Document Title: Fear of Crime and Some Dimensions of
Community Response

Author(s): Eric Hollins
Northwestern University
Center for Urban Affairs

Document No.: 82429

Date Published: 1976

Award Title: Reactions to Crime Project
Award Number: 78-NI-AX-0057

This report has not been published by the U.S. Department of Justice.
To provide better customer service, NCJRS has made this Federally-
funded report available electronically in addition to traditional paper
copies.

Opinions or points of view expressed are those
of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect
the official position or policies of the U.S.
Department of Justice.




B

Conklin (1973) has examined relationships between perceptions of local
crime rates and feelings of personal safety, interpersonal trust, and affect

for community within two communities in metropolitan Boston. He found a

stronger relationship between perceptions of crime and social response for

that community which perceived higher crime rates.‘ These findings lead to
the suggestion that a threshold efféct may be opergting in which spcial
response to crime becomes related to perceptions of the crime fate only Wheg
those perceptions reach a certain level of intensity within the community.A
Secondary analysis 6f survey data from community areas within Cincinnati,

Ohio and Hartford, Connecticut was unable to replicate Conklin's findings

with respect to a threshold effect. Instead, the relationships between

several perception of crime scales and items indicating attitudes and re-

actions toward crime and crime-related problems were found to be relatively

constant across communities which varied widely with regard to perceptions

of the extent of local crime. This paper presents a summary of Conklin'’s

study and reports the procedures and findings of the replication attempt.

1

Conklin's analysis is concerned with the relationship between direct

-



o

“wictimization and indirect victimization. Direct victimization "refers to

1

. the loss incurred by the victim in such 'ctimes with victims' as murder,
rape, robbery, and burgiary. In these crimes...the victim clearly incurs
a loss from the criminal act.” (pg. 374) Indirect victimization "suggests
that an individual may>suffer a 1§ss from a crime in which he is not directly
involved; To Ehe extent that crimes do become.known to the public, atti-
tudes and behavicr of individuals not directly victimized may be altered.
When these changes are regérded negatively by the individuals themselves,
iqdirect vic;imization odcqrs." (ng 374) Ezamples of such changeé in
behavior may include staying @ome at night, taking taxicabs rathef than walk-
ing; and securing homes with locks and watch dogs. (President's Commission
onvLaw Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 1967:87—88}

Conklin, however, does not attempt to ascertain:the_ac£ﬁal level of
direct victimizgtion_occuring within the communitie; he studies. It is by
now well recogniied that crimes reﬁorted to the policé under—estimate
the actual amoun£ of direct victimization by some unknown quantity. (Ennis,
1967; Reiss, 1967) While victimiz#tion surveys almost universally Feport

higher crime rates than are known to the police, a number of questions have
L !

been raised concerning the accuracy of these measures, with particular refer-



:encg to cross-community applications. (Clarren and Schwartz, 1976) Insofar
as Fhe concept of direct victimization rates appears to be an unknown qgantity,
Conklin assumes that community perceptions of the criﬁe rate may have a more
important effect upon aspects Sf social response. Such pérceptions would be
influenced at least partially by the actual level of direct_victimization,

but would also be influenc;d by.the reéorting behavior of the mass media,
politicians and law enfércement officials, aﬁd by mechanisms of communication
within the individual comminity. -Conklin emphasizes that "it is tﬁis_rela—
tionship betweeg perceptions of crime in one's community and one's attitudes
and bghavior which.is of central concern in thiélpaper." (pg. 375)

The two cqmmunities surveyed by Conklin ére both within the Bosﬁon
.ﬁetropolitan area. Ong is ﬁeécribed as a suburb in which fhe residents are
predominately from middle-class backgrounds, engaged in white-collar occupa-
tions{ well-educated, prosperous, and from various ethnic backgrounds.. The
other is descriﬁedlgs-aﬁ urban néighborhood»within Boston in which tﬁe residents
are predominately working class in background, ehgaged in biue—collar 6c—
cupations, less well educated, less prosperous, and of Italian anceftry.

The racial composition of both communities is almost all white. From | ~

1

samples of 200 households, 138 residents of the suburb and 128 residents of



“the urban community were interviewed.

The measure éf local perception of crime consisﬁed of a scalé composed
of three items concerning respondents' assessment of local crime rates.
The wording and coding of these itéms are presented in table 1. On éll
three items, residents of the urbanAcommunity perceived higher crime rates
than did residents of the suburb. The differences were significant in
excess of .00l when compared with a difference of means test. Inter-
item correlations ranged from .34 to .49 and the scale was formed:by summing
the items. The cross-sample differences remained after controlling f?r é

number of variables, including age, sex, social background, income, ed-

ucation, religion, and ethnicity.



TABLE I.

CONKLIN'S PERCEPTION OF CRIME ITEMS®* -

i

Urban

N Suburb Area
1. Do you think that there is (1) more crime, (3) less crime, or

(2) about the same amount of crime here in (area) as there is

in other communities in the city of Boston and its suburbs?

