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PREFACE

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

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

INTRODUCTION

Introduction

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

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

The sources of this vicarious experience include the media, personal

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

fear and assessments of neighborhood conditions.

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

¢¢u14lﬁa/ )

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

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

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

borhoods in each city. They attended meetings, interviewed community

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

crime, fear, and reactions to crime.

Crime, Fear, and Reactions to Crime

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

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

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

to crime (Gurr, 1977). 44)

crime para s. On

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

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

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

races and regions are reputed to stay behind locked doors, avoid using
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public transportation, shun shopping downtown, decline to go out on

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

little relation between most forms of household protection and measures

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

"

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

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

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

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

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

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

(U.S. Department of Justice 1979).

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

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



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

grown around central cities with the largest increases in inner-

city crime, and suburbanization is most extensive outside of those

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

This Research

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

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

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

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

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

was attentive to them.



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

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

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

this operating model. Some of these constructs are more causally

Figure 1-1 goes about here

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

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

(4) Flight to the suburbs. Politically and economically

this may be the most significant reaction to crime.

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

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

that goal-directed behavior.
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Data Collection

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

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

questions posed by the senior research staff. The interviews were

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

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

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

to compare the substantive content of newspaper crime coverage

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

The survey data which form the basis for most of the volume were
collected during the last months of 1977.* Interviews were conducted
by telephone from field <ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>