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Conklin (1975) has examined relationships between perceptions of lock1 


crime rates and feelings of personal safety, interpersonal trust, and affect 


for conrmunity within two commuriities in netropolitan Boston. He found a 


stronger relationship between perceptions of crime and social response for 


that community which perceived higher crime rates. ~he& findings lead to 


the suggestion that a threshold effect may be operating in which social 


response to cr3me becomes related to perceptions of the crime rate only -when 


those perceptions reach a certain level of ictensity within the community. 


Secondary analysis of survey daea from comunity areas within Cincinnati, 


Ohio and Hartford, Connecticut was unable to replicate Conklints findings 


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


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


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


constant across communities which varied widely with rega~d to perceptions 


of the extent of local crime. This paper presents a summary of ConklinTs 


study and reports the procedtlres and findhgs of the replication attempt. 


Conklin's analysis is concerned with the relationship between direct 

- - . - - .. 
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and indirect victimization. Direct victimization "refers to 

the loss incurred by the victim in such 'crimes with victims' as murder, 

rape, robbery, and burglary. In these crimes...the victim clearly incurs 

a loss from the criminal act." (pg. 374) Indirect victtmization "suggests 

that an individual may suffer a loss from a crime in which he is not directly 

involved. To the extent that crimes do become known to the public, atti- 
\ -

tudes and behzvfor of individuals not directly victinized may be altered. 


-When these changes are regarded negatively by the individuals themselves, 


indirect victimization occurs." (pg. 374)  Examples of such changes in 

behavior may include staying home at night, taking taxicabs rather thar, walk- 


ing, and securing homes with locks and watch dogs. (President's Commission 


on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice, 1967:87-88) 


Conklin, however, does not attempt to ascertain the actual level' of 

direct victimization occuring within the communities he studies. It is by 

now well recognized that crimes reported to the police under-estimate 

the actual amount of direct victiniization by some unknown quantity. (Ennis, 

1967; Reiss, 1967) While victimization surveys almost universally report 

higher crime rates than are known to the police, a nmber of questions h ~ v e
* 

been raised concerning the accuracy of these measures, with particular rcfer- 
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'.~nceto cross-community applications. (Clarsen and Schwartz, 1976) Insofar 


as the concept of direct victimization rates appears to be an unknown quantity, 
-
Conklin assumes that community perceptions of the crime rate may have a nore 


important effect upon aspects of social response. Such perceptions would be 


influenced at least partially by the actual level of direct victimization, 


but would also be influenced by the reporting behavior of the mass media, 

.--

politicians and law enforcement officials, and by mechanisms of communication 


within the individual comGnity. Conklirr, emphasizes that "it is this rela- 


tionship between perceptions of crime in one's community and one's attitudes 


and behavior which is of central concern in this paper." (pg. 375) 

The two communities surveyed by Conklin are both within the Boston 


~petropolitan area. One is described as a suburb in which the residents are 


predominately from middle-class backgrounds, engaged in white-coliar occupa- 


-._ tions, well-educated, prosperous, and from various ethnic backgrounds. The 

other is described as an urban neighborhood within Boston in which the residents 

B are predominately working class in background, engaged in blue-collar oc- 

cupations, less well educated, less prosperous, and of Italian ancestry, 

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

samples of 200 households, 138 residents of the suburb and 128 residents of 
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Che urban community were interviewed. 
I 

The measure of local perception of crime consisted of a scale composed 

of three items concerning respondents' assessment of local crime rates. 

The wording and coding of these items are presented in table 1. On all 

three items, residents of the urban cormunity perceived higher crime rates 

than did residents of the suburb. The differences were significant in 

excess of .001 when compared with a difference of means test. Inter-

item correlations ranged from .34 to .49 and the scale was formed by sudng 

the items. The cross-sample differences remained after controlling for a 

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

ucation, religion, and ethnicity. 



C O N U I N '  S PERCEPTION OF CRIME STEPIS'' 


Do you th ink  t h a t  t h e r e  is  (1) more crime, (3)  l e s s . c r i m e ,  o r  
(2) about t h e  same amount of crime here  i n  (area)  a s  t h e r e  i s  
i n  o t h e r  communities i n  t h e  c i t y  of Boston and i t s  suburbs? 
(Percent  r epor t ing  less crime i n  a rea ) .  

I 

Suburb 
Urban 

Area 

Do you th ink  t h a t  t h e  crime r a t e  i n  (area)  i s  (1) h igher  than 
t h e  n a t i o n a l  c r i m e - r a t e ,  (2) t h e  same as t h e  n a t i o n a l  crime 
rate, o r  (3) lower than t h e  n a t i o n a l  crime r a t e ?  (Percent 
r e p o r t i n g  lower crime r a t e  i n  a r e a ) .  

Would you say t h a t  t h e  crime rate i n  your neighborhood is  
(1) high,  (2) average, o r  (3) low? (Percent  low). 

Percept ion s c a l e  = 1+ 2 f 3 (no values  repor ted) .  

From Conklin, 1971, p. 377. 
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In addition to perceptions of lccal crime, Coriklin asked his respondents 


I 

a number of questions which dealt with feelings of personal safety, trust 


of neighbors and of people in genekal, and affect or attachment to the local 


community. For each 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 resrtlts of 


the cross-community and regression analysis are presented in Appendix 1. 


When compared with a t-test, almost all of the individual items showed a 


cross-sample differsnce in excess of the .O1 level of significance. Most 


of these differences held up when controlled for the social background vari- 


ables (age, sex, etc.) mentioned above. 


