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If, INTRODUCTION

. In an ear]1er paper, an attempt was made to 1dent1fy the d1mens1ons of

ffear by means of a factor analys1s of 20 ltems or1g1na11y des1gned to measure
th1s concept (Baumer, 1976) The f1na1 soTut1on resuTted 1n the 1dent1f1ca-
"t1on of three bas1c d1mens1ons The f1rst 1nvoTved 1tems wh1ch measured

'the extent to wh1ch var1ous nu1sances or cr1mes were seen to be a ne1ghbor-

hood prob]em, and was tentat1ve]y termed "percept1ons of the cr1m1na] en-

'v1ronment" or "fear of area" The second was 1dent1f1ed by 1tems wh]ch
' measured "fear of persona] attack" The final factor tapped "fear of loss

of property" or "fear of burglary" These factors were found to be fairly

robust, as they he]d up across two po1nts in time and various rotat1ona1

schemes '_ - . For a more deta11ed d1scuss1on of the ear11er

| anaTys1s see Baumer (1976)

Th1s paper w111 bu1Td on the ear]1er one by attempt1ng to 1dent1fy the

correTates of factor sca]es constructed from the factors. It was our

‘fee11ng that the conceptua] cTar1f1cat1on prov1ded by the earlier paper

.m1ght Tead to f1nd1ngs somewhat different from those 1dent1f1ed by other

researchers )
Th1s paper is d1v1ded 1nto three main parts In the first part, we
d1scuss the nature and construction of factor scales. The second section

is the bulk of the paper and is divided into two parts The first treats

_ the three fear scales as dependent variables while the second treats them

'-as independent variables. Since the second section exam1nes only b1var1ate

relationships, the final section (Append1x A) presents several preliminary
attempts at a multivarate analysis of the data. By and large, the findings
are presented with no discussion or attempted exp]anations of the findings.

We have left these to the reader's imagination.



I1. CONSTRUCTION OF SCALES

Hav1ng dec1ded that the proper terminal solution was obat1ned in the

fear11er paper, 1t was aTso dec1ded to bu11d compos1te scaTes to represent

o the d1mens1ons assoc1ated w1th the three factors 1dent1f1ed (see Baumer,

“1976) When adequate]y bu11t, such scaTes are not on]y a conven1ent way
‘of reduc1ng data, they aTso possess W .one feature that may not be |
' fshared by many other var1abTes They embody phenomena w1th a funct1ona1

‘ Aun1ty the phenomena are h1gh1y 1nterre1ated in t1me or space" (Rumme]
B ]970 ]52) A o - e, _ -
| Table T -A presents the d1str1but1on of var1ab1es used in the factor
'ana]ys1s, Tab]e 1-B presents the factor -score matr1x of the f1naT soTu-
ttlon of the factor anaTys1s (see Baumer, 1976) Throughout th1s report,
'the first factor scaTe w1TT be referred to as "fear of area" or "area"

(FAREA1' fear or concern about ne1ghborhood character1st1cs often foundv
fﬁconduc1ve or re]ated to crime and about crimes 1n the ne1ghborhood), the
second sca]e as "fear of person" or "person" (FPERSON fear of crimes

where the v1ct1m is d1rect1y=phys1ca11y 1nvolved), and the third scaTe as
“"fear of property" or “property" (FPRPRTY fear of crimes against property,
property cr1mes w1thtout direct phys1caT 1nv01vement of the v1ct1m) '

o The dec1s1on to build compos1te scaTes aTso 1nvoTved a further dec1-
sion:’ how to ‘construct the sca]e. Accord1ng to Rumme] (1970:435- 6), a
number of techniques'have been'deveToped to compute or estimate factor
sc0re5‘and many of them are aimed at reducing the labor involved in
‘the computation But, with the greater ava1]ab111ty of computers, these
'Tabor-sav1ng techn1ques have grown 1ncreas1ngTy unnecessary 2 At the same
t1me, "It has been customary to build factor scaTes emp10y1ng only those
variables that have substantial Toad1ngs on a given factor" (Kim and
Kohout: 1975: 488). Against this honored tradition, it was decided to use

"the complete estimational method" (Kim and Kohout, 1975: 488) or "exact
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rfactor score approach" (Rumme],]97o 436) wh1ch ut1]1zes all the var1ab]es

1nc1uded 1n the factor analysis.

~ For this approach, each variable is weighted proportionally to its e

~ involvement in a factor; the more involved a variable, the higher the

weight (Rummel, 1970:150). Table 1-B presents the weights_(factor—scores)

of each variable for the three factors. In other words, scales con- -

_ Structed’by‘using the complete estimation technique inc]ude a term for

‘-'»each var1ab]e in the or1g1na] analysis rather than JUSt for those var1ab]es

that have substant1a1 loading on a given factor

In the shorter method, variables not included in the scale are not

"controlled" and they can affect it through their intercorrelations with

variables included in the scale. With complete:estimation, some variables

: ahe-simply uSed as suppression variables to give the best estimate of the

g1ven factor (Kim and Kohout; 1975: 488).
Tab]e 2 presents the three equat1ons involved in the complete estlma—

tion techn1que to construct the scales. Every variable is 1nvo]ved_1h a]]

fthree sca]es, each has d1fferent we1ght for each scale. Because the

variables do not have either the same range (for examp]e) V109 has its

" -score ranging from T to 10 but V116 has its score.ranging from 1 to 4)

and/or the same distributional characterist ics (Table 1-A}, they had to

be standardized first before they were weighted for‘the scales. Unless

“standardized, variables with large scores (e.g., V109) would unduly influ-

ence the scores of the scales. The five-digit numbers in the first

--“co]umn“ of Table 2 are factor-scores presented in Tab]e.l-B,'i.et, the
'_wetght (amount of contribution) of each variable for the given factor.

The remeining three "columns" are for the standardization of the varia-

bles: the second "column" contains variable names, the third, the mean of

the variable.



“ Complete estimation, when used with standardized variables, produces
scales with a mean of 0 (iero) and a standard deviation of 1{one) (Kim
'_and Kohout, 1975: 489; Rummel, 1970: 441). Table 3 presents sone dis~
tr1but1ona1 character1st1cs of the three scales created in the way |
.'shown in Tab]e 2. Al] three means are virtually zero; the standard deViaj
t1ons are somewhat less than ]} But deviations from the expected mean
'ahd Standard deviation cou]dkbe.expected.mainly due - to rounding errors.

' **For'éxample;vtha fivgéigit Weights (Tablé 1-B; Table 2) of the variables are
.rounded figures as are ‘the means and standard dev1at10ns (Table 1-A)
used for the standard1zat1on of variables.? ol
-‘The Towest and the highest scores and the medianaof the scales

- (Table 3) ihdicate the skew of their.distribdtiOns.' Firsf, all three

:mediahs-are located'to the left of their means incating the majority of

' the sample has 1ess than the mean fear on the three scales. As the |

1owest scores-are w1th1n the two standard deviations below the mean, none}

- of the respondents cou]d have an unexpected low fear on a]] three scales.

Ohifhe'other hand, as the highest scores on area and person scales are .

located we]i’béydnd two SDs,da few respondénts are ;gg;much fearful of

Chimés.agafnst pehsqns and area crimes,'as their fears aré'compared.to |

'ﬁhe mean fears of the sample. Since both the Towest and the highest

scores on property scales are within two SDs away from the mean, fear of

crimes against property is normally distributed, with no one havina too much
ﬂoh too little fear compared to the samp]e on the whole.
Becaus;*§2a1es are standardized, it is not possible to compare
the respondents
scaores across scales. For example we cannot ask whetherhave more fear
of the crimes'against persons than crimes against property. Due to dif-

ferential distiibution of variables (Talbe 1-A), standardization was

necessary; standardized variables do not retain information contained in
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original variables.* Also, for this same reason, identical scores on two

'sealesvmay not mean that the person has the same absolute amount of fear,

jsay of crimes aga1nst person and cr1me aga1nst property Ident1ca1 scores

. only .
1mp1yAthat the person has the same relative amount of fear

‘Table 4 reports corre]at1ons among the three sca]es and corre]at1ons

between var1ab1es and sca]es As expected corre]at1ons among sca]es are

'__qu1te h1gh the corre]at1on between property and area ( 561) is the h1ghest,

that between property and person (.470) the second, and that between area

‘and person (.384) the lowest. A]so, as one might expect, var1ab1es (V]15

through V129) w1th high ]oad1ngs on the area factor are highly re]ated

o w1th the area scale; variables (V107 V109) w1th h1gh ]oad1ngs on property

1;15 BIVARIATE CORRELATES OF FEAR

factor w1th the property sca]e, and var1ab]es (V102 V112) with h1gh

1oad1ngs on person factor w1th the person sca]e

_ the
Though for many b1var1ate relationships ofAvar1ab1es in the quest1on-

na1re, 1t is not s1mp]e to decide the direction of causal flow, the first
‘part of this section will treat the fear scale as a dependent variable,

while the second part will treat them-as independent variables. Since

many relationships may be mutually reinforcing, a number of variables

appear in both parts of this section.5

A. Fear as a Dependent Variable

Preseht]y,'all three types of fear of crimes are considered as an ef-
fect, or a consequenceof the individual's demographic characteristics,

1ife situation, perception and eva]uation of neighborhood characteristics

and of neighbors, percept%on and evaluation of police performance; life

'sty1e, life experience, and assessment of the past and the future changes

in the neighborhood and in crime rates.



"h C]ear]y, var1ab1es of a demograph1c nature are causa]]y pr1or to |
fears of cr1me, at ]east, in terms of t1me d1mens1on On the other hand
v‘tcerta1n types of 11fe sty]e wou]d Tead to fear and such an increas’e in |
fear of cr1mes can change one S 11fe style One's eva]uat1on of po11ce
"performance may a]so 1ncrease or decrease-one's fear of cr1me, fear of
'cr1me 1n turn, can 1nf1uence one's judgment of police performance There-
ffore, for the purpose of th1s paper, the causa] order1ng of many var1ab1es

1s s1mp]y assumed

'- Of the var1ab1es conta1ned in theéuest1onna1re, those that produced a

ds1gn1f1cant F rat1o ( 05) are reported. Tables d1scussed in this sectlon
report sample sizes (marg1na1 n) and the mean fears of response categor1es
‘(groups) As d1scussed above, because of standard1zat1on, the mean Vvalue
of the entire samp]e (sum of response~ categor1es) is 0. Therefore,.a”
g1venAmean of_a group (e.g., high school graduates) is the distance the
~group deviates from the mean of the entire samp]e.and the distance is the
proportion of'one‘standard deviation from:the mean of the entire‘sample.7

The following table for the relation between sample area and fear illus-

- trates interpretation of tables presented in this section.

Tab]e-A

RELATION BETWEEN SAMPLE AREAS AND FEAR OF CRIME
#VAR " Variable N Area ~ Property Person
2 . Sample area :
- A ' 73 .287
B 138 = .174
C 115 .085
D 139 -.393

First "#VAR" identifies the code by which the location of the variab1e

is indicated for both the questionaire and the system fi]e.‘ In this case,
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‘the area designator is foand in variable "V2". Therefore, the reader can

" locate the ékact wofding ot the question for examination and use the

variable for further computer runs.

The first line qugy "Variable" identifies the variable who se influence
L eing ‘
on the fear scales isNexamined; the remaining lines given the response-

'categories of the variabie.

i N's keport'the number of reépondentsvfor'each,résponse-éategories.
(groups): 73 respondents live in Area A, etc. The remaining three col-
umns‘are the mean fear of each group on the three scales of fear. In
Table A,'thé 1ast.tW6 columns are empﬁy'because the sampTe area made nd
difference for the fear of crimes against'property and against person.

The sample areas do show significant differences in the perceived extent

of ' the crime problem there (neighborhood characteristics conducive and/or

re]atéd}to crime and actual crimes in the neighborhood).

The mean fear of area of respondents 1iving in Section A was .287;
residents in this area were 28.7 percent of one standard devaiation above
the average fear of people in Hartford in 1975. They were in general more

fearful than others within Hartford in terms of fear of area. But, they

were not different from others for their fear of crimes against property

_ or person.

People who lived in area D were _ B
least fearful of their neighborhood; they were 39.3 percent_(—.393) of one
standard deviation below the mean fear of people in Hartford. But they
are not different from residents of Areas A, B, of C for their fear of
crimes against property and persons.

Scores of fear of area presented in Table A could be visualized as in -

Figure 2. The mean fear of the entire sample (zero) is the reference by



thich,the‘mean fear of respondents Tiving in four differeht areas¢6f2h?"v
Hartford are compared.‘ The further away a given grouprmean_is abbve- (
g;a(right side_of)vthe reference, the more fear the group_has in general. '

* The further away the given group mean is below (left side of) the refer-

-_ence, the Tess fear the group has on the wholefa
Figure 2
FEAR OF AREA BY SAMPLE AREA
R : L s
A 81
B
, ¢ .oss
393 D
_ . Reference

7 (mean of the entire sample)

| 'In'fab]é:Agv{t'may a]So be noted thaf whi]e'samplé dreas'méde an f
:-obsérvaE{E'differéhce'in théf} residents' fear of'érea;théy:madé no. 
_significant difference in their resfdents' fear‘of crimes éitherVagéinst
‘property or against person. Repeated for other vafiab]e;,’fhis findiﬁg
makes ft clear that fears of area, property, and persoh akéfdistinct.’ |
As one fype of fear (eg., fear of-area) does not predicé another type Qf.
fear.(e.gQ, fear'of'pkopefty), using fear as an unifary cﬁhcept’ﬁakes
little sense as a possible reéctioh to crime. The distinctiVenéss ob-
' serVed in Table A-is “"real" in the sense thét it js not due to the Way
‘scales were constrhcted. The decision to use an:ob]idue solution was

based on assumed relations among factors (scales) to emerge. Table 4

showed high correlations among scales constructed from the oblique solu-

+inn



- This detaiied disﬁusﬁion of Table A as an example of data to be

- analyzed is hoped to facilitate an understanding of what follows. ‘Due to

,;'fime-]imits,'from this point on, analyses Will be much more concise or
'rathér.éursory. Again, the report ié only for those relations whose analy-
 ses of vdriance (one-waY) produced an F ratio significént at the .05 level

] Demograph1c Variables: Bio- socia]

Rac1a] heterogene1ty of a society is usua]ly accompan1ed by var1at1ons .
of other non-racial matters. . In the social sc1ences (a]so in ‘common par-
“Tance), it has become_a-tru1sm that race makes difference. But,,when
racié]“differenées are accompanied by cultural and.$ocfa1 differences
and by strutturd]_dffferentiation-discrimination, it is‘unéértain.exact1y
what it is about the global concept of "race" that makes theldifferénce.

