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Introduction


An Overview of the Field

The fear of crime is a creature of the last 30 years of the twentieth century. Its birth was, perhaps surprisingly, partly serendipitous, partly Machiavellian. It was serendipitous, in that it was essentially the by-product of attempts in the late 1960s in America to improve crime-counting. However, disillusionment with the ability of the national Uniform Crime Reports to provide an accurate measure of the amount of crime in America was only one of many reasons which led to the establishment of a Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice by President Johnson in July 1965. As part of its inquiry the Commission organized three crime surveys (Biderman et al., 1967; Ennis, 1967; Reiss, 1967).1 Their main goal was to count unrecorded victimization, but all three also included novel questions relating to the degree of public alarm about crime in general. The main report of the Commission later commented:



A chief reason that this Commission was organized was that there is widespread public anxiety about crime. In one sense, this entire report is an effort to focus that anxiety on the central problems of crime and criminal justice. A necessary part of that effort has been to study as carefully as possible the anxiety itself. The Commission has tried to find out precisely what aspects of crime Americans are anxious about, whether their anxiety is a realistic response to actual danger, how anxiety affects the daily life of Americans, what actions against crime by the criminal justice system and the government as a whole might best allay public anxiety. (President’s Commission, 1967, p. 49)




Where had this anxiety come from? Here, things become distinctly murky, if not downright Machiavellian. Lewis and Salem comment on the background rather coyly:



By the late 1960s, the soaring crime rate and the ghetto riots turned the attention of policymakers away from the criminal and towards the victim. The so-called backlash, reflected in public anger at the infusion of funds into the Black community and at the concern with the rights of the criminal rather than those of the victim, led to an interest in alternative approaches to the crime prevention problem that would give primary consideration to the behaviour of those who are threatened by criminal activity. (Lewis and Salem, 1986, p. 3)




Fair enough. But in digging deeper, and in particular in Richard Harris’s remarkable – but little read – book (Harris, 1969), what we now rather blandly refer to as the fear of crime began life as the fear of blacks. Harris’s account could be dismissed were it not for the fact that his book contains a highly favourable Introduction by Nicholas deB. Katzenbach, previously chairman of the Commission on Law Enforcement and the Administration of Justice. The book is of great interest, not least as, apart from the title, the fear of crime is only mentioned on one page within it. Instead, it chronicles the extraordinary American senatorial shenanigans which preceded the passage of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act on 6 June 1968 – a bill that Harris (ibid.: 14) refers to as ‘a piece of demagoguery devised out of malevolence and enacted in hysteria’. Without going into too much detail, suffice it to say that the Act, sponsored by Senator McClellan, was designed to reassert the rights of the white and powerful over the new rights of the poor and black, which had then recently been imposed by Mallory v. United States (1957), Gideon v. Wainwright (1963), Escobedo v. Illinois (1964) and Miranda v. Arizona (1966).2

The Mallory decision effectively prevented the police from obtaining confessions, whether valid or not, by the pressure of holding suspects incommunicado and questioning them intensively and at inordinate length. Gideon stipulated that if a defendant in a criminal case could not afford a lawyer, the state had to provide one. Escobedo established that when a police investigation switched from the exploratory to the accusatory, a suspect had to be allowed to consult a lawyer. And Miranda held that a suspect in custody must be warned prior to any questioning that he or she has the right to remain silent.

So, ‘public alarm’ about crime emerged, via the manipulation of the Nixonian silent majority, from right-wing white concern about the extension of rights to the poor and the black. Indeed, in our first selection (Chapter 1) – one of the very first academic essays on the subject – Frank Furstenberg comments, ‘fear of crime is the symptom of the silent majority’s lashing back’ (p. 3). In an admirably clear statement, Furstenberg elucidates the findings from the Presidential Commission, and presents some of the paradoxes that have become the staple diet of fear of crime research: that anxiety about crime is not always commensurate with the risk of victimization (with fear, ironically, being the most intense among inner-city low-income blacks); and that those least in danger are the most afraid. Curiously, at this point, age and gender could be dismissed as having ‘no sizeable or consistent effect’ on fear of crime (p. 9).

Chapter 1 illustrates where fear of crime first appeared as an academic problem, and retains some of its history: the silent majority ‘lashing back’, and fear of crime described as ‘at least in part an expression of resentment of changing social conditions, especially efforts to eliminate racial injustice’ (p. 8). In Chapter 2, Richard Block shows just how far we have come since then. A model of international comparative sophistication, Block’s essay illustrates the huge methodological and colonial strides that have been taken since the late 1960s and also, but covertly, how the fear of crime has gradually been transformed from being a reason for conducting criminological enquiry into being the object of that enquiry, and from being a national concern about crime into a local fear of victimization. In sum, gradually over that 30-year period, general – if bigoted – societal concern about crime has been transmuted into a personal problem of individual vulnerability.




The Causes of Vulnerability

Over that period, gender has emerged as probably the biggest single demographic factor related positively to fear of crime. Chapter 3, an essay by Carol Brooks Gardner, is only one of many possible candidates, but was chosen as it was published originally more or less at the high point of dominance of the fear of crime literature by feminist issues. Since then, women’s fear of crime has been described as stemming from heightened social and physical and social vulnerability (Skogan and Maxfield, 1981), from fear of rape (Warr, 1985), from general fear of men (Stanko, 1997), from fear for their families (Mesch and Fishman, 1998), or from irrationality (Hanmer and Saunders, 1984). Those wishing to catch up on gender-related enquiry published since then should consult Rachel Pain’s exceptional contributions (Pain, 1995a, 1995b, 1997a, 1997b).

Chapter 4, by Jo Goodey, acts both as part of the explanation of women’s fears and as a bridge between the concern with gender and the concern with the perhaps second most significant other variable – age. Goodey’s respondents are children: with their experiences being the crucible within which the stereotypes of fearless males and fearful females are forged. But it is the elderly, rather than the young, that are most commonly associated with crime fearfulness, and the apparent paradox that this presents (the elderly are least likely to be victims of the types of crime they allegedly fear) has led many to overstate the effect of age on fear of crime.

Chapter 5, by Randy LaGrange and Kenneth Ferraro, reassesses the impact of age on fear of crime and concludes that the effect of age is not only overestimated, but also misplaced. The elderly, they claim, are no more afraid of crime than anybody else when it is measured concretely, but they are somewhat more fearful of, or more anxious about, crime when it is expressed as a general, ‘formless’ fear. Typically, older people adopt lifestyles that protect themselves from risk (Tulloch, et al., 1999). Because of LaGrange and Ferraro’s pioneering work, it is now becoming more fashionable to challenge, rather than celebrate the relationship between age and the fear of crime: a trend epitomized, perhaps, by Werner Greve’s work (Greve, 1998).

In Chapter 6, Gertrude Moeller tackles one of the most curiously understated and yet most paradoxical correlates of fear of crime: race. Although, as we have shown, fear of crime began life as a polite code for fear of black people, the first crime surveys consistently found that black people were more anxious about crime than were whites (see, for example, Biderman et al., 1967, p. 127). After the early studies, Liska et al. (1982) found that racial segregation was related directly to low levels of white crime fear, and Stinchcombe et al. (1980) that white crime fear was related to both proximity to black people and to racial prejudice. Later reviews of the field, particularly by Skogan (1995), have reassessed these contributions, and conclude that blacks are more likely to be fearful and that there are probably good reasons for this (in America, anyway, they are more likely to be victimized, and more likely to live in neighbour hoods where serious crime is more frequent). Further, among whites, residential proximity to black people is related to their fear of crime, and racial prejudice and fear of crime are related in ways independent of the proximity of whites to black people.

In a perhaps surprising piece of work, Oscar Newman and Karen Franck (Chapter 7), show that residential building size can also affect residents’ fear of crime levels far more significantly than it affects their risk of crime. As they put it, ‘the larger the building, the higher the level of residents’ fear’.

Chapter 8, by Wesley Skogan reviews what was once seen to be the key to understanding crime fear: prior crime victimization. Although the paradox is frequently asserted (that is, those most likely to be victimized are the most fearful, and vice versa), and prior victimization a highly commonsensical positive correlate, much research has been surprisingly inconclusive about the issue. Some (for example, Ratcliffe and McCullagh, 1998) feel that the problem lies with the identification and measurement of prior victimization (particularly repeat victimization) and others, such as Hope (1995) that temporal and spatial conditions are crucial but rarely taken into account. Skogan, in what is a clear and authoritative essay, shows that prior victimization affects fear-related attitudes and behaviour in clear and consistent ways, although the effects on different groups are themselves consistently different.

From its birth in the 1960s, however, general levels of crime fear have always been putatively associated with coverage of crime in the mass media. Indeed, the 1967 President’s Commission commented:



Past research on the mass media’s connection with crime has concentrated primarily on depictions and accounts of violence in the mass media as possible causes of delinquency and crime. Little attention has thus far been given to what may be a far more direct and costly effect – the creation of distorted perceptions of the risk of crime and exaggerated fears of victimization. (President’s Commission, 1967, p. 52)



Part III of this volume looks at the body of research which picked up this particular gauntlet.




The Sources of Information on Victimization

The first essay in Part III, by Mary Holland Baker, Barbara Nienstedt, Ronald Everett and Richard McCleary (Chapter 9), investigates the effects on the local population of a crime wave that affected Phoenix, Arizona during 1980. Curiously, those whom the fear of crime literature would predict to be the most affected (women and the elderly) were the least so; and those that would be predicted to be least affected (well-educated whites) were the most affected. As usual, then, even in early reports, commonsense expectations that there would be a single, dominant, or even non-contradictory effect on fear of crime from an expected source – here, the media – fails to stand up on first examination.

Indeed, attempts thereafter to relate people’s crime fear to media portrayal of crime have met with even less success than the attempts to correlate it convincingly with the alleged demographic causes of vulnerability dealt with in Part II. Take, for example, the work, successively, of George Gerbner and Larry Gross (Chapter 10) and of Anthony Doob and Glenn Macdonald (Chapter 11). Gerbner and Gross established, fairly convincingly, that people generalize from the information that they get from watching television and, specifically, that those who watch a lot of television are more likely to feel that they might become involved in some kind of violence during a given week that do those who watch relatively little television. Doob and Macdonald attempted to replicate these crucial findings in a substantial survey conducted in Toronto. Overall, they found roughly the same picture as did Gerbner and Gross. However, when they controlled for the different levels of crime in the four sub-areas of the city in which they conducted their research, the picture changed dramatically. They conclude that when the actual incidence of crime is taken into account, there is no relationship between television viewing and the fear of being a crime victim.