(Percent reporting less crime in area). 83.2 39.1
2. Do you think that the crime rate in (area) is (1) higher than

the national crime rate, (2) the same as the national crime

rate, or (3) lower than the national crime rate? (Percent

reporting lower crime rate in area). ' 90.7 56.6
3. Would you say that the crime rate in your neighborhocod is _

(1) high, (2) average, or (3) low? (Percent low). 87.4 53.3
4. Perception scale =1 + 2 + 3 (no values reported).
%

L.

From Conklin, 1971, p. 377.




In additien to percepﬁions of lecal crime, Conklin asked his respondents
; number of questicns which dealt with feelings of personal safety, trust
of neighbors and of people gn general, and affect or attachment to the local
community. For gach item, he compared responses between communities and
examined the nature of the relationship between the items and perceptions of
crime using regression analysis. The wording of each item and the results of
;he cross—community and regression analysis are presented in Appendix 1.
When compared with a t-test, almost all of.the individual items showed g
cross—sample difference in excess of‘the .01 1eve1 of signifiéaﬁce. Most
of these differences held up when controlled for the sécial background vari-
ables (age, sex, efc.) mentioned above.

Of eleven iteﬁs tested by Conklin, the threshold effect occurs.on
seven of them. On these items, a significant relationship is fouﬁd‘betﬁeen
the item and perceptions of local érime‘fof the urban community, but no
relationship is found for the same variables in the suburbaﬁ éommunity.
On three items, no significant relation occurs within either community while
g significant‘relation is found for one item within both communities.

Conkliﬁ groups his items into four categories. The first three items

13

refer to feelings of personal security in the community. Correlations of



.33 to .50 between item pairs support the conclusion that these items are

I

tapping the same underlying dimension. According Fo Conklin, the mean
scores suggest "an inverse relationship betwéeﬁ feelings of personal safe;y
‘and perception of crime rates: the more crime pérceived by residents of a
comﬁunity, the less those residents will feel perscnally safe." (pg. 379)
However, when this relationshié is tested within each area, it is found to be
true oniy for the urban community in which perceptions of cfime rates are
bigh. ‘Within the suburban communit?, in which low crime rates are perceiﬁed,
such a relationship does not occur. It ié this differénce in relatioﬁships
for com@unities with low and high perceptions of local crime rates which
Conklin describes as a botential threshold effect.

The second group of items are designed to measﬁre feelings of inter-

| (See Addendix), ' .
personal trus%f\ Intgr—item correla;ions indicated that these items were
'tapping two dimensions. TItems 4 and 5 appear to measure feélings of trus;
helﬁ by the respondent toward his fellow‘neighbors, whereas items 6 énd 7
appeér to measure respondents' feelings of trust toward people in general.
Wiﬁhin these groups, the threshold effect occurs on those items which measure
trﬁst of neighbors, but no relationship occurs on thé‘generalized trust items. -

The third group represents a collection of items which dare intended



\

- to ascertain the level of affect or attachment to the community felt by the
respondent. Inter-item correlations were not.repofted for this group of
questions. Item 8 shows a signifiéant relationship with perceptions

of crime within bpth sample areas. Item 9 shows no relatiounship towards
perceptions of crime, but items 10 and 11 again.producebthe thresholdA
effect. However, the strength of relationship between item 11 and the
perception of crime scale is somewhat weaker Within the.urban area than were
most of the other items.

Surveys»conducted in Cincinnati, Ohio and Hartford, Connecticut were
analyzed in the a;tempt to replidate Conklin's findings. The Cinciﬁnati
survey was undertaken as part of the Urban Institﬁtefs evaluation of a
‘neighborhood team policing program. ’(Schwartz, et.‘al.;21975; Clarren and
Schwartz, 1975) The Hartfo:d survey was conducted bf the Survey Reséarch
Program of the University of Massachusetts-Boston and thé Hartford Insti-
tute of Criminal and Social qusfice as part of thevevaluation qf tﬁe Harﬁ—
ford Crime Reduction Program. Both surveys utilized clustered probability
designs to sagple household units.‘ In Cincinnati, an attitude res?ondent
was chosen atArandom from aﬁong the household members. Both surveys were

3

administered in 1973 and both were conducted with in-person intervisws.


http:evaluatj.or

.'M?stﬂimportant, for the purposes of this replication effort, bqth surveys
were designed to focus on specific neighborhoods within their reséecti%e urban
areas and drew enriched samples of these neighborboodé.

ﬁeither survey, of course, provides an exaét duplication éf Conklin's
design. This is'to be expected since both were developed with different
purposes in migd. Not all of the items used by Cpnklin to construct his per-
ception of crime scale are present in the surveys. To achieve scales which
were asiclose an app;oximatioh as possible of Conklin’s scale, similar items
were examined agd alternative scales déveloPed on the basis of inter-item
correlations.

A similar problem was encountered whepyrgplication of the attitude-response
items was attempted. Not all of Conklin's items are present and some of those
that are do not provide‘exactly the same wording or égding. Once ggain, additional
related i?ems were examined aﬁd_inter~item cgrrelations were used to detefmine
the.extent to wbich.the items were tapping a similar dimension.

