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“Explai ning the Gender Gap in Fear of Crime
Assessing the Relative Effects of Gender on Risk and Fear of Crime”

ABSTRACT: In the fear of crime literature there is a consensus that female gender is the
strongest predictor of fear of crime and that, despiter logier objective risk of victimization,
women consistently report higher levels of fearthis paper, | aim taancover what accounts for
the gender disparity in fear of crimé.apply a risk assessment model (Ferraro 1995) to fear of
crime and explor&ow gender influences assessments of risk for both men and women.
Following from this perspective, to account for the gender disparity on reported fear of crime at
neighborhood level, | assess if perceived rskdicated by serious crimeoperates diffieently

for men and womerRRelying onquanttative data this paper attempts to unravel the role of
gender on fear of crime and perceived risk of victimization. The quantitative data is provided by
a 1998survey conducted by the Bureau of Justice Statisti€sminal Victimization and
Perceptions of Community Safetwhichinterviewsresidents in twelve U.Ktities. This

approach will provide a fuller understanding of the effects of gender on fear of.crime

Introduction

In research on fear of crime one &t most consistent findings is the greater level of fear
reportedoy women as compared with men. Indeed one might point to a verifiable ‘gender gap’
in fear of crime.There is little doubt that gender does have a significant impact on reported
levels of ear Sexis the strongest predictor of fear of crime and that, despite their lower
objective risk of victimizatioh, women consistently report higher levels of f¢@ennet and
Flavin 1994; Clemente and Kleiman 1977; Lebowitz 1975; Liska, Sanchirico aad R988;
Stafford and Galle 1984; Skogamd Maxfield 1981; Warr 1984)However the interesting
guestion is not whethar notgender influences fear of crimbutratherhowandwhy.

Seeking to fathom this gender gap this papel am interested imncoveringhe
conditions under which gender shapear of crime. Given that women have higher levels of
reported fear of crimenvhataccounts for these difference#? this paper lapplythe same

theoretical model to explotthie determinants dear ofcrime for men and women. With this

1 In 2000 males have been victims of violent offenses at higher rates than fegasnd 23.2 per 1,000
persons age twelve and older respectivBgpe and sexual assault are exceptions to this gender pattern.



approach can document the influence eéx on fear of crime and assess if risk and other
variables operate differently by gendérhe model developed hereflects two complimentary
theories the social disorganizatimand “broken windows” (Skogan 1990; Wilson and Kelling
1982) and risk assessmeheoriegFerraro 1995). Given that peoptan be expected to use
ecological conditions to inform caullations of riskmy study will explore the individual
assessments ofsk and theirelationship to fear of crime

It is not enough to merely state that there is a differenasoarelation between gender
and fear of crimegbut rather,m order to understand the gender disparity one needs to approach
this problem through mé@anismic analysisCausual mechanisms are the “nuts and bolts, cogs
and wheels” of explanation (Elster 198ather tharbe satisfied with thearrelation between
gender and reported fear of crime, | am trying to uncovessti@al mechanissof this widdy
documented finding?Why do women report higher levels of fear of crim@&des the proximate
social environment matterdo neighborhood level factors matter differently for women?

Fear of crime varies bgcological conditions ansituational contextsRisks arenot
randomly distributed butoncentrateat particular times and spacé&iven that peopleinterpret
ecological conditionss signalgo inform risk (Ferraro 1995); fear of crime varies according to
bothindividual vulnerabilityand situationalariables.The risk assessment modkdveloged here
leads to the proposition that subjective evaluationaudrierabilityare strong indicators of fear
of crime. This means, fagxample, that it is nagender per se, that lesitb fear of crime, but the
interaction of these categorical identities with specific risk factors. These factarglarielual
(e.g., race, sex, age, prior victimizatiosjcial (e.g.,social networkssocial capital),
environmenta(e.g.,disorder crime) andinstitutional(e.g.,police).

In this paper | attempt to explore the relationship between gender and fear of drirae.



goal of this papeis to provide a betteaccount of the gender disparity in predictifegr of
crime To the extent thagender is more or lesggnificantin one model and not the other, this
research will be able tepecifyfear of crimefor men and women predictthat fear of crime will
tend to be highr for women due to a greater sensitivityterceived risk of victimization
particularly driven by seual assaults, which will, in turnpfluencewomeris decisions to
employ risk reduction tactiamieant to lower that riskThe analyses presented in this paper rely
on atheoretically drivermodel of fear of crime which separates the process of fear ofecand
the consequences in an attempt to gain better understanding of the ways in which fear of crime
affects men and women differently.
Measuring Fear of Crime

The fear of crime is clearly a complex phenomenon. It constitutes a variety of subjecti
regponses to crime including tressessment of risk to orgeself, significant othersand property.
In previoustreatmentsfear of crime includes a range of subjective states from irrational
responses to vague threatstoediadriven anxiety to gender secific anxiety, to personal
evaluationof perceived threat or risk. Under tgenerakubric of fear of crime, researchers have
sometimes conflated thedererse factors leading to concern owefinition and
conceptualization.

A variety of approaches haween used to study tdar of crime,ncludinga single item
questiorg from either the National Crime and Victimization Survey (NCV®) the General
Social Survey (GSS) whichtried to capture a generalize@ighborhoodear of crimeon the

part of heresponderst Several researchers ndtiat there are significant problems with this

%The NCVS asks respondents “How safeyaa feel or would you feel being alone in your neighborhood
at night? During the day?”

3 The GSS asks respondeits there any area right around hehat is, within a mile or savhere you
would be afraid to walk at nigh@
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measure of fear of crime (Clemente and Kleiman t}®&lyea and Zingraff 1988; Ferraro and
LaGrange 1987; Garofalo and LatB78;LaGrange and Ferraro 198Stafford and Galle 1984
and responded bipvestigating specific fears (Bankston et al. 1987; Warr and Stafford 1983)
including fear of personal violence (Reiss, 1998; Zimring and Hawkins, 1€8ger studies
differentiatedfear from perceived risk (Ferraro 1996;a and Stafford 1983) and idené&d
trust as an underlying factor (Walkég 1998) Qualitative researchers have fouondal
variatiors in neighborhood histories and conditiomMddrry 1981;Suttled4968).

In this study | rely orameasure of fear of crimthat tresto focuson a specific ontext
in which an individual may fear criméredictors of mighborhood fear experienced in the
immediate local context may operate differently for men and women. Proxinsaeial
conditionsmayprovide differentsignals of riskfor male and femaleeighborhood residents
Given that individuals reside in their neighborhood and are probably more familiar with their
own neighborhoods and its risks than other areas of theasgessing gender differences in
neighbawhood fear of crime may uncover the sourceled gender gap.
Theorizing Fear of Crime: Expanding the Risk Assessment Model

Many researcherfend thatpeople living in neighborhoods plagued by high crime rates
experience higher levels of fear than thaséow crime areagSkogan 1990; Wson and Kelling
1982) According to Skogn (1990), two categories of disordeysicaf and sociabre
associated with fear of crim&oth types of disorder are considenadible Asigns of crime
@LaGrange, Ferraro arfflupancic 1992; Skogan and Maxfield 1981; Stinchcombe et al. 1980)

indicating that social control mechanisms within the neighborhood have broken down (Lewis

4 Symptoms of physical disordéclude abandoned cars/buildings, rundown buildings, poor lighting,
overgrown shrubs/trees, trash, and empty lots. Symptoms of social disorder include public drinking, public drug use,
public drug sales, vandalism or graffiti, prostitution, gaandlingbegging, loitering, truancy, and
transients/homeless sleeping on the street.



and Salem 1986; Skogan 1990). Weakening social controls can also increase vulnerability to
crime (Bennett and Flavin, 1994; Taylor and Covington, 1993). According to Wilson and
Kelling (1982)Abroken window$and otherincivilities signaldisorder eevaing feelings of
anxiety Thus, fear of crime can be seen as a consequence detiosion of socibcontrok= in a
community Such incivilities havedverse effects on the individuals within the neighborhood,
the community as a whole, as well as the entire city (Covington and Tag®l; Lewis and

Salem 1986).

