
II 
,!J 
f.~ 
\~ National Criminal Justice Reference Service i~f 

,---------------------- -----------------------------------,1 nCJrs r' 
r~ 

This microfiche was produced from documents received for 
inclusion in the NCJRS data base. Since NCJRS cannot exercise 
control over the physical condition of the documents submitted, 
the inciividual frame quality will vary. The resolution chart on 
this frame may be used to evaluate the document quality. 

111111. 
0 

"I~ 

:~ "I"~ 11111 2.5 
:; lill~ 2.2 
1:.1 Ii£ 
w 
::t I~ ... ~ ....... 

""I~ 11111_1.4 111111.6 

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART 
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANOARDS-1963_A 

Microfilming procedures used to create this fiche comply with 
the standards set forth in 41 CFR 101-11. 504. 

Points of view or opinions stated in this document are 
those of the author(s) and do not represent the official 
position or policies of the U. S. Department of Justice. 

National Institute of Justice 
United States Department of Justice 
Washington, D. C. 20531 ... 

[, 
'1 

II 
ij 

1 
J 

I~ 

11 
1'1 

j :~ 
II ! I 
: I 
:1 
Ii 
! I 
: j 

IJ 
; !~ 
i !i 
IJ 
, 'f 

ii 
:l 
hi 
1 !/ 
!.« Ilf 
r,\l 
I~ 
I;si 
! 

t 

.. 
• • t 

MEA-SURING !.lEAR OF CRIME: 

PERCEPTUAL, AFFECTIVE, AND BEHAVIOR 

~MPONENTS 

Terry L. Baumer, Ph.D. 
ASSistant Professor of Public and 

Environmental Affairs 
.Indiana University at South Bend 

Dennis P. Rosenbaum, Ph.D. 

U.S. Department of Justice 
National Institute of Justice 

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the 
person or organization originating it. POints of view or opinions stated 
in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily 
represent the official position or pOlicies of the National Institute of 
Justice. 

Permission to reproduce this Gop\!tishted material has been 
granted by 

Public Domain/Office of Research & 
EValUation Methodology/NIJ/US Dept. 

o~ th~ ~~~~a9@rimlnal Justice Reference Service (NCJRS). 

FUrther reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis­
sion of the c~ owner. 

Final Report prepared under Grant Number 79-NI-AX-0124 from 
the ~ffice of Research and Evaluation Methodology, National 
Inst~tute of Justice, U.S. Department of Justice. Points of 
view or opinions expressed in this document are those of the 
authors and do not necessarily represent the official position 
or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice. 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.



f. . 
i· 

TABLE OF CONTENTS l. 
:1 
II 
I 
~ ACQUnSlilnCH\1~~ 

I NTRODUCT ION ••••.•••••••.••••.••••....•...•• ~ ••.• ~" •.••••••••••••. '..:' .. 
~ .......... 

Toward a Conceptual Framework ..•.•.......•.......•...•.... ...... 

Summary . .............•...•.................•.................... 

PROCEDURES .•••.••••.•.•••••..•••••.•...•.•.••.•....••.•..•.....•..•. 

Identification of the Variable Domain .•.. ....................... 

Data Reduction and Initial Scale Development .......... .. ~ ...... . 

The Development of Optimal Response Formats ......... ........... . 

Scale Refi~ement: Further Tests of Reliability 

and Validity ....•...............•............................. 

Development of a Conceptual Framework ..•......... ........... , ... 

RESULTS •••••.•...•.••••..•...••.•......•.•.•.•..••....•.••........•• 

Perceptions of Crime .•..•.•.••.•.•••..•••••.•...•••..•.......... 

Concern for Personal Safety .................................... . 

Behavioral Adapta tion . .................•.................... '.' .. 

Discriminant Validity of Derived Indices ....................... . 

Summary .....................................•................... 

REFERENCES ..•••••.••••.••••.••••...•.••.••..•••.•....•.•....•.....•. 

APPENDICES .•••.•.•.•.•.•••.••••••.••••.•..••••.•....••....•.•.•.... 

A. In terview Schedule for Telephone Survey ..........•..... ..... 

B. T2 and T3 Interview Schedule .•....•.•.•..................... 

1 

5 

14 

15 

15 

17 

19 

21 

27 

28 

28 

42 

59 

81 

85 

89 

94 

94 

113 

.. 
• 1 

! 
Ii 
II 

INTRODUCTION 

This is the fina? report of a methodological study designed to develop 

and val idate 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 development 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 le'vel 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 

1 



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. 

Operationa1ization, especially during the ear1~ 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 low variance and little relationship 

to other items. Scale cOfistruction and evaluation at this stage centered on 

indicators of internal consistency: unidimensiona1ity and alpha re1iabi1i­

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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• were 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 reliabil ity 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 characteristics. 

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 professionals 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 
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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
1
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 President1s Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration 

of Justice (see Biderman et a1., 1967; Reiss, 1967; Ennis, 1967) and have 

become a standard tool in the evaluation of crime prevention programs (cf. 

Kelling et alo, 1974; Fowler et alo, 1979; Schwartz et alo, 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 a1., 1977); (2) forward record checks (Schneider, 1977); 

and (3) estim~tes of test/retest reliability (Hinde1ang 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, II as 

popularly conceived, is a very broad con;truct which encompasses several 
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distinct components .. However, attempts to delineclte these components have 

not produced a convergence of opinion concerning their nature (cf., DuBowet 

al., 1978; Furster~berg, 1971). Correspondingly, with 11 few recent exceptions 

(Baumer, 1980; Normoyle, 1980; Skogan & Maxfield, 1980), researchers have 

demonstrated 1 ittle interest in the development of standardized multi-item 

indices with known re1iabi1ities and validities. For example, Furstenberg 

(1971) originally employed subjective risk of victimization as an indicator 

of an affective dimension of fear while, more recently, Fowler et al. (1979) 

hove used similar questions as indicators of a cognitive measure of envi)"on-• 

mental danger. Finally, the commonalities of usage that do exist are primarily 

due to the wi de avail abil i ty of severa 1 sets of data with a limi ted number of 

"fear of crime" items (e.g., the National Crime Survey and the National 

Opinion Research Center1s 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 indicates 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 tenn "fear of crime?" More speCifically, \'Ie ask if there are meaningful 

components of the general 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. 

. " commonly conceived, is not fear of crime Certainly, "fear of crlme, as 

at all. Technically speaking, "fear" refers to an immediate, acute, emotional 

and physiological response to a particular stimulus event. While theories of 

emotions tend to include the components of subjective awareness, autonomic/ 

visceral reactions, and expressive behaviors, these reactions are usually con­

ceptualized as following immediately from a specific stimulus event and measure­

ment is usually taken shortly thereafter (see Leventhal, 1974;'Plutchik, 1980). 

Obviously, the "fear of crime" literature focuses on more distant, and for 

many respondents, less tangible criminal events and environmental conditions. 

Given these considerations, the reactions most commonly referred to as "fear 

of crimeI' are more closely related to anxiety than fear. Thus, in constructing 

an "index of anxiety," Bidennan et al. (1967) would appear to be properly 

. 11 H vQr as we will see below, oriented semantically, if not operatlona y. owe ~ , 

the construct contains additional dimensions. 

Since the initidl studies in this area conducted for the Presidentls 

Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, researchers have 

regularly acknowledged the multidimensionality of "fear of crime ll and the 

need to refine this construct. These attempts at conceptual specification, 

while generally noncumulative, do identify several distinct components of the 

topic. 

A decade ago, Furstenberg (1971) demonstrated that the ranking of crime 

as a social issue was distinct from other, more direct measures of fear. 

Employing a subjective measure of personal risk as the alternative measure, 

he very convincingly demonstrated the discriminate validity of the two con-

str\&>,,: s. t Thl's analysis indicated "that the I ranking l measure was more 
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indicative of a general concern about crime as an abstract threat to the social 

order." As such, it was more closely related to personal values and political 

considerations than the typical conceptualizqtion of IIfear of crime ll should 

be. This was, indeed, a useful distinction which was later employed and sub­

stantiated by Conklin (1975) in his well known work. More recently, DuBow et 

al. (1978) have generalized the construct and,made the value basis of this 

component explicit. In doing so, they grouped several similar operational 

measures under a broad category of crime related values. While concern about 
"'i1Io. 

crime as a social problem is clearly part of the II crime problem" and may 

affect political action, the general consensus is that it is not intim~tely 

related to what is generally meant by "fear of crime." 

Another C'1mmon distinction hidden by the operational anarchy in the 

topic area is often made between perceptual or cognitive statements about the 

nature of the local crime problem, on the one hand, and feelings or emotions 

about the individual IS personal situation,' on the other hand. The fonner 

Pleasures genera fly refer to subjective estimates of the extent of crime in the 

respondentls immediate environment. Conklin labelled this perceptions of 

crime and argued that under certain conditions these perceptions could contri­

but,e 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 

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

DuBow et al. identified a category of IIjudgments about the factual distribution 

of cri~e" (1978:8), which includes both a general referent about the extent of 

crime and a subjective estimate of personal risk. While the former clearly 

refers to a cognitive or perceptual process, the latter is more evaluative in 

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 Sparks', 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 env,'ronment, v . 1 f d ' ar,ous Y re erre to as 'per-

ceptions about crime," "judgments about the factual 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 bf! 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 through which the social order is damaged 
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(cf., McIntyre, 1967). While perceptual and emotional reactions 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, 
'I 

1979; Baumer, 1980). 

Within the area of behavioral reactions to crime, several authors have 

attempted to delineate specific subtypes of action or construct multi-item 

scales. Furstenbe\~g (1972) distinguished between "avoidance" and "mobilization" 

measures--a distinction paralleled 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" 1 iterature. We have i denti fi ed above what wou1 d appear to be four 

conceptually distinct dimensions: (1) concern about crime as a social issue, 

(2) estimates of the nature and extent of (local) 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 conceptua 1 regular; ties emergi ng within the IIfear of crime" 1 itera­

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 £uggests 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 evaluat~on 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, IIperceptions of crime ll 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 ll 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 IIcrime ll as the attitude object. For 

the general population, the affective component as defined above would approx'l-

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 II [r]ather 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 consequent~ of an 

individual's attitude ll (1967:4}B-479). While none of these problems either' 

individually or together poses insurmountable obstacles to the integration of 

the IIfear of crime" literature 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 ll 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 expectat·ions .... The mechanism by which the interplay between 
the properties of the individual and those of the situation can be 
understood is the cognitive process of appraisal, a judgment about the 
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meaning or future sign'ificance 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 based upon the primary appraisal of threat and interpreta­

tions of appropri ate responses. Gi ven thi,s approach, it becomes cl ear 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 
situati on. 

