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INTRODUCTION

The four enclosed papers constitute the special report to the Solicitor General of Canada from
the Centre for Criminological Research at the University of Alberta. The initial agreement stated that
the special investigation would involve fear of crime and the elderly. As can be seen from the contents,
the first paper, in fact, deals directly with that problem. Subsequent papers, however, have broadened
the focus of the fear investigation. The research took us to topics which include social psychological
variables (i.e. loneliness), coping mechanisms, and perception of social diversity. In each case, age
played a major explanatory role.
As will be realized from a reading of the papers, the common thread lies in the topic of fear of
crime, rather than in the data base or variables utilized. Each paper may stand on its own. Wider
distribution of the information contained herein should occur upon publication of the papers. Two of
the papers are currently scheduled for publication, while revised versions of the other two are "in
submission". The collection will, we hope, contribute to the growing literature on fear of crime.
We are grateful to the Solicitor General of Canada' Contributions Grant for supporting this
work.

Centre for Criminological Research
Department of Sociology
University of Alberta

June 1984

SIGNIFICANT OTHERS AND FEAR OF CRIME AMONG THE ELDERLY

Leslie W. Kennedy

Robert A. Silverman

DEPARTMENT OF SOCIOLOGY

CENTRE FOR CRIMINOLOGICAL RESEARCH
THE UNIVERSITY OF ALBERTA
October, 1982

Forthcoming: International Journal of Aging and Human Development. Partial support for
this research was provided by the Solicitor General of Canada Contributions Grant.

In this research, the relationship between social and physical isolation, police contact
and fear of crime in the elderly is explored.
The traditional view of aging is of a gentle and positive experience. As old age
approaches, one enters the "golden years" in which one qualifies for a wide variety of benefits

(1). Increased leisure time, freedom from daily routines, decreased stress, and a new status as
"senior citizen" are some of the bonuses of aging and retirement. This positive view of aging
must be contrasted, however, with some of the negative aspects of advancing years. Reduced
income, declining health, boredom, as well as an increase in social and physical isolation are
only some of the problems that plague a large proportion of our elderly population (2,3,4).
On reaching retirement, regular social contact is cu rt ailed in a gradual withdrawal from
society. While the voluntary aspect of disengagement has been widely disputed (5,6), it is clear
that some disengagement does occur. With disengagement comes physical and social isolation.
This isolation leads to a high incidence of fear of crime (7).
Some writers have suggested that fear of crime is premised on previous victimization
(see 8,for example). However, while the elderly are the least likely to be victimized (9,10,11),
they fear crime more than any other group (12). So, it is suggested that the elderly have a high
level of fear without the experience of crime.
The isolation of the elderly may well help to explain their low levels of victimization. As

Hindelang, et al. (7) point out, their travel away from home and other activities are limited.
The elderly may deter would be burglars simply by being at home and, of course, the less they
are on the streets, the less they are ready targets for crime (13). At the same time, as pointed
out above, fear of crime is high for the elderly because of their isolation from others.
What we have is a confused picture of low contact with crime, high isolation, and high
levels of fear among the elderly. Part of this confusion derives from previous work comparing
the elderly with other age groups. Studied by themselves, we should be able to clarify the
importance of contact with crime and isolation from others on raising and lowering fear. What
sustains fear, if not contact with crime? Are the elderly who are less physically isolated less
fearful even though they risk higher levels of contact with crime. Are the elderly who are less
socially isolated less fearful, even though they may be physically isolated because of geographic
2

distance from family and friends?
In order to best understand these issues, it is important for us to first understand the
conditions under which fear arises and the changing conditions of the North American urban
environment which lead the elderly to feel vulnerable to crime.

Review of the Literature

Mindel (14) points out that of the increasing numbers of elderly in our society, higher
numbers than ever are women living alone (see also, 13). It is this group which is most likely to
express fear of crime (15,16,17). The fearful individual may have this fear further heightened
by the residential context in which she/he is living (18). Lawton and Yaffe (19) and Braungart,
et al., (17) report that duration of residence is positively correlated with fear, that is, the
longer one is a resident of a particular area, the greater the fear. In addition, people who live in
single family homes find that they are more susceptible to crime on the street than do those
living behind security doors in high rise developments (17).
The social heterogeneity of a neighbourhood also affects fear. Increased social mix in a
neighbourhood puts the elderly among people who are different from them in terms of age and
age differentiation raises fear (20). This finding has special significance for our discussion as it
has been found that the greater the level of social heterogeneity, the lower the level of social
interaction and social support for people in an area (21).
A related factor affecting the level of fear is the elderly's view of community resources
to fight crime (22,23). When asked what should be done about crime, the elderly often respond
that the size of the police force should be increased and there should be stricter punishment for
criminals (24). The elderly are very aware of the role of the police in dealing with crime and,
like all other age groups, would call them as their first response to crime (25). It is not clear,
however, that police are seen as "protectors" so that fear of crime diminishes with a positive
evaluation of the police.
The findings reported above take on special importance in light of a trend reported by
Lopata (26) that, among elderly widows, there is a strong demand to maintain social and
3

geographical autonomy from the inierference of kin and friends. Autonomy takes the form of
living in their own homes, usually by themselves. The elderly in question are found in inner city
areas populated with people who are new to the neighbourhood and whom the elderly consider
strangers (27). The search for autonomy often occurs at a time when kin (especially women)
are finding the commitments to their immediate family and their careers preclude providing
adequate time to care for their elderly relatives (3).
Some elderly, then, are faced with a situation where the protectors that they need in
their neighbourhoods are not available and may actually be replaced with what they view as
threats. Also, kin often live too far away to provide immediate protection and they may not be
relied on to aid the elderly while they revover from the consequences of crime, leaving the
elderly vulnerable to institutionalization (20). The desire to maintain an autonomous life style
confronts the pressure from others, whether directly or indirectly, to abandon their risky way
of life. There is evidence that discussion with others of crime rate and victimization in
neighbourhoods raises levels of fear (28). Faced with the dangers of unsafe streets and the
perception of lost protectors, the elderly who wish to continue to live in their homes, may end
up paying for this choice through increased social isolation and higher levels of fear.
The questions to be addressed in the following analysis relate to identifying the factors
which make up the fearful individual and the role that significant others play in mediating that
fear. Specifically, are the factors which define the elderly in search of their autonomy, as
outlined by Lopata (26), the same ones which define the fearful individual? Does physical
isolation contribute to this fear? Does fear vary with contact with crime? Finally, what role do
friends, neighbours, and kin play in mediating, either by raising or lowering, this fear? We will
now deal with these questions empirically using cross-sectional data from a probability survey
of elderly in a mid-size Western Canadian city.
The Study

The data reported here were collected in a study conducted in Edmonton by the
Population Research Laboratory at the University of Alberta in the Fall of 1978. This study,
4
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called the "Citizens' Concern Survey", was funded by the City of Edmonton as part of an
evaluation of social problems faced in managing the city. The city had a population of 491,359
in the Spring of 1979. According to the last Federal census (1976), 7.1 per cent of the
population of the city was 65 years and older. That figure is roughly equivalent to the
proportion of elderly in the province (7.5 per cent) but slightly below the national average of
older persons (8.7 per cent) for the same time period (29).
In the survey, a random sample was selected from a computerized list of all city
addresses enumerated in the most recent (1978) civic census. In all, 1,973 households were
selected. A 76 per cent response rate yielded a final sample of 1,439 respondent households. In
a family household chosen, either the husband or wife was eligible for interviewing. In

non-family households (i.e. any person or group of persons occupying a dwelling who did not
constitute a family) any member over 18 years of age was eligible. The final sample included 43
per cent males and 57 per cent females. This sample provides us with a detailed cross-section of
the population of the city including many different locations and living environments for
comparison. The elderly component of the sample is defined as those sixty-five and over. They
make up 9.5 per cent of the final sample or 136 respondents. In isolating the elderly from the
rest of the sample, we believe that the randomness of selection for inclusion in the sample
insures a true cross-section of the elderly in the city.

Model, Method, and Analysis
The model to be tested here (see figure 1) provides a causal ordering of factors
involved in explaining the fear of crime in the elderly consistent with the order of the research
questions outlined above. This model includes demographic variables to profile the fearful
elderly individual. It outlines, as well, the variables with intervening effects on individual
characteristics and fear. These include measures of the environment in which people live, their
social relations, their experience with crime, and their views of the police.
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1:

Model of Predictors of Fear of Crime Among the Elderly
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The model provides a way of articulating the assumptions presented in the literature
wherein certain groups come to be more vulnerable to fear based on their living conditions and
on their views of others as protectors or threats to their safety. While the model presents our
findings in a predictive fashion, we cannot really be sure that the direction of the findings
reported are as we state them. We will be using this model as a way of integrating disparate
findings in the literature in a multi-dimensional explanation of fear of crime in the elderly.
Alternative explanations for findings will be explored later in the discussion of findings.
Fear of crime is, of course, our dependent variable. This is measured by asking
respondents how safe they feel walking alone at night in their neighbourhood. Respondents
were asked to respond to this question by indicating their level of fear on a five-point scale
which ran from (1) very unsafe to (5) very safe. Other questions asking about personal safety
included in the survey dealt with safety during the day and fear from burglary. Of these
measures, the night safety question produced the most variation in response, thereby justifying
intensive analysis of this one measure. This measure has been widely used in previous research

(20). It identifies a behavioural response to a feeling of vulnerability to victimization. This
measure is appropriate for the analysis as we are focussing close attention on the role that
changing social and physical aspects of the neighbourhood have on isolation and fear.
In explaining variations in fear of crime, the model considers first the problem of
defining the social characteristics of the fearful individual. Previous research has found that
females report higher levels of fear of crime than do males (12,15,16). Also, socio-economic
status has been shown to be inversely correlated with fear, with those from lower income
groups reporting higher levels of fear (30,12). Income is measured here as total household
income. The average income of those sixty-five and over was reported 8,000 dollars compared
with 20,000 for all other age groups. This obviously does not include investments but should
provide an accurate picture of cash flow into the household on a yearly basis.

Malinchak (31) reports, in addition, that the greater the education, the less the fear of
crime. Education is measured here as a simple count of the number of years of schooling
attained. This measure allows for the inclusion of incomplete degrees, special diplomas,

7

post-degree training, and so on.
Included here, as well, are measures of physical isolation: numbers of adults in the
household and marital status. The number of adults in the household was coded as (1) one and
(2) more than one. The marital status of respondents was reduced to (I) married or common

law and (2) not married. The not married group includes single, widowed, and divorced
respondents. They have been grouped together here on the assumption that it is the lack of of
social support in the home, not the marriage itself, which is important in contributing to fear
of crime.
Marital status is included here as an indicator of isolation as it is suggested by Lopata
(26) that the unmarried (single or widowed) elderly will seek to maintain their own home and

to live by themselves.
We are interested next in the factors in the physical environment which may lead to
fear enhancement. Length of residence, type of dwelling, and age homogeneity or heterogeneity
of the neighbourhood are used here to measure the elderly's living conditions. Length of
residence is measured in years coded as (1) less than two years and (2) more than two years.
Type of dwelling is coded as (1) single family detached and (2) multiple dwelling. To measure
the perceived age heterogeneity of the neighbourhood, respondents were asked to state (1) yes
or (2) no whether people living in their neighbourhood were the same as them or different in
terms of age. Included, as well, is a measure of location of the dwelling (urban versus
suburban), as the differences in inner city areas from suburban area in terms of change over
time should create insecurity in the elderly view of the "public" world (32), all other factors
being equal. Urban, coded as (1), is defined as the area within a two mile radius of the city
center. Suburban, coded as (2), comprises the rest of the area within the city boundaries.
The basic relationship between the characteristics of the elderly and their fear, we have
argued, should be mediated by their perception of significant others as threats and protectors in
their environment. This perception is based on the actual contact (or lack thereof) with
significant others. According to Cantor, contact derives from "...a pattern of continuous or
intermittent ties and interchanges of mutual assistance that plays a significant role in
maintaining the psychological, social and physical integrity of the individual over time"
8

(33:140). The measures that are used here relate to actual social contact with those groups
which can provide protection or threat to the elderly : kin, neighbours, friends, and the police. 1
Respondents were asked whether or not they knew any of their neighbours by name and the
frequency with which they chat with these neighbours. Neighbours known is measured as (1)
many to (5) none while chatting with neighbours is measured as (1) daily to (5) never. In
addition, respondents were asked to indicate the frequency of their social contact with friends
and relatives. Respondents were asked how often they got together socially with friends and
how often they got together socially with relatives. The responses were measured as ranging
from (1) daily ;to (5) never.
Contact with crime is measured by a question which asked respondents if they had
contacted the police for any reason in the last two years. Problems of using self -reported crime
statistics versus official statistics are discussed widely in the criminology literature. There are
also wide variations reported in the nature of reporting of crimes. The poice contact variable
used here suffers from the same difficulties of reporting but it provides us with a good
indicator of the elderly's use of formal institutions in dealing with crime. The major reasons
for calling the police included burgalries, public mischief, neighborhood disturbances, and so
on. These calls would include calls as victims, as well as, calls reporting crime. This type of
global measure seems most appropriate in dealing with feelings about personal safety. Replies
were coded as (1) yes and (2) no. This measure picks up those who have been directly
victimized (a low number according to the research reported above), as well as those who called
the police to report a crime, suspicious persons, and so on.
Perception of police protection is added as a variable to provide a context for the
influence of protectors or threats on the elderly's fear of crime. Respondents were asked to rate
the level of police protection in terms of their satisfaction measured on a seven-point scale
from (1) very dissatisfied to (7) very satisfied.
Our analysis uses structural equation models estimated by ordinary least squares. In
this way we can decompose the effects of all variables in a causal model into their direct and
indirect effects (34). This allows us to examine the ways in which each variable exercises its
effects on the dependent variable, fear of crime, as well as providing an assessment of its
9

relative importance compared to other variables.