Another way to think of broken windows in terms of signaling.Individuals both
interpret andransmit social iginals which inform responses to immediate concerns (Schelling
1978).Given that actors alwaysalve to reach decisions in situations of imperfect information,
‘broken windowsmay povidea clear, if misleading, signal of elevated risk. Perceptions about
neighborhood conditions, including physical and social disostesyuldbe associated with
higher risk of harassment or victimizatiddence fear of crime would tend to be higherrfo
residents in neighborhoods plagued with high levels of crime, neighborhood deterioration and
disorganizationBut with its emphasis on how physical and social disorder signal threats to
perceptive individualsthe incivility hypothesis is better understod as a part of a broader risk
assessment model.

Themodelproposed in this paperbuilds on the pioneering work of Ferraro. In his work
he explored the effect of objective and perceived risk on fear of crime. Although fear of crime is
not solely a functia of perceived risk (Warr and Stafford 1983), it is considered a necessary and
powerful variable in the equation (Ferraro 1996). His findings suggest that the fear of crime is
mostly mediated throughsubjectivisskwhich he measures as the perceived likeod of

victimization. Accordingly, those who perceive their likely victimhood to be high will have



higher fear of crime. What this perspective does not uncheereveris the process/hereby
individuals perceive themselves at riskow do individuals cme to decisions about probable
victimization? | argue thaactors tend t@ssess their risks in light of the environmental
conditionsthat signal risk, such as serious crime in the neighbortzoaperceived personal
vulnerability. This perspective wouldeind to predict that fear of crime will be high if perceived
risk of victimization is also high.

Throughout this analysis | rely on a model for fear of crime including relevant socio
demographic variables and perceptions about local conditions andirigks. theoretical model
used here | rely on socidemographic characteristics and certain neighborhood conditions that
have been identified as predictors of fear of crime from previous research as well as include
additional variables, such as risk indicgta measure of resident’s satisfaction with the police
and a whether or not a resident is well informed about crime investigated in my #worla(
more detailed discussion of the theoretical model and included variables see Snesjkierthis
paper Istart with the assumption that understanding fear of crime for womeotis
fundamentally different from fear of crime for men. In fact | rely on the same theoretical
framework to explore fear of crime regardless of sex. In this way | will be able to campa
theoreticallydriven models for women and men separately and try to identify differences in
predictors for men and women.eRing on a risk assessment model of fear of crime |
hypothesize thagubjectiverisk is central to fear of crime and this may &2en more important
in explaining the differences for men and womewvly model of fear of crime can be used to
understand womeand men’s fear of crimeinddirectly addresses the appargenhder disparity.
Data

In this paper | analyzdata provided bytte United States Department of Justice, Bureau



of Justice Statistics entitled “Criminal Victimization and Perceptions of Community Safety in 12
United States Cities, 199§CVPCS).This dataset is the result of a partnership between the
Office of CommunityOriented Policing Services (COPS) and the Bureau of Justice Statistics
(BJS) to collect citylevel information on criminal victimization, perceptions, and satisfaction
with police. These types of questions were added to the preexisting questionnaitedrom
National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS). This survey data includes three parts: household
level data, persctevel data, and inciderlevel data. However, onliyndividuaklevel dataare
analyzed in this paper.

The twelve cities included in theVPCSare Chicago, IL, Kansas City, MO, Knoxville,
TN, Los Angeles, CA, Madison, WI, New York, NY, San Diego, CA, Savannah, GA, Spokane,
WA, Springfield, MA, Tucson, AZ, and Washington, D(Gee Appendix 1, Table 1ln order to
compile a dataset that repesds varying stages of development of community policing, cities
were partially selected based on the police department level of community policing. The target
population was individuals residing within the city boundaries in each of the twelve cities. The
population universe for this survey included individuals aged twelve and older. Approximately
eight hundred households within each city were contacted through radutndialing
procedures (RDD) and telephone interviemereconducted. The final samplesed in this
analysis is 12,569.Once the data wenestricted o those respondents who answered the fear of

crime questiondew independent variables suffered from missing cases and a mean substitution

®The original CVPCS included 18,514 cases. A total of 5,945 cases were deleted from the dataset due to
missing responses for the dependent variable. When comparing the sampésiofy from normissing there were
slight differences some of which were significant in chisquaretests. Overall the sample | am using is
significantly older, includes more women and nonwhites andi@panics than the original sample as the lower
educated, men, nonwhites and Hispanics were more likely to give missing responses for the fear of crime questions.
Not surprisingly many of the respondents who did not answer the fear of crime questions also did not answer a large
number of other questits. Thus once the cases were excluded many of the other variables no longer had missing
data. Those who answered the three behavioral outcome questions were not significantly different when comparing
the missing verses nemissing for the fear of crime qgéons.
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procedure was used to fill in the missing vallek the statistical analysis a final sample weight
was used and a small number of additional cases were deleted when sample weights were
introduced’

The advantage of the present dataset is that it allows for an analysis across U.S. cities.
Existing fea of crime datasets are either national with broad geographical distinctions (e.g.,
South, West, MidwesNortheasturban and ruralor focus on only a single city or locale.

Therefore the representativeness of this sample allows for some generaliz@ioongear of

crime to be madelf these models are consistent across the two measures of the defpenden
variable,it suggests there may be common underlying factors or causal mechanisms producing
fear of crime.

An ideal model would have measures or irad@rs at multiple levels of analysis.

However, in the current analysis | can assess the impact of subjective measures such as perceived
serious crime in the neighborhood, perceptions about the police and perceived knowledge about
crime. It would be optinal to also include objective measures of neighborhood characteastics

many neighborhoodevel variables are potentially crucial factors influencing attitudes and

behaviors about crimgampson and Bartusch 1998pwever, that information is not availkgh

at the neighborhood levé&l Although the variables | include are ultimately at the level of the

6 Any variable of interest with a large amount of missing was excluded from the ana$yaisy findings
would be highly suspecFor the independent variables that had a few number of migsengverage score was
input for the missing values. Auinmy variable was the created for all variables with any substitutions made. The
dummy variables were included in the analysis and if any of the dummy variables were significant then the variable
was removed from the analysis.

"The final weight was caldated from the following five components: base weight, multiple phone number
factor, household noninterview adjustment factithin household noninterviefactor, and population ratio
estimate factor. For more information on the weighting/estimationguioes refer to the report prepared by the
Bureau of Justice Statistics and the Office of Community Oriented Policing Services published by the U.S.
Department of Justice.

