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ABSTRACT

Fear of crime is now a central area of criminological debate and a key element of Government crime
policy. Yet despite some 40 years of sustained enquiry a number of questions around the fear of
crime still remain. One such question is the impact that local neighbourhood context plays in the
formation of individual fears, and how these environmental influences relate to the differences in
fear that have regularly been observed between different population groups. This thesis draws
together the dominant individual and ecological explanations that have been put forward to explain
variations in fear of crime into an integrated multilevel framework, providing a robust empirical test

of the contention that neighbourhoods matter.

Linking information from the UK census directly to three years of British Crime Survey data, this
thesis demonstrates empirical support for the impact of the neighbourhood level of social
disorganisation on fear of crime, an effect which is shown to be felt more acutely by vulnerable
groups In society. This also identifies an important link between individual ethnicity and the
neighbourhood level of ethnic diversity, with Black residents being less fearful in neighbourhoods
characterised by higher diversity, whilst White people report higher fear in these neighbourhoods.
Using a measure of the local crime rate collected at a considerably smaller spatial scale than
previous studies, it also identifies a direct link between the crime profile of the local area and levels
of fear. Moreover, this relationship is found to be directly linked to the personal crime histories of

residents, with recent victims of crime more aware of the local crime problem than non-victims.

Finally, this thesis introduces the competing influence of interviewers to provide us with further
information about the contextual influences on fear. Interviewer variability has no direct effect on
the neighbourhood effects previously identified, but shows us that the bulk of the remaining
contextual influence is better attributed to differences between interviewers. Further to this, the
study shows that older and more experienced interviewers generally elicit lower levels of fear from
respondents. There is also an important link between individual and interviewer ethnicity, with Asian
and Black respondents interviewed by someone from the same ethnicity reporting significantly

lower levels of fear, reversing the traditional image of ethnic minorities as more fearful in society.
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FOREWORD

Over the last 40 years, the fear of crime has come to be viewed as a significant social problem,
receiving considerable attention from academics, politicians, and the public alike. So much so, that it
has now become a central element of the political agenda, viewed as an important barometer of
public opinion, and functioning as an official measure of police performance (Farrall & Gadd, 2004a).
Fear of crime also plays a central role within political discourse about crime, with pledges to reduce
fears regularly appearing within government rhetoric. Gordon Brown recently highlighted public
fears as a central focus for the government, stating in his monthly press conference that “too many
people, young and old, do not feel safe in the streets, and sometimes even in their homes” (Brown,
2008). This was accompanied by the announcement of a new series of measures intended to tackle
the problem of knife crime; the latest source of public anxieties about crime. Brown’s words closely
resembled those of Tony Blair in his address at the Brighton annual conference in 1997, shortly after
Labour came into power, where he highlighted “the threat to civil liberties of women afraid to go
out, and pensioners afraid to stay at home, because of crime and the fear of crime” (Blair, 1997).

This continued emphasis on public anxieties clearly demonstrates the sustained focus on tackling

fear of crime from the Labour government.

In tandem with this strong political focus on fear of crime, academic attention has also increasingly

heen levelled at the problem of fear. Initially centring on the apparent irrationality of people’s fears

when considered in relation to their objective risks of crime, with the most fearful groups also
identified as the least at risk, research into fear of crime has rapidly become a dominant source of
criminological debate. This has led to the production of more than 3,500 articles examining various
aspects of the fear of crime, from the identification of fearful groups and discussions of the social

processes promoting fear, through to assessments of the implications of fear for society

(Vanderveen, 2006).

