Eastern Kentucky University

Encompass

Safety, Security and Emergency Management

Faculty and Staff Scholarship Safety, Security and Emergency Management

1-1-2010

A Gendered Assessment of the "Threat of Victimization"

David May
Eastern Kentucky University, dmay@soc.msstate.edu

Nicole E. Rader
Mississippi State University

Sarah Goodrum
Centre College

Follow this and additional works at: https://encompass.eku.edu/sse_fsresearch

b Part of the Criminology Commons, and the Social Control, Law, Crime, and Deviance Commons

Recommended Citation

May DC, Rader NE, Goodrum S. A Gendered Assessment of the “Threat of Victimization™: Examining
Gender Differences in Fear of Crime, Perceived Risk, Avoidance, and Defensive Behaviors. Criminal
Justice Review. 2010;35(2):159-182. doi:10.1177/0734016809349166

This Article is brought to you for free and open access by the Safety, Security and Emergency Management at
Encompass. It has been accepted for inclusion in Safety, Security and Emergency Management Faculty and Staff
Scholarship by an authorized administrator of Encompass. For more information, please contact
Linda.Sizemore@eku.edu.


https://encompass.eku.edu/
https://encompass.eku.edu/sse_fsresearch
https://encompass.eku.edu/sse_fsresearch
https://encompass.eku.edu/sse
https://encompass.eku.edu/sse_fsresearch?utm_source=encompass.eku.edu%2Fsse_fsresearch%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/417?utm_source=encompass.eku.edu%2Fsse_fsresearch%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
http://network.bepress.com/hgg/discipline/429?utm_source=encompass.eku.edu%2Fsse_fsresearch%2F3&utm_medium=PDF&utm_campaign=PDFCoverPages
mailto:Linda.Sizemore@eku.edu

Criminal Justice Review OnlineFirst, published on November 10, 2009 as d0i:10.1177/0734016809349166

Criminal Justice Review
000(00) 1-24
© The Author(s) 2009

A G e n d e red Assess m e nt Of th e Reprints and permission: http://www.

sagepub.com/journalsPermissions.nav

“Th reat Of Victimization” DOI: 10.1177/0734016809349 1 66

http://cjr.sagepub.com

AGE
Examining Gender Differences in Fear PSAG

of Crime, Perceived Risk, Avoidance,
and Defensive Behaviors

David C. May,' Nicole E. Rader,? and Sarah Goodrum?

Abstract

Rader has called for a change in how researchers study fear of crime, suggesting that fear of crime,
perceptions of risk, and experiences with victimization are interrelated dimensions of the larger
“threat of victimization” concept. In this study, the authors examine how each independent
dimension affects additional theoretical dimensions of the “threat of victimization” and how these
relationships vary by gender. Using data from residents of Kentucky, the authors estimate a
series of multivariate linear and logistic regression models. The findings presented here suggest
that gender differences do exist in the components of the threat of victimization and that many
of the relationships in the Rader model are multifaceted, including the relationship between
perceived risk, fear of crime, and avoidance and defensive behaviors. Implications of these
findings for future research regarding predictors of the threat of victimization are discussed.
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Introduction

