.4 8.0 7.6 8.7 55.6 22.6 

I hllllld S v i I Ie (l) 3/ 54 20 2.7 86.0 20.2 5.8 1.7 57.9 29.8 
l{:ila Vdlley (H).:!/ 69 7 9.9 98.3 27.8 4.5 4.7 37.7 41.8 
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J/ This uime count represents the number uf reported cl'imes fOI' which the address could be matched Lo i..he geographical cQ;des on the D1NE Ii Ie. 1l 
I~ lower than total reported crimes because some addresses could not ~~ matched. 

~/(L) indicates the low crime member of the neighborhood pail'. (H) indicates the high crime member of the pair. 

~/The crime rate per 1,000 population could not be calculated for these neighborhoods because the data source from which the population data 
weI'£,! dl'dwn used a different set of boundaries for these neighborhoods than is currently in use in the city of Atlanta. 

i/Po]Julation counts in 1978 wel'e available on the neighborhood level, but not the block level. 

~/Housing units that were vacant in two consecutive annual canvasses. 

SOURCES: Crime counts - tape of reported crimes in Atlanta in 1978, Bureau of Police; Population counts and economic indicators - R.L. Polk 
Profiles of Change: Annual Review, 1977-78; Race - tract level population estimates, Atlanta Regional Commission, 1978 (tracts that 
most closely approximated neighborhood boundaries were aggregated) . 
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Bureau and in .this study. Values for these three variables were therefore 
unavailable in these instances.* 

Two pairs of neighborhoods were eliminated at the outset. Lakewood 
Heights and South Atlanta were deemed inappropriate, because the former had 
a higher percentage of whites and was of substantially higher economic 
status than the latter. (South Atlanta shows a low vacancy rate because of 

';f-

a large housing project to the west of the neighborhood. This project was 
included in the boundaries used by Polk.) In addition, the probable reason 
for Lakewood Heights' highej number of crimes per block is a large commer
cial district in its southwest corner. Leila Valley and Thomasville were 
also eliminated because of the lack of racial comparability. The remaining 
five pairs were sufficiently strong possibilities to warrant further investi
gation in a site visit made to Atlanta. 

A three-day site visit was made by two members of the research team. 
Informal interviews were held with city planners who were working in the 
candidate neighborhoods, police zone commanders, and the staff of the SAFE 
project, a neighborhood crime prevention coordinating program. Most of this 
trip, however, was spent in the candidate neighborhoods, driving down vir
tually every block. This was extremely important, since secondary data often 
do not give as complete a view of a neighborhood as direct observation. 
Particula·" attention was paid to observing the comparability of housing type 
and land use between neighborhoods in a given pair. 

Two of the five candidate pairs were rejected based on the information 
obtained in the site visit. Peachtree Heights East and Garden Hills were 
rejected, because the northern border of the latter is dominated by a large 
commercial area which directly adjoins one of the largest retail districts 
in Atlanta. This is likely to be the explanation for its relatively high 
crime rate. Peachtree Heights East, by comparison, is a small, almost 
entirely residential neighborhood. Summerhill and Peoplestown were also 
rejected. Considerable land in Summerhill has been cleared for a large 
stadium and adjacent parking lots. Large sections remain cleared but vacant. 
The disruption caused by the stadium seriously weakened the comparability of 
these two neighborhoods. 

The three remaining pairs were Dixie Hills/Grove Par~, PittsbJrgh/ 
Mechanicsville, and Morningside-Lenox Park/Virginia-Highland. With one 
modification, these pairs became the study neighborhoods. Below is a descrip
tion of each of the pairs. 

* 1970 U.S. C~nsus data could have been used, but it was felt that 
these data were too outdated to be useful. 
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B. Characteristics of Study Neighborhoods 

1. Di xi e Hi 11 s and Grove Park. As can be seen from the summary 
table, both Dixie Hills and Grove Park are lower middle class black neighbor
hoods. These neighborhoods are approximately four miles west of the central 
business district. The four-lane collector street that is part of the 
northern border of Dixie Hills forms the southern border of Grove Park. 
(See Map 1.) The southern border of Dixie Hills is an expressway and railroad. 
Part of its western border is also an expressway. Its eastern border is a 
four-lane collector street. There is a 50-acre park in the center of the 
neighborhood. There are several small parks scattered throughout Grove Park 
and a 20-acre park near the neighborhood1s northeast corner. Grove Park is 
bordered to the east by a 2-lane collector street, to the west by small 
neighborhood streets and to the north by a creek and surrounding wooded 
area. Streets in both neighborhoods tend to take the form of curving drives 
and CLI1-de- sacs. 

Both neighborhoods have a somewhat suburban appearance, with most of 
the housing built within the last 30 years, according to the 1970 Census of 
Housing. Many of the single-family residences, particularly the newer ones, 
are surrounded by large, well kept yards. Each neighborhood, however, has 
at least one low income pocket. Most of the residential land in both neigh
borhoods is zoned for four to eight units per acre. 

The economic indicators are approximately equal to the city average, 
although both neighborhoods are lower than ·the city average in percent 
professionals and managers and slightly higher than the city average in 
owner occupancy. An address level file of structures, known as the PLAN 
file,* indicates that 96.6 percent of the residences in Grove Park are one
or two-family, compared to 96.5 percent in Dixie Hills. A slightly higher 
percentage in Dixie Hills are single family\ 92.2 percent, relative to Grove 
Park, 85.2 percent. However, both neighborhoods have a higher percent of 
single-family residences than any of the other study neighborhoods. Neither 
neighborhood contains public housing. There is a small development of 
Section 236** housing in Grove Park, which contained 32 apartment units, 
according to the Bureau of Planning1s records. 

The crime rate, as measured by crimes per block and crimes per 1,000 
population is almost twice as high in Grove Park as in Dixie Hills. This is 
not due to a particularly high rate in one crime but is generally true for 
all major crimes. Rates of specific crimes are shown in table 2. 

* The PLAN file is described below. 

** Section 236 is a federal program providing interest reduction payments 
on mortgages on rental housing designed for occupancy by low-income families. 
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Table 2. Index Crimes in Study Neighborhoods 

I 
:1 Lowe't Upper 
.~ Virginia Virginia Grove Dixie Mechanics- Pitts-

Reported Highland Highland Park Hi 11 s vi 11 e .:!./ burgh 

Cri mes, 1978 (High) (Low) (High) (Low) (High) (Low) 

Murder 0 0 0 2 6 
2 Number 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.06 0.06 

Per Block 0.04 0.27 0.29 
Per 100 Households 0.07 0.00 0.00 0.00 

Rape 
7 1 12 4 3 10 

Number 0.03 0.14 0.10 0.09 0.11 
Per Block 0.15 0.41 0.48 
Per 100 Households 0.23 0.07 0.34 0.24 

Robb~ll 
41 10 74 9 14 26 

Number 0.30 0.86 0.21 0.42 0.27 
Per Block 0.85 1.92 1. 26 
Per 100 Households 1. 33 0.72 2.11 0.54· 

Assault 10 92 33 57 68 
Number 54 1. 73 0.72 0.30 1. 07 0.79 
Per Block 1. 13 7.82 3.29 
Per 100 Households 1.76 0.72 2.63 2.00 

Residential Burglar~ 46 207 72 30 65 
Number 174 0.68 

1. 39 2.41 1. 71 0.91 
Per Block 3.63 

3.32 5.91 4.36 4.12 3.14 
Per 100 Households 5.66 

Commercial Burglar~ 
16 65 22 17 51 

Number 30 0.52 0.54 
Per Block 0.63 0.48 0.76 0.52 

Larceny 
209 87 365 81 50 111 

Number 2.64 4.24 1. 93 1. 52 1. 17 
Per Block 4.35 4.90 6.86 5.37 
Per 100 Households 6.79 6.27 10.42 

Auto Theft 18 52 16 5 31 
Number 61 O. 15 0.58 

0.55 0.60 0.38 
Per Block 1. 27 1. 50 
Per 100 Households 1. 98 1.30 1. 48 0.97 0.69 

Total 188 867 237 178 368 
Number 578 

5.70 10.08 5.64 5.39 3.87 
Per Block 12.02 24.42 17.80 
Per 100 Households 18.79 13.55 24.74 14.34 

.J./ Incl udes only the part of the neighborhood below Georgia Avenue. 

Crime Count - Tape of reported crimes in 1978, Atl~nta Bureau of 
SOURCE: Police; Household Counts - Atlanta Bureau of P1ann1ng, PLAN fil e. 
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· The number of crimes per block in Grove Park is approximately equal to 
cr1mes per block in the entire city, but is lower than the number of crimes 
per 1,000 population in the city. In general, the number of crimes per 
~,OOO populati~n is lower in the study neighborhoods than in the city. This 
1S probably oW1ng to the fact that the city total reflects the large number 
of crimes committed in the central business district, where relatively few 
people reside. In this study, high crime neighborhoods are those that have 
high cri~e rates relative to matched neighborhoods, not necessarily relative 
to the c1ty average. 

2. Pittsburgh and Mechanicsville. Pittsburgh and Mechanicsville are 
both low income black neighborhoods. Mechanicsville is just south of the 
central business district, separated from it by an expressway. Pittsburgh 
is directly south of Mechanicsville, and the two neighborhoods are separated 
by a railroad and industrial strip. (See Map 2.) Both neighborhoods are 
b~unded by railroad lines, expressways, or major thoroughfares. The railroad 
11nes are usually surrounded by an industrial strip. Each neighborhood has 
several small parks. There is, in addition, a nine-acre park at the northwest 
end of Mechanicsville and a 14-acre park on the east side of Pittsburgh. 
The street pattern throughout most of both neighborhoods forms a dense grid. 

Both neighborhoods are below the city average on all econolnic indicators. 
They are characterized by small, detached, wood frame houses. many of which 
are in very poor condition. Housing is fairly dense. Most r~sidpntial land 
is zoned at 8 to 16 units per acre. There is no public housing in either 
neighborhood. Mechanicsville has a 180 unit development of Section 236 
housing, and Pittsburgh has a 120-unit development of the same. 

The economic indicators and on-site observation suggest that Pittsburgh 
is somewhat higher in economic status than Mechanicsville (e.g., Pittsburgh 
has a lower percent of female headed households with children and a higher 
percent of owner occupancy than ~lechani csvi 11 e). The primary reason for 
this seems to be that Mechanicsville undergoes a shift in population and 
housing characteristics between its north and south halves. The housing in 
the southern half is comparable to that in Pittsburgh--small, wood frame 
houses. The PLAN file shows that this portion of Mechanicsville is 86.4 
percent one-and two-family housing, compared to 73.1 percent in the northern 
section. Pittsburgh's housing is 96.3 percent one- and two-family. In 
addition, the 1970 Census of Housing shows that the housing in the blocks 
comprising the southern half was 16.0 percent owner-occupied and had a mean 
value of $5,050 and a mean monthly rent of $59, compared to the housing in 
the northern half, which was 9.4 percent owner-occupied and had a mean value 
of $3,956 and a mean monthly rent of $54. The northern half of Mechanicsville 
has a considerable amount of vacant land. Low-rise apartments are currently 
being built on some of this land. This will further increase the population 
and housing differences between the two halves of the neighborhood. Finally, 
the northwest end of Mechanicsville directly borders on a large public 
housing project. This could increase its crime rate. 
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Because of these intra-neighborhood differences, the research team 
decided to use only the southern half of Mechanicsville. The appropriate 
dividing line appeared to be Georgia Avenue, a major east-west thoroughfare. 
Comparabil ity between the two nei ghborhoods was maxi mi zed in thi sway. 

To insure that the higher crime rate in Mechanicsville was not attributable 
to higher crime in the northern end, crimes per block were calculated for 
the southern half only.* The result was a total of 5.4 crimes pet' block. 
Hence, crime in Mechanicsville remained substantially higher than in Pittsburgh. 
Once again, this is not a reFlection of differences in a single crime type. 
Mechanicsville's crime rate is higher than Pittsburgh's in four out of the 
eight crime types (robbery, assault, residential burglary, larceny), approxi
mately equal in three cdme types (murdel', rape, commercial burglary), and 
lower in auto theft. (See table 2.) 

3. Virginia-Highland. The third pair of neighborhoods is Morningside-
Lenox Park and Virginia-Highland. Both are white and middle to upper income. 
They are approximately three miles northeast of the central business district. 
The Polk data suggest that Morningside is higher in economic status than 
Virginia-Highland. However, the differenc~s did not appear sufficiently 
great to have eliminated this pair at the outset. But on-site observation 
confirmed the differences. The housing in Morningside was obviously larger, 
more expensive, and more likely to be owner-occupied. Clearly, this neighbor
hood pair did not satisfy our criterion of comparable economic status. 

This left the research team in a dilemma, because it was felt that the 
inclusion of only predominantly black pairs would weaken the study's general
izability. However, in examining the block level crime data, it became 
apparent that the southern end of Virginia-Highland had substantially more 
crime than the northern end. The line of demarcation seemed to be Virginia 
Avenue, a major east-west street. The average number of crimes per block in 
the northern end was 5.7, compared to 12.0 in the southern end. Local 
informed observers suggested that this difference was caused by Ponce de 
Leon Avenue, a major thoroughfare that forms the southern border of the 
neighborhood. They emphasized in particular a block long commercial strip 
that had the reputation as a meeting place for drug dealers and prostitutes. 
But the crime that may exist in this block was not reflected in our data, 
because it is on the south side of the neighborhood's southern border and 
therefore was not contained in the official neighborhood boundaries. In 
addition, when all the blocks along Ponce de Leon Avenue were eliminated, 
the number of crimes per block, 9.7, was still substantially higher than in 
the northern half of the neighborhood. Rates of all crimes were higher in 
the southern half than in the northern half. 

* During this phase of the study, it was not possible to calculate crimes 
per population and household for the southern half of the neighborhood because 
the Polk counts of population and households are not available at the block 
1 eve 1 . 
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The two halves of the neighborhood are roughly comparable in economic 
status, although the upper half is somewhat higher than the lower. According 
to the 1970 Census of Housing, the population in both halves is 95% or more 
white. The mean housing value is $17,932 and the mean rent is $102 in the 
northel'n end, compared to $15,578 and $98, respectively in the southern end. 
Ninety-five percent of the housing is one- and two-family in the northern 
end, compared to 80.4 percent in the southern end, according to PLAN file 
data. In general, the northern half of the Ilei ghborhood is characteri zed by 
small stone or brick detached homes that are 40 to 50 years old. A number 
of the homes have been upgraded by young, professional newcomers to the 
neighborhood. The southern half contains this type of housing along with a 
number of newer garden apartments. There is no publicly owned housing in 
either half of the neighborhood. Residential areas throughout most of the 
neighborhood are zoned at four to eight units per acre. 

Both parts of the neighborhood are somewhat suburban in appearance_ 
Most of the residential lots have small yards. The streets tend to be wide 
and curving, and there are a number of cul-de-sacs. The southern half also 
has streets that form a more typical urban grid. As mentioned above, the 
southern border of the lower half of the neighborhood is a major four-lane 
street. The eastern border of both is the city limit with a residential 
area on the suburban side. The western border of each is a railroad with an 
industrial strip. The northern border of the upper half is a small neighbor
hood street. The dividing line between the two halves, Virginia Avenue, is a 
major thoroughfare that is predominantly residential. 

While the two halves are not as comparable as would be preferred, they 
seem to be sufficiently so to be worth including in the study. The case for 
using this neighborhood was strengthened by the fact that no other pair of 
adjacent white neighborhoods came close to meeting the criteria for selection. 

C. Neighborhood Site Visits 

Two to three members of the research team made a three day site visit 
to each of the three neighborhood pairs. The purpose of these visits was 
two-fold: to conduct informal interviews with informed observers and to do 
a windshield survey of physical and land use characteristics. 

The following people were interviewed in each neighborhood: the Neigh
borhood Planning Unit Chairperson,* the president of the neighborhood organi
zation, the Police Zone Commander, police on both the day and night shift, 
and local realtors. Although the topics varied somewhat according to the 
type of informant being interviewed, individuals were usually asked to 
describe: the socioeconomic characteristics of the neighborhood; changes, 

)1( 

Atlanta is divided into 24 Neighborhood Planning Units, each of which 
contains a half dozen or more neighborhoods. The six study neighborhoods 
are in three different NPU's. 

~ . \ 
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if any, that the neighborhood had recently experienced· types location and 
level .of crime in the neighborhood; who committed c.rim~ in th~ area, , 
es~ec1ally residents versus outsiders; effects of crime on the quality of 
ne1ghborhood life; factors in the neighborhood that explain the high or low 
level o! crime; ~o~ to deter crime in the neighborhood; and organized crime 
prevent10n act1v1t1es. The purpose of these interviews was to further 
!am~liar~ze the resear~h team with the study neighborhoods and to gain 
1ns1ght 1nto the dynam1cs of neighborhood crime that might be useful in 
developing the survey instrument. The interviews were completed prior to 
finalizing the instrument. 

. The seco~d task in the si~e visits was the windshield survey. Every 
fac1ng block 1n each of the ne1ghborhoods was included. The research team 
drove down each block, completing the form shown in figure 2. The purpose 
was to obtain information on physical characteristics that was not availctble 
f'('om secondary sources but is viewed in the literature as relevant in the 
explanation of neighborhood crime. Most of the variables rated on the 
survey measure physical impediments to informal surveillance of the area-
b~ilding set-backs, street lights, parking facilities, and visual obstruc
t10ns. 

D. Secondary Data Sources 

. Th~ two maj~r source~ of secondary data are the address level reported 
cr1me f11e used 1n the ne1ghborhood selection and the PLAN file. The file 
of reported index crimes is described above. The PLAN file is a computerized 
file maintained by the City of Atlanta1s Planning Bureau that contains 
information on every parcel of land within the city limits. The file includes 
address, census tract, census block, neighborhood code number, land use 
co~e, floor area of structure, year of construction, number of residential 
un1ts, number of stories, and assessment value. This file was used as the 
sampling frame for the household survey (see section E below). It was also 
used ill the data analysis to measure a number of physical characteristics of 
parcels and blocks in the study neighborhoods. Other secondary data sources 
utilized in the analysis of physical characteristics include a detailed 
street map with streets coded by type (major, collector, local) and neighbor
hood profiles published by the Planning Bureau which contain information on 
the location of parks, schools, and other neighborhood facilities. 

E. Household Survey in Study Neighborhoods 

1. The instrument. The major focus of the instrument was the measure-
meht of the various dimensions of territoriality - spatial identity, local 
ties, social cohesion, and informal social control. Other items included in 
the instrument concerned subjective reactions to crime (fear, avoidance, 
protection, etc.), assessment of the amount alld kinds of neighborhood problems, 
victimization, and demographic characteristics. Most of the items were 
fixed choice, although there were a number of open-ended questions, (The 
instrument appears in appendix C.)* 

*Appendices A and B are available on loan from the National Criminal 
Justice Reference Service, P.O. Box 6000, Rockville, MD 20850. 
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Figure 2 

WINDSHIELD SURVEY 

Tract Block ---- / Tract Block ---

Building Set-Back 

1. Uni form 

2. Moderately staggered 

3. Severely staggered 

Street Lights 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Parking 

On street 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Driveways 

1. Yes 

2. No 

Parking lots 

1. Yes 

2. No 

--- ---

Land Use 

1. Residential 

2. Residential/Commercial 

3. Residential/Industrial 

4. Commercial/Industrial 

5. Commercial 

6. Industrial 

Visual Obstructions 

1. Unobstructed 

2. Partially obstructed 

3. Mostly obstructed 

Comments 
-------~------

Vacant lots (Circle separate number for each side of block) 

1. o 

2. 2 Less than 25 percent of one block face 

3. 3 25 percent or more of one block face 

Neighborhood ------------
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2. Pre-Test. Ten pre-test interviews were conducted by two inter-
viewers in two neighborhoods in Durham, North Carolina. The neighborhoods 
were lower to lower middle income and predominantly black and hence were 
similar to four of the six study neighborhoods. Both interviewers were well 
acquainted with the pre-test neighborhoods and had professional social 
science training. It was felt that pre-test interviewers of this type would 
provide high quality feedback. The results of the pre-test were very useful 
in detecting awkward or inappropriate wording, inadequate response choices, 
and the like. Discussions with the interviewers following the pre-test were 
also helpful in preparing the training manual for the field interviewers. 

3. Sample selection 

a. Overview. The target popUlation consisted of persons who 
reside in the six study neighborhoods. A sample of 100 responses from each 
neighborhood was sought. 

The expected precision of percentages calculated from the sample are 
discussed below. Simple random sampling of households in neighborhoods is 
assumed for discussion purposes. The stratified design which was actually 
used should reduce the variance of most estimates. 

The variance of the estimate of a percent, P, when simple random 
sampling is employed can be expressed as 

V(P) = P(lOO - P)/n 

where 

P = the true percent for the population studied; 

P = the estimate of the percent based on the sample; 

n = the size of the simple random sample. 

Standard errors of the estimate (square root of the variance) for 
selected values of the estimated percentage, P, and for selected sample 

and 

sizes are shown in table 3. Note that if the sample size is 100 households 
and the actual percent is 50 percent, the estimate of that percent will have 
a standard error of 5.0 percent assuming simple random sampling or an equiva
lent (some effective sample size) design is employed. A smaller standard 
error results for P greater than 0r less than 50 percent. 

Considering cost and noting that a standard error of 5 percent was 
acceptable, a sample size of 100 responses per neighborhood was desired. 
It was assumed that the response rate would be 80 percent and the vacancy 
rate 5 percent. Thus, a sample of 132 (100/.80 x .95) households per neigh
borhood was selected. 
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Table 3. Standard Errors of Estimating Percentages 

Assuming Simple Rand~m Samplingl / 

Sample size 
Estimated Percentage 

(effective2/ 1 2 5 10 25 
sample size- ) or 99 or 98 or 95 or 90 or 75 50 

50 1.4 2.0 3. 1 4.2 6. 1 7. 1 

100 1.0 1.4 2.2 3.0 4.3 5.0 

200 0.7 1.0 1.5 2. 1 3. 1 3.5 

400 0.5 0.7 1.1 1.5 2.2 2.5 

600 0.4 0.6 0.9 1.2 1.8 2.0 

900 0.3 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.4 1.7 

1200 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.9 1.3 1.4 

1500 0.3 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.1 1.3 

2000 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.7 1.0 1.1 

4000 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.5 0.7 0.8 

l/Tabled values are one standard error. For the purposes of constructing 
confidence intervals, the analyst must choose the appropriate multiple of the 
standard error; e.g., the estimated value plus or minus two standard errors 
produces approximate 95 percent confidence intervals. 

f/Tabled values are based on simple random sampling (SRS). Alternate 
designs may be more or less efficient than simple random sampling. The 
effective sample size for an alternate design is defined as the SRS 
sample size that would yield the same variance and standard error of the 
estimate. 
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b. Sampling frame construction and stratification. The sampling 
frame for each neighborhood consisted of a list of residential properties 
located within the boundaries of the defined neighborhood. Only properties 
which were used for residential purposes were included in the frame. Proper
ties for which any type of Federal or local funding had been provided were 
excluded both from the target population and from the sampling frame. The 
basic listing of properties was available in computer-accessible form (PLAN 
file) and contained the following information about each property: 

(1) A unique identification code; 

(2) A property use code; and 

(3) Some indication of the number of housing units on the property. 

A stratified single stage sample was drawn. The sampling units were 
individual housing units. Stratification variables included number of 
housing units and geography (10 code). Sampling rates and average size 
housing units are specified separately by neighborhoods in table 4. 

c. Sample selection. Sample stratification was achieved by 
sorting the list of properties within a neighborhood by the number of housing 
units per property and by 10 code. A zoned selection procedure developed by 
Chromy (1979) was utilized to select one housing unit from each of 132 
equal-sized zones for each neighborhood list. 

The selection procedure requires a random start and a closed circular 
listing to determine zone boundaries.* Suppose a neighborhood contains N 
properties. A random start, K, between 1 and N is selected to identify the 
first element of zone 1. The list is then reordered to consist of initial 
elements K through N followed by the elements 1 through K-l. 

To accommodate this feature of the sample selection procedure and allow 
zones to contain similar properties, the initial ordering of properties was 
modified by assigning a negative sign to the number of housing units per 
property if it is an odd number. As an example, if a neighborhood contained 
properties with 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5 housing units the ordering proceeded as 
follows: 

(1) All properties with 5 housing units listed in geographic order; 

(2) All properties with 3 housing units listed in geographic order; 

)I: 

Prior to construction of zone boundaries, all residential properties 
with 20 or more housing units were listed in the field and the housing unit 
count corrected where necessary. This helped to increase the accuracy of 
zone boundaries. 
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(3) All properties with 1 housing unit listed in geographic order; 

(4) All properties with 2 housing units listed in geographic order; 
and 

(5) All properties with 4 housing units listed in geographic order. 

This procedure was designed to guarantee that the sample would be distributed 
across all geographic areas and across all property sizes (housing units per 
property) . 

The sample was identified by listing selected properties and noting the 
number of households to be selected per property. Households in selected 
properties were then enumerated and a simple random sample of the specified 
number of households was identified.* 

One respondent from each 
viewers obtained a listing of 
information was obtained from 
The interviewer then selected 
individual to be interviewed. 

household was randomly selected. The inter
all permanent residents aged 18 or over. This 
any responsible individual in the household. 
through the use of a random number table the 
This person answered questions of two types: 

(1) Objective information pertaining to the entire household; 

(2) Objective and opinion data pertaining to the respondent as an 
individual. 

Technically, a weighting factor equal to the number of eligible respondents 
might have been used for the purposes of summariling the individual data. 
These weighting factors would not have been equal within neighborhoods, 
since one, two, or more eligible respondents resided at each sample household. 
Use of equal weights instead of those based on the number of eligible respond
ents in the individual level analyses may have tended to overrepresent those 
persons residing in single-person households. However, it is unlikely that 
that Lise of this weighting factor would have substantially altered the 
results. There were no significant differencies in the mean household size 
of neighborhoods within pairs. In addition, the unweighted age and sex 
composition of each neighborhood were not significantly different from the 
age and sex composition weighted by household size. Given that these two 
variables are most likely to be affected by household size, it is unlikely 
that weighting other variables by this factor would alter the estimates. 

* All residential properties with two or more dwelling units were 
listed in the field in order to obtain apartment numbers. The required 
number of dwelling units was then randomly selected. 
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4. Field work. The field staff consisted of 21 interviewers and 
RTI's on-site field supervisor in Atlanta. Most of the interviewers had 
prior interviewing experience with RTI or other research organizations. 

A two-day training session was conducted in Atlanta by the members of 
the.r~search tea~ and ~h~ field s~pervisor. The research team prepared a 
tra1~lng m~nual 1n add1t1on to uS1ng the standard RTI interviewer manual. 
The.1nterv1ewers were given the survey instrument and training manuals to 
reV1ew several ~a~s prior to the training session. The first day of training 
was s~e~t expla~n1ng t~e.purpose of the project, reviewing the instrument, 
a~d glv1ng sp~c1al tralnlng for the open-ended questions. For example, the 
dlagrams publ1shed by the FBI illustrating the types of behavior that consti-

tute each Part I crime were used to familiarize the interviewers with crime 
categorie~. ~ollow~ng the end of the f1rst day, each interviewer conducted 
one practlce 1ntervlew (not with a sampled household). During the second 
day! ~rob1ems encountered in the practice interview were discussed. In 
~ddltl~n, each interviewer conducted at least one mock interview with another 
lI:tervle~er or a member of the research team. The "respondent" noted and 
dlscus~ed problems with the "interviewer" when the mock interview was completed. 
Intervlewers who appeared to have particular problems conducted two or more 
mock ~nterviews. The.inter~iewers then received their assignments and began 
the f1eld work. The lnterv1ewers were assigned to study neighborhoods by 
race. Males were used more heavily than females in the two low income 
neighborhoods, since these areas were more visually threatening than the 
other study neighborhoods. 

The field supervisor reviewed the first two interviews immediately 
after completion with each interviewer in order to address problems or 
misunderstandings. The interviewers were instructed to edit their own work 
in the.field and to report to the field supervisor on a weekly basis or more 
often 1f necessary. The research team also received weekly reports from the 
field supervisor. 

Several measures were taken at the outset of the field work to assure 
potential respondents of the legitimacy of the study and the interviewers. 
Lead letters were sent to every household in the sample. The Chief of Field 
Operations of the Atlanta Police Bureau and the commanders of each police 
zone were notified of the study at the outset of the field work. In addition, 
t~e pre~ident of ~ne of the study neighborhood associations, who was inter
vlewed 1n an earl1er phase of the study, placed an announcement in the 
neighborhood newsletter. 

It was originally planned that the field work would be completed within 
six weeks. Howevel', several problems caused the field \vork to be extended 
by fOLlI' weeks. These problems al'e discussed below. 
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5. Re.sponse rate. A total of 80'1 residential units were contacted. 
The original sample contained 792 units (132 in each neighborhood). An 
additional nine units were contacted because of apartments located in what 
were originally believed to be single-unit dwellings. When this occurred, 
an attempt was made to obtain interviews from all additional units. 

The major problems encountered in the field were not outright refusals 
but rather a higher than expected vacancy rate and a large number of house
holds where no one was found at home even after repeated contacts. Out of 
the 801 households contacted, there were a total of 85 outright refusa)s, or 
10.6 percent. This is only half of the expected rate of 20 percent. However, 
there were 124 vacancies; or 15.5 percent. This is over triple the expected 
rate of five percent. This reduced to 677 the number of households from 
which to obtain the desired sample of 600. An additional problem was the 
difficulty in finding people at home. The interviewers were originally 
instructed to make three attempts to contact screening respondents. However, 
it became apparent shortly after the field work began that this rule should 
be relaxed. Interviewers were therefore instructed to make additional 
contacts when necessary. As many as 10 to 12 attempts were made in some 
cases without finding a screening respondent at home. There were a total of 
53 households where no one could be found at home for screening and an 
additional 16 that were not at home after at least two interview appointments 
were made. When these 69 cases were subtracted from the 677 occupied units, 
there remained 608 households that were candidates for completed interviews. 
A completed sample size of 600, or 100 per neighborhood, was therefore 
unrealistic, especially within existing time and budget constraints. 

It was decided to aim for a minimum of 80 completed interviews per 
neighborhood. Significance tables were consulted to see if there were 
substantial losses in precision in a sample of 80 versus 100 in estimating 
confidence intervals around proportions, testing for significant differences 
between two proportions, and testing the significance of R. The losses in 
all cases were extremely small, and it did not seem worth the extra expense 
of drawing a supplementary sample or continuing with additional follow-up 
efforts for difficult to obtain interviews once the goal of 80 was reached. 

Table 5 shows for each of the six study neighborhoods the number of 
completed interviews, the response rate, and the rate of the actual to the 
desired number of interviews. The response rate varied from 66.7 percent to 
87.0 percent, with an overall response rate of 77.3 percent. This came 
close to the response rate of 80 percent that was assumed in selecting the 
sample. Four of the six neighborhoods approached or exceeded this rate. 
However, the interviewers had serious problems in both Upper and Lower 
Virginia-Highland in finding people at home after three or more attempts. 
These neighborhoods also had a higher than average refusal rate (19.3 percent 
in the former and 14.5 percent in the latter). The rate of actual to desired 
completed interviews varied from 80.0 percent to 93.0 percent, with a total 
of 87.2 percent. This figure reflects the difficulties experienced in the 
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Vi I'g i n i a-H i ~JIlI and 
Upper 

Vil'ginid-fli~Jhldnd 
LOIvel' 

Gl'uve Park 

Dixie If i lis 

Pilblllll'(jil 

"lechanicsvi lie 

1 ota I 

(I) 

lolal 
Residential 

Unils Cuntact.ed 

138Y 

132 

132 

132 

132 

801 

lable!:r. Inlel'view Re~p()flSe Rale 

(2) 

Tota I 
Occupied 

Units 

120 

118 

107 

120 

112 

100 

677 

(3) 

Completed 
Interviews 

80 

83 

87 

93 

93 

87 

S23 

(4) 

Non
Response 

40 

35 

20 

27 

19 

13 

1~4 

(~) 

Response 
Rate 

(3)/(2) 

66.7 

70.3 

81. 3 

77.5 

83.0 

87. a 

77.3 

(6) 
Des i I'ed 

Number of 
Completed 
I nter'v i ews 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

100 

600 

Ylhere are a grealer nllmber of I'esidential units in Uppel' and Lower' Virginia-Highland than in 
lhe ulller' neinhlJor'hoods because of apartments discover'ed at addresses that were bel ieved to be 
sin(jle-lillil dwellings. In lhese cases an attempt was made to oblain interviews from all 
dwell in(j L1ni ts at tile address . 
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": ,.. 4ft";. 

(7) 

Actuall 
Des i I'ed 
(3)/(6) 
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two Virginia-Highland neighborhoods and the higher than expected vacancy 
rate. High vacancies were especially problematic in Grove Park and Mechanics
ville. However, neighborhoods with a high vacancy rate also tended to have 
a high response rate and the converse, so that one problem offset the other. 
Because of this, a respectably high rate of actual to desired interviews was 
achieved. 

Nu primary data were collected for non-respondents. However, because 
the sample was d~awn from the PLAN file, there was information available on 
the housing characteristics of non-respondents. Comparisons were made 
between respondents and non-respondents to ascertain whether there were 
systematic differences. Comparison variables included number of dwelling 
units in the structure, number of stories, mean assessed value of single-family 
residences, and mean floor area of single-family residences. These ~re very 
rough proxies of the economic status of sampled households. The 
results in table 6 indicate that there are no significant differences between 
respondents and non-respondents in any of the available housing characteristics. 

6. Editing and coding. The instruments were processed on a flow 
basis as they came back from the field. Editing and coding specifications 
were developed and a codebook was written. The editors and coders were 
supervised by a member of the research team. Every questionnaire was checked 
by this' supervisor at the outset of editing and coding, and every fifth was 
checked after the editors and coders had several days of experience. An 
initial set of codes was developed for open-ended questions after about half 
of the interviews were back from the field. These codes were updated as 
necessary. In order to have an extra check on the quality of the field work 
as it progressed, the editors maintained a lOG of the numbers and types of 
errors made and the length of each interview for every interviewer. This 
was used to inform the field supervisor of interviewers who appeared to ce 
having particular problems in administering the instrument. 

Following the editing and coding, the instruments were keypunched with 
100 percent verification. 

F. Organization of Data Analysis 

The analysis was composed of three parts: (1) a series of significance 
tests of differences in physical characteristics between neighborhoods 
within the three matched pairs; (2) a series of significance tests of neigh
borhood differences in dimensions of tel'ritoriality; and (3) a multivariate 
analysis of subjective reactions to crime. The significance tests involved 
the concepts included in the model of neighborhood crime control discussed 
earlier. Physical characteristics were measured by both parcel level and 
block level data obtained from secondary sources. Measures of dimensions of 
territoriality and reactions to crime were based on the household survey. 
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Table 6. Housing Characteristics of Respondents and Non-Respondents 

Number of Residential Units Per Structure Number of Stories in Residential Un its 
Units Respondents Non-Respondents ~tories Respondents Non-Respondents 

(%) (%) (%) (%) 

45.7 47.9 62.7 65.1 

2-3 23.1 22.6 2 34.2 31. ~ 

4-9 7.8 8.2 3 2.9 3.4 

10+ 22.9 21.2 4 0.2 0.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

Tola 1 523 146 Tola 1 523 146 
I 

\2 '" \2 = 0.748 w 0.624 NS NS '"" I 

~lean Assessed Properly Val ue - Mean Floor Area - <,inqle-
Single-Fami I~ Residences F amil~ Residences 
Mean SLandat'd Error ~lean Standard Et'l'or 

Respondenl $5,682 $224 Respondenls 1, :107 fl. 55.9 

Non-respondenl 6,333 348 Non-l'espondenl~ 1.617 92.6 

t '" 1. 43 NS t = 0.96 NS 

SOURCE: Household Survey; Housinq Characteristics - Atlanta Bureau of Planninq. 
PLAN file. 
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The analysis of the entire conceptual model was precluded by the limi
tation in resources. The significance tests of differences between ~atched 
neighborhoods were regarded as the most critical phase ?f the analysl~, . 
since they directly addressed the question of what phYS1C~1 characterls~lcs 
and social processes differentiate similar and adjacen~ h1gh an~ low crlm~ 
neighborhoods. All of the concepts in the model w~re ln~luded ln the serles 
of significance tests, but not all of the hypothes1zed llnkages between 
concepts were directly tested. 

One set of linkages in the model was examained. This analysis focused 
on the prediction of subjective reactions to crime. These reactions include 
assessment of the amount of crime in the neighborhood, an index of worry 
about specific types of neighborhood crime, an index of fear of potential . 
threat in the neighborhood, behavior dire~ted at avo~ding crime, ~n~ behavlor 
directed at protecting one's home and fam11y from crlme. T~e dec1s10n wa~ 
made to concentrate on this part of the model in the analys1s because of 1tS 
relevance to neighborhood crime control policy. Studies have found that. 
fear and behavioral reactions to crime do not always correspond to the r1sk 
of victimization (Erskine, 1974; Hindelang, 1974) or to levels of crime.in. 
the neighborhood (Furstenberg, 1971; W~lson, 1~76) .. Much of the a~alysls ln 
this study concerns the factors that d1ffe~entlate ~lgh and low crlme 
neighborhoods. But it is a matter ?f con~lderable 1nt~rest to ~ee whether 
reactions to crime are consistent w1th ne1ghborhood crlme, and lf not, what 
other factors exp 1 a in fear and cri lIle related behavi or. The effects on 
reactions to crime of several dimensions of territoriality, physical chal'ac
teristics of blocks in which respondents reside, and objective crime measures 
were tested. Several models were compared for their ability to predict 
crime reactions. 
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IV. PHYSICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF HIGH AND LOW CRIME NEIGHBORHOODS 

The defensible space approach to urban crime suggests that the opportunities 
for crime are increased when the physical features of neighborhoods discourage 
their privacy and insulation. The argument is that certain types of land use 
and streets attract more potential victims and offenders into the neighborhood 
than do other types and destroy the ability of residents to distinguish between 
"insiders" and "outsiders." The I'esult is that opportunistic crimes such as 
robbery, burglary, larceny, and auto theft will be more likely to occur. 

This analysis compares the type and distribution of land use, h0using 
type, street type, and characteri st i cs of nei ghbol'hood boundari es between 
matched, adjacent high and low crime neighborhoods. 

A. Land Use, Hous i n9 Type, and Street Type 

Table 7 indicates that there are significant differences in land use 
between high and low crime neighborhoods.* Specifically, residential pro
perties are more prevalent in low crime than in high crime neighborhoods and 
vacant land is less prevalent in low crime than in high crime areas. The 
lower the economic status of the neighborhood pairs, the lower the proportion 
of residential land use and the higher the proportion of vacant land. This is 
consistent with the generally more deteriorated appea~ance of the lower income 
neighborhoods, particularly Mechanicsville and Pittsburgh. However, within 
matched pairs, land use varies by neighborhood crime level. It should be 
noted that one reason for the highly significant differences is the large 
number of cases. Land use differences in the Virginia-Highland pair, while 
statistically significant, are not really substantively significant. In both 
neighborhoods, almost 90 percent of all parcels were residential, with a 
slightly higher percentage in the low crime neighborhood. In general, though, 
proportions of residential and vacant properties do distinguish between high 
and low crime neighborhoods in the black pairs, but are only marginally impor
tant in the white pair. There was little difference between matched neighbor
hoods in the percent of properties with commercial, manufacturing, park, or 
other land uses. 

Differences in the number of housing units per structure are highly 
significant among all three neighborhood pairs. It has been suggested (Boggs, 
1965; Reppetto, 1974) that residence in a single-family dwelling encourages 
more of a prop)'ietary, pI'otective att.itude toward surrounding areas than 
residence in an apartment. The evidence indicates that low crime neighborhoods 

:;( 

In this and subsequent analyses, statistical significance is defined at 
the .05 level 01' above. Ottteniise, obsel'ved differences are not considered to 
be significant. 
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lILand lise categories wet'e collapsed into residential and nOllresidenLial in the calculal ion of ,2 
values, This was done because Lhe lal'[Je numbel'2of cell~ wiLh an expectpd value of less Lhan 5 when 
lhe detailed categories are used may make Lhe X test invalid. 

2/ - Includes group quarters, residential hotels, mobile homes. 
31 - Inclues wholesale trade, reLail trade, and services. 

1/Includes lihraries, museums, zoos, auditoriums, stadiums, movie theaters. 

SOURCE; Atlanta Bureau of Planning, PLAN, Fi Ie. 
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have significantly more single-family dwellings than high crime neighborhoods.* 
The proportions vary from 70.6 percent of all residential properties in Pitts
burgh to 92.5 percent in Dixie Hills. Unlike land use patterns, the number of 
housing units per structure does not seem to vary by income or racial composi
tion of the neighborhood. 

Table 8 shows the distribution of street type and commercial and residen
tial land use among blocks in the study neighborhoods. Street type was defined 
as major thoroughfares - four or six lane major arteries - or small neighborhood 
streets - streets that were neither major thoroughfares nor collector streets. 
Presence or absence of a particular street type in a block was determined by 
whether that type formed at least one bounda~y of the block. The results 
indicate that low crime neighborhoods tend to have fewer major streets and 
more small, neighborhood streets than high crime neighborhoods. The only pair 
for which these differences are not significant ~s Upper and Lower Virginia
Highland. However, while the differences are not significant, they are in the 
expected direction. The relatively small number of blocks in these two neighbor
hoeds increases the sampling error and therefore decreases the likelihood of 
attaining significance. Nevertheless, 41.7 percent of the blocks in Lower 
Virginia-Highland contain a major thoroughfare compared to 27.3 percent in 
Upper Virginia-Highland; 14.6 percent of the blocks in the former contain a 
small street, compared to 27.3 percent in the latter. Thus, the evidence 
suggests that high crime neighborhoods are more likely to contain what Gardiner 
(1978) refers to as major "movement generat.ors." In some cases, as in Grove 
Park, the major artery cuts through the center of the neighborhood. In other 
cases, these streets form neighborhood boundaries. In contrast, low crime 
neighborhoods are more likely to have small one-way and tWo-lane neighborhood 
streets. 

