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PREFACE

This volume is based on a great deal of labor by many personms,
and a great deal of tolerance by a few more. It stems from a larger
project conceived of and organized by Fred DuBow and managed for many
years by Dan A. Lewis. Without either of them there would have
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advice and assistance from colleagues at the National Institute of
Justice, including Winifred Reed, Richard T. Barnes, Fred Heinzelmann,
Lois Mock, and Richard Rau. They held their administrative reins
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Suttles, Peter Manning, Richard Taub, Jack Fowler and Gilbert Geis.
Their comments were always taken seriously, and occasionally to
heart. Other research projects at Northwestern have contributed
generously to this volume. Margaret T. Gordon and Stephanie Riger
supported some of our survey work, and Paul J. Lavrakas made available
his data on the Chicago metropolitan area. Robert Kidder, Louise
Kidder, and Ellen Cohn made great intellectual contributions at the
time when our research plans were being drawn up. Terry Baumer got
the work done. Final preparation of this volume was supervised by
Marlene B. Simon, and Sandy Levin did the graphics. A number of
dedicated people have typed at its various versions, but Kumi K.
Choe, Martha Malley and Kathryn McCord produced the final copy.

The tolerance was contributed by our families, who survived the
days when this report was being written. In their various ways
Barbara, Susan, Mary, and Molly made it worth doing.
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CHAPTER ONE

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

This volume is concerned with how city dwellers cope with the
problems of crime and fear of crime. Crime and fear are related problems,
but they do not always go together. The research upon which this
volume is based began as an effort to understand several apparent
paradoxes. The first was that more people are fearful of crime than
report being victimized. Another was that people who are least likely
to be victimized are among the most likely to report being fearful.
Finally, we also observed that during a time when levels of crime and
fear were both climbing, governments were spending large sums of
money funding efforts to encourage people to do something to protect
themselves. While many explanations for these apparent contradictions
come to mind, these inconsistencies have led some to question whether
or not levels of fear of crime in American cities are at all "realistic.”

ﬂ) The central meésage of ouf research is that fear is indeed a con-
sequence of crime, but that most consequences of crime--including fear--
are indirect. While victims of crime are more fearful as a result of
their experience, many more people have indirect contact with crime.

The sources of this vicarious experience include the media, personal

conversations with victims and others, and observations of neighborhood
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conditions. Those convey a great deal of information about crime, and
most urban dwellers cannot get through the day without being touched by
it in one way or another. The less distant or abstract the message, the
greater its consequences for fear. Fear in turn plays a substantial
role in shaping some forms of coping behavior. The frequency with
which urbanites expose themselves.to risk of personal attack and the.
extent to which they strategically alter their on-street behavior to
minimize those risks when they must face them were strongly related to

fear and assessments of neighborhood conditions.

_W On the other hand, gﬁ#~research exposed a few new paradoxes to be
unraveled. First, while th%s investigatioﬁ?%ocumentf anew the tremenéous
emphasis on crime and violence in the media, &mh45%;i:ff2ﬁ no particular

¢¢u14lﬁa/ )

consequences of exposure to those messagesy either for fear or behavior.

uxﬁ«ﬂyig;iﬁ
Second, ¥& foun any of the most important measures people could take
against crime were not being adopted by those who needed to do so the
most. Rather, those things were either adopted more frequently by those
who least needed to do them, or they were irrelevant to crime and fear
entirely.

We learned all of this studying conditions and events in three
American cities--Chicago, Philadelphia, and San Francisco. In each
city we interviewed thousands of people, probing their assessments of
crime and gathering reports of what they had done about it. The Census
Bureau has also conducted surveys in these jurisdictions, and we used
their data as well. Field observers were stationed in selected neigh-

borhoods in each city. They attended meetings, interviewed community

leaders and local officials, and kept an eye on things that took place
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there. In addition, coders read and systematically recorded crime news
in the daily newspapers serving these cities, in order to understand
what our informants were seeing over breakfast. This volume uses
information from all of these sources to probe the relationship between

crime, fear, and reactions to crime.

Crime, Fear, and Reactions to Crime

A review of the research literature on these issues underscores
the fact that despite their importance relatively little is known
about the relationship between crime, fear, and things that people do
in response to crime. There is considerable uncertainty even about
how much crime there is, and exactly who its victims are. Until
recently the only broad-based information available on the incidence
of crime was official police records filed with the FBI. While they
tell a great deal about the kind of crime that police departments
record, those figures are known to rise and fall for reasons having
1little to do with the true rate of victimization. Numerious contin-
gencies of citizen reporting of crime to the police and official
recording of those complaints cloud the picture of the actual distribuF
tion of crimes and victims. With the development of more reliable
techniques for measuring many kinds of crime through victimization
survey interviews more is now known about who is a victim of what, and
the consequences.

According to victimization surveys crime is extraordinarily common.
Each year government pollsters question thousands of Americans about
their experiences with crime, and returns indicate that over 40 million
major non-homicidal criminal incidents took place in 1977 (U.S.

Department of Justice, 1978). Official police reports include many
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more kinds of crime, things not asked about in the surveys, and they
point to similarly large totals. These figures have been climbing
since the early 1960s. After accelerating at a tremendous rate for more
than a decade, however, both the police reports and the victim surveys
indicate the increase in crime has slackened off since the 1974-75 period
and rates for serious offenses have stabilized at about the levels for
those years (Skogan, 1979a). These figures remain at an extremely high
level in comparison to other Western industrial countries, even though
those nations have ridden the same social roller coaster with respect

to crime (Gurr, 1977). 44)

crime para s. On

occasion the Gallup organization (American Institute of Public Opinion
Research, monthly) and the National Opinion Research Center (1978) have
asked Americans if there is a place in their neighborhood 'where you
would be afraid to walk alone at night." Those surveys have gié:;:;;gL(
readings of the state of public opinion since 1965. They point to a
steady increase in fear, from a low of 31 percent 'yes" to a high of
45 percent "yes.'" However, reports of fear increased primarily during
the 1967-1974 period, and they too have remained at virtually the same
level since then (Baumer and DuBow, 1977). The surveys indicate people
consider crime primarily a local problem, and crime and disorder peaked
as the nation's number one problem during the big-city riots of the
mid-1960s (Smith, 1979).

