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Qf - Abstract

) of
,;& FEAR OF CRIME AMONG MILITARY PERSONNEL
Qﬁ? - IN DIFFERENT RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS
by

Y Josephine Karen Fiedor

Statement of Problem

ol 7~ Fear of crime has become a serious problem in the United States.

ﬁaf Many studies are being conducted in civilian communities to determine
qu; the amount of fear people are experiencing, who are the fearful, and the
R causes of fear. This study was conducted to determine if military

persounel who reside on a military base feel safer living in that
enviroament than personnel living in a civilian community. |
£
s Sources of Data //

A literature review of books, journals and other,afiicles
pertaining to fear of crime was accomplished. ,Add&ttﬁﬁally, data
collected from a 27-question gelf-adminieteréd survey was used. The

,‘»‘: .

;ﬁ? ’;urvéinbas administered to 200 military personnel living efither in
}?{ ~"military housing at Mather Air Force Base, California, or in the
) ; community of Rancho Cordova, California during March 1986.

‘\\\Efnclqaions Reached

~— N

“ Military personnel who live in base housing at Mather AFB feel
safer in that environment than personnel living in the community of
Rancho Cordova. No significaat difference existed between the responses
between males and females, however a very small number of females were
‘ available to survey. The majority of military personnel surveyed, 58%
’Jj wanted to reside on base when they arrived, however only 23X had
Al immediate on base housing available. The most important reason military
members wanted to live on bage was due to financial considerations. The
fact the base provides a safe eavironment was the second reason they
would choose to live on base. Further research should be directed
toward deteraining the causes of fear of crime among military personnel

?5; in order to develop effective fear reduction programs. In addition,
DO . this study only examined the level of fear experienced by military

e personnel assigned to one geographic location where housing was located
S on the main portion of the base. ( —
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CHAPTER 1

The Problem

Introduction

Today, "fear of crime" has become an important issue in the United
States. It is important because it can affect almost anyone. Fear is
causing the elderly to be afraid to leave their homes, women to fear
walking the streets at night, and people to invest millions of dollars
in security equipment. Fear of crime has the potential to break
communities apart, cause self-protective isolation, and undermine our
American democratic values.

Many studies have been conducted in the civilian sector to address
the fear of crime. Research has been directed at establishing who are
the fearful, the causes of fear, and how people are coping with the fear
of crime. These studies have been conducted in the civilian community
as a whole. The military residential community is a unique environment.
It has not been examined to see the affect fear of crime has on these
residents in comparison to those military members living in the

civilian community,

Need
Many studies have been conducted to determine the level of "fear
of crime”" people in the civilian community experience. These studies

have been conducted in order for criminal justice programs to be

1
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developed to reduce crime and the fear of crime. It is equally
important for military officials to be aware of the effectiveness of
programs initiated to provide a safe environment for military members
and their families. Public opinion plays an important role in the
planning process; sensitivity to public opinion can be a key to success
for programs geared toward crime reduction, and maintaining a high sense
of safety.

1f fear of crime is a problem with any military member, whether
on the installation or in the civilian community, it i{s {mportant for
supervisory persoannel to be aware of such information in order to
provide assistance. Neighborhoods are important if, for no other
reason, they circumscribe people’s lifespace for a significant fraction
of the nonworking day. Therefore, a need exists to evaluate the effect

that place of residence has on military members’ fear of crime.

Purgose

The purpose of this thesis 1s to examine the fear of crime
affecting the military population. This thesis will be an attempt to
compare attitudes of military members residing in two different living
environments: a civilian community and the military installation
residential housing community. A military member, and his/her family,
who is forced to live off base may be experiencing fear that could
possibly be affecting their ability to accomplish their milicary duties.
Military members have a vital role to play in this nation’s defense;

therefore, these individuals must not be troubled by concerns that

jeopardize a high sense of reliability.




Hypotheses

Several specific hypotheses will be tested in this study. The
data collected through the use of a self-administered survey will be
used to test each hypothesis. At this time only a broad overview of the
research hypotheses will be identified. The specific hypotheses to be
tested will be stated in Chapter 3.

1. Opinions about crime trends will be the same for both
residential settings.

2. Milicary persounel residing in the military housing community
will express lower levels of fear.

3. Military personnel living off base are more apt to feel their
neighborhood is dangerous enough to make them think about moving.

4. Personnel living on base will indiéate their neighborhood is
less dangerous in terms of crime than off base residents.

5. Females will express more fear than males.

6. Behavior indicators of fear, such as limiting or changing of
activities, will be greater for military personnel living in the
civilian community.

7. Attitudes about the police will indicate military personnel
living on the base feel more favorable toward the police.

8. Regardless of where military personnel live they would report a

crime to the police.

Terms and Definitions

To ensure clear understanding of this thesis, the following terms

are defined:




l. Crime is a violation of the criminal law, whether or not the
oy ) act is detected, reported, or offically acted upon.1

& 2. Fear of Crime is an emotional reaction characterized by a sense

of danger and anxiety about physical harm or property loss/damage.2
ot 3. Neighborhood is defined as the general area in which a person
,?; lives. The boundaries of this area are whatever each individual feels

is his/her neighbothood.3

¥§§ 4, Ingstallation is a Federal military base.

¥ty

(X3

+4 5. Military Housing Community is the area on a Federal

installation specifically designed to house active duty military and

;ii their families.
»&3~ 6. Attitude will be used in a very broad, non-technical sense when

referring to attitudes, beliefs, or opinions about crime. It will not

i be used when referring to specific factual situations.

Overview

) In Chapter 2 a review of the literature on fear of crime will be
=€ presented. Specifically, background and historical informatiom, and

-E several theories about the fear of crime, to include causes and

‘ preventive strategies. Chapter 3 contains the design of the study, to
!fg include information about the study sample, measurement methodology,

nri hypotheses to be tested, and the type of analysis to be used. Chapter 4
_ ) will detail the results of the data analysis gathered through a self-
administered survey questionnaire. Finally, Chapter 5 is a summary of
the research findings and recommendations.

— A review of the pertinent literature to this research will be

revieved next.
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CHAPTER 2

Review of Literature

Introduction

Fear of crime has been a major topic among residents and
researchers in the United States since the mid-60s. There have been
numerous studies conducted to evaluate the enviroanmental effect on
people’s fear of ctime.l Although these studies were conducted in
civilian communities across the United States, the concepts examined can
hopefully be utilized in evaluating the fear of crime experienced by
military personnel in different residential settings. The data on fear
of crime is almost exclusively limited to collection through either
national opinion polls or surveys designed to evaluate gpecific crime
reduction programs.z

Throughout the review of literature evidence is found to support
the facts that fear of crime is more distinctive f{n certain groups of
people, and their living environments. In order to evaluate the fear

experienced by military personnel the knowledge of previous work in this

area will be discussed in order to give direction {in this research.

Background and Historical Information

Charles E. Silberman wrote in Criminal Violence, Criminal Justice

"In any society beset by violence, there is a danger that people’s

desire for safety and order may override every other consideration; the

6




United States has avoided that mistake so far".3 It appears he may be

:jﬂ: eluding to the fact that people may take the law into their own hands in
i
5ﬁ§5 order to protect themselves if the threat of violence becomes too
i
S
severe.

Silberman contends people are not afraid of violent crime because

ﬁﬁg of numbers aloné; street crime is less dangerous than riding in an

i automobile, which people do without apparent concern. Chances of being

»éis killed in an automobile accident are ten times greater than those of
L)

ﬁﬁ% being muyrdered. A reported five million people were injured in 1973, as
- a result of vehicle accidents, and 24 million hurt in home accidents, of

ﬁﬁ:i which four million received disability. Radio and TV newscasts are

%ﬁ{ filled with crime reports not accident reports. Silberman states that,

i*di "violence at the hand of a stranger is far more frightening than a

ggi : comparable injury incurred in an automobile accident or fall; burglary

:&é evokes a sense of loss that transcends the dollar amount involved."A

i Millions of people throughout the United States are afraid of

33? becoming the victim of criminal violence. Manifestations of fear are
"

‘§;§ permeating our existence. We see people’s visable reaction to fear

gr« everyday: locked doors, increased gun sales, and empty streets. Two

%éf Americans in five who live in large cities, are afraid to go out alone

ili at night. The chances of being robbed have more than tripled since the

ﬁ‘“ 1960s, which is also compounded by the fact that criminals today are

EE& becoming more vicious when committing a crime.S Since the beginning of

:ﬁ: time violence has been one of the most durable aspects of the American

el way of life, however Silberman feels this offers '"no comfort to victims

oy o of crime, or to those who live in fear of being attacked."6
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When the colonies were first settled violence was present and
continues to be prevelent in America today. Records documented by a
Philadephian in 1844 read, "people were arming themselves because
experience taught them not to expect protection from the law."7 The
fact that fear of victimization has existed for a long time can be
demonstrated by Los Angeles’ recorded forty-~four murders in a fifteen-
month period in 1850 with a population of 8,000.8 It is now evident
that people are now concerned with the impact of fear of victimization
on soclety.

Every man, woman, and child in the United States has the potential
of becoming a "fear of crime" statistic. No one is immune to this
problem. It is due to fear of becoming a victim of crime that the
American way of life is slowly being paralyzed. People fear the thought
of becoming a victim of a criminal act, physical harm, or losing
personal property. With the increasing threat of terrorism, comes a new
wave of fear: people are afraid to fly, visit foreign cOunﬁties, and
enjoy the once-safe and peaceful ocean cruise.

The National Commission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence

Task Force on Individual Acts of Violence, Crimes of Violence, explains

rather well why the fear of crime is incontestable regardless of what

statistics may show. They write:

To millions of Americans few things are more pervasive,
more frightening, more real today than violent crime and the fear
of being assaulted, mugged, robbed, or raped. The fear of
being victimized by criminal attack has touched us all in
some way. People are fleeing their residences in cities to
the expected safety of suburban living. Residents of many
areas will not go out on the street at night. Others have
added Bars aad extra locks to windows and doors in their
homes.
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Wesley Skogaa, in the book, Reactions to Crime, explains fear of

victimization as an "expressed attitude and a psychological state
provoked by an immediate sense of personal risk-—-while individuals hold
beliefs about crime, they feel danger".10 He further explains fear in
terms of a physiological state which can be “triggered when we encounter
fear-provoking stimuli--perhaps a band of youths, or a dilapidated
stteet".11

People develop individual images about the environment around
them, which result in how people react to certain things. In the mid-
60°s opinion polls began measuring people’s feelings about crime. It
was during this same time frame that sociologists began to document
research in the area of fear of crime. Perhaps this was the result of
rising crime rates or the outcry of citizens. Polls used to determine
facts about people’s fear found that most people feel crime 1is
increasing regardless of the crime statistics. In 1967 the Harris Poll
recorded 46 percent of the population felt crime had increased in the
areas where they lived. The same opinion polls find that people feel
serious crime, such as robbery, is increasing and, overall, viewed
serious crime as a more prevelent problem in other parts of the country
outside their own neighborhoods.12 M. J. Hindelang and others found a
small difference in percentage between victims and non-victims in their
beliefs about crime.l3 In conjunction with this fact, Frank Furstenberg
found that people over—estimate the seriousness of crime, and those who
live in a low crime area are the most likely to request public action

against crime.la

Historically the manner in which researchers have measured fear

e s srar N
E e g, et et Tl ;“':"
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of crime {s by asking people to anticipate how they felt or would feel