It was mentioned above that low crime neighborhoods have a greater propor
tion of residential properties than high crime neighborhoods. However, as 
important as the amount of residential land use is its distribution within the 
neighborhood. It is expected that blocks in low crime neighborhoods will be 
more homogeneously residential than blocks in high crime neighborhoods. The 
evidence supports this expectation. Residential distribution varies signifi
cantly between all three neighborhood pairs. Almost half of all blocks in 
Upper Virginia-Highland are 95 percent or mOI'e residential, compared to slightly 
more than one-quarter in Lower Virginia-Highland. Similarly, 40.5 percent of 

* Single-family residence is a rough indication of home ownership. The 
household survey found that 45.7 percent of all respondents resided in single
family dwellings and that 40 percent of respondents were home owners. This 
suggests that few people live in rented single-family dwellings. The only 
neighborhood that had a sUbstantial difference between single-family residence 
and home ownership was Pittsburgh. In this case, 45.2 percent lived in a 
single-family residence but only 31 percent were home owners. In the remain
ing neighborhoods the two percentages were roughly equal. 
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Table 8. Distribution of Land Use and Street Types of Blocks in Study Neighborhoods 

Lower Upper 
Vil'ginia Virginia Grove Dixie 
Highland Highland Park Hi II s Mechanicsville Pi LtsbuT'gh 

(High) ( Low) (High) (Low) (High) (Low) 

n P P P P P I 

(St. ErrOl') ( st. Error) ( St. Enol') (St. EITor) ( St. Error) ( Sl. Error) 

Street Characteristics!/ 

% of Blocks with Major 41.7 27.3 NS 29. I 2.4 p < .01 66.7 31. 6 P .01 
Thoroughfare (7. 191 ) (7.873) (4.925) (2.381) (8.333) (4.794 ) 

% of Small Blocks with 14.6 27.3 NS 29. 1 64.3 P < .01 24.2 44.2 P ( .05 
Neighborhood Street (5.148) (7.873) (4.925) (7.483) (7. !J76) (5.122) 

Total Blocks 48 33 86 42 33 95 

Distribution of 2/ 
(%) .b Commercial Land Use-

t,)j 
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

I (l-4% of Biock is 
Commercial 72.9 93.9 73.3 81.0 66.7 63.2 

5-9% of Block is 
Commercial 4.2 0.0 14 0 11.9 9.1 17.9 

10-24% of Block is 
Commercial 12.5 0.0 9.3 7. I 15.2 8.4 

25-49% of Block is 
Commercial 8.3 6.1 2.3 0.0 9. I 5.3 

50-100% of Block is 
Commercial 2. I 0.0 1.2 (l.0 0.0 5.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

ToLal Blocks 48 33 86 4? JJ 'El 
2 <'. 1 0' 2 1.0 NS 2 

11.1I NS \ P , • :J \ \ 
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lable 8. (Continued) 

Lower Upper' 
Virginia Virginia Grove Dixie 
Highland Highland Park 

(Hi~lh) (Low) (lIigl1) 
Hi 11 s 
(Low) 

j·lpch,ln i csv ill e 
(lligh) 

Pit t suur'(Jh 
(low) 

(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

Residential Cornpositio~/ 
of Neighborhood Blocks-

0-49% of Block is 
Residenlial 12.5 9. I 11.6 4.8 48.5 22. I 

50-74% of Block is 
ResidenLial 12.5 9. I 27.9 19.1 39.4 23.2 

75-89% of Block is 
Residenlial 25.0 18.2 29. I 28.6 '1.1 4.3.2 

90-94% of Bloc~ is 
Res i denli < I 22.9 15.2 14.0 7.2 O.!J ~.3 

95-100% of Block is 
Residential 27. I 48.5 17.4 40.5 3.0 6.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 IUO.O IOO.(l 100.0 

Tolal Blocks 48 33 86 42 33 9!J 
2 

~ 3.9 \ P 
, .05 X 

2 
" 8.0 .01 2 B.3 P \ p • (1 I 

l/One-tai led rathel' than two-lai led t-lests of siqnificdnce wen' used, since dir'ectiflJlal ily in pr'o[wrt ionatE' 
differencps was hypoLhesized. 

2 ~/CommeJ'cial distriilution cateqoJ'ies were collapsed into less than 5% and 5% and over' in lhe clllculat ion of 
\ values, This was done because the laJ'Cje number o~ cells with an expected value of les~ than 'j 

when lhe delai lI>d catPCjor'ips are used may make the X test inval id. 

}/llesirJential comp()sition caLeljor'ies were collapsed into less than 95% and 95% and ovrr' in lJpp£'J'/lower 
Vil'Cjiniidiil}hl""d and (;?ove piJrk/Dixie Hi lIs and les~ thai) SO% dnd ~O% and over in Ne[hiJnic:~vj I,p//,ittsburgh 
ill tllP caleuldlioll of \. See note 2. 

\,OtIflCE: Street Iypp - Atlanta BUJ'eiJu or Planninq, ~liljor Ihllr'oulJlrfilr'p Plan r~dP; land lf~(> - AL1ilntil BlP'PiHi 

nr /' lann j nl}, Pt AN F j I P. 
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the blocks in Dixie Hills are 95 percent or more residential, compared to 17.4 
percent in Grove Park. Land use is more heterogeneous in the low income black 
neighborhoods. The proportion of residential properties is lower in these 
neighborhoods, and land use is less homogeneous within blocks than in the 
other neighborhoods. However, the blocks in the low crime member of this pair 
have significantly more residential land use than do blocks in the high crime 
member. Slightly more than half of the blocks in Pittsburgh are 75 percent or 
more residential, compared to 12.1 percent of the blocks in Mechanicsville. 
Almost half of the blocks in Mechanicsville are less than 50 percent residential, 
compared to less than one-quarter of the blocks in Pittsburgh. Thus, the data 
indicate that land use is both more homogeneous and more dominated by residential 
dwellings than is land use in high crime neighborhoods. 

The findings for the distribution of commercial land use among blocks are 
not as clear-cut. Comme)'cial property comprised a very small proportion of 
all properties in the study neighborhoods. Table 8 shows that few blocks are 
50 percent or more commercial and most are less than five percent commercial. 
Virginia-Highland is the only pair with significant differences in the distri
bution of commercial land use. Over 90 percent of the blocks in the low crime 
member uf the pair are less than five percent commercial, compared to approxi
mately 70 percent in the high crime member. There are no significant differ 
ences in the black pairs. Blocks in Grove Park have somewhat more commercial 
activity than blocks in Dixie Hills, but the differences are not significant. 
In both cases, approximately three-quarters of all blocks are less than five 
percent commercial. The distribution of commercial land use is almost identical 
in the Mecllanicsville/Pittsburgh pair. Two-thirds of the blocks in ;ioth 
neighborhoods are less than five percent commercial. While street type and 
residential land use differ systematically between low and high crime neighbo
hoods, commercial land generally does not. 

B. Bounda)'y Cha)'acteri sti cs 

The characteristics of neighborhood ,boundaries may be as important as 
their internal featu)'es in distinguishing between high and low crime areas. 
Depending on their characteristics, boundaries may inhibit potential offenders 
from entering the neighbol'hood or may enCOUl'age them to do so. Railroad lines 
and expI'essways may effectively shield the neighbol'hood fl'om outsiders, while 
commel'cial develC'pment or majot' thoroughfares are likely to attract them. 
Boundaries composed of small neighbol'hood streets might also provide this 
shielding function. 

Crime rates in two adjacent and similar neighborhoods may also be affected 
by the characteristics of neighborhoods on their other borders. One of the 
neighborhoods may have a substantially higher crime rate than the other because 
of the spillover of crime from areas on its other borders. Neighborhoorl 
crime rates may also be increased by the existence of low income, transient 
neighborhoods in surrounding areas. Such areas would be expected to have 
either relatively high crime rates or more criminals residing there who may 
victimize residents of nearby areas. 
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The characteristics of both surrounding neighbol'hoods and boundary blocks 
in the study neighborhoods are examined in this section. Boundary character
istics that are examined include street type, commercial development, whether 
the boundary street contains a railroad or expressway, and crime rate. These 
characteristics are shown in tables 9 and 10. The crime rates and socioeconomic 
characteristics of adjacent neighborhoods are shown in tables 11 and 12.* 

Boundaries in high crime neighborhoods are more likely to be major thorough
fares than in low crime neighborhoods. For example, Lower Virginia-Highland 
is bordered on three out of four sides by major streets; only the southern 
border of Upper Virginia-Highland is a major street. In two out of the three 
pairs, boundaries in high crime neighborhoods have a higher percentage of 
commercial development. Two out of the three low crime neighborhoods have a 
higher percentage of railroads as boundaries than the matched high crime 
neighborhoods. The railroad lines in these neighborhoods are often surrounded 
by small industrial concentrations. The entire southern border of Dixie Hills 
(low crime), which is its longest border, is a railroad line, accompanied over 
most of its distance by an expressway. There is no such line of demarcation 
on any of Grove Park1s borders. Similarly, two out of three of Pittsburgh1s 
(low crime) borders are railroads, surrounded by a wide industrial strip. The 
north end of the neighborhood is industrial as well. In contrast, the only 
boundary in Mechanicsville (high crime) that contains a railroad is its common 
border with Pittsburgh. The results for expressways are not clear-cut. There 
are no expressways on the borders of either Virginia-Highland neighborhood, a 
slightly higher proportion of the borders of Mechanicsville (high crime) than 
of Pittsburgh (low crime) contain an expressway, and a higher proportion in 
Dixie Hills (low crime) than in Grove Park (high crime) contain an expressway. 

Relatively few boundaries in any of the neighborhoods were small streets. 
This is a function of the way in which the City1s Planning Bureau in conjunction 
with neighborhood planning boards defined boundaries. To some extent, neighbor
hood boundaries are an artifact created by city agencies. Therefore, major 
streets, railroads, and other prominant lines of demarcation tend to be used 
as borders. However, designated boundaries in Atlanta1s neighborhoods are not 
completely artificial, since neighborhood planning boards which are composed 
of residents assist the city in defining borders. 

The evidence suggests that neighborhood boundaries in low crime neighbor
hoods tend to have less commercial land use, to contain a railroad line, and 
not to contain a major thoroughfare. Expressways as boundaries did not vary 
in any systematic way. It appears that boundaries in low crime neighborhoods 
present fewer opportunities for access to outsiders and therefore have fewer 
potential offenders and victims entering the area. Boundaries in high crime 
neighborhoods are far more permeable in the sense that they contain more 

* Significance tests were not performed on these data because of the small 
number of boundary streets and adjacent neighborhoods. 
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Table 9. Characteristics of Boundaries of Study Ne i ghbor'hoods 

Lowet' Upper 
Virginia Virginia Grove Dixie 
Highland Highland Park Hi lIs Nechanicsville 

(High)" (Low) (High) (Low) (High) 
(%) (%l (%) (%) (%) 

Characleristics of 
Neighborhood 
Boundaries 

% with Major Thorough-
fare 95.0 50.0 22.2 5.6 68.8 

% wi lh Sma 11 Neighbor-
hood Streel 0.0 44.4 25.9 5.6 0.0 

% with Expressway 0,0 0.0 0,0 38.9 2G.O 
% with Railroad 20.0 16.7 0.0 50.0 25.n 
% with 10% Ot' Mor'e 

Commercial Land Use 25.0 11. 1 18.5 11. 1 31.!J 
Tola 1 BOllnda t'y Bloc ks 20 18 "7 t... 18 16 

SOURCE; SLreet Typic' - Atlanta Bureau of Planning. ~lajol' T"~'rollghfare Plan t1ap; Land USIc' -
Atlanta BlIl'pall of Planning. PLAN Fi Ie. 
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movement generators (major streets) and use generato~s (commercial properties) 
than low crime neighborhoods. Therefore, they are less effective in insulating 
the neighborhood from outsiders than boundaries in low crime neighborhoods. 
While insulation from outsiders may do relatively little to reduce crimes like 
murder and assault, where the victim and offender are often acquainted, it may 
be effective in decreasing opportunistic crimes such as robbery, burglary, and 
auto theft. 

It may be argued that the concentration of both major arteries and commer
cial activity at the boundaries of high crime neighborhoods accounts for the 
differences in crime rates between neighborhoods in each of the pairs. That 
is, when commercial crimes occurring at the boundaries are subtracted from the 
crime rate for the entire I,eighborhood, there may be no difference in crimes 
between matched neighborhoods. This hypothesis was examined by categorizing 
the number of crimes per block for each of the eight major offenses according 
to whether they occurred in a boundary or an interior block. The results 
appear in Table 10. 

In general, there is little evidence to support the argument that crime 
differences between matched neighborhoods are attributable to crime differences 
at the boundaries. In only one pair, Grove Park/Dixie Hills, are crime differ
ences between neighborhoods attributable to the boundary of the high crime 
neighborhood; the crime rate is roughly equal in the interior blocks of the 
two nei ghborhoods. Thi sis primarily a refl ecti on of the very hi gh rate of 
larceny in the border blocks of Grove Park. In Upper and Lower Virginia-Highland, 
the crime differences between the two neighborhoods are greater in interior 
blocks than in boundal'y blocks. This is especially true for robbery, residential 
burgl ary, commerci a1 burg1 ary, and 1 arceny. The rate for most crimes in the 
high crime member of this pair is roughly equal at the border and in the 
interior. In tile low crime member, the crime rate is substantially higher in 
border than in interior blocks, although crime at the border is lower than in 
the high crime neighborhood. The situation is reversed in Mechanicsville/ 
Pittsburgh. In this case, the difference in the crime rate between the high 
and low crime neighborhoods is attributable to differences between the interior 
blocks of the two members of the pair. The border blocks of the low crime 
member actually have a higher crime rate than do the border and interior 
blocks in the high crime member, due primarily to a high rate of larceny. The 
remainder of the neighborhood has a substantially lower rate of larceny and 
other crimes as well. These data indicate that while land use and street 
types differ systematically between the boundary blocks of high and low crime 
neighborhoods differences in crime rates are not a function of an especially 
high crime rat ... at the boundary of the high crime neighborhood. 

The crime rate and socioeconomic characteristics of adjacent neighborhoods 
are shown in Table 11 and 12. respectively. Data for each neighborhood sharing 
a common border with the study neighborhood (with the exception of the matched 
neighborhood) were aggregated. 
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Table 10. Index Ct'imes per' Block at the Boundary and Interior of Study Neighborhoods 

Lower Upper 
Virginia Virginia Grove Dixie Mechanics-
Highland Highland Park Hi 11 s vi 11 e Pittsburgh 
(High) (Low) (High) ( Low) (High) (Low) 

MUt'der 
Boundary 0.09 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
Interior 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.12 0.08 

Rape 
Boundary 0.26 0.06 0.41 0.17 0.00 0.16 
Intet'i or 0.04 0.00 0.02 0.04 0.18 0.09 

Robbery 
Boundary 0.91 0.50 1. 56 0.22 0.25 0.42 
Interior 0.80 0.07 0.54 0.21 0.59 0.18 

Assault 
Boundary 1. 74 0.44 2.11 1.11 0.88 0.63 
Interior 0.56 0.13 0.59 0.54 2.47 0.74 

I 
~esidential Burglary (J"1 

i--' Boundary 2.56 1. 28 4.81 1. 50 0.31 0.74 I 

Interior 4.60 1. 53 1 . 31 1. 88 1 47 0.67 

Commercial Burgl ary 
Boundary 0.87 0.83 1. 15 0.44 0.75 1. 68 

a Interior 0.40 0.07 0.58 0.58 0.29 0.17 

Larceny 
Boundary 3.83 3.67 9.56 2.06 1.56 3.21 
Interi Ot' 4.80 1. 40 1. 81 1. 83 1.29 0.62 

Auto Theft 
BOLlndal'y 1. 52 0.50 1.07 0.33 0.13 0.84 
Interior l. 04 0.60 0.39 0.42 0.18 0.18 

\ 
Total 

(23)11 Boundary 11.78 7.28 (18) 20.67 (27) 5.83 ( 18) 3.88 (16) 7.68 (19) 
Interior 12.24 (25) 3.80 (15) 5.24 (59) 5.50 (24) 6.59 ( 17) 2. 74 (76) 

1/Numbers in parentheses are total blocks. 

SOURCE: Tape of reported crimes in 1978, Atlanta Bureau of Police. , 
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The crime levels of surrounding neighborhoods do not lend strong support 
to the spillover argument (table 11). In the black low-income pair, neighbor
hoods adjacent to the low crime member have a higher number of crimes per 
block than do neighborhoods adjacent to the high crime member. In the black 
middle-income pair, areas adjacent to the high crime member have a higher 
crime rate than areas adjacent to the low crime member. However, the differ
ence - 7.41 versus 4.07 total crimes per block - is not as great as the diffet'
ence between the study neighborhoods themselves - 10.08 versus 5.64 crimes per 
block. In addition, the study neighborhoods each have a higher crime rate 
than the respective surrounding areas. The white neighborhoods seem to be the 
only pair for which crime spill-over is likely to playa role in affecting 
neighborhood crime rates. The difference in total crime rate between neighbor
hoods adjacent to each member of the pair (19.68 versus 4.56) is greater than 
the difference between the study neighborhoods (12.02 versus 5.70). In addition, 
the area surrounding the high crime member of the pair has a higher rate of 
crime than the neighborhood itself, while the area surrounding the low crime 
member has a lower crime rate. This suggests that crime from nearby areas may 
have increased the crime level in the high crime member of this pair. However, 
this pattern occurred in only one of the three pairs. Thus, differences in 
crime rates within neighborhood pairs do not appear to be a function of crime 
levels in surrounding areas. 

Another hypothesis to explain the differences in crime rates between the 
matched neighborhoods is that the low crime member is a transition area from a 
low income, transient section of the city (of which the high crime member is a 
part) to a more affluent. stable section. Since the latter sections are less 
likely to have offenders residing in them, according to research on the social 
correlates of crime and characteristics of offenders, adjacent neighborhoods 
are less vulnerable to crime than are neighborhoods adjacent to low income, 
transient sections. This hypothesis is addressed by examining the socioeconomic 
characteristics of neighborhoods adjacent to the high and low crime members of 
the pairs (table 12). The data indicate that low crime m~mbers are surrounded 
by more affluent neighborhoods than are high crime members. Areas surrounding 
the low crime neighborhoods have a higher rate of owner-occupancy and a lower 
percent of joblessness than areas surrounding high crime neighborhoods. In 
the two b1~~+~ pairs, the percent of female-headed households with children is 
higher in areas surrounding the high crime neighborhoods than in areas surround
ing the low crime neighborhoods. The same is true for the percent nonwhite in 
the Virginia/Highland pair and the Mechanicsville/Pittsburgh pair. Percent 
professional household heads is also greater in areas surrounding low crime 
neighborhoods, but the differences are not as great as is the case for owner
occupancy, joblessness, and percent non't/hite. 

In general, the data indicate that low crime neighborhoods are surrounded 
by more affluent areas than are matched and adjacent high crime neighborhoods. 
This finding suggests that high crime neighborhoods are proximate to areas in 
which offenders are more likely to live. In addition, these areas are more 
easily accessible to outsiders by virtue of having major artieries and commercial 
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Table 11. Index Crimes Per Block 

Lower Upper 
Virginia Virginia 
Highland Highland 

(High) (Low) 

MUI'der 0.08 0.00 

Rape 0.21 0.01 

Robbery 1. 78 0.19 

Assault 2. 11 0.15 

Residential 
Burglary 3.26 1. 87 

Commercial 
Burglary 1. 53 0.27 

Larceny 9.27 1. 74 

Auto Theft 1. 45 0.34 

Total 19.68 (156)1/ 4.56 (89) 

l/Numbers in parentheses are total blocks. 

SOURCE: Tape of reported crimes in 1978, Atlanta 
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in Neighborhoods Adjacent to Study Neighborhoods 

Grove Dixie Mechanics-
Park Hi 11 s vi 11 e Pi ttsburgh 
(High) (Low) (High) (Low) 

0.02 0.01 0.05 0.07 

0.18 0.09 0.10 0.12 

0.49 0.13 0.50 0.55 

0.95 0.45 1. 36 1. 76 

2.57 1.34 0.79 1. 64 

0.82 0.54 0.44 0.69 

l. 89 1. 28 1. 53 2.03 

0.48 0.23 0.34 0.48 

7.41 ( 148) 4.07 (121 ) 5.11 (185 ) 7.35 (114) 

\ 

Bureau of Police. 

, 



. --_. - -------.--.------~-------- --- --------~- -_. ---
----------

. \ - ~< ..... ,-

L __ 
-. - i"'"----Vr 

1 ;~ 
\ 

",--- ---~'i 

I 

t , 
I . 

ft, J., 
lL_~ 

Table 12. Social and Economic Characteristics of Neighborhoods 
Adjacent to Study Neighborhoods 

Lower Upper 
City Virginia Virginia Grove Dixie Mechanics-
of Highland Highland Park Hi 11 s vi 11 e Pittsburgh 

Atlanta (High) (Low) (High) (Low) (High) ( Low) 

% Nonwhite 60.4 10.9 0.7 98.1 97.7 86.5 71.3 

% Female-headed 
Households 
With Children 13.5 3.4 3.6 25.1 10.9 28.0 18. 1 

% Professional/ 
Manageri a 1 
Household Heads 14.5 20.6 28.5 7. 1 1l.6 2.6 5.0 

% Two-Canvas 
tj. Vacancies 3.7 2.7 1.4 4. 1 2.3 7. ' .g 8.1 

I 

% Owner-Occupied U1 4"1. 5 2l. 5 65.9 38.0 69.3 17. 1 36.0 +:> 
I 

% Jobless House-
hold Heads 26.8 26.9 17.6 36.3 16.0 40.2 31.4 

Sources: Economic indicators - R.L. Polk, Profiles of Change: Annual Review, 1977-78; 
race - tract level population estimates, Atlanta Regional Commission, 1978 (tracts that 
most closely approximated neighborhood boundaries were aggregated). 
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development at the boundaries. In two out of three pairs, the crime rate was 
not substantially higher in areas surrounding the high crime neighborhoods. 
However, offenders wishing to commit crimes outside their own neighborhood, 
particularly juvenile offenders, are likely to do so within a relatively short 
distance of their residence, logically in areas with easy acce:s. In order to 
test this hypothesis, information on both the location of the offense and the 
residence of the offender is required. (The latter, unfortunately, was not 
available for use in this study.) In addition, a larger sample of neighborhoods 
is necessary to test whether the characteristics of surrounding areas or the 
characteristics of boundary streets are more important in determining neighbor
hood crime levels. The evidence presented here, however, indicates an issue 
in need of futllre research - the interplay between the characteristics of 
border neighborhoods and street boundaries in affecting neighborhood crime 
rates. 

C. Physical Impediments to Informal Surveillance 

The variables examined thus far express the relative permeability of high 
and low crime neighborhoods to outsiders. Land use, street type, and boundary 
characteristics can either encourage or inhibit the privacy and insulation of 
a neighborhood. The final set of physical characteristics included in this 
analysis reflects another dimension of neighborhood safety - impediments to 
informal surveillance. The variables are building setbacks, presence or 
absence of street lights, and visual obstructions. This information was 
derived from a windshield survey of all facing blocks in the study neighborhoods. 
Building setbacks on a facing block were rated as uniform, moderately staggered, 
or severely staggered. The more staggered the buildings, the more difficult 
it is to informally observe activities on the block. Visual obstructions were 
also rated on a three-point scale. Obstructions include high fences or walls, 
tall hedges, or densely wooded or overgrown areas. Type of parking was also 
observed in the windshield survey. Similar to the variables in the previous 
analysis, it reflects the relative access outsiders have to neighborhood 
streets. Parking lots afford the most accessibility, driveways afford the 
least. High crime neighborhoods are expected to have a higher proportion of 
facing blocks with parking lots or combinations of parking types than low 
crime neighborhoods. Characteristics of block faces appear in table 13. 

The results are mixed. In two out of the three pairs, the low crime 
neighborhood has significantly more blocks with uniform setbacks than the high 
crime neighborhood. There is no difference between Mechanicsville and Pitts
burgh. Two out of three pairs have no differences in visual obstructions. 
Pittsburgh has a higher proportion of relatively unobstructed blocks than 
Mechanicsville. There is no difference in any of the neighborhood pairs in 
street lighting. Virtually every facing block has at least one light. Based 
on these results, a strong case cannot be made for the effect of physical 
impediments to informal surveillance. 
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lable 13. Physical 

Lower 
Virginia 
Highland 

(High) 
(%) 

Building Setbacksll,~/ 
Uni form 48.7 
Moderately staggered 46.2 
Severely staggered 5.1 

100.0 

Tota 1 Facing Blocks 78 

t = 1.92 

Street LightsY 
J Yes 100.0 

U1 No 0.0 en 
J 

100.0 

Tota 1 Facing 810cks 110 ., 

Visual Obstr'uctionsll ' .:if 

Unobstructed 14.5 
Partially obstructed 80.9 
Mostly obstructed 4.6 

100.0 

rota 1 Facing Blocks lID 

:: .26 

;... 

. 

t.\ 

t 
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Characteristics of Block Faces in Study Neighbol'ilOods 

Upper 
Virginia Gr'ove Dixie 
Highland Park Hill s ~lechanicsvi lie Pittsbul'gh 

(low) (High) (Low) (High) (Low) 
(%) (%) (%) (%) (%) 

65.5 40.9 61.9 57.4 53.0 
34.5 48.6 32.4 38.9 44.0 
0.0 10.6 5.7 3.7 3.0 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

84 208 105 54 168 

P < .05 t = -3.51 P < .01 t = .56 NS 

100.0 95.9 95.1 94.0 96.7 
0.0 4.1 4.9 6.0 3.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

94 242 122 67 I 209 

t = .35 NS t = -.98 NS 

15.8 13.6 14.8 23.3 35. 7 
76.8 66.7 71.3 56.7 59.4 
7.4 19.8 13.9 20.0 5.3 

100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 

95 243 122 60 207 

NS l = -.31 NS t :: -1.81 p .01 \ 
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Table 13. (continued) 

Lower Upper 
Vi I'ginia Virginia Grove Dixie Highland Highland Park Hill s Mechanicsville Pi ttsblll'gh (High) (Low) (High) (Low) (High) (Low) (%) (%) (%) (%) {%) (%) 

Pal'king T~ees 

On Street On ly 1.8 6,3 4. I 1. I 11. 3 5,7 Driveways Only 4,6 10,5 4.1 2.5 5.6 4.8 Parking Lots Only 4,6 1.1 7,4 1.6 5,6 7.6 On Street/Driveways 59,1 69.5 65,7 70.5 40.9 65.2 On Street/Parking Lots 3.6 3.2 2.0 2.5 1.4 2,4 Driveways/Parking Lots 8.2 2.1 5.7 5.7 0.0 0.5 All Three 17.3 5.3 9.4 11. I 9.9 4,8 None 0.9 2. 1 1.6 0,0 25.4 9.0 
100,0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 Tola I Facing Blocks 110 95 245 122 71 210 
2 / = 8.87 / X = 17.81 P < ,05 NS 21. 58 P < .01 

.lIOne-tailed rather than two-tailed tests of significance were used since directional ily in 
proportionate differences was hypothesized, 

~/Categories were col lapsed into uniform vs. slaggered Lo calculale l-tests. 

~/calegories were collapsed into unobstructed ~~. obstructed Lo calculate L-tests. 

SOURCE: Windshield SUI·vey. 

r-;r'Vr 
i • " 

·, .. -1 

\ 

, 
l' 



-----------,--,---

Variations in parking facilities are consistent with the earlier findings 
on the relative privacy and insularity of high and low crime neighborhoods. 
In all three neighborhood pairs, the low crime neighborhood has more private 
parking facilities. The differences are significant in two out of three pairs 
and in the expected direction in the third. Facing blocks in low crime neigh
borhoods tend to have fewer parking lots, fewer combinations of all three 
parking types, more driveways, and more combinations of on-street parking and 
driveways. These patterns are likely to be a reflection of differences in 
land use and housing type. Low crime neighborhoods were found to be more 
residential, to have more single-family housing, and to have fewer major 
thoroughfares. Thus, parking in these neighborhoods is designed to serve 
residents and is less available to outsiders than parking in high crime neigh
borhoods. It would not makf! sense to argue that parking facilities, per 5e, 
affect neighborhood crime rates. However, they are part of a pattern of 
greater pri vacy and 1 ess access i bil ity to non- res i dents thati s characteri st i c 
of low crime neighborhoods. 
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V. TERRITORIALITY: A COMPARISON OF HIGH AND LOW CRIME NEIGHBORHOODS 

In this phase of the analysis, measures of the four major dimensions of 
informal territorial control are compared between matched and adjacent high 
and low crime neighborhoods. The four dimensions are spatial identity, local 
ties, social cohesion, and informal social control. It is expected that 
residents of low crime neighborhoods have greater spatial identity, more local 
ties of friendship, family, organizational membership, and the like, a greater 
sense of cohesiveness, and exercise more informal social control than residents 
of high crime neighborhoods. These dimensions are examined in the order in 
which they appear in the conceptual model. (See section II.) 

Measures of territorial,ity are derived from the household survey. A 
series of t-tests of significance were calculated. Because the sampling 
design was likely to produce lower estimates of standard error than a simple 
random sample, a program was utilized in the calculation of standard errors 
that takes the design into account (Shah, 1979).* (See section III.E. for a 
description of the sample design and appendix A for a discussion of the esti
mation procedure.) 

A. Demographic Characteristics 

The first step in the analysis was to compare the demographic character-
i st i cs of respondents ill hi gh and low cri me nei ghborhoods. It was expected 
that education, income, and race would not differ significantly because neigh
borhoods within pairs were matched on these variables. Age and sex of respondents 
were also compared. The results appear in table 14. There are no significant 
differences in education or income. Residents of Pittsburgh (low crime) are 
somewhat higher in economic status than residents in Mechallicsville (high 
crime), but the differences are not great enough to be significant. There are 
no significant differences in race in the two black pairs; almost all respondents 
are black. There are, however, significantly more blacks in Lower than in 
Upper Virginia-Highland, 12 percent and zero percent, respectively. While 
both neighborhoods are predominantly white, it seemed appropriate to adjust 
means and proportions for this difference in racial composition. In addition, 
there are no significant differences in the sex of the respondent, although 
the proportion of males is slightly higher in two out of three high crime, 
neighborhoods than in the matched low crime neighborhoods. Mean age, 

* A comparison of standard error estimates calculated both by this program 
and by the sta~fstical package known as SAS for a number of variables showed 
that the former yields slightly lower estimates than the latter in most cases. 
The differences, however, were not great. The program was employed in calculat
ing all unadjusted t-tests in order to insure that sampling effects were 
refl ected. 
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Table 14. Demographic Characteristics of Survey 
High and Low Crime Neighborhoods11 

Lower' Upper 
Virginia Virginia Grove Dixil' 
Highland Highland p Par'k Hi 11 s 

(High) ( Low) (High) (Low) 
x x x x 
5- s- s- s-x x x x 

Mean Age of 37.0 42.7 <.01 41.4 47.9 Respondent 1.444 1.756 1. 910 1.746 

Proportion of Male .398 .425 NS .437 .344 Respondents .054 .056 .053 .050 

Proportion at Black .12 0 <.01 .97 .99 ~,. 

Respondents .034 0 .020 .011 

I 
Proportion with High 

0'1 School Education .90 .86 NS .47 .52 0 or More .030 .033 .059 .048 I 

Proportion with Total 
Fami ly Income .27 .25 NS .60 .59 
< $10,000 in 1979 .050 .047 .068 .057 

(J. 

lIOne-tailed rather than two-tailed tests of significance wer'e lIsed in proporti onate differences was hypothes i zed. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 

;' .. 

'. 

Respondents'in 

Mechanics-
p ville 

(High) 
x 
s-x 

<.01 44.8 
1.766 

NS .425 
.053 

NS .98 
.016 

NS .28 
.047 

NS .82 
.058 

since d i rec t i a na I i ty 

~.;,. ,~ 
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Pi tls-
burgh 

(Low) 
x 
s-x 

48.4 
1.980 

.376 

.050 

.98 
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.34 

.049 

.67 

.072 
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however, is higher in low crime than in high crime neighborhoods, and the 
difference is significant in two out of three pairs. Because of this difference, 
means and proportions in all neighborhoods are adjusted for age. An adjustment 
is also made for sex, because even though the differences between matched 
neighborhoods are small, sex has been found to be an important predictor of 
neighborhood activities, perceptions, and reactions to crime. Means and 
proportions in all neighborhoods are adjusted for age and sex, and are also 
adjusted for race in the Virginia-Highland pair. Both unadjusted and adiusted 
statistics are presented. 

B. Spatial Identity 

Spatial identity, the degree to which the neighborhood is viewed as a 
distinct social and territorial unit, is measured by three varibles: whether 
the neighborhood has a name, whether the respondent gives the official neighbor
hood name, and the size in acres of the area the respondent identified as 
his/her neighborhood. This last variable was measured by showing the respondent 
a 1:1000 scale street map of the neighborhood (without boundary lines drawn 
in) and the surrounding area and asking him/her to draw a line around the area 
the respondent perceived as the neighborhood. It is expected that residents 
of low crime neighborhoods would be more likely to think the neighborhood had 
a name and to give the official neighborhood name. It is also expected that 
residents of low crime neighborhoods would include more area on their maps 
than residents of high crime neighborhoods, since the former may be familiar 
with and feel comfol'table in a larger territory than the latter. 

The results provide only partial support for spatial identity as a distin
guishing feature between high and low crime neighborhoods (table 15). There 
is a significant difference in only one neighborhood pair in the proportion 
stating that the neighborhood has a name and the proportion giving the official 
name. These differences are in the expected direction, but there are virtually 
no differences in two out of three pairs. The overwhelming majority of resi
dents of all six neighborhoods stated the neighborhood had a name and gave the 
official name. The area included within perceived neighborhood boundaries 
varied more systematically. In all three pairs, the area is larger in low 
crime than in high crime neighbGrhoods, and the differences are significant 
in two out of three cases. The differences remain after adjustments were 
made for race, sex, and age. Thus, residents of low crime neighborhoods seem 
to identify in a general sense with a larger area than residents of high crime 
neighborhoods. It is interesting to note that the maps drawn by respondents 
are larger on the average in white than in black neighborhoods. This does not 
conform to differences in the actual size of the neighborhoods. Grove Park is 
by far the largest neighborhood, Virginia-Highland (in its entirety) and Dixie 
Hills are approximately equal in size, and Pittsburgh and Mechanicsville (in 
its entirety) are slightly smaller. While the results are mixed, the only 
variable that systematically distinguishes between high and low crime neigh
borhoods is size of the area of general identification. The next part of the 
analysis will examine whether sub-areas of more specific identification exist. 
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Mean Area 
(Acres) 
in Pet'
cept i on 
of 
Ne i ghbot·-

lower 
Vi r

ginia 
Hi[Jh
land 

(High) 
-x 
5-

X 

Unadjusted 

Upper 
Vir-

ginia 
High-
land 
(low) 
-x 
5-

X 

hood 333.2 488.5 
80undaries 34.439 58.890 

Pt'oport i on 
Stating 
Neighbor-
hood 
Has a .93 .95 
Name .033 .025 

Proportion 
Ca lling 
Neighbor-
hood 
by 
Official .813 .890 
Name .053 .027 

p 

'.05 

NS 

NS 

------~ ----

1able 15. Spatial Identity of Residents of High and low Crime NeighborhoodsY 

Adjustedfl Unadjusted Adjusted~l Unadjusted 

lower Upper 
Vir- Vir-

ginia ginia I·leeh-
High- High- Grove Dixie Grove Dixie anies- Pi lts-
land land Park Hi 115 Park Hi 115 ville but'gh 

(lligh) (low) p (lligh) (low) p (lIiqh) (low) p (lligh) (low) P - - - x x x x x x x x 
s- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- s- s-x x x X x x x X 

243.03 
69.95 

399.29 
85.51 ~.05 218.9 

38.065 
229.3 
27.742 NS 206.02 

35.06 
239.09 
34.12 NS 189.5 285.99 '.G5 

18.216 36.641 

.865 .864 NS .71 ,91 ',.01 .704 .906 <.01 .97 .98 NS .043 .051 .047 .035 .046 .046 .018 .016 

.690 .764 NS . 731 .899 •. 01 .753 .896 
~ .{)5 .949 .976 NS .070 .080 .043 .038 .053 .046 .018 • DIG 

YOne-tai led rather than tWo-tailed tesls of siqnificance were used since dit'ectiona lily in proportionate differenres was hypothesized. 
?/Adjusted for age, sex and t·ace. 
~/Adjusted fot· age and sex. 

~DURCE: Household Survey. 
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c. Local Ties 

Local neighborhood ties should be a prerequisite for the maintenance of 
informal social control. Ties of friendship, neighboring, voluntary associ
ation membership, and the like should provide the familiarity among residents 
that is necessary to distinguish between neighbors and strangers. Such ties 
may also provide the foundation upon which social cohesion is built. Local 
ties are measured in a variety of ways. Indirect measures include mean years 
at the current address, mean years in the neighborhood, whether the dwelling 
is owned or rented, percent currently married, percent with children, and mean 
number and age of children. These variables do not specifically measure 
social ties but rather reflect conditions under which ties are more or less 
likely to exist. Residential stability, home ownership, marriage, and children, 
particularly of school age, are all conducive to the establishment of local 
ties. Direct measures are frequency and variety of neighboring activities, 
use of local facilities, employment in the neighborhood, membership in voluntary 
associations that meet in the neighborhood, and friends or relatives living in 
the nei ghborhood. The frequency and vari ety of nei ghbori ng and the number of 
local friends and relatives are measured for the two block area around the 
respondent1s home, in the area more than two blocks away but within neighbor
hood boundaries, and in the entire neighborhood.* The purpose of this was to 
find whether sub-areas of specific usage existed and were more pronounced in 
low crime than in high crime areas. The designation of two blocks within the 
respondent1s home was felt to be a reasonable size within which daily social 
interaction and other neighborhood activities might be concentrated. 

The evidence indicates (table 16) that low crime neighborhoods are more 
residentially stable than high crime neighborhoods, but these differences are 
diminished when age is controlled. Mean years at the current address, mean 
years in the neighborhood, and owner-occupancy are all greater in low than in 
high crime neighborhoods. The fact that there is a greater difference between 
Pittsburgh and Mechanicsville in average years in the neighborhood than there 
is in average years at the current address suggests that low income blacks, 
particularly in low crime neighborhoods, move frequently but tend to stay in 
the same neighborhood. When age is controlled, however, their are no signifi
cant differences in average years in the same neighborhood. Owner-occupancy 
is significant only in Virginia-Highland. Differences in average years at the 
same address were not substantially altered by controlling for age. Low crime 
neighborhoods tend to be more residentially stable than high crime neighborhoods, 
although this is in part a function of the higher average age of residents in 

)I( 

After the respondent was asked to draw a line around the area regarded 
as the neighborhood, the interviewers showed the respondent a map with the 
official neighborhood boundaries designated. The interviewer pointed out the 
name and location of boundary streets and sug~Jested that this area v/ould be 
referred to in subsequent questions aboLlt the neighborhood. 
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Unadjusted 

I 
0-. 

Lowe,' 
Vir

ginia 
High
land 

(High) 

Residential 
Stabi 1 ity 

Mean Years 

-x 
s-x 

at Cu,·,'ent if 5 
Address .941 

I·lean Years in 
Neighbor- 6.0 
hood 1. 073 

P,'opol'tion 
Owner
Occupied 

Fami ly 
Compos it i 011 

Mean Number 
of Adults 
Aged 18' 
in House
hold 

.24 

.030 

1. 67 
.067 

f" Propo,'U 011 

CU""entry 
Nan'ied 

.293 

.045 

Pl'ropo,·t i on 
Who Have 
Chi Id"ell 

I·lean Numbe,' 
of Ch i 1 d"en 

I~pall Numbe,' 
of Clti ld"~n 
of Ihose 

.121 

.034 

.157 
• U4 7 

Who lJave 1. 3 
Children .153 

PI'Opo,·t iOIl 
\4i lh Chi Id 
0-4 YPil"S 
Old 

.036 

.(121 

Upper 
Vi r

ginia 
High
land 
(Low) p 

10.9 01 
1.455 <. 

12.0 
1. 567 

.64 

.045 

1. 81 
.076 

.375 

.053 

.132 

.036 

.224 

.069 

1.7 
.213 

.0&1 

.0;>] 

<.01 

<.01 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

Table 16. Local Ties of Residents of High and Low Crime Neighborhoods!/ 

AdjustedY 
Lower 
ViI'

ginia 
High
land 

(High) 

x 
s

x 

6.% 
1. 40 

8.12 
1.. 36 

.221 

.072 

1. 49 
.110 

.191 

.081 

.087 

.058 

.089 
.094 

,938 
.118 

11'1') 
II III 

Upper 
Vir

ginia 
High
land 
(Low) 

10.59 
1. 64 

it.27 
1. 60 

p 

<.01 

.532 <.01 

.085 

1. 59 
.130 

.214 

.095 

.105 

.068 

.165 

.110 

J. 18 
.4/4 

. U92 

.044 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

N~ . 

Unadjusted Adjusted~l 

Grove 
Park 

(High) 

" 

sx 

8.7 
.876 

10.9 
1. 098 

.49 

.033 

2.03 
.087 

.425 

.050 

.310 

.050 

.540 

.091 

1. 74 
, .151 

. 1192 

. (111 

Dixie 
Hi lis 
(Low) 

x 
5-

X 

13.5 
1. 06 

15.4 
1. 223 

.54 

.034 

1. 91 
.082 

.352 

.046 

.326 

.0.17 

.739 

.142 

2.21 
.?~1 

. II'H 
,(It' 

p 

< .01 

r,Ol 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

,(II 

G,'ove 
Pa"k 

(High) 

sx 

9.83 
1. 03 

11. 85 
1. 18 

.525 

.051 

2.04 
.088 

.436 

.052 

.268 

.046 

.446 

.116 

I. 69 
.741 

. un 
,OJ;' 

Dixie 
Hi lis 
(Low) 
-x 
s-x 

12.58 
1.0 

14.78 
1.14 

.519 

.050 

1. 97 
.085 

.333 

.052 

.300 

.044 

.688 

.114 

. 1tl9 

. (Ill 

p 

'.05 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

NS 

Unadjusted 

~lech
anics
vi lie 

(High) 
-x 
sx 

8.7 
1. 147 

14.6 
1. 560 

.19 

.037 

2.17 
.128 

.276 

.054 

.291 

.047 

.709 

.142 

7.44 
,2R.l 

138 
. (111 

Pitts
burgh 
(Low) 

sx 

11. 4 
1.295 

18.3 
1. 540 

p 

NS 

<.05 

.31 '.05 

.041 

2.00 
.093 

.402 

.051 

.228 

.042 

.543 

. 113 

7.38 
.273 

.OG5 

.ll2G 

NS 

, .05 

NS 

NS 

NS 

, ,01 

Mech
allics
vi lie 

(High) 

x 
sx 

8.81 
1. 23 

14.89 
1.60 

.192 

.044 

2.14 
.112 

.276 

.051 

.251 

.044 

.606 

.124 

2.36 
.300 

.120 

.030 

Adjusted~l 

P ilts
burqh 
(Low) 

x 
sx 

10.64 
1. 21 

17.55 
I. 60 

.292 

.044 
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.108 
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.221 
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Unadjusted 

Lower Upper 
Vir' Vi,'-

ginia ginia 
High- High-
land land 

(High) (Low) 
- 'x x 
5-

X 
5-

X 

PI'opol·tion 
With 
Ch i 1 d 5-12 .060 .075 
Years Old .026 .030 

PI·OPOI·t i on 
Wi til 
Chi ld 13-17 .036 .038 
Yeal's Old .021 .021 

tie i ghbol' i n9 

r I'equency 
of Neighbol'-
ing Wi thin 6.95 6.41 
2 Blocks .657 .549 

F I'equency 
of Ne i ghbo,'-
in9 in Rest 
of Neigh- 5.36 3.60 
bodlOOd .571 .460 , 

~ F I'equency 0 f 
, Ne i ghbol' i n9 

in Entire 
Ne i qhbor- 12.28 10.05 
hood .999 .884 

Variet.y of 
Neighbo:'inq 
Activities 
Within 2 2.38 2.56 
Blocks .177 .166 

Val'iety of 
Neighboring 
Activities 
in Rest 
of Neigh' 2.13 1. 69 
hOl'ilOOrl .201 .186 

Table 16. Loca 1 Ties of 

Adjustedf7 

Lowe,' Upper 
Vi 1'- Vir' 

ginia ginia 
High- High' 
land land 

p (High) (Low) p - -x x 
5-

X 
5-

X 

NS .019 .032 NS .044 .051 

tiS .013 .013 NS .033 .039 

NS 7.04 7.0 NS .94 1.12 

'.01 4.21 2.69 <.05 .738 .873 

',05 11. 26 9.7 NS 1. 40 1. 67 

NS 2.41 2.73 NS .281 .331 

NS 1. 60 1. 23 NS .267 .316 
-----.. -

Residents of High and Low Cl'ime Neighborhoods'V 

Unadjusted Adjusted~7 

Grove Dixie Grove Dixie 
Park Hi 115 Park Hi 115 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p - -x x x x 
5- 5- 5- $-

X X X X 

.207 .215 NS .179 .203 NS .044 .043 .043 .042 

.092 .140 NS .082 .117 NS .031 .036 .034 .034 

5.10 5.20 NS 5.02 5.51 NS .514 .4BO ,541 .522 

2.81 2.48 NS 2.68 2.69 NS ,321 .437 .404 .392 

7.91 7.78 NS 7.70 8.27 1·15 .776 .826 .860 .833 

1. 84 1.86 NS 1. 78 1. 92 NS .148 .138 .163 .157 

1.16 .819 1/, 1.10 .927 NS . 123 . J24 .116 .131 
~-----.-- ~---- -_., -"--

(continued) 

Unadjusted 
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anics-
vi lie 

(High) 

x 
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X 

.138 

.037 

.138 
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4.23 
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2.02 
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.149 

.716 
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... . 
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Pit ts-
burgh 
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x 
5' 

X 

.161 

.038 

.075 

.028 

5.78 
.569 

2.48 
.318 
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.786 
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.145 

.892 

.103 

p 

NS 

<.05 

<.05 

NS 

<.05 

NS 

NS 

Mech-
anics-
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x 
s-

X 

.ll2 

.037 

.118 

.033 

4.17 
.551 

2.05 
.348 

6.22 
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.740 

.111 

Adjusted~7 
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Table 16. Local Ties of Residents of High and Low Crime Neighborhoods11 (continued) 

Unadjusted Adjusled~1 Unadjusted Adj us ted;).! Unadjus ted AdjU5ledY 

Lowet· Upper Lower Upper 
Vi r- Vi t'· Vir- Vir-

ginia ginia ginia ginia ~lech- Hech-
High- High- High- High" Grove Dixie Grove Dixie anics- Pi lts- an ics- Pilts-
land land land land Park Hi 115 Park Hi 115 vi lIe bur'gh 'Ii lIe b(Irgh 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p 
x - - - -x x x X X X X X X X X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-x 

Cl ub ~lember-

~ 

Numbet' of 
Organi za-
tion5 Be- l. 21 1.13 NS 1. 37 1. 29 NS 1. 08 1. 40 <.05 1. 04 1. 34 <.05 .908 L18 " .05 .S83 L 18 .. 01 longed to .126 .100 .195 .230 .083 .118 .110 .106 .056 .088 .075 .073 

Frequency 
of Attending 
~leetings of 
All Organi za-
tions Be- 2.25 1. 96 NS 2.65 2.41 NS 2.59 3.64 <.01 2.61 3.45 <.05 2.12 3.05 <.01 2.07 3.04 , ,01 lonqecl to .276 .224 .446 .526 .184 .286 .282 .272 ,208 .224 .209 .202 

Number' of 
Or'ganization5 
Be longed to 
That Neet 
in Neiqh- .296 .218 NS .255 .150 NS .410 .500 NS .380 .459 NS .417 .484 NS .403 .472 

N~ borhood .063 .038 .091 .107 .059 .072 .074 .071 .065 .078 . 072 ,069 
(J. 