There is no comparable data on what people do about crime, which
presumably would be the best barometer of its impact upon their lives.
There is an ample supply of anecdotal and media accounts of the

debilitating dimpact of crime on the quality of life. People of all

races and regions are reputed to stay behind locked doors, avoid using



—-5-

public transportation, shun shopping downtown, decline to go out on

the town for entertainment, and to avoid involvement with strangers, C/}

even when they are in need of help. While these consequences for y

daily living are only indirect indicators of the effect of crime upon -

the quality of life in America, they reflect its impact upon some of -

the most fundamental human values, including freedom of movement and
affiliation with others, freedom from fear and anxiety, and the ques;’"ﬁ
for community based on mutual trust and dependence.

;? ‘ﬁUWEver;1E£e relation between rates of crime and ﬁﬁé&-behavior
is not a simple one. Crime rates for areas do not always correspond
with what people who live there report doing. Furstenberg (1972) found
that even in very high crime areas of Baltimore one-quarter of his
respondents reported taking no particular precautions against crime,

while in the safest areas about one~quarter did a great deal in their

‘neighborhood to avoid being victimized. Wilson (1976) found that in

WL Portland people who lived in the lowest crime areas were the ones who
reported spending the most on security. One could conclude from this
either they were not acting rationally, or those measures were extremely
effective! 1In any event, it was not residents of high crime areas who
were fortifying their homes. Surveys indicate that in general there is b//

little relation between most forms of household protection and measures

of fear, or perceived risk of victimization (Scarr et al., 1973;
Maxfield, 1977; Sundeen and Mathieu, 1976). There is some evidence
that people who have been victimized by personal crimes are more likely
;to do things to protect themselves than those who have not fallen
\victim,but few of them report taking drastic steps or reducing their
‘exposure to risk dramatically.

"

sthe Eame %urveys, however, have confirmed that the relationship
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between crime and fear also is problematic. As gﬁ.noted, many more

people are fearful than have had any recent experience with crime. While

victims are more afraid than nonvictims, the bulk of those wary of walking
the streets have not been victimized. Moreover, many of the most fearful
fall in social categories enjoying the lowest rates of victimization.
Women and the elderly evidence the highest levels of concern about crime,
but. relatively few fall victim to violent crime or even theft. In many
cases it is necessary to look beyond people's direct and personal
experiences to understand what they think about crime and what they do

in response. High levels of fear expressed in many communities do not
always square with what people do about crime. In particular, the rate
at which incidents are reported to the police by victims is surprisingly
low even in major crime categories. Many people are careless with

regard to their person and property; for example, a large proportion

of the burglaries recorded in victimization surveys are carried out
without need for forcible entry, through unlocked doors or windows

(U.S. Department of Justice 1979).

H) The problems of crime and fear seem to be worse in cities. Crime
rates certainly are higher there. In fact, there is evidence that in
all parts of the world and for most of this century crime has been more
frequent in great cities than in the surrounding countryside (Archer
et al., 1978) . Serious assaultive violence, handgun use, and robbery
are so heavily concentrated in the big cities of this country that
the overall national violent crime rate is highly contingent upon events
and conditions there (Skogan, 1979a). The same opinion surveys that
track fear of crime over time also indicate fear is more pervasive in
large cities among all social groups. Anxiety increases with city

size at almost every step, although there is a substantial jump in



levels of fear in places above 100,000. Changes in offense rates in
big cities have mirrored the rate at which people have moved out of
them into the suburbs. Since World War II, metropolitan sprawl has

grown around central cities with the largest increases in inner-

city crime, and suburbanization is most extensive outside of those

reporting the highest levels of violence (Skogan, 1977a).

This Research

Our work began with the central constructs of crime, fear, and
behavior, but we quickly began to expand the list of things about
which we needed to know. Several more factors seemed important for
understanding what people did about crime, and why.

First, it is clear certain people are more vulnerable than others
to crime. Some are less open to attack due to their size, strength,
and capacity to resist the predations. Others are vulnerable because
they generally live in close proximity to potential offenders. These
are factors that people often cannot do very much about, but generally
are related to both fear and behavior.

We also were interested in conditions and events which characterize
people's immediate environment. By almost any standard some places are
"good places'" and others are 'bad places,' and that should make a
significant difference for what the residents of an area think and do.

Another "environmental' factor, albeit a more abstract one, is the
pattern of media coverage of crime in a community. There always is
a great deal of speculation about the impact of television and newspapers
on people's perceptions of crime and estimates of risk. Two issues are

important in this regard: the content of those media messages, and who

was attentive to them.



Other forms of communication are less impersonal than the media,
and their content may have greater immediacy. The frequency of personal
conversations about crime, and with whom those discussions took place,
were major topics in this research.

The survey we conducted probed people's knowledge of crimes and
their imagé of victims. In addition to media and conversation, another
form of experience with crime is contact with its victims. When victims
are from one's own neighborhood the contact should be even more relevant
for understanding fear. Proximity to victims can be identificational
as well as spatial, so we gauged the "social distance" between people
and their image of victims in the community.

These factors made up the core of a working model of why people
dct as they do in response to crime. A very general sketch of the
relationship between these factors and crime response is presehted in
Figure 1-1, as the "crime related" segment (on the left-hand side) of

this operating model. Some of these constructs are more causally

Figure 1-1 goes about here

distant from fear and behavior than the others. There doubtlessly are
important linkages among the componenté of the model as well.
The list of crime-related behaviors to be investigated grew to
four. They were:
(1) Personal precaution. These are things people
can do to protect themselves from persénal attack.
(2) Household protection. This category contains
a number of specific measures households can
take to prevent burglary and property theft.
(3) Community involvement. There is substantial

interest among policy-makers in factors encouraging
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participation in collective efforts to reduce crime.

(4) Flight to the suburbs. Politically and economically

this may be the most significant reaction to crime.