‘ Despite the widely observed ahd publicized bersona] violence of
. minofities (especially blacks), Table 5-1 1ndicatés no significant;racial'
: differénce for fear of crimes against persons. |
Two poss1b1e reasons may explain the no- d1fference First, there may
~ be no re/at1onsh1p between the rate of persona] v1o]ence in a group and
-fear of cr1mes against persons Second, 1tems const1tut1ng "fear of person
factor (V105 V106, V110-112) are all quest1ons that wou]d probab]y ex-
clude persona] violence within intimate (fam11y, fr1ends, re]at1ves) |
- circles, and there is no racial d1fference for personal violence outside
of intimate‘circ1es.9

Buf;vrace does magé a difference for fear of area aﬁd property: whites
are less fearfu] of both compared to either blacks of Spanish.v Between
the two minority groups, Spanish have more fear of the area in which théy '
live than do blacks, but the latter are more afraid of crimes agéinst
property than.the Spanish. At the same time, those who spoke Spanish

~language for the interview are much more fearful of area and crimes against
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person (Table 5-2).
Sex has been another major differentiating variable of the social
. séienees" Furthermore,'who would question the esfab]ished common sense

'*know]edge that females are more fearful of almost everything? For‘fear

“’*of cr1me, 1t has been observed that "women fear crime more than men, even

though rates of v1ct1m1zat1on for a]] cr1mes but rape are h1gher for
n" (Conklin, 1975 8) Table 5-3 quest1ons the va11d1ty of such a posi-
f.t1on, for 1t shows that sex makes a d1fference only for the fear of f

cr1mes aga1nst persons and not for fear of area or fear of property.

R N R

" Table 5-4 indicates a low negative relation between age and the
emount of fear the individual has of area (r= - 195) and property (r =
= 126) but no ‘relationships for the fear of crimes aga1nst persons.

0n the other hand tab]e 5 5 shows education having no effect on fear
of area and property but producing a s1gn1f1cant effect on fear of

crimes against person. 'High-school educated respondents tend to fear

< crimes against person more than either college educated or less than

high school educated respondents. Though the difference was not signifi—
cant, highvschool educated people had more fear of area and property also.
~In summary » 0f the "bio-social" demograph1c variables race, language,
.sex, age,and education all produced s1gn1f1cant effectsfg; least some of
the fear scales. Race made a difference for the fears of area and property
but not for person: whites had less fear for both area and property.
Spanish-speaking respondents were significently more fearful of area and
person. Female respondents expressed more fear of crimes against person

but they were not different for the other two types of fear. Age produced

e significant negative effect on the fears of area and property but no
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effect on the fear of person. High school’ educated were most fearful

‘of cr1mes aga1nst persons, while education made no d1fference for both

,area and property.

2. Demographic Variables: Marital and Household

In thfs section, the focus will be on marita]iétatus and the househd]d

composition--characteristics of thevrespondent.' First, Table 5-6 shows no N

' signfficant'effect of marita1'status on bcth fearé of area and property -

" but a s1gn1f1cant effect for the fear of cr1mes aga1nst person. Of chimes

agalnst persons, present]y married are least fearful. Of those present]y
not marr1ed those never married (sing]e) are 1east fearfu]

_ " One ofzd1fferent1at1ng ‘characteristics of present]y married is the

" number of adults in the household and, according to Table 5-7, when there

iéfmore_than one adult, the'respondents tend to have less fear of ctimes

against persdn. Therefore, some of low fear of the presently married may

_ be'exp]ained’by the number of adults 1h the household. But still mahried

respondents have much less fear (-.130) than expected because of having

more than one adult in the household (-.098). Marr1edness seems to re-

:'duce fear of crimes aga1nst persons beyond the effect of hav1ng another

adu]t in the househo]d

Among the presently not married, the widowed might be older than
others and Separated and divorced older than thdse never mdfried. Since
age produced no significant difference for the fear of person, if age is
the only variable determining the degree of fear the.ihdividUa1§ have of
crimes dgainst persons, there should be no difference among the three
groups of respondents. Marital status has an independent effect notfaCr
counted for by age difference among marital groups.

Why is it that the separated and divorced have more fear than either

widowed or single people, while none of them has a greater chance than
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‘others of Tiving with another adult? At least, it is not because they

live with children only for Table 5-8 shows that head 1iving with

,'chi1dren only produces higher fear for'all;three--area, property ‘and

rpersohf-not just for the feer‘of crimes ageinst persohs. Also, the
i seperdted'and divorced have 1ess fear;(.270) than those respondents
, l]fving with chfldren only (.301). Ne1ther is it that they live in

vsma]] househo]d as Tab]e 5-9 shows that s1ze of househo]d makes a dif-

ference for fear of area and property but not for person Moreover, re;
spondents 11v1ng in sma]]er househo]ds (1 3) tend to express less fear
ffor both area (-.057) and property (-.069). Separated and d1vorced
peop]e may have children in the household and that fact may increase

f fear but Table 5-10 shows that the presence of children in the household

produces more fear for both fear of area and property, but not for person
Therefore, it may tentatively be conc]uded that mar1ta1 status makes

‘a s1gn1f1cant d1fference for the fear of cr1mes against person and the dif-

] ference 1s not due to its re]at1on to age, number of adults in the house-

ho]d, Tiving with ch11dren alone, size of househo]d,_or.presence of

' jchi]dren ih the household. |

Thought it would seem that elderly people (65 +) are more vulnerable

to crimes, especially crimes against persons, presence of elderly in the
household seems to reduce fear of area and property significant]ydbut
not for pereons as shown in Table 5-11. It may be that elderly in the
househo]ds are not incapacitated and fohction as other adults do in the
household. But on the other hand, we noted above that the presence of
more.than one adult in the household (Table 5-7) reduced fear for person
but made no difference for area and property.

What type of household might have the least fear of crimes? A mar-
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ried couple—-one of whom is over 65 years of age--living by themselves -

without any children would have least fear of area and property because

- of their small (2) household size, absence of children in the household,

 and presence of an elderly in the household. Members of such hoUsehon'wbuld_

also have the least amount of fear of crimes aga1nst persons because they

- are marr1ed and there is more than one adu]t in the househo]d A woman

under 65 Tiving with more ‘than three children would have more fear than
any other individual because female, her household is large (4),vthere

are children in the household, there is no other adult (e]der1y or not) in

the household, she is not presently married, and 11ves,with chi]dren on]y |

as head of the household. Of course, these models of household charac-
terisfics would work only if those bivariate effects are real ggg_additiVe.
If those effects are spurious and/or interactive, model househoids can
emefge‘only from hu]ti;variate analysis of data.

-3+« Demographic Vakiables: Residehtia]

. Table 5-12 indicates that home ownership makes a significant differ?

ence for both fear of area and property but not for persons. - Those who
own thefr owh house are much less fearful of area than those who live in
a-rented.dwelling; but the former are more fearful of propehty crimes . 7. -

than the latter. Figure 3 visualizes this point.-

Pigure 3: iffect of residence.ownershin
/.-—_——. T ) ' . .

High fear
‘ - ' /x '926
. . ,
Area
i - === Droperty
Mean . OF :
4 v -.202
T.ow fear I
. : r { L
Rent Own

Residence
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SIf the effect of home ownersh1p as seen in Table 5- 12 is not spuri-

ous, it typ1f1es d1]emmas involved in dec1d1ng what to do to reduce fear

‘ of cr1mes One of the d11emmas is 1like the s1tuat1on where an individual

the

' ?;.has two d1fferent types of sickness endhtreatment to alleviate one sick-

'ness worsens the other sickness. On the bas1s of Tab]e 5-12, one may de-
-c1de to increase home ownersh1p in an area in order to reduce fear of
'area but he thereby wou]d increase the fear of property crimes in that
' area.;z. o _ | |
‘;'Tahle“5-12_a1so sharpens the need to diStinguish different types of
vfears; If the three variables of area,'property,“and persons were put :
together into?One variable, fear, the ownership of residence would not
fhave.made a significant difference as its effects on different components
A of fear wou]d have cancelled each other out.

‘ But, 1t is also quite probable that effects of residence ownersh1p
'are spur1ous. First, people who rent their residence may tend to live |
invpoor andFCrime-laden areaas and, therefore, have more fear of area'than
those homeowners liying in much more safe areas. Second, within a given
area, homeowners'mayitend to have more'property than othersfeither}be- -
canse they'are rfcher or they ere less mobile, and therefore, they are
more fearful of crimes against property. 'If the first is the case, the
effect of residence on area would disappear when place of residence is
contro]led, 1f the second is the case, the effect of res1dence on property
would disappear when amount of property is contro]led

‘Whereas residence ownership made a significant difference for both the

area and property scales, length of residence in the present address mekes
a‘difference for area and person but ﬁgtgfor'property. Thought both area
~and person are significantly affected by the length of.residence, Table
5-13 exhibits different patterns of influence. Roughtly, length of resi-

dence seems to produce a linear negative effect on area: the longer one
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stays fn the same residence, the less fear hé will have of area. But
residential Stability seems to have curvf]inear éffeﬁt}on fear of
crimes aga{nSt person: Both 1ong-timef§ (10¥'yéars) and new-comers (less
than'oﬁevyear) have more féar than othérs;‘ | | ”

- A numbéf‘bf factors may be at work-td broduce such a negative linéaf"
effeét of 1éngth of kesidence on areé;” First, Tabie 5-4 has éhown a nega-
tive ré]étidn between fear of aféa andﬁégé.: Theféfdre, the observed néga-’

‘tive}éffect of length of residence may be due to age; newcomers would be

yduhger and haVe more feaf and old-timers may be older and have less fear.

f.Sécond, older people may live in better areas while young are‘more mobile
~and live shortly in bad areas. Third, if "Fear of crime is fear of the
étranger,g." (Conk]ih,'1975: 7), newcomers in an area are 1iving. among
strangers and must be more fearful than others who constitute their own

: ,'akea. | | |

| Itlméy a]so be hypothesized that reaéons broducing the obserVedvpaf-

tern of:effect of length of residence oh fear of area'produqe the ob-

sekved'similar but Steeper effect on pérson for'those whose.length of_
réidence is'1e$s than ten years. But, it is uncertain why 1onger-tfmers

- (10+ years) have more fear of érimesrggainS'tperéon than thoée who have

béen in the sahe residence for one to nine years. Since age had no rela-

tion with‘fear of person (Table 5-4), if cannot be due to age of longér-
timeré. o | |
Figuré 4 "modifies" what Table 5-13 presented. In the first two years

in a given residence, both for the areé and person scales fear decreases

rapidly. From the third year on, the decrease is much slower for both area
and person. Fear of area continues to decline even after nine years of
residence in a given address but fear of person ihcreases rapjd]y, probably,
| from about the tenth year.

As the mean fear of crimes against peson for those who have lived more
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than nine years in the same address is 138, if changes in fear are
gradual, the broken ]1ne might approximate the actual pattern of change
‘If“sd, the_opt1ma1 (lTeast fear) ]ength of re51dence in a given address
wou]d be around ten years. From the opt1ma1 point on, although the fear
of area decreases, the decrease is very sma]] and there 1s a gradua] 1n-

crease in the fear of crimes against’ person

ngure 4: ,ength of re. ,1dence anfl fear
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4. Life Style

Table 5-15 pdints out the number of days outside home--"sitting on the

porch or steps, working in the yard, or something like that"-- has a negative
effect on fear of crimes against person but no effect for either area or

property. Respondents who never go outside of their house express most
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fear (. 117) of attack wh11e those who are outside of the1r house every
-_day have least fear and those who are sometimes outs1de of the1r house
fa]] in between the two extremes

A]so, when and how often one wa]ks in the ne1ghborhood makes some

d1fference Wa1k1ng in ne1ghborhood dur1ng the day,(Tab]e 5 ]6) makes

a s1gn1f1cant d1fference for fear of crimes aga1nst person and aga1nst

.hproperty wh1]e wa1k1ng in ne1ghborhood at nlght makes a s1gn1f1cant d1f— '
'ference for fear of cr1mes aga1nst person only (Tab]e 5- 17) | vh
| ‘Both Tab]es 5 16 and 5 17 exh1b1t a non- linear effect of wa1k1ng 1n R

the ne1ghborhood e1ther dur1ng the day or at n1ght Respondents who
'never (O) wa]k e1ther dur1ng the day or at night have the most fear.
Of those who walk in the1r ne1ghborhood in general, the 1ess often one
wa]ks, the ]ess fear one tends to have.

| Those who wa]k escorted at n1ght tend to fear more cr1mes{aga1nst )

both property and person (Tab]e 5 16), than not escorted Those who drive

to avo1d wa]klng at n1ght are more fearfu] of crimes aga1nst property on]y
(Table 5-19). | S

" ~To protect onese]f from v1ct1m1zat1on, one may take var1ous defens1ve
:measures have escrots when walking at n1ght, dr1ve to avo1d work1ng at
night; have things (a weapon, a whistle, tear gas) for protect1on, spec1a1
Tocks on doors, engrave va1uab1es, arrange w1th neighbors to watch each |
other's house when someone is not home, do things to protect the home from
being broken 1nto, or do anything else about the cr1me What is the effect

F‘us1ng such defensive measures? i
First, Table 5-20'1nd1cates that none of respondents uses a1] nine_

possible defensive measures and some use none at all. Most people have
only one or two defensive measures being used. Second, clearly, those

who do not use any defensive measure are least fearful of crimes against
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property Of those who use some defens1ve measures, the number of
defens1ve measures used does not change the amount of fear in a consistent
manner. Use of defens1ve measures does not affect fear of area or fear of
nerson.>' | | | a |

‘+hou§h people mhovarehfearfu] may tend to use'defensive"measures more
"than others do, the use of defensive measures also may increase fear. Having
'a spec1a1 ]ock on the door sens1t1zes and re1nforces fear whenever one passes
the door | Hav1ng a spec1a1 Tock on the door ‘also invites visitors to select
conversat1on top1cs, probab]y more often, conf1rm1ng and re1nforc1ng the
ex1st1ng fear Through both se]f and soc1a1 conf1rmat1on and re1nforcement
: defens1ve measures m1ght tend to increase fear. As fear 1ncreases, there
'.may 1ncrease the demand for safety 1ndustry, as safety 1ndustry 1ncreases,
there may a]so increase the demand for fear

When Tab]es 5 15 through 5-20 are examlned together, it is surprising
to f1nd that none of them reports a s1gn1f1cant effect for the area scale.
» ‘Though Tife sty]e of re51dents in an area can affect fear through its ef-
lfect on the nature of ‘the area, 11fe sty]e measured by items present]y used
may ‘be more an effect of fear than a determ1rant of fear

‘ 5 L1fe exper1ence V1ct1m1zat1on

tOf-]ife experiences,’victimization erperfence'uould; at 1east, logically,

]ead“to fear of crimes. On the whole, Table 21-30 1ndicate;a significant ef-

- fect of being victimized. But not all victimization experiences produce

| the same effect or an effect for all three types of fear. Only burg]ary;
actua1 (Table 5-21) and attempted (Table 5-22),_has'a significant effect

on area, property and person. Mailbox being‘broken intov(Tab]e 5-25) and
property theft suffered (Table 5-27) have-a significant effect on fear of
area and property but not on person. Surprisingly, experience of assault

(Tab]e 5-28) has a significant effect only on the area scale. Experiences
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of household theft (TabTe 5-23) and attempted auto steal1ng/use (Tab?e 5-26)

affected fear of crimes aga1nst property but not the other two. Robbery

suffered (Tab]e 5- 24) produces s1gn1f1cant amount of fear of cr1mes

aga1nst person _

Tab]e 5- 30 reports person corre]at1on coeff1c1ents between the number
of var10us v1ct1m1zat1ons and the three fear sca]es The number of vic-
timizations suffered is pos1t1ve1y related wi th a]] three scales and the
number of v1ct1m1zat1ons w1th a loss greater than $5O OO 1s pos1t1ve1y cor-
re]ated w1th area and property but not with person. The number of crimes
against propertyvsuffered is positive]yvre]ated with three scales but the‘
number of.crimes"against person suffered is-positive]y related only with»

area andvperson. The frequency gf informing police for crimes suffered

anddthe'frequency’of filling forma1 reports for orimes of which'police are

_'informedvts also positively related with all three fear scales.