The conceptual trends emerging from the "fear of crime" 1 iterature are 

easily assimilated into this perspective with a consequent clarification of 

the substantive nature of each component. First, "perceptions of crime" can 

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 

of the environment. Thus, excluded from this category wouJd 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 a$, 

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 discussio~ suggested that the "fear of crime" literature may 

be usefully viewed as illuminating the various components of a stress reac­

tion. From this persp~ctive, crime represents a potential environmental 

stressor. Its significance is evaluated in terms of the amount of threat, 

and personal reactions are viewed as strategies designed to cope \'lith, 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 t~e 

three. 
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SUMMARY 

In this section, we have presented a brief overview of the goals and 

procedures of the project, a synthes i s of previ ous "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 literature 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 practition'ers. Stress theory implies that the causal 

dynamics for the three components are different. No one condition determines 

all three. Thus, a given program may have a differential impact on the var­

ious components. In order to design an effective "fear prevention" program, 

the causal dynamics and interrelations between the three must be carefully 

delineated, lest the program be misdirected. 
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PRQCEDURES 

In this project we employed a comprehensive approach to the development 

of measures of "fear of crime. II Although much attention has been directed to 

the "fear of crime" issue, few authors have been concerned with the systematic 

development of measures which meet commonly defined standards of reliauility 

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 ma.jar 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 

items 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 polls, 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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schedul es developed by the Northwe.s.tern Uni.yers.i.ty Reactions to Crime Project 

CNIJ grant 78-NI-AX-QQ57l, as. well as, computerized search.es or1 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 items or simply 

minor variations on a common question. These items were then sorted and grouped 

according to content areas. In thi s way the domain of existing IIfear of crime" 

measures was identified. 

In order to identi fy the coverage of exi sting measures, to establ ish the 

appropriateness of the derived categories, and possibly, to develop new measures 

we also conducted focused interviews with an auailability 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 questions 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 itls like to live in the city,"·the 

salience and character of the phenomenon called fear of crime remains undistorted. 

These interviews 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 accom~ished 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 1 ittl e information on the 

existing measures. The second reyiew tnyolved a more subjecti,ve estimate of 

the principal investigators in ·terms of appltcability to the identified topic 

aY'eas, face val idity, and actual or estimated response rates and frequency dis­

tributions. Items which "failed" ;n one or more of these areas were deleted. 

Third, items with extensive pri.or usage were included regardless of the sub.jec­

tive evaluation of their utility. Finally, the members of the advisory board 

were asked to evaluate and comment on a pre)iminary reduced pool of items for 

possi,ble inclusion in the i.nitial data collection effort. This fi.nal process 

resulted in the addit'ion of two sets of items and the del etion or modification 

of several questions. 

Data Reduction and Initial Scale Development. After identifying the above 

subset of potential items, a pilot study was conducted in order to further reduce 

the numb.er 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 enrolled ;n social science classes i~ three major universities 

in the Chicago area. 

The preliminary instrument i.ncluded 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 prel iminary 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 pi.1ot s.tud,¥ analy,ses was to identify a smaller, more parsimonious 

set of i.tems th.at could b.e used at the ~e.xt stage of testing a? part of a revised 

instrument. 

Scale construction and refi.nement is a hi.ghly interactive enterprise, 

involving an iterative process of analysis, evaluation, revision, and reanalysis. 

Our initial goal was to develop unidimensional indicators of the components 

of fear with known reliabilities. Thus, our analysis plan fqcused on conducting 

tests of unidimensionality and internal consistency. 

Items tQought to be indicators of a common construct were initially analyzed 

together. The primary analytic tool at th.is stage was factor analysis. A single 

factor solution, using Kaiser's criterton' was taken as evidence of unidimensi.onal tty. 

Items producing communaliti.es of less than 0.3 were deleted and the remaining 

items reanalyzed. If at this stage a multHactor 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 

defining unidimensionality, the most prominent of which are Guttman scaling 

(Gorden, 1977) and most recently Rasch modelling (Andrich, 1978). Where the 

item characteristics suggested the potential applicability, these other approaches 

were employed. 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 

IThe 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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b.etween respondents, rather than variance due to item wording and other sources 

of error. The i.nternal cons.istency of each scale was assessed by computing the 

alpha coefficient (Cronbach, 19.51; Noytck & Lewis, 1967; Nunnally & Durham, 

1975),. which measures th.e average coyariation of all items in the scale simul­

taneously. Our analytic goal here was to optimize rel iability by balancing the 

desire for maximum tnternal conststency with. our desire for concise indices . 

The above analysis of the pilot data identified several potentially useful 

indices and further reduced the number of Hems. Five possible scales composed 

of 19 items were derived from these data. Details for the analysis and poten­

tial scales were presented in the i.nterim 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-rel ated 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 magni.tude estimati.on stud,y shoul d be 1 imited to an assess­

ment of two types of adverb. modi.fiers -- those whi ch modi fy express ions of 

intensity and those which modify e.xpressions Qf frequency. Th.e magnitude esti­

mation 1 iterature and the fear of crime 1 i.terature were re-e.xamined to identi fy 

specific adverb. modifiers for both. intensity and frequency adjectiyes. In the 

final analysis, 14 intensive adyerb.s were selected for inclusion i.n 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-administere~ questionnaire that contained 54 items (~xcluding 

demographic questions).-- 42 pertaining to expressions of intensity (14 modifiers 

x three questions) and 12 pertaining to expressions of frequency (six questions 

paired w~th six estimates of actual frequency, i.e., 6 + 6 = 12). The order of 

of presentation was varied "lor adjectives and adverb modifiers to control for 

possible order effects. Tllis 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 assi gning a val ue of 50 to "somewhat." The respondents 

were then asked'to assign numerical values to the remaining thirteen when 

compared to thi s standard. For the frequency moc' ifi ers 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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alternati.Yes. wh.i.ch met the characteri.sti.cs. describ.ed above. These response 

alternati.yes were then matched wi.th the scale items recommended by the initial 

analysis and the modified questi.ons included in the final inst~ument. As with 

the previous section, details of this study were presented in the interim 

report (Rosenb~um and Baumer, 1980). 

Scale Refinement: Further Tests of Rel iabil ity and Val idit,z. In order to 

complete !cale development, additional data were collected during June and July 

of 1980. This set of activities was directed toward three criti.cal areas: (1) 

the internal consistency of the preliminary scales when applied to the general 

urban population, (2) the temporal stab.i1i.ty of these measures, and (3) the 

validity of the derived measures. The prpcedures 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 limited 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 

limited to an area in the city of Chicago that we may loosely call Wicker Park 
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 prob.1em in the Evanston sample, but for the Wicker Park 
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area non- Engl i.sh. s peak.i.ng hous eho 1 d~ Cmostl,¥ Span i.sh} constituted a pproxi.ma tel y 

25 percent of the known el igible hous.ehol ds Ccompl eted i.nterYiew, breakoffs, 

refu::als, and non-English). Within each household th.e respondent was selected 

by means of Trodahl-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 estimatio~ study. 

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 (~6%) than Wicker Park (18.6%). Second, 

the proportion of total numbers with no English speaking respondent was considera~ly 
higher in Wicker Park (12.7%) than Evanston (0.7%). 

Third, the proportion of numbers which eventually produced a completed 

interview was higher in Evanston (~9.9%1 than i.n Wicker Park (23.3%). This 

final difference is predominantly due to th.e r.igher proportion of non-English 

households in this latter area. 

The final disposition of eligible ho;.;(:~?i1olds 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 lower 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%). If 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 

refl ect general current completion rates for telephone interviews. Al though 
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Table 1. Final Status of Telephone Numb.ers Di,aled in Chica 0 and EVanston 

Wicker 
Park Fi.nal D.isEoS ition 

Evanston (Chicago) Tota 1 
: 

Disconnects/Not in Service 140 C26~~ 1 123 (18.6%) 263 (21.9%) No Answer-three call s 9.3 07.2%), 130 (19.7%) 223 (18.6%) Business 
40 (} .4%). 51 (7.7%) 91 (7. 6~n No Engl ish speaking resident 4 (0.7%) 84 (12.7%) 88 (7.3%) Re fusa 1 
73 Cl3.5%) 94 (14.2%) 167 (13.9%) Breakoff/Uncompleted 3 CO. 6 ~~) 1 (0.2%) 4 (0.3%) ~1iscell aneous A 
25 (4.6%) 23 (3.5%) 48 (4.0%) Completed Interviews 161 (29.9%) 154 (23.3%) 315 (26.3~~) _. 

Total s 529 (IOO%) 660 (IOO%), 1199 (100%) 

Alncludes institutional numbers (hospitals), households with no eligible respondent 
(all under 19), and households where the usual residents were on vacation and someone was staying there or.calls were being forwarded. 

23 



Table 2. Fi,nal Disposition,of Eligible Househ,oldsA 

Wi cker 
Disposition Evanston Park Total 

Completed interview 161 C66.8%), 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-Engl ish 4 (,1.6%). 84 (25.2%) 88 (,15.3%) 

Total 241 000.%) 333 (100%) 574 (l00%) 

AIncludes all numbers identified as househ~lds. Although some non-English numbers 
could be businesses, or ineligible households, for purposes of this analysis all 
areiassumed to be potentially eligible households. 
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refusal rates are higher than th.ose reported b.,y Steeh (1981) they are considerably 

lower than those reported in an earlier survey on a similar type (~kogan, 1980). 

Since the purpose of this stage of the research was to establish the external 

val idity of the preliminary results, the analysi~ paralleled that performed on the 

pil ot data. The principal tools were factor analysis and a.l pha rel iabil ities. As 

discussed in the results sl:!ction of thi s report some preliminary scales were 

verified while others were modtfied. 