The operating model sketched in Figure 1-1 includes several
"non-crime'" components, those depicted on the right-hand side. People
are caught up in institutional and organizational matrices which limit
the range of choices they have about what they do, how they live, and
where they live, and affect their selections among those alternatives.
Role constraints limit people's freedom of choice with regard to
personal behavior. Resources families have to affect changes in their
lives in response to crime, and the investments they have to protect
from the threat of crime, determine many household decisions. Decisions
organizations make about which issues to place on the aéenda guide the
involvement of their membership in specific programs. Markét and
nonmarket forces steer people to particular environments, and may
imprison them there.

This analytic guide is thus a cognitive and volitional model of
human behavior that is tempered by the recognition of significant
exogenous forces. On the left-hand side it highlights the importance
of environmental conditions, personal qualities, direct and vicarious
experience, the media, and perceptions of threat in understanding
what people do about crime. This model assumes that people gather cues
ffdm their environment, assess its risks and rewards, and tend to act
accordingly. On the right-hand side the model highlights limits on
freedom of choice, factors which consciously or unconsciously reshape

that goal-directed behavior.
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Data Collection

A vgriety of kinds of data were collected to address the research
questions implied by the operating model. Field representatives were
placed in ten study neighborhoods. They observed events there and
conducted structured and informal interviews with citizens, local
businessmen, police officers, and community leaders. The field
reports were collected and examined in detail. A content analysis
was conducted of city-wide newspapers serving these communities.
Stories concerning crime were noted{ and details about those stories
and the newspapers were systematically recorded. Finally, opinion
surveys were conducted in each of the three cities. All of these
data will be employed in the chapters which follow to elucidate the
nature of fear and the antecedents of crime-related behavior.*

The field observers were graduate and undergraduate students
in Sociology and Anthropology. They were recruited locally and
supervised by a full-time Field Director stationed in each city.
Observers were trained in their task by senior researchers in the
project. They were instructed to attend all important meetings in
their assigned sites, to keep track of events there, and to make and
maintain extensive contacts with people in the community. Much of
the field workers' time, however, was speﬁt interviewing specific
types of people (i.e., 'real estate agents'") finding answers to specific

questions posed by the senior research staff. The interviews were

*For a detailed review of the data sources which were exploited
here see: Maxfield and Hunter (1980).
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open—ended, but the same questions were pursued for a particular
category of informant in each of the research sites. Field workers
set aside a substantial amount of time each week to review their notes
and tape recordings. Their field reports transcribed as directly as
possible what they saw and heard. There were almost 10,000 pages of
field reports. This volume makes extensive use of those notes to
illustrate key points and bring to life our quantitative data.

The content analysis of newspapers serving the three cities was
a major research effort,* This volume examines patterns of violent
crime coverage in the nine metropolitan daily newspapers, although
community newspapers and those with more limited circulation were
examined as well. The data were recorded by coders who examined every
story in each issue of those newspaperé, from November, 1977, through
April, 1978. They noted 11,475 crime-related stories concerning
violence during that period. The coders transcribed information about
the content of each story and measured the total size of each story,
the size of headlines, and the total amount of space in each issue
devoted to news of any kind. The coding was supervised carefully and
the reliability of the data was continually monitored.

In this volume the data are used to characterize what newspapers
in each study city were saying during the months our survey interviews
were being conducted. They describe one aspect of the '"crime environment"
around the respondents at the time. In addition, the data enable us

to compare the substantive content of newspaper crime coverage

*For a detailed review of the cohtent analysis project see: Gordon,
et al. (1979).
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with the image of crime people hold.

The survey data which form the basis for most of the volume were
collected during the last months of 1977.* Interviews were conducted
by telephone from field offices located in each community. The survey
employed a technique knows as Random Digit Dialing (cf, Tuchfarber and
Klecka, 1976) to ensure that residents who recently had moved or had
an unlisted telephone number were adequately represented in the data.
Numbers were generated randomly by a computer, and each working
telephone in a city had an equal chance of being called. Calls
reaching group quarters, businesses, and other non-residential places
were politely terminated. Five-hundred and forty adults were
interviewed in each city-wide survey, while each of the neighborhoods
was represented by a sample raﬁgiﬁg;idlsizé_from_ZOO to 450 ;espondéiﬁé.ri
The size of these samples was lowered somewhat by the need to down-weight
respondents from households with more than one telephone number (they
were more likely to be sampled), and to correct the sample for a slight
overrepresentation of women. The city-wide surveys had a total effective
sample size of 1,389 when these corrections were made. In every case
those questioned were randomly selected from among the adults who lived
in the household we reached by phone. Telephone numbers which went
unanswered or gave a busy signal were recalled several times in an
attempt to contact residents there. Respondents to the city-wide
surveys were contacted using all of the three-digit residential telephone

exchanges serving the legal boundaries of the central city. In order

#For a detailed review of the survey, see: Skogan,1978a.
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to contact residents of specific neighborhoods within the city, numbers
were called at random only for telephone exchanges which served those
areas, and each answering household was quizzed to make sure that it
lay within the correct boundaries. Spanish-language interviewers were
available in each city, and every effort was made to complete interviews
before another randomly-geﬁerated telephone number was substituted for
a "refusing'" household. The response rate for the survey was 61 percent.
Two other surveys are employed in this volume. One was conducted
by the Census Bureau in each of these cities to gauge the extent of
criminal victimization. The other is a survey of the Chicago metro-
politan area, the only data source which includes views of suburbanites
as well as residents of central cities. Extensive use is made of this

survey in Chapter Fourteen to examine flight to the suburbs.

City and Neighborhood Sites

These operations were conducted in Chicago, Philadelphia, and
San Francisco. Although one of these cities is Eastern, one Middle-
western, and the other is located on the West Coast, they have a great
deal in common. All are old cities, plagued with racial conflict,
physical decay, and economic crisis. Each is ringed by growing,
prosperous suburbs, while they are losing population, jobs, and housing
at a marked rate. All had crime problems of considerable magnitude.