Of eleven items tested by Conklin, the threshold effect occurs on 

seven of then. On these items, a significant relationship is found bstween 

the item and perceptions of local crhe for the urban community, but no 

:-I 

relationship is found for the same vari-ables in the suburban community. 


' 

On three items, no significant relation occurs within either community while 


a significant relation is found for one item within both communities. 


Conklin groups his iteins into four categories. The first three items 




. , . . 3 3to .50 between item pairs support the conclusion that these items are 
r 

tapping the same underlying dimension. According to Conklin, the mean 

1 

scores suggest "an inverse relationship between feelings of personal safefy 


and perception of crime rates: the more crime perceived by residents of a 


community, the less those residents will feel personally safe." (pg. 379) 


However, when this relationship is tested within each area, it is found to be 


' true only for the urban community in which perceptions of crime rates are 


high. Within the suburban community, in which low crime rates are perceived, 


such a relationship does not occur. It is this difference in relationships 


for communities with low and high perceptions of local crime rates which 


Conklin describes as a potential threshold effect. 


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

\ 

(See Addendix). 

personal trustA Inter-item correlations indicated that these items were 

tapping two dimensions. Items 4 and 5 appear to measure feelings of trust 

held by the respondent toward his fellow neighbors, whereas items 6 and 7 

appear to measure respondents' feelings of trust toward people in general. 

Within these groups, the threshold effect occurs en those items whic3 measure 

trust of neighbors, but no relationship occurs on the generalized trust items. -. 

The third group represents a collection of items which are intended 



.toascertain the level of affect or attachment to the cormunity felt by the 


respondent. Inter-item correlations were not.reported for this group of 


questions. Item 8 shows a significant relationship with perceptions 


of crime within both sanple areas. Item 9 shows no relationship towards 


perceptions of crime, but items 10 and 11 again produce the threshold 


effect. However, the strength of relationship between item 11 and the 


perception of crime scale is somewhat weaker within the urban area than were 


aost of the other items. 


Surveys conducted in Cincicnati, Ohio and Hartford, Connecticut were 

analyzed in the attempt to replicate Conklin's findings. The Cincinnati 

survey was undertaken as part of the Urban Institute's evaluation of a 

neighborhood team poiicing program. (Schwartz, et. al., 1975; Clarren and 

Schwartz, 1975) The Hartford survey was conducted by the Survey Research 

Program of the University of Massachusetts-Boston and the Hartford Insti-

tute of Criminal and Social Justice as part of the evaluatj.or,of the Hart-

ford Crime Reduction Program. Both surveys utilized cluztered probability 

designs to sample household units. In Cincinnati, an attitude respondent 

was chosen at random from.among the household members. Bott: surveys were \. 

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

http:evaluatj.or


~ost.important,for the purposes of this replication effort, both surveys 


were designed to focus on specific neighborhoods within their respective urban 


areas and drew enrixhed samples of these neighborhoods. 


Neither survey, of course, provides an exact duplication of Conklin's 


design. This is to be expected since both were developed with different 


purposes in rnind. Not all of the items used by Conklin to construct his per- 


ception of crime scale are present in the surveys. To achieve scales which 


were as close an approximation as possible of Conklin's scale, similar items 


were examined aiid alternative scales d&veloped on the basis of inter-item 


correlations. 


A similar problem was encountered when replication of the attitude-response 


items was attempted. Not all of Conklinls items are present and some of those 


that are do not provide exactly the same wording or coding. Once again, additional 


related items were examfried and inter-item correlations were used to detemine 


the extent to which 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 communities examined by 


Conklin. Some of the "areas" in these sclrveys actually represent that portion 

z 

of the city under study which lies outside the geographic boundaries of the 
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. s p e c i f i c a l l y  s e l e c t e d  neighborhoods. Thus they  do n o t  r e p r e s e n t  an  i d e n t i f c a b l e  

community i n  t h e  sense  used by Conklin.  Also,. t hose  a r e a s  which can be  char- 

a c t e r i z e d  a s  neighborhoods o r  communities a i l  l i e  w i t h i n  t h e  c e n t r a l  c i t y ,  no 

suburban co rmun i t i e s  were s t u d i e d  i n  e i t h e r  survey.  

The C i n c i n n a t i  survey  was conducted t o  p rov ide  b a s e l i n e  d a t a  f o r  a n  eval-  

u a t i o n  of a team p o l i c i n g  program i n  C i n c i n n a t i ' s  P o l i c e  D i s t r i c t  One. l J i t h i n  

t h i s  d i s t r i c t ,  M t .  Adams, West End, and Over-the-Rhine are recognized as s e p a r a t e  

neighborhoods o r  c o r n u n i t i e s  bo th  by C inc inna t i ans  i n  g e n e r a l  and by t h e  r e s i d e n t s  

of  t h e  neighborhoods. The p o l i c i n g  experiment w a s  designed t o  c a p i t a l i z e  on 

t h e  c h a r a c t e r i s t i c s  of t h e s e  area's as neighborhoods by a s s i g n i n g  a s e p a r a t e  

p o l i c e  team t o  be  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  a l l  of t h e  s a f e t y  needs .o f  each neighborhood. 