Findings

Table 1 presents the correlation matrix of the variables outlined above. Our objective
measures of physical isolation, number of adults in the household and marital status, are
strongly correlated (r= - .67). These two measures are important correlates, as well, of social
and physical dimensions of the elderly's environment. Single family dwellings contain more
adults than do multiple dwellings (r= -.55). Larger households tend to declare more income

(r= .19), reflecting perhaps the resources of two pensions or money from younger persons
living in the dwelling. Women are more likely to be found in smaller households (r= -.20) and
are more likely to be unmarried (r= .29). Larger households are likely to be long term (r= .22)
and are more likley to be found in suburban areas (r= .15).

With smaller household size, there is less awareness of neighbours (r= -.31), as well as
less contact with relatives (r= - .24). Those in smaller households view their neighbourhoods as
heterogeneous in terms of age (r= - .19). Unmarried respondents report less awareness of
neighbours (r= .30), less contact with relatives (r = .17), and heterogeneous neighbourhoods

(r= .25). A surprising finding in these results is the lack of relationship of our measures of
physical isolation with friendship and neighbour contact. These findings are especially
noteworthy in light of the fact that while increases in contact with neighbours correlate with
increases in contact with friends (r= .38), increases in awareness of neighbours does not. An
explanation of these results may be found in an examination of mean responses, where contact
with friends and neighbours appears high (X=1.5, 1.6; S.D.=0.5, 0.5, respectively).
Knowledge of neighbours, in general, and contact with relatives are much lower, in contrast

(X=2.1, 2.6; S.D. =0.8, 1.1, respectively). There is a selective form of isolation that takes
place, then, specifically in terms of the elderly's view of their neighbours and their contact with
10

TABLE 1:

1. Location
2.
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ii-
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in H.H.
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-

-

-

-

-

--

-

-

-

-

--

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

--

-

--

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-

-
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-

2

3

4

5
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-

-

-

-

-

.15

-

-

-
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-
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.07 -.04
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G. Police Protection Satisfaction

.01 .07
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Crime
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8.

Neighbours Known

9.

Chat
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-.08 -.31

with Neighbours

-.04 .07 -.27 .01
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-.02 -.24

.19

.17 -.11

-.04 -.19

.16

.25

12. Age Same
13. Sex
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15. Length
16. Income
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-.09 -.23

.09

7
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MATRI;(
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1
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-
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.05

.18
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■■■
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■■■
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.04

12

.10

.12 .05 -.12

.01 -.17 -.04

.07 -.02

.01
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kin.
Isolation relates, as well, to views of the police. The smaller the household, the more
likely the respondents are to have called the police (r= - .23). Unmarried respondents are also
more likely to have called the police (r= .15). Household size and marital status are not
correlated with police protection satisfaction. Those who have called the police are likely those
who are dissatisfied with protection (r= .30). The distinction between police use and police
protection appears again in the different effects of social contact with others on these two
variables. Contact with friends and neighbors decrease with an increase in use of police

(r= -.16, -.16, respectively). Contact with neighbours and kin, meanwhile, increase with police
protection satisfaction (r= .14, - .28, respectively). The combination of these ties confirms the
mutually supportiye nature of social contact. Do these, in turn, translate into lessening the fear
of crime?
We can confirm earlier findings about the fearful individual being female (r = - .30), a
long term resident (r= -.17), living dowtown (r= .17), and living alone (r= .18). However,
rather than living in a single family dwelling, as predicted by Braungart, the fearful individual
resides in a multiple dwelling (r= - .23). Fear is also higher in heterogenous neighbourhoods

(r= -.19). What is less clear is the direct relationship of fear with social contact and perception
of the police. Contact with friends leads to lower levels of fear (r= -.11), as does contact with
neighbours (r= - .08). Police protection satisfaction also reduces fear (r= .09). These
correlations are weak but in the expected direction. Somewhat surprising are the correlations of
fear of crime with contact with kin and police use. While the correlation of kin contact with
fear is weak (r= .05), it is in an unexpected direction. As contact with kin increases, fear of
crime increases. Also, fear is lower among those who have no contact with police versus those
who have (r= .13).
These findings point to the fearful individual reacting to his or her environment in
different ways according to types of social contact and the character of the neighbourhood.
Fear does increase with isolation. The picture of how the fearful individual may have fear
mediated through perceived protectors and threats in the environment must be reconsidered,
however, in light of the effects of kin and police contact, as well as neighbourhood mix and
12

contact with friends and neighbours, on fear. We can now move beyond simple correlations to
examine how, when we control for social contact, the descriptors of the fearful individual
pertain in predicting fear.
Table 2 presents structural equation coefficients representing steps in the model
proposed in Figure 1. The coefficient associated with a variable in the first equation in which it
appears (reading left to right) is the variable 's total effect. The differences in the coefficients
in any two adjacent columns represent the indirect effects of variables from the first column
operating through the variables added in subsequent columns. Finally, the coefficients in the
final column are direct effects of all of the variables on the dependent variable (34).

When we examine the effects of the variables in the first step of the model on fear of
crime among the elderly, we find that the strongest predictors are number of adults in the
household (p= .27) and sex of the respondent (p= - .27). The initial evidence of the importance
of physical isolation in increasing fear is supported here by the finding that decreases in the
number of people in the household increases fear. The other objective measure of isolation,
marital status, is also a good predictor of fear with those who are unmarried reporting higher
levels of fear than others (p= .18).
The strength of the predictive value of these variables on fear of crime (indicated by
the variance explained, R2 = .16) underline the importance of isolation in raising levels of fear.
When social support disappears from within the household and is coupled with low SES, greater
vulnerability ensues. Now, when we control for other factors in the environments of the
elderly, are these groups still fearful?
With the introduction of the variables related to the physical context of the
neighbourhood and the home of the respondents, we find that house type and length of
residence have the strongest effects on the fear of crime. The longer the term of residence, the
greater the fear (p= - .17). Also, multiple family house dwellers express greater levels of fear
than those living in single dwellings (p= - .20). Indirect effects of these relationships are
13

TABLE 2: PREDICTORS OF FEAR OF CRIME - STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODEL
(Standardized Coefficients)

'

1—,
.4--

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

# of Adults in N.H.

.27'

.20 ,

.20 ,

.24 ,

.24 ,

Marital Status

.18

.24'

.25'

.25'

.25'

.07

-.04

-.03

-.19 ,

- .17'

-.17'

-.17 ,

-.26 ,

-.25 ,

-.27 ,

-.27 ,

House Type

-.20 ,

-.28 ,

-.28'

-.29 ,

Length of Residence

-.17'

-.18'

-.17'

-.16 ,

Age Same

-.11

- .10

- .09

-.09

Education

-.15 ,

-.11

Income

-.17'

Sex

-.27 ,

.14'

Location

•

.12

.13'

.13 ,

Chat with Neighbours

-.08

-.07

-.07'

Socialize with Friends

-.13

-.11

-.12

Socialize with Relatives

.07

.09

.11

Neighbours Known

.00

.02

.02

.19'

.18'

Called Police

.04

Police Protection Satisfaction
R'
N=104*
' p<.05
z p<.01

.16

.25

.28

.31

.31

*Reduction from 136 to 104 respondents is due to missing data in the regression analysis.

enough to increase the value of marital status (p= .18 to p= .24) as a predictor of fear, making
this a significant relationship. These findings appear to serve as a profile of the group described
by Lopata (26). In living on their own, the unmarried elderly women are indeed experiencing
higher levels of fear. How then do the social contact variables mediate this fear, if at all?
The social contact variables add 10 per cent to the explanatory value of the model

(R2 = .03) with the major predictor the frequency of social contact with friends (p= - .13 n.s.).
While not a significant relationship, there is indication here that higher levels of friendship
contact would lead to lower levels of fear. The opposite finding, that contact with relatives
leads to higher fear, is not significant but the direction of relationship has stayed the same

(p= .07) and supports the view that kin act as threats to the elderly through their warnings of
danger from crime. There is an increasing importance of the intervening effects of house type

(p= -.20 to p= - .28) between social contact and fear. This leads to the conclusion that We are
dealing with elderly who have not remained in their home and whose contact with relatives is of
a sort that raises fear.
While an increase in police contact increases fear of crime (p= .19), the intervening
effects of socializing with relatives is strengthened slightly (p= .07 to p= .09). Actual contact
with police may lead to further anxiety by relatives over the safety of their elderly kin. This
interpretation is only speculative, however, as the kin contact variable is not significantly
related to fear. The police contact variable is significantly related to fear. Where individuals, as
described by our measures of physical isolation, have called the police, the experience raises
their expressed fear of crime. There is, in support of this, an increase here in the direct effects
of household size on fear (p= .20 to p= .24). Meanwhile, on the last step of our model, we
find that police protection satisfaction (the perception of the safety net that exists against
crime) has little impact on fear. It is actual experience with crime, not a perception of their
police capabilities, which raises fear.

Discussion and Conclusions
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In answering our initial research questions, we can conclude that the elderly group
defined by Lopata as being the most desirous of autonomy appear to be the most likely to fear
crime. Surprisingly, the actual heterogeneity of their neighbourhood does not raise this fear,
although location and type of dwelling that they live in does lead to an increase. Physical
isolation in the home raises fear of crime and this is raised further by contact with crime
measured by calling the police. Fear does not appear to be lower from contact with relative,
friends, or neighbors. Fear appears to derive specifically from a general state of isolation and
the vulnerability that accompanies this. The provocative finding of kin being potential threat s.
feelings of security, while not a significant relationship, at the same time begs further study.to
So, while the elderly may, in general, fear crime more than others there is great variation within
this group which is related to isolation and contact with crime.
We cannot conclude this research without examining alternative explanations of our
findings. While it is apparent that physical isolation correlates with fear, it is not necessarily
the case that police contact raises fear. We could propose an equally plausible explanation that
with greater isolation, higher levels of fear lead to more reliance on police. This was an
argument made at the outset of our discussion. However, this explanation does not clear up the
problem of how fear of crime is sustained. Arguing that fear leads to increased contact with kin
for support also fails to account for the source of this fear. The reinforcing role played by kin
contact in enhancing the negative effects of physical isolation on fear seems a more plausible
explanation, especially if we are to take the idea of threats and protectors seriously.
We have taken some important steps towards understanding who is the fearful
individual and what contributes to or lessens his/her fear. We have established the importance
of physical isolation combined with contact with crime in raising fear. What is still unclear how
social resources can be mustered to lower this fear. These findings point to some larger issues in
the sociological literature which could help to guide future analysis. Isolation is related to what
has been called "mastery of the environment" (35). When individuals feel a loss of control,
they are likely to feel fear. For the elderly, not only being alone, but also feeling vulnerable
through physical frailty or threat of having control removed through residential relocation may
contribute to fear. Cohn, et al. (36) suggest that lowering feelings of helplessness will lessen
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fear of crime. We need to understand, in greater detail, the factors contributing to feelings of
helplessness to better understand the role of protectors and threats in the elderly's
environments. Breaking the cycle of fear while ensuring autonomy, and reducing threat, is an
important agenda in future work with the elderly.

17

Footnotes

1. In an earlier study done on a cross-sectional sample of the same city, respondents were asked

about their concern with strangers in their neighbourhood. The people who identified strangers
from outside the neighbourhood as a problem was so low that this item was not included in this
study. The distinction between neighbours who are not in contact with respondents and
strangers deserves greater study. The high visibility of outsiders in neighbourhoods may make
them less likely to be commonly seen in residential areas and, therefore make them less of a
threat than is commonly believed (32).
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ABSTRACT

Research on fear of crime has identified several demographic correlates of fear. Most notably
age and sex are highly related to fear. The earlier research has been lacking in two aspects concerning
fear of crime. First, those studies do not take into account the influence of social psychological
variables such as satisfaction with one's environment and general feelings of loneliness as possible
determinants of fear. Second, the models used are recursive. They do not allow for reciprocal
causation in explaining the phenomena under investigation. In this paper, the authors take into
account two social psychological variables and use LI SREL modeling to place bounds on several of the
potentially reciprocal relations among the major variables associated with fear of crime.
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I. Introduction
Fear of crime has received a good deal of attention in the criminological literature in recent
years. Research interest has been sparked by both academic concern and by the social problem caused
by the fear, itself.
Much of the research has proceeded by individual hypothesis concerning the relationship
between fear and other specific variables. In a 1980 article, Peter Yin(30) attempted to broaden the
perspective on fear by offering a conceptual framework which related three major variable types to
fear. Yin suggested that the variable types were (a) "the fearful individual" (demographic
characteristics, residential locale); (b) social determinants (previous victimization, interactions about
crime, social support systems, neighborhood network); and (c) psychological determinants (perceived
ability to recuperate from .attack, perceived seriousness, perceived probability of being victimized). In
the conceptual framework as presented by Yin (30), no specific links between the variables were
demonstrated or hypothesized. That is, empirical links were assumed but were not tested.
Of the variables identified, it is fair to say that the ones about which most is currently known
are the demographic variables. Most notably, age has beeri directly related to fear of crime. (7, 11,

26,27) The most consistent finding in the literature is that women are more fearful than men- - -in fact,
women are by far the most fearful group in society.(11, 16, 19, 20) Also, findings for race, income and
education have been reasonably consistent thoughout the literature. (27)
More recently, researchers have begun to investigate some of the other elements identified by
Yin (30). Social support systems, social diversity and social isolation and their respective relationships
with fear have been investigated.(17, 26, 31)
Of the variables specified by Yin, the ones that have been least investigated are those that
involve the psychological component in fear of crime. The one area in which there seems to have been
some research involves trauma, particularly trauma to victims of sexual attack. However, this does not
directly involve fear. The psychologial components are alluded to but rarely investigated . In this paper
we explore the relationship between satisfaction, loneliness and fear of crime.