The second set of activities were directed toward establishing the temporal 

stabil ity of the derived measures as a further test of reliabil i ty. Temporal 

stability is typically assessed 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 reliability of the measure free of 

actua 1 chan ge . 

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 el igible for retesting. In order to control for one source of 

anticipated variation, it was decided to restrict this sample to one of the 

two geogra phic locations. Thi rty-four (34) of the Evanston respondents were 

then reinterviewed two additional times at approximately two week interval s. 

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

the original interview (Appendix B). 
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Th.e th.ird s.et of activities focused on determining th.e val idity of the 

derived measures. Th.ese prqcedures focused fi.rst on q.uestions of cQnstruct 

validity and then turned to dis,criroinant validity. 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 crime. II This 1 atter source of hypotheses is often referred to as 

known groups validation (Crano and arewer, 1973). Discriminant validity in the 

present case was defined by both a factor analytic approach and th.e identification 

of a unique IIprofile ll of correlates, th.at 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 cri.me are reflected in similar 

variation in levels of IIfear" and related constructs. Hence, the principal data 

coliection effort was targeted on two geographic areas with variable rates of 

violent crime. 

Second, both theoretical and empirical evidence suggested that certain types 

of crime victims should report higher levels of IIfear.1I In order to test this 

expectation sampl es of recent rob.b.ery/assault and burglary victims were al so 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 b.e interviewed, 22 could not be contacted, 

one failed to complete the interview and 25 were dropped for a variety of reasons 

(e.g., denied that they had been victimized; IIdidn't want anything to do with 

the police ll
). All comparisons of these victims with the general sample were 

restricted to Evanston residents. 
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Deyelopment of a Conceptua 1 Framew.ork. Th.roughout the project we were 

concerned with. conceptual development of th.e area. In this sense, each of the 

activities described above contributed tn 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 potentia1--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 se·rve 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, str,angers 

"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 tenns of whether or not it was a "big problem"(e.g., Fowler et a1., 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 stimuli. 
'I 

} 

Factor analysis of the pilot data indicated that these 11 items were, 

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. T~ink about robbery in your neighborhood; that is, taking things 
ll~e money, purses, or wallets from people on the street. Does 
thlS happen very often, pretty often, not too often or almost 
never? ' 

2. Besides rob~ery, how ~bout people being assaulted or beaten up on 
the street ln your nelghborhood? Does this happen very often, 
pretty often, not too often, or almost never? 

3. In.ge~eral, ryow woul? yo~ describe your neighborhood in terms of 
crlme, .that ls,.conslderlng all types of crime? Would you describe 
the crlme rate ln 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 earlier. We first repeat the initial analysis 

to establish the basic reliability and unidimensiona1ity of the index. Next, 

we present refined test/retest reliability coefficients as suggested by Heise 

(1969). Finally, the theoretical nature of the index is 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 in 

question wording was made. The response categories were modified in order to 

approximate a ratio scale response format. The new responses were: never, 

sometimes, quite often, and very often. This modification was designed to 

improve both the individual items and composite scale characteristics. 

Tables 3 and 4 reprodu.ce the essential features of the analysis reported 

above. The factor analys'is reported in Table 3 demonstrates the unidimen­

sionality of these three items. All three items have reasonably similar 

loadings and the single factor accmmted 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 obtcdned in the pilot study (.863). Table 4 

shows that all three items demonstr~te moderately high item-total correla­

tions and the deletion of anyone 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 IIPerceptions of Crime ll Items (N = 301)A 

Item 

Frequency of Robbery 

Frequency of Assault 

Overall Crime Rate 

Factor 
LoadingB 

.752 

.785 

.728 

AUrban neighborhood samples only. 

BThis single factor accounted for 71.3 percent of the variance in 
the items. 

Table 4 

Item-Total Correlations and Subscale Reliabilit.v Coefficients For 

IIPerceptions of Crime ll Items (N =: 299)A 

Item 

Frequency of Robbery 

Frequency of Assault 

Overall Crime Rate 

Item-Total 
Correlation 

.643 

.661 

.636 

AUrban neighborhood samples only. 
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Alpha Reliability 
If Items Deleted 

.731 

.713 

.741 
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collected at two additional points and the three item index, described above, 

constructed for each session. The simple test/retest correlations for these 

scales are presented in Table 5. All three coefficients are above 0.7. 

However, the T2-T3 coefficient is somewhat higher than the Tl -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) 

T2 T3 

.72 (.85)A .73 ( .85) 

.84 (1. 0) 

AStability coefficients in pa renthes is. 
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is most appropriately considered as an indicator of the criminal environment 

of an area. This latter construct is defined lias consisting of the myths, 

legends, ideas, and views ab.out 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 ~assing, we might observe that the close identification of the general 

crime rate with robbery and assault indicates that when people speak of the 

Ifcrime 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 variations in crime rates. 

in this study by the two sampling areas: 
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This variation can be approximated 

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 significant 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 1 i ttl e or no impact of these two characteri sti cs. Thi rd, 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, whi1e recent burglary victims will not score higher than nonvictims 

on this per'ception 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<.Ol) 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 
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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 coritrol 'for ecological artifacts, only the 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 demographic variations 

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 g presents the impact of perceptions of crime 

on these variables. As can be seen, both are significantly affected by per­

ceptions of crime. This latter variable tends to be evaluated as a threat 

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

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

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

Sex and Age on Perceptions of Crime 

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

Sum of Degrees of Mean F-
Source Squa'res Freedom Squares Ratio Robbery/Assaul t 

Between groups 3.77 1 3.77 14.86* 
Sex 

Between groups 0.04 1 0.04 0.08* Within groups 46.98 185 .25 

Within groups 152.66 309 ~ 0.49 Total 50.75 186 

Total 152.70 310 Burglary 

Between groups .05 1 0.05 0.26 

MeA Within groups 42.00 198 0.21 

Between groups 4.03 5 0.81 1.6* Total 42.05 199 

With; n groups 153.08 303 0.50 

Total 157. 11 308 Means 

Group Standard 
Mean Deviation N 

Means 
Robbery/Assault 

Standard 
Group Mean Deviation N Nonvictims 1.57 .45 152 

Victims 1.93 .68 35 
~ 

Male 1.86 .66 155 Total 1.64 .52 187 

Female 1.89 .74 156 Burglary 

Total 1.87 .70 311 Nonvictims 1.57 .45 152 

Age Victims 1. 61 .48 48 

16-24 1.87 .64 47 Total 
25-34 2.00 .77 92 

1.58 .46 200 

35-44 1.69 .68 55 

45-54 1.84 .69 41 *p -'.01 

55-64 1.98 . .71 43 
65-85 1.82 .68 31 39 

Total 1.88 .71 309 

*£~ .05 
AAge was categorized: 16-24. 25-34. 35-44. 4~-~4. ~~_~4 ~S;_A~ 3R -------- -- -
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Table 9 

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

Crime on Worry About Children's Safety 

Source 

Worry About Robbery 

Between groups 

Within groups 

. Tota 1 

Worry About Assault 

Between groups 

Within groups 

Total 

Sum of Degrees of 
Squares Freedom 

20.73 

115.40 

136.13 

22.84 

121. 90 

144.75 

40 

2 

102 

104 

2 

104 

106 

Mean F-
Squares Ratio 

10.37 

1.13 

11.42 

1.17 

9.16 * 

9.74 * 

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 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 test/retest correlations were allover 0.7 for this scale and the corrected 

reliability coefficient was 0.84. All 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 infonnation. 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 signifi~s 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 thei r relevance to the i ndi vi dua 1, a nd the s i tUCl ti on is eva 1 ua ted in tenns 

of the personal resources of the individual as compared to the nature of the 

perceived threat. While perceptions of crime are primarily detennined by in­

fonnational, 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 items 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 "likelihood" and 

"chances II 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

lus 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 reliability of .955 was obtained. The 

similarity of the factor loadings provided no clear-cut direction for 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 "likely" items were selected as being the most 

central of the evaluative items. Taken together, these four questions fonned 

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

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

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

various alternatives, a three-item index of concern for personal safety was 

retained for further analysis. This scale demonstrated an alpha reliability 

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 

burglarized. 
Replication, refinement, and further investigation of preliminary index. 

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 

"afraid," three "likely," and one "concern") 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 "likely" items, to the "robbery/ 

assaul til j ndex. 

The initial analysis of these items proceeded essentially as before, 

with all nine analyzed together and separate analyses to 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 loadings. 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 Analys is of Nine "Concern for Per.sonal Safety" Items: 

General Population (N = 300) 

Factor Loading 

Item Factor I Factor I I 

A. Orthogonal Solution 

Concern about robbery -6'5' "7" '.420-
Concern about burglary . 
Concern about assault .351, .599 
Li ke 1 i hood of robbery .696.418 
Likelihood of assault .362 .640 
Likelihood of burglary ~i~~ .7

638 

Afraid of robbery ,- "-,--6~ 
Afraid of burglary ,.859 \ .. 282_ 
Afraid of assaul t :.427 I .. A80 
____________ -",~Q~. 266 

------------------------------------------------------
B. Obligue SolutionA 

Concern about robbery 
Concern about burglary 
Concern about assault 
Likelihood of robbery 
Likelihood of assault 
Likelihood of burglary 
Afraid of robbery 
Afraid of burglary 
Afraid of assault 

.621 
: 165' 
~11i 
.160 ' 
.245 
.168 

~. 932' 
.311 

. ~~49, 

,.217 
.....576 
.197 
.622 
.588 
.880 

-.044 
1.3961 
-.066 

AFactor pattern matrix. The correlation coefficient between 
these two factors was .65. 
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the sUbstantive definition of each factor in tenns 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 (likelihood 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 solution 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 

Concern about robbery 

Concern about burglary 

Concern about assault 

Afraid of being robbed 

Afraid of being burglarized 

Afraid of being assaulted 

Factor LoadingsA 

.799 

.605 

.823 

.844 

.626 

.844 

AThis factor accounted for 64.3 percent of the variance in the 
six 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 IIconcern" 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 

relatively consistent. Although additional analysis not presented here indi­

cated that the deletion of anyone 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 coeff'ic;ent 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 IIconcern for personal safety." 