For t h e s e  r ea sons ,  s e p a r a t e  samples of households were drawn f o r  each of t h e  

i d e n t i f i e 6  neighborhoods. A f o u r t h  sample was drmm f o r  t h e  remainder of D i s t r i c t  

One ( i d e n t i f i e d  h e r e a f t e r  a s  "reinainder") and a f i f t h  sample was drawn f o r  house- 

h o l d s  i n  C i n c i n n a t i  a t  l a r g e  which were n o t  w i t h i n  t h e  e x p e r i n e n t a l  a r e a  ( t h i s  

sample i d e n t i f i e d  h e r e a f t e r  as "outside") .  The f i n a l  survey  conta ined  211 com- 

p l e t e d  household i n t e r v i e w s  f o r  M t .  Adams, 242 f o r  West End, 245 f o r  Over-the- 

Rhine, 269 f o r  t h e  remainder sample, and 297 in t e rv i ews  f o r  o u t s i d e  of d i s t r i c t  
I 

one. A more coinplete e x p l a n a t i o n  of t h e  sampling des ign  f o r  t h e  C i n c i n n a t i  survey, 

- .  



.as well as descriptions of the neighborhoods which were studied, is presented 


in a paper by Clarren and Schwartz (1974). 


Mt. Adams is an all-white, upper middle class neighborhood which closely 


approximates Conklin's suburban community. Although close to the Central Business 


District, its position on the top of a bluff helps to insulate it from the rest 


of district one. This situation has contributed to an in-migration of singles and 


young married couples who are predominately college educated and engaged in pro- 


fessional occupations. The medium income for Mt. Adans ($11,138'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. 


The West End is an all,-black neighb orhood with a medi~n income of $2,900 

R 

(survey estimate). Eousing is mostly rental, predominately in older, three-story 


buildings with 6 to 9 apartments per unit. A substantial amount of housing is 


also provided by a number of "low-rise" rent supplement apartment complexes, 


Average levels of educational attainment are low. The residents. are primarily 


working class, with high unemployment and fairly high degree of transience. 


41.6 % of households with two or more members are heacied by females. The pop-\- 
I 

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

- - .- - - -



approximately 6073 persons in 2226 households. 


. 

Over-the-Rhine is a nixed community with approximately 40% of the residents 


black and 60% white. A highly 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 West End, but 


medium income ,($2,300) is somewhat lower. Compared to the West End, a higher pro- 


-	 portion of Over-the-Rhine residents are senior citizens. 33.9% of households with 

two or more members are headed by,females. Like the Vest End, the population is 

primarily working class with high levels of uneroployinent. At the time of the 

survey, there were approximately 0617 persons in Over-the--Rhine living in 3210 

households. 

Although the remainder and outside of district one samples do not constitute 


community areas in the senss used by Conklin, they were included in this analysis. 


This was done in order to observe how the relationship in question behaved for an 


undifferentiate opulation in comparison to a specified comunity at a given level 
dp 
of perception of crime. A sample drawn from an undifferentiated population could 

be expected to contain respondents from a number of communities or neighborhoods 

which vary widely with respect to their average Levels of perceptions. If the -. 

relationship between perceptions of crime and response attitudes is determined in 



I 
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2 stepwise threshold effect by the average level of perceptions within a neighbor- 


hood, then one would expect the strength of the relationship to be weaker for an 


undifferentiated sample than it would be for a sam2le from a specific con~rnunity 

-

at an equivalent level of perceptions. 


Table two presents the items, with their means and standard deviations, 

which were used to construct the perception of crime scales for the Cincinnati 

samples. The first two items are sinilar to two of Conklin's items. There was 

no item in the Cincinnati survPy which was similar to the remaining iten used by 

Conklin. A number of additional items were examined to see if their intercor- 

relations with the first two Cincinnati questions would permit construction of an 

expanded perception of crime scale. Of the available questions, item number three 

performed the best across all five areas. Two scales were subsequently constructed 

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

questions, while the second scale excluded item number three. 
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TABLE 2. 


CINCINNATI: PERCEPTION OF CRIME ITEMS AED SCALES 


I. 	 Within t h e  p a s t  year  o r  two, do you t h i n k  t h a t  
cr ime i n  your neighborhood has (1) increased,  
(2) 	 remained t h e  same, o r  (3) decreased? 

2, 	 How do you t h i n k  your neighborhood compares 
w i t h  o t h e r s  i n  Cincinnat i  i n  terms of crime? 
Would you say i t  is ( I )  much more dangerous, 
(2) more dangerous, (3) about average, (4) l e s s  
dnagerous, (5) much less dangerous. 

3. 	 Do you th ink  t h a t  t h e  use  of hard drugs,  l i k e  
he ro in ,  i s  a s e r i o u s  problem in. your neigh- 
borhood? (I) yes,  (5) no. 

5. 	 S c a l e  2: 1 + 2 ,  s tandardized 
(Xli -Xi +X2;--- XZ) 

( 0-3 Ei 1 


* Mean of i t e m  by area .  

* 	 Standard dev ia t ion  of item. 

lu t s ide  M t .  lJest 
l i s t .  1 Adams End 
--- 

*1.67 
ti* (.626) 

3 .68  
(.8 3 8 )  

3.97 
(1.76) 

.986 
(1.87) 

.608 
(1.45) 

Over 
Rhir 

1.61 
(.635 

2.. 79 
.S29 

2.91 
(2.00 

-.862 
(2 .05 

-.534 
(1 .54 



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 to a high perception of local crime. On both 


scales, the Outside 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 Conklinvs safety in the community 

items, 7 and 8 correspond approximately to conklints interpersonal trust items 

(neighborhood specific), and 9 is similar to one of conklints affect questions. 