TFa
E%% about such things as walking alone in their neighborhood at night or
.%é during the day. Because street incidents are most important in the
‘ public’s eye, there 1is an advantage in evaluating fear based on how
§§ safe one feels at night. Marvin Wolfgang found, with regard to the
%i seriousness of crime, that physical injury and use of a weapon
::: outweighed all levels of finamncial loss.ls This manner of measuring
y
i%g fear has naturally been challenged by some critics as to the real
E?g validity of such measurement. One a:gument {8 that these measurements
: do not measure fear of crime but, instead, "other things besides
\ 3 people’s reactions to the risk of crime 1tse1£".16 Secondly, it has
i&; been suggested that fear of crime i{s an "irrational attitude" unrelated
h to the reality of crime because of the emotionalism that clouds people’s
ghi ‘ responses.l7
igsé . Furstenberg made a contribution to the conceptual clarification
E between concern about crime and fear of victimization, hoping to provide
:%E an adequate definition. He criticized the Harris Poll surveys and Crime
ii% Commission studies in America because he felt the two concepts were
FRK
V interchangeable. He felt that, "fear of crime can be measured by a
;f? person’s perception of their own chances of victimization, whereas
E%% concern is based on the individual’s estimation of the seriousness of
S criminal activity in his locality or society".18 He basically viewed it
§§§ as a person expressing feelings of coancern over crime that is reported,
;5: but will not necessarily be afraid of personal victimization. Fear of

crime 1s thus fear of victinization.19 Fear can be interpreted as a

product of perceived threat rather than actual threat.
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R. Sundeen and J. Mathieu defined fear of crime as '"the amount of

kﬁ' anxiety aand concern that persons have of being a viccim".zo Stinchcombe
%i and others stated, "fear requires that we be able to recognize that we
e have entered a high risk situation so that we can be afraid in advance,
éz? not just when danger suddenly appears."21 Patterns of street activity,
%g{ the amount of vandalism, the visible characteristics of people seen on
B the street, and the physical character of the enviroament are all clues
g?' people use to associate with danger, and which cause fear. Personal
Eagi violence is considered fear-provoking because it is seemingly random and
H most of the time it is out of an individual’s control. The potential
g for a person to be seriously injured in street crime is very real.
; $ During one’s normal day-to-day activities it is difficult to avoid
: becoming the victim of crime, once targeted by a criminal, without
o,
g?i ' taking extra security precautions.
$§’ Another important aspect that has questioned the validity of
N measuring fear of crime as a rational respongse to crime is the
:ﬁgé relationship between the levels of victimization reported by women and
Ei; the elderly and their high levels of reported fear. Recent research has
. explained this discrepancy as rational due to the fact that less-
gs; victimized people may fear the "potential consequences of victimization
;2&3 rather than its sheer frequency."22 Disparities about measuring the
ch
“ actual amount of fear of crime can be threatened by the simple facts of
ézﬂ life. For example, the fact that women indicate they are afraid about
ig{ three times more often than men has been attributed to the fact men are

: reluctant to admit fear, for it would be a threat to their masculinity,

in most cases, to do so.
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Ma jor Issue: Quality of Life

The criminal justice system’s attempt to reduce crime has been
without success. It is now estimated by many researchers on the subject
of fear of crime, that even 1f a reduction in crime is achieved, the
fear that 1s prevelent in citizens throughouﬁ the United States will go
unchanged. The fear of becoming the victim of a crime is important
because it is a major social problem in this country. John Conklin
exemplifies the importance of the problem by stating, "as fear becomes
nmanifest in the avoidance of strangers, sociability, mutual trust and
the willingness to help others disappears...a serious erosion in the

quality of life in the United States will happen."23

There has been
much discussion over the theories of what causes crime, why certain
people become criminal, and how to prevent crime. Finding a solution to
reducing people’s fear will be just as difficult for various reasons.
The most obvious reason is everyone i{s affected by fear differently and
for different reasons. Research has found some similarities in the
demographic factors—-who are the most fearful, but no clear resolutions
as to why, only theory and speculation. Hartnagel states, "there is a
link between fear and various delirious psychological states, such as
anxiety, mistrust, alienation, dissatisfaction with life, and even
mental disorders; and to various social states, such as breaking down of
social cohesion".24 When reports show 60% of women are afraid to walk
alone in their neighborhoods, society is indeed faced with a serious

problem. The quality of life in a community should be measured by how

many people feel safe to live in their neighborhoods without feelings of

fear. In the past, most of the criminology studies have centered around

]
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the causes of crime. Recently a turn has been made toward the
compensation for victims. In 1967 the President’s Commission on Law
Enforcement commented on the fact that there was inadequate research '"on
the determinants of anxiety over possible victimization".25 As a result
little {s known about how to combat fear.

C. Green, in 1980, stated, "there will come a point where any
further increase in safety of a situation means going without so many
other things that an increase in safety 1is not worth having...
ultimately the value of any increase in safety is a value judgmenc."26
Because of crime people are paying the price of fear by having to forgo
chances to employ and enjoy the opportunities created by urban life.
They are staying home, away from parks, avoiding public transportation
and public facilities, and spending millions of dollars for a sense of
safety., The impact of crime and why this issue is important can be
summerized by the following comments from a South Philadelphia Black
woman which were printed in November 1976:

People used to sit on their steps in the evening,

doors were open. How the streets are deserted early in the

morning and after dark. My mother used to go to church every

morning—she stopped doing it-—she is afraid of having her purse

snatched. Many church and social acti§§t1es here have
stopped--people won’t go out at night,.

Review of Theories

It is necessary at this time to discuss several theories which
have had and are having an impact on fear of crime studies. Perhaps one
of the most important theories is the Durkheim and Conklin conflict over

the effect of crime and fear on a community. There are many theories

that have surfaced with an attempt to explain why people are fearful. A
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:ﬁg few of these theories will also be examined. The work by Wesley Skogan,
Eg; J. Brooks, J. Henig and M. Maxfield on "stranger fear" will be examined.
s&; Additionally, social integration theory, social diversity, fear and

'&% victimization relationship, vulnerability and fear, and crime rate and
f 3 fear will also be reviewed. And, because of the apparent interest in
%ﬁﬂ its use for reducing fear, the envirounmental design theory by Jane

5%‘ Jacobs and Oscar Newman will be discussed in relation to its recent

xf}{ impact in the area of fear reduction. Finally, a discussion will be

?géf offered about several key policy issues surrounding some of the works
g‘; previously mentioned in this chapter.

)

‘2? Before any further discussion on the fear of victimization 1is

;{ presented, it is perhaps important to discuss Skogan’s article

..ﬂ concerning attitudes and behavior. Skogan identifles several important
:a;: theories about what people think about crime, their reaction to coping
;g% with crime, and the fear that results. 2t

32;’ Conflicting Sociological Models

émé There {s some conflict in the Sociological Model between two well-
] known sociologists about the relationship between the fear of crime and
tgéz individual responses to it. French sociologist, Emile Durkheim, and J.
:ggi E. Conklin have two opposing views about the relatiounship. Durkheim
ﬁfé’ states that crime can cause people to function integratively, to "do
;ggg something" collectively or individually into a community of solidarity,
§?& and therefore strengthen the informal social countrol exercised in part
,bkb through crime prevention by the collectivity.29 Durkheim, therefore,

Yo kay views the po: itive effects of crime.
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Conklin, on the other hand, views fear of crime as a means of
eroding a community’s ability to exercise social control. Specifically,
Conklin feels, "fear of crime generates insecurity, suspicion, and
withdrawal from community affairs".3o Results of such behavior causes
less interaction among neighbors, lack of confidence in police, less use
of community facilities, and more importantly, a community is unable to
control juveniles and strangers in their neighborhoods, all of which
lead to an increase in crime. Therefore, Conklin emphasizes the
negative consequences of crime. This results in individuals taking the
opposite measures Durkheim mentioned and reacting accordingly-—such as
move from the area or develop personal precautionary measures.

Currently empirical research has been found to favor Conklin’s theory.31

The consistent view by most researchers is crime 1s not seen as a

motivating force to positive responses but more the reverse.

Utilitarian Model of Behavior

This is an important theory when discussing the fear of crime
because it identifies the fact that, "there i{s no such thing as cost-
free crime avoidance“.32 This behavior model signifies that individuals
conduct a cost-benefit analysis against acceptable risk when deciding
how much they are willing to spend to reduce the risk of victimization.
The purchase of a security system or a handgun may be viewed as
expensive to some but they are willing to spend this amount to reduce
their felt risk of victimization. People living in a higher fucome
bracket will be more likely to select the more expensive measures. For

those unable to afford security systems and guns, the alternative is

non-dollar costs such as isolation and withdrawal to avoid
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. ) victimization. Albert Biderman and others wrote, ''what economists label
]

)
e
: ? . opportunity costs for feeling safe probably are far greater economic
Ky
dﬁ? - burdens of crime for these citizens than the direct costs of
i 3

iy victimization".33 Paul Lavrakas, Furstenberg, Skogan and Maxfield all
AR

kﬂ} support this theory through their research. They found that people with
R l‘

ﬂgs 4
j“g, money undertake higher—cost tactics regardless of their rigk, and the
et

" poor remain in a high-risk, low-cost status.34

\Q:-;i‘
(R
?Sﬁ Psychological Model

1
o
e Psychologists have a theory about human prevention behavior that
qc33 can be helpful in explaining people’s reaction to the threat of crime.
tga g
ié&- One model is labeled the "Health-Belief Model"(HBM). This model

)
L

e basically explains that people’s reaction for protection is based on
:ggi three factors: risk, seriousness, and efficacy.35 These three factors
SN
1l
:q&' work together to explain why people will be likely to take some action
Mo 1f they can prevent or reduce a problem, and if it appears feasible.
¢ The HBM believes people are rational therefore, they will have a desire
St
qu: to lower their risk, but will do so, only if they believe what they do
LU
Ly

o has some benefit.

“
i Opportunity Theory
o

jié‘ This theory is a look at the political aspects of what people can
i do about crime based on the opportunity afforded.36 Politics play an
—
:aﬁ important part in determining what options people have available to them
X

to feel safe in their neighborhoods. The political and economic

opportunities, particularly in low income neighborhoods, are often

nonexistent. The ability to get better police protection, safer public
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. transit, or eliminate street gangs is lacking without political support.
s

‘Q‘y‘!

:$§; Unless an important political representative is pushing for the

a0

:&éf improvement of a neighborhood, there is normally continued crime

problems and no professional leadership. No matter how badly a
neighborhood desires to improve it’s situation, people feel continually

constrained-—knowing what they want, but unable to achieve it.

N Cauges of Fear

A

%:4 In presenting this issue it should be noted that throughout the
'\

S

Jbﬁ literature review it was found that researchers are without

?37 disagreement on several key facts. Additionally, those same authors are
INL R

W

:Q& quoted and cited by others. There does not appear to be too much

zil‘cf -

ﬁﬁﬁ disagreement between scholars, only personal opinion. Perhaps this {is

v due to the fact reasearch on the fear of crime is relatively new.
'3 The most fearful group of citizens is the elderly and women,

’ followed by urban residents.37 In general populations, a correlation

38

N between race and fear of crime was evident, The size of the city and

B
R place of residence varies consistently and has had an impact on feat.39
W Although women and the elderly are the most fearful they are the least

" victimized., Characterized as, "the ’‘paradox of fear’ this is one of the

2;;: mostly widely cited facts about the fear of victimization“.ao This

féﬁs topic will be discussed in more detail later.