In the mid-1970s Philadelphians enjoyed the lowest crime rate
of the three cities. Official statistics and victimization surveys
both placed it below Chicago, and well below San Francisco, on most

indicators. It followed the national trend of stable and declining

crime rates. However, the tumultuous Mayor of the city, Frank Rizzo,

-
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battled crime in the headlines whenever he could get it there. Still,
compared to the remaining cities Philadelphia newspapers devoted the
least attention to crime issues. As the next chapter indicates, crime
in Philadelphia was overconcentrated (even when compared to other big
cities) in Black neighborhoods. This enabled City Hall and the metro-
politan media to discount grime's significance, and the police to fail
to record much of it.
Chicago fell between Philadelphia and San Francisco on both police
and survey measures of crime. Official rates in Chicago were also in
a decline during the period in which the field investigations and surveys
were underway. The town's three major newspapers were very competitive,
and devoted a great deal of attention to crime. However, as Podolefsky,
et al. (1980) perceptively note, the political structure and neighborhood
orientation of the city served to defuse crime as an issue by ''localizing"
it. The political machine in Chicago effectively kept crime (and most
social issues) off the governmental agenda. Concomitantly, the large
size and particularistic ethnic orientation of the city's neighborhoods
encouraged most residents to see crime as a problem "somewhere else."
Little of the above applied to San Francisco in the mid-1970s.
The city had the highest official crime toll and the higﬁééfibictiﬁiéa-g
tion survey rate of the three. In San Francisco the official crime
rate was 2 % times that of Philadelphia. The Bay City did not share
the apparent good fortune of the others in terms of crime trends, for
throughout the study period official statistics there continued to
climb. Newspapers in San Francisco devoted more text space and more
headline attention to crime than they did in other cities. The papers

also focused even more than elsewhere on violent crime. Crime was
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a hot political issue in San Francisco, with the liberal troika of Mayor
Moscone, Chief of Police Gain, and Sheriff Hongisto, sharing the political
flack for the facts noted above.

While these cities differed to some extent in each detail the
consequences of crime for their residents were quite similar. As the
next chaptet documents, the burden of crime was borne mainly by the same
groups. everywhere. Blacks and the poor generally ended up on the bottom
of the heap with respect to crime._;ig da£ézoriesAof,offénéés iﬁ ﬁﬁiéh_
they did not the distribution of victimization followed a similar pattern
in each city. Signifiﬁantly, residents of these three cities reported
strikingly similar levels of fear of crime as well.

The best comparative reading of levels of fear in American cities
comes from a series of sample surveys which were conducted for the Law
Enforcement Assistance Administration by the U.S. Census Bureau during
the 1972-1974 period. Those surveys were designed to produce estimates
of rates of victimization for residents of 26 major cities, including
the three under scrutiny here. Interviews were conducted with almost
10,000 persons aged 16 or older in each city. (For more details about
these surveys, see Garofalo, 1977b.) Respondents were asked:

How safe do you feel, or would you feel, being out alone

in your neighborhood at night? Very safe, reasonably safe,

somewhat unsafe, or very unsafe?

The results of these surveys for this question are presented in Figure
1-2. Depicted are the proportion of respondents who indicated they

felt either "somewhat" or "very unsafe" in each city.

Figure 1-2 goes about here
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FIGURE 1-2
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These figures indicate the three study cities were quite similar
with regard to levels of fear. They cluster together just above the
average for all 26 cities. Because the percentages in Figure 1-2 are
based on survey samples, the differences among the three are of little
substantive significance. They are for all intents and purposes
"the: same." Further; if one trims from the:list the city with the
most deviant score,San Diego, our cities all fall very near the
over-all city mean for fear. In this sense they are typical of large
cities, and the findings which are reported in this volume may be
generalizable to other places. On the other hand, the fact that these
study cities were so similar may lead us to prematurely doubt the
generalizability of those findings. In the main we found few
important city-level differences to report in this volume. Almost all
of the differences between cities which the survey revealed disappeared
when we controlled for simple racial and social differences in the
composition of their populations. If this study had been conducted in
a more heterogeneous set of places that might not have been true.

If these cities were similar in some important respects, the
neighborhoods within them which were éhosen for intensive investiga-
tion certainly were not. Generally, differences between these areas
could not be explained'by simple differences in their population
make-up. Rather, they varied in many interesting and fundamental

respects. Briefly, those neighborhoods were:

Predominately Black Neighborhoods

Woodlawn. Woodlawn is almost a classic ghetto slum, lacking
only large blocks of public housing to complete the picture. It is
located on the south side of Chicago. Woodlawn is the poorest of the
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study neighborhoods. While there are scattered, often well-maintained,
single family homes in the area, the bulk of the people in Woodlawn
live in multiple-unit apartment buildings. The housing stock is very
deteriorated, the streets rundown. Commercial areas in Woodlawn are
dominated by taverns, exploitive stores, and boarded-up buildings.
Since 1970 the population of the area has declined considerably due

to abandonment and demolition of buildings and a serious epidemic of
arson. Incomes are low and unemployment high in Woodlawn, and many
families are headed by women. It is a high-crime area, but enjoys

a substantial degree of formal community organization.

West Philadelphia. This is a working-class Black neighbérhood.
The area is made up predominately of single family homes. Public
housing developments located in West Philadelphia are of the low-rise
and scatter-site variety. A large proportion of the residents of the
community are home-owners, and perceive renters and project—dwellers
as the primary source of trouble in the neighborhood. The most
important local issues are housing and economic development. Vacant
lots and spots of irregular land use dot the area.

Logan. Logan is located in central Philadelphia. It is ethnically
quite diverse, housing a substantial number of whites and Asians. The
community has undergone tremendous racial change during the past decade.
Many of the remaining whites are older, and often do not get along with
younger, Black residents of the area. Whites trace many of the
neighborhood's problems to that racial transition. Logan has relatively
few long-term residents. On the other hand, most housing is single
family row-style, and a large proportion of families own their homes.
Family incomes are low in this area, and there was a substantlal amount
of unemployment .there.

Heterogeneous Neighborhoods

The Mission. The Mission District lies immediately south of
downtown San Francisco. Formerly a white ethnic area, it is undergoing
rapid population change. A large number of Hispanics live in the Mission,
many of whom reside in large apartments or large old homes which have
been cut up into small flats. Black residents of the neighborhood are
concentrated in public housing projects. While this is a low-income
neighborhood, the in-town location is attracting middle-class rehabilita-
tion efforts. Based on our survey the median length of residence in
The Mission was only 2.8 years. Housing, and disruption of the community
caused by the construction of a subway through it, seem to be the most
significant issues here.

