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A

INTRODUCTION

This is the final report of a methodological study designed to develop
and validate measures of "fear of crime." Our general approach to the problem
was to apply standard techriques of scale construction to this topic area in a
systematic and cumulative fashion. The purpose was to develop multi-item
measures which are reliable and valid indicators of theoretically defined con-
structs. In this report, we present the final products of our efforts: a
conceptual framework, the final scales, and appropriate documentation. While
not the final word on the topic, the data presented herein represent the first
comprehensive investigation of the measurement issues in this topic area.

The systematic deVe]opmeﬁt of an adequate operational measure of any con-
struct requires an iterative process of theoretical, operational, and evalua-

tive activities. Adequate theoretical development constitutes the foundation

of measurement. Without the appropriate level of conceptual development,
operational activities, however sophisticated, become misdirected and inef-
fective. One of the basic premises of this research was that however useful
the concept "fear of crime" was as a popular and political device, it lacked
the clarity and specificity required of a scientific construct. Thus, much
of our energy was directed toward the conceptual development of the popular
concept. Initially, this involved the review of existing conceptual efforts,
the compilation and organization of existing measures, and in-depth interviews
with urban residents concerning their views about crime and its impact on
their lives. These efforts resulted in an initial framework which was pre-

sented at the Special National Workshop on Research Methodology and Criminal
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Justice Program Evaluation (Baumer & Rosenbaum, 1980). Throughout the project,
this initial framework has been continually tested and modified in order to

be consistent with our empirical results. What is presented in this report is
a revised conceptual framework which reflects these developments.

Operationalization, especially during the early stages of the project,

was guided by several considerations. First, the initial pool of items had to
include potential measures of the components of the conceptual framework.
Second, theoretical distinctions offered by other authors were observed and
representative items included. Finally, frequently employed items, such as
the National Crime Survey "safety" question, were included for evaluative
purposes. Actual items were derived from an extensive search of existing in-
struments, the focused interviews with community residents, and consultation
with the members of our advisory board. In addition, whenever possible, pre-
viously established scales or sets of items with potential scalability were
included. This process produced a pool of 90 items to be included in the ini-
tial data collection.

Evaluation of the potential measures proceeded in two stages. First,
in order to reduce the initial set of 90 items to a more manageable level,
data for a pilot study were collected in late March and early April of 1980.
Since the purpose of this stage was primarily data reduction, analytic efforts
focused on the elimination of items with Tow variance and Tittle relationship
to other jtems. Scale construction and evaluation at this stage centered on
indicators of internal consistency: unidimensionality and alpha reliabili-
ties. The results of this pilot study were very promising, as were those of
a subsequent magnitude estimation study designed to produce ratio-scaled

response formats for the final set of items. The results of both studies
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Qere presented in the Interim Report for this project (Rosenbaum.& Baumer, 1980).

The second evaluative step involved scale replication, refinement, and
validation. Using additional data (described in the following section) col-
lected in June and July, 1980, the reliability and unidimensionality of the
preliminary scales was further documented and, when necessary, the indices
were modified and refined. In addition, refined test/retest reliabilities
were calculated using supplemental data, and the construct validity of the re-
sultant scales determined. This report presents the final derived scales and
documents their component cha}acteristics.

Although measurement issues are relevant to those generally interested
in "fear of crime" as an indicator of public opinion, they are of critical
importance to those involved in community.crime prevention programs and crimi-
nal justice program evaluators. Both the Department of Justice and the
Department of Housing and Urban Development have mandated the reduction of
both crime and "fear of crime" as primary goals of their crime prevention
programs (LEAA, 1978; DHUD, 1979). If the program planner/practitioner is to
develop an effective crime (and fear) reduction program, these policies demand
of him/her a careful consideration of the nature, extent, and etiology of
both program goals. Consequently, these professijonals must be concerned with
the reliability and validity of measures of these important programmatic con-
structs. Failure to develop impact variables conceptually and/or adequately
operationalize them can result in apparent program failure as surely as
failure to deliver the intervention (Boruch & Gomez, 1977; Green & Lewis,
1977).

The distribution of methodological attention in this area has been very

uneven. Extensive efforts have been directed toward the conceptualization and




measurement of criminal incidents. Conceptually, at least, the incidence of
crime is quite clear and involves acts which transgress legal proscriptions.
Traditionally, crimes reported to the police were the only indicators of
criminal activity available to either government officials or researchers,
During the 1960's, however, the apparent increased crime rates, combined with
the growing criticism of reported crime as a measure of the volume of crime,
produced a new interest in alternative means of operationalizing criminal in-
cidents. The resulting strategy was to survey citizens about criminal offen-
ses committed against them. These "victimization" surveys were originally
developed for the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration
of Justice (see Biderman et al., 1967; Reiss, 1967; Ennis, 1967) and have
become a standard tool in the evaluation of crime prevention programs (cf.
Kelling et al., 1974; Fowler et al., 1979, Schwartz et al., 1975). Evalua-
tions of the reliability and validity of the measures produced in this way
have been extensive and include: (1) reverse record checks (Kalish, 1974;
LEAA, 1972; Sparks et al., 1977); (2) forward record checks (Schneider, 1977);
and (3) estimates of test/retest reliability (Hindelang et al., 1978:230-233).
These studies have demonstrated that victimization surveys produce reasonably
valid and reliable estimates of victimization for most crimes, albeit at
considerable cost. However, we might add that a detailed critique of these
measures indicates that there appears to be considerable room for improvement,
both conceptually and operationally (Skogan, 1978).

In contrast, little systematic effort has been directed toward the
refinement of measures of fear of crime. As will be indicated below, there
is a consensus among criminal justice researchers that "fear of crime," as

popularly conceived, is a very broad construct which encompasses several

T

distinct components., However, attempts to delineate these components have
not produced a convergence of opinjon concerning ﬁbeir nature (cf., DuBow et
al., 1978; Fursterberg, 1971). Correspnnding?y, with a few recent exceptions
(Baumer, 1980; Normoyle, 1980; Skogan & Maxfield, 1980), researchers have
demonstrated 1ittle interest in the development of standardized multi-qitem
indices with known reliabilities and validities. For example, Furstenberg
\1971) originally employed subjective risk of viqtimization as an indicator
of an affective'dimension of fear while, more recently, Fowler et al. (1979)
hﬁve used similar questions as indicators of a cognitive measure of environ-
mental danger. Finally, the commonalities of usage that do exist are primarily
due to the wide availability of severa] sets of data with a limited number of
“fear of crime" items (e.g., the National Crime Survey and the National

Opinion Research Center's General] Social Survey). Their research report

will address these methodological issues in a systematic, cumulative fashion.
TOWARD A CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK

As suggested above, "fear of crime" has not been clearly defined in
either popular or scientific usage. Close examination indiéates that the term
has been used in reference to feelings, beliefs, perceptions, opinions, and
behaviors regarding crime, Thus, one of the most fundamental questions that
has not been adequately addressed in previous research is--what is meant by
the term "fear of crime?" More specifically, we ask if there are meaningful
components of the genera] construct which may be conceptually and empirically
distinguished? In this section, we will briefly review Previous conceptualiza-
tions and examine their utility. Then, we will present a conceptual framework

which organizes the topic area, is consistent with existing knowledge, and
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' adheres to the spirit of the popular notion. indicative of a general concern about crime as an abstract threat to the social
| Certainly, "fear of crime," as commonly conceived, is not fear of crime q order." As such, it was more closely related to personal values and political
at all. Technically speaking, "fear" refers to an immediate, acute, emotional considerations than the typical conceptualization of "fear of crime" should
. and physiological response to a particular stimulus event. While theories of ‘ be. This was, indeed, a useful distinction which was later employed and sub-
emotions tend to include the components of subjective awareness, autonomic/ y stantiated by Conklin (1975) in his well known work. More recently, DuBow et
visceral reactions, and expressive behaviors, these reactions are usually con- al. (1978) have generalized the construct and made the value basis of this
ceptualized as following immediately from a specific stimulus event and measure- q component explicit. In doing so, they grouped several similar operational
ment is usually taken shortly thereafter (see Leventhal, 1974;-Plutchik, 1980). me?sures under a broad Categify of crime related values. While concern about
Obviously, the "fear of crime" literature focuses on more distant, and for : . crime as a.s?ciaI problem is clearly part of the "crime problem” and may
many respondents, less tangible criminal events and environmental conditions. | \ i::j:tdp:11t;ca1-act1on, the general csnsensus is‘that it is not intimately
Given these considerations, the reactions most commonly referred to as "fear ated to what 1s generally meant by "fear of crime."
of crime" are more closely related to anxiety than fear. Thus, in constructing [ Another common distinction hidden by the operational anarchy in the
an "index of anxiéty," Biderman et al. (1967) would appear to be properly » topic area is often made between perceptual or cognitive statements about the
oriented semantically, if not operationally. However, as we will see below, nature of the Tocal crime problem, on the one hand, and feelings or emotions
the construct contains additional dimensions. - .about the individual's personal situation3 on the other hand. The former
measures generaily refer to subjective estimates of the extent of crime in the

Since the initial studies in this area condu;ted for the President's
Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, researchers have respondent’s immediate environment. Conklin Tabelled this perceptions of
regularly acknowledged the multidimensionality of "fear of crime" and the { crime and argued that under certain conditions these perceptions could contri-
need to refine this construct. These attempts at conceptual specification, ! bute in a negative way to feelings of personal safety (1975:76-85). Although

there is no general conceptual or operational consensus about the nature of

while generaliy noncumulative, do identify several distinct components of the

topic. this dimension, several other authors have delineated a similar construct.

A decade ago, Furstenberg (1971) demonstrated that the ranking of crime DUBOW‘Et 21. identified a category of "judgments about the factual distribution
as a social issue was distinct from other, more direct measures of fear. of.cr1me" (1578:8), which includes both a general referent about the extent of
Employing a subjective measure of personal Fisk as the alternative measure, crime and a subjective estimate of personal risk. While the former clearly
he very convincingly demonstrated the discriminate validity of the two con- refers to a cognitive or perceptual process, the latter is more evaluative in
structs. This analysis indicated "that the 'ranking' measure was more the sense that in order to arrive at an assessment of personal risk, the
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individual must evaluate the amount of crime in terms of personal threat or
chances of victimization. Although their operationalization diverges con-
siderably, both Fowler et al. (1979:109) and Spark§, Gunn, & Dodd (1977) also
treat these cognitive and evaluative dimensions separately. Thus, there
appears to be some convergence about the idea that information concerning

the amount of crime in the local environment, variously referred to as "per-
ceptions about crime," "judgments about the factua] distribution of crime,"
or "cognitive perceptions,” constitutes a distinct component of the fear of
crime issue.

The second component of the distinction described above identifies a
more personal or emotional] dimension of the "fear of crime" issue. It is
this component which most closely corresponds to the common conceptualization
of that broader construct and toward which the majority of operational measures
are directed. Drawing on Furstenberg's (1971) distinction, Conklin described
this component of the topic as "feelings of personal safety" (1975:81-85),
His research demonstrated that this component was not only conceptually but
also empirically distinct from the perceptual dimension, a finding later sub-
stantiated by Baumer (1979). This dimension has subsequently been referred
to as emotional reactions to crime (DuBow et al., 1978) and the affective
component of residents' subjective responses to crime (Fowler et al., 1979).

Behavioral reactions designed to protect one from victimization consti-
tute the fourth dimension of the "fear of crime" issue to be clearly distin-
guished in previous literature. Indeed, one might argue that this set of
reactions constitutes the most critical of the four. Most arguments concerning
the negative impact of crime and fear ultimately rest on some form of beha-

vioral modification as the mechanism throubh which the social order is damaged

S ——

(cf., McIntyre, 1967). While perceptual and emotional re&ctions to crime may
be of psychological import, their impact on the social order rests on some
form of behavioral adaptation. There have been three basic measurement stra-
tegies in this area: the study of specific crime-related actions (Wilson, 1976;
Rifai, 1976; Sundeen & Matthieu, 1976); the use of global questions concerning
any behavioral changes (Garofalo, 1977; Hindelang et al., 1978); and the
development of multi-item measures of types of behavioral response (Lavrakas,
1979; Baumer, 1980). U |

Within the area of behavioral reactions to crime, several authors have
attempted to delineate specific subtypes of action or construct multi-item
scales. Furstenberg (1972) distinguished between "avoidance" and "mobilization"
measures--a distinction para11e1ed.by Kleinman & David's (1972) "passive"
and "aggressive" responses. More recently, DuBow et al. (1978) have described
six types of behavioral response: avoidance, home protection, personal protec-
tion, insurance, communication, and participation. Other researchers have
constructed scales concerned with either property (Lavrakas, 1979) or per-
sonal protection (Baumer, 1980).

In sum, although development has been slow, a few conceptual regulari-
ties can be identified within the "fear of crime" or the broader "reactions
to crime" literature. We have identified above what would appear to be four
conceptually distinct dimensions: (1) concern about crime as a social issue,
(2) estimates of the nature and extent of (Tocal) crime, (3) concern for per-
sonal safety, and (4) behavioral adaptations. Given this minimal convergence,
future progress in this area is dependent upon three conditions: (1) the
incorporation of this body of knowledge into a broader conceptual framework,

(2) further conceptual clarification, (3) the consequent operational
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standardization of relevant measures. The remainder of this report will be
directed to these three objectives.

The conceptual regularities emerging within the "fear of crime" litera-
ture suggest the applicability of both attitude theory and stress theory.

The potential utility of each will be discussed briefly. Some versions of
attitude theory define constructs very similar to those identified above. This
approach suggests that attitudes contain three distinct components: (1) the
cognitive, which concerns knowledge of or beliefs about the attitude object,
(2) the affective, which involves feelings about or evaluation of the attitude
object, and (3) the conative, which concerns behavioral intentions (cf., Secord
& Backman, 1964; Wagner, 1969; Zimbardo & Ebbesen, 1970). In terms of the
trends identified above, "perceptions of crime" would correspond to the affec-
tive component and "behavioral adaptations" would correspond to the.conative
dimension of attitudes. Thus, we might view the "fear of crime" issue as
essentially an attitudinal phenomenon.

Several considerations indicate that such a conceptualization would not
be very productive. First, we must consider the problem of selecting an at-
titude object. Should it be crime, safety, neighborhood, environmental danger,
victimization, or some other object? Given the nature of the existing litera-
ture, the answer is by no means clear. Second, the affective component is
usually defined along a favorable/unfavorable or like/dislike dimension.
Depending on the selected attitude object, this dimension would be more or
less problematic in a study of "fear of crime." For example, the most trouble-
some situation would occur if we selected "crime" as the attitude object. For
the general population, the affective component as defined above would approxi-

mate a constant; i.e., most people "dislike" or feel "unfavorable" about crime.
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The other possible attitude objects offer potentially similar results. Third,
the conative dimension refers specifically to behavioral intentions. However,
in the topic area being considered, we are usually concerned with actual be-
haviors or more precisely, self-reports of behavior. Finally, recent develop-
ments in attitude theory have been toward a unidimensional view of attitudes.
Fishbein persuasively argues that "[rlather than viewing beliefs and behavioral
intentions as part of attitude, I prefer to define them independently and to
view them as phenomena that are related to attitudes. More specifically, I
see beliefs and behavioral intentions as determinants or consequents of an
individual's attitude" (1967:478-479). While none of these problems either’
individually or together poses insurmountable obstacles to the integration of
the "fear of crime" Titerature and attitude theory, they do suggest that such
a task would be difficult, at best.

A second perspective within which we might incorporate the "fear of

crime" literature is stress theory. As developed by Lazarus (1966), stress

situations involve three basic elements: the presence of a stimulus event,
an assessment of the stimulus as threatening, and emotional and behavioral
reactions designed to cope with danger. Within this framework, threat and the
associated response do not derive directly from the situation, but rather, are
the result of what Lazarus terms primary and secondary appraisal. Critical
to this approach is a distinction between the simple perception of a stimulus
situation and the assessment of this situation in personal terms:

For threat to occur, an evaluation must be made of the situation, to

the effect that a harm is signified....The appraisal of threat is not

a simple perception of the elements of the situation, but a judgment,

an inference in which the data are assimilated to a constellation of

ideas and expectations....The mechanism by which the interplay between

the propertjes of the individual and those of the situation can be
understood is the cognitive process of appraisal, a judgment about the

1



megning or future significance of a situation based not merely on the
stimulus, but on the psychological makeup (Lazarus, 1966:44).

The extent to which a.given environmental cue will produce threat is dependent
upon a complex process of interpretation and evaluation. Secondary appraisal
involves a similar evaluative process directed toward an appropriate behavioral
response which is baéed upon the primary appraisal of threat and interpreta-
tions of appropriate responses. Given this approach, it becomes clear that a
given stimulus may evoke a variety of affective responses and an even broader
variety of coping behaviors{ depending upon the individual's assessment of the
situation.

The conceptual trends emerging from the "fear of crime" literature are
easily assimilated into this perspective with a consequent clarification of
the substantive nature of each component. First, "perceptions of crime" cén
be seen as corresponding to the simple perception of the stimulus. These
perceptions involve beliefs about both the extent and nature of crime in the
local environment, as well as "signs of disorder" (see Skogan & Maxfield,

1981). The phenomena to be included would be perceptual and nonevaluative.