In Chapter 12, Linda Heath and John Petraitis compound the confusion. They build on the earlier contradictory findings, and test the proposition that, although television viewing might not affect people’s perceptions of crime in their immediate environment, it might affect their beliefs about more distant settings. In two separate studies, both reported in the same essay, they show convincingly that this is the case: that is, that television viewing does not compete with people’s perceptions of their own locale, but greatly affects their views of far-away places.

Others claim that reading newspapers must have more influence because of the near monopoly that newspapers have on reporting crime news, and because it has been shown repeatedly that newspaper reporting of crime news is highly selective and distorted, often sensationally over-reporting crimes involving sex and/or violence (Ditton and Duffy, 1983). In Chapter 13, Allen Liska and William Baccaglini produce the results of comparing the levels of crime, of reported fear of crime, and levels of newspaper reporting of crime in 26 American cities. The resulting pattern was complex: although clearest for homicide (which amounted to 0.2 per cent of crimes, but 29.9 per cent of crime stories) which increased people’s levels of fear if they were local homicides (but only if they were reported in the first part of the newspaper), but, curiously, reduced fear if they were reports of homicides committed elsewhere.

The final essay in Part III reproduces Paul Williams and Julie Dickinson’s more recent research into the relationship between newspaper reading and the fear of crime. They found a significant positive relationship between levels of fear and the type of newspaper read, which was seemingly independent of relevant demographic factors. Further, those who read newspapers which typically oversensationalized crime news were more fearful than those who read newspapers that did not.

Research so far has only scratched the probable surface of the relationship between the fear of crime and media portrayals of it. Unhappily, an area which, speculatively, has the greatest likelihood of advancing our understanding of the fear of crime has been significantly under-researched.




The Methods of Surveying

That the survey has been the methodology for investigating the fear of crime to the exclusion of virtually all others is the legacy of the historical period when such research was started (during the heyday of survey research). That it has remained in such a dominant position is symptomatic of the conservatism inherent within this body of research (in which old questions are endlessly recycled). However, despite this inbuilt trait (which can surely only lead to a view of crime fears which is distorted to say the least), numerous authors have questioned the appropriateness of the survey tool as the basis for this body of research. In Chapter 15, Kenneth Ferraro and Randy LaGrange – in one of the truly great essays on the subject – take issue with the main measure of fear of crime: ‘how safe do you or would you feel being out alone in your neighbourhood at night?’. They criticize it (rightly in our opinion) for failing to mention the word ‘crime’, for relying upon a vague geographical reference, for asking people about something they may do very rarely and for mixing the hypothetical with the real. In addition, we would add that the use of the word ‘how’ at the start of the question is leading in the extreme. After reading this essay it is hard to fathom why researchers have continued to employ this question so readily or how they have justified such conservatism.

That Ferraro and LaGrange’s essay was not published until 1987 should not be taken as evidence that the problems with measuring fear (be it of crime, wasps or mothers-in-law) were not known until then. In a 1976 essay still as relevant to survey researchers today, James Croake and Dennis Hinkle (Chapter 16) note that ‘the longer the list [of fears], the greater the number of fears’. This is a somewhat trite point but one which survey researchers would appear to have overlooked. We are reminded of our undergraduate sociology classes (respectively 20 years apart) when Herbert Gans’s dictum that surveys can only report what people say they do and feel and not what a researcher has seen they say, do and feel was drummed into us ad nauseam.

Leaving aside the issue of whether surveys offer the best source for gathering data about fear, let us turn now to consider (all too briefly) some of the more recent attempts to improve upon surveys as they are employed in the study of the fear of crime. Martin Killias, in Chapter 17, discusses the improvements made to the Swiss Crime Survey by the introduction of computer-assisted telephone interviewing. In Chapter 18, Anne Schneider provides a very good summary of some of the main problems with survey research into victimization – important to research on fear, as victimization has been cited as being a major mediating factor in fear levels. Other summaries of the problems of fear of crime methodologies (and suggestions for how to overcome these) can be found in Farrall et ai (1997), Bilsky (1993) and Fattah (1993).




Theoretical Models of Explanation

It should be said from the outset that attempts to explain the fear of crime have met with a limited level of success (see, for example, Ralph Taylor and Margaret Hale’s work in Chapter 19). Chris Hale in his gargantuan review of the fear of crime literature (Hale, 1996), suggests that there are four broad dimensions to the theoretical attempts to explain the fear of crime: vulnerability, victimization experiences, the environment and, lastly, psychological factors. Our review here will devote greatest attention to the last of these – partly because the development of a reasonably robust social psychological model of the fear of crime is one of the most recent developments in this field, and partly because it suggests a new avenue for others to pursue.

Unlike many of the theoretical models of the fear of crime which have relied on socio-demographic variables to account for variations in fear levels, Adri Van der Wurff, Leendert Van Staalduinen and Peter Stringer employ a social psychological model in their essay which is here reproduced as Chapter 20. Their model is a carefully reasoned assessment of the processes by which fear may become realized in people’s everyday lives. It should be noted that their model employs some of the logic derived from sociodemographic models of fear (vulnerability, stranger danger, concerns about unsupervised youths and the location of potential assaults are all to be found in their discussion of their model). Whilst their social psychological model does perform well, and outperforms the sociodemographic model against which they test it, as Hale (1996) notes, the sociodemographic model was missing some key variables. When Farrall et al. (2000) tested the same social psychological model using data collected in Scotland, and which employed a more complete sociodemographic model, the results were not as impressive (although still very good). The work of Van der Wurff and his colleagues is broadly supported by the replications undertaken by Farrall and his colleagues and, taken together, they suggest a useful avenue for future research on the fear of crime.

The other essays collected in Part V represent some of the key theoretical dimensions in explaining the fear of crime. Vincent Sacco and William Glackman, in Chapter 21, build a model in which vulnerability is conceptualized along physical, social and psychological dimensions. Ralph Taylor and Margaret Hale, in Chapter 19, propose and test three different models to account for variations in the fear of crime. Whilst all the models fitted the data, the percentage of worry accounted for was low (no more than 12 per cent). Ralph Taylor, Stephen Gottfredson and Sidney Brower (Chapter 22) employ concepts developed from the work on defensible space and local social ties to account for variations in fear levels amongst residents in housing blocks in America.




Policies to Reduce Fear

Despite differences in opinions over what provokes fear, which variables best explain its dispersion in society and which groups in society are most affected by fear, most academics and policy-makers can agree over one thing: that something should be done about it. In Part VI we turn our attention to the policies and programmes which have been initiated to combat fear of crime. In so doing, we discover something else that (almost) everyone agrees about: that nothing can be done about it.

Patricia Allatt, in Chapter 23, reports a study which attempted to alleviate rates of burglary and rates of fear about burglary. Allatt’s data come from a classic: control group-experimental group design. The project attempted to alleviate burglaries and fears about burglaries by increasing rates of household and flat security. However, it is not clear that the project was actually completed as envisaged, in that not all the households had been secured by the end of the fieldwork phase. The evaluation suggests that whilst rates of burglary did not decline, rates of fear did decline. Trevor Bennet’s essay (Chapter 24) concludes that whilst the number of police patrols were increased, they did not appear to reduce levels of fear of crime. He concludes that the features of urban life which influence fear of crime cannot be influenced by the police. In Chapter 25, Jeffrey Henig and Michael Maxfield review a number of the possible explanations of fear and suggest possible programmes which could counteract fear. In one of the pioneering investigations of community crime prevention, Dan Lewis and Greta Salem, in Chapter 26, explore the theoretical foundations for reducing crime by changing the behaviour of potential victims. Finally, in Chapter 27, Gwyneth Nair, Jason Ditton and Samuel Phillips report their evaluation of a programme designed to reduce fear by making massive improvements to both domestic dwellings and to the external environment. In the words of the authors the project ‘failed’ – that is, fear was not reduced.




The Future?

Although there has been a great deal of research into fear of crime – Hale (1996) refers to the presence of over 200 reports, and a recent online search dredged up 837 entries – surprisingly little can be said conclusively about the fear of crime. Why so much labour has yielded so little is something of a mystery, but it may well be that researchers have been looking, at least partly, in the wrong direction. As a pointer to alternative approaches, the final chapter, Chapter 28, reports some of the findings that have emerged from the most extensive research project ever conducted into the ‘fear’ of crime in Britain. Here, Jason Ditton, Jon Bannister, Elizabeth Gilchrist and Stephen Farrall discovered that fear was not, in fact, the main reaction to either the possibility or actuality of criminal victimization – the main reaction was anger. Perhaps after 30 years or so, the initial public ‘alarm’ about crime has distilled into public anger over political inability to actually do much about crime?



Notes

1. See Sparks (1981) and Lewis and Salem (1986) for reflective commentary on these three surveys.

2. Richard Harris (1969), The Fear of Crime, New York: Praeger, pp. 22–3.
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Part I
An Overview of the Field
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Public Reaction to Crime in the Streets
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SOMETIME DURING THE 1960s—it is not easy to pin-point just when—crime emerged as a predominant public issue. By the end of the decade, some polls revealed that the public ranked crime as the most serious problem facing our society—above the Vietnam war, race relations, and inflation. Certainly there have been other times in our history when this issue has aroused great anxiety, and this is hardly the first time that politicians have exploited America’s chronic apprehension that the moral order is breaking down. Nevertheless, at least in its magnitude, the current reaction to crime is unprecedented.

Two different explanations have been advanced to account for the sharp rise in public concern. Some critics have argued that the wave of anxiety is largely an irrational reaction to the rapid social change that has taken place during the past decade. According to this interpretation, fear of crime is a reverberation from racial and economic conflict that has surfaced over the past ten years. Behind the concern about crime is resentment of social change and resistance to further alterations in the status quo. In the vernacular of the mass media, fear of crime is the symptom of the silent majority’s lashing back.

Not everyone has accepted this explanation. Some commentators are convinced that the public’s reaction to crime is largely justified. They note that the rate of crime, according to official statistics, has been steadily increasing over the past ten years. Moreover, people are especially frightened by crimes of violence committed by strangers, and the public has been told that this type of crime in particular has become much more frequent. Consequently, some would insist that there is every reason for people to be more afraid of crime these days.