Ratio of 
, Ne i ghbo rhood 
en Ot'gan i za t i on ..., 

'·lembership , 
to Total 
Orqani za t i on .186 .101 <.05 .133 ,J31 <.05 .308 .253 NS .286 .234 NS .339 .330 NS .335 .311l NS '·Iember·ship . 041 . 021 .053 .063 .048 ,034 . 044 .043 053 .049 .050 .048 

Number of 
Chi ,(h'en' 5 .096 .141 NS .017 .068 , NS .310 .457 NS .£56 .407 NS .372 .411 NS .317 .408 W., Orqanizations .048 .0;3 .092 .109 . 077 .104 .092 .090 .092 .120 .109 . lOll \ 

Number of 
Children' ;; 
Or'ganizat ions 
that Neet in .011 .013 NS .007 .000 NS ,184 .163 NS 1GO .155 NS 

114 .205 N5 .149 :l!O8 W; 
Neiqhborhood .Oll .024 .024 ,028 .061 .053 .057 .056 019 094 ,080 .OIlO 
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Unadjusted 

Lower Upper 
Vi r- Vi r-

ginia glnia 
High- High-
land land 

(High) ( Low) p 
-x x 

5-
x 

5-
x 

Ratio of 
Ch i I dr'en I 5 
Nei ghbor-
hood Organi-
zations to 
Total 
Chlldr'en's .024 .004 NS Ol'ganlzations .017 .004 

Fr'iends in 
Ne i ghbor'hood 

1·lean Number 
a f Good 
Fr'iends 
Wi thin 1.9 2.2 NS in 2 Blocks .273 .263 

Proportion 
With 3 
or Nore 

I 
Good Friends 

'" Within 2 .36 . 34 tiS 00 Blocks .055 .048 , 

fj l'lean Number 
of Good 
Fl'iends 
1·lor'e lhan 
2 Blocks 
Away But 
Within 2.7 3.1 NS Neighborhood .380 .480 

Pr'oport i on 
With 3 or 
N('r'e Good 
F I'i ends 1·lu,"? 
Than 2 
Blorks 
Away But 
Within .27 .34 NS Neighborhood .048 048 

" 

:r "\ 

--------------------- -----------

Table 16. Local Ti es of Residents of High and Low Crime Ne I ghbor'hoodsY (continued) 

Adjusted?? Unadjusted Adjusted~7 Unadjusted 

Lower Upper 
Vi r- VI r-

ginia ginla Nech-
High- High- Grove Dixie Grove Dixie anics- Pi tls-
land land Park Hills Park Hi 11 5 vi lIe burgh 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) 

x - - -x x x x x x 
s- 5- 5- 5- s- 5- s- 5-
x x x x x x x X 

.0Oq ,000 NS .102 .092 NS .085 .090 tiS .103 .060 

.020 .024 .032 .028 .030 .029 .027 .024 

1. 72 1. 79 NS 2.8 4.2 <.05 2.93 4.51 NS 3.4 4.7 
,457 .054 .448 .717 .650 .639 .610 .707 

.284 .232 NS .28 .25 tiS .288 .261 NS .23 .35 

.083 .097 .049 .047 .049 .048 .049 .044 

1. 72 1. 91 NS 2.1 3.1 NS 2.20 3.40 NS ].4 4.6 
.807 .948 .383 .825 .684 ,664 1. 23 .841 

.211 .243 tiS .33 .40 tiS .333 .405 
N~ 

1[, .49 
. (J19 .09] .047 . (/4.1 .OS3 ,051 (I~l1 .048 
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AdjUSled~7 

1·lech-
anics- Pilts-
ville bUI'CJh 

p (I/igh) (Low) fJ -x x 
s- s-x x 

NS .092 .063 tiS .028 .028 

NS 3.54 4.82 
tl~ 

.643 62R 

.. 05 .233 .364 N~ 
.049 .041 ' 

tI~ 
3.71 4.9[1 tiS 
I. 06 1. 03 

, .05 .310 .5(1:, 
tI~ .052 .. 051 
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Table 16. local Ties of Residents of High and low Crime Neighborhoods!1 (continued) 

Unadjusted Adjustedfl Unadjusted Adjusted~l Unadjusted AdjustedY 
lower Upper lower Upper 
Vlr- Vlr- Vlr- Vir-

ginia ginla glnla glnla Mech- Mech-
High- Hlgh- I/igh- High- Grove Dixie GI'DVe Dixie anlcs- PI tts- anics- Pltts-
land land land land Park Hi 11 5 Park Hi 11 5 ville burgh vi 11e burgh 

(High) (low) p (High) (low) p (High) (low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p 
- - - x x x x - - - - - -x x x x x x x x 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-x 5-x 5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
s-

X 
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rab Ie 16. Local Ties of Res i dents of Hinh and Low Cr'ime Neighborhoods}.! ~continlled) 

Unadjusled Adjllstedf7 Unadjusted /ldjusled27 Unadjusted Adjusted~ 
j-

Lower Upper Lower Upper' 
Vir'- Vir- Vir- Vir-

ginia ginia ginia ginia ~Iech- '·Iech-
High- High- High- High- Grove Dixie Grave Dixie anics- Pi tls- an ics- Pills-
land land land land Par'k Hi lis Park Hi II 5 vi III' blll'gh vi III' burqh 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) ( Low) p (High) (Low) p (HiC/h) (Low) p (High) (Low) p 
- - - - - -x x x x x x x x x X X X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5- " 

X 
5-

X 
s-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-x 

~Ipan Number' .' 
of Relatives 
~Iore Than 
2 Blocks 
Away Blit 
Within .05 .06 NS .072 .093 NS 1.10 1. 50 NS 1. 01 1. 50 NS .793 .804 NS ,835 .924 liS Ne i ghlJol'hood ,024 ,033 .045 ,053 .273 .368 .376 .369 .193 .264 .229 .224 

Pr'opor'lion 
Wi th 3 or' 
'·Iore Rela-
t ives NOI'e 
Than 2 Blocks 
Away But 
Within 
Neighbor- 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .14 .17 liS .135 .187 NS .08 .09 NS .084 .101 N'> hood 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 .040 .034 .040 .039 030 .030 .030 .029 

Proportion 
Wi lh 

fJ Gr'ealer 
Number of 
Relillives 
Wilhin 2 

I Blocks Th<1n 
'" '·Ior'e Than 0 
I 2 Blocks .040 .040 .025 .029 .18 .30 .169 .307 2!l .28 .261 .277 

Away .020 .022 NS .030 .036 NS .046 .052 .. 05 047 .046 •. 05 045 .046 NS 049 .048 N~ 

"Iean Number' of 
Rp.1 a li VI'S 

, . 
ill Neiqh- .100 .100 NS .099 .125 

N'> 
1.8 2.5 NS 1. 71 2.60 NS 1.8 1.9 NS 1. 79 2.08 

N~ bol'lrood .038 .045 .062 .073 .368 .4bJ .449 .441 2]0 .359 .348 .141 \ 

Proportion t With '·Ins l , I 

or' All 
:l of Rel<1livps 

in Neiqh- (J.oa 000 0.00 0.011 . WI) . (14.1 /I, 
. (1111 .043 II, . !lAO .04] 

II~ 
.(lIlr, [lr,2 

N~ ;1 
Imrhonrl 0.00 0.00 O. [III o.no . ()14 .O?? .O;'H 071 1l2(, ,02? .02[i . O?~) Ii 
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Unadjusted 

lower Upper 
Vi r- Vi r'-

ginia ginia 
High- High-
land land 

(High) (low) 
-x x 

Sx s-
X 

Pr'opor'lion 
Wi th 3 
or t-!or'e 
Relatives 
in Neigh- 0.00 0.00 
borhood 0.00 0.00 

p 

Tablr; 16. local 

lower 
Vir-

ginia 
High-
land 

(High) 
-x 
Sx 

0.00 
0.00 

Adjusted~/ 

Upper 
Vir-

ginia 
High-
land 
(low) 

x 
Sx 

0.00 
0.00 

Ti es 0 f 

p 

Residents of High and 

Unadjusted 

Grove 
Park 

(High) 
-x 
5-

X 

.21 

.049 

Dixie 
Hl lIs 
(low) 

x 
5-

X 

.26 

.043 

p 

NS 

low Ct'ime Neighborhoods.!! 

Adjusted;!? 

Grovp. 
Par'k 

(High) 

x 
5-

X 

.202 

.047 

Dixie 
Hi lIs 
(low) 
-x 
5-

X 

.270 

.046 

p 

NS 

(continued) 

Unadj us ten 

Ne~h-
an i cs-
vi lIe 

(I/igh) 
-x 
5-

X 

.21 

.043 

Pi tts-
burgh 
(low) 

x 
5-

X 

.17 

.037 

p 

NS 

}JOne-tailed rather than two-tailed tests I)f significance were used since direclionality in proportionate differ'ences was hypothesized. 

£/Adjusted for age, s~x and race. 

;!/Adjusted for age and sex. 

SOURCE: Household Sur'vey. 
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vi lIe 

(High) 

x 
5-
~ 

.208 

.042 

Adju:,ted;!7 

Pi tts-
burgh 
(Low) 

x 
5-x 

,193 
.041 

.- r-~-!'T 

1 • .1-

---I 

p 

NS 

\ 

, 



- -~--~ - --- ---

low crime neighborhoods. It is also likely to be a reflection of differences 
in housing type. It was found earlier that 'Iow crime neighborhoods have a 
higher proportion of single-family residences.* 

There are few systematic differences in family composition between high 
and low crime neighborhoods. There are no differences in the mean number of 
adults per household. Percent currently married and ~iving with spouse.is .. 
greater for the low crime neighborhood in only one palr; there are no slgn;fl
cant differences when age is controlled. The percentages of respondents wlth 
children under age 18 who live at home are almost.identical between ~atched 
neighborhoods. Few people in any of the st~dy nelghborhoods ha~e ~h;ldren; the 
highest proportion is slightly under one-thlrd. There ar~ no s;gnlflcant 
differences in average number of children. Among those wlth chlldren, .there 
is only one pair with a siQnificant differe~c~ in aver~ge number of chlld~en. 
There are few differences ln the age composltl0n of chl1dren. The low crlme 
member of the Virginia-Highland pair has a slightly higher percentage of very. 
young children than the high crime.member! the ~pposite is true ~n the Mechanlcs
ville/Pittsburgh pair. Mechanicsvl11e (hlgh crlme) also has a hlg~er.p~rcentage 
of teenagers than Pittsburgh (low crime). However, there are no s19~1~lcant 
differences in either the proportion with children or the age composltlon of 
children when age is controlled. 

Neighboring was measured by two indices. One index reflec~s t~e fr~quency 
of neighboring. Respondents were asked how.ofte~ they e~gaged ln flV~ dlf!erent 
activities with neighbors: helping each other Wlt~ repalrs or o~her Jobs ln 
or around the house; eating meals together; borrowlng or exchangl~g tools, 
recipes, and the like; visiting; and asking neighbors to watc~ chl1~ren when 
the respondent is not at home. Frequency was measured on a flve pOlnt scale: 
almost every day, about once a week, about once a month, less ~han once a 
month, and never. The rating for each frequency category was'~, 4, 3, 2, ~nd 
1, respectively. Respondents were also ask~d ~hether and how oft~n they dld 
each of the activities with people living wlthln two bl~cks and ~lth people 
living in the rest of the neighborhood. The frequency lndex v~rled ~etwe~n 9 
and 25 (five activities each with a maximum score of 5) for nelghborl~g ~lthln 
two blocks and neighboring in the rest of the neighborhood. The two lndlces 
were combined for an index of neighboring in the entire neighborhood: Its. 
range was between 0 and 50. The second index measured variety of nelghborlng 
activities. The more activities engaged in, regardless of frequency, the 
higher the index. Its range was between 0 and 5 within two blocks, betw~en 0 
and 5 for the rest of the neighborhood, and between 0 and 10 for the entlre 
neighborhood. 

There are few significant differences in neighboring activities. The 

*Few people live in rented single-family residen~es, .since the. . 
proportion of respondents living in this type of houslng lS almost ldentlcal 
to the percentage of owner-occupancy, 45.7 percent and 40 percent, respectively. 
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a~erage frequen~y ind~x within two ~locks does not differ significantly between 
hlgh ~nd lo~ cr~me nelghborhoods, wlth the exception of one pair. Frequency 
of nelghbor;ng.ln the rest of the neighborhood, while sHbstantially lower than 
frequency wlthl~ tw~ bl~ck~,.als~ has little ~ariation between matched pairs. 
~he only.excep~10n 1~ Vlrglnla-Hlghland, but ln this case, the index is higher 
1~ th~ ~lgh crl~e nel~hborh~od. The i~dex for the entire neighborhood is 
hlghel .1n the ~lgh c~lme n~lghborhood ln one pair, equal in another pair, and 
lo~e~ ln the ~lgh c~lme n~lghborhood in the third pair. Given that the maximum 
valU~ of th~ lnde~ lS 25 ln the two sub-areas and 50 in the entire neighborhood, 
t~e mean nelghborlng frequency is low in all neighborhoods. There are no 
dl!feren~es in the ratio of neighboring frequency in the 'two sub-areas to 
n~lg~b~rl~g f~equency in the entire neighborhood. Similarly, there are no 
slgnlflcant dlfference~. in the variety of neighboring activities. The mean 
number of neighboring activities decreases beyond the two block area but there 
are no significant differences in either of the sub-areas or the ent{re neigh
borhood. 

Local f~cility use was measured by asking the respondent if he/she used 
~ny of a serles of service~ potentially available in the neighborhood. These 
lnc~u~e~: grocer~ stores, restaurants, church, physicians or other medical 
f~cllltles, clothlng stores, auto repair shops, parks or playgrounds, recrea
tlonal centers, and up to three self-reported items. The respondent was asked 
whether he or she ever used each of these facilities and if so whether it 
was usually done inside or outside of the neighborho~d. A comp~site score was 
calculated for each respondent by summing the total number of facilities 
usually used inside the neighborhood. The range for this index is 0 to 11. 
The unadjusted means indicate a low level of local facility use in all neigh
bo~hoods .. In two out of three pairs, local facility use is higher in the high 
c~'me nelghborhood; there is no significant difference in the third pair. The 
dlfferences are reduced when sex and age were controlled. The data do not 
support the notion that local facility use is a source of social ties found in 
low crime neighborhoods. 

Local facility use was also measured by the location of the respondent's 
w~rk~l~ce. F~w respondents work in the neighborhood, and there are no 
slgnlflcant dlfferences between matched pairs. 

Another source of social ties is organizational membership. Respondents 
w~re asked whether they belonged to a church group, PTA or other school associa
tlon, a trade union or professional association, a political organization a 
block or neighborhood association, or a social or recreational group. Th~y 
were also asked how often they attended meetings of each organization - once a 
week or more, two or three times a month, once a month, a few times a year, or 
~ev~r - and whether the organization ever met in the neighborhood. Three 
lndlces were constructed. One measures the total number of organizations 
belonged to, the second measures the frequency of participation, and the third 
measures the number of organizations belonged to that meet in the neighborhood. 
The first and the third index have potential ranges from 0 to 6, since there 
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were six ty~es of organizat~ons. T~e s~cond has a range from 0 to 24, since 
at~endance 1n each of the SlX organ1zat10ns once a week or more was given a 
we1gh~ of 4, two or t~ree.times a month had a weight of 3 and so on. A ratio 
of ne1ghborhood organ1zat10ns to total organizations belonged to was also 
calculated. 

. The respo~dents were also asked about children1s organizational member
Sh1pS. These 1ncluded a chu~ch group, a school club, Little League or other 
sports ~l ub, scouts, fratern1 ty or sorori ty, YMCA or YWCA, and other soci a 1 or 
recreat10nal groups .. Responde~ts were also asked whether the groups children 
belonged to ever met 1n the ne1ghborhood. Indices were constructed to measure 
the total number.of ?rganizations children in the household belonged to and 
~he number organ1zat10ns they belonged to that meet in the neighborhood. Each 
1ndex has a range of 0 to 7. 

The results indicate that number of organizations and frequency of atten
dance are significantly higher in two out of three low crime neighborhoods. 
These differences remain when age and sex are controlled This does not hold 
tr~e in Virginia-Highland, the white pair. Residents of'black low crime 
ne1ghborhoods appear to be more invQlved in voluntary associations than resi
dents of black hig~ crime neighborho'ods, but these groups are not necessarily 
locally based. Wh11e the lo~ cr~me member in each of the black pairs has 
somew~at great:r 1 oca 1 or~an~ z~h ona 1 m~m~'ershi p than the hi gh cri me member, 
t~e d1fferen~es are no~ slgn1f~cant. Slm11arly, there are no significant 
d1fferences 1n.th~ ~at10 o~ ne1ghborhood to total organizations. Finally, 
there.no ~re slgn1flcan~ d1fferences in any of the indices measuring children1s 
organ1zational membersh1ps. 

The last series of measurements of local social ties concerns friends and 
re~atives.livin~ i~ the neighborhood. Respondents were asked how many good 
fr1e~ds 11ved.w1th1n two blocks of their home and more than two blocks away 
bu~ 1n th~ ne1~hborhood. They were also asked how many out of all their good 
fr1ends 11ved 1n the neighborhood - all, most, about half, only a few, or 
none. Both types of questions were asked in order to measure absolute numbers 
of friends i~ the neighborhood and the proportion of total friends. An analogous 
set of quest10ns was asked about relatives. 

F~w of ~he measures of neighborhood friends distinguish between high and 
low cr1me ne~ghborhoods. The ~ean ~umber of good friends in the entire neigh
bo~hood and 1n both sub-areas 1S Sllghtly and consistently higher in low crime 
~e1ghborhoods. However, the only case where the differences are significant 
l~ the mean number of good friends within two blocks in Grove Park/Dixie 
H~lls. There are no significant differences in the percentage of residents 
w1th most or all of good friends in the neighborhood. In only one pair is 
th~re a ~ignificant difference in the proportion with three or more good 
fr1ends 1n each of the sub-areas. There is no evidence that residents of low 
crime neighborhoods have a greater number of friendships within two blocks of 
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their home than mot'e than two blocks away. In general, residents of the 
bl'ack, low income neighborhoods have more local freidnships than do residents 
of the middle income neighborhoods. 

Only one of the measures of relatives in the neighborhood differs signifi
cantly, and only in one pair. As might be expected, the proportion of resp?n
dents with nearby relatives is very low, although higher in the black than 1n 
the white neighborhoods. However, having relatives in the neighborhood is 
not, by and large, a distinguishing characteristic of low crime neighborhoods. 

In general, the presence of local ties does not differentiate between high 
and low crime neighborhoods. Residential stability is the only factor that 
varies consistently between neighborhoods. This is related in part to the 
age differences in high and low crime neighborhoods. The greater stability of 
low crime neighborhoods, as measured by owner-occupancy and years at the 
current address and in the neighborhood, is also likely to be related to the 
higher percentage of single-family dwellings in these areas. 

D. Social Cohesion 

Three categories of variables were used to measure social cohesion -
affective attachment to the neighborhood, perceived similarity with neighbors, 
and information exchange with neighbors. It is expected that residents of low 
crime neighborhoods will have greater affective attachment, a stronger sense 
of similarity with others in the neighborhood, and will engage in more infor
mation exchange with neighbors than residents of high crime neighborhoods. 
The results appear in table 17. 

Attachment was measured in several ways: percent who are planning on 
moving within next two years; percent who would be sad about moving; percent 
who feel the neighborhood has become a better place to live in the last two 
years; percent who feel the neighborhood will be a better place to live in two 
years; percent who generally like living in th~ neighborhood; p~rcent who 
consider the neighborhood as a real home, not Just a place to llve; percent 
who feel their neighborhood is one in which people help each other, rather 
than going their own way; and percent who feel that residents of the.neighbor
hood have a lot to say about what goes on there, rather than not hav1ng much 
control. Feeling of control in the neighborhood was included as ~ measure of 
affective attachment rather than informal social control because 1t expresses 
perceptions rather than behavior. Th~ mea~ures.of informal soc~al control 
utilized in this study are more behav10rally orlented (see sectlon E). 

The unadjusted means indicate a greater amount of emotional a~tachment to 
the neighborhood among residents of ~ow crime areas th~n ~mong resldents of 
high crime areas. A smaller proportlon plan to.move w1thl~ the next two 
years, and a higher proportion feel that the ne1ghborhood 1S a real h?me, that 
neighbors help one another, and that residents have some contr?l. W~l~e the 
majority of respondents of all six neighborhoods stated they llked llvlng 
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Table 17. Soci a I Cohesion in High and Low Crime Neighborhoods11 

UnadjUsted Adjusted£7 Unadjusted . 11 
AdJ us teo· Unadjusted Adjusted11 

Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Vlr- Vir- Vir- Vir-

ginia ginia glnia glnia Nech- Nech-
HIgh- High- H\gh- HIgh- Grove Dixie Grove Dixie anics- Pi tts- allics- Pitts-
land land land land Park Hi II 5 Park Hi 115 vi lie burgh vi 11 e burgh 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p 
-x x x x x x X X X X X 

5- s- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5-
X X X X X X X X X X X x 

Affective 
Attach.l1ent 

Proportion 
Planning 
on flovi ng 
With I n 
Next 2 .372 .241 <.05 .618 .583 NS .410 .326 NS .385 .363 NS .514 .341 '.01 . ~14 .387 •. 05 Years .056 .049 .078 .091 .048 .034 .051 .048 .053 .045 .049 .045 

PI·OPOI·t ion 
Who Would 
Feel Sad 
About .634 .775 <.05 .521 .634 NS .337 .438 NS .358 .400 NS .279 .359 NS .290 .343 NS flov i ng .054 . 047 .078 .091 .050 . 043 . 050 . 050 .049 .049 .049 . 048 

Propol't ion 
Who Feel 
Neighbor-
hood Has 
Gotten Bet-
tel' In Last .621 .657 NS .461 .498 NS .230 .133 NS ,246 .151 NS .169 .216 NS .179 ,210 NS 2 Years .059 .052 .096 .108 . 047 .038 . 047 . 046 . 045 .048 .050 .048 

Propo rt i on 

t·"!) 
Who Feel , Neighbor-.. } ...... 

'" hood WI II , 
Be Better 
in Next .662 .649 NS .578 .579 NS .290 .082 '., 01 .298 .095 <.01 .21 .223 NS .208 .232 NS 2 Yeal's . 055 .055 . 087 .101 .052 .032 .046 .043 .048 .056 . 054 .052 

Proportion 
Who Feel 
That N~igh-
bOl'hood i5 .590 .813 .. 01 .433 .593 NS .553 .7!1 (11 .570 .675 NS .448 .656 .. 01 .457 .631 , ,01 
Real Home . 043 .045 .074 .088 .049 .044 .049 .047 .053 048 ,050 .049 

\ 
PI'opol'lion 

Who Feel 
People in 
Nr.iqhborhood 
Hplp Olle .407 .7 J3 .• OJ ' 1(,11 .6411 ,01 ,!,Oll ('~J(' ,Ill ,~j7 6.19 

N~ 
',(1(, • r, I ~, 

N~ 
.504 .613 

N~ Allnthp,' ,O51l .048 .IIHl .097 1141 ,11,1', .11',·1 (I~2 . (1',1 (I!,r; ,055 .053 
----~- -.. -- .. - --.---.- ~-- ------- -------~ -,-~--.--------.-
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Table 17. Socia 1 

Unadjusted Adjusted~7 

Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Vir- Vi r- Vi r- Vi r-

glnia ginia ginia ginla 
High- High- High- High-
land land land land 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p 

x x x x 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 

Propor't i on 
Who Feel 
That 
Residents 
Have Control 
OVer What 
Goes on 
In Neighbor- .420 ,684 <.01 .303 .576 <.01 hood ,053 .051 .081 .095 

Proport i on 
Who Like .795 .988 <.01 .706 .876 <.01 Neighborhood .047 .013 .051 .061 

Perceived Simi-
larities wilh 
Ne i ghbor's 

Index of 
Perceived 5.33 6.78 <.01 4,71 5.83 NS Simi lar'Hies .379 .370 .590 .717 

Proportion 
Stating 
That Nost 

I People 
..... in Neighbor-...., 
I hood ar'e 

Simi lar .364 .493 NS .335 .459 NS to Respondent .060 .059 .089 .105 

Information 
Exchange 

Pr'oport ion 
Who Read 
Neighborhood .929 .931 NS .855 .835 tiS Newsletter' .035 .031 .067 .072 

Information 
Exchanqe 
~Ii th 6.46 5.62 NS 7.50 7.24 NS Neiqhbors .581 .573 .843 I. 00 

!/Onp-tailed rather than two-ta i 1 ~d Lpst" of Gi'lnifinnc~ 

~/AdjustPd for agE'. t,px rtnd ,'flrp. 

~/AdjIlGte" for aqE' and ,px 
1/[00 few ,,1'>e'> to r 'llcu 1.11 p 1 <1.11i'>1" 
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Cohesion In High and Low Crime Neighborhoods.!1 (continued) 

Unadjusted Adjusted~1 Unadjus led Adjusted~7 

Mech- ~lech-
Grove Dixie Grove Dixie anics- PI Us- anics- PH ts-
Park Hi 11 5 Park Hi 11 5 vi lIe burgh vill e bur'gh 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) P (High) (Low) 

x x x x x x x x 
5- 5-

X X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 

.333 .427 NS .360 .416 NS .259 ,389 <,OS .245 .385 

.04l .056 .055 .053 .044 .058 .051 .050 

.644 .731 NS .664 .694 NS .529 .761 <.01 .537 .735 

.045 .042 .048 .047 .049 .042 .046 .045 

3.29 4.24 NS 3.28 4.11 NS 2.04 2.65 NS 2.14 2.34 
.439 .594 .706 .487 .469 .487 .487 .471. 

.432 .413 NS .443 .392 NS .205 .378 <.05 .218 .371 

.056 .055 .057 .056 .050 .056 .052 .050 

N/AY N//l1/ N/AY N/AY N//lY N/AlI N/AY N/AY 

4.83 5.15 Nt, 4.6J 5.18 Nt, 4 88 6.12 , .05 4. 79 6,22 
.519 .489 .57:' .547 469 .491 .549 .534 

~---- .-~"-~.- .. - .. ~. ----- --- -~- --" .-- " --------~ ---~--

wet·" liSP" sincp dit'prt intt.11 ity itt pt'oporlionillp diffpt'pncp~ was hypothesized 
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there, the proportions were higher in low crime neighborhoods. There were no 
significant differences in the proportions stating the neighborhood had gotten 
better in the last two years or was expected to improve in the next two years. 
In general, the level of attachment was highest in the white middle income 
pair and lowest in the black low income pair. This appears to be a rational 
reaction to differences in objective living conditions, i.e., housing, quality 
of services, and the like. However, within matched pairs, residents of low 
crime areas evidence greater attachment. 

The adjusted means suggest that some of these differences are explained 
by the age composition of low and high crime neighborhoods. Residents of high 
crime neighborhoods tend to be younger and less residentially stable. They 
may therefore be less attached to the neighborhood. When age is controlled, 
the differences between high and low crime neighborhoods diminish. The dif
ferences, nevertheless, remain in the expected direction and some are signifi
cant. 

Perceived similarity with neighbors was measured by asking respondents 
whether most of the other adults in the area were similar to him/her in age, 
education, income, child-rearing practices, and maintenance of the house and 
yard. This series was followed by a question about general perceived simila
rity with most adults in the neighborhood. The five specific items were 
combined in an index. A response of "similar" was given a weight of 2, "fifty
fifty" was weighted as 1, and "different" received a weight of O. The range 
Df the index was 0 to 10. The differences were all in the expected direction, 
although significance was achieved in only one case. There were no significant 
differences when age and sex were controlled. The index was lowest in the low 
income black pair and highest in the middle income white pair. The general 
measure of perceived similarity varied in the expected direction in two out of 
three pairs and was significant in one. 

Information exchange was measured by the percent who read neighborhood 
newsletters and an index of information exchang~. The index was constructed 
from questions on how often respondents found about the following things by 
talking to one another: where to look for a house or apartment, shopping 
sales, jobs, services such as health care and day care, neighborhood activities 
such as block parties, unsafe areas in the neighborhood, and who the local 
troublemakers are. For each of the seven items, "often," "sometimes," IrarelY," 
and "never" received weights of 3, 2, 1, and O~ respectively. The index had a 
range of 0 to 21. 

The index of information exchange did not consistently differ between low 
and high crime neighborhoods. The difference was in the expected direction 
only in Pittsburgh/Mechanicsville; there was no significant difference in 
Dixie Hills/Grove Park, and the difference was opposite to the expected direc
tions in Virginia-Highland. Percent reading neighborhood newsletters was not 
a good indicator of information exchange, since only Virginia-Highland appeared 
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to have a regularly published paper. Virtually all respondents Y'ead it, and 
there was no difference between the upper and lower half of the neighborhood. 
This question was not applicable to the other neighborhoods. 

T~e onl~ measure of cohesion ~hat varied consistently between high and 
low crlm~ nelghborhoods was a!fectlve attachment. This was partially explained 
by age dlfferences between nelghborhoods. However, differences that remain 
probably do not account for differences in crime levels. They may, in fact, 
b~ a result of living in a high or low crime neighborhood. The greater affec
tlve attachment in low crime neighborhods may also be a f~nction of other 
char~cterist~c~ of these neighborhoods, such as more home ownership and resi
dentlal stablllty and fewer multi-family dwellings. This interpretation is 
consistent with the relative lack of importance of information exchange and 
most measures of local ties in distinguishing between high and low crime 
neighborhoods. 

E. Informal Social Control 

Informal social control was measured by three sets of variables - movament 
governing rules, informal surveillance, and direct intervention. The results 
appear in table 18. 

Movement governing rules refer to the practice of avoiding certain areas 
b~cause the~ are viewed as unsafe or threatening. Such rules imply familiarity 
wlth the nelghborhood and are therefore a potential indicator of informal 
territorial control. Knowing where it is safe to venture and where it is not 
may be one way to limit the amount of crime in an area. The presence of these 
rules is expected to be a characteristic of relatively safe neighborhoods. 
Respondents were asked whether there were certain areas within two blocks of 
home and in the rest of the neighborhood that they avoided because they believed 
them to be dangerous. They were also asked whether each of seven locations 
was avoided: sidewalks in front of the house, a nearby street corner, a 
nearby park, a nearby shopping center, a public housing project, an apartment 
complex, or some other location in the neighborhood. 

The results suggest that a slightly higher percentage of residents of 
high crime areas avoid areas within two blocks of home, in the rest of the 
neighborhood, and in both sub-areas than do residents of low crime areas. The 
differences are usually not significant but tend to be consistently higher in 
high crime areas. This pattern is also found for the total number of areas 
avoided. There is a tendency for residents of high crime neighborhoods to 
avoid more neighborhood areas, although when age and sex are controlled, the 
differences are significant only in Virginia-Highland. Of areas avoided in 
the entire neighborhood, residents of high crime neighborhoods avoid a slightly 
higher proportion within two blocks of home than do residents of low crime 
neighborhoods. This suggests that those living in low crime neighborhoods may 
feel somewhat more secure in the area immediately surrounding their home. In 
general, movement governing rules appear to be a response to objectively 
higher crime levels rather than a strategy for maintaining safety. 
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Unadjusted 

Lower Upper 
Vi r- Vir-

ginia ginia 
High- High-
land land 

(High) (Low) p 

x x 
5-

X 
5-
x 

Movement 
Govern; n9 
Rules 

Proportion of 
Respondents 
Avoiding Areas 
Withi n 2 
Blocks of .451 .113 <.01 Home .055 .036 

Proportion 
of Respond-
ents Ayoiding 
Areas 2 or 
More Blocks 
Away But 
Within Neigh- .475 .430 NS bQrhood .056 .056 

Proportion 
of Respond-

I ents Avoiding co 
0 Areas in I 

Entire Neigh- .238 .038 <.01 borhood .048 .022 

Number of 
Areas 
Avoided 
Within 2 
Blocks of 1.10 .139 

~.01 Home .185 . 05.~ 

Numbel' of 
Areas 
Avoided 
in Rest of 1. 00 .689 NS Neighborhood .151 .122 

! 
I 

C. 

Table 18. Informal Sod a 1 Cont ro 1 in High and Low Crime Neighborhoods!1 

Adjustedf7 Unadj us ted Adjustedl7 Unadjusted Adjusted1l 

Lower Upper 
Vir'- Vi r-

ginia ginia Mech- ~lech-
High- High- Grove Dixie Grove Dixie anics- Pitts- anics- Pit ts-
land land Park Hi 11 5 Park Hi 11 5 vi lle burgh vi1l e burgh 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p 
- - x x - X - - - -x x x x x x x 
5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- s-
x x x x x x x x x x 

.410 .074 <.01 .407 .393 NS .382 .366 NS .321 .241 NS .315 .242 NS .073 .086 .055 .052 .054 .053 .051 .046 .050 .049 

..... 

.261 .190 NS .481 .476 NS .468 .472 NS .378 .305 NS .386 .312 NS .087 .101 .057 .055 .057 .055 .057 .051 .057 .053 

.175 .000 <.01 .273 .241 NS .254 .227 NS .189 .089 <.01 .176 .083 NS .061 .071 .051 .047 .049 .048 .046 .032 .041 .039 

.B19 .000 '.01 1.10 .966 NS 1. 06 .910 NS 1. 03 .634 '.05 l. 01 .664 NS 

.212 .247 .lB4 .161 .178 .176 .204 .126 .178 .174 

\ 
.497 .049 .. 05 1. 27 1. 20 tlS \. 19 1. 20 tic, .884 .596 NS .876 .622 NS 
.208 .247 .167 . Ifl6 .1% . 188 . ]72 .131 .170 .168 

..... -------...... ---~--------,------- -.~ -... 
(con ti nupd) 
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Table 18. Informal Social Contro 1 in Hi gh and Low Cr'ime Neighborhoods.!! (continued) 

Unadjusted Adjusted~7 Unadjusted Adjusted~7 Unadjusted Adjusted~7 

Lower Upper Lower Upper 
Vir- Vir- Vir- Vir-

ginia ginia ginia ginia Mech- 11ech-
High- High- High- High- Grove Dixie Grove Dixie anics- Pitts- anics- Pitts-
land land land land Park Hi 11 5 Park Hi 115 vi lle burgh ville burgh 

(High) (Low) p (High) ( Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) . (Low) p (High) (Low) p 
- x - - - - - - -x x x x x x x x x x x 
5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- <- 5- 5- s~ 5- 5-

X X X X X X -x x x x x 
Nun'ber of 

Areas 
!lvoided 
in Entire 2.09 .842 <.01 1. 33 .000 <.01 2.34 2.20 NS 2.21 2.16 NS 1. 93 1. 22 <.05 1. 90 1.28 NS Neighborhood .29B .127 .354 .414 .307 .306 .318 .311 .342 .231 .302 .300 

Proportion of 
All Avoided 
Areas With-
in 2 Blocks .318 .090 <.01 .283 .054 <.01 .256 .239 NS .246 .221 NS .227 .174 NS .225 .181 NS of Home .047 .033 .064 .075 .042 .035 .041 .040 .041 .036 .040 .041l 

Informal 
Surve'ffi ance 

Proportion 
Who Usually 
Have Someone 
at Home 
During the .447 .532 NS .293 .290 NS .554 .761 <.01 .567 .760 <.01 .690 .688 N5 .681 .670 NS Day .056 .056 .089 .102 .053 .046 .051 .050 .045 .047 .049 .048 

~Proport ion 
I Who Usually 

0 Have Someone 
at Home 
During .785 .913 <.01 .780 .881 NS .747 .924 <.01 .758 .913 <.01 .839 .849 NS .830 .834 NS Weeknights .046 .033 .061 .072 .042 .029 .040 .038 .040 .037 .038 .037 

Proportion Who 
Spend Time 
Outside 
Ar'ound the 
House .300 .350 NS .210 .222 NS .368 .430 NS .389 .434 NS .586 .484 NS .590 .485 NS Everyday .051 .050 .082 .096 .049 .050 .054 . G52 .049 .060 .055 .053 

Proportion Who 
Say It Is 
Easy to \ Tell a 
Stranger 
Within 2 
Blocks of .312 .413 NS .323 .460 NS .6·1 .747 NS .635 .750 NS .728 .663 NS .730 .666 NS Home .057 .055 .086 .100 .057 .040 .054 .051 .046 .C53 .053 .051 

.. (continued) 
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Unadjusted 

lower uppel' 
Vi r- Vir-

ginia ginia 
High- High-
land land 

(High) (low) p 
-x x 

5-
X 

5-
X 

PI'oport ion 
Who Walk 
Around 
Neighborhood 
~lore than .707 ,S38 <.OS Once a \,Ieek ,oS2 ,oS2 

Pl'oportion 
Who Look 
for 
Suspicious 
Peop 1 e Ot' 
Activities 
on Neighbor- .432 ,366 tiS hood Walks .059 .062 

Pl'oport i on of 
Those Who 
Wa1 k Around 
Neighborhood 

I 110re Than 
OJ Once a Week w 
I Who Look for 

Suspicious 
People or ,311 ,211 NS Activities , 057 .050 

Di rect 
Intervention 

Attitude Toward 
Intervention 
to Help 3.22 3,45 

< • !J5 Neighbors .076 .068 

Index of 
Neighborhood 10. 73 5,17 <.01 Proh 1 ems ,722 .360 

Table 18. Informal Sor:ia1 Cont ro 1 in High and 

Adjusted~7 Unadjusted 

Lowel' Uppel' 
Vi 1'- Vir-

ginia ginia 
High- High- Grove Dixie 
land land Park Hi 11 5 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p 
- - - -x x X x 
5- 5- 5- 5-

X X X X 

,691 ,SSl NS .322 .280 tiS ,080 ,094 ,OS4 ,0SO 

,499 ,414 NS .698 .689 NS ,085 ,102 ,063 ,059 

.319 ,200 NS .321 .295 NS ,077 ,092 ,069 ,062 

3.77 3.45 NS 3,31 3.48 NS .109 ,128 ,089 .069 

11. 30 6.19 , .01 8.61 7.14 NC, .939 1.10 ,609 .717 
~-'-*-~ ------

-----=:r 

l. 
;-'-~--Vt 

'.\ 

Low Crime NeighborhoodsY (conti nued) 

Adjusted~7 Unadjus ted Adjusted~7 

',lech- 11ech-
Grove Dixie anics- Pi Us- anies- Pitts-
Pal'k Hi 115 vill e burgh vi lle burgh 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p 
- - -x X X X X 

5-
X 

5-
X 

5-
X 

5-
X 

5-
X 

5-
X 

,303 ,322 NS ,678 .S7O NS ,676 .600 NS ,048 ,047 ,0Sl ,OS2 ,OS2 ,050 

.735 ,679 NS ,735 .7S7 NS .728 .749 NS .064 ,060 ,051 ,051 .054 .054 

,335 ,305 NS .618 ,543 NS ,611 .550 NS .067 .063 .056 .060 .061 .061 

3.32 3.48 NS 3.61 3.36 , ,01 3.64 3,37 .. 05 
.086 .089 .063 .075 .084 ,077 

8.25 7.46 NS 9.49 8.41 NS 9.45 8.63 NS 
III .654 683 .69? .734 .706 , 
-- -.~"----.--~~ ------ --- ---.---~-------------
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Table 18. Informal Soei a 1 Control in High and low Crime Neighborhoods,!! (continued) 

Unadjusted Adjusted~7 Unadjusted Adjusted;!? Unadjusted Adju;ted;!7 

lower Upper lower Upper 
Vi r- Vir- Vir- Vir-

ginia ginia ginia ginia Mech- Mech-
High- High- High- High- Grove Dixie Grove Dixie anics- Pi tts- anics- Pitts-
land land land land Park Hi 11 s Park Hi 11 5 vi 11 e burgh vi lle burgh 

(High) (low) p (High) (low) p (High) (low) p (High) (low) p (High) ( low) p (High) (low) P - x - - - -x x x x x x x x x x x 
5-

X 
5-x 5-x 5-x 5-x 5-x 5-x 5-x s-x 5-x s-x s-x 

Index .of Big 
Neighborhood 3.23 1.16 <.01 3.48 1. 47 <.01 2.80 2.61 NS 2.70 2.67 NS 3.44 3.02 NS 3.37 3.04 NS Problems .384 .110 .428 .503 .227 .310 .300 .276 .311 .316 .334 .321 

Proportion of 
Big Prob-
1 ems for 
Which Dealt 
With Person .113 .108 NS .078 .062 

~IS 
.074 .054 NS .065 .053 NS .090 .106 NS .087 .109 NS Responsible .026 .044 .051 .061 .022 .016 .020 .018 .019 .023 .022 .021 

Proportion of 
Big Problems 
for Whi ch 
Get Together 
With .097 .092 NS .053 .027 NS .075 .051 NS .076 .041 NS .084 .099 NS .073 .087 NS Neighbors .029 .035 .045 .054 .026 .017 .022 .021 .032 .022 .028 .027 

Proportion of 
Big Problem~ 

I 
for Which 

0> Called the .099 .063 NS .123 .090 NS .043 .024 NS .041 .023 NS .026 .028 NS .027 .030 NS ..,. 
Pol ice .022 .027 .032 .039 .016 .011 .014 .088 .009 .012 .011 .011 I 

Proportion of 

0 
Big Problems 
For Which 
Called City 
Counei 1-
man or City .040 .032 NS .031 .001 NS .043 .025 NS .045 .019 NS .025 .007 NS .027 .009 NS Agency .023 .020 .028 .034 .016 .012 .015 .014 011 .004 .008 .008 

Proportion of 
Big Problems 
For Which 
Took Some 
Direct .451 .279 NS .338 .108 NS ,278 .192 NS .272 .173 NS .241 .300 NS .227 .287 NS Acti on .102 .101 .136 .162 .064 .041 .056 .052 .048 .055 .052 .051 \ 
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Table 18. Informal Social Control in High and Low Crime Neighborhoods]/ (continued) 

Unadjusted Adjusted~7 Unadjusted Adjusted17 Unadjusted 

Lower Uppel' Lower Upper 
Vi 1'- Vir- Vir- Vi 1'-

ginia ginia ginia ginia Mech-
High- High- High- High- Grove Dixie Grove Dixie anics- Pitts-
land land land land Park Hi 11 s Park Hi 11 s vi lIe burgh 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Law) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) ( Low) p 
x x x X X x x x x x 
5- 5- 5- 5- 5- s- 5- 5- 5- 5-,x X X X X X X X x x 

Number of 
Disturb-
ances Seen 
aI' Heal'd in 
Neighborhood 
in Last 2.50 1. 67 <,01 2.59 1. 87 <,01 2.91 2.49 <. as 2.81 2.55 NS 2.92 2.93 NS Year .183 .118 .222 .263 .143 .148 .178 .159 .198 .166 

PI'OPOl't ion 
of Distul'b-
ances fOl' 
Which 
Ca lIed a .157 . 042 <.01 .158 .051 <.01 .073 . 080 NS .073 .086 NS .092 . 090 NS Neighbor .033 .020 . 043 .050 .020 .023 .024 .022 .022 .023 

PI'oport i on of 
Disturbances 
fnr Which 
Ca 11 ed the .159 . 064 <.05 .154 . 075 NS .051 .039 NS .049 .040 NS .061 .087 NS Pol ice .032 .023 . 042 . 050 .020 .022 .023 .022 .021 . 022 

PI'opol'lion of 
Disturbances 
for Which 

I look Some .458 .221 .395 .184 .330 .218 .302 .249 .250 .353 OJ <. as <.05 NS NS NS U'I Dil'ect Action . 072 .061 .100 .118 . 054 . 042 .050 .048 .050 .060 I 

.!lane-tailed rather than two-tailed tests of significance wel'e used since directionality in proportionate differences was hypothesized. 
,g/Adjusted for age, sex i1nd race. 

l/Adjusted for age and sex. 