We next turn to the question of validity. As originally conceived in 

the introduction to this report, this construct represented a particular 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 

Item 

Concern about, robbery '\ 
I 

Concern about assaul t' 

Afraid of robbery 

Afraid of assault 

(N = 310) 

Table 13 

Test-Retest Correlations and Stab,'l,'ty 

for Personal Safety" Scale 

Item-Tota 1 
Correlation 

.748 

.790 

.790 

.787 

Coeffi c i en ts 

for "Concern for Personal Safetyll ,Scale (N = 34) 

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

.917 (.966) 

AStability 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 

char'acteristics. 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 recommended 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. First, 1t 

should be related to environmental differences. This may be measured objec, 

tive1y by place of residenc,e and subjectively by the perceptions o,f crime 

scale. Due to the higher rate of violent crime, it may be hypothesized that 

residents 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 behavi(lr 

50 

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 cr'ime conditions are important antecedents of concern for personal 

safety. 

The second set of expectati ons concerned pri or vi ctim'j zati.on. 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 elder'ly 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 appt'opriate 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 
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Table 15 

One-Way Analysis of Variance for Effect of Prior 

Victimization on IIFeelings of Safetyll Scale 
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Table 16 

One-Way Analysis of Variance for Effect of Sex and Age on the 

Concern for Personal Safety Scale 

A. 

B. 

Sex 

Source 

Sex 
Between groups 
Within groups 

Total 

Age 
Between groups 
Withi n groups 

Total 

Group 

Male 
Female 

Total 

Age 

16-24 
25-34 
35-44 
45-54 
55-64 
65-85 

Total 

*p < .01 

Sum of 
Sgua res 

32.95 
229.48 
262.43 

19.03 
239.15 
258.17 

Means 

Mean 

1.87 
2.52 
2.20 

2.03 
2.15 
2.00 
2.16 
2.28 
2.90 
2.20 

54 

Degrees of 
Freedom 

1 
311 
312 

5 
304 
309 

Standard 
Deviation 

.82 

.90 

.92 

.80 

.89 

.84 

.95 

.95 

.92 

.91 

~1ean F-
Squares Ratio 

32.95 
0.74 

3.81 
0.79 

N 

156 
157 
313 

47 
93 
55 
41 
43 
31 

310 

44.65* 

5.84* 

T 

, 
" I, 
" 
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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 si~nificant1y 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 

left their homes. With th'js 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 final 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 ~omeone 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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Tab'le 17 

Bivariate Correlations of Selected Behavioral Responses With 

Concern for Personal Safety Scale 

Behavioral Adaptation 

1. When you go out alone at night in your neighborhood, 
how often do you try to avoid certain areas? 

2. How often do you try to avoid ce'rtain types of people 
when you go out alone at night in your neighborhood? 

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

4. How often do you walk only on certain streets when 
you go out alone at night? 

5. And how often do you avoid talking to strangers when 
you go out alone at night? 

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

7. How about the windows--when you are home alone at 
night do you keep all of the windows locked? 

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

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

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

11. The last time your family went away for more than a day 
or so, did you or did someone in your family ask a neigh­
bor to watch your home? 

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

13. Do you have "dead bolt" locks on the doors to your house 
or apartment? 

Fear of Crime 
Scale 

.552* 

.493* 

.252* 

.444* 

.352* 

.239* 

.281* 

.184* 

-.238* 

.049 

.052 

.179* 

-.041 

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 

*p ~.Ol 
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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? 
Are you not at all afraid, somewhat afraid, quite afraid, or very afraid? 

These items combined to produce a scale with very desirable characteris-

"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 

correlations indicated these were all above .86. The three stability coef­

ficients were above .90 and the refined reliability was .95. 

In terms of validity, the scale met both theoretically and operationally 

derived expectations. Theoretically, this dimension was viewed as a particu­

lar emotional response to a subjectively defined threatening situation. As 

such, it involved an evaluation of the immediate criminal environment in terms 

of personal danger. In practical terms, this scale should be related to the 

perceptions of crime index and similarly affected by objective environmental 

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

characteristics should be intimately related to these affective responses, 

while the perceptions of crime scale was not. Both of these theoretically 

derived expectations were confirmed. 

If affective responses are viewed as action tendencies, then we would 

also expect appropriate behavioral reactions to be a consequence of concern 

for personal safety. Operationally, the affective dimension focused on vio­

lent personal crime. Thus, the behavioral adaptations directed at personal 

protection should be related to t'tie scale, while those directed at the protec­

tion of per'sonal property should not be related to this dimension. With one 

exception, the data also supported these expectations. 

In terms of their derived correlates, the final scale of concern for 

personal safety was distinct from the perceptions of crime scale. While 
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personal characteristics were intimately related to the former, they demon­

strated no impact on the latter. The principal difference between the two 

scales is the evaluative nature of the affective dimension. This evaluation 

is 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 saf~ty. 
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B.ehavioral Adaptaions 

This section is concerned with crime-related behavioral adaptations -­

those actions which. people take to protect .themselves or thei.r property from 

harm. Like the affective reactions discussed in the previ.ous section, these 

behaviors are reactions to th.reatening situations designed to reduce that 

threat. However, unlike the affective component people may employ a wide 

variety of behavioral strategies to cope with the threat of crime. These actions 

mayor 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, even 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 considerably more prob­

lematic than for attitudinal data. Attitude theory suggests that statements 

about the attitude object will eithBr cluster together or vJry 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 Ci .e., engaging in A makes B unnecessary or 

redundant). 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. Our 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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Th.es.e i.tems. were divide:d among fi.ve areas: personal protective b.ehaviors 

employed when out alone (2)" security measure~ taken when at h.ome (51, objects 

designed to protect against the loss of property (6)~ general home security 

policies (9), and sp1acific home protection strategies employed the last time 

the respondent went out (~). 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 Lavraka~ 

(1979) and even 1'Ised as item sources for th.is research. 

Each of the five sets of variables was initially analyzed separately and 

potential scales identified. Then, i.n order to establish the unique identity 

of the various components, the selected subset of items was analyzed jointly. 

This first stage of ana~ysis reduced the set of "personal protective" behavior 

to five items. These items asked how often they (the respondents): (l) avoid 

certain areas, (2) avoid certain types of people, (3) avoid carrying too much 

cash, (4) wal k only on certain streets, and (5) avoid tal king to strangers in 

their neighborhood. These five items were unidimensional and combined to form 

an additive scale with an a1pha 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 ~hen 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) identHying visitors before opening the door. 

Although a three item scale (~ith item four deleted) produced a moderately 

reliab.le index (~= .674), all four CoL= .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 remaini.ng three areas produced only marginally acceptable scales. 

Three of the "security object" Hems -- (1). dead b.olt locks~ (2) bars on the 

windows, (.3) "burglar bar" on door -- forme.d a scale with an alpha reli.ability 

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 s'cale 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 measure~ employed 

the last time they went out. Although they were only moderately related, three 

items were retained for further analysis: 0) leaving a light on, (.2) asking a 

neighbor to watch their home, and ()) 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 rel iabil ities. Items from the remaining three areas formed 

only marginally acceptable scales. 

Replicdtion, 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 investigated. 

We first will report the results of the five items which asked the residents 
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about activities related to the avoidance of street crime. Of the twelve items 

originally included in ths 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 nei.ghborhood, 

limiting 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 
I 
I 

,I 

to be unidimensional. Two of the items, "restriction of cash" and "avoidance 

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 ths constructed 

indices. When all five items are included, the additive scale produced an a1pha 

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 i.nterpretation that although they do represent a protective stratt~gy, the 

nature of the general response 1.s one of ~voidance 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). In terms of the present 
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TABLE 18. FACTOR ANALYSIS OF FIVE AVOIDANCE 

OF STREET CRIME ITEMS CN=295) 

ITEM 

When you go out at night in your nei.ghborhood, 

how often do you try to avoid certain .areas? 

How often do you try to avoid certain types 

of people when you go out alone in your neighbor­

hood? 

When you go out alone in your neighborhood, 

how often do you avoid carrying too much cash? 

How often do you \>Jal k only on certain streets 

when you go out alone at night in your neighborhood? 

How often do you avoid talking to strangers when 

you go out alone at night in your neighborhood? 

FACTOR LOADINGA 

.781 

.718 

.506 

.715 

.544 

A This Single factor accounted for 54.3 percent of the variance in 

these five items. 

63 



J 

J 

TAB.LE 19. ITEM TOTAL CORRELATIONS FOR AVOIDANCE OF 

STREET CRIME INDEX (~=296) 

ITEM 

Avoid certain areas 

Avoid certain types of people 

Wal k only on certain streets 
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ITEM-TOTAL 
CORRELATIONS 

.700 

. 645 

. 602 

• 
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study, people tend not to adjus,t what they dc;>, but rather, how they do it. 

As, noted earl i,er, the yal i.dity of th.is index of avoidance b.ehavior will b.e 

addressed later in this section. 

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

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

in the piJot 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 lnyasions 

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 (TA,BLE 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 correl ates. 

Test-retest correlations, stability coefficients and refined reliabilities, 

were next cal cul ated for the ab.ove 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? .655 

How about the windows -- when you are home alone 
at night, do you keep all of the windows locked 
never, sometimes, quite often, always? .499 

When you are home a10ne at night, how often do 
you draw the curtains or pull the shades? .396 

When you are home alone at night, how often 
do you open the door without knowing who is 
there? .585 

A This single factor accounted for 46.4 percent of the variance in the 
items. 
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TABl.E 21. 

ITEM 

Keep doors locked 

Keep windows locked 

ITEM- TOTAL CORRELATIONS FO.R PBOTECTION 

AGAINST HOME INVASION INDEX 

ITEM- TOTAL 
CORRELATION 

.431 

.391 

Draw curtains or pull shades 
.326 

Don't open door without 

knowing who is there 
.386 

--::t-
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TABLE 22 . TEST-RETEST CORRELATIONS AND 

STABILITY COEFFICIENT~ FOR PROTECTION AGAINST HOME 

INVASION INDEX (N=34) 

A Stability coefficients in parentheses. 
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.728 (.942) 

.778 (.942) 

1 

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

of security hardware. Th.e former i.ncluded leaving a light on, asking the neigh­

bors to watch the premises and locking all of the windows; the latter concerned 

dead bolt locks, bars on the w.indows and a b.urglar bar on the door. These items 

were included in this phase of data collection on the hypotheSi.s that the failure 

to identify an acceptable scale was an artifact of the pilot study sample. 