Loneliness, Satisfaction and Fear of Crime
As stated above, social isolation and its relationship to fear has been explored in the

literature.(26, 31) The more socially isolated one is, the more fearful s/he is likely to be. Loneliness is
likely to be the psychological concommitant of social isolation. People living alone are more likely to
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be lonely than people living in groups. As one 's level of loneliness increases, one 's level of fear should
increase. The relationship is, therefore, predicted in the same direction as the relationship between
social isolation and fear. Living alone leads to loneliness which in turn leads to fear.
Age has been shown to be related to social isolation therefore it too should also be related to
loneliness. Recent literature presents an interesting picture of the relationship between loneliness,
social isolation and age in terms of the direction of the relationships. In a review article, Peplau et al.

(22) indicate that the elderly are not necessarily lonely and that living alone need not be related to
loneliness.(29) Supporting this argument, Russell (24) shows that loneliness decreases slightly with age.
While the elderly may not be lonely, it is likely that those who feel lonely will feel vulnerable,
unprotected and possible targets.

Baker et al.

(7) suggest that "perceived vulnerability to

victimization...is the most important fear producing factor "(321). As loneliness is related to feelings
of vulnerability (9) loneliness should lead to fear. What complicates this issue is the fact that fear may
be the causal agent leading to the psychological state. As one's level of fear rises one may feel more
vulnerable and alone. Hence, the relationship may be better explained as reciprocal. Unfortunately,
previous research does not act as a very good guide in this matter.
In terms of satisfaction and fear Yin (31) reports that feelings of general well being relate to
fear. And while there is a good deal of literature concerning the components of, and implications of
neighborhood satisfaction, general satisfaction, and so on (6, 16, 21, 28) these works do not address
the fear issue. Being satisfied with life in general may increase levels of fear as one attempts to protect
those things (both material and corporeal) that create the satisfied state. On the other hand, crime
induced fear may reduce levels of satisfaction. That is, the more fearful one is, the less satisfied s/he
will be with their environment. It has been shown as well, that age is related to satisfaction. But here
too previous literature does not offer a clear causal direction. (21, 23)
We will explore the relationships between sex, age and number of people (as exogenous
variables) and loneliness and satisfaction as (endogenous variables). As will be seen below, the route
to this particular model is not direct. The predicted direction of relationships in the final models can be
summarized as follows. Loneliness and fear are reciprocally related, ie. loneliness leads to fear and fear
leads to loneliness. Similarly, satisfaction and fear are reciprocally related. Loneliness leads to lower
levels of satisfaction 1 Number of people in household (social isolation) leads to loneliness. Younger
people are more lonely than older people. Older people are generally less satisfied than younger people.
The relationship between gender and fear will be made clear later in the paper.
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The Study
The data for this project were drawn from the Edmonton Area Study and Winnipeg Area Study
for 1981. These are "general area surveys" conducted annually by the Population Research Laboratory
at the University of Alberta and by the Department of Sociology at the University of Manitoba. The
two cities collected parallel data in the 1981 survey. An examination of the covariance matricies for the
two cities (not illustrated) indicates that there is no reason to believe that city differences would affect
the findings. Therefore, data from the two cities are combined.
The 1981 Winnipeg population universe was designated as dwelling units that were listed in the
1980 Assessment File for the City of Winnipeg. A simple random sample of addesses for personal

interviewing was selected from a computerized list of addresses compiled by the City Planning
Department. Within the household, one eligible person was selected as the respondent for the one hour
interview. A person was eligible to be a respondent if the dwelling was his/her usual place of residence
and he/she was eighteen years of age or older. Interviewers were instructed to try to obtain an equal
number of male and female repondents within their given allotment of interviews. The final response
rate for Winnipeg was 74%. The median age of respondents was 43 years with 59% females and 41%
males. (12)
The 1981 Edmonton Area Study population universe was designated as all dwelling units that
were enumerated during the city of Edmontons annual civic census in the spring of 1980. The sampling
frame was a computerized lis't of addresses compiled by the city of Edmonton from their most recent
enumeration (1980). From the computer tape, a simple random sample of 534 addresses for personal
interviewing was selected. Eligibility and attempts to obtain equal numbers of males and females was
done in the same way as in the in the Winnipeg Area Study. The final response rate was 75%. Males
comprised 51.5% of the sample while females were 48.5%. The median age was 35 years. (1.8)
For a detailed description of the sample and the sampling procedures, see Kinzel (18) and
Currie and Thacker (12).

Method and Measures
Given the reciprocal relationships hypothesized, the most tractable methodology for handling
such relationships is LISREL. The version used in this paper is LISREL I V.(15)
The LISREL program takes a variance/covariance matrix for the modelled variables as input
and provides maximum likelihood estimates of the coefficients in a set of linear structural equations
27

among the variables. Adjustments can be made for the quality of one's indicators and an overall test
of the adequacy of one's model is provided if there are sufficient model constraints (13).

Exogenous Variables
The exogenous variables used in the final model are age and number of people living in the
household. As will be seen shortly, gender also plays an important role but does not appear in the
model as exogenous.

Endogenous Variables
Two indicators of loneliness were used in the initial models. The first indicator is a single item
which reads "Have you felt very lonely or remote from people" (in the past few weeks). This item is
scored from (1) not lonely to (5) very lonely. The second indicator is a short version of the UCLA
loneliness scale. It consists of four items and was designed specifically for survey work.(24) Claims of
high reliability and validity are made for the scale 2 . For our purposes the items are averaged. After

recoding, (1) indicates not lonely while (4) indicates loneliness.
In the case of satisfaction, two indicators were created from a seven item satisfaction scale.
The first 6 items refer to satisfaction (satisfaction 1) with: non-work activities; family life; health;
amount of time to do what one wants to do; friendships; standard of living; and job. These items are
averaged and are used as the first satisfaction indicator. The seventh item refers to general satisfaction

( "All in all, how satisfied with life are you these days") and is used as the second indicator
(satisfaction 2). Both indicators are scored from (1) very dissatisfied to (7) very satisfied.
Correlations between the two satisfaction items are reasonable while those for the two
loneliness indicators are not as good. For satisfactionl and satisfaction2 r= .449 for males and .628 for
females. For loneliness r= .394 for males and .324 for females. The reason for differentiating males
and females will be made clear below.
Fear of crime is measured through the question "How safe do you feel walking alone at night?"
The response categories are: (1)very unsafe; (2)unsafe; (3)a neutral category; (4)safe; (5)very safe.
This measure has been used often in previous research and is considered to be highly reliable and

valid.(27, 30) Skogan and Maxfield (27:56-58) report on the validity of the measure and indicate that
it measures concern about personal safety as an issue separate from issues related to social trust,
anxiety about change or racial intolerance.
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The Initial Model
In using LISREL one usually constructs a model grounded in a sound theoretical base and then
tests the theory by use of the LISREL program. The process is essentially deductive in nature. In the
current situation a complex model was developed in which many of the variables that had previously
been researched are included. Causal structural coefficients linking the psychological variables to those
that had previously been researched were included when they could be justified on theoretical grounds.
Relationships among the previously investigated variables were determined on the basis of the previous
empirical research. Finally, when reciprocal relationships seemed to be theoretically feasible, these too,
were included.
Variables encompassed by the first model were: gender, age, number of people in household,
education, marital status, socio-economic status- -as exogenous; and perceptions about crime (4
indicators) social interactions (2 indicators), satisfaction (2 indicators) psychological state (2
indicators), loneliness (2 indicators), group affiliations (1 indicator), fear (1 indicator) - -as
endogenous. The first model is neither illustrated nor discussed in this paper. It simply does not work.
All LISREL diagnostics indicate that something is wrong with the model. Despite attempts to
manipulate this model in order to remedy the errors no satisfactory solution was achieved. The likely
source of these problems will become evident below.

Using LISREL to Build Theory
After the problems with testing the model emerged, it became clear that the best appoach was
to use LISREL as a diagnostic tool. We started with a simple model that included loneliness and fear
and two of the exogenous variables: With these as a base, the model was gradually expanded first by
adding structural coefficients and later by adding variables. This is the opposite approach to the earlier
one in which we started with a complex theoretical model and attempted to simplify it to reach a
satisfactory conclusion. The change is from a deductive to inductive use of LI SREL.
We started with the two exogenous variables that are most clearly related to fear in the
literature- -gender and age. Females are consistently more fearful than males and as one ages one
becomes more fearful. In the first attempts with this model we included first loneliness then
satisfaction. During the process we examined each indicator separately. In each case, reciprocal and
reverse relationships were explored. The models were still troublesome. No matter which combination
was used, diagnostics still indicated problems.
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The next step was to go back to the theory to attempt to see if we could determine what could
be causing the unexpected results. Examination of the diagnostics indicated that many of the problems
seemed to involve the exogenous variable gender. But theory indicates this should be the best predictor
of fear. Perhaps this exogenous variable was inappropriate in some way even though the literature
showed it to be the most consistent predictor of fear. We explored this possibility by recalculating
separate covariance matrices for men and women and found, in fact, that the covariance matrix for
men was substantially different from that for women (See table 1). This was at least partially the
reason for the problems we experienced in the early complex model.
We returned to LISREL to build separate and empirically viable models for males and females.
Again the procedure was to start with a very simple model- -one exogenous variable (age or number of
people in household) and two endogenous variables (fear and either loneliness or satisfaction) and to
build on that using theoretically relevant combinations of paths.
As these models were "just identified" we could not test them. That is, there was too little
information for the program to be able to generate the X that provides a goodness of fit between the
theoretical matrix sigma and the observed matrix S. Even though no test of the model was possible we
did obtain parameter estimates that looked reasonable for the separate male and female models.
Using LI SREL inductively provides some interesting directions and unexpected findings. First,
no matter what the early (three variable) models look like, consistent differences emerge for males and
females. Male models generally indicate a relationship between age and fear of crime which usually
does not emerge for females. Second, while there are occasionally significant relationships between
loneliness and fear or satisfaction and fear these tend to be very weak. Third, the two indicators of
loneliness produce very different results for males and females and as a result never work well together
in the models. (No doubt another reason that the earlier models failed). Hence, our assumptions
about the correspondence of these two indicators are undermined. Finally, the models that best
represent these data are recursive rather than non-recursive as we predicted.
Figures 1 and 2 illustrate the best models that emerged from our efforts.
Findings

The first finding from the study is that males and females are so different in their responses
that separate models have to be built for the two gender groups.
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TABLE I

Variance/Covariance Matrices, Means, Standard Deviations, Explained Variance
for Males and Females, Used in the LISREL Models
A. Males
Matrix Analyzed
AGE

NO.

FEAR

LON1

SAT2
SAT2

1.444

LON1

-0.247

0.858

FEAR

0.094

-0.030

0.833

NO.

0.029

-0.208

0.204

2.122

AGE

2.375

-1.149

-3.657

-4.113

257.680

SD
X
Satisfaction 2

5.72

.709

Loneliness

1.810

.926

Fear

4.177

.913

Number

3.021

1.457

43.308

16.052

1

Age
N = 237

Figure 3

Figure 2
Explained Variance

Explained Variance

(1 - Standardized Psi)

(1 - Standardized Psi)

SAT2

LON1

FEAR

SAT2

LON1

FEAR

.091

.050

.099

.091

.049

.11
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TABLE I, continued...
B.

Females
Matrix Analyzed

SAT2

LON1

NO.

FEAR

SAT2

1.546

LON1

-0.590

1.088

FEAR

0.148

0.019

1.419

NO.

0.162

0.024

0.471

2.436

AGE

1.294

-3.359

-3.875

-9.817

AGE

278.152
11

SD

X
Satisfaction 2

5.752

1.243

1

2.017

1.043

Fear

3.088

1.191

Number

2.966

1.561

42.864

16.678

Loneliness

Age

.

N = 294

1
Figure 2

Figure 3

Explained Variance

Explained Variance

(1 - Standardized Psi)

(1 - Standardized Psi)

SAT2

LON1

FEAR

SAT2

LON1

FEAR

.329

.062

.069

.329

.061

.102
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1

FIGURE I

Male
Number of People
in Household

■5

4%.