C 

The additional items were chosen on, the basis of fafe validity and their corre- 


scwJ, { fdr,r ,fyW, , ~ ,h ; d w  , A  JV~Y,,At?> 7 ; ~ T . V S,'t.(e-L.( (fikk-7; ,j,r y@L.?., 

(,.f (6rkLg 97); ti/-&-)" *I 
1111 C p f i / = - ,  

lations with other items in each group.4 Analysis of variance was applied tc 


deternine 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 ares' 

r 

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






CINCIhTTATI: SAFETY, TRUST, MJD AFFECT ITENS 

u t s i d e  
ist .  1 

M t .  
Adams 

?emndr. 
l i s t .  1 

A. Safety  i n  t h e  Community Items 

How s a f e  do you f e e l  o r  would you f e e l  being 
out  a lone  i n  your neighborhood a t  n igh t?  
(1) ve ry  sa fe ,  (2) reasonable s a f e ,  (3)  some-
what unsafe,  (4) very  unsafe.  

Which statement do you agree  wi th  most? 
My chances of being a t tacked o r  robbed have 
(1) gone up i n  ' the  p a s t  few years ,  (2) my 
chances haven1 t changed, (3) my chances 
have gone down. 

' 

How s a f e  do you f e e l  o r  would you f e e l  being 
out  a l o n e  i n  your neighborhood during t h e  
day? (I) very s a f e ,  (2) reasonably safe, 
(3) somewhat unsafe,  (4) very  unsafe. 

Do you th ink  t h a t  most people i n  t h i s  neigh- 
borhood have l imi ted  o r  changed t h e i r  ac t -  
i v i t i e s  i n  t h e  p a s t  few years  because they 
are a f r a i d  of crime? (1) yes ,  (5) no. 

I n  genera l ,  have you l imi ted  o r  changed your 
activit ies i n  t h e  p a s t  few years  because of 
crime? (1) yes, (5) no. 

B. In te rpe rsona l  Trus t  I t e m s  

How about  any crimes which may be happening 
i n  your  neighborhood? Would you say they 
are coinmitted (1) mostly by people who l i v e  
he re ,  o r  (3) mostly by ou t s ide r s?  (coded 
(2) i f  answer was 'equal ly  by both ' )  

Would r e s i d e n t s  i n  your neighborhood (1)
u s u a l l y ,  (2) occasionally, c r  (3) s e l d ~ m  
take a hand i f  juveni les  arid chi ldren were 
causing t roub le  o r  were on t h e  verge of 
breaking t h e  l a w ?  

i, 

West 

End 


1.78 
.995 

1.78 
1.506 

1 .81 
.770 

2.79 
1.993 

2,79 
1.993 

2.18 

,791 


'. 

2.iO 

.752 



l u t s i d e  Mt. TJest Over 
list. I Adams End Echir 

-- 

1 .44  
.726 

4 . 0 3  
1.717 

2.50 
1.941 

2.08 
.789 

3.32 
1.979 

2.26 
1.$62 

2.1( 
.831 

3.3;  
1 .9 ;  

3 . 4 <  
1.9t 




Having developed p e r c e p t i o n  of cr ime s c a l e s  a s  similar a s  p o s s i b l e  t o  t h e  

one used by Conklin,  s e l e c t e d  a p p r o p r i a t e  a t t i t ude - r e sponse  i tems ,  and examined 

t h e  s t r e n g t h  of a r e a  d i f f e r e n c e s ,  t h e  n e x t  s t e p  was t o  t e s t  t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p  be- 

tween t h e  p e r c e p t i o n  s c a l e s  and t h e  a t t i t u d e - r e s p o n s e  i t e n s .  To do t h i s ,  a  Pearson 

c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  w a s  computed f o r  each area s e p a r a t e l y  between both  s c a l e s  

and each a t t i t u d e  response  i tem. Th i s  s t a t i s t i c  is  i d e n t i c a l  t o  t h e  s t anda rd ized  

r e g r e s s i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t  ob ta ined  by Conklin 's  u s e  of a r e g r e s s i o n  a n a l y s i s  model. 

The r e s u l t i n g  c o r r e l a t i o n  c o e f f i c i e n t s  a r e  r epo r t ed  i n  Table  4. 

I f  Conkl in ' s  t h r e s h o l d  e f f e c t  were ope ra t ing ,  we wouid expec t  t o  s e e  a 
\ 

p a t t e r n  of  low c o r r e l a t i o n s  i n  the l e f t -hand  columns and h ighe r  c o r r e l a t i o n s  i n  

t h e  r ight-hand columns. I* o t h e r  words, M t .  Adams and t h e  a r e a  o u t s i d e  of d i s -

t r i c t  one, w i t h  low p e r c e p t i o n s  of l o c a l  crime, should d i s p l a y  a  weak r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  between pe rcep t ions  of cr ime and a t t i t u d e  - response  i tems  whereas t h e  

West End and Over-the-Rhine, w i th  h igh  pe rcep t ions  of l o c a l  crime, should d i s p l a y  

s t r o n g e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  A s  can be  s e e n  from t h e  t a b l e ,  t h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  evidence 

which suppor t s  t h e  e x i s t e n c e  of  such a  t h re sho ld  p a t t e r n .  While M t .  Adams d i s -  

p l a y s  t h e  lowes t  o v e r a l l  c o r r e l a t i o n s ,  t h e  a r e a  o u t s i d e  of d i s t r i c t  one, wi th  

lower pe rcep t ions  of cr ime,  d i s p l a y s  a c o n s i s t e n t l y  h ighe r  l e v e l  of r e l a t i o n s h i p s .  
s 

Over-the-Rhine, w i t h  h i g h e s t  pe rcep t ions  of cr ime,  and t h e  remainder a r e a  of 



d i s t r i c t  one bo th  d i s p l a y  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  which a r e  very si-milar t o  t h o s e  d i sp l ayed  

by t h e  o u t s i d e  a r e a .  F i n a l l y ,  t h e  West End, w i t h  t h e  second h i g h e s t  l e v e l  of 

p e r c e p t i o n s  of cr ime,  shows some deg ree  of v a r i a t i o n  from i tem t o  i t e m .  Occasion-

a l l y ,  i t  shows relationships s i m i l a r  t o  t h o s e  of Over-.the-Rhine and o u t s i d e  of 

d i s t r i c t  one, but p r i m a r i l y  it  shows r e l a t i o n s h i p s  which a r e  a s  weak o r  weaker 

than t h o s e  of M t .  Adams. 