80ther factors may be relevant such as the composition and integration of thearbighdh residents along
class and racial/ethnic lines is of crucial concern. However these variables are not available at the neighborhood
level.



individual, whenconsidering the impact of neighborhood conditions on individual reported
levels of fear it is the perceptions about neighitmod conditionsand theirrisks thatmay bemost
relevant.

Predicting Fear of Crime

Dependent Variable

Neighborhood fear of crime

The dependent variableconsiderin this analysiss fear of crime at the neighborhood
level. This measure of fear of crime reféosgenealized assessment of likely victimhoadthe
neighborhoodThe dependent variable dichotomousvhere 36.6% of respondents reported fear
of crime®
Independent variables
Gender

Sex is the variablef primary interest in this analysis, although a variet additional
varnables shall also be consider&lhen comparing the sample of men to women a few
differences emerge, some of which are significant instfuare or-tests. Overall women
represent a larger proportion of the total sample and are signtficmore fearful than men. The
women in the survey are slightly older and more likely to be nonwhite than men whereas men
are slightly more educated, married and include more prior victims of both violent and property
crimes. Men and women in the samplad insignificant differences on the other characteristic.
Sex is measured dichotomously and the sample is 55% female and 45%oeMale.expected to
be significant A complete list and description of the variables, their coding schemes and their

means fo men and women are provided in Tablel.

%For the neighborhood level, the first category includes those who report being not at all fearful (24.2%)
andnot very fearful (39.1%) and the second category includes those who report being somewhat fearful (31.5%) and
very fearful (5.2%).

10



(Insert Table 1 about here)

Age is also identified as another significant predictor of fear of crime (Clemente and
Kleiman 1976; Hindelang, Gottfredson & Garofalo 1978), although the direction is debated
Someresearchers claim that the elderly are more fearful due to their greater physical and social
vulnerability(Bachman 199preflectinganevaluation of riskgiven environmental surroundings
or victimization experiences (Jaycox 1978). Moreover, a dispropateiy high number of the
elderly are women (Baumer 197&lternatively, otherresearchers assenat younger
respondents are more fearful or that there is a curvilinear relationship (Ferraro 1995; Garofalo
and Laub 1978; Moeller 1989; Ortega and MyleS87p Younger respondentaay be more
fearful due to higheobijective risk® and lifestyle choices and routine activities that place them in
dangerous settingacreasg their perception of riskAge is a continuous variable where one
unit increase is meased interms of a year changeiricluded a quadratic term for ageias
conventionalin this type of analysisto capture possible curvilinearity. The average age of the
sample is approximately 43 years old ranging from 16 to 90 years old.

Education

Educaton level is a powerful predictor in employment outcomes and subsequent income.

Althoughmy data do not permit a direct test of incothen fear of crime, including the

education level variable serves amaghproxy forlife chancesand possibly an influstial

0n general, younger people are more likely to experience a violent crime than any other age group
(Bureau of Justice Stiatics 2000). The rate of violent victimization for the age group twelve to fifteen was 60.1 per
1,000 persons, 64.4 for the age group sixteen to nineteen, 49.5 for twenty to-fieentg4.9 for twentyfive to
thirty-four, thirty-four to forty-nine, 13.7or fifty to sixty-four, and 3.7 for sixtyfive and older.

Income levels and fear of crime are found to be inversely correlated (Skogan and Maxfield 1981). That
is to say, that loweincome individuals experience higher levels of fear of crime thghdri income people.
Researchers find that residents living in poverty are more fearful and express higher levels of vulnerability than
betteroff respondents (Pantazis 2000).
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variable independently. One can partially ascribe the effect of income and possibly education on
fear of crime to the fact that lowncome, poorly educated individuals are more likely to be
confronted with crime and disorder in their daily lives tiagher income, highly educated
people.Thus education should have a negative association with fear of drimage created far
dummy variables reflectinfipur major categorical distinctions: less than high scl{atl8%)

high school26.8%) some collge (26.4%) and four or more years of colle®5.0%)"* The

average number of years of education completed for the sample is 13.9.

Race and ethnicity

According to the literature on fear of crime, black respondents are said to express higher
levels of fearthan their white counterparts which appears to be in line with a higbjective
riskof victimization (Clemente and Kleiman 1977; Skogan and Maxfield 1981; Stinchcombe et
al. 1980)"**Prior researcthasnot includel Hispanic or other ethnic identities mstatistical
analyses of fear of crime, although ethnic membership may work in similar ways to race.
Researchigggests that both whites and blacks exhibit fear in response to-celaed concerns
and that race and ethnicity are important in shapingtthg danger is interpreted (Merry 1981).
On the other hand, blacks and Latinos may be more “streetwise” (Anderson 1990) with local
knowledge that lowers fear of crime. Race is measured dichotomously comparing whites to non
whites. Unfortunately | was unabte explore differences across racial categories due to limited

number of certain races and reluctantly created a dichotomous variable comparing white to non

12 At first I considered education as a continuous variable measured yeansazitieth completed.
However, there may not be a linear relationship between education and fear of crime. The effect of one additional
year of education may not have the same effect at every point. Any potential nuances in this variable will be better
captued by a set of binary variables as opposed to a continuous variable.

Per every 1,000 persons 35 blacks, 25 whites and 21 persons of other races were victims of a violent

crime. Blacks also experienced higher rates of property crime than whites amdamtbeThe rate of victimization
for Hispanics is 28 per 1,000 persons, falling from 63. Moreover, property rates were higher among Hispanics than
non-Hispanic households (Bureau of Justice Statistics 2000).
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whites. The majority of the sample (73%) consists of whifeldispanics represent 10% of the
sampe and are compared to ndtispanics.
Marital Status

Married individuals, especially womenay bemore fearful of crime as they may
conflate their own concerns with those of thigimilies®> However single individuals may be
more vulnerable as they tendlte younger, may haviewer resources ahlive in riskier
circumstances, thus elevating fedfsnarital status turns out to have a negative association with
fear of crime and single individuals have higher levels of fear then this variable might be an
indicator of living aloneGiven the possibility for multiple explanations | incluttés variable in
the analysis. Marital status is measured dichotomously comparing those who are presently
married (47%) to those who are not married (53%).

Direct Victimization

Many researchers state that higher levels of fear persist among people in relation to recent
history of personal victimization (Bankston et al. 1987; Belyea and Zingraff 1988; Lee 1982,
Moeller 1989; Skogan and Maxfield 1981; Stafford and Galle 1984¢cox, Rountree, and Land
1996). Since people recall experiences, prior victimization should influence fear of crime. |
include a dichotomous measure for being a victim of a property crime or attempted property
crime which includes any of the followinigur crimes: theft, burglary, robbery auto theft and
vandalism. | include a dichotomous measure for being a victim of a violent crime or attempted

violent crime which includes any of the following three crimes: robbery, assault or sexual

Y The racial breakdown of the 26.9% of thergale that is norwhite is as follows: 17.7% black, 3.3%
Asian or Pacific Islander, .7% American Indian, and 5.2% other.