‘Therefore, it may be concluded thattexperfence of.victjmization,
either actual or attempted, seems to produce or increase fear on some'or
all of the sca]es A]so 1nform1ng and report1ng crimes to the police are
pos1t1ve1y re]ated w1th fear. ( | - -

6. Ne1ghborhood Enc]ave

Whereas, according to Conklin (1975: 143), "A well-used street is a

safe street, because the presence of people restrains deviant behavior..."

fear of crime increases with the perceived level of street activity. As

seen in tables 5-31 and 5-32, the perceived number of people on the street

increases fear of crimes of area, property, and person both for the day and
ntght. Also increasing traffic during the day (table 5-33) and at night
(Table 5-34) is accompanied by increased fear for area and person but not
for property. Whatever the actual crime rate may be, the percéived level

of street activity for both people and traffic increases fear.
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‘;On the_othervhand, if the people seen on the street are thought to

’11Vé in the neighborhood (Tab1e 5-35) there is 1ess fear As the number

’~.'of perce1ved outs1ders 1ncreases, fear of area, property, and person a]so

"',;1ncreases At the same t1me, 1f the 1nd1v1dua1 can recogn1ze strangers in -

"dthe neighborhood (Tab]e_5-36), he also tends to have 1ess fear of crimes

_yagafnst_person,;though such abi]ity does not affect fear of area or fear

- of property crime But, if one has seen suspicious strangers (Tab]e 5- 37)

o then, he wou]d have more fear than those who did not Those who fee]

part of the ne1ghborhood (Table 5-38) do not differ in the1r fear of area"

'.,and person but they are ]ess 11ke1y to fear crimes aga1nst property

Above a11 those who feel safe alone in the ne1ghborhood dur1ng the

A}day (Tab]e 5 39) and at n1ght (Tab]e 5-40) are least 11ke1y to have much

- fear As one s fee11ng of safety 1ncreases, fear decreases cons1stent1y

S for area, property, and person Likewise, those who cons1der parks in the

ne1ghborhood a place to go, express much less fear than others (Table 5-41).

People appear to have least fear if they Tive within a small enclosed
‘enclave where no outs1ders come and where they feel safe and part of th1s
- area. Would such enclaves be immune to cr1mes? Would it be that neighbor-
hood oharaoteristics condocive tov1ow crime rate and‘conduoive to Tow fear

are mutually exclusive?

7. Neighbors:

Respondents who have arranged with their neighbors to watch their homes
. (Table 5-42) when theybare away tend to have more fear of area but are not

different from others for the fears of crimes against persons or against

property. But if they watch each other's homes all the time (Table 5-43),
they tend to have more fear of crimes against person.

If the respondent considers his neighbors are concerned (Table 5-44)

about others, he tends to have less fear. The more he thinks his neighbors
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wou1d be w1111ng to help w1th a groupﬁ*hnt was concerned with prevent1ng

cr1me in the area, the 1ess fear he w1]1 have of area and person but no
d1fference was found for fear of crimes aga1nst property (Tab]e 5- 45)

The est1mated number of ne1ghbors who wou]d he]p the po]1ce (Tab]e

5 46) and the number of ne1ghbors thought to report crime (Table 5- 47)

are accompan1ed by decreas1ng fear on a]] three sca]es Ne1ghborhood
‘cooperat1on may be essent1a1 for po11ce performance, ne1ghborhood coopera-

t1on 15 a]so conduc1ve 1n reduc1ng fear A]so, when groups are seen as

do1ng7much good (Tab]e 5-48) fear tends to decrease at ]east for fear
of area and property cr1mes | |

8 Ne1ghborhood Change

Eva]uatlon of ne1ghborhood changes of the past and the future and
est1mates of changes in cr1me rate 1n the ne1ghborhood for the past and_
for the future a]] produce significant differences in fear of a]] three )

‘ types On the who]e, those who see no changes 1n the past and for the
future for the ne1ghborhood and for crimes in the ne1ghborhood tend to
nave 1ess fear than those who see changes in any d1rect1on ~Since com-
mon sense wou]d suggest that when the res1dents of a ne1ghborhood th1nk it
is improving, fear of crimes would decrease, the above observat1ons are a‘.

bit strange. Essent1a1]y, perceived ne1ghborhood stability rather than

change seems to acCompany significant1y Tow degrees of fear.

Table 5-49 reports that respondents who think that their ne1ghbor-
hood has stayed the same for the 1ast year are likely to have less fear
for both area and person than those who think it has e1ther improved or
bdeteriorated. Only for.the fear crimes against property,‘do those who
consider their neighborhood as improving have less fear than others.

For the changes to come in the future of the neighborhood, without
exception, those who see their neighborhood unchanging havevless fear than

those who see eitheqbetter or worse for the future of their neighborhood
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(Tabiessebb) On the whoie those who see changes in the neighborhood for
the better have ]ess fear than those who see changes in the neighborhood
for the worse, but sti]] more than those who see no changes at a]i

Eva]uation of changes in crime in the neighborhood in the past one year

:,"_ a]so produce the same resu]t as Tab]e 5 51 shows ' For fear of area and per-

son, those who see no change 1n crime in the neighborhood are 1east fear-
fu], those who see crime up are most fearfu], and those who see crime down}
'fa]] between the two extremes “ For fear of crimes against property, how—'
.}hever, those who see crime up are most fearfui (.376) but those who see
crime down (-.219) and those who see no change in crime (—;216)'are'vir-
tuai]y identical in their fear On the other hand respondents agreeing
that "No matter what poiice or c1tizens do, crime in your neighborhood w111
" keep 901ng up" are more fearfui than thosevdisagreeing with the statement
(Tab]e 5 52) . pﬂ_, . o a : ~vv : -
Though Tab]e 5 52 dev1ates from other resu]ts, on the whoie, it 15'
clear that perceived neighborhood stabiiity is a con51stent correiate of
low fear. Indeed perceived stability appears to be even better than pOS]e
btive changes This is true even for crime in the neighborhood o |
3 9 Egljgg; o : . S : .

Of evaiuation of poiice performance, perceived response time and JOb

ating are the only two items producing 51gn1ficant effect on a]] three
types of fear. Other variables have significant effects for only one or two
types of fear. | | |

Rather than the simple perceived number of police on foot, whether or

not they are seen at all, seems to make the difference for the fear of
crimes against property but not for the other two. Those who see police on
foot sometimes are less fearful of those who almost never see the‘poiice on

- foot (Table 5-53).
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Seeing'police.jn'a patrol car produces significant effects onrboth
area and property but the pattern of effect is not very olear and consis-
otent'(%abie 5-54).y In'general ~ the fear of crimes against property tends
to rise as the perce1ved number of patro] cars decreases “But, seeing. :
pollce in cars 1ess than every day is accompan1ed by least . fear while
a]most never see1ng them produces the’ most fear and seeing every day or
seyeral tiﬁes a day produces a medium amodnt of fear hThus, as it was in
the case of home -ownership, see1ng police in a car a]so produces a dilemma.
In order to decrease fear of crimes aga1nst property, po]1ce might 1ncrease
their v1s1b111ty.v To reduce fear of area, however, po]1ce need to be
seen only about once a week or so rather than every day or several times
a day.

'3~@The;better police are seen to treat b]acks (Table 5-55) and Spanish -

| (Table 5f56); the less fear of area their would be. ' Those who think the police
treat blacks badly have high fear of crimes against prbperty. On the who]e,

those who believe police treat people well have Tess fear of area and

property crimes although the1r fear of crimes aga1nst person does not d1f—
fer s1gn1f1cant1y (Tab]e 5 57) R | |

If respondents th1nk that po11ce do not understand the peop]e 1n v

the1r neighborhood, they have more fear of area than those who d1sagree with

. the statement but their fear of crimes against e1ther property or person does

not differ (Table 5-58). Also, people who say that police work on the wrong
problems tend to have more fear of area and property but not of person

v(Table 5-59). If police are seen as working hard to do their best, the re-

spondents are less fearfu1 of area and property but not different for the
fear of crimes against persons (Table 5-60). Tables 5-58, 5-59, and 5-60
indicate that, though 162 respondents thought the police did not understand

people in their neighborhood and 154 see the police as working on wrong
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| vproblem, only lOO respondents d1sagree that ool1ce try to do the best..

0f those aware of pollce response t1me, percept1on of immediate re-
véponse leads to low fear of area, property and person (Table 5—6l).

" general, those rating police job performance highly tend to have less

fear of all three types (Table 5-62). Finally, those who consider re-

N porting to'police a waste of time have more fear of area but they are

not d1fferent 1n thexr fear of crimes aga1nst property or aga1nst per-
'f:son (Table 5- 63) i ' | S
| .~Thus far, fears\of ne1ghborhood character1st1cs either conducive and/
_ or related to crimes (area) property crimes (property) and crimes. aga1nst
'_person (person) were cons1dered as dependent var1ables and demograph1c

-and ne1ghoorhood character1st1cs, l1fe»style, life exper1ence, and_evalua-
tion of police were considered as_independent variables for the three types
ofvfears, In the following section, the.fear scales are considered as in-
dependent variable and their correlates are considered as dependent varia-

bles;

B Fear as an Independent Var1able

It is no less poss1ble or probable for fear to be a cause rather than
an effect of the various character1st1cs of an 1nd1v1dual or a group of
1nd1v1duals A glven l1fe style can determ1ne the amount of fear 1nd1v1du-
als would have as well as certain life style could be adapted because of
fear Fear and life style may also reinforce each other in either an esca-
'lat1ng or d1m1n1sh1ng direction. W1thout more ref1ned analyses, the
~causal flow from fear to other character1st1cs is simply assumed |
S Whereas one-way analysis of variance was the tool used for the effect

of various correlates of fear on three types of fear, statistics for cross-
tabulat1ons (Gamma and Cramer's V) are the main tool for detect1ng the

effect of fear on its correlates. Table 6 reports cross-tabulations whose
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Statistiq (Gamma or Cramer's V) is equal to ér larger than .1 in its abso-
- lute value. - But, since a Gamma value of .2 in its absolute magnitude
- seems to be significant for the given sample size (400 or so), thé dis-
,tussion-is 1imited to cross-tabulations whose étatistic is equal to or-
1argér.thaﬁ .2 in its ébso]ute va]ue.]]= Vo
While the Table 5 series (Fear as depen cent variable) contained 63

Subtab]es, Tab]é 6 series (Fear as independent Variab]e)»cbntains only
345ubtab1es.' Some of the variables examined as an independent variable
1. the previous section are omitted in this section either'bécause they
are clearly not dependent on fear (e.g., sex, race, age, etc.) or be-
cause fear as an independent variable does not make a significant dif-
B fefence for them. A few variables not in¢luded in the previous section

. are‘ithuded in this sectian as they appeared to be "significantly" af-
t'féCted by fear. Variables in Table 6 sefies are ordered as in Table 5

- series; since there.is less than a complete overlap between the two
fable-serfes, the ordering is only approximate. But such ordering should

facilitate comparison between results contained in Table 5 and results con-

tained in Tabie 6. oo

1. Life style |

Though some potential vicfims of crime would "...respond bitter]y to-
the suggestion that they should have to make drastic changes in their be-
havior to defend themselves from victimization..." (Conklin, 1975: 108),
" others would certéinly change their Tife style in order to reduce their
vu]herabi]ity. It would not be a surprise to observe those more fearful
of crimes have a different 1ife style than that led by the less fearful.

Table 6-1 reports a negative effect of fear of crimes against persbn

(Gamma = ~-.19) on the number of days outside home. Of those who have a

:high fear of personal crimes more than three-quarters of the entire sample
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"(“4“) do, 47 perrent state that they never {"None") spend a day outSide"
| of the1r home, ", s1tt1ng on the porch or steps work1ng in the yard,

or someth1ng ]1ke that." Of respondents having at 1east more fear than
_Thalf of the.sample but less than the most fearful, 50 percent does not spend
" even a day outside their home. Somehow, this second most fearf(1 group |
("3“) is less 1ike1y’to spend sometime outside home than the most fear-
ful. Forty -five percent of ]ess fearful (“2") also spend no time outside
-vthe1r home . But of those least fearfu] (M, 1ess than one-third (30 per-.
'cent) does not spend even a day outside the1r home. Thus, though the re-
'lat1onsh1p is not comp]etely linear, the effect of fear of crimes aga1nst
persons on the number of days outside the home is quite c]ear]y negat1ve.
thevmore fearful one:is,,the']ess likely to spend days outside home. Fear
'.Of area and fear of property'do not make a difference;for the number of
days spent ous1de the home

Fear of crimes aga1nst property (.14) and person (. 10)'have some ef4

fect on whether or not the respondents walk in_the aeighborhood dur1ng the

__y,(Tab]e 6-2) wh11e fear of area has no effect at all. Walking in the

ne1ghborhood at night is moderate]y affected by fear of cr1mes against

person (.14) but s1gn1f1cant1y affected by fear of crimes against property

(.22). whi]e 44 percent of the least fearfu] ("1") and 48 percent of the .