Fear of crime is an important area of research that has become increasingly popular in the last 30
years. Historically, researchers have questioned the conceptualization and operationalization of fear
of crime. Several researchers have argued that the emotive feeling of fear differs significantly from
cognitive perceptions of risk, suggesting that these two constructs should be measured separately
(Dubow, McCabe, & Kaplan, 1979; Ferraro & LaGrange, 1987; Garafalo, 1981), although the
debate over the measurement of the two concepts continues (Ferraro, 1995; Hale, 1996; May &
Dunaway, 2000; Mesch, 2000; Rader, 2004; Rountree & Land, 1996; Warr & Ellison, 2000; Warr
& Stafford, 1983; Williams, McShane, & Akers, 2000).
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A third construct often discussed in the fear of crime literature involves the behavioral actions
individuals taken to protect themselves from crime. Constrained behaviors include avoidance beha-
viors (e.g., staying home at night) and defensive (or protective) behaviors (e.g., owning a gun, instal-
ling a burglar alarm) (Ferraro & LaGrange, 1987). A number of researchers have examined the place
of constrained behaviors in formulating fear of crime and perceived risk (Chan & Rigakos, 2002;
Ferraro, 1995; Hale, 1996; Keane, 1998; Liska, Sanchirico, & Reed, 1988; Mesch, 2000; Pain,
2001). Traditionally, perceived risk and constrained behaviors were thought to cause fear of crime;
however, Rader (2004) and her colleagues (Rader, May, & Goodrum, 2007) have reconsidered this
connection, arguing that fear of crime, perceived risk, constrained behaviors, and victimization
experience may all be components of a multifaceted construct called the threat of victimization.
Rader et al. (2007) found partial support for this argument when they determined that, although fear
of crime was reciprocally related to perceived risk and avoidance/defensive behaviors, perceived
risk and avoidance/defensive behaviors were not related. In this study, we expand the literature
on fear of crime, perceived risk, and the threat of victimization by addressing gender differences
in demographic, contextual, and theoretical predictors of perceived risk, fear of crime, and defensive
and avoidance behaviors.

Gender and Fear of Crime

Although there are many predictors of fear of crime (e.g., age, race, victimization experience), per-
haps the most well-documented indicator of fear of crime is gender. Research suggests that when
controlling for other factors, gender is the most stable predictor of a person’s fear of crime (Day,
1994; Ferraro, 1996; Gilchrist, Bannister, Ditton, & Farrall, 1998; Haynie, 1998; Madriz, 1997;
Rountree, 1998; Stanko, 1995). Women are much more likely to self-report fear of crime than men,
even though they are less likely, according to official data, to experience victimization (with the
exceptions of sexual assault, domestic violence, stalking, and sexual harassment). This discrepancy
is often called the “gender-fear paradox” because women’s fear of crime is incongruent with the
reality of their criminal victimization (Ferraro, 1996). These elevated fear levels increase womens’
perceptions of risk and may cause women to be more likely to engage in constrained behaviors,
including a dependence on male protectors (Chan & Rigakos, 2002; Gardner, 1989; Hollander,
2001; Keane, 1998; Madriz, 1997; Pain, 2001; Rader, 2008; Rountree, 1998; Stanko, 1990; 2001).

Popular explanations for the gender-fear paradox include the idea that women have a greater fear
of crime, and indeed a greater fear than necessary, in part because of their smaller physical stature
that makes them less able to resist attack (Hale, 1996; Killias & Clerici, 2000; Smith & Torstensson,
1997). This approach stems from the sociology of gender literature, arguing that men and women are
socialized differently and that this socialization often enhances gender inequality (Kimmel, 2004).
Another explanation involves the gendered nature of decision making, suggesting that men and
women vary in the emotional aspects of the decision-making process, and that women are more
likely to have elevated levels of emotive fear (Hale, 1996; Lupton & Tulloch, 1999; Walklate, 2001).

The most popular and recently researched explanation of the gender-fear paradox, however, is
called the “shadow hypothesis.” Put forth by Warr (1984; 1985) and Ferraro (1995; 1996), this
hypothesis suggests that women fear crime at higher levels than their chances of victimization war-
rant because of an overarching fear of sexual assault. Fear of sexual assault thus escalates women’s
fear of other types of crimes, making women afraid of all crime. As Warr (1984) notes, for most
women “fear of crime is fear of rape” (p. 700). This argument is rooted in the feminist criminolo-
gical literature that suggests rape and fear of rape further power inequalities among men and women
(Brownmiller, 1975; Stanko, 1990).

Researchers discovered support for this hypothesis in the early 1990s, indicating that women’s
fear of sexual assault is a significant contributor to their general sense of fear of crime (Ferraro,
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1995; 1996; Fisher & Sloan, 2003; Gordon & Riger, 1989; May, 2001; Warr, 1984; 1985; Wilcox,
Jordan, & Pritchard, 2006). For example, Wilcox, Jordan, & Pritchard (2006) report that stranger-
induced fear of sexual assault was more prevalent among college women than nonstranger-induced
fear of sexual assault. Furthermore, Lane and Meeker (2003) find that fear of physical harm during
a sexual assault may also elevate levels of fear among women. Research on the “shadow hypothesis,”
then, continues to provide more insight into the prevalence and nature of women’s fear of crime.