Early treatments of the fear of crime identified various risk factors associated with higher than
average levels of fear, and described these in relation to objective risks. This was primarily focused
on the seemingly contradictory finding that fear was highest amongst women and the elderly,
despite both groups facing comparatively low risks of victimisation. Although featuring heavily In
early research, this simplistic dichotomy between objective risks and fear of crime has since been

questioned from a range of perspectives. Some researchers have questioned how we define fear



(Farrall et al., 1997; Ferraro & LaGrange, 1987; Jackson, 2005), or highlighted deficiencies in officia|
risk measures (Stanko, 1995), whilst others have presented more detailed models that Incorporate
other important individual and contextual differences (Fitzgerald & Hale, 1996; Hough, 1995
Skogan, 1990). Researchers have also questioned the aggregate focus of many of these early
assessments, presenting locally specific pictures of the extent of fear of crime that more closely
match the risks of crime that people experience on a day to day basis (Jones et al., 1986; Sparks et
al., 1977; Young, 1988). Finally some researchers have directly questioned the notion that fear of
crime is irrational, pointing to the positive impacts of fear in the form of risk avoidance strategies,

encouraging people to actively lower their own risks of victimisation (Fattah & Sacco, 1989).

From these beginnings, research into fear of crime has rapidly expanded to incorporate a range of
potential causes and consequences, looking both at individual differences and the wider social
context in which fear is experienced on a day to day basis. As a result of this increasingly broad
approach, notions of fear of crime have evolved from the early appraisals that viewed fear as
inextricably linked to the problem of crime, to a picture of fear of crime as a problem in its own right
that represents more than simply a response to changing levels of crime. These have then fed back
into political discourse about fear of crime, prompting the introduction of a number of initiatives to

reduce the problem of fear and raise public confidence in the criminal justice system.

Consequences of fear

High levels of fear of crime have been associated with a range of negative consequences for
individuals and society, although the empirical evidence remains equivocal. Researchers have
pointed to potential psychological costs, linking fear to higher levels of depression and feelings of
anxiety, along with general rises in mental distress (Adams & Serpe, 2000). Fear has also been linked
to feelings of social alienation, with higher levels of interpersonal distrust leading people to
withdraw from community life (Garofalo, 1981). This in turn may reduce the forms of social support
available to individuals, further exacerbating fear. It can also lead to various forms of target

hardening, as people take protective measures to limit their risks of crime (Hale, 1996).

Researchers have also examined the links between high levels of fear and increased health problems
including high blood pressure and social stress (Ellaway & Mcintyre, 1998; Stafford et al, 2007),
along with a tendency for people to perceive themselves to be in poorer health (Chandola, 2001;

Jones & Duncan, 1995). In more general terms, levels of fear are also correlated with measures of



quality of life, with higher fear of crime linked with lower reported life satisfaction (lllner, 1998;

Jackson, 2006). This reduced wellbeing further demonstrates that fear of crime may be a real

problem for people, affecting their general outlook on life and impacting on a range of social

outcomes.

Turning to the broader social implications of fear of crime, a number of Important consequences
have been suggested throughout the literature. Increased interpersonal distrust and the constraints
that this places on people’s daily lives (including target hardening and a withdrawal from community
life) have been associated with the atomization of local communities, reducing the informal controls
that are available to communities to prevent crime (Skogan, 1986). This fracturing of local
communities may then lead to reduced social cohesion and a breakdown in the sense of local

attachment, which can result in some public places becoming ‘no go areas’, along with a clear

segregation of social space (Box et al., 1988).

Fear of crime has also been linked to increasingly punitive public sentiments, reducing the appeal of
liberal penal policies (Hough et al.,, 1988). This has important implications for policing and
sentencing, with more severe sentencing practices supported as the public calls for increased
policing of deviant behaviour. This can also undermine the legitimacy of the Criminal Justice System,
with people viewing the courts as too soft on crime (Johnston, 2001). Additionally, Hale (1996)
suggests that fear of crime can result in the displacement of crime onto more disadvantaged
communities, as better off communities are able to take more protective measures to alleviate fear
and move away from fear inducing neighbourhoods. This then leads to an increasing divide between
advantaged and disadvantaged communities in society, with better off residents selecting

themselves into safer neighbourhoods.

In addition to these direct consequences of fear of crime, the role of fear as a police performance
indicator means it is essential that the individual and social correlates of fear are clearly understooa.
Fear has featured as a Best Value Performance Indicator (BVPI) for a number of years, and has now
been incorporated within the new National Indicator Set used to assess the success of Crime and
Disorder Reduction Partnership (CDRP) initiatives. It has also formed a central element of crime and
justice policy since the Crime and Disorder Act of 1998. It is thus clear that fear of crime is an
extremely important area of criminological study, with identified variations in fear having serious

implications for the direction of the crime reduction strategies that are implemented by the

government.