;ﬁ% Perhaps one of the most popular issues in this area is how being a
;%g victim of crime has an impact on a person’s fear level. Skogan and

Maxfield assert that, "victims are more fearful than those who have not

—_— fallen prey".41 It has been documented that personal victimization,

such as robbery--the offense most strongly related to fear--produces
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more fear than that generated by perhaps a burglary. Surprisingly,
researchers rteport this relationship is little affected by the number of
victimizations.az Skogan and Maxfield also found that fear generated by
victimization has a tendency to affect the victim and can be transmitted
to friends of a victim.43
There are those who do not agree with Maxfield and Skogan’s view
that victimization causes fear. Robert S. Agnew supports the view that
the relationship between fear and victimization is weak. Agnew argues:
"victims often employ certain beliefs or ‘techniques of neutralizatioan’
to convince themselves that their particular victimization was not
harmful".44 Some of Agnew’s techniques include denial of injury,
respousibility, vulnerability, belief in a just world, and appeal to
high loyalities.45
The issue of crime-rate impact on fear has been researched by many
and the contention is: high or low crime rates do not necessarily result
in corresponding levels of fear.46 Garofalo coatends there is a stroag
relationship between crime rates and fear, as measured by the Uniform
Crime Reports; however, Skogan and Maxfield only found some correlations
between fear of crime and crime rates in surveys comparing Chicago
nei.ghbor:hoods.l‘7 They contend there is strounger data to support the
fact that incivility in a neighborhood affects fear levels more than
actual crime statistics. There is still some discussion as to whether

there is a substantial correlation between fear and crime rates, and

whether or not they affect each other. Those disagreeing contend the

issue remains debatable because there are too many other factors
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inf luencing fear levels such as economic conditions, racial composition,
{ncivility, etc.

The President’s Commission and many other studies on the fear of
crime have concluded that fear may be the result of xenophobia, the fear
of sl:»:'auger:s.“8 Merry expanded this idea to include neighborhoods,
indicating that people are more likely to fear strangers.49 Brooks
contends "the man in the street is most afraid of being victimized by a
criminal stranger".so Skogan clarified this point by stating:

The fear of crime {3 mixed up with a number of

other fears and aggravations which plague the lives of big-city

residents....Part of this has to do with the fear of

strangers. Strangers are unpredictable: we do not

understand their motives and we do not know what they may

do. In this sense, people of a different race or class are

stranger than those who are not. As a result, the fear of

crime is integTingled with racial fears and class

distinctions.

Another theory explaining what makes people fearful, regardless of
the incidence of crime, is the assumption that the amount of
"incivility" in a neighborhood affects people’s fear. Dan Lewis and
Maxfield state their data supports the fact, "fear of crime is
exacerbated by signs of disorder, or incivility, perceived by
neighborhood residents; however, these various signs of incivility may
have little to do with the actual amount of serious crime".52
Supporting their contention is the fact relatively few people are
victims of serious crime, but they do witness behavior that is not
criminal in nature such as loitering teenagers, abandoned buildings,

skid row denizens, etc. These observations cause people to believe the

social controls of the neighborhood, such as the police, are not

working, therefore, the rationalization to be fearful is reinforced.
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Biderman and others provide support to this theory and concludes that,
"attitudes of citizens regarding crime are less affected by their past
victimization than by their ideas about what is going on in their
community-——fears about a weakening of social controls on which they feel
thelr safety".s3
Closely related to the these issues on the cause of fear is the
work conducted on "social diversity'". Leslie W. Kennedy and Robert
Silverman, two associate professors at the University of Alberta in
Edmonton, Canada, conducted extensive research in influence of perceived
soclal diversity on fear of crime among urban residents. Supported by
reported findings of Hartnagel, Lee, Antunes and others, they coantend
that, "fear derives from uncertainty in the environment and from a
perception of threat to personal safety".sa They use the term
“perception of social diversity" to mean that a person develops feelings
about their neighborhood based on whether or not they feel the people
who live there are different. Their hypothesis: that a socially-
heterogeneous neighborhood would raise the level of fear. Their
research examined two points: if there was a social benefit to forced
integration in neighborhoods, and to clarify the fear of crime debate
over whether the living environment, if heterogeneous, impacted fear of
crime levels. They concluded from the result of their empirical study
that, "perceived social mix has less to do with fear of crime than we
had hypothesized".55

At this time it appears appropriate to discuss Skogan’s theory of

vulnerability and fear in conjunction with the '"paradox of fear". The

paradox is the fact that women and the elderly are the most fearful
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group in society, however they are the least victimized. Practically
every scholar mentioned throughout this article has developed an
explanation for this fact.

Maxfield and Skogan state there are two dimensions in explaining
vulnerability to crime—that of physical and social.56 Physical
vulnerability includes such things as powerlessness to resist attack,
risk of traumatic physical consequences if attacked, and openness to
attack. Support for this explanation is found in S. Riger and M.
Gordon’s work where they found women and elderly felt physically
vulnerable and were more fearfu1.57 Skogan and Maxfield found, as did
others, that people in more vulnerable categories report higher levels
of fear. However as previously mentioned, women and elderly are
congistently reported as having a low actual victimization rate. Ome
explanation for this is the fact that increased fear causes people to
take added precautions, resulting in lower exposure and low
victimization rates. The elderly are more likely to stay home because
of their fear, or take extra precautions such as travelling in company

of others and only by the safest routes, avolding crime areas.

Fear Reduction Strategies

Examination of current research being conducted in the fear of
crime area has highlighted some prevelent theories and practical
application of strategies to understand and reduce fear.

Jane Jacobs, author of Death and Life of Great American Cities,

felt the "social integration” of a community played an important role in

reducing fear., Jacobs argues, '"peace and order do not derive from the

activities of the police, but from an intricate, almost unconscious
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network of voluntary controls and standards among the people
themselves."58 Her contention that social interactions will reduce fear
has support from several scholars. In one study, Springer, Ley and
Cybriwsky, found in communities where residents are engaged in street
surveillance they are more likely to have lower crime, and residents are
less fearful.59 Additionally, fear of crime is lower where residents
felt concerned about each other, were willing to help the police, and
would report a crime 1if obsetved.60 Jacob’s work in physical design has
led to considerable debate over the effectiveness of physical design.

Oscar Newman, author of Defensible Space, is perhaps the most

quoted scholar in the area of crime prevention through environmental
design. His work will be discussed here because of the impact it has
had on programs which have reduced the fear of crime people experience.
Newvman’s "defensible space theory" is based on three propositions.
First, territoriality, popularized after Robert Ardey, presumes people
feel certain areas of space, such as their home, is theirs to defend;
second, that natural surveillance can be improved and used by
communities; and based on image and milieu, and third, a neighborhood
can either present an attractive or deterrent image to would-be
criminals.61

Newman’s theory gained much attention and resulted in the Crime
Prevention through Eanvironmental Design (CPTED) programs funded by the
Law Enforcement Assistance Administration, and were implemented in
various spots throughout the United States to examine the practical
application of his theory. Perhaps the most publicized project was the

Asylum Hill project in Hartford, Connecticuc.62
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In James Q. Wilson’s book, Crime and Public Policy, an essay by

Charles A. Murray provides an excellent summarization of the Newman’s
work, as evaluated by the American Institute For Research. The
following was found:

1) Available evidence does suggest that changes in the
physical environment (and especially combinations of
changes) can reduce crime and fear of crime. This
does not happen coansistently; but it does occur.

2) The available evidence does not illuminate the
dynamics. Except for simple, almost self-evident relatioanships
(e.g., that stronger doors reduce the risk of burglary),
the links remain obscure. Tests of the hypotheses that
underlie the surveillance rationales (e.g., the "eyes on
the street" hypothesis) have resulted in contradictory
findings. The behavioral changes predicted by the
community-building rationales (e.g., increase social
cohesion) have consistently failed to appear.

3) Because of this lack of cause-effect information,
the present knowledge base cannot be used to prescribe
solutions. It does not tell whether a given strategy is
likely to be effective in a given situation. It does not
suggest the kinds or numbers of strategies to use. It
does not identify the conditions (és any) under which a
design strategy is cost-effective.

Murray concluded that there are still many unknowas about this
theory. He also feels, '"that the basic policy question 1is practicai: is
there reason to believe that physical design changes can significantly

affect the crime ptoblem?"64

It must also be emphasized that the
American Institute for Research reported, "we believe that changes in
the physical environment are probably the fastest way of reducing fear

of crlme".65

Policy Issues

The most obvious policy issue surfacing in the research coaducted

on fear of crime has to do with crime rates. Policy makers cannot
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assume a decrease in fear will happen in conjunction with programs
geared to reduce crime rates. James Garofalo is a strong advocate of
fear reduction strategies independent of crime rate reduction
strategies. His assertions are echoed by many, who contend, as he does,
that "policy makers should not necessarily expect a major decrease in

n66 He also

the amount of fear Lif crime is successfully reduced.
contends, as do many others, that efforts to reduce fear should be
pursued regardless of the crime rates. Any effort to improve the
quality of life seems justified. Programs such as increased police
patrolling, street lighting projects, and police foot patrols, etc.,
which do not reduce crime rates, may be more effective in reducing
fear.67

Another important policy issue is one in which policy makers
should utilize the available information about who are the most fearful
and councentrate programs toward those groups. Every neighborhood is
different and plagued by various fear-producing problems. Lewis and
Maxfield found in their study of Chicago neighborhoods evidence that
suggests, 'there are specific neighborhood differences in the
relat{ionship between crime, perceptions of incivility, and concern about
crime. Policy makers should focus on neighborhood-level approaches to
reducing crime and fear."68

The traditional criminal justice approach has been to promote
programs such as increased police patrolling and strict drug enforcement

to reduce crime, Most scholars are convinced that events causing fear

in citizens may require other initliatives, activities which are

different than the traditional criminal justice system methods. If
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‘ people are fearful because of neighborhood "incivility" efforts to rid
al
:ié the community of abandoned buildings, darkened streets, and loiterers
Lo
ffﬁ would be an effective resolution.
-%;3 Discussion of Previous Research
Sl
"33 The National Crime Survey(NCS) was used to gather information to
RN 3
\'__,-‘.’4',
N integrate public opinion into the planning process of the criminal
*b}f justice program. The conceptual areas in which data was collected
Wy
fﬁﬁ{ provides an overall preview of findings that will be used to evaluate
S
e this study on military members’ fear. The results of a 1977 public
% - -, opinion poll, conducted by the NCS, provides a general basis of
o
,ﬁﬁﬁ information for developing the hypotheses to be used when evaluating
;(ﬁf :
N@?‘ military personnel’s fear of crime. The findings were as follows:
L . 1) Perceptions of crime trends: Although most
1@5? respondents in the survey thought that their own chances of being
;p¢§ victimized had gone up in recent years, more people
,ﬁﬁ# perceived rising crime as a national, rather than
! neighborhood problem.
‘o 2) Fear of crime: Respoudents in various age, sex,
?y§; race, and income groups differ considerable in fear of crime,
:ﬁgs but whether or not one has been the victim of crime
W during the p&st year does not appear to have a major
P effect on fear. In addition, people tend to feel less
threatened close to home than in other neighborhoods.
3-‘,{:’
ﬁg: 3) Attitudes about crime and respondent behaviors: There
A is a strong tendency for people to believe that the fear of
i crime affects other people more than it affects them.
Bl The fear of crime does not appear to be a major
motivating factor involved in some of the specific
oy behaviors repondents were asked about.
'i‘:"
:552 4) Evaluation of local police: Most respondents rated

ol their local police rather highly, even while believing that
s police performance needed to be improved., Evaluations of
) ’ the police were not strongly affected by actual

K experience with victimization, by the belief that crime
N is increasing, or by fear of crime, but there were major
H
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differenceggacroes race and age groups in the evaluations
expressed.