Finally, the characteristics of the neighborhoods examined‘by these surveys
may be different in some important respects from those communitiestgxaméned by
Conklin. Some of the "areas" in these surveys actually represent that portion ™

3

of the city under study which lies outside the geographic boundaries of the



- specifically selected ﬁgighborhoods. Thus they do not represent an identifiable
community in the sense used by Conklin.v Also, those areas which can be char-
acterized as neighborhoods or communities ail lie within the central city, no
suburbaﬁ communities were studied in either survey.

The Cincinnaéi survey was conducted to provide baseline data for an eval-

- uation of a- team policing program in Cincinnati's Police District One. Within

'

this district, Mt. Adams, West End, and Over-the-Rhine ére recognized as separate
neighborhoods or communities both.by Cincinnatians in general and by the resideﬁts
ofAthe neighborhoods. Thé policing experiment was designed to capitalize o?

the characteristics of these areas as neighborhoods by assigning a separate

poliée team to be fesponsible for all of the safety.needs'of each neighbérhoodf,
For these reasons, separate sémples of households were drawn for‘each of the
identified neighborhoods. A fourth sample Was.drawn‘for the remainder of District‘
One (identified hereafter as "remaindér") and.a fifth sample was drawn for house~
holds in Cincinnati at iafge which were not within the experimental area (this
sample identified hereafter as "outside"). The final survey contained 211 com-
pieted household interviews for Mt. Adams, 242 for West End, 245 for Over—the—»
Rhine, 269 fgf the remainder sample, and 297 interviews fér outside of digtrict

*

one. A more complete explanation of the sampling design for the Cincinnati Survey,



“as well as descriptions of the neighborhoods which were studied, is presented
in a paper by Clarren agd Schwartz (1974).

Mt. Adams is an all-white, upéer’middle class neighborhood which closely
approximates Conklin's suburbgn community. Although closé to the Central Businegs
District, its position on the top of a bluff helps to insulate it from the reét
of district one; This situation has contributed to an in-migration éf siggles aﬁd
young married coﬁples who are predominately college eduéated and engaged in pro-
fessional occupations. The medium income fbr Mt. Adams (éll,lBS'in 1973) is
significantly higher than the median for_Cincinnati outside of district one. The
population of Mt..Adams (based on the survey estimate) is about 3491 persons
living in 1372 households.

 Ihe West End is an al%jblack neighborhood with a medidn income of $2,900
(survey esfimate). Housing is mostly rental, predominately in older, three-story
buildings with 6 to 9 apartments per unit. A substantigl amount of housiﬁg is
also Provided by a number of "low-rise' rent supplement apartment complexes,
Average levels of educational attainment are low. The residenté ére primarily
working class? with high unemployment and fairly high degree of transience.

41.6 %Z of households with two or more members are headed by females. The pop- ™

Rl

ulation, which is skewed toward the younger end of the age distribution, is

-



. approximately 6073 persons in 2226 households.

Over-the-Rhine is a mixed community with approximately 40% of the residents
black and 607 white. A highiy transient area, it has traditionally been the point
of entry for migrants (both black and white) entering Cincinnati from the Appa-
lachian region. Average education is about the same as in the Wes; End, but
mgdium income {$2,300) is somewhat lower. Compared to the West End, a higher pro-
portion Qf Over-the-Rhine residenté are senior citizens. 33.9% of.householdsbwith
two or more members are headed by females. Like the West End, the populatiog_is
primarily working class with high levels of unemﬁloyment. At the time of the
survey, there were approximately 6617 persons in Over-tﬁemRhine living in 3210
households.

Although the remainder and outside of district one samples do not constitute
community areas in the sense used by Conklin, éhey Weie ingluded in this analysié._
This was done in orderAto observe how the relationship in.question behaved for aﬁ
undifferentiate?éopulation in comparison to a specifiéd‘comﬁunity‘at a given level
of perception of crime. A sample drawn from an undifferentiated population could
be expected to cont;in respondents from a numbe? of communities o? neighborhocds
which vary widely with respect to their avefége levels of perceptions. If the <

relationship between perceptions of crime and response attitudes is determined in



a ;tepwise threshold effect by thg average level §f perceptions within a neighbor-
hood, then one would expect the strength of the relétionship to be weaker for an
undifferentiated sample than it would be for a sample from a spécific community
atvan equivalent level of perceptions.

Table two‘presents the items,.with their means and standard deviations,
whicﬁ were used to construct the perceptionof crime scales for the Cincinnati
samples. The first two items are similar to two of Conklin's items. There was
no item-in the Cincinnati survey which was similér to the remaining item used by
Conklin. A number of additjonal'items were examined_to éée if their intercor;
relations with thevfirét two Cinciﬁnati questions would permit constrﬁction of an
expanded percepfion of crime scale. Ofvthe available qugstions, itém number three
pérformed»the best across all fivg areas. Two scales were éubéeéﬁeﬁtly constructed

for use in the analysis. The first scale included all three of these

questions, while the second scale excluded item pumber three.



TABLE 2.