Because most of this literature focuses on explaining why women fear crime, few researchers
focus specifically on men’s fear of crime. Arguably, the gender bias in the interpretation of the
research has led to the view that women have an unreasonable fear crime rather than the alternative
interpretation that men fear crime less than they logically should. Even in studies that consider men’s
fear of crime, the focus tends to be on men’s fear of crime for others rather than men’s fear of crime
for the self (Ferraro, 1995; Snedker, 2003; Warr, 1992; Warr & Ellison, 2000). Those works that do
focus on men’s fear for self argue that men may fear crime more than they report because society
views fear as a feminine phenomenon, providing cultural messages to men that fearing crime (or
admitting to that fear) is taboo (Brownlow, 2005; Gilchrist et al., 1998; Goodey, 1997). This stigma
may cause men to underreport their fear on surveys about fear of crime (Sutton & Farrall, 2005).

Nevertheless, recent research on the topic of men’s fear of crime indicates that men do fear crime
within certain contexts. Brownlow (2005) and Day, Stump, and Carreon (2003) find that men were
more likely to fear crime when they felt a loss of control either involving a public space or when
confronted by another male. Shafer, Huebner, and Bynum (2006) found that certain groups of men,
namely African American and lower class males, were more likely to fear crime. Finally, May
(2001) argues that adolescent boys may fear crime for similar reasons to women because they feel
physically vulnerable to victimization. He argues that some boys may feel they are less able to resist
victimization because they are physically weaker than other boys, suggesting that this may cause a
“shadow of powerlessness” (p. 167). Thus, recent studies suggest that men’s fear of crime may be
more complex than the findings of early research suggest. Hence, the area of gender and fear of
crime has made great strides in understanding women’s fear of crime, yet is still lacking focus on
determining causes and motivation for men’s fear of crime.

Gender and Perceived Risk

Perceived risk is typically defined as the perceived likelihood of criminal victimization (Ferraro
& LaGrange, 1987; Mesch, 2000; Warr & Stafford, 1983). This concept is viewed as a cognitive
indicator of fear (as opposed to an emotional indicator of fear), and it is typically measured in terms
of “safety” from crime instead of “worry” about crime (Ferraro & LaGrange, 1987; Mesch, 2000;
Rader, 2004).

Several studies have also considered the impact of gender on perceived risk of victimization.
Early studies conducted by Rountree and Land (1996) and Fisher, Sloan, and Wilkins (1995) found
that when measuring perceived risk in terms of perceptions of safety, women had a higher perceived
risk of victimization than men. Fisher and Sloan (2003) and Wilcox, Jordan, & Pritchard (2006) con-
firmed this finding, suggesting that women take perceived risk into consideration for the specific
crime of sexual assault.

Interestingly, women do not just perceive themselves at higher risk of criminal victimization,
they also perceive themselves at higher risk of arrest (Richards & Tittle, 1981). Women’s assess-
ments of victimization risk and arrest risk suggest an overarching cultural norm for women to exer-
cise caution in their behavior—caution to protect themselves from crime as victims and caution to
avoid detection from law enforcement officers as offenders. The gender differences in risk assess-
ment for victimization and arrest may be the result of parents’ socialization of girls versus boys and
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the higher levels of monitoring that girls experience, particularly in patriarchal families (Blackwell,
Sellers, & Schlaupitz, 2002; Hagan, 1990; Grasmick, Hagan, Blackwell, & Arneklev, 1996).