Wicker Park. Wicker Park is located in the near northwestern
quadrant of Chicago. The population of the area is changing rapidly,
contributing to a substantial degree of social disorganization in
Wicker Park. The current population is about one-third Black, one-third
Hispanic, and one-third white. The latter group is older and predominately
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Polish. Newcomers are young, and there are many children in the area.
The housing stock is badly deteriorated. Building abandonment and
arson are serious problems in Wicker Park. Unemployment and poverty
stalk the area.

Visitacion Valley. Located in southern-most San Francisco, this
is a moderate-income home-owning area housing a diverse congerie of
whites, Blacks, Asians, and Hispanics. The ethnic mix seems to be
stable, and there are relatively few short-term residents of the area.
A substantial proportion of the Black population of the Valley lives
in two large low-income housing projects. True multi-ethnic residential.
integration exists throughout the area, however. The remainder of the
population lives in single-family homes. Residents of Visitacion Valley
have a long history of political organization, with high levels of
participation in public affairs. At the time of our study crime was
perhaps the community's most important issue.

Predominately White Neighborhoods

South Philadelphia. This is Philadelphia's large working-class
Italian community. It is the home of former Mayor Frank Rizzo and
Hollywood's contribution to boxing, Rocky Balboa. In addition to being
large, the area is quite diverse. While most are neat and prosperous,
Some parts are deteriorated. Scattered through South Philadelphia are
enclaves of Blacks, who made up 16 percent of our survey respondents.
The Black tracts cluster around public housing projects. Boundaries
between white and Black areas are widely known and strictly observed.
Despite rampant racial paranoia among whites in South Philadelphia,
community pride abounds. Most families in the area are low-~to-moderate
income, and live in small connected row houses.

Back-of-the-Yards. Located on Chicago's near south side, this is
a highly organized (the original turf of Saul Alinsky) Irish and Eastern
European working-class neighborhood. There is a mix of tidy single
family homes and low-rise apartment buildings in the area. While
many people are homeowners, property values have been declining ( in
real dollars) for some time. This in part accounts for stability
in the area, families cannot afford to move. The southern end of this
area is undergoing racial transition, but the bulk of respondents to our
survey indicated little fundamental change is taking place in the
neighborhood.

Lincoln Park. The study area is on the western fringe of this
middle-class "in-town' neighborhood on Chicago's north side. It was
by far the most affluent area surveyed. Residents are white and young.
Many are professionally employed, and relatively few have children.
Most rent apartments in multiple-unit buildings. There is also a great
deal of housing rehabilitation and '"gentrification" taking place in
the vicinity. The chief problems of the area are traffic congestion
and unwanted commercial development. This is one of the city's
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principal entertainment and refreshment areas. The official crime rate
in Lincoln park is very high in several categories.

The chapters which follow evaluate in detail our operating model
of the antecedents of action against crime. The chapters in Section I
describe patterns of victimization and fear and the crucial role of
vulnerability to both crime and its consequences. Section II sets fear
of crime in its community context. It explores the effects of three
key neighborhood characteristics: the extent of crime problems, signs
of disorder, and neighborhood integration. The third section turns to
the processes by which individuals learn about crime. The crime content
of the mass media, attentiveness to the media, and the development of
informal neighborhood conversational networks are detailed there, along
with the impact of the information which is acquired in this way upon
fear. Section IV is devoted to individual and household behavior.
Four chapters in this Section examine in turn the frequency of personal
precaution, household protection, community involvement, and flight to
the suburbs. In the final chapter we summarize our key findings and

reformulate the operating model with which we began.



-22~

CHAPTER TWO

CRIMES AND VICTIMS

Introduction

Our investigation of the: problems of crime:and fear began during
the third quarter of the 1970's, a period of some stability with regard
to these issues. During the decade between 1965 and 1974,.crime
resembled a tidal wave. In that span the number of property crimes
recorded by the FBI rose by a factor of four, and the violent crime
rate rose 336 percent. Then those rates of increase slowed dramatically.
Nationally, most categories of reported crime peaked in 1974 and 1975,
and they remained stable--although at a high level--during the remainder
of the 1970s. This pattern obtains even if we examine the results of
national victimization surveys rather than FBI figures; both depict
the same trend during the period following 1972 for which both sets of
estimates are available (Skogan, 1979).

Official figures for our three study cities largely parallel these
trends. In Chicago and Philadelphia most major crimes peaked during
1974 and 1975, and they have been dropping somewhat since that ﬁi&;deéade
watershed. Crime peaked one year later in San Francisco, in 1976.
Our surveys in these three cities were conducted during the Fall of
1977, when these downturns—--if they truly reflected the experiences
of residents of these communities--should have been most visible in
Chicago and Philadelphia, and perhaps had gained some attention in

San Francisco.
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Crime rates in these three cities are extremely high, in comparison
to national totals. This does not particularly distinguish Chicago,
Philadelphia, or San Francisco, but rather reflects the apparently
universal concentration of crime in urban places (Archer, et.al., 1978).
In the United States this concentration reached its peak in 1970, when
the nation's thirty-two largest cities, which housed 17 percent of
it's population, recorded 65 percent of it's robbery (Skogan, 1979).

The concentration of crime in America's great cities simply means
that it is a feature of the urban environment, something to be dealt
with by residents of big cities almost on a daily basis. Crime
certainly is not the only problem overconcentrated there, and the city
environment can present stressful problems for anyone attempting to
negotiate it. Like traffic jams, fires, and the housing shortage,
crime challenges the 'coping capacity" of many people.

In this chapter we will examine patterns of crime in our three study
cities. We will focus upon those who have had the most direct experience
with that problem, victims. As we shall see in later chapters, criminals
may have many indirect victims, and the consequences spread far beyond
- the scene. First, however, we will examine 'who has been a victim of
what," and how frequently, with an eye toward understanding what they

try to do about it.