_3 )

Loneliness 1 --.039 (0

1; 345*
(.266)

Fear

Satisfaction 2

1

61/•
x 2 = 2.50
p = .29

Age

II
II
I

Female

Number of People
in Household

1

, Loneliness 1

1.697*
(.584)

1

Fear

Satisfaction 2

1
1

X2

= 12.3

p = .002

Age

* Significant t value
Standardized coefficients appear in parentheses
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FIGURE 2

Male

Number of People
in Household

Loneliness 1-:2Q9

Satisfaction

x 2 = .0082
p = .83

Age

Female

Number of People
in Household

■

"••• `-.2 •

Loneliness 1
.697*
5 84)

Fear

Satisfaction 2

*/

x 2 = 2.25
p = .13

Age

* Significant t value
Standardized coefficients appear in parentheses
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Figure 1 illustrates the male and female models that correspond to the theoretical issues
discussed above. Here, number of people in the household represents social isolation and is depicted as
causally related to loneliness. Age is a precursor of all of the endogenous variables. Loneliness and
satisfaction lead to fear. It might be noted that while virtually all of the coefficients are small, six
significant relationships do emerge.
In the male model (Figure 1) number of people in the household leads to loneliness and age has
a direct effect on fear. In the female model age has a significant effect on loneliness and loneliness
leads to satisfaction. Further, the coefficient that represents the effect of age on fear is significant.
The only other path of interest in these models is that between loneliness and fear. For males the
relationship is positive (the more lonely one feels the safer one feels) while for females it is in the
•

predicted negative direction. As neither is significant and the male coefficient is very small ( .037
standardized) we feel that the effect is minimal.

The male model provides a good fit (X =2.50) while

the female model does not (X =12.3).
Figure 2 illustrates models for men and women where a structural coefficient is added to
represent all residual causal links between number of people in the household and fear of crime.
Hence, a direct link between number of people in household and fear is provided and represents any
unaccounted for relationships between those two variables. Again differences emerge between males
and females. For males the only significant paths are the effect of number of people in the household
on loneliness, the effect of age on fear and again the loneliness/satisfaction effect is evident.
For females number of people in the household significantly links to fear. Also, age leads to
loneliness and loneliness leads to satisfaction. As the literature predicts, younger females express
feelings of greater loneliness than do older females.(24, 29) The direction of the relationship between
satisfaction and fear is in the predicted direction but not significant. The relationship is consistent with
a hypothesis that suggests that more satisfied individuals probably have more to lose in becoming a
victim of crime and therefore express more fear.
The coefficient that indicates that younger individuals are lonelier than older people is
consistent with the literature reported above. In figure 2 it is seen that the relationship is weak for
males but significant for females ( - .274 standardized). What we are witnessing here is the effect of the
specific measure of loneliness that was used. In this case loneliness is the single item that asks about
short term feelings of loneliness. That is, it refers to the past few weeks. When the UCLA • loneliness
scale is used as the measure of loneliness, older men and women indicate more loneliness than do
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younger people (not illustrated and not significant).
The most interesting differences that appear between males and females in Figure 2 relate to
findings about number of people in the household and age. For females it is living alone, rather than
being lonely, that creates fear. One can live alone without being lonely. For males living alone is
related to loneliness but this does not necessarily lead to fear.

The more significant relationship

involves aging. The direct relationship between age and fear for males is consistent with earlier
research. The major unexpected finding here is the lack of a direct relationship between age and fear
for females. Also not predicted is the change in significant effects for females between the models in
figures 1 and 2. In figure 1 there is a significant effect of age on fear for females. In figure 2 this is
replaced by a significant effect of number of people in the household on fear. The effect of age
disappears.
Adding the structural coefficient to represent residual causal effects of number of people in the
household increases the viability of both models substantially (X = 2.25 for females, X = .008 for
males). Hence, we accept the models in figure 2 as a better representation of reality.

Discussion
The most significant finding in this paper is the power of gender as a possible distorting factor
in research concerning fear of crime. As was illustrated, gender proved to be so powerful that separate
models had to be constructed for males and females before acceptable results could be obtained.
The second salient finding involves differences observed in the models in figure 2. Number of
people in the household is linked to fear among females but for males, age proves to be the best
predictor of fear. More important, our finding of a lack of a direct relationship between fear and age
for females is remarkable in light of the earlier literature which indicates consistent female/age/fear
-- —
relationships. It seems that there are elements that are more important than age in predicting fear
among females. Living alone seems to be one of these elements. This finding is unexpected and in no
way predicted, and as such is an important area for future research.
A further point of interest is the rather low predictive power of most of the elements in the
four depicted models (see table 1). For males, the most explanatory power cornes from elements linked
to fear in figure 2 (11%). Since the largest standardized coefficient, indeed the only significant
coefficient linked to fear, is the direct relationship with age, it is clear that this path accounts for the
greatest part of the explained variance. In the case of females, a similar and small proportion of the
36

variance in fear is explained but the most effective cause changes between figure 1 and figure 2 (age in
figure 2 and number in figure 2). A somewhat different picture emerges with regard to another
variable- - -satisfaction. In both figures (1 and 2) 33% of the variance is explained by elements linked
to satisfaction. Most of that variance results from the very strong and significant coefficient linking
loneliness to satisfaction and does not relate to the major theoretical orientation of this paper.
We predicted that some of the models should be non-recursive. In fact all of the best fits were
fully recursive. When the direction of paths was reversed during our early trials our results were
somewhat altered but no model emerged with better statistical significance than occured in the models
displayed.

At least one piece of research has discovered non -recursive effects when fear was

involved.(8) It is possible that the variables used in the current research do not lend themselves
empirically or theoretically to such analysis.
Finally we are left with questions involving the originally hypothesized relationships between
satisfaction, loneliness and fear. It seems even from our initial explorations that loneliness has several
dimensions that might be explored by a variety of measures. It is important that such measures be
theoretically well grounded as it is likely that not all dimensions of loneliness are equally relevant to an
investigation of fear of crime. Further, "loneliness" seem to be very distinct from "being alone". As
noted above, one may be alone without being lonely. Being alone leads to fear of crime as one feels
more vulnerable when alone. Evidently, being lonely does not necessarily lead to fear of crime. The
significant relationship between number of people in the household and fear of crime that was observed
for men but not for women does have some support in the recent literature. Peplau et al. (24)
indicate that males living alone experience more loneliness problems than do similarly situated females.
While they were referring particularly to elderly males, the more general finding may be the subject for
subsequent investigations.
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APPENDIX A
Sign Directions of Predicted Relationships

Age

Fear -Ye (older more fearful)

Age

Loneliness -ye (older less lonely)

Age

Satisfaction -ve (older less satisfied)

Number- - - - Fear +ye (fewer in house more lonely)
Number- - - - Loneliness +ve (fewer in house more lonely)

Loneliness

Fear -ye (more lonely more fearful)

Satisfaction- - - - Fear -ye (more satisfied more fearful)
Loneliness

Satisfaction -ye (more lonely less satisfied

Notes

1. While not theoretically important for our discussion, this relationship seems viable.

2. See Russell (24) for a review all current measures of loneliness.
3. The same assumption is made for the model in figure 2 where the coefficient is even smaller (.008
standardized)

4. It should be noted that the direction of the relationship between loneliness and satisfaction is the
reverse of that that would normally be predicted (lonelier people are more satisfied). While this
finding is interesting (and consistent in all models generated), it is not theoretically relevant and will
not be dealt with in this paper.

5. The two measures of loneliness appear to be measuring different aspects of the concept and are not
theoretically compatible. The reason for using the single item here is simply that the model fits best
with this measure.
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ABSTRACT
This study extends analysis done by Riger, Gordon, and LeBailly (1980) of coping strategies
for women. Our analysis includes a comparison of women with men using a cross-sectional sample.
The results of this study are similar to those of the Riger study in terms of the types of isolation
behavior that people adopt. We do not reproduce the Riger findings for street behavior. Most
importantly, the significance of fear in predicting both types of coping behavior differs from men to
women. The implications that these findings have for the development of crime prevention strategies
to meet the different needs of these two groups are discussed.

Ii
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The fear of crime has become a widespread social problem which has received increased
attention in the criminological literature in the last few years.. Studies have explored a variety of
factors which relate to fear. These include differences among age groups (Lebowitz, 1975; Markson
and Hess, 1980; and Kennedy and Silverman, forthcoming); education and socio-economic status
(Clemente and Kleiman, 1976); environment and location (Lee, 1982; Conklin, 1975; Skogan and
Maxfield,1980; and Hartnagel, 1979); and victimization (Garafolo, 1979).

The most pervasive finding in this literature is that men and women differ in their fear
response to crime. These differences have been demonstrated in many countries (e.g. U.S., Baumer,
1978, Toseland, 1982; Britain, Clarke and Lewis, 1982; Canada, Kennedy and Krahn, 1984; and

Australia, Braithwaite et al., 1982). It is interesting that in virtually all of the studies fear levels are
found to be higher in women, despite the fact that they are less likely to be victimized than are men
(Lampe, 1982).
There are various explanations for the relationship between victimization and fear for women
but the most persuasive is that they perceive that they are less able to protect themselves should they
encounter a threatening situation. This leads them to fear for their safety to a greater extent than do
men (Lee, 1982:294). This fear derives, as well, from the nature of the threat that women perceive.
This threat appears to originate most directly from fear of being a victim of rape or other sexual
assault. Sexual crimes are not only violent but they also include the potential for psychological damage
to the victims. As Riger (1981) explains it, women who are victimized, especially by rape, are blamed
for that victimization. This blame then acts as a cautionary warning to other women (62). It also
serves to restrict women's movement. An outcome of the fear/safety concern, then, is that women
become victims of their fear, living like prisoners in their own homes (Braungart et al., 1980). If
women do venture out on the streets, they are likely to be more cautious than men.
Riger, Gordon, and LeBailly (1982) examine the problem of coping with crime for women in a

study conducted in 1977 in Chicago, Philadelphia, and San Francisco. In their analysis, the researchers
investigate the determinants of the strategies used by women to protect themselves from harm. It is
our intention in this paper to review the results reported by Riger et al. and then to replicate their study
with data collected from a mid-size Western Canadian city. Our effort involves first testing to see if a
replication of the Riger et al. findings is possible in a different setting. Second, we propose to expand
on their analysis by comparing responses of men and women in this study as Riger et al. do not include
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men in their analysis.

In addition, the Riger study does not use a representative sample of respondents

from the cities surveyed while our study does. We will use the model derived from Riger et al. to
broaden the test for the effects of urban life, including fear, on the perceived freedom that city
residents experience.

Results from The Riger Study

Riger et al. argue that many things impinge on the self -protective behavior that people adopt in
urban neighborhoods. These include psychological variables, life circumstances, and neighborhood
conditions. It is the effects of these variables on coping behavior of women which is of most interest
to the authors. In studying the dimensions of coping with urban crime for women, Riger et al.
construct a scale of eight items which ask about self -protective behavior. This scale, which the authors
treat as their dependent variable, asks respondents about the steps that they take to avoid situations
which they see as threatening. In their analysis, Riger et al. find that the scale breaks down into two
factors. One they call "isolation" and is relates to the steps that people take in avoiding crime. "It
represents tactics designed to prevent crime by limiting exposure to risk, such as going out during the
day "(375). The second factor, "street savvy" involves engaging in defensive tactics in the presence of
danger. For example, when on the street, women may avoid eye contact with strangers.
Riger et al. report that psychological factors, in particular fear, explain the largest proportion
of variation in isolation in women. In street savvy, neighborhood variables combine with psychological
factors in explaining variation. Overall, fear is the best predictor of both types of coping (381).
Riger et al. report, as well, that perceptions of physical competence, race, and education are
related to isolation, while perceptions of social disorder in the neighborhood combine with fear to
predict the use of street savvy techniques. Neither crime rates nor residents' perception of risk of
criminal victimization are related to either type of precautionary behavior. Riger et al. speculate that
isolation behavior may be a function of attitudes towards oneself, while street behavior may be
determined by attitudes towards the neighborhood environment.
As mentioned above, it is our intention to test for the effects of neighborhood conditions,
psychological factors, and life circumstances as they influence ways of coping with crime. Do we find
similar forms of coping for both men and women in a cross -sectional urban sample? What predictors
'In an earlier paper, Gordon, Riger, LeBailly, and Heath (1980) compare the small number of men
that they had in their sample to women. In the study that we propose to replicate, men were left out
of the analysis all together.
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influence coping in men versus women? Finally, how do men differ from women in these coping
strategies?
The importance of this work rests with its attention to replication of work done in different
urban environments, in addition to the insights that it provides concerning male versus female coping
strategies. Our findings about how people deal with urban crime should help shape crime prevention
strategies and provide insights for future research efforts.