The gap in existing knowledge

Despite the importance of fear of crime as an area of criminological study, and a mass of available
data outlining its consequences and correlates, there is still a clear gap in existing knowledge.
Simplifying the matter somewhat, two largely divergent bodies of research can be identified over
the last 40 years of debate. One has focused primarily on individual differences in fear, Identifying a
range of risk factors that have been grouped under the headings of vulnerability, victimisation
experience, perceived risk, and media effects. The other has presented a more sociologically driven
perspective on variations in fear of crime, using ecological differences in fear as the basis for more
general explanations that point to the influence of community dynamics and neighbourhood level
social processes as the instrumental cause of fear of crime. This has drawn from social

disorganisation theory (originally explicated in the work of Shaw & McKay (1942)) to provide more

detailed community level explanations for differences in fear, as well as highlighting the importance

of signs of low level disorder and the impact of the local crime rate.

Although presented as two distinct approaches to understanding fear of crime, there have been
attempts, at least theoretically, to link wider social processes back to individual differences in fear of
crime. Amongst other things, these suggest that vulnerable groups are more likely to make
judgements about their risk of crime in relation to environmental cues drawn from the local
neighbourhood, and similarly are more likely to be influenced by the breakdown of informal social
controls that are associated with disorganised communities (Killias, 1990). However, there has been
a general lack of empirical evidence in support of an integrated explanation for variations in fear,
with data limitations and a lack of methodological sophistication leading researchers to focus either
on individual or ecological variations, at the expense of the other. This is not to say that analyses
focusing on individual differences in fear have failed to include contextual data, but when it has been
included it is typically treated as individual level data, leading to erroneous conclusions about the
magnitude of estimated area effects. Similarly, analyses focusing on ecological differences are rarely
able to supplement this with information about individual variability, and thus are missing important

individual level processes that contribute to fear of crime.

As a result, a more accurate treatment of fear of crime that assesses individual differences within
the social context in which they are experienced is required. Research has gone some way 10O
achieving this goal, with locally focused surveys assessing fear of crime within its social context.
However, despite telling us much about local variations in fear of crime, the scope of these studies

has necessarily been limited, with analyses based on a few case study areas (see for example Kinsey



(1984); Hanmer & Saunders (1984); and Jones, et al., (1986)). To this end, this thesis adopts
multilevel modelling techniques to provide a robust analysis of the general contention that local
social context matters to fear of crime. It then goes on to provide a detailed assessment of the link
between individual and contextual influences on fear of crime within the national scope of the
British Crime Survey (BCS). Using a multilevel modelling approach enables individual and contextual
data to be analysed simultaneously at the correct level of influence, allowing micro and macro

models to be assessed within a single integrated framework (Goldstein, 2003).

The current thesis

This thesis presents a robust empirical test of the contribution of neighbourhood differences to
variations in fear of crime, whilst simultaneously conditioning on individual differences based on
notions of vulnerability, victimisation experience, and the impact of the media. Additionally, the
impact of wider differences between CDRP is also incorporated to provide a more policy oriented
assessment of differences in fear. Using contextual data taken from the UK census and the Office for
National Statistics (ONS), it then goes on to test the link between social disorganisation and fear of
crime. In addition to the impact of social disorganisation, the effects of low level disorder and
recorded crime are examined, providing the first clear evidence of the relative contribution of these
contextual explanations when incorporated alongside individual differences in fear. Having assessed
individual and contextual theories within the same integrated modelling framework, the thesis goes
on to ask how the micro and macro models are linked, providing empirical evidence of the extent
that more vulnerable groups are differentially affected by the local social context in which they live

their daily lives.