The specific areas of research inquiry with regard to the military
member’s fear of crime are similiar to those inquiries conducted in the
civilian sector. The research to be conducted in this study focuses on
the differences in attitude expressed by military personnel in two
distinct residential settings. The hypotheses to be evaluated will help
determine if place of residence has an impact on military member’s fear
of crime. 1In fact, it may be possible to conclude from the research
that a significant difference exists in the amount of fear people
experience based on the environment in which they live.

The literature supports the fact that demographic factors affect
fear levels and, with the increase in enviroumental studies such as the
Hartford Project, the type of living environment may be of importance in
evaluating the fear of crime people experience. As mentioned before,
the military installation appears to provide an enviroament that
promotes a sense of safety and security for those who live in the

residential community of the installation.

Summar

There are no significant disagreements in the research conducted
on the fear of crime. The elderly (over age 60), and females are
undisputedly the most fearful groups affected by the fear of crime.
Additionally, it has been determined through extensive research that a
70

low crime rate does not necessarily provide for a low level of fear.

Although crime rates may account for some of the fear people experience,

the signs of disorder and incivility in a neighborhood can have an
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¢ |}
’ impact on residents of a neighborhood regardless of the crime rate.
g These signs of incivility may be abandoned buildings, teenagers
% loitering in the streets, and graffiti.7l
: Changes in environmental design have demonstrated the largest
ia fmpact on building social cohesion in neighborhoods in order to reduce
é fear among residents. The most extensive project, in Hartford,
¥

Counecticut, proved that improvements in the physical design of a
: neighborhood can have a significant {impact in controlling the fear
i level, regardless of the crime rates.
i
! The review of literature on fear of crime and studies in the
ﬁ civilian community will serve as the basis for developing the concepts
;: and methodology for studying fear amongst military members. Due to the

already-existing environmental design of military installations, the
results of this study should reflect a difference in the responses of

military members living on base as opposed to those residing in nearby

civilian communities.
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CHAPTER 3

Design of the Study

Introduction

In recent years research scientists have focused considerable
attention upon the fear of crime experienced by civilian populations.
However, research has not been focused on the military community
environment as an important factor influencing variations in fear of
crime. The objective of this study is gather data in order to examine
the difference in fear of crime among military personnel living in
different residential settings.

The major emphasis of this study will be to compare the
perceptions and attitudes about crime held by military personnel using a
measure that has been proven effective in previous research'designs.
The major emphasis of this study is to determine if, in fact, a
significant difference exists in fear of crime levels based on the
environment in which they live. Therefore, the study will be
descriptive rather than explanatory. However, based on the results of

the research logical assertions from the data seem possible.

The Sample

Permission was obtained from the commander of the 323 Air Base
Group at Mather Air Force Base, California, to administer selected
personnel the attached questionnaire.(See Appendix A) The sample

32
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population consisted of military members living in on base military
residential housing and military members living in the civilian
community of Rancho Cordova, California. The sample frame consisted of
two computer listings obtained at Mather AFB. One listing was obtained
from the Consolidated Base Personnel Office (CBPO), and the other from
the Base Housing Office. In order to obtain two samples--one of members
living in the military housing, and one of military members living in
Rancho Cordova-—-two separate listings were used. The Base Housing
Office maintains a master list of all military members occupying base
housing. This list does not contain a listing of off-base residents;
therefore the latter information was obtained through the CBPO. A list
of off base military persoanel living in Rancho Cordova was identified
by using the mailing zip code for that area. Only those members
assigned to the base for at least six months were eligible. This time
limit was necessary to ensure the members had time to form opinions
about the area in which they live.

Two samples of 100 people each were selected employing a
systematic sampling method. Stratified sampling was utilized in order
to obtain an accurate representativeness of females.l The survey
instrument was distributed to each individual in March 1986. A letter
obtained from the 323 ABG Commander, soliciting respondent cooperation
in replying to the survey was attached to each package to increase the
percentage of returned surveys., A total of 133 questionnaires were

returned; 55 from off base and 78 from on base residents. Instructions,

along with a self-addressed return envelope accompanied each survey. It
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should be noted, no generalizations will be made to other military bases

and surrounding communities from the results of this study.

Measures

A 27-question, self-administered questionnaire was utilized to
gather data pertaining to a wide range of attitudinal and perceptional
indicators. (See Appendix A) Questions were taken directly from the
National Crime Survey, Central Cities Sample Questionnaire, or, in some
cases, used only as a model to develop other questions.2 Several
questions were developed in order to gather general demographic
information about the respondents. Fear of crime will be
operationalized by responses to questions about perceptions of personal
safety based on the community in which military members reside. The
place of residence 18 of primary interest in this study. Questions
selected to use in this study have consistently been acceptable to
assess perceptions about the fear of crime. Where necessary, military
terminology replaced civilian terminology for clarification purposes.
Ordinal measurement will be used to measure the different variables in
this study. The primary type of questions used were close-ended, along
with several contingency-type questions., The following series of
questions will serve as the means to measure fear of crime based on
several different perspectives:
A. Opinions about crime, in general, held by military personnel.

l. Within the past year do you think crime in the United States
has increased, decreased, remained the same?

2, Within the past year do you think crime in your neighborhood

has increased, decreased, remained the same?
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3. How safe do you feel or would you feel being alone in your
neighborhood at night?

4. How safe do you feel or would you feel being alone in your
neighborhood during the day?

5. Is your neighborhood environment dangerous enough to make you
think about moving somewhere else?

6. How do you think your neighborhood compares with others in
terms of crime?

7. In general, have you limited or changed your activities in the
past few years because you were afraid of crime?

B. Military personnel attitudes toward the police will be measured by

two questions:

1. Would you say your local police are doing a(n) good, average,
or poor job?

2. If you were the victim of any crime would you report it to the
police?
C. General descriptive research of interest about the fear of crime
will be measured by the following questions:

l. Which is the most important reason why you selected this
particular neighborhood to live?

2. 1s there anything you don’t like about your neighborhood?

3. What would be the main reason you would choose to live in base

4, Did you want to live in base housing when you arrived at this

base?

5. Was base housing available when you arrived?
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Design

The study was designed to measure and analyze the amount of fear
military members are experiencing, in either a military residential or
¢civilian community environment. Specifically, by the measurement of
variables that have been proven reliable in previous research on fear of
crime, this descriptive study will evaluate fear experienced by both
groups for comparison purposes. The data gathered from the research
questions will be analyzed using simple frequency responses. The unit
of analysis for this study will be individuals. A one-time cross-

sectional study will be conducted, due to the time constraints iavolved.

Testable Hypotheses

Based on the review of literature regarding fear of crime a series
of testable hypotheses will be examined. The majority of hypotheses
will be expressed as alternate, with a few exceptions where the null
hypothesis will be retained when no significant difference between
samples is expected. The following are the hypotheses to be examined
through the research data:

A. Opinions about crime, in general, held by military personnel.

Hypothesis 1l: No difference will be found between military respondents
opinions about United States crime trends regardless of place of
residence.

Hypothesis 2: No difference will be found between military respondents
opinion about crime trends in their neighborhoods.

Hypothesis 3: Military members living on base will report lower levels

of fear at night than personnel living off base.
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Hypothesis 4: Military members living on the base will report lower
levels of fear during the day than personnel living off the base.
Hypothesis 5: More military members living off base will report their
neighborhood is dangerous enough to make them think about moving more
than personnel living on base.

Hypothesis 6: Military personnel living on the base will report their

neighborhood is less dangerous in terms of crime than personnel living

: off base.

Hypothesis 7: Females will report more fear than males regardless of
where they live.

Hypothesis 8: More personnel living off base will indicate

limitations or changes in behavior due to concern about crime, than

R e o

personnel living on base.
B. Military personnel attitudes toward the police.

Hypothesis 9: Military personnel living on base will report being more

£ e A

favorable toward the local police than personnel living off base.
Hypothesis 10: No difference exists between personnel living on or off

)
ﬂ base as to whether or not they would report a crime to the police.
?

General Research Questions

There were several research questions utilized in order to obtain
general interest information about concerns respondents may have about
their neighborhood. Specifically, why people selected a certain

neighborhood to live, what they do not like about their neighborhood,

PR A S

and why they would choose to live on a military installation.

- Respondents were also asked i{f they desired to live on the base when

- they arrived, and i{f such housing was available. These questions were
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e Hypothesis No.3: Military members living on base will report lower
;‘:.z&
P '1; levels of fear at night than personnel living off base.
‘(f’
BeY i
gt
Table 4.3
N
:f.;;:: Fear of Crime and Perceived Safety at Night {n Response to: "How safe do
R _
gb..n you feel or would you feel being alone in your neighborhood at night?"
‘4,‘»
e
",,:'.1;! Respouses OnBase RelX OffBase RelZ
;‘,: |
5
M
e Very Safe 49 62.8 5 9.1
:\s.: Reasonably Safe 27 34.6 33 60.0
D
Whiy
, Somewhat Unsafe 0 0.0 14 25.5
a0 .
5 1
o Very Unsafe 2 2.6 3 5.5
. Totals 78 100.0 55 100.0
)
e
At (N=133)
Jgi’
l'g*" -
Pt ﬂ
D Chi square = 48.11326 Significance level = ,0000
J"I,._
‘ The difference in responses between on base and off base samples was
g significant therefore, the hypothesis is accepted. A total of 97.4
N percent of the responses from on base personnel indicated feelings of
rakl
1x '4
;i very safe or reasonably safe. Personnel living off base indicated 69.1
Yy
3oy percent felt the same way.
i
"-',;1’,
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used to identify how significant fear of crime was in a person’s choice
of residence. Additionally, it {s an assumption, based on review of
literature, one of the reasons that military personnel would choose to
live on a military installation is because it provides the type of
environment that is less susceptible to crime, therefore people would be
less fearful. The military installation and its restricted entry
process allows on base entry ouly to military members, their families,
or invited guests. In addition, routine police patrols are provided,
housing areas are well maintained, and the residents are homogeneous by
verture of the fact the majority are active duty military. The exact
questions that were utilied are as stated earlier inm this chapter under

measures.

Analysis

The collected data was recorded oun optical scan sheets (General
Purpose~NCS-Answer Sheet) to be analyzed using the Statistical Package
for the Social Sciences (SPSS), 2nd edition, at the California State
University, Sacramento, Computer Center. Simple frequency responses.
were compiled on all research questions. Data comparisons were then
made based on two separate residential settings: the civilian community
and the military installation. The Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS), version 9, was used for the calculation of the chi

square test of independence for two samples. The level of significance

was established at less than or equal to .05 level.
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. Summary

§ A 27-question survey was administered to 200 military personnel

)% stationed at Mather Alr Force Base, California. The survey was designed
. to measure the amount of fear military personnel experience based on

gi where they lived. Samples were selected from personnel who resided in
ﬁ, military housing on the ingtallation, and an equal number who resided in
_ the community of Rancho Cordova, California, adjacent to the base.