Method

The Study
The data reported here were collected in the seventh annual Edmonton Area Study conducted
by the Population Research Laborâtory at the University of Alberta in February, 1983. The
questionnaire, administered to a cross -sectional sample of residents of the City of Edmonton, involved
a one-hour structured interview. Recent municipal records were used to generate a simple random
sample of 547 household addresses. In family households chosen, either the husband or wife was
eligible for interviewing. In nonfamily households (i.e. any person or group of non-related persons
occupying a dwelling) any member over 18 years of age was eligible. Because of the concern that
women would be more likely to be home and thus would be oversampled, interviewers were instructed
to obtain an equal number of male and female respondents by requesting to speak to a male in the first
contact until a sufficient number was included. The final sex breakdown of the sample is 54% male and
46% female. The final sample size is 420 representing a 76.8% response rate.

The median age of the respondents is 33 years. Twenty -six percent of the respondents are
single while 56% are married or living in a common-law relationship. Eighteen per cent are either
divorced, separated or widowed. The median 1982 household income of the sample is in the
$30,000-31,999 range.

Measures

1

'In comparing household size and age composition of the EAS samples to the 1981 census we find a
dissimilarlity index of 5.9 and 9.3, respectively, indicating that we have a representative sample of the
population as a whole (see Kinzel, 1983).
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Riger et al. Replication
Figure 1 presents a comparative list of measures used by Riger et al. and those to be used in
this study. As some questions are inappropriate when questioning males, there are some differences
between the Riger measures and those that we use. An attempt has been made in all instances,
however, to capture the intent of the measures used by Riger et al. in their study of women only.
The dependent variables measure women 's coping behavior through a series of questions
concerning avoidance and risk management. The Riger scale includes eight items. In our study, we
drop the item, "When you are out alone, how often do you try not to dress in a provocative or sexy
manner?". This question does not seem appropriate for men. An item that was added to the
questionnaire, and which will be addressed separately in this study, is one that asks respondents, "How
often do you walk on the other side of the street when you see a stranger walking towards you on the
sidewalk?". This question deals with street behavior and is appropriate for both men and women. The
questions are all coded in a fashion similar to fhat used by Riger et al., ranked on a scale from 1 (never
uses this tactic) to 4 (always uses this tactic).
Riger et al. identify three sets of independent variables to be used in predicting variations in
strategies for coping with crime. These are neighborhood conditions, psychological variables, and
measures of life circumstances. The neighborhood condition variables include measures of official
crime rates, neighborhood attachment, and local disorganization. Official assault and rape rates are
computed from police data. Perceived risk of rape and purse-snatching are measured to assess
residents' subjective estimates of the degree of local danger. In another paper, Riger, LeBailly, and
Gordon (1981) report that victimization surveys are more accurate measures of the actual incidence of
crime but police data more strongly influence most people's response to crime. Ha.ving reported this,
Riger et al. (1982) find no effects of rates of crime on coping measures. Because of this, we have
decided to revert to victimization as a more sensitive measure of the experience with crime than that
provided by police rates. We use three variables of victimization asking respondents to state whether or
not they themselves were a victim of crime in the previous year, whether or not they were a witness to
crime in that time period, and whether or not they knew someone who was a victim.
The measures of community attachment used by Riger et al. include factors related to the
individual's degree of bondedness and rootedness to the community. As shown in Figure 1, measures
in our Bonded scale vary from Riger et al. 's variables but they substantively assess similar concepts.
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Figure 1:

Comparison with Riger Measures
Edmonton Study

Riger Study

Precautionary Behavior

Precautionary Behavior

7,Item Scale - (See Table 1)

8 Item Scale

Neighborhood Conditions

Neighborhood Conditions

Victimization
1. were victim
2. witnessed a crime
3. knew of someone who was a victim

Official local assault and rape rates
Perceived risk of rape
Community Attachment
Bonded
1.
2.
3.

Community Attachment

Scale
able to distinguish a stranger
felt part of the neighborhood
number of children known by name

Rooted Scale
1. number of years in residence
2. expectations of living there 2 years
hence
3. own/rent
Local Disorganization

Bonded
1.
2.
3.

Scale
neighborhood satisfaction
number of adults known by name
frequency of socializing with
neighbors

Rooted
1.
2.
3.

Scale
number of years in residence
residential satisfaction
own/rent

Incivility Scale (Skagen & Maxfield, 1981)
1. teens hanging out
2. abandoned buildings
3. use of drugs
4. vandalism

Psychological Variables

Psychological Variables
Fear of safety at night

Fear of safety at night

Perception of physical competence compared
with men

Willingness to intervene in stopping a crime
1. breaking into neighbors' home
2. damaging neighbors' property
3. shoplifting in a store
4. beating up on the street

Locus of Control - Lefcourt (1976)
1. Is your own hard work more important
for getting ahead than knowing the right
people?
2. Does your success depend more on your
own efforts than on luck or fate?
3. Is getting ahead for you mostly a matter
of getting the right breaks?
4. For the most part, do you think that
your success depends on the help of
powerful people?

Mastery - Pearlin (1981)
1. I have little control over the things
that happen to me.
2. There is really no way I can solve some
of the problems I have.
3. There is little I can do to change many
of the important things in my life.
4. I often feel helpless in dealing with
problems of life.
5. Sometimes I feel that I'm being pushed
around in life.
6. What happens to me in the future
mostly depends on me.
7. I can do just about anything I set my
mind to.

Life Circumstances

Life Circumstances

Age
Race
Education
Income
Marital Status
Vocation

Age
-Education
Income
Marital Status
Vocation

49

The Rooted scale varies only in the use of residential satisfaction instead of expectations of moving.
These two variables are closely related (Kennedy, 1984). The satisfaction measures in these scales seem
an improvement on Riger et al. 's measures without affecting the intent of the concepts being measured.
Riger et al. do not specify the details of their measure of social disorder. However, we have

assumed that they have used Skogan and Maxfield's (1980) Incivility Scale. This asks to what extent
the following are problems in one's neighborhood: (1)teens hanging out; (2)abandoned buildings;
(3)use of drugs; and (4)vandalism. These measures are rated on a seven-point scale ranging from
(1)no problem to (7)very great problem.

The psychological variables used by Riger et al. include a measure of the fear of walking alone
in one's neighborhood at night. We have used the same measure. Riger et al. use, as well, a measure
of physical competence where women are asked to compare their strength and speed to the average man
and woman. This scale seems inappropriate for use with the total sample. We have replaced it with a
series of questions asking people to state whether they would intervene themselves or seek assistance in
potentially dangerous situations. These situations include seeing an adult breaking into a neighbor's
house or apartment; an adult damaging a neighbor's property; an adult shoplifting in a department
store; and an adult beating someone up on the street. While these measures do not deal with the
general problem of physical capabilities they do deal with the specific problem of how people judge
their ability to physically handle threatening situations. Riger et al. find physical competence to be an
important predictor of isolation. The specificity of this measure of intervention in dangerous
situations should both focus this issue and allow us to compare female and male responses equally.
Rather than use the locus of control measure used by Riger (Lefcourt,1976), we have chosen to
use a more detailed mastery scale developed by Pear lin et al. (1980). Pearlin et al. claim that mastery
refers to the extent to which people see themselves as being in control of the forces that importantly
affect their lives (340). The seven item scale asks people to rate their agreement (1= strong
disagreement; 7= strong agreement) on questions about themselves.
Finally, Riger et al. use a measure of respondents' attitudes towards women's roles. This is not
a significant factor in their analysis and is deemed inappropriate for a mixed sample. As a result, we
have ommitted this item.
'A problem with using intervention, instead of physical competence, is that we may be picking up a
slightly different dimension, that is, people's concern about not wanting to get hurt or become
involved. The importance of these measures in assessing people's feelings about dealing directly with
crime, however, seems to outweigh the possible confusion created by the other meanings attributed to
them.
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The final set of variables used by Riger et al. are referred to as measures of life circumstances.
These include age, race, education, income, marital status, and vocation. We have used all of these
variables with the exception of race which is not a salient factor in the social make-up of Western
Canadian cities. While homogeneity of population on this dimension may remove one of the important
factors related to certain types of street behavior we suggest that it is important to know that this
behavior occurs in the absence of significant racial differences in the population.

Constructing the Measures for this Study

As indicated above, we have asked respondents (as have Riger et al.) to indicate how frequently
they use common precautionary behaviors. We have analyzed, using factor analysis with a varimax
rotation, seven of the eight items used by Riger et al.

As is the case with the Riger et al. analysis,

these items separate into two factors accounting for 47% of the variance for males and 54% for females.
As can be seen in Table 1, the first factor for both men and women relates to what Riger, et al.
call "isolation". The second factor appears similar to what Riger, et al. label as "street savvy"

Our second factor is not strong, however, although for both males and females, it explains
approximately 15% of the variance, a figure that is comparable to that reported by Riger, et al. For
males, "wearing shoes to run in" and "choosing a seat on the bus" are the only two items which load
above .4. For females, only "choosing a seat on the bus" loads above .4.
As was done by Riger et al., we have created indices by adding the variables and then dividing
by the total number of items so as to keep the indices on a 1-4 scale. Cronbach's alpha is computed to
assess internal consistency for each scale. The alpha for isolation for males (X =1.12,S.D.= .008) is
.722 and for females (X=1.52;S.D.= .293) is .802. For this index, we appear to have high internal

consistency for both groups and we have retained the ability to replicate Riger et al.'s findings.
The alpha for street savvy for males (X =1.65;S.D.= .114) is .358 and for females
(X =1.94;S.D.= .172) is .442. These low levels of internal consistency raise some question about the

usefulness of this index in the analysis. Because of low confidence in this measure (and after testing
the model for this index and finding little or no explanation coming from the predictors of coping) we
have substituted a . single measure for the street savvy index, "How often do you walk on the other side
of the street when you see a stranger.walking towards you on the sidewalk?". This question asks about
4

The excluded item asks whether respondents avoided dressing sexily.
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Table 1: Varimax

Rotated

Factor

Matrix

of

Self-Protective Behavior
Males

Isolate
How often do you try to wear shoes
that are easy to run in, in case

.042

Items

Females

Savvy

Isolate

.416

.047

Savvy
.242

II

of danger?

When a salesman or repairman comes
to your home, how often do you ask
for identification before opening
the door?

.074

.223

.282

.212

When you go to a movie or ride on
a bus, how often do you choose a
seat with an eye to who would be
sitting nearby?

.185

.404

.128

.753

When you walk down the street, how
often do you avoid looking at
people you don't know in the eye?

.027

.293

.212

.366

II

How often do you restrict your
going out to only during the
daytime?

.787

.073

.599

.203

II

How often

you avoid doing
shopping, errands, laundry, or
other things you have to do
because of fear for your safety?

.617

.336

.750

.187

How often do you not do things
you want to do but don't have to
do - like visiting somebody or
going to the movies - because
of fear for your safety?

.585

do

II
II

•

II

II
II

.095

.907

.109

II
II
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one measure of street behavior and is, therefore, useful for our purposes.
Victimization measures are used, as outlined above, to determine respondents' direct experience
with crime. Our measure of perceived social disorder, Skogan and Maxfield's "Incivility Scale", has
high internal consistency for both males (X=1.89; SD= .436; alpha= .783) and females (X=2.11;

SD= .605; alpha= .706). The other neighborhood scales, with the exception of the Bonded scale for
males, also display good internal consistency for males (Bonded : X=2.72; SD= .230; alpha= .461 ;
Rooted : X=2.65; SD = 2.54; alpha= .692) and females (Bonded : X=2.83; SD= .367; alpha = .703 ;
Rooted : X=2.63; SD = 2.37 ; alpha= .645). 3

The psychological variables include fear and three measures of personal mastery which are the
product of a factor analysis of the Pearlin, et al. scale. These factors are personal control (respondents
indicating that they have little control over things, that there is no way- they can solve their own
problems, and that there is little they can do to change things); personal helplessness (respondents
reporting that they feel helpless dealing with problems and that they feel pushed around in life); and
personal competence (respondents saying that the future depends on them and that they can do
anything that they set their minds to doing). These three indices have high internal consistency for

males (control : X=2.49; SD= .002; alpha= .659 ; helplessness : X=2.36; SD= .100; alpha= .514 ;
competence : X=2.25; SD =1.39; alpha= .671) and females (control: X=2.76; SD= .006; alpha= .720
; helplessness : X=2.65; SD= .007; alpha= .592 ; competence : X=2.09; SD= .002; alpha= .679).

Findings

Isolation

Table 2 presents the correlations between the independent variables and our measures of coping
with crime for both men and women. Table 3 presents reduced form multiple regression equations for

the effects of the independent variables on the coping strategies for men and women. Table 3 provides
information about both the slope (standardized regression coefficients, Betas) of predictors as
compared to zero, as well, as the comparison of slopes (unstandardized regression coefficients, b)
between men and women.
'We will still use the Bonded scale for males in our analysis, as it is a predictor variable and provides
completeness in our replication. However, we have to be careful of any conclusions drawn from our
findmgs related to this measure because of its low internal consistency.
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Within the set of psychological factors for men and women, fear is the strongest predictor of
isolation behavior. Those who assess their neighborhoods as unsafe are more likely to isolate
themselves from danger (see Table 3). In comparing males and females, we find that this relationship
is significantly stronger for females than for males. A second measure, the individual's willingness to
intervene when someone is being beaten up on the street, is a statistically significant predictor for both
males and females with the assessment that one would not intervene being associated with greater use of
isolation. This pattern is the same for males and females. It replicates Riger, et al's findings
concerning the importance of physical competence in promoting avoidance.
Further, we find that for females, the mastery scales related to psychological control and
personal competence are associated with isolation. A sense of low control but high competence predicts
isolation.
The demographic measures related to isolation for women are age and marital status. For men,
the relationships with age and education are statistically significant. Older men are more likely to be
isolated. For women, those who are married tend to isolate themselves while for men it is those with
lower education who are isolates.