This suggests that operational measures of this component should not include
items which require an interpretation or evaluation of the personal significance i
of the environment. Thus, excluded from this category would be subjective
estimates of risk (cf., Fowler et al., 1979) and questions involving the
definition of crime as problematic (cf., Baumer, 1980; Skogan & Maxfield,
1981). This is not to say that these measures have no use, but only that they
are inappropriate indicators of this class of phenomena.

Second, "concern for personal safety" or the "affective dimension" can
be viewed as the emotional product of the appraisal of threat. This involves

an assessment and definition of the situation in terms of the threat to
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personal safety or welfare. While this assessment may be based in part upon
cold perceptions, it is primarily a function of social definitions, prior
learning, and individual characteristics. Included in this category would be
all types of assessments which involve the personalization of threat, such as,
estimates of risk (Furstenberg, 1971), feelings of personal safety (Hindelang
et al., 1978), or worry about victimization (Fowler et al., 1979).

Finally, behavioral adaptations may be viewed as actions designed to
cope with the defined threat. Because coping behavior is also the result of
an assessment process, one should not expect a one-to-one correspondence be-
tween behavior and emotional responses. It should also be noted that neither
the definition of threat‘nor coping behavior need be accurate, from an objec-
tive point of view. This category of actions would contain a wide variety of
goal behaviors intended to reduce the threat of victimization.

The above discussion suggested that the "fear of crime" literature may
be usefully viewed as illuminating the various components of a‘stress reac-
tion. From this perspective, crime represents a potential envirconmental
stressor. Its significance is evaluated in terms of the amount of threat,
and personal reactions are viewed as strategies designed to cope with, or
reduce the threat. From this view, perceptions of crime and behavioral
adaptations are defined as determinants or consequences of assessments of
personal safety. While the three are interrelated, they represent theoreti-
cally distinct constructs. In addition, the processes of assessment and
evaluation dictate less than a simple one-to-one correspondence between the

three.
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SUMMARY

In this section, we have presented a brief overview of the goals and
procedures of the project, a synthesis of previous "fear of crime" concep-
tualizations, and suggested that the focus of this literature can profitably
be incorporated into a general framework provided by stress theory. Within
this perspective, perceptions of crime, feelings of personal safety, and be-
havioral adaptations may be viewed as environmental perceptions, assessments
of threat, and coping behaviors, respectively. This incorporation orders and
organizes the existing ]1terature while concurrently drawing the "fear of
crime" literature into an existing theoretical framework.

The specification and conceptual clarity offered by this reformulation
also has implications for practitionérs; Stress theory implies that the causal
dynamics for the three components are different. MNo one condition determines
aill three. Thus, a given program may have a differential impact on the var-
jous components. In order to design an effective "fear prevention" program,
the causal dynamics and interrelations between the thrée must be carefully

delineated, lest the program be misdirected.
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PROCEDURES

In this project we employed a comprehensive approach to the development
of measures of "fear of crime." Although much attention has begn directed to
the "fear of crime" issue, few authors have been concerned with the systematic
development of measures which meet commonly defined standards of reliability
and validity. The procedures employed may be divided into five basic activities:

1. Identification of the variable domain

2. Data reduction and initial scale development

3. Development of optional response formats

4, Scale refinement: further testS'of reliability and validity

5. The development of a conceptual framework

Below we describe the activities related to each of these tasks. Several
have been addressed elsewhere (see Baumer and Rosenbaum, 1980; Rosenbaum and
Baumer, 1980), and will be discussed only briefly in this report. Since item
four is presented for the first time in this report, the data collection and
analytic tasks will be addressed in somewhat more detail ‘than the others.

Identification of the Variable Domain. The first major task was to identify

the domain of existing measures in order to define the topic area referred to
here as "fear of crime." This process involved an extensive search of survey
jtems concerning public opinion, attitudes, feelings, perceptions, and behavioral
reactions pertinent to crime. The search covered published articles, unpublished
project reports, and other documentation on public opinion polis, criminal
justice research studies, and criminal justice program evalutions. Particularly

useful in this search was a computerized file of questionnaires and interview
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schédu]es developed by the Northwestern University Reactions to Crime Project
(NIJ grant 78-NI-AX-0057), as well as computerized searches on public opinion
and crime prevention program evaluations, conducted for us by the National
Criminal Justice Reference Service. As a result, 'over 500 items in this topic
were identified, although many of these items were common jtems or simply

minor variations on a common question. These items were then sorted and grouped
according to content areas. In this way the domain of existing "fear of crime"
measures was identified.

In order to identify the coverage of existing measures, to establish the
appropriateness of the derived categories, and possibly, to deyelop new measures
we also conducted focused interviews with an availability sample of twenty urban
residents. The purpose of these in-depth, open-ended interviews was to deter-
mine how people think about crime in their own neighborhood and its effect on
the respondents without the restrictions imposed by structured guestions or
response formats. These interviews avoided the misrepresentations that are due
to forcing respondents to answer in unfamiliar ways or comment on uncommon events.
By asking them simply to "talk about what it's 1ike to live in the city," the
salience and character of the phenomenon called fear of crime remains undistorted.
These interyiews produced a few new items but generally supported the notion
that many of the promising measures from previous studies did not misrepresent
or distort the ways in which people think about crime in their neighborhood.

From this large pool of items it was necessary to identify a subset of
representative items which might be investigated within the constraints of the
project. This was accomplished through four alternative procedures. First,
when available, objective data concerning the reliability and/or validity of

the measures was considered. This approach was considered the ideal standard,
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but the underdeyeloped nature of the area produced little information on the
existing measures. The second reyiew inyolved a more subjective estimate of
the principal investigators in.terms of applicability to the identified topic
areas, face validity, and actual or estimated response rates and frequency dis-
tributions. Items which "failed" in one or more of these areas were deleted.
Third, items with extensive prior usage were included regardless of the subjec-
tive evaluation of their utility. Finally, the members of the adyisory board
were asked to evaluate and comment on a preliminary reduced pool of items for
possible inclusion in the initial data collection effort. This final process
resulted in the addition of two sets of items and the deletion or modification

of several questions.

Data Reduction and Initial Scale Development. After identifying the above

subset of pofentia1 items, a pilot study was conducted in order to further reduce
the number of individual items and identify potential scales. The pilot instru-
ment was prepared in the form of a self-administered questionnaire, requiring
approximately 20-30 minutes to complete. The majority of the 275 respondents
were undergraduates enrollted in social science classes in three major universities
in the Chicago area.

The preliminary instrument included approximately 200 data points. Many of
these items were designed to measure neighborhood and personal characteristics
or were scales of other constructs useful for testing discriminant validity.
Ninety items served as our central measures of fear-related constructs.

Analysis of the pilot data focused on the dual goals of data reduction
and the identification of sets of items with desirable scale characteristics.
The preliminary instrument contained a large pool of new and existing measures

that were promising on both theoretical and methodological grounds. The main
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objective of the pilot study analyses was to identify a smaller, more parsimonious

|

| |

set of items that could be used at the next stage of testing as part of a revised |

instrument. E
Scale construction and refinement is a highly interactive enterprise,

involying an iterative process of analysis, evaluation, reyision, and reanalysis. 3 !

Our initial goal was to develop unidimensional indicators of the components

of fear with known reliabilities. Thus, our analysis plan focused on conducting
tésts of unidimensionality and internal consistency.
Items thought to be indicators of a common construct were initially analyzed
together. The primary analytic tool at this stage was factor analysis. A single :
factor solution, using Kaiser's criterion was taken as evidence of unidimensionality.
Items producing communalities of less than 0.3 were deleted and the remaining
jtems reanalyzed. If at this stage a multifactor solution was obtained, the
items loading significantly on each factor were then analyzed separately until
a single factor structure was obtained. Of course, there are other methods of a
defining unidimensionality, the most prominent of which are Guttman scaling |
(Gorden, 1977) and most recently Rasch modelling (Andrich, 1978). wherg the
jtem characteristics suggested the potential applicability, these other approaches {
were emp]oyed.1 ?
For those scales initially defined through the factor analytic approach,
reliability estimates were calculated as estimates of each scale's internal
consistency. Essentially, internal consistency refers to how well the items

"hang together" and consistently measure individual differences that exist

1The Rasch modelling was performed by Ben Wright, Geoffrey Masters and their
associates at the University of Chicago and generall produced results parallel
to the Guttman analysis.
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between respondents, rather than yariance due to item wording and other sources
of error. The internal consistency of each scale was assessed by computing the
alpha coefficient (Cronbach, 1951; Noyick & Lewis, 1967; Nunnally & Durham,
1975), which measures the average covariation of all items in the scale simul-
taneously. Our analytic goal here was to optimize reliability by balancing the
desire for maximum internal consistency with our desire for concise indices.

The above analysis of the pilot data identified several potentially useful
indices and further reduced the number of items. Five possible scales composed
of 19 items were derived from these data. Details for the analysis and poten-
tial scales were presented in the interim report for this project (Rosenbaum
and Baumer, 1980) and are summarized in the results section of this report.

The Development of Optimal Response Formats. There are two components to

any structured survey questions -- the question itself (content; focus) and the
answers or response options that are attached to it. The latter half was the
focus of a special study which we conducted to determine the most appropriate
response formats for the fear-related questions being studied. Rather than
arbitrarily select a set of response options (which has been the usual practice),
a magnitude estimation study was undertaken to identify response scales which

(1) approximated a ratio scale, (2) had an optimum number of response alternatives
as determined by both practical and statistical factors, and (3) demonstrated
reasonable stability across items.

Several procedural steps were necessary to develop the desired response
scales. First, various tasks were directed at identifying lists of response
modifiers that would be most appropriate for study. We returned to the pilot
instrument and preliminary results to determine which types of questions were
most likely to appear on the revised fear or crime instrument. Giyen the variable

domain represented in the pilot instrument and some preliminary analyses, we
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concluded that the magnitude estimation study should be limited to an assess-
ment of two types of adverb modifiers -- those which modify expressions of
intensity and those which modify expressions of frequency. The magnitude esti-
mation literature and the fear of crime literature were re-examined to identify
specific adyerb modifiers for both. intensity and frequency adjectiyes. In the
final analysis, 14 intensive adyerbs were selected for inclusion in the magnitude
estimation study, ranging in intensity from "not at all" to "very, very." In
addition, six expressions of frequency were selected, ranging from "always" to
"never."

The second task was directed at constructing the magnitude estimation
instrument so that certain methodological standards were achieved. The instru-
ment was a self-administerec questionnaire that contained 54 items (excluding
demographic questions) -- 42 pertaining to expressions of intensity (14 modifiers
X three questions) and 12 pertaining to expressions of frequency (six questions
paired with six estimates of actual frequency, i.e., 6 + 6 = 12). The order of
of presentation was varied tor adjectives and adverb modifiers to control for
possible order effects. This was achieved such that virtually every respondent
completed a different form of the questionnaire,

This instrument was completed by 204 respondents most of whom were under-
graduates at two universities in the Chicago area. Comparisons for the intensity
modifiers were anchored by assigning a value of 50 to "somewhat." The respondents
were then asked to assign numerical values to the remaining thirteen when
compared to this standard. For the frequency modifiers the respondents were
first asked a question concerning how often they engaged in certain protective
behaviors, with the frequency modifiers as possible answers. Then, they were
asked to estimate what percentage of the time they meant by their answer,

The results of this phase of the research were used to identify response
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alternatiyes which met the characteristics described above. These response

alternatiyes were then matched with the scale items recommended by the initial
analysis and the modified questions included in the final instrument, As with
the previous section, details of this study were presented in the interim

report (Rosenbaum and Baumer, 1980)

Scale Refinement: Further Tests of Reliability and Validity., 1In order to

complete scale development, additianal data were collected during June and July
of 1980. This set of activities was directed toward three critical areas: (1)
the internal consistency of the Preliminary scales when applied to the general
urban population, (2) the temporal stability of these measures, and (3) the
validity of the derived measures ., The Procedures related to each of these areas
are discussed briefly below.

The principal data collection effort at this stage focused on the performance
of the preliminary scales in the general population., The preliminary data were
collected by means of an availability sample of college students, While this
-sample was adequate for initial analysis, the potential sources of bias (age,
income, education, place of residence) Suggested possible Timited external
validity and required application in a more generalizeable sample. The sample
for this stage of data collection was drawn from the metropolitan Chicago area.

For reasons to be described later in this section, the geographic area was

and the adjacent suburb of Evanston.

Data were obtained by means of telephone interviews with 315 residents
selected by random digit dialing procedures, Only residential numbers were
defined as eligible, with businesses and group quarters excluded, In addition,
due to budgetary constraints, the interviews were conducted only in English. This

restriction constituted no problem in the Evanston sample, but for the Wicker Park

21




area non-tnglish. speaking households (mostly Spanish) constituted appréximately
25 percent of the known eligible households (completed interyiew, breakoffs,
refusals, and non-tnglish). Within each household the respondent was selected
by means of‘Trodah1-Carter selection matrices rotated to produce a natural
distribution (Trodahl and Carter, 1964; see Appendix A). Only household resi-
dents 19 years or older were eligible for selection. Items retained from the
pilot instrument were modified to include the modified response formats
produced by the magnitude estimation'ﬁtudy. ;

Table 1 presents the final disposition of all numbers called. The dis-
tributions for the two sampling areas are generally similar, with three
exceptions. First, the Proportion of numbers which were clearly disconnected
or not in service was higher in Evanston (26%) than Wicker Park (18.6%). Second,
the proportion of total numbers with no English speaking respondent was considerahly
higher in Wicker Park (12.7%) than Evanston (0.7%).

Third, the proportion of numbers which eventually produced a completed

than in Wicker Park (23.3%). This

interview was higher in Evanston (29.9%)
final difference is predominantly due to the higher proportion of non-English
households in this latter area,

The final disposition of eligible houcsholds is presented in Table 2.
Refusals varied around 29 percent, while the total proportion of completed
interviews was 54.9 percent. This latter figure was considerably higher in
Evanston (66.8%) and Tower in Wicker Park (46.2%). As suggested above, the
difference in completions rates is due to the greater number of non-English
households in Wicker Park (25.2%) than Evanston (1.6%), 1If non-English house-
holds are defined as ineligible as was operationally the case, the completion
rates in Evanston (67.9%) and Wicker Park (61.8%) are relatively similar and

reflect general current completion rates for telephone interviews. Although
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Table 1. Final Status of Telephone Numbers Dialed in Chicago and Evanston

Final Disposition

Evanston

Wicker
Park
(Chicago)

Total

Disconnects/Not in Service
No Answer-three calls
Business

No English speaking resident
Refusal

Breako ff/Uncompleted
Miscellaneous?

Completed Interviews

Totals

140 (26%)
93 (17.2%)
40 (7.4%)

4 (Q.7%)
73 (13.5%)
3 (0.6%)

25 (4.6%)

161 (29.9%)

529 (100%)

123 (18.6%)
130 (19.72)
(7.7%)
84 (12.7%)
(14.2%)
1 (0.2%)

51
94
23 (3.5%)

154 (23.3%)
660 (100%)

263 (21.9%)
223 (18.6%)
91 (7.6%)
88 (7.3%)
167 (13.9%)
(0.3%)
(4.0%)
(26.3%)
(

4
48
5 %
100%)

31
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1199

AInc]udes institutional numbers (
(al1 under 19), and households wh
was staying there or calls were being forwarded

hospitals), househo
ere the usual resid
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tds with no eligible respondent
ents were on vacation and someone
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Table 2. Final Disposition of Eligible Househ.o]dsA

Wicker
Disposition Evanston Park Total
Completed interview 161 (66.8%) 154 (46.2%) 315 (54.9%)
Refusal 73 (30.3%) 94 (28.2%) 167 (29.1%)
Breakoff 3 (1.2%) 1 (0.3%) 4 (0.7%)
Non-English 4 (1.6%) 84 (25.2%) 88 (15.3%)
Total 241 (100%) 333 (100%) 574 (100%)

AInc'ludes all numbers identified as households. Although some non-English numbers
could be businesses, or ineligible households, for purposes of this analysis all
are assumed to be potentially eligible households.
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refusal rates are higher than those reported by Steeh (1981) they are considerably
Tower than those reported in an earlier survey on a similar type (Skogan, 1980),

S{nce the purpose of this stage of the research was to establish the external
validity of the preliminary results, the ana]ysis.para11e1ed that performed on the
pilot data. The principal tools were factor analysis and alpha reliabilities. As
discussed in the results section of this report some preliminary scales were
verified while others were modifiad.

'The second set of activities were directed toward establishing the temporal
stability of the derived measures as a further test of reliability. Temporal
stability is typically asséssed by readministration of the measure to the same
respondents a second time and then computing test/retest correlations. Unfor-
tunately, these correlations are the product of two sources, instability
(unreliability) of the measure and actual change, which typically cannot be
distinguished. However, if three points rather than two, are employed Heise
(1969) has described an analytic procedure which allows for the calculation
of both stability coefficients and the reiiability of the measure free of
actual change.