- CINCINNATI: PERCEPTION OF CRIME ITEMS AND SCALES

Outside

- West

Mt. Remndr. Over

Dist. 1 | Adams |Dist. 1 End Rhin
Within the past year or two, do you think that
crime in your neighborhood has (1) increased, *1.67 1.77 1.65 1.44 1.61
(2) remained the same, or (3) decreased? *%(.626)((.710) (.668) (.624) (.635
How do you think your neighborhood compares
with others in Cincinnati in terms of crime?
Would you say it is (1) much more dangerous,
(2) more dangerous, (3) about average, (4) less 3.68 3.37 3.02 3.20 2.79
dnagerous, (5) much less dangerous. (.838)1(.900) (.773) (.728 .829
Do you think that the use of‘hard drugs, like
heroin, is a serious problem in your neigh- 3.97 3.13 3.04 2.84 2.91
borhood? (1) yes, (5) no. (1.76)(2.00) (2.00) (2.00) (2.00
Scale 1: 1 + 2 + 3, standardized
(Xif =X + Xy - Xo + Xz - X3) .986 .364 -.173 -.492 -.862
( or Oz =03 ) (1.87)1(1.99) (1.94) (1.87) (2.05
Scale 2: 1 + 2, standardized
X =X + X2 - X2) .608 .409 -.153 -.294 ~.534
( o) 0z ) (1.45) ] (1.67) | (1.48) {(1.37) |(1.54

% Mean of item by area.

** Standard deviation of item.




Since the variables were coded in different fashions; each variable was
standardized and the two scales were constructed by summing‘these standardized
scores. As a result of the coding and standardizing procedures, a positive
'score on the scales corresponds to a perception of local crime as being low,
while a negative score corresponds ﬁo a high perception of local crime.‘ Qn both
scales, the Qutside sample displayed the lowest.level of perception of crime and
Mt., Adams placed second lowest. The Remainder sample fell in the middle, while
the West End and Over-The-Rhine samples respectively displayed the second highest' 
and highest levels of perception of crime.

The attitude-response items used in this analysis are presented in table
3. Items 1 and 2 are very‘similar to two of Conklin's safety in the eommunity
items, 7 and 8 correspond approximately to Conklin's interpersonel trust items
(neighborhood specific), and 9 is similar to ome of Cenklin's affect questions.

The additiomnal 1tems were chosen on the basis of fafe validity and thelr corre-
_S’C’Vf’*/ )Z I(JC' ‘ v A e e A(f' % ,m,lzr & f{wi Jere /00/{"’ o {J\/é/“r} ForvS /9,7-— T }//,,

/i /If f’f}(/( (/"/4’// //;J &/~
lations with other items in each group. ., Analysis of variance was applied to

determine the amount of variance on each item which was accounted for by area
differences. The areas were significantly different from each other on every
item in excess of a probability of .001. Although the order of response by area:

was not the same for every item, the average order was identical to the order



edatrol items were utilized to determine if the area differences

In almost all cases, controlling for these three

significance of the area diffefences below the 1001



TAEBLE 3.

CINCINNATI:

Outside

SAFETY, TRUST, AND AFFECT ITEMS

Remndr.

West

e DN L

Mt. Over t
Dist. 1 | Adams Dist. 1 End Rhine
A. Safety in the Community Items
1. How safe do you feel or would you feel being
out alone in your mneighborhood at night?
(1) very safe, (2) reasonable safe, (3) some- %2.22 1.81 2.83 2.78 2.99
what unsafe, (4) very unsafe.. k%.984 .969 1.008 .995 . 969
Which statement do you agree with most?
. My chances of being attacked or robbed have °
(1) gone up in ‘the past few years, (2) my :
chances haven't changed, (3) my chances - 1.98 1.62 1.88 1.78 .89
have gone down. 1.911 1.079 1.657 1.506 1.717
How safe do you feel or would you feel being
out alone in your neighborhood during the
day? (1) very safe, (2) reasonably safe, 1.42 1.21 1.72 1.81 1.86
(3) somewhat unsafe, (4) very unsafe. 644 .515 .737 .770 745
Do you think that most people in this neigh-
borhood have limited or changed their act-
ivities in the past few years because they 3.66 3.95 3.16 2.79 2,98
are afraid of crime? (1) yes, (5) no. 1.892 1.763 1.998 1.993 2.004
In general, have you limited or changed your
activities in the past few years because of 3.66 3.95 3.16 2.79 2.98
. erime? (1) yes, (5) no. 1.892 1.763 1.998 1.993 2.004
~ B. Interpersonal Trust Items
How about any crimes which may be happening
in your neighborhood? Would you say they
are committed (1) mostly by people who live
here, or (3) mostly by outsiders? (coded: 2.21 2.48 2.13 2.18 2.00
(2) 4if answer was 'equally by both') .898 .808 .884 .791 .822
Would residents in your neighborhood (1)
“usually, (2) cccasionally,cr+ (3) seldom
take a hand if juveniles and children were 1.67 1.81 2,21 2.10 L 2.24
causing trouble or were on the verge of .833 .847 815 .752 . 815
breaking the law? : '
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TARLE 3.