Existing data offer some support for each of these explanations. Until two years ago, the surveys conducted by the President’s Commission on Crime in 1966 provided the best and virtually the only source of information on public reaction to crime.* Although undertaken primarily to measure the amount of victimization in the population, these studies also included questions on public attitudes toward crime, some of which dealt specifically with the subject of fear. The results revealed that fear was most intense among residents of ghetto areas, especially low income blacks. At the same time, they showed that anxiety about crime was not always commensurate with the risk of victimization. Many people who had little reason to be afraid of criminal attack worried a great deal about crime. In their summary, the commissioners observed that factors other than victimization might be contributing to an “exaggerated level of fear” in the population.

In January of 1969 Life magazine commissioned the Louis Harris Organization to conduct a special survey of public reaction to crime in Baltimore. In addition to repeat ing relevant items from the Crime Commission studies, Harris asked a number of questions deliberately designed to measure the level of fear in the population. A preliminary analysis of the data was presented in Life. In all important respects, the findings supported the results of the Crime Commission. The Harris analysis, however, even more than the previous studies, stressed the inflated level of fear in Baltimore. To quote the account that appeared in Life, “many people’s fear of crime is exaggerated, and—proportionate to the amount of crime in their area—the people least in danger are most afraid.” Despite this dramatic conclusion, the Harris study also confirmed the finding of the Crime Commission that residents of high crime areas are most afraid of victimization. Thus, some of their results make fear seem a reasonable response to intolerable living conditions, and other data suggest that it is often irrational and unwarranted.

What seems like a paradox, however, may be only the consequence of conceptual confusion. Both the Crime Commission and Harris use fear of victimization and concern about crime interchangeably. When one examines the indicators they employed, it becomes immediately evident that the two concepts are not at all equivalent. Fear of crime is usually measured by a person’s perception of his own chances of victimization, and concern by his estimate of the seriousness of the crime situation in this country. An individual may be troubled by the problem of crime, but not be in the least afraid of being personally victimized. For example, the Harris data showed that eighty-nine percent of the respondents believed that crime had increased over the past year in the United States, and eighty percent thought it had risen in Baltimore, whereas only thirty-nine percent felt that it had gone up in their neighborhoods. It is easy to see how crime might be regarded as a serious danger to society but not a personal threat. Sources and consequences of anxiety about crime may thus turn out to be quite different for different segments of the public. In effect, then, both explanations referred to earlier may be correct. To explore this possibility, I have reexamined part of the data collected by Harris in Baltimore.

A total of 1,545 people were interviewed in the Baltimore survey. The sample was stratified to give equal representation to residents living in high, medium and low crime areas. These areas were classified on the basis of police statistics that divided the city into nine sectors. The high crime area consisted of the three sectors with the highest rates of crime; the medium and low areas were similarly defined, providing a crude estimate of the objective risk of victimization for each respondent in the sample. As might be anticipated, most residents of high crime areas were low-income blacks, and those in low crime areas, mainly middle-class whites.

Early in the interview, respondents were provided with a card listing ten domestic problems and asked to select the “single most serious problem” that they “would like to see the government do something about.” In the middle of the list was the problem of ”crime and lawlessness.” This item was ranked “most serious” by more respondents—almost a third of the entire sample—than any other on the list. Although the remaining two-thirds of the sample were not necessarily unconcerned about the problem of crime, the highly concerned, as we shall see, show more in common than just anxiety about crime.

Later in the interview, respondents were shown a second card, this one listing various types of crimes, and asked to estimate the possibility of each actually happening to them. Their estimates varied enormously; many respondents felt entirely safe, and others, totally insecure. The responses on each of the items were combined into a single index of fear, based on the individual’s perception of vulnerability to eight different crimes.*


Table One 
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As suspected, the two reactions to crime turn out to be completely unrelated to each other. Those most concerned about the problem of crime are no more or less afraid of victimization than anyone else, (TABLE ONE) That concern about crime does not emanate from a personal sense of danger becomes even more evident when the relationship of concern to the objective risk of victimization is examined. As risk of victimization decreases, concern about crime goes up. People in low crime areas are significantly more concerned about the problem of crime than those in high crime areas, (TABLE ONE) It should be noted that this finding does not mean that people in high crime areas are unconcerned about the problem of crime but rather that their priorities go elsewhere—to education, jobs and discrimination.


Table Two 
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If concern is not a response to personal danger, does it in fact arise from resistance to and resentment of social change? Although the Harris study was not explicitly designed to answer this question, the survey did include a battery of items that measured the respondent’s commitment to the existing social order and, implicitly, his opposition to changing social conditions.* Relating an index of these items to the measure of concern, one sees that discontent with changing social conditions is associated with high apprehension about the crime situation. Those respondents most disturbed by social change and those least disturbed show sizeable differences in their views of the crime problem. More than forty percent of those most threatened by change rank crime as the number one problem compared to nineteen percent of the respondents most committed to change, (TABLE TWO)†

The area of social change that aroused the greatest opposition was racial integration. Apparently resentment toward efforts to improve the situation of blacks sparked much of the opposition to change in general. Nearly a third of the whites‡ felt that Negroes had been demanding more than they were ready for, and believed that their attempts to gain equality should be slowed down. Another third held one or the other of these views, and only one-fifth rejected both statements. Concern about crime was highest among whites most antagonistic to racial reform (forty-two percent) and lowest among the strong supporters of racial equality (thirteen percent). Thus, our findings generally support the view that concern about crime is at least in part an expression of resentment of changing social conditions, especially efforts to eliminate racial injustice.

Do these same sentiments of discontent also produce a feeling of personal vulnerability to crime? A priori, there is reason to suspect that they do not. After all, blacks are most afraid of crime and also less committed to maintaining the status quo. Within the entire population, there is an inverse relationship between the index of commitment to the existing social order and fear of crime; however, when this association is examined separately in each racial group it disappears altogether. Looking at our measure of resistance to changing racial relations, we do find that fear is slightly higher among the most prejudiced, but the relationship is not large enough to reach statistical significance. It seems then that political opinions have little to do with personal fear of crime.


Table Three 
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To a very great extent, people take their cues from their neighborhoods of how afraid to be. Within the neighborhood, the level of fear is fairly homogeneous. For example, the age and sex of the respondent had no sizeable or consistent effect on his fear of crime. Very few people living in high crime areas—less than twenty percent—were unafraid of victimization (that is, among the lowest third on the fear index) and nearly half were extremely fearful. In the areas with low rates of crime, the figures were almost exactly reversed, (TABLE THREE) If a more precise measure of the objective risk of victimization had been available—for example, the rates of crime in the precinct or even in the district in which the respondent liyed—we might expect to find an even higher association.

These results suggest that people generally have a fairly accurate notion of the amount of crime in their neighborhoods. This conclusion was further borne out when the probability of victimization, measured by police statistics, was related to the respondent’s perception of the crime risk in his neighborhood. Most people in high crime areas thought that their neighborhoods were generally more dangerous than other parts of the city, and people in low crime areas correctly perceived the relative security of their neighborhoods. Even more than the official crime statistics, these informal evaluations seem to provide a basis for people’s estimate of how afraid to be. (TABLE THREE)

It is beyond the scope of this analysis to go into how residents develop their impressions of the amount of crime in their neighborhoods. There is no reason, however, to believe that this process is either very subtle or obscure. People listen to police sirens, talk to their neighbors, and read the morning newspaper. From the Harris data, it is clear that firsthand knowledge of events in the neighborhood is especially important. Fear of crime was significantly higher among persons who were personally acquainted with a recent victim of a serious crime than among those who were not, and this association would have been even greater had the responses been restricted to friends living in the neighborhood.

Just as people learn how afraid to be from features of the neighborhood, their fear in turn affects the social landscape in which they live. An extraordinary number of precautions are taken by residents of high crime areas to reduce their chances of victimization. Many of these actions—such as avoiding strangers or not going out at night—provide cues to others that the neighborhood is hazardous. There is, then, a continuous escalation of fear in these localities as each person in the area confirms the suspicions of others that it is a dangerous place to live.

It is not easy to see what, short of reducing crime, might be done to dissipate the climate of fear in these high crime areas. Although residents may be extremely fearful, a case can be made that the anxiety they feel is not excessive. Accor ding to the Harris data, more than one out of every ten respondents living in high crime areas had been the victim of a violent crime in the year preceding the survey. Efforts to convince these residents that their fear is excessive would be disingenuous, not to say a waste of time.

Nevertheless, some measures could be adopted that might lessen the anxiety felt by those vulnerable to victimization. For example, ordinances could be written requiring landlords to equip their buildings with adequate lights and locks, as tenants often cannot afford to install these simple protective devices. Safe zones, difficult though they might be to establish, could be designated within high-risk regions; in these areas people could congregate safely after dark. Funds might be made available to hire members of the community to patrol and supervise recreational locations. Special transportation—in the form of either mini-buses or maxi-cabs—might be provided to bring residents to these areas or to shopping districts, which in many neighborhoods now are off limits after dark. Finally, there should be government-subsidized victim insurance to cover the costs of personal injury or loss of property resulting from a crime. Financial compensation is the least society can offer when it is unable to provide reasonable protection to residents of high crime areas. Even if such measures did not greatly diminish fear of crime, they would at least offset some of its most detrimental social and economic effects.

If it is difficult to devise strategies for decreasing the amount of fear, it is harder still to think of ways of reducing the public concern about crime. As frustration mounts among those most troubled by crime, so do demands for political action. Predictably, those most concerned would like to see more authority granted local police and a curtailment of civil liberties. The symptoms of frustration, however, go beyond the articulation of reactionary political opinions. Although the citizens most concerned about crime generally live in the safer areas of the city, they are much more likely to possess firearms than those who did not rank crime as the major problem facing our society. About a fourth of those highly concerned have weapons, and most declare a willingness to use them should the occasion arise. Among these respondents, no doubt there are some, too, who are prepared to use the slightest provocation as a means of expressing their discontent with the current condition of American society.