Unfortunately, this was not the case. Nei"ther set of items was closely related 

enough to produce an internally consistent index~ nor did the frequency distri­

b.ution 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. 

Val idation 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. bel iefs about the environment (the perceptions of crime scale), 

affective reactions to a perceived threat (the concern for personal safety scale), 

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 1 inked 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 designed to prevent 
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access to one's h.orne (i .. e., locking doors" locking wi.ndows, drawi.ng curtains, 

and opening th~ door only to acquatntancesl. 

Both the perceptions of crime and concern fo~ersonal safety scales 

are explicitly linked to street crime. Thu~, to the extent that the behavioral 

adaptations being measured herein are responses to different sttmul i Ci .e., 

street crime vs. 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 st:ales tha.n to the protection against 

home invasion 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 b~ing more. 1 ike!ly to engage in avoidance of 

street crime activities and the latter being m.ore 1 ikely to secure their home 

from another intrusion. These hypotheses are tested below. 

The impact of the perceptions of crime scale on the two b.ehavior indices 

is compared in TABLE 23. This tab.le demonstrates that avoidance of street 

crime is significantly affected hy 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 

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

appl icabil ity of the stress model as an organizing framework but it do~s S\.l09f.:st 

that protection from home invasion measures are either responsive to a different 

set of envi ronmental stimul i or are more habitua 1 and therefore preclom~nant?J .. ' 
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 shouid 

b.e rel ated to this affecti ve response but its operational focus on street crime 

70 

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 

f'jnding 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 bel iefs 

about the magnitude of the local crime problem. This indicates that they may 

be adaptive behaviors but the modi fi cati ons are di rected to a somewhat di'fferent 

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 likely than men to engage in both avoidance and home security activities. 

AHhough women perceive no more crime than men, they are more concerned with their 

OIr'ln safety and are more likely to follow through with protective action. 

Neither scale was affected much by age when that variable was categorized 

a~> in the preceding analyses (see Tables 5 and 14). However, there was some 

tE~ndency for those 65 or older to score higher on the protection against home 

invasion scale and for those 55 or older to scor'e higher on the avoi.dance of 

street crime scale. This effect is relatively standard in both the "fear of . . 
crime" 1 iterature (see Baumer, 1978) and for behavioral responses (Baumer, 1980). 

When age was dichotomized to maximize the above noted variations, TABLE 25 shows 
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TABLE 23. ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR 

EFFECT OF PERCEPTIONS OF CRIME ON AVOIDANCE OF 

STREET CRIME AND PROTECTION AGAINST HOME INVASION 

VARIABLE! 
SOURCE 

SUM OF 
SQUARES 

DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 

MEAN 
SQUARE 

A. Avoidance of Street 
Crime: 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 
B. Protection Against 
Home Invas ion: 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

GROUP 

Perceptions of Crime: 

Low (1-1. 5) 
Medium (1.51-2.5) 
High (2.51-4) 

Total 

Low 0-1.5) 
r~edi um (1.51-2.5) 
High (2.51-4) 

Total 

* p < .01 

36.2 
294.7 
330.9 

2.44 
138.8 
141.2 

MEAN 
FOR: 

'\ 
I 

,I 

MEANS --

2 

310 
312 

2 
310 
312 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

Avoidance of Street Crime 

2.00 
2.43 
3.03 

2.38 

.94 
1.02 

.90 
1.03 

Protection Against Home Invasion 
3.25, .63 
3.16 .70 
3.42 
3.24 

72 

.64 

.67 

18.12 
.95 

1.22 
.45 

F-RATIO 

19.1* 

2.7 

N 

106 . 
157 

50 
313 

106 
157 
50 

313 

.1 

I 
I 

I 
~I 
~ 
:\ 
! 
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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 
FREEDOM 

MEAN 
SQUARE SOURCE SQUARES 

A. Avoidance of Street 
~: 

Between groups 
Within groups 

Total 
B. Protection Against 
Home Invasion: 

Between groups 
Within groups 

Total 

GROUP 

117.4 
216.2 
333.6 

18.3 
125.9 
144.2 

MEAN 
FOR: 

Concern for Personal Sa fetX: 
Low (1-1.3) 1.49 
Low Medium (1.4-2.1) 2.19 
High Medium (2.2-3.1) 2.81 
High (3.2-4) 3.28 

Total 2.39 

Low 0-1. 3) 2.81 
Low Medium (1.4-2.1) 2.23 
High Medium (2.2-3.1) 3.37 
High (3.2-4) 3.54 

Total 3.23 

* P < .01 

MEANS 

3 

311 
314 

3 

311 
314 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

Avoidance of Street Crime 
.65 
.91 
.92 
.75 

1.03 

39.14 
.70 

6.11 
.40 

Protection Against Home Invasion 
.74 
.68 
.54 
.52 

.68 
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56.3* 

15.1* 

N 

67 
115 

76 
57 

315 

67 
115 

76 
57 

315 



TABLE 25. ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR THE 

EFFECT OF SEX ON AVOIDANCE OF STREET CRIME AND 

PROTECTION AGAINST HOME INVASION 

VARIABLE/ 
SOURCE 

A. Avoidance of 
Street Crime: 

Between Groups 
With in Groups 

Total 
B. Protection Against 
Home In vas i on: 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

GROUPS 

r·1a 1 e 
Fe rna 1 e 

Total 

Male 
Femal e 

Total 

* P < .01 

sur~ OF 
SQUARES 

29.0 
304.6 
333.6 

14.9 
128.8 
143.7 

MEAN 
FOR: 

2.08 
2.69 
2.39 

3.01 
3.45 
3.23 

MEANS 

DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 

1 

311 

312 

1 

311 

312 

MEAN 
SQUARE 

29.0 
.98 

14.9 

.4 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

Avoidance of Street Crime 
.98 

1.00 
1.03 

Protection Against Home Invasion 
.76 
.51 
.68 

74 

F-RATIO 

29.6* 

35.9* 

N 

156 

157 
313 

156 
157 
313 

;1 

that respondents over 55 years old do score significantly higher in the 

avoidance of street crime sca'le. However, no significant differences were 
. 

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

avoidance behavior but not to personal security. 

We next investigated the impact of prior victimization on current beha­

vioral adaptations. It was hypothesized that robbery/assault victims might 

score higher than nonvictims on the avoidance of street crime scale but 

should score no higher on the protection against home invasion index. The 

results presented in TABLE 27 do not support these expectatio~s. Robbery/ 

assault victims cannot be distinguished from nonvictims for either scale. Thus, 

although the robbery/assault victim studied here both perceive more crime in 

their neighborhood and are more concerned for their own safety, they do not 

translate these phenomena into the two types of behavioral adaptation being 

invest i ga ted. 

Finally, it was hypothesized that, because of prior invasion of their home, 

victims might score higher on the protection against home invasion scale but 

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 

the behavioral measures. Thus, neither robbery/assault nor burglary appears to 

be translated into increased levels of protective behaviors of the sort being 

investigated here. 

Summary of Behavioral Analysi s. In this section we have investtgated the 

potential viabil ity of four indices of behavioral response to crime. The fi f­

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 

results in the pilot study but were included in the final data collection 

effort on the possibil ity 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 

PROTECTION AGAINST HOME INVASION 

VARIABLE/ SUM OF DEGREES OF MEAN 

SOURCE SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE F-RATIO 

r A. Avoi dance 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 Invas ion: 

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 Invasi on 

16 - 54 3.19 .68 236 

55 - 85 3.34 .67 74 

Total 3.23 .18 310 

* P < .01 
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TABLE 27. ONE-WAY ANALYSIS OF VARIANCE FOR EFFECT OF 

.- ROBBERY/ASSAULT ON AVOIDANCE OF STREET CRIME AND 

PROTECTION AGAINST HOME INVASION 

VARIABLE/ SUM OF DEGREES OF MEAN 
SOURCE/ SQUARES FREEDOM SQUARE 

A. Avo i dance 0 f 
Street Crime: 

.~ Between Groups 0.6 1 0.6 

I Withi n Groups 201.2 186 1.1 
Total 201.8 187 

B. Protection A9ainst 
Home Invasion: 

Between Groups 0.0 . 1 0.0 
Within Groups 91.2 186 0.5 

Total 91.2 187 

MEANS --

MEAN STANDARD . 
GROUP FOR: DEVIATION 

Avoidance of Street Crime 
Nonvictim 2.26 1.06 
Robbery/Assault Victim 2.41 .93 

Total 2.29 1.04 
Protection Against Home Invasion 

Nonvictim 3.09 .71 
Robbery/Assault Victim 3.10 .67 

Total 3.09 .70 
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F-RATIO 

0.59 

0.0 

N 

153 
35 

188 

153 
35 

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/ 
SOURCE 

A. Avoidance of 
Street Crime: 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 
B. Protection Against 
Home Invasion: 

Between Groups 
Within Groups 

Total 

GROUP 

Nonvict,im 
Burglary Victim 

Total 

Nonvictim 
Burglary Victim 

Total 

SUM OF 
SQUARES 

0.4 
214.2 
214.7 

0.3 

87.9 

88.3 

MEAN 
FOR: 

2.26 
2.15 
2.23 

3.09 

3.19 
3.11 

DEGREES OF 
FREEDOM 

MEANS 

~ 
198 

199 

1 

199 
200 

MEAN 
SQUARE 

0.4 

1.1 

0.3 

0.4 

STANDARD 
DEVIATION 

Avoidance of Street Crim~! 
1.06 

.96 

1.04 

Protection Against Home Invasion 
.71 
.50 

.66 
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F-RATIO 

0.4 

0.75 

N 

l 
;'1 

153 
~ I 

i 47 
200 i 

153 
48 

201 

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-

teristi cs. 

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 Qther 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 ~~ct 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 investigat,ed 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 nei ghborhood, how often do you 
try to avoid certain areas? Do you do this never, sometimes, 
qu He 0 fte n, 0 r a 1 ways? 