Outside Mt. Remndr. | - West Over
Dist. 1 | Adams Dist. 1 End Rhinp
8. From your viewpoint, would residents in your
- neighborhood (1) usually, (2) occasionally, or
(3) seldom report crimes they observe to the 1.44 1.41 2.00 2.08 2.1C
police? .726 .671 .852 .789 .831
C. Affect for Community Items
9. 1Is there anything you don't like about this 4,03 2,31 3.22 3.32 3.32
neighborhood? (1) yes, (5) no. : 1.717 1.883 - 1.992 1.979 1.87
<j 10. Do you think people in this neighborhood
3 could get the police to change the way they do
things if a change were needed? (1) yes, 2.50 1.84 3.28 2.26 3.4¢
(5) no. ' . 1.941 1.636 1.985 1.862 1.9¢6

* Mean of item by area
%% Standard deviation of item by area



Having developed perception of crime scales as similar aébpossible to the
one used by ponklin, selected appropriate attitude—réspgnse items, and egamined
the strength of area differences; the next step was to test the relationship be~
tween the perception scales and the attitude-response items. To do.this, a Pearson
correlation éoefficient was computed'for each area separately between both scales
and each attitude respohse item. This statistic is identical to the standardized
regressiop coefficient obtained by Conklin's use of a regression analysis model;
The resuiting correlation coefficients are reported in Taﬁle 4.

-If Conklin's threshold effect were operating, we would expect to see a

S

pattern of low correlaﬁiéns in the left-hand cblumns and higher.co;relations in
the right~banq columns. In other Words,.Mt. Adams and the area outside of dis-
trict one, with low perceptions.of local crime, should display a weak relation;
ship betweéﬁ percep;ions of crime and attitude - responsé items whereas the
West End and Ove;—the;Rhing, with high perqeptions of loéal crime, should display
. stronger relationships. As can be seen from'the table, there is little evidence
which supports the existence of such a threshold pattern. While Mt. Adams dis-
plays the lowest overall correlations, the area outside of district'pne, with

lower perceptions of crime, displays a consistently higher level of relationships.

Over-the-~Rhine, with highest perceptions of crime, and the remainder area of



”d;strict one_both display relationships which are very similar to those displayed
by the outside area. Finally, the West End,vwith the second highest lé&el of
perceptions of cri¢e, shows some degree of variation from item to item. Occasion-
ally,‘it shows relationships similar to those of Over—the-Rhine and outside of
district one, bpt primarily it showé relaﬁionships which are as weak or weaker

than those of Mt. Adams.
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Correlation of Ttem with Scale i

OQut of 'Mt. Remndr.

3 . WITH PERCEPTION OF CRIME SCALES

CINCINNATI: CORRELATIONS OF SAFETY, TRUST, AND AFFECT ITEMS

Correlation of Ttem with Scale 2

West Over the Out of Mt. Remndr. West Over th
Dist. 1 Adams Dist. 1 End Rhine Dist. 1 Adams Dist. 1 End Rhine
1. *-,38 -.23 -.23 -.23 -.27 -.37 -.12 -.26 ~.11 -.23
%%, 001 .002 .001 .002 .001 .001 .07 .001 .06 .001
]
P2, .17 .13 .17 14 .32 .13 .15 .24 .13 .27
) .01 .06 .01 .05 .001 .02 .03 .001 .03 .001
i3, -.39 -.21 ~.26 -.31 -.29 -.34 -.10 -.16 ~-.17 -.28
: .001 .004 .001 .001 .001 .001 .10 .01 .01 .001
i 4. .35 .26 - | .31 .20 .30 .32 .13 .30 .06 .26
; .001 .001 .001 .01 .001 .001 .05 .001 .20 .001
.22 .19 .24 .01 .28 .22 .07 .21 -.01 .26
. 001 .01 .001 b .001 .001 .20 - .001 bk .001
.25 .07 .32 .29 .27 .23 .00 .28 .29 .27
.001 .21 .001 .001 .001 002 49 .001 -.001 .001
~.26 -.13 . |-.14 -.14 -.20 -.23 -.10 -.14 -.11 -.18
E .001 .06 .02 .05 .01 .001 .10 .02 .06 01
i
-.14 -.05 -.08 -.27 -.22 -.12 -.09 -.13 {-.09 -.18
g .02 .27 11 .001 .002 .03 L14 .02 CL11 .01
.23 .18 .28 .18 .36 .22 .15 .18 .13 .34
.001 .01 .001 .01 .001 .001 .03 .003 .03 .001
-.15 .02 .05 -.09 -.20 -.12 .00 .02 .02 -.23
.02 42 .25 .15 1 .01 .04 48 .38 .001