C I N C I N N A T I :  CORRELATIONS O F  SAFETY, TRUST, AND AFFECT ITEMS 

WITH PERCEPTION OF C R I E  SCALES 

O u t  of 

C o r r e l a t i o n  of I t e m  w i t h  S c a l e  I 

W e s t  O v e r  t h e  
End I R h i n e  

I 
I 

C o r r e l a t i o n  of I t e m  with.- S c a l e  2 

O v e r  Ir? 
R h i c s  

O u t  of  Mt. Remndr. 
D i s t . 1  Adam D i s t . 1  

West 
End 

* C o r r e l a t i o n  c ce f f i c i en t  
, Significance of  r 



. Ir. a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  mixed c h a r a c t e r  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  by a r e a ,  t h e r e  a l s o  

appear  t o  b e  some d i f f e r e n c e s  of r e l a t i o n s h i p  r e s u l t i n g  from d i f f e r e n c e s  i n  t h e  

two s c a l e s  which were used a s  i n d i c a t o r s  of p e r c e p t i o n s  of crime. I n  Nt. Adams, 

5 v a r i a b l e s  showed a  s i g n i f i c a n t  r e l a t i o n s h i p  ' p < . O l )  t o  t h e  f i r s t  p e r c e p t i o n  of -

crime s c a l e ,  which inc luded  a  drug-re la ted  i t e m .  None of t h e s e  i t e m s  w e r e  s i g -

a t  t h e  same l e v e l  
n i f  i c a n t l y  re la ted1 , to  t h e  second p e r c e p t i o n  of cr ime s c a l e ,  which excluded t h e  

drug-re la ted  ques t ion ,  and f o u r  of t h e  f i v e  were no t  even s i g n i f i c a n t  a t  t h e  .05 

l e v e l .  A similar phenonecon occurred  f o r  t h e  I&s t  End a r e a .  O f  s i x  v a r i a b l e s  

which w e r e  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e l a t e d  a t  t h e  . O 1  l e v e l  t o  t h e  f i r s t  s c a l e ,  on ly  two 

showed as s t r o n g  a r e l a t i o n s h i p  w i t h  t h e  second s c a l e .  However, t h e s e  i n t e r -  

s c a l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  were a b s e n t  w i t h  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  o t h e r  t h r e e  a r e a s .  There were 

no i t e m s  i n  any of t h e s e  a r e a s  which showed as s u b s t a n t i a l  a  d i f f e r e n c e  i n  t h e  

s t r e n g t h  of r e l a t i o n s h i p  t o  t h e  two s c a l e s .  

Although t h e  magnitude of l o c a l  pe rcep t ions  of cr ime does n o t  appea r  t o  b e  

d i r e c t l y  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  s t r e n g t h  of r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between such p e r c e p t i o n s  and 

i n d i v i d u a l  a t t i t u d e s  and r e a c t i o n s  toward crime, t h e  d a t a  i n  t h i s  survey  do sug- 

g e s t  t h a t  some o t h e r  f a c t o r s  may be  o p e r a t i n g  t o  produce such d i f f e r e n c z s .  It 

'. 
i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  such f 9 c t o r s  may o p e r a t e  independent ly of t h e  l e v e l  of p e r c e p t i o n s  



- - 

or  i n  some f a s h i o n  which i n t e r v e n e s  w i t h  t h e  e f f e c t  of p e r c e p t i o n  l e v e l s .  Conk l in ' s  

f i n d i n g s ,  w i t h  only  two a r e a s  observed,  could have occurred  i n  t h e  presence  of 

e i t h e r  of t h e s e  a l t e r n a t i v e  exp lana t ions .  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  i n d i v i d u a l  f a c t o r s  which may v a r y  between communities, t h e  

d i f f e r e n t i a l  r e a c t i o n s  of M t .  Adarns and Idest: End t o  t h e  two s c a l e s  

sugges t s  t h a t  such r e l a t i o n s h i p s  may a l s o  be dependent upon p e r c e p t i o n s  of  n o r e  

s p e c i f i c  a s p e c t s  of t h e  cr ime problem. M t .  Adams and West End t end  t o  demonstrate  

s t r o n g e r  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  when a  drug-re la ted  ques t ion  i s  inc luded  as a p r t  of t h e  

measure of l o c a l  crime pe rcep t ion .  The o t h e r  a r e a s  do n o t  appear  t o  make t h i s  

d i s t i n c t i o n .  It i s  p o s s i b l e  t h a t  f e e l i n g s  of pe r sona l  s a f e t y ,  e t c .  are r e l a t e d  

t o  s p e c i f i c  a s p e c t s  of c r i m i n a l  behavior  which v a r y  from a r e a  t o  a r e a ,  and t h a t  

q u e s t i o n s  concerning g e n e r a l  pe rcep t ions  of cr ime t a p  t h i s  concern w i t h  r e s p e c t  

t o  a s p e c t s  of t h e  cr ime problem i n  some a r e a s ,  b u t  n o t  i n  o t h e r s .  Thus, r a t h e r  

t han  assume a g e n e r a l  t h r e s h o l d  e f f e c t  between l e v e l s  of cr ime p e r c e p t i o n  and 

dimensions of s o c i a l  response ,  it would perhaps b e  more p r o f i t a b l e  t o  e x p l o r e  how 

s o c i a l  response  i s  r e l a t e d  t o  s 7 e c i f i c  a s p e c t s  of cr ime w i t h i n  a n  i n d i v i d u a l  com-

munity.  Following t h i s  approach, it would then  b e  r e a s o m b l e  t o  e x p l o r e  t h e  