In the meantime, little is being done to allay the concern of these citizens: By and large, conservative politicians have been prepared to applaud or exploit it; liberals, willing to denounce or dismiss it. Few political leaders have undertaken the difficult task of educating and reassuring the public that crime is not the necessary by-product of social change. Indeed, as the Crime Commission noted five years ago, the absence of social change, rather than its presence, is the more likely explanation for the high prevalence of crime in our society. Until this message is accepted by the public, it may be difficult to dispel the pressure for political repression and violent confrontation.

Notes

* The Commission’s major findings are summarized in a single volume, The Challenge of Crime in a Free Society (Avon Books, 1968).

* Six items on the list were excluded from the index either because they did not apply to all of the respondents (for example, rape) or bccause they were unrelated to others on the list (for example, unfair arrest). The eight items that remained were highly interrelated with gammas of 6 or above.

* In general, the items in this index measure respondents’ beliefs about why lawlessness occurs and specifically whether they regard it as a response to rapid social change. For example, respondents were asked whether they agreed or disagreed with such statements as: l) Law and order has broken down in the country because we have gotten away from the old moral values; s) When some people have so much and other have so little, there is bound to be a lot of crime; and 3) Until there is justice for minorities, we cannot really expect law and order to improve in the country.

† Since whites are both more committed to the existing social conditions and more concerned about crime than are blacks, it is important to check the possibility that the relationship between these two factors is spurious; for example, that it might be only the result of their common association with the racial status of the respondents. The statistical association between concern about crime and opposition to change, however, persist within both racial groups, although it is stronger among whites than among blacks.

‡ Black respondents were not asked their opinion on these questions, presumably because their views were obvious.
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Abstract

Comparison of national crime surveys must be made very cautiously because of differences in sampling, methodology and content, in this report methodological differences between the United States’ National Crime Survey and victimization surveys of other countries are examined and survey estimates of victimization are adjusted. It is found that U.S. rates of assault/threat, robbery, and burglary are not extraordinarily higher than those of other eleven other countries or regions. However. U.S. levels of gun use are much higher and U.S. levels of both sun and non-gun lethal violence (using Killias. 1990) far exceed those of other industrialized societies.




Introduction

The United States is a pioneer in surveying a random population sample to derive a measure of victimization that is independent of police reports. In order to derive a measure of crime that is independent of the citizen’s decision to notify the police, the Department of Justice introduced the National Crime Survey (NCS) in 1972. Each quarter, a random sample of U.S. households is surveyed about victimization in the previous six months. The NCS is one of the largest and longest continuing social surveys ever undertaken. For 1987, the year analyzed in this report, 46,000 households, including 93,000 individuals over the age of 12, took pan in the survey.

Many countries have followed the U.S. lead, using methodologies and questions that are derived from the NCS model. Each survey asks a random sample of the population whether they have been a victim of crime over a specified time period. Victimization questions have been especially similar in these surveys because of the common need in all of them to convert legal concepts into everyday ideas of criminal acts. Surveys of crime have been completed in many countries and several, the Netherlands, England/Wales, Israel, and Hong Kong have fielded a series of surveys. In early 1989. the International Crime Survey (ICS), was completed in 14 countries of Europe, North America and Australia. A second survey of thirty five countries, (not including the United States) was completed in 1991. The completion of these international projects clearly demonstrates the widespread acceptance of the validity of such research (van Dijk, Mayhew and Killias, 1990).

This article attempts to use national surveys for cross national comparison of assaults and threats, robbery, and burglary. Using national victimization surveys rather than ICS, important methodological and sampling differences that limit comparisons are delineated and the fruitfulness of making these cross national comparisons is assessed. The analysis reported here is not based upon published reports. The director of each country’s victim survey was asked to supply a questionnaire, information on methodology, and resulting publications. Most countries complied with these requests. After reviewing each country’s questionnaire, an identical letter was sent to each project’s research coordinator requesting methodological information and a specific set of tables. For most surveys, special computer analysis was necessary. In some cases, this was completed in the U.S. either at Loyola or at the Criminal Justice Archives of ICPSR at the University of Michigan. In other cases, it was completed in the survey country.




A Methodological Comparison of the NCS and Other National Victim Surveys

The key to any comparison of national victimization surveys is correction for methodological and fielding differences. The research presented here is based upon surveys of twelve countries or regions: Canada, England/Wales, the Federal Republic of Germany (Baden/Wurtenberg), Finland, Hong Kong, Hungary (Barayana), Israel, the Netherlands. Scotland. Sweden. Switzerland, and the United States.

Victimization questions are very similar among the studies. However, fielding and sampling techniques are not. Appendix A presents a methodological summary of each of the surveys used in this report. As can be seen in the appendix, fielding techniques encompass most of the methodologies of survey research, varying from mailed questionnaires, to telephone interviews, with or without computer assistance (CATI) and personal interviews. However, the fielding technique used does not appear to greatly affect the level of victimization. Sample size varies from 2,500 to the nearly 50,000 panels of the NCS, with correspondingly large differences in confidence intervals and error estimates. Response rates vary from 60 to near 100 per cent. Killias has hypothesized that a low response rate will be associated with a high crime rate; only those respondents will agree to participate who have something to report (Killias. 1987). However, the 1989 ICS did not confirm his hypothesis (van Dijk, Mayhew and Killias, 1990). The response rates and samples in these national surveys are on average considerably higher than in the recently completed international crime survey (78.6% vs. 41.3%).

In most countries, respondents are asked about crimes in the last year; however, the NCS panel survey covers only those crimes occurring in the last six months. Some other surveys ask first about all victimizations that ever occurred to the respondent or occurred in the last five years and then narrow the recall period to the last year. The U.S. and Hong Kong surveys interview every member of the household and derive independent reports of victimization. The Israeli survey interviews a single member as a reporter not only for the household but for every member of the household. This sampling method probably results in under reporting of victimizations of family members who were not respondents. The other surveys interview a single respondent in each household. That respondent represents himself or herself for personal crimes and the household for crimes such as burglary or auto theft.

Each of these methodological differences affects the level at which victimizations are reported. Methodological differences may increase or decrease the relative level of victimization across surveys.

In preparation for the National Crime Survey two important methodological problems were recognized and corrected. These corrections are the central problem in comparison of the NCS and other victim surveys (Biderman and Lynch, 1981).


External Telescoping

This may be defined as the incorporation of victimizations occurring outside a time period into a time period. The longer the recall period the less the chance of external telescoping. If respondents are asked about crimes occurring in their life time external telescoping is impossible. If respondents are asked about crimes occurring in the last month, the likelihood of external telescoping is very high. All surveys except the NCS are bounded only by the respondent’s memory. Most surveys question respondents in January about occurrences in the last year. The NCS is a quarterly survey occurring throughout the year. Most external telescoping will occur at the earliest point of the recall period. Respondents will bring incidents that occurred before the time period into it. In addition crimes occurring after the reference period may also be brought into it. For example, respondents may include post New Year crimes as crimes occurring in the previous year.

The bounding technique used in the NCS is designed to eliminate external telescoping. An address is included in the NCS panel for seven cycles (3.5 years). The panel’s first survey sets a bound for the second survey, but is not included in the calculation of victimization rates. Analysis of the NCS first time panel addresses (unbounded survey), and the second administration addresses indicate that external telescoping is a very substantial problem (Turner, 1984: Cantor, 1989). Comparisons of unbounded to bounded surveys result in unbounded rates for specific crime rates that are fifty to sixty percent higher than bounded rates. The bounding technique of the NCS successfully reduces external telescoping. However, it also reduces the level of victimization in the U.S. in comparison to other countries that do not use this technique.




Recency Bias (Memory Decay and Internal Telescoping)

A problem of all retrospective surveys is that more distant events tend to be forgotten. Recalled events will tend to cluster toward those most recent in time. More contemporary crimes are easily remembered, but those occurring even a few months earlier are often forgotten. The greater the length of a recall period, the greater the problem of recency bias. As a result the longer the span of recall of a victimization survey, the greater the recency bias (or memory decay). As Bushery (1981) has shown in the United States, more crimes will be reported in a three month recall than in a six month recall, and more in a six month recall than a one year recall period. If Bushery’s findings are correct for other surveys, then memory decay should be greater in these surveys than in the NCS.

Internal telescoping may also lead to the bunching of recalled events to the more recent points in the recall period. Thus. November’s crimes may be moved in memory to December. The methodology of the NCS is no better able to handle internal telescoping than the other victimization surveys. If only respondents interviewed in January for the NCS are considered, then victimizations tend to bunch in December, just as in the other surveys. However, because the NCS is administered each quarter during the year, internal telescoping is distributed evenly throughout rather than disproportionately near the end of the year. In all surveys, the net effect of internal telescoping for a year’s estimate is zero. Surveys other than the NCS typically sample respondents in January. Thus. December of the previous year is the most recent month. Unfortunately. December is typically a high month for victimization of both property crimes and violence. It is impossible to separate recency bias in these surveys from internal telescoping and crime seasonality. Due to memory decay and internal telescoping, the most recent month is that with the highest victimization level. However, due to seasonality, the real level of victimization may also be high in December.

External telescoping and recency bias have opposite effects. A shorter time period reduces recency bias but increases external telescoping. The NCS solution to these problems is to create a panel of addresses, an absolute bound to reduce telescoping3, and a compromise recall period of six months. An address is maintained in the interview panel for three and a half years. The first interview is used only for bounding. Interviews two through seven are referenced on the preceding interview for crimes occurring in the last six months.4 While this technique rigorously addresses the known problems of retrospective surveys, it is extremely expensive and represents a long term commitment that no other country has been willing to finance.5

Figures 1 and 2 are schematic models of telescoping, recency bias and memory decay over a year’s survey for the United States National Crime Survey (Figure 1) and for national surveys that use a one year recall bounded in the respondent’s memory (Figure 2). Column One represents a real victimization level. Columns two, three and four represent the effect of recency bias/memory decay, internal and external telescoping. Column five represents the survey estimate of victimization. While external telescoping, internal telescoping, and memory decay are depicted separately in these models, it is not possible to measure them independently.
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Figure 1. 
Schematic Model of Methodology Effects for the US National Crime Survey




The National Crime Survey model (Figure One) suggests small constant levels of external telescoping and recency bias, and no internal telescoping. External telescoping is limited by the NCS technique of bounding each survey by a previous survey. Recency bias is limited by a six month period of recall and by surveying respondents throughout the year. A respondent who was victimized in December may be questioned about the crime in a survey administered in January through May. The NCS methodology is designed to correct for external telescoping, recency bias and memory decay. Therefore, survey levels are close to a real but unmeasured victimization level.