Crime in Thrée Cities

Police reports from these cities indicate that all of them
experienced rates of crime which were substantially higher than those
of the nation as a whole. In the latter half of the 1970s they were

faced with crime problems of considerable magnitude. The homicide
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rate in Philadelphia stood at twice the national level, and Chicago's
was half again higher; the official rape rate in San Francisco was three
times the national average, as was the frequency of assault. Rates of
robbery and burglary reported to the police were twice the national
figure in the least troubled of these communities. The robbery rate

in San Francisco was one-third higher than that for Chicago, and more
than twice that of Philadelphia.

This does not mean that the actual rate of crime was distributed
in this way across the cities. There are a number of factors which
confound the relationship between the public's experiences and official
accounts of crime. Official measures of the level of crime do not
reflect very accurately the actual amount of criminal activity. Many
victims do not notify the authorities; in major crime categories,
perhaps fifty percent of all incidents are not reported to the police
(Skogan, 1976a). Further, the police do not necessarily record all of
the incidents which citizens bring to their attention, and the rate
at which they do so may change. The reasons for this nonrecording are
diverse, and include command decisions, department rules, police
estimations of the seriousness of events and the motives of the parties
involved, and their need to keep the official crime rate under control
(Black, 1970; Seidman and Couzens, 1974). It seems that the readiness
of the police to record citizen complaints. varies considerably from
community to community. One analysis concluded that.the police in
Chicago recorded about 64 percent of all robbery and 39 percent of all
burglary complaints, while in San Francisco the figures were 51 percent
and 59 percent, and in Philadelphia 38 and 35 percent, respectively

(Skogan, 1976b).
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Because of the rather substantial impact of reporting and recording
practices upon official crime statistics, it is necessary to bypass them
in order to gather many kinds of useful data about crimes and victims.
In effect, victimization data gathered through population surveys is
"the other side of the story" told by official figures. For this reason,
LEAA sponsored victimization surveys in each of our three cities. Those
surveys provide data both on the frequency of criminal incidents in
these communities and on the personal attributes of victims, as compared
to those who were not victimized.

The victimization data reported here were gathered in surveys
conducted in Chicago and Philadelphia early in 1975, and in the San
Francisco survey of 1974. 1In each case the survéy was used to gather
reports of victimization for the previous year. As a result, the most
up-to—date victimization data available for our cities is for the
1973-1974 period. However, there appears to be considerable stability
in the findings of these surveys from year to year (c.f. Antunes, Cook,
Cook and Skogan, forthcoming), as well as great similarity of the

relationships between crime and other factors over time and across

surveys (Garofalo, 1977). Therefore, we will employ the general patterns
those surveys describe for the three cities to augment the analysis of
our own 1977 surveys.

In the victimization surveys, people were asked about crimes against
themselves and their households. When they recalled an incident,
detailed information was gathered about the nature of the offense, the
attributes of offenders, and the consequences of the crime. The data
vary in quality. Methodological investigations suggest that

victims' reports of robbery (defined by the use of force or threat of
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force to take something) and burglary (which involves tresspass of home
or garage) are quite reliable. The survey data on rape is somewhat less
so, and that on assault generally is suspicious. In the case of rape

and assault, one factor clouding the data is the relationship between the
parties involved in such incidents. The surveys appear to substantially
undercount violent. encounters. between.acquaintances and family members;
not surprisingly, those involved in such disputes often fail to recall
them in interviews conducted by government representatives (Turner, 1972).
For this reason, we asked in the telphone survey only about assaults

by strangers; e.g., "being attacked or beaten up by strangers'. As

part of our questioning we asked each respondent about such matters as
the extent of crime in their neighborhood and their estimates of their
risk of being victimized, and we did not want to probe subjects in which
survey data are known to be unreliable.

Table 2=1 presents data on victimization rates for major crime types

Table 2-1 goes about here

in categories comparable to those employed in our own data-gathering
efforts. 1In all personal crime categories these surveys show San
Francisco to have been the highest crime city during the 1973-74 period.
The stranger assault rate there was 50 percent higherifhéﬁ in Chicago;ff
and the personal theft rate in the West Coast community was thirteen
percent above Chicago's count. Only for household burglary did Chicago
outstrip San Francisco, and then the difference between the cities was
only six percentage points. In almost every category Philadelphians

reported the lowest crime rate among the three cities.
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The relatively high level of crime in San Francisco did not go
unnoticed. Political leaders there knew of the problem pondered its
consequences. In an interview,* Councilman John Barbeglata noted that
the crime rate had increased and that his constituents thought that
crime was the city's number-one problem. He indicated that he knew
that this was: not the trend of other cities::

People are upset. They haven't been told the truth.
They think 'San Francisco is no different from other
cities.' But this situation is unique. Other cities
are reducing their crime rate.
He also noted that this was not good for the image of the city.
To run a city, you've got to compete with other cities.
We have to compare with Seattle, Los Angeles, Sacramento,
San Diego, Oakland. We shouldn't be the most liberal.
We don't want to attract lazy, good-for-mothing people.
We should press crime at least as much as these other
cities.
Council member Dorothy von Beroldingen read the consequences of the
criméitate-ih hér observations of street life:
- Tourism is being driven out. People are afraid to go
out., Merchants lock their doors. This is happening
right now on Grant Avenue in the Financial District.
But these are just realistic responses to what is

happening now.

*These interviews are documented in Reactions to Crime Working
Document M-28F, by Armin Rosencranz. They were conducted in the
Spring of 1977.
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Mayor George Moscone apparently had a higher threshold of acceptance
of crime than others. In an interview in San Francisco Examiner in
January, 1977, he noted that "Crime is an overhead you have to pay if
you want to live in the city." The mayor, to be sure, was being held
responsible by some Councilman for the increasing crime rate, for he
had cut the uniformed patrol force by ten percent in his 1976 budget,
at a time when the rising crime rate was apparent. Chief of Police
Charles Gain thought these attacks constituted a "political crime wave,"
for hostile Council members were using the figures to criticize his
administration of the police department. Councilwoman von Beroldingen:

I would get the best Chief I could find, and put him
on probation. Someone who could reorganize the
Department's morale, and who would be in favor of
foot patrolmen. I'd try to get someone who could
reassure the citizens that crime wasn't taking over.