In this research the three-point strategy suggested by Heise (1969) was
employed. As part of the original interview all respondents were asked if they
would be willing to be reinterviewed "in a few weeks." Only those who consented
were defined as eligible for retesting. In order to control for one source of
anticipated variation, it was decided to restrict this sample to one of the
two geographic locations. Thirty-four (34) of the Evanston respondents were
then reinterviewed two additional times at approximately two week intervals.

The interval schedule for this phase of data collection was a short form of

the original interview (Appendix B).
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The third set of activities focused on determining the validity of the
derived measures. These procedures focused first on questions of construct
validity and then turned to discriminant yalidity. Attention focused on anti-
cipated antecedent and consequent correlates of the major constructs. These
correlates were identified in part from the theoretically defined nature of
the measures and in part from previously identified correlates of other measures
of "fear of érime." This latter source of hypotheses is often referred to as
known groups validation (Crano and Brewer, 1973). Discriminant validity in the
present case was defined by both a factor analytic approach and the identification
of a unique "profile" of correlates, that is, in order to be distinct the con-
structs must be related to different.sets of variables.

These validation efforts served to structure the data collection in several
critical ways. First, ecological variations in crime are reflected in similar
variation in levels of "fear" and related constructs. Hence, the principal data
coliection effort was targeted on two geographic areas with variable rates of
violent crime.

Seﬁond, both theoretical and empirical evidence suggested that certain types
of crime victims should report higher levels of "fear." In order to test this
expectation samples of recent robbery/assault and burglary yictims were also inter-
viewed. An attempt was made to contact 143 such victims recorded in police records
in Evanston. From these, interviews with 48 burglary and 35 robbery/assault were
obtained. Twelve victims declined to be interviewed, 22 could not be contacted,
one failed to compiete the interview and 25 were dropped for a variety of reasons
(e.g., denied that they had been victimized; "didn't wént anything to do with
the police"). ATl comparisons of these victims with the general sample were

restricted to Evanston residents.
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Deyelopment of a Conceptual Framework. Throughout the project we were

concerned with conceptual deyelopment of the area. In this sense, each of the
activities described above contrihuted in some way to conceptualization. The
principal goal was the integration, if possible, of the topic area into an
existing theoretical framework, which both illuminated an understanding of

the phenomena involved and, was congruent with both the conceptual structure

of residents and the empirical results of our data collection efforts,
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RESULTS

Perceptions of Crime

As described earlier in this report, this class of phenomena concerns
knowledge or beliefs about the extent and nature of crime. Our early concep-
tualization of this area included environmental cues which might be used by
residents as indicators of crime or crime potential--what have been termed
"signs of disorder" (Skogan & Maxfield, 1981) or "signs of crime"” (Stinchcombe
et al., 1978). Essentially, this dimension was directed toward knowledge,
beliefs, or perceptions about the local environment which might serve as stress
stimuli.

Summary of preliminary results. After carefully considering many pos-

sible measures for this area, 11 questions concerning the extent and nature
of crime and crime related conditions (signs of crime) were included in the
pilot instrument. Six of these asked the respondents about their beliefs
concerning the extent and nature of local crime conditions, while five focused
on environmental conditions or behavioral activities which might be employed
as signs of crime. The six neighborhood crime items queried about: robbery,
assault, sexual assault, residential burglary, auto theft, and a general
estimate of the local crime rate. The environmental cue items focused on
visible signs of vandalism, the presence of "run down" buildings, strangers
"just hanging around," small children playing outside, and the attention
given to lawns in the neighborhood. The first set of items was drawn from

previously developed items which asked the respondents to evaluate each crime
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in terms of whether or not it was a "big problem"(e.g., Fowler et al., 1979;
Skogan & Maxfield, 1980). However, in order to remove the evaluative compo-
nent from these questions, they were reworded to ask simply about estimates
of frequency. The "environmental cues" items were developed specifically for
this study in response to findings of the projects cited above and substan-
tiated by our own focused interviews, which suggested that these cues and not
actual beliefs about crime might be the threat producing stimu1j. "

Facfor analysis of the pilot data indicated that these 11 items wé}e,
in fact, unidimensional, thereby confirming the belief that the "signs of
crime" are intimately related to beliefs about the extent and nature of crimi-
nal activity. Nine of the 11 produced significant factor loadings (communali-
ties >.3) and when combined to form an additive index, demonstrated an alpha
reliability of .894. Since data reduction was the purpose of this analytic
step, an attempt was made to reduce the number of component items without sig-
nificantly affecting the reliability of the index. The result was a three-item
scale which produced an alpha reliability of .863 and included:

1. Think about robbery in your neighborhood; that is, taking things

1ike money, purses, or wallets from people on the street. Does

this happen very often, pretty often, not too often, or almost
never?

2. Besides robbery, how about people being assaulted or beaten up on
the street in your neighborhood? Does this happen very often,
pretty often, not too often, or almost never?

3. In general, how would you describe your neighborhood in terms of
crime; that is, considering all types of crime? Would you describe
the crime rate in your neighborhood as very high, higher than aver-
age, about average, lower than average?

These three items were retained for the second stage data collection (reported
below) as a potentially acceptable measure of "perception of crime." A

detailed description of the initial analysis of these variables is presented
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in Rosenbaum & Baumer (1980).

Replications, refinement, and further examination of preliminary index.

In this section, we present a more detailed examination of the scale character-
istics based on data obtained from the telephone survey of residents of two
urban neighborhoods described eariier. We first repeat the initial analysis
to establish the basic reliability and unidimensionality of the index. Next,
we present refined test/retest reliability coefficients as suggested by Heise
(1969). Finq11y, the theoretical nature of the index js discussed and the
construct validity examined.
In response to the results of the magnitude estimation study conducted
as part of this project (see Rosenbaum & Baumer, 1980), a minor change 1in
question wording was made. The response categories were modified in order to |
approximate a ratio scale response format. The new responses were: never, 1
sometimes, quite often, and very often. This modification was designed to |
improve both the individual {items and composite scale characteristics.
Tables 3 and 4 reproduce the essential features of the analysis reported 4
above. The factor analysis reported in Table 3 demonstrates the unidimen-
sionality of these three items. A1l three items have reasonably similar |

loadings and the single factor accounted for 71.3 percent of their variance.

The alpha coefficient of .801 for the index in these data is somewhat lower,
but compares favorably to that obtained in the pilot study (.863). Table 4
shows that all three items demonstrate moderately high item-total correla-
tions and the deletion of any one would reduce the reliability considerably
below the three-item figure.

In addition to measures of internal consistency, we obtained data

which would allow calculation of test/retest coefficients. These data were
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Table 3

Factor Analysis of "Perceptions of Crime" Items (N = 301)A

Item 5223%95
Frequency of Robbery .752
Frequency of Assault .785
Overall Crime Rate .728

AUrban neighborhood samples only.

B+, . .
Th1s.s1ng1e factor accounted for 71.3 percent of the variance in
the items. '

Table 4

Item-Total Correlations and Subscale Reliability Coefficients For

"Perceptions of Crime" Items (N = 299)A

Item-Total Alpha Reliability
Item Correlation If Items Deleted
Frequency of Robbery .643 731
Frequency of Assault .661 713
Overall Crime Rate .636 741

AUrban neighborhood samples only.
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collected at two additional points and the three item index, described above,
constructed for each session. Thg_simple test/retest correlations for these
scales are presented in Table 5. A1l three coefficients are above 0.7.
However, the T2-T3 coefficient is somewhat higher than the T]-T2 coefficient,
indicating the possibility of a learning effect. The use of the same interview
schedule for T2 and T3 would reinforce this interpretation.

Unfortunately, test/retest‘correlations are subject to temporal insta-
bility, as well as measurement error. By employing three data points, Heise
(1969), drawing on Coleman (1968), has developed a means of separating
temporal instability and reliability. The stability coefficients presented
in Table 5 suggest that the index is considerably more stable than the simple
test/retest correlation would indicate, The corrected reliability coeffi-
cient of .84 is also somewhat higher, indicating the impact of instability
on the original coefficients. These revised measures argue for the viability
of the constructed three-item perceptions of crime scale,

The validity of the constructed index was examined next. In addition
to being reliable, an acceptable measure must also "behave" in a theoretically
predictable way. Below, we first discuss the nature of the construct in both
theoretical and operational terms. Next, a series of hypotheses are derived
and tested. Finally, the validity of the measure is discussed in terms of the
correspondence between the theoretical expectations and empirical results.

As originally discussed above, this construct corresponds to simple
perceptions of the environment and is devoid of any evaluative component. As
such, it is a measure of neighborhood reputation, information, or belief
about the extent of crime in the local environment. Although the actual opera-

tionalization differs considerably, Conklin (1975) argues that this construct
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Table 5
Test/Retest Correlations and Stability Coefficients

"Perceptions of Crime Scale" (N = 34)

Ty T3
.
1 .72 (.85)A .73 (.85)
i .
2 .84 (1.0)
A

Stability coefficients in parenthesis.
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is most appropriately considered as an indicator of the criminal environment
of an area. This latter construct is defined "as consisting of the myths,
legends, ideas, and views about crime in a given social setting," which are
affected by information obtained from a variety of sources (Conklin, 1975:20).
As such, perceptions of crime should be more affected by ecological variations
in objective and reputational crime rates and the extent of various informa-
tional inputs than by personal characteristics.

In operational terms, the derived scale focuses on a particular aspect
of this criminal environment. As noted earlier, the 11 initial items asked
about a wide variety of information ranging from "strangers hanging around"
and vandalism, to beliefs about the levels of five of the eight Uniform Crime
Report Part I offenses (rape, robbery, assault, residential burglary, and
auto theft). Nine of the 11 loaded significantly onto a single factor,
supporting the hypothesis of a single underlying construct. However, “street
crimes" dominated this factor such that the derived scale included only those
three items which asked about robbery, assault, and the general crime rate.

In -passing, we might observe that the close identification of the general

crime rate with robbery and assault indicates that when people speak of the
"crime rate," they most generally are speaking of violent crimes. In practical
terms, then, we would expect the scale to be more sensitive to variations in
levels of violent crime (or access to information about those levels) than

for similar variation in the number of property offenses.

Given the above discussion, we can propose several hypotheses about the
correlates of the "perceptions of crime" index. First, it should be sensitive
to ecological varjations in crime rates. This variation can be approximated

in this study by the two sampling areas: a moderately high crime area of
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Chicago (Wicker Park, loosely defined) and the moderately low crime. suburb of
Evanston. Neither are extremely high or low, but the index should be sensi-
tive enough to demonstrate a signi%icant difference in perceived levels of
crime. Second, the personal characteristics of sex and age are two of the
best predictors of traditional measures of fear of crime (Baumer, 1978).
However, the nonevaluative character of the present measure would lead us to
expect Tittle or no impact of these two characteristics. Third, the percep-
tual nature of the measure would suggest that relevant informational and
experiential variables will be related to it. Specifically, we would hypo-
thesize that recent robbery and assault victims will perceive more crime than
nonvictims, while recent hurglary victims will not score higher than nonvictims
on this perception of crime scale. This hypothesis derives from the opera-
tional focus of the scale on violent rather than property offenses. Finally,
the nature of violent crime is such that, unless neutralized in some way, we
would expect it to be translated into a perceived threat to both the indivi-
dual and significant others. We will focus on the relationship between per-
ceptions of crime and individual threat later; however, in order to measure
perceived threat to significant others, we asked the parents of children be-
tween the ages of five and 18 how worried they were that their child would be
robbed or assaulted while out alone in the immediate neighborhood. We
hypothesized a positive relationship between perceptions of crime and worry
about their children,

The first hypothesis stated that the differences in the criminal en-
vironment of these urban neighborhood and the suburban area should be reflected
in the perceptions of crime scale. Table 6 demonstrates that, as expected,

the urban residents did score significantly higher (p<.01) on this scale than
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Table 6
Analysis of Variance and Means for Effect of Place of

Residence on Perceptions of Crime

Sum of Degrees of Mean F-
Source Squares Freedom Squares _ Ratio
Between groups 24.01 1 24.01 56.03*
Within groups 133.25 3N .43
Total 157.26 312
Means
Mean
Percentage Standard
Group of Crime Deviation N
Evanston 1.61 .50 160
Chicago 2.16 .79 153
Total 1.88 71 313
*p «.01
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did the suburban residents. Hence, the two populations were perceiving
different criminal environments.

The second hypothesis suggested that the two variables most strongly
related to traditional measures of fear (feelings of safety), sex and age,
would not be related to the perceptions of crime scale. The data presented
in Table 7 support this hypothesis. Neither sex nor age was related to the
index. This is similar to the results reported by Conklin (1975).

The third hypothesis suggested that recent robbery and assault victims
should perceive more crime than nonvictims, A related hypothesis was that
recent burglary victims would perceive no more crime than nonvictims. As
indicated earlier, both victim samples were drawn from the City of Evanston.
In order to control for ecological artifacts, only thg Evanston general sample,
with victims removed, was employed as a comparison. The results of these
comparisons are presented in Table 8. Those results confirm these hypothe-
ses. The robbery/assault victims perceived significantly more crime but the
burglary victims perceived no more crime than nonvictims.

While these differential effects could be due to demdgraphid varijations
between the robbery/assault and burglary samples, much of this variation has
been controlled by restricting all respondents to the City of Evanston.

The final hypothesis specified that perceptions of crime should affect
parents' concern for the safety of their children. We asked parents how
worried they were about their children being robbed or assaulted in the im-
mediate neighborhood. Table 9 presents the impact of perceptions of crime
on these variables. As can be seen, both are significantly affected by per-
ceptions of crime. This Jatter variable tends to be evaluated as a threat

to children as reported by parents' worry about their safety,
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Table 8

! Table 7 , One Way Analysis of Variance and Means for Effect of Robbery/

One Way Analysis of Variance and Means for Effect of Assault and Burglary Victimization on Perceptions of Crime
ne Way An |

Sex and Age on Perceptions of Crime

. Sum of Degrees of Mean F-
Source Squares  Freedom Squares _Ratio
Sum of Degrees of Mean F-
I Source Squares __Freedom Squares _Ratio " Robbery/Assault
Sex . Between groups 3.77 1 3.77 14.86*
‘ ——— " ¢ () ‘.
! Between groups 0.04 1 0.04 0.08* ' Within groups 46.98 185 .25
i Within groups 152.66 309 - 0.49 | Total 50.75 186
Total 1562.70 310 Burglary
A Between groups .05 1 0.05 - 0.26
Age Within groups 42.00 198 0.21
4.03 5 0.81 1.6*%
Between groups Total 42.05 199
Within groups ‘ 153.08 303 0.50
Total 157.11 308 E Means
{ : Group Standard
M4ans E . Mean Deviation N
e a
‘ Robbery/Assault
Standard z : . '
Sroup Mean Deviation N : Nonvictims 1.57 .45 152
Sex Victims 1.93 .68 35
Male 1.86 66 155 Total 1.64 .52 187
Female 1.89 74 156 Burglary
Total 1.87 .70 3 Nonvictims 1.57 A5 152
Age Victims 1.61 .48 48
‘ ; ?,%2 ; % t;at; g; , Total 1.58 .46 200
35-44 1.69 .68 55 - .
45-54 1.84 .69 41 | p <.01
55-64 1.98 . A 43 i
65-85 1.82 .68 31 ‘ 39
Total 1.88 YA 309
. *p>.05 38
Apge was categorized: 16-24. 25-34. 35-44. 4R-RA. RR-RL RS-RR [




Table 9

One Way Analysis of Variance and Means for Effect of Perceptions of

Crime on Worry About Children's Safety

Sum of Degrees of Mean F-
Source Squares  Freedom Squares Ratio

Worry About Robbery
Between groups 20.73 2 10.37  9.16 *
Within groups 115.40 102 1.13

"Total 136.13 104
Worry About Assault
Between groups 22.84 2 11.42 9,74 *
Within groups 121.90 104 1.17

Total 144 .75 106

Means
Standard
aroups Means Deviation N
Perceptions of Crime
Worry About Robbery

Low (1-1.5) 1.94 1.10 34
Medium (1.51-2.5) 2.51 1.02 49

High (2.51-4) 3.18 1.10 22

Total 2.47 1.14 105

Worry About Assault

Low (1-1.5) 1.97 1.06 34
Medium (1.51-2.5) 2.50 1.13 50

High (2.51-4) 3.26 1.01 23

Total 2.50 1.17 107

*p .01
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summary. A perception of crime scale with an alpha reliability of 0.80

was constructed from three items:

1. What about robbery--that is, taking things like money, purses,
or wallets from people on the street. Does this happen in your
neighborhood? Never, sometimes, quite often, or very often?

2. Besides robbery, what about people being assaulted or beaten up
on the street? Does this happen in your neighborhood. .. (same
categories as above)?