.40

Correlation coefficient
#% Significance of r




In addition to the mixed character of the relationships by>area, there also
appear to be some diffe#ences of relationship resulting from differences in tﬁe
two scales which were used as indicators of perceptions of crime. In Mt. Adams,
5 variables showed a significaﬁt ;elationship'p:Q:Ol) to the first perception of
crime scale, which included a drug-related item. None of these items were sig-

at the same level
nificantly relate@ﬂto the seco§d perception pf crime scale, which excluded the
drug-related question, and four of the five were not even significant at the .Os
level. AA similar phenomenon occurred for the West End area. ‘Of six variables
which ﬁere significantly related at the .01 level to the firét scalé; only two
showed as strong a relationship with the second scale. However, thgée inter-
scale differences were abéent with respect to the other thrée aréaé. There were
no items in»any of these areas which shoﬁed as substantial a difference in the
strength of relationship to thevtwo scéles. ‘

Although the magnitude of local perceptions of crime does not appear to be
directly related to the strength of relationsﬁips between such perceptions and
individual attitudes and reactions toward crime, the d;ta in tﬁis survey do sug-
gest that some other factors may be oper#ting Fo produce such differences. It

~

is possible that such factors may operate independently of the level of perceptions



 or in some fashion which intervenes with the effect of perception levels. Conklin's

findings, with only two areas observed, could have occurred in the presence of
either of these alternative explanations.

In addition to individual factors which.may vary between communities, the
differential reactions of Mt. Adams and West End to the two pércéption scales
suggests that such relationships may also be dependent upon perceptions of more
specific aspects of the crime problem., Mt. Adams and West End tend to demonstrate_
Strongef relationships when a drug-related Question is included as aprt of the
measure of locai crime perception. The other areas do not appear to make this
diétinctign. It is possible that feélings of personal gafety, gtc. are related
to specific aspects of criminal behavior which vary frqm area to area, and that
questions concerning general perceptions of crime tap this concern with respect
to aspecté of the crime problem in some areas, but noé in others. rThus; rather
than assume a ggneral threshold effgct between levels of crime perception and
dimensicns of social‘response, it would perhaps be more profitable to explpre how
social response is related to specific aspects of crime within an individual com-
munity. Following this approach, it would then be reasomnable to exPlore the
relationship among percgptions of specific crime probelms. From this it may ™

become possible to predict on the basis of a community's characteristics those



~-aspects of the crime probelm which are likely to be of greatest concern to the
residents of a given community.

In comparison to Cincinnati, the Hartford data dbes not ;ppear to be as
intrinsically useful for the purposes of this analysis. The two nmeighborhoods
exémined by this study, North End and Asylum Hill, are qui;e similar in terms
of demographic characteristics and shared problems. The other two areas consist
of those census tracts which were adjacent to the study neiéhborhoods, and the
femainéér of Hartford. The magnitude of differences by area to the perception.of‘
crime items are not as great as they are for Cipcinnati. The;efore, a failure
to uncover a threshold effect could be due to a? insﬁfficient range of varization
on the perception of criune items. However, the Hattfgrd data h;d been previously
anélyzed in conjunction With another project. (Baumer, 1976)‘ Partly because
this work could facilitate the Conklin replication, i£ was decided to examine
the Hartford data as a supplement to the Cincinnatibanalysis.

Table 5 present; the;wording'and coding of those items used to.éonstruct
the perception of crime scales for Hartford. Scale one is composed of those
itéms which were most similar to the questions used by Cogklin. Sc?le two
consists of a series of items in which people'ﬁere gsked to assess the extent

4

to which specific types of criminal behavior were a problem in their neighborhoods.



suggested by a preliminary

This scale was ' factor analysis of items addressing neighborhood
problems which was performed as part of a related paper. (Baumer, 1976).
Since the coding sceme for each of these items was the same, both scales were

constructed by summing the individual items. This was the same procedure used

by Conklin in his study.



TABLE 5.

HARTFORD: PERCEPTION OF CRIME ITEMS AND SCALES
North Asylum :
End Hill Adjacent [ Remnd
Burglary as you know involves someone illegally enter—
ing a home to steal something. Do you think there is
(1) more burglary here in the neighborhood than in
the rest of the city, is there (3) less burglary, or ‘
is it (2) about the same here as in the rest of Hart- *2.23 2.33 2.38 2.45
ford? ‘ *%(.675) (.726) (.656 (.67
How about crimes such as robbery~~taking something
from people by force--is there (1) more here, (3) ,
less, or (2) about the same as in the rest of © 2,17 2.22 2.44 2.49
Hartford? (.705) (.754) (.632) (.67
From what you've heard, have crimes like robbery
and burglary (1) gone up in Hartfoed, (3) gone i :
down, or (2) stayed about the same over the past 1.66 1.91 1.79 1.74
year or so? _ ‘ o (.730) (.815) (.801) (.76
I am going to read you a list of crime-related
problems that exist in some areas. For each, I
want you to tell me whether it is a (1) big problem,
(2) some problem, or (3) almost no problem in : : '
your neighborhood. How much of a problem is : ' 2.47 2.30 2.69 2.79
prostitution? : (.766)" (.834) (.624) (.54
Stealing cars? 12,21 2.37 2.45 2.46
' : : ' (.843) (.765) (.698) (.69
) Burglary~-breaking into people's homes? 1.97 2.44 2.24 2.30
(.806) (.774) (.793) (.70
Robbing people on the street? | 2,11 2.19 | 2.37 2.47
: (.801) 7(.766) (.735) (.68
Holding up and robbing small stores or businesses? 2.27 2.34 2.33 2.43
: A (.800) (.804) (.7€5) (.727
i People being beaten up or hurt on the streets? 2.32 2.39 2.49 2.59
: ‘ (.798) (.737) (.721) (.63
% _— e ——
i -
4




TABDLE 5.