Taken together, the evidence suggests that parents’ greater concern for girls’ behavior (and
safety) may socialize girls to minimize their risk-taking behavior more than boys and it may socia-
lize them to have a greater awareness of and concern for danger than boys. A variety of other
researchers present contradictory findings, however, suggesting that men are more likely to have
higher levels of perceived risk than women (see Hale, 1996, for a review). Other researchers have
also debated women’s risk assessment, arguing that women are less likely to use cognitive thought
and more likely to use the emotion of fear when considering potential victimization than men
(Lupton & Tulloch, 1999; Smith & Torstensson, 1997). In fact, in a recent study that specifically
considered the relationship between perceived risk and gender, Reid and Konrad (2004) found that
perceived risk affected men’s fear of crime for the crime of robbery more so than women, that per-
ceived risk affected women’s fear of sexual assault more than men, and that there were no gender
differences in fear of burglary. These findings show that the relationship between gender and per-
ceived risk is complicated and often varies by offense type.

Although it is apparent that much debate surrounds which gender is most likely to perceive risk of
victimization, perceived risk as a construct or its independent relation to gender are rarely examined
in the literature. It is clear that the relationship between gender and perceived risk is based on a vari-
ety of other factors, with offense type emerging as one of the most important factors (Fisher & Sloan,
2003; Reid & Konrad, 2004; Rountree & Land, 1996; Wilcox, Jordan, & Pritchard, 2006). Women
seem to use perceived risk more frequently than men for the crime of sexual assault, whereas men
seem to use perceived risk more frequently than women for other crimes such as robbery. Addition-
ally, previous research also suggests that race and age are important mediators of the relationship
between perceived risk and gender as well (Shafer et al., 2006). Consequently, in this study, we
consider the connection between perceived risk and gender, and the impact of gender on perceived
risk, both within and outside of models controlling for demographic and contextual factors as well.
Based on the research reviewed above, we argue that, controlling for the aforementioned factors,
females will perceive themselves to be at greater risk of criminal victimization than males.

Gender and Constrained Behaviors

Although constrained behaviors have not received as much attention as perceived risk or fear of
crime in the scholarly literature, several studies consider the implications of the behaviors individ-
uals take to protect themselves from potential victimization. Constrained behaviors are typically
broken down into two categories, avoidance and defensive behaviors. Avoidance behaviors typically
include avoidance of certain places at night, avoidance of events, or a restriction of activities. Defen-
sive behaviors typically include behaviors such as gun ownership, burglary alarm installation, own-
ing a watch dog, or taking a self defense class (Ferraro & LaGrange, 1987). Previous research in fear
of crime often considers avoidance and defensive behaviors as correlates of fear of crime but several
researchers such as Liska, Sanchirico, and Reed (1988) and May (1999) suggest that the relationship
may be more complex than a direct path between fear and constrained behaviors.

Few researchers specifically focus on the relationship between constrained behaviors and gender.
However, those that have focused on this relationship typically reveal that women are more likely
than men to implement avoidance behaviors, especially avoiding places at night, which may restrict
women’s mobility (Gardner, 1989; Hollander, 2001; Keane, 1998; Pain, 2001; Stanko, 2001). How-
ever, these findings may vary by age. May (1999) finds that women and men may both engage in
avoidance behaviors but, at least among young people, they do so in different ways. This suggests
the relationship between avoidance behaviors and gender may vary by age, as well as other demo-
graphic correlates.
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Research on the relationship between defensive behaviors and gender implies that males are more
likely to engage in this type of constrained behaviors than females. This is especially the case when
considering weapon carrying. Studies consistently note that males are more likely than females to
carry a weapon for protection (Kuntsche & Klingemann, 2004; May, 1999; McKeganey & Norrie,
2000; Wilcox, May, & Roberts, 2006). As with responses to other types of stressful situations
(including psychological distress and its gendered relationship with depression alcohol consump-
tion), men tend to respond with external (or outward) behaviors while women tend to respond with
internal thoughts or feelings (Umberson, 2003). Thus, in response to concerns about criminal victi-
mization, weapons carrying for men and restricted activities for women may be similar examples of
gendered methods of coping.

