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There has been much research on fear of crime and understanding what affects 

one‘s fear levels. However, there has been little research on fear of crime among 

offending populations, specifically among probationers. Due to the large representation 

of probationers in the correctional population, further analysis of this group is important. 

The present study is the first to examine fear of crime among adult probationers, 

specifically looking at the relationship between the crimes offenders commit and the 

crimes they are fearful of, how offending affects altruistic fear, what steps offenders take 

to cope with crime, and what effect the neighborhood context has on fear of crime and 

offending. The present study uses data collected from 202 semi-structured interviews 

with misdemeanant probationers to examine the role that offending plays on fear of 

crime. Quantitative and qualitative findings were analyzed. Results show that female 

and non-white offenders are fearful of crime. Findings also show that seriousness of 

one‘s offending does not affect one‘s fear of crime. However, probationer‘s criminal 

history and current offense were found to be important predictors of fear. Certain 

neighborhood factors were found to be important in predicting personal fear of crime. 
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Findings on precautionary behaviors are less evident. Altruistic fear was found to be 

present among some offenders.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Fear of crime has been an issue of great importance in the political arena for 

several years.  Policymakers have worked to make communities feel safer by enacting 

tougher criminal laws. However, it is unclear if such laws have had a positive impact on 

fear. It was not until the 1970‘s that this area of research became more salient and 

began to receive attention by both researchers and policymaker‘s alike (Ferraro, 1996; 

Maxfield, 1984). Scholars have noted that fear of crime has a greater impact on 

individuals than crime itself does (Warr, 2000). In 1967, the President‘s Commission on 

Law Enforcement and Administration of Justice stated, ―the most damaging effect of 

violent crime is fear itself,‖ (Warr, 2000), as fear of crime can result in several negative 

consequences and behaviors (Wyant, 2008). Additionally, fear of crime is argued to be 

elevated in those populations who live and spend time in areas where crime and 

victimization is prevalent (Lane, 2009). More specifically, those who engage in criminal 

behaviors are not only more likely to be victimized (by surrounding themselves with 

other offenders) but may have higher levels of fear, because of their involvement in 

crime (Lane, 2009). As fear of crime continues to affect communities in the United 

States, it becomes imperative to study not only on non-offenders, as past research has 

traditionally focused on, but to examine those populations that are most often exposed 

to crime – especially offending populations (Lane & Fox, forthcoming).  

There have been only a handful of studies that have examined fear of crime 

among offenders (Lane, 2006; Lane, 2009, May, 2001; Lane & Fox, forthcoming; May, 

Vartanian, & Virgo, 2002). Based on past research on fear of crime, it can be argued 

that offender‘s crime patterns are shaped by their own experiences with crime and fear 
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(Lane, 2009). If offenders are fearful of certain crimes, they may take part in additional 

criminal activity in an effort to reduce their fear, or they may stay away from specific 

environments (e.g. certain neighborhoods) because of that fear (Lane, 2009). It is 

possible that the crimes that offenders commit can have a considerable effect on their 

fear levels (Lane, 2009). As such, gaining a greater understanding of offender‘s fear 

levels is crucial and may allow us to gain a more complete view on fear of crime.  

Moreover, probationers represent a critical offender population to study. 

Probationers have not been studied as extensively as other offending populations 

(Petersilia, 1997). As of 2008, there were an estimated 5.1 million individuals on 

community supervision in the United States (Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2009).  

Probation is a correctional population that is often overlooked and yet is closest to 

the non-offending community in terms of their environment. The correctional population 

as a whole is comprised of offenders who are sanctioned to jail, prison, or community 

supervision (Glaze & Bonczar, 2009). Community supervision includes adults on 

probation or parole and makes up 70% of the correctional population. Specifically, of 

those placed on community supervision, 4,270,917 (or 84%) of individuals are 

sentenced to probation, a much greater percent, compared to those on parole (16%) 

(Glaze & Bonczar, 2009). Roughly 52% of probationers are re-incarcerated within 3 

years of their release from probation (Langan & Levin, 2002).  

Due to the fact that probation terms are completed in the community, the courts 

have minimal control over what probationers encounter daily. There may be elements in 

the community, which could affect their fear of crime and possibly their ability to 

successfully complete their probation (Lane, 2009).  Understanding the influence that 



16 

fear of crime can have on probationers‘ ability to fulfill the requirements of their 

probation would provide an effective way of addressing influences that lead to 

recidivism and/or violations of probation. If probationers, because of their participation in 

crime, are worried about being victimized or about their families being victimized, they 

may then be more likely to associate with negative peers (e.g., gang members) or carry 

weapons (Lane, 2006; Lane, 2009). Taking part in these behaviors might result in a 

violation of their probation and increase the likelihood that such weapons will be used in 

the commission of a crime or new law violation.  

This study will contribute to the existing body of knowledge on three primary ways:  

First, the study will add to the limited amount of research on fear of crime among 

probationers and offenders overall. The few studies that have been done on offenders 

have been mostly focused on juvenile populations. Addressing adult offenders is 

imperative to gaining a comprehensive understanding of fear, as it applies to adults, and 

this study will serve as a vehicle to extend the theoretical framework on fear as it 

applies to adult probationers.  Second, the correctional population today is mostly 

comprised of individuals sentenced to probation, so this study will add to the sparse 

literature on the largest group of offenders under correctional supervision. Third, the 

present study will also contribute to the literature methodologically, by using semi-

structured interviews, with both quantitative and qualitative measures.  

This study will accomplish the proposed items by examining the following research 

questions: (1) How does probationer‘s participation in crime affect their fear levels?  (2) 

Does offending and participation in crime affect offenders‘ levels of fear of crime for their 

families? (3)How do perceived neighborhood characteristics affect probationers‘ fear 
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levels for themselves and for their families? (4) How do probationers cope with fear of 

crime?   
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Fear of Crime: An Overview 

Fear of crime can be best characterized as one‘s ―emotional‖ response to crime 

(Ferraro, 1995, 1996). More specifically, fear of crime has been defined as ―an 

emotional response of dread or anxiety to crime or symbols that a person associates 

with crime,‖ (Ferraro, 1995, 23).  Such responses to crime are often due to an 

individuals‘ belief that they are in an environment or situation where they may be at risk 

of physical danger or vulnerable to some type of harm to their property or person based 

on their environment (Fisher & May, 2009).  Fear can be shaped by individual 

perceptions of crime and vulnerability to victimization, which is often influenced by 

outside experiences with crime, (e.g. the news, or even one‘s own family experiences) 

(Ferraro, 1995). However, when studying fear, it is crucial to make a distinction between 

perceived risk and fear of specific crimes. Perceived risk of crime, or one‘s cognitive 

thoughts about their likelihood of victimization (Ferraro, 1995, 1996; Stafford & Galle, 

1984; Warr, 1984, 1990; Warr & Stafford, 1983), has been described as being a 

different psychological experience than fear (Ferraro, 1995). Not until Furstenberg‘s 

study in 1971, were the differences between perceived risk and fear brought to light 

(LaGrange & Ferraro, 1989). Perceived risk primarily reveals one‘s cognitive judgment 

on their likelihood of being victimized (Ferraro, 1995; Wyant, 2008). So if one believes 

that he or she is likely to be a victim of crime in general, it does not necessarily imply 

that the individual will be fearful of crime  (LaGrange & Ferraro, 1989; Wyant, 2008). 

These perceptions of risk and fear are often nested in the contextual framework of the 
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community or environment an individual lives (that lead to varying levels of fear)  

(Skogan, 1990; Covington & Taylor, 1991; Taylor & Hale, 1986; Wyant, 2008).  

Fear and Social Disorganization 

Fear of crime can be studied on a micro-and macro-level. Most of the seminal 

work on fear of crime has taken a micro-level approach. Recently, many have 

recognized the importance of contextual factors in predicting fear of crime, in particular 

special focus has been placed on examining perceptions of the neighborhood one lives 

in and the physical incivilities around them to examine its influence on fear. The present 

study will look at both individual level predictors and neighborhood-level predictors of 

fear, as perceived by the offenders themselves.  