SOURCE; Househo 1 d survey. 

., ....... 

-, 

Adjusted11 

Mech-
anics- Pi tls-
vi lle burgh 

(High) (Low) 

x x 
5-x 5-x 

2.97 3.03 
.172 .162 

.094 .093 

.024 .022 

.058 .087 

. 023 .021 

.256 .370 

.058 ~O55 

I 

l 

p 

NS 

NS 

NS 
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This appears to be the case for a number of measures of informal surveil-
1 ance, as well. Several fot'ms of i nforma 1 survei 11 ance were measut'ed. The 
most passive form was the extent to which residents spent time in and around 
the house, providing an.opportunity to observe activities on the street. 
Respondents were asked whether someone in the household was usually at home 
during weekdays, whether someone was usually at home on weeknights, and how 
often he/she spent time sitting on the porch, working in the yard, or the 
like. There were no differences in time spent outside the house. The low 
crime neighborhood had a higher proportion of households with someone at home 
during the daytime and evening in only one pair, Grove Park/Dixie Hills. A 
similar pattern is found in Virginia-Highland, but appears to be explained by 
the younger average age in Lower Virginia-Highland. 

In two out of three pairs, a higher proportion of residents in low crime 
neighborhoods than in high crime neighborhoods were able to tell strangers 
from residents within two blocks of home, in the rest of the neighborhood, and 
in both sub-areas. However, the differences were not significant. In general, 
a higher proportion of respondents were able to tell strangers from r( idents 
within two blocks than in the rest of the neighborhood. 

The most active form of informal surveillance is watching out for suspicious 
looking people or activities in the neighborhod. Respondents were asked if 
they made a habit of watching out for suspicious people within two blocks of 
home and in the rest of the neighborhood. They were also asked how often they 
walked around the neighborhood and whether they made a point of looking out 
for suspicious people or activities on these walks. A higher proportion of 
residents engaged in this form of surveillance in high crime than in low crime 
neighborhoods. The differences were usually not significant, but there was a 
trend in this direction. Thus, active surveillance, similar to movement 
governing rules, did not seem to inhibit crime but rather appeared to be an 
attempt to protect oneself in a high crime area. 

The third type of informal social control is intervention. Both expected 
and actual intervention were measurGd. The former was measured by asking 
respondents whether they agreed or disagreed that neighbors should scold 
neighborhood children for fighting, keep an eye out for suspicious people or 
events, call the police if a neighbor1s house is being vandalized, and use 
physical force to assist a neighbor who is being mugged. It could be argued 
that expectations for personal intervention should be higher in low crime than 
in high crime neighborhoods, that crime is allowed to flourish in the latter 
because of the residents l passivity. These expectations were not substan
tiated by the evidence. An index of expected intervention was developed which 
ranged from 0 to 4 (1 for each of four types of exp~cted. i nterventi on) .. On 
averaye, residents of all neighborhoods thought the1r ne1ghbors should 1n~er~e~e 
in more than three out of four situations. However, the means were not slgn1f1-
cantly higher in low crime areas after age and sex were controlled, and in one 
case, were significantly higher in the high crime area. 

-86-
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Two other measures of intervention concern direct action in dealing with 
nei ghborhood prob 1 ems. Respondents were as ked about two types of prob 1 ems, 
those that relate to the quality of the neighborhood environment and those 
that are more directly connected to crime. The first reflects signs of disorder 
or cues that norms governing public behavior are disintegrating. Hunter 
(1978) has dubbed these environmental conditions as Ilincivilities. 1I Skogan 
and Maxfield (1980) suggest that signs of disorder playas much a role ill fear 
of crime as does actual crime. Respondpnts were asked whether each of the 
following was a big problem, somewhat of a problem, or not a problem in their 
neighborhood: 

a. Noisy neighbors; people who play loud music, have late parties, or 
have noisy quarrels 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i . 

Dogs barking loudly or being a nuisance 

People not disposing of garbage properly or leaving litter around 
the area 

Poor care of property and lawns 

Peole who say insulting things or bother people as they walk down 
the street 

Landlords who don1t care about what happens to the neighborhood 

Purse snatching and other street crimes 

Presence of drugs and drug users 

Abandoned houses or other empty buildings 

j. Vacant lots with trash and junk 

k. People damaging the cars or property of others 

1. People drunk in public places like streets or playgrounds 

m. Teenagers hanging out on corners or near stores 

n. Prostitutes walking the streets or standing on corners 

o. Adult movie theaters or adult bookstores 

p. Any other big problems 

They were then asked whether any of the following direct actions were taken to 
deal with each of the big problems: dealt directly with the person responsible, 

-87-
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got together with neighbors, called the police, called their city councilman 
or a city agency, or took some other direct action. 

Two indices were developed to measure the extent of perceived signs of 
disorde)'. One was an index of total problems. Big problems were given a 
weight of 2, somewhat a problem was given a weight of 1; the index varied 
between 0 and 32. The other was an index of big problems. Big problems were 
given a weight of 1; the index varied between 0 and 16. The only case in 
which the indices were significantly higher in high crime neighborhoods was 
Virginia-Highland. In general, relatively few of the problems were bel ieved 
to be big, and only about half were perceived to be somewhat of a problem or a 
big problem. These perceptions did not, for the most pa)'t, vary according to 
neighborhood crime levels. 

Approximately one-quarter of the respondents took some form of direct 
action to deal with big problems. The most common was to deal directly with 
the person responsible for the problem - landlords, troublesome neighbors, 01 

the like - or getting together with neighbors. The least common were calling 
the police or a city agency. Thus, to the extent that big problems were addressed 
at all, they seemed to be handled within the neighborhood. There were no signifi
cant differences between matched neighborhoods in specific types of action 
taken. There was some tendency for residents of high crime neighborhoods to 
take direct action for a greater proportion of big problems. 

The second type of nei ghbol'hood prob 1 em was mo)'e di rect ly t'e 1 ated to 
actual crime. Respondents were asked if they had seen or heard any of the 
following disturbances in their neighborhood in the last year: 

a. Young people using foul language in the streets 

b. Young people destroying property 

c. Young people fighting 

d. Suspicious people hanging around 

e. Someone trying to break into a house or cat' 

f.A mugging or purse snatching 

g. Any other kind of trouble 

They were also asked whether and what form of direct action was taken when 
they saw or heard the disturbance. 

In two out of three pairs, a greater number of disturbances wet'e seen or 
heard in the high crime than in the low crime neighborhoods, although only one 

- 88-

difference was significant when age and sex were controlled. In this case 
Virginia-Highland, the proportion of disturbances for which direct action ~as 
taken was greater in the high crime member of the pair. There were no signi
ficant differences in direct action in the other pairs. 

The evidence suggests that informal social control as it is mea'sured in 
this study, is not more prevalent in low crime areaS. Where differences 
exist, movement governing rules, informal surveillance, and intervention are 
more ch~racteristic.o! high crime neighborhoods. These behaviors appear to be 
a reactlon to prevalllng crime, not a means of inhibiting it. 

In general, most measures of diminsions of territoriality did not distin
guish between high and low crime neighborhoods. Low crime neighborhoods were 
found to be more stable than high crime neighborhoods, but these differences 
were associated with differences in age and housing characteristics. With the 
~~cep~ion of stab~lity, t~ere were few significant differences in spatial 
luentlty, local tles, soclal cohesion, and social control. Social control, in 
fact, appeared to be more characteristic of high crime than of low crime neigh
borhoods. 
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VI. REACTIONS TO CRIME IN HIGH AND LOW CRIME NEIGHBORHOODS 

The previous analysis suggests that certain types of informal social 
control are more characteristic of high crime than of low crime neighborhoods. 
This appears to be a response to increased danger rather than a means of 
maintaining safety. It is therefore expected that perceptions and fear of 
crime should be greater in dangerous areas. Studies have found that percep
tions of the seriousness of crime and fear of victimization are positively 
related to the actual reported crime rate in the neighborhood (McPherson, 
1978; Furstenberg, 1971). Several types of crime reactions are measured in 
the present study: assessment of the amount of crime in the neighborhood; 
amount of crime in the neighborhood compared to adjacent neighborhoods and the 
entire city; source of information about neighborhood crime; fearfulness in 
the neighborhood; worry about being the victim of specific crimes; avoidance 
behavior; and protection activities. The comparison of differences in crime 
reactions between matched neighborhoods appears in table 19. 

A. Sources of Information About Neighborhood Crime 

Reactions to crime are often stimulated by receiving information about it 
in the mass media, through neighbors, or simply by personal observation. 
Respondents were asked whether they received a great deal, some, or no infor
mation about crime in their neighborhood from neighborhood newsletters, conver
sations with neighbors, "just keeping your eyes and ears open," or newspapers, 
radio, or T.V. For each of these four sources, a weight of two was given for 
"a great deal" of information, a weight of one was given for "some" information, 
and a weight of zero was given for no information. A ratio was then calculated 
for the individual, neighborhood sources (either a newsletter or neighbors), 
and the mass media as the source of neighborhood crime information compared to 
total sources. There were no significant differences among any of the pairs 
in the source of information. In all cases, the mass media was the most 
important source of information about neighborhood crime. 

B. Assessment of Severity of Neighborhood Crime 

Respondents were asked how much crime there was within two blocks of home 
and in the rest of the neighborhood: a lot, some, only a little, or none. 
These assessments were, by and large, consistent with neighborhood reported 
crime levels. A higher proportion of respondents in low crime neighborhoods 
stated there was little or no crime. The differences were in the expected 
direction and in the unadjusted proportions were significant in almost every 
case. Adjustment for sex and age diminished the differences, but the assess
ment of crime remained consistent with objective levels. It is interesting to 
note that respondents in all neighborhoods believed there was less crime 
within two blocks of home than in the rest of the neighborhood. Areas of 
greatest familiarity may seem less dangerous than those in more remote parts 
of the neighborhood. 
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Table 19. Reactions to Crime in Low and High Crime Neighborhoods!/ 

Unadjusted AdjustedY Unadjusted AdJU5tedl / Unadjusted Adjustedii 

Lower Upper lower Upper 
Vi r" Vir- Vir- Vi r- , 

ginia ginia ginia ginia Mech- Mech-
High- High- High- High- Grove Dixie Grove Dixie anics- Pitts- anics- Pi tts-
land land land land Park Hi 115 Park Hi lis ville bur·gh vi lie burgh 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p 

x x x x x x x x x x x 
s- s- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5-

X X .)( X X X X X X X X X 

Sources of Infor-
mation About 
Ne i ghbor'hood 
Crime 

Se If as 
Sour'ce of 
Crime 
In for'ma ti on 
in Ratio to 
Tota 1 Sources 
of Crime .245 .219 NS .273 .255 NS .318 .335 NS .322 .341 NS .352 .338 NS .353 .337 NS Information .017 .017 .027 .032 .018 .018 .019 .018 .013 .010 .012 .012 

Neighborhood 
as Source 
of Cr'ime 
Information 
in Ratio 
To Total 
Sources of 
Crime .351 .378 NS .332 .366 NS .206 .242 NS .204 .245 NS .234 .230 NS .231 .237 NS I n forma t i on .025 .025 .037 .044 .018 .016 .020 .019 .016 .017 .018 .017 

(1 
Nass '·ledia 

a5 Source 
I of Crime 

\D . Information N 
I as Ratio to 

Tota I Sources 
of Cr'ime .380 .404 NS .381 .393 NS .441 .424 NS .449 .417 NS .414 .432 NS .416 .426 NS Informat ion .024 .026 .038 .044 .025 .017 .023 .021 .016 .017 ' .017 .017 
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Table 19. Reactions 

Unadjusted Adjusted?7 

Lower Upper Lower Uppel" 
Vir- Vir- Vir- Vir-

ginia ginia ginia ginia 
High- High- High- High-
land land land land 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p 
- -x x x x 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 

Assessment of 
Severit)! of 
Neighborhood 
Crime 

Proportion 
Who Say 
There is 
Only a 
Little or 
No Crime 
Within 2 
Blocks of .545 .743 <.01 .353 .634 <.01 Home .066 .037 .080 .096 

Proportion 
Who Say 
There is 
Only a 
Little or 

I No Crime 
<0 in Rest w 
I or Neigh- .186 .353 .201 .345 

borhood .063 .054 <.05 .096 .110 NS 

Proportion 
(] Who Say 

There is 
Only a 
Little or 
No Crime in 
Entire .167 .328 <.05 .108 .251 NS Neighborhood .049 .056 .093 .106 , 

Proportion 
Who Say 
Neighborhood 
Crime is 
Committed 
Mostly by 
People Who .574 .841 '.01 .490 .704 '.05 Li ve Outs i de .062 .050 .080 .096 

.. 

to Crime in Low and High Crime Neighborhoods!/ (continued) 

Unadjusted Adjusted~7 Unadjustea 

Mech-
Grove Dixie Grove Dixie anics- Pitts-
Park Hills Park Hills vi lle burgh 

(High) (Low) P (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) 
- - -x x x x x x 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 
5-

X 

.657 .541 <.05 .685 .517 <.05 .545 .662 

.048 .049 .056 .056 .066 .049 

.200 .350 .222 .354 .186 .366 

.044 .064 <.05 .071 .062 NS .063 .070 

.163 .255 NS .198 " 253 NS .150 .263 

.049 .058 .064 .057 .059 .071 

.355 .500 .05 .359 .487 NS .394 .420 

.056 .060 .064 .052 .060 .063 

'. 

-----------

Adjusted~7 

~lech-
anics- Pitts-
vill e burgh 

p (High) (Low) p 
x x 
5-

X 
5-
x 

NS .540 .650 NS .060 .059 

.191 .361 <.05 .068 .070 NS 

NS .156 .255 NS .064 .066 

NS .391 .428 NS .059 .051 
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Table 19. Reactions to Crime in Low and High Crime Neighborhoods'!/ (continued) 

Unadjusted Adjustedg/ Unadjusted AdjUsted~7 Unadjusted AdjustedY 

Lower Upper Lower Upper· 
Vi r- Vir- Vi r- Vir-

ginia g]nia ginia ginia r.1ech- Nech-
High- High- High- High- Grove Dixie Gr'ove Dixie anics- Pi tls- anics- Pills-
land land land land Park Hills Park Hi II 5 ville burgh vi lIe burqh 

(High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (Low) p (High) (low) p 

x x x x x x x x x x X x 
5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- 5- s- s-

X x x x x x x x x x x x 

Proportion 
Who Say 
Border 
Neighborhoods 
Are Less .778 .957 '.01 .636 .7B9 NS .700 .558 NS .671 .546 NS .455 . '181 NS .451 .484 NS 
Safe .049 .024 .062 .072 .071 .064 .079 .069 .067 .061 .078 .069 

PropoI't i on 
Who Say 
Neighborhood 
is Safer Than 
Rest of .487 .718 <.01 .428 .626 <.05 .341 .461 t:.05 .343 .465 NS .198 .270 NS .193 .264 NS ALlanta .062 .051 .087 .102 .046 .047 .055 .053 .046 .047 .048 .046 

fear of fI~ig'-
borhoou ('0, ~I~ 

Fear of 
Ne i ghbol--
hood Crime 2.39 2.14 N5 2.29 2.02 NS 2.94 3.06 NS 2.80 3.02 N5 3.39 3.22 NS 3.35 3.18 NS 
Index .156 .V6 .246 .296 .182 .159 . 167 .165 .178 .136 .167 .163 

a Wol'I'Y Over 4.71 3.89 NS 4.03 3.05 NS 6.26 5.81 NS 5.59 5.80 NS 6.95 6.32 N'> 6 75 6.25 NS 
Cl'ime Index .393 .312 .557 .659 .507 .462 .474 .465 .543 .566 .526 .51[, 

Avoidance and , Pl'Otect ion 
'" Against .." , 

Neighborhood 
Crime 

Avoidance .506 . 494 NS .508 .433 NS 1. 23 1. 05 NS 1. 19 .963 NS J. 21 1. 23 NS 1. 14 l. 12 NS 
Index .087 .076 .122 .145 .090 .092 .104 .100 .108 .104 . 09 .087 

Protection 2.9G 3.04 NS 7.75 2.74 NS 3.01 3.73 .OJ 3.04 3.74 .. or, '1.37 2.1 
N~ 

2.40 2.14 
N~ 

Index .193 .159 102 . 3~,5 .174 .18.! .20S .200 .172 . [fiG .173 .IG8 

1/0lle-tai led 
--------~------.------ ~~-~~~. -~?~ ~ -'--.- - .~-,-~-~-----.-.. - -------.-~-- - ------~---~ -. --~-~-.---------

I-"lher than two-ta i I I'd llc's t 5 of siqnificance WPI'p used sincp ciil'eclionillily ill PI·OjlOl·t iOllillp di ftPI'PII'pS W,l' hypo t lIPS i led 

?/ArJjust~d fOt'ilqp, sex anel I·ace. 
~/Adjusled fOl' age "lid sex. 

~OURCE: Househo I d )UI'Vpy. 
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A higher proportion of residents of low crime than of high crime neighbor
hoods felt that their neighborhood was safer than the rest of the city. 
Residents of low crime neighborhoods were also more likely to believe that 
crimes in the neighborhood were committed mostly by outsiders, although once 
again, these differences were diminished when sex and age were controlled. 
While residents of low crime neighborhoods tended to feel that most crime was 
committed by outsiders, there was no sense of threat from the immediately 
surrounding area. When age and sex were controlled, there were no significant 
differences between residents of matched neighborhoods in the proportion 
feeling that border neighborhoods were less safe. 

It might be argued that recent events in Atlanta have heightened awareness 
and fear of crime. A number of the kidnappings and murders of black children 
had already taken place when the survey was conducted.* However, the national 
media coverage and local reaction to the problem (request for Federal assistance 
in conducting investigations, marches to protest the murders, week-end searches 
for evidence by neighborhood residents, etc.) was not extensive before or 
during the field work. That these events were not very salient in the minds 
of respondents is suggested by the fact that only 12 mentioned kidnapping as 
one of the crimes taking place within two blocks of home, and 19 mentioned it 
as one of the crimes in the rest of the neighborhood. When asked what crimes, 
if any, had increased in the neighborhood over the past two years, kidnapping 
was mentioned only twice. While this crime probably would not have even been 
thought of a year ago, recent events appear to have had only a minor impact on 
people's perceptions of the types of crimes that are most problematic in their 
neighborhood. BUI'glary was by far the most frequent response fo\' crimes 
within two blocks, in the rest of the neighborhood, and increasing in the 
ne i ghbo I'hood. 

C. Fear of Neighborhood Crime 

There were two meaSLlI'es of fear of nei ghborhoocf Cl'ime. One measure taps 
a sense of threat or lack of security. The second measures worry about being 
the victim of a specific crime. The first measure was constructed by asking 
respondents whether each of the following statements was mostly true or mostly 
false: 

a. I'm often a little worried about being the victim of a crime in my 
neighborhood. 

b. I would probably be afraid if a stranger stopped me at night in my 
neighborhood to ask for directions. 

c. I'm not as aft'aid for my own safety as I am for my fami ly and fl'iends 
in this neighborhood. 

* Most of the interviews were obtained in August and September 1980. 
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d. When I have to be away from home for a long time, I worry that 
someone might try to break in. 

e. When I heal' footsteps behind me at night in my neighborhood, it 
makes me feel uneasy. 

A fear index was calculated by giving a weight of one to each response of 
"most1y true." The index had a potential range of 0 to 5. 

The worry index focused on speci fi c fear rather than the vague concerns 
expressed in the fear measure. Respondents were asked whether they were very 
worried, somewhat worried, just a little worried, or not at all worried about: 
their home being broken into when no one was at home, being held up on the 
street or bedten up within two blocks of home and in the rest of the neighbor
hood, and other household members being held up, or beaten up within two 
blOCKS of home and in the rest of the neighborhood. liVery worried," Itsomewhat 
wort'ied," !Ijust a little vvorried,11 and "not at all worried" were given weights 
of 3, 2, 1) and 0, respectively. The index ranged from 0 to 15. 

There were no significant differences between members of any of the 
matched pairs in either the fear or the worry index. Residents of black 
neighborhoods tended to be more fearful and worried about crime than residents 
of white neighborhoods, but there were no significant differences between high 
and low crime neighborhoods. Residents were able to accurately assess the 
amount of crime in their neighborhood, but this perception evidently was not 
translated into significantly greater fear or worry. 

D. Avoidance ~f and Protection Against Neighborhood Crime 

The same was true of behavior engaged in to avoid crime or to protect 
one l s home. Respondents were asked whether in the last year they had done any 
of the following to avoid crime in the neighborhood: avoided using public 
transportation in the neighborhood, stayed in at night, or arranged to go with 
someone when going somewhere in the neighborhood. Th0 avoidance index ranged 
from 0 to 3. 

Respondents were also asked whether they had ever done any of the following 
things for protection while living at their present residence: 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

7 I 

had a neighbor pick up your mail and newspapers while you were away 

had a neighbor keep a watch on your home while you were away 

engraved identification on valuables 

installed a burglar alarm in your home 
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e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

taken other security measures, such as using timers on your lights, 
putting bars on your windows, or adding new locks 

kept a watch dog 

kept a gun or other weapon at home 

taken a course in self-defense 

i. joined a program going on in the neighborhood to prevent or reduce 
crime, such as Neighborhood Watch, Citizen Alert, Block Parent, 
Business Watch, or a citizen patrol 

An index of protection was calculated and ranged from 0 to 9. The most common 
forms of protection were having a neighbor keep a watch on the home (71 percent 
of respondents) and employing security measures such as timers, bars, and 
lights (55 p~rcent). The least common forms were installing a burglar alarm 
(5 percent) and joining a neighborhood crime prevention program (7 percent). 
It might also be noted that 49 percent of the sample reported keeping guns and 
other weapons at home. 

There were no significant differences in the avoidance index among any of 
the neighborhood pairs. While residents of high crime neighborhoods were 
aware of the greater relative dangers, they did not engage in significantly 
more avoidance behavior than residents of low crime neighborhoods. In general, 
residents of black neighborhoods engaged in more avoidance than residents of 
white neighborhoods. 

There was a significant difference in the protection index in only one 
out of three pairs, Grove Park/Dixie Hills. Protection can function either to 
maintain safety or as a response to high levels of crime. In the case where 
the difference was significant, the index was higher in the low crime neighbor
hood. In the other two cases, it was also slightly higher in the low crime 
neighborhoods. However, the differences in these cases were not very large. 
Similar to avoidance, residents of high crime neighborhoods appeared to be 
aware of the dangers but did not attempt to protect their homes to any greater 
extent - in fact to a slightly lesser extent - than residents of low crime 
neighborhoods. 

These inconsistencies between awareness of the amount of crime in the 
neighborhood, on the one hand, and affective and behavioral responses to 
crime, on the other stimulated an interest in the explanation of each of the 
reactions to crime. Relative level of neighborhood crime appeared to be an 
important predictor of the assessment of the amount of crime but seemed to 
have little effect on fear, protection, or avoidance. Apparently, factors 
oiher than objective crime levels determine these reactions .. The fo11?wing 
analysis examines the ability of six models to predict reactlons to crlme. 
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E. Prediction of Reactions to Crime 

Five reactions to crime constitute the dependent variables in this 
analys.s: percent stating there is little or no crime in the rAighborhood and 
the indices of fear, worry about being the victim of a specific crime, 
avoidance, and protection. 

The six predictor models used in this analysis were derived from the 
conceptual model of neighborhood safety presented in section II. The model 
hypothesizes that objective physical and social characte~istics, local ties, 
social cohesion, informal social control, and objective level of crime all 
influence subjective reactions to neighborhood crime. Each of these sets of 
factors constitutes a separate model in this analysis. In addition, there is 
a sixth model which concerns the effect of perceptions of neighborhood 
problems on crime reactions. Skogan and Maxfield (1980) found that awareness 
of signs of disorder in the neighborhood were as important in predicting fear 
as assessment of the sevel'ity of actual cri mes. 

Regression equations are presented for each of the six models (e.g., 
local ties, social cohesion) and for each of the fiv2 reactions to crime. 
Each equation includes the unadjusted and adjusted R and the regression 
coefficient and F test of significance for each independent variable. The F 
statistic also indicates the relative importance of each independent variable 
in explaining the variance of the dependent variable. The significant inde
pendent variables from each model are entered into an overal"l iibest predictor ii 
regression equation. The six neighborhoods are combined in this analysis. 
Regression equations for each of the three neighborhood pairs appear in 
appendix B. However, in the interest of simplicity, the discussion focuses on 
the combined sample. 

The variables age, race and sex were entered into all equations to control 
for their influence. A dummy variable indicating whether the respondent lived in 
the high or low crime member of the neighborhood pairs was also included to 
control for the objective level of neighborhood crime.* 

* Income, however, was not included in the models since 155 out of 523 
total respondents (29.6 percent) refused to provide this information. Further
more, those who refused to provide income information differed significantly 
on several important variables from those who responded. For example, 11 
percent of the whites in the sample refused to provide income information, 
compared to 38 percent of the blacks. Similarly, 38 percent of those with a 
high school education or less refused to give income data, while 12 percent of 
those with more than a high school education refused to give this information. 
Those that reported income also differed significantly from those who did not 
on the dependent variables of avoidance and protection. Those who refused to 
respond were more likely to avoid (i.e., stay in at night, avoid using public 
transportation in the neighborhood, and arrange to have someone accompany them 
when out in the neighborhood) and less likely to engage in protection behavior 
than those who responded. Because of the differences in race, education, and 
two of the dependent variables between respondents and nonrespondents on the 
income question and the large number of missing values, the inclusion of this 
variable in the equations would be likely to yield biased results. 
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Table 20 presents the simple correlations between the various reactions 
to crime. The highest correlation is between fear of crime and worry over 
crime (0.59). There is also a moderately strong relationship between both 
feal' of and worry over crime and the neighborhood avoidance index (0.40). The 
protection inde 1 and the perception of little or no crime in the neighborhood, 
however, are weaKly related to the other dependent variables. These data 
suggest that the fear of and worry over crime lead to the avoidance behaviors, 
but not necessarily to the adoption of protection strategies. This is similar 
to the findings of Cohn, et al. (1978) that lhere is a positive relationship 
between fear and avoidance;- ELit not between fear and protection. The data 
also sLlggest that there is only a weak relationship between the perception of 
crime in the neighborhood and the fear and worry over crime. The subsequent 
analysis should help to explain these results. 

1. Objective crime model. The objective crime model includes three 
measures of crime - high/low crime neighborhood, reported index crimes per 100 
dwelling units on the respondentis block, and whether or not the respondent or 
a household member had been victimized in the last year. Interaction terms 
between neighborhood crime and block crime, neighborhood crime and victimization, 
block crime and victimization, and the interaction between all three crime 
measures are also included in the model. In general, table 21 indicates that 
there is no significant relationship between block and neighborhood crime and 
the reactions to crime. Age, race, sex, and victimization exhibit the strongest 
relationship to the reactions to crime. Considering specific reactions, the 
fear of neighborhood crime is significantly greater among females, blacks and 
those victimized during the last year. Worry over crime was significantly 
greater among the young, and as with fear, among females, blacks and those 
victimized during the last year. Avoidance was more prevalent among the 
elderly, and among Females and blacks. Protection, however, was not signifi
cantly related to either demogrijphic variables or objective crime levels. 
Finally, the perception of little or no crime in the neighborhood is signifi
cantly greater among whites and among those who have not been victimized. The 
measures of block and neighborhood crime levels and the interacti02 terms were 
not significantly related to any of the reactions to crime. The R s for the 
total models predicting fear, worry, avoidance and perception of little or no 
crime are significant at the .01 level. They range between a low of .052 for 
the perception of little or no crime and .226 for avoidance. 

These findings suggest that people in high crime areas not only do not 
shol-l increased 1 eve Is of fear and worry, but they also do not take extra 
precautions to protect themselves from crime. Furthermore, these data indicate 
that those who have been recently victimized worry about and fear crime more, 
yet they have not been found to take actions to either avoid crime or protect 
themselves more than those who have not been victimized. 

2. Ecological model. The variables included in the ecological model 
are the percent of commercial properties in the respondentis block, the presence 
of a major thoroughfare in the block, the percent of properties in the block 
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Table 20. Pearson Product-Moment Correlation5 Among Reactions to Crime!/ 

Fear of Neighborhood 
Crime Index 

Worry Over Crimf~ 
Index 

Avoidance Index 

Protection Index 

% Statii\g There is 
Little or no Crime 
In Neighborhood 

Fear of Neigh
borhood Crime 

Index 

1. 00 

Worry Over 
Crime 
Index 

0.59 
(.001 ) 

1. 00 

!/Numbers in parentheses are significance levels. 

SOURCE: Household Survey - combined neighborhoods. 

Avoidance 
'Index 

0.40 
(. DOl) 

0.40 
(.001 ) 

1. 00 

Protection 
Index 

0.09 
(.038) 

O. 10 
(.029) 

0.07 
(.092) 

1. 00 

% Stating There is 
Little or No Crime 
in Neighborhood 

-0. 11 
(.012) 

-0. 13 
(.004 ) 

-0.08 
( . 055) 

0.03 
(.469) 

1. 00 
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Reactions 
to Cl'ime 

Fear of Neighbor
hood Cr'ime Index 

WOrT'Y Over 
Cr'ime Index 

AvoidancE' Index 

Protection Inde'x 

People Who Say 
Ihere is Little or' 
No Crime·in Entire 
Ne i gilbor'hood 

VI 

II 
(F) 

-.003 
(0.51 ) 

-,055 
(25.97)" 

,007 
( 10,69)" 

,004 
(0.75 ) 

.0001 
(0,02) 

age of respondent. 
sex (male), 
r'ace (black). 

fable 21. Objective Crime Model 

V
2 

Il 
(F) 

-.535 
(14.%)** 

-1,49 
( 14.52)" 

- ,562 
(54,47)" 

,157 
(0,96) 

,055 
(3,22) 

V3 
II 

(F) 

.872 
(33.87)" 

2, II 
(25,71)" 

,574 
(50,03)" 

-.024 
(0.02) 

-.103 
(9,82)" 

V4 
II 

(F) 

.003 
(0. 3l) 

,018 
(1.40) 

-,QOI 
(0,07) 

-.004 
(0,35) 

-.002 
( 1. 78) 

V5 

II 
(F) 

-.299 
(0.79) 

-,480 
(0.43) 

-,049 
(0,12) 

-.560 
(3.49) 

-,108 
(3,52) 

total crimes per 100 residential units in respondE'nt's block. 
high crime neighborhoods. 

V6 
II 

(f) 

.016 
(2.08) 

,029 
(0,79) 

, U03 
(0.26) 

.004 
(0,08) 

.001 
(0.07) 

interaction between V4 and V5 
victim of any crime ill last year' (r'espondent or housphold memllel'), 
interaction between V4 and Vr 
interaction between Vs and V •. 
interaction betweE'n V4 , V5 ahu V7, 

p .05. 

,- p .01. 

V7 
II 

(F) 

.597 
(6.00)' 

I. 68 
(G,03)' 

,187 
( 1,99) 

-,243 
(0.74 ) 

-.118 
(4,82)' 

V8 

fl 
(F) 

-.007 
(U.50) 

-,048 
(2 95) 

-,005 
(0.91 ) 

.015 
( I. 74) 

,003 
(1. 34) 

V9 
II 

{F) 

-.087 
(0,05) 

-0.35 
(0,00) 

- .150 
(0,48) 

,612 
(I. 80) 

.106 
(1.47) 

V
IO 

II 
(f) 

-.004 
(0.07) 

.024 
(0.27) 

,01& 
(3.28) 

-0, 18 
(0.93) 

-.003 
(0,61 ) 

1/ In multiple regr'ession, ~n ~djustment must be made on the squar'erl multiplp correlation coefficient in or'rler 
to cOITed for the deqrees of freedom el inrin~ted in the predicioll of thp dppPllilent va"i~lJle, fhe tolal IIumber of 
degrees of fr'eedom equals the number of obser'vations minus the number of c(ln511'~inl5 placed on the obsel'villion~. 
One degr'ee of freedom is 1'1 imlnatec! for paZh independenl variable used to pr'pdlet lilt' indeppndenl val'iablp With 
each reduction in deql'pes of fl'ppdom t~e R is inc,·ea~ed. If Ihe,'p i~ a JanlP numifE'" of intippE'I)(lpnt val'iahlp~ 
relativp to the number' of cases, lIlP R wi II Iw mis lE'adinljly hiqh, Ih"l'p!",'P, It i< nplP«aI'Y Lo arljw,t fill' 

the number' of prE'diclor's IIsed, ~CClll'(lilltJ to 1I1l' f,ll'nlllla: 

wher!" N ' tlrp ~anrrlr> ~ilP ,1nri k - tlrp llumhpJ' 01 indpl"'llliPl1L v~l'i<1hl", ill Ih .. "'111011 illll, 

SOURCE: HOU5E'hold Survey - Combinpd Nf'ilJhbnrh(Jlld~; Crimps in nl(Jd~ - lit J.lIrt" Brll'l',lll (If Pol ie r 
Reportl'd Crilllp T<1pp. 
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containing vacant land, whether 95 percent or more of the block is residential, 
the percentage of single-family dwellings in the block, and whether or not the 
respondent lives in a single-family unattached house. Table 22 indicates that 
age, race and sex show the strongest associations with the reactions to crime. 
In fact, the pattern of significance for the demographic variables is identical 
to that found in the previous model. Only two of the ecological variables 
were significantly related to reactions to crime: the percent of commercial 
properties on the respondent's block and residence in a single-family unat
tached house. These data indicate that as the amount of commercial property 
on the block increases so does the fear of crime among block residents, while 
those living in single family houses are more likely to have taken precautions 
against crime. None of the other ecological variables were significantly 
related to the reactions to crime. 

The R2s indicate that the models for fear of crime, worry over crime, 
avoidance and protection are significant at the .01 level, while the model for 
perception of crime is not. Only a relatively small portion of the variance 
in reaction to crime, however, is explained by th~ variables included in the 
model. The model for avoidance has the highest R at .21. 

3. Local ties model. The measures of neighborhood ties included in the 
mod~l presented in table 23 are the number of years in the ~eighborhood, the 
number of good friends in the neighborhood, the frequency of neighboring in 
the entire neighborhood, the variety of neighborhood facilities used, the 
number of voluntary organizations belonged to, and the ratio of membership in 
neighborhood voluntary organizations to the total number of voluntary organi
zations belonged to. The data indicate that only two of the reactions to 
crime are affected by measures of neighborhood ties. Worry over crime is 
positively associated with both the frequency of neighboring and the variety 
of neighborhood facilities used, while the index of protective actions is 
positively related to the frequency of neighboring and the number of community 
organizations belonged to. 

The positive relationship between both neighboring and the use of neigh
borhood facilities and worry about crime is opposite to the expected direction. 
Our conceptual model developed in section II hypothesized that local ties 
should lead to increased social cohesion and lnformal control, which in turn 
should lead to a greater feeling of security. This is implied in Suttles' 
notion of the defended neighborhood (1972). Instead, however, neighboring and 
local facility use are found to increase worry over crime. A likely explana-
t i on for these results is that nei ghbori ng and 1 oca 1 facil i ty use make people 
more aware of the crime being committed in the area. Increased worry may be 
the result of knowledge attained through neighboring of burglaries, assaults 
and other crimes. Furthermore, those using local facilities may feel more 
vulnerable to victimization than those who do not. 

Beyond increasing worry, neighboring is also significantly related to the 
adoption of protection strategies. Those who neighbor more protect more. In 
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VI 
Reactions p 
to Crime (F) 

Fear of Neighbor- -.004 
hood Crime Index (0.81 ) 

Worry Over -.060 
Cl'ime Index (29.33)** 

Avoidance Index .006 
(8.66)** 

Protect i on Index -.004 
(0.49) 

People Who Say 
There is Little or 
No Crime in Entire -.0001 
Neighborhood (0.03) 

VI = age of respondent. 
V

2 
= sex (male). 

Table 22. 

V2 V3 

Jl Jl 
(F) (F) 

-.526 .873 
(14.35)*' (28.54)** 

-1.48 1. 87 
(13.99)** (16.44)** 

-.545 .530 
(50.67)** (35.42)** 

.084 .069 
(0.29) (0.14) 

.055 -.114 
(3.22) (10.12)** 

Ecological Model 

V4 V5 V6 

fl fl P 
(F) (F) ( F) 

2.73 .155 -.216 
(6.01)* (1. 00) (0.13) 

5.45 .139 . ~40 
(2.91) (0.10) (0.18) 

.569 .038 .503 
(0.85) (0.19) (2.19) 

1. 61 -.085 -.819 
(1. 59) (0.23) (1.37) 

-.070 -.018 .066 
(0.08) (0.26) (0.23) 

V3 = race (black). 
V4 = percent of parcels in respondent's block with commercial land use. 
V5 = major thoroughfare going through block. 
V6 = percent of parcels within a block with vacant land. 

V
7 V8 

II fl 
(F) (F) 

-.012 -.522 
(0.00) (2.77) 

-.363 -.248 
(0.40) (0.08) 

.031 -.108 
(0.08) (0.39) 

.115 .283 
(0.25) (0.62) 

.001 .097 
(0.00) ( 1. 94) 

V7 = whether or not r'espondent's block is 95 per'cent or more residential. 
V8 = percent of residential units in respondent's block that are single family dwellings. 
V9 = whether or not respondent lives in a single family unattached house. 
VlO= high crime neighborhood. 

= p < .05. 
H 

= p < .01. 

V9 V
IO 

fl II 
(F) ( F) 

-.065 -.178 
(0. IS) ( 1. 44) 

-.081 -.018 
(0.03) (0.00) 

-.086 -.009 
(0.87) (0.01) 

.675 -.085 
(12.62)*' (0.25) 

.019 -.051 
(0.26) (2.40) 

!lIn multiple regression, an adjustmenl musl be made on th€' squared mulLiple cor"'elaLion coefficienl in ortier 
to correcl for the degrees of freedonl 1'1 iminaLed in the pr'edicion of lhe d€'pendenl val'ial>le. The lOlal numbel' of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of obsel'valions minus the numuer of conslr'ainls placed on lhe observat i(ln~. 
One degree of freedom is eliminaled for eaZh independent variable used lo pr'edict lhe independenl variabl~. Wi til 
each I'educli on in degrees 0 r freedom t2e R is inc rea sed. If Lher!' ~~ n I arqe nlllnller 0 f independent var i ill> I p, 

relalive lu lhe number o~ ca,ps. Lhe R wi II ue mis leadinyly hiqh. Iherplol'e. it i~ rrecp~sary lo adjust I,"' 
lire number' of prediclors used, acconlinlj to lile formula; 

wher'e N 7 the samplp Sill' illl(j k lht' IIUII,III'I' (II inciP[ll'ndent vdriahll'G in the l''1l1~t illil 

SOURCE: Househn.ld Survey - COInbinl'd Npiqhborho()d~; 1I(lIl~inq r:har,1(\priqi(~ of Block - PLAN Filt>: 
Location of 1'lajnr ThornlJqhfarf'~ - Atlanla Burpau of Plannill". r"djor Ihnrrll/qhfarl' PLAtI r·'dp. 
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R2 

.121** 

.125" 

.210** 

.066** 

.050 
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.103 
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.194 

.047 

.031 
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Table 23. Local. Ties Model 

VI 
React ions /1 
to Crime (r) 

Fear of Neighbor- -.003 
hood Crime Index (0.40) 

Worry Over -.059 
C"ime Index (17.30)** 

Avoidallce Index .008 
(8.37)** 

P 1'0 lee. ti on Index .001 
(0.08) 

People Who Say 
There is Liltle or 
No Crime in EnLire .001 
Neighborhood (0.68) 

VI = age of respondent. 
V

2 
= sex (male). 

V2 
/1 

(F) 

-.464 
(9.66)'* 

-1.36 
(10.16)** 

-.514 
(38.83 )** 

.213 
(1.87) 

.044 
(1.73) 

V3 = race (black). 
V4 = high crime neighborhood. 
V5 = years in neighborhood. 