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

3. How often do you walk only on certain streets when you go 
out alone at night in your neighborhood? 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 thei r nei ghborhood and a re more concerned for the'j r own sa fety. It 

may be that the type of strategies 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 Val idity of Derived Indices 

The discriminant validity of the three fin'al scales was investiga~ed 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 demonstrate a unique pattern of correlates. 

The factor anal.)tSis of the ten final items was ,supportive of the three 

dimensional hypothesis. Bec~use 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 solution,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 no su ,c,en t ff " t cond,'t,'on 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 w,th a small number of items~ would 
also indicate a three factor solution. 
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TABLE 29. FACTOR ANALYSIS OF TEN ITEM~ 

RECOMMENDED FOR FINAL SCALES (N = 2B?)A 

ITEMSB 
CONCERN FOR PERCEPTIONS AVOIDANCE OF 

PERSONAL SAFETY OF CRIME STREET CRIME 

Concern about robbery .511 .171 
Concern about assault .591 .033 
Afraid of robbery . 908 .006 
Afrai d of assault • 959 - .01B 
Frequency of local robbery .114 .675 
Frequency of local assault .069 .845 
Estimate of local crime rate . OOB .702 
Avoid certa 'i n areas .015 .033 
two id certain people .027 .051 
Walk only on certain streets .016 - .044 

A Factor pattern matrix for oblique solution. The three factors 
accounted for 51, 13.3, and 9.9 perr.ent of the variance res­
pectivel y. Factor pattern correl at'f ons were: Fl F2 = .53; 
FIF~ = .64; F2r.: -= .,11.8. 

B See Appendix A or the Summary/Concl us ions for exact question 
wording. 

B2 

.22B 

.271 

- .037 

- .065 

.023 

- .048 

.039 
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indicated by its correlates. These relationships were identified above in 

establ ishing the construct val idity of each scale. However, here we review 

those same results comparatively. Table 30 summarizes the relationships 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 Qf these personal characteristics. In addition, it 

is responsive to ecological variations and prior robbery, as wen as conducive 

t la consequent concern for personal safety and behavioral modifications . 

These fi ndings a re supportive of the noneval uative definition of thi s scal e . 

It appears to be a measure of bel iefs about the amount of crime in the respon­

dents' neighborhood devoid of any evaluation or interpretation of the signi­
ficance of these bel iefs . 

Within the framework of stress theory, both concern for personal safety 

and avoidance Qf 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 behavioral manifestations of the same interpre_ 

tive process, with the former preceding and guiding the latter. Thl~ 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 

variables than the aVOidance of stl"'eet crime scale, thereby supporting the 

theoretically more central and proximate position of the fo~ner variable. 
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TABLE 30. SUMMARY OF CORRELATES OF 

THREE DERIVED SCALES 

CONCERN FOR AVOIDANCE OF 
CORRELATES 

PERCEPTIONS 
OF CRIME PERSONAL SAFETY STREET CRIME 

1. Prior robbery 
Victimization 

2. Prior burgl a ry 
Victimization 

3. Sex 

4. Age 

5. Place of residence 

6. Perceptions of 
Crime Scal e 

7. Concern for personal 
safety scale 

8. Avoidance of street 
crime scale 

+ 

0 

O 

0 

+ 

N.A. 

+ 

+ 
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+ o 

0 0 

+ + 

+ + 

+ + 

+ + 

N.A. + 

+ N.A. 

1 " 

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' singl e item with an unknown 

reliability and questionable face validity (c.f., Clemente and Kleiman, 1977; 

Hindelang, et. al.,1978). The purpose of t~is project was to pl ace the fear 

of crime issue within a broader theoreti~al 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. II The result 

was a large set of potential measures and preliminary conceptualization of the 

topi c (Baumer and Rosenbaum, 1980). Subsequent work concerned theoreti ca 1 

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 

fl:>r 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 noneva1ua-

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. a1., 1979; Lavrakas, Baumer, and 

Skogan, 1978) or a subjective comparison with other parts of the city (Hinde1ang, 

et. a1., 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. 

2. 

3. 

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

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

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 local environment is evaluated in terms 

of personal significance for the respondent. If this evaluative process resu1ts 

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

response should follow. It is this (":omponent which most closely corresponds to 

86 

what is commonly referred to as fear of crime. A four-item scale of concern 

for personal safetl, 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. 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, 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 Hinde1ang, et. al., 

call the "subtle adjustments in behavior" (1978: 224). This avoidance of 

street crim~ 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? ~ you 
do this never, sometimes, quite often or always? 

. 3. How often do you walk only on certain streets when you go 
out alone 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 alld 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 frame.work of stress theory and the 

development of standardized scales for the pri.ncipal components represent a 

major development in this field. 
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r r (TELEPHONE NUMBER) 

Day 

Date (Month/Day) 

Time 

Completed Intervi ew 

No Answer/Busy 

Disconnected/Not in Service 

Eligible Respondent Not 
Available/Call Back: 
Name 

Eligible Refusal 

Household Refusal 

Business 

No English Respondent 

Breakoff at Quex 

Other 

1-3 Sequential ID 
4 Sample type 

i-11 Telephone # 

# --

First 
Call 

1 

2 

3 

4 
Day/Time 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

12-20 

CALL RECORD 
Westinghouse Evaluation Institute 
Measuring "Fear of Crime" Study 

Second Third Fourth Fifth 
Call Call Call Call 

1 1 1 1 

2 2 2 ? 

~ V~ ~ ,/ ~ ?~ 
4 4 4 4 

Day/Time Day/Time Day/Time Day/Time 

5 5 5 5 

6 6 6 6 

7 7 7 7 

8 8 8 8 

9 9 9 9 

10 10 10 10 

21-29 30-38 39-tH 48-56 

Sixth 
Call 

1 

2 

~ 
4 

Day/Time 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

57-65 

........ 

I Seventh 
, Call 

1 

2 

~ 
4 

Day/Time 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

10 

66-74 
80-1 

... .. 

Eighth Ninth 
Call Call 

1 1 

2 2 

~ ~~ 
4 4 

Day/Time )ay/Time 

5 5 

6 6 

7 7 

8 • 8 

9 9 

10 10 

4-12 13-21 

1-3 ID 80-2 
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WESTINGHOUSE EVALUATION INSTITUTE 

Measuring Fear of Crime Telephone Survey 

He 11 0, i s t his -r-:,...----"...----

{phone #} 

1-3 SEQ. ID 
4 SAMPLE TYPE 

5-11 TELEPHONE # 

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.) 

In order to determine whom to interview in YOl'r household, I need to know ... 
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) 

COLUMN A 
Row B Number of Adults in HO'lseho 1 d 

Number of 
men in 

-12 

-13 

household 1 2 3 4 or more VERSION 1 

0 Woman Oldest Youngest Youngest 
Woman Woman Woman 

1 Man Man r4an 01 dest 
Woman 

2 Youngest Youngest 
Man Man 

3 01 dest 
Man 

or more 01 dest 
~1t\n 

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 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 96 

Hello,' is this 

WESTINGHOUSE EVALUATION INSTITUTE 1-3 SEQ. ID 
4 SAMPLE TYPE 

Measuring Fear of Crime Telephone Survey 5-11 TELEPHONE # 

'( 'ph-o-ne---;;#"'t"") ---

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 ... 
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) 

COLUMN A 
Number of Adults in Household 

-12 

-13 

Row B 
umber of 
men in 

household 2 3 4 or more VERSION 2 

o 

1 

2 

3 

Woman 

Man 

Youngest 
Woman 

Man 

Youngest 
Woman 

Oldest 
Woman 

Oldest 
Woman 

Man 

Oldest 
Woman 

Woman/Oldest 
Woman 

4 or more Oldest 
Man 

The intersection of Col A and Row B determines 
~he sex and a~e of the respondent to be interviewed. 

For this survey, I would like to speak to the (verbal label indicated Q!l 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 
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WESTINGHOUSE EVALUATION INSTITUTE 
1-3 SEQ. 10 

4 SAMPLE TYPE 
5-11 TELEPHONE # 

Measuring Fear of Crime Telephone Survey 

He 11 0, is t his .....-,_---,,....-__ 
( 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 themselve,s think about 

I 

crime and their own safety in their neighborhood.) ~ 

In order to determine whom to interview in your household, I need to know ... 
Including yourself, how many persons 19 years of agf! or older currently live 
in this household? (CIRCLE IN COL. A) 
And, how many of these persons are men? ____ _ (CIRCLE IN ROW B) 

COLUMN A 
Row B Number of Adults in Household 

Number of 
men in 

-12 

-13 

household 1 2 3 4 or more VERSION 3 

0 Woman Youngest 
Woman 

Man Woman 

2 

3 

Oldest 
Woman 

Man 

Oldest 
Man 

Oldest 
Woman 

Youngest 
Woman 

Oldest 
Man 

Youngest 
Man 

4 or more Youngest 
Man 

intersection of Col A and Row B determines -~ 
sex and a e of the res ondent to be intervie~ 

For this survey, I would 1 ike to speak to the (verbal label ind'icated 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 
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WESTINGHOUSE EVALUATION INSTITUTE 

Measuring Fear of Crime Telephone Survey 

He 11 0, i s th i s ..,--,,...--_~ __ 
(phone #) 

I 1-3 SEQ. 10 

L 
4 SAMPLE TYPE 

5-11 TELEPHONE # 

My name ;s 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.) 

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

COLUMN A 
Row B Number of Adults in Household 

Number of 
men in 

-12 

-13 

household , 
2 3 L1 or more VERSION 4 I 

0 Woman 01 dest Oldest Youngest 
Woman Woman Woman 

1 Man ~/oman Youngest Man 
Woman 

2 Youngest 
Woman 

3 Woman/Youngest 
Woman 

4 or more Youngest 
Man 

The intersection of Col A and Row B determines 
the sex and a e of the res ondent to be interviewed. 

For this survey, I would like to speak to the (verbal label indicated ~ 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 
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TIME START: _____ _ 

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

1. In your opinion, how often does burgla~--that is, breaking into 
people's homes to steal something--happen in your neighborhood? 
Would you say that it happens ... 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Never 
Somet ;mes " 
Quite often 
Very often 
(DK/NA) . . 

• • • 1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

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

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

. ... 
1 

· 2 
•• 3 

· 4 
· 9 

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

Never . . . 
Sometimes .. 
Qu'ite often 
Vf~ry often 
( OK/NA) 

. ... 
..... 