Social Disorganization takes an ecological perspective, focusing on characteristics 

within one‘s neighborhood as contributors to crime and fear of crime, rather than placing 

focus on individual level factors that lead to crime or fear (Markowitz, et al., 2001; Shaw 

& McKay, 1969).  The premise of social disorganization is described as ―the inability of a 

community to realize the common values of its residents and maintain effective social 

controls,‖ (Bursik, 1984: 12; Kornhauser, 1978: 120; Kubrin, et al., 2009; Lane & 

Meeker, 2003).  As such, social disorganization places focus on the community one 

lives in and examines structural factors like the lack of solidarity among neighbors, 

community cohesion, and integration (Kubrin, et al., 2009).  

Weakened social controls, such as weak bonds among neighbors, rapid 

urbanization, and the erosion of traditional value systems replaced by criminal values or 

minimal interactions among neighbors often lead to disorganized neighborhoods (Shaw 

& McKay, 1942, 1969; Bursik & Grasmick, 1993; Sampson & Groves, 1989). According 

to Shaw and McKay (1942), disorganization can often be produced by three factors: 1) 
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racial and ethnic heterogeneity, or communities that are racially or ethnically diverse; 2) 

high residential mobility, where residents are often moving in and out; and 3) poverty, 

areas of low socio-economic status (Shaw & McKay, 1942). Essentially, the underlying 

framework of the theory argues that when a neighborhood or community is unable to 

preserve effective social controls or maintain commonly shared values, a neighborhood 

becomes disorganized and there is an increased likelihood for crime to occur (Kubrin, 

Stucky, & Krohn, 2009; Lane & Meeker, 2004; Shaw & McKay, 1942).  When informal 

social controls are present in a neighborhood, members of that community are more 

likely to share a common goal to keep their community safe and engage in efforts to 

reduce or prevent crime (Kornhauser, 1978). Disorganized neighborhoods, especially 

those experiencing rapid urbanization, lack these key characteristics, fostering an 

environment that is conducive to criminality.  

With respect to fear of crime, a disorganized neighborhood that prevents 

community members from establishing ties and has high residential mobility and racial 

heterogeneity, also contributes to community members‘ fear of crime. While a 

community‘s actual crime rates have not been found to have a direct effect on fear 

(Covington & Taylor, 1991; DuBow, McCabe, and Kaplan, 1979, Maxfield, 1987b), fear 

of crime is higher in areas that are disorganized, and have more crime (Covington & 

Taylor, 1991).  

Social disorganization has been measured in various ways. Although 

neighborhood elements, like poverty and ethnic heterogeneity, create a community 

condition that allows for community disorganization to occur, they are only indirect 

measures of crime (Sampson, et al., 1997).  Extending on the work of Shaw & McKay, 
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Sampson & Groves (1989) used data from the 1982 British Crime Survey to locate more 

appropriate measures of social disorganization and found consistent findings with their 

previous research. In their study, Sampson and Groves noted the importance of 

capturing social networks, which are a regarded as an essential structural element in 

the social disorganization framework.  Here they proposed a causal model that included 

five community level variables that are thought to be causes of social disorganization, 

including urbanization, ethnic heterogeneity, low socio-economic status (SES), 

residential mobility, and family disruption (Sampson & Groves, 1989; Shaw & McKay, 

1979; Sampson, 1987).  More specifically, they recognized exogenous variables (e.g. 

poverty/SES, urbanization, stability, and heterogeneity) and introduced family disruption 

as an exogenous variable as well (Sampson & Groves, 1989).  Also, they added 

intervening measures of social disorganization that included social networks between 

local community members, informal social control, and collective efficacy (Lowenkamp, 

Cullen, & Pratt, 2003; Sampson & Groves, 1989). They specified three key components 

as intervening variables that contribute to community decline and social disorganization: 

1) limited local friendship networks (Skogan argues that when such networks are 

present community members are better able to protect their interests), 2) unsupervised 

youth peer groups (i.e. gangs), and 3) formal and informal organizational participation is 

low (this reflects a communities inability to form community solidarity) (Sampson & 

Groves, 1989).  

The work of Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls (1997) highlighted the importance of 

collective efficacy in neighborhoods. They argued collective efficacy as a key element in 

neighborhood organization, noting that if communities have high levels of collective 
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efficacy (including social ties, community cohesion and informal controls), there would 

be a reduction in the amount of poverty and residential mobility, allowing for a lower 

levels of crime as a whole (Kurbrin, et al, 2009; Sampson, Raudenbush, & Early, 1997).   

Sampson & Raudenbush (2001) readdressed the construct of disorder and 

documented the importance of social and physical disorder on a community, especially 

in understanding the ―urban processes‖ (Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001). In their work, 

they used measures of physical disorder, social disorder, collective efficacy, and 

neighborhood characteristics (used in part in the Project of Human Development in 

Chicago Neighborhoods).  They measured physical disorder by the amount of trash and 

graffiti that was present in the communities, and social disorder was measured by the 

amount of people who drank in public or sold drugs; collective efficacy was measured 

by asking if neighbors could trust one another or help each other; finally, neighborhood-

level characteristics were measured by the amount of poverty or residential mobility 

present in such communities (Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001). Specifically, they found 

collective efficacy to be most predictive of future crime, so those communities that have 

low collective efficacy also had higher levels of violence and disorder  (Sampson & 

Raudenbush, 2001).  In an effort to build and extend the work on social disorganization, 

the present study will use subjective measures, that are similar to those used by 

Sampson and Raudenbush, to examine social disorganization as it relates to fear of 

crime.  

The Link between Fear and The Neighborhood 

Research on fear of crime has examined the impact of neighborhood factors on 

predicting fear of crime. It is argued that as social controls are weakened within 

neighborhoods, communities often risk becoming more dangerous for community 
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members and have the ability to shape one‘s fear (Kohm, 2009). The works of 

Convington & Taylor (1991) and Lane & Meeker (2003) have shown how a theoretical 

explanation (through social disorganization) can help us better understand fear of crime. 

Three important neighborhood level models that have been used in much of the fear of 

crime literature include disorder, community concern, and subcultural diversity (Lane & 

Meeker, 2000, 2004; Maxfield, 1984).  

Disorder 

The relationship between fear of crime and perceived disorder has been well- 

established in the literature (Gates & Rohe, 1987; Lagrange, Ferraro, & Supancic, 1992; 

Skogan & Maxfield, 1981). The argument here is that when physical and social disorder 

is perceived in a community, it contributes to the amount of crime one perceives in his 

or her neighborhood, which in turn influences ones‘ fear levels (Lane & Meeker, 2003). 

Sometimes such elements of disorder can be just as or more likely to produce fear 

among individuals as crime itself, as disorder can often lead to a sense of vulnerability 

among individuals (LaGrange et al., 1992; Rountree, 1998). In fact, people who live in 

areas that have high levels of social and physical disorder usually indicate having levels 

of fear that are not consistent with the actual level of crime in the community (i.e. fear 

levels are not usually consistent with the amount of crime in a neighborhood) (Gibson, 

Zhao, Lovrich, & Gaffney, 2002; Skogan, 1986). As such, when individuals report 

seeing more signs of incivilities or crime as an issue, they usually also report more fear 

of crime (Maxfield, 1984).  

Community concern  

The community concern perspective takes a comprehensive look at neighborhood 

perceptions and is argued to be predictive of fear of crime (Taylor & Hale, 1986). The 
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reasoning behind this concept is that as concern over one‘s neighborhoods increases, 

so does fear of crime (Taylor & Hale, 1986). So those who report to be more dissatisfied 

with their community or live in areas that have weak neighborhood social controls and 

social ties (including the lack of norms and values shared throughout the community) 

will have a greater likelihood of being fearful of crime (Snell, 2001; Taylor & Hale, 1986; 

Wyant, 2008).  

Subcultural diversity  

The concept of subcultural diversity is centered on the idea that individuals, 

especially those who have a reduced likelihood of being victimized, fear crime because 

they do not understand other people in their community who are racially and culturally 

different (Covington & Taylor, 1991; Lane & Meeker, 2000; Merry, 1981).  In 

neighborhoods where residents are ethnically or racially diverse, it is difficult to build 

unity or cohesion among each other, due to their lack of understanding each other‘s 

customs or culture (Lane & Meeker, 2000; Merry, 1981). The differences between 

community members can lead to fear due to the level of insecurity they have in the 

neighborhood they live in (Lane & Meeker, 2000). The construct of subcultural diversity 

is still developing and has been regarded as being closely related to the concept of 

ethnic and racial heterogeneity.  Yet, much research has found significant empirical 

support for the concept of subcultural diversity as a predictor of fear. Covington and 

Taylor (1991) found support for the diversity model in their analysis of 1,622 Baltimore 

residents living in multi-cultural housing areas.  Here they found that those who were 

more racially and culturally different from their neighbors reported higher levels of fear 

(Covington & Taylor, 1991).  Findings in a later study by Lane & Meeker (2000) support 

the argument that diversity is related to fear. In their analysis of fear of crime and fear of 
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gangs they asked 1,223 individuals how much they worry over problems with racial and 

ethnic relations. They found concern over diversity to be a strong predictor of fear and 

an even stronger predictor of fear of gangs (Lane & Meeker, 2000).  