B0 this analysis | am unable to estimaeparate analyses for fear of crifiog oneself and for others.
suspect that parents, padlarly mothers, would have high fear of crime for their children and spouses, particularly
husbands, would have high fear of crime level over concern about their.wives

18| considered only those who definitely presently married in the married categagyndttpresently
married category includes widowed (6.2%), divorced (11.8%), separated (2.7%) and never married (32.2%).
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assault. In the saple 39% were victims of at least one property crime or attempted property
crime while 7% were victims of a violent crime or attempted violent crime. | also consider the
effect of these crimes separately.

Informed about crime

Indirect victimization or viarious victimization can also be a powerful predictor in fear
of crime (Lee 1982; Ferraro 1995)In this analysis | camot include any measures of indirect
victimization per s&; however include a social capital indicatofhere are different forms of
social capital (Coleman 1990) many of which are relevant to fear of crime research, primarily
increasing involvement in neighborhood and community associations or organizations and
personahetworks. How embedded an individual is in local networks wileetitheir access to
local knowledge and information and teassessments about risks. Individuals who talk with
their neighbors learn more about crime and local conditions and d¢tar bgaluate their risks
than those whare isolatedAccordingly, hie nore welkinformed anindividual considers
oneselfthe less likelythey should b&o fear crime This variable is a binary measure and 72% of
the respondents considered themselves to be well informed about crime.

Physical and social disorder

Perceptions aliut neighborhood disorder are scale variables with one unit representing an
additional disorder item reported@he variable physical disorder reflects a cumulative scale

ranging from 0 to Sncluding the following items: rundown or neglected buildings, plaghting,

1 \ndirect victimization is measured through whether a family member, close friend or neighbor was
victimized recently. Exposure to theass media and news reports may also inform these perceptions. Studies
report that the effect of media coverage and fear of crime depends on the type of media source, the focus of news
report, neighborhood area crime rate, sed@nographic characteris$, vulnerability, personal victimization
experiences and resonance, and affinity with media victims (Chiricos, Eschholz and Gertz 1997).

18T\ variables of interest were included in the dataset, those who said they relied on the media to inform
them abat crime and those that got their information about crime from knowing a victim. There were too many
missing cases in these variables to rely on these measures to produce accurate and reliable findings.
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overgrown shrubs/trees, trash and empty [dtee variable social disorder reflects a cumulative
scaleranging from 0 to Ancluding the following items: public drug sales, vandalism or graffiti,
prostitution, panhandling/begging, loitering/lgamg out, truancy and transients/homeldsghe
sample the mean is 1.06 and 1.47 for physical disorder and social disorder respectively.

Police

As representatives of the state, the police are the primary agents of formal social control
and a defense agest crime Many urban and criminological studies have claimed that
perceptions about the police and interactions between the police and community residents are
different according to certain demographic variables and neighborhood loatidre level of
satisfaction with local police is expected to alter assessments of perceived risk aatfeébtithe
level of fear. The police satisfaction variable is measured either affirmatively or negatively
where 87% of the sample reported satisfaction with thepol

Serious crime in the neighborhood

| can not includea perceived risk variablasFerrarodid, becaus¢he CVPCXid not
specifically ask how likelys it that you will be a victim of crime. However, whether or not a
respondent perceived there to mg/aerious crime itheir neighborhooatan servas a
reasonabl@roxy for subjective riskThe risk indicator included in this analysis is whether or not
a respondent perceived there to be any serious crime in the neighbdfhapdroximately a

third of the sample (35%) reported saus crime in the neighborhoobalso included an

Bror instance, blacks, Latinos and people with lowiseconomic status are much less satisfied with the
police and the law according to a recent attitudinal survey (Sampson and Bartusch 1999). In the aftermath of the
Amadou Diallo incident the Harris Poll (2000) reports that African Americans had lessafaleaatings of the
police in terms of treating all races fairly, police brutality and were afraid of the police.

20 There was another question, “Do conditions make you feel less safe?” that | wanted to include as another
indicator of perceived risk buhere were too many missimgsponseto warrant its inclusion in the final model.

However when this variable was included in this analysis using a mean substitution procedure to deal with the
missing cases, the effexdf this variable were strong and ptige in the expected direction. Because the variable for
missing responses was also significant it was removed from the model. This evidence is only suggestive but is
consistent with the theoretical model employed in this paper.
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interaction term between sex and serious crime in order to test for a gender effect.
Methods

In this dataset the dependent variable, fear of crime, is ordered ranging frahaibt
fearful to very fearful. Given the ordered nature of my dependent varidlensideed
employingordinal logistic regressiarHowever,Long argues that “simply because the values of
a variablecanbe ordered does not imply that the variabl®utl be analyzed as ordinal” (1997:
15)# In this case ordinal logistics regression would be appropriate as the categories are clearly
ranked from low to high. Yet, my data violated tharallel regression assumptiaraking
ordinal logistics regression inapgpriate for this analysis. | relied on the Wald test to formally
test the assumption of parallel regressions which tests that the coefficients for all variables are
simultaneously equal (Long and Freese 20AljhoughLong andFreese (2001) suggest eth
alternatives such asultinomial logistic regressiqror the purposes of clarity and concision |
employ logistic regressiGhfor the analysis in this papét.

| collapse the four categories into two categoriese category includes those who are not
a all fearful and not very fearful and the other includes those who are somewhat or very fearful.
Althoughgradations between the different categoaes|ost, tiis approaclcaptures the crucial
distinction between those who are the side of fearing camekthose that do not.

The strategy | employ to estimate the model is straightforwlanagih ananalysison the
dependent variable, fear of crime iretheighborhoodThe first approach relies on a logistic

regression model including sex. | then compéiie thodel to one including an interaction term

2LEor an exposition of ordial regression see Long 1997
22 According to Winship and Ware (1984inary logistic regression yieldoasistent estimates of Betas.

23 Given concerns with model misspecification, | ran multiple models with different assumptions and
operationalizationsfdhe dependent variable: including linear regression, ordinal logistic regression and
multinomial logistic regression. The results across different regression analyses were consistent; thus | am confident
in the findings presented belowesults from diferent procedures are available form author upon request.
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for the relationship between sex and serious crime. Does accounting for how perceived risks may
differentially influence men and women get us any closer at understanding the gender gap?

The second approachvalves running two separate analyses of the same model, one for
women and the other for men. In this way | can compare the significance of particular variables
across men and womels.there a difference in the overall fithess of the model by gender? Is
there a difference in the magnitude or direction of any of the independent variables? Do the
previous findings persist in models for men and women separately? It may be the case that
certain factors are only significant for men or women but its strengtheslthe significance in
the overall model with sex included.

Given that this is a nested mofkand individual observations are not independent as
they are clustered in cities | have controlled for cities in the statistical an&Ryisthis way all
agects of the city are controlled for so that the effect of living in one city is the same for all
respondents. This approach does not specify what aamlicity matters but recognizes the
need to control for city level differenceButurework will explore such a multievel analysis
Results

The first stage of the analysexplores the significance of the sex variable in a risk
assessment model of fear of crime. Secondly, | lodkoat well the additional interaction term
predicts fear of crime comparéd a model including the full model afocumentedocic
demographic variables and neighborhood disorder indicators. | réqgorésults in terms of odds
ratioswhich provide some indication about the effect of an independent variable on an outcome
varialde. In this way we can say that for a unit change in the independent variable the odds are

expected to change by a factor of the exp(B), holding all other variables constant.