Predicting Street Behavior
As pointed out above, the scale used by Riger et al. to measure street savvy has low reliability,
we have included a single dependent variable "how often do you walk on the other side of the street to
avoid a stranger?". The most important psychological predictor of avoiding strangers for women is
fear of crime. This finding is consistent with that reported by Riger et al. in their findings related to
street savvy. However, we find that fear is not a significant factor in predicting stanger avoidance for
men.
Unlike the findings reported by Riger et al. that social disorder in neighborhoods creates street
savvy, we do not find comparable results for stranger avoidance. We do find, however, that for
women, perceived helplessness relates to avoidance of strangers, while for males, lack of personal
competence is a statistically significant predictor of this behavior. The other factor predicting stranger
avoidance is their lack of willingness to intervene in preventing public damage.
Of the demographic variables, only marital status for women is a significant predictor of
avoidance. Married women are more likely to engage in protective behavior on the street than are
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Table 2:

Correlation Coefficients for Independent Variables with Isolation
and Avoidance of Strangers by Gender

Isolation

Independent Variable

Avoid Strangers

Female

Male

Female

-.073
.124
-.014
.138
.019
.138

.085
.006
-.102
.011
.111
.005

-.059
-.022
.070
-.050
-.108
-.155

-.066
.017
.026
-.011
-.041
.005

.156
-.184
-.115
.072
.016
.142

.481
-.197
-.151
.194
.080
.037

-.112
.076
-.094
-.078
-.103
-.163

-.133
.061
.120
-.110
-.182
.024

.229
-.202
-.121
.091
-.179

.162
-.083
-.108
.036
-.054

-.050
.108
.061
-.019
.137

.040
-.019
.063
-.088
-.056

202

167

202

167

Male

Neighborhood Conditions
Incivility
Rooted
Bonded
Crime Victim
Witness to Crime
Rel/Friend Victim of Crime

Psychological Factors
Fear
Do if Beating
Do if Damage
Control
Helplessness
Competence

Life circumstances
Age
Education
Income
Marital Status
Vocation

N =
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Table 3:

Determinants of Two Measures of
+ Coping with Crime: Reduced form
Multiple Regression Equations by Gender
Isolation

Male

Independent Variable

Female

Avoid Strangers
Male

Female

Neighborhood Conditions
---

.006
(.007)
[.076]

.009
(.016)
[.047]

-.065
(.074)
[-.069]

-.004
(.021)
[-.020]

-.011
(.47)
[.022]

-.008
(.035)
[-.016]

.024
(.076)
[.023]

-.015
(.017)
[-.068]

-.019
(.48)
[-.033]

.105
(.140)
[.058]

-.042
(.274)
[-.011 ]

.029
(.067)
[.034]

-.082
(.170)
[-.035]

.151
(.372)
[.028]

.110
(.084)
[. 102]

.054
(.118)
[. 035]

.288
(.232)
[. 087]

.069
(.056)
[.096]

.094*
(.067)
[.099]

.670**
(.098)#
[.490]

.022
(.032)
[.050]

Do if Beating (intervene
oneself = 1; other = 0)

-.168** -.661**
(.111)
(.302)
[-.114]
[-.157]

-.042
(.053)
[-.062]

-.158
(.192)
[-.069]

Do if Damage (intervene
oneself = 1; other = 0)

.083
(.112
[-.055]

.091*
(.054)
[.131]

.224
(.201)
[. 095]

-.009
(.011)
[-.078]

.012
(.028)
[. 041]

Incivility (low = no problem;
high = great problem)

-.008
(.014)
[-.042]

Rooted (low to high)

Bonded (low to high)

Crime Victim (yes = 0; no = 1)

Witness to Crime (yes = 0; no = 1)

Rel/Friend Victim of Crime
(yes = 0; no = 1)

.020
(.172)
[.009]

Psychological Factors
Fear (1 = very unsafe;
5 = very safe)

Control
(strongly disagree = high;
strongly agree = low)

-.231
(.316)
[-.053]
.107**
(.044)
[.207]

56

.091**
(.064)
[.123]

Table 3, continued...

Helplessness
(strongly disagree = high;
strongly agree = low)

-.026
(.032)
[-.061]

Competence
(strongly agree = high;
strongly disagree = low)

-.058
(.065)
[-.075]

.011
(.017)
[.057]

.072**
(.042)
[.0170]

.038*
(.028)
[.109]

-.128**
(.061)
[-.151]

.024**
(.014)
[.147]

-.045
(.039)
[-.100]

.095**
(.059)
[.128]

.231**
(.127)
[.146]

.005
(.035)
[.014]

-.032
(.081)
[-.037]

---

-.009
(.008)
[-.098]

.016
(.022)
[.060]

-.024
(.020)
[-.111]

.001
(.004)
[-.012]

-.012
(.013)
[-.100]

Life Circumstances
Age (17-34 = 1; 35-44 = 2;
45-64 = 3; 65+ = 4)
Education (years - low to high)

-.074**
(.018)
[-.124]

Income
(dollars - low to high)

-.008
(.008)
[-.079]

Marital Status
(married = 1;
not married = 0)

.025
(.111)
[.017]

Vocation (employed = 1;
unemployed = 0)

Constant
R

2

.647**
(.263)
[.205]

-.023
(.053)
[-.034]

.272**
(.165)
[.160]

-.671
(.147)
[-.037]

.142
(.233)
[.044]

-.037
(.070)
[-.044]

.127
(.152)
[.072]

2.931

1.264

3.942

4.045

.15

.35

.10

.10

+ In each cell in this table, the first entry is the unstandardized regression
coefficient (b), the second is the standard error of the coefficient (S.e.) and
the third is the standardized regression coefficient (Beta).
* Regression coefficient is significantly different from zero (p < .05).
** Regression coefficient is significantly different from zero (p < .01).
# The difference between regression coefficient for the ,z1me variable in
the male and female equation is statistically significant (p < .01) using a
to calculate the standard
two-tailed t-test employing
b - b
1

2

S.e. 2 ± S.e. 2
1
2
error of differences between coefficients. (Adapted from Pfeffer, et.al .,
1982).
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unmarried women. This is the only life circumstance variable which predicts this behavior. Riger et al.
find that none of these variables act as predictors of their measure of street behavior.

Summary and Conclusions

The results of this study provide some interesting comparisons with the Riger et al. research, as
well as, some extensions of their findings. First, we find that coping strategies among our respondents
are similar to those identified in the Riger study in the case of isolation but not street savvy. This
pattern of replication may be a function of the nature of the measures used. Riger et al. state that
isolation tends to be person specific while street savvy is environmentally based.

If they are correct

then the general pattern of isolation is more likely to occur in different environments than would street
savvy. What is interesting is that in spite of the fact that our study site has a relatively low crime rate
compared to Riger's sites, the findings for isolation hold.
For women, we find similar findings to Riger et al. with regard to the importance of
psychological variables, including fear and physical competence, in predicting isolation. We find, as
well, some evidence of psychological mastery influencing this form of coping. While, Riger et al. do
not report this finding, they do emphasize the importance not only of physical competence but also
assertiveness and self-confidence in determining safety precautions. "Socialization processes that link
feminity to weakness and helplessness may encourage the existence of fear in women and use of safety
precautions which are limiting"(383). Our data offer support for this notion. Further, we have
evidence that women differ from men in the effects that fear has on coping. This finding further
reinforces the view that women are different from men in their psychological orientation towards
dangers in their environment, probably because they fear different things. These differences appear to
attach to gender. They are neither related to any other significant life circumstance factors which
explain coping nor are they related to significant variations in neighborhood conditions.
In terms of street savvy, while we did not replicate the Riger, et al. index, we do find that fear
is again a major predictor of this form of coping for females. Interestingly enough, this is not a
significantly different pattern from that reported by men, even though for them fear does not change
street behavior. We find, further, that psychological variables relating to self -confidence, rather than
neighborhood conditions, predict street behavior in our sample. As indicated above, this finding may
be a function of the nature of the study sites and variations in coping strategies that we might predict
when applying these results beyond large scale metropolitan centres.
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In summary, we have surprisingly good replication of findings for isolation given the
differences in sampling, urban environments, and even national influences. The cross-cultural
differences in coping that have been revealed offer reinforcement of Riger et al. 's findings. The
differences between males and females in the effects of fear provides a further point of contrast and it
is this comparison which deserves much more careful research. One line of inquiry should address the
importance of socialization in creating coping responses. In addition, crime prevention research must
come to grips with the fact that different strategies may be necessary for men and women given the
varying styles of coping revealed above. Where major contributions can be made is in identifying the
contingencies under which this coping behavior takes place. For example, one may argue that people
who are fearful go out at night anyway while recognizing that they may have to confront someone
committing a crime. What is needed to draw these types of conclusions is further analysis which allows
us to determine the conditions under which people will adapt certain coping behavior. This paper
should be seen as a first step towards determining those circumstances.
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ABSTRACT
This paper examines the influence of perceived social diversity on fear of crime among
residents of urban neighborhoods. Perception of social diversity may lead to feelings of
uncertainty in the environment which in turn leads to increased levels of fear. Urban planning
issues raised by perceived social heterogeneity are addressed as are issues raised in the fear of
crime literature. For purposes of analysis age is treated as a covariate and fear levels are related
to both age groupings and to demographic and perception of diversity variables. Analysis
reveals that levels of fear vary by age grouping and that the perceived social diversity variables
affect the age groupings differentially.
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I. Introduction

The discussion that follows examines the importance of perceived social diversity 1 as
an infuence on fear of crime among residents of urban neigborhoods. The analysis is set in the
context of the general finding reported by Hartnagel (1979), Lee (1982a), Antunes,et al.

(1977), and others that high levels of fear of crime are not dependent on personal victimization
. Fear derives instead from uncertainty in the environment and from a perception of threat to
personal safety. As used in this paper, perception of social diversity refers to residents' feelings
about their neighborhoods in terms of whether they believe the people around them are like
them or are different. We would predict that the more people see those around them as
different in terms of age, sex, income and other demographic indicators, the more fearful they
will be. That is, perception of an area as socially heterogeneous will raise levels of fear.
The effects of perceived social diversity on increasing fear has not been systematically
studied in the literature. Merry 's(1981) observations concerning the contextual effects of social
mix on fear derive from ethnographic observations of interactions within particuiar
neighborhoods-. Also, while Skogan and Maxfield (1981) identify perception of social mix as a
potential problem in coping with crime, they spend no time testing these effects. It is our
intention in this paper to empirically examine the relationship between perception of social
heterogeneity and fear of crime.
The importance of this research is two-fold. First, there is a continuing debate in the
urban planning literature concerning the benefits of social diversity and forced integration in
neighborhoods. Forced integration comes about as a result of the planning practice of
incorporating different styles of housing and, hence, different types of people in the same
neighborhood, in order to better share scarce neighborhood resources.
Second, the fear of crime debate that is now so popular in the criminological literature
can benefit from an understanding of the dynamics of fear by accounting for the effects of
living environments on peoples' reactions. This literature is currently being enriched by a
variety of insightful measures being proposed by criminologists (see for example the 'incivility
measure' suggested by Skogan and Maxfield,1981). While these measures recognize the
importance of the perception of urban decay in enhancing fear the more general effects of
perception of social diversity explored in this paper may provide even greater insights into the
"Social diversity", "social mix", and "social heterogeneity" are used interchangeably
in this paper.
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social factors which create fear in urban neighborhoods.
In order to create a model which describes the relationship between perceived social
diversity and fear of crime we have reviewed two types of literature. First we examined the
literature related to social mix and the problems it creates in residential areas. Then we turned
to the research findings concerning fear of crime. The combination of these factors with the
social diversity variables provide us with a testable research model.