-r e l a t i o n s h i p  among pe rcep t ions  of s p e c i f i c  crime probelms. From t h i s  i t  may 
a 

become p o s s i b l e  t o  p r e 6 i c t  on t h e  basis of a c o m u n i t y ' s  c h z r a c t e r i s t i c s  t h o s e  



aspects of the crime probelm which are likely to be of greatest concern to the 


I 

residents of a given community. 


In comparison to Cincinnati, the Hartford data does not appear to be as 


intrinsically useful for the purposes of this analysis. The two neighborhoods 


examined by this study, North End and Asylum Hill, are quite similar in terms 


of demogrsphic characteristics and shared problems. The other two areas consist 


of those census tracts which were adjacent to the study neighborhoods, and the 


remainder of Hartford. The magnitude of differences by area to the perceptiox of 


crime items are not as great as they are for Cincinnati. Therefore, a failure 


to uncover a threshold effect could be due to an insufficient range of variation 


on the perception of crime items. However, the Hartford data had been previously 


analyzed in conjunction with another project. (Baumer, 1976) Partly because 


this work could facilitate the Conklin replication, it was decided to examine 


the Hartford data as a supplement to the Cincinnati analysis. 


Table 5 presents the wording and coding of those items used to construct 


the perception of crime scales for Hartford. Scale one is composed of those 


items which were most similar to the questions used by Conklin. Scale two 


'.consists of a series of items in which people were asked to assess the extent 


to which s~ecific types of criminal behavior were a problem in their neighborhoods. 




suggested by a p re l imina ry  

T h i s  s c a l e  was ) /  f a c t o r  a n a l y s i s  of i t ems  address ing  neighborhood 

problems which was performed as p a r t  of a r e l a t e d  paper .  (Baumer, 1976) .  

S ince  t h e  coding sceme f o r  each of t h e s e  i t e n s  wzs t h e  same, bo th  s c a l e s  were 

c o n s t r u c t e d  by summing t h e  i n d i v i d u a l  i t ems .  This  was t h e  same procedure used 

by Conklin i n  h i s  s tudy .  



d TABLE 5. 


HARTFORD: PERCEPTION OF CRIME ITEMS AND SCALES 

North 
End 

Asyluni 
H i l l  l d ja c e n t  

1. Burglary  as you know invo lves  someone i l l e g a l l y  e n t e r -  
i n g  a home t o  s t e a l  something. Do you t h i n k  t h e r e  i s  
(1) more b u r g l a r y  h e r e  i n  t h e  neighborhood than  i n  
t h e  rest of  t h e  c i t y ,  i s  t h e r e  ( 3 )  l e s s  b u r g l a r y ,  o r  
is i t  (2) about  t h e  same h e r e  as i n  t h e  r e s t  of Hart- 
f o r d ?  

2. How about  cr imes such  as robbery--taking something 
from people  by force- - i s  t h e r e  (1)  more h e r e ,  (3) 
less, o r  (2) about  t h e  same a s  i n  t h e  r e s t  of 
Har t fo rd?  

3. F r o 3  what youTve hea rd ,  have cr imes l i k e  robbery 
and b u r g l a r y  (1) gone up i n  Hartfoed,  (3)  gone 
down, o r  (2) s t a y e d  about  t h e  saEe over  t h e  p a s t  
y e a r  o r  so?  

4.  1 a m  going t o  r ead  you a l is t  of c r ime-re la ted  
problems t h a t  e x i s t  i n  some a r e a s .  For each,  I 
want  you t o  t e l l  m e  whether it is a (1) b i g  problem, 
(2) some problem, o r  (3) a lmost  no problem i n  
y o u r  neighborhood. How much of a problem i s  
p r o s t i t u t i o n ?  

5. S t e a l i n g  c a r s ?  

< 

Burglary-breaking i n t o  people ' s  homes? 

f 8 .  Holding  up and robbing  s m a l l  s t o r e s  o r  bus ines ses?  

P e o p l e  be ing  bea t en  up o r  h u r t  on t h e  s t r e e t s ?  



TABLE 5 .  


- North 
End 

Asylum 
H i l l  1 A d j a c e n t  Remndr. 

-

10'. S c a l e l :  1+ 2 + 3 6.06 
(1.60) 

6.44 
(1.62) 

6.62 
(1.48) 

6 .67 
(1.62) 

11. S c a l e  2: 4 + 5 + 6 + 7 f 8 + 9 13.28 
(3.79) 

13.87 
(3.66) 

14.56 
(3.41) 

15.07 
(3. Q1) 

* 
** 

Mean of  i t e m  by area 
S t a n d a r d  d e v i a t i o n  of i t e m  



The Hartford survey included numerous items pertaining to feelings of per-

sonal safety in the community. Items one through nine in Table 6 represent those 

questions which were most simiiar to Conklin's safety in the cornunity category. 