By attaching geo-coded data to the BCS, this thesis represents the first multilevel assessment of the
individual and contextual influences on fear of crime using UK data. Capitalising on the clustered BCS
sample structure, geographic data about the local neighbourhood of each respondent Is
incorporated alongside individual demographic information to place individuals directly within their
local context. This geographic data has been collected about a significantly larger number of local
areas than previous multilevel assessments of fear, enabling a more detailed analysis of the
contextual influences on fear to be conducted. Additionally, a wide range of contextual information
has been gathered about each local neighbourhood, allowing a more nuanced assessment of the link
between contextual and individual differences in fear of crime. As such, this thesis views the national

picture of fear of crime provided by the BCS through the lens of local neighbourhood studies.



This thesis is restricted in its empirical scope to the UK context, with all data taken from the BCS and
the UK census. The use of a nationally representative sample of England and Wales means that it has
been possible to examine the contextual influences on fear of crime from a considerably broader
perspective than the majority of multilevel studies of fear, which have typically been restricted to
data from a single city. Additionally, all previous multilevel assessments of fear of crime have been

based on US data, making this a particularly important study as it enables an empirical assessment of

the relevance of these contextual theories to the UK context.

Throughout this thesis | refer to the fear of crime, which is treated as an emotional response to the
threat, or potential threat of crime. One of the early limitations with fear of crime research was a
lack of clarity over what was being studied, and how to define fear of crime (Jackson et al., 2006).
Reflecting the use of the BCS, where a sequence of questions asking about levels of worry about
various crime types are used as measures of fear, in this thesis fear of crime is used interchangeably

with worry about crime to refer to people’s general feelings of anxiety about crime (for a more

detailed discussion of this issue, see sections 1.3 And 4.6).

Outline

In chapter 1 | outline the origins of the fear of crime debate, describing the increasing attention it
has received over the last 40 years both politically and academically. This begins in the US where the
close links to the advent of victimisation surveys are highlighted, following the shift in the focus of
criminology away from offenders and towards the victims of crime. Moving to the UK context, the
Increasing focus given to fear of crime throughout the 80s and 90s is explained in relation to the
Increasing politicisation of crime, and the shift in government rhetoric towards fear of crime being

treated as a problem in its own right, as opposed to simply a response to changing levels of crime.

The lack of conceptual clarity in defining and measuring fear of crime is then discussed, alongside a
critical assessment of the impact that this uncertainty has had on the findings from research. This
begins with an examination of the ‘global’ measures of fear that dominated much early research,
before turning attention to some of the alternative measurement strategies that have been put
forward in response to criticisms levelled at these early measures. Chapter 1 finishes with a detailed
discussion of some of the principle findings from existing research about who are the most fearful of

crime. Drawing on the range of empirical studies that have been conducted over the last 40 years,



various risk factors are identified that have been associated with higher levels of fear. These cover
individual differences between different population groups including the higher levels of fear
frequently reported amongst women and previous victims of crime, as well as broader differences in

fear related to ecological characteristics of the local area such as the level of crime and the

distinction between rural and urban areas.

Chapter 2 then extends this discussion by providing a more detailed examination of the different
individual level perspectives that have been used to explain these identified variations in levels of
fear. This explores notions of differential fear based on vulnerability, victimisation experience, and
the impact of the media. These are described as largely atheoretical explanations for variations in
fear, primarily accounting for observed differences in fear rather than presenting a detailed model
that situates people within their social context. Additionally, despite featuring most frequently in
assessments of fear of crime, the evidence in support of these individual level theories is somewhat

iInconsistent, prompting a shift in focus towards the importance of ecological variations.

Chapter 3 then goes on to introduce more theoretically driven explanations for fear of crime that
have been motivated by the range of observed variations in fear across area types. This ecological
focus is framed around the importance of social disorganisation, where variations in fear are
explained in relation to the levels of economic disadvantage, ethnic heterogeneity, and residential
mobility in the local neighbourhood. Several extensions to social disorganisation are also outlined,
highlighting the importance of the prevalence of signs of disorder within the neighbourhood, and
the suggested influence of subcultural diversity. These ecological theories are all premised on a
belief that the fear of crime is partially driven by community level forces that operate independently
of the people that live within them. These are presented as complementary explanations that have
broadened the scope of fear of crime beyond individual differences, to incorporate details about the

social context in which they are experienced.