3. Thinking about alil types of crime, would you describe the crime

rate in your neighborhood as very high, higher than average, about

average, or lower than average?
The test/retest correlations were all over 0.7 for this scale and the corrected
reliabf]ity coefficient was 0.84. A1l hypotheses concerning the validity of the
scale as a measure of perceptions of crime were supported. It was related to
place of residence, prior robbery or assault victimization, and worry about
the safety of one's children; it was not related to sex or age, traditionally
the most powerful predictors of "fear," or prior experience as a burglary
victim. Thus, this index appears to be a reliable and valid measure of per-

ceptions of crime as a simple, nonevaluative measure of beliefs about the

amount of crime in the local environment.
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Concern for Personal Safety

Concern for personal safety represents an affective or emotional response

to environmental stimuli--in the present case, perceptions of criem broadly inter-

preted to include a wide range of information. The nature of the affective
response may be viewed as a result of an evaluative process which Lazarus. calls
"'secondary appraisal," while the intensity of the response signifies the degree
of threat (1966:320-321). The process of secondary appraisal involves the
"personalization of threat," that is, the environmental stimuli are assessed
for their relevance to the individual, and the situation is evaluated in terms
of the personal resources of the individual as compared to the nature of the
perceived threat. While perceptions of crime are primarily determined by in-
formational, experiential, and sensory facorts, the affective response to these
perceptions is also determined by social defini tons, prior learning,, the
estimated relative power of the threatening agent, and beliefs concerning the
individual's ability to resist. This suggests that for any given threatening
situation, a number of affective reactions are possible. What we and previous
researchers have focused on is one category of affect whether we call if fear,
anxiety, concern, or worry. Given the potency of the stimulus being referenced
(criminal violence) and the significant nature of the motive being threatened
(personal safety), this type of response would appear to be both the most fre-
quent and, for a policy orientation, the most important of potential emotional
reactions to the threat of criminal victimization.

Review of preliminary results. The initial pilot instrument contained

19 items thought to be potential indicators of this construct. This initial
group included jtems concerning both emotional states (i.e., how worried, safe,

afraid, or concerned they were about being victimized) and evaluative conditions
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(i.e., subjective estimates of risk defined by asking for the "Tikelihood" and
"chances" of becoming a victim), as well as the often used National Crime
Survey and Gallup/NORC General Social Survey items. These questions focused
on burglary, robbery, assault, and in several cases, general street crime.

The initial factor analysis produced a two-factor solution. These two
factors were clearly distinguished by type of crime with all 13 robbery/
assault/street crime items defining one factor, and the remaining six burglary
items defining the other. This indicated that the respondents were differen-
tiating their evaluative/affective responses based on the nature of the stimu-
Tus referent. Pursuant to these initial results, both sets of items were then
analyzed separately.

The independent analysis of the robbery/assault items indicated that
they were, indeed, unidimensional, with all 13 demonstrating significant
(and generally very similar) factor loadings. When an additive index was
constructed from all 13 items, an alpha relijability of .955 was obtained. The
similarity of the factor loadings provided no clear-cut direction Tor the
construction of an acceptably reliable, yet more parsimonious version of this
construct. In an attempt to maintain the face validity of the construct, as
originally conceived (i.e., an affective/evaluative response to environmental
threat), the two "afraid" items were selected as being the most central of the
affective items and the two "1ikely" items were selected as being the most
central of the evaluative items. Taken together, these four questions formed
an additive index with an alpha reliability of .941--only slightly below that
for the full 13 item scale.

When analyzed separately, the six burglary items also remained unidimen-

sional. An alpha coefficient of .90 was obtained for the additive index
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constructed from all six of these items. Further analysis revealed no unequi-

yocally superior subscales. Of the six items, only the "safe from burglary"

jtem did not contribute much to the variance subscales. After considering

|
yarious alternatives, a three-item index of concern for personal safety was K
retained for further analysis. This scale demonstrated an alpha reliability 1
of .85 and included the items asking the respondents: (1) how afraid they were \
of being burglarized, (2) how likely they thought it was that they will be
burglarized, and (3) how concerned they were about the possibility of being i
burglarized. |

Replication, refinement, and further investigation of preliminarxﬁindex. i

Given the results of the preliminary analysis, nine of the original 19 items
were retained for phase two of the study. These included the seven (three
nafpaid,” three "likely," and one nconcern") recommended above for retention,
as well as the additional two “concern” items (about robbery and assault).
The latter were included to maintain the sets and because of the apparent
equivalency of their contribution with the "1ikely" items, to the "vobbery/
assault" index.

The initial analysis of these items proceeded essentially as before,
with all nine analyzed together and separate analyses toO be performed only if
necessary. This analysis was by no means as clear-cut as that for the pilot
data. When an orthogonal factor solution was derived, the factor analysis,
presented in part A of Table 10, produced a two-factor solution. This solu-
tion was characterized by several shared loadings and no clearly definable
pattern of factor Joadings. These loadings were clarified by the oblique
solution reported in Part B of Table 10. This solution reduced the number of

variables with shared loadings to one: "how afraid of burglary." However,
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Table 10
Factor Analysis of Nine "Concern for Personal Safety" Items:

General Population (N = 300)

Factor Loading

Item Factor I Factor 11

A. Orthogonal Solution

Concern about robber L657 420
Concern about burg]aiy .ggg “se9
. Concern about assault 1696 Bt
Likelihood of robbery 362 640
L}ke11hood of assault .431 g
Likelihood of burgtary : 743 285
Afra}d of rabbery T!85§ 182
Afraid of burglary ?427 Eae
Afraid of assault 865 "o

B. Oblique Solution’

Concern about robber :

Concern about burglaiy :$§%' il
ance@n about assault Eiﬁiﬁ‘ 2%

Likelihood of robbery 60" i
Likelihood of assault 245 ‘555

Likelihood of burglary 168, 880

Afraid of robbery 1 932" o

Afraid of burglary .31 e
Afraid of assault '946 I.gggJ

Factor pattern matrix. The co - s
. rr
these two factors was .65. elation coefficient between
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_ the substantive definition of each factor in terms of significant loadings is
no longer totally crime related. The first factor tends to be crime specific
and is predominantly defined by the four items asking how concerned or afraid
the respondents were about being robbed or assaulted in their own neighborhood.
However, the pattern of loadings on the second factor indicates no clearly
definable identity. The three burglary items do load significantly on this
factor, but the other two evaluative questions (1likelihood of robbery; assault)
also demonstrate significant loadings.

The above results lead us to a reconsideration of the analysis of the
pilot data. Since these nine items were not analyzed separately for the

pilot study, we next tested the ability of those data to support the above
results. A splution similar to and supportive of that presented above would
suggest that the subjective probability estimates ("how likely") are closely
related to but distinct from emotional responses, while a unique solution
would be more problematic. Although we do not present the results here,
they were similar to those reported above, with the solution dominated by
shared loadings.

Given this similarity of results, we proceeded with the present

analysis. Since the purpose of the present section is to construct an index
of affective responses or "concern for personal safety" and the subjective

probability items showed a tendency to form a separate dimension, we eliminated

all three of these from further consideration. While this procedure is sup-
portive of the present task, it should be noted that these three items could

be used to construct a scale of subjective risk of victimization.

The factor analysis of the remaining six items, presented in Table 11,

indicated that these items were unidimensional. The single factor was dominated
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Table 11
Factor Analysis of Six "Concern for Personal Safety" Items:

General Population (N = 309)

Item A

Factor Loadings

Concern about robbery

.799
Concern about burglary . 605
Concern about assault .823
Afraid of being robbed .844
Afraid of being burglarized .626
Afraid of being assaulted .844

S R g e e e T T

AThis_factor accounted for 64.3 percent of the variance in the
51X items.
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by the four robbery and assault items, with the two burglary items demon-
strating significant, but somewhat lower, loadings. There was some tendency
for the "afraid" items to be more central than the "concern" items, but this
trend is not strong.

Alpha reliabilities for this set of items were very high. As suggested
above, the four robbery/assault items formed an additive scale, with a strong
alpha coefficient (.90). Addition of the two "burglary" items (afraid, con-
cerned) actually suppressed this coefficient somewhat (.89). As shown in
Table 12, all item-total correlations for the four-item scale were high and
re]ative]y‘consistent. Although additional analysis not presented here indi-
cated that the deletion of any one of the four items would only reduce the
alpha reliability to the‘.87-.88 range, the balance across affective and
crime dimensions provided by the four-item scale outweighs the economy afforded
by the deletion of a single item.

Simple test/retest correlations for the recommended index were all
relatively high, ranging from .86 to .92 (Table 13). Also reported in
Table 13 are the derived stability coefficients for this index. The strength
of these coefficients suggests that we are measuring a very stable construct.
The refined reliability coefficient for this scale was .949, again indicating
that most of the scale variance is attributable to individual rather than
error sources. Thus, by all measures, these four items produce an internally
consistent, highly reliable index of "concern for personal safety."

We next turn to the question of validity. As originally conceived in
the introduction to this report, this construct represented a particuiar emo-
tional reaction to the threat of crime. Although many types of emotional

reaction such as anger, hostility, fear, or anxiety are possible, the nature
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Table 12
Item-Total Correlation for Four-Item “Concern for Personal Safety" Scale
(N = 310)
Ttem Item-Total
Correlation
Concern aboutlrobbenyn) .748
Concern about assault .790
Afraid of robbery .790
Afraid of assault .787
Table 13

Test-Retest Correlations and Stability Coefficients

for "Concern for Personal Safety" Scale (N = 34)

T T3

.896 (.944)A 865 (.911)

917 (.966)

A o
Stability coefficients in parentheses.
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of the threat posed by crime suggests that the most common reaction might be
fear or anxiety. This is not to deny that the other responses exist or are
unimportant. The active behavioral reactions described by Furstenberg (1972)
or Marx & Archer (1976) may well correspond to these more aggressive emotional
reactions. It was initially suggested that these emotional reactions were
produced by ajoint consideration of environmental, experiential, and personal
characteristics. In addition, if affective states are viewed as action ten-
dencies (Lazarus, 1966), certain behavioral adaptations should follow.
Finally, the operational characteristics of the final rgcommended index, re-

stricting the objects of the questions to violent personal crime, suggests

that the relevant antecedent and consequent variables should be crime specific.

These expectations will be developed further below.

Several expectations about this scale may be presented. ?irst, it
should be related to environmental differences. This may be measured objec-
tively by place of residence and subjectively by the perceptions of crime
scale. Due to the higher rate of violent crime, it may be hypothesized that
rgsidents of the Chicago area will be more concerned about their safety than
residents of Evanston. Similarly, those who perceive more crime should be
more concerned than those who perceive less crime. Second, like the percep-
tions of crime scale, prior robbery victims should feel less safe than non-
victims, while prior experience as a burglary victim should make no differ-
ence in this measure. Third, unlike the perceptions of crime, the evaluative
nature of the current index suggests that the personal characteristics of age
and sex should be closely related to concern for personal safety. Finally,
behavior designed to protect, insulate, or avoid personal victimization should

be a consequence of this affective interpretation of danger, while behavior
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directed at protection of property should not.

Table 14 presents the impact which objective and subjective environmental
crime conditions have on the feelings of safety scale. As anticipated, the
respondents from the Chicago area reported feeling significantly less safe
than did the Evanston respondents. Similarly, those who perceived more crime
felt less safe than those who perceived less. Clearly, both objective and sub-
jective crime conditions are important antecedents of concern for personal
safety.

The second set of expectations concerned prior victimization. It was
hypothesized that victims of violent personal crimes would report being more
concerned about their safety, while burglary victims would be no more concerned
than the general population. Table 15 shows that these expectations were met.
Only prior robbery or assault victims were more fearful than the general popu-
lation. Indeed, inspection of the subgropu means indicates that the mean
fear score was lower for the burglary victims than the general population.

In terms of anticipated antecedent variables, the principal difference
between the perceptions of crime and the feelings of safety scales concerned
personal characteristics. While the former was not related to either sex or
age, it was hypothesized that the latter should be closely related to both of
these characteristics. Table 16 substantiates this expectation. Women re-
ported being more concerned about their safety, as did the elderly respondents.
It should be noted that, as is often the case, the principle source of varia-
tion from age was between those under and over age 65 (cf., Baumer, 1978).

Finally, we hypothesized that appropriate behavioral reactions should be
a consequence of eeling unsafe. Specifically, we expected a positive corre-

lation between the fear scale and those behaviors which are directed toward
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Table 14
One-Way Analysis of Variance for Effect of Place of Residence and

Perceptions of Crime on Concern for Personal Safety

Sum of Degrees of Mean F-
Source Squares Freedom Squares Ratio
A. Place of Residence
Between groups 17.58 1 17.58 22.47*
Within groups 244,94 313 .78
Total . 262.52 314
B. Perceptions of Crime
Between groups 73.48 2 36.74 46.49*
Within groups 244.97 310 .79
Total 318.45 : 312
Means
Standard ;
Group Mean Deviation N ﬂ

Place of Residence

Evanston 1.97 .81 161
Chicago 2.44 .96 154
Total 2.20 .91 315

Perceptions of Crime

R —— S —

Low (1-1.5) 1.95 .86 106 ;
Medium (1.51-2.5) 2.36 .97 157 |
High (2.51-4) 3.42 .64 50

Total 2.39 1.01 313
*p ¢ .01
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Table 15

One-Way Analysis of Variance for Effect of Prior

Victimization on "Feelings of Safety" Scale

Sum of Degrees of Mean F-
Source Squares Freedom Squares Ratio
A. Robbery/Assault
Between groups 11.60 1 11.60 12.33*
Within groups 175.01 186 .94
Total 186.62 187
B. Burglary
Between groups 0.40 1 0.40 0.52
Within groups 154.33 199 0.78
Total 154.73 200
Means
Standard
Group Mean Deviation N
Robbery/Assath
Ngnvictims 2.10 .88 153
Victims 2.74 1.29 35
Total 2.22 1.00 188
Burglary
Nonvictims 2.10 .88 153
Victims 2.00 .88 48
Total 2.08 .88 201
*p .01
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Table 16
One-Way Analysis of Variance for Effect of Sex and Age on the

Concern for Personal Safety Scale

Sum of Degrees of Mean F-
Source Squares Freedom Squares  Ratio
A. Sex
Between groups 32.95 ] 32.85 44 ,65*
Within groups 229.48 3N 0.74
Total 262.43 312
B. Age
Between groups 19.03 5 3.81 5.84*
Within groups 239.15 304 0.79
Total 258.17 309
Means z
i
Standard !
Group Mean Deviation N l
Sex
Male 1.87 82 156 f
Female 2.52 90 157
Total 2.20 92 313 i
Age |
16-24 2.03 .80 47
25-34 2.15 .89 93
35-44 2.00 .84 55 !
45-54 2.16 .95 41
55-64 2.28 .95 43
65-85 2.90 .92 31
Total 2.20 91 310
*p<.01
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street crime, but no correlation between measures most directly related to
the protection of personal property. Given the large set of behavioral items
being considered here, we present only correlation coefficients rather than
the individual analysis of variance tables. Table 17 presents the zero-order
correlations between the concern for personal safety scale and the 15 re-
ported behaviors. As predicted, all nine of the personal protection variables
(items one through nine) were significantly related to this index, with cor-
relations ranging from .18 to .55. In contrast, only one of the five property-
directed actions was significantly related to this index. A low positive
relationship was observed between the fear of crime scale and reports that
the respondents "closed and locked all of the windows" the last time they
Teft their homes. With this one exception, personal protective measures were
related to this scale, while behaviors directed at the protection of property
were not. .

In sum, the final concern for personal safety scale was considerably
different from that derived in the preliminary analysis of the pilot data
(see Rosenbaum & Baumer, 1980). Both of the "burglary" items, which formed a
separate scale in that initial presentation, and the probability (how likely)
questions were eliminated in the fina] analysis. The result was a single

additive scale composed of four items:

1. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how concerned
are you that someone will take something from you by force or threat?
Would you say that you are not at all concerned, somewhat concerned,
quite concerned, or very concerned?

2. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how con-
cerned are you that someone will harm you? Are you... (See #1)?

3. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how afraid
are you that someone will take something from you by force or threat?