V3 V4 
B /3 

(F) (F) 

.777 .090 
(20.37)** (0.35) 

1. 71 .445 
(12.79)'" (1. 09) 

.591 .092 
(40.32)" ( 1.24) 

-.005 -.230 
(0.00) (2.14) 

-.106 -.064 
(7.89)~· (3.60) 

V6 = number of good friends in ne.yhborhood. 
V7 = frequency of neighboring in enlire neighborhood. 
V8 = variely of neighborhood facilities used. 

V5 
/1 

(F) 

-.003 
(0.26) 

.002 
(0.01) 

-.002 
(0.25) 

.012 
(3.16) 

.0006 
(0.00) 

----~-

V6 V7 
II /1 

(F) (F) 

-.007 .008 
(0.91) (0.64) 

.009 .066 
(0.20) (5.09)" 

-.007 .008 
(2.72 ) (1. 86) 

.001 .046 
:0.02) ( 18.32)" 

.002 .003 
(2.19) (1.48) 

Vg = numbe,' of organizations belonged lo. 
V IO" raLio of neighborhood o"ganizaLion membership Lo total o"ganizalioll membe,·ship. 

'" p . C5. 

= p .01. 

V8 V!l VIO 
II /1 jl 

(F) (F) (r) 

-.092 -.10 .256 
(3.23) ( 1. 54) ( I. 73) 

-.322 -.094 .613 
(4.92)* (0.17) (1.21 ) 

-.023 -.009 .084 
(0.66) (0.04 ) (0.60) 

-.017 .535 .118 
(0.10) (39.62)** (0.33) 

-.007 -.004 -.037 
(0.41 ) (0.06) (0.72) 

YIn mulliple regression, an adjuslm£'nt must be made on lhe squared nrultiple cOI"'elation coefficient in O"rlt'l' 
lo CQI'I'ecl fo,' lhe degl'ees of freedom el iminated in the p"edicion of the dependenl variable. lhe lolal nunrbel IIf 
deg,'ees of freedom equals the numbel' of observations minlls lIlP. numbel' of cllnstrnints plnced on lIle oiJservation'. 
One degl'ee of freedom is el iminated fo,' eaZh independent vnriable used to 11I'pdirt JI,p independent variable. With 
each ~educLion in degl'ees of freedom l~e R is inCl'eased. I I lI,r"1? i~ 01 Inl'lf£' Illllllhrl' 01 ind~"endent val'iahlp, 
relallve to lhe number' of i:ascs. lhe R will Ilf,' misleadinqly hiqlr, Ihrl'pl(lI'l', it j, IlPct"'nI'Y to ddjust f(1" 
th£> Ilumbe,' or predicto,'s tlspd, acc()l'dillq til thp 10l'nlulil: 

? ? N-I R - (I-R) fFF'T 

whpl'(' N ' the s~'npl(> sile ~lId k ' tIll' 111'1111 If' ,. IJI illllppPlltil'lIl vilri,lIJi", ill II, .. I''111.1t ilili. 

SOURCE: Household Surve,Y - Cnlllbiopo Npiqhbnl'hnnrl~. 
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addition, those belonging to greater numbers of community organizations also 
protect more. In general, then, more contact with other members of the com
munity appears to precipitate both increased worry and increased protective 
action. 

The R2s reveal that the total models for fear of crime, worry over crime, 
avoidance and protection are significant at the .01 level and that they explain 
between .095 and .203 percent of the variance. 

4. Social cohesion model. The measures of social cohesion included in 
the model arEt whether the respondent feels a sense of control over what goes 
on in tht neighborhood, whether the respondent feels the neighborhood is a 
real home, the index of information exchange with neighbors, the degree to 
which information about crime is obtained from neighbors rather than other 
sources, and whether the respondent feels similar to or different from others 
in the neighborhood. In general, the data in table 24 indicate that social 
cohesion appears to playa large role in reactions to crime. In particular, 
the amount of information exchanged with neighbors is significantly related to 
four of the five dependent variables. 

The fear of neighborhood crime is negatively related to both a feeling of 
control over neighborhood activities and a feeling that the neighborhood is a 
real home and's positively related to information exchange with neighbors. 
Similarly, worry over crime is negatively related to a feeling of control and 
positively related to information exchange. Thus, a feeling of control over 
neighborhood events appears to lessen both the fear of and worry over crime, 
while information exchange with neighbors appears to increase fear and worry. 
It is surprising that sense of control in the neighborhood would have an 
opposite effect on fear and worry over crime as information exchange with 
neighbors, since both independent variables can be viewed as measures of 
social cohesion. However, their zero-order correlation is only a weak .18. 

Avoidance was also positively associated with information exchange. 
Those who exchange information with neighbors appear more likely to stay in at 
night, not to use public transit in the neighborhood, and to have someone 
accompany them when they are out in the neighborhood. This is probably due to 
higher levels of fear among this group of people. 

Finally, the adoption of prot~stion strategies is positively related to 
feelings that the neighborhood is ~ ,eol hom~, the exchange of information 
with neighbors, the neighborhood bS a source of information about crime and 
perceived similarity of self with neighbors. The positive relation between 
protection and both perception of the neighborhood as a real home Jnd perceived 
similarity suggests a stake in the residence and the neighborhood in which it 
is located that may motivate protection activities. Information exchange with 
neighbors may be a source of suggestions for what others in the area are doing 
to protect their homes. 
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Reacti ons 
to Crime 

Fear of Neighbor
hood Crime Index 

WOI'ry Over 
Crime Index 

Avoidance Index 

Table 24. Social Cohesion Model 

VI 
II 

(F) 

V6 

II 
(F) 

V8 
II 

(F) 

.0003 -.515 .671 -.094 -.594 -.448 .035 -.214 
(,008) (29.36)** (35. 14)t.· (0.45) (15.90)** (7.96)** (5.23)* (0.27) 

-.045 -1.35 1.78 .123 
(14.59)** (11.68)** (15.06)** (0.09) 

.006 -.492 .534 .122 
(7.89)** (39.49)** (34.78)** (2.40) 

-1.08 -.603 .178 .221 
(6.56)* (1. 77) (17.16)** (0.04) 

-.091 -.054 .021 -.016 
(1.18) (0.36) (6.25)* (0.00) 

.003 
(1. 36) 

.009 
(0.01) 

-.016 
(1.02 ) 

PI'olection Index .005 
( I. 19) 

.227 
(2.21 ) 

.382 -.131 .235 .654 . 069 1. 1 7 .067 
(4.72)* (0.72) (2.04) (13.82)*'(17.07)** (6.73)* (4.56)* 

People Who Say 
[here is Litlle or 
No Crime in Entire 
Neighborhood 

-.0001 .070 
(0.02) (4.69)* 

VI :: age of resp~ndenl. 
V - sex (male). 
V2 :: race (b lack). 

-.077 -.066 .020 .074 -.0007 .025 
(4.30)* (4.09)* (0.35) (3.99)* (0.04) (0.07) 

V3 :: high cl'ime neigh~orhood. 
V4 :: those who feel that. residents have control over what goes on in neighbol'ilOOd. 
V5 :: lhose who feel neighborhood is real home. 
v6 = Informatio~ exchange wilh neighbors. 
V7 :: neighborhood source of cl'ime informalion in I'alio lo lolal SOUI'C~ of crime infol·malion. V: :: index of perceived similarilies. 

•. * p' .05 . 
p , .01. 

.004 
(0.38) 

.147** .130 

158'* .142 

.205" . 190 

. 110" . 154 

,055** .037 

YIn mulliple regl'ession, an adjuslment musl be made on lhe SqU81'pd muilipip rOI'rel,llian caefficienl in ol'cler 
lo carl'pcl for lhe degrees of freedom pliminated in lhe pl'edieion of Lhe dependl'nt vari.1ule. The total numbp!' III 

degl'ees of fl'eedom equals lhe Illlllibel' of ahsel'villions minus Lhp numilel' 01 cClll';trilint~ plilrpel on the obsprvat j('ln~. 
Onp degl'e!! of fl'eedum is el imiualed (or ea2h independenL variaule> lIsed lo pl'edict thp im!ppendenL variable. With 
paeh I:eduction ill dell,.eps of freedom l~p R i~ illcrea·,~d_ I f there is a 1.1I·qp Illllllhp,' 01 illcJependpl1t v,ll'ial>lp'. 
l'plaLlve to lhe lIumb('I' of ca~es. lhp R will UP mhleatlillqly hiqh. [h(>I'('lol'('. it i~ Ilrl(>S~dl'y to adju~l Inl' 
lhe lIumber of prediclOl's used, ~Cllll"clilllJ Lo the fo"mula; 

? I - (I-R ) 

whp,-p N - llle ~nmple ~ilr .1(1(1 k th" Illllllhp, of illdppPlrrlplll V.l'·I~I>I('·. ill tllp I'(IU.11 joll 

SOURCE: Hausehnld Survey - COlllbi,..ed Nriqhhnrhoor1s. 
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The perception of little or no crime in the neighborhood was negatively 
associated with whether the neighborhood was categorized high crime and 
positively associated with a feeling that the neighborhood is a real home . 

The R2s for the total models indicate that all are significant at the .01 
level. The range of variance explained varies from .055 percent for the 
perceived crime model to .205 percent for the avoidance model. 

5. Social control model. The measures of social control included in 
the model are whether respondents watch for suspicious looking people in the 
neighborhood, whether respondents say it is easy to tell a stranger in the 
neighborhood, the number of areas avoided in the neighborhood, the percentage 
of big neighborhood problems that they took direct action on, and the number 
of disturbances that they took direct action on. In general, the data presented 
in table 25 indicate that watching for suspicious people in the neighborhood 
and avoiding areas in the neighborhood are associated with three or more of 
the dependent variables. MoY'e specifically, fear of crime and worry over 
crime are positively associated with both watching for suspicious people and 
the number of areas avoirled within the neighborhood. The avoidance index -
avoiding the use of public transit, staying in at night, being accompanied 
when out in the neighborhood - is positively associated with the number of 
areas avoided in the neighborhood. Protective actions are negatively associated 
with high crime neighborhoods and positively associated with watching for 
s!lspicious people, the number of areas avoided in the entire neighborhood and 
the percentage of times direct action was taken when neighborhood disturbances 
(e.g., vandalism, purse-snatching, break-ins, fights among young people) were 
observed. Finally, the perception of little or no crime in the area was 
negatively related both to living in a high crime neighborhood and to being 
black. 

The &ssociations found between watching fOl' SUSP1C10US people and avoiding 
areas in the neighborhood and the dependent variables are opposite to the 
expected direction. As discussed in chapter II, higher levels of social 
control were expected to result in less, not more, fear of crime. The most 
plausible explanation for these associations is that social control is a 
function of the fear of and wOl'ry over crime rathey' the reverse. These findings 
are contrary to those implied in Suttles ' notiol~ of the defended neighborhood 
(1972) . 

The R2s for these models range from a low of .074 for the perception of 
little or no crime to .286 for both the fear of crime and the worry over cl'ime 
measures. All are significant at the .01 level. 

6. Neighborhood problems model The measures of neighborhood problems 
included in the model are whether respondents felt the neighborhood had gotten 
better in the last year, the number of big problems (e.g., noisy neighbors, 
people not disposing of garbage properly, poor care of property) and the 
number of disturbances seen or heard in the neighborhood within the last year 
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VI 
Reaclions fl 
lo Crime (F) 

fear of Neighbor- .004 
hood Crime Index (0.89) 

Worry Over -.041 
CI';me Index (11.22)'* 

Avoidance Index .008 
(11.44)** 

Protection Index .017 
(11.16)** 

People Who Say 
There is litlle or 
No Crime in Entire -.0001 
Ne i ghbol'hood (0.01 ) 

VI = age of respondent. 
V2 " sex (male), 
V3 = race (black). 

Table 25. Social Control Model 

v2 V3 v4 v5 
II 11 fl II 

(F) (F) (F) (F) 

-.375 .492 -.121 .720 
(5.21 )' (7.92)** (0.56) ( 19.29)~* 

-.978 I. 39 . 147 1. 83 
(4.75)' (8.72)*' (0. II) (16.77)** 

-.485 .427 -.027 .122 
(20.52)" (20.68)** (0. 10) (1. 89) 

.265 -.197 -.492 .395 
(2. II) (1. 05) (7.31)** (4.66)* 

.076 -.103 -.107 .070 
(3.64) (6.01 )* (7,37)** (3.13) 

V4 = high crime neighborhood. 
Vs " percent who watch for suspicious people in neighborhood. 
V6 = percent who say it is easy to lell a stranger in neighborhood. 
V7 = numb~r of areas avoided in entire neighborhood. 
V8 = percent of big problems for Which took some direct action. 
V9 = percent of disturbances for which took some dire~t action. 

= p < .05. 

*" =p~.01. 

v6 v7 V8 V9 
II II fl fl 

(F) (f) (F) (F) 

-.358 .157 -.067 .099 
(2.38) (27.94)** (0. 18) (0.32) .246** .223 

-1. 15 .494 .139 -.354 
(3.22) (30.98)" (0.10) (0.55) .246** ,223 

,080 .101 -.034 .007 
(0.40) (32.31 ) •• (0.15) (0.01) .286** ,265 

-.258 ,083 .089 .937 
(0.98) (5,04)* (0.25) (23.26)** . 159** ,134 

.012 -.011 -.013 -.031 
(0.05) (1. 77) (0,12) (0,53) .074** .046 

J.l In multiple regres5ion, an adjust.menl must be made on the squal'eel mUlLiplr cOITelation coefficient in ol'del' 
to correcl fo,' lhe degrees of freedom 1.'1 imina~ed in the p,'edicioll of lIle dependenL vill'iable. fhe Lolal number (If 
degrees of freedom equals lhe numbe,' of observations minus lhe number of conslrainl5 plilC.~U·"J' the observations. 
One degree of freedom is el inrinaLeu for eaZh independenL vat'iable used to pI'editt Ihe intl~pendenl val'iable. With 
each ,'educlion in degrees of freedom L,,, R is increased. If lherp is a Idl'qe nlllllbe,' of ilidependenL vat'iahll." 
,'elalive Lo thr number of cases, lhe Ii wi II ue misleadinqly hiqh. Ihel'efor!?, it is n"cessal'y to adjusl fOl' 
the number of predictors used, acconfintj to the formula: 

where N " lhe 5ample size and k " the nllmhel' of ill(/ppelldpnt V<ll'iilhlr, in tlIP PI/lid! illil 

SOURCE, HOllsehold SUrvlO'Y - Combined Npiqhborhnods, 
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(e.g., purse-snatching, vandalism, fighting). The data in table 26 indicate 
that both the number of big problems and the number of disturbances seen or 
heard are significantly related to a number of the reactions to crlme. Both 
the fear of and worry OVt?r crime are positively associated with the number of 
big problems and the number of disturbances seen or heard. The more problems 
and disturbances, the greater the fear and worry. Thus, both signs of disorder 
and the witness of unlawful behavior have an independent effect on fear and 
worry. The effect of the 1 atter is greater than that of the former, acco)"di ng 
to the F statistic. Avoidance is positively associated with the number of big 
problems, while protection is negatively associated with the high crime neigh
borhoods. Finally, the perception of little or no crime in the neighborhood 
is negatively associated with both high crime neighborhoods and the number of 
disturbances seen or heard. 

These data suggest that many of the reactions to crime are also affected 
by the perceptions of neighborhood problems which are not specifically criminal 
in nature. The perception of other neighborhood problerns may create an overall 
negative image of the area leading to increased levels of fear and worry 
(Skogan and Maxfield, 1980). The strong associations between the number of 
disturbances seen or heard and the dependent variables suggests that the 
direct observation of suspicious or criminal activity plays a strong role in 
the reaction to crime, as well. 

2 The R s of all the models are 2significant at the .01 level, except that 
for protection. The significant R s range from .081 for the perception of 
little or no crime in the neighborhood to .260 for avoidance. 

7. The best predictor model. The significant variables from each set 
of regression equations were combined in a best predictor model for each 
dependent variable. This has the benefit of controlling for the influence of 
variables across models and should result in the identification of the most 
important independent variables. Two variables that are significantly related 
to several dependent variables have been excluded, however, since they appear 
to be an expression of fear and worry over crime rather than a cause of these 
reactions. These variables are watching for suspicious looking people in the 
neighborhood and the number of areas avoided in the neighborhood. 

The results of this analysis are presented in table 28.* The models are 
all significant at the .01 level. The fear of neighborhood crime is best 
predicted by five variables: sex, race, the number of big neighborhood 
problems, the number of disturbances seen or heard, and sense of control over 
neighborhood events. These data indicate that women and blacks are more 

* The best predictor models with the two deleted variables included are 
presented in table 27. However, the discussion will refer to the findings 
presented in the revised best predictor model in table 28. 
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'Iable 26. Neighborhood Problems Model 

VI V2 V3 V
4 V5 V6 V7 

R2 ij2 Y 
Reactions II fl II II II II II 
to Crime (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (f) 

rear of Neighbor- .0006 -.446 .483 -.174 .294 .072 .196 
hood Crime Index (0.02) (7.55)** (7.49)" (1. 20) ( J. 53) (4.55)* (10.27)'* .159** . 14 I 

\lorry Ovel' -.039 - 1.40 1.33 .038 .467 .185 .477 
Cdme Index (9. 14)'* (8.96)** (l.OOY' (.01 ) (.46) (3.90)* (l.41)*' .166*' .149 

Avoidance Index .011 - .514 .414 .004 .145 .023 .141 
(20.26)A* (31.48)'* ( 17.81)*' (0.00) (J. 11 ) (1.55) (16.67)** .260" .'245 

PI'O lec t ion Index ,005 .216 -. 111 -,481 .26 I .041 ,033 
(0.80) ( 1. 24) (0.32) (6.28)' (0.83) (1.13) (0.20) .032 .012 

People Who Say 
T hel'e is lillIe aI' 
No C!'ime in Entil'e -.001 .082 -.098 -. TO I .063 -.007 -.034 
Ne i ghbol'llOod (0,50) (3.99)' (4,97)* (6.19)* ( J. 08) (0.73 ) (4,96)* .081** .062 

V :: age of respondent. 
VI :: sex (male). 
V2 = I'ace (black). 
V3 :: high crime neighborhood. 
V4 = people who feel neighborhood has gotten betlel' in last years. 
V5 number of big problems, 
V6 - number of disturbances seen aI' heanl in neighborhood in last year, 7 -

p < . OS, 
H 

P , ,01. 

11ln mUltiple regression, dn adjustment must be made on the squar'ed multiple cOl'l'elation coefficient in Dl'der 
to cOl'l'ect fOl' the degrees of freedom el iminaled in the predicion of lhe dependent vill'iable. The total nUOlhel' of 
deCjl'ees of freedom equals lhe number of obse"viltions minus the number of conslrilints plaCl'd on the obsel'vation~, 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea;;h indepenrlent val'iable used to PI'P(ljct lhp independent variable .. With 
Pilch reducti 0(\ in dl'qre!'s a f freedom t~e R is increased, 1f lhere is a I ill'qe number 0 f independent val'i illl I es 
relat.ive to till' number of cases, the R wi II III.' misleadinqly high, fhpl'l'Ior'p. it is npressal'y to adjust 10" 
the number' of predictor's used, ilcconiin(j to ttw formula: 

wll!'rE' N 0" lh~ silmplp Sill' and k - Ihp number' nf indPIH'nrfpnl variahle' in "'(1 f'lfll<lticm, 

SOURCE: ilOU5Phold Survey - Conrbinprl N£'iqhborhoods. 
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Reactions to 
Crime 

F.ar 01 Nelghhorllood 
Crime Illdex 

Worry Over 
Crime Index 

Avoidallce Index 

Proleclion Illdex 

People Who Say There 
is Lillie Dr No Crirne 
In Enlire Neighhorhood 

-~ - -~------ -~--

Tabla '27. Best Prediction Models 

-.434 
(8.29)' , 

-.n?7 . 1.11 
(4.61l' (6.80)" 

.011 -.524 
(24,50" (46,09) , 

.006 .104 
\ 1.33) , 10.32) 

.066 
(4.13)' 

VI = age 01 respondent 
V 2 = sex (male). 
V3: race (black). 

.369 .035 
(5.05)' (1.17) 

.873 .121 
(3.37) (2.04) 

.449 
(28.21)" 

-.089 
(6.34)' 

.098 
(3.02) 

.119 
(O.SS) 

.074 
(7.06)" 

-.021 
(3,49) 

.080 
10.26) 

.162 
(0.14) 

-.033 
1O.9S) 

1.37 
11.47) 

V 4: nurnber 01 big problerns in neighborhood. 
V 5 = nurnber 01 dislllrbances seen Dr heard in neighborhood in las I year. 
V6 = vicllrn 01 any crirne in last year (respondent Dr household mernber), 
V7 = percent 01 parcels In a hlock with commercial land use. 
Va = people who walch lor suspicious people In neighhorhood. 

Va 

(3 
IF) 

.514 
(I1.S4)" 

1.48 
112.04)" 

.476 
(a.47)" 

V9 - nurnher 01 areas avoided in entire neighborhood. 

V 10 = those who leellhal residents have control over What goes on in neighhorhood. 
VII = those Who reel that neighborhood is real home. 
V 12 = inlormation exchange With neighbors. 
V I3 = Irequency 01 neighhoring in ell tire nelghhorho~d. 
V 14 = variety 01 neighborhood lacilities used. 
VIS = high crirne neighborhood. 
V 16 = numt'"' 01 organilations belonged to. 
V 17 = whether or nOI a respondent Hves in a single·family unattached house. 
V 18 = percent of diswrhances for which took some direct action. 

V9 

{3 
(F) 

.102 -.422 -.169 -,009 

VIS 

(3 
(F) 

(12.03)" (7.30)" ( 1.11) 1O.3S) 

.489 -.841 .095 -.OOS -.062 
(36.34) " (3.71) (3.68) 10.02) 10.20) 

.098 
(42.04)" 

.093 
(a.59)" 

.003 
10.19) 

.684 .01S .021 -.144 .3S6 .S43 .613 (13.S9)" (0.S2) (2.8a) 10.77) (14.19)" (9.S9)" (12.53)" 

.OS2 -.076 
(2.26) (5.47)' 

'= p .05 
" =p .01 

JJ In rnultiple regression, an adjustment must be made On the squared rnultiple correlation 
coefficient in order to correct lor the degrees of freedorn eliminated in the prediction 
of Ihe dependenl variable. The lolal number 01 degrees 01 freedom equals Ihe numher 
of observalions minus Ihe nurnber 01 conslrainls placed on Ihe observalions. One degree 
01 freedom is eliminaled lor each independenl variab'e used 10 predici IhP. "";.ondent 
variahle. Wilh each reduclion in degrees of Ireedom, the A2 is increaseo. If Ihere is a 
large number 01 independenl variables relalive 10 Ihe numher 01 cases, the R2 will be 
misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessary to adlust lor the n!lmher of "rediclors used, 
according to the formula, 

-2 2 N-I 
R = 1- II-A IN.:.r.:T 

V 19 - neighborhood Source 01 crime information in ratio to lotal sources 01 crimc [nformaliOlI. 
V 20 - index of percelvcd similarilies. 

where N = the sample sile alld k = the numher 01 indepelldent variahles ill the 
equation. 

Source: Household SurveY--Colllhined Neighborhoods. 
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.232" .208 

303" .279 

.30S" .295 

.789 .002 
(2.60) 10.00) .30S" .279 
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Reactions to 
Crime Model 

Fear 01 Neighborhood 
Crime Index 

Worry oVN 

Crime Index 

Avoidance Index 

Prntection Index 

People Who Sav There 
is Litlle or No Crime 
in Entire Neighborhood 

Table 28. Revised Best Prediction /VIodelsV 

-.036 
(7,38)" 

Vz 
(J 

(F) 

-.533 A 10 
(12.99)" (6A2)' 

-1.30 1.08 
(8.57)" (4.66)' 

.009 -.563 .458 
(18A2)" (50.48)"(27.97)" 

V4 
(J 
(F) 

.069 
(4.86)' 

.202 
(5.32)' 

.125 .029 
(5.19)' (0.04) 

.300 .272 
(3.32) (0.35) 

.131 
(22.22)" 

1.02 
(0.80) 

.880 .004 
(0.64) 

.192 
(1.411 

.247 
(1.89) (3.25) 

.066 
(4.13)' 

-.089 
(6.34)' 

VI = age of respondenl. 
V 2 = sex (male). 
V 3 = race (black). 

-.021 -.033 
(3A9) (0.95) 

V 4 = numher of hig prohlems in neighborhood. 
V 5 ~ nlnnbel 01 disturbances seen or heard in last vear. 
V6 = victim of any crime in last year (mspondent or household member). 
V 7 = percent 01 parcels with commertialland use. 
V 8 = neighborhood source of crime information in ratio to total sources 

of crime information. 
V9 = index of perceived similarities. 

V9 

(J 
(F) 

.022 
(0.401 

V iO = those Who feel that residents have control over what goes on in neighborhood. 
VII = those who feel that neighborltood is real home. 
V 12 = information exchange with neighbors. 
V 13 = frequency of nei~hboring in entire neighborhood. 
V 14 ~ variety 01 neighborh~od lacilities used. 
V 15 = high crime neighlmhnorl. 
V 16" numher 01 organilations belonged to. 
V 17 = wh~ther or not a respondent lives in a singlefaroily unattached house. 
VI B • per~ent of disturhances for which lOok some direct action. 

-.50 -.238 .009 
(10A9)" (2.23) (0.34) 

-1.07 .171 -.004 -.210 
(5.57)" (10.90)" (0.02) (2.14) 

.009 
(1.34) 

.583 .027 .014 -.042 .367 ,490 .648 

(9.941" (1.70) (1.26) (0.07) (15A8)"(7.75)" (13.511" 

.052 
(2.26) 

, = p': .'05 
.. = p <.01 

-.076 
(5.47)' 

11 The ind~pendent variables "people who watch lor suspicious pp.~ple in the neighborhood" 
and "I he number 01 areas avoided in entire neighborhood" were deleted from the revised 
prediction /11odels. 

]J In mUltiple regression. an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation 
coelficient in order to correct for the degrees of Ireedom eliminated in the prediction 
01 the dependent variahle. The total number of degrees of Ire .. dOI11 equals tho number 
of ohservations minus the number of constraints placed on the ohservations. One degree 
of freedrm is eliminated for each independent variable used to predict the depeode"t 
variahle. With each reductioo in degrees of freedom, the R2 is IIIcreased. II there is a 
large number of independent variables relative to the number of cases, the R2 will he 
misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessary to adjust for the numher of predictors userl. 
according to the formula: 

where N - the sa",,,le SIIe and k - the "umlrer of indepe"rlp.nt vanahles in the eqUation 
Snurce' lIousehold Survey-Comhinp.d Neighhorhoods. 
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fearful, as are those who perceive a greater number of neighborhood problems 
and who have seen or heard a large number of disturbances in the neighborhood. 
Those who have a greater sense of control over events in the neighborhood are 
1 ess fearful. 

Worry ove)' being victimized by neighborhood crime is best predicted by 
six independent variables: age, sex, race, the number of big problems, sense 
of control over neighborhood events, and information exchange with neighbors. 
Younger people are more worried about crime, as are blacks and females. Those 
who perceive a large number of neighborhood problems and exchange information 
with others also worry more about crime, while those who feel a sense of 
control over neighborhood affairs worry less. 

Avoidance behavior is best predicted by age, race, sex and the number of 
disturbances seen or heard. Older people, blacks, females, and those witnes
sing neighborhood disturbances are the most likely to avoid going out at 
night, using public transit, and being out alone. 

Protective actions al'e best predicted by feeling the neigllbol'hood is a 
real home, the number of voluntary associations belonged to, th~ frequency of 
taking direct action when neighborhood disturbances were observed, and residence 
ina s i ngl e- fami ly unattached house. Those who felt the nei ghbo"'hood was a 
real home, belonged to more neighborhood groups, lived in a sinGle-family 
house and took action after witnessing neighborhood disturbances engaged in 
more protection actions. Surprisingly, age, race and sex showed no significant 
relationship to protective actions when other variables were controlled. 

Finally, the pel'ception of little 01' no Cl'1me in the area was best pre
dicted by sex, race, and the crime level of the neighborhood. Males, whites 
and those in low crime neighborhoods are more likely to perceive little or no 
crime in their area. 

A number of findings from the preceeding analysis warrant further discus
sion. Of particulat'interest is the lack of si~nificant t'elationships between 
the objective measLl\'es of crime and fea)' of Cl'ime, wOI'I'y about cl'ime, avoidance 
behaviol', and protective actions. In the objective crime model, only victim
ization had a significant effect on feal' of and \vorry over crime. Yet, even 
these associations did not appear significant in the best predictor model. 
Avoidance and protection wel'e not significantly related to any of the objective 
measures of Cl'ime. In ShOl't, thel'e does not seem to be a stl'ong I'elationship 
between objective crime and eiUer individual concel'n or protective actions. 

Several explanations are offer-ed fa)"' this finding. First, those livi n9 
in relatively high crime areas may not be aware of that fact. The data do 
indicate, hov/ever, a sigllificant relationsh"ip between the level of neighborhood 
cI'ime and the pel'ception of cdOle. A second explanation is that fear of and 
wOi'I'y about Cl'irne are t'eslilts of infol'mation provided by city-vricfe or even 
nationwide sources sllch as newspapers and television) not a result of local 
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conditions. A third explanation, and the one recelvlng the greatest support 
from the data, is that fear and worry over crime are primarily a function of 
age, race, sex, awareness of disorder in the neighborhood, sense of control 
over the neighborhood, and information exchange. These findings suggest that 
perceived vulnerability and information about crime and other neighborhood 
problems increases fear, while a sense of control inhibits it. 

A second somewhat surprising finding is that young people exhibit more 
worry over crime than the eldet'ly. This contrasts with the bulk of the litera
ture, which suggests a positive relationship between age and fear. Two expla
nations for this result are suggested. First, older people are likely to 
spend less time out in the neighborhood than younger people. In fact, older 
people were found to engage in more avoidance behavior, including staying in 
at night, avoiding the use of public transit, and having someone accompany 
them in their trips in the neighborhood. Given that the measure of worry is 
comprised of questions about burglary and assault, it is not surprising that 
they worry less. They may simply be acknowledging the fact that they have 
chosen to avoid situations where they are vulnerable to these crimes. Younger 
people, on the other hand, are more likely to be out of their homes and out in 
the neighborhood. It should also be noted that most measures of fear are much 
less specific than the items comprising the worry index. They usually express 
a general fear of being out alone at night (Skogan and Maxfield, 1980) or the 
degree of safety felt when in the neighborhood or the city (Hartnagel, 1979; 
Tay'ol', et al., 1979). A second and related explanation is that younger 
peopie at'e more likely to have young children, and theh worry is related to a 
concern for their children's safety. Two of the five questions comprising the 
v/ony index ask about concem for other members of the household. This may be 
an irrelevant issue for older people who do not have children or who live 
a -, one. 

A third major finding is that social control - as measured by surveillance 
activity and avoidance of areas in the neighborhood - appears to be a reaction 
to fear of and worry ovet' ct'ime rather than a product of social cohesion, as 
suggested in the conceptual model. This is contrary to the notion of the 
defended neighborhood, which implies that people who are involved in social 
control should be less fearful of crime. 

A fourth finding is that information exchange with others in the neigh
borhood is positively related to worry over crime in the best prediction 
model, while neighboring and the use of neighborhood facilities are positively 
related to \·/o)'ry in the neighborhood ties model. Again these associations are 
opposite to the expected direction. In general, it appears that the greater 
the number of contacts in the neighborhood, the greater the worry over crime. 
This can be explained in two ways. First, a greater number of contacts with 
others in the neighborhood may make people more aware of crime in the area. 
An alternative explanation, however, is that a greater number of contacts in 
the neighborhood necessitates more frequent trips, particularly walking trips, 
through the neighborhood. These trips may result in a heightened sense of 
vulnet'ability, thereby increasing feal' and worry over crime. 
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~ fifth.finding is that the adoption of protection strategies is strongly 
as~oclated Wlt~ membership in voluntary associations, taking action when 
nelgh~orhood dlsturbances are observed, and residence in a single-family 
dw~lll~g unit. It was not found to be significantly related to any of the 
obJectlve measures of crime or to victimization. It appears as if the adoption 
?f protection strateg~es is a ~unctiGn of an action oriented personality, that 
lS, those who become lnvo1ved ln voluntary organizations and otherwise take 
actio~ on neighborho~d problems. Furtherm?re, ~hose living in single-family 
dwe1l1ngs are more llke1y to feel that thelr nelghborhood is a real home (r = 
.35). Thus, they appear to have a greater stake in the neighborhood and may 
a~so have ~ore to p~otect. An alternative explanation is that those living in 
slngle-famlly dwe111ngs have more control over what alterations can be made 
and have a greater incentive for making alterations, such as the addition of 
better locks on doors and windows. 

A s~xth fi~ding is that fear of crime is higher among those living on 
blocks wlth a hlgher percentage of commercial properties. This increased fear 
appears to be consis:ent with objective conditions, since crime rates tend to 
be higher near commercial areas (Dietrick, 1977). This finding is contrary 
however, to the mixed land use perspective advocated by Jane Jacobs (1961) ~nd 
others. A mix of commercial and residential development is thought to encourage 
~ore lIeyes on the street ll and hence a greatet' sense of security. This notion 
lS n~t supported by these data. Instead commercial properties may bring 
outslders to the area, which apparently increases fear of crime. 
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VII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

The following summarizes the major findings of this study: 

A. ~~ical Characteristics of High and Low Crime Neighborhoods 

1. High crime neighborhoods had a significantly lower proportion of 
residential properties and a higher proportion of vacant land than 
demographically similar and physically adjacent'low crime neighbor
hoods. They also had a much lower proportion of single-family 
residences than low crime neighborhoods. 

2. High crime neighborhoods had significantly more blocks with major 
thoroughfares and fewer blocks with small neighborhood streets. 

3. 

4. 

Blocks in low crime neighborhoods tended to be more homogeneously 
residential, while blocks in high crime neighborhoods had more mixed 
land use. In only one pair was there a significant difference in 
the distribution of commercial properties. In this case, the low 
crime neighborhood had significantly more blocks with little or no 
commercial activity. There were no significant differences in the 
other neighborhood pairs. 

Boundaries of low crime neighborhoods were less likely to be a major 
thoroughfare, less likely to have commercial land use, and more 
likely to have a railroad line than boundaries of high crime neigh
borhoods. Differences in the crime rate between high and low crime 
neighborhoods were not attributable to crime differences in boundary 
streets. 

5. Areas surrounding high crime neighborhoods were lower in socioeconomic 
s~atus than were areas surrounding low crime neighborhoods. Crime 
rates, however, did not differ systematically in areas surrounding 
high versus low crime neighborhoods. 

6. There were few differences between high and low crime neighborhoods 
in physical obstructions to informal surveillance, as measured by 
building setbacks, street lighting, and visual obstructions, 

7. Low crime neighborhoods had more private types of parking facilities _ 
fewer parking lots and more driveways - than high crime neighbor
hoods. This was consistent with the pattern of greater privacy and 
less accessibility to outsiders that was promoted by land use patterns, 
housing characteristics, and boundary characteristics in these 
neighborhoods. 

Preceding page blank 
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Informal Territorial Control in High and Low Crime Neighborhoods 

8. Measures of spatial identity - percent who stated the neighborhood 
had a name and percent who gave the official name - did not differ 
significantly between low and high crime neighborhoods. How~ver, . 
residents of low crime neighborhoods included a larger area 1n the1r 
definition of neighborhood boundaries than residents of high crime 
nei gllborhoods. 

9. Residents of low crime neighborhoods were more residentially stable 
and more likely to own their homes than residents of high crime 
neighborhoods. Some of these differences were due to the younger 
mean age of residents of high crime neighborhoods. However, even 
after age and sex were controlled, residents of low crime neighbor
hoods tended to be more stable. 

10. There were no significant differences between high and low crime 
neighborhoods in household composition, as measured by percent 
currently married, mean number of adults in the household, percent 
with children under 18 years old, mean number of children, and ages 
of chil dren. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

There was no evidence of more local ties in low crime than in high 
crime neighborhoods. Local ties were measured by frequency and. 
variety of neighboring activities, local facilit.y use, membersh1p in 
voluntary associations that meet in the neighborhood, children1s 
membership in local voluntary associations, and number of friends 
and relatives in the neighborhood. 

Social cohesion was measured by affective attachment to the neigh
borhood, perceived similarity with neighbors, an? in~ormation . 
exchange with neighbors. There were no systematlc d1fferences 1n 
perceived similat'ity or information ex~hange. Residents of lo~ 
crime neighborhoods had greater affect1ve at~achment to ~he nelgh
borhood as measured by the proportion plann1ng to move ln the near 
future,'liking the neighborhood, and feeling that the neighborhood 
is a real home, that it is a neighborhood where people help one. 
another and that residents have some control over what goes on 1n 
the neighborhood. Some of these differences were attributable to 
the older mean age of respondents in low crime neighborhoods. Even 
after age was controlled, however, residents of low cri~e neiQhbor
hoods had a higher level of affective attachment than d1d res1dents 
of high crime neighborhoods. 

Informal social control was defined by movement governing rules, 
expected and direct intervention, ~n? informal.surveill~nce. Move
ment governing rules - percent avo1d1ng areas 1n the nelghborhood 
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and number of areas avoided - were more characteristic of residents 
of high crime areas than of low crime areas. The differences were 
usually not significant, but were consistently in that direction. 
Informal surveillance was measured by amount of time spent in and 
around the house, ability to distinguish between neighbors and 
strangers, and watching for suspicious looking people and activities 
while walking around the neighborhood and during other times spent 
in the neighborhood. There were no significant differences in 
amount of time spent in and around the house and in the ability to 
distinguish between neighbors and strangers. Residents of high 
crime neighborhoods were slightly more likely to watch for suspicious 
people while walking or doing other activities in the neighborhood. 
In most cases, the differences were not significant. Intervention 
was measured by asking respondents whether they expected neighbors 
to intervene in problematic situations and whether they had taken 
direct action to deal with neighborhood problems of various types. 
There were no significant differences between high and low crime 
neighborhoods in any of the measures of intervention. 

Reactions to Crime in High and Low Crime Neighborhoods 

14. 

15. 

16. 

There were no significant differences in the sources of information 
about neighborhood crime in high and low crime neighborhoods. The 
mass media was the most im~ortant source in all neighborhoods. 
Respondents accurately assessed the relative amount of crime in 
their neighborhood; a higher proportion of residents of low crime 
than of high crime neighborhoods believed there was little or no 
crime in their neighborhood and felt their neighborhood was safer 
than the rest of the city. Levels of fear and protection behavior 
were not consistent with differences in the assessment of the amount 
of crime. Residents of high crime neighborhoods were not more 
fearful, were not more worried about being the victim of specific 
crimes, did not engage in more avoidance behavior (staying in at 
night, avoiding public transportation in the neighborhood, arranging 
accompaniment when going out in the neighborhood), and did not 
protect their home or belongings to a significantly greater extent 
than residents of low crime areas. 

Indi ces of fear of crime and worl'y over specifi c crimes showed lJet'y 
strong correlations with each other and moderately strong relation
ships with the avoidance index. They showed only weak associations, 
however, with both the adoption of protection strategies and the 
perception of the amount of crime in the neighborhood. 

The fear of crime was greatest among women, blacks, those who per
ceived a greater number of neighborhood problems, those who had seen 
or heard a large number of disturbances in the neighborhood, and 
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17. 

18. 

19. 

f ontrol over events in the neighbor-
those who felt little sense.o .c. redictors of fear were:* 
hood. Less important but Slgnlfl~ant P'ding in a block with a high 
victimization during ~he last y~~r, r::~ching for suspicious people 
proportion of commerclal .p~oper les,. the neighborhood, feeling the 
in the neighborhood, avoldlng areas ln 
neighborhood is a real home. 

. . f ecific crimes was greatest among 
Worry over being the vlc~lm ~ SPthose who perceived a large number 
younger people, blacks, ema eS'who exchanged information with 
of neighborhood problems'ft~~S~ittle sense of control ~ver events in 
neighbors, and those who. e t nt but significant predlctors of 
the neighborho~d. L~SS lm~or ~elated neighborhood disturbances, . 
worry were: wltnesslng crlme ~ lb' local facility use, watchlng 
victimiz~t~on, frequen~y ~~en~!~glh~~~~~~d, avoiding areas in the 
for SUSP1C10US people ln 
neighborhood. 

1 nt among older residents, blacks, 
Avoidance behavior was more prev~ e d a greater number of crime-related 
vlomen and tho~e vlho ha~ s~e~hor d ea~ less important but significant 
disturbances ln ~he nelgh 0\ ~or~ation exchange with neighbors. 
predictor of avoldance was ln 0 

. . vias most preval ent among those 
The adoption of protectlve actlons 1 home belonged to a larger 
who felt their neighborho~d ~as a rl~a d l'n ~ single-family dwelling, 

f 1 t ry assoclatlons, lve ' number 0 vo un a . . I bOl"hood di sturbances we\'e seen. . 
and took direct actl~n ~h~n nelg1 'ctors of protection were: belng 
Less important but Slgnl!lCa~t predl. iou e people in the neighborhood. 
older, being ma~e, watch~n~bO~~O~~SP!~cha~ging information w~th 
avoiding areas ln the nelg. . .' resid~nce in the low crlme 
neighbors, frequ~ncy of nelgh~orlng~taining crime information fr~m 
member of the nelghborhood palrs~.o f si~ilarity with other nelgh
neighborhood sources, and percep lon 0 
borhood residents. 

t
. of little or no crime in the neighborhood was.most 

The percep lon . and those living in the l~W ~r~me 
frequent among m~les, whltes,. Less important but slgnlf~cant 

20. 

member of the nelghborhoo~ pal~s~'ttle 0" no crime in the nelghbor
predictors of the per~ept~on 0 di~turbances in the neighborhood, 
hood were: those seelng. e~e~ d' the last year. and those who 
those who had not been vlctlmlze ln 
felt the neighborhood was a real home. 

*This 
individual 
predictors 

" . t'cal1y significant in ~he.. . 
refers to variables that w~le statlsb~ d the best (i.e., slgnlfl cant ) 
models but not in the model that com lne 
from the individual models. 
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21. There were no significant relationships between objective measures 
of block and neighborhood crime and worry, fear, avoidance and 
protective actions. 

The results suggest that differences in physical characteristics distin
guished between low and high crime neighborhoods to a far greater extent than 
did differences in informal territorial control. Low crime neighborhoods were 
more insulated from surrounding areas than were socially similar and adjacent 
high crime neighborhoods. Relative to high crime neighborhoods, the flow of 
outsiders into and out of low crime neighborhoods appeared to have been limited 
by more residential and homogeneous land use, fewer major arteries, and the 
nature of boundary streets. The data also indicate that low crime neighborhoods 
were surrounded by areas higher in socioeconomic status than were matched and 
adjacent high crime neighborhoods. This finding, given the research on the 
social correlates of crime, suggests that high crime neighborhoods are more 
proximate to areas in which offenders are more likely to live. In addition, 
they are more easily accessible to outsiders. Offenders wishing tc commit 
ct'imes outside their own neighborhoods thus have an area that is both proximate 
and accessible. While more research is required on this issue, the evidence 
suggests an interplay between the characteristics of border neighborhoods and 
boundaries in distinguishing between similar and adjacent high and low crime 
neighborhoods. 