In other surveys (Figure 2), high levels of external telescoping result from the lack of a fixed bound. However, their higher level of memory decay results from a longer recall period. Internal telescoping tends to move an incident closer to the date of survey administration. The relationship between real levels and survey levels vary over the year. Survey levels are on the average considerably higher than the real but unmeasured level of victimization.


[image: Figure 2. Schematic Model of Methodology Effects for Surveys Outside the United States]
Figure 2. Schematic Model of Methodology Effects for Surveys Outside the United States




While these problems may exist in victimization surveys administered ar a single point in time, they are only important in comparison to surveys, such as the NCS, that use a different methodology. As estimated in the following section, comparison of these models suggests an upward adjustment to the NCS is necessary for comparison to other national surveys.






Adjusting for Bounding and Recency Bias/Memory Decay

The NCS solutions to these two methodological problems of telescoping and recency bias/memory decay have prevented direct comparisons between it and other victim surveys. The US design is a panel survey of addresses. Each address is interviewed seven times about crimes occurring in the last six months. The first interview at the address serves as a bounding interview. It only delineates the time span of the re-interviews and is not included in calculation of crime rates. The other victim surveys interview respondents only once about crimes occurring in the last year. There is no formal bounding survey. For bounding purposes these surveys either occur soon after the New Year or are bounded only by the respondent’s memory.

Because surveys of other countries ask respondents about the past year and the NCS asks about the last six months, recency bias/memory decay is likely to be substantially greater in the other surveys than in the NCS. This will result in a serious under counting of crimes relative to the United States. On the other hand, as has been previously shown, there is a very substantial fall off in estimated victimization from the bounding survey to the first re-interview of the NCS (Biderman and Cantor, 1984). For comparative purposes, the first NCS interview is methodologically most similar to the other surveys of this project than the second and later follow ups.

Table 1 is an attempt to derive multipliers for the effect of the NCS bounding technique. For this table, separate unweighted rates were calculated for bounded and unbounded surveys and a ratio of the bounded/unbounded was calculated using the NCS/VRS survey of 1983.6 For less serious crimes, assault/threat with no injury and illegal entry where nothing is stolen, unbounded rates are more than double bounded rates.7


Table 1 
The Effect of Bounding on the United States National Crime Survey (VRS)8




	
	
	Unweighted Data Age 16+
	



	

	UNBOUND RATE
	BOUND RATE
	UNBOUND/BOUND bound multi





	Assault/threat
	24.92
	12.40
	2.01



	 with injury
	3.08
	2.05
	1.50



	 no injury
	21.84
	10.35
	2.11



	Burglary
	26.20
	17.70
	1.48



	 stolen
	21.73
	15.30
	1.42



	 no stol
	5.42
	2.40
	2.26



	Number of cases
	persons
	households
	



	 bounded
	18214
	9081
	



	 unbounded
	4831
	2510
	







Tables 2 and 3 demonstrate possible corrections for differential recency bias for assault/threats and burglary. As can be seen in the tables, especially for assault/threat, the U.S. bounded/six month recall fielding technique, combined with the administration of interviews throughout the year, results in a substantially smoother distribution of crimes over the year than in four surveys that ask the respondent to recall crimes over a year with a less precise bound.9 In the four non-U.S. surveys, the percentage of crimes reported as occurring in the most recent six months is very substantially greater than in the earlier six months. For example, while in the NCS 47% of all assaults and threats are reported to occur in the first six months of the year. Table 2 shows that in England 30%. in Scotland



Table 2 The Derivation of Bounding and Memory Decay Estimates and a Correction Factor for Assault/Threat
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Table 3 
The Derivation of Bounding and Recency BiasMemory Decay and a Correction Factor for Burglary
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31 %, in the Netherlands 33%, and in Hong Kong 40% are reported between January and June.

As Table 3 illustrates, variation in burglary across seasons of the year is less systematic than for assaults (memory decay is less). Respondents are both less likely to forget or telescope burglary than assault. For burglary (1.29) the average ratio of the last six months of the year in comparison to the first six months is less than for assault. Both the memory decay correction and the bounding correction (Table 1) are smaller.

If the difference in percentage between the NCS and the other surveys is totally a result of differential recency bias/memory decay, than the other surveys would tend to understate crime rates relative to the U.S. for the January to June period. The average ratio of other country/U.S. assault decay is 1.74. That is the ratio of assaults in the July-December six months to the January to June six-months in four countries compared to the United States is 1.74. This is a multiplier for other countries relative to the U.S. rates for the earlier six months. Averaged over a year, this memory decay/recency bias multiplier would be 1.37.

An estimate of the combined effects of bounding which relatively decreases U.S. crime rates and memory decay which relatively increases U.S. crime rates in comparison to any other countries is given by the ratio of the bounding correction/memory decay correction. Thus. NCS crime rates for assault should be multiplied by an estimated 1.47 to derive rates that are methodologically similar to those of four other surveys. Similarly, the burglary ratio is 1.41. Therefore, NCS crime rates for burglary should be multiplied by an estimated 1.41 to derive rates that are methodologically similar to those of the four other surveys.10 These ratios – 1.47 for assault and 1.41 for burglary – are applied to the NCS as adjustment factors in Figures 3 and 4.




Assaults and Threats, Robbery, and Burglary

Table 4 presents a summary of the coverage of each of these crimes as used in this report. For those countries that ask separately about robbery, the questions are very consistent. For assault and burglary, as the crime moves from more serious to less serious, the consistency of inclusion declines. Particularly significant differences are in the inclusion or exclusion of attempted crimes and in the inclusion of threats and robberies as assaults.

Several countries exclude attempted burglaries or burglaries where nothing is stolen. In the Netherlands. Sweden, and Israel, robbery is included as another form of assault. Hong Kong includes only serious assaults. Switzerland excludes assaults by persons living in the household. Perhaps the most consistent comparisons would include only attacks (either armed or unarmed) and completed burglaries of primary residences. However, for this report a wider range of crimes are included in each category.
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Figure 3. Assault/Threat Prevalence Comparative Victim Survey Estimates
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Figure 4. 
Robbery Prevalence Comparative Victim Survey Estimates






Table 4 
Summary Companion of Attacks & Threats
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For consistency, younger respondents (<15) were eliminated from the United States survey and comparisons are of prevalence per 1.000 individuals or households rather than incidence. In other words, the question asked is how many respondents per 1,000 were victims of at least one assault or threat in the reporting period and not how many assaults were committed per 1,000 respondents in the reporting year.11 Because prevalence rather than incidence is counted, all surveys use the same rule for counting serial offenses (repeated victimizations against the same person and of the same crime type) – they are counted as one victimization.12




A Preliminary Comparison of Results

Figures 3 and 4 represent a preliminary comparison of prevalence rates of victimization for assault, threat and robbery. Both unadjusted and adjusted U.S. rates are presented. U.S. rates are adjusted for the effects of bounding and telescoping.


Assault, Threat and Robbery
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Figure 5. 
Weapon Use in Homicide: Six Nation Comparison Average Annual Homicides Per Million 1983–1989. Source, Killias (1990)




Rates of violent crime vary substantially across countries (Figure 3). The rate of assault, threat, and robbery prevalence estimate in Finland (79.1) is 29 times higher than that in Hong Kong (2.70). However, the low rates in Hong
Kong, Israel, and Switzerland probably result from differences in question or method. The survey of Hong Kong only includes serious assault: however, serious threats are included. The survey of Switzerland excludes assaults by household members, and the survey of Israel probably underestimates personal crime because a household respondent is asked to recall crimes against other members of the family.

Previous research has shown rates of violence in England and Scotland to be higher than in the U.S. Dutch assault rates have increased over time and were in 1986 very similar to those of other Northern European countries and to the U.S. and Canada. Furnish and Swedish rates are taken from a survey that concentrates heavily on violent crime. Dutch, Swedish, and Finnish assault rates inclade robberies and, therefore, slightly overstate a rate comparable to the U.S. and the other surveys. With the exception of the German survey, fielding and question differences may account for some of the difference between surveys in violence prevalence rates.

Demographically, U.S. assault and threat per 1,000 respondents are, as Table 5 shows, very similar to the average of the other surveys. U.S. rates for males (51.26) and females (31.21) are quite similar to those for other countries (47.68 and 25.18). The decline in assault and threat rates from the youngest respondents to the oldest respondents is equally dramatic. Assault and threat rates for respondents over age 60 are similar in the U.S. and the average of other surveys. While injury is less common in assault and threat in the U.S. survey (28.12%) than the average of the other surveys (47.60%), weapons are more commonly present in the U.S. assault (29.27%) than the average of the other surveys that asked the question (19.74%). Guns represented 15.9% of weapons used in assault in the three surveys that explicitly asked about the presence of firearms. In the U.S. survey, a gun was present 40.90% of weapon assaults. Thus, not only were weapons more likely to be present in U.S. assaults than in other countries, but guns were more likely to be present in victimizations with a weapon.


Table 5 
U.S. Assaults and Threats Compared to the Average of Other Surveys





	Prevalence Rates per 1000

	United Slates
	Other Survey Average





	Male
	51.26
	47.68 (8)*



	Female
	31.21
	25.18 (8)



	Under 20
	144.92
	116.80 (7)



	Over 60
	10.07
	10.46 (6)



	Percent of Incidents

	
	



	Injury
	28.12
	47.60 (6)



	Weapon
	29.27
	19.4 (4)



	Gun or Weapon
	40.90
	15.91 (3)






* Number of Countries with Information Available








Robbery

In all countries investigated, rates of robbery (Figure 4) are far lower than those of assault or burglary. The Canadian rate is highest (13.58). However, the United States prevalence rate of robbery (7.31 per 1,000) is probably higher than that of the other countries that explicitly asked about robbery (avg. 4.01 per 1,000). Question coverage is nearly identical in the surveys. While it was not possible to adjust for recency bias and bounding, the adjustment is not likely to be large because of the seriousness of the crime. Serious crimes are both less likely to decay or to be effected by bounding. U.S. robbery rates for both males (8.75) and females (6.09) are higher than the average of the other countries (5.56 and 4.77). The fall off in risk of robbery with age is very similar in the U.S. and the average of other countries (Table 6).