• • • 1 
2 
3 
4 

.. 9 

Thinking about all types of crime, would you describe the crime 
rate in your neighborhood as ... 

Very high. . . . . 4 
Hi gher than average .. . 3 
About average . . . . . . . • 2 
Lower than average • . 1 
(OK/NA) . . . . • . . . 9 

'------ ~ ~.-----------------------~ 

100 

CO 1 

-14 

-15 

-16 

-17 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

2 

When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how con­
cerned are you that someone will take somet~~ from you by force 
or by threat? Wou1 d you say that you are .. , -

Not at all concerned . 1 
Somewhat concerned 2 
Quite concerned . ~ . . 3 
Very concerned •. . . 4 
(OK/NA) • . • • 9 

~NEV6~ GO OUT AlONE- I • • • • 1 
SK UEX 5, II I F YOU DIOGO OUT ... ") 

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

Not at all concerned 
Somewhat concerned 
Quite concerned 

• • • • 1 

Very concerned 
(OK/NA) ..... 

2 
• 3 
• 4 
• 9 

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 1 
Somewhat concerned . 2 
Quite concerned . 3 
Very concerned . 4 
(OK/NA) . . . . 9 

When you go out alone at night in your neighborhood, how often do 
you try to avoid certain areas? 

Never . . . . . 
Sometimes . 
Q:Jite often . 
Always 
(OK/NA) .... 

1 
• 2 

3 
4 

. 9 

How often do you try to avoid certain types of people when you 
out alone at night in your neighborhood? Do you do this... go 

Never . . . 
Sometimes ...• 
Quite often . 
Always . 
(OK/NA) . . . . 

101 

.... 

• 1 
2 

• 3 
•• 4 

9 

CO 1 
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-24 



10. 

3 

When yo~ go out.alone at night in your neighborhood, how often do 
you avo1d carrY1ng too much cash? Would you say you do this ... 

Never . . . 
Sometimes . 
Quite often 
Al ways .. 
(DK/NA) .. 

. . . . , 
...... 

2 
3 
4 
9 

11. How often do you walk only on certain streets when you go out 
alone at night in your neighbo~hood? Would you say you do this ... 

Never . . . 
Sometimes . 
Quite often ... i 

Always ..... . 
(DK/NA) .. 

1 
· 2 
· 3 

4 
9 

12. And how often do you avoid talking to strangers when you go out 
alone at night in your neighborhood? Do you do this ... 

13. 

Never . . . . . 
Sometimes . 
Quite often . 
Al ways ... 
(DK/NA) .. 

1 
· 2 
• 3 

4 
9 

W~en yo~ a~e walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how 
11kely 1S ,t that someone will take something from you on the 
street by force or threat? Do you think it is ... 

Not at all likely 1 
Somewhat likely 2 
QU i tel ike 1 y . . . . . . '" 3 
Very likely ... " . 4 
(DK/NA) . . . . . 9 

14. Walking alone ~n your neighborhood at night, how likely is it 
that someone w111 harm you on the street? Would you say it is ... 

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

102 

• 1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

CD 1 

-25 

-26 

-27 

-28 

-29 

15. 

4 

in the next year, how likely 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 
Somewhat likely. 
Quite likely 
Very likely. 
(DK/NA) . . . 

• 1 
• 2 
· 3 

4 
9 

Now I am going to mention some of the things that people do to protect 
themselves or their homes and I would like 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 loc~ed? Do you do this ... 

17. 

18. 

Never . . . 
Sometimes . 
Qui te often . 
Always .. 
(DK/NA) ..... . 

1 
• 2' 

3 
• 4 
• 9 

How about the windows--when you are home alone at night, do you 
keep all of the windows locked? .. 

Never . . . 
Sometimes . 
Qui te often 
Always 
(DK/NA) . . 

1 
2 

· 3 
· 4 

•• 9 

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 .. , . 
Sometimes .. 
Qui te often . 
A1 ways ... 
(DK/NA) .. 

1 
· 2 

3 
4 
9 

19. When you are home alone at night, how often do you open 
without knowing who is there? Do you do this ... 

the door 

Never ... 
Sometimes . 
Qui te often . 
Always .... 
(DK/NA) 

103 

1 
2 

• 3 
4 
9 
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20. Think of the last tim~ you went out at night. 
1 i ght on? 

Did you leave a 

No . . 1 
Yes .. 2 
(DK/NA) . . 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 you have "dead bolt" locks on the doors to your house or apart­
ment? 

No .. 
Yes .. 
(DK/NA) 

1 
2 
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 "burg1 ar bar" on any of your doors? 

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

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

larized? That is, has anyone broken in and stolen something from your 
home? 

104 

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

CD 1 
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27. When did this happen? (DO NOT READ CATEGORIES) 

June 1980 . · · · 01 
May 1980 . · 02 
Apri 1 '980 · · · · · · 03 
Ma rch 1980 · · · 04 
February 1980 · · · · · · 05 
January 1980 · · · · · · · · 06 
Decembel" 1979 · · · · · · 07 
November 1979 · · · 08 
October 1979 · · · · · · · · 09 
Septenlber 1979 10 
August'979 · · · · · · · · 11 
July 1979 . · · · · · · '2 'I 

(DK/NA) . 99 I . · · • J 

28. Did this happen in your present home or someplace else? 

Present home 
Someplace else 
(DK/NA) . . . . 

· . 1 
• • 2 
· . 9 

28A. How much do you blame yourself for what happened? Do you feel that 
Y9u are to blame ... 

29. 

Not at all .... 
Some . . . . . . 
A 1 at . .. . ... 
Almost entirely . 
(DK/NA) ... 

· 1 
• 2 
· 3 
· 4 
· 9 

In the past year, since last July 4th, has someone taken anyth~ from 
you by using force such as a stick-up, mugging, or threat? 

No (GO TO 32) . , 
Yes .. .. 2 
(DK/NA) . 3 

30. When did this happen? (DO NOT READ CATEGORIES) 

June 1980 .... 
May 1 ~80 .•. 
Apri 1 1980 . . 

• I) • • • • 01 

March 1980 ....•• 
February 1980 . 
January 1980 .... 
December 1979 ..•. 
November 1979 
October 1979 ...• 
September 1979 
August 1979 ...• 
July 1979 ••..... 
(DK/NA) ..•.. 

105 

. .. 02 
· 03 
· 04 
· 05 

. • 06 
07 
08 

· 09 
· 10 
l' 

• 12 
99 

CD 1 r 
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31. Did this happen in your present neighborhood, another neighborhood 
;n (EVANSTON, CHICAGO), or in another city? 

Present neighborhood 
Another neighborhood 
Another city .. . 

1 
2 
3 

(DK/NA) ...... . • 9 

31A. How much do you blame yourself for what happened? Do you feel that 
you are to blame ... 

Not at all 1 
Some 2 
A lot ... · 3 
Almost entirely 4 
(DK/NA) . ... • 9 

32. Did anything else happen to you during the past year which you 
thought was a crime but that we haven't talked about yet? 

No ((10 TO ::16) • 1 
Yes . . . 2 
(DK/NA) . 9 

33. What was that? 

34. When did this happen? (DO NOT READ CATEGORIES) 

June 1980 . . 
May 1980 . . . 
April 1980 
March 1980 . 
February 1980 . 
Ja nua ry 1 980 
December 1979 
November 1979 
Octo ber 1 979 
September 1979 
August 1979 . 
Jul y 1979 . • . 
(DK/NA) . . .. 

· 01 
• 02 

••• 03 
04 

· . 05 
06 
07 

· . 08 
09 

· 10 
· . 11 

12 
· 99 

CD 1 

-47 

-48 

-49 

-50 
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35. Where did this happen? 

Present neighborhood 
Another neighborhood, same 
Another city . 
( DK/NA) . . . . . . 

city 
1 
2 
3 

. 9 

36. How difficult is it for you to tell a stranger in your neighborhood 
from someone who lives· there? Do you find it .... 

37. How well do you know the 

Very difficult 
Quite d~iffi cult 
Somewhat difficult . 
Not at all difficult 
(DK/NA) ...... . 

people who live on your 

Recognize their faces 
Talk to some of them . . . . 
Talk to many of them . . . 

block? 

· . · 
· . · · · . Know many of them on a first name basis. 

Visit some of them socially 
(DK/NA) .... . . . . . . . · . 

1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

Do 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
9 

you ... 

38. If a stranger was trying to open a window or door to your home 
when no one was home, how likely is it that one of your neighbors 
would call the police? Would you say that it would be ... 

39. 

Not at all likely 
Some\'/hat likely 
Quite 1 ikely 
Very likely 
(DK/NA) . 

1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

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

Not at all friendly. . 1 
Somewhat friendly 2 
Quite friendly . . . . 3 
Very friendly. . 4 
(DK/NA) .'. . . . 9 

, . 

107 
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40. 

41. 

42. 

43. 

f 
" 

J 

44. 

9 

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

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

1 
• 2 

... 3 
4 

• 9 

How afraid are you that someone will break into your home when 
no one is there? Are you ... 

Not at all afraid 
Somewha t a fra i d 
Quite afraid 
Very afraid 
( DK/NA) 

1 
• 2 

3 
· 4 
· 9 

When you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how afraid 
are you that someone will harrn you? Are you ... 

Not at all afraid 
Somewha t a fra i d 
Quite afraid 
Very afraid. 
(DK/NA) ... 

• • 1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

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) . . . . 9 

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 
Quite uneasy 
Very uneasy . . 
(DK/NA) ...• 

108 

1 
2 

. . • 3 
•• 4 

• 9 

CD 2 
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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 ... 

46. 

47. 

48. 

49. 

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

• 1 
· 2 
· 3 

....• 4 
9 

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? 
Wou1 d you feel ... 

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

1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

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. 
Somewhat uneasy 
Quite uneasy 
Very uneasy 
(DK/NA) 

1 
2 

.... 3 
4 
9 

How many children between the ages of 5 and 18 live with you in 
your home? 

(IF NONE, CODE "00" AND GO TO 52) 

Code exact number 
(DK/NA) ... 99 

How worri ed are you that your chi 1 d wi 11' be del i beratel y harmed by 
someone while he or she is outside without you in your neighborhood? 
Are you ... 