The findings suggest that maintaining the residential character of neigh
borhoods and limiting access to outsiders may effectively inhibit certain 
kinds of crimes. The types of crime that are expected to be most affected by 
the l'elative insularity of neighborhoods are "opportunistic" crimes - buy'glary, 
robbery, larceny, and auto theft. Violent crimes, especially-murder and 
assault, would not be expected to respond to changes in the physical environment 
because they are typicallY unplanned events that take place between acquaintances. 
Limiting access by environmental design assumes that most opportunistic crimes 
are committed by non-residents. We have no evidence to suggest that this is 
the case. However, to the extent that this is true, the physical environment 
may affect that portion of neighborhood crime that is committed by outsiders. 
The findings of the study are consistent with those of an evaluation of a 
crime control program in one neighborhood in Hartford which found that re
designing and re-routing streets to inhibit the flow of traffic was an important 
factor in the reduction of burglary, robbery, and fear of crime (Fowler, et 
~., 1979). 

The land use patterns, street types, and boundary characteristics that 
distinguished between low and high crime neighborhoods may be the neighborhood 
level equivalents of the block and building level physical characteristics 
that appear to affect nime and fear. Taylor, et~. (1980) found that blocks 
with a high proportion of properties having real and symbolic barriers in 
front, such as fences and curbs, exhibited relatively low crime and fear. 
TI,ese barriers emphasized the semi-private nature of residential streets and 
inhibited the flow of pedestrians into non-public areas in a way that is 
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analogous to the neighborhood level barriers examined in the present study. 
Studies of defensible space features of buildings present yet a finer grained 
view of crime control in the residential environment. (See Taylor, et al., 
1980 for a review of this research.) Further research is required todetermine 
the specific physical design features that affect crime at each spatial level 
of the residential environment - the building, the property, the block, and 
the neighborhood. 

The model of neighborhood crime prevention implied in Jane Jacobs (1961) 
work, which has influenced research in this area over the last two decades, is 
that diverse land use is a key factor in maintaining neighborhood safety. The 
"basic supply of activity and eyes" that results from a mixture of shops, 
offices, and residences is believed to be the basis of informal surveillance. 
The findings of the present study do not support this assumption. Homogeneous 
residential land use, small streets, and few major thoroughfares characterized 
low crime neighborhoods. Furthermore, fear of crime was positively associated 
with the amount of commercial land use on the block. Thus, maintaining neigh
borhoods as primarily residential areas appears to promote safety. The supply 
of activity and eyes that results from mixed land use may simply increase the 
number of potential victims and offenders. This finding is particularly 
important, given the recent trend in neighborhood planning to encourage mixed 
land use in order to conserve gasoline. While this is a a worthwhile goal, 
planners and residents should be aware of the potential increases in crime 
that could result from this type of plan. 

By and large, the dimensions of territoriality were not found to be 
distinguishing characterl~~ic of low crime neighborhoods. In fact, informal 
social control, such as movement governing rules and surveillance, appeare~ to 
be more characteristic of high crime than of low ~rime areas. These behaVlors 
appeared to be expressions of feal' of existing crime rather than strategies to 
maintain safety. This is opposite to what is implied in the notion of the 
defended neighborhood. These findings, however, make intuitive sense. Informal 
surveillance and avoidance of certain areas are rational adaptations to living 
in a high crime neighborhood. 

This is not to suggest that the concept of informal territorial control 
should be dismissed outright. It may be that the set of behaviors that are 
the expression of this concept are not consciously felt. People may not be . 
actively aware that they are engaging in surveillance or other forms of terrl
torial control, and hence, do not report them in household surveys. Thus, t~e 
lack of importance of these variables may be a function of measurement ~echnlque. 
A final conclusion will have to be based on evidence collected by a varlety of 
techniques. 

In addition it should be kept in mind that the study neighborhoods were 
selected on the basis of difference in crime levels and similarity in racial 
and economic composition. Since race and economic status are likely to influence 
the formation of local ties, social cohesion, and informal social control, 
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matching neighborhoods on the basis of social composition may have the effect 
of minimizing the importance of these dimensions of territoriality. However, 
thi s al'gument is weakened by the fact that there wei'e di fferences between 
matched neighborhoods on a number of variables that tend to be related to 
class and race, such as residential stability and affective attachment to the 
neighborhood. In addition, these findings suggest the variables that may be 
important in the prediction of neighborhood crime when differences in class 
and race are absent. The hypotheses generated in this study on the relative 
effects of informal territorial control and physical design on crime as well 
as the causal re 1 at i onshi ps wi 11, however, requi re testing ina 1 arger sample 
of neighborhoods. 

The data suggest that there are no, or at best, weak links between physical 
characteristics and various dimensions of informal territorial control. If 
these linkages were strong it would be expected that differences between 
neighborhoods in land use, housing characteristics, and street type would be 
accompanied by differences in informal social control, social cohesion, and 
other variables that are believed to be related to physical design by Newman, 
Jacobs, and others. The fact that a number of physical characteristics differed 
systematicallY between high and low crime neighborhoods but most measures of 
territorial control did not (or differed in opposite to the expected direction) 
suggests a weak association between the two sets of variables. This is an 
area in need of further examination. 

The findings of this study have several implications for neighborhood 
crime prevention strategies. The evidence indicates little relationship 
between the perception of the amount of crime in the neighborhood and protective 
behavior. While people could fairly accurately assess the amount of crime, 
this awareness was not necessarily translated into action. However, information 
exchange with neighbors and frequency of neighboring were positively assoc~ated 
with protection. This suggests that awareness is not a sufficient motivatlon 
for crime prevention activities but that local information networks may be a 
key element. An apparent by-product of frequent contact between neighbors is 
information about whether and in what ways to protect one's home and belongings. 
Neighborhood Watch and other community crime prevention programs attempt to 
formalize local information networks and channel them into addressing local 
crime pl'oblems. Very few of the survey respondents belonged to such programs, 
but some of the same functions were being performed informally. However, the 
results seem to validate the operating assumption of crime prevention programs, 
that local informatioll networks can be used to disseminate information about 
protection strategies. Being integrated into these networks does not decrease 
fear of crime, and in fact, may actually increase it. But information exchange 
between neighbors seems to be an effective means of disseminating information 
concerning protection against crime. 

The results concerning characteristics of boundary streets and bordering 
neighborhoods should not be taken as a recommendati?n that urban.neighborhoods 
become fortresses, barricading themselves from outslders. Relatlvely subtle 
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modifications of the residential environment may effectively inhibit crime. 
Suggestions would include limiting the amount of commercial development at 
neighborhood boundaries, discouraging the city from widening streets in pre
dominantly residential areas, and minimizing the amount of non-residential 
land use in residential blocks. 
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Survey Instrument 
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SAFE ft~D SECURE NEIGHBORHOODS 

Household Screening Form 
rard [QQJ 

B. 

A. INTERVIEWER 
NAME ___________________________ _ 

INTERVIE'WER 
ID ff ___________ _ AFFIX LABEL HERE 

C. RECORD OF CONTACTS 

-
Date Time Results Contact 

For: 

a.m. S I p.m. 

a.m. S I p.m. 

a.m. 
S I p.m. 

a.m. 
S I 

p.m. 
--

a.m. S 1 p.m. 

a.m. 
S I p.m. 

--
a.m. 

S I p.m. 

a.m. S I p.m. 

a.m. 
S I 

p.m. 

a.m. S I 
p.m. 

D. INTRODUCTION 

Hello, my name is 11m with the Research Triangle Institute, a 
research firm located in North Carolina. We are working on a study about what 
people do to help prevent crime in their neighborhood. We are also interested in 
how people feel about their neighborhood. We sent you a letter that described the 
study and mentioned how important your participation is to the study. Did you 
receive that letter? (IF NO, GIVE RESPONDENT A COPY OF LETTER AND ALLO\\l TUIE FOR 
READING.) Participation in this study is completely voluntary. All of your 
answers will be held in strict confidence and our study will in no way identify 
you or your household. Your address was picked at random. 
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E. SMIPLE SELECTION 

1. As you recall from the letter, only one of the adul t members of this 
household will be asked to answer questions about neighborhood crime and 
attitudes tOlvard the neighborhood. In order to select tilat person, ] 
need to know the first name of all of the adults who are 18 years old or 
old(-'r who live at this address year round. Let's list them by age, 
beginning Hith the oldest first. (LIST NMIES BELm.;.) 

~.-------------- ---,------:::-----, 
Sex 

~1 F 
Person Number First Name 
,-----------+-

1 2 
1----------+- ----

2 1 2 
-.--------- -_._._--_._----_._--------j---

3 1 2 
1-----------

4 1 2 
-----------------_._-_._- ----------

5 1 2 
1------- --- .. ---------'---- ----------- ------ -----

6 1 2 
1--------- ----- -.. -----------.---------- -------------
712 

------_ ... - -... --~-------------.---------
8 1 2 --.-------I-----··----·~~---------- .. -·--·---I---.. ---,------
Y 1 2 

"------_ .... --- ...... - ----.------- ... -~-,-----------.-- ._----- ----.. _--

INSTRUCTIONS: 

SELECT THE INTERVIEW RESPONDENT BY USING THE RANDON 
DIGIT LIST AT RIGHT. STARTING IN THE FIRST ROVl, 
GOING FHOtI LEFT TO HIGHT, SEUCT THE FIRST NmIB"ER 
\{H1GH FALLS hlITHfN THE HANGE OF THE Nm1BER OF 
ELIGIBLES TN THE HOUSEHOLD. THE FIRST NmlBER WHICH 
FALLS IN 'fHI S RANGE IDENTIFIES THE PERSON TO BE 
TNTERVIE\,'ED. CIRCLE THE NAt'IE AND NmIBEl{ OF THE 
PERSON SELECTED. THEN CROSS OUT ALL OTHER NMIES ON 
THE LIST. 

Number of 
Adults in HH 

LJ 44/ 

Sex of 
Selected 
Respondent 

LJ 45/ 

Random Digit List 

2. (NAHE/YOU) has/have been selectL'd. (s/Are (NMIE/YOU) availahle to hE' 
inter;viel-;ed now? OF YES, CONTINUE \,lITH INTERVIEW ON NEXT PAGE. IF NO, 
SCHEDULE APPOIN'nIENT. RECORD APPOINTNENT DATE AND THlE IN SECTION C. 
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~--- - ------ ---------- - -~--- ~-------.....,:'!;;-;>."".,..,.-----:---

.. ' 
." 

• ,f:'7!'tNq."... 

a.m. 
START TINE: 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

p.m. 

In what year did you move to this address? 

RECORD YEAR ...... 19 [JJ 46-47/ 

Lived here all my life . . . . . . 85 

Do you own or rent this house (apartment)? 

Own. 

Rent 

Don't know 

1 48/ 

2 

8 

Does this neighborhood have a name? 

A. 

A. 

B. 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't know 

(ASK A) . . . 

(SKIP TO Q.4) 

(SKIP TO Q.4) 

1 49/ 

2 

8 

What is it called? ____________________ CO 50-51/ 

Here's a map of the part of the city where you live. (SHOW NAP 1.) 
Here's your street and here are some of the nearby main roads. (POINT 
OUT.) On this map, would you please draw a line around the area you 
Lhink of as your neighhorhood? 

I! 52-55/ 

Some people have called your neighborhood Pittsburgh. We'd like to use 
this name occasionally during the interview. (SHOW ~lAP 2.) \ole will be 
referring to the area from Stewart Avenue on the west to the railroad 
tracks on the east, and from Glenn Street on the north to the railroad 
tracks on the south. 

------------------------
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------------- -- - - - - - ---

Now I would like to ask 
people who live around here. 
almost every day, about onc.e 
or never. (SHOW CARD 1.) 

you some questions about how often you do things with 
For each question I ask, please tell me if you do it 

a week, about once a month, less than once a month, 

5. 

6. 

A. 

B. 

A. 

How often do you and others living within two blocks of here help each 
other with repairs or other jobs in or around the house? 

Almost every day . 

About once a week. 

About once a month 

Less than once a month 

Never. . . . . 

2 

3 

4 

5 

How often do you and others who live more than two blocks from here hut 
in the neighborhood help each other with repairs or other jobs in or 
around the house? 

Almost every day . 

About once a week. 

About once a month 

Less than once a month 

Never ..... 

2 

3 

4 

5 

How often do you and others living within two blocks of here eat dinner 
or some other meal together? 

Almost every day . 

About once a week. 

About once a month 

Less than once a month 

Never. . . 

2 

3 

4 

5 

B. How often do you and others who live more than two blocks from 
in the neighborhood eat dinner or some other meal together? 

here but 

136 

;t I 

Almost every day . 

About once a week. 

About once a month 

Less than once a month 

Never. . . . . 

. -, 

2 

3 

4 

5 

56/ 

57/ 

S8/ 

59/ 

------------------------------~ 

7. A. 

B. 

8. A. 

B. 

~ 

" 

How o~ten ~o you borrow or exchange things such as tools, recipes, or 
the ILke w~th the people who live within two blocks of here? 

Almost every day 1 60/ 

About once a week. 2 

About once a month 3 

Less than once a month 4 

Never. 5 

~ow o~ten ~o you borrow or.exchange things such as tools, recipes, or 
the lIke WJth people who llve more than two blocks from herp but in the 
neighborhood? -------. 

Almost every day , 

About once a week. 

About once a month 

Less than once a month 

Never. . . . . 

How often do you visit with people living within two blocks of YOllr 
home? 

Almost every day . 

About once a week. 

About once a month 

Less than once a month 

2 

3 

4 

5 

2 

:3 

4 

Never. . . . . 5 

61/ 

62/ 

------------------------ --.-.. ------.. -.-,-- ... -------.. ---~--------- .-
HOI" often do you visi t wj th peopJ eli ving more than two blocks from he re 
hut in the nei~rhood? 

Almost every day 1 

About once a I"eek. 2 

About once a month 3 

Less than once a monlh 4 
Never. 5 

03/ 

_. __ w_._ .. __ .~ ..... _~ __ ~ ~ ______ ._. ______ .~. ____ " __ 
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9. A. 

B. 

------------~. 

If you have young children living at home with you, how often do you 
someone living within two blocks of here to watch your children when 
are not at home? 

Almost every day . 

About once a week. 

About once a month 

Less than once a month 

Never. . . . . 

Do not have children 
TO Q. 10). . . . 

(SKIP 

ask 
you 

1 

2 

3 

4 

S 

6 

How often do you ask someone who lives more than two blocks from here 
but in the neighborhood to watch your children when you are not at home? 

Almost every day 1 

About once a week. 2 

About once a month 3 

Less than once a month . 4 

Never. S 

64/ 

65/ 

--------,------------------------------------------

Now I'd like to ask about some things which may be in your neighborhood. 

10. Are there grocery stores or supermarkets in this neighborhood? 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't know 

(SKIP TO Q.ll). 

(SKIP TO Q. 11) . 

1 66/ 

2 

8 

A. ~Ien you do your grocery shopping, do you usually do this in the neigh
borhood or outside of the neighborhood? 

138 
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Usually in neighborhood. 

Usually outside. . . . . 

1 67/ 

2 

11. Do you ever go out to eat in restaurants, including diners or faD~-food 
places? 

Yes. 

No . (SKIP TO Q. 12). 

A. Are there restaurants in this neighborhood? 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't know 

(SKIP TO Q.12). 

(SKIP TO Q.12). 

B. When you go out to eat, do you usually go to restaurants inside the 
neighborhood or outside of the neighborhood? 

12. Do you ever go to religious services? 

Usually in neighborhood. 

Usua lly outside. . . . . 

Yes. 

No . (SK I P TO Q. 13) . 

2 

2 

8 

2 

68/ 

69/ 

70/ 

1 71/ 

2 

A. Are there any churches or synagogues of YOllr religion in this neighbor
hood? 

B. 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't know 

(SKIP TO Q. ]3). 

(SKIP TO Q.13). 

When you go to religious ser.vice~, do you usually go inside the' lI'.'1gh
borhood or outside of the neighhorhoodJ 

Usually in neighborhood. 

Usually outside ..... 

1 72/ 

2 

8 

73/ 

2 

---------------------
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j 

------~---

]3. 

] 4. 

, ~-

Do you ever go to a doctor or other medical facility? 

A. 

B. 

Yes. 

No . (SKIP TO Q.14). 

Are there doctors or other medical facilities in lhis neighhorhood? 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't kIlOW 

(SKIP TO Q.14). 

(SKIP TO Q. 14). 

2 

2 

8 

When yO\1 need medical treatment, do you usually go .inside the neighbor
hood or outside of the neighhorhood? 

Usually in neighllOrhood. 

Usually outside ..... 

74/ 

75/ 

76/ 

~---.-.-------~ 

Are there any clothing stores in thi s Hei ghhorhood? 

A. 

Yes. 

No . (SKIP TO Q. 15). 

( SKI P TO Q. I 5 ) . 

vlhen you go clothes shopping, do you usually do lhis inside tl1f' lleigh
borhood or outside of the neighborhood? 

Usually in neighhorhood. 

Usually outside. 

2 

8 

77/ 

1 78/ 

2 

--- •..•.. _---------.--------

15. Do you havf' a car? 

Card [Q}]] 1-2/ 

IV # 3-6/ 

Yef;. 

No . (SK1P TO Q.16). 

1\. An' there any ca r repai r shops ill t.hi f; ned ghborhood? 

Don't klJol'.' 

(SK U' TO Q.] 6 J . 

( S K] I) TO Q. 16) . 

B. I~hen YOLl t.ake your car for repnil's. do VOLI usuallv do lhjs inside the 
neighhorhood or outside of the ncdghbot-tlOOd? . 

Usually .ill neighborhood. 

USllal1y oulside .. 

7/ 

8/ 

2 

8 

9/ 

2 
. __ .- -.-~ ... -----.-._-. -,..-~ •• --~-- - - •• ~ - ......... ----___ •• _.~ ____ .• _____ • _-.-,0-, ,. __ ~ • ______ ~ _ ~_.___ _ .,. _ ... _ .... __ __. ____ '.M~~ _ ••• __ • __ • ____ • __ ~_~ ._ •• _ •• __ 
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1 
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-----~. --

16. 

17. 

---~----- --- ---~ ----

Do you ever go to parks or playgrounds? 

1\. 

B. 

Yes. 

No (SKIP TO Q. 17) . 

Are there any parks or playgrounds in this neighborhood? 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't know 

(SKIP TO Q. 17) . 

(SKIP TO Q. 17) . 

When you go to parks or playgrounds, do you usually do this inside the 
llE'ighborhood or outside of the neighborhood? 

Usually in neighborhood. 

Usually outside ..... 

Do you ever go to recreational centers? 

A. 

B. 

Yes. 

No (SKIP TO Q. 18) . 

Are there any recreational centers in this neighborhood? 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't knOl .. , 

(SKIP TO Q. 18) . 

(SKIP TO Q.18). 

\\~hen you go to recreational rent.ers, do you usually do this inside the 
nejghborhood 01- outside of the neighborhood? 

1 10/ 

2 

1 11/ 

2 

8 

12/ 

2 

1 13/ 

2 

2 

8 

14/ 

USLlal1 yin neighborhood. 1 15/ 

Usually outside ..... 2 

18. Are Lh(~re allY othpr [ariliUes ill the neighborhood that you LIse, things such 
as laundromats, banks. 1 ibraries, or t.he like? 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't kno\\-

A. TF YES; 141wL art' Lhey? 

141 

(SKIP TO Q.19). 

(SKIP TO Q.19). 

1 16/ 

2 

8 

IT] 17-18/ 

CIJ 19-20/ 

CD 21-22/ 

, 



19. We're interested in the groups and organizations that individuals belong to. 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

Please tell me whether or not you are a member of .. READ EACH ITEM. IF 
YES TO A, ASK BAND C. 

A. Belong? 
Yes , No 

, 23; 
A church or ! 

church-related 1 2 
group 

26/ 
PTA or other 
school associa- 1 2 
tion 

29/ 
A trade union, 
business club 1 2 
or professional 
association 

32/ 
A political 
organization 1 2 

35; 
A block or 
neighborhood 1 2 
association 

38/ 
A socia 1 or 
recreational 1 2 
group , 

IF YES TO A, ASK: 
B. How often do you 

or activities of 
Would you say 

Two or I 

Once a three 
week or timE's a Once 

attend meetings 
this group? 

--r----

A few 
a times 

IF YES TO A, 
ASK: 
C. Does it eve 

meet in you 
neighborhoo 

r 
r 
d? 

more month month a year Never Yes No -
24/ 2 5/ 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 

27/ <) 
c' 8/ 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 

3(J/ 
-

:3 17 

] 2 3 4 5 1 2 

33/ ;) 

1 2 3 4 5 1 2 

----- -
36/ :3 ?/ 

1 i 2 3 4 5 ] 2 
! 

-397 ------------
i 4 0/ 
t 

1 , 2 3 4 5 1 2 
! 
1 

-----

20. A. Do you have any children under age eighteen living at home with you? 
This includes adopted children, foster children, and children from a 
previous marriage. 

Yes. 41/ 

No . (SKIP TO Q.23). 2 

B. How many? 

RECORD NUt-lEER: []] 42-43/ 
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21. I'm interested in the ages of your children and where they go to school. 
First, how old is the oldest child living at home with you? RECORD AGE UNDER 
A. IF 5 YEARS OLD OR OLDER, ASK B. CONTINUE FOR RENAINING CHILDREN. 

IF 5 YEARS OLD OR OLDER, ASK: 
B. Does he/she attend schoo] in 

Child 

HoI\' about. 

(the oldest) 

(second oldest) 

(third oldest) 

(fourth oJdest) 

(fj fth oldest) 

(sixth oldest) 

(seventh oldest) 

(eighth oldest) 

A. What j s 
his/her age? 

--------
------

-------

44-4.5/ 

47-48/ 

50-51/ 

53-54/ 

56-5?/ 

59-60/ 

62-63/ 

65-66/ 

th i s n e i gil b 0 !._h:.-o-'-o_d-:::?:-___ _ 
Yes No 

2 46/ 

1 2 49/ -------
2 52/ --.. ---
') 
L. 55/ 

1 2 58/ 

2 61/ 

2 64/ 
----

1 2 67/ 

Card QTI) 1-2 
IT! # 3-6 

'--
22. We're also interested in the groups and organizations 

Please tell me whether or not any of your children is 
EACH lTEN. IF YES TO A, ASK B. 

tha t chi] dn'fl belong to. 
a member of READ 

Ir----- IF YES -TO A, ASK: 
B. Does it ever meet in your 

A. Belong? neighborhood? 
y e;---::N7"o-'='---tt----=Y""'e-s ------ No 

--------_._------------ ---
7/ 8/ 

]. A church or church-related group 
2 1 2 

9/ 10/ 
2. A school club 

2 2 
------.----- -H------.---------Jt-.---- --~----------------~---11/ 
3. Little League or other sports club 

1 2 
---------_._---_._-------_._---+1----

4. A scout group, such as Boy Scouts, 
Gj rJ Scouts, Cub Scouts, or 
Brownies 

13/ 

2 

12/ 

2 
--------.... -

14/ 

1 2 

---------------.-------41-----.-. ---------------
5. A fraternity or sorority 

6. YNCA 0 r Y\~CA 

----_._-- ~------------------
7. Some other social or recreational 

group 

15/ 

2 

17/ 

.) 
L. 

19/ 

2 

1 

16/ 

2 

18/ 

2 

20/ 

2 
--'-- _._------_._-----------
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23. How many of your good friends live within two blocks of your home? 

RECORD NUNBER: CD 21-22/ 

24. How many of your good friends live more than two blocks a\\lay, but wi thin the 
neighborhood? 

RECORD NUNBER: o=J 23-24/ 

25. Considering all your good friends, how many of them live in this neighborhood? 
Would you say that . 

All of them. 

~lost of them 

About half of them 

Only a few of them, or 

None of them . . . 

. . . live in this neighborhood? 

26. How many of your relatives live within two blocks of your home? 

1 25/ 

2 

3 

4 

5 

RECORD Nm1BER: o=J 26-27/ 

27. How many of your relatives live more than two blocks away but within the 
neighborhood? 

RECORD NUMBER: [I] 28-29/ 

28. Considering all your relatives, how many of them live in this neighborhood? 
Would you say that . 
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All of them. 

Host of them 

About half of them 

Only a few of them, or 

None of them . . . 

. . . live in this neighborhood? 

1 30/ 

2 

3 

4 

5 

" 

-~--- -------------------------------~ 

29. Would you say that most of the other adults in your neighborhooci are similar 
in age to you, say within 10 years of your age, or different in age? 

Similar. . 

Different. 

Fifty- fi fty. 

Don't knOl>J . 

1 31/ 

2 

30. Would you say that most of the other adults in your neighborhood have a 
similar amount of education as you or a different amount of education? 

3 

8 

Similar .. 

Different. 

Fifty-fifty. 

Don't know. 

1 32/ 

2 

3 

8 

31. Would you say that most of the households in this neighborhood make a similar 
amount of money as yours or a different amount of money? 

Similar. . 

Different. 

Fifty-fifty. 

Don't know. 

2 

3 

8 

33/ 

32. Would you say that most of the other people in this neighborhood raise children 
in a way that is similar to the way you would or different from the way you 
would? 

Similar. 

Different. 

Fifty-fifty. 

Don't know 

33. Would you say that most of the people in this neighborhood keep up their 
houses and yards in a way that is similar to the way you do or different? 
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Similar. 

Different. 

Fifty-fifty. 

Don't know 

2 

3 

8 

35/ , 



34. In general, considering the kinds of things I just mentioned, would you say 
that most of the adults in this neighborhood are similar to you or different 
from you? 

Similar .. 

Di fferent. 

Fi fty-fifty. 

Don't know. 

1 36/ 

2 

3 

8 

35. Are there any local newsletters in this neighborhood? 1 mean newsletters that 
people read to learn about what's happening in their neighborhood. 

A. Do you ever read this newsletter? 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't knOl,' 

Yes. 

No . 

(SKIP TO Q.36). 

(SKIP TO Q.36). 

(SKIP TO Q;36). 

B. About how often do you read it? Would you say nearly every week, once 
every few weeks, or less often than that? 

Nearly every week. 

Every few weeks. 

Less often . . . 

1 37/ 

2 

8 

1 38/ 

2 

2 

3 

39/ 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------.-----
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36. Now we would like to know to what extent you and your neighbors find out about 
certain things by talking to each other. First, how often do you and your 
neighbors find out about where to look for a house or apartment by talking to 
each other? Would you say often, sometimes, rarely, or never? (REPEAT FOR 
b THHOUGH g.) 

Often Sometimes Rarely I Never 

a. \\Ihe re to look for a hOU::-2 or apart.ment 1 2 3 4 40/ 

IJ. \\Ihe re the shopping sales are 1 2 3 4 41/ 

(' . I\:hen" Lo find a job ] 2 3 4 42/ 

-~ .. -.~--

I\lhf're services such as health care and 
] 2 3 4 day care are available 

d. 
43/ 

---_. - t----------

Information about neighborhood activi-
1 2 3 4 ties such as meetings and block parties 

e. 
44/ 

----- .-

Ivhere unsafe areas in the neighborhood 
1 2 3 4 are 

i. 
45/ 

_. - --- --

g. I\:ho the local troublemakers are 1 2 3 4 46/ 

-- ------------.-~-. -- --- ~ 
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37. 

j 

148 

I'm going to read a list of things that are sometimes problems in neighborhoods. For each 
thing, please tell me if it is a big problem, somewhat of a problem, or not a problem at 
all in your neighborhood. 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

1. 

j. 

k. 

1. 

m. 

n. 

c. 

p. 

Noisy neighbors; people who play loud 
music, have late parties, or have 
noisy quarrels 

Dogs barking loudly or being a 
nuisance 

People not disposing of garbage 
properly or leaving litter around 
t!:le area 

Poor care of property and lawns 

People who say insulting things or 
bother people as they walk down the 
street 

Landlords who don't care about what 
happens to the neighborhood 

Purse snatching and other street 
crimes 

Presence of drugs and drug users 

Abandoned houses or other empty 
buildings 

Vacant lots with trash and junk 

People damaging the cars or property 
of others 

People drunk in public places like 
streets or playgrounds 

Teenagers hanging out on corners 
or near stores 

Prostitutes walking the streets or 
standing on corners 

Adult movie theaters or adult book
stores 

Somewhat Problem 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Is th~"e any other big problem in your np.ighborhood I haven't menttoned~ 

Not a Problem 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

J 

3 

3 

(SPEClFY) 

CD 

47.' 

56/ 

!l5/ 

161 

25/ 

34/ 

43/ 

.. ~/ 

::! 

4Z-44/ 

- r' _- .. I 

z-.;/ 

--- - ~~------ ~--~-------

," 

< 

a. 

NOTE: IF NO BIG PROBLEMS MENTIONED IN Q.37, SKIP TO Q.39. 

38. F?r the big p~oblems in your neighborhood, I'd like to ask you what kind of action you took. 
Fust, y?U sald th~t (READ FIRST ITE~I TILU RESPONDENT SAID WAS A BIG PROBLEtI III Q.37) \.las a big 
problem tn your netghborhood. Have you ever taken any action to trv to solve the problem? IF 
~~BL~~ ACROSS OTIIER HEADINGS IN ROW. CIRCLE O~'E CODE FOR EACH, . IF !IO, GO ON TO NEXT BIG 

Have you: 

I) 
Taken any 
action to try 
to solve this 
problem? 

Yes No 
48/ 

2 

2) 
Dealt directly 
with the pe r
son or persons 
res pons ib le'! 

Yes No 
49/ 

2 

3) 
Gotten to
gether with 
other neigh
bors to trY 
to solve the 
problem? 

Yes )10 5)1 

(4) 
Called the 
po lice? 

Yes )/0 

521 
2 

(5) 
Called your 
city council
man or a city 
agency~ 

Yes )/0 

52/ 

2 

6 
Taken some 
other action? 

;, 
What was it? 

Yes No 
53/ 

1 2 

------------·-b-. _+-_;..:.O...:.th:::e:.::r....:::(S7~7~E;~1.:.F'i.:.:·)~1 ====~::;8/7T, ===1======;;~9~/;;' ,====1 =====:~::::Ol:;:,r= 1==1======:=1=/:;:1 I ===I=--~I ~I :::::!.~-J2/ 5~'-5.51 

-------------c-.-t--I..:O...:.th:::e:.::r....:::(Si~~E;~I.:.FY.:.:)~I====~:~7/7r=1==1======B~:~/~I====I====~:~9IT,r=I==I======:~O;I=I===1~1~~I~l~l/ q3-a4/ 

________________________________ -t ____ *O:t=h=e~r~(;Sp~E~C~I~FY~)========~=7==========~~==========~~~========~~~==~~I~I==~1~72-i31 
1 "; 1 1 ~ I 1 ~071 1 :11

' 1 :st I 1 ~JI d. 

________________ +-__ *O.:.:t:h:.::e.:.r_(~S;p;E~CI~F~Y~)========~~==========~;=============~==========~;===~~I ~I==~I ~"4-1S/ 
! ~/ I 1 128/ I 1 ~9/1 1 ~?/I 1 ~1/1 22/ 

e. 
1 2 

- -----_________ t-_O:::t:::h:er~(S;2p2;6E/C~II~FY.:.:):::::======:r~;::::======::;:rn========:::;;;:::;;:========~;::;;::===-.!:I~I~I~ 23-24/ 

f. 1 1 ~~/ I 1 ~a71 1 ~3. 'I 1 :('/1 1 :- . 

.'t I I 

g. 

h. 

i. 

j. 

----------- -
k. 

L 

n. 

o. 

149 p. 

---------.,~ 

)(r',:, 

Other (SPECIfY) i : I 

;, 
Other 

1 

"Other 

,~ 

'"' , vv, 

2 

(SPECIFY) 

~411 

(SPECIFY) 

53/ ! 
2 I 

Other (SPECIFY) 

'~Other 

1 

* Other 

"'Other 

52/ ! 

2 I 
(SPECIFY) 

~.;/I 

,J: I 
2 

JJ"I 
2 

C: I ... j 

2 

, " 
~ ..... 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

o=J ""-7a/ 

1 2 

\ 

• 



- --- --------- ---- - ------

39. A. 

B. 

Of the problems that we just talked about, which do you feel is the 
biggest problem in the neighborhood? 

Which is the second biggest problem? 

eel 53-54/ 

o=J 55-5C/ 

40. Do you plan on moving from this neighborhood sometime soon, say within the 
next two years? 

A. 

41. A. 

B. 

r r 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't know 

What is your reason for the planned move? 

(SKIP TO Q. 41) . 

(SKIP TO Q. 41) . 

2 

8 

57/ 

CD 58-59/ 

CD 60-61/ 

CD 62-63/ 

Suppose that for some reason you had to move away from this neighborhood? 
Would you be 

Happy. 1 64/ 

Sorry, or. 2 

Indifferent. 3 

What would you miss the most if you had to leave? 

CD 65-66/ 

CD 67-68/ 

OJ 69-70/ 
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42. Overall, in the past two years, would you say your neighborhood has become a 
better place to live, has gotten worse, or is it about the same as it used to 
be? 

Better 71/ 

Worse. 

About the same 

Haven't lived he~e two years 

Don't know .... 

2 

3 

4 

8 

43. All things considered, what do you think your neighborhood will be like two 
years from now? Will it be a better place to live, will it have gotten worse, 
or will it be about the same as it is now? 

Better 

Worse. 

About the same 

Don't knOlv . . 

1 72/ 

2 

3 

8 

44. Some people feel their neighborhood is a real home to them, a place where they 
have roots. Other people think of their neighborhood as just a place where 
they happen to be living. Whj ch one of those cOllies closest to the (-Jay you 
consider your neighborhood? Do you feel it is a . 

Real home, or. 73/ 
Just a place to live? 2 

45. ]n some neighborhoods, people do things together and help each other--in other 
neighborhoods, people mostly go their own way. In general, what kind of neigh
borhood would you say this is, mostly one where people help each other or one 
where people go their own way? 

151 

Help each other. 

Go their own way 

74/ 

2 , 



46. 011 the whole, how do you feel about living in this neighborhood? 
say that you ... 

Would you 

A. Would you say that you . . . 

B. Would you say that you . . . 

152 
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Like living here .. (ASK A) ... 1 75/ 

Dislike living here, or 
are . . . (ASK B) . . .. 2 

Indifferent about living 
here .. (SKIP TO Q.47). 3 

Like living here very 
much .. (SKIP TO Q.47) 1 76/ 

Like living here somewhat .. 
(SKIP TO Q.47) ........ 2 

Dislike living here very much. 

Dislike living here somewhat . 

1 77/ 

2 

Card QI]J 1-2/ 
ID # 3-6/ 

\~ . 

47. A. 

B. 

C. 

Are there certain areas within two blocks of your home that you avoid 
because you feel they are dangerous? 

D o you avoi d 

a. the sidewalk in 

b. a nearby street 

front of 

corner 

Yes. 

No . 

Don I t knO\.J 

your home 

c. a nearby park or recreation area 

d. a nearby shopping area 

e. a public housing project 
-" ---
f. an apartment complex 

g. some other loca tion 

(SPECIFY) 

(SKIP TO Q.48). 

(SKIP TO Q.48). 

Yes 

1 

1 
-

1 
-

1 

1 

1 

1 

No 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

I 2 

1 

2 

8 

--

I 

7/ 

8/ 

.9/ 

10/ 

11/ 

12/ 

13/ 

14/ 

15-16/ 

----------------------------------------------------~-----------

Do you avoid these areas . . . 

Just during the day. 

Just at night, or. 

At all times . 

1 17/ 

2 

3 

D. What is it about these areas that makes you feel unsafe? 

[JJ 18-19/ 

iO 20-21/ 

[JJ 22-23/ 

IF RESPONDENT STATES ANYTHING OTHER THAN A DIRECT THREAT TO PERSON OR PROPERTY, 
ASK: Why does that make you feel unsafe? 

CD 24-25/ 

eTI 26-27/ 

IT] 28-29/ 

'" 

153 

.. 

, 



, 

48. A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

Are there certain areas Illore than two blocks away but within lhe _neigh~ 
bOEllood that you avoid because YOll feel lhe:ya'reuangerous? 

Yes. 

No . (SKIP TO 0.49). 

(SKU TO 0.49). 

1 30/ 

2 

Don't knoll' 8 

Do you avo id . . . 
I
-~-----·---· . . _yes __ N_~_-1 

a. a nearby street corner 2 
._--_._--_ .. _-------_ ....... _-_ .. _.-

h. a nearby park or recreation area 2 

c:. a 11 ('a rhy shopping a rea 2 

;, ~~~~~~~US~g p~~-ect ~=--=-~==~~~=:==-:'=- ~-=~:~-1 
~~-:~Ill:Jl~:~~:~n:o~:I~l:.~~~--.----------... -------.. --""---.----.. ----;-------; "'1 

(SPEC fFy) ___________ . _____ . ___ .... ____ . _______ ._.___ I 

. ___ . _______ ..... ___ .. __ ... _ .. _. ______ . __ .. _._. _____ . ___ ... _________ ..... ___ • __ • _ Jl 

Do you 3void these areas ... 

Just during tlte day. 

Just at night, or. 

Al all Lillle~ . 

What is it about thesE' areaS that makes yCJII fec'] unsafe'! 

[IJ 
I 
I 
i 

. ___ J 

, 
l 

2 

31/ 

,)3/ 

34/ 

35/ 

;7,6/ 

37-38/ 

39/ 

cr-; 40-41/ 

42-43/ 

44-45/ 

IF RESPONDENT STATES ANYTH1NG OTHER THAN A DIRECT THREAT TO Pr.HSON OR PROPE/(l'Y, 
ASK: \vhy doC's that make you fee] unsafe? 
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·Y··./ 

CI~J 4 (J - 4 7/ 

[-!-~) 48-49/ 

lJ~~ 50-.51/ 

49. 

50. 

, 
) 

-----------------------------------~ 

In some neighborhoods, the people 
goes on in that neighborhood. In 
control over what happens there. 
have a lot to say about what goes 
have much control? 

who live there have a lot to say about what 
other neighborhoods, people don't have much 
Would you say that you and your neighbors 
on in your neighborhood, or that you don't 

Have a lot to say about what 
goes on . . . . . . 

Don't have much control ... 

1 52/ 

2 

] 'm going to read you a list of what some people expect their neighbors to do. 
Would you tell me whether you agree o~ ~isagree with these statements? 

A. Neighbors should scold neighborhood children for fighting. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

Agree .. 

Disagree 

Don't know 

Neighbors should keep an eye out for suspicious people or events. 

Agree .. 

Disagree 

Don't know 

Neighbors should call the police if a neighbor's property or home 
being vandalized. 

Agree .. 

Disagree 

Don't know 

is 

Neighbors should use physical force to assist a neighbor being mugged. 

1 53/ 

2 

8 

1 54/ 

2 

8 

1 55/ 

2 

8 

Agree. . 1 56/ 
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Disagree 

Don't know 

2 

8 

\ 



51. I'd like to ask you about any trouble you may have witnessed in your neighbor
hood in the last year. Have you seen or heard: 

Young people using foul 
language in the streets? 

Yes. 57/ 
a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Young people destroying 
property? 

Young people fighting? 

Suspicious people hanging 
around? 

Someone trying to break 
into a house or car? 

A mugging or purse 
snatching? 

No . 

Don't know 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't know 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't know 

Yes. 

No 

Don't know 

Yes. 

No 

Don't know 

Yes. 

No 

Don't knOlv 

2 

8 

2 

8 

Card [Ql]} 
ID tf __ 

2 

8 

2 

8 

2 

8 

1 

2 

8 

Is there any other kind of trouble that you have seen or heard in your 
neighborhood in the last year? (SPECIFY) 

68/ 

1 2/ 
3-6/ 

7/ 

18/ 

29/ 

40/ 

[IJ 51-52/ 

-----------------_._-.. _--_ .. 
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a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

£. 

~. 

g. 

- ".'~-;, 

(ASK THE FOLLOWING FOR EACH "YES" RESPONSE TO QUESTION 51. IF NO "YES" RESPONSES, 
SKIP TO QUESTION 53). 

52. When you saw (READ FIRST TROUBLE), which of the following did you do? READ 
ACROSS HEADINGS IN ROW. CIRCLE ONE CODE FOR EACH. THEN, GO ON TO NEXT 
TROUBLE. 

Did you: 

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5 ) (6) 
Take some Do something 
other direct else? Decide it was 

Keep an eye Call a action? -{. What ,',,"/, none of your 
on it neighbor Call police What was it? was it? business 

Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No Yes No 
58/ 59/ 60/ 61/ 62/ 63/ 

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 
i', 

CD 64-Other Direct (SPECIFY) 
·k..,', 

Something Else (SPECIFY) CD 66-

69/ 70/ 71/ 72/ 73/ 74/ 

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 
,!, 

0] 75-Other Direct (SPECIFY) 
7,;', 

Something Else (SPECIFY) 0] 77-

8/ 9/ 10/ 11/ 12/ 13/ 

1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 
./, 

Other Direct (SPECIFY) [I] 14-
"kit, 

Something Else (SPECIFY) 0]16-

19/ 20/ I 21/ 22/ 23/ 24/ 

1 2 1 
2 I 1 2 1 2 1 2 1 2 

'i', 

Other Direct (SPECIFY) CD 25-
~I .... t ... 

"." Something Else (SPECIFY) 

rn~:;-I 30/ 31/ ~21 1 ~3/1 34/ 

1 2 1 2 1 1 1 2 1 
ill 

Other Direct (SPECIFY) [I] 36-

65/ 

67/ 

76/ 

78/ 

15/ 

17/ 

26/ 

28/ 

,'\i', 
Something Else (SPECIFY) 

37/ 

'19/ [I] 38-. 

41/ 42/ 43/ 
:</1 

:

5/

1 

:61 I 
1 2 1 2 1 2 1 1 1 

it, 

Other Direct (SPECIFY) 
i',"1, 

Something Else (SPECIFY) 

CD 47-

[I] 49-
48/ \ 
50/ 

53/ 54/1 

:

5/

1 1 2 1 2 I 1 

"k 
Other Direct (SPECIFY) 

(" .. /\ 
Something Else (SPECIFY) 
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56/ 57/ 

1 2 1 2 

.. 

1 
:8/ I 

I 
CD 59-

CD 61-
I 

60/ 

62/ 

• 



53. 

54. 

55. 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

How often do you walk around in your neighborhood? Js it 

Every day .... 

Several times a week 

Once a \veek. . 

Less than once a week, or. 

Never ... (SKIP TO Q.54) 

2 

3 

4 

5 

63/ 

About what area do you usually Cover on these walks? Do you ... 

Do you usually lake these walks . 

On these \valks do you make a point 
or activities? 

Stay on your block 

Go about two blocks from your 
home, or .. 

Go more than two blocks from 
your home . 

During the day . . . . 

During the evening, or 

Both . 

of looking out for suspicious 

Yes. 

No 

Don I t knO\,' 

1 64/ 

2 

. . 3 

1 65/ 

2 

3 

people 

66/ 

2 

8 

For the purposes of this study, would you mind telling me how often there is 
anyone at home on weekdays, say between 8 in the morning and 6 in the evening? 
Would you say usually, sometimes, or never? 

Usually. 

Sometimes. 

Never. . . 

1 67/ 

2 

3 

For the purposes of this study, wnuld you mind telling me how often there is 
anyone at home on weeknights, say between 6 and II? Would you say usually, 
sometimes, or never? 
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:.' / 

Usually .. 

Sometimes. 

Never. . . 
2 

3 

68/ 

56. How often do you spend time outside your house or apartment for more than 
just a few minutes--sitting on the porch or step, working in the yard, or 
something like that? Would you say . . 

Every day ..... . 

Several times a week 

Once a week .. 

Less than once a week, or. 