In sum, few studies examine constrained behaviors as dependent variables and even fewer studies
do so with an emphasis on gender differences. Among those that have, males are generally found to
be more likely to engage in defensive behaviors such as weapon carrying while females are more
likely to engage in avoidance behaviors. Consequently, in this article, we consider avoidance and
defensive behaviors as separate constructs, allowing for greater consideration of their relationship
with gender. Based on the available literature, we suggest that females will be more likely than males
to have engaged in avoidance behaviors while males will be more likely than females to have
engaged in defensive behaviors.

Gender and the Threat of Victimization

Rader (2004) proposed a theoretical model termed “the threat of victimization model” that indicates
that fear of crime, perceived risk, and constrained behaviors may work together in a reciprocal fash-
ion. In an empirical assessment of the threat of victimization model, Rader et al. (2007) find that fear
of crime was a significant predictor and contributor to perceived risk, avoidance behaviors, and
defensive behaviors, but that perceived risk and constrained behaviors were not involved in a rela-
tionship when considered as separate dependent variables without fear of crime as part of the model.
Given that most previous studies that examine these constructs focus solely on fear of crime as a
dependent variable and perceived risk, avoidance behavior, and defensive behavior as independent
variables, we view the 2007 study as a progressive step forward.

Nevertheless, neither Rader (2004) nor Rader et al. (2007) focus on gender differences in the
threat of victimization or the gendered relationship that victimization experience has with the threat
of victimization components. Given that gender is a strong predictor of fear of crime and has a sig-
nificant effect on perceived risk and avoidance/defensive behaviors, as does victimization experi-
ence, the role of gender may vary for each theoretical construct. Therefore, building on the study
of Rader et al. (2007) and using a similar analysis strategy, we examine the role of gender in each
of the components of the “threat of victimization” independently and comment on the overall
“threat of victimization” concept more generally.

We suggest that, for both males and females, victimization and perceived risk of victimization
will be positively associated with fear of crime. We further suggest that there will be a bifurcated
relationship between constrained behaviors and fear of crime; for males, engagement in defensive
behaviors (but not avoidance behaviors) will be positively associated with fear of crime while
females that engage in avoidance behaviors (but not defensive behaviors) will be more likely to fear
crime as well.

We further suggest that the relationship between victimization, fear, and perceived risk of victi-
mization will vary by gender as well. For males, we expect that both victimization and fear of crime
will be positively associated with perceptions of risk of victimization. For females, victimization,
avoidance behaviors, and fear of crime will be positively associated with perceptions of risk. Finally,
we also expect that the relationship between gender, victimization experience, perceived risk, fear of
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crime, and avoidance and defensive behaviors will vary by gender as well. We expect that, for males,
victimization, perceptions of risk, and fear of crime will be positively associated with engagement in
both avoidance and defensive behaviors. For females, victimization, fear of crime, perceptions of
risk, and perceptions of community crime increasing will be positively associated with avoidance
behaviors, and victimization will be positively associated with defensive behaviors.

Problem Statement

In the previous section, we reviewed the literature surrounding the impact of gender on fear of crime,
perceived risk, and constrained behaviors. As the review suggests, the relationship between gender
and these “threat of victimization” components is far more complex than a simple linear path
between gender and any of the components. As such, using a large sample of adults in Kentucky,
we examine the gendered nature of the relationship between fear, perceived risk, and avoidance and
defensive behaviors by estimating separate models for males and females for each of the compo-
nents of the threat of victimization. Our hope is that this strategy will provide further understanding
of the complexity of the relationship between these variables.

Methods
Sampling

The population targeted for this project was the state of Kentucky. We began by purchasing a sample
generated via a random digit dial procedure (including both listed and unlisted phone numbers)
designed to yield a true probability sample. For the survey to be representative of the state, we
sampled by demographic quota on three variables: race, gender, and rural/suburban/urban location.
Potential respondents in our telephone sample were categorized by their rural/suburban/urban loca-
tion prior to being contacted. The other two demographic characteristics represented the first ques-
tions asked of respondents once they agreed to participate in the survey. After a quota became full,
the computer-assisted telephone interviewing (CATI) system automatically notified the interviewer
who then terminated the interview after asking three broad questions about the criminal justice sys-
tem in Kentucky.