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

109 

• • •.• • 1 
2 
3 

• 4 
• •• 9 

CD 2 
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-19 
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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 
Somewhat worried 
Quite worried. 
Very worried 
(DK/NA) . . 

· 1 
2 
3 
4 

• 9 

51. How worried are you when your child is late getting home and 
hasn't called you? Are you ... 

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

1 
2 
3 

· 4 
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 yea rs . 
(DK/NA) .... 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 
Two-fl at . . . . . 
Less than 7 units 
7 or more units 

#54; GO TO 55). 

(DK/NA) .... . . . . 
54. What floor do you live on? 

Code exact response 

1 
2 

. 3 
4 

. 9 

(basement or garden = 0) ... 
(OK/NA) . . . . . . . . . . . gg-

110 
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-22-23 

-24 

-25-26 
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1 '2 

55. Do you or does your family rent your home or do you own it? 

56. 

Rent . 
Own .. 
(DK/NA) . 

May I ask how old you were at your last birthday? 

Age in years 
( DK/NA) 

• 1 
• • • • 2 

· 9 

· gg-

57. For statistical purposes, we would also like to know what racial 
group you belong to. Are you Black, White, Asian, or something 
else? 

58. 

59. 

(CODE RESPONDENT'S SEX) 

Black 
White . 
Asian 

1 
· 2 

3 

Other ~ ________ 4 
(DK/NA) . . . . . 9 

Male 
Fema 1 e 
( DK/NA) 

1 
• • 2 

9 

Including yourself, how many people live in your house or apartment? 

Total number of people 
(DK/NA) ....... . 

... 

. • . gg-----

60. What is your current marital status? (DON'T READ) 

Single ....... . 
Single/living with someone 
Marri ed . 
Separated . 
Divorced 
Widowed . 
(DK/NA) . 

111 

• 1 
2 
3 
4 

· . 5 
• • 6 

9 
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61. How would you describe you or your family's social class? Would you 
say that you are ... 

Upper class. 
Middle class 
Working class . 
Lower class . 
(DK/NA) 

1 
• 2 

. • . 3 
. 4 

9 

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

I F LESS 

Was it 1 ess than 

l~as it 1 ess than 

Was it less than 

IF MORE 

Was it more than 

Was it more than 

Was it more than 

( DK/NA) 

$10,000? 

$8,000? 

$5,000? 

$20,000? 

$25,000? 

$30,000? 

. . . . 

No (Stop) 
Yes 
No (Stop) 
Yes 
No (Stop) . 
Yes 

No (Stop) 
Yes 
No (Stop) 
Yes 
No (Stop) . 
Yes 

4 

3 

2 

5 

6 

7 
8 
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 
Yes .. 
Maybe 
(NA) 

• 1 
• 2 

3 
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 
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Measuring Fear of Crime Telephone Survey 
Test/Retest Instrument 

Hello, is the ? -------
May I speak to ________ ? 

, this is calling from the Evaluation Institute ---------- ------------
in Evanston. A few weeks ago we interviewed you about crime in your neighborhood, 

and at that time you said that you would be willing to be interviewed again. 

Could we do that now? (It would only take about 5 minutes this time.) 

Additional Explanation: 

Besides being about crime, this is also a study of how people answer 

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

is to find out how people's answers change from one time to another. It's 

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

than others and we are interested in knowing which questions are consistent. 

114 

Time Start: 

Seq. ID 
Sampl e T'~yp~e:::-----:2::--­
Telephone # -------

First, I would like to know a few thl'ngs b 
a out your neighborhood. 

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

Not at all friendly . . 1 

QuSo~ewhat friendly . . 2 
lte friendly .... 

· •.. 3 Very friendly . . . 
• . • • • " 4 (DK/NA) . . . . . . 9 

2. Do most of the people l'n y , hb . 

3. 

4. 

5, 

our nelg orhood rent their homes or do ~ them? _ they 

1 
Most people rent " 
Most people own , . . . , 

• 2 

No 
Yes 

... 

.... · ... 
· ... 1 

2 

How afraid are you that ' 
is there? Are you... someone wlll break into your home when no one 

Not at all afraid . . . 1 
Somewhat afraid . . . . . , . . 2 
Quite afraid . . . 3 
Very afraid . . . . . . " 4 
(DK/NA) . . . . . . . . " 9 

When you are walking alone ' , 
ln your nelghborhood at night h f 'd 

you that someone will take somethin£ from you by force 0; ow a ral are 
you... threat? Are 

Not at all afraid · · 1 · · · · · Somewhat afraid · · · · 2 · · Quite afraid · · · · · 3 Very afraid · · . · · · · · · · · 4 (DK/NA) · . . . · · · · · 9 · · 
I 

(NEVER GO OUT ALONE-- • . . • • 1 
ASK QUEX 5, "IF YOU DID GO OUT ... ") 
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6. 

2 

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 
Very afraid 
(DK/NA) . . . 

· 1 
2 

• ••• 3 
• ••• 4 

9 

Now I am going to mention some of the things that people do to protect them­
selves or their homes and I would 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 of the doors 
locked? Do you do this ... 

Never ... 
Sometimes . 
Quite often 
Always 
(DK/NA) . . . 

1 
2 

· 3 
· 4 
· 9 

8, How about the windows--when you are home alone at night, do you keep all 
of the windows locked? .. 

9. 

Never ... 
Sometimes . 
Quite often 
Always . . . . . 
(DK/NA) . . • 

· 1 
• ••• 2 

• . • . 3 

• 4 
• • ~ 9 

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 . 
Sometimes . 
Quite often 
Always . . . . 
(DK/NA) . . 

1 
2 

· 3 
4 

.• 9 

10. When you are home alone at night, how often do you open the door without 
knowing who is there? Do you do this ••. 

Never •• 
Sometimes 
Quite often 
Always 
(DK/NA) 
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1 
2 
3 

· 4 
••• 9 
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• 
1 

• 

11. 

3 

. . • . • 1 .... 
Not at all likely 
Somewhat likely . . 
Quite likely .... 
Very likely . , 
(DK/NA) . . . . . 

2 
3 
4 
9 

· .. · .... 
12. Walking alone in your neighborhood at 

someone will harm you on the street?, night, how likely is it that 
Would you say it is ... 

Not at all likely . . 1 
Somewhat likely . . . . . . . . 2 
Quite likely . . . . .. 3 
Very likely . " ...... 4 
(DK/NA) , . . . : . : : : 9 

13. !n the next year, how likely do you h 
~ your home 'When no one is home?, t ink it is that someone will break 

Would you say it is .. , -----

Not at all likely I Somewhat · · · · · · · likely 2 Quite likely · · · . . · · · 3 Very likely · · · · , . , · · · · · 4 (DK/NA) .. · . · · · · 9 · · 
14. In your opinion, how often does bur lar ' 

homes to steal something--hap . g l--t~at 1S, breaking into people's 
it happens... pen 1n your ne1ghborhood? Would you say tha 

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

· ... . . . . • • 1 · .. . . · ..... · ... · .... . .. ... . . . . . 

2 
3 
4 
9 

15. What about robberl--that is, taking h' 
wallets from people on the street. t J,ngs ~ike money, purses, or 
hood .. , Does th1S happen in your neighbor-

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

117 
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16. Besides robbery, what about people being assaulted or beaten up on the 
street? Does this happen in your neighborhood ... 

Never . . · · · · · · · · 1 
Sometimes · · · 2 
Qui te often · · · · · · · 3 
Very often · . . · · · · · 4 
(DK/NA) · · . . · · · · · · · 9 

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

Excellent · · · · · 4 
Good . . · . . . · · · · · · · 3 
Average · · · · 2 
Poor . . · . · 1 
(DK/NA) · 9 

18. How safe would you feel riding a bus or the "EI" during the day in 
your neighborhood? Would you feel ... 

Very safe . ~ . 
Quite safe 
Somewhat safe 
Not at all safe . 
(DK/NA) . . . . 

• t • • • 1 
• 2 

• ..... 3 
• • 4 

• •••• 9 

19. 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 concerned . 
Very concerned 

. . . . . 1 
• 2 
. 3 

••.• 4 
(DK/NA) ..... . • 9 

20. How concerned are you that someone will break into your house or apart­
ment when no one is at home? Are you ... 

Not at all concerned 
Somewhat concerned 
Quite concerned . 
Very concerned 
(DK/NA) • . . . 
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· . . .. 1 
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•••• 4 
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21. ~~en you are walking alone in your neighborhood at night, how concerned 
are you that someone will harm r~~? Are you ... 

Not at all concerned 1 . . . Somewhat concerned 2 Quite concerned . . 3 Very concerned 
4 (DK/NA) . . . . . . 9 

22. How uneasy would you feel if you were walkl'ng alone f t ' at night and heard 00 steps behlnd you? Would yOU feel ... 

Not at all 'uneasy · 1 · . . Somewhat uneasy · · · · 2 Quite uneasy · 3 · . · Very uneasy . . · · · · 4 (DK/NA) . . . . · · · · . 9 · 
23. How ~neasy would you feel if a male stranger stopped you on the street 

at nlght to ask for a cigarette? Would you feel ... 

Not at all uneasy . . . . . . . I 
Somewhat uneasy . . . . . 2 
Quite uneasy . . . 3 
Very uneasy . . " 4 
(DK/NA) ., .. " . 9 

24. How uneasy ~ould you feel if a male stranger knocked on the window of 
your car whlle you were driving alone at night? Would you feel ... 

Not at all uneasy . . . 
Somewhat uneasy '" 
Quite uneasy . . . . 
Very uneasy • . . . . • . . 

1 
2 
3 
4 (DK/NA) . . . •••• 9 

25. Thinking about all types of. crime, would you describe the crime 
your neighborhood as... rate in 

Very high . . . • . . . • 1 
Higher than average . . " 2 
About average . . . 3 
Lower than average . . . 4 
(DK/NA) ........•... 9 
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26. Now, I have one last question. In a few weeks we will need to interview 
a few people one last time. Would you be willing to be interviewed one more time? - - -

120 

No 
Yes . 
Maybe 

.... 1 
• • 2 

3 
-38 



r 

.I 
t 
( 