24 Standard errors are adjusted for clustering on city.

2| included eleven dummy variables in all of the logistic regression models although | do not report the
city specific coefficients.
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Not surprisingly, in the logistic regression analysfghe risk assessmémocel (Model
1, Table 2 sex is an extremely powerful variable for both dimensions of fear of crithe.odds
of fearing crime are 1.66 times as great for women comptreaden In general, ndividuatlevel
socicdemographic variableand perceptions aboutighborhood conditionperform
consisterly with previous researchpart fromageandrace®®

(Insert Table 2

In Model 2(Table 2 an interaction term, the product sérious crimeandsex is
included. This assesses if the effects of fear of crime angecrime— an indicator of perceived
risk —are the same for men and for women. In the neighborhood fear of crime model the relative
effects of serious crime on fear of crime operate differently for men and for women. The
coefficient for the interactioterm is significant indicating that the effects of serious crime on
fear of crime differ by gender. According to this finding, serious crime has a greater impact on
fear of crime for women compared to mdyut only for the models predicting neighborho@ai
of crime. Hence the inclusion of the interaction teprovides an improvemenin the level of
model fitness

In order to better assess the inaspaf serious crime on genddrgenerated predicted
probabilities for the following four categories: men avieported no serious crime, men who
reported serious crime, women who reported no serious crime and women who reported serious
crime (See Figure 1 | used all the coefficients from Model 1 keeping all other variables

constant with mean valueshe generkfinding is that females who perceive their to be serious

26 Despitesome debate in the literature about the specifics of certain categagieis, not positively
associated with higher levels of fear. This probably reflects that the effect of age is captured by other variables in the
model. Nonwhites are not significapttlifferent from whites in terms of neighborhodelel fear of crime in a
model that controls for city. However, in the model that did not control for city, race was significant. This suggests
that previous findings on race probably reflected neighbortayazty conditions.
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crime in the neighborhood are mdrkely to fear crime at the neighborhodevel andmen who

do not perceive serious crime in the neighborhood are least likely to fear crime at the
neighborhoodevel. Women who perceive serious crime compared to women who do not have
significantly greater probabilities of fearing crim&egardless of perceiving serious crime or

not, women are stilhave a higher predicted probability of fearing crimehe neighlorhood
However the differential impact that serious crime has on neighborhood fear of crime does help

to explain part of the gender gap in fear of crime.

Figure 1: Predicted Probability of
Neighborhood Fear of Crime

0.3829

0.3066

0.2285 0.241

Male no Male serious Female no Female
serious crime crime serious crime serious crime

To explore the difference between men’s and women'’s fear of crime in greater detail |
disaggregad the regression equations of fear of crime by sex (see Bablable3 isthe same
as Model 1 on Table 2 except that the regressions are presented separately for men and for
women. This procedure is useful in order to compare the full model for mewangen and see
if they yield similar results.

Overall the risk assessment model explains a comparable amount of the odds of fearing
crime to not fearing crime for men and women. Hoee several interesting findings emerge
from the logistic regression atysis in which men and women are analyzed separatélhgt,

ageis positively associated with higher odds for neighborhood fear of crime for men but not for
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women. This suggest that women of varying ages fear crime and thus fearing crime is not
specificto older women as some scholars suggest.

Secondraceandethnicitywork differently for men and women in predicting
neighborhood fear; newhite men have greater odds of fearing crime and Hispanic women have
greater odds of fearing crim€onsistent wi previous research (Merry 198hjig finding
suggest that the effect of race or ethnicity may shape intergreteof risksat the local level
Given that nonwhites typically live ineighborhoodsvith higher crime ratethan whites they
might accuratsl assess their risks to be higher in their own neighborhoods-Wotes often
live in segregated neighborhoods and black men may assess their risks to be greater in line with
their greater likelihood of victimizatigrgiven theprevalencef black-on-blad crime.
Furthermore, blacknen may be more likelyhan black womenabeengage in routine activities
or maneuver in social spaces or areas where they are more likelyctmbrented with risks.
Alternatively, Hispanic women have significantly higherdsdf fearing crime¢han non
Hispanic women It may be that Hispanic womdiving in mixed neighborhoods consider
themselvest greater risks for victimizatigrmparticularly sexual crimegurthermore,fiin fact
Hispanics, due to language barriers antiuzal differencesfeel less secure thdreightened fear
may reflect higher perceived risks.

Third, prior victimizationsignificantly increases the odds of fearing crime for men.
Surprigngly, it seems that being\actim of crimedoes not increase thiélihood of fearof
crime for womenUpon more careful examination of victimization experiences, | discover that
men’s violent victimization is driven by prior assauttisattempted assaultSor women
although thecombinel measure of prior violent vigtiization was not significantpbberywas

significantandpositively associated with fear of crime. The findilsgconsistent witfSkogan
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and Kleckas (1977)finding thatrobbery was the only victimization experience that had a clear
attitudinal effect orfear of crime Interestingly,for women being a victim of arior assault
significanty reduced the odds of fearing crime apeing a victim of asexual assault was
insignificant. There arenultiple possibleexplanations for these curious findingdtimately
though,they cannot be completely resolved with the present datest likely the fluctuation in
direction and the differences in crimes can be attributadesmall number ofictims of violent
crimes. Alternatively, these findings may be due sknieductions strategies that victims may be
more likely to employ to reduce the risk of future victimizatidémgeneral, the findings are still
consistent with the risk assessment model that men and women with victimization experiences
have greater oddsf fearing crime.

Fourth, beingvell informed about criméas a more significant effect on women than
men. According to the risk assessment model, although information is never complete, the more
information a person has to evaluate the better they wikhbassessing their risks. In this way
those who are better informed would have lower odds of fearing ctimsay be that women are
gathering information to protect children and spouseshaps women have more social
networks or access to local infortian from friends, neighbors or organizations.

Fifth, the effect of beingatisfied with the polices in the expected direction for both
sexes but the magnitude is stronger for wonmins suggests thatomen feel more secure when
they are satisfied witthe police. It may be that women have morgormation and knowledge
about the police itheir local area than men atiderefore police satisfaction hasreof an
influence orwomen’sfear of crime.

Finally, and n line with the risk assessment modelious crimein the neighborhood

increases thedds of fearing crime for women but not for memnhis result verifies the effect of
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theinteraction term and the predicted probability figureentioned earlier and a more detailed
explanation will be provideth the discussion section below.
Discussion

Following the risk assessment, | attempt to explain the gap in reported fear of crime and
the greater effect of serious crime on women'’s fear of crime than on men'’s fear of crime.
Although women are overaléks likely to be victimized they are almost exclusively the target of
sexual crimes. Perhaps when women perceive serious crime they are concerned with violent
crimes, particularly rape. The paradox of women'’s higher fear hasdrg#ained by researchers
by fear of rape as a "master offense" which heightens fear of all crimes (Ferraro 1996; Riger,
Gordon and Bailly 1978)One can reasonably argue that women may be more sensitive to
serious crime, driven by fear of rapeAlthough rape is a relatively raevent, when taking into
account the physical, psychological, and emotional ramifications of rape and its aftermath
women may have a reasonably higher risk and thus level of fear. Accordingly, women may,
despite, their lower likelihood of rape, given therious effects, have a heightened but
reasonable fear of rap&.his gendesspecific fear reflects recognition bfgher riskof a specific
violent offense that underlines the vulnerability of women (Hindelang et al. 1978; Young 1992).
The theme of incrased vulnerability to a broader range of crime has also been noted, including a
greater sensitivity to differences in physical strength (Staféord Galle 1984; Warr 1984).
Alternatively, with the gap between male and female violent victimization lesgeodupled
with higher rates of sexual assault women'’s higher rates of fear of crime may be in line with their
elevated vulnerability to victimization.