Never. . . .. 

1 69/ 

2 

3 

4 

5 

57. A . \>Jhen you are in the two block area around your home, do you make a habit 
of watching out for suspicious looking people? 

58. 

Yes. 

No . 

Donlt know 

B. When you are in the rest of the neighborhood, do you make a habit of 
watching out for suspicious looking people? 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't know 

1 70/ 

2 

8 

1 71/ 

2 

8 

In general, how easy would you say it is to tell a stranger from someone who 
lives in the two block area around your home? Is it easy or difficult? 

B. 

Easy . 

Difficult. 

Don't knmv 

How easy would you say it is to tell a stranger from someone who lives 
in the rest of the neighborhood? Is it easy or difficult? 
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Easy 

Difficult . 

Don't know 

1 72/ 

2 

8 

1 

2 

8 

73/ 



Now I would like to ask you some questions about crime. 

59. How much crime would you say there is in the two block area around yo~r home? 

60. 

Would you say there is a lot, some, only a little, or none? 

A lot. I 74/ 

Some 2 

Only a Ii ttle. 3 

Npne (SKIP TO Q.60). 4 

Don't know (SKIP TO Q.60). 8 

What kinds of crime are in the two block area around your home? (PROBE FOR 
EXACT TYPES OF CRUtE IF NECESSARY.) 

0] 75-76/ 

CD 77-78/ 

ITJ 79-80/ 

Card [QI]] 1-2/ 
IJI # 3-6/ 

How much crime would you say there is in the rest of this neighborhood? 
you say there is a lot, some, only a little, or none? 

A lot. 

Some 

Only a little. 

None (SKIP TO Q.61). 

Don't knoh' (SKIP TO Q.61). 

What kinds of crime? (PROBE FOR EXACT TYPES OF CRUIE 1F NECESSARY.) 

Ivou ld 

I 7/ 

2 

3 

4 

8 

[IJ 8-9/ 

ITJ 10-11/ 

LU 12-1.3/ 

61. How safe do you feel your neighborhood is compared to the resl of Atlanla? 
Would you say it is . . . 

160 

~lore safe. 

Less sa f(>, or. 

About the same 

I 14/ 

2 

3 

" 

62. Within th{;' past two years, do you think crime in your neighborhood has 
increased, decreased, or remained the same? 

Increased. 

DecrcClsed. 2 

Remained the SClme. (SKIP TO Q.64). 3 

Haven't lived here two years 
(SKI P TO Q. 64). . : . 4 

Don't know .... (SKIP TO Q.64) 8 

15/ 

-------------------- ._-- -----_._-------------_._-------_._---

63. Wen' YOll thinking about particular kinds of crimes whell you said that crime 
has (increased/decreased)? 

A. 

Yes. 

No . (SKJP TO Q.64). 

\\Ihat ki.nds of crimes? (PROBE FOR EXACT TYPES OF CRHIE IF NECESSARY.) 

16/ 

2 

.--.--------.-.----.--.-.----------.-.. ~ .. ,.--... -.. -----.-.-.. -----~-- .. - .... -.--.-

-----------.----...-~----------~---.- .-.-.. --. ----... _----- _ ... _---..... 

----------.---- .--~----------.~-.- -'--'~ ." . -.. --- •... -.----.--~----~. --.. _ .. ---... 

D~ 17-18/ 

ITJ 19-20/ 

LJJ 21-22/ 

------_._-- -..._---_._._---_.- ----.-_. __ ....... _--_ ... _------.. ,---_ .. __ .. _."-- .•. _ .. _--------- .. _-- .. -~.- -- .. ---

64 .. Would you say thaL the crimes occurring in your neighborhood a1"(' cOllunitted 
lllosLly by the people h'ho live in this neighborhood or Illostly by people \"ho 
live outside> the neighborhood? 

No crime in neighborhood 

People 1 iving here .. 

People living outside. 

Equally by both. 

Don'L know 

1 23/ 

3 

4 

8 

---------------~ --- --~----- - ~-.. -~, ----------- ---
••••• -.----.---------.-- --.--,----.--- .. -. -~_··_··_ .... M __ .. , __ .. _. ___ ... _, •• 
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65. I'm going to read statements people have made about crime. For each one please 
tell me if it's mostly true in your case or mostly false. 

Nostly True I Hostly False 

a. I'm of tell a little worried abo 
the victim of a crime in my ne 

----.. -------------

b. I would probably be afraid if 
stopped me at night in my neig 
to ask for directions. 

c. l'm not as afraid for my own s 
I am for my family and friends 
neigbborhood. 

--_._-_.-.------------------

ut being 
ighborhood. 

a stranger 
hborhoocl 

afety as 
in this 

-
d. When I have to be away from ho 

long Lime, I ~lorry that sOllleon 
me for a 
e might 

try to break in. 

e at night e. When I hear footsteps behind m 
in Illy neighhorhood, it makes n 1e feel 
uneasy. 

-----------._- ----' ----

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

i 

66. Now I'd like you to think about the neighborhoods that border on this neigh
borhood. 

A. 

B. 

c. 

\\iould you say that any of them are less safe than this neighborhood? 

Yes. 

No . 2 

Don't know 8 

Do you fee; that thE' people who live there are basicaIly similar to or 
different from you? 

S:imilar .. (SKIP TO Q.67). 

Different. 

DOll't know (SKIP TO Q.~n. 

Hhat makes these peop.le djfferent,? 

2 

8 

24/ 

25/ 

26/ 

27/ 

28/ 

29/ 

30/ 

-- -_.----_.-.. _---_._- ._-------------_._------

CD 31-32/ 

CD .33-34/ 

I II 35-36/ 

162 

'. 

, 
i, 

-~-

67. How worried are you about your home being broken into or entered illegally 
when no one is home? Would you say you are very worried, somewhat worried, 
just a little worried, or not at all worried? 

Very worried 

Somewhat worried 

Just a little worried. 

Not at all worried 

1 

2 

3 

4 

68. How worried are you about being held up on the street, threatened, heaten up, 
or anything of that sort within two blocks of your home? Hould you say you 
are very worried, somewhat worried, just a little worried, or not at all 
worried? 

37/ 

Very Horried . . 

Somewhat worried 

1 38/ 

2 

Just a little worried. 

Not a t all 1,10rri eel . . 

3 

4 

69. How worried are you about being held up on the street, threatened, beaten up, 
or anything of that sort within the rest of the neighborhood? Would you say 
you are very worried, somewhat worried, just a little worried, or not at all 
worried? 

Very \,'orried . . 

Somewha t I .... orried 

Just a little worried. 

Not at all worried .. 

2 

3 

4 

70. How worried are you about other members of your household being held up on 
the street, threatened, beaten up, or anything of that sort within t\,10 blocks 
of your home? Would you say you .:Ire very worried, someldlat worried, jllS-c-a
little worried, or not at all worried? 

163 

Very worried . . 

Somewhat worried 

Just a little worried. 

Not at all worried .. 

No other household members 
(SKIP TO Q. 72). . . 

2 

3 

4 

. 5 

.")9/ 

40/ 

, 



--- - -------- ---- -------~----------

71. How worried are you about other members of your household being lleld up on 
the street, threatened, beaten up, or anything of that sort I.dLhin the rest 
of the neighborhood? \.Jou Id you say you a re very worried, soiiJelvha t - wo rried, 
just a little worried, or not at all worried? 

Very word ed 

Somewhat worried 

Just a little worried. 

Not at all worried .. 

2 

3 

4 

41/ 

-----------------_._------- ---_._-_.-------.-----

72. During the last year, have you done any of the following to avoid crime in this 
nef ghborhood? Have you . . . 

A. 

B. 

C. 

;r i 

avoided using local puhlic transportation in this neighborhood? 

stayed in at night? 

Yes. 

No . 

Haven't lived here a year .. 

Yes. 

No . 

Haven't lived here a year. 

42/ 

2 

3 

1 43/ 

2 

3 

arranged to have someone go wj th you when going somelvhere in the neigh
borhood? 

Yes. 

No . 

Haven't lived here a year. 
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1 44/ 

2 

3 

" 

73. In order to protect you and your belongings, have you done any of the following 
things while living in your present residence? Have you . 

a. had a neighbor pick up your mail and newspapers 
while you were away? 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

had a neighbor keep a watch on your home while 
you I-Jere away? 

engraved identification on valuables? 

installed a burglar alarm in your home? 

taken other security measures, such as using 
timers on your lights, putting bars on your 
windows, or adding new locks? 

kept a watch dog? 

kept a gun or other weapon at home? 

taken a course in self-defense? 

joined a program going on in the neighborhood 
to prevent or reduce crime, such as Neighborhood 
Watch, Citizen Alert, Block Parent, Business 
Watch, or a Citizen Patrol? 

A. What program or programs did you join? 

Yes 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

No 

2 45/ 

2 46/ 

2 4?/ 

2 48/ 

2 49/ 

2 50/ 

2 51/ 

2 52/ 

2 53/ 
(SKIP TO 

Q. 74) 

CIJ 54-55/ 

CIJ 56-5?/ 

CD 58-59/ 

74. Can you think of any other things that you have done in the last year to avoid 
or protect yourself against crime in this neighborhood? 

A. What were these things? 

Yes. 

No . (SKIP TO Q. 75). 

Haven't lived here a year. 
(SKIP TO Q. 75). 

1 60/ 

2 

. 3 

CD 61-62/ 

I I I 63-64/ 

CO 65-66/ 

---------.------------------------------------------------------
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------~-----------------------------------------------------------------------

75. How much of the information that you get about crime in your neiJi~borhood 
~omes fr?m each of. the following sources? First, do you get a great deal of 
1n~ormat10n, some 1nformation, or no information at all about crime in your 
ne1ghborhood from local neighborhood newsletters? REPEAT FOR b l~ROUGH d. 
CIRCLE ONE CODE ON EACH LINE. 

[Great Deal I-Some None 

a. Local neighborhood newsletters 2 3 67/ 

b. Conversations with neighbors 1 2 3 68/ 

c. Just keeping eyes and ears open 2 3 69/ 

d. City newspapers, radio or T.V. 2 3 70/ 

76. Do you think anything could be done to reduce crime in this Ileighborhood? 

A. What kinds of things? 

;; I 

166 

Yes. 

No . 

Don't know 

(SKIP TO Q. 77). 

(SKIP TO Q. 77). 

---.. _----

2 

8 

CD 
OJ 
IT] 

71/ 

72-78/ 

74- 75/ 

76-77/ 

Card [mJ 1-2/ 
In if 3-6/ 

Now I'd like to ask you about some things that might have happened to you or 
to members of your household since the Bummer of 1979. I'd like you to think back 
to Augllst 1979, abuut 12 months ago. 

77. A. Sillce Allgust. 1979, has anYOlle damaged or defaced the building you live 
in, for example, by writing on the \;7a11s, breaki/lg \dndows, selting 

a. 

fi res, or allY thing I ike lha t? 

B. How many times did this happen? 

Yes. 

No . (SKIP TO Q.78). 

1 7/ 

2 

RECOHD NUNBER: [JJ 8-9/ 

IF ONLY ONE J NC] DP!';' NENTIONED, COHPLETE "~JOST HECENT INCIDENT" COLllHN. IF 
~IORfTHAN ONE INr:1DENT tIENTIONED, SAY: "WhaL about Uw last time this 
jj-apJ,er}('d?"---GmIPLETE "NOST [{ECENT INCIDENT" COLUNN. TIlEN ASK ABOUT TaE 
SECOND ~IOST RECENT INCIDENT, ETC. IF tlORE THAN THlmE 1 NCJDENTS HENT] ONED, 
ASK ABOUT THREE MOST RECENT INCIDENTS ONLY. 

Did you kIlO\, the persoll Yes. 
\~ll 0 dunwged the buildillg'? No 

10/ 

Yes. 

2 No 

13/ 

1 

2 

Yes. 

No . 

] 

2 

____ .... _._~ __ •• , ...... ____ .~_" ________ .~ ...... ~_._~ ___ • _. ______ ~ __ ~_. --0... • •.• ~-___ • ~- .• 

14/ 17/ 11/ 
h. Did it haWen 

]. In your present resi
df'llee? 

2. \4hen you 1 j \led p] se
\1'1](' re ill lhE' lie j gil bo r
horllood? 

3. \oJhE'Il you Lived out
side tilc' llei ghborhood'? 

C'. \~as tilc' cd Illt' rt'portc'd 
to the poJ i C't< 

PrE'sent. 1 

E 1 S ('\\'11(> re 
in Neigh
borhood. 

Outside. 

Yes. 

No 

2 

3 

2 

Don't know 8 
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PresenL. 

Elsl"\\'!1en' 
in Neigh
borhood. 

Out.side. 

Yes. 

No 

Don't knl)\o' 

2 

15/ 

2 

Present. 1 

Els('\dlere 
in Neigh
borhood. 

.: 

OulsIde. 

Yes. 

No 

2 

18/ 

1 

2 

8 

---.~ -~. ". ~. .~ .... , -_ .. ..- .. _ ........ ,. ---.~--.. ,...-. ..-~- .. - ~--.-

\ 



78. A. Since August 1979, have you or other household members had a car stolen? 

B. How many times did this happen? 

Yes. 

No . (SKIP TO Q. 79). 

RECORD NDl'mER: 

1 19/ 

2 

[I] 20-21/ 

IF ONLY ONE INCIDENT NENTIONED, COMPLETE "MOST RECENT INCIDENT" COLUMN. IF 
HaRE THAN ONE INCIDENT MENTIONED, SAY: "What about the last time this 
happened'?" COMPLETE "MOST RECENT INCIDENT" COLUMN. THEN ASK ABOUT THE 
SECOND NOST RECENT INCIDENT, ETC. IF ~lORE THAN THREE INCIDENTS MENTIONED, 
ASK ABOUT THREE MOST RECENT INCIDENTS ONLY. 

tappen a. Did this t 
or to some 
your house 

to you 
one else in 
hold? 

b. Did you/th 
person who 

c. Did .it hap 
neighborho 
where? 

---

ey knm,., the 
stole it? 

pen in the 
od or else-

------

d. I'las the cr 
to the pol 

7 I 

imp reported 
ice? 

---

Most Recent 
Incident 

22/ 

Respondent 1 

Other. 2 

23/ 

Yes. 1 

No . 2 

24/ 

In 1 

OuL. ') 
L. 

-
25/ 

Yes. 1 

No 2 

I 
Don't knol'.7 8 
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.-
Second Most Third Most 
Recent Incident Recent Incident 

26/ 30/ 

I 
Respondent 1 Respondent 1 

Other. 2 Other. 2 

27/ 31/ 

Yes. 1 Yes. 1 

No 2 No 2 

28/ 32/ 

In 1 In 1 

Out. 2 Out. 2 

29/ 33/ 

Yes. 1 Yes. 1 

No 2 No 2 

Don't know 8 Don't know 8 

. , 

79. A. Since August 1979, did anyone break into or somehow illegally get inlo 
your home, garage, or another building on your property? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

B. How many times did this happen? 

Yes. 

No . 

34/ 

(SKIP TO Q.80). 2 

RECORD NDl'JBER: IT] 35-36/ 

IF ONLY ONE INCIDENT MENTIONED, COMPLETE "MOST RECENT INCIDENT" COLillJN. IF 
MORE THAN ONE INCIDENT MENTIONED, SAY: "What about the last time this 
happened?" COMPLETE "MOST RECENT INCIDENT" COLUNN. THEN ASK ABOUT THE 
SECOND MOST RECENT INCIDENT, ETC. IF MORE THAN THREE INCIDENTS NENTIONED, 
ASK ABOUT THREE MOST RECENT INCIDENTS ONLY. 

Most Recent Second Most 
Incident Recent Incident 

37/ 40/ 
I 

Third 
Recel)t 

Most 
Inci ~ 

43/ 

Did you/they know the Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 
person who broke in? No 

Did this happen 

1. In your present resi- Present. dence? 

2. When YOu lived else- Elsewhere 
where in the neighbor- in Neigh-
borhood? borhood. 

3. When you lived out- Outside. side the neighborhood? 

Was the crime reported Yes. 
to the police? 

No 

Don't know 

·"n:e~--.·";-,.~~. ",c c<:.".' ,",., "'''''r'<¥:-.. 

2 No 

38/ 

] Present. 

Elsewhere 
in Neigh-

2 borhood. 

3 Outside. 

39/ 

1 Yes. 

2 No 

8 Don't know 

169 

2 

41/ 

1 

2 

3 

42/ 

1 

2 

8 

No 

-

Present. 

Else\.,here 
in Neigh-
borhood. 

Outside. 

---

Yes. 

No 

Don't know 

2 

44/ 

. 1 

2 

3 

2 

8 

\ 



80. A. Other than what has been mentioned, has anyone stolen anything else from 
you or someone in your household since August 1979? Something like a 
bicycle, clothing, tools, money, a purse or wallet? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

B. How many times did this happen? 

Yes. 

No . (SKIP TO Q.81). 

RECORD Nlll'IBF.R: 

2 

CD 
IF ONLY ONE INCIDENT MENTIONED, COMPLETE "MOST RECENT INCIDENT" COLUMN. IF 
MORE THAN ONE.INCIDENT MENTIONED, SAY: "What about the last time this 
happened?" COMPLETE "MOST RECENT INCIDENT" COLU~IN. THEN ASK ABOUT THE 
SECOND MOST RECENT INCIDENT, ETC. IF ~IORE THA}I THREE INCIDENTS ~IENTIONED, 
ASK ABOUT THREE MOST RECENT INCIDENTS ONLY. 

Most Recent Second Most Third Most 
Incident Recent Incident Recent Incident 

~19/ 55/ 61/ 

Did this happen to you Respondent 1 Respondent 1 Respondent 1 
or to someone else in Other. 2 Other. 2 Other. 2 your household? 

50/ 56/ 62/ 
Did it happen 

1. Within 2 blocks of Within 2 Within 2 Within 2 
your home? blocks 1 blocks 1 blocks 1 

2. Elsewhere in the Elsewhere Elsewhere Elsewhere 
neighborhood? in neigh- in neigh- in neigh-

bOl'hood. 2 borhood. 2 borhood. 2 
3. Outside the neigh- Outside. 3 Outside. 3 Outsice. 3 borhood? 

51-52/ 57-58/ 63-64/ 
Did it happen 

1. on the street? Street .01 Street .01 Street .01 
2. in a park? Park .02 Park .02 Park .02 
3. at school? School .03 School .03 School .03 
4. at work? Work .04 Work .04 Work .04 
5. at home? Home .05 Home .05 Home .05 
6. in a store? Store. .06 Store. .06 Store. .06 
7. or some other Other (SPE- Other (SPE- Other (SPE-

place? CIFY). .07 CUY) . .07 CIFY). .07 

ITj OJ OJ 
5;;/ 5;)/ as/ 

Did you/they know the Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
person who stole these No 2 No 2 No 2 things? 

54/ 60/ 56/ 

Was the crime reported Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
to the police'? 

No 2 !lo 2 !lo 2 
Don't know 8 Don't kno\~ 8 Don't know 8 

170 

81. 
..... 

46/ 

47-48/ 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

L .~ 

A. Since August 1979, did anyone take money or other belongings from you or 
from other members of your household by force? For example, did someone 
use a gun or knife, or in any other way force one of you to give them 
something that did not belong to them? 

B. How many times did this happen? 

Yes. 

No . (SKIP TO Q.82). 

RECORD NUMBER: 

2 

rn 
IF ONLY ONE INCIDENT MENTIONED, CmlPLETE "MOST RECENT INCIDENT" COLilllN. IF 
MORE THAN ONE INCIDENT MENTIONED, SAY: "What about the last time this 
happened?" CmlPLETE "MOST RECENT INCIDENT" COLilllN. THEN ASK ABOUT THE 
SECOND MOST RECENT INCIDENT. ETC. IF MORE THAN THREE INCIDENTS MENTIONED, 
ASK ABOUT THREE MOST RECENT'INCIDENTS ONLY. 

Most Recent Second Most Third Most 
Incident Rerpnt Tncident Recent Incident 

10/ 18/ 20/ 

Did this happen to you Respondent 1 Respondent 1 Respondent 1 
or to someone else in Other. 2 Other. 2 Other. 2 your household? 

11/ 19/ 27/ 
Did it happen 

L Within 2 blocks of Within 2 Within 2 Within 2 
your home'? blocks 1 blocks 1 blocks 1 

2. Elsewhere in the Elsewhere I Elsewhere Elsewhere 
neighborhood? in neigh- in neigh- in neigh-

borhood. 2 borhood. 2 borhood. 2, 
3. Outside the neigh- Outside. 3 Outside. 3 Outside. 3 borhood? 

12-13/ 20-21/ 28-29/ 
Did it happen 

1. on the street? Street .01 St:reet .01 Street .01 
2. in a park? Park .02 Park .02 Park .02 
3. at school? School .03 School .03 School .03 
4. at work? Work .04 Work .04 Work .04 
5. at home? Home .05 Home .05 Home .05 
6. in a store? Store. . 06 Store. .06 Store . .06 
7. or some other Other (SPE- Other (SPE- Other (SPE-

place? CIFY) . .07 CIFY). .07 CUY) . .07 

[]] OJ IT] 

14/ 22/ 50/ 

Did you/they know the Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
pers!)n who robbed you/ No 2 No 2 No 2 them? 

15/ 25/ 51/ 

Was the crime reported Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
to the police? No 2 No 2 No 2 

Don't know 8 Don't know 8 Don't know 8 

15/ 24/ 52/ 

Were there any wit- Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
nesses to tht' crime? No 2 No 2 !lo 2 

Don't know 8 Don't know 8 Don't know 8 

17/ 25/ 53/ 

IF YES: Did anyone Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
come to your/their No 2 No 2 No 2 aid during the crime? 

Dont' knn"1 8 Don't know 8 Don't know 8 

171 

7/ 

8-9/ 

, 



82. A. Since August 1979, has anyone used violence against you or members o{ 
your household in an argument or quarrel, or in any other way attacke< 
or assaulted one of you? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

Yes. 34/ 

No . (SKIP TO Q.83). 2 

B. How many tim~s did this happen? 

RECORD Nill1BER: CD 35-36/ 

IF ONLY ONE INCIDENT MENTIONED, COMPLETE "MOST RECENT INCIDENT" COLL1lN. IF 
MORE THAN ONE· INCIDENT MENTIONED, SAY: "What about the last time this 
happened?" COMPLETE "MOST RECENT INCIDENT" COLU~lN. THEN ASK ABOUT THE 
SECOND MOST RECENT INCIDENT, ETC. IF MORE THAN THREE INCIDENTS ~ffiNTIONED, 
ASK ABOUT THREE MOST RECENT INCIDENTS ONLY. 

Most Recent Second ~lost I Third aost 
Tnddpnt Rpcpnt Tnri npnt Rpcent Incident 

37/ 45/ 53/ 

Did this happen to you Respondent 1 Respondent 1 Respondent 1 
or to someone else in Other. 2 Other. 2 Other. 2 your household? 

38/ -le/ 54/ 
Did it happen 

1. Within 2 blocks of Within 2 Within 2 Within 2 
your home? blor.:ks 1 blocks 1 blocks 1 

2. Elsewhere in the Elsewhere Elsel4here Elsewhere 
neighborhood? in neigh- . in neigh- in neigh-

borhood. 2 borhood. 2 borhood. 2 
3. Outside the neigh- Outside. 3 Outside. 3 Outside. 3 borhood? 

39-40/ 4'1-48/ 55-56/ 
Did it happen 

1. on the street? Street .01 Street .01 Street .01 

2. in a park? Park .02 Park .02 Park .02 

3. at school? School .03 School .03 School .03 

4. at work? Work .04 Work .04 Work .04 

5. at home? Home .05 Home .05 Home . 05 

6. in a store? Store. .06 Store. .06 Store. .06 

7. or some other Other (SPE- . Other (SPE- Other (SPE-
place? CIFY). .07 CIFY) . .07 CIFY) . .07 

ITJ ['I Li IT] 

41/ 49/ 5'11 

Did you/they know the Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
person who attacked No 2 No 2 No 2 you/them? 

421 501 581 

Was the crime reported Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
to the police? No 2 No 2 No 2 

Don't know 8 Don't know 8 Dop't know 8 

43/ 51/ 59/ 

Were there any wit- Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
nesses to the crime? No 2 No 2 No 2 

Don't know 8 Don't know .3 Don't know 8 

44/ 5" I ~I 20/ 

IF YES: Did anyone Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
come to your/their No 2 No 2 No 2 aid during the crime'? 

Dont' know 8 Don't know 8 I Don't know 8 
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83. Since August 1979, have you or other household members been the victim of any 
crimes that we haven't talked about? 

A. 

Yes. 

No 

What are they? FOR EACH CRIME B. 
MENTIONED, ASK B. 

o::J 62-63/ 

IT] 64-65/ 

CD 66-67/ 

1 

(SKIP TO Q.84). 2 

How many times did this happen? 
RECORD NUMBER. 

CIJ 
CD 
CD 

Card [J]J] 
ID # 

FOR EACH CRIME, IF ONLY ONE INCIDENT MENTIONED IN B, COMPLETE "MOST RECENT 
INCIDENT" COLUMN. IF MORE THAN ONE INCIDENT MENTIONED, SAY: "What about 
the last time this happened?" COMPLETE "MOST RECENT INCIDENT" COLUMN. THEN 
ASK ABOUT THE SECOND MOST RECENT INCIDENT, ETC. IF MORE THAN THREE INCIDENTS 
MENTIONED, ASK ABOUT THREE MOST RECENT INCIDENTS ONLY . 

FOR FIRST CRIME MENTIONED IN A, ASK: 

Most Recent Second Most Third Most 
Incident Recent Incident Recent Incident 

7/ 11/ 15/ 

1. Did this happen to you Respondent 1 Respondent 1 Respondent 1 
or to someone else in Other . 2 Other. 2 Other. 2 your household? 

8/ 12/ 16/ 

2. Did you/they know the Yes. . 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
person who did it? No 2 No 2 No 2 . 

9/ 13/ 17/ 

3. Did it happen in the In 1 In 1 In 1 
neighborhood or else- Out. 2 Out. 2 Out. 2 where? 

10/ 14/ 18/ 

4. Was the crime reported Yes. 1 Yes. 1 Yes. 1 
to the police? No 2 No 2 No 2 

Don't know 8 Don't know 8 Don't know 8 

773 

61/ 

68-69/ 

70-71/ 

72-73/ 

1-2/ 
3-6/ 

\ 
.\ 



QUESTION 83 CONTINUED. 

FOR SECOND CRIME MENTIONED IN A, ASK: 

Most Recent 
IncideGt 

19/ 

1. Did this happen to you Respondent 1 
or to someone else in Other. 2 your household? 

20/ 

2. Did you/they know the Yes. 1 
person who did it? No 2 

21/ 

3. Did it happen in the In 1 
neighborhood or else- Out. 2 where? 

22/ 

4. Was the crime reported Yes. . 1 
to the police? No 2 

Don't know 0 -

FOR THIRD CRIME MENTIONED IN A, ASK: 

Most Recent 
Incident 

31/ 

1. Did this happen to you Respondent 1 
or to someone else in Other. 2 your household? 

32/ 

2. Did you/they know the Yes. 1 
person who did it? No 2 

33/ 

3. Did it happen in the In 1 
neighborhood or else- Out. 2 where? 

34/ 

4. Was the crime reported Yes. 1 
to the police? No . 2 

Don't know . 8 
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Second Most Third Most 
Rerf'nt Tncident Recent Incident 

23/ 2?/ 

Respondent 1 Respondent 1 

Other. 2 Other. 2 

24/ 28/ 

Yes. 1 Yes. 1 

No 2 No . 2 

25/ 29/ 

In 1 In 1 

Out. 2 Out. 2 

26/ 30/ 

Yes. 1 Yes. 1 

No 2 No 2 

Don't know 8 Don't know 8 

Second Most Third Most 
Recent Incident Recent Incident 

35/ 39/ 

Respondent 1 Respondent 1 

Other. 2 Other. 2 

36/ 40/ 

Yes. 1 Yes. 1 

No 2 No 2 

3?/ 41/ 

In 1 In 1 

Out. 2 Out. 2 

38/ 42/ 

Yes. 1 Yes. 1 

No 2 No . 2 

Don't know 8 Don't know 8 

------ ---- - ----- ~---------

f.(f 

-, 
f , 

Now I would like to ask some questions about you and your family, 

84. First, in what year were you born? 

RECORD YEAR . . . . . . . . CL-ITI 43~46/ 

85. In what year did you move into this neighborhood? 

RECORD YEAR 

Lived here all my life. 

86. In what year did you move to Atlanta? 

RECORD YEAR . . . 

Lived here all my life. 

19 ITJ 4?-48/ 

. 85 

19 CD 49-50/ 

. 85 

87. What is the highest regular school certificate, diploma or degree you have 
gotten? (SHOW CARD 2.) 

None ever 01 51-52/ 

Some grade school 02 

8th grade or junior high. 03 

Some high school. 04 

High school diploma or 
equivalency degree 05 

Some college. 06 

A.A. or junior college degree 07 

B.A. degree or B.S. 08 

Hasters degree. 09 

Ph.D. 10 

Degree in law or medicine 11 

Other (SPECIFY) 12 IT] 
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88. Are you cllrrently working full time, part time, keeping house, or what? CIRCI.E 
ONE CODE ONLY. IF HORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, GIVE PREFERENCE TO SHALLEST CODE 
NmlBER THAT APPLfES AND RECORD OTHER RESPONSES VERBATHI. 

A. 

Working full time (35 hours 
or more) . (SKIP TO Q.89). 

Working part time (1 to 34 
hours) .. (SKIP TO Q.89). 

With a job, but not at work 
because of illness, vaca-

01 53-54/ 

02 

tion, or strike. . (ASK A). 03 

Unemployed, laid off, looking 
for work (ASK A) . . . . 

Retired .... (SKIP TO Q.89). 

Keeping house only (SKIP TO 
Q. 90) .. 

In school only. (SKIP TO Q.90). 

Other (SPECIFY) ______ _ 

When you do work, is that usually full time or part time? 

Full time 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 CD 

55/ 

Part time 2 

89. A. What kind of work do (did) you do? That is, what is (was) your job called? 
IF HORE THAN ONE JOB, ASK ABOUT BAIN JOB HERE. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

I I I I I I 56-60/ 

What are (were) some of the main dllties? What do (did) you actually do 
in that job? 

IF NECESSARY, ASK: What kind of business or industry is (was) that in? 

Where is (was) your main place of work? Is (was) it in this neighborhood, 
downtown Atlanta, elsewhere in the city, in the suburbs, or where'? 

776 

, ' 

Neighborhood ... 

Downtown Atlanta. 

Elsewhere in Atlanta. 

Suburbs . 

Other (SPECIFY) ______ _ 

01 61-62/ 

02 

03 

04 

05 [JJ 

90. Are you currently . . . 

Harried. 

Widowed. 

Divorced 

Separated. 

(SKIP TO Q.95). 

(SKIP TO Q.95). 

(SKIP TO Q.95). 

Or have you never been 
married. (SKIP TOQ.95). 

1 63/ 

2 

3 

4 

5 

91. In what year was your husband/wife born? 

92. 

RECORD YEAR ........ ITeo 64-6?/ 

What is the highest regular school certificate, diploma or degree your husband/ 
wife has gotten? (SHOW CARD 2.) 

777 

None ever 

Some grade school 

8th grade or junior high. 

Some high school. 

High school diploma or 
equivalency degree 

Some college. 

A.A. or junior college degree 

B.A. degree or B.S. 

~la s te rs degree. 

Ph.D. 

Degree in law or medicine 

Other (SPECIFY) -----------------

01 68-69/ 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 

09 

10 

11 

12 [IJ 

II 
il 
'\ 
71 

~ 

\ 
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93. Is he/she currently working full time, part time, keeping house, or what? 
CIRCLE ONE CODE ONLY. IF ~lORE THAN ONE RESPONSE, GIVE PREFERENCE TO mlALLEST 
CODE NUHBER THAT APPLIES AND RECORD OTHER RESPONSES VERBATHI. 

Working full time (35 hours 
or more) . (SKIP TO Q.94). 

Working part time (1 to 34 
hours) .. (SKIP TO Q.94). 

With a job, but not at work 
because of illness, vaca
tion, or strike .. (ASK A). 

Unemployed, laid off, looking 
. for work (ASK A) . . . . 

Reti red . .. (SKIP TO Q. 94) . 

Keeping house only (SKIP TO 
Q. 95) .. 

1 n school ollly. lSKIP TO Q. 95) . 

Other (SPECIFY) 

01 ?0-71/ 

02 

03 

04 

05 

06 

07 

08 IT] 
A. IIIhen he/she does work, is that usually full time or part time? 

94. A. 

B. 

Full time 

Pa l't time 2 

What kind of work does (did) he/she do? That is, what is (was) his/her 
job called? IF HORE THAN ONE JOB, ASK ABOUT MAIN JOB HERE. 

\vhat are (were) some of the main duties? What does (did) he/she actually 
do in that job? 

-----------_._-.-_.-.... _---------
-------_._-_._-_._-

?2/ 

C. IF NECESSARY, ASK: What kind of business or industry is (was) that in? 

D. 
---_ .. -.,.-~ .. -.. ------.. 

Where is (was) his/her main place of work? Is (was) it in this 00igll
borhood, do\",Iltown Atlanta, elsewhere in the city, in the suburhs, or 
\~Ihere'? 

Neighborhood. . . 

Downtown Atlanta. 

Elsewhere ill Atlanta. 

Suburbs . 

Other (SPECIFy) 
--------_ •. _---
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02 

03 

04 

05 
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95. 

Card []I] 1-2/ 
IT! il 3-e/ 

Here is an aIlswer card for the next question (SHOW CARD 3). Would you please 
tell me the letter on the card which best represents your total family income 
in 1979 before taxes'! 

RECORD LETTER []] ?-8/ 
-----_._"------------~----.---------. 

96. RECORD BY OBSERVATION. IF NOT OBVIOUS, ASK. 

IS RESPONDENT: 

A. H011S ING TYPE: 

WId Le. 

Black. 

Hispanic 

OLlter. . 

Single family unattached house 

Twin or duplex house . 

Ro\V house or townhouse 

Apartmt'nt 

Apartment 

6 or Jess units 

more thAn 6 units 

Rooming hOlIse. . 

~lobi] e home. . . 

Other (SPECIFY) __ "." __ . __ .. _______ _ 

B. NliHBEf{ OF STORIES (FRml GHOUND FLOOR UP): 

*u.s. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1982 0-3bl-233/1848 
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1. 

2. 

3. 

4 or more. 

FlN1SH Tl~IE: 

PHONE NUNBER: 

2 

3 

4 

.01 

.02 

.03 

.04 

.05 

.06 

.07 

08 

2 

:3 

4 

9/ 

10-11/ 

1?/ 

a.lIl. 

p.m. 
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APPENDIX A 

Household Survey Estimation ProcedurES 

A. Estimates of Totals 

Unbiased estimates of population totals can be obtained for each neigh
borhood. The weights assigned to each housing unit were based on the sample 
design and computed as: 

where 

where 

wei) = N(i)ln(i) 

wei) = weight to be assigned each housing unit in neighborhood i; 

N(i) = total housing units in neighborhood i; and 

n(i) = sample size (132 housing units) selected from neighborhood 1; 

Suppose a population total is defined for neighborhood i as 

N(i) 
2: X(ij) 

k=l 

X(ij) = variate value for housing unit j of neighborhood i. 

An unbiased estimate of Tx(i) based on sample data can be expressed as 

n(i) 
= 2: 

k='/ 
wei) X(ij) 

where summation over k is only over sample members rather than over the entire 
population. 

B. Vari ance of Estimates of Total s 

Variance estimates were based on a collapsed stratum (zone) formula as 
discussed by Cochran (1977, p. 141) or by Hansen, Hurwitz, and Madow (1953, p. 
419). This method provides a generally conservative estimate of variance by 
considering the sample elements of two adjacent zones as belonging to the same 
stratum for variance estimation purposes. When the total sample size is an 
odd number (33), one collapsed stratum must be defined to contain three 
sampling units. 

If the collapsed strata are indexed by j=1,2, ... , J(i), the estimation of 
a neighborhood total may be written as 

J(i) 
= 2: 2: 

j=l 

where 

n(ij) 
w(i)X(ijk) 

k=l 

n(ij) = number of housing units assigned to collapsed stratum j; and 

X(ijk) = the observed variate value for the-kth sample member of 
collapsed stratum j of neighborhood i. 

The 

where 

and 

variance of this estimator is then estimated by 

V[Tx(i)] = 

s 2(~j) = 

X(ij) = 2: 

J(i) 
n(ij)s/(ij) 2: [w(i)]2 

j=l 

n(ij) _ 
2: [X(ijk) - X(ij)]2/ [n(ij)-1], 

k=l 

n(ij) 
X(ijk)/n(ij). 

k=l 

Note that n(ij) is constrained to be either 2 or 3 and that 

J(i) 
2: n(ij) = n(i). 

j=l 

Computational formulas for these variance estimates are programmed into 
standard survey data analysis softWare available at RTI (Shah, 1979). 

C. Nonlinear Estimates 

Most statistics of interest based on sijmple survey data will be expressed 
as certain nonlinear function of estimated totals. For example, the mean 
number of friends for persons in neighborhood A could be estimated as the 

" ratlo of Ty ' the estimated total friends reported by persons in neighborhood A 
to T

X
' the estimated total number of persons in neighborhood A. Algebraically 



such an estimator, Rc ' can be written as 

Rc = Ty/TX' 

Note that since weights were consistent within neighborhood and all 
reported statistics were based on ratio-type estimates, the weights cancelled 
in the final calculation of neighborhood-level estimates. Since the weight 
cancelled in every case, the actual analyses were conducted as unweighted 
analyses (all weights equal to one); this procedure was equivalent to the 
weighting procedures discussed above. 

Variances of nonlinear estimates can be approximated by several methods; 
one of these methods is the first-order Taylor-series approximation method. 
A convenient computational method for Taylor-series variance estimations 
is suggested by Woodruff (1971) and is incorporated into RTI survey data 
analysis software (Shah, 1979). 

D. Nonresponse Adjustment 

Weighting class adjustment procedures to mlnlmlze the effects of differen
tial nonresponse rates were considered. Known characteristics for respondents 
and nonrespondents (defined at the property level) were examined and !ound to be 
similar for the two groups within each neighborhood. Since the sampllng 
weights were equal within neighborhood and only means or rates (ratio-type 
estimates) were reported, any neighborhood level weight adjustm~nts wo~ld have 
cancelled out in the analyses. Consequently, no nonresponse welght adJust
ments were utilized. 
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Table 1. Objective Crime Model 

I.OWER VIRGINIA-HIGHLAND AND UPPER VIRGINIA-HIGHLAND 

Reactions 
to Crime 

Fear of Neighborhood 
Crime Index 

Worry Over 
Crime Index 

Avoidance Index 

Protection Index 

People Who Say There 
is Little or no Crime 
in Entire Neighborhood 

VI V2 
f3 f3 

<:=) (F) 

.007 -.158 
(0.72) (0.44) 

.006 -.540 
(0.12) (1. 06) 

.011 -.365 
(10.58)"'''' (l0.36)"'''' 

.006 -.074 
(0.55) (0.07) 

-.0006 .079 
(0.10) (1.44) 

V1 = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 

V3 
/l 

(F) 

-.244 
(0.23) 

-1.54 
(1. 84) 

.011 
(0.00) 

-.383 
(0.40) 

-.152 
(1. 15) 

V4 
P 

(F) 

-.014 
(0.71) 

.044 
(1.41) 

-.0003 
(0.00) 

.0lD 
(0.24) 

-.004 
(0.57) 

V5 
P 

(F) 

-.533 
(0.97) 

.203 
(0.03 ) 

-.546 
{4.(3)'" 

.322 
(0.26) 

-.093 
(0.40) 

V3 = race (black). 
V4 = total crimes per 100 residential units in respondent's block. 
Vs = high crime neighborhood. 
V6 = interaction between V and V . 
V7 = victim of any crime i~ last year (respondent or household member) 
V8 = interaction between V4 and V7. 
V9 = ~nteract~on between Vs and V . 

VIO = lnteractlon between V4, V5 aAd V7. 

= p < .05. 
"'''' =p<.01. 

V6 V7 V8 
/l /l /l 

(F) (F) (F) 

.044 -.271 .020 
(2.80) (0.23) (0.31 ) 

-.006 .301 -.025 
(0.01) (0.06) (C.10) 

.020 -.240 .0006 
(2.52) (0.83) (0.00) 

-.040 .762 -.035 
(1.61) (1. 36) (0.69) 

-.0009 -.139 .004 
(0.01 ) (0.82) (0.17) 

V9 VIO 
/l 13 

(F) (F) 

.872 -.046 
(1.10) (0.96) 

1. 54 -.011 
(0.73) (0.01) 

.l!79 -.018 
(5.11)'" (0.G5) 

-.212 .051 
(0.05) (0.86) 

.020 -.001 
(0.01) (0.01) 

.!lIn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple currelation coeffici,ent in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total number of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each ~educt ion in degrees of freedom t2e R is increased. If there is a I arge number 0 f independent vari ab 1 es 
relatlVe to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessary to adjusl for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

where N = the sample size and k = lhe number of independent variables in lhe equat.ion. 

SOURCE: Household SUI"vey; Crimes in Blocks - Atlanta Bureau of Pol ice Reported Crillle Tape. 
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Table 2. Ecological Model 

LOWER VIRGINIA-flIGHLAND AND UPPER VIRGINIA-fllGIILAND 

Reactions 
to Crime 

Fear of Neighborhood 
Crime Index 

Worry Over 
Crime Index 

Avoidance Index 

Protection Index 

People Who Say There 

VI 
f3 

(F) 

.006 
(0.52) 

-.003 
(0.03) 

.012 
(11.66)"'''' 

-.006 
(0.52) 

V2 V3 
f3 f3 

(F) (F) 

-.147 -.411 
(0.38) (0.66) 

-.592 -1.93 
(1. 26) (2.88) 

-.325 .023 
(7.78)"'''' (0.01) 

-.251 -.149 
(0.89) (0.07) 

V4 V5 V6 V7 
Il Il f3 f3 

(F) (F) (F) (F) 

.054 .448 -.457 .519 
(0.03) (0.06) (2.83) (0.09) 

.831 .00 -1.07 3.24 
(1. 30) (0.04) (3.12) (0.74) 

-.026 1. 00 .082 -.612 
(0.03) (1.30) (0.37) (0.53) 

.799 2.03 .069 2.55 
(4.72)'" (1.01) (0.05) (1.77) 

is Little or no Crime -.0005 .073 -.132 -.073 
(0.89) (0.66) 

-.640 
(1. 70) 

-.05 .364 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.07) (1.28) 

VI = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 
V3 = race (black). 

(0.42) (0.61) 

Vq = high crime neighborhood. 
V5 = percent of parcels in respondent's block with commercial land use. 
V6 = majer thoroughfare going through block. 
V7 = percent of parcels within a block with vacant land. 
V8 = whether or not respondent's block is 95 percent or more residential. 
V9 = percent of residential units' that are single family dwellings. 

VIO = whether or not a respondent lives in a single family unattached house. 

= p < .05. 
"'''' = p < .01 . 