.

ﬁl Through the use of the California State University computer, using the
& Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS), data was compiled

{t and analyzed. Simple frequency responses using cross-tabulations were
?j used. The chi square test for independent samples was used to test the
g‘ level of significance. The next phase, Chapter 4, will depict the data
s

analysis results.
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o Notes
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" L Earl Babbie, The Practice of Social Research, 3rd ed.

RS (California: Wadsworth Publishing Company, 1983), p. 181.

2 Deirdre A. Gaquin, '"Measuring Fear of Crime: The National Crime

:fﬁ Survey’s Attitude Data," Victimology 3, nos. 3-4 (1978): 316-319.




CHAPTER 4

Analysis of Results

Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to provide an analysis of data
obtained from the gself-administered questionnaire. The first section of
this chapter will be an interpreration of results. The research
hypotheses will be restated, with the results of the data shown through
cross—tabulation tables of frequency responses and percentages. Each
table will include the research question used. Section I will also
contain the results of the general research questions to be presented in
a similiar format. Section II will contain a discussion of the results

and a summary of the data analysis.

SECTION 1

Results of Research Hypotheses

When the responses from the two samples were obtained, it was the
assumption that a statistical level of significance, (.05 or less) would
exist between the on and off base samples for several of the questions,
specifically, the alternate hypotheses 3,4,5,6,7,8, and 9. The null
hypothesis was stated when no significant difference between samples was
anticipated: hypotheses 1,2, and 10, The hypotheses will be stated in
the same order as presented in Chapter 3. At this time, only results

will be presented. The interpretation-of-results section of this

41
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chapter will contain a more detailed analysis of the results.
A. Opinions about crime, in general, held by military personnel.

Hypothesis No.l: No difference will be found between military

respondents opinions about United States crime trends regardless of

place of residence.

Table 4.1
Perceived Crime Rate in the U.S in Response to: "Within the past year do

you think crime in the U.S. has increased, decreased, or remained the

same?"

Responses OnBase RelZX OffBase RelZ
Increased 57 73.1 36 65.5

Decreased 3 3.8 3 5.5

Remained Same 14 17.9 9 16.4

Don’t Know 4 5.1 7 12.7

Totals 78 99,9% : 55 100,1*
(N=133)

Chi square = 2,75193 Significance level = .4315

*Totals do not equal 100 percent due to rounding.

The null hypothesis is accepted. The majority of military personnel, in

both residential settings, indicated crime is on the increase.
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Hypothesils No.2: No difference will be found between military

respondents opinion about crime trends in their neighborhoods.

Table 4.2

Perceived Crime Rate {in the Neighborhood in Response to: '"Within the

past year do you think crime in your neighborhood has increased,

decreased, or remained the same?"

Responses OnBase RelZ OffBase RelZX
Increased 16 20.5 16 29.1
Decreased 9 11.5 6 10.9
Remained Same 36 46.2 20 36.4
Don’t Know 17 21.8 13 23.6
Totals 78 100.0 55 100.0
(N=133)

Chi square = 1.78057

The null hypothesis is accepted.

Significance level = ,6192

Military personnel in both residential

settings indicated crime in their neighborhoods remained the same.
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Hypothesis No.4: Military members living on base will report lower

levels of fear during the day than personnel living off the base.

Table 4.4
Fear of Crime and Perceived Safety During Daytime in Response to: "How
about during the day? How safe do you feel or would you feel being

alone in your neighborhood?"

Responses OnBase RelX 0ffBase RelX
Very Safe 64 82.1 23 41.8
Reasonably Safe 12 15.4 27 ) 49.1
Somewhat Unsafe 0 0.0 5 9.1
Very Unsafe 2 2.6 0 0.0
Totals 78 100.0 55 100.0
(N=133)

Chi square = 28.98030 Significance level = .0000

The difference in responses between on and off base samples were
significant, therefore the hypothesis is accepted. A total of 97.5

percent of the on base respondents felt very safe or reasonably safe, in

comparison to 90.9 percent recorded by off base responses,
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‘” Hypothesis No.5: More military members living off base will report
o N
"‘g their neighborhood {s dangerous enough to make them think about moving
is"
[
:“’,:“ more than personnel living on base.
g:";i’f; Table 4.5
:"‘g!
.:::‘:: Perceived Dangerousness of Neighborhood in Response to: "Is your
Hs neighborhood environment dangerous enough to make you think about moving
o somewhere else?"
Y
e
s by
.“»Ig.&
l"-'i Responses OnBase RelZ OffBase Rel?Z
R
AN
P
féa Yes 1 1.3 18 32.7
o No 76 97.4 37 67.3
Wi Don’t Know 1 1.3 0 0.0
g‘!;‘.
e Totals 78 100.0 55 100.0
)
g
R (N=133)
1
,,;3;15 Chi square = 26.48532 Significance level = .0000
l":* .
uh The difference in responses between on and off base were significant
%, therefore, the hypothesis is accepted.
e
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Hypothesis No.6: Military personnel living on the base will report

their neighborhood is less dangerous in terms of crime than personnel

living off base.

Table 4.6
Perceived Dangerousness of the Neighborhood in Response to: "How do you

think your neighborhood compares with others {n terms of crime?"

Responses OnBase RelZ OffBase RelZ
Much More Dangerous 0 0.0 1 1.8
More Dangerous 1 1.3 6 10.9
About Average 4 5.1 23 41.8
Less Dangerous 28 35.9 15 27.3
Much Less Dangerous 43 55.1 4 7.3
Don’t Know 2 2.6 6 10.9
Totals 78 100.0 55 100.0
(N=133)

Chi square = 53,86722 Significance level = ,0000

The difference in responses between on base and off base samples were

significant, therefore the hypothesis is accepted.




Hypothesis No.7: Females will report more fear than males, regardless

of where they live.

In order to test this hypothesis a comparison between levels of
fear will be made between male and females. The data will be compared
based on where they live. Table 4.7 will show off base responses and

Table 4.8 will show responses made by on base persoanel,

Table 4.7
On Base Fear of Crime and Sex of Respondent in Response to: "How safe do

you feel or would you feel being alone in your neighborhood at night?"

Responses Male RelZ Female RelX
Very Safe 3 8.1 2 11.1
Reasonably Safe 22 59.5 11 6l.1
Somewhat Unsafe 11 29.7 3 16.7
Very Unsafe 1 2.7 2 11.1
Totals 37 100.0 18 100.0
(N=55)

Chi square = 2.50697 Significance level = ,4740
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Table 4.8

0ff Base Fear of Crime and Sex of Respondent in Response to: "How safe

do you feel or would you feel being alone in your neighborhood at

49

nighe?"

Responses Male RelZ Female RelZ
Very Safe 45 62.5 4 66.7
Reasonably Safe 25 34.7 2 33.3
Somewhat Unsafe 0 0.0 0 0.0
Very Unsafe 2 2.8 0 0.0
Totals 72 100.0 6 100.0
(N=78)

Chi square = ,18506 Significance level = ,9116

Table 4.7 and Table 4.8 indicate no significant difference between the

responses of males and females. The hypothesis is rejected.
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oy Hypothesis No.8: More personnel living off base will {ndicate

e limitations or changes in behavicr due to concern about crime than

personnel living on base.

i Table 4.9
Limiting of Behavior in Response to: "In general, have you limited or
changed your activities in the past few years because you were afrald of

crime?"

Responses OnBase RelZ OffBase RelZ

Yes o2 30.8 31 56.4

No 54 69.2 24 43.6

KX : Totals 78 100.0 55 100.0

(e (N=133)

I Chi square = 8.71248 Significance level = ,0032

KM The difference in respouses between the two samples was significant.

The hypothesis is accepted.
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Hypothesis No.9: Military personnel living on base will report being

K) more favorable toward the local police than personnel living off base.
)
o
‘i R
¢ Table 4.10
R Evaluation of Police Performance in Response to. "Would you say your
K
f» local police are doing a(n) job?"
o
., Responses OnBase RelZ OffBase RelZ
]
A
R3
D
)
Good 44 56.4 12 21.8
5 Average 25 32.1 31 56.4
K
k Poor 6 7.7 4 7.3
K Don’t Know 3 3.8 8 14.5
. Totals 78 100.0 55 100.0
Qé
‘4
) (N=133)
‘i
)
. Chi square = 18.16715 Significance level = .0004
.
: The difference in sample responses are significant, therefore the
)
N hypothesis {s accepted.
X
K
1
‘l
[}
3
5
‘;
K
R}
S

o8
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Hypothesis No.10: No difference exists between personnel living on or

off base as to whether or not they would report a crime to the police.

Table 4.11
Reporting Crime to Police in Response to: "If you were the victim of any

crime would you report it to the police?"

Responses OnBase RelZ OffBase RelZ

Yes 71 91.0 47 85.5

No 3 3.8 3 5.5
Don‘t Know 4 5.1 5 9.1
Totals 78 99.9 55 101.1
(N=133)

Chi square = 1.04631 Significance level = ,5926

*Totals do not equal 100 percent due to rounding.

The difference in the sample responses is not significant.

ihinen |
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General Research Questions

The results of several questions used to obtain information about
the impact of crime on respoandents perception of thelr present living
environment and base housing will be described in this section. The

question used to gather the data will be listed ian each table.

Table 4.12
Reason Neighborhood Chosen As Place to Live in Response to: "Which is

the most {mportant reason why you selected this particular neighborhood

53

to live?"

Responses OnBase OffBase * 2
Like the Neighborhood 9 ' 13 11.3
Good Schools 6 3 4.6
Safe from Crime 21 3 12.3
Only Housing Available 7 4 5.6
Location~Close to Work, 19 32 26.2
Schools, Shopping

Price was Right 29 19 24.6
Other 28 2 15.4

Note: Respondents selected more than one response in some cases.
* Percentage 1s total of on base and off base responses.

Safe from crime was selected 12.3 percent of the time. Three other

reasons for selecting a particular neighborhood to live were selected
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o more than "safe from crime.'" On base residents selected "safe from
vee X
gy ]
Q&; crime" 21 times versus off base residents who selected it only three
ey
2
W times.
tlp'ﬁ
i Table 4.13
N .l
89!
fﬂﬁ Perceived Problems in Neighborhood in Respoase to: "Is there anything
‘ni“?“.
e you don’t like about your neighborhood?"
DAY
e
R
W Responses OnBase OffBase * 2
N %)
R
28 Traffic 13 14 25.2
t.:':
ﬁ%ﬁ Environmental Problems 5 17 20.6
ﬂﬁ‘ (Trash,Noise,etc.)
‘hl.l
Crime 3 17 18.7
R
ay Inadequate Schools 1 0 .9
14
LR
555 ' Inadequate Shopping, 6 1 6.5
R Facilities, etc.
ﬁi Neighborhood Changing 8 6 13.1
A
W0k
b Other 10 6 15.0
l";“
“. 'y
iy Total N=72
o
l?&
s
»ﬁg Note: Respondents selected more than one response, 61 personnel had a
‘;7 negative reply to this question.
‘:l‘.:
f:n * Percentage 1s total of on and off base responses.
-
AN t
et Crime was reported on base as a dislike only three times, while 17

Y living off base stated crime was a dislike about their neighborhood.
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Traffic was selected most by on base personnel as a dislike, while crime

i and environmental problems were selected most by off base residents.
Table 4,14

Why People Would Choose To Reside on Base in Response to: '"What would be

‘ the main reason you would choose to live in base housing?"