411.

Nerth Asylum
End Hill Adjacent Remndr.
Scalel: 1+ 2 + 3 6.06 6.44 6.62 6.67
(1.60) (1.62) (1.48) (1.62)
Scale 2: 44+ 5+ 6+ 7+ 8+ 9 13.28 13.87 14.56 . 15.07
' (3.79) (3.66) (3.41) (3.01)

%

**%

Mean of item by area
Standard deviation of item



The Hartford survey included numerous items pertaining to feelings of per-
sonai'safety in the community. Items one through nine in Table 6 represent those
questions Which were most similar to Conklin's safety in the community category.
Questions 10, 11, 12 are those which were most similar to the interpersonal trust
classification.. There were no useful items in the Hartford'survey pertaining to
community affect. Items 13 and 14 are scales composed of questions concerning
precautions and protective measures undertaken by respondents. They include
such actions as carrying a wéapon‘or obtaining an escort when walking in dangeroué
areas (personal protection) and instélling burglar alarms or acquiring theft
insurance (home protection). Table 6 presents the wofding and coding of these
items and the results of the correlation analysis betﬁeen the items and the per-

ception of crime scales.



4 TABLE 6.

-~

HARTFORD: SAFETY AND TRUST ITEMS AND PROTECTIVE MOBILIZATION

SCALES CORRELATED WITH PERCEPTION.OF CRIME SCALES

! North Asylum
: End Hill Adjacent |[Remndr.
i A. Safety in the Community Items
In the daytime, how worried are you -about being held
up on the street, threatened, beaten up or anything
of that sort in your neighborhood? Would you say *3.14 3.26 3.27 3.32
you are (1) very worried, (2) somewhat worried, (3) *%,27 - .31 .22 .33
just a little worried, (4) not at all worried? *%k%, 34 .39 .23 .37
How about at night, how worried are you about that . :
sort of thing in your neighborhood (being held up, 2.31 2.41 2.39 2.42
etc.) -— (1) very worried, (2) somewhat worried, .34 .33 .13 .32
"(3) just a little worried, (4) not al all worried? .27 31 .16 .23
How worried are you about your home being broken
into or entered illegally in the daytime when no _ . '
one is home? Are you (1) very worried, (2) somewhat 2.52 3.03 2.73 2.87
worried, (3) just a little worried, (4) not worried 27 .31 .33 .26
at all? . .28 .34 .40 .36
How about at night, how worried are you about your
home being broken into then when you're not at home- 2,44 3.08 2.60 2.74
(1) very worried, (2) somewhat worried, (3) just _ .31 .23 .34 .23
a little worried, (4) not at all werried. _ .25 .22 .37 .30
 Think of a scale from 0 to 10. Zero stands for no
possibility at all and ten stands for extremely _
likely. During the course of a year, how likely - 5.70 3.49 4.48 ~ 3.85
is it that someone would break into your house -.34 ~.43 -.31 -.39
or apartment when no one is home? -.35 -.33 -.33 ~.42
During the course of a year, how likely is it that '
someone would break into your home when someone is 2.13 1.46 1.86 2.00
home? (1) no possibility at all, (10) extremely -.15 -.34 -.16 -.26
likely. ' T -.24 -.24 -.26 -.41
During the course of a year, how likely is it that
your purse or wallet would be snatched in your 4.20 - 4,10 3.31 3.00
- neighborhood? (0) no possibility at all, (10) : ~.25 ~-.35 -.23 -.34
extremely likely. : -.42 -.47 -.32 -.43
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TABLE 6.

North

for personal protection undertaken.

Asylum
End Hill Adjacent |Remndr.

‘3, 4
4 During the course of a year, how likely is it that
23 someone would take something from you on the street" 4,20 4.10 3.31 - 3.00
; by force or threat in your neighborhood? (0) no -.25 ~.35 -.23 -.34
4 possibility at all, (10) extremely likely. -.35 -A47 -.26 -.35
1 9. During the course of a year, how likely is it that
= someone would beat you up or hurt you on the street 3.64 3.67 2.84 2.47
S in your neighborhood? (0) no pcssibility at all, -.20 -.33 -.19 -.30
23 (10) extremely likely. -.36 -.48 -.23 -.50
;% B. Interpersonal Trust Items
= 10. During the day when no one was home, how hard would
e it be for a stranger to break into your home without
3 a neighbor being suspicious and calling the police? 5.39 5.68 5.93 5.9
§ Let (0) stand for extremely easy, and (10) stand 14 .21 11 .13
= for extremely difficult. .16 ,10 .10 .1e
4
:%11. How many people living in this area do you think
z@ would report a crime to the police, such as burglary, .
= if they saw it happening to someone they did not 2.90 22,43 2.64 2.37
3 know? . (1) all of them, (2) most of them, (3) some -.22 -.13 -.20 -, 24
3 of them, (4) a few of them, (5) almost none. ~-.07 -.08 -.16 -.1¢