However, the chapter concludes by arguing that despite developing a set of theoretical explanations
that have helped to explain broader differences in fear between local areas, there is still a lack of
empirical evidence that successfully links these ecological explanations back to individual differences
in fear. Instead, research either focuses on individual differences, with area variations erroneously
incorporated within the individual model, or takes a more contextual approach that fails to

incorporate important individual variations in fear. As a result, there is a need for a detailed



empirical investigation of fear that bridges the gap between explanations that account for individual

ditferences, and those that have provided us with more contextually focused explanations.

Chapters 4 to 6 then provide a detailed empirical assessment of fear of crime that incorporates
individual and local neighbourhood variations within an integrated multilevel modelling framework.
This is based on data from three years of the BCS, a nationally representative victimisation survey
conducted annually in England and Wales since 1981 (every two years prior to 1997), which is
supplemented with neighbourhood level data taken from the 2001 UK census and the ONS. This is
the first multilevel assessment of fear of crime within the UK context and builds on a series of
analyses conducted within the United States (Robinson et al., 2003; Snell, 2001; Wilcox-Rountree et
al., 2003; Wilcox-Rountree & Land, 1996a; Wilcox-Rountree & Land, 2000; Wyant, 2008). It is also
the most extensive and detailed multilevel study of fear conducted to date, utilising a wide range of

data on a significantly larger number of local neighbourhoods than previous assessments.

Chapter 4 begins with a review of existing approaches to the incorporation of contextual data to
explain differences in fear of crime, highlighting the problems of data aggregation and
disaggregation that limit the utility of existing studies. This is followed by a detailed account of the
multilevel alternative, which offers a fully integrated modelling framework for incorporating
individual and contextual explanations within a single analysis. This includes a critical assessment of

the few existing studies that have adopted a multilevel approach to fear of crime data, where the

absence of a clear UK example is highlighted.

Chapter 4 continues with a discussion of the importance of carefully defining neighbourhoods,

comparing existing boundaries with the newly introduced census boundary data that is incorporated
in this analysis. These neighbourhood boundaries are more spatially stable than many of the
boundaries commonly used in contextual analyses, with data available at a smaller spatial scale to
ensure that local variations in fear of crime are accurately captured. This is followed by an
introduction to the individual data from the BCS, including a discussion of how fear ot crime is
operationalised. Finally, chapter 4 provides an initial assessment of the extent that variations in fear
of crime can be attributed to neighbourhood context; both in isolation, and when examined
alongside individual differences in fear. This forms the essential first step in a fully integrated

assessment of the impact of neighbourhood contextual effects on individual fear of crime.



Chapter 5 extends this initial exploration of the influence of local context on fear of crime with the
construction of a full ecological model to characterise differences between local areas. This enables
a test of the central tenets of social disorganisation as well as the effect of the presence of signs of
disorder and the recorded level of crime in the neighbourhood, whilst simultaneously controlling for
individual differences in fear. The construction of the ecological model is based on a factorial ecology
approach, used to identify distinct dimensions of neighbourhood differences from a set of
neighbourhood characteristics taken from the UK census. These dimensions of neighbourhood
difference describe each areas socio-economic structure, the degree of population mobility, and the
level of urbanisation, along with the age and housing profile. In addition to these dimensions of

neighbourhood difference, measures are included that capture the degree of ethnic diversity, the

presence of objective disorder, and the local crime rate.

In chapter 6, the ecological model is fully integrated within the individual level fear of crime model,
providing the first national level assessment of how local context affects individual’s fear of crime.
This begins with a test of the extent that individual level differences are consistent across local
neighbourhoods, examining whether contextual differences influence the levels of fear of specific
residents. This is an important advance over many existing studies, placing individuals directly within
their local context to assess how individual differences vary across neighbourhoods. Chapter 6 then
goes on to link these individual variations across neighbourhoods back to the ecological models that
were first introduced in chapter 5, helping to get a handle on why some of the observed individual
differences have an important neighbourhood component. This provides a formal empirical test, at a
national scale, of the integrated explanations for differences in fear that have been offered by

contextual theories.