Questions 10, 11, 12 are those which were most similar to the interpersonal trust 

classification. There were no useful items in the Rartford survey pertaining to 

community affect. Items 13 and 14 are scaies composed of questions concerning 

precautions and protective measures undertaken by respondats. They include 

such actions as carrying a weapon or obtaining an escort when walking in dangerous 

areas (personal protecti.on) and i~stalling burglar alarms or acquiring theft 

insurance (home protection). Table 6 presents the wording and coding of these 

items and the results of the correlation analysis between the items and the per- 

ception of crime scales. 



HARTFORD: SAFETY LIED TRUST ITEHS AND PROTECTIVE MOBILIZATION 

SCALES CORRELATED WITH PERCEPTION OF CRIME SCALES 

North Asylum 
End H i l l  4dj a c e n t  Remndr. 

A. S a f e t y  i n  t h e  Coinnlunity I t e n s  

I n  t h e  daytime, how worr ied  a r e  you -about  be ing  he ld  
up on t h e  s t r e e t ,  t h r e a t e n e d ,  b e a t e n  up o r  anyth ing  
of t h a t  s o r t  i n  your neighborhood? Would you say  
you a r e  (1) ve ry  worr ied ,  (2) somewhat wor r i ed ,  (3) 
j u s t  a l i t t l e  worr ied ,  (4) n o t  a t  a l l  worr ied?  

How about  a t  n i g h t ,  how worr ied  a r e  you about  t h a t  
s o r t  cf t h i n g  t n  your neighborhood (being h z l d  up,  
etc. ) -- (1) v e r y  worr ied ,  (2) somewhat worr ied ,  
(3) j u s t  a l i t t l e  worr ied ,  (4) n o t  a1 a l l  worr ied? 

Bow worr ied  are you about  your home be ing  broken 
i n t o  o r  en t e red  i l l e g a l l y  i n  t h e  daytime when no , 

one i s  home? Are' you ( I )  v e r y  worr ied ,  (2) somewhat 
worr ied ,  (3) j u s t  a l i t t l e  worr ied ,  (4) n o t  worr ied 
ak a l l ?  

How about  a t  n i g h t ,  how worr ied  a r e  you about  your 
home be ing  broken i n t o  then  when y o u ' r e  n o t  a t  hone- 
(1) v e r y  worr ied ,  (2) somewhat worr ied ,  (3) j u s t  
a l i t t l e  worr ied ,  (4) no t  a t  a l l  wcrr ied .  

Think of a s c a l e  from 0 t o  10. Zero s t a n d s  f o r  no 
p o s s i b i l i t y  a t  a l l  and t e n  s t a n d s  f o r  extremely 
l i k e l y .  During t h e  cou r se  of  a y e a r ,  how l i k e l y  
i s  it t h a t  someone would b reak  i n t o  your house 
or apar tment  when no one i s  home? 

During t h e  cou r se  of a yea r ,  how l i k e l y  i s  i t  t h a t  
someone would b reak  i n t o  your  home when someone is 
hone? ( I )  no p o s s i b i l i t y  a t  a l l ,  (10) extremely 
l i k e l y .  

' 
During t h e  course  of a year;how l i k e l y  is  i t  t h a t  
your  pu r se  o r  w a l l e t  would b e  sna tched  i n  your 
neighborhood? (0) no p o s s i b i l i t y  a t  a l l ,  (10) 
e x r r e ~ d y  l i k e l y .  



Jorth 
End 

4sylum 
Hill Adjacent 

-

During the course of a year, how likely is it that 
someone woulci take something from you on the street 
by force or threat in your neighbnrhood? (0) no 
possibility at all, (10) extremely likely. 

During the course of a year, how likely is it that 
someone would beat you up or hurt you on the street 
in your neighborhood? (0) no pcssibility at all, 
(10) extremely likely. 

B. Interpersonal Trust Items 

During the day when no one was home, how hard would 
it be for a stranger to break into your home without 
a neighbor being suspicious and calling the police? 
Let (0) stand for extremely easy, and (10) stand 
for extremely difficult. 

-
How many people living in this area do you think 
would report a crime to the police, such as burglary, 
if they saw it happenfag to someone they did not 
know? (1) all of thein, (2) most of them., (3) some 
of them, (4) a few of them, (5) almost none. 

$ l 
$1 

L -
3 
82 '  

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- 
hood would you say this is mostly - (1) one where people 
help each other or (2) one where people go their own 
ways. I 

C. Protective Mobilization Scales I 
Mobilization for personal protection scale. (0) no 
measures for personal protection undertaken, (1) one 
or more measures for personal protection undertaken. 

I 
Mobilization for home protection scale. (0) no measures 
for home protection undertaken, (1) one or more measures 
for personal protection undertaken. 

I* Mean of item by area 
** Correlation coefficient of item with Scale 1 I

*** Ccrrela.tion coefficient oE item vith Scale 2 

!-
2 '  . - - - - -- - -g, ' 



, 
The a n a l y s i s  found very  l i t t l e  v a r i a t i o n  i n  t h e  n a t u r e  of t h e  r e l a t i o n s h i p s  

< 1 , 

by a r e a  o r  between t h e  two s c a l e s .  The n i n e  s a f e t y  i t e m  show f a i r l y  s t r o n g  

c o r r e l a t i o n s  i n  a l l  f o u r  of t h e  a r e a s .  The a r e a s  a r e  d s o  s i m i l a r  t o  each o t h e r  

on  t h e  i n t e r p e r s o n a l  t r u s t  i t ems ,  though t h e  s t r e n g t h  of r e l a t i o n s h i p  h e r e  is  

somewhat weaker. F i n a l l y ,  i t  is i n t e r e s t i n g  t o  n o t e  t h a t  t h e r e  is  no r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  between pe rcep t ions  of crime and t h e  e x e r c i s e  of  p r o t e c t i v e  measures f o r  

any of t h e  a r e a s .  This  seems p a r t i c u l a r l y  s i g n i f i c a n t  g iven  t h e  s t r o n g  r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p  between t h e  two s c a l e s  and t h e  pe r sona l  s a f e t y  i tems.  