Table 6 
U.S. Robberies Compared to the Average of Other Surveys





	Prevalence Rates per 1000
	United States
	Other Survey Average





	Male
	8.75
	5.56 (5)*



	Female
	6.09
	4.77 (5)



	Under 20
	13.66
	15.29 (5)



	Over 60
	2.92
	1.77 (5)



	Percent of Incidents

	
	



	Injury
	37.44
	43.73 (4)



	Weapon
	46.26
	32.87 (4)



	Gun or Weapon
	39.04
	15.30 (3)








* Number of Countries with Information Available



The robbery pattern of injury and weapon use is similar to that in assault. While the rate of injury to U.S. robbery victims is not exceptionally high, the rate of weapon use (46.26%) and especially the rate of gun use (18.06%) is much higher than the average of the other countries that asked the question (32.87% weapon use, 2.56% gun use). Thirty-nine percent of all weapons used in robbery in the U.S. were guns compared to 15.30% of all weapons used in three other countries.

The relatively small differences in violence between the United States and other industrialized societies in these survey comparisons contradicts common sense. Common sense, however, may be derived from studies of lethal violence, a crime that is never included in victim surveys. As reported by Killias (1990), using police reports (Figure 5), U.S. rates of homicide far exceed those of other countries. Of the six nations studied, the average U.S. homicide rate from 1983— 1986 was three times as high as Canada’s and eleven times that of England and Wales. Attributing this solely to the availability of guns is incorrect. While the U.S. gun homicide rate far exceeds that of the other countries, the U.S. non-gun homicide rate is greater than the total homicide rate of any of the other five countries. Combining the current research and that of the ICS with Killias’ work on homicide, it appears that the U.S. reputation for criminal violence is primarily derived from lethal violence and that these high levels of lethal violence include both gun and non-gun inflicted deaths.




Burglary

United States’ burglary prevalence rates are among the highest in the survey (Figure 6); however, several countries have nearly equivalent rates. Of countries with lower rates, some cover fewer types of crime (eg. the Netherlands), others (eg. Switzerland) may cover more crime types. How might variation between countries be explained? Perhaps there is cultural variation in opportunities and guardianship. While many U.S. burglaries occur during the day in unguarded homes, in other countries, where women are less likely to be paid workers, homes are more likely to be guarded. Similarly, while second homes are included in several surveys, it is likely that fewer Hungarians own a second home than do Swedes.

The distribution of burglary risk is somewhat different in the United States and the other countries surveyed. In all countries, the risk of burglary is greatest in the most urbanized areas (Figure 7). However, in the United States, the relationship between urbanization and burglary risk is weaker than in other countries. Suburban (39.84) areas and areas outside urban areas (SMSAs) (63.99) have about the same rate of burglary. In other countries, especially England and Scotland, burglary risk is very strongly related to living in the city centre.






Notification of the Police

Victimization surveys count both those crimes of which the police are aware and those that they are not. Therefore, most surveys ask the respondent whether or not they notified the police. The likelihood of notification of the police may be affected both by legal and cultural differences, the availability of other helping institutions, trust in the police, the definition of what is police business, and by crime seriousness. For example, a small legal change, the introduction of registration cards, resulted in a dramatic increase in the likelihood of police notification of pick-pocketing in Hong Kong. In some countries, violence occurring at home is not considered to be police business (indeed, it was excluded from the Swiss survey). In general, the probability of the police finding out about more serious crimes is greater than less serious crime. The probability of police notification of assaults is lower than robberies. Therefore, they are analyzed separately.

Table 7 includes all incidents reported in the survey. The police are more likely to learn about an assault in Hong Kong (49.19%) than in other surveys. However, the Hong Kong survey reports only on serious assaults. Of the other surveys, the
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Figure 6. Burglary Prevalence Comparative Victim Survey Estimates
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Figure 7. 
Burglary Prevalence & Urbanization Comparative Victim Survey Estimates





Hungarian survey (18.18%) reports an exceptionally low rate of notification. The police are more likely to be notified about violence in the United States (44.64%) than the average of the other surveys (32.9%). The higher rate of notification in the U.S. survey may result from the greater prevalence of weapons in U.S. violence than in other countries.


Table 7 Notification of the Police





	Contry
	Assault
	Robbery
	Burglary



	








	Canada
	30.04
	31.91
	70.45



	England/Wales
	36.16
	44.44
	62.89



	Germany
	30.36
	43.85
	52.50



	Hungary
	18.18
	33.33
	61.25



	Hong Kong
	49.19
	43.95
	32.65



	Israel
	32.00
	N.A.
	52.50



	Netherlands
	33.94
	N.A.
	89.11



	Scotland
	36.05
	66.67
	56.71



	Switzerland
	30.34
	84.15
	82.76



	Average
	32.95
	49.97
	62.13



	United States
	44.64
	56.61
	51.31







Notification of robbery varies from 31.91% in Canada to 84.15% in Switzerland. The U.S. rate of robbery notification was 56.6% in comparison to an average of 50.5% for other countries. However, the number of robberies against residents of countries other than the U.S. in their native country is very small and statistical variation has a large component of error. Only burglaries where the criminal entered a home are included in the Dutch survey; therefore, it is not surprising that police notification is higher in the Netherlands (89.11%) than other countries. The rate of police notification in the U.S. (51.31 %), is slightly below that for the average of other countries which include both completions and attempts (63.71%). Variation in notification may result from differences in insurance coverage or the proportion of attempts and completions. Some of these differences could be analyzed using the available surveys.




Summary

Although all victim surveys have the same origin – the National Crime Survey of the United States – and ask similar questions, comparisons between surveys are difficult and must be made with extreme caution. Comparison of the United States’ NCS and other national victim surveys is especially difficult. Among the differences that make comparison difficult are the following.


Methodological Differences


Sample size

These varied from 2,500 to more than 60,000. Estimates made from smaller samples have much greater confidence intervals and standard errors for rate and percentage estimates than larger samples. An advantage of the International Crime Survey is that sample sizes are approximately the same; however, all are small.




Period of recall

The NCS asks about victimization in the last six months. Most other surveys ask for victimizations in the last year. This results in recency bias or memory decay that tends to over estimate U.S. victimization rates in contrast to those of other countries.




Bounding method

The NCS has an absolute bound, each address being included in a panel for three and one-half years. Victimizations are bounded by the most recent previous survey. Other surveys are bounded only in the respondent’s mind and sometimes by the New Year. The less precise bounding of the other surveys tends to result in external telescoping that over-estimates victimization rates in other countries in comparison to the U.S.




Sampling Frame

Who is to be excluded and included, while not a major topic of this report, may affect rates of victimization. The NCS includes residents of institutions such as dormitories, has both English and Spanish versions, and includes both citizens and non-citizens. All of these groups are excluded from some of the surveys. They may have higher levels of victimization than persons included in the sampling frame. For this project, only respondents aged 15 or 16 and older are included..






Question Differences


Coverage

This concerns both the range of crimes that are included and those acts that are excluded. While in general questions appear similar, significant differences exist between countries. For example, among possible inclusions or exclusions in burglary are attempted break-ins, commercial crime, crimes in garages and other out-buildings, crimes in second homes, and successful break-ins during which nothing was stolen.




Language and Translation

The cultural meaning of the same act may vary from country to country. U.S. common usage does not differentiate between robbery and burglary. The NCS is careful to include victimizations which result from screening questions other than the one intended, but other surveys are not (Dodge, 1985). English and Scottish surveys, on the other hand, using a very complex set of coder decisions, are very careful in defining specific crime categories.








Concluding Remarks

Any comparison of United States’ victimization rates based upon the National Crime Survey and the national crime surveys of other countries must be made very cautiously; however, U.S. robbery rates are probably higher than most other countries. Household burglary rates are high, but so are those of several other countries. U.S. prevalence rates of assault and threat are relatively low in comparison to countries that have similar coverage. However, both for assault and robbery, U.S. levels of weapon use, especially of guns, is much higher than that of the few other countries that asked the question. Based on Killias, United States’ rates of lethal violence far exceed those of other countries. The U.S. rate of either gun or non-gun lethal violence exceeds the total rate of lethal violence for the other countries studied.

It is possible to control for some methodological, language and questionnaire differences in national victim surveys. In this report, bounding and recall, age of respondent, and the handling of series victims were taken into account. It is also possible to control for or at least be aware of differences in coverage.

Having worked through many comparative problems, I have concluded that comparison of national surveys other than the NCS may be possible if great caution is taken to insure similarity of coverage and fielding techniques. However, comparison of the United States NCS and that of other countries requires too many assumptions and adjustments. While it is possible to make these adjustments, the resultant comparisons may be believable only in a very wide range. The best comparison of victimization experience is between identical surveys with identical methodologies. These surveys have twice been successfully completed, however, the relatively small number of respondents to each survey and the differential response rates of the surveys limit comparison.




Appendix A

Methodological Summary of the Surveys Used for this Analysis


	Country: Canada

	Survey Title: General Social Survey

	Administration History 1 Cvcle

	Year Used 1987

	People Interviewed 9870

	Households Interviewed 9870

	Response Rate 83%

	Fielding Techniques cati

	Period Covered 1 year

	Bounding Technique Jan/Feb interviews



	Country: England/Wales

	Survey Title: British Crime Survey

	Administration History 1981, 1983,1987, 1990

	Year Used 1987

	People Interviewed 5146

	Households Interviewed 5146

	Response Rate 74%

	Fielding Techniques in house interview

	Period Covered 1 year

	Bounding Technique Jan/Feb interview



	Country: Federal Republic of Germany (BADEN/WURTENBERG)

	Survey Title: Comparative German-American-Hungarian Viet. Survey

	Administration History once

	Year Used 1981

	People Interviewed 2252

	Households Interviewed 2252

	Response Rate 64%

	Fielding Techniques mailed

	Period Covered one year

	Bounding Technique from date of interview



	Country: Finland

	Survey: Title Safety of Finnish Life

	Administrative History 1980,1988

	People Interviewed 14,000

	Households Interviewed Not Applicable

	Response Rate 87%

	Fielding Technique

	Period Covered one year

	Bounding Technique from date of interview



	Country: Hong Kong

	Survey Title: Crime and its Victims in Hong Kong 1989

	Administration History 1978,1981,1986, 1989, 1991

	Year Used 1986

	People Interviewed 55437

	Households Interviewed 17819

	Response Rate 99%

	Fielding Techniques house to house

	Period Covered 1 year

	Bounding Technique early January inter.