.1ess fearful ("2") walk in the neighborhood at night, only 29 percent of

more fearfu]_(“B") and 24 percent of most fearful (“"4") do so (Table 6-3).
' Havjng escotts for}night wa]ks is somewhat-faffected by fear of

area (.]2), property (.12) and person (.15) (Table 6-4). Though fear of

-crimes against person has some affect on driving to avoid Walking (-.13),

fear of property crimes produces a significant effect (-.22) on it.
While 77 percent of the most fearful of property crimes drive to avoid

walking, only 59 percent of the Teast fearful do so. Increasing fear is
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.accompan1ed by 1ncreas1ng number of those who dr1ve to avo1d wa1k1ng
(Table 6-5). - |
Peop]e who are fearfu] of area and property crimes tend to arry

something to protect themse]ves ( 19, 13) but fear of crimes aga1nst

'.’person does not affect protect1on carry1ng (Tab]e 6 6) More‘of those'e

fearfu] of area rather than those fearfu] of property and person cr1mes

E r: tend to ngrave va]uab]es (=15) than others do (Tab]e 6-7) Fear of j\;

vcr1mes aga1nst person, though not cons1stent, seems to 1ncrease the

tendency to have homes attended in evenlng_} At least,-the most fear-:
ful are the most 11ke1y (68 peroent) to have someone at home every .
evening (Tab]e 6-8). | | .

Though not all effects are strong, life- sty]e character1st1cs are
:c]ear]y affected by fear of crimes and d1fferent types of fear affect

"somewhat dlfferently a]so On the whole, fearful peop]e are more o -

' _11ke1y not to spend some time outside but around the1r house, not to

wa]k in the ne1ghborhood even dur1ng the day as we]] as at n1ght, to be
escorted at n1ght when they wa]k in the ne1ghborhood to dr1ve to avo1d
wa1k1ng, to carry1ng th1ngs to protect themse]ves, to engrave va]uab]es,:»v;
.-and never 1€Kae home unattended at n1ght | | o
How 1sAqia11ty of life affected by life- sty]e adJustment madée be-.
cause of fear of crime? Is there a choice to change or not to change N
~one's dife sty]e? At what poinqdoes the change become an imperative-
for se]feprotection? How do we make priorfty choice between self-protec-
tion and quality of Tife?
.2. Neighborhood

While fear of area and property appear harmless, fear of crimes against

person seems to desensitize the ability to recognize strangers in the

neighborhood (.20). Non-differentiation between strangers and non-strangers
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- may be equ1va1ent of having only strangers Certain fear seems to 1ead
to perce1v1ng al] as strangers, and, probab]y therefore, dangerous, if
not potent1a] cr1m1nals (Tab]e 6 9)- '

Moreover, a]] three types of fear seem to increase the tendency

“to see strangers as susp1c1ous. The effect of fear of area ( .51) is the'
1argest, fear of property (- 36) the next 'and fear of person (-. 33) the
1owest But a]] effects are re]at1ve]y h1gh The most fearfu1 are, at

l 1east, two and ha]f t1mes as 11ke1y to have seen susp1c1ous strangers in |

: the ne1ghborhood in the past year (Tab]e 6- 10) R

| Not on]y do the fearfu1 see susp1c1ous strangers more than others do.

of those hav1ng seen susp1c1ous strangers, the most fearfu] are a]so

]east 11ke1y to check or call police about the stranger they saw as sus-

p1c1ous and more likely to ;ggg___the s1tuat1on (Tab]e 6-11.). |

of area, 50 percent of the most fearfu] and 57 percent of the more |
fearfu] said that they ignored the situation while on]y 41 percent of the
less fearfu] and 33 percent of the 1east fearfu] did say so. The effect'
of fear of crimes against person 1s c]ose to that of area. Of crimes aga1nst'
property, the most fearfu] (52 perecent) and the ieast fearfu] (61 percent) |
are more 11ke1y to ignore strangers than are the 1ess fearfu] (42 pereent)
and the more fearful (44 percent). The fearful are likely to Judge
.strangers as suspicious but they are not likely to test the va11d1ty of
their perceptual judgment.

3. Neighbors |

Whereas fear of area and person produce no significant effect on con-

sider'fng whether or not neighbors would help each other, fear of property
crime does show a small effect (.11). While 58 percent of the Teast fear-
ful see their neighbors help each other, ]ess than 50 percent of others

think so (Table 6-12). Also, the more fear the respondents have of property
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'crimes,'thé‘more likely for them to arrange with their neighbors to watch -

their home when a home is unoccupied (-.14) (Table 6-13). But the fre-

quency of homewatéhigg is not affected by fear of propeety crimes but by
fear of akea (-12) and fear of crimes against person (-.19) (Table 6-14).

The more fearful one is of area (=15), property (=10) and person .

(?i14);.thebTess likely to think his neighbors are concerned much with pre-
- S : - _ in -

venting crime from happening to others living/the neighborhood (Table 6-15).
~Also, those more fearful of area are less likely to see many of their -~ -

neigthrs willing to help with a group that was concerned with preventihg

crime in the neighborhood (-.13) while fear of property and person has no
obServab]eAeffect on such thinking (Table 6-16).
f~A11 three typeS of fear seem to have a large effect on the perception

' el neighborsl relation.with police. . The most fearful are least likely to

think that'many of their neighbors would either’ help police to find criminal

(Table 6-17) or report crimes to the police (Table 6- 18). But,'the most

fearful of area are more likely to have attended meetings concerned with

, prdb]ems fh the neighborhood (-.30). While 19‘percent of those most fear—‘
fQ]ldf area weﬁt to such meetings, only 9 percent df the least fearful, II
perceni of the less fearfu1;-and 18 percent of the:more fearfﬁ] Have dohe
so.(Table 6-19) Still, the less fearful one is, the more likely it will
be that he think that crime groups do a lot of good (Table 6-20).

\Also, those with Tess fear of crimes against property (.21) and

person (.20) tend to acknowledge that they feel part of the neighborhood

more than others do (Table 6-21). Thosé with less fear of area (.31),

property (.18), and person (.27) consider parks in their neighborhoodAa

good place to go while more fearful tend not to think so (Table 6-22).
Thought‘notvuniform, fears of crimes affect the way peop]e'see and

Jjudge their neighbors and the way they feel toward the neighborhood. If
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ndthing'é1se, fear would increase suspicibn in the neighborhood and es-
- trangement of the fearful from thé neighborhd (e.g., Conklin, 1975:....).
,Buf, at the same time, fear also éeems to lead to the formation of small
‘(shéiTerithan the neighborhood or area) clusters of households to protect
themselves and others in the group.
e To theiﬁPést1on quye you and any of your neighbors ever made an ar-
rapgemeht to Watch one another's houses Whén yoﬁ are not at home?", 60
,pekcénf of the most fearful say they:did~§0 (Table 6-13). But only 34
percent_Of the most féérfu] think that “,..peop]e fn your area are}conf
’cerhed witﬁlprevénting.crime from happening to others 1iving here" (Table
6-15); Thekefore, it seems the most fearfdl péop]é reduce the area of
ﬁhéir neighborhood andbcontract the sphere of their interaction. Beyond
that small zone of mutual assistance, there Ties a hostile world.

| As fear increases, the number of peop]e.saying the neighborhood has
becomé worse in the past yeér increases and the number of respondents .
perceiv%ng neighborhqbd stabi]ity‘decreaSES.(Tab1e 6-23). The same ef-
fect of fear is also observed for the fﬁtdre changes in the neighborhood
(Tab]e 6-24).

A comparison of Table 6-23 and Table 6-24 reveals some interesting
differences between the evaluation of the past changes and the assessmeﬁt
of the future changes. First, there are more people who say. their neigh-
| borhood has stayed the same in the past than there are people who think
their neighborhood will stay the same in the future. Second, there are
more people who think that their neighborhood will change for the better
than there are.peop]e who think it has changed for the better. Third, this
. tendency to hope for the better for their neighborhood is most prevalent

amont the most fearful.
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‘ Tdb]e_6-24Ais obtained by subtracting Table 6-23 froh‘Tab]e 6-24.
“The score in the first cell of the first column in Table 6-24 A (12) is
the'difference betWeen the score in theAcorrespondingvcell_in Table 6-
‘23 (12 percent) and the score in the same cell in Tab]e 6-24 (24). As
-12 percent of the least fearful of area consider the past change in
_the_neighborhood as for the better, 24 percent see the future change for
the better;',Therefore, there is 12 percent difference in seeing changes
| for the better between the past and future. Both "better" and "worse"
percentages increase while percentage for the "same" decreases. As
vthere are fewer people eredicting neighborhood stability for the future,
there are more peop1e who see future changes for the better and for the
worse vthan.there are people who see past changes as better or as worse.
. Table 6-24 B reports proportional change between Table 6-23 and -
Tab1e>6-24 ‘Scores in.Table 6-24 B are obtained by dividing scores 1n

and multplying by 100.
Table 6 24A by scores in Table 6- 23A For 1nstance,ythere is a 100 percent

of the lTow fear of area people,
increase in the proport1on of seeing the future as better (24 percent)
from the proport1on of see1ng the past as for the better (12 percent)
A‘But ‘there is only a ]5 percent increase in those seeing for the worse.
‘Table 6-24 B makes it much clearer that there are proportionately more
people who see the future of their neighbofhood for the better than for
the woése though both are increased in their abso}uté number and propor—-
tion.
| Table 6-24 C--"better" divided by "worse" of Table 6-24 B--shows
that proportionate increase in those who see their neighborhOod'e future
for the.better is much greater than the same increase in those who see

the future of their neighborhood for the worse. The increase of "worse"

is only.among the less fearful (.9).
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| In Table 6-24 C,‘it is also noted that the increase for'"bétter" is
largest among the'most_fearful. 0f the most feérfu] of area, the éntire )
"change betWeén the past and the futdre is for "better". of most‘feaffu]
of prbperty:vthe 1nckeése for "better"'is 11.1 times of thé increase for
"worse".. 0f the feaf of crimes against persm, the most fearful are 24
times moré-]ike]yito see future changes for the bettér than for the
- Worse. ‘on'thé Who1e; thé'most fearful ake‘mokevlikely to consider the
futuke changes‘in their neighborhood for "better" cdmpared to their
evaTuation éf’the pasf'changes in their neighborhood. As they see past
changes as wdrse, they'may have a greater hope for the futuref

: As'inéreasing'feaf of all three types ihcreasedlthe probability of v‘
seeing'past_éhangés of the neighborhood as worse (Table 6-23), the more
fearful oneAfs;'the more likely for him.tO»see'grimg_in the neighborhood
. Has gone up ip the past (@ﬁge 6-25);and/tq believe that cfime will a]ways
go up (Tab]e_6-26). ,whi1eAfearfu1 are quite optimistic for the future
of their neighborhood;_they are not so for crime. Rather they appear to
hppe'for the beSt whén‘the‘question is generaT (changes 1ﬁ the neighbor-
hood) ; they;are quite pessimistic when the question is more specific.
Vague wishful fhinking.seems not to protect the fearful from the dark
future as they see them.

5. Police
As expected, fear affects perception and evaluation of pelice per-

formance. The more fearful one is of crime against property, the more

1ikely for him to report not seeing police on foot (.21). But if one is.

fearful of area, he is somewhat less ]ikely (-.19) to report seeing pd]ice
on foot (Table 6-27).
Fear of érea increases seeing police on foot; fear of property crimes

decreases seeing police on foot. Of course, it is uncertain whether the
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observed assoc1at1on is due to d1fferent1a] percept1on or due to d1f—
'ferent1a] d1str1but1on of po]1ce It may be that there are more po]1ce
to be seen in areas character1zed by h1gh crime and cr1mogen1c elements
In other areas where homeownersh1p is h1gh and therefore, fear of property ‘
’ cr1mes is h1gh (Tab]e 5- ]2), there may be ]ess p011ce on foot for the } |
res1dents to see

See1ng po]1ce 1n car 1s affected on]y by fear of property cr1mes ( ]8).

As in the case of see1ng p011ce on foot, the more fearfu] one is of
property 1oss, the more 1ikely for him to report not see1ng po]1ce in

: car (Table 6-28). 'Again, in areas where there are many property owners -

and, therefore, where_there is less street crime, there may be fewer police
either on foot or in patrol cars for the residentsbto see. Because they

- have more property to lose and because there are fewer police, the1r fear

f of property cr1me may rise. As their fear rises, their tendency to see

.p011ce may decrease as the present distribution of police force in the area
is Judged not sufficient for their need |

The eva]uat1on of the way police treat peop]e is also 1nf1uenced by

‘ fear The more fearfu1 of area (.28), property (.24), and person (.12)
one is, the more 11ke]y for him to say that pol1ce do not treat peop]e
well (Table 6-29). High fear of area (-.24) increases the tendency to see

poTice as not understanding people while fear of crimes against person

and property has no observable effect (Table 6-30). Fear of area signifi-
cantly (-.22) and fear of property moderately (-.13) increase seeing police

work on wrong problem (Table 6-31). The fearful also tend to disagree -

their . :
that police try to doAbest (Table 6-32) and to believe that reporting to

po]ice is a waste of time (table 6-33).

TN

0f those who have had a direct contact with police("call the Police

Department for help or about a crime in the last year or so"), satisfac-

tion with police performance decreases with increasing fear (Table 6-34.)
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'wh11e 72 percent of the 1east fearfu] are sat1sf1ed with po]1ce for what |
: of the most fearful e
jthey d1d when they were ca]]ed on]y 34 percentﬂare sat1sf1ed w1th the 4
serv1ce they rece1ved from po]1ce Effects of both of fear of area ( 29)
f,and property ( 34) are qu1te 1arge while the effect of fear of crimes
‘ aga1nst person is moderate (. 16) As the question was asked only to those
'who ca]]ed po]1ce in the last year or so, the resu]t observed must be

' more rea] (not spur1ous) than other resu]ts
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- Additional Analysis of the Scales

,’Thisvsection reports on a few attempts for further analysis of

h data beyohd the simple bivariate analysis made thus far. What is pre-

sented is not a finished product but attempted explorations, only attempted

and unfinished.

:A COMBINATION OF FEARS

F1gures 8,9, and 10 present three b1var1ate scattergrams of the three

. fear scales and show the corre]at1ons are far 1ess ‘than perfect If fears
of three types were cons1stent that is, h1gh on one sca]e means high on

: the other two sca]es, a]] cases wou]d have fa]]en in the ce]]s of the main

d1agona] As off-d1agona1 ce]]s are not empty, there are cases for whom
fear is more spec1f1c than genera] as in the cases fa1]1ng in the d1agona1
ce]]s | Cases in the cells adJacent to the main d1agona1 cells are more
cons1stent than those 1n the farthest ce]]s

We m1ght call the cases in the main d1agonals as "genera11zed fear"

(* cons1stent“) for they fear everyth1ng and anyth1ng w1thout d1scr1m1nat1ng

' the obJect of fear or situations 1nv01ved ‘Cases of the off d1agona1 cells
are cons1dered as "spec1f1ed" (1ncons1stent or d1scr1m1nat1ng) because they

~do not fear all‘just because they fear certa1n obJects or situations.