These r e s u l t s  a l low f o r  numerous exp lana t ions .  A s  mentioned p rev ious ly ,  

t h e  f a i l u r e  t o  uncover a t h re sho ld  e f f e c t  could b e  due t o  an  i n s u f f i c i e n t  range  of 

area d i f f e r e n c e s  on t h e  pe rcep t ion  of cr ime s c a l e s .  The similarity of r e l a t i o n -  

s h i p s  a l s o  sugges t s  t h a t  t h e  a r e a s  may have enough i n  comon i n  terms of demo- 

g raph ic  make-up and shared  exper iences  s o  a s  t o  r e a c t  s i m i l a r l y  t o  crime problems, 

r e g a r d l e s s  of l e v e l s  of pe rcep t ion  f o r  l o c a l  neighborhoods. F i n a l l y ,  it should 

be noted  t h a t  t h e  two s c a l e s  add res s  s p e c i f i c  a s p e c t s  of crime; b u r g l a r y  and 

robbery i n  t h e  f i r s t  s c a l e ,  and a wider  range of problems i n  t h e  second. The 

l a c k  of  i n t e r - s c a l e  d i f f e r e n c e s  sugges t s  t h a t  a l l  a r e a s  i n  t h i s  s tudy  respond 

t o  b u r g l a r y  and/or  robbery problems. f!owever, t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  e x i s t s  t h a t  d i f - . ,  

f e r e n t i a l  r e a c t i o n s  t o  t h e s e  two problems could be  uncovered by more s p e c i f i c a l l y  



I 
1 

1 

, fccused  a n a l y s i s .  

I n  conc lus ion ,  i t  cannot  be  s t a t e d  w i t h  g r e a t  coniviction t h a t  Conk l in ' s  

t h r e s h o l d  e f f e c t  has  been conc lus ive ly  suppor ted  o r  r e f u t e d .  While t h e  f i n d i n g s  
r 

t end  t o  p o i n t  toward a r e f u t a t i o n  of t h e  hypo thes i s ,  t h e r e  i s  n o n e t h e l e s s  some 

evidence  t h a t  t h e  e f f e c t  may e x i s t  as p a r t  of a more complex s e t  of i n t e r -

r e l a t i o n s h i p s  between p e r c e p t i o n s  of v a r i o u s  a s p e c t s  of cr ime and a v a r i e t y  of 

i n d i v i d u a l  and s o c i a l  responses .  Thus, t h e  most v a l u a b l e  outcome of having 

fol lowed Conkl in ' s  l e a d  i n  t h i s  a n a l y s i s  i s  t h e  range  of new q u e s t i o n s  which 

t h i s  e f f o r t  has  genera ted .  



-- 
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APPENDIX T. 
. . 

8 ' 1 

CONKLIN 'S ATTITTJDE-RESPONSE ITEMS 

Urban 
Suburl Comuni  

A. S a f e t y  i n  t h e  Community I tems 

1. Some people  worry a g r e a t  d e a l  about  having  t h e i r  house broken i n t o ,  
and o t h e r  people a r e  n o t  as concerned. Are you v e r y  concernez,  some-
whaf concerned, o r  n o t  a t  a l l  concerned about  t h i s ?  (Percent  n o t  a t  

35.7 
I=-- 2 9  

a l l  concerned) .  P=. 001  

-

. Hcw s a f e  do you f e e l  walking a l o n e  i n  your  neighborhood w h e n , i t l s  dark?  63 .1  
(Percent  ve ry  s a f e  and sonewhat s a f e ) .  -.28 

P=. 002 

3. How l i k e l y  i s  i t  t h a t  a person  walking around h e r e  at: n i g h t  w i l l  65. S 
be h a l d  up o r  a t t a c k e d ?  (Percent  v e r y  u n l i k e l y  and somewhat u n l i k e l y ) .  - . 4 6  

P=. 001  . 

B. I n t e r p e r s o n a l  T r u s t  I tems 

Most people  i n  t h i s  neighborhood can b e  t r u s t e d .  (Percent  a g r e e  67.2 
and s t r o n g l y  a g r e e ) .  - .35 

P=. C O 1  

Most people  i n  t h i s  neighborhood a r e  t r u t h f u l  and dependable.  65.4 
I P e r c e n t  a g r e e  and s t r o n g l y  agree) .  -.31 

P=. 001  

N i c e  as i t  may b e  t o  have f a i t h  i n  your f e l l o w  man, i t  seldom pays 46.9 
off. (Percent  d i s a g r e e  and s t r o n g l y  d i s a g r e e ) .  - .01 

P=NS 

The world is  f u l l  of people  who w i l l  t a k e  advantage of you i f  you 15.6 
g i v e  them t h e  s l i g h t e s t  oppor tun i ty .  (Percent  d i s a g r e e  and s t r o n g l y  -.07 
d i s a g r e e ) .  P=NS 

, C. A f f e c t  f o r  Community I tems 

8. Do you t h i n k  t h a t  t h i s  community is  a good p l a c e  t o  b r i n g  up 47.7 
c h i l d r e n ?  (Percent  yes ) .  , - .33  
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