In an attempt to offer an alternative explanation for the remaining contextual influences on fear of
crime, chapter 7 extends the focus of this thesis to incorporate the impact of interviewer variability.
This presents an answer to a longstanding methodological question that has featured heavily in
survey methodology, outlining how contextual variation is split between area and interviewer
effects. The impact of interviewer variance on survey estimates has traditionally been ditficult to
separate from the influence of sampling effects in face to face surveys, with interviewers typically
assigned to a single area meaning that the two sources of variance are usually confounded. This has
meant that researchers have focused on only one of these two sources of variance, ignoring the
potential influence of the other, making a clear assessment of the relative importance of

interviewers and areas difficult to ascertain. To help tease apart these influences, the ecological fear



of crime models first outlined in chapter 5 are extended to include the competing influence of
Interviewer variations. This is made possible because of the broad scope of the BCS sample design,
with interviewers regularly covering more than one local area, and areas often covered by more
than one interviewer. As a result, using a cross classified multilevel modelling approach the
influences of the two sources of variance are separated, providing a clear account of the relative
importance of neighbourhood and interviewer differences to variations in fear of crime. The analysis
is then further extended with the inclusion of details about each interviewer, enabling an

assessment of the extent that interviewer variations in fear of crime can be successfully predicted

with interviewer characteristics.

Finally, chapter 8 draws together the principle findings from this analysis of the individual and
contextual determinants of fear of crime, examining how successful the models have been at
iIntegrating these contextual explanations for variations in fear. The ability to analyse individual fear
of crime within its social context, whilst retaining the national focus of the BCS is a clear advantage
of this type of approach, therefore the chapter also considers the policy implications of this broader
assessment of the fear of crime. This includes a discussion of the implications of an integrated fear of
crime model for future fear of crime analyses, as well as the implications of this measurement

strategy for subsequent BCS reports.

The chapter then goes on to consider what impact the shift in focus towards interviewer effects
advocated in chapter 7 might have for the contextual theories that have been put forward to
account for differences in fear. These models demonstrated that fear of crime was more influenced
by interviewers, and that area variations made a relatively small contribution to variations in levels
of fear. This has clear implications for the way that BCS data is collected in the future, highlighting a

cost of the BCS re-designs in 2001 that has not fully been discussed in previous examinations of the

changes to the BCS methodology.

The thesis concludes with an outline of some of the key limitations with the current analysis, along
with some suggestions for future work. This includes a discussion of the lack of available
administrative data about CDRP, and a consideration of the potential benefit that might be gained
from collecting data at the household level to incorporate another potentially influential source of
contextual variation on fear. It also suggests a need to significantly extend the scope of the

assessment of interviewer effects to incorporate a range of different question types, and additional

interviewer data such as whether the interview was a reissue.

10




CHAPTER 1: THE ORIGINS OF FEAR OF
CRIME AND EARLY RESEARCH
FINDINGS

1.1 Introduction

Fear of crime has come to be viewed as a significant social problem that has generated considerable
attention from academics, politicians and the public alike, despite having a relatively short history.
Too much fear has been linked with a range of negative consequences, including health problems

(Ellaway & Mclintyre, 1998) and a reduction in people’s quality of life (Jackson, 2006). High levels of

fear have also been linked with more punitive attitudes from the general public, which has

potentially serious implications for policing and sentencing policies (Hough et al., 1988). Additionally,
it has been suggested that high levels of fear can lead to the atomization of local communities,

resulting in the breakdown of important social structures within local neighbourhoods (Skogan,

1986).

In this chapter | begin by outlining the historical context of the fear of crime debate, describing the
increasing attention that fear of crime has received and situating it within its social and political
context. This includes a discussion of the differing ways that fear has been defined and measured
since it was first introduced to survey research, along with an assessment of the impact that this has
had on subsequent research. | then outline some of the principle findings about who are the most

fearful groups in society, drawing on the wealth of existing research that has examined variations in

fear.