Social Diversity
Despite the view that people react negatively to social heterogeneity, arguments
favoring mix date from the 19th Century (Etherington, 1974). Early advocates of social
heterogeneity justified this type of social organization on the basis of raising the standards of
the lower classes; encou. raging cultural cross-fertilization; increasing equality of opportunity;
promoting social harmony by reducing social and racial tension; and improving physical
functioning of the city and its inhabitants (Etherington, 1974).
In a more contemporary presentation of ideas about consequences of social mix, Gans
(1961) suggests that there are four major advantages advocated by supporters of heterogeneity

in neighborhoods. First, he suggests mix adds variety, as well as demographic 'balance' to an
area. It enriches its inhabitants' lives. Homogeneity, on the other hand, stultifies relationships.
Second, social mix promotes tolerance of social and cultural differences. Homogeneity leads to
increased isolation between residents. Third, social mix provides a broadening educational
influence on children. Homogeneity limits children's knowledge of diverse classes, ages and
races. Finally, social mix encourages exposure to alternate ways of life. Homogeneity freezes
people in present ways of life (Gans, 1961).
Gans suggests that claims for both homogeneity and heterogeneity have been
exaggerated and "that neither is unqualifiably good or bad" (Gans, 1961). The positive effects
of mix, however, are contrasted with findings that show that without social homogeneity social
interaction between neighbors does not develop and tension is created. Homogeneity is desirable
from the point of view of improved quality of life (Soen and Agnon, 1980). Kennedy (1978)
reports that increased social mix reduces the interaction with neighbours and friends in
neighborhoods. Devlin(1980) argues that for the elderly living in high-density structures, where
there are groups of homogenous and "trustworthy" individuals, there may be fewer of the
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negative consequences normally associated with these environments. Foley (1980) reports on
research that indicates that age-segregated housing leads to improved psychological well-being
among the elderly.
Examining another dimension of the diversity issue, Leven and Mark (1977) argue that
when Whites move out of changing neighborhoods following patterns of "white flight", their
real fear for the old neighborhood or attraction for the new relates to the socio-economic
differences rather than the racial differences per se. Their real concerns seem to revolve around
the possibilities of declining income levels in the neighborhood with the related problems of
increased proportions of renters, blue-collar workers, and single parent families (Leven and
Mark, 1977). Conversely, Booth and Camp (1974) suggest that when blue-collar workers move
into higher status neighborhoods, their family relationships were strained. The move seems to
create family stress.
While the notion tliat social heterogeneity does not work well may cause twinges of
social conscience, from a sociological point of view it should not be surprising. Soen and Agnon
indicate that satisfaction with neighborhood is directly related to satisfaction with neighbors
and that the closeness of relatives is important in predicting how satisfied individuals will be.
Social planners have tried for mix often with adverse results (Soen and Agnon, 1974). Other
writers on the topic indicate that while the originators of the town planning concept argued for
social mix as healthy, the notion simply will not work in practice (Mann, 1958).
The heterogeneity/homogeneity debate is far from over. In a recent examination of
deterrence of crime, Gary Gottfredson indicates that forced heterogeneity has positive effects.
"Gottfredson...suggests that social classes be 'integrated' through...enforced congregation. To

this end, he recommends taxing private schools, placing low cost, public housing in richer
neighborhoods, requiring that new residential developments mix 'families of varying economic
cicumstances',

and

relocating 'troublesome' young

people in 'more affluent

neighborhoods' "(quoted from Nettler, 1983). Nettler, in reviewing the article, rejects the
position indicating that "the error of such 'theories' lies in their easy assumption that coerced
congregation leads to the transfer of approved values to bad actors and not vice versa. There is,
of course, no evidence of such benign transmission." Similarly, one might suggest that we have
no evidence indicating the effects of social heterogeneity on fear of crime. Fear may be raised
or lowered by actual or perceived social mix. The data in the following analysis can provide
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some insight into that issue.

Social Diversity and Fear of Crime
Social diversity has been an important factor in discussions of the viability of personal
communities, as illustrated in the research reported above. Social breakdown in cities takes
many forms and adjustment to breakdown may be drastic. The urban dweller may restrict his
or her movements (Riger,Gordon and LeBailly,1982) or may "fortify " his/her domicile all in
the name of protecting self and family from the threat of crime (Conklin,1975).
Fear of crime is often generated by a belief that one 's chances of becoming a victim is
high. It is the belief or perception that victimization is probable that generates the fear rather
tha. n actual victimization. For instance there is a consistent research finding that indicates that

those with the lowest actual vicitmization rates have the highest fear levels (Taylor and
Coles,1983). As suggested in the discussion above, many demographic variables have been

linked to the perception of fear of crime. However, perception of social diversity and its
possible link to fear of crime has not been a subject of much research. Social diversity may
create feelings of uncertainty for individuals in particular environments. When people around
them are different in demographic terms or when housing types are different than their own,
they may feel uncomfortable with that variability. The uncertainty in the environment may
raise levels of perceived threat which in turn raises levels of fear. It has been shown that people
do perceive communities or neighborhoods in terms of socioeconomic status, age and racial
composition, as well as a number of other factors (Logan and Collver,1983). It is our intention
to investigate the relationship between those perceptions and fear of crime.
Research has shown that the elderly are the most fearful of all age groups. As one ages,
fear of crime increases, although this may be mediated through the effects of such things as
city size or household income (Clemente and Kleiman, 1976). The most consistent finding in all
of the literature is that women are by far the most fearful group in society, and older women
are the most fearful within that group (Clemente and Kleiman, 1976; Markson and Hess, 1980;
Braungart, Braungart and Hoyer, 1980; and Kennedy and Silverman, 1984).

While Skogan & Maxfield agree that sex and age produce consistent findings in the
research literature they also note reasonably stable findings in the case of race and income.
Blacks are more fearful than Whites and low income people are more fearful than the relatively
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well to do (Skogan and Maxfield, 1981). Baumer (1978) points out that other demographic
variables less consistently related to fear are race, income, and education. The effects of the last
three mentioned variables appear to depend upon their distribution within neighborhoods. For
example, Yaden et al, (1973) found White residents of a racially diverse high crime area to be
most fearful. Yin (1982) finds an inverse relationship between measures of well-being,
including neighborhood satisfaction, and fear among the elderly.
This concern about the environmental influences on the elderly's fear of crime has been
studied in the context of the degree of social integration experienced by the elderly in their
neighborhoods. Lee (1983) finds that lack of social support has little to do with raising levels of
fear. However, Jeffords(1983) argues that the elderly report being afraid of walking in their
neighborhoods if they live in what are perceived to be dangerous parts of town.
Previous research lacks precise information concerning perceptions on the part of
individuals about threats to their safety as a result of social diversity. The questions to be
addressed in the following analysis relate to the importance of perceived social diversity in
affecting the levels of fear of crime for particular demographic groups living in an urban
environment. Social diversity will be treated in two ways. First, we examine the perception of
mix according to respondents' views of people being different from themselves in terms of
major demographic characteristics. Also, we assess their perceptions about the mix of housing
types and densities in their neighborhood. Second, we will examine the respondents' perceptions
about the desirability of social diversity. Those people who do not favor mix should be more
likely to react negatively to the presence of people who are different from themselves in their
neighborhood. The analysis deals with these relationships empirically using cross-sectional data
from a probability survey of residents of a mid-size Western Canadian city.
The Study
The data reported here were collected in a study called "Citizens' Concerns in
Edmonton", funded by the City of Edmonton, Alberta, Canada and conducted by the
Population Research Laboratory at the University of Alberta in the Fall of 1978. The city had a
population of 491,359 in the Spring of 1979.
In the survey, a random sample was selected from a computerized list of all city
addresses enumerated in the most recent (1978) civic census. In all, 1,973 households were
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selected. A 76% response rate yielded a final sample size of 1,439 respondent households. In
family households chosen, either the husband or wife was eligible for interviewing. In
non-family households (i.e. any person or group of persons occupying a dwelling who did not
constitute a family) any member over 18 years of age was eligible. The final sample included
43% males and 57% females. This sample provides us with a detailed cross-section of the

population of the city including a variety of locations and living environments for comparison.

Measurement and Method
Dependent Variable
The dependent variable , fear of crime, is measured through a question asking
respondents: "How safe do you feel walking alone in your neighborhood at night?" The
percentage distribution of responses to the question is': (1)very safe (19.6%), (2)safe (34.4%),
(3)neutral (unlabelled) response (17.2%), (4)unsafe (19.2%), and (5) very unsafe (9.6%). 3

This measure has been widely used in previous research (see Yin, 1980 and Lee, 1982b for a
review). The validity of this measure has been tested in research reported by Skogan and
Maxfield (1981). They report that it measures concern about personal safety as an issue
separate from items related to social trust, anxiety about change, and racial intolerance.
Personal safety can then be studied in the context of perceived changing social and physical
aspects of the neighborhood without the concern that diversity equates to

or has

multicollinearity with fear.

Independent Variables

2

excluding 17 missing cases
There were other questions asked on the survey dealing with safety during the
day and fear from burglary. Of these measures, the nieht safety question produced
the most variation in response, thereby justifying intensive analysis of this one
measure.
'We did not add a race variable as there are few Blacks in in the city under
study. Also, the number of respondents of Native Indian origin constituted only 1%
of the population of the city at the time of the survey. The race factor has not
proved to have a consistent pattern of relationship with fear, as pointed out above,
and should not cause a problem through its absence. In fact, because we are able
to remove the effects of race from the analysis, the importance of other social
variables in raising fear in the urban environment may be clarified.
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The independent variables used to predict variations in fear of crime include
demographic characteristics of individuals. Gender of respondent is important as previous
research reports higher levels of fear in females than in males (Lebowitz,1975; Markson and
Hess, 1980). Clemente and Kleiman (1976) report that socio-economic status is inversely
related to fear, with lower income groups reporting higher levels of fear. Income is measured
here as total household income.

Malinchuk (1980) reports that the greater the education, the less the fear of crime.
Education is measured here as a count of the number of years of schooling attained. This
measure allows us to include the education of people with incomplete degrees, special diplomas,
post-degree training, and so on. Kennedy and Silverman (1984) report that both marital status
and number of people in the household are significant variables in explaining fear of crime
among the elderly. We have included a measure of marital status (married =1, not
married =0). Also, social isolation is measured in terms of the number of adults in the
household.
Other independent variables relate to the physical environment in which people live. As
we are interested in diversity of physical characteristics of the residential environment, as well
as social characteristics we include these measures for comparison purposes. Location is

operationalized in terms of urban versus suburban. Urban is defined as the area within a two
mile radius of the city centre (urban =1, suburban= 2). Hartnagel (1979) includes a measure of
location operationalized in this fashion in his analysis of community affect and fear of crime.
The differences in inner city areas from suburban areas in housing types and density should
provide an important contrast for our analysis. We also include tenure status (i.e., own=1,

rent=2) and the type of dwelling (single=1, multiple=2). Tenure status has been used by
Skogan and Maxfield (1981) as a salient measure of residential integration and has effects on
attitudes towards crime. Housing type has been identified by Newman(1975) and others as an
important factor in the reduction of crime.
The last set of independent variables include our measures of the perception of social
and physical diversity and the desirability of this mix. Respondents were asked their perception
of the physical and social contrasts in neighborhoods based on a variety of criteria. Specifically,
the perception questions asked whether respondents believed that people in their neighborhood
were the same as them or different in terms of age, occupation, income, and education
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(same=1, different=2). They were also asked whether or not they thought that the housing
type and housing density of the neighborhood was similar throughout or different (similar =1,

different=2). Further, respondents were asked whether they favored or did not favor
neighborhoods containing a mixture of different housing types (e.g. single and multiple),
different housing densities (e.g smaller and larger lot sizes , high and low number of dwellings
per acre), people of different ages, different incomes,and different occupations. All of these
questions had were coded favor =1, don 't favor =2.
Age as a Covariate

Much of the recent research on fear of crime has focussed attention on the elderly as
the group most likely to experience fear (e.g., Lee, 1982a; Lee, 1983; Kennedy and Silverman,

1984; Clarke and Lewis, 1982). That research has cited special problems in this age group which
warrant individual study. Skogan and Maxfield(1981) report, as well, that there is a marked
difference between respondents above 50 from those below 50 in their fear. Based on these
findings, an argument can be made that in doing our analysis we should be sensitive to the
effects of social diversity on fear for separate age groups. If the elderly and the over 50s have
special problems that result in fear then perhaps other age groups do as well.
Medley (1980) provides a useful starting point for such distinctions. Medley divides the
adult population into four age groups: 18-34; 35-44;45-64; and over 65. The group from 18-44
represent the stage of early adulthood where young people are involved in affirmation. They are
most likely to be concerned with income and economic demands above all else. In the age group
from 35-44, or early middle age, comes the time for attainment. Family size is greatest and
housing issues dominate. The age group from 45-64, late middle age, emphasizes
accommodation. Chances of improving social and economic statuses are negligible. Finally, late
adulthood, (over 65), represents a time of affranchisement or accession. Individuals are
confronted by a series of changes and losses. Residential change is common (Medley,

1980 : 201-205) .
The terms affirmation, attainment, accommodation, and accession describe the
adjustments that typify people 's lives. These adjustments may be seen as important factors in
allowing people to come to grips with their social and physical environments, making
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adaptations to aspects of social or physical diversity more or less difficult to handle. This may
be especially true when considered in light of the importance of perceived social and physical
diversity in affecting one's feeling of safety in a neighbourhood.

. Table 1 indicates significant differences between these four age groups in terms of their
feelings about personal safety. In examining the means for each group we see an increase in
fear (with the exception of the transition from the first to the second age group). The t-tests
between groups indicate significant differences between all groups (except the first and second)
in levels of fear. These findings support the view that age groups are different - in their
responses to crime and should be studied separately.