_ Table 7-1 presents the marginal distri tution for the combination of'the
three types of fear. As the three scales are highly correlated, there are
mohe cases of generalized fear than cases of specified fear. But the con-
sistently high fear (12.5 percent) and the low(12.0 pereent)are much more
1ikely generalized than the medium fear (5.4 percent). People generally
tend to~be more consistent than inconsistent. If they have gheat (Tow)
fear of crimes against person, they would also have great (Tow) fear of

property crimes, not only because fear is genralized but also because
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‘both types of crimes'are frequently reiated and occur in similar environ-
3 me_nts. | | | R |
'_i,Tabie 7-1 also shOWS;that inconsistency occurs more frequentiy'between
’ the adjacent‘degrees‘of fear: would be more.likeiy to have either high or

. medium rather than low degree of fear of crime against person. For in-

o vstance,:the combination of low area, high'property, and medium person has

the largest proportion of the more incon51stent cases, but it constitutes
.'only 2 6 percent of the'entire samp]e ) o
Though Table 7 1 1s more refined than Tabie 7 2 where fear is |

‘dichotomized the given samp]e would not be abie to hand]e the number'of
ce]]s 1nvoived 1n Tab]e 7-1 where fear is trichotomized According to Table 7-2
32 9 percent demonstrate a generaiized 1ow fear wh11e 21.9 percent possesses

a generalized high fear Therefore, 45.2 percent of the samp]e has spec1-
‘tfied fear of discriminates among types of fear | |
Tab]e 7- 3 is an examp]e of waht couid be done w1th either Tab]e 7- 1 or
‘ Tab]e 7 2 As Cramer sV ( 2088) 1nd1cates, Tab]e 7-3 shows that there is
some sex- difference in combinations of dichotomized fears

‘v First, 29.7 percent of fema]e and 38 0 percent of maie are 1ow-fear‘
generaiized (1ow fear on a]i three sca]es), men are more 11ke1y to have a
1ow degree of fear of area, property and person than women are. But, 21.0
percent of fema]e and 23.5 percent of ma]e are high generalized fear. There-
fore, men are more consistent (genera]ized) than women are, contrary to
popular be]ief of generalized fear of women. But as pOpU]ar observation
wod]d tell, . men tend to have high .generalized fear (23.5 percent) than
.women (21.0) do.

Second of the six non-consistent combinations, two (112 and ]2?) have

proportionately more women than men and two others (211 and 221) have more

men than women. The two combinations (1]2 and 122) that have more women
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- share low fear of area and high fear of persoh. “The other two combina-
tions (221 and 211) that have more men are characterized by Tow fear of
fpersdn and high fear of area. Of fhose with this specified fear, men
tend to héve high feak of area and women highAfear'of crimes against per-
son; High fear‘of property (121) seems not to differentiate sex dif-
ference. .. ' _
; . On £he;whole, Table 7-3 showed thafrméh are more likeTy'to have
generalized fear for both low (38 percenf) and high(23.5 peréent), men
tend to have high area specified fear, and wo@en have high berson épeci-
fied fear. - | | |

_ Tab]é 7-4.presehts Cramer's V for cross—tabujétfons of,se]étted
» variab]és by combinatfon of fear (Table 7-2). Racebof the respondent
(;164), age of the househo]d'head (.186), marital status of fhe household
headn(:137),'sex and education of the respondents (.159), length of resi-
déncé at the present address (.157), where he lived before (.111),‘be-
lieving groups do good (.181), neighbors are concerned (.183), and neigh-
bors he]p each other (.191), feeling part of the neighborhood.(.]99), and
éooperativenesé for the interview (.135) are somewhat related withbthe

“combination of the degree of fear.

B. CRIME AND FEAR OF CRIME N .
"Wheréas human traffic may reduce crime by inéreasing {ﬁformallsoc{a]
controli(Conk1in, ]975:]43-145),'the present report has shown that the Same
human traffic increases fears'6f.crime.' Whereas crime is committed by both
outsiders and intimétes, it haévbéen a]sovshown that in the”present sfudy,
the percefved proportion of outsiders (people who do not live in the area)
on the street had a significant effect on fears of crime. But,.as the
volume of human fraffic and the proportion of outsiders would be highly

correlated, the observed relation between both human traffic and the
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proportion~of-outsiders with fear may be quite unstable when the»other
uariablefis controlled. An examination of such stab111ty -instabilty is
the focus of th]S section. ‘

- As expected Tab]e 8-1 shows a moderate pos1t1ve re]at1on between

'Jfour measures of human traffic (busy- -ness: people on the street during the

| _ day and at night and traff1c during the day and at n1ght) and the propor-

' t1on of outsiders. The busier the streets are in the area, the more out-
's1ders there w111 be, probab]y in rea11ty as well as in perception.

Tab]e 8 -2 reports Gamma coeff1c1ents between fear scales and the |
proport1on of outsiders (zero—order) and their cond1t1ona1 and partial
Gammas contro]11ng for busy-ness measures (V56 V58 60) |

F1rst compare zero-order Gammas with partials and note that part1a1s
of area are about .05 less than their zero-order coefficients and part1als‘
| of person are about .10 ]ess than their zero-order_coeff1c1ents. In -
other words, a large proportion of the observed bivariate relation between
outsiders and fears of.area and person‘is pure, independent of the volume
of human traffic; busy-ness, and the remaining small proportion of the
iero-order relation is spurious, due to busy-ness. 'On the other hand, all
vpartia]s of propoerty are 1arger than their zero-order coefficients indi-
cat1ng suppresent effect of busy-ness upon the re]at1on between fear of
cr1mes aga1nst property and the proportion of outsiders. Wh11e the effect
of outs1ders on fear of area and person was inflated somewhat the same
effect on fear of property cr1me was suppressed somewhat. Whereas the
zero- order effect of outsiders was weakest for the property cr1me, of the
part1als, the fear of crimes aga1nst person is 1east affected by the
proport1on of outsiders present on the streets |

Second observ1ng the cond1t1onals, we can see that of the 54 condi-
-tional Gammas, eight (15 percent) have decreased to less than t]. The

remaining 85 percent also change somewhat but not much. Though there is
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some'interaéﬁion'effect, on the whole, the effect of outsiders on fear is
1ineaf;.- | | | |

 Therefore, on the basjs of Table 8-2, it must be concluded that the
effect of outsiders on_fear is large]y'fndepéhdént of busy—ness; Human |
traffic may héVe'a hegétive effect on' the volumé of crime but it also cer-
4 tainly has a positive_effecf on the fear of crime. In geﬁeka], fhe busiér :
the streets:are, the more féar there will be. |

'v;‘How stable ié the effect of busy-néss on fear? Table 8«3‘show$ that,
not dnly.is the effect of busy-ness smaller than the effect of outsfders,
it is also a bit less staBlé than the effect of outsiders.v:Of 36 éondi-
tional Gammas, 7 (19 percent) become less than .1 when fhe'proportion of |
outsiders is controlled. There is some increase in the partial Gamma of
the.fear of propérty crime but a small decrease in the partial Gamma of
fear of afealand person. | _

- Thus, on the whole, Tables 8-1, 8-2 and 8-3 lééd to the'éonc]usion
fhat there is a moderateApositive relation between the pekception of.how
busy the‘streets are for both pedestrians and traffic during the day and
at night and the estimation of the proportion of outsiders on.the streets,
whatéver the actual crime may be, fear of crime is more affected by busy-
ness than by outsiders, and, at the same time, both busy-ness and outsiders
are qUite fndependent of each other in theirveffect_on feaf bf crime.

On the other hand, it may be recalled that, acéording to Conk]in,'
rising human traffic is thought to reduce crime through increasing informal
Social control of crime. Table 8-2 showed increasing human traffic (busyf
ness) associated with increasing fear. For Conklin, fear of crime is fear
of strangers; Table 8-3 shows that fear of crime is affected by outsiders

but more so by human traffic (Table 8-2).
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| li-c;ipAfH:MbDEL'FOR FEARS OF CRIME
o ksAtv %f;: best,;bivariate ana]ysis}of daté is only a steppfng stone
. fb?{fufﬁﬁér examination of ‘the data. In this section, a path model for
predictidn'df'feakS'wi]I be présented.' de practical purpoées, it may be
'ﬂ‘fs#atedbtﬁat,'if thefé'exfsts‘only'oné system of variables for all three
": typés of_feaf;‘the question becomes how to manipu]ate (modify) Varfabjes
in ﬁhe éyétém.‘ BQt; ff-theké is a differéht System‘of vériab]es‘fbr
' diffékeht fears (one system of-variab]ésiworks 6n1y foerne typé'of fear), :
'thé proB1émfbécohes muéh more complex. = As huméh_affairs ake‘What they ';
~ are, 1f may be thét}neduction of one type of fear'Bynﬁnipu1atingvtertain
"vaﬁiableé may meén a rise in another type of fear. “In_such a case, tﬁe
search Shoq]d become a search for an a]terhative"optimal' model. A model
. will be dptima]‘if it 1dentifies a state in which fear reaches it lowest
point without raising énother type of fear. | .
- ‘Table 9-1 presents variables to be included in the model. The firsf
. two variab]es are dhmm y variab]es‘constructed from "the neighborhood
change“‘(v47) variable.  As they are constructed, the referencé'category
‘(tHe omitted keéponse-category) is "the neighborhood»stéyed the same".or
"the neighborhood did not change” (Kim and Kohout, 1975: 374). As it
 turns out to be, fdk all three types of fear, fear Was increased if the
neighborhood becomes worse (Worse) and there was no significant different in
fear when the.neighborhood became either better or stayed the same.

The second variable in Table 9-1 is an additive scale of busy-ness
variab]e; (ve6, V58-60) and its score ranges from 0 (least busy) to 4.5
(most busy). Since the sum of scores on each busy-ness variable is divi-
déd by the number.of times validly answered, the score is not affected.by

the number of questions answered, and the score is the "mean" busy-ness

in terms of both pedestrian and auto traffic during the day and at night.
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: On the other_hand; even if "there is ho.bhe-to-bne're]ationship be-
‘twéén'actuai risk énd anxiety about crime” and "...factors other than ob-
v‘ jective riék'play‘an important part in determining_}éve] of anxiety about

K'crfme" (Conklin, 1975: 8); the experience of victimizétfon raises fears

: of all threevtypes. When the neighbqrhood has chgnged and the change seems
to be for the worse, there is also more fear than when the neighborhood  _?
did not chéqge,or'changed for the better.V ,. _ | |
| .JFngre ]2;Visua]izes howvthe model works-for fear of area. 'Of all -
prior variébles,"the‘djrect’effect of bdsy4hess is thevlargest (B =};259)
and that of crime (expefienée of vfctihization) isvthe second:(B = .217)
largest. _Béth outsider (B = .128) and ﬁeighborhood becoming worse (B=
.142) have‘mdderaté éffecilon the fear of area.  £ |

v: Table 9-4  reports direct, indirect, and total effect (transmittaﬁce)
of each prior variable on fear of area. The effect of both outsider and
busy-ness.on féar of area is mainly direct. OQutsider has a large direct

- effect (;128),and a moderate indirect effect through busy-ness (.094) and
. smai] indirect effects through both crime {.026) and neighborhoqd,éhange
(.20)..The maih‘éfféct of busy-ness is direct,(.259) and'busy-ness also
raises fear of akea‘through,increasihg the experience of victimizatﬁonv _ .
(cfime).(f033) and WOfsening ofvthe neighborhood (,029). The total efféct
of crime is direct because it has no effect oh the neighborhood change and
'the total effect of worsening neighborhood is direct becadée the model
does not have an intervening variable between neighborhood change and fear
~of area. On the whole the total effect of busy-ness (.321) is largest fol-
Towed by outsider (.268), crime (.217), and worse}(;]42) 1n'that order.
In order to reduce the fear of area, the first task would seem to be to
make the area less busy, reduce the incoming outsiders, reduce crime, and

make no change or change for the better in the neighborhood.
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- V57 is the perce1ved proport1on of outs iders among peop]e on the

streets V145 is another dummy variable constructed from V145 (number of

-v1'ct1'm'izat1'on).]-2 The three remaining variables are the three fear

scales and they are the'dependent variables for the model.

Table 9-2 presents the distribution of variables in the model (A),

" correlation coefficients among busy-ness variables and correlation coef- =

ficients between the busy-ness scale and the items included in the scale

(B),:and'correlation coefficients amoné'a11 variab]es in the model.

| ?} Figore.ll presents.the proposed mode]Ito be tested. Basic‘informa-“’
tion on how the model works for each fear'scele is presented in Table 9-3.
First, though the number of outlying residuals (less than 5'percent) seems

to indicate good fit for the model, the amount of variance explained by

}the model is quite ]ow for fear of property crime (R2 8.9 percent), re]a-

'_t1ve1y low for fear of crimes against person (R2 16 percent), and some-

 what high for fear of area (R? = 23.6 percent). Certainly, fear of property

cr1me is affected by var1ab1es other than those included 1n the mode1

“In Table 9-3, 1t should be noted that whereas human traff1c shou]d re-

h duce cr1me by increasing informal soc1a1 control (Conk11n;,1975), busy-ness

~has an independent effect on crime (victimization) net of outsider (B = .150).

Whereas crime is committed both by outsiders and intimates, the experience
of victimization (V145) is greater if there are perceived more outsiders

(r = .162) and the effect of outsider (B = .121) is quite independent of

of busy-ness. The neighborhood is consioered wosre than before if there are

more outsiders regardless of busy-ness (B = .143) and if it is seen busy

regardless of outsiders (B = .202). For both v1ct1m1zat1on and assessment
of neighborhood change, street traffic is seen as worse than outsiders

though the two are moderately (.293) related. But experience of victimiza-

“tion does not affect the assessment of the neighborhood change.
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Figure 13 shows how the model works (or does not work) for the fear
of property crime. First, both outsider and busy-ness affect fear of
: ’property;crime only'indirectly by raiSing_crime‘dnd worsening the neigh-
.bornood On]y crine'end neighborhooo cnange toward worse have direct posi-
tive effect on fear of property crime. - _ o | |
Tab]e 9- 4 B presents direct, indirect and tota] effects of prior
| variabies on fear of crimes against property The tota] effect of out-
sider (. 064) and of busy-ness (.060) through warious routes is very
sma]] compared to the total effect of crime (208) and worse (.144). Be-
cause there are only two direct paths, the total variance explained is
a]so very 1ow as seen already. ‘

Figure 14 shows how the model works for the fear of crime against
person ‘Both busy—ness and worsening neighborhood_have a high direct ef-
'fect (. 184) .The direct effect of outsider on person (.146) is moderate
while the effect of crime (. 095) is quite iow tnough all are significant.

Tab]e 9-4 presents, again, direct, 1nd1rect, and tota] effect of
variables on the fear of crimes against persons. _Above all, outsider has
the largest (.248) total effect, followed by busy-ness (.235), worse
_(.84) and crime (.095). |

Finally, on the whole, it may be recalled that fear of area is
.iargely affected by busy-ness (.321) and outsider (.268), fear of property
crime by crime (.208) and worsening of the neighborhood (.144) and feerfof
person by outsider (.248) and'busy-ness (.235). Second, the model works
'more effectiveiy for fear of area but less so for fear of crimes against '
person and least-so for fear of property crimes.. But, at least, no sign
of path coefficients changes from one fear to another, anditherefore,
there is no problem of reducing one fear, oniy to increase another type
of fear. Third, as stated repeatedly, some of the findings of the present

study do not conform to the findings of Conklin.