Are you not at all afraid, somewhat afraid, quite afraid, or very
afraid?
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4. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how afraid
| are you that someone will take something from you by force or threat?
Table 17 ‘ Are you not at all afraid, somewhat afraid, quite afraid, or very

afraid?
Bivariate Correlations of Selected Behavioral Responses With

These items combined to produce a scale with very desirable characteris-
Concern for Personal Safety Scale

“tics. The additive index produced an alpha reliability of .90, while item-

_ ' total correlations were all between .7 and .8. Analysis of the test/retest
Fear of Crime
Behavioral Adaptation Scale correlations indicated these were all above -86. The three stability coef-
1. When you go out alone at night in your neighborhood, ) ficients were above .90 and the refined reliability was .95,
1 how often do you try to avoid certain areas? .552*
| A In terms of validity, the scale met both theoretically and operationally
2. How often do you try to avoid certain types of people g
\ when you go out alone at night in your neighborhood? .493* derived expectations. Theoretically, this dimension was viewed as a particu-
! 3. When you go out alone at night in your neighborhood, lar emotional response to a subjectively defined threatening situation. As
how often do you avoid carrying too much cash? .252* ,
| such, it involved an evaluation of the immediate criminal environment in terms
4. How often do you walk only on certain streets when
you go out alone at night? J444* of personal danger. In practical terms, this scale should be related to the
i
5. And how often do you avoid talking to strangers when , perceptions of crime index and similarly affected by objective environmentai
you go out alone at night? .362* :

differences. However, given the evaluative nature of this dimension, personal

' 6. When you are home alone at night, how often do you

keep all of the doors locked? .239* 1 characteristics should be intimately related to these affective responses,
! 7. nghibSUt thekwindoq?--¥hi2 you 3re h$meka;gne at - % while the perceptions of crime scale was not. Both of these theoretically
’ nig 0 you keep all o e windows locked? . » ) .
derived expectations were confirmed.
; 8. When you are home alone at night, how often do you |
‘ draw the curtains or pull the shades on the windows? .184* 1 If affective responses are viewed as action tendencies, then we would
i
i
9. When you are home alone at night, how often do you open . ‘5 also expect appropriate behavioral reactions to be a consequence of concern
the door without knowing who is there? -.238 | . . .
10. Think of the last & ¢ out at micht. Did if for personal safety. Operationally, the affective dimension focused on vio-
. Think o e last time you went out at night. Did you ! .
leave a light on? .049 ! Tent personal crime. Thus, the behavioral adaptations directed at personal
' 11. T?e 1as§.§ime yogrdfgmigy went‘awayuio;a$${§ :anaang?gh protection should be related to the scale, while those directed at the protec-
or so, did you or did someone in yo - _
bor to watch your home? .052 tion of personal property should not be related to this dimension. With one
12, ;hekla?% t}m:hno gng wag home, did your family close and ]}9* exception, the data also supported these expectations.
ock all o e windows? . : :
13. Do you have "dead bolt" Tocks on the dogre to your house In terms of their derived correlates, the final scale of concern for
or apartment? -.041 personal safety was distinct from the perceptions of crime scale. While
! 14. Do you have bars on any of the windows to your house or
apartment? ' .107
) 15. Do you have a "burglar bar" on any of your doors? .067 57
. *p 2.01
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personal characteristics were intimately related to the former, they demon-
strated no impact on the latter. fhe principal difference between the two
scales is the evaluative nature of the affective dimension. This evaluation
js produced by an interaction of environmental conditions and personal
characteristics. It is one thing to develop beliefs about the amount of
crime in one's neighborhood and quite another to define this situation as a

threat to personal safety.
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Behavioral Adaptaions

This section is concerned with crime-related behayioral adaptations --
those actions which. people take to protect .themselves or their property from
harm. Like the affective reactions discussed in the previous section, these
behaviors are reactions to threatening situations designed to reduce that
threat. However, unlike the affective component people may employ a wide
variety of behayioral strategies to cope with the threat of crime. These actions
may or may not be objectively effective -- and need not be situationally respon-
sive. Given the usual absence of contrary evidence and their characteristic

resistance to such evidence, eyen amulets, superstitions, and personal rituals

can be viewed as subjectively effective coping strategies. However, this research

has focused only-on those actions which would appear to be potentiall effective
in reducing the threat of victimization and which are relatively common.

Developing indices of behavioral adaptations is considgrab]y more prob-
lematic than for attitudinal data. Attitude theory suggests that statements
about the attitude object will either cluster together or vary in intensity.
Behaviors may exhibit those same characteristics but also may be interchangeable.
That is, rather than engage in a group or series of actions, people may supplant
one or more actions with another (i.e., engaging in A makes B unnecessary or
fedundant). This possibility implies that the standard techniques of scale
construction, especially the isolation of a common factor, may not be applicable
to some type of behavior. Thus, behavioral indices are often simple counts of
the number of actions taken or the frequency of the activity. OQur approach in
this study was first to apply the standard techniques employed in the previous
sections; then, if necessary, consider other analytic alternatives.

Summary of Preliminary Results. From the wide variety of potential

activities, respondents to the pilot study were about 38 separate activities.
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These items were divided among five areas: personal protective behaviors
employed when out alone (12), security measures taken when at home (5), objects
designed to protect against the loss of property (6), general home security
policies (9), and spacific home protection strategies employed the last time
the respondent went out (6). Each of these areas was based on either theore-
tical or empirical considerations. For example, scales of personal protective
behaviors and home security have been constructed by Baumer (1980) and Lavrakas
(1979) and even used as item sources for this research.

Each of the five sets of variables was initially analyzed separately and
potential scales identified. Then, in order to establish the unique identity
of the various components, the selected subset of items was analyzed jointly.
This first stage of anaiysis reduced the set of "personal protective" behavior
to five items. These items asked how often they (the respondents): (1) avoid
certain areas, (2) avoid certain types of people, (3) avoid carrying too much
cash? (4) walk only on certain streets, and (5) avoid talking to strangers in
their neighborhood. These five items were unidimensional and combined to form
an additive scale with an alpha reliability of 0.75. This is very similar to
the alpha coefficient of 0.7 obtained by Baumer (1980: 41-42) for a slightly
different set of items. Given the item content of this scale, it will subsequently
be referred to as the "avoidance of street crime" scale.

The second set of behavioral items focused on security strategies which
may be employed when at home. The analysis of the pilot data reduced the six
original items to four: (1) locking the doors, (2) keeping the windows locked,
(3) drawing the curtains, and (4) identifying visitors before opening the door.
Although a three item scale (with item four deleted) produced a moderately
reliable index (et= .674), all four (o= .675) were retained for further analysis.

Since this index is directed more toward home invasion than burglary, it will
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subsequently be referred to as the protection against home invasion scale.

The remaining three areas produced only marginally acceptable scales.
Three of the "security object" items -- (1) dead bolt locks, (2) bars on the
windows, (3) "burglar bar" on door -- formed a scale with an alpha reliability
of only 0.41, and were retained for phase two. The standard analytic procedures
employed above failed to identify an acceptable additive index of the general
home security policy items. Following the lead of Lavrakas (1979), an attempt
was made to construct a Guttman scale from these items. This approach, too,
produced only a minimally acceptable scale. No items from this group were
retained. Finally, respondents were asked about the security measures employed
the last time they went out. Although they were only moderately related, three
items were retained for further analysis: (1) leaving a light on, (2) asking a
neighbor to watch their home, and (3) closing and locking the windows.

In summary, fifteen of the original 38 items were retained for further
analysis. Of the five variable areas, only the two -- avoidance of street crime
and protection against home invasion -- involving personal safety formed scales
with acceptably high reliabilities. Items from the remaining three areas formed
only marginally acceptable scales.

Replication, Refinement, and Further Investigation of Preliminary Results.

As a result of the analyses summarized above, fifteen items representing four
principal areas were included in the second phase of data collection. Because
these activities contain four subtypes, the presentation of results will differ
somewhat from the previous sections. First, the internal characteristics -- uni-
dimensionality, alpha reliability, test/rest coefficients -- of each potential
index will be examined. Next, if internally consistent scales can be identified,
the validity of the derived indices will he investfgated.

We first will report the results of the five items which asked the residents

61



about actiyities related to the ayoidance of street crime. Of the twelve items

originally included in the pilot study, five demonstrated potential scalability.

These were predominantly actions concerned with the avoidance of trouble --
walking only on certain streets, avoiding certain parts of the neighborhood,
Timiting the amount of cash carried when out, avoiding certain types of people,
and avoiding talking to strangers, TABLE 18 presents the results of the factor
analysis of these five items. As with the preliminary results, they were found
to be unidimensional. Two of the items,J"restriction of cash" and "ayoidance
of conversation with strangers," produced somewhat lower factor loadings than

the others, indicating a marginality to the central construct. When the

reliability of alternative indices was investigated, the marginality of these

two items was confirmed. They actually suppress the reliability of the constructed

indices. When all five items are included, the additive scale produced an alpha
reliability of .785, however, when the two marginal items are deleted, the coef-
ficient for the resulting three item scale is .802 -- a substantial improvement
given the smaller number of items. The item-total correlations for this three
item index, presented in TABLE 19, are all moderately high and of approximately
the same magnitude,

Thus, the evidence would suggest that a viable index may be constructed
from three items: avoidance of certain areas, avoidance of certain types of
people, walking only on certain streets. The content of these items confirms

the interpretation that although they do represent a protective strategy, the

nature of the general response is one of avoidance rather than active protection.

This is consistent with the findings of earlier studies (Furstenberg, 1972;
Baumer, 1980) and supportive of suggestions made by Hindelang, et. al., that
behavioral adaptations represent subtle adjustments in activities rather than

major changes in behavioral policies (1978: 224). 1In terms of the present
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TABLE 18. FACTOR ANALYSIS OF FIVE AVOIDANCE
OF STREET CRIME ITEMS (N=295)

ITEM
FACTOR LOADINGA

When you go out at night in your neighborhood,

how often do you try to avoid certain areas?

.781

How often do You try to avoid certain types

of people when YOu go out alone in your néighbor- 718
hood?

When you go out alone in your neighborhood,

how often do you avoid carrying too much cash? 506
How often do you walk only on certain streets

when you go out alone at night in your neighborhood? 715
How often do you avoid talking to Strangers when
You go out alone at night in your neighborhood? 544

This single factor accounted for 54,3 percent of the variance in
these five items.
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TABLE 19. ITEM TOTAL CORRELATIONS FOR AVOIDANCE QOF

STREET CRIME INDEX (N=296)

ITEM-TOTAL
ITEM CORRELATIONS
Avoid certain areas .700
Avoid certain types of people .645
Walk only on certain streets .602
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study, people tend not to adjust what they do, but rather, how they do it.
As. noted earlier, the yalidity of this index of avoidance behayvior will be
addressed later in this section.

The next set of items to be analyzed afe best described as protection

against home invasions. Of the five items in this area originally included

in the pilot instrument four were retained: keeping all of the doors locked,
keeping all of the windows locked, drawing the curtains at night, and not
opening the door unless they knew who was there. While all of these items
concern security, they are more directed toward protection from home invasions
than the protection of property. |

Analysis of the telephone survey data confirmed the results obtained from
the pilot study. As shown in TABLE 20, these items were again unidimensional.
However, the factor loadings were not high, communalities were low to moderate,
and the derived factor accounted for only 46 percent of the variance in the items,
indicating a "loosely" defined construct. This is reflected in the similarly
modest alpha reliability of .587, and item-total correlations (TABLE 21). Thus,
these four items define a common dimension and form a scale with marginally accep-
table internal consistency. However, the question to be investigated below is
whether this pattern of activity demonstrates a theoretically predictable pattern
of correlates. |

Test-retest correlations, stability coefficients and refined reliabilities,
were next calculated for the above index. TABLE 22 shows that the test-retest
correlations are all very strong as are the derived stability coefficients.
Similarly, the associated reliability coefficient was .826. These data suggest
that security measures taken when at home constitute a patterned, stable set of
activities directed at the prevention of home invasion.

The final two sets of behavioral items included in the telephone survey
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TABLE 20. FACTOR ANALYSIS OF PROTECTION AGAINST

HOME INVASION STRATEGIES (N=309)

ITEM

FACTOR LOADING A

When you are home alone at night, how often do
you keep all of the doors locked?

How about the windows -- when you are home alone
at night, do you keep all of the windows locked
never, sometimes, quite often, always?

When you are home alone at night, how often do
you draw the curtains or pull the shades?

When you are home alone at night, how often
do you open the door without knowing who is

there?

.655

.499

. 396

.585

A This single factor accounted for 46.4 percent of the variance in the

items.

66

et

TABLE 21. ITEM-TOTAL CORRELATIONS FOR PROTECTION

AGAINST HOME INVASION INDEX

ITEM

ITEM-TQTAL
CORRELATION

Keep doors locked

Keep windows locked

Draw curtains or pull shades

Don't open door without

knowing who is there

.431

.391

.326

. 386
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TABLE 22, TEST-RETEST CORRELATIONS AND

STABILITY COEFFICIENTS FOR PROTECTION AGAINST HOME

INVASION INDEX (N=34)

T 773 (.936)" 728 (.942)

72 .778 (.942)

A Stability coefficients in parentheses,

€8

concerned strategies designed to secure one's home when away and the possession

of security hardware. The former included lTeaving a 1ight on, asking the neigh-
bors to watch the premises and Tocking all of the windows; the latter concerned
dead bolt locks, bars on the windows and a burglar bar on the door. These items
were included in this phase of data collection on the hypothesis that the failure
to identify an acceptable scale was an artifact of the pilot study sample.
Unfortunately, this was not the case. Neither set of items was closely related
enough to produce an internally consistent index, nor did the frequency distri-
bution indicate that a Guttman scale was a possibility. Although these items
constitute important behavioral adaptations to the threat of crime, they do not
demonstrate a strong pattern of interrelationships.

Validation of Behavioral Indices

In order to test the validity of the two recommended scales, both their
theoretical and operational nature must be considered, Theoretically, both are
strategies designed to cope with the threat of crime. This means they should

be related to.beliefs about the environment (the perceptions of crime scale),

affective reactions to a perceived threat (the concern for personal safety sca]e),

individual traits related to vulnerability (sex, age), and prior crime-related
experiences (victimization) as they serve to structure beliefs and perceptions.
Conceptually, concern for personal safety is more directly linked to behavioral
adaptations than perceptions of crime and, thus, should be more closely related
to these actions.

The operationalization of each index provides us with potentially discrimi-
nating expectations. The avoidance of street crime scale is explicitly concerned
with actions designed to avoid violent street crimes (i.e., avoiding certain
streets, types of people, and conversation with strangers) while the protection

against home invasion index is directed at security measures désigned to prevent
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access to one's home (i.e., locking doors, locking windows, drawing curtains,
and opening the door only to acquaintances).

Both the perceptions of crime and concern fo;\personal safety scales
are explicitly linked to street crime. Thus, to the extent that the behavioral
adaptations being measured herein are responses to different stimuli (i.e.,
street crime ys. home invasions) it may be hypothesized that the avoidance
of street crime scale will be more closely related to both the perceptions
of crime and concern for personal safety scales than to the protection against
home invasioq index. Following from the above hypothesis, it may also be
anticipated that robbery/assault and burglary victims will respond in behaviorally
different ways, with the former being more‘1ik91y to engage in avoidance of
street crime activities and the latter being more 1ikely to secure their home
from another intrusidn. These hypotheses are tested below.

The impact of the perceptions of crime scale on the two behavior indices
is compared in TABLE 23, This table demonstrates that avoidance of street
crime is significantly affected by perceptions of crime but protection from
home invasion is not. These results confirm our operationally derived expec-
tations of differential strength of this relationship, but do not confirm the

theoretical expectation that both types of action would be significantly affected

|
l

by the perceived danger of the area. This latter finding does not negate the

applicability of the stress model as an organizing framework but it does suggest
that protection from home invasion measures are either responsive to a different
set of environmental stimuli or are more habituallgnd therefore predominant?y
related to personal background and characteristics.

The second set of expectations concerned the impact of the concern for
personal safety scale. It was hypothesized that both behavioral types should

be related to this affective response but its operational focus on street crime
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suggests that its impact should be greatest on the avoidance measure., These
expectations are confirmed by the data presented in TABLE 24. Both are sig-
nificantly related to the concern for personal safety scale with this variable
having the greatest impact on the avoidance of street crime measure. The
finding that avoidance of street crime is related to both perceptions of the
amount of street crime and concern for personal safety supports the view

taken here that such behaviors are adaptive strategies directly linked to the
subjective beliefs about the objective threat in one's neighborhood and the
evaluation of that threat in personal terms. Protection from home invasion,

on the other hand, is related to concern for personal safety but not to beliefs
about the magnitude of the local crime problem. This indicates that they may
be adaptive behaviors but the modifications are directed to a somewhat different
set of conditions. |

We next hypothesized that the personal characteristics of sex and age
should be significantly related to both behavioral indices with the magnitude
of the relationship being similar. The results presented in TABLE 25 confirm
these expectations about sex differences in the behavioral scales. Women are
more 1ikely than men to engage in both avoidance and home security activities.
Although women perceive no more crime than men, they are more concerned with their
own safety and are more likely to follow through with protective action.

Neither scale was affected much by age when that variable was categorized
as in the preceding analyses (see Tables 5 and 14). However, there was some
tendency for those 65 or older to score higher on the protection against home
invasion scale and for those 55 or older to score higher on the avoidance of
street crime scale. This effect is relatively standard in both the "fear of
crime" literature (see Baumer, 1978) and for behavioral responses (Baumer, 1980).

When age was dichotomized to maximize the above noted variations, TABLE 25 shows

71




TABLE 23.

ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR

EFFECT OF PERCEPTIONS OF CRIME ON AVOIDANCE OF

STREET CRIME AND PROTECTION AGAINST HOME INVASION

VARIABLE/ SUM OF DEGREES OF MEAN
SOURCE SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE F-RATIO
A. Avoidance of Street
Crime:
Between Groups 36.2 g 2 18.12 19.1*
Within Groups 294.7 ) 310 .95
Total 330.9 312
B. Protection Against
Home Invasion:
Between Groups 2.44 2 1.22 2.7
Within Groups 138.8 310 .45
Total 141.2 312
MEANS
MEAN STANDARD
GROUP FOR: DEVIATION N
Perceptions of Crime: Avoidance of Street Crime
Low (1-1.5) 2.00 .94 106 .
Medium (1.51-2.5) 2.43 1.02 157
High (2.51-4) 3.03 .90 50
Total 2.38 1.03 313
Protection Against Home Invasion
Low (1-1.5) 3.25 .63 106
Medium (1.51-2.5) 3.16 .70 157
High (2.51-4) 3.42 .64 50
Total 3.24 .67 313
*p <.01
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TABLE 24. ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR EFFECT OF

CONCERN FOR PERSONAL SAFETY ON AVOIDANCE OF STREET CRIME

AND PROTECTION AGAINST HOME INVASION

VARIABLE/ SUM OF DEGREES OF MEAN
SOURCE SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE ¥T-RATIO
A. Avoidance of Street
Between groups 117.4 3 39.14 56.3*
Within groups 216.2 311 .70
Total 333.6 314
B. Protection Against
Home Invasion:
Between groups 18,3 3 6.11 15.1*
Within groups 125.9 311 .40
Total 144 .2 314
MEANS
MEAN STANDARD
GROUP FOR: DEVIATION N
Concern for éersona] Safety: Avoidance of Street Crime
Low (1-1.3) 1.49 .65 67
Low Medium (1.4-2.1) 2.19 91 115
High Medium (2.2-3.1) 2.81 .92 76
High (3.2-4) 3.28 .75 57
Total 2.39 1.03 315
Protection Against Home Invasion
Low (1-1.3) 2.81 .74 67
Low Medium (1.4-2.1) 2.23 .68 115
High Medium (2.2-3.1) 3.37 .54 76
High (3.2-4) 3.54 .52 57
Total 3.23 .68 315
*p<.ol
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TABLE 25. ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE

EFFECT OF SEX ON AVOIDANCE OF STREET CRIME AND that respondents over 55 years old do score significantly higher in the

d . Te. . ses .
PROTECTION AGAINST HOME INVASION avoidance of street crime scale. However, no significant differences were

obéerved for the protection against home invasion scale. Age was related to

VARIABLE/ SUM OF DEGREES OF MEAN . avoidance behavior but not to personal securﬁty.
SOURCE SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE F-RATIO We next investigated the impact of prior victimization on current beha-
A. Avoidance of ; ’ vioral adaptations. It was hypothesized that robbery/assault victims might
Street Crime: ? score higher than nonvictims on the avoidance of street crime scale but
Between Groups 29.0 1 29.0 29.6* ‘ 7 . . . . o
Within Groups ‘ 304.6 311 98‘ : should score no higher on the protection against home invasion index. The
Total 333.6 312 ) results presented in TABLE 27 do not support these expectations. Robbery/
B. Protection Against ) 1 assault victims cannot be distinguished from nonvictims for either scale. Thus,
Home Invasion:
Between Groups 12 9 1 12 9 35 g* although the robbery/assault victim studied here both perceive more crime in
Within Groups 128.8 311 4 their neighborhood and are more concerned for their own safety, they do not
Total 143.7 312 | t transiate these phenomena into the two types of behavioral adaptation being
investigated.
MEANS ! i i . .
_— 5 ) Finally, it was hypothesized that, because of prior invasion of their home,
MEAN STANDARD ? ' victims might score higher on the protection against home invasion scale but
GROUPS FOR: DEVIATION N i not on the avoidance of street crime index. TABLE 28 shows that, as with robbery/

assault, burglary victims cannot be distinguished from nonvictims for either of
Avoidance of Street Crime glary g

Male 2.08 .98 156 i the behavioral measures. Thus, neither robbery/assault nor burglary appears to
Female 2.69 1.00 157 . be translated into increased levels of protective behaviors of the sort being
Total 2.39 1.03 313 . tigated h
Protection Against Home Invasion investigated here.
Male 3.01 .76 156 ; ' Summary of Behavioral Analysis. In this section we have investigated the
Female 3.45 51 157 potential viability of four indices of behavioral response to crime. The fif-

Total 3.23 .68 313 '
' . teen items were derived from recommendations produced by the initial analysis

of a larger pool of questions. Of the four areas, two produced only marginal

*
p < .01
results in the pilot study but were included in the final data collection
* effort on the possibility that the increased variance in the general population
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TABLE 26. ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR EFFECT OF

AGE ON AVOIDANCE OF STREET CRIME AND

TABLE 27. ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR EFFECT OF

ROBBERY/ASSAULT ON AVOIDANCE OF STREET CRIME AND

PROTECTION AGAINST HOME INVASION

PROTECTION AGAINST HOME INVASION
VARIABLE/ SUM OF DEGREES OF MEAN
SOURCE SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE F-RATIO
A. Avoidance of
Street Crime:
Between Groups 8.1 1 8.1 7.7*
Within Groups 321.3 308 1.0
-~ Total 329.3 309
B. Protection Against
Home Invasion:
Between Groups 1.3 1 1.3 2.8
Within Groups 141.2 308 0.5
Total 142.5 309
" MEANS
MEAN STANDARD
GROUP FOR: DEVIATION N
Age Avoidance of Street Crime
16 - 54 2.30 .98 236
55 - 85 2.68 1.15 74
Total 2.39 1.03 310
Protection Against Home Invasion
16 - 54 3.19 .68 236
55 - 85 3.34 .67 74
Total 3.23 .18 310
*p < .01
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VARIABLE/ SUM OF DEGREES OF MEAN
SOURCE/ SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE F-RATIO
A. Avoidance of
Street Crime:
Between Groups 0.6 1 0.6 0.59
Within Groups 201.2 186 1.1
Total 201.8 187
B. Protection Against
Home Invasion:
Between Groups 0.0 1 0.0 0.0
Within Groups 91.2 186 0.5
Total 91.2 187
MEANS
MEAN STANDARD
GROUP FOR: DEVIATION N
Avoidance of Street Crime
Nonvictim 2.26 1.06 153
Robbery/Assault Victim 2.41 .93 35
Total 2.29 1.04 188
Protection Against Home Invasion
Nonvictim 3.09 g1 153
Robbery/Assault Victim 3.10 .67 35
Total 3.08 .70 188
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TABLE 28. ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR EFFECT OF

BURGLARY ON AVOIDANCE OF STREET CRIME AND

PROTECTION AGAINST HOME INVASION

VARIABLE/ SUM OF DEGREES OF MEAN
SOURCE SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE F-RATIO
A. Avoidance of
Street Crime:
Between Groups 0.4 1 0.4 0.4
Within Groups 214.2 198 1.1
Total 214.7 199
B. Protection Against
Home Invasion:
Between Groups 0.3 1 0.3 0.75
Within Groups 87.9 199 0.4
Total 88.3 200
MEANS
MEAN STANDARD
GROUP FOR: DEVIATION N
Avoidance of Street Crime
Nonvictim 2.26 1.06 153
Burglary Victim 2.15 .96 47
Total 2.23 1.04 200
Protection Against Home Invasion
Nonvictim 3.09 71 153
Burglary Victim 3.19 .50 48
Total 3.11 .66 201
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would allow more satisfactory results. However, this did not prove to be

the case. Neither the items asking about security measures taken when one

was_away nor those concerning the possession of security hardware proved scalable.

This is not to indicate that they are either unimportant or ineffective responses,
but only that the items included here do not form scales with desirable charac-
teristics.

A third set of items, those concerning protection against home invasion,

formed an additive scale with marginal internal.consistency. The factor analysis
indicated a unidimensional structure, but commonalities were low, the alpha
reliability (.58) was modest, and corresponding item-total correlations were

low. Low reliability (within limits) is not a fatal problem in itself, we in

the social sciences employ measures with low -- and often unknown -- reliabilities
regularly. The problem is that the instability of an unreliable measure dilutes
relationships with other constructs, thereby affecting its validity. If the
relationships are robust enough to survive this dilution and still demonstrate

a predictable pattern, we often retain the measure in lieu of future develop-
ments. Unfortunately, this index did not meet this latter standard. While it
was related to the concern for personal safety scale and sex as predicted, it

was not related to perception of crime, age, or prior victimization. Thus, the
validity of the scale is also questionable. Taken together, the above results
suggest that security measures taken when at home are most closely a consequence
of socialization, cultural definitions and habit. This interpretation finds
support in the lack of relationship with environmental 2nd experiential variables
and would also account for the moderate intercorrelations of the four activities,
As such, security measures taken when at home do not form an acceptable scale

of behavioral adaptations.

The final area of behavioral adaptation to be investigated involved
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strategies designed to avoid street crimes (robbery or assault). Five items

were initially analyzed, This analysis indicated that two of these were only
marginally related to the other three and when included in an additive scale,
actually suppressed the alpha reliability of the index. The final scale with
an alpha reliability of .802 included three items:
1. When you go out at night in your neighborhood, how often do you
try to avoid certain areas? Do you do this never, sometimes,

quite often, or always?

2. How often do you ?ry to avoid certain types of people when
YOou go out alone in your neighborhood? o you do this...?

3. How often do you walk only on certain streets when you go

out alone.at night in your neighborhsod? Would you say
you do this...?

With one exception, the correlates of this index were as predicted., It
was related to the perceptions of crime and concern for personal safety scales,
as well as sex and age. However, the anticipated effect of being a robbery/
assault victim did not derive. This is particularly interesting in view of the
findings, presented earlier, that robbery/assault victims both perceive more
crime in their neighberhood and are more concerned for their own safety, It
may be that the type of strategiés being investigated here are abandoned as
ineffectual after a robbery or assault and substituted with other more drastic
or subjectively effective means such as not going out at night or carrying a

weapon. In short, this scale of avoidance of street crime is an internally

consistent, reliable and apparently valid measure of behavioral adaptation,
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Discriminant Validity of Derived Indices

The discriminant validity of the three final scales was investigayed next.
In order to have practical utility, these scales must be not only internally
consistent and demonstrate a predictable pattern of correlates, they must also
be distinguishable from each other, that is, show discriminant validity. Two
criteria were employed for this study. First, when factor analyzed together
the three scales should maintain both their unidimensionality and separate
identities. Second, each index must denionstrate a unique pattern of correlates.

The factor analysis of the ten final items was supportive of the three
dimensional hypothesis. Because of the anticipated relationships between the
derived factors, an oblique solution (correlated: factors) was obtained. Since
the number of factors extracted by Kaiser's criterion when using less than
20 items tends to be conservative, the third factor (eigenvalue = .985) was
included in the final so1ut1‘on.2 These results are presented in Table 29,
The first factor is defined by the concern for personal safety items; the
second, by the perceptions of crime items; and the third, by the avoidance of
street crime items. As anticipated, all three factors are moderately corre-
lated with the strongest of these correlations being between the concern for
personal safety and avoidance of street crime factors.

The second test of discriminant validity concerned the pattern of corre-
lates for each set of items. The identification of separate factors is a
necessary but not sufficient condition for the retention of distinct variates.

In order to be empirically useful each scale must measure something unique, as

2It may be noted that Cattell's scree test (1966) which is a more approp-
riate indicator of the number of factors with a small number of items, would
also indicate a three factor solution,

81




TABLE 29. FACTOR ANALYSIS OF TEN ITEMS

RECOMMENDED FOR FINAL SCALES (N = 286)A

CONCERN FOR PERCEPTIONS  AVOIDANCE OF

ITEMSE PERSONAL SAFETY OF CRIME STREET CRIME
Concern about robbery .511 171 .228
Concern about assault 591 .033 271
Afraid of robbery .908 .006 - .037
Afraid of assault .959 - .018 - .065
Frequency of local robbery 114 .675 .023
Frequency of local assault - .069 .845 - .048
Estimate of Tocal crime rate .008 702 039
Avoid certain areas .015 .033 .809
Avoid certain people .027 .051 694
Walk only on certain streets - .016 - .044 L7048

A Factor pattern matrix for oblique solution.

The three factors

accounted for 51, 13.3, and 9.9 percent of the variance res-

pectively. Factor pattern correlations were:

= . S -AB.
F1F3 .64; Fzr:

B See Appendix A or the Summar
wording.

FiF, = .53;

y/Conclusions for exact question
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indicated by ijts correlates, These relationships were identified above in
establishing the construct validity of each scale. However, here we review
those same results Comparatively. Table 30 summarizes the re]étionships of
the three scales to the principal variables investigated earlier. The most
apparent differences are related to the perceptions of crime scale. While
the other two scales were related to both sex and age, perceptions of crime
was related to neither of these personal characteristics. In addition, it

is responsive to ecological variations and prior robbery, as well as conducive
b ‘a consequent concern for personal safety and behaviora] modifications.
These findings are supportive of the nonevaluative definition of this scale,
It appears to be 3 measure of beliefs about the amount of crime in the respon-

dents' neighborhood devoid of any evaluation or interpretation of the signi-

Within the framework of stress theory, both concern for personal safety
and avoidance of street crime may be viewed as the consequences of an assess-
ment of the environment in terms of a threat to personal safety, As such,
they are simply affective and behavioéa] manifestations of the same interpre-
tive process, with the former preceding and guiding the latter. This similarity
is reflected in their correlates, With the exception of prior robbery victimi-
zation, both exhibit the same pattern of significant correlates, As indicated
earlier, this differential impact of robbery may be due to the adoption of
different behavioral strategies by robbery victims. An additional effect
not apparent in Table 30 concerns the strength of the relationships between
concern for personal safety, avoidance of street crime and the remaining variables,
In every case concern for personal safety was more closely related to the other
variab]es than the avoidance of street crime scale, thereby supporting the

theoretically more central and proximate position of the former variable.
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TABLE 30. SUMMARY OF CORRELATES OF

THREE DERIVED SCALES

PERCEPTIONS CONCERN FOR AVOIDANCE OF

CORRELATES OF CRIME PERSONAL SAFETY  STREET CRIME
1. Prior robbery

Victimization + + 0
2. Prior burglary

Victimization 0 0 0
3. Sex 0 + +
4. Age 0 ' + +
5. Place of residence + + +
6. Perceptions of

Crime Scale N.A. + +
7. Concern for personal

safety scale + N.A. +
8. Avoidance of street

crime scale + + N.A.
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Summary

This project was designed to identify and develcp reliable and valid
measures of the major constructs surrounding the fear of crime issue. Although
this topic has been of general concern in the United States and Europe since
the mid-sixties (c.f. Baumer, 1978; Van Dijk, 1978), there have been few
attempts to develop in a systematic fashion measures which meet even minimum
standards of reliability and validity. The typical study has attempted to
measure fear of crime directly through the'use of a}single item with an unknown
reliability and questionable face validity (c.f., Clemente and Kleiman, 1977;
Hindelang, et. al., 1978). The purpose of this project was to place the fear
of crime issue within a broader theoretical framework, identify principal com-
ponents of the issue, develop multi-item measures of these components, and
document the scale characteristics.

The procedural plan was a comprehensive measurement plan well grounded in
standard psychometric procedures. Initial efforts focused on conceptualization
and identification of the variable universe. These activities involved a
review of the existing literature, focused interviews with community residents,
and a comprehensive search for "fear of crime survey questions." The result
was a large set of potential measures and preliminary conceptualization of the
topic (Baumer and Rosenbaum, 1980). Subsequent work concerned theoretical
integration into a broader framework, and data reduction. Although the con-
ceptual distinctions initially outlined fit roughly into attitude theory,
this framework posed many problems for a parsimonious integration. Stress
theory provided a more amiable fit to the data and was employed as the guiding
conceptual framework for the project. Data reduction was guided by a concern
for unidimensionality, internal consistency, stability over time, and validity.

As a result three scales of related constructs were developed. The first
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concerned beliefs about the amount of crime in the respondents' immediate
neighborhood. As such, this index was designed to be distinctly nonevalua- .
tive. That is, it is a measure of perceived volume of criminal activity
(predominately street crime) within the area. Although others have focused

on a similar construct, their measures have traditionally involved judgments
concerning the amount of crime (Fowler, et. al., 1979; Lavrakas, Baumer, and
Skogan, 1978) or a subjective comparison with other parts of the city (Hindelang,
et. al., 1978). While the approach employed here asks simply for beliefs about
an objective condition, those other measures combine both beliefs about the

objective circumstances and individual values and judgments making the inter-

pretation less than clear. The final measure was labelled Perceptions of
Crime and contained three items: .

We are interested in your opinions about how often various
crimes occur in your neighborhood, that is, the few blocks around
your house or apartment.

1. What about robbery, that is taking things 1ike money, purses,
or wallets from people on the streets? Does this happen 1in
your neighborhood never, sometimes, quite often, or very often?

2. Besides robbery, what about people being assaulted or beaten
up on the street? Does this happen in your neighborhood never,
sometimes, quite often or very often?

3. Thinking about all types of crime, would you describe the crime
rate in your neighborhood as very high, higher than average,
about average, or lower than average?
The second scale was designed to measure the affective component of the
fear of crime issue. In contrast to the perceptions of crime scale, this measure
was distinctly evaluative, that is, the result of a process in which the sub-
Jectively assessed amount of crime in the Tocal environment is evaluated in terms
of personal significance for the respondent. If this evaluative process results

in an assessment of a threat to personal safety, then an appropriate affective

response should follow. It is this component which most closely corresponds to
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what is commonly referred to as fear of crime. A four-item scale of concern

for personal safety was finally recommended:

1. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night,
how concerned are you that someone will take something
from you by force or by threat? Would you say that you
are not at all concerned, somewhat concerned, quite con-
cerned, or very concerned?

2. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night,
how concerned are you that someone will harm you? Are
you not at all concerned, somewhat concerned, quite con-
cerned, or very concerned?

3. HWhen you are walking alone in your neighborhood at itight,
how afraid are you that someone will take something from
you by force or threat? Are you not at all afraid, some-
what afraid, quite afraid, or very afraid?

4. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night,
how afraid are you that someone will harm you? Are you
not at all afraid, somewhat afraid, quite afraid or very
afraid?

The final area concerned behavioral adaptation to the threat of crime,
Although a large set of items were originally considered and four sets included
in the final analysis, only one scale met the standards set for the project.,
This index asked about easily implemented strategies which people may employ
to avoid becoming the victim of a street crime and generally concerned what
Baumer (1980) has called personal protective measures or what Hindelang, et. al.
call the "subtle adjustments in behavior" (1978: 228). This avoidance of
street crime scale was composed 6f three items:

1. When you go out alone at night in your neighborhood, how
often do you try to avoid certain areas? Do you do this
never, sometimes, quite often or always?

2. How often do you try to avoid certain types of people when
you go out alone at night in your neighborhood? Do you
do this never, sometimes, quite often or always?

. 3. How often do you walk only on certain streets when you go

out a?one_at night in your neighborhood? Would you say
you do this never, sometimes, quite often or always?
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These three scales should prove to be very useful to researchers in the
area of community crime prevention and public opinion. They are both internally
consistent and represent distinct but interrelated phenomena . Although this
trichotomous distinction has occasionally been mentioned in the previous litera-
ture, this study represents the first empirical research explicitly directed
at the development of such measures. Both the integration of the "fear of
crime" issue with the broader theoretical framework of stress theory and the
development of standardized scales for the principal components represent a

major development in this field,
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(TELEPHONE NUMBER)

CALL

RECORD

Westinghouse Evaluation Institute
Measuring "Fear of Crime" Study

First Second Third Fourth Fifth Sixth Seventh Eighth Ninth

Call Call Call Call Call Call Call Call Call
Day
Date (Month/Day)
Time
Completed Interview 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
No Answer/Busy 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

/ -4
Disconnected/Not in Service 3 izzfjfiij:j///:;i::::ﬁ:>/7 1//t::22:::////i:;/j::://:////’j;/At:;i;;;:i::at::::;:;
Eligible Respondent Not 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Available/Call Back: Day/Time | Day/Time | Day/Time||l Day/Time| Day/Time{ Day/Time| Day/Time Day/Time Bay/Time
Name
ETigible Refusal 5 5 - 5 5 5 5 5 5
Household Refusal 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 6
Business 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7 7
Breakoff at Quex # 9 9 0 9 9 9 9 9 9
Other 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10 10
- - - . - - - - 13-2
-3 Sequential ID 12-20 21-29 30-38 39-47 48-56 57-65 gg_¥4 4-12 3-21
4 Sample type

=11 Telephone # 1-3 ID 80-2

O
o1

T



1-3 SEQ. ID
4 SAMPLE TYPE

5-11 TELEPHONE #
WESTINGHOUSE EVALUATION INSTITUTE

Measuring Fear of Crime Telephone Survey

Hello, is this

{phone #)

My name is and I am calling from the Evaluation Institute in

Evanston. (We are doing a survey, sponsored by the Department of Justice,
of people's concerns and opinions about crime and safety in their neighbor-
hood.)

(We are doing a survey of people in your neighborhood, sponsored by the
Department of Justice, to find out what the residents themselves think about
crime and their own safety in their neighborhood.)

WESTINGHOUSE EVALUATION INSTITUTE 1-3 SEQ. ID

. ) 4 SAM Y
Measuring Fear of Crime Telephone Survey 5-11 TQLEkﬁoﬁEpg

Hello, is this

(phone #)
My name is and I am calling from the Evaluation Institute in
Evanston. (We are doing a survey, sponsored by the Department of Justice, of

people's concerns and opinions about crime and safety in their neighborhoods.)

(We are doing a survey of people in your neighborhood, sponsored by the
Department of Justice to find out what the residents themselves think about
crime and their own safety in their neighborhood.)

In order to determine whom to interview in your household, I need to know...

In order to determine whom to interview in your household, I need to know... =12
Including yourself, how many persons 19 years of age or older currently live
in this household? (CIRCLE IN COL. A)
And, how many of these persons are men? (CIRCLE IN ROW B) -13
) COLUMN A
Row B Number of Adults in Ho''sehold
Number of
men in .
household 1 2 3 4 or more VERSION 1
0 Woman Oldest Youngest Youngest
Woman Woman Woman
] Man Man Man Oldest
Woman
2 Oldest Youngest Youngest
Man Man Man
3 " Youngest Oldest
Man Man
A or more Oldest
Man

The intersection of Col A and Row B determines
the sex and age of the respondent to be interviewed,

For this survey I would 1ike to speak to the (verbal label indicated on grid)
currently 1iving at home, in your household. Is he/she at home?

Yes . . . .. 1 Continue with Q. 1 with selected respondent
No . .. . 2 Arrange call-back 96

-12
Including yourself, how many persons 19 years of age or older currently live
in this household? (CIRCLE IN COL. A)
And, how many of these persons are men? (CIRCLE IN ROW B) -13
. COLUMN A

Row B Number of Adults in Household
Number of
men in
household 1 2 3 4 or more VERSION 2

0 Woman Youngest Youngest Oldest

. Woman Woman Woman
1 Man Man Oldest Man
Woman
2 Oldest Woman Oldest
Man Woman
3 Youngest Woman/0ldest
Man Woman
4 or more ~| 0ldest
Man
\

The intersection of Col A and Row B determines
khe sex and age of the respondent to be interviewed.

For this survey, I would 1ike to speak to the (verbal label indicated on grid)
currently living at home, in your household. Is he/she at home?

Yes . . . .. 1 Continue with Q. 1 with selected respondent

No .. ... 2 Arrange call-back

' 97




1-3 SEQ. ID
4 SAMPLE TYPE
5-11 TELEPHONE #

WESTINGHOUSE EVALUATICM INSTITUTE

Measuring Fear of Crime Telephone Survey

Hello, is this

{phone #)

My name is and I am calling from the Evaluation Institute in

Evanston. (We are doing a survey, sponsored by the Department of Justice,
of people's concerns and opinions about crime and safety in their neighborhood.)

(We are doing a survey of people in your neighborhood, sponsored by the
Department of Justice, to find out what the residents themselves think about
crime and their own safety in their neighborhood.) J

In order to determine whom to interview in your household, I need to know...

-12
Including yourself, how many persons 19 years of age or older currently live
in this household? (CIRCLE IN COL. A)
And, how many of these persons are men? (CIRCLE IN ROW B) -13
COLUMN A
Row B Mumber of Adults in Household
Number of
men in
household 1 2 3 4 or more VERSION 3
0 Woman Youngest Oldest Oldest
Woman Woman Woman
1 Man Woman Man Youngest
Woman
2 Youngest Oldest 0ldest
Man Man Man
3 Oldest Youngest
Man Man
4 or more Youngest
Man

The intersection of Col A and Row B determines
the sex and age of the respondent to be interviewed.

For this survey, I would like to speak to the (verbal label indicated on grid)
currently 1iving at home, in your household. Is he/she at home?

Yes . . . . . 1 Continue with Q. 1 with selected respondent

No . . ... 2 Arrange call-back

98

WESTINGHOUSE EVALUATION INSTITUTE

1-3 SEQ. ID
Measuring Fear of Crime Telephone Survey

5-11 TELEPHONE
Hello, is this

(phone #)

4 SAMPLE TYPE

#

My name 1is and I am calling from the Evaluation Institute

in Evanston. (We are doing a survey, sponsored by the Department of Justice,
of people's concerrs and opinions about crime and safety in their neighborhood.)

(We are doing a survey of people in your neighborhood, sponsored by the
Department of Justice, to find out what the residents themselves think about
crime and their own safety in their neighborhood.)

In order to determine whom to interview in your household, I need to know...

-12
Including yourself, how many persons 19 years of age or older currently live
in this household? (CIRCLE IN COL. A)
And, how many of these persons are men? (CIRCLE IN ROW B) 213
COLUMN A
Row B Number of Adults in Household
Number of
men in .
household ] 2 3 4 or more VERSION 4
0 Woman Oldest 0ldest Youngest
Woman Woman Woman
1 Man Woman . Youngest Man
Woman
2 ' Youngest Woman Youngest
Man Woman
3 Oldest Woman/Youngest
Man Woman
4 or more Youngest
[ Man
The intersection of Col A and Row B determines
the sex and age of the respondent to be interviewed.

For this survey, I would like to speak to the (verbal label indicated on grid)
currently 1iving at home, in your household. Is he/she at home?

Yes . . . . . 1 Continue with Q. 1 with selected respondent

No ... . ..2 Arrange call-back
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TIME START:

First, we are interested in your o
occur in your neighborhood; that i
house or apartment.

1. In your opinion, how often do
people's homes to steal somet
Would you say that it happens

pinions about how often various crimes
s, the few blocks right around your

es burglary--that is, breaking into
hing--happen in your neighborhood?

Never . . . . . . . ... .. 1
Sometimes . . . . . . . . .. 2
Quite often . . . . . .. .. 3
Very often . . . . .. ... 4
(DK/NAY © . o o o s o 9

2. What about robbery--that is, taking things ]ike money, purses, or
wallets from people on the street. Does this happen in your

neighborhood...

Never . . . . . . . . ... 1
Sometimes . . . . . .. ... 2
Quite often . . . . . . . .. 3
Very often . . . . .. ... 4
(DK/NAY o o o o o . 9

3. Besides robbery, what about people being assaulted or beaten up
on the street? Does this happen in your neighborhood. ..

Never . . . . . . . . . ... 1
Sometimes . . . . . .. . .. 2
Quite often . . . . . . ... 3
Very often . . . . .. ... 4
(DK/NAY . . . . . .. e v . 9

4. Thinking about all types of crime, would you describe the crime

rate in your neighborhood as.

Very high . . . . . ... .. 4
Higher than average . . . . . 3
About average . . . . ., . . .2
Lower than average . .., .1
(DK/NR) . . . . . . .. e 9
100

¢b 1

-14

-15

-16

When you are walking alone in your neighborh
cerned are you that someone will take somet
or by threat? Would you say that you are..

ood at night, how con-
hing from you by force

%

Not at all concerned |
Somewhat concerned e e e L2
Quite concerned . e e . 3
Very concerned , ., . | | 4
(DK/NA) o Lo oD 9

(NEVER GO OUT ALONE- e ]
ASK QUEX 5, "IF YOU DID GO OUT...")

Ch1

-19

-20

How concerned are you that someone will break into your house or
: —
apartment when no one ig at home? Are you

Not at all concerned 1
Somewhat concerned | e 0.2
Quite concerned . . . . K
Very concerned 4
(DK/NA) 9

=21

When you are walking atone in your neighborhood at night, how
concerned are you that someone will harm you? Are you...

Not at all concerned ., ., ., . ]
Somewhat concerned

..... 2
Quite concerned , . . . ., | | 3
Very concerned ., ., , . | | 4
(DK/NA) . . ., . . 9

When you go out alone at night in your nei

ghborhood, how often do
you try to avoid certain areas?

Never . . . . . .. ... .. 1
Sometimes . . . . ., ., . . 2
Quite often . . , , , . . | 3
Always . . . ., . .. " 4
(DK/NA) . o o L oD 9
How often do you try to avoid certain types of people when you go
out alone at night in your neighborhood? Do you do this...
Never . . . . . . ... .. . 1
Sometimes . . ., .,  , . ' 2
Quite often . . , ., , , . 3
AMways . . . ., . . . . ° 4
(DK/NA) . . .. . . ... " 9

-22

=23
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10.

When you go out alone at night in your neighborhood, how often do
you avoid carrying too much cash? Would you say you do this...

Never . . .

1.

How often qo you walk only on certain streets when you go out
alone at night in your neighborhood? Would you say you do this...

Never . . .

12.

And how often do you avoid talking to strangers when you go out

alone at night in your neighborhood? Do you do this...

Never . . .

13.

when you are walking alone in your neig
likely is it that someone will take som

hborhood at night, how
ething from you on the

street by force or threat? Do you thin

Not at all 1
Somewhat 1ik
Quite 1ikely
Very likely
(DK/NA) . .

k it is...

ikely . . . . .. 1
ely . « . .. .. 2

e e 3
.......... 4
......... 9

14.

Walking alone in your neighborhood at n

that someone will harm_you on the street? Would you say it is...

ight, how likely is it

Not at all likely . . . . . . 1
Somewhat likely . . . . . . . 2
Quite likely . . . . . . .. 3
Very Tikely . . . . . . . .. 4
(DK/NA) .« v v v v 9
102
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-26

-27

-28

-29

15

. In the next year, how 1ikely do you think it is that someone will
break into your ‘home when no one is home? Would you say it is...

Not at all likely . . . . . . 1
Somewhat likely . . . . . . . 2
Quite Tikely . . . . . . . . 3
Very 1ikely . . . . . . . . . 4

(DK/NA) « v v v v o v e 9

Now I am going to mention some of the things that people do to protect
themselves or their homes and I would 1ike you to tell me how often you

do each of these things.
16. When you are home alone at night, how often do you keep all of the
doors locked? Do you do this...
Never . . . . . .« o v v v 1
Sometimes . . . . . . . ... 2
Quite often . . . . . . . . .3
ATWays + . v v v v v e e e 4
(DK/NAY © « v o v v o o o . 9
17. How about the windows--when you are home alone at night, do you
keep all of the windows locked?...
Never . . . .+ « v v v v . 1
Sometimes . . . . . . . .. 2
Quite often . . . . . . . .. 3
Always . . . . v v v v v 4
(DK/NAY © . . v o o o . 9
18. When you are home alone at night, how often do you draw the
curtains or pull the shades on the windows? Do you do this...
Never . . . « . v v v v v v 1
Sometimes . . . . . . . . . 2
Quite often . . . . . . . .. 3
Always . o« v v v v v o o 4
(DK/NA) . . o o v oo e 9
19. When you are home alone at night, how often do you open the door

without knowing who is there?

Do you do this...

Never . . . . . . e e e 1
Sometimes . . . . . . . . .. 2
Quite often . . . . . . . .. 3
Always . . « v v « v v v . 4
(DK/NAY . . . v .« o o . .. 9

€D 1

-30

=31

-32

-33

-34



S m————

20.

Think of the last time you went out at night. Di
light on? Y ght. Did you leave a

No ... .1
Yes . . . . 2
(DK/NAY . . 9

21.

The last time your family went away for more than a day or so,

did you or did someone in your family ask a neighbor to watch
your home? )

No 1
Yes . . . . 2
(DK/NA) . . 9

22.

The last time no one was home, did your family close and lock all
of the windows?

No .. . .1
Yes . . . . 2
(DK/NA) . . 9

23.

Do {gu have "dead bolt" locks on the doors to your house or apart-
ment?

No . .. .1
Yes . . . . 2
(DK/NA) . . 9

24,

Do you have bars on any of the windows to your house or apartment?

No .. . .1
Yes . . . .2
(DK/NA) . . 9

25.

Do you have a "burglar bar" on any of your doors?

No
Yes . . . .
(DK/NA) . .

WO N

26.

In the last year, that is, since last July 4th, has your home been burg-

Lariﬁed? That is, has anyone broken in and stolen something from your
ome?