Using Medley's framework and the findings from Table 1 we can formulate hypotheses
about the relationships between age groups, perceptions of social and physical, diversity and
fear of crime. Applying Medley's scheme, we would expect that in times of affirmation (18-34)
perceived diversity of economic background should produce fear. These individuals are
concerned with income and economic demands. Diversity of economic backround may be
disconcerting. It may raise levels of perceived uncertainty in the environment which will in turn
raise levels of fear. For times of attainment (35-44), the types of dwelling should be more
important in affecting adjustment to neighborhoods than the people living in an area. Here
people are attempting to establish stability with the trappings of adequate housing. Diversity of
housing undermines the stability notion and increases fear. With accommodation (45-64), there
should be more emphasis on maintaining the status quo, with people wanting to protect
themselves from the transient nature of changing neighborhoods. Diversity of almost any type
is a threat to the stability sought by the later adult group. In later stages, e.g. accession (65+ ),
concern should shift from economic status to concern about being surrounded with people who
are much younger, and therefore much more threatening. We will investigate the importance of
these stages of development in providing a context in which we can study the effects of social
and physical diversity with social characteristics of people on their fear of crime.
The Medley scheme appears to be somewhat simplistic. The question of whether or not
people of similar age groups will all share the same attitude towards diversity appears, at first
glance, to ignore the differences that exist across income, gender, and so on. Yet, if we find

Table 1: Oneway Analysis of Variance of Night Safety by Age
Groups with Between Group Comparison

ONE WAY
Source of Variation

MS

OF

SS

Main Effects
53.06

3

17.69

Within Groups

2147.96

1389

1.55

Total

2201.01

1392

Between Groups

BETWEEN GROUP COMPARISON
Count

Mean

S.D.

Group 1 (18-34)

687

2.56

1.26

Group 2 (35-44)

218

2.44

1.16

Group 3 (45-64)

357

2.74

1.25

Group 4 (65+)
Total

131

3..17

1.29

1393

2.65

1.26

POOLED VARIANCE ESTIMATE (t value)
Group
Group 1
Group 2

2

3

4

1.24

-2.21*

-5.12*

-2.80*

-5.29*

Group 3

-3.37*

*p 4.05

74

11.44

.0001

that perception of diversity is important for these age groups, controlling for demographic
differences, we have taken a major step in explaining the perceptual bases for the development
of fear. The Medley scheme, in that circumstance, will then provide us with an explanation for
the selective reaction of age groups to similar environmental stimuli.

Findings

The means and standard deviations by age group for all of the variables included in our
analysis are presented in table 2. The patterns that we would expect appear with income lower
for the elderly and higher for the middle age groups. The elderly live in smaller households, as
well. Differences appear in the perceived social diversity variables in responses to similarities by
age. Also, there is a divergence in response across age groups in terms of the desirability of
living with people of different incomes in the neighborhood. There are, at the same time,
surprisingly small differences in the means across age groups in terms of the desirability of
mixing according to age.'

Looking next at the zero-order correlation coefficients for the total sample (see Table

3) the strong relationship between gender and night safety (r= .40) reinforces the findings of
previous studies that women fear crime more than do men. Weaker patterns appear between
increases in age and fear (r= .12), living downtown and increased fear (r= - .11), and lower
education and higher fear (r = - .15). The direction of these findings is consistent with reports
of earlier research. Somewhat surprising is the low correlation between income and fear
(r= - .02) and number of adults and fear (r= - .07) .

For the measures of perceived diversity and preferences for mix, we find uniformly low
correlations with fear of crime. This finding further justifies controlling for the covariate
effects of each age group separately. The analysis is therefore performed on the basis of the
hypothesis that suggests that each age group responds to social and environmental change in a
'The responses to the questions on similarity on income and education elicited such
small responses that they have been left out of the analysis.
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Means and Standard Deviations by Age Group

18-34

35-44
S.D.

N

i

65+

45-64
S.D.

N

Y

S.D.

N

i

S.D.

Gender

690

1.58 0.50

220

1.62 0.49

364

1.56 0.50

136

1.50 0.50

Education

688

13.38 2.68

218

13.33 3.68

358

11.64 3.36

126

9.36 3.89

Income*

690

3.01 5.60

220

3.37 5.77

364

3.09 5.69

136

1.92 4.08

Number in Household

689

1.82 0.38

220

1.78 0.41

364

1.80 0.40

136

1.54 0.50

Marital Status

688

1.49 0.50

220

1.27 0.45

363

1.28 0.45

136

1.59 0.49

House Type

686

1.54 0.50

213

1.29 0.45

359

1.21 0.41

135

1.35 0.48

Tenure

683

1.64 0.48

220

1.33 0.47

362

1.24 0.43

135

1.37 0.49

Location

690

1.64 0.48

220

1.76 0.43

364

1.69 0.46

136

1.62 0.24

Perceive Similar Housing

675

1.34 0.48

216

1.36 0.48

361

1.30 0.46

125

1.38 0.49

Perceive Similar Density

672

1.27 0.45

216

1.24 0.43

356

1.21 0.41

121

1.28 0.45

Perceive Same Occupation

570

1.77 0.42

187

1.73 0.44

308

1.72 0.45

98

1.75 0.44

Perceive Saine Age

655

1.68 0.47

204

1.52 0.50

348

1.63 0.48

126

1.76 0.43

Favor Diff. House Types

664

1.47 0.50

209

1.56 0.50

352

1.66 0.48

123

1.60 0.49

Favor Diff. Densities

655

1.44 0.50

203

1.46 0.50

' 345

1.56 0.50

116

1.49 0.50

Favor Different Incomes

646

1.25 0.43

203

1.23 0.42

336

1.20 0.40

113

1.14 0.35

Favor Different Occupations

667

1.06 0.23

212

1.04 0.20

353 • 1.05 0.21

121

1.04 0.20

Favor Different Ages

668

1.06 0.24

212

1.05 0.21

353

124

1.07 0.26

1.06 0.24

*Income is measured through the calculation of the ratio of rent/mortgage payments as a proportion of total household
income.

Table 3: . Zero-Order Correlation, Means and Standard Deviations for Total Sample

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

(13)

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(1) Age

,4

X

S.D.

1.96 1.06

(2) Gender

-0.04

(3) Education

-0.21 -0.07

(4) Income

-0.03 0.03 0.05

2.94 5.49

(5) No. in Household

-0.13 -0.05 -0.01 0.11

1.78 0.42

1.57 0.49
12.70 4,69

(6) Marital Status

-0.07 0.02 -0.04 -0.10 -0.61

1.41 0.49

(7) House Type

-0.25 0.03 0.08 -0.12 -0.31 0.35

1.40 0.49

(8) Tenure

-0.31 -0.01 0.03 -0.13 -0.30 0.44 0.68

1.46 0.50

(9) Location

0.01 0.08 0.03 0.13 0.21 -0.26 -0.23 -0.34

1.67 0.47

(10) Perceive Similar Housing

-0.01 -0.08 0.01 -0.03 -0.07 0.05 0.12 0.09 -0.13

1.34 0.47

(11) Perceive Similar Density

-0.03 -0.08 0.02 -0.01 -0.04 0.05 0.17 0.13 -0.12 0.55

1.25 0.43

(12) Perceive Same Occupation

-0.04 -0.08 . 0.01 -0.07 -0.08 0.06 0.08 0.06 -0.06 0.09 0.07

1.75 0.43

(13) Perceive Same Age

0.00 -0.05 -0.02 -0.05 -0.13 0.17 0.08 0.17 -0.17 0.15 0.12 0.24

(14) Favor Diff. House Types

0.15 -0.04 -0.00 0.04 0.13 -0.17 -0.30 -0.31 0.09 -0.07 -0.10 -0.05 -0.02

1.54 0.50

(15) Favor Different Densities

0.09 0.00 0.03 0.06 0.08 -0.12 -0.19 -0.21 0.09 -0.03 -0.06 -0.04 -0.04 0.46

1.48 0.50

(16) Favor Different Incomes

1.65 0.48

-0.07 -0.00 0.04 0.00 0.01 0.02 -0.02 0.02 -0.01 0.01 0.03 -0.10 -0.06 0.14 0.20

(17) Favor Different Occupations -0.02 -0.02 -0.03 -0.01 0.02 -0.03 0.00 0.03 -0.06 0.02 0.03 -0.08 -0.00 0.07 0.09 0.32

1.22 0.41
1.05 0.22

(18) Favor Different Ages

0.01 -0.04 0.04 -0.01 0.03 -0.03 -0.03 -0.03 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.00 -0.04 0.08 0.08 0.22 0.43

1.06 0.24

(19) Night Safety

0.12 0.40 -0.15 -0.02 -0.07 0.03 0.05 0.04 -0.11 -0.03 -0.04 0.01 0.01 0.02 -0.01 -0.00 0.01 -0.02

2.65 1.26
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different way and that the reponse in turn effects levels of fear.
We next examine the reduced form step-wise regression analysis' for each age group
(Table 4) as interpreted using the age group characteristics discussed by Medley.

First, in early adulthood (18-34), the time of "affirmation", we find that the strongest
predictor of fear is gender (B= .48), as it is with all other age groups. Location is the second
strongest predictor of fear in this age group, with those living in the inner city areas expressing
higher levels of fear than those in suburbs (B= -.13). Next in importance is the respondent's
education. Those with lower education fear crime more than others in the group (B= - .11).
Also, renters are more fearful than owners (B= .07). The fifth predictor . of fear is the
perception of occupational similarity with other people living in the neighborhood. When there
is a perception that people are different from oneself in occupational terms, fear will be higher
(B= .06). Sensitivity on this issue is noteworthy given the concern about income and economic

demands attributed to the group by Medley. However, it is evident that this measure of
diversity is a weaker predictor of fear than some of the other independent variables.
In early middle age (35-44), the time of attainment, gender, education and location are
followed by the perceived diversity of housing types in explaining fear of crime (B= -.11). For
the older middle age group (45-64) occupational similaritities (B= .12) are more important,
entering the equation right after gender. For this group it is a time of accommodation, where
the tolerance for differences in social factors in the environment are at their lowest levels.
The late adult group, aged 65 and over, relates more to attitudes towards the
desirability of diversity rather than to mix itself. After gender, the most important variable in
predicting fear is one 's prèference for differences in income (B= .14). Also, after location,
attitudes towards differences in housing types raise fear the most (B= .19).

Discussion
It is apparent from these results, that perceived social mix has less to do with fear of
crime than we had hypothesized. Of the nine variables related to perception of or attitudes
towards mix ,the only significant effects are perception of occupational differences for 18-34
'Only variables that were significant were included in the final equations in order to
reduce the number of missing cases in the analysis.
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Table 4:

Reduced Form Step-Wise Regressions by Age
Group on Night Safety *

B

18-34

Beta

1.24

0.48

Location

-0.34

-0.13

Education

- .05

-0.11

Own or Rent

0.18

0.07

Perceive Same Occupation

0.17

0.06

Gender

2
r =.28

N=560

B

Beta

0.90

0.37

Education

-0.06

-0.20

Location

-0.41

-0.15

Perceive Similar Housing

-0.27

-0.11

35-44
Gender

2
r =.23

N=212

B

Beta

Gender

0.98

0.39

Perceive Same Occupation

0.34

0.12

- .32

-0.12

45-64

Location

2
r =.17

N=302

B

Beta

Gender

0.73

0.27

Favor Different Income

0.58

0.14

-0.51

-0.19

0.50

0.19

65+

Location
Favor Different Housing

2
r =.19

N=106

*Beta weights displayed in these tables are all significant
at 0.05 level:
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year olds; perception of similar housing for 35-44 year olds; perception of similar occupation
for 45-64 year olds; and attitudes towards the desirability of different incomes and different
housing for those over 65. Not all of the effects are in the same direction, thus further
confusing the picture. In all cases, gender is the most significant predictor of fear, with
location playing an important predicting role as well. Despite the surprisingly weak effects, it is
still noteworthy that each age group has a different predisposition to environmental conditions
in relation to their fear of crime response.
Our findings suggest that the group that deserves special attention in this analysis is
that containing the over 65 year olds. They provide the only instance in which the preference
for social homogeneity appears as an important predictor of fear. We had predicted that the
effect on the elderly would derive from age diversity. Instead, the variable measuring attitudes
towards differing incomes and housing types in the area are the most important perception of
mix variables in predicting fear for this group. We can interpret from these results that the
elderly acknowledge changes taking place around them as inevitable but still ominous and
undesirable. These findings are consistent with Medley's characterization of this group as
responding to their affranchisment. Again, this conclusion is based on income differences
rather than differences in age. The generalizing effects of the desirability of diversity, rather
than the specific effects of perceived mix, may explain why the elderly fear crime more than
any other group. They respond more to the broader societal changes than to the specific
changes in their environments. This finding has significance in light of Lee 's (1983) finding
that social integration appears to play a minor role in the causal structure of fear of crime for
the elderly. It is possible that social integration is less problematic to the elderly than is the
more general problem of uncertainties in the social environments, at least as these relate to
fear.
The more general issue highlighted earlier concerned likely effects of forced integration
on fear of crime.' Our data do not provide clear answers to the questions regarding the level of
fear generated by forced integration or social diversity. However, we do know that social
diversity will have some effect on levels of fear. Social scientists cannot predict the "amount"
of fear that will be generated nor can we predict the "amount of mix" that is desireable. Until
we can predict more accurately, it is probably best to let mix occur 'naturally' in the

' Of course, we are cognizant of the fact that we are dealing with only one small
part of the integration issue.
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environment.
Finally, from our data we can project that when people cannot move voluntarily (for
example, in the case of the inner city elderly) problems with mix will continue to raise levels of
fear. Baumer (1983) suggests that it is exactly these groups who warrant the greatest attention
in future investigations and in proposing strategies for remediation of fear of crime.
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