FOOTNOTES

1. The three'sca1esxare saved in the project system file for "HART75" for
future use; Variable name "FAREA" stands for "fear of crimes in the

) foeighborhood area", "FPERSON"ffor “fear of crimes against persons", end
- fFPRPRTY" for "fear of crimes'against property". There are also two,
three;and_four cetegory collapsed versions of these variables:

.:Though there is supposed to be an "automatic" way of constructing factor
_"scales is (Kim.and Kohout, 1975: 496),’Mr Bb Lebai]y told me that it
‘1s not active yet at the un1vers1ty computlng center. Therefore, sca]es
are “hand" constructed »

. Mr. E. Cohen, the stat1stica1 consultant at the computing center, said
B that«the reso1ts (mean and standard deviation) are'exceptionally good.

, Very'few effarts produce a mean and a standard deviation closer to the
expected than results reported here. |

. One way of eliminating this problem wou]d be to have the same scores

(response_categor1es) for all variables; for secondary analysis, there

‘~",1sﬁlitt1e choice. Therefore, if these scales are to be repTicated, it

" is suggested to consider this point.

. By doing this, I relegate to the reader my responsibility of deciding
the causal direction of undirectional relations.

. SPSS does not estimate the significant Tevel of Gamma (Cramer's V).
The following "Significance of Gamma: An examp]e"I shows one way of es-
timating the significance of a given Gamma. In the example, the |
Gamma (-.11582) was not significant. Roughly, a Gamma greater than
-.188 would be needed for the relationship between income and fear of

crimes against person to be significant.

Though the significance of a Gamma depends not only on its magnitude

but also on sample size, marginal distribution, and cell frequencies,



Footnotes 2

- a Gamma of. .2 or greater in its abso]ute value w111 be presented as

- for each tab]e

o sigp1f1cant rather than calculating the exact 51gn1f1cance est1mat1on

The given example should 1nd1cate 1abor 1nv01ved in

'fhand ca]cu]at1ng the s1gn1f1cance of a Gamma

e ,ngnff1cance of Gamma;

“An EXamp1e 1

o Fear of Crimes Against Person‘
~-INCOME :
R .{ Lowest Highest
_ _Quartile Low High Quartile Total

‘AN 31 29 30 37 127
Under $5,000. (28.4) | (22.8) | (23.6) | (29.1) |(99.9)

‘ : 35 28 42 37 142
$5,000 - $9,999 (28.6) | (19.7) | (29.6) | (26.1) | (100)

29 29 - 26 17 101

$10,000 - §15,000 | (577) | (28.7) | (25.7) | (16.8) - |{(99.9)
| 15 22 16 9 | 62
Over $15,000 (24.2) | (35.5) | (25.8) | (14.5) | (100)

Total - 110 108 114 100 432
Non Response = 124
Sgamma = -.11582

o G - rf) ‘ o
1. Formula: ZG = 5T where G = the sanple gamma

- (Max Gé ) **1/2 r, = the population gamma
2 S
Max 0.2 = gg-ﬁl:@_)- ~ where n = the number of cases in
né - fg the table
k 2 Y'. 2 k r 2 .
fo= TN SN e =OE T ~where n;= a column marginal total
£ 3= i=1 j=1 i=1 J

Source: Perry E. Jacobson

n;= a row marginal total

fij= a cell frequency

k = the humbér of columns
= the number of rows

1976 Introduction to Statistical Measures for the Social and

Behavioral Sciences.

2. Frequencies and row percents.

Hinsdale: The Dryden Press.

pp. 410-411.



Footnotes 3

3. Test the null hypothesis (Ho: ro = 0)

Enf = 10 + 1082+ 1142 4 100° = 12100 + 11664 + 1299 + 100
_q-] s o S ) .. .= 56760 N v
o2 2 2 2 - _
£ 0" = 127° + 142° + 1017 = 16129 + 20164 + 3844 = 50338 ,
=1 = 2 ST T
| +62
»;ET,',g fiso = 312+ 207 + 307 + 377 + 357 + 287 + 42% + 377 +
SRCIRE AR
e 20% + 2% 262 172 152 222 16 o2
) = 961 + 841 + 900 + 1369 + 1225 + 784 + 1264 + 1369 +
L 881+ 841 + 676 + 289 + 225 + 484 + 256 + 81
S = 12906 LR
ot - -é] n? o+ ;_] n? - & kg2 - 56760 + 50338 - 12906
conE o FE LR g6
" n=432 n®= 186624
S o o o
M2 - 2 (1 -64) | 2x432x (1 - (- .11582%))
lax 0 = -2
S8 mfoft . 186624 - 94196
864 x (1 - .01341) _ 864 x .98686

92428 92428

852.64704 .00922

” | | 92428
Cogg o= Borg o -MSBZ-0 - 182 g pgpp
Viax 82 /00922 09605

Thereforé, we cannot reject the null hypothesis (Ho: ro = o) that there

is no significant (P > .05) relation between incbme of the household and
fear of crjmes against persons. In.brder to reject the null hypothesis

'ét the .65 level the standard value of gamma (Zé) must be equal to or

grgatér thaﬁ 1.96.

ZG for fear of crimes against property and fear of criminal environment

will be smaller than ZG for fear of crimes against persons.



Footnotes 4

What gammé would be significant?

e—————— = 1,96 . : X =1.96 x .09605 = .18826 e
_Therefore; if Gamma‘were equal to or greater than ;18826 (or lTess than
-.18826), we would have réjected the null hypothesis (ro = 0) and concluded
. that therévis a significant relations between income and fear of crimes
against persons. | |

- But we”shdU]d note that [:—ﬁgéﬁg—— = L].Qé] is only a rough estimation. A

. more precise and more complicated estimate could alsc be calculated (see

~ Jacobson 1976: 412-414).
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Footnotes 5

Gree]ey (1975 159) uses standardized scores extensive]y and states,

"In this chapter we will make substantial use of the 'Z' or 'standard’
scores. . A standardized score is created by constructing a scale so

" that its mean becomes zero and the standard deviation becomes 100.

The score itself represents the percentage of a standard deviation
above or below the mean, where the average member of a given subgroup
is to be located. Catholics with more than ten years of Catholic 4
education in 1963 were 49 percent of a standard dev1at1on above the

_mean on the Catholic act1v1sm scale.”

. Gree]y and McCready AJS (?).for standard score use with
1f1gures
. Thgugh "In fact,'significant proportions of the most-feared crimes are

'VeOMmitted‘py people with whom the victims are already acquainted--

~spouses, relatives, friends and lovers" (Conklin, 1975:7), it seems

that Hakford (1975) questionnaire has little interest in crimes com-

' mitted within,intimate circles of individuals (e.g., family members,

10

11

12.

relatives, friends). Neither does Hartford study include any question

on the reactian to white collar crimes.

It may befhoted that "fear of person" factor has nb rape item and,

therefore, sex difference is not due to actual or assumed vulnerability

of women for such crimes.

.See”footnote 6 for significance test of Gamma.

Because V145 does not code the exact number of victimization, it was

"neeessary to make the variable into a dummy.
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Table 1 :
DISTRIBUTION OF ITEMS AND FACTOR SCORE COEFFICIENTS

A, Distribution of Items

L - . . Standard v
. Variable Mean - Deviation Cases
V109 : - 4,7591 3.5855 465
V110 4,2796 3.6132 : 465
Vil 3.7570 3.4955 , 465
V112 3.3054 3.4481 465
Vils - 1.7591 .8318 465
V116 1.8043 .8216 465
viiz o 1.8559 .8476 465
V118 : 1.6000 . 7845 465
V119 _ - 1.6215 ‘ .7843 . 465 .
V120 . - 1.4624 . .7451 , _ 465
vi2s + 1.7054 , - .8156 465
V126 : 1.9935 .7726 . 465
V127 . ©1.6946 .7805 465
V128 : 1.6688 © - .8081 465
Vi29 | A 1.5656 .7603 465
V105 '1.7054 .9942 465
V106 2.5677 ©1,1690 465
V107 12,2968 1.1625 465
V108 ~2.4151 1.2042 465
B. Factor Score Coefficients
S - Factor 1 Factor 2 - Factor 3
Variable ' Area* Person* Property¥*
V109 .00790 .02241 .09596
viio . - -.01295 .23654 .00020
V111 , -.01260 .33506 -.04411
V112 © ~.00650 ~.19854 .00630
V1il5 . .17853 -.02378 .02531
vile . - .15969 -.05325 .01474
vii7 - - .09552 -.02360 .03946
V118 -~ .15010 -.01962 .05293
V119 .12343 -.01167 -.00636
V120 .08825 .00093 -.04416
V125 ' .05314 : .01649 .00439
V126 - .05970 .01471 ’ .07000
V127 : ' .13753 .10331 - -.14001
vi2g .09416 03327 ' -.04563
V129 ‘ .12361 .08256 : -.10638
V105 .00571 .09746 .00772
V106 - .00158 .09460 .02022
V107 .01976 - . .03521 45442
V108 : .01280 .02316 46191

* Names given to the factors.



Table 2
EQUATION FOR SCALES

B.

C.

Scales

A.

Crimes in the neighborhood

Crimes against property

Crimes against person

I T T T S A .

B T A T N T T S Sy S S Ry PR

LI S B B R i |

.00790
.01295
.01260
.00650
.17853
15969
.09552
.15010
.12343
.08825
.05314
.05970
.13753
.09416
.12361
.00571
.00158
.01976
.01280

.09596
.00020
.04411
.00630
.02531
.01474
.03946
.05293
.00636
.04416
.00439
.07000
. 14001
.04563
.10638
.00772
.02022
.45442
.46191

.02241
.23654
.33506
.19854
.02378
.05325
.02360
.01962
.01167

B % Ok ok % % ok 3k F % O % F ¥ ¥ F F F *

* % ok Ok F ¥ * F F

Equation
V109 - 4.7591) / 3.5855
V110 - 4.2796) / 3.6132
VI11 - 3.7570) / 3.4955
V112 - 3.3054) / 3.4481
V115 - 1.7591) / .8318
V116 - 1.8043) / .8216
V117 - 1.8559) / .8476
V118 - 1.6000) / .7845
V119 - 1.6215) / .7843
V120 - 1.4624) / .7451
V125 - 1.7054) / .8156
V126 - 1.9935) / .7726
V127 - 1.6946) / .7805
V128 - 1.6688) / .8081
V129 - 1.5656) / .7603
V105 - 1.7054) / .9942
V106 - 2.5677) / 1.1690
V107 - 2.2968) / 1.1625
V108 - 2.4151) / 1.2042
V109 - 4.7591) / 3.5855
V110 - 4.2796) / 3.6132
V111 - 3.7570) / 3.4955
V112 - 3.3054) / 3.4481
V115 - 1.7591) / .8318
V116 - 1.8043) / - .8216
V117 - 1.8559) / .8476
V118 - 1.6000) / .7845
V119 - 1.6215) / .7843
V120 - 1.4624) / .7451
V125 - 1.7054) / .8156
V126 - 1.9935) / .7726
V127 - 1.6946) / .7805
V128 - 1.6688) / .8081
V129 - 1.5656) / .7603
V105 - 1.7054) / .9942
V106 - 2.5677) / 1.1690
V107 - 2.2968) / 1.1625
V108 - 2.4151) / 1.2042
V109 - 4.7591) / 3.5855
V110 - 4.2796) / 3.6132
VI11 - 3.7570) / 3.4955
V112 - 3.3054) / 3.4481
V115 - 1.7591) / .8318
V116 - 1.8043) / - .8216
Vi17 - 1.8559) / .8476
V118 - 1.6000) / .7845
V119 - 1.6215) / .7843

continued




Table 2 (continued)

EQUATION FOR SCALES

Scales

C. Crimes against person (continu
, ‘ o+

+ 4+ Fi+ ++ + ++

ed)

.00093 * (V120
.01649 * (V125
.01471 * (V126
.10331 * (vi27
.03327 * (V128
.08256 * (V129
.09746 * (V105
.09460 * (V106
.03521 * (V107
.02316 * (V108

[N T s [ S P R
® e e+ o e e o o .




Table 3 :
DISTRIBUTION OF SCAIES

Scales
Area Property Person
Lowest Value -1.117 -1.956 -1.459
Median Value - .227 - .079 - 184
Mean Valuel - .000 - .000 - .000
Highest Value 2.128 1.929 2,258
Standard Deviation? .962 .917 .955

1. Expected mean is 0.

2 Expected standard deviation is 1.




Table 4

- CORRETATION AMONG SCALES AND CORREIATION BETWEEN SCALES AND ITEMS

V112: possible, beaten up

v Scales*
~8cales/TItems Area Property Person
“Area .561 .384

V115: selling drugs in the N. .924 402 446
V116: using drugs in the N, .916 .373 .387
V117: teenagers in the N. .809 490 442
V118: groups of men in the N. .914 .483 498
V119: drunken men in the N. .868 .384 JAb47
V120: prostitution in the N. .856 .335 .517
V125: stealing cars in the N. 644 .356 412
V126: burglary in the N. - 1.693 .560 500
V127: robbery in the N. _ ; .850 .307 .722
V128: hold up and rob in small stores .783 .354 .597
V129: people beaten up in the N, .835 .278 .681
Property .561 470
V107: worry breaking in, daytime 479 .975 .587
V108: worry breaking in, night 443 .975 .586
V109: possible, breaking in- 400 .599 .569
Person .384 470
V105: worry hold up, daytime 460 .531 .738
" V106: worry hold up, night .343 443 667
V110: possible, purse snatch 429 .388 .880
V11ll: possible something taken by forcej.457 .386 .923

% 1, Pearson correlation coefficients for scales and V109-V112,

2. Gamma for all others. For Gamma, scales were categorized.
‘into four groups, 25 percent of respondents for each group.
Given few (3, 4) response-categories, Gamma was judged more

~appropriate than other coefficient measures.
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Table 5 ' '
FEAR AS A DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Subtable Variable/Response Mean
‘Number #VAR Category N Area Property Person
5-1 158  Race:
: ' White 239 -.190 -.113
Black 170 .164 .143
Spanish Y .425 .075
5-2 165 - Interview Language:
: Spanish 26 .328 .290
Other . 439 .013 . .015
5-3 24 Sex: ' : o
-Female 286 111
Male » 179 . -.177
g - 1 o1
- 5-4 23 Age -.195 ~.126
5-5 155  Education?: _ -
- 0-8 years 111 ' -.008
9-12 years 215 .102
13+ years 134 -.158
5-6 25  Marital Status:
Married ' 180 -.130
Widowed 54 o .089
Separated/Divroced3 82 .270
Single - : 140 ~.049
5-7 18  Number of Adults in Household:
One 211 | .118
More than one 254 - = .,098
5-8 - | 20 Household Composition:
2 : ‘ Head lives with ‘ ‘
children only 81 - .333 .306 .301
Other 383 =.069 -.063 -.061
5.9 15  Size of Household4:
' 1-3 persons 355 -.057 -.069
4-10 persons 110 184 .224
5-10 16 Children in the Household5: '
Absent 282 -.120 ~-.130
Present 183 .185 .200

1 pearson correlation coefficients.