In chapter 2, | go on to critically assess the theories that were first introduced to explain these

observed differences in levels of fear of crime amongst different population groups. | pay particular
attention to notions of vulnerability and victimisation experience, which have been the dominant
explanations for individual differences in fear throughout existing literature. As a result of the close
ink between fear of crime and government survey research, | will argue that these early
explanations for differing levels of fear have been largely atheoretical. As such, they have primarily

been designed to describe the range of observed differences in fear, rather than to provide 3

detailed model of fear of crime that situates people within their local social context.
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In chapter 3 | will then introduce a series of more theoretically driven explanations for differences in
fear of crime that have been motivated by the range of observed variations in fear across different
area types. These explanations have primarily drawn on social disorganisation theory and notions of
neighbourhood disorder, suggesting that fear of crime is partially driven by community level forces
that operate independently of the people that live in them. However, whilst these theories have
provided considerably more detail about the origins of fear of crime, they have largely failed to
successfully situate people within their local context. Consequently, | suggest that there is still a
need for an empirical examination of fear of crime that bridges the gap between explanations

focusing on individual differences in fear, and those that provide more contextually driven

explanations.

1.2 The origins of fear of crime

The empirical study of fear of crime has a fairly short history, which Lee (2007) traces back to three
American studies commissioned in 1965 as part of the ‘Presidents Commission on Law Enforcement
and the Administration of Justice’ (PCLEAJ) (Biderman et al., 1967; Ennis, 1967; Reiss Jr, 1967). These
Studies were themselves preceded by a number of public opinion polls conducted throughout the
early 1960s asking people about the problems that most concerned them in society, with crime
regularly cited as an important issue (Mclntyre, 1967). Whilst not directly labelled at this time as fear
of crime, public anxieties about the extent of crime have a much longer history, with accounts of
public concerns identified as far back as 1780 (Emsley, 1987). This awareness of the problem of
crime has been tied directly to the development of Criminology as an academic discipline, along with
the growing reliance on statistical evidence to facilitate the enumeration and mapping of crime
throughout the 19" Century (for more detailed accounts of these precursors to the modern interest

in fear of crime, see Lee (2007); and Beirne (1993)).

Despite this more extensive historical context, it is not until America in the 1960s that fear of crime

as a concept fully began to emerge, resulting from what Lee (2007) describes as a coming together
of a range of cultural, political, social and academic elements. America in the 1960s was
experiencing rising levels of recorded crime, accompanied by a new government focus on Law and
Order that had made crime, and public reactions to crime, a central political issue (Jackson et al.,
2006). This was also a time characterised by broader public concerns, exemplified by public reactions

to a series of riots in inner city ghettos that signalled a heightened public awareness about the
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extent of disorder (Stanko, 2000). The US had also been witnessing a steady increase in the
collection of statistical data about the population, with an expanding number of public opinion
surveys used as barometers of public attitudes, and crime figures featuring heavily in the media

(Mcintyre, 1967). This was a time, then, when crime, and public reactions to It, was becoming an

increasingly important part of the public and political agenda.

Also influential to the emergence of fear of crime research was the rising profile of victimology,
reflecting a more general shift in the focus of Criminology away from offenders and towards the
victims of crime (Pointing & Maguire, 1988). This increased attention levelled at the victims of crime
has been described as a direct response to the growing criticisms aimed at recorded crime figures for
providing inaccurate estimates of the extent of crime. Critics argued that official crime figures were
presenting an inadequate picture of the extent of crime, pointing to potential disparities between
the number of crimes experienced by the public, and the number that were actually reported
(Zedner, 1996). Limitations with police recording practices were also highlighted, with critics of
official tfigures arguing that many of the crimes reported to the police were never actually officially
recorded, and hence failed to be included in official figures. This growing concern that official figures
were under-representing the true extent of crime came to be known as the ‘dark figure’ of crime,

prompting the development of alternative methods to count crime (Maguire, 2007; Skogan, 1978).