A few concrete policies emerged from the city's administration
as a result of concern over the increasing crime rate. A highly
publicized Street Crime Unit was created to combat robbery; the Mayor
and the Chief supported a city-wide p_ubli.é saﬁet}} prégfamv,, at_tended many '
community meetings, and met with neighborhood leaders about crime
problems.

In Philadelphia, law-and-order politics also was prominent,
despite the relatively low rates of victimization recorded there.
Political discussion there was dominated by the get-tough stance of
Mayor Frank Rizzo; James Tate ran a winning mayoral campaign in 1967
on the promise to name Rizzo Chief of Police, and Rizzo capitalized

on his reputation to himself capture the seat in 1971. Although tHe
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crime rate continued to increase during most of his first term, his
sheer presence in office defused the issue as a source of leverage by
the "outs'" against the "ins." Whenever the irony of rising reports
of crime was brought up during his stay in office Rizzo would turn the
criticism against other elements of the criminal justice system (and
especially judges) who were his political enemies. Also, as we shall
see, surveys in Philadelphia have revealed that victimization rates
there were relatively low for whites, and high for blacks. Because
Rizzo's strategy for building a winning electoral coalition was based
upon ostentatiously excluding black residents from participation in
policy making, a substantial component of the crime rate in Philadelphia
could be discounted politically at a very low figure. This enabled
Rizzo to "talk tough," while bankrupting the city to his own advantage,*
The data presented in Table 2-1 also present a useful picture of
the relative importance of each kind of crime, based upon their frequency.
By far the most common types of crime involve threats to property rather
than to life and limb. Simple thefts, those which do not involve breaking
into a home or a street confrontation between victim and perpetrator,
were by far the most frequent offenses. They were followed closely by
burglary, a more serious crime because it involves the illegal entry of
a home. Far less common were thefts which involved confrontations
between the offending and aggrieved parties. Crimes in this category
included robberies (which involve the use of force) and purse snatching
(which do not), e.g., the predatory street crimes popularly known as
"muggings.'" Assaults by strangers were somewhat less common than

personal theft, while the rape rates generated by these victimization

*This analysis of events in Philadelphia is drawn from a detailed
report by Stephen Brooks (1980).
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surveys were quite low.

Not only do property crimes substantially outnumber more serious
personal offenses in each of these cities, but in general the gravity
of an offense is inversely proportional to its frequency. As we shall
see in Chapter Four simple thefts are ranked quite low in seriousness
by the general public, who give successively higher weight to crimes
involving breaking and entering, physical violence, forcible theft,
and sexual assault. The latter, for example, ranks second only to
murder in terms of the seriousness with which it is viewed by the
public. This inverse relationship between the frequency and seriousness
of crime may serve to blunt the impact of the seemingly vast (perhaps
37,000,000 incidents per year) crime problem. Chapter Four explores
the relationship between victimization and fear, and documents the

effect of common events upon victims' fears.

The Victims of Crime

In addition to facilitating inter-city comparisons of crime rates,
LEAA's surveys reveal a great deal about patterns of victimization at
the individual level. In this they differ greatly from official
statistics on crime, which tell us very little about victims. This
analysis of the victimization problems facing key population groups
indicates that there are some important differences among the
experiences of the males, young people, the poor and high-income groups,
and blacks. Consistent with the city level comparisons, the surveys
show that within most groups the residents of San Francisco were the
most victimized, followed by those from Chicago and then Philadelphia.

However, people's fears were not always directly related to these
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objective risks. While some highly victimized groups evidence a great
deal of fear of crime, others seem to fall near the bottom of the scale.

While the victimization surveys gathered a great deal of background
information on crime victims, this chapter focuses upon four fundamental
demographic factors which will prove important throughout this volume:
race, age, sex, and income. It will examine: in detail. only three: crimes:
personal thefts (robbery and purse-snatching), serious ("aggravated')
assault, and burglary; They were chosen because these crimes involve
most of the elements which provoke fear and concern in the minds of
victims, and because they are problems probed in detail in the survey
of reactions to crime. All are frequent enough (unlike rape) to be
measured relati#ely accurately in the city victimization surﬁeys, and
methodological investigations suggest that the victimization surveys
gather relatively reliable reports of these types of experiences (unlike,
for example, attempted or minor violence) from their victims.

Figure 2-1 aepicts the relationship between family income and
victimization rates for personal theft and serious assault. This
figure illustrates both the city-level average victimization rate for
each income group and the range (the highest and lowest city rates)
around that average. While the mean generalizes about people's
experiences, the range tells how accurately that mean describes this
set of cities. Rates for both types of crime declined steadily with
income. The decline was most precipitous from the lowest income category

to about the $10,000 per year mark. Personal theft in particular was

Figure 2-1 goes about here
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INCOME AND VICTIMIZATION RATES FOR PERSONAL
THEFT AND AGGRAVATED ASSAULT
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SOURCE: U.S. Department of Justice, 1976: Table 8 (Chicago and Philadelphia);
U.S. Department of Justice, 1977a: Table 20 (San Francisco).
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largely a lower and working-class problem. Predatory theft rates varied
among the communities in the general fashion indicated by official crime
statistics: San Franciscans outranked Chicagoans, who in turn outpaced
Philadelphians in every income category.

The relationship between serious assault and wealth was less
clear—cut.. While. victimization rates' generally declined with increasing
income, those at the top of the financial ladder were not as isolated
from risk as those at the bottom when assault is contrasted to personal
theft. Violence strikes surprisingly widely in the social structure.

On the other hand, serious assaults were much less common than street
muggings for every income group.

Figure 2-2 illustrates the relationship between age and victimiza-
tion rates for personal crimes. Note that we have excluded data on
victimization of younger persons (the victim surveys included those as
young as 12 years of age) to maximize the comparability of these data

with our own. Rates for assault fit the expected distribution: in all

Figure 2-2 goes about here

three cities, they dropped very sharply with age, and all but vanished

among those over sixty -five. The bulk of assaultive violence struck

those under thirty-five, a figure quite comparable with national data.
Robbery and purse-snatching also matched the national pattern,

albeit with a distinctive emphasis on the victimization of the elderly

in San Francisco. In general, purse-snatching is the only crime measured

in the victim surveys which strikes the elderly with any frequency.