In some neighborhoods, people do things together and

help each other--in other neighborhoods, people mostly

go their own ways. In general, what kind of neighbor- 1.57 1.63 1.56 1.5]
= hood would you say this is mostly - (1) one where people -.21 -.10 -.09 -.2:
* help each other or (2) one where people go their own -.08 -.00 -.03 -.1:
3 ways. ’
. vC. Protective Mobilization Scales
~f Mobilization for personal protection scale. (0) no .32 .26 ».16 .1t
3 measures for personal protection undertaken, (1) one -.03 -.05 .06 . 0C
% or more measures for personal protection undertaken. -.05 -.11 .08 .0t
fﬁ 1. Mobilization for home protection scale. (0) no measures «75 .83 .76 .6
*% for home protection undertaken, (1) one or more measures .04 -.05 .00 -.0c
% .01 -.04 .08 -.0:f

i SR

4 % Mean of item by area :
i4 %% Correlation coefficient of item w1th Scale 1
*%* Correlation coefficient of item with Scale 2




The analysis found very little variation in the nature of the relationships

a
0

by area or between the two(écales. The nine safety items show fairly sbrong‘
correlations in all four of thé areas. Thé ére#s are also simi;ar to.each other
on the interpersonal trust items, though the strength of relationship here is
soméwhat weaker. Finally, it is interesting to note that there is no relation-
éhip between pgrceptions of crime and the exercise of protective measures for
any of the areas. This seems particularly significant givenvthe strong relation;
- ship between the two scales and the personal safety items.

These results allow for numerous expianations. As mentioned previously,
the failure to uncover a threshold effect could be due to an insufficient range of
area differences on thevperception of crime scales. The'similarity of relation-
sbips also suggests that the areas may have enough in common in terms of demo-
graphic make—-up and shared experiences so as to react‘similarlylto crime problems,
regardless of levels of perception for ;ocal neighborhqods; Finally, it should
be noted that the two scalgs address specific aspects of prime; burglary and
robbery in the first scale, and a wider rangé of problems in the secoﬁd. The
lack of inter-scale differences suggests that all areas in this study respond

-

to burglary and/or robbery problems. However, the possibility exists that dif-._

ferential reactions to these two problems could be uncovered by more specifically



. focused analysis.

In conclusion, it cannot be stated with great coniviction that Conklin's
threshold effect has been conclusivelyAsupported or refuted. While the findinés
tend to point toward a refutation of the hypothesis, there is nonetheless some
evidence that the effect may exist as part of a morevcomplex set of inter-
rglationship§ between perceptions of various aspects of crime and a variety of
individual and social responses. Thus, the most valuable outcome of having
followea Conklin's lead in this analysis is the range of new questions which

this effort has generated.
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APPENDIX T.

CONKLIN'S ATTITUDE-~RESPONSE ITEMS

Urban
Subur®b | Communi
A, Safety in the Community Items
Some people worry a great deal about having their house broken into, :
and other people are not as concerned. Are you very concerned, some- 51.1 35.7
what concerned, or not at all concerned about this? (Percent not at *r=,07 r=-.29
all concerned). *%P=NS P=,001
How safe do you feel walking alone in your neighborhood when it's dark? 85.6 63.1
(Percent very safe and somewhat safe). -.08 -.28
P=NS =,002
How likely is it that a person Walkingiaround here at night will 84.9 65.8
be hald up or attacked? (Percent very unlikely and somewhat unlikely). -.06 ~-.46
P=NS | P=.001.
B. Interpersonal Trust Items
Most people in this neighborhood can be trusted. (Percent agree 88.3 67.2
and strongly agree). -.07 -.35
: P=N§ P=,001
Most people in this neighborhood are truthful and dependable. 83.9 65.4
{Percent agree and strongly agree). : : © .01 -.31
P=NS =,001
Nice as it may be to have faith in your fellow man, it seldom pays 70.8 46.9
~off. (Percent disagree and strongly disagree). ~-.10 -, 01
P=NS P=NS
The world is full of people who will take advantage of you if you 37.5 15.6
give them the slightest opportunity. (Percent disagree and strongly -.05 -.07
disagree). . P=NS P=NS
. C. Affect for Community Items
Do you think that thls community is a good place to bring up 94.9 47.7
children? (Percent yes). -.34 -.33
P=.001 | P=,001



APPENDIX 1.

Urbai
CT e Suburb Commun:
9, Would you someday like to move to another neighborhood? (Percent no). 55.1 37.5
- : - -.09 ~.12
P=NS P=NS
10. On the whole, do you like living in this community or not? (Percent no)., 95.6 61.7
' -.01 -.28
P=NS P=.00
11. How would you describe the attitudes of your neighbors toward 51.6 52.4
strangers from outside the neighborhood? (Percent very friendly -.05 -.17
or somewhat friendly). ' P=NS P=.06
* Correlation coefficient between item and perception of crime scale.
*% Significance of r.
3