As a response to the deficiencies identified in official recorded crime figures, three studies were
conducted as part of the PCLEAJ to provide a clearer picture of the levels of crime. The three
organisations that were selected to conduct these studies represented public opinion researchers

(The National Opinion Research Center), the Government (The Bureau of Social Science Research),

and Academia (The University of Michigan), chosen to present an unbiased account of the crime
problem (Lee, 2001). Drawing on victimology, and the recent growth in public opinion research,

these three studies approached the estimation of the extent of crime from the perspective of the

victims of these crimes, developing surveys that included a series of questions asking people about
their experiences. By focusing on the victims of crime, the rationale was that these surveys woulad
provide estimates that were not influenced by public reporting habits, or the recording procedures
of the police, giving the first clear evidence about the extent of the dark figure of crime (Mayhew &
Hough, 1988). As such they represented the birth of the victimisation survey in the US, providing a
template for the National Crime Survey, later renamed as the National Crime and Victimisation
Survey (NCVS) and prompting the widespread adoption of victimisation surveys throughout the

world (Lee, 2007).
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Importantly, reflecting the role of public opinion research in their development, these surveys also
included a range of more attitudinal questions alongside those dealing with behavioural experiences
of crime. Amongst these were the first examples of questions intended to capture people’s levels of
anxiety about crime, providing initial evidence about the extent that people were fearful in their
daily lives (Jackson et al., 2006). The Commission reported high levels of public anxiety about crime.
which they found was not closely linked to the risks of victimisation. Therefore, those identified as
amongst the least at risk of crime reported the highest levels of fear, whilst those at most risk
reported relatively lower fear. This included higher levels of fear amongst women, and greater fear
about violent crime despite this being a relatively rare occurrence (Jackson et al., 2006). These
findings were the first clear evidence that people’s anxieties about crime may be distinct from their
risks of crime, with levels of fear that did not appear to match the reality of experiences. This finding
would quickly become synonymous with fear of crime research, fuelling 40 years of academic debate

to try and explain this apparently paradoxical relationship.

Jackson et al., (2006) provide us with an interesting appraisal of these early studies, demonstrating a
clear focus within them on the social context in which the data were collected, and in particular a
series of race riots that were occurring in urban ghettos. Rather than representing fear as a problem
In its own right, they argue that in these early studies it was clearly positioned as a response to the
social problems of the day, reflecting more general concerns about moral and social order and the
more racialised concerns of White America. They go on to suggest that this conceptualisation of fear
as an expression of wider concerns was quickly lost. Instead the headline findings were drawn on by
the media and within the political sphere to justify the increasing attention on issues of law and
order. As a result, the focus of the emerging discourse was shifted to the extent of people’s fears

about crime, and why these fears didn’t match people’s risks of victimisation (Lee, 2007).

As attention focused on the seeming irrationality of reported levels of fear, a large body of research
began to emerge that attempted to examine who were the most fearful of crime and why (Hale,
1996). This resulted in what Lee (2007: 76) terms a ‘fear of crime feedback loop’, whereby studies
were increasingly conducted that reported the extent of public fears. These were then used by the
government to justify increasingly strong law and order policies, legitimising fear of crime as a
oroblem in its own right. This in turn increased the public awareness of the extent of the problem of
crime, and consequently their anxieties increased, which then fed back into the fear of crime surveys

that were being conducted. The problem of the fear of crime, then, rapidly became a dominant

feature of American discourse about crime.
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Despite the rapid increase in attention given to the fear of crime in America, it was not until the
1970s that the concept fully migrated to the UK, preceded by a few earlier media reports situating
fear of crime as a problem experienced by the American public (Jackson et al., 2006). By the early
1970s the UK had also begun to adopt a more victim centred approach to Criminology, and was
increasingly prioritising crime, and public concerns about crime, in the political agenda (Pointing &
Maguire, 1988). More money was therefore being spent on ‘law and order’ initiatives and the
Criminal Justice System, with tough crime policies used by the Conservative government as a
successful way to win votes (Lee, 1999). The increasing importance of crime in the political agenda
was accompanied by the introduction of victimisation surveys in the UK to better mea<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>