2 Respondents with 9-12 years of education also have highest scores for Area
and Property.

3 There is little difference between the two groups. Higher than others on
Area and Property but no significant difference.

4 Actual number does not make significant difference,

5 Seventeen years of age or less. Actual number does not make difference.



Table 5 (continuéd)’ .
FEAR AS A DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Subtable Variable/Response - , Mean
Number #VAR Category N Area Property Person
5-11 .19 Number of Elderly (65+): _ v
o Absent 380 .076 .055
‘Present 79 -.324 -.239
- 5=12 31 Resident:
Rent 356 .063 -.064
Own 104 -.202 .226
5-13 30 Length of Residence:
' Less than one year 43 .388 - .331
One year 76 .171 -.067
Two years 83 .021 -.101
3-9 years 148 -.087 -.111
10+ years 113 -.161. ’ : - .138
5-14 - . .33 . . Prior Residence:
Hartford City 248 .088
Connecticut 112 . .027
UsA 6 72 -.233
Outside of USA 21 -.368
-5-15 .61 ' Days outside Home:
IR None ‘199 117
.- 1-6 days 160 -.066
~Daily 102 -.139
5-16 66  Walk in Neighborhood During Daytime:
Every day 279 -.067 -.039
Less than once a '
week 100 -.051 -.135
- Never 86 .276 .283
5-17 67 Walk in Neighborhood at Night:
- Every day 30 -.073
Few times a week 54 ~-.198
Once a week 26 ~-.467
Less often 58 -.305
Never 296 147
5-18 68  Escorted when Walk at Night:
Yes escorted 48 -.057 -.170
No escorted 119 -.195 ~.295
No walk 298 .087 145
5-19 69 Drive to Avoid Walking at Night:
- Yes 303 .102
No 151 -.176

6 They are also least fearful for Area (-.145) and for Property (-.139).



Table 5 (continued)
FEAR AS A DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Subtable ~ Variable/Response o Mean
Number #VAR Category N Area Property Person
5-20 . Tndividual Defense Measures/:
: ’ 0 61 -.346
1 151 -.007
2 178 .102
3 58 .039
4 15 .110
5 2 -.023
5-21 132 Number of Burglary Suffered:
None 419 -.048 -.078 -.054
" Once 35 .548 .664 .579
Twice 6 .079 711 .338
Three times 4 .158 .913 =-.059
Five times 1 .=-.027 1.561 .377
5-22 133 Attempted Burglary Suffered:
Yes 35 .453 .604 .514
. No 429 -.040 -.050 -.043
5-23 134  Household Theft Suffered:
‘ : Yes 15 .574
' No 449 -.019
5-24 136  Robbery Suffered: -
: ' Yes 19 .656
No 446 -.028
5=25 138 Breaking into the Mailbox:
. Yes 12 .935 .750
No 452 ~.024 -.017
5-26 140 Attempted Auto Theft/Use: :
' o Yes 20 .522
~No 44 -.026
5-27 141 Property Theft Suffered:
: Yes 65 .226 .333
No 399 -.034 -.053
5-28 142 Assault Suffered: :
Yes 13 .540
No. 452 ~-.015
5-29 144 Vandalism Suffered:
Yes 46 .345 465
No 464 -.040 -.050

Sum of ''Yes" to V68 (Escort at night), V69 (Drive to avoid walking at

night), V70 (have anything for protection), V71 (as V70), V75 (Special

locks on doors), V76 (Valuables engraved), V77 (Arrange with neighbors to
watch when not home), V79 (Do anything to protect home from being broken
into), and V112 (Do anything about the problem).



Table 5 (continued) o
FEAR AS A DEPENDENT VARIABIE

Subtable Variable/Response Mean
Number #VAR Category N Area Property Person
5-30 Number of Victimization .2638 .3038 .1848
- Number of Victimization:
$50+ 1718 .1848
Number of property crimes _ 8 - 8
" suffered . 247 .3358 .152
" Number of crimes against 8 8
_ person suffered . .129 .149
‘Number of informing police . .2218 .2268 .1698
Number of reporting formally  .2008 -~ .1918 .1758
" 5-31 - 56 People on the Street, Day: .
' A lot 148  .335 . .178 .194
Some : 85 ~.100 -.055 .072
A few 157 -.206 . -,127 -.074
None - 57 ~.353 .021 -.297
5-32 58 People on the Street, Night: )
' A lot 84 .707 .268 427
Some 74 .160 .110 .158
A Few ' 147 ~.049 .025 -.021
None 152 ~-.386 -.177 ~.278
5-33 59 Street Traffic During the Day:
' Very busy 126 - .193 .195
Busy 115 .130 .048
~ Moderate 125 -.072 : - =.011
Light 61 . -.280 ~.200
Very light 34 -.307 -.452
5-34 60 Street Traffic at Night:
' : Very busy 65 .518 . 437
.Busy 89 .121 : .066
Moderate 121 - W014 .063
Light 117 -.241 ' -.141
Very light 71 -.267 -.374
5-35 57 Residence of People seen on the Street:
: Most here 274 -.229 -.113 ~-.232
Half and half 128 .234 121 .209
Most from outside 72 405 .166 .361
- 5-36 40 Recognize strangers in Neighborhood:
Yes 194 ‘ -.131
No 267 C.101
5-37 41 Seen Suspicious Strangers:
Yes 156 - .465 .284 ~.312
No © 308 -.233 -.140 -.155

8 Pearson correlation coefficient.
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Table 5 (continued) _
FEAR AS A DEPENDENT VARIABLE

" Subtable

_ .Variable/Response : Mean
Number #VAR Category N Area Property Person
5-38 46 Feel part of Neighborhood: ’
' Yes , 198 '=.153
No ' 262 115
5-39 113 Safe Alone in Neighborhood, Day:
: Very safe 183 ~.424 -.342 -.572
Reasonably safe 201 .110 .109 .119
Somewhat unsafe 45 . 516 492 . 45
Very unsafe 32 1.013 .569 1.310
- 5=40 114 . Safe Alone in Neighborhood, Night: - : :
o "Very safe 64 -.333 - -.588 -.600
Reasonably safe 121 ~-.275 - -.156 -.468
Somewhat unsafe 131 .039 .060 .021
Very unsafe 146 .360 .335 .637
5«41 63 Park, a Place you like to go:
‘ ‘ Yes 132 -.221 -.097 -.247
. No 159 .215 147 .110
5-42 77 Neighbors Watch Home when Vacant:
: g Yes 241 .105
" No 224 -.113
5-43 78 Watch Home How often:
C All the time 151 131
Special occasions 90 -.106
- 5=-44 86 Neighbors Concerned about Others: :
A lot 158 -.117 -.063 -.038
~ Some 194 -.024 -.001 -.063
Not much 91 404 .217 .336
5=45 84 Neighbors Join Local Group:
o : All of them 47 -.263 ~-.100
- Most 84 -.080 ~.100
Some 160 044 .024
A few 109 - L.075 .020
None 27 .816 717
5-46 83 Neighbors Help Police:
All of them 70 -.303 -.196 -.256
Most 128 =.269 -.154 -.201
Some 118 .129 .102 147
A Few 82 487 .163 347
None 47 .329 .341 .154
5-47 82 Would Neighbors Report Crime:
All of them 119 -.108 -.112 -.122
Most 141 -.240 -.082 -.110
Some 96 .270. .099 .107
A few 50 .231 .062 .154
.617 .598

None 36 644




Tabie 5 (continued)
FEAR AS A DEPENDENT VARTABLE

Subtable . Variable/Response : Mean
Number #VAR Category N Area Property Person
5-48 55 Groups do any Good:
A lot 51 -.134 -.251
Some 66 .123 -.014
Not much 25 442 401
'5-49 47 Neighborhood Became: , o
' ‘ ' . Better 54 ~-.037 -.240 ~=.156
Worse -172 .+343 .254 344
Same 239 -.239 -.129. -~ -.213
5-50 . 50 - Neighborhood will Become:
: ' Better 97 041 -.076 -.030
Worse 208 .203 .193 .223
Same , 133 . ~.323 -.204 -.310
5-51 131  Crime in the Neighborhood: .
B Up - 166 .522 .376 .493
Down 54 -.146 -.219 -.243
About the same 235 -,327 -.216 -.294
5~52 153 Crime will Always go Up:
: Agree 181 412 .229 413
-~ Disagree 270 -.250 -.128 -.267
- 5-53 87 See Police on Foot: :
Several times/day 19 -.455
~ Every day .29 S -.069
Few a week 34 -.015
Once a week 7 -.851
Few a month 18 _ -.413
Almost never 353 .078
5-54 . 88 See Police in Car:
: : ' Several times/day 194 011 -.078
Every day 118 .015 -.126
Few a week 59 -.246 .065
Once a week 15 -.251 455
Few a month 27 -.096 .295
Almost never 44 .408 .393
5-55 103 Police Treatment of Blacksg:
Very poorly (0) 25 .285 .534
5 89 .237 -.158
Extremely well (0) 76 -.241 -.077




 Table 5 (continued)
FEAR AS A DEPENDENT VARIABLE

Subtable Variable/Response . Mean
Number #VAR Category N AArea Property  Person
5-56 104  Police Treat Spanish |
o Very poorly (0) 24 .289
5 77 .229
Extremely well (10) 79 -.160
f 5-57 101 Police Treat People:
' o Good 359 -.042 -.038
Not good 66 .390 .238
5-58 148 Police do not Understand: a
Agree 162 .203
Disagree - 267 -.108
5-59 150 Police Work on Wrong Problems:
Agree 154 .202 .160
Disagree 257 -.045 -.033
'5-60 149> Police Try to do Best:
"Agree . 347 -.095 -.055
Disagree 100 3.54 .212
5-61 89 "Police Reépond Quickly:
» Right away 284 -.072 -.085 -.023
Take a while . 82 .560 .495 .309
‘Do not know 88 -.339 -.255 -.221
5-62 100 Rate Police Job in the Neighborhood: ‘
' Very good 130 -.176 -.254 -.131
Good enough 198 .006 .043 .001
Not so good 79 .310 .219 .197
Not good at all 37 .260 - 473 .297
5-63 152 Reﬁorting,to-Police a Waste:of Time:

- Agree 138 .198
Disagree 323 =.075




Table 6
FEAR AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

‘ Columny o ‘
Area o - Property _ Person

Subtable Variable/Response o »
Number  #Var Category 6/CC 1 2 3 4 - -G/C 1 2 .3 4 G/c 1T 2 3 4
6-1 61 Days outside home : o S o =019 : _
None - o o _ 30 45 50 47
Some- ' o D - L
6-2 66  Walk in n. day - R F 10
Sometimes 1 - 74 48 67 62 74 78 61 64
Never ' : : _
6-3 .67  Walk in n. night | 14 .22 - |
Sometimes ' 39 46 33 28 44 48 29 24
6-4 68 Escorted Jd2 v .12 ' ' .15
Yes 8 10 10 12 ' 7 16 9 10 ‘ 12 12 9 8
No 18 32 33 19 31 29 25 17 31 35 20 15
Not walk at night 74 57 57 68 62 54 66 73 N 57 _53 70 77
Marginal N6 117 116 119 114 117 116 116 116 118 116 118 113
1 Each column sums to 100%. Round-up errors are expected. v
2 Depending on the Tlevel of measurement, either Gamma (ordinal and higher) or Cramer' V (nominal) is used.

"1" indicated the lowest 25% of scores on the scale, "2" next 25%, "3" next 25%, and "4" the highest 25%.
In other words, "1" is low fear while "4" is high fear. '

1: Least fearful
2: Less fearful
3: More fearful
4: Most fearful

Numeric value of each response category is in the order of numbers, i.e., for V61 none (1), some (2).
Values greater than 1 (.1) or less than -1 (-.1) are reported.

Total N is around 450 for most of the tables; it is almost equally divided into four groups. Thereforé,
marginal Ns are not reported hereafter. Items from screened questions have less total N; in such
a case, see Tables 5 for the exact N.




Table 6 (continued)
FEAR AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE -

Subtable Variable/Response

Number  #Var Category . G/C3=  i 2 3 4

Column

- G/C

Property
1T 2 .3

6-5 69 Drive to avoid w.7
‘ Yes
“No

6-6 70  Carry protection .19
No , 93 92 92 86
Yes

6-7 76 Valuable engraved -.15
Yes 9 19 23 18
No

6-6 74 None home evenings
~ Never
Sometimes

6-9 40 Recognfze strangers‘
Yes
No

_.22

.13

59 63 68

92 92 90

77

89

-.13

61 62 75 68

-.13 g
57 48 53 68

.20 -
55 43 33 38

7  When response category is dichotomous, only one distribution is renorted.

give the distribution of the not-reported category.