. Responses OnBase OffBase * 2
; Cost 53 34 47.0
, Schools, Shopping, etc. 7 5 6.5
i Safe Environment 24 17 22.2
3‘ Convenient to Work 18 12 16.2

Other 5 10 8.1

Total N=130

S -

. Note: Respondents selected more than one response.
. * Perceantage is total of on and off base responses.
Safe environment was selected 22.2 percent as the reason people would

! choose to live oan base, second only to cost.
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Table 4.15

How Many People Wanted to Live On Base in Response to: '"Did you want to

‘,f live in base housing when you arrived at this base?"

Responses OnBase OffBase * 7

Yes 58 20 58.6
\f"
B N 20 35 41.4
p °

Total N=133

IR * Percentage 1s total of on and off base responses.

4 Table 4.16
Y How Many Had Base Housing Available in Response to: "Was base housing
Y

available when you arrived?"

by Responses OnBase OffBase * 2

f.fif, Yes 20 11 23.3
i No 57 43 75.2
No Reply 1 1 1.6

2y Total N=133

-~ * Percentage is total of on and off base responses,




SECTION II

Discussion of Results

The preceding pages contained the data, shown in table format,
obtained from 133 respondents regarding their opinions, attitudes, and
perceptions about fear of crime. This portion of the chpater is to
interpret the results of the data. A summary of each of the hypothesis
results will first be discussed followed by the general resgearch
questions. The major emphasis of the research was to determine if a
significant difference does exist between responses from the two
samples, on base and off base residents.

A. Discussion of Hypotheses

Hypothesis No.l: No difference will be found between military

respondents opinions about United States crime trends regardless of
place of residence.

Hypothesis No.2: No difference will be found between military

respondents opinion about crime trends in their neighborhoods.

These two hypotheses were related. Their purpose was to evaluate
military respondents perception of crime rates through comparison of
perception of trends in the United States and their neighborhood.
Previous research has consistenly found that respondents are more likely
to say that crime has been increasing in the United States, as a whole,
than in their neighborhood. Table 4.1 and Table 4.2 data supports the
information found in the literature review. In Table 4.1, 57 (73.1%) of
the respondents who lived on base and 36 (65.5%) who resided off base
stated crime rates were increasing in the United States. The

significance level of .4315 indicates no significant difference exists
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between the two samples. Table 4.2, Preceived Crime Rate in the
Neighborhood, shows 26 (46.2%) of the respondents who live on base and
20 (36.4%) of respondents who live off base felt crime rates in their
neighborhood remained the same during the time frame in which they felt
crime in the United States was increasing. The majority did not feel
crime rates were increasing in their neighborhood. Based on the
significance level .6192, no significant level of difference was
observed between on and off base samples. People are, in fact, more apt
to view increases in crime rates as a national problem rather than a
problem in their own neighborhood. This fact has consistently held true
in other previous research and is also the case when comparing samples
of military persounnel.

Hypothesis No.3: Military members living on base will report

lower levels of fear at night than personnel living off base.

Hypothesis No.4: Military members living on base will report

lower levels of fear during the day than personnel living off the base.

Researchers in past studies and surveys, in order to identify the
causes of fear associated with neighborhood residents, have compared the
fear expressed by individuals living in different neighborhoods. The
purpose of this research is not to identify the causes of fear, however,
assumptions can be made as a result of the data.

As in most fear-of-crime research the same question of, "how safe
do you feel or would you feel alone in your neighborhood at night or
during the day," has been an adequate and consistent measurement of

respondent’s fear of crime. Table 4.3 and Table 4.4 indicate the level

of fear for on base and off base respondents. First, Table 4.3, Fear of
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o Crime and Percelved Safety at Night, compares on and off base data. The
ﬁﬁg{ _ hypothesis is that personnel living on base would feel safer and less
,§§§ fearful, than respondents living off base. This hypothesis was formed
A;;ﬁ based on review of literature on causes of fear and a personal
E‘:\ knowledge of the military base environment versus the civilian
%&é; community. As meantioned earlier, the military base, in this instance
- Mather Air Force Base, housing area has restricted entry and routine
1Y
iga police patrols. Additionally, no "signs of incivility" are present,
ng homes are well maintained, (grass cut, no graffati, or vacant buildings
if: etc.). Crime is generally confined to minor offenses such as thefts and
ﬁk' vandalism, The population i3 homogeneous by the fact residents are
g:? active duty military., As previously noted in the literature review,
‘J "signs of iancivility" in a particular neighborhood has caused a sense of
0.*‘,50'
:?F fear in residents.
Eﬁéﬂ . Seventy-six of 78 respondents (97.42) of on base residents felt
o very safe or reagonable safe where they lived. Only 38 of 55 (69.1%)
&g;; respondents who lived off base felt very safe or reasonably safe. The
z;ﬁa significance level was .0000, indicating a significant difference

.

v ex{sted between the two samples.
22§: Table 4.4, Fear of Crime and Perceived Safety During the Daytime,
Eigi provides similiar results. Seventy-six of 78 (97.52) of on base

v‘ respondents felt very safe or reasonably safe during the daytime. Fifty
5&? of the 55 (90.9%) off base respondents felt very safe or reasonably safe
3§%i during the daytime. A signficance level of .0000 indicates a

significant difference between the samples. It should be noted that
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21.8 percent of the respondents living off base felt safer during the
day than at night. The results of the data supports the hypothesis.

Hypothesis No. 5: More military members living off base will

report their neighborhood is dangerous enough to make them think about
moving more than personnel living on base.

It was assumed at the beginning of this research project that if
military members living off base indicated higher levels of fear than on
base personnel. They would also have a greater tendency to indicate
their neighborhood would be dangerousness enough to make them want to
move, more so, than people who feel safe in their neighborhood. Table
4.5, Perceived Dangerousness of Neighborhood, shows the results of this
research. One individual of 78 (1.2%) living on base indicated the
neighborhood was dangerous enough to make them thiank about moving.
However, 18 of 55 (32.7X) off base residents indicated they thought
about moving somewhere else. A significance level of .0000 indicates a
significant difference between the two samples.

Hypothesis No.6: Military persounel living on the base will

report their neighborhood is less dangerous in terms of crime than
personnel living off base.

In support of the results of Hypothesis 5, respondents were asked
to indicate how their neighborhood compares to others. The assumption
was made that if personnel feel safe in their neighborhood they should
indicate their neighborhood is less dangerous than others. Table 4.6,
Dangerousness of Our Neighborhood, show the results of the on and off
base responses for comparison purposes. Seventy-one of 78 (91.0%) of on

base respondents indicated their neighborhood was less or much less
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dangerous. Nineteen of 55 (34.6%) off base residents felt their

g

ﬁi neighborhood was less or much less dangerous. Twenty-three (42.8%) felt
%? their neighborhoods were about average. Seven respondents (12.7%)

% indicated their neighborhood was more dangerous or much more dangerous.
Sg On base residents who felt safe in their neighborhood have also

%3' indicated, as hypothesized, that they would perceive their neighborhood
;‘ as less dangerous. The difference in the two samples was significant at
JEE .0000.

ig Hypothesis No. 7: Females will report more fear than males,

;‘ regardless of where they live.

i*é Based on previous research it was assumed that females in the

;:; military would indicate being more fearful than their male counterparts
Lﬁ regardless of where they lived. Tables 4.7, On Base Fear Of Crime and
gg Sex of Respondent, and Table 4.8, Off Bagse Fear of Crime and Sex of

ﬁg Respondent, contain the resulting responses to the question, "how safe
" do you feel or would you feel alone in your neighborhood at night."

jg Table 4.7 results indicate no significant difference in on base male and
ﬁg female respongses. Twenty-five of 37 (67.6%Z) on base males reported

+

v feeling very safe or reasonably safe compared to 13 of 18 (72.22)

5& females who felt the same way.

%g Table 4.8 indicates 70 of 72 (97.2%) males felt very safe or

rt . reasonably gafe. All the females felt very safe or reasonably safe.

e The significance level was .9116 indicating no significant difference

between the two samples. The hypothesis was rejected, females were not

more fearful than males according to this research. It should be noted
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the lack of significance may be in part due to the extremely low number
of females in the two samples.

Hypothesis No. 8: More personnel living off base will {ndicate

limitations or changes in behavior due to concern about crime than
personnel living on base.

Based on previous research the assumption was made that if people
felt safe in their living environment they would not be apt to limit or
restrict their behavior due to concern about crime. Twenty-four of 78
(30.8%) respondents living on base stated they have limited or changed
their activities in the past few years because they were afraid of
crime. Fifty-four (69.2%) respoandents did not feel they have limited
their activities. Thirty-one of 55 (54.4%) off base residents indicated
they had, while 24 (43.6X) said they did not limit activities. The
difference in the responses was found to be significant at .0032.
Again, the assumption that the safer groups, in this case on base
residents, would be less likely to limit their activities, was
confirmed.

Hypothesis No. 9: Military personnel living on base will report

being more favorable toward the local police than personnel living off
base.

During the review of literature it was noted that people who
perceive crime as a problem in their neighborhood lose confidence in the
police. Based on this information the hypothesis was developed. If the
respondents felt safe from crime in their neighborhood, they would tend

to be more favorable toward the the police. This hypothesis was tested

by asking the question regarding the type of job the local police were




doing. Based on the results of previous data it was anticipated the
results of this data would indicate personnel living on base would give
the police a more favorable rating. Forty-four of 78 (56.4%) on base
residents stated the police were doing a good job, the highest rating
possible. Twelve of 55 (21.8%) off base residents gave police the same
rating. The majority, 56.4 percent, of off base personnel thought the
police were doing an average job. The difference in the responses of
the two samples was significant at .0004.

Hypothesis No.l0: No difference exists between persoannel living

on or off base as to whether or not they would report a crime to the
police.

This hypothesis was formed on the assumption that if people feel
confident in the police, regardless of where they live, they would not
hestitate about notifying the police if victimized. The results of
Table 4.10 shows that although the majority of off base personnel did
not give the police the most favorable rating, they did indicate the
police were doing an average job, indicating counfidence. If police were
rated as doing a job above the rating of poor, it was hypothesized that
regardless of where personnel lived they would feel confident enough to
report a crime. Table 4.1l indicates that 71 (91.0%) on base residents
and 47 of 55 (85.5%) off base residents would report a crime to the
police. Those indicating they would not report a crime was very low,

3.8 percent and 5.5 percent. A significance level of .5926 indicates no

significant difference between the reponses of the two samples.
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B. Discussion of General Research Questions

In order to measure the impact fear of crime may have on people
overall, the respondents were asked several general research questions.
Although no hypotheses were stated regarding the results of this data,
it is assumed that responses will be closely related to the previously
discussed results.

Question No. l: What is the most important reason why you

selected this particular neighborhood to live?

The intent of this question was to measure how significant the
sense of a safe enviroament impacts upon people’s selection of a place
to live. It should be noted that some respondents did chose more than
one answer. The data in Table 4.12 indicates 29 people selected "cost"
as the most fimportant reason why they chose to live on base. Closely
behind "safe from crime" ranked third with 21 people selecting it as a
response., Off base residents felt location was the most important
reason, followed by price. Safe from crime was selected only three
times, indicating people were not as concerned about the crime problem
as much as location and price. The 21 to three selection rate between
on and off base personel on the safe-from-crime selection does tend to
fndicate people on base feel the base provides a safer enviroument.