Survey Instrument

The survey instrument used for this study was developed through consultation with the state’s Jus-
tice Cabinet and Criminal Justice Council representatives; after several revisions, a final version of
the survey was completed in September 2003. Telephone interviews were then conducted by a pro-
fessional telephone interviewing organization in October and November 2003. A total of 2,091 inter-
views were completed after establishing contact with 7,614 respondents for a response rate of
27.5%.

The quota sample described above yielded a sample that was directly representative of the Ken-
tucky population on these characteristics. During the interviews, additional demographic questions
were asked of the respondents. In Table 1, we present a comparison of the demographic profile of
our sample with that of the state of Kentucky using 2000 census data. With the exception of educa-
tion and income, and to a lesser extent age, the sample’s demographic profile is very similar to the
state profile. Nevertheless, none of the differences between the sample used here and the larger state
population were statistically significant.”
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Table I. Comparison of Sample and Population Demographic Characteristics

Demographic variable Sample (N = 2,091) (frequency, %) 2000 census population (frequency, %)

Gender
Male 1015 (48.5) 1,975,368 (48.9)
Female 1072 (51.3) 2,066,401 (51.1)
Missing data 5(2)

Race
White 1865 (89.2) 3,678,740 (91.0)
Black 159 (7.6) 311,000 (7.7)
Other 57 (2.7) 96,581 (2.4)
Missing data 10 (.5)

Marital status
Married 1247 (59.6) 1,844,628 (57.3)
Widowed 114 (5.5) 231,630 (7.2)
Divorced 268 (12.8) 353,637 (11.0)
Separated 48 (2.3) 57,237 (1.8)
Never married 307 (14.7) 730,035 (22.7)
Missing data 107 (5.1)

Age
18-24 201 (9.6) 401,858 (13.4)
25-35 434 (20.6) 632,494.2 (21.0)
3645 458 (22.0) 637,074 (21.2)
46-55 383 (18.4) 539,033.2 (17.9)
56-65 282 (13.6) 361,716.4 (12.0)
66 and over 207 (9.5) 432,219.4 (14.4)
Missing data 126 (6.0)

Education
No high school diploma 151 (7.2) 685,000 (25.9)
High school diploma or GED 560 (26.8) 888,277 (33.6)
Vocational program 87 (4.2) NA
Some college 378 (18.1) 490,170 (18.5)
Two-year college degree 169 (8.1) 129.481 (4.9)
College graduate 406 (19.4) 271,418 (10.3)
Some graduate or professional 233 (11.1) 182,051 (6.9)
Missing data 107 (5.1)

Income*
Less than U.S.$10,000 138 (6.6) 220,692 (13.9)
U.S.$10,001-U.5.$20,000 235 (11.2) 256,494 (16.1)
U.S.$20,001-U.5.$30,000 250 (12.0) 232,489 (14.6)
U.S.$30,001-U.5.$40,000 249 (11.9) 197,200 (12.4)
U.S.$40,001-U.5.$50,000 207 (9.9) 174,456 (11.0)
U.S.$50,001-U.5.$75,000 339 (16.2) 274,530 (17.2)
Over U.S.$75,000 341 (16.3) 235,878 (14.8)
Missing data 332 (15.9)

Urbanicity
Rural 1056 50.5
Urban/suburban 1035 49.5

Political beliefs
Very conservative 303 14.5
Somewhat conservative 559 26.7
Moderate 622 29.7
Somewhat liberal 287 13.7
Very liberal 128 6.1

Missing 192 9.2
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Dependent (or Theoretical) Variables

The dependent variables in the analysis represent the components of the threat of victimization con-
cept: fear of criminal victimization, perceptions of risk of criminal victimization, avoidance beha-
viors, and defensive behaviors.