	Country: Hungary (BARAYANA)

	Survey Title: Concealed Victimization in Barayana (Hungary)

	Administration History Once

	Year Used 1981

	People Interviewed 2446

	Households Interviewed 2446

	Response Rate 73%

	Fielding Techniques mailed

	Period Covered 1 year from int date

	Bounding Technique from date of survey



	Country. Israel

	Survey Title: Victimization of Households in Israel

	Administration History 1979, 1981,1987

	Year Used 1987

	People Interviewed 5964 Non-Jewish households excluded

	Households Interviewed 5964 Representing 20496 individuals

	Response Rate unknown

	Fielding Techniques in house interview

	Period Covered 1 year

	Bounding Technique from date of interview



	County: The Netherlands

	Survey Title: Victims of Crime

	Administration History Annual/Bi-annual since 1975 Year Used 1986

	People Interviewed 9502

	Households Interviewed 9502

	Response Rate 63%

	Fielding Techniques in house interview

	Period Covered 1 year

	Bounding Technique given in Jan/Feb



	Country: Scotland

	Survey Title: Scottish Crime Survey

	Administration History 1981,1988 Year Used 1981

	People Interviewed 5031

	Households Interviewed 4255

	Response Rate 81 %

	Fielding Techniques in house interview

	Period Covered 1 year

	Bounding Technique Jan/Feb interview



	Country: Sweden

	Survey Title: Annual Survey of Living Conditions

	Administration History Yearly since 1975

	Year Used 1988

	People Interviewed 11841

	Households Interviewed 11841

	Response Rate 83%

	Fielding Techniques In house interview

	Period Covered 1 year

	Bounding Technique one year from interview



	Country: Switzerland

	Survey Title:

	Administration History 1984 Fr. 1986 Ger/It

	Year Used 1984 French/1986 Ger/lt

	People Interviewed 6500

	Households Interveiwed 6500

	Response Rate 65%

	Fielding Techniques CATI

	Period Covered 1 year/life/6 years

	Bounding Technique Jan interview



	Country: United States

	Survey Title: National Crime Survey (NCS)

	Administration History Continuous from 1973

	Year Used 1987

	People Interviewed 97600

	Households Interviewed 48400

	Response Rate 93%

	Fielding Techniques in pers/tele/cati

	Period Covered 6 months

	Bounding Technique since last panel





Notes

1. This project is funded under Bureau of Justice Statistics Contract OJP-89-M-014. The project reflects the author’s analysis not that of the Bureau of Justice Statistics or that of the many agencies and individuals who supplied information for the comparison.

2. A project involving studies of so many countries would not be possible without the help of many collaborators. I would like to thank the following, my co-workers for this comparison.
Data Coordinators and Researchers:
Canada, Roger Boe: England/Wales. Patricia Mayhew and Wesley Skogan: Germany. Harald Arnold: Hong Kong, K.S. Lau; Hungary, Lazio Korinek; Israel. Giore Rahav; The Netherlands, Marianne Junger. Scotland, Douglas Payne: Sweden. Joachim Vogel and Lars Hall; Finland, Kauko Aaroma: Switzerland. Martin Killias; The United States (ICPSR), Spencer Pricenash and Victoria Schneider.
Translators:
Venezuela, Jesus Gonzalez: France and Switzerland, Michelle Pagnol; Hungary, Lia Hoffman-Irwin.
Assistance at Loyola:
Gayle Hoopaw, Jing Xhang, David Gabrovich.
Finally, thànks go to Wesley Skogan for his continued support and to Carol Kalish of BJS for suggesting that I undertake the project.

3. The difference between a bounded and unbounded household is not absolute. A household is considered bounded if the address is bounded. However, over three and a half years, occupants of many addresses change. The surveys of new residents are considered to be bounded although they in fact are not as clearly indicated by the much higher levels of victimization reported by these respondents in their first interview. See Roman and Sliwa (1980) and Cantor (1989).

4. An additional advantage of the NCS panel interview methodology is a smoother distribution of crimes throughout the year in comparison to countries where a survey is asked only during a limited time period. Recency bias is greatest for the last month. If that month can occur in any quarter of the year, the monthly distribution will be smoother than if all questionnaires were administered during the same two or three weeks.

5. Panel bias: The reduction in reported crimes with each re-interview was an unexpected problem created by the NCS technique. Either behavioural changes or conditioning to the survey results in the number of crimes reported declining with each re-interview.

6. Included as unbounded surveys were those new to the panel and those old addresses with a new household.

7. While calculated somewhat differently, these are very similar to Murphy and Cowan (1976).

8. These estimates are based on the surveys administered in February 1985 covering the previous six months. All addresses not included in the survey before and all households noi surveyed before are considered to be unbounded.

9. The surveys used for this analysis are the 1981 England/Wales and Scottish surveys, NCS/VRS survey, and the Dutch survey of 1984.

10. No correction was possible for robbery because of the few number of occurrences of this crime outside the United States.

11. Prevalence rates were not available for Hong Kong for this preliminary report.

12. Because of the treatment of series crimes, estimates presented here will differ from those of published reports.
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Part II
The Causes of Vulnerability


[3]
Safe Conduct: Women, Crime, and Self in Public Places*

CAROL BROOKS GARDNER, Indiana University


In this essay, 1 paint a portrait of women in public places and their concerns with crime prevention, based on a survey of the literature and in-depth interviews with women. I argue that there is a situatkmally appropriate self that crime-prevention advice literature suggests women adopt and that women attempt to adopt This situated self, however, is sometimes constrained by the general character of public places and by the particular character of the belief system that women have and that the literature recommends with regard to crime prevention. In particular, I view normative beliefs about crime prevention as a ‘rhetoric “that involves negative contingencies for the woman’s situated self in public, including frequent reliance on others, self-profanation, and lengthy or consuming preparations.





 Being bom a woman is my awful tragedy…. Yes, my consuming desire to mingle with road crews, sailors and soldiers, barroom regulars—to be part of a scene, anonymous, listening, recording—ail is spoiled by the fact that I am a girl, a female always in danger of assault and battery. My consuming interest in men and their lives is often misconstructed as a desire to seduce them, or as an invitation to intimacy. Yes, God, I want to talk to everybody I can as deeply as I can. I want to be able to sleep in an open field, to travel west, to walk freely at night.

Sylvia Plath, The Journals of Sylvia Plath, 1950–1962, written at the age of nineteen



Women have different experiences in public places than do men, particularly when they appear alone. Belying the U.S. middle-class ideal of an egalitarian etiquette for public places (Goffman 1963, 1971), analysis of actual conduct shows that public places are dotted with contacts that evince judgments of status and discrimination no less finely tuned and expressive than those evinced in private regions (Gardner 1980, 1983, 1988). Although many social categories receive treatment in public places demonstrably different from the expected norms of middle-class etiquette (people with disabilities, children, gay people, and ethnic minorities are among these), the situation of women in public is striking. Women may have made considerable progress in occupation, education, and home life; yet in public places they are regularly subject to inferior treatment by men in the form, for instance, of catcalls, evaluative “compliments,” and verbal contacts that subtly go astray when gender, not the business at hand, becomes a topic (Gardner 1980, 1983, 1988, 1989).

Besides these routine ways that women can experience public places differently from men, there is the more dramatic case of crime in public. Researchers remark that, though men experience crime in higher numbers, women report greater fear of crime (Balkin 1979; Brown, Flanagan, McLeod 1984; Clemente and Kleiman 1977; Dubow 1979; Riger and Gordon 1981). The place of gender-role expectations in this difference is crucial (Hindelang, Gottfredson, and Garofalo 1978; Janoff-Bulman and Frieze 1987; Maxfield 1984). In public, fear of rape is a cardinal fear for women (Riger and Gordon 1981), since public places are the sites for most stranger rape (Ledray 1986). Women are never sure which of a man’s activities arc precursors to rape or other crime, and commonly class together any public harassment with public harassment preceding rape or other crimes (Grahame 1985; Kelly 1987). Popular advice and folk wisdom also can influence women’s conduct in public, the way they are perceived, or the way they perceive themselves (Heath 1984; Brunvand 1981; Wachs 1988). Women’s alleged responsibility for their own victimization has led them to define part of their task as “becoming streetwise,” “taking necessary precautions,” and “preventing crime” (S. Edwards 1987; Radford 1987).1

In this paper, I discuss the character of advice to women with regard to crime prevention in public and the character of women’s beliefs about crime-preventive behavior. My goal is conjecture about women’s situation. In addition to my own experience, I use two types of empirical materials to illustrate this essay: first, a review of the popular literature about crime prevention for women written in the last twenty years; and second, a set of 25 in-depth interviews with women about crime in public. I argue that the nature of both advice and experience is importandy related to possibilities for communication in public places in U.S. culture generally. For women, both advice and experience combine to affect the particular incarnation of the self appropriate to the situation of being in public places—a socially situated self, as Goffman defines it (1963:112).

This situated self appropriate to public places is supported, in addition to other elements, by various sets of strategies of presentation and impression management that may be thought of as rhetorics (Ball 1967). A rhetoric, sociologically speaking, is a “vocabulary of limited purpose,” whose set of symbols communicates a particular set of meanings directed and arranged to present a specific impression. These vocabularies are visual and verbal and they may appeal to other senses as well (Ball 1967:296). Such a rhetoric serves to legitimize and neutralize what otherwise might be seen as deviant (Ball 1967). In particular, women who wish to prevent crime in public are encouraged to take up a typical rhetoric that imputes limited competence. Correspondingly, the situated self they are encouraged to present is characterized by this rhetoric, which connotes ineptness rather than skill apprehension rather than ability, a self debased rather than revered. My goal is not to judge the advice literature or my informants’ activities as wise or unwise, but to contemplate the type of self that they can foster in women and suggest how the activities of that self can be played out given the general character of public places.

I begin by discussing the empirical materials I use here, then specify some pertinent general features of communication in public places, features I later suggest are at variance with the advice rhetoric aimed at helping prevent crime. Next, I discuss three elements of the rhetoric of limited competence offered to crime-conscious women in public. Finally, I describe how rhetorical strategies contribute to the situated selves women and men present In public and help to sustain the informal social control of public places.