When it is combined with robbery, nationwide rates for personal theft
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FIGURE 2-2

AGE AND VICTIMIZATION FOR PERSONAL THEFT AND
AGGRAVATED ASSAULT .
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among the elderly are about as high as those for others over 35 years
of age (Antunes, Cook, Cook and Skogan, 1977). This pattern was clear
in the victim survey data for Chicago and Philadelphia. In San
Francisco, on the other hand, there was a substantial upturn in personal
théft among the elderly, due largely to the frequency of purse-snatching
there.. Robbery rates, which include incidents involving force or the
threat of force, were about the same for all adult groups in San
Francisco. However, 43 of every thousand elderly were afflicted by
purse-snatching, while the comparable rate was 27 per thousand in the
50-64 group.

Figures 2-3 and 2-4 present victimization rates for personal crimes

against men and women. The data illustrated there match national

Figures 2-3 and 2-4 go about here

patterns: in each city, males suffered substantially higher rates of
victimization, especially from assault. Men far outstripped women in
the robbery component of the personal theft figures, but the gap was
largely closed by purse-snatching. In general the cities ranked as
expected within each sex category. However, the high rate of
victimization in San Francisco meant that women there experienced
more personal theft than men living in Phildelphia, an& women in
Chicago slightly outstripped Phiiadeipﬁié‘ﬁéles. In short, for
personal theft, city differences were as important as sex differences
in describing aggregate rates of victimization.

Assault, as measured in the city victimization surveys, was

related to race about as we would expect based upon national figures.
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As we see in Figure 2-5 Blacks reported victimization rates which were
slightly higher than those for whites--with the exception of San Francisco.

There, victimization rates for whites were higher than those for Blacks.

Figure 2-5 goes about here

The same pattern was apparent in data for personal thefts in San Francisco,
as illustrated in Figure 2-6. Again Blacks in San Francisco were
victimized by robbery and purse-smatching at a rate of about 20 per

thousand less than whites, a dramatic difference. This is quite

Figure 2~6 goes about here

contrary to the national norm. In the other cities Blacks were far more
likely to be victimized than were whites as nétionéi data would4léédrfiw
us to expect. Victimization rates for personal theft among whites

in San Francisco were so high that whites there and Blacks in Chicago
were plundered with approximately the same frequency.

An examination of patterns of victimization from property crime
modifies only a few of the conclusions illustrated thus far. We focus
here upon burglary, perhaps the most serious and fear-provoking of the
property offenses examined in the victimization surveys. For that
offense, those sixty-five and older (in this case we examine the data
by the age of heads of households) continued to enjoy the lowest rates

of victimization. Across all cities burglary rates dropped steadily

with age, and those in the oldest age category were victimized

Figure 2-7 goes about here
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FIGURE 2-7

AGE AND VICTIMIZATION RATES FOR BURGLARY |
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only one-fourth as frequently as households headed by younger adults.
Like violent crime, burglary struck Black households far more
frequently. Examining the data again by the characteristics of heads
of households in our three cities, Figure 2-8 depicts the great gulf
between the races in this regard. In each case residents of San
Francisco were more likely than others to be victimized, while

Philadelphians came off best.

Figure 2-8 goes about here

The most important way in which burglary differed from violent
crime involved the relationship between victimization and wealth. In
the national crime panel monitored by the Census Bureau, burglary rates
are highest for those at the top and the bottom of the financial ladder,
and lowest for those in moderate income categories. Robbery, purse-
snatching, and assault, on the other hand, generally plague the poor.
But in the case of burglary the wealthy face risks as substantial as
those bé&eﬁiiingmthé_leés well-to-dé; Thejéity ﬁictimiéaﬁidhléurvgys
generally reflect this pattern. As Figure 2-9 illustrates, burglary
victimization rates bottomed out among those in the $15,000 income
category. They were somewhat higher among the very poor, and much

higher among the most wealthy. However, the data were far from uniformly

Figure 2-9 goes about here

curvilinear with regard to family income. While San Francisco and
Philadelphia charted the expected course, in Chicago middle-income

families suffered high rates of victimization as well. As a result,
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FIGURE 2-9

INCOME AND VICTIMIZATION RATES FOR BURGLARY |
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the most accurate generalization from our data about the distribution
of burglary would be that it is widespread, striking with some frequency
at every rung on the income ladder. Unlike personal predatory and
assaultive crimes, burglary threatens the well-to-do and the urban
middle-class. Elsewhere it has been argued (Skogan and Klecka, 1977)
that this is the result of contrary forces representing the differential
desirability of potential targets (favoring the rich) and differences
in their availability to potential offenders (weighted in the direction
of the poor). High-income households offer more lucrative possibilities
for gain, and often professional burglars will travel long distances
to exploit those opportunities (Reppetto, 1974). On the other hand,
most burglaries are not carried out by professionals, but rather by
youths who act more spontaneously and tend to select. targets close to
home. The result is to "democratize" the category of victim somewhat,
spreading a great deal of relatively serious crime throughout the city.
In sum, these data on patterns of victimization identify some
special population groups facing problems with major crime which are
more serious than most. As we have seen, the most consistently
victimized group is young adults, those under 35 (and especially under
25). They bear a disproportionate share of the assaultive violence,
predatory personal crime, and household burglary plaguing these cities
and others. Men rather than women are most frequently victimized by
all of the crimes considered in detail here, with the exception of the
purse-snatching component of our personal theft category. Black residents
were especially prone to burglary and personal theft, and outdistanced

whites in terms of assaultive violence in two of the three cities.
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The elderly generally are victimized less frequently than others, but
(especially in San Francisco) they were often singled out in street
robberies and purse-snatchings. Similarly, the well-to-do largely are
insulated from most of these crimes, but frequently fall victim to
burgiary (and property theft generally), even in comparison to those
in the lowest income groups.

Chapter Five examines the relationship between these key demographic
characteristics and fear of crime. The findings illustrate one of the
more prominent puzzles in victimization research, the often inverse
relationship between victimization rates and fear of crime among certain
groups in the population. While Blacks and the po<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>