Question No. 2: Is there anything you don’t like about your

neighborhood?
Bagsed on the results of question 1 it could be assumed that the
fear of crime indicator in this question, "crime", would be selected

more often by off base residents then on base personnel. Table 4.13

supports this assumption. Seventeen off base residents selected crime
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as a problem in their neighborhood, while only three people on base
thought it was a problem. The most often selected dislike for on base
residents was traffic problems, while crime and environmental prohlems
were the most frequent dislikes for off base residents.

Question No. 3: What would be the main reason you would choose to

live in base housing?

This question was asked to measure how important a safe
environment is to military members. The majority of personnel, 47.0
percent, selected cost as the main reason they would choose to live on
base. The gsecond reason selected was safe environment, which received
22.2 percent of the responses. This data indicates that a safe
environment does concern people when deciding on a place to live.

Question 4: Did you want to live in base housing when you arrived
at this base?

Question 5: Was base housing available when you arrived?

Based on the results of the data it can be assumed military
members do feel base housing provides a safe environment. Next to cost,
a safe environment would be the second reason for selecting to live
there. Questions 4 and 5 were asked in order to determine how many
military members out of the samples actually wanted to live on base when
they arrived at the base, and how many had housing available to them.
Fifty-eight percent of the respondents indicated they wanted to live on
base, and 41.42 indicated they did not wish to live on base, Out of the

58 percent who chose to live on base, only 23.3 percent had housing

available to them at that time, 75.2 percent did not.
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Summary

The primary purpose of this chapter was to provide an analysis of
results of data collected. Only oune of ten hypothesis was rejected.
The majority of hypotheses were developed based on the results of

previous research conducted strictly in civilian communities. It was
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assumed these same results should be replicated when measured using oaly

military personnel living in two distinct residential settings. The
results of this data confirmed previous research with the exception of
hypothesis 7. Females did not indicate more fear than their male
counterparts. However, consideration must be given to the fact the
military population does not have an equal proportion of females to
males. A very small number of females were included in the samples.

The remaining hypotheses were all accepted. The following facts
can be concluded from the results of hypotheses testing:

l. The majority of military personnel feel crime is on the
increase in the United States.

2. The majority of military personnel feel crime has remained
about the same in their own neighborhood, regardless of the national
crime rates.

3. Military members who live on Mather AFB feel safer in that
environment at night than military members living in Rancho Cordova,
California.

4, Milicary members who live on Mather AFB feel safer in that

environment during the daytime than miltary members living in Rancho

Cordova.,
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N 5. More military members living in Rancho Cordova feel their
E; neighborhood environment is dangerous anough to make them think about
E moving than military members living on Mather AFB. h
6. Military members living on Mather AFB feel their neighborhood
is less dangerous in terms of crime than military menmbers
living in Rancho Cordova.
7. Females living on Mather AFB and in Rancho Cordova feel as
safe as their male counterparts. |
8. Military personnel living in Rancho Cordova indicated they
limited or changed their behavior due to concern about crime more than
military members living on Mather AFB.
9, Military personnel living on Mather AFB feel more favorable
toward the local police than military members living in Rancho Cordova.
10. Regardless of whether or not the military member lives on
Mather AFB or in Rancho Cordova, they would report a crime to the local
police.
. In addition to the hypotheses testing, several general research
i question were asked of the military personnel. The emphasis of these
questions was to gather data on respondents opinions about why they
would select a particular neighborhood to live, what they disliked about
their neighborhood, why they would choose to live in military housing,

and if such housing was available to them.

The results of that data is as follows:

L e e e

l. The most {mportant reason why military members chose to live

on base was because of the cost, safety from crime was the third reason.
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Military personnel wanted to live in Rancho Cordova because of the
location. Safety from crime was the second from last reason of choice.

2. The majority of military personnel living on Mather AFB most
dislike the traffic problems in their neighborhood. Crime was not
indicated as a major dislike. A majority of persoannel living in Rancho
Cordova most dislike environmental (trash,noise,etc.) and crime
problems.

3. The majority of military personnel would choose to live on
Mather AFB because of cost. The second reason would be because it
provides a safe environment.

4, The majority of personnel want to live on Mather AFB when they
arrive to the base.

S. Base housing was not available to the majority of personnel
who desired to live on base when they first arrived.

Chapter 5, the final segment of this thesis will comtain a

summary and the conclusions that were reached as a result of this

research. Implications for further research will also be included.




CHAPTER 5

Suamary

Introduction

The purpose of this study was to examine the fear of crime
affecting military persounel by comparing attitudes of personnel
residing in two different residential settings: a civilian community and
the military installation residential community. First, a review of
literature pertaining to fear of crime was conducted. Second, the
research conducted was directed toward establishing the amount of fear
military personnel were experiencing, based on the eavironment in which
they live. The intent of the research was to gather data which, if
utilized by enlightened and better informed Department of Defense
personnel, might ensure military members are provided a safe. enviroaument

in which to live; and to make recommendations for future research.

Literature Review

A review of literature found that fear of crime has been a major
toplc of concern among residents and researchers in the United States
since the mid-1960‘s. Millions of people throughout the U.S. are afraid
of becoming victims of criminal violence. Visable reactions to fear
can be observed everyday: locked doors, steel bars on windows,
increagsed gun sales, and empty streets i{n civilian communities.

Everyone is affected differently by fear and for different reasons.

Evidence has shown a link between varying psychological states and fear

69
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b of crime, which can cause anxiety, mistrust, dissatisfaction with life
N and a break down in social cohesion within neighborhoods.l

)
1$§ A review of literature has concluded that the causes of fear of
¥

. crime are varied, but assumptions about fear levels in certain type

éﬁ_ neighborhoods can be made based on findings found in previous research.
Egé Lewis and Maxfield’s extensive research of the effects of incivility in
e a neighborhood has lead to the coanclusion that if a neighborhood is free
:§i; of signs of incivility, people may tend to be less featful.2
Eﬁﬁ Furthermore, the rate of crime in a particular area does not necessarily
i;: affect the level of fear people are experiencing. Based on these facts
;g{ and others discussed more fully in Chapter 2, it was assumed a
%;?’ difference in attitudes between military personnel living in the two
;;f environments under study would reflect significant differences in
g&; . responses, The military installation provides an environment which

0
g?i tends to provide a greater sense of safety and security to the

: residents. The mere presence of controlled entry into the installation,
Ny
ﬁ%g well-maintained buildings and grounds are features not found in most
%%ﬁ' civilian neighborhoods.
N Overall, the findings in the literature review supports the fact
W
ﬁi that military personnel living in military base housing should feel
Egé safer within the base environment than the military members, some of
lif whom have no choice, who live in the civilian community.
o
KON Design of Study

This study was designed to determine how safe military personnel

felt living on Mather Air Force Base in comparison to military members
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living in the adjacent civilian community of Rancho Cordova, California.

N In March 1986, a total of 200 military persounel, 100 liviag on base and
By
;s‘ 100 liviag off base were asked to respond to a self-administered survey.
o

A total of 133 respoanded to the 27-question survey. Questions were

designed to measure each individual’s sense of safety and security in

:% the neighborhood in which they lived.

) The Statistical Package for the Social Sciences program was used
E} to process the data using scan sheets at the Califorunia State

iﬁ' University, Sacramento computer center. The chi square test for

independent samples was used to evaluate the data. A level of

;{ significance of less than or equal to .05 was pre-established. A total
%)
%g of 10 hypotheses were tested, in addition to five general research

questions. These questions were designed to analyze, for general

o ' information, people’s attitudes about fear of crime.

Results of Analysis

?f A. O0f the 10 hypotheses used to test the difference between the
B .l
n' responses of the two samples uine were accepted and one was rejected.

The hypotheses and results were as follows:

ﬂ% Hypothesis No. 1l: Accepted.

No difference will be found between military respondents opinions about

United States crime trends regardless of place of residence.

[N
]
-

Hypothesis No. 2: Accepted.

-

-’

No difference will be found between military respondents opinion about

Ry

..,-
[
)

P
T

crime trends in their neighborhoods.
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Hypothesis No.3: Accepted.
Ei:“l‘
*Q‘ Military members living on base will report lower levels of fear at
I;; D Y
Y
y % night than personnel living off base.
whyl
Hypothesis No. 4: Accepted.
o
{%{% Military members living on base will report lower levels of fear during
)
é&i the day than persounel living off the base.
iv.",'i!‘
Hypothesis No. 5: Accepted.
o8
%& More military members living off base will report their neighborhood is
?‘ y
{ﬁh dangerous enough to make them think about moving more than personnel
[}
"‘:’;l'u
4 living on base.
Ayt
ﬁég Hypothesis No. 6: Accepted.
o Q'
ssg Military personnel living on the base will report their neighborhood is
X
0
4 less dangerous in terms of crime than personnel living off base.
AN
éaz' ’ Hypothesis No. 7: Rejected.
4%
)
ﬁkg Females will report more fear than males, regardless of where they live.
s" \J ~
W,
g Hypothesis No. 8: Accepted.
Z;S: More personnel living off base will indicate limitations or changes in
Ml
fﬁg‘ behavior due to concern about crime than personnel living on base.
RO
e Hypothesis No. 9: Accepted.
;hﬁ Military personnel living on base will report being more favorable
et
’3%2 toward the local police than personnel living off base.
*q ¢
i
et Hypothesis No. 10: Accepted.
ﬁﬁi No difference exists between personnel living on or off base as to
.li‘e
X0 whether or not they would report a crime to the police.
wgif‘:
‘il
-
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B. To gather data regarding respondents attitudes as to why they
chose to live in a particular neighborhood several questions were asked.
The results of the general research questions were as follows:

Question No. l: What is the most important reasoan why you

selected this particular neighborhood to live? The must important
reagson why military members chose to live on base was because of the
cost; safety from crime was the second most important. Military
personnel wanted to live in Rancho Cordova because of its location,
proximity to work, schools and shopping.

Question No. 2: Is there anything you don’t like about your

neighborhood? The majority of military personnel living on Mather AFB
dislike the traffic problems in their neighborhood the most. Crime was
not indicated as a major dislike., The majority of military personnel
living in Rancho Cordova disliked the environmental and crime problem
within their neighborhood.

Question No. 3: What would be the main reason you would choose to

live in base housing? The majority of miltary personnel chose tc live
on Mather AFB because of cost. The second reagson was because it
provides a safe envirounment.

Question No., 4: Did you want to live in base housing when you

arrived at the base? The majority of personnel wanted to live on Mather
AFB when they arrived at the base.

Question No. 5: Was base housing available when you arrived?

Base housing was not available to the majority of personnel who wanted

to live on base when they first arrived.
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Conclusioans

Based on the analysis of data several conclusions were reached.
The majority of military personnel feel crime is on the increase {n the
United States, but feel it has remained about the same in their own
neighborhood, regardless of the national crime rates. This data
supports the previous research and the fact that people feel crime in
the United States is increasing; however, they do not consider crime in
their own neighborhood to be the problem it is in other neighborhoods,
when in fact it may be the same or worse. Based on the results of
previous research in civilian communities, it was assumed that because
of the design of the military installation, people who reside in this
environment would feel safer. In fact, research showed a significant
difference in responses by military members. The personnel who live on
Mather AFB feel safer during the day and at night than military members
living in Rancho Cordova.