Substraction from 100 will




Table 6 (continued) :
FEAR AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

Colu h n

Subtable Variéb]e/Response _ Area = - Property o Person
~ Number  #Var Category ¢g/c .1 2 3 4 G/C 1 2 3 4 6/C 1 2 3 4
6-10 41 Seen suspicious _ o ,
stranger -.51 A -.36 T - -.33 .
Yes - 14 - 23 43 54 .20 28 36 50 : 20 33 33 50
No
6-11 43 Do anything about . o S _
stranger .14 ‘ .15 ‘ 13 e
Check 27 18 20 14 13 9 22 22 23 18 15 18
Call police 40 37 23 35 26 48 32 26 36 42 26 29
Ignore 8 33 41 57 50 61 42 44 52 41 37 59 54
Marginal N. 15 27 51 62 15 21 41 58 22 38 39 56
€-12 45 N. help each other .1
Yes 58 47 41 48
No -
6-13 77 Neighbors watch home -.14 : L
‘ : Yes 47 48 52 60
No _
6-14 78  Match how often  -.12 o -.19
A1l the time 57 63 60 69 . 57 61 55 77
Special occasion _
6-15 86  Neighbors concerned-.15 ‘ -.10 o - -.14
Not much 15 20 15 31 1915 19 29 17 14 16 34
Some 41 47 47 40 40 49 48 37 43 54 42 37
A lot 29 33 38 29 40 39 33 34 - 40 32 41 29
8

Includes only those having reported seeing a suspicious stranger




Table 6 (continued)
FEAR AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

Subtable - Variable/Response . Area ' Property . Person
Number  #Var Category G/C. 1 2 3 4 6G/C 1 2 3 4 G/C 1 2 .3 4
6-16 84  Neighbors join 1.g.-.13 o
: None 35 .27 30 38
Few 50 63 62 53
Most 18 10 8 8
6-17 83 Neighbors help p. -.34 : -.20 _ -.23
None : 18 22 27 48 ‘ 26 20 28 41 24 22 28 41
Few 51 68 59 42 52 61 64 45 50 65 60 47
Most _ 30 11 14 10 22 19 .9 14 25 14 12 12
6-18 82  Neighbors report c.-.17 . = -7 | -7
None o 12 18 14 32 18 13 16 31 14 15 19 30
A few 58 51 59 46 50 57 60 46 53 60 56 46
Most 30 31 26 21 32 30 23 23 33 25 26 24
6-19 51 Attend n. meetings -.30 '
Yes 9 11 18 19
No
6-20 55 Groups do good . .28 . .26 14
A ot 50 37 40 18 43 41 36 23 ' 41 39 39 24
Some/Not much
6-21 46 Feel part of N-hood - .21 .20 .
Yes 56 43 36 38 58 39 36 39
No
6-22 63  Park, a place to go .31 | .18 | 27
Yes 63 43 45 3] 55 46 42 38 55 56 36 34
No
6-23 47 Neighborhood became .20 17 .19 :
Better 12 9 15 10 : 19 8 10 9 12 15 10 10
Worse 26 28 37 58 24 29 47 48 24 28 40 57
Same 62 63 48 32 57 63 43 42 64 57 50 34




Table 6 (cont1nued)

FEAR AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

. m .
Subtable Variable/Response o Area e ~ Property - - Person
Number  #Var - Category 6G¢c 1 2 3 4 - G/C 1 2 3 4 - G/C 1 2 3 4
6-24 50 = N-hood will become .19 o 18 - .19 .
' Better : 24 15 25 25 31 16 18 24 24 21 22 22
Worse 30 49 53 58 - 31 45 57 55 34 ‘38 57 60
Same 46 36 22 17 _,38 39 25 20 . 43 40 20 18
6-24A 24 minus 23 : o : » .
Better 12 6 10 15 - 12 8 8 15. 12 6 12. 12
Worse 4 21 16 0O 7 16 10 7 % 17 3
Same -16 -27 -26 -15 - =19 -24 -18 -22 -23 -17 -30 -16
6-248 2047 = 23 - | ,
Better 100 67 67 150 63 100 80 167 100 40 120 120
Worse 15 75 43 0 29 55 21 15 42 36 43 5
6-24C Better (24B) 10
Worse (24B 6.7 .9 1.6 T 2.1 1.8 3.8 11. ‘2.4 1.1‘2ﬁ8 24
6-25 131  Crime in the .37 .40 .43
neighborhood '
Down 10 12 18 7 17 12 9 10 16 10 13 8
The same 72 67 42 29 66 65 43 33 70 61 49 26
Up 19 23 40 64 17 23 48 57 14 29 38 65
6-26 154  Crime will -.41 -.30 -.51
always go - .
Up 27 .30 38 65 28 35 41 55 20 26 52 62
11 L ’ ‘
6-27 87 See police on foot -.19 ’ .21
Sometimes 14 20 35 24 33 25 17 18
9 Due to rounding errors
10  Infinite »
11  Statistics are from original response categories - variable is collapsed here for space.




Table 6 (continued)
FEAR AS AN INDEPENDENT VARIABLE

_ : Column o - o
Subtable Variable/Response S Area . . . o ~ Property - Person
Number  #Var Category Gg/c 1 2-3 4 /¢ 1 2 3 4 Gc 1 2 3 4
6-28 88 See police in car]zi .18 A '
Sometimes 95 92-93 82
Almost never
6-29 101 Police treat people .28 .24 : 12 ' :
Good 89 85 90 73 89 86 84 78 .86 85 89 78
Not good ' .
6-30 148 Police do not -.24
understand
Agree 32 29 37 52
Disagree
6-31 150 Police work on w.p.-.22 -.13 -
Agree. 30 33 36 49 ' 29 40 36 43
Disagree
6-32 149  Police try to .34 a9 a2
do best , ' - _
Agree 84 83 82 6] 84 77 79 70 79 79 82 70
Disagree
6-33 152  Reporting to p.  -.16 = .14
Waste of time 28 23 28 40 ' 27 27 28 38
Not waste of time -
- 6-34 23 Satisfied with p. .29 : .34 .16 o _
Very much 72 55 41 34 - 75 40 46 37 : - 53 51 49 37
Somewhat 12 15 31 28 25 32 20 21 24 17 26 29
Not too much 12 12 15 9 -// 19 16 10 16 17 . 8 9
Not at all 4 17 13 28 - 8 18 32 8 15 18 26
12 Statistics are from original response categorieslé variable 1is co]]épsed here for space.

1

No case.




Table 7-1
COMBINATION OF SCALES*

Scales
Area - - Property Person = Percent¥#*
H H H 12.5
L L L 12.0
H M H 5.4
L M L 5.4
M M M 5.4
M H H 5.2
M L M 4,9
M M L 4.7
H H M 4,5
M H M 4,1
L L M 3.9
M L M 3.7
H M M 3.7
L M M 3.4
L H M 2.6
M M H 2.4
H L M 1.9
L L H 1.7
L H H 1.7
H M L 1.5
L M H 1.3
L H L 1.3
M L H 1.3
M H L 1.3
H L L 1.3
H H L .8
Total Percent: 100.0

Total N: 465

* "H'"--high fear (top 33 percent)
"M"~-medium fear (middle 34 percent)
"L'"-~low fear (low 33 percent)

*% Proportion of respondents with the given combination of
scores.



Table 7-2
COMBINATION OF SCALES*

» Scales o
Area Property Person ' Percent*¥
L. L L 32.9
H _ H H 21.9
L H L 10.3
L " H 9.5
L S L " H ' 6.5
H L . H 6.5
H L L 6.2
H . R L : 6.2
Total Percent: 100.0

Total N: 465

- % "' indicates low fear on the given scale. "H" indicates
high fear on the given scale.

A score on a scale is low if it is below the mean and
high if it is above the mean.

*% Proportion of respondents with given combination of
scores on the three scales. For instance, 32.9 percent
of the respondents express low fear on all three scales.



-Table 7-3
COMBINATION OF FEAR AND SEX OF RESPONDENT

Combination of Fear¥*

Sex . N 111% 112 121 122 211 212 221 222  Total
Female - 286 29.7 8.4 10.5 12.9 5.9 7.0 4.5 21.0  99.9
Male =~ 179 38.0 3.4 10.1 3.9 6.7 5.6 8.9 23.5  100.1

91

) Miséing observations
Cramer's V = .2088

* Possible combination of dichotomies of fear of crimes against persons,
property and area.

1: low fear, i.e., below the mean of the scale
2: high fear, i.e., above the mean of the scale

For ekample:

111 = respondents with low fear on three scales

112 é_re3pondents with low fear of area and property but with high
~ .. fear of crimes against persons

222

= respondents with high fear on three scales
%% XYZ: X = fear of area _
" Y = fear of crimes against property
Z =

fear of crimes against person

Therefore, for example, '"212" indicates high fear (above the mean) on
area, low fear (below the mean) on property, and high fear (above the
mean) on person. :

" Note: Further subdivisions of scales would give more refined types. But,
' ‘such types would be too numerous to be useful for the given sample
size.



Table 7-4 o ‘
-CRAMER'S V BETWEEN SELECTED VARTIABLES AND FEAR-TYPES

-#VAR Selected Variable | Cramer's V
158  Race o .164
26 Age of the household head* .186
28 . Marital status (HH) .137
24 . Sex : .208
155 Education* .159
30  Length of residency* ‘ . 157
33 Where lived before* 111
55 Groups do good .181
.86 Neighbors concerned : ' ) .183
45 Neighbors help each other .191
46 Feel part of neighborhood _ .199
. 166 CooperatiVe (for interview) .135

% Recoded: V26--(1) 18-29 years; (2) 30-49; (3) 50+

V155--(1) less than H.S.; (2) H.S.;
(3) more than H.S. :

V30<-(0) less than a year; (1) one year;
(2) 2 years

V33~-~(4) Hartford; (22) Connecticut;
' " (69) USA; (81) Non-USA



Table 8-1

OUTSIDER BY BUSY-NESS

(GAMMA)

Busy-ness .  y57: OQutsider
V56: People on street day R - .262
V68: People on street night . 237
V59: Traffic, day | | .302
-¥60: Traffic, night . 206

V56, V58, V59, V60: (1) none (4) (5) a lot
V57 : (1) no outsiders (3) most outsiders




‘Table 8-2

. PERCEPTION OF OUTSIDERS BY FEAR CONTROLLING FOR BUSY-NESS (Gamma)

V57 By
‘Area Property Person
Controlling 5 3 A -
for N c z P c Z P c z P
V56 (People, day) .381 | .316 .179 | .287 .338 | .251
A lot 56 [.279 .092 .003 ’
Some 151 .376 .123 .384
A few 83 |f.369 .301 .538
None 145 |l.254 .069 242
V58 (People, night) : .376 | .326 o {.192 | .265 .353 | .258
A lot 143 |[.334 .167 .338
Some’ 145 {.415 .182 .366
A few - 72 [.051 -.038 .081
None 81 |{.303 214 .324
V59 (Traffic, day) .384 | .327 .190 | .253 .351 .264
Very busy 32 |l.728 .385 .292
Busy 60 457 .182 .092
Moderate 121 .361 .153 .280
Light 111 ||.306 .232 423
Very light 119 f.284 146 .307
V60 (Traffic, night) .383 | .333 191 | .242 352 | .267
Very busy 69 |[.633 .307 411
Busy 113 |[|.198" .021 .120
Moderate 117 ||.432 .125 .402
Light - 84 |1.329 .279 .365
Very light 63 .225 .203 .317

1 Response categories of V56, V58, V59, and V60 are reversed to change signs of
. Gamma, e.g., V56:

SN
b N0
oo

Questionnaire

1. A lot
2. Some
3. A few
4. None

Conditional Gamma
Zero~-order Gamma
First-order partial Gamma

Recode for Gamma

1. None

2. A few
3. Some .
4. A lot




Table 8-3

BUSY-NESS BY FEAR CONTROLLING FOR OUTSIDER (Gamma)

Controlling for V57

_Area Property Person

N C Z P C Z P C Z P

V56 (People, day) 311 | .255 . 116 | .142 194 1.180
Most live here 239 .250 045 079
About half 124 .273 «155 .203
Most outsider 72 .258 .032 114

V58 (People, night) | .39 | .19 193 | .196 .278 |.204
Most live here 243 .371 .160 .232
About half 127 .254 .168 .240
Most outsider -~ 71 439 .161 .224

V59 (Traffic, day) .227 .195 .045 .162 .192 ].184
Most liveé here 246 .231 .001 114
About half 125 .003 .007 .103
Most outsider 72 .183 -.014 <181

V60 (Traffic, night) .259 .171 144 .166 ;242 [.173
Most live here 246 .271 .076 .183
~ “About half © 128 .120 .116 .207
- Most outsider 72 .268 .270 .276




Table 9-1
VARTABLES IN PATH MODELS

Name Source Meaning ' Value
A47 - v47 ﬂNeighborhood change 1. became better
S ‘ 0. other
B47 ' V47 - Nefghborhood change 1; became worse
_ . ' - 0. other
BUSY .':A_ . ~ Degree of busy- -ness o 0. not busy at all
Construction: (V56+V58+V59+V60)/N .
where N is the number of quest1ons '
validly answered ' , _ 4.5 very busy
V56* Number of people, day 1. aTmost none
V58* Number of people, night
A:'a lot
V59* Traffic, day | | 1. very light
V60* = Traffic, night ..
é:.very busy
V57 | V57 ‘Perceived residence of people ‘1. most live here
- ‘ ' on the street _ 2. half and half
‘ 3. most from outside
V145 V145 Victim of crime 0. no
: 1. yes
FAREA o+ o Fear of problematic elements -2. very low fear
. o , ‘ in the neighborhood area
- FPRPRTY 4 Fear of crimes against property
FPERSON + Fear of crimes against person 2. very high fear

No change in the reference category.
* Reverse of the original codes of the questionnaire
+ Factor scales



~ Table 9-2
DISTRIBUTION OF VARIABLES IN THE PATH MODELS

A, Distributions

_ Standard _
Variable Mean. Deviation Cases
Busy 2.8425 .8619 427
V56 2.7354 1.0605 427
V58 2.2178 1.0928 427
V59 .. 3.5059 1.2302 427
V60 - 2.9110 1.2806 427
V57 "1.6183 .7549 427
V145 4356 4964 427
A47 1171 .3219 427
B47 .3653 L4821 427
FAREA .0278 .9670 427
FPRPRTY .0214 .9190 . 427
FPERSON .0125 L9617 427
. Intér-Item and "Busy' Scale Correlation
Variable Busy V56 V58 V59
.. V56 .66888
- V58 .68011 44483
V59 77211 .31696 .23389
V60 .81617 .28856 .38458 .65594
Correlation among Variables
Variable ' Busy V57 V145 A47 . B47 FAREA FPRPRTY
V57 029341 |
V145 - .18540 .16288
A47 .01164 -.,09576 ~-.04083
B47 .26026 .21640 .14759 -,27631 _
- FAREA .37377 .27011 .30707 -.01316 .26963
FPRPRTY .15612 .12515 L24871  -.09244 .20111 .36835
.29290 .25599 .18069 -.08190 .27775 .56423 46402

FPERSON




Table 9-3 .
BETA WEIGHTS AND MULTIPLE R

Independent » Dependent Variables

Variables Busy Crime Worse Area Property Person
Outsider .293 121 .143  -.128 - .146
Busy ) 150  .202  .259 .- .184
Victimized ‘ | ——m® 017 .208 .095
Worse | 142 144 184
Multiple R .293 .219 .299 486 .299 | .400
Multiple R2  .086  .048 .089  .236 ~ .089 -  .160
% 6utiiers** . 4.5 1.6 3.5

* MeooM insignificant beta weight. A given Beta weight
(standardized partial-regression coefficient) is significant
when its F ratio is significant at the .05 level.

*%* Residual outliers (i.e., greater than abs (2SD)). -



 Table 9-4

"TRANSMITTANCE OF VARIABLES

Variable Qutsider Busy Crime Worse
A. Area '
Simple R .270. 374 .310 .270
Beta weight .128 .259 217 .142
. Via: Worse - »020 .029
-Crime .026 .033
" Busy .094
Transmittance .268 .321 217 142
B. Property
Simple R .125 .156 .249 .201
Beta Weight ’ : .208  Ll44
Via: Worse .021 4029
" Crime .025 .031
Busy .018
Transmittance .064 .060 .208 144
C. Person -
Simple R .256 .293 .181 .278
Beta Weight 146 .184 .095 .184
Via: Worse .022 .037
Crime .011 014
Busy .069
Transmittance 248 .235 -.095 .184
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