The Neighborhood and Fear among Offenders  

Few studies have examined the effects of neighborhood factors on fear of crime 

among adult offenders (Lane, 2009; May, 2001; May, Vartanian & Virgo, 2002). Of 

those who have looked at the link between offending, one‘s neighborhood, and fear, 

one study found that young offenders did not see factors associated with social 

disorganization in their communities (Lane, 2009); however, other research has found 

that those offenders who had increased perceptions of disorder in their neighborhoods 

had a tendency to be more fearful of crime (May, et. al., 2002). Perceived disorder has 

also been found to have an effect on the types of behaviors offenders take part in to 

protect themselves (May, 2001; Lane, 2009).  Similarly, there has been mixed findings 

on the effects of collective efficacy on fear of crime. Gibson, et al. (2002) notes that 

there is still a limited amount of research exploring the relationship between collective 

efficacy and fear of crime (others include Lane & Fox, forthcoming). Interestingly, there 

have been mixed findings, some studies have found that higher levels of perceived 

collective efficacy lead to lower levels of fear (Gibson, et al., 2002); however, other 

studies (especially those on offending populations) have noted the inverse relationship 

present between collective efficacy and fear (Lane & Fox, forthcoming).  In an effort to 

increase the amount of research on neighborhood-level factors and fear of crime, the 

present study will work to extend past research on this area by examining offenders‘ 

neighborhood perceptions.  
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Personal Fear of Crime 

Demographic Predictors  

In addition to perceived neighborhood characteristics, it is also essential to 

examine individual predictors of fear. There are several different individual level 

predictors that can shape one‘s fear, including an individual‘s sex, age, race, socio-

economic status, and health (Ferraro, 1995; Rader, May, & Goodrum, 2007; Warr, 

1994).  

With respect to the relationship between gender and fear, findings show that 

women are consistently more afraid than men, even though they are less likely to be 

victimized (Fisher & May, 2009).  Females, especially, white females, tend to be more 

fearful and ―aware‖ of crime than other groups, which could be a result of women‘s 

perceptions of the effects of crime victimization (Fisher & May, 2009; Rader et al., 2007; 

Warr, 1990,1994). Moreover, fear may be a response to one‘s interpretation of 

environmental cues, in that females may tend to focus on issues such as the number of 

people present or the lack of police in the area, while males think about their physicality 

and ability to get out of a situation (Fisher & May, 2009).  

Moreover, researchers have been examining the link between fear and age for 

several years. Early research found that the elderly were more fearful than younger 

individuals. However, since the late 1980‘s, many have found that in fact younger 

individuals tend to be more afraid of crime and also have a higher risk of being 

victimized (Ferraro, 1996; Ferraro & Lagrange, 1992; Lane & Meeker, 2000; Rader, 

May, & Goodrum; Roundtree, 1998; Warr, 1994). Some have argued, however, that the 

inconsistencies in findings of fear among the elderly may vary and be correlated to the 

types of techniques they engage in to protect themselves (Lane & Meeker, 2000).  
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Findings on the effects of race on fear are inconsistent. Some studies have shown 

that whites tend to be more fearful, but most results show that non-whites are more 

afraid (Lane & Meeker, 2003; Rader, et al., 2007; Skogan, 1995). Moreover, some 

studies have revealed that fear is often dependent on the racial makeup of one‘s 

neighborhood and that racial diversity is related to greater fear of crime (Rader, et al., 

2007).    

With regards to income, those who live in low SES areas tend to indicate higher 

levels of fear than those in other areas (Rader, et. al., 2007). This can be the result of 

living in areas that have higher amounts of disorder present. Overall, however, the 

literature has notes that fear levels have a tendency to be lower among white males 

who are from a higher socio-economic background (Lane & Meeker, 2000). 

Personal Fear of Crime among Offenders 

As mentioned earlier, fear of crime research has generally looked at the general 

population, rather than examining offenders‘ fear (Lane & Meeker, 2003). Of the studies 

that have been conducted on offenders, they have primarily focused on juvenile 

delinquents, rather than adult offenders. The limited amount of research on offenders 

can be due to several reasons.  One study by Lane (2009) examines fear of crime 

among juvenile offenders, notes this could be due to not expecting those who engage in 

crime (or induce fear on others) to be fearful themselves.  

The research conducted on offending populations, specifically juvenile offenders 

generally have shown low levels of fear (Lane, 2009). One study comparing male and 

female offenders, found no differences in fear levels (Lane, 2009). There has been only 

one published study that examined fear of crime among probationers, but it was among 

juveniles (Lane 2006). One-third of youths on probation were found to be afraid of 
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serious offenses, such as being shot in the street, murdered or being a victim of a drive-

by. Furthermore, individuals who were less involved in crime were found to be more 

afraid of crime (Lane, 2006). The type of probation status was not predictive of fear 

(Lane, 2006). Those who had experienced some kind of victimization were found to be 

more fearful of burglary (Lane, 2006).  Lane (2006, 2009), who has done studies on 

both incarcerated juveniles and probationers, found that those who were incarcerated 

indicated less fear overall than those who are placed on probation. This could be due to 

the fact that probationers remain in the community, where they not only deal with 

criminality in their communities, but most often high levels of disorder and community 

decline. More studies, especially among adult probationers are needed to understand 

fear among offenders in the community.  

A recent study by Lane & Fox (forthcoming) is the first to look at fear among an 

adult offending population. Based on the data collected on 2,414 jail inmates across the 

state of Florida, Lane & Fox (forthcoming) tested measures of crime specific fear (i.e. 

fear of property, personal and gang-related crime). Their findings indicated that inmates 

did not report high levels of fear and were generally more afraid of personal/violent 

crimes than any other type of crime (i.e. property and gang related crimes) (Lane & Fox, 

forthcoming).  

Additionally, other studies have noted that offenders have the possibility of 

becoming victims. Those who have a history of offending, have the chance of continued 

offending due to retaliation or due to offenders maintaining values that are consistent 

with taking part in violence or crime to deal with their victimization (Sampson & 

Lauritsen, 1990). Because offenders are around crime more often than non-offenders, 
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offenders are noted to be ―prime‖ targets for crime (this is also because they are less 

willing to report any victimization they experience) (Sampson & Lauritsen, 1990). 

Overall, more research on fear of crime among adult offenders is necessary so that we 

may better understand offenders fear levels and its effects on offending patterns.  

Precautionary Behaviors: Responses to Personal Fear of Crime   

There are several consequences to fear of crime. Many have noted how a 

person‘s increased fear levels can result in negative impacts on health and one‘s 

behaviors (Conklin, 1975; Rader, May, & Goodrum, 2007; Ross, 1993; Wyant, 2008). 

More specifically, fear often results in individuals changing or restricting their behaviors 

by avoiding certain areas of their neighborhoods and consequently withdrawing from 

their community (Wyant, 2008). As such, fear of crime begins to influence an 

individual‘s behaviors rather than just affecting one‘s affectual (or emotional) responses 

(Ferraro, 1995).  

Fear can often lead to ―constrained behavior,‖ which often results in people 

changing their daily lives (Ferraro, 1995:55).  ―Constrained‖ or precautionary behaviors 

that individuals engage in, in an effort to cope with their fear, include defensive or 

avoidance measures (Ferraro, 1995; Rader, et al., 2007). Defensive responses are 

those that are proactive in nature and include behaviors like securing a gun or other 

weapon in their home or on their person, installing extra locks on their home or car, and 

adding outside lighting (Ferraro, 1995; Rader, et. al., 2007). Avoidance behaviors 

include staying away from certain areas during different times of the day and refraining 

from walking around certain areas or using public transportation (Ferraro, 1995; Rader, 

et. al., 2007; Skogan & Maxfield, 1981). In many situations individuals may combine 

both behavioral approaches in an effort to cope with their fear.  Some protective 
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measures that individuals may use include installing more locks, burglar alarms, 

carrying a whistle, or buying a watchdog (Gates & Rohe, 1987). Some might even take 

part in ―collective reactions to crime,‖ which includes joining a neighborhood watch or 

other organizations that address crime prevention (Gates & Rohe, 1987). 

Moreover, certain demographic groups engage in different precautionary 

behaviors. Women, who tend to be more fearful but have a reduced likelihood of 

victimization, are likely to engage in avoidance behaviors (women may also carry 

nonlethal objects like pepper spray) – like avoiding areas they view to be dangerous 

(Ferraro, 1995). Men, on the other hand, have been found to be more likely to carry and 

own a gun (Ferraro, 1995; Wright 1991). Those who do carry a gun for self-defense 

purposes are those have a high perception of risk of being victimized (Ferraro, 1995). 

National Polls asking about approaches taken when one is fearful of crime found that 

27% of individuals tend to carry a gun for protection (Rader, et al., 2007). This may hold 

among offenders who are fearful of crime, due to the fact that they already are 

immersed in crime as an element of their lifestyle. Studies among juvenile offenders 

have found that offenders who have friends that engage in delinquent behavior and 

perceive disorder or perceive a higher risk of victimization had a higher likelihood of 

carrying a weapon, such as a gun (May, 2001; Lane, 2009). In a study examining 

juvenile offenders, Lane (2009), found that male offenders were more likely to take part 

in defensive behaviors like carrying a weapon than female offenders, who were more 

likely to take part in avoidance behaviors. 

Most reactions to crime are not drastically different from one‘s routine lifestyle. In 

fact, although individuals may make changes over time in response to the threat of 
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victimization, these changes are often minimal (Ferraro, 1995). Moreover, such 

reactions are viewed to be a form of coping with one‘s fear of crime, and as such one‘s 

neighborhood may have the possibility to affect not only fear but also the way that we 

cope with our fear. Ferraro (1995) notes that those who live in urban low SES 

communities must learn how to be ―street smart.‖  In general, non-offenders tend to 

prefer avoiding crime and situations where they perceive they may be victimized rather 

than taking defense measures (Ferraro, 1995). One would expect to find that offenders 

who are fearful of crime would take part in similar coping mechanisms, with variations 

among different demographic groups.  

Altruistic Fear of Crime 

Another important dimension of fear that is still developing in the literature is fear 

for one‘s family. Sometimes, one can be more fearful of crime for their families or those 

they are close to (altruistic fear) than they are for themselves (Madriz, 1997; Warr, 

1992; Warr & Ellison, 2000). For example, the strength of a parent‘s love for their child 

(ren) can result in parents taking more precautions to protect their children from any 

harm or crime, than they do to protect themselves (Snedker, 2006; Warr & Ellison, 

2000). This is due to strong ties and relationships built between family members (Warr 

& Elliison, 2000). However, as Warr & Elison (2000) argue, altruistic fear is complex and 

can vary, as some individuals may be more afraid for a child while others carry greater 

fear for a spouse. Even more complex are the variations of altruistic fear across 

demographic factors like gender.  

Demographic Predictors  

Males and females can experience altruistic fear differently. Females, specifically 

mothers, are argued to be likely to be more invested in the safety of their children and 
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may have higher fear for them than fathers do (Warr & Ellison, 2000). This argument is 

premised on the idea that mothers spend more time around their children on a daily 

basis than fathers (Warr & Ellison, 2000). Males, however, can hold the same degree of 

fear for their children as they assume the protective role in a family (Kirkpatick, 1963). 

Interestingly, males have been found to be less fearful for themselves and more fearful 

for others (Warr & Ellison, 2000). An important piece by Warr and Ellison (2000) 

examined personal fear versus fear for others (including children and spouses) among 

married residents in Texas. They found that about 84% of the participants living in 

family households indicated concern or fear for at least one other person they live with 

(Warr & Ellison, 2000). More specifically, they found that 70% of their sample (of 1,006 

respondents) indicated having concerns about the safety of another family member, 

such as spouse, son, or daughter. With regard to one‘s spouse, of those individuals who 

indicated that they have personal fear of crime, many also indicated that they had some 

level of concern for their spouse (Warr & Ellison, 2000). Warr & Ellison found men tend 

to indicate fear for their wives more often (47%) than women for their husbands (33%). 

Such concern decreases with age. Overall, however, husbands tend to be more fearful 

for their wives (i.e. display greater spousal fear) (Warr & Ellison, 2000).  

When looking at fear for one‘s children, a majority of individuals indicated concern 

or fear for them (sons 83% and daughters 88%) (Warr & Ellison, 2000). Fear for one‘s 

child revealed interesting variations based on age and sex of the child. Warr & Ellison 

(2000) found that generally parents are more fearful for their children when they are 

younger, and as children and their parents get older that fear decreases. Parents fear 

for female children tends to be greater than fear for male children overtime (Warr & 
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Ellison, 2000).  Increased fear levels for female children over male children are most 

evident when the child is between the ages of 6 and 10 and then again after the age of 

16. Also, they found women to indicate greater concern for their children (Warr & 

Ellison, 2000).  

Altruistic Fear of Crime among Offenders  

To date, there has not been an analysis of altruistic fear among offending 

populations, an examination of the relationship between personal fear versus fear for 

others among offenders may reveal some interesting relationships, particularly because 

probationers‘ participation in crime could lead to higher victimization risk among their 

family members. Ferraro (1995) points out that when individuals try to avoid or protect 

themselves from being a victim of a crime, one‘s safety and that of their family tend to 

be paramount 

Precautionary Behaviors: Responses to Altruistic Fear of Crime   

Much of the literature on precautionary behaviors has focused on the link between 

precautionary behaviors and personal fear of crime. There has been minimal research 

on precautionary behaviors and altruistic fear. While individuals take part in 

precautionary behaviors to protect themselves, a more recent argument that has 

emerged is that many of the behaviors people participate are meant to provide 

protections to one‘s family from any possible victimization (Warr & Ellison, 2000). Warr 

and Ellison (2002) conducted one of the only studies to examine this facet of altruistic 

fear. Their study looked at thirteen different types of precautionary behaviors (including 

avoid going out alone, avoid going out at night, installed alarm, dead bolts, door chains, 

security fence, window locks buy firearm, buy dog for protections, join community 

watch, carry weapon). Many of these were found to be reactions to altruistic fear rather 
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than personal fear. When participants indicated being fearful for their spouse and/or 

daughter (s),  the likelihood of engaging in a precautionary behavior to protect one‘s 

family increased (Warr & Ellison, 2000). 

Two behaviors were found to be significant reactions for personal fear but not for 

altruistic fear- not going out alone and not going out at night (Warr & Ellison, 2000). 

Nonetheless, greater research is needed in understanding and determining which 

reactions are a result of personal fear of crime versus altruistic fear.  The current study 

worked to better understand the relationships between altruistic fear and the 

precautionary behaviors offenders participate in to protect their family.  

Measuring Fear of Crime: Offense types and fear 

Researchers have noted the need for ―offense-specific‖ measures of fear (Lane & 

Fisher, 2009).  Its argued that by looking at crime as being one-dimensional (or fear in 

general), we would be unable to capture the different levels of fear that individuals have 

for certain crimes compared to others (by offense type) (Rountree, 1998). The lists of 

crimes that have been traditionally used to measure fear include items that capture fear 

of both property and violent crimes (e.g. burglary, assault, murder, car theft, robbery, 

vandalism, etc.); these have been expanded and modified by several researchers over 

time (Ferraro, 1995). Studies have shown that many have noted being fearful of some 

crimes more than others.  One study found that individuals tend to be more fearful of 

property-related crimes, such as their homes being burglarized or their cars stolen or 

broken into (Rader et al, 2007). Fewer individuals have indicated being fearful of violent 

crimes like being murdered or raped (Rader et al, 2007).  However, women, especially 

white females, have been found to be more fearful of violent crimes (usually crimes like 

sexual assault or rape) than minorities or men (Rountree, 1998; Warr & Ellison, 2000). 



35 

Yet this is not necessarily true in non-white communities (Rountree, 1998).  Rountree 

and Land (1996) found that indicators of vulnerability (i.e. burglary victimization) and 

disorder in one‘s neighborhood influenced one‘s fear of being burglarized. Due to the 

fact that there is variation among the types of crimes that individuals can be fearful of, 

one would expect that offenders who are fearful of crime are also fearful of a variety of 

crimes. The present study hopes to better understand what crimes offenders are fearful 

of and the effects of offending on their fear levels.  
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

The current study examines the following research questions and hypotheses: 

Personal Fear of Crime and Offending 

Research Question 1  

Does offending and participation in crime affect offenders‘ levels of fear of crime? 

Are more serious offenders less fearful of crime? If so, what types of crime?  

Hypothesis 1  

The author only knows of one other study that has examined this relationship 

among adult offenders (Lane & Fox, Forthcoming). As a result, the current hypothesis 

basically exploratory and is using the work of Lane & Fox (Forthcoming) as a guide in 

determining expected relationships. We expect to find a negative relationship between 

the seriousness of past criminal offenses committed and their fear of crime. Specifically, 

we expect to find that as the severity of crimes committed by the probationers increases 

the less fearful they will be overall and the less fearful they will be of crimes that are less 

serious. We anticipate that offenders generally will not be afraid of crime; however, they 

may be more afraid of more serious crimes than non-serious ones. These expectations 

are based the findings of Lane & Fox (Forthcoming), who found that inmates reported 

not being fearful of crime overall.  

Personal Fear of Crime and Social Disorganization 

Research Question 2  

How do perceived neighborhood characteristics (e.g. disorder, cohesion) affect 

probationers‘ fear levels for themselves and for their families? 
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Hypothesis 2  

We expect to find that probationers who perceive their neighborhoods as being 

disorganized will indicate being more fearful of crime than those who do not perceive 

their neighborhood as disorganized. Specifically, perceived negative neighborhood 

characteristics will have a positive relationship to fear.  If probationers see their 

neighborhoods as a dangerous place to live, they will be consequently be more fearful 

of crime (especially if they are offenders associating with other offenders). When 

examining fear, perceptions of disorganization have been found to be predictive of fear 

(Covington & Taylor, 1991; Lane & Meeker, 2003; Maxfield, 1984; May et al., 2002). 

Studies that have examined fear and the neighborhood among offenders have indicated 

that increased perceptions of disorder also indicate higher fear levels (Lane & Fox, 

Forthcoming; May, et al., 2002).  

Personal Fear of Crime and Precautionary Behaviors 

Research Question 3  

What precautionary behaviors do probationers take part in to cope with personal 

fear of crime? Are more serious offenders likely to use defensive behaviors (defensive 

vs. avoidance behaviors)?   

Hypothesis 3 

We hypothesize that a prior offense history will lead individuals to find methods to 

protect themselves. We expect that offenders who have more serious criminal history 

will engage in defensive behaviors, rather than avoidance behaviors, to cope with crime. 

We also expect to find that male probationers will be more likely to participate in 

defensive behaviors and female offenders will be more likely to indicate they participate 

in avoidance behaviors due to fear. This is consistent with the findings of May (2001) 
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and Lane (2009), who looked at precautionary behaviors patterns among juvenile 

offenders.  

Altruistic Fear of Crime and Offending  

Research Question 4  

Are probationers fearful for their family members? How does this vary across 

gender?  

Hypothesis 4 

To date there has been a limited amount of research on altruistic fear of crime and 

there has yet to be a study that examines altruistic fear levels among offending 

populations. The seminal piece by Warr and Ellison (2000) examined altruistic fear 

extensively among non offending populations and (as noted earlier) found variations in 

fear depending on the gender of the participant and gender and age of the person for 

whom the respondent worried. Typically, women have higher levels of altruistic fear for 

younger female children than male children, and men typically have higher levels of 

altruistic fear for their wives than women do for their husbands. We expect to find that 

offenders are more fearful for their families than for themselves based on the 

assumption that they have put their families at a greater risk of victimization in 

comparison to the probationers who have committed less serious offenses. When 

looking at gender, we expect to find that female offenders, compared to male offenders, 

will indicate greater fear for their children (especially higher fear levels for female 

children), and men, compared to women, to indicate higher fear levels for their wives, 

and children than for themselves.  
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Research Design 

Research Setting 

The setting for this study is Alachua County, Florida and access to probationers 

was granted through Alachua County Court Services Probation Division (located in 

Gainesville, FL) (Appendix A). Permission to conduct this study was obtained through 

the director of Court Services in Alachua County and the county‘s probation supervisor. 

The Institutional Review Board at the University of Florida approved the study (see 

Appendix B).  

Alachua County has over 1600 individuals currently under supervised 

misdemeanant county probation who report to Court Services, which is the supervising 

probation agency in the county. This provided researchers with a large population from 

which to sample for the present study. The local probation clients vary on personal 

characteristics such as gender, race, and socio-economic status, providing a diverse 

group of community corrections clients to study.  Because probationers remain in the 

community while under correctional control, they were an excellent source of 

information about the effects of neighborhood factors on fear of crime among offending 

populations.  

Population and Sample Selection  

The population for this study was comprised on individuals who were on 

misdemeanant probation during the time of data collection. These were individuals who 

were on county level probation for committing one or multiple misdemeanor offense(s), 

including various property, drug, and violent crimes (some individuals could have been 

placed on county probation for low-level felonies).  
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Probation staff provided researchers with a list of probationers who were serving 

their sentence on May 25, 2010. The probationers on the list were at different points in 

their probation sentence, including those who began their sentence months before this 

date to those who began their sentence the day the list was compiled. On this day there 

were 1,651 individuals on probation. However, in order for probationers to participate in 

the study, they had to meet a set of criteria. Researchers1 took the list of active 

probationers and used the following set of criteria to create a modified list of eligible 

participants to ensure that selected probationers would be able to participate during the 

anticipated timeline of the study. Probationers had to be over the age of 18, reside in 

Alachua County and report to Court Services office in Alachua County. Additionally, the 

probationers had have at least four months left on probation in order to be eligible to 

participate (this criterion being the most important to reduce the chance of individuals 

being released during the data collection process and to take into account those who 

qualify for early termination). After eliminating all those individuals who did not qualify 

from the original list (460 probationers removed due to ineligibility based on the above 

criteria), researchers were left with a population of 1,191 individuals from which to 

sample.  

Population and Sample Selection (Random Sample)  

There were two sampling methods used in order to obtain the sample used for the 

study. Once those who met all the criteria were identified, a list was made of all possible 

participants from which to randomly sample. This list was sorted in a random order to 

ensure that the probationers were not listed in a specific way (e.g. by alphabetical order, 

                                            
1 This project is being conducted jointly with Saskia Santos, Ph.D. student in Criminology, Law and 
Society, who is studying probationers‘ perceptions of their conditions of probation.  
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numerical order, probationer ID, probation officer, probation status, offense type, etc.). 

Once the potential participants were placed in an unsystematic order, they were 

randomly sampled by flipping a coin to determine which individuals would be asked to 

participate in the study. Those who got heads were not selected for the study. Those 

who got tails were selected to participate in the study. This was done until we reached 

450 probationers.  

After randomly sampling from the list of eligible participants, researchers 

recognized that some individuals who were originally selected were in fact ineligible, as 

indicated by the probationer‘s notes on the electronic file on the MONITOR system (the 

system used by Court Services Probation staff to maintain electronic files for every 

probationer)2. It was found that while some probationers‘ statuses were current on 

MONITOR, others‘ probation status were only modified in the officers notes and the 

official status was unchanged. As a result, researchers went through every probationer 

selected and removed those who had been violated, sent back to jail, or placed on mail-

in status or compliance probation. This resulted in a significant loss of individuals who 

had been selected to participate in the study (243 probationers were removed after 

accounting for change in status). Because only 207 probationers were left from the 

originally sampled list, researchers resampled from the population in the original list of 

eligible participants.  Due to the fact that there were individuals who were ineligible after 

going through probation officers notes, the same procedure was done to the remaining 

741 cases that we could sample from. Of the 741, 272 were found to ineligible, again 

                                            
2
 The MONITOR system allows probation staff to post notes and updates on the probationer for every 

meeting they have with them. This includes progress on their sentence, any violations, reporting times, 
progress in programs, payment of fees, etc. 
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either because of change in status for violation, return to jail, early termination, mail in 

status, etc. This left only 469 individuals from which to sample that were eligible to 

participate in the study. Researchers randomly sampled 243 individuals using the same 

procedure used to obtain the original random sample (listed individuals in a random 

order and then flipped a coin to determine selection in the study), leaving researchers 

with a final random sample of 450 probationers.  

This group was then assigned a three-digit random subject identification number 

(ranged from 001 to 450). This allowed researchers to identify participants while 

reducing the risk of having their identity revealed.  Researchers had a master list with 

the name and subject number of each participant. The list was kept in an envelope, and 

separate at all times from all other project materials (was locked in a cabinet throughout 

the course of the project).   

Population/Sample Selection (Convenience Sample)  

The second sampling method used for this study was a convenience sample (this 

was due to low response rates of those randomly selected (Of the 450 randomly 

selected only 153 chose to participate)). While researchers understand the importance 

of having a random sample, in order to have a large enough sample size, the study was 

opened to all probationers in the last few months of data collection in hopes that the 

sample could be significantly increased. Reasons for low response rate were beyond 

the control of the researchers, as many individuals that were selected to participate 

were unable because of early termination, or a change in their status of probation (e.g., 

violation of probation or VOP, return to jail, etc.), or lack of interest. We were unable to 

go back to the originally generated list and randomly select more individuals for the 

following reasons: probation staff and officers only anticipated having researchers in 
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their facility until the end of September of 2010, and many of the probationers on the 

original list had either had their probation end, changed to administrative status, or were 

violated and had their probation terminated. The convenience sample was assigned 

separate research subject numbers (starting at 500 so that the convenience sample 

could be clearly separated and identified from the random sample).  Allowing more 

probationers to participate aided us in getting closer to our desired a sample size of 250 

(based on power analysis). 

Response Rate 

Although researchers made several efforts to contact eligible participants for 

participation in the study, response rates among those eligible was much lower than 

anticipated.  Of the 450 eligible individuals randomly sampled, only 153 (or 34% of the 

randomly sampled 450) probationers chose to participate in the study.  Researchers 

made several efforts, as noted above, to recruit participants. Efforts included notification 

of the study by mail, by probation officer, and in person. There were several incentives 

for probationers to participate, yet recruitment and participation still remained low. After 

including those who were part of the convenience sample, the total number of 

probationers interviewed for the present study was 202.  

Due to variations in the number of individuals who chose to participate, response 

rates were calculated. Response rate is defined as the number of interviews completed, 

divided by the number of eligible participants in the sample (Skalland, 2011), The full 

sample of probationers included those who were randomly sampled and those who 

were part of the convenience sample (N=517). When looking at the response rate of the 

full sample, of the 517 probationers, 202 completed an interview (or a response rate of 

39%). Yet, there are multiple ways to look at response rate, because people failed to 
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complete an interview for different reasons (Table 3-1). For example, there was a group 

of individuals who were eligible to participate but chose not to (those who refused to 

participate in the study due to lack of interest or because they had finished their 

community service and cost of supervision (n=65)). There were also some who failed to 

show up to the interview (n=79) or cancelled their interview appointments (n=10).  Some 

became ineligible to participate (n=114) throughout the course of the study because of a 

change in their probation status. There was also a group of individuals with whom 

researchers never had any contact with or only had initial contact. This includes 

participants who we had no direct (face-to-face) contact with (n=32), those who failed to 

report to the probation office (n=7), and those probationers with whom we had initial 

contact with and who said they would contact us to make an appointment, but never 

actually made an appointment to be interviewed (n=8).  The overall response rate for 

those who participated compared to those sampled (including all that we made at least 

one attempt to contact - those who were eligible and those who later became ineligible 

but were eligible when contacted) was found to 39.07% (202 divided by 517). The 

completion rate was 100%, every person who showed up to the interview time 

completed the entire survey. This holds consistent with the other researchers who note 

that typical completion rates for interview surveys should be between 80% and 90% 

(Goyder, 1985; Orenstein & Phillips, 1978; Weisberg & Browen, 1977). The reason for 

100% completion could be due to the interview nature of the survey or because of the 

benefits that participants received3 as a result of taking the survey (they could have felt 

                                            
3
 Participants were given either one-month cost of supervision (equivalent to $50) or 5 hours of 

community services for participating in the study.  
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like they should help us because we are helping them) (participant benefits will be 

addressed in a later section).  

Specifically, the cooperation rate was also calculated (as response rates are 

based on these two factors) (Langer, 2003). The cooperation rate looks at the number 

of interviews completed divided by all participations that were eligible to participate 

(including those who chose to participate and those who chose not to participate but 

met the eligibility requirements of the study) (Langer, 2003). As noted earlier, a 

significant number of probationers became ineligible to participate in the study (n=114), 

most who became ineligible did so because there status changed to VOP (violation of 

probation), their probation ended early (n=17), or their status changed to mail in, so they 

were no longer reporting to the probation office (n=20). The cooperation rate was 

50.1%.  

Recruiting Participants: Procedure  

The participants who were randomly sampled were notified of the study using four 

approaches.  First, selected participants were sent a letter through the mail that 

described the study to them (Appendix C).  The letter included information regarding 

what the study was about, potential benefits to participating, and who to contact if they 

were interested in being a part of the study. Specifically, the letter indicated that 

participation in the study was voluntary and that the researchers were available during 

reporting days at the Court Services building or by phone to answer any questions they 

may have concerning the study or participation. The letter also indicated the possibility 

of getting the five community service hours or cost of supervision credit if there were no 

community service hours assigned in their case. Additionally, the letter indicated that 

the researchers would have a list of scheduled times that they could sign up for to meet 
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with the researcher to be interviewed one-on-one. Essentially, researchers had a list of 

times, each about an hour and a half long, that they made available to interview the 

participant one-on-one. Probationers were notified of the available times and days from 

which to choose.  If those times were not convenient for the possible participant, 

researchers scheduled alternative times and locations with the participants for an 

interview that was more convenient for them. Letters contained the researchers‘ e-mail 

and phone number to allow the probationers to contact researchers to schedule an 

interview. The phone number was from a phone purchased solely for use in this 

research project. Researchers carried this phone with them at all times to schedule 

interview times with participants and contact participants to confirm interview times or 

reach them if they failed to show up when scheduled4.  

The second way in which researchers tried to recruit participants was through the 

probation officers.  After briefing probation officers about the project, the officers agreed 

to aid researchers with recruiting participants. The probationers that were randomly 

selected were organized based on probation officer caseload. Researchers put letters 

together with each probationer‘s name on the letter to be given out by the probation 

officer. Probation officers agreed to hand probationers letters describing the research 

project when they met with them for their monthly visit (these letters were the same as 

those that were mailed to them) (Appendix C). This allowed us to reach those possible 

participants who did not check their mail or had an old, incorrect, or invalid mailing 

address. The probation officers were made aware of the study and the possible benefits 

                                            
4
 Researchers purchased a disposable phone with a separate number for possible participants to use if 

they have questions or want to set up an interview time. This facilitates the scheduling of probationers, 
knowing that there is a separate line specifically for probationers to call and ensures the safety of 
researchers by not having to give out personal phone numbers. 
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it presented to the probationers, so they could answer questions or relay our information 

to the probationers in the most effective and comprehensive way.  Most probation 

officers were able to give all letters to the designated potential participant. Many gave 

us back the letters for those they were not in contact with each month, so that we could 

find alternative means of contacting that individual (or wait until the next month for 

reports – these were often those who were eventually given a VOP or were switched to 

an administrative status).  

The third way researchers tried to recruit participants was by being present for 

several months at the building where probationers were required physically to report 

(typically the first 10 days of the month, designated ―reporting days‖). This allowed any 

probationer who did not receive a letter in the mail or for some reason was not advised 

by his/her probation officer of the study to have an extra opportunity to learn about the 

opportunity5. Researchers were provided with the days and times that the sampled 

probationers were scheduled to report by probation staff. Some probation officers gave 

us a list of those we selected with the times and days they were scheduled to report to 

facilitate recruitment at the Court Services building6. Researchers also had access to 

the probation staff‘s database and were able to look on the system to retrieve similar 

                                            
5
 After briefing staff on the project, most were willing and enthusiastic about the study. However, there 

were some who had hesitation in having probationers on their caseload participate. Although there were 
only a few who felt this way, it did have an impact in our ability to recruit participants as effectively as we 
would have wanted. Researchers made several attempts to speak with each probation officer and answer 
any questions or concerns they had about the study.  

6
 Recruiting participants was often dependent on the probation officer, many staff members worked with 

us when in the court services building recruiting by coming over and asking us which probationers on 
their case load we were trying to get a hold of that day, updating us on the status of any probationer on 
our list, and directing probationers directly to us after their meeting with them.  
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information as well7. Researchers stood in the waiting room and approached only those 

probationers that were selected to participate. We made it clear to the probationers that 

we are not associated with Court Services and that refusal to participate will not affect 

the individuals‘ probation status in any way.  

The fourth and final way that researchers tried to recruit participants was by 

passing out letters to all probationers who reported to Court Services (after the random 

sample failed to obtain the desired number of participants). This allowed researchers to 

sample probationers who were not originally selected to participate, to be included in 

the convenience sample.  Due to the fact that the County Probation Staff only allowed 

us to recruit in person for a couple of months, those participants who we were unable to 

reach during those months were sent a follow up letter notifying them of the study one 

more time  (third notification of the study). The letter included researchers‘ contact 

information so that they could call to set up an appointment for a time, place, and day at 

their convenience (Appendix D). The letter also notified them of the potential benefits to 

participating in the study.  

Participant Benefits  

The Alachua County Court Services probation staff approved the researchers to 

give participants a benefit for taking part in the survey (Appendix E). Individuals who 

choose to participate were eligible to receive 5 hours of community service credit or one 

month worth of cost of supervision (COS) credit.  Participants were made aware of the 

opportunity prior to beginning the survey. Court Services added the study to the list of 

                                            
7
 Although we were given the date and time probationers were scheduled to report, some probationers 

would fail to show or would show up at different times than what they were scheduled for, which made it 
more difficult to recruit selected participants.  



49 

approved community service projects.  In both, probationers who were part of the 

convenience sample and those probationers who were identified through the 

randomization process were eligible for credit. Those who chose to participate that were 

not assigned to complete community service were given the possibility of getting cost of 

supervision (COS) credit in the amount of one month of credit (which is the equivalent to 

$50).  However, participants were only allowed to receive one type of credit and could 

not choose which type of credit they would receive.  If they were required, as a part of 

their conditions, to complete both community service and cost of supervision, they only 

received credit for community service8. At they end of every week researchers emailed 

each probation officer with the list of probationers on their caseload that participated in 

the study. Probation officers then designated the appropriate credit for each participant. 

Individuals who did not qualify or chose not to participate in the study were not 

penalized; there were other approved opportunities available to probationers to 

complete community service hours.  

Setting up Interviews 

After agreeing to participate in the study, probationers were informed about the 

available scheduled meeting times to be interviewed. If these times did not work, 

researchers informed the probationer that we could set up an alternative interview time 

and date that is most convenient for the probationer. Interviews were conducted in the 

Court Services building in a room away from the probation staff offices and in a room 

that has doors which close (e.g., conference room in a waiting area and on the second 

                                            
8
 There were some occasions where probation officers allowed probationers to participate in the survey 

and get credit for other conditions of their probation. There were many who received credit for work crew 
days after participating in the study. This was not suggested in any way by the researchers and was 
solely based on the decision and discretion of the probation officer.  
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floor away from probation staff). The interviews were not conducted in the presence of 

Court Services staff or anyone who was not associated with the research project. 

Because many probationers could not be interviewed during the hours or days that 

Court Services was open, researchers accommodated and worked around the 

probationers‘ schedules. Moreover, if the participant wished to meet outside of the Court 

Services building, other possible meeting locations were coordinated, including different 

branches of the Alachua County library and other public locations in the community that 

were conducive to conducting interviews (coffee shops, book stores, etc.). When a 

probationer failed to come to their scheduled interview, the researchers made attempts 

to contact that person to reschedule the interview for a different date and time.  

 Researchers only made three attempts to contact probationers. If the participant 

indicated that he or she was no longer willing to participate in the study, he/she was 

taken off the list and was not contacted again. If a probationer said they were not 

interested in participating at any point, we crossed them off our list and did not make 

any other attempts to recruit them. Researchers kept a behavior log, which recorded 

information like: failing to show up to an interview or those who indicated they did not 

want to participate for reasons such as, not being interested in the study, having to 

travel from other cities, transportation issues, or already having completed their 

community service or paid off their cost of supervision. The behavior log also 

documented information about participants arriving late, rescheduling, or leaving the 

study early (although none failed to complete the interview).  
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Official Records Data Procedure 

While conducting the interviews, we accessed each probationer‘s criminal history 

file so that we could obtain their background information. This allowed the researchers 

to compare participants‘ self-report responses to their official criminal history and 

compare across probationers.  The information in the criminal history files includes: 

criminal history (local, state, and out of state records) and demographic information. 

Although much of the information that was obtained is public record, due to the 

sensitivity of some of the information, all researchers were certified through Florida 

Department of Law Enforcement (FDLE) prior to obtaining access to records and were 

legally bound to confidentiality. To obtain the official criminal histories, researchers gave 

a list of all the probationers name, race, and gender to Court Services.  Records staff 

took our list and produced the paper copy for each official criminal histories from the 

FCIC/NCIC database. Official criminal records generally were handed to researchers 

every week or every couple of weeks. Researchers used criminal records, along with 

MONITOR, the Court Services probation database, and information from LINDAS9 

(Legal Information Network Data Access System), the court records database, to 

complete the information on the criminal history forms10.   

The researchers had a criminal history form that was used to record and collect 

data from the probationers‘ files (Appendix F). The criminal history form has been 

                                            
9
 LINDAS and MONITOR were used as supplements to the official criminal record to help add, clarify, or 

fill in any missing information that was not found or missing from the criminal record pulled. Information 
like conditions of probation, fees due, and length of current sentence were found by accessing these 
databases. Court Services staff gave us prior clearance and supported us in using these databases for 
the current project.  

10
 Criminal History forms were completed and entered by Saskia Santos, PhD (the other principal 

researcher on this project).   
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submitted and was approved by IRB (Appendix B). The form had the probationer‘s 

name on a cover sheet. The cover sheet had instructions to remove the sheet and then 

place it in an envelope once the criminal history form was completed. The participant‘s 

subject number was placed on the first page of the actual criminal history report, leaving 

the subject number, not a name, as the only identifier that corresponds with the survey 

instrument. This was necessary to match the criminal history form to the survey 

instrument later by subject number. This helped protect the participants by ensuring that 

that their responses could not be linked back to them. The criminal history form itself 

included demographic information, criminal history information, where each arrest 

charge (including level and degree) occurred, the state where it occurred, the year it 

happened, and the outcome of that arrest (which varied from probation to jail time). The 

sentence length was also recorded on the form. Other information included current 

probation sentence, probation sentence length, and official probation conditions. Having 

the probationer‘s history had no effect on the interview process or the way that 

probationers conducted the interviews (i.e. it did not effect the researchers behavior, 

demeanor, or manner in which they carried out the interview with the probationer.11) All 

criminal history forms were kept in a locked file cabinet at the University of Florida. After 

completing the criminal history forms, all official criminal records were destroyed and 

disposed at a Court Services building location, where they have designated bins for 

such material.  

                                            
11

 On only one occasion did one of the researchers have to change the location of the interview after 
learning of the probationers‘ current offense. One probationer had been charged with a sexual offense (2 
counts of lewd and lascivious conduct) the nature of this offense meant that the offender could not be 
within a certain distance of minors. As such, we moved the interview to another location that was more 
appropriate. However, the researcher did not treat this participant differently or conduct the interview 
differently. 
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Semi-Structured Interviews Procedure 

When the probationer arrived for the interview, they were first given an informed 

consent. The informed consent was read aloud to the participant as they followed along 

(this was done for all participants). The informed consent described the study, the 

purpose of the study, the rights of the participant, and the potential risks and benefits 

associated with the study (Appendix G). Participants were notified that their responses 

would be tape-recorded throughout the course of the interview. The researcher asked 

every participant if they had any questions prior to beginning the interview. After reading 

the consent form aloud, if they agreed to participate, they were asked to sign and return 

the consent form to the researchers. Participants were given a copy of the informed 

consent to keep for their own records. Once a signed informed consent was obtained, 

the researcher then completed the first page of the survey and removed it from the 

survey instrument. The first page of the survey had administrative components, such as 

date, time, and place of interview, interviewer‘s name, probationer‘s name, and the 

name of the participant‘s probation officer (so that they could be given appropriate 

credit). This ensured that a possible participant was not interviewed more than once and 

helped keep records of who conducted each interview.  Once the cover sheet was 

removed, both the cover sheet and the informed consent were placed in an envelope so 

that the participant‘s responses could not be linked back to them. The survey only had 

the three-digit subject number on it, which helped ensure that the only way to match a 

subject number to a participant name would be through the master list and not from the 

instruments.  After placing the informed consent and first page of the survey in the 

envelope researchers began the interview. Due to the fact that the interviews were 

conducted one-on-one, the entire survey was read aloud to the participant, and the 
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researchers recorded the participants‘ desired responses. Reading the survey aloud 

helped guarantee that all probationers could understand and participate in the study, 

regardless of literacy level.  

The questions on the survey were either open- or close-ended, depending on the 

information sought. For many of the close-ended questions, researchers created a set 

of colored cards for each set of response options. This facilitated the interview process 

and made the response options clear to the participant for each set of questions. When 

a participant was asked a close-ended question, the researcher handed the participant 

a specific colored card with the answer selections for that particular question on it and 

ask for participant‘s answer based on the response options given for that question. The 

researcher then recorded their responses on the survey instrument. The instrument also 

indicated to the interviewer which card to give the participant and when to collect the 

card from the participant (Appendix H). So the researcher only gave a card with answer 

options to the participant when it was related to a specific question and collected it when 

it was not relevant. Because some individuals may have difficulty reading or 

understanding the choices provided, the researcher read and explained each of the 

answer options following each question. The researcher then read the questions to the 

individual and circled the participants chosen response.  

Open-ended questions were tape-recorded to allow for precise transcription of the 

respondents‘ answers. When the researcher got to a question that was open-ended, the 

tape-recorder was turned on, and once the participant completed their response, the 

researchers turned the tape-recorder off. The survey instrument designated to the 

interviewer when to turn the tape recorder on and off. The interviewer was asked to 
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notify the participant every time the tape recorder was turned on or off. Throughout the 

interview, the researcher reiterated to the participant that they were not to use their 

name/nickname, names of family or friends, or describe details and events that could 

identify the person or others while the tape-recorder was on. This was continually 

reinforced to protect the identity of the participant. The researcher also informed the 

person that if he or she happened to reveal any information that could identify him or 

her during the interview, the researcher would delete the information while transcribing 

the tapes.  

The tapes from the interviews were transcribed verbatim except any names or 

personal identifiers, which were removed12. The tapes and transcriptions were coded 

with the subject‘s participant number only and were kept separate from the matching 

list, signed informed consents and surveys. Once the interviews were transcribed the 

tape recordings were destroyed. All tapes were transcribed within 40 days of the 

interview (as requested by IRB). However, there were some occasions where 

participants responses could not be recorded on tape, reasons include the following: 

participants asked that their responses not be tape-recorded, the participant was difficult 

to understand (this was often due to health issues that did not allow them to speak 

loudly or clearly), the participant did not speak English, and/or there was not enough 

privacy in the location where the interview was being conducted13. Whenever this 

                                            
12

 University undergraduate research assistants transcribed recordings over the course of three 
semesters. Research Assistants were taught how to transcribe interviews and signed a confidentiality 
agreement before beginning any transcriptions. One group of research assistants transcribed the 
interviews and another group of research assistants checked the transcriptions and checked for any 
errors, inaudible words or phrases, or missed words or phrases. Transcriptions were re-checked by 
researchers to ensure that interviews were being accurately transcribed.   

13
 Most interviews were conducted in the public library in Alachua County, where private rooms were 

checked out for the interviews. On some occasions, either rooms would be full or a probationer signed up 



56 

happened, researchers hand wrote their open-ended responses in the space provided 

to the best of their ability. Researchers made every effort to write down verbatim what 

the participant said. In cases where there was limited privacy (i.e. the general floor of 

the library, a Starbucks, a Subway, another restaurant), some participants felt more 

comfortable writing down their responses to ensure that their information was kept 

private. Researchers wanted participants to feel comfortable and worked with 

participants when necessary. To ensure that accurate and appropriate information was 

given, researchers read the information to ensure that it was legible and answered the 

question asked. The interviews generally ranged from 45 minutes to 1 hour, depending 

on the length of the participant‘s responses. There were some interviews, however, that 

lasted over 3 hours. When the interview was completed, the participant was thanked for 

their participation and notified that their probation officer would be informed by the end 

of the week of their participation in the study.  

Each probation officer was given a weekly list of those probationers on his/her 

caseload that participated in our study so that the participant could receive the 

appropriate credit. Additionally, probation officer‘s were sent an email at the end of 

every month with a full list again that included all probationers on their caseload that 

participated that month. This reminder helped ensure that probation officers gave 

participants the promised credit.  They had two separate lists to reference. There were 

only a few cases where probationers where not given credit immediately; however, this 

                                                                                                                                             
to participate last minute so there was not enough time to reserve a private room, interviews were 
conducted on a table in the library or in a Starbucks. In such cases, there was often a lot of noise around 
us (so the interview would not have been able to be heard on the recorder) or the participant did not feel 
comfortable responding to certain questions loud enough for the recorder. As a result, researchers took 
down detailed notes to make the participant feel comfortable and ensure that the qualitative data was 
obtained.   
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was quickly corrected by emailing and calling the probation officer personally so that the 

probationer would not face any consequences (i.e. being violated). In all cases where 

this occurred, participants were immediately given credit and their probation status was 

never negatively affected as a result of participation. At the end of data collection, 

researchers emailed a complete list of all probationers that participated in the study 

from the beginning to the end of the project. Probation officers were asked to send us 

back a confirmation email to ensure all participants received credit.  

Interview Variables to be used in this Study   

The survey (Appendix H) contained several questions including questions on fear 

of crime, altruistic fear, precautionary behaviors, neighborhood perceptions, and some 

questions designed to obtain demographic information. The questions in the survey 

were taken from or adapted from the previous work of other researchers who have 

studied fear or crime and social disorganization (Appendix H). Open-ended questions 

were asked as well, which allowed participants to answer questions with detailed 

(qualitative) responses.  

The following section will describe each of the variables used in more detail.  

Operationalization/ Measures 

There are several independent and dependent variables and some are measured 

in both qualitative and quantitative ways.  This section will list each of the variables used 

and how they were operationalized, first addressing the quantitative dependent and 

independent variables and then the qualitative variables being measured.  

Dependent Variables  

The following quantitative variables were used as dependent variables in the 

present study.  
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Fear of crime  

Fear of crime was measured by asking participants the following question:  

I would like to ask you about how personally afraid you are of the following 
crimes. For each of the following crimes please indicate if you were not 
afraid, somewhat afraid, afraid, or very afraid. In the past year how 
personally afraid have you been of: (Appendix H for instrument)  

Participants were asked how afraid they were about 21 different crimes including 

being robbed, raped/sexually assaulted, being murdered, being attacked with a weapon, 

being physically assaulted, being shot at, being the victim of a drive-by, being harassed, 

being carjacked, having their car stolen, having their property damaged, having their 

property damaged by graffiti tagging and having their money or property taken from 

them without force and with force, being approached by a beggar, having their home 

burglarized while they are present and while they are away, and being around drug use 

or sales. The use of these crimes is consistent with previous research on fear and range 

from minor offenses to more serious offenses as used by LaGrange and Ferraro,1989, 

Lane, (2006,2009) and Warr, 1984. Using a Likert scale, response options ranged from 

not afraid (coded as 1), somewhat afraid (coded as 2), afraid (coded as 3), and very 

afraid (coded as 4) (see Lane & Meeker, 2003). 

Correlations, factor analysis, and reliability tests (Cronbach‘s alphas) were all 

conducted in order to determine the best approach to combine the items used to 

measure fear. First, bivariate correlations were examined.  All of the items were 

significantly and positively correlated with one another. In fact there were a few items 

that had particularly high correlation coefficients (Being attacked