Empirical Materials

The empirical materials I use to illustrate this essay come from two sources: a survey of popular literature directed toward women about crime prevention, and interviews with 25 women residents of Santa Fe, New Mexico in 1987.

I read all articles listed in Reader’s Guide to Periodical Literature for the period 1970–1989 involving self-defense, crime prevention, women and crime, and women and rape and assault. Under similar headings and titles, I also read all books listed in Books in Print for the period 1965–1989, extending the period to gain more authors and perspectives.

This literature, perhaps partly the congealing of a folklore already in place, itself reveals gender stereotypes even in its broad dimensions. For example, there continue to be many books and articles directed to women in the name of street crime prevention. There is no complementary male-directed literature: when crime-prevention books for men are written, they are on self-defense skills. Some advice books for women are simply directed to the men who, it is assumed, will be their teachers (Tegner, 1965:201–16).

Though there is also a general non-gender-specific literature on crime prevention and self-defense, the subset of literature directed at women stands apart in the extremity of measures advised. The asymmetry may be sound: perhaps any street harassment is more traumatic for women, who express more fear of crime in the first place; there is certainly no equal for men of women’s generalized fear of rape.

Of course, I can claim no causal relationship here between these particular articles and the feelings and actions of informants with whom I spoke. Instead, I use the literature as a body of normative beliefs about women, crime, and conduct in public places. It represents what is available for, not necessarily what is taken up by, women in the culture. It is a remarkably consistent body of beliefs at that. It is also one that, in general, my informants said they knew.

The women I interviewed were from Santa Fe, New Mexico, a small but cosmopolitan city of some 52,000 residents. The interviewees were all middle-class. I interviewed these 25 women as part of a larger project studying gender behavior in public places that involved, ultimately, interviews with nearly one hundred women. I approached these 25 informants in various public places in the city, often as a tag-end to a casual conversation, greeting, or service encounter, and asked them if they would be willing to be interviewed. No woman refused, but the resulting pool is, of course, a convenience sample rather than one systematically representative of the women of the city, much less of U.S. women as a whole. Had I used a sample of poor minority women living in high-crime areas, for example, I would probably have culled a more explicit shared set of folk wisdom in response to sure, not likely, crimes, and a more extreme set of responses in terms of weaponry. Certainly, too, such a sample would have had more direct experience as crime victims. They might also have expressed a set of strategies for dealing with crime similar to those of their male counterparts.

The interviews were freeform and in depth, concentrating on public places as possible sites for crime. I asked informants about their perceptions of crime in public places in the city; their experience with crime, with near-crime, and with events they did not think of as crime but were nevertheless distasteful. I asked about their understandings of what to do in case of street crime and whether they ever had put these beliefs into practice. I also asked about their sources of information.

Interviews lasted from one to 3 1/2 hours; the average interview was about two hours. Twenty of the 25 women had Anglo surnames, and five had Hispanic surnames. For the most part, these were young women: 16 were between 20 and 35, seven were between 36 and 45; only two were over 60. Twelve were married or living with a man. Six had had formal self-defense training, either in a women’s self-defense class or through classes in martial arts; two others had attempted to train themselves in self-defense through books or videos; all but one identified themselves as purposive readers of literature on women and self-defense in, for example, newspapers and women’s magazines. Three women identified themselves as victims of crime: one was a rape survivor; two others had experienced home robberies.




The Self and Communication in Public Places

As an arena for face-to-face interaction, communication between strangers in public places exhibits some general characteristics that are distinct from communication between acquaintances in public and from much communication in private places. This constellation of characteristics shapes possibilities for interaction that do and can occur, not only for women interested in preventing crime but for all other citizens as well.

In what follows, I briefly sketch the communication characteristics most relevant to the situation of the woman and crime prevention in public places. This communication influences what Goffman has spoken of as the situated self appropriate to public places. With situated self, Goffman implies a self as something constituted according to the social situation of the moment, rather than as any stable, trans-situational possession. A self is, in effect, loaned to its putative owner and defined in part by the social control requirements of particular situations (Goffman 1961:149–52). In problematic social situations, the relevant self develops strategies for coping that can be expresseed as rhetorics. Yet these rhetorics will be modified by the nature of communication possible or thought proper to social situations. Thus, any rhetoric involving crime prevention will be modified by the character of communication possible and thought proper in a particular setting.


Communication Characteristics

Communicative acts between individuals in public are heavily appearance dependent. That is, they rely on appraisal of the physical look, manner, nonverbal communication, and dress of the other—what Goffman has referred to as an appreciation of “body idiom” (Goffman 1963:33–34). It is understood that, all other things being equal, the citizen will attempt to give the best possible appearance in public.2 Public places function as front regions (Goffman 1973:107–23), where performances are expected to be cut and polished, where impressions of proper decorum are expressed by adhering to more formal standards of dress, permissible sound levels, and prescribed activities and attitudes. In this way, an etiquette manual will tell a woman that the way she looks in public signifies “the way she wants to be seen by the world” (Geng 1971:76–77), and all citizens will be advised to restrict conspicuous activities such as kissing and smoking (Vanderbilt 1972:246–47, 316–18).

With only appearance to rely on, however, inescapable stereotypy results, as, for example, when a Korean-American in a black neighborhood is the object of catcalls that recapitulate stereotypes of Asian Americans (Navarro 1990), or a black who enters a Korean-American business experiences behavior reflecting stereotypes of blacks (Sims 1990). Or a citizen sometimes feels strangers fix reliably on blatant symbols of a status peripheral to the “real” self, as when a woman using an electric wheelchair says strangers bypass usual greetings to offer remarks on her chair (Gardner 1990).

Clearly, appearance dependence favors those whose appearance connotes statuses held in high regard; with regard to crime, it favors those taken stereotypically to be no easy victims or who can manipulate appearance to suggest strength or imperviousness to assault. Using traditional stereotypes, women will be seen by strangers as less capable of retaliation than men. As aspiring criminals will have to depend on judgments of appearance to select prospective victims, so those who seek to escape victimization must depend on assessment of strangers’ appearance and manipulation of their own in order to avoid crime. One way to cope with crime in public therefore will be to develop an array of behavioral strategies that are also appearance dependent; alternatively, people will curtail others’ visual access in order to prevent being judged a suitable target. The latter tack is taken in a small way by donning sunglasses that foil, among other things, a criminal judging one fearful and therefore an easy mark; similarly, a car may be used as a visual shell to both stymie appraisal of one’s vulnerability and provide a physical baffle to intrusion.

Implicitly, then, in public the visual channel is preferred as an avenue of communication. A corollary of this appearance dependence is that silence is normative and speech between strangers is routinized and brief, and, aside from certain heavily scripted greetings or comments on the weather, is to be stimulated only by unusual circumstances. If talk is limited, routine, and warranted, then the citizen who fears crime will have no ordinary way to ascertain who is, and who is not, a potential foe—nor will seeming and actual foes have clear ways in which to make their identities less ambiguous.

Communication in public between strangers is also typically transitory; i.e., it is relatively fleeting compared to communication between acquaintances or communication in private places. It is also typically episodic: Face-to-face communication between strangers is interspersed with vacuum periods where contact is neither made nor attempted.
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Percent Distribution of Assauls over Quarters of Year
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Jub-Dec/Jan-Jun = Decay

116 233 223 200 153

Avg Assault Decay other than US 2.02

Ratio Assault Decay in Other/US = 1.74
Therefore. must multiply rate in first six months by 1.74 1o derive a comparable rate to U.S.
Approx Multiplier over the year /.37

U.S. Bound effect Assault: the Ratio of Bounded to Unbounded Assault Rates (Table One) 2.0/
Ratio US Bound Muliplier/Ave Memory Decay Multiplier = 1.47
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A. The Relationship of Fear of Crime and Risk of Victimization

High Medium Low
Crime Area Crime Area Crime Area
Fear of Crime Indes
Low  (0-4) n% 39% 54%
Medium (5-11) 33 31 27
High (12+) 47 30 19
(528) (510) (500)

Xt = 140.921, 4 d.f, p < .001

B. The Relationship of Fear of Crime to Estimate of Neighborhood Safety!

Less Safe About More Safe
‘Than Most Average Than Most
Fear of Crime Index
Low  (0-4) 13% 3% 51%
Medium (s-11) 32 35 24-
High  (124) 58 35 20

X = 183.534, 4 d.f, p < .001
1 Based on an index of the respondent’s estimate of the likelihood that various crimes
occur in his neighborhood, compared to most other areas.
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A. The Relationship Between Concern About Crime and Index of Commitment to Existing
Social Order

Low Medium High
Commitment Commitment Commitment
Concern About Crime
Crime Not Most
Serious Problem 8% 72% 60%
Crime Is Most
Serious Problem 19 28 40
(453) (s518) (s37)

X! = 53.585, 2 d.f,, p < .00r

B. The Relationship Between Concern About Crime and Attitudes About Racial Change

Strongly  Mildly Mildly  Strongly
Approve of Approve of  Inconsis- Disapprove Disapprove
Racial Racial tent of Racial  of Racial
Change  _ Change Views Change _Change
Concern About Crime
Crime Not Most
Serious Problem 8% 7% 72% 64% 8%
Crime Is Most
Serious Problem 13 30 28 36 42
(91) (112) (95) (176) (232)

X! = 26.177, 4 d.f., p < .001
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A. The Relationship Between Fear of Crime and Concern About Crime*

Crime Most Crime Not Most
Serious Problem Serious Problem
Fear of Crime Indes
Low Fear (0-1) 20% n%
(2-3) 4 0
(4-5) 1 9
(6-7) 8 10
(8-9) n 10
(10-11) 6 6
(12-13) 7 7
High Fear (14+) 23 26
(446) (1,055)
X* = 8.582, 7 df,, N.S.

1 “Don't Know" and “No Answers" excluded from calculations in all tables.

B. The Relationship Between Concern About Crime and Risk of Victimization

High Medium Low
Crime Area _Crime Area Crime Area
Concern About Crime
Crime Not Most Serious Problem 74% 7% 6%
Crime Most Serious Problem 26 29 3
(515) (s01) (492)

X? = 7.468, 2 dS., p < .05

* Six items on the list were excluded from the index cither because they did not apply
to all of the respondents (for example, rape) or because they were unrelated to others on
the list (for example, unfair arrest). The eight items that remained were highly inter-
related with gammas of .6 or above.
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