It was assumed that since people residing in Rancho Cordova felt
less safe they would be more likely to feel their neighborhood more
dangerous. Data showed more military members living in Rancho Cordova
felt their neighborhood environment dangerous enough to make them think
about moving than military members living on Mather AFB. To further
confirm this assumption, data showed the obvious: military members
living on Mather AFB felt their neighborhood is less dangerous, in terms
of crime, than military members living in Rancho Cordova.

One aspect of this research which was not consistent with previous

research conducted in the civilian community was the amount of fear

females i{ndicated. According to previous research findings, females, in
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addition to the elderly, are the most fearful group of citizens. No
significant difference was found in the responses between the amount of
fear felt by females and males in the military. The lack of difference
in the results between the two groups may be due to the extremely low
sample of females {n this study.

If in fact military persoanel living on base felt safer, further
conclusions from the data should, and did, indicate that military
personnel living in Rancho Cordova limited or changed their behavior due
to concern about crime more than military members living on Mather AFB.
Also, a more favorable feeling toward the police was indicated by the on
base personnel.

The result of research clearly indicates military personnel living
on Mather AFB feel very safe in their environment and although it is not
the most important reason, it {s a major reason, they chose to reside
there, versus the civilian community. Military personnel living in
Rancho Cordova do not feel as safe in the community in which they live.
It was also found that the majority of personnel, 58 percent, who
arrived at Mather AFB, wanted to live on base. However oanly 23.3

percent had housing immediately available oan base.

Implications for Future Research

Studies in the civilian communities have been conducted in order
for criminal justice programs to be developed to reduce crime and the
fear of crime. It is equally important for military officials to be

aware of the amount of fear military members are experiencing in the

environments in which they live. The military member’s vital role in
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?ﬁ? this nation’s defense requires that they not be troubled by concerns

é%ﬁ that may jeopardize a high sense of reliability.

tgg Fear of crime studies are being conducted more readily in civilian
gas communities in order to aid in criminal justice programs to reduce crime
§§§ and the fear of crime. Public opinion about crime and the fear

ﬁ&ﬁ engendered by a population are becoming critical issues. This is due to

“§5 the impact fear of crime can play on individual freedom and quality of
§?$ life. This research project was directed at only one military base and
§§§S a community adjacent to the base where a large portion of military

éﬁre personnel live, The results concluded that people who have the

Egg opportunity to live on Mather AFB feel safer than their counterparts who
ﬁ?& reside in Rancho Cordova, California. Although the general environment

ﬁf\ of most military installations are similiar, not all bases are alike.

g?% Some, in fact, do not have housing available on the main base were

}éﬁg . tighter security is evident. It is recommended that future studies

il should either replicate this study or parts of it in an attempt to

?Qsz determine if location of the base in various parts of the couatry has an
wh

;;g impact on people’s level of fear. Specifically, housing areas not on
—— the base proper may have residents who are experiencing more serious

Eﬁ% fear of crime problems. Such serious problems may include concern for
LN

?&: the safety of one’s self and family--which, in turn could affect job

t,i performance and add stressful factors not dealt with in this study. The
A

*&5 fact these areas were not addressed for i:his study doesn’t negate the
:fz anoFtance of such issues--igsues which should carefully be

ﬁ;u‘ investigated, reviewed and researched by the Department of Defensc

"i . officials who can provide f{mput with regard to housing construction and
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"people" programs within the military. Further research may disclose
how much fear of crime may be affecting military members job performace,
human relatioas, and retainability. With the knowledge and insight into
this type of information, officials may want to consider more
construction of on-base family housing as well as making more housing
avallable to a larger variety of military personnel--including low
ranking and single personnel.

In addition to surveying the impact of fear based on geographic
location, studies should also survey individuals specifically about
their thoughts on crime in local communities as well as on base and does
that knowledge or thought affect their job performance, anxiety, stress,
etc. If they lived off-base, would their lives be better or worse when
congidering the various restrictions and requirements of living on base.
In turn the same type of survey could address what life would be like on
base after living in the civilian community and would a "safer" more
restricted type of environment make any difference in job performance.
Family members could also be surveyed too so that their opinions and
thoughts could be made known and available to those military and
government officlals concerned with the quality of life in the military.
Family members concern for safety and the problems which may be
occurring in the home of a military person because of fear may be more
easily detected and accessible through family members being queried
rather than only the military person.

The effectiveness of crime prevention programs can perhaps be more

throughly evaulated by fear of crime studies at individual bases to

determine the value of certain programs. As the crime problem continues
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to rise in the civilian community, the military community should also be
ready to meet the challenge.

Perhaps the key objective of this study was to fdentify the fact
that military personnel who desire and have the benefit of residing on
the military ianstallation are not as likely confronted with the fears
regarding crime that plague many civilians in off base neighborhoods.
The quality of life 1{s not hampered, therefore morale and job performace
should be unaffected by the fear associated with crime. The opportunity
for military members to reside in an environment in which they feel
gsecure, should not be eliminated.

The results of this study confirmed all of the early assumptions,
except one. Perhaps it can be used as a guide for more research into
the causes of fear of crime in the military population as a whole. If
military personnel indicate a gignificant level of fear, identifying the
cause can enable base officicals to develop programs geared toward

reducing fear, especially if fear is being caused independent of the

crime rate.
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".':- Survey

Y

Ry

i

iy Milicary Member

Nty

] l. You are being asked to participate in a very important independent

o study currently being conducted at Mather Air Force Base.

Lhe

RO

oy 2. The attached questionnaire is designed to evaluate how safe military

pbj meubers feel in their neighborhoods. 1t is important that you answer

'fﬁ the questions based on the neighborhood in which you live, whether {t be
on base or in the civilian community. The survey data collected will

o provide the basis for formulating recommendations in a written master’s

l'% thesis.

BhNy

o

e 3. Do not put your name on the survey-—you are to remain strictly

don anonymous. You were randomly selected to participate in this survey,
and it is voluntary; however, your prompt and honest response is

;o critical to the completion of the project.

A0S

jﬁ: 4., Please read the instructions carefully, complete the questionnaire,

R and return it through base distribution using the enclosed self-

i addressed envelope not later than .

A‘?‘,lr

AN

;}? BRUCE R. JOHNSON, Colonel, USAF

15: Commander
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SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE

Sk

jQé Please place an (X) in the space that best explains your attitude toward

ckﬂ each question. Mark only one answer unless a specific question asks for

3g more than one answer. You may use pen or pencil,.

. l. Within the past year do you think crime in the U.S. has increased,

i‘ decreased, or remained the same?

ity

gf { ) Increased ( ) Remained the same (Skip to Question 3)

i ( ) Decreased ( ) Don’t Know (Skip to Question 3)

ﬁ‘ 2. What types of crime were you considering when you said crime in the

D)

X U.S. has (increased/decreased)?
' (

( ) Property crimes (burglary, thefts, etc.)

) Personal crimes (murder, rape, robbery, assault, etc.)

" ( ) Drugs
R}
;f‘ ( ) Acts of vandalism
2"
( ) Oother-Specify .
4
WL
:p€ 3. Within the past year do you think crime in YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD has
Af; increased, decreased, or remained the same?

( ) Increased ( ) Remained the same (Skip to Question 5)

j?~ ( ) Decreased ( ) Don’t Know (Skip to Question 5)

BN

"

Qh 4, What types of crime were you considering when you said crime in your

neighborhood has (increased/decreased)?
Lo ( ) Personal crimes (murder, rape, robbery, assault, etc.)
5 ( ) Property crimes (burglary, thefts, etc.)
( ) Drugs

( ) Acts of vandalism

" ( ) other-Specify

r USAF SCN 86-21 (expires 31 July 1986)




5. How safe do you feel or would you feel being alone in your
neighborhood at NIGHT?

( ) Very Safe () Somewhat Unsafe

( ) Reasonably Safe ( ) Very Unsafe
6. How about during the DAY? How safe do you feel or would you feel
being alone in your neighborhood?

{ ) Very Safe ( ) Somewhat Unsafe

( ) Reasonably Safe ( ) Very Unsafe
7. Has anyone living at your residence called the police in the past
year to report an alleged crime?

( ) Yes, once ( ) No

( ) Yes, more than once
8. 1In general, do you think most PEOPLE have limited or changed their
activities in the past few years because they are afraid of crime?

( ) Yes ( ) Don’t Know

( ) No

9. Do you think most PEOPLE IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD have limited or

changed their activities in the past few years because they are afraid
of crime?

( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) pon’t Know

10. In general, have YOU limited or changed your activities in the past
few years because you were afraid of crime?

( ) Yes ( ) No
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Il. How do you think your neighborhood compares with others in terms of
crime?

( ) Much more dangerous ( ) Less dangerous
( ) More dangerous ( ) Much less dangerous
( ) About average ( ) Don’t Know

12. Would you say your local police are doing a(a) job.
( ) Good ( ) Poor

( ) Average ( ) Don’t Know

13. If you were the victim of any crime would you report it to the
police?

( ) Yes ( ) No ( ) Don’t know

14. How long have you lived at this address?
( ) Less than one year
( ) 1 but less than 3 years
( ) 3 but less than 5 years
( ) 5 or more years
15. Which is the most important reason why you selected this particular
neighborhood to live?
a. ( ) Like the neighborhood
b. ( ) Good schools
c. ( ) safe from crime
d. ( ) Only area where housing could be found
e. ( ) Location - close to work, schools, shopping
f. ( ) Price was right

g. ( ) Other-Specify .




RAD-A171 913 FEAR OF CRIME AMONG MILITARY PERSONMEL IN DIFFERENT
RESIDENTIAL SETTINGS(U) RIR FORCE INST 0 TECH
HRIGHT-PATTERSON AFB OH J K FIEDOR 1
UNCLASSIFIED AFIT/CI/NR-86-1427

F/G 5/18

272

NL




o

|

|
\\

I

eveeefEERE

=

WE
=

MICROCOPY RESOLUTION TEST CHART
NATIONAL BUREAU OF STANDARDS-1963-A

A ]




85

16. 1s there anything you don’t like about your neighborhood?
{ ) No (Skip to Question 18)
( ) Yes What?

a. ( ) Traffic

b. ( ) Environmental problems - trash, noise, etc.
c. ( ) Crime

d. ( ) Inadequate schools

e. ( ) Inadequate shopping, facilities, etc.

f. ( ) Neighborhood changing

g. ( ) Other-Specify .

17. Of those problems listed in Question 16, which is the most serious?
(a-g). )

18. 1Is your neighborhood environment dangerous enough to make you think
about moving somewhere else?

( ) Yes ( ) No

19. Did you want to live in base housing when you arrived at this base?

( ) Yes ( ) No

20. Was base housing available when you arrived?

( ) Yes (Skip to 22) ( ) No

21. Did you move on base when housing became available?

( ) Yes ( ) No




22, What would be the main reason you would choose to live {n base

housing?
( ) Cost
( ) Schools, shopping, etc.
( ) Safe eavironment
( ) Convenient to work

( ) Other-Specify .

23. What 13 your sex?
( ) Male ( ) Female
24. What is your marital status?
( ) Single, no children
( ) single, with children living in household
( ) Married, no children
( ) Married, with children living in household
25. Where do you currently live?
( ) On Base
( ) Off Base - Apartment/Duplex/Condominium

( ) Off Base - Mobile home/House

26. What 1is your age?

( ) 18-29
( ) 30-40
( ) 40 ,lus

27. To which grade grouping do you belong?
( ) Aan - TSgt ( ) 2d Lt - Capt
( ) Msge - cMSgt ( ) Maj - Col
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