V8 
~ 

(F) 

-.139 
(0.21) 

-.059 
(0.01) 

.052 
(0. 12) 

.109 
(0.10) 

-.087 
(1.11) 

V9 VIO 
f3 f3 

(F) (F) 

-1.04 .265 
(2.30) (0.77) 

-1.27 .417 
(0.72) (0.40) 

-.038 -.125 
(0.01) (0.73) 

. 624 1. 43 
(0.60) (19.01)"'''' 

-.013 . 106 
(0.01) (1.77) 

.!lIn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of (he dependent variable. The tolal number of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessary to adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

R2 = I - (I-H2) N-l 
N-R 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variables in the equation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. Housing Characteristics of Block - PLAN File; Location of Hajor 
Thoroughfares - Atlanta Bureau of Planning, ~lajor Thoroughfare Plan Nap. 
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Table 3. Local Ties Model 

LOWER VIRGINIII-HIGHLIIND liND UPPER VIRGINIA-HIGHLAND 

VI 
Reacti ons P 
to Crime (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood .008 
Crime Index (0.00) 

Worry Over -.023 
Crime Index (0.67) 

Avoidance Index .005 
(0.67) 

Protection Index -.010 
(0.52) 

People Who Say There 
is Little or'no Crime -.004 
in Entire Neighborhood (1. 02) 

VI = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 
V3 = race (black). 

V2 
fl 

(F) 

-.243 
(0.89) 

-.691 
(1. 47) 

-.258 
(4.06)'" 

-.022 
(0.01) 

.080 
(1. 25) 

V4 = high crime neighborhood. 
Vs = number of years in neighborhood. 

V3 V4 
fl fl 

(F) (F) 

.013 .398 
(0.00) (2.17) 

-1.28 1. 35 
(1. 24) (5.35)'" 

.042 .139 
(0.03) (1. 09) 

-.411 -.143 
(0.56) (Q.26) 

-. ISO -.103 
(1. 07) (1. 97) 

V6 = number of good friends in neighborhood. 
V7 = frequency of neighboring in entire neighborhood. 
V8 = variety of neighborhood facilities used. 

Vs V6 V7 
fl fl fl 

(F) (F) (F) 

.009 .042 -.027 
(0.27) (3.39) (2.23) 

.023 .132 -.026 
(0.40) (6.75)'" (0.42) 

.012 .008 -.004 
(2.22) (0.4S) (0.14) 

.029 .030 .041 
(2.94) (1. 49) (4.39)'" 

.007 .006 -.002 
(2.44) (0.81) (0.09) 

V9 = number of organizations belonged to. 
VIO = ratio of neighborhood organization membership to total organizations membership. 

= p < .05. 
"''Ie = p < .01. 

V8 
P 

(F) 

-.099 
(1. 49) 

-.305 
(2.88) 

-.017 
(0.18) 

.001 
(0.00) 

.007 
(0.08) 

V9 VlO 
P P (n (F) 

-.069 .. 521 
(0.34) ( 1. 46) 

.002 -.011 
(0.00) (0.00) 

.029 -.025 
(0.24) (0.01) 

.314 .923 
(6.29)'" (3.94)* 

-.027 .028 
(0.64) (0.05) 

..YIn multiple regression, an adjustment mllst be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total number of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independrnt variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefor-e, it is neceSSCll-y to adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula' 

ii2 = I - (I-RZ) N-I fFK=T 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variables in the equation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey, 
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Table 4. Social Cohesion Model 

LOWER VIRGINIA-IIIGHLAND AND UPPER VIRGIN1A-IIIGHLAND 

VI V2 V3 V4 V5 VG V., V8 V9 n2 

Reactions p p p p p p p p p 
to Crime (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood .002 -.157 -.4G7 .097 -.933 .074 .016 .OGO .054 
Crime Index (0.05) (0.43) (0.84) (0.15) (11. G8)"'''' (O.OG) (0.35) (0.01) (2.06) .108 

Worry Over .0001 -.481 -2.19 .761 -1.19 .159 .101 -.623 -.014 
Crime Index (0.00) (0.78) (3.48) (1. 80) (3.6'1) (0.06) (2.58) (0.20) (0.03) .085 

Avoidance Index .010 -.264 -.133 .05G -.169 -.OG8 .017 .463 -.032 
(7.33)"'* (5.05)'" (0.27) (0.20) (1.57) (0.22) (1. 50) (2.31) (2.98) .155"'* 

Protection Index .008 .290 -.336 .338 . 024 1. 12 .090 1.72 -.014 
(1.11) (1.31) (0.37) (1.61) (0.01) (12.83)"'''' (9.47)"'''' (G. 81)'" (0.12) .287"'* 

People Who Say There 
is Little or no Crime -.0005 .112 -.114 ".096 -.0003 .121 -.0006 .082 -.005 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.07) (2.70) (0.59) (1. 80) (0.00) (2.06) (0.0l) (0.22) (0.17) .069 

VI = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 
V3 = race (black). 
V4 = high crime neighborhood. 
V5 = those who feel that residents have control over what goes on in neighborhood. 
V6 = those who feel that neighborhood is real home. 
V7 = information exchange with neighbors. 
V8 = neighb;Jrhood sources of crime information in ratio to total source of crime information. 
V9 = index of perceived similarities. 

'" "'''' = p < 
.05. 

= P < .01. 

..!lIn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple cOI'relation coefficient in :Jrder 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total number of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on lhe observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used lo predict the independent variahle. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
I'elative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessal'y lo adjusl for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

~2 = 1 _ (1-R2) N-l 
fFFT 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variables in the equalion. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 
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Table 5. Social Control Model 

LOWER ViRGINIA-HIGHLAND AND UPPER VIRGINIA-HIGHLAND 

V'I V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 V9 
Reactions f3 f3 f3 f3 f3 f3 Il Il Il 
to Crime (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood .013 .095 -.693 .146 .899 .412 .110 -.244 .257 
Crime Index (1. 83) (0.12) (1. 24) (0.20) (9.28)** (0.59) (2.05) (1. 15) (0.75) .185'" .109 

Worry Over .009 -.419 -1.30 .530 1. 41 -.156 .497 .239 -.152 
Crime Index (0.21) (0.48) (0.94) (.060) (5.09)* (0.02) (10.17)** (0.23) (0.06) .231"'''' .162 

Avoidance Index .012 -.331 .109 -.119 .182 .468 .139 -.045 .036 
(9.96)** (6.84)* (0.15) (0.68) (1. 92) (3.63) (17.92)** (0.19) (0.07) .316"'" . 255 

Protection Index .015 -.197 -.546 -.114 -.211 -.927 .106 .031 .666 
(2.59) (0.44) (0.67) (0.11) (0.47) (2.55) (1. 88) (0.02) (4.34)* .164'" .090 

People Who Say Th~re 
is Little or no Crime -.0008 .072 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.10) (0.86) 

V1 = age of respondent. 
V = sex (male). 
V2 = race (black). 

-.159 -.193 .146 
(0.84) (4.78)* (3.34) 

V3 = high crime neighborhood. 
V4 = people who watch for suspicious people in neig~borh~od. 
V5 = percent who say it is easy to tell a stranger ln nelghborhood. 
V6 = number of areas avoided in entire neighborhood. 
V7 = percent. of big problems for wh~ch t.ook some d~rect act~on. 
v8 = perc~nt of dist.urbances for WhlCh took some dlrect actlon. 

9 
f: 

= P < .05. 
*'" = p < .01. 

0.04 -.009 -.069 
(0.07) (0.19) (1.18) 

.044 
(0.29) .126 

l/In multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total number of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of inclependent.variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessary to adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variabl~~ in the equat.ion. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 
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V1 = agp. of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 
V3 = race (black). 
V4 = high crime neighborhood. 
Vs = people who feel neighborhood has gotten better in last years. 
V6 = number of big problems. 
V7 = number of disturbances seen or h~ard in neighborhood in last year. 

= p < .05. 
"'''' = p < .01. 

llIn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom ,eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total nllmber of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on th~ observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessary to adjust fo,' 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

wher'e N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variables in the equation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 
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Reactions to 
Crime 

Fear of Neighborhood 
Crime Index 

Worry Over 
Crime Index 

Avoidance Index 

I'rotection Index 

People Who Say There 
is little or No Crime 
in Entire Neighborhood 

Tlble 7. B.st Prediction Models, Lower Virginia Highland and IIpper Virginia Highllnd. 

VI V2 V3 V4 Vs \16 V7 V8 

(3 (3 (3 (3 (3 (3 (3 (3 
(F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) 

-.007 
10.00) 

.01~ -.286 -.232 .317 
117.90)" (6.80' (2.771 (~.15) , 

.324 .019 .176 .59~ .985 
(1.16) (1.071 (1.93) (1.85) (10.26)" 

-.106 
(2.47) 

VI = age of ,",pondent. 
V 2 = sex (male). 
V 3 = high crime neighborhood. 
V 4 = interaction between V3 and victim of any crime in last year 

(respondent or household member!. 
V5 = frequency of neighboring in entire neighborhood. 
V 6 = number of organizations belonged to. 
V7 = ratio of neighborhood organization membership to total organization 

memherships. 
V 8 = whether or not a respondent lives in a single·family unallached house. 
Vg = number of disturbances seen or heard in neighborhood in last year. 

V10 = people who watch for suspicious people in neighborhood. 
VII = those who feel residents have control over what goes on In neighbothood. 
V 12 = number of good friends in neighhorhood. 
V 13 = number of areas avoided in entire neighborhood. 
V 14 = percent of disturbances for which took some direct action. 
VIS = those who feel that neighborhood is real home. 
V 16 = information exchange with neighhors. 
V 17 = neighborhood source of crime informatinn in ratio to total sources of 

crime information. 

V9 

(3 
(F) 

-.063 
16.77) , 

VlO Vl1 VI2 V13 VI4 VIS VI6 V17 .R2 

(3 (3 (3 (3 (3 (3 (3 (3 
(F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) 

1.03 -.761 
(20.8~)" (12.29)" .197" 

1.3~ 

16.311' 

, = P ? .05 
•• = P #' .01 

.051 
(1.511 

.570 
(20.92)" 

.129 
(21.93)" 

.278 
(1.01) 

.221" 

.268" 

.714 .038 .79~ 

(5.59)' (1.31) (1.33) .320" 

.079" 

Jf In multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation 
coefficient in order to correct for the degrees of freedom elimir.Glod In the prediction 
01 the dependent variable. The total numher of degrees of freedom equals the number 
of ohserv.tions minus the numher of constraints placed on the o;JServations. One degree 
of froedom is eliminated for each independent variable used to 11,"lIictthe dependent 
variahle. With each reduction in degrees of freedom, the R2 is increased. If there is a 
large number of indollendent variabl .. s mlative to the numher of cases,the R2 will he 
misleadingly high. Therelore, it is nocesroary to adjust for the number of predicto" used, 
accordirl!! to the formula: 

where N = the sample size and k: tire nurnher of inrlepenrlent variahles in the 
equation. 
Source: Household Survey. 
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Table 8. Objective Crime Model 

GROVE PARK AND DIXIE HILLS 

VI V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 Reactions 
fl Il fl fl fl (I fl 

to Crime (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) 
Fear of Neighborhood -.015 -.736 -.013 -.4117 .02U .453 .012 Crime Index (4.92)* (9.12)** (2.40) (1.17) (0.69) (1.27) (0.97) Worry OVer -.094 -1.96 -.023 .118 .022 2.55 -.010 Crime Index (24.61)** (8.02)** (0.94) (0.01) (0.10) (5.02)* (0.08) Avoidance Index .005 -.573 -.010 .266 .006 .624 (1. 78) (lG.19)** (3.88)* 

Protection Index 
(1.21) .003 

(0.2U) (7.19)** (0. II) 
-.00009 .327 -.013 -1.22 .045 -.G13 (0.00) (1. 18) People Who Say There 

is Little or no Crime 
(1. 49) (4.78)* (2.31) (1. 53) 

.001 .039 -.U02 -.2G7 .010 -.204 in Entire Neighborhood (0.47) (0.57) (1. 52) (9.38)** (3.61) (5.92)* 

VI = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 
V3 = total crimes per 100 residential units in respondent's block. 
V4 = high crime neighborhood. 
V5 = interaction between V and V

4
. 

VG = victim of any crime i~ last year (respondent or household member) 
V7 = interaction betWeen V3 and V

6
. 

V8 = interaction betWeen V
4 

and V. . 
Vg = interaction betWeen V

3
, V" aRd VG' 

* = p < .05. 
** = P < .01. 

.023 
(2.27) 

.002 
(0.77) 

V8 V9 R2 

fJ n 
(F) (F) 

.110 -.020 
(0.03) (0.114) .133** 

-2.UO .021 
(1. 20) (0.06) .232** 

-.164 .022 
(11.15)* (LSI) .201** 

.G20 -.OGO 
(0.61) (2.G3) .068 

.390 -.012 
(8.]0)*'" (3.79)* .081 

l
l In 

multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on lhe squared multiple correl.1f ion coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of fl"eedom eliminated in the prerficion of the dependent variable. The lotal number of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the ohservations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each :eduction in degrees of freedom t~e ~ is in~rease~. If ~here is a large ~um~er of independent .variables 
relallve to the number of cases, the R WIll be mlslead1ngly Il1gh. Thel"efol'e, 1l 1S 1Jecessary to adjust for the number of predictors used, according to the fO"mula: 

where N = lhe sample size and k = the number of independent vari;;bles in til{' equation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey; Crimes in Blocks - Atlanta Bureau (If Police Reported Crillle Tape. 
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Table 9. Ecological Model 

GROVE PARK AND DlXIE flILLS 

VI V2 V3 V4 Reactions II Il fl fl to Crime (F) (F) (F) (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood -.013 -.751 6.49 .021 Crime Index (3.37) (9 .. 37)"""" (2.77) (0.00) 
Worry Over -.101 -2.19 8.34 -.168 Crime Index (23.73)"""" (9.49)"""" (0.53) (0.04) 
Avoidance Index .005 -.48S .309 -.OllJ 

(1. 69) (11.05)"""" (0.02) (0.01) 
Protection Index -.OOB .220 2.Bl -.277 

(0. SO) (0.55) (0.35) (0.55) 
People Who Say There 
is Litt;e or no Crime .0005 .042 .026 .OB7 in Entire Neighborhood (0.09) (0.64) (0.00) (1. 71) 

VI = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 
V3 = percent of parcels in a block with commercial land use. 
V :: major thoroughfare going through block. 

V5 Vfj 
fl fl 

(F) (F) 

-.462 -.051 
(0.14) (0.02) 

-.521 -.034 
(0.02) (0.00) 

1. 44 .079 
(3.56) (0.13) 

2.24 .907 
(2.17) (4.18)"" 

.135 .155 
(0.24) (3.S6)"" 

V~ :: percent of parcels in a block with vacant land. 
V6 :: whether or not respondent's block is 95 percent or more residential. 
V7 :: percent of residential units that are single family dwellings. 
Vs :: whether or not a respondent lives in a single family unattached hOllse. 
V9 :: high crime neighborhood. 

:: p < .05. 
"""" = p < .01. 

V7 
fl 

(F) 

-.430 
(0.67) 

.131 
(0.01) 

-.416 
(J.72) 

.149 
(0.05) 

-.002 
(0.00) 

V8 V9 
fl fl 

(F) (F) 

-.043 -.371 
(0.02) (2.03) .140"'''' 

-.394 -.170 
(0. IS) (0.05) .200"'''' 

-.069 .089 
(0.13) (0.32) . 151** 

.720 -.578 
(3.32) (3.35) . lID'" 

.035 -.076 
(0.25) (1.S1) .055 

YIn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in ol'del' 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The tolal number of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus lhe number of conslr'ailits placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. Wilh 
each ~eduction in degrees of freedom t~e ~ is in~rease~. IF ~here ~s a large ~um~er of independent.variables 
relatIve to the number of cases, lhe R WIll be mIsleadIngly hIgh. lherefnre, It IS nec~ssalY lo adJust for 
the number of predictors used, according to t.he formula: 

where N = the sample size and k:: lhe numbei' of independpnt Variables in lh~ equaLion. 

SOURCE: Household Survey; Housing Characteristics of Block - PLAt! File; Lociltion of Major Thoroughfares _ 
Atlanta Bureau of Planning, Major Thoroughfare Plan Map. 
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Reactions 
to Crime 

Fear of Neighborhood 
Crime Index 

-.008 -.675 
(0.88) (6.63)* 

-.117 
(0.18) 

Worry Over 
Crime Index 

-.080 -2.08 -.033 
(12.08)** (7.95)** (0.00) 

Avoidance Index .010 -.513 .248 
(4.24)* (10.82)** (2.29) 

Protection Index -.005 .386 
(0.24) (1.73) 

People Who Say There 
is Little or no Crime .001 .031 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.42) (0.29) 

V1 = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 
V3 = high crime neighborhood. 
V = number of years in neighborhood. 

-.392 
(1. 57) 

.0008 
(0.00) 

Table 10. Local Ties Model 

GROVE PARK AND DIXIE HILLS 

-.015 
(1. 70) 

-.016 .053 -.032 -.103 .083 
(1.68) (9.15)** (0.12) (0.62) (0.06) 

-.051 -.019 .221 -.353 -.203 1.07 
(2.35) (0.34)(20.49)** (1.87) (0.31) (1.23) 

-.015 -.005 .035 -.054 -.079 .151 
(4.33)* (0.64)(11.36)** (0.96) (1.04) (0.56) 

.021 
(2.58) 

-.009.055 .008 .710 .167 
(0.50) (7.95)** (0.01) (21.35)** (0.19) 

-.0003 .005 -.002 -.021 .024 -.097 
(0.02) (3.44) (0.14) (1.08) (0.69) (1.66) 

V~ = number of goods friends in neighborhood. 
V6 = frequency of neighboring in entir~ neighborhood. 
V7 = variety of neighborhood facilities used. 
V8 = number of organizations be10ng~d to. 
V9 = ratio of neighborhood organil~tion membership to total organization membership. 

= p < .05. 
** = p < .01. 

.139** 

.299** 

.181** 

.279** 

.066 

.lhn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total numher of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessalY to adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

where N = the snmp1e size and k = the number of independent variables in the l!quation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 
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Vl 
Reactions 13 
to Crime (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood -.011 
Crime Index (2.55) 

Worry Over -.101 
Crime Index (25.85)** 

Avoidance Index .0006 
(0.02) 

Protection Index .003 
(0.09) 

People Who Say There 
is Little or no Crime .0003 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.04) 

V, = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 

V2 V3 
13 fl 

(F) (F) 

-.621 .322 
(7.25)** (1. 91) 

-2.17 .301 
(11.11)** (0.21) 

-.490 .306 
(11. 08)** (4.17)'" 

. 328 -.488 
(1.31) (2.76) 

.061 -.034 
(1. 34) (0.40) 

Table H. Social Cohesion Model 

GROVE PARK AND DIXIE HILLS 

V4 V5 V6 V7 
fl fl fl fl 

(F) (F) (F) (F) 

-.642 -.173 .119 -1.30 
(7.02)** (0.41) (22.26)** (3.31) 

-.496 .280 .350 -1.76 
(0.52) (0.13) (24. ',2)** (0.75) 

-.122 .165 .058 -.856 
(0.62) (0.89) (12.87)*'" (3.45) 

.620 . 330 .080 .855 
(4.01)* (0.91) (6.37)* (0.89) 

.030 .074 -.011 .219 
(0.28) (1.37) (3.88)* (1.76) 

V3 = high crime neighborhood. 
V4 = those who feel most residents have control over what goes on in neighborhood. 
V5 = those who feel that neighborhood is real hom!? 

V8 
/l 

(F) 

-.011 
(0.04) 

.220 
(2.39) 

-.002 
(0.00) 

.087 
(1. 80) 

.024 
(4.27)* 

V6 = information exchange with neighbors. 
V7 = neighborhood source of crime information in ratio to total source of crime information. 
V8 = index of perceived similarities. 

= p < .05. 
"'* = P < .01. 

R2 R2 

.224** .183 

.347** .312 

. 168** . 125 

.204"'''' .161 

.091 .044 

'Y In multiple regression, an adjustment must l'e made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total number or 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of fpeedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large nwnber of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessary to adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variables in the equation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 
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Tabl e '12. Social Control Model 

GROVE PARK AND DIXIE HILLS 

VI V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 V7 V8 
Reactions fl fl fl fl fl fl P fl 
to Crime (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood -.011 -.675 -.478 .707 -.310 .165 .334 -.025 
Crime Index (1.84) (4.76)* (2.27) (5.40)'" (0.41) (9.53)** (0.16) (0.01) 

Worry Over -.081 -1. 73 .596 1. 51 .007 .616 .414 -.436 
Crime Index (13.52)** (4.28)* (0.48) (3.30) (0.00)(18.12)** (0.16) (0.21) 

Avoidance Index .006 -.474 .243 .144 .182 .074 -.110 -.022 
( I. 52) (5.95)* (1. 48) (0.57) (0.36) (4.82)* (0.21) (0.01) 

Protection Index .015 .476 -1. 14 .960 -.583 .038 .161 1. 39 
(2.15) (1. 46) (7.86)** (6.14)* (0.91) (0.31) (0.11) (9.72)** 

People Who Say There 
is Little or no Crime -.00003.118 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.00) (2.41) 

-.024 
(0.10) 

.093 
(1. 53) 

. ]37 -.024 .007 -.079 

VI = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 
V = high crime neighborhood. 

(1.33) (3.28) (0.01) (0.83) 

v3 = people who watch for suspicious people in neighborhood. 
V~ = people who say it is easy to tell a stranger in neighborhood. 
V~ = number of areas avoided in entire ,neighborhood. 
V = percent of big problems for which took some direct action. 
V~ = percent of disturbancps for which took some direct action. 

= p < .05. 
~,* = p < .01. 

.274*'" .201 

.429** .371 

.187* .106 

.220** . 141 

.096 .006 

·!lIn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total number of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessaly to adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent val'iables in the equation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 
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Vl 
Reactions fl 
to Crime (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood -.015 
Crime Index (2.91) 

Worry Over -.089 
Crime Index (11.58)** 

Avoidance Indox .009 
(2.63) 

Protection Index .0004 
(0.00) 

People Who Say There 
is Little or no Crime -.0007 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.09) 

Vl = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 
V3 = high crime neighborhood. 

Table 13. Neighborhood Problems Model 

GROVE PARK AND DIXIE HILLS 

V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 
fl fl fl fl fl 

(F) (F) (F) (F) (F) 

-.679 -.402 .165 .133 .092 
(5.08)* (1.82) (0.15) (2.69) (0.59) 

-2.41 -. '113 .450 .284 .054 
(7.61)** (0.02) (0. 13) ( I. 48) (0.03) 

-.36B .226 -.101 .085 .147 
(4.16)* (1. 58) (0.15) (3.08) (4.10)* 

.213 -1. 16 -.469 .103 .071 
(0.34) (l0.32)** (0.82) (1.15 ) (0.2'1) 

.041 -.110 -.097 -.014 .003 
(0.32) (2.36) (0.89) (0.56) (0.01) 

V4 = people who feel neighborhood has gotten better in last years. 
V5 = number of big problems. 
V6 = number of disturbances seen or, heard in neighborhood in last yeal's. 

ft 

= p < .05. 
** 

= P < .01. 

. 169** 

.205** 

.162** 

.108 

.053 

.119 

.159 

.113 

.055 

.002 

1lIn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to cor'peet for the degrees of freedom el iminaled in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total number of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is e I imi nated for ea2h independent vari ab 1 e used to predi ct Llle independent vari ab 1 e. Wi th 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessal'Y to adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variables in the equation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 
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R.action, to 
Crirne 

Fea, of Neighhorhood 
Crime Index 

Worry Over 
C,ime Index 

Avoidance Index 

Protection Index 

People Who Say There 
i, lillie or No Crime 
in Entire Neighborhood 

------ ----------~ -----------

Tabl.14. O •• t P,ediction Model1, ilrov. Pa,k Ind Di.ie Ifill •• 

V, Vz VJ 
{3 {3 {J 
(F) (F) (F) 

-.005 ·.404 
(0.4 7) (2.68) 

-.067 -1.45 
(16.50)" (6.13)' 

.014 -.338 .330 
17.12)" (4.64)' (2.94) 

-.580 
(2.92) 

-.127 
(4.32)' 

V 1 ~ age of respondent. 
V 2 = 'ex (male). 
VJ " high cri",e neighborhood. 

V4 V5 Vs V7 
{3 {3 {3 {3 
(F) (F) (F) (F) 

.968 
(2.57) 

-.004 .283 -.386 
(1.51) (1.56) (1.53) 

-.160 .26J -.002 
(5.63)' (5.75)' !n.33) 

V 4 = total crime, "er 100 ,",idential units in re,pondent', hlock. 

Va 
{3 
(F) 

-.007 
(0.15) 

-.024 
(0.25) 

-.007 
(0.27) 

.025 
(0.88) 

V5 = victim of any crime inla't year (re'pondent or household memherl. 
V 6 = interaction hetween V3 and V4' 

V7 = interaction between V3. V 4, and V5' 
V8" frequency of neighhoring In entire neighhorhood. 
V9 = peopl. who watch for suspicious "eopl9 In neighhorhood 

V 10 = numher of .,e.s avoided in entire neighborhood 

Vg 

{3 
(F) 

.435 
(3.10) 

.391 
(1,41) 

V,I" those who feel that ,esidents have control Qver what goes on in neighhorhood. 
V 12" inforroation exchange with neighbors. 
V 13" number of disturbance, seen or heard in neighborhood in last year. 
V 14 = whether or not respondent's block i, 95% or more residentiar. 
V 15 = percent of diswrhance, for which took ,o",e direct action. 
V 16 = nu",ber of yea,s In neighborhood. 
V 17 = nu",ber of organization' belonged I') 
V 18 = index of perceived ,imilaritie,. 

V,O Vl1 
{3 {3 
(F) (F) 

.145 -.462 
(11.33) " (3.55) 

.595 
(32.99)" 

.090 
(10.65)' , 

.317 
(0.78) 

.:= n' .05 
.. = p. ,01' 

V'Z V 13 
{3 {3 
(F) (F) 

.069 
16.33) , 

.290 
118.19) .. 

.035 .066 
(0.83) (1.16) 

.042 
11.05) 

-.006 
(1.51) 

V,4 V,5 V,6 V ,7 V,R 
{3 {3 {3 {3 (3 
(F) (F) (F) IF) (F) 

-.006 
(3.18) 

.587 .567 .570 
(1.81) (1.49) (10.16)" 

.113 .020 
(3.46) (3.53) 

11 In muitiple regression, an adju'tment mllst be made on the ,quared roliitiple correlation 
coefficient in order to con"ct for the dl!gree, of freedoro eliminated h. the prediction 
of the dependent variahl •. The Intal nllmhe, of degrees of freedom eqllal, the number 
of oh,ervation, roinu, the nllmber of constraiots ptaced on the observation,. One "egree 
01 freedom is eliminated for each indr.l'llndent variable u,ed to predict the dependent 
v.riable. With each reduction in degrlle, of freedom, the n2 is inorea,ed. " there is a , 
large nllmhe, of independent variahle, relative to the nll111her of ca,e" the H2 will he 
misleadingly high. The,pfore, it is necessary to adjll't for the nUlllher of predictors u,ed, 
according to the forlllula: 

2 2 N-t 
ii ~ l-Il-R 1"N.:r.:T 

where N ~ the salllple sile and k = the numhe, of indepe"dent variahl., in the 
equalifln. 
SOllrce: lfulI,ehold Survey, 
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Table 15. Objective Crime Model 

MECHANICSVILLE AHD PITTSBURGH 

V1 V2 V3 V4 V5 V6 
Reactions p p n p n n 
to Crime (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood -.003 -,70 .022 .377 -. OlD 1. 04 
Crime Index (0.19) (8.57)"'''' (7.80)"'''' (0.71) (0.3)') (4.90)'" 

Worry Over -.072 -2.06 .055 -.669 .014 1. 42 
Crime Index (14.24)"'''' (7.49)*'" (5.05)* (0.22) (0.07) (0.91) 

Avoidance Index ,003 -.759 .007 -.053 -.006 .077 
(1. 05) (35.26)** (3.04) (0.05) (0.52) (0.09) 

Protection Index .004 .305 .001 -.922 .019 -.567 
(0.45) (1.47) (0.02) (3.84)* (1.17) (1.32) 

People Who Say There 
is Little or no Crime .00004 .054 -.0007 .037 -.003 -.121 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.00) (1. 40) (0.22) (0.19) (0.70) (1.79) 

V1 ~ age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 
V3 = total crimes per 100 residential units in respondent's block. 
V4 = high crime neighborhood. 
V5 = interaction between V] & V4. 
V6 = victim of any crime in last year (respondent or household member). 
V7 = interaction between V3 & V6' 
V8 : ~nteract~on between Vq & V6. 
V9 - lnteractlon between V3' V4 & V6. 

= p < .05. 
** = p < .01. 

V7 
Il 

(F) 

-.026 
(0,90) 

-.044 
(0.25) 

-.014 
(0.90) 

.033 
(1. 30) 

.011 
(4.01)* 

V8 V9 
Il n 

(F) (F) 

-.659 .023 
(0.75) (D.46} .124** .077 

1. 62 -.015 
(0.45) (0.02) . 169** .124 

-,189 .027 
(0.22) (2.24 ) .241 ** .200 

.1332 -.038 
('1.(;9) (1.15) .055 .003 

.032 -.008 
(0.05) (1. 45) .042 .009 

.YIn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total number of 
degrees of free~om equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. lherefor'e, it is necessal'y to a\fjust for 
the number of predictors used, accol'ding to the formula: 

2 2 N-I R = 1 - (l-R) NFK=T 

where N = the sample size and I< = the number of independent variables in the PlluaLion. 

SOURCE: Household Survey; Crimes in Blocks - iltlanta [lure>au of Pol ice RepOI'!pd Ct'ime Tilpe, 
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Table 16. Ecological ~iodel 

MECIlANICSVIlLE AND PITTSBURGH 

~. ~"""""'" ~. 

VI V2 V3 u 
'4 

Reactions f3 f3 11 f3 
to Crime (F) (F) (F) (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood -.007 -.778 3.46 .789 
Crime Index (1. 48) (11.45)*'" (5.01)'" (10.20)"'''' 

Worry OVer -.076 -2. 10 6.01 1. 29 
Crime Index (15.07)"'* (7.74)"'''' (1.40) (2.53) 

Avoidance Index .002 -.794 .402 . 152 
(0.22) (38.77)"'''' (0.22) (1. 24) 

Protection Index .003 .259 .175 .242 
(0.25) (1.07) (0.01) (0.79) 

People Who Say There 
is little or no Crime .0001 .050 .309 -.090 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.01) (1. 29) (1. 10) (3.68) 

VI = age of respondent. 
V = sex (male). 
V2 = percent of parcels in a block with commercial land use. 
V3 = major thoroughfare going through block. 

V5 V6 
f3 f3 

(F) (F) 

-1. 31 .522 
(1. 79) (1. 00) 

-2.97 -1.40 
(0.85) (0.67) 

-.018 . 363 
(0.00) ('1.57) 

-1.98 -.453 
(3.47) (0.59) 

.070 -.025 
(0.14) (0.06) 

V4 = percent of parcels in a block with vacant land. 
V5 = whether 0\' not respondent's block is 95 .percent ~r more r~sidentia1. 
V6 = percent of residential units ~hat ~re sl~gle faml~y dwellIngs. 
V7 = whether or not a respondent lIves In a sIngle fam11y unattached house. 
V~ = high crime neighborhood. 

'" = p < .05. 
"'''' = p < .01. 

V7 
Ii 

(F) 

.764 
(1.41) 

.988 
(0.22) 

.212 
(O.35j 

-.022 
(0.00) 

.217 
(3.16) 

V8 V9 R2 

f3 f3 
(F) (F) 

-.297 .153 
(1. 34) (0.33) .167"'''' 

-.401 .440 
(0.23) (0.25) .147"'''' 

-.101 -.006 
(0,50) (0.00) .212"'''' 

.171 -.098 
(0.38) (0.1.1 ) .053 

-.064 .014 
(1.71) (O.OB) .058 

lIIn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total number of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessary to adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variables in the equation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. Housing Characteristics of Block - PLAN File; Location of 
Major Thoroughfares - Atl anta 13ureau of PI anni ng MaJor Thoroughfa res PI an Nap. 
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Table 17. Local Ties ~'odel 

MECHANICSVILLE AND PITTSBURGH 

V3 V4 
Vl V2 

Reactions f3 f3 f3 f3 to Crime (F) (F) (F) (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood -.005 -.580 .106 -.005 Crime Index (0.42) ~5.02)'" (0.17) (0.36) 
Worry OVer -.067 -1.64 .443 -.003 Crime Index (7.40)"'''' (3.94)'" (0.30) (0.01) 

Avoidance Index .005 -.772 .021 -.003 
(1. 77) (31.88}"'''' (0.02) (0.37) 

Protection Index .006 .276 -.048 .008 
(0.54) (1. 16) (0.04) (0.99) 

People Who Say There 
is Little or no Crime .002 .029 -.020 -.002 in Entire Neighborhood (1.16) (0.34) (0.17) (0.87) 

Yl = age of respondent. 
V = sex (male). 
V

2 = high crime neighborhoods. 
y3 = number of years in neighborhood. 
V

4 
= number of good friends in neighborhood. 

y~ = frequency of neighboring in entire neighborhood. 
V7 = variety of neighborhood facilities used. 

V5 V6 V7 
f3 f3 n 

(F) (F) (F) 

-.015 .005 -.091 
(1.87) (0.07) (0.75) 

-.011 .037 -.109 
(0.10) (0.38) (0.11) 

-.013 ~.004 .032 
(5.16)'" (0. 16) (0.34) 

.002 .023 .007 
(0.03) (1.61) (0.00) 

.0004 .009 -.003 
(0.03) (7.02)"'''' (0.02) 

V = number of organizations belonged to. 
y~ = ratio of neighborhood organization membership to total organization membership. 

= p < .05. 
"'''' = p < .01 . 

V8 V9 R2 

n n 
(F) (F) 

-.068 .096 
(0.12) (0.11) .067 

.027 .376 
(0.00) (0.16) .091 

.060 .040 
(0.33) (0.07) .231"'''' 

.532 -.201 
(7.48)"'''' (0.48) .096 

.009 -.032 
(0.05) (0.34) .061 

.!lIn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared mul tiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total numbel' of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus Lhe number of constraints placed on Lhe observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, Lhe R will be misleadingly high. Therefor'e, itis necer.5ary Lo adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variables in Lhe equaLion. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 
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VI 
React ions fJ 
to Crime (F) I 

Fear of Neighborhood .002 
Crime Index (0.05) 

Worry Over -.047 
Crime Index (4.66)* 

Avoidance Index . 005 
(1. 55) 

Protection Index .004 
(0.31) 

People Who Say There 
is Little or no Crime .0003 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.04) 

VI = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 

V2 V3 
p P 

(F) (F) 

-.670 -.014 
(7.60)** (0.00) 

-1.80 .081 
(5.58)* (0.01) 

-.736 . 073 
(31. 66)"'''' (0.30) 

. 161 -.134 
(0.43) (0.28) 

.047 -.023 
(0.97) (0.23) 

Table '18. Social Cohesion Model 

MECHANICSVIllE AND PITTSBURGH 

V4 V5 V6 V7 
P P Il Il 

(F) (F) (F) (F) 

-.248 -.921 -.019 .595 
(0.94 ) (11. 89)** (0.54) (0.57) 

-.940 -1.27 .098 3.79 
(1. 37) (2.28) (1. 42) (2.33) 

. 030 -.151\ -.003 .530 
(0.05) (1. 14) (0.05) (1. 55) 

.242 .290 .056 .677 
(0.86) (1. 15) (4.20)* (0.71) 

.006 .031 .011 -.264 
(0.01) (0.35) (4.20)* (2.91) 

V3 = high crime neighborhood. 
V4 = those who feel most residents have control over what goes on in neighborhood. 
V5 = those who feel that neighborhood is real home. 

V8 
P 

(F) 

-.010 
(0.02) 

-.088 
(0.15) 

.038 
(0.96) 

.121 
(2.77) 

-.006 
(0.19) 

V6 = information exchange with neighbors. 
V7 = neighborhood source of crime information in ratio to total source of crime information. 
V8 = index of percpived similarities. 

= p < .05. 
"'''' = p < .01. 

R2 li2 Y 

.132** .088 

.160"'''' .117 

.187"'''' . 145 

.101 * .054 

.044 .005 

'YIn multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple c<1rrelalion coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom el iminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total numbel' of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If Lhere is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. lherefore, it is necessal'y to adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formUla: 

-2 2 N-l 
R = 1 - (l-R) N-k-l 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variable:; in the equation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 
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Table 19. Social Control Model 

MECHANICSVILLE AND PITTSBURGH 

VI 
Reactions ~ 
to Crime (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood .005 
Crime Index (0.59) 

Worry Over -.056 
Crime Index (6.00)* 

Avoidance Index .006 
(2.02) 

Protect ion Index .018 
(5.67)* 

People Who Say There 
is Little or no Crime .0006 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.14) 

VI = age of respondent. 
V2 = sex (male). 
V3 = high crime neighborhood. 

V2 
/3 

(F) 

-.555 
(4.09)* 

-1. 21 
(1. 88) 

-.696 
(20.14)** 

.680 
(5.46)* 

.069 
(1. 32) 

V3 V4 V5 
/3 /3 /3 

(F) (F) (F) 

.074 .540 -.793 
(0.08) (4.12)* (6.07)* 

-.087 2.06 -2.11 
(0.01) (5.79)* (4.15)* 

-.139 -.041 -.100 
(0.87) (0.08) (0.30) 

-.186 .529 .073 
(0.43) (3.42) (0.05) 

-.079 -.005 -.029 
(1. 86) (0.01) (0.17) 

V4 = people who watch for suspicious people in neighborhood. 
V5 = people who say it is easy to le11 a stranger in neighborhood. 
V6 = number of areas avoided in entire.neighborhood. 
V7 = percent of big problems for which took some direct action. 
V8 = percent of disturbances for which took some direct action. 

= p < .05. 
** = p < .01. 

V6 V7 
P P 

(F) (F) 

.168 -.120 
(10.17)** (0.15) 

.404 -.955 
(5.69)* (0.89) 

.10 -.052 
(11.32)** (0.08) 

.057 .486 
(0.97) (2.15) 

-.005 .095 
(0.22) (1.92) 

V8 R2 

P 
(F) 

.370 
(1. 67) .231** 

-.111 
(0.01) .201** 

.029 
(0.03) .284** 

.912 
(9.08)** .253** 

-.058 
(0.86) .054 

-2 R II 

.172 

. 140 

.229 

•. 194 

.019 

l l In multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total number of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t~e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessary to adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variables in lhe equation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 
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Table ~O. Neighborhood Problems Model 

MECHANICSVILLE liND PITTSBURGH 

Vl V2 
Reactions ~ p 
to Crime (F) (F) 

Fear of Neighborhood .003 -.582 
Crime Index (0.20) (4.11)* 

Worry Over -.060 -1.61 
Crime Index (6.44)* (3.05) 

Avoidance Index .010 -.689 
(5.15)* (17.59)*'" 

Protection Index .009 fi78 
(1. 03) (4.38)* 

People Who Say There 
is Little or no Crime .0005 .078 
in Entire Neighborhood (0.10) (1.61) 

Vl = age of respondent. 
V = sex (male), 
V2 = high crime neighborhood. 

V3 V4 V5 V6 
p ~ p p 

(F) (F) (F) (F) 

-.125 .667 .032 .279 
(0.22) (2.91) (0.38) (8.00)** 

.448 .167 .143 .527 
(0.28) (0.02) (0.73) (2.78) 

-.037 .180 .005 .139 
(0.06) (0.65) (0.02) (6.05)'" 

-.525 .411 .041 .012 
(3.02) (0.89) (0.48) (0.01) 

-.083 .145 .001 -.024 
(2.16) (3.03) (0.01 ) (1. 36) 

V~ = people who feel neighborhood has gotten better in last years. 
V = number of big problems. 
V~ = number of disturbances seen or heard in neighborhood in last year. 

= p < .05. 
"'''' = p < .01. 

2 R 

.159** 

.162** 

.203** 

.078 

.059 

.116 

.119 

. 161 

.028 

.0lD 

I/In multiple regression, an adjustment must be made on the squared multiple correlation coefficient in order 
to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the predicion of the dependent variable. The total Ilumber of 
degrees of freedom equals the number of observations minus the number of constraints placed on the observations. 
One degree of freedom is eliminated for ea~h independent variable used to predict the independent variable. With 
each reduction in degrees of freedom t2e R is increased. If there is a large number of independent variables 
relative to the number of cases, the R will be misleadingly high. Therefore, it is necessary to adjust for 
the number of predictors used, according to the formula: 

where N = the sample size and k = the number of independent variables in the equation. 

SOURCE: Household Survey. 
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Reactions to 
C~in1e 

Fear of Neighhorhond 
Crime Indl!)( 

Worry Over 
Crime Indox 

Avoidance Index 

Protection Index· 

People Who Say There 
is Uttle or No Crime 
in Entire Neighborhood 

Tobl. ZI. Oest Prediction Models, Mech.nicsville and Pittsburgh. 

VI Vz V3 V4 V5 Va V7 Va 
{3 {3 {3 {3 {3 (3 {3 (3 

(F) (FI (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) (F) 

-.719 .001 .463 .129 Z.53 
(8.47)" 

-.050 -1.30 
16.68)' IZ.88) 

.007 -.736 
(4.88)' (31.70)" 

.013 .361 -.0001 
(4.16)' IZ.l0) (0.00) 

VI" age of respondent. 
V2 " sex (male). 
V3" high crime neighborhood. 

(0.03) (3.39) 

.OZ9 
IZ.17) 

-.0006 
(0.19) 

(2.36) 

.052 
( 1.41) 

V 4" total crimes per 100 residential units in respondent's block. 

(1.89) 

V 5" victim of anv crime in last vear (respondent or household memher), 
V6" interaction botwoen V4 and V5• 
V7 " nurnher of disturhances see" or heard in neighhorhood in last vear. 
V 8" percent 01 parcels in respond."t's hlock with cornmorcialland use. 
V 9 " major thoroughfare going Ihroligh hlock. 

V 10" percent who say it is easy to lell a ~tranger in neighborhood. 
VII" number 01 areas avoided ill entiro neighborhood. 
V 12" those who feel that neighborhood is real horne. 
V 13" "eo "Ie who watch for suspicious people in neighborhood. 
V 14 " 'II!rnber of good hiends in neighborhood. 
V 15" percent 01 distlllbances lur which tonk some direct actioll. 
V,6 " numher 01 organizations belonged to. 
V 17 " frequency of neighhoring in ellti,e nei~hborhijod. 
V 18 " inlormation exchallge with neiohhors. 
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1 { In multiple regression, an adjustment llIust be made on the 'oua",1 multiple correlatinn 
coefficient ill order to correct for the degrees of freedom eliminated in the "rediction 
of the dependent variahle, fhe total nUlllhp.r of degrees 01 hemf 0 III equals tllP. numher 
of "hservatinns lIIinus the nurnher of constraints placed on the ohservations. One degree 
01 freodolll is eliminated for eath independent varia hie used tn "redlct the dellp.ndent 
va'iablo. With each reduction in dellreos 01 freedolll, the R2 i, increased. If there Is a 
la,,,e number of independent variahles relative to the nUll1h., of cases, the R2 will he 
misleadinglv high. Therefnre, it is necessary to adjust for the nurnher of predictor, usod. 
acclllding to the fo,mula: 

-Z 2 N-l 
R ~ 1 - 11-R IN":k::j 

where N " the ,amille size and k = t!,e lIurnh., of indepondent variables in the 
equation. 
Source: Household Survey. 
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