The risk assessment approach used in this analysis cortfiemgender difference in

27 Unfortunately, due to limitation in the survey, | can not directly test for the significance of fear of rape in
predicting fear of crime othelikelihood of sexual assault as an indicator of risk.
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reported fear o€rime fromprevious researclh.can positively identify that part of the gender
gap in fear of crime is due to the different risk assessmepisrceiving serious crime in the
neighborhood. The interaction term illustrates that the impact of serious grithe
neighborhood impacts women’s fear of crime translating into a gender difference in fear of
crime. Clearly there is still a gender gap even when serious crime is taken into abobtins
raises the bigger question of why? Why is the perceivedgmes of serious crime in the
neighborhood cause women to express fear at much higher levels than caendnly offer
inferences about the source of these differences.

Women may have higher levels of fear of crime, due to higher perceived risks through
signals of neighborhood conditions and personal examinations of vulnerability. It is by
recognizing the likelihood, severity and impact of particular risks that accounts for the higher
reported fear of crime for women. Both men and women rely on envirotaheonditions to
signal certain risks. However, it seems to be the case that women and men interpret those signals
differently and certain factors serious crime- have a greater impact on fear of crime for one
gender or the other. Similar local condit®do not lead to the same reported level of fear of
crime at the neighborhood level.

Women are generally the primary caregivers of children and thus have added concerns
for the safety of their immediate dependents. Women'’s higher fear of crime may be a
combination of several factors such as héggted risk of specific crimegpncerns for their
dependents possible victimization coupled with fear of what will happen to their family if they
arehurt in some way Perhaps it is these family concerns that influence men and women to
attend neighborhood watch meetings despite that participating in collective action is highly

costly and actors can oftegain the same benefit from the work of others without any effort
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(Olson 1965). It may be that those who atteadeive a greater share of thenefis — greater
security. Perhaps women, particularly mothers, are more inclined to invest these costs out of
concern for themselves and their family.

Another factor may relate to men’s pattern of rislking behavior andreater contact
with riskier routine activitiesPerhaps women are more riakerse and less likely to participate
in risk taking behaviors or maneuver in risky areas or put themselves in risk situations. If this is
the case then women, when confrontethvagonditions that indicate there is in fact serious
crime, may be more likely due to less exposure and heightened sensitivity, to asses these
conditions more seriously, leading to a larger impact on serious crime.

The next stage of the analysistsexplore theconsequences déar of crimefor men and
women, specifically behaviors that may mitigate or reduce perceived risk. What is the
relationship between fear of crime and particddahavioal consequenced the riskliterature
there are two waysf handling risk that are relevatd fear of crime utilizing loss control
strategiesuch as investment in insuranead risk avoidance (Greene and Trieschmann 1981).
In future work, | will examine risk reduction strategies imntss of social and indidual
investmentand risk avoidanceWhat is of particular interest is if fear of crime has different
consequences for men and women. Are women who report fear of crime more likely than men to
respond to fear of crime by investing personally or commurallgngaging in risk avoidance?

A concern among some researchers in the fear of crime literature is that fear of crime has
consequences for individuals which women share a heavier burden, having adverse effects on
their lives (Madriz 1997). Assessing tbatcomes of fear of crime may yield a greater
understanding of fear of crime and gender differenEesthermore, fear may have a feedback

effect on risk;feelings of fear can influence future perceptions of risk. The nature and direction
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of this relatiorshiprequiresfurther examination.

Despite these limitationshis research makes a crucial step towards a better
understandingf the gender gap in fear of crinterough a large survey of multiple cities across
the country.This analysis is theoreticallyriven but limited by data problembn this paper |
have tried to provide a theoretically influenced model of fear of crime for men and women.
Unfortunately, these data only allow for speculations of the theoretical difference between male
and female far of specific crimesPresently] can only offer tentative reasons to differential
effect of serious crimen men and women

In order to get further underneath these findings | wdkd to analyze the qualitative data
collected as a part of the largeissertation, primarily sixty kdepth interviews with New York
City neighborhood residents about fear of crime and neighborhood conditliok should
clarify the present findingsA future version of this paper will be supplemented with qualitative
accounts of fear of crime. I am hoping that a careful analysis of theskepth interviews will
shed more light on the differences in fear of crime for men and women and its consequences.
From this qualitative data | will be able to explore men and wompelispectives on these issues
and provide a better account of the gender gap in fear of crime and better identify casual

mechanisms.

25



References

Anderson, Elijah. 1990Streetwise: Race, Class and Change in an Urban Community
Chicago: Universy of Chicago Press.

Bankston, William B., Quentin A.L. Jenkins, Cheryl L. Thay®@oyle and Carol Y. Thompson.
1987. AFear of Criminal Victimization and residential Location: The Influence of
Perceived Risk® Rural Sociologyb2(Spring):98107.

Bachma, 1992 Elderly Victims Washington D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, October.

Baumer, Terry L. 1978 AResearch on Fear of Crime in the United Sta@¥ictimology3:254
264.
. 1985. "Testing a General Model of Fear of Crime: Data from a Nat8ample."
Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquer3,239255.

Beckett, Katherine. 1997Making Crime Pay: Law and Order in Contemporary American
Politics. New York: Oxford University Press.

Belyea, Michael J. and Matthew T. Zingraff. 1988Fear of Crime and Residential Locati@.
Rural Sociologyp3(Winter):473486.

Bennett, Richard R. and Jeanne M. Flavin. 198Determinants of Fear of Crime: The Effect
of Cultural Setting@ Justice Quarterlyl1(September):35381.

Chiricos, Ted, SafaEschholz and Marc Gertz. 199ACrime, News and Fear of Crime:
Toward and ldentification of Audience Effea Social Problem#4:342357.

Clemente, Frank and Michael B. Kleiman. 197&-ear of Crime Among the Age@
Gerontologist16:20710.
.1977. AFear of Crime in the United States: A Multivariate Analgs&ocial Forces
56(December):51:831.

Coleman, James. 198&Saocial Capital in the Creation of Human Capi@lAmerican Journal
of Sociology94:95120.

Covington, Jeanette ariRllph B. Taylor. 1991. "Fear of Crime in Urban Residential
Neighborhoods: Implications of Betweeand Within Neighborhood Sources of Current
Models." Sociological Quarterlyd2:231249.

Donziger, Steven R. ed. 199Bhe Real War on Crime: The Repaitthe National Criminal
Justice CommissionNew York: Harper Perennial.

Elster, Jon. 199%lchemies of the Mind: Rationality and the Emotiomdew York: Cambridge
University Press.