Fear of criminal victimization index’. The fear of criminal victimization index was created by asking
respondents to indicate their level of agreement with six statements examining their fear in a number
of situations. Responses were scored using a four-point Likert type format (strongly agree = 4,
somewhat agree = 3, somewhat disagree = 2, and strongly disagree = 1). Scores on the index thus
ranged from 6 (least fearful) to 24 (most fearful) with a sample mean of 11.8 for the scale. The scale
demonstrated high internal reliability with a Cronbach’s o of .863. The statements that comprise the
index are included in the Appendix.

Perceptions of risk index. The perceived risk index was created by summating responses to a series
of questions asking respondents to estimate the likelihood that seven activities would happen to them
in the next 12 months (on a scale of 1 to 10, with 1 representing “not at all likely” and 10 represent-
ing “very likely”). Scores on the index thus ranged from 7 (very low risk) to 70 (very high risk) with
a sample mean of 21.2 for the scale. The scale demonstrated high internal reliability with a Cron-
bach’s o of .891. The statements that comprise the index are included in the Appendix.

Avoidance behaviors. To determine the impact of fear of criminal victimization on the respondents’
behaviors in this sample, respondents were asked to indicate their level of agreement with the fol-
lowing statement: “In the past twelve months, fear of crime has prevented me from doing things
I would like to do.” Responses were coded to create a dichotomous variable coded so that those who
agreed (either “strongly” or “somewhat’’) with the previous statement were coded (1) while those
who disagreed with the statement (either “strongly” or “somewhat’) were coded (0). Approxi-
mately one in five respondents (19.6%) agreed that they had limited their behaviors in the past
12 months due to fear of crime.

Defensive behaviors. Respondents then read a list of items (included in the Appendix) that people
place in their homes “for security reasons’ (hereafter referred to as defensive behaviors) and were
asked to indicate whether they had “... placed any of those items in your home in the past 12
months.” Two in three respondents (63.7%) had engaged in some form of defensive behavior over
the past 12 months.

Independent Variables

Demographic variables. Given that the preceding literature identified several demographic vari-
ables that have important influences on each of the dependent variables in this study, we controlled
for a number of these variables in the models for this study. These variables included dichotomous
variables representing gender (coded females = 1), race (Non-White = 1), marital status (married =
1), household income (over U.S.$40,000 = 1), and place of residence (rural = 1). A continuous vari-
able representing age and an eight-item variable representing education level (ranging from less than
eighth grade = 1 to master’s degree and beyond = 8) were also included as control variables.

Slightly over half of the sample (51.3%) was female; the vast majority (89.2%) of respondents
was White. Three in five respondents (59.6%) were married and approximately equal percentages
of respondents had a household income of over U.S.$40,000 (42.4%) and less than U.S.$40,000
(41.7%). One in five respondents (19.4%) was a college graduate while approximately equal
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percentages of the sample were rural (50.5%) and either suburban or urban (49.5%). The mean age
for the sample was 44.5 years of age.

Contextual Variables

Perception of crime in the community. Respondents were asked “Over the past 12 months, do you
believe that crime in your community has: greatly decreased (coded 1), somewhat decreased (2),
stayed the same (3), somewhat increased (4), or greatly increased (coded 5)?”

Satisfaction with the criminal justice system index. Because one of the primary focuses of those
responsible for funding the data collection used for this project was to assess the public’s perceptions
of the criminal justice system, we were able to develop a measure of satisfaction with the criminal
justice system. We anticipated that this measure might affect fear of crime and perceived risk, as
those less satisfied with the criminal justice system may have higher levels of perceived risk and fear
of crime. This variable was operationalized by summating responses to a series of questions asking
respondents to indicate their level of satisfaction with various criminal justice agencies in their com-
munity. Scores on the index thus ranged from 8 (very dissatisfied with all criminal justice agencies)
to 40 (very satisfied with all criminal justice agencies) with a sample mean of 27.4 for the scale. The
scale demonstrated high internal reliability with a Cronbach’s o of .798. The statements that com-
prise the index are included in the Appendix.

I 2-month victimization experience. Because previous victimization experience affects both percep-
tions of crime and fear of criminal victimization (see Shafer et al., 2006, for review), respondents
were also asked 