No (Go TO 29). 1
Yes . . . . . 2
(DK/NAY . . . 9

104
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-35

-36

-37

-38

-39

=40

-41

Ch 1
6 .
27. When did this happen? (DO NOT READ CATEGORIES)
June 1980 . « . + v v v 0 e 01
May 1980 . . . « « « & + « & 02
April 1980 . . . . . . . . . 03
March 1980 . . . . « « « « . 04
February 1980 . . . . . . . . 05
January 1980 . . . . . . . . 06
Decembei 1979 . . . . . + .« 07 -42
November 1979 . . . . . . . . 08
October 1979 . . . . . . .+ 09
September 1979 . . . . . . . 10
August 1979 . . . . . . .« .« N
“ July 1979 . . . . v v v o v 12
J (DK/NAY « v v v v e e e 99
28. Did this happen in your present home or someplace else?
Present home . . . « « « « & 1
Someplace else . . « « « « 2 -43
(DK/NA) « v v v v v e e e e 9
28A. How much do you blame yourself for what happened? Do you feel that
you are to blame...
Not at all v v v v v v v o 1
SOME + & o o o o » o o o v » 2
Aot . « v v ¢« v « o« R | -44
Almost entirely . . . . « « 4
(DK/NA) « v v v v o v e e e 9
29. In the past year, since last July 4th, has someone taken anything from
you by using force such as a stick-up, mugging, or threat?
No (GO TO 32) . 1
Yes « o v o s s 2 -45
(DK/NA)Y . . . . 3
30. When did this happen? (DO NOT READ CATEGORIES)
June 1980 . . . . . s oo v .. 01
May 1780 . o « v o o v o o s 02
April 1980 . . . . .+ « . . . 03
March 1980 . . . . . « « « 04
February 1980 . . . . . . . . 05
January 1980 . . . . . . . . 06
December 1979 . . . . . . . . 07 -46
November 1979 . . . . . « . . 08
October 1979 . . . . . . . . 09
September 1979 . . . . . . . 10
August 1979 . . . « .+ . . . . 11
July 1979 . v v v v o v v e 12
(DK/NA) « v v v v v o v v o s 99
105




7
31. Did this happen in your present neighborhood, another neighborhood
in (EVANSTON, CHICAGO), or in another city?
Presert neighborhood . . . . 1
Another neighborhood . . . . 2
Another city . . . . . . . . 3
(DK/NAY . . v v v v e e e 9
31A. How much do you blame yourself for what happened? Do you feel that
you are to blame...
Not at all . ... ... .. 1
Some . . . . . ... v e e . 2
Alot . . . . ..+ .. . 3
Almost entirely . . . . . . . 4
(DK/NAY & . . v v v v o o .. 9
32. Did anything else happen to you during the past year which you
though{ was a crime but that we haven't talked about yet?
No {GO TO 36) . 1
Yes . . . . .. 2
(DK/NA) . . . . 9
33. UWhat was that?
34. When did this happen? (DO NOT READ CATEGORIES)
June 1980 . . . . . . . .. . 01
May 1980 . . . . . . . . .. 02
April 1980 . . . . . . . .. 03
March 1980 . . . . . . . .. 04
February 1980 . . . . . . . . 05
January 1980 . . . . . . . . 06
December 1979 . . . . . . . . 07
November 1979 . . . . . . . . 08
October 1979 . . . . . . .. 09
September 1979 . . . . . . . 10
August 1979 . . . . . . . .. 11
July 1979 . . . . . . . . .. 12
(DK/NAY . .« v v v o o . 99
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-47

~48

-49

-50

CARD
1-80

1-3 SEQ ID
8
L
35. Where did this happen?
Present neighborhood . . . . . ... . . 1
Another neighborhood, same city . .. .2
Another city . . . . . . . . ... ... 3 -4
(DK/NA) v o v o o o o 9
36. How difficult is it for you to tell a stranger in your neighborhood
from someone who 1ives there? Do you find it...
Very difficult . . .. . .. 1
Quite difficult . . . . . . . 2 -5
Somewhat difficult . . . . . 3
Not at all difficult . .. . 4
(DK/NAY . . . . . . . .. .. S
37. How well do you know the people who Tive on your block? Do you...
Recognize their faces . . . . .. . .. 1
Talk to some of them . . . . .. . . .. 2
Talk to many of them . . . . ... . .. 3 -6
Know many of them on a first name basis. 4
Visit some of them socially . . . . .. 5
(DK/NAY . . o o o 9
38. If a stranger was trying to open a window or door to your home
when no one was home, how Tikely is it that one of your neighbors
would call the police? Would you say that it would be...
Not at all likely . . . . . . 1
Somewhat likely . . . . . . . 2
Quite likely . . .. . ... 3 -7
Very likely . . . . . . ... 4
(DK/NA) . . . . . . . . ... 9
39.

How friendly are the people who live in your neighborhood? Are
they...

Not at all friendly . . . . . 1
Somewhat friendly . . . . . . 2
Quite friendly . . . . . . . 3 -8
Very friendly . . . . . . . . 4
(DK/NA) .. v o o o oL 9
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40. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how
afraid are you that someone will take something from you by force
or threat? Are you...

Not at all afraid . . . . . . 1
Somewhat afraid . . . . . . . 2
Quite afraid . . . .. ... 3
Very afraid . . . . . . . . . 4
(DK/NAY & v v v v s oL 9
41. How afraid are you that someone will break into your home when
: no one is there? Are you...
Not at all afraid . . . . . . 1 J
Somewhat afraid . . . . . . .2
Quite afraid . . . . . . .. 3
Very afraid . . . . . . . .. 4
(DK/NAY . . . .. e e e e 9
42. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how afraid
are you that someone will harm you? Are you...
Not at all afraid . . . . . . 1
Somewhat afraid . . . . . . . 2
Quite afraid . . . . . . .. 3
Very afraid . . . . . . . .. 4
(DK/NAY . . . . . . o .. .. 9

43. How uneasy would you feel if a male stranger stopped you on the

street at night to ask for a cigarette? Would you feel...
" Not at all uneasy . . . . . . 1
Somewhat uneasy . . . . . . . 2
Quite uneasy . . . . . . .. 3
Very uneasy . . . . . « . . . 4
(DK/NA) . . v o v oL 9
44. How uneasy would you feel if a male stranger knocked on the window

of your car while you were driving alone at night? Would you feel...

Not at all uneasy . . . . . . ]
Somewhat uneasy . . . . . . . 2
Quite uneasy . . . . . . .. 3
Very uneasy . . . . . . . .. 4
(DK/NA) . . . v . v . oL 9
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-13
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45. How uneasy would you feel if you were walking alone at night and
heard footsteps behind you? Would you feel...
Not at all uneasy . . . . . . 1
Somewhat uneasy . . . . . . . 2
Quite uneasy . . . . . . . .3
Very uneasy . . . . . « . . . 4
(DK/NA) . . . . . .. e .9
46. How about if you were riding alone on a bus and noticed that a man
sitting near you was talking to himself and sounded very angry?
Would you feel...
Not at all uneasy . . . . . . 1
Somewhat uneasy . . . . . . . 2
Quite uneasy . . . . . . . . 3
Very uneasy . . . « .« « . . . 4
(DK/NAY v v v v v oo oL 9
47. And how uneasy would you feel if you were about to walk past a
group of four teenage boys who were just hanging around on a street
corner? Would you feel...
Not at all uneasy . . . . . . 1
Somewhat uneasy . . . . . . . 2
Quite uneasy . . . . . « . . 3
Very uneasy . . . . . . . . 4
(DK/NA) .« . v v v o o oL 9
48. How many children between the ages of 5 and 18 1ive with you in
your home?
{IF NONE, CODE "00" AND GO TO 52)
Code exact number . . . .
(DK/NAY .« . v . v v o o 99
49. How worried are you that your child will be deliberately harmed by

someone while he or she is outside without you in your neighborhood?
Are you...

Not at all worried . . ... . 1
Somewhat worried . . . . . . 2
Quite worried . . . . . . . . 3
Very worried . . . . . . .. 4
(DK/NA) « v v v v v v o 9
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50. How worried are you that someone will take something from your
child by force or threat while he or she is outside without you

in your neighborhood? Are you...
Not at all worried . . . . . 1
Somewhat worried . . . . . . 2
Quite worried . . . . . . . . 3
Very worried . . . . . . .. 4
(DK/NAY © . . . . . .. ... 9

51. How worried are you when your child is late getting home and

hasn't called you? Are you...
Not at all worried . . . . . 1
Somewhat worrijed . . . . . . 2
Quite worried . . . . . . . . 3
Very worried . . . . . . . . 4
(DK/NA) . v v v v v v v .. 9 -

Finally, for statistical purposes, we have a few more questions about
you and your neighborhood.

52. How many years have you lived in your present neighborhood?

Number of years . . . . . .
(DK/NA) » v . v o o o .. 99

53. Do you live in a single family house, a two-flat, a building with
less than 7 units, or a larger building with 7 or more units?

Single family (CODE "1" in #54; GO TO 55). . . 1

Two-flat & . &« & v vt e e e e e e e e e e e 2
Less than Zunits . . . . « . . . . 0 .. 3
7ormore units . . . . c v 0 0 i e v e e e 4
(DK/NA) . . . . oo e e v e e e e 9

54. What floor do you live on?

Code exact response
(basement or garden = 0) . . .
(DK/NAY & . . v o o o oL 99

110
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§5. Do you or does your family rent your home or do you own it?
Rent . . . . . . 000 1
Own . . . . . . 0000 2
(DK/NAY & . v v v o o s e 9
56. May I ask how old you were at your last birthday?
"20 ' 5
Age in years . . . . . .. ‘ 4
(DK/NAY . . . . . . .. .. 99
57. For statistical purposes, we would also Tike to know what racial
group you belong to. Are you Black, White, Asian, or something
else?
Black . . . . . . .. . ... 1
-21 White . . . . . « .. . . .. 2
Asian . . . . . . ... ... 3
Other 4
| (DK/NAY . . . . . ... 9
| 58.  (CODE RESPONDENT'S SEX) Male .1
Female . . 2
(DK/NAY . . 9
-22-23
59. Including yourself, how many peopie live in your house or apartment?
Total number of people .
(DK/NAY & . . v o v v o 99
f
60. What is your current marital status? (DON'T READ)
-24 Single . . . . . ... ... 1
Single/living with someone . 2
Married . . . . . . . . . .. 3
Separated . . . . . . . . .. 4
Divorced . . . . . ... .. 5
Widowed . . . . . . . . . .. 6
(DK/NA) . . . . v v v v v v 9
-25-26
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61. How would you describe you or your family's social class? Would you
say that you are...

Upper class . . . . « + + . . 1
Middle class . . . . . . . . 2
Working class . . . . . . . . 3
Lower class . . . . . . . . . 4
(DK/NA) . . . . . . . o ... 9

62. What was the approximate annual income from employment and from
all other sources for all members of your household, before taxes,
Tast year in 1979? Was it $15,000 or more, or less than that?

IF LESS

Was it less than $10,0007 No (Stop) . . 4
Yes

Was it less than $8,000? No (Stop) . . 3
Yes

Was it less than $5,000? No (Stop) . . 2
Yes

IF MORE

Was it more than $20,000? No (Stop) . . 5
Yes

Was it more than $25,0007 No (Stop) . . 6
Yes

Was it more than $30,000? No (Stop) . . 7
Yes . . . . . 8

(DK/NA)Y . v v e s s e e e e 9

63. Now I have one final question. For statistical purposes, we will be re-
interviewing people in a few weeks. Would you be willing to be inter-
viewed again in a few weeks?

No . .. ... 1
Yes . . . . . . 2
Maybe . . . . . 3
(NAY .+ . . .. 9

That concludes our interview; thank you very much for your time. Are there
any questions that I may answer for you?

Interviewer:

Time Stop:

112

Cb 2

-35

-36

-37

APPENDIX B

113




Measuring Fear of Crime Telephone Survey ’
! Test/Retest Instrument

Seq. ID 1-3
Sample Type
Telephone # 5-11

[rs

Time Start:

Hello, is the ?

. . First, I would like to know a few things about your neighborhood,
May I speak to ?

. , ‘ Not at all friendly , 1
this is calling from the Evaluation Institute Somewhat friendly , .2
’ ) i ghborhood Quite friendly | . . c e e . .03 -12
' i iewed you about crime in your neig ) i : Very friendly , 4
in Evanston. A few weeks ago we interviewe y | (DK%NA) | ? .

cqqs . . in.
and at that time you said that you would be willing to be interviewed agai

' - Most people rent .
{ ‘ Most people own .

. this time.) . 2. Do most of the People in your neighborhood rent their homes or do they
! Could we do that now? (It would only take about 5 minutes thi .

right around your house or apartment? (For example, various stores,
businesses, night clubs, or anything of this sort?) '

No . . ...,
Yes , , . ., .

1
2 -13
1

2 14

.
LY . . .

3. Is there a commercial area in your neighborhood; that is, the few blocks]

4. How afraid are you that s

omeone will break into your home when no one
. 0
1s there? Are you..,

Not at all afraid . ,
Somewhat afraid .
Quite afraid
Additional Explanation:

Very afraid . . o
Besides being about crime, this is also a study of how people answer (DK/NA) .

i ing back
different questions about the same topic. The reason we are calling

g

not a test! People just tend to answer some questions more consistently

Not at alil afraid ., 1
. ; i i are consistent, Somewhat afraid . . .2
than others and we are interested in knowing which questions Quite afraiq . . | C . -16
Very afraid . ., . | 4
9

(DK/NAY » . . ., ]

(NEVER GO OUT ALONE-- ! -17
ASK QUEX 5, "IF you DID GO OUT...™)
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6. When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how afraid

are you that someone will harm you?

Are you...

Not at all afraid . . . . .
Somewhat afraid . A
Quite afraid . . . . . ..
Very afraid . . . . .
(DK/NA) . . . . .

b N

Now I am going to mention some of the things that people do to protect them-
selves or their homes and I weculd like you to tell me how often you do each

of these things.

7. When you are home alone at night, how often do you keep all

locked? Do you do this...

Never . . + ¢« v « v ¢« « o
Sometimes . e e .
Quite often . . . . . . .
Always e v e
(DK/NAY » . .« . . .

of the doors

WL

8. How about the windows~-when you
of the windows locked?...

are home alone at night, do

Never . . « . + + + « « o
Sometimes . . . . . . .
Quite often . , R
Always + v ¢ v o v e 0w
(DK/NA) + « « v v o o

you keep all

WA NN

9. When you are home alone at night, how often do you draw the

pull the shades on the windows?

Do you do this...

Never . . « + ¢ « + « « + &
Sometimes . . . . . .

Quite often . . « . . . . .
Always . v v v v v v e e
(DK/NA) .« v v o v .

curtains or

(Yo IR N FX I S N

10. When you are home alone at night, how often do you open the

knowing who is there?

Do you do this...

NEeVeTr . + ¢« v ¢« o v o o 4«
Sometimes . . . . . ¢ . .
Quite often . . . . . . .
Always . . . v o 0 o
(DK/NAY . . . « « o . .

door without

O H W
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-18

-19

-20

-21

-22

is it that someone will t
ake
; or threat? -

Not at all likely .,

Somewhat likely ,

Quite likely

Very likely ,
1 (DK/NA)

i '

12. Walking alone in your neighborhood at ni

1 someone will harm you on the street? Bl yoow likely is it that

Would you say it is...

Not at all likely .
{ Somewhat likely ,
! Quite likely
Very likely . . . . ., . .
(DK/NA) v v o oL

.

Lt IF O X 3 Q'S

-24

13, In the next year, how likely do ybu think it is t

ANLo your home when no one is home? hat someone will break

Would you say it is...

Not at all likely .
Somewhat likely .
Quite likely

Very likely ,
(DK/NA) .

14. In your opinion, how often
homes to steal somet

does burglary--that is, breaking into people's
it happens...

hing--happen™in your neighborhood? Would you say that

[T

Never ., . .
Sometimes .
Quite often .

-25

Very often
(DK/NA) .

-26

15. What about robbery--that i i
Y--that is, tak j s
:aléets from people on the ;treei?g phings like money, purses
ood. .,

] or
Does this happen in your ﬁeighbor-

* Never ,
Sometimes ,
Quite often .
Very often
(DK/NA) .

-27
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16. Besides robbery, what about people being assaulted or

beaten up on the

Never . . . .
Sometimes ., ,
Quite often ,
Very often
(DK/NA) . .

Does this happen in your neighboThood...

17.

Excellent .
Good
Average .
Poor . .,
(DK/NA)

.

Overali, how would you rate the (Evanston, Chicago)
Would you say the police department is...

police department?

OHNDWA

18.

Would you feel...

Very safe .
Quite safe

Somewhat safe .
Not at all safe .

(DK/NA) . . .

How safe would you feel riding a bus or the "E1" during
your neighborhood?

WO PN

19.

Not at all concerned

Somewhat concerned

Quite concerned .

Very concerned
(DK/NA) .

When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how
are you that someone will take something from you by force or
Would you say that you are,..

concerned
by threat?

O KN

20.

Are you...

Not at all concerned

Somewhat concerned

Quite concerned .

Very concerned
(DK/NA) . .

.

How concerned are you that someone will break into your
ment when no one is at home?

house

Oor apart-

O D KN =

118

-28

-29

-30

-31

-32

21. When You are walking alone in your neighborhood at
are you that someone will harm you? Are you,..

Not at al] concerned
Somewhat concerned
Quite concerned ,
Very concerned .
(DK/NA) . . .

night, how concerned

22, How uneasy would you feel jif you were w
footsteps behind you? Would yoy feel. .

Not at all -uneasy ,
Somewhat uneasy |,
Quite uneasy

Very uneasy .
(DK/NA)

O PN

23. How uneasy would you feel if a
at night to ask for a cigarette? Would you feel

Not at al1l uneasy ,
Somewhat uneasy ,
Quite uneasy

Very uneasy .
(DK/NA) . .

male stranger stopped You on the street

Lo N7 N N QS

-34

24, How uneasy would you feel if a male stranger knock

Not at all uneasy ,
Somewhat uneasy ,
Quite uneasy

Very uneasy ,
(DK/NA) . .

. if ed on the wind
your car while you were driving alone at night? Would you feel.(.)w o

O LN

-36

25, Thinking about a1l types of crime,

would . . .
your nesghboshood o’ T ould you describe the crime rate in
Very high . , , , ., . . o1
Higher than average ., , , . 2
About average . , . . .3
Lower than average . . 4
(DK/NA) . . . . .. . N .9
119
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26. Now, I have one last question. In a few weeks we
a few people one last time. Would you be willing

will need to interview
to be interviewed one

more time?
No . .., . .. . . |
Yes ., ., ., . . . e e e . 2
Maybe . . . . . .o e v 0 3
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