26



Ferraro, Kenneth F. 1995-ear of Crime: Interpreting Victimizadin Risk Albany, NY: State
University of New York Press.
. 1996. AWomers Fear Of Victimization: Shadow of Sexual Assa@t3ocial Forces
75:66790.

Ferraro, Kenneth F. and Randy LaGrange. 1987. "The Measurement of Fear of Crime"
Sociologcal Inquiry 57:70101.

Friedman, Deborah and Michael Hechter. 1988. “The Contribution of Rational Choice Theory to
Macrosociological ResearchSociological Theorg: 201-218.

Garland, David. 1990Punishment and Modern Society: A Study in Social TheGfyicago:
University of Chicago Press.
. 2001. The Culture of Crime Control: Crime and Social Order in Contemporary
Society Chicago: University of Chicago Press.

Garofalo, James. 198JAThe Fear of Crime: Causes and Conseque@ése Jounal of
Criminal Law and Criminology’2: 83957.

Garofalo, James and John Laub. 19A9he Fear of Crime: Broadening Our Perspect@e.
Victimology3:242253.

Greene, Mark R. and James S. Trieschmann. 1884k and Insurances™ edition. Cincinnat
OH: SouthWestern Publishing Company.

Harris Poll. 1999. AFor the Second Year Running, There Has Been a Dramatic Increase in
Confidence in Leadership of Natise Major Institutions@ New York: Harris Interactive
Inc.
. 2000. W Spite d Amadou Diallo, Public Perceptions of Police Show Marked
Improvements® New York: Harris Interactive Inc.

Heimer, Carol A. 1985 Reactive Risk and Rational Action: Managing Moral Hazard in
Insurance ContractBerkeley: University of California Press.

Hindelang, Michael J., Michael Gottfredson and James Garofalo. 1@ic8ms of Personal
Crime: An Empirical Foundation for Theory of Personal Victimizatiadbambridge, MA:
Ballinger.

Jacobs, Jane. 196The Death and Life of Great American CgieNew York: Vintage Books.

Jaycox, Victoria H. 1978AThe Elderlys Fear of Crime: Rational or Irrationa®Victimology
3:242253.

LaGrange, Randy L. and Kenneth Ferraro. 1988ssessing Age and Gender Differences in
Perceived Risk and Fear of @re@ Criminology. 27:697719.

27



LaGrange, Randy L., Kenneth Ferraro and Michael Supancic. 18P2rceived Risk and Fear
of Crime: Role of Social and Physical Incivilitig®.Journal of Research in Crime and
Delinquency29:31134.

Lebowitz, Barry. 195. AAge and Fearfulness: Personal and Situational Fa@alsurnal of
Gerontology30:696700.

Lee, Gary R. 1982 AResidential Location and Fear of Crime Among the Eldé@lRural
Sociologyd7(Winter):655669.

Lewis, Dan A. and Greta Salem. 198Bear of Crime: Incivility and the Production of a Social
Problem.New Brunswick: Transaction Books.

Liska, Allen E., Joseph Lawrence and Andrew Sanchirico. 198zear of Crime as a Social
Fact@ Social Forces0:760670.

Liska, Allen E., Andrew Sanchico and Mark D. Reed. 1988A\Fear of Crime and Constrained
Behavior: Specifying and Estimating a Reciprocal Effects M@&ocial Forces
66:82737.

Lofland, Lyn H. 1985. [1973].A World of Strangers: Order and Action in Urban Public Space
Prospet Heights: Waveland Press.

Logan, John R. and Harvey L. Molotch. 198W@rban Fortunes: The Political Economy of
Place Berkeley, CA: University of California Press.

Long, Scott J. 1997Regression Models for Categorical and Limited Dependent Vésab
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.

Long, J. Scott and Jeremy Freese. 20Bkgression Models for Categorical Dependent
Variables Using StataCollege Station, TX: A Stata Press Publication.

Long, Larry H. 1988.Migration and Residentiallobility in the United StatesNew York:
Russell Sage Foundation.

Lupton, Deborah and John Tulloch. 1999. "Theorizing Fear of Crime: Beyond the
Rational/Irrational Opposition.’British Journal of Sociolog$0:507523.

Madriz, Esther. 1997NothingBad Happens to Good Girls: Fear of Crime in Women's Lives.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Merry, Sally Engle. 1981 Urban Danger: Life in a Neighborhood of StrangemBhiladelphia:
Temple University Press.

Moeller, Gertrude L. 1989AFea of Criminal Victimization: The Effect of Neighborhood
Racial Compositior@ Sociological Inquiry59:208221.
Newman, Oscar. 1972Defensible Space: Crime Prevention Through Urban Desigew

28



York: Macmillan.

Olson, Mancur. 1965The Logic of Colletive Action Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

Pantazis, Christina. 2000. Aear of Crimes Vulnerability and Poverty: Evidence From a
British Crime Survey@ British Journal of Criminology0: 414436.

Pate, A., M.A. Wycoff, Weslsley G. Skogand L. Sherman. 1986. Reducing Fear of Crime in
Houston and Newark: A Summary RepdiWashington, D.C.: The Police Foundation and
the National Institute of Justice.

Reed, Lesley Williams, J. Tommons Roberts and Heather Monro Hilliard. 1998. “F€ainoe
and Collective Action: An Analysis of Coping StrategiesSociological Inquiry68:312
328.

Riger, Stephanie, Margaret T. Gordon and Robert Le Bailly. 198 omerrs Fear of Crime:
From Blaming the Victim to Restricting the Victir@ Victimology 3:2772284.

Roundtree, Pamela Wilcox and Kenneth C. Land. 198Burglary Victimization, Perceptions
of Crime Risk, and Routine Activities: A Multilevel Analysis Across Seattle
Neighborhoods and Census Tra@slournal of Research in Crime and Dedjnency83:
1474180.

Sampson, Robert J. and Dawn Jeglum Bartusch. 19&®tudes Toward Crime, Police, and the
Law: Individual and Neighborhood Difference&/ashington, D.C.: US Department of
Justice, National Institute of Justice.

Schelling, Thomas C1978. Micromotives and MacrobehaviolNew York: Norton.

Skogan, Wesley G. 199Misorder and Decline: Crime and the Spiral of Decay in American
NeighborhoodsNew York: Free Press.

Skogan, Wesley G. and Michael G. Maxfield. 1981. Coping wiim&: Individual and
Neighborhood ReactionBeverly Hills, CA: Sage.

Snedker, Karen“Crime, Risk and Fear: Analyzing the Determinants and Consequences
of Fear of Crime in U.S. CitiesUnpublished manuscript.

Stafford, Mark and Omer Galle. 1984Victimization Rates, Exposure to Risk, and Fear of
Crime@ Criminology22(May): 173185.

Stinchcombe, Arthur L., Rebecca Adams, Carol A. Heimer, Kim Lane Scheppele, Tom W.
Smith and D. Garth Taylor. 1980Crime and Punishment: Changing Attitudes in
Anerica. San Francisco: Joss®ass Publishers.

Suttles, Gerald D. 1968The Social Order of the Slum: Ethnicity and Territory in the Inner City

29



Chicago: The University of Chicago Press.

Taylor, Ralph B. 1999 Crime, Grime, Fear, and Decline: A Longdinal Look Washington,
D.C.: US Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice.

Taylor, Ralph B. and Jeanette Covington. 199& ofmmunity Structural Changes and the Fear
of Crime @ Social Problem&0(August):374395.

Walklate, Sandra. 1998AExcavating the Fear of Crime: Fear, Anxiety or Tri@tPheoretical
Criminology2(4):403418.

Warr, Mark. 1984 AFear of Victimization: Why are Women and the Elderly More Afraid?
Social Science Quarterly5:681702.

Warr, Mark and Mark Stafford. 1983AFear of Victimization: A Look at the Proximate
Causeg@ Social Force$1(June):1033.043.

Weber, Max. 1978 Economy and SocietyBerkeley: University of California Press.

Wilson, James Q. and George L. Kelling. 198%Broken Windows@ Atlantic Monthly249:29-
38.

Winship, Christopher and Robert D. Mare. “Regression Models with Ordinal Variables.”
American Sociological Revie$9:512525.

Wirthlin Report. 1994.ACrime in America, Part 1: The Proble@andACrime in America,
Part: Solutions@ McLean, VA: The Wirthlin Group.

Young, Vernetta D. 1992AWomen: A Parado@ Justice Quartery(September):41841.

Zimring, Franklin E and Gordon Hawkins. 199Trime is not the Problem: Lethal Violence in
America New York: Oxford University Pres

30



Table 1: Descriptive Statistics for Reported Levels of Fear of Crime by Sex (N=12,569)

Men Women
n=5,665 n=6,904
Standard Standard
Variable Name Mean Deviation Mean  Deviation Description
Dependent variables
Fear of crime
Neighborhood fear of crime 0.30 0.46 0.42 0.49 1=not fearful; 0= fearful
Independent variables
Individual-level
Age 41.96 16.79 43.50 17.27 Age in years
Less than high school 0.11 0.32 0.12 0.33 1=did not graduate from high school
High school graduate® 0.24 0.43 0.29 0.45 1=graduated from high school
Some college 0.26 0.44 0.27 0.44 1=some college experience
Four or more years of college 0.38 0.49 0.33 0.47 1=completed at least four years of college
Race 0.24 0.43 0.29 0.45 1=nonwhite; O=white
Hispanic 0.10 0.30 0.10 0.29 1=Hispanic; 0=not Hispanic
Marital status 0.49 0.50 0.45 0.50 1=married; 0= not married
Victim of violent crime 0.09 0.28 0.06 0.24 1=victim; O=not victim
Victim of property crime 0.40 0.40 0.38 0.40 1=victim; O=not victim
Informed abut crime 0.71 0.44 0.73 0.43 1=well informed about crime; 0=not well informed
Neighborhood conditions
Physical disorder 1.07 1.33 1.05 1.33 Index of physical disorder
Social disorder 1.55 1.83 1.40 1.75 Index of social disorder
Police satisfaction 0.87 0.33 0.87 0.32 1=satisfied with neighborhood police; O=dissatisfied
Perceived Risk indicator
Serious crime 0.35 0.47 0.34 0.46 1=serious crime in the neighborhood; 0=no serious crime in neighborhood

"High school graduate is the reference category.



Table 2: Logistic Regression Predicting Neighborhood Fear of Crime
Model 1 Model 2

Odds Robust Odds Robust

Ratio Standard Ratio Standard
Independent Variables B Exp (B) Errors B Exp (B) Errors
Individual-level
Sex 0.5059  1.6585 *** 0.0249 0.4005 1.4926 *** 0.0541
Age 0.0185  1.0187 0.0107 0.0185  1.0187 0.0107
Age® -0.0001  0.9999 0.0001 -0.0001  0.9999 0.0001
Less than high school -0.1643  0.8485 0.2305 -0.1660  0.8470 0.2350
Some college -0.2337  0.7916 * 0.1166 -0.2338  0.7915 * 0.1176
Four or more years of college -0.4843 0.6161 ** 0.1649 -0.4819 0.6176 ** 0.1628
Race 0.2466  1.2796 0.1476 0.2432  1.2754 0.1479
Hispanic 0.0840 1.0876 0.0652 0.0896  1.0938 0.0627
Marital status 0.0848  1.0885 *** 0.0137 0.0871  1.0910 *** 0.0154
Victim of violent crime 0.2115  1.2355 ** 0.0824 0.2101  1.2338 ** 0.0852
Victim of property crime 0.1601 1.1736  *** 0.0217 0.1660 1.1806  *** 0.0232
Informed about crime -0.2802 0.7556  *** 0.0517 -0.2774 0.7577  *** 0.0517
Neighborhood conditions
Index of physical disorder 0.1249  1.1330 *** 0.0228 0.1242  1.1322 =+ 0.0229
Index of social disorder 0.1670  1.1817 *** 0.0200 0.1680  1.1830 *** 0.0202
Police satisfaction -0.3368  0.7141  *** 0.0636 -0.3441  0.7088  *** 0.0641
Serious crime 0.2239  1.2510 *** 0.0337 0.0732  1.0760 0.0767
Sex x serious crime 0.2657 1.3044  ** 0.1014
Constant -1.1344  x* 0.3073 -1.0728  xx 0.3351
-2 Log Likelihood -7851.4 -7846.1
N 12,544 12,544
Pseduo R? 0.0791 0.0797
*p<.05
**p< .01

e <001



Table 3: Logistic Regression Predicting Neighborhood Fear of Crime by Sex

Men Women

Odds Robust Odds Robust

Ratio Standard Ratio Standard
Independent Variables B Exp (B) Errors B Exp (B) Errors
Individual-level
Age 0.0327 1.0333 0.0080 0.0080 1.0080 0.0142
Age® -0.0002 0.9998  *** 0.0001 0.0001 1.0001 0.0002
Less than high school -0.3569 0.6998 0.3027 -0.0073 0.9928 0.1898
Some college -0.4930 0.6108 ** 0.1902 -0.0498 0.9514 0.0866
Four or more years of college -0.6303 0.5324 ** 0.2007 -0.3748 0.6874 ** 0.1443
Race 0.2708 1.3110 ** 0.1048 0.2256 1.2530 0.1898
Hispanic 0.0368 1.0375 0.1079 0.1129 1.1195 ** 0.0358
Marital status 0.1621 1.1760 0.1144 0.0324 1.0329 0.0659
Victim of violent crime 0.2913 1.3381 0.0870 0.1333 1.1425 0.1569
Victim of property crime 0.2467 1.2798 * 0.1261 0.1000 1.1052 0.1051
Informed about crime -0.2545 0.7753 * 0.1000 -0.3031 0.7385  *** 0.0272
Neighborhood conditions
Index of physical disorder 0.1440 1.1549  *** 0.0250 0.1099 1.1161  *** 0.0266
Index of social disorder 0.1501 1.1620  *** 0.0147 0.1836 1.2016  *** 0.0293
Police satisfaction -0.2829 0.7536 * 0.1379 -0.3912 0.6762  *** 0.0747
Serious crime 0.0758 1.0787 0.1273 0.3344 1.3970  *** 0.0660
Constant -1.2539  ** 0.3583 -0.5308 0.2871
-2 Log Likelihood -3412.3 -4414.7
N 5,648 6,896
Pseduo R” 0.0732 0.0739
*p<.05
*p< .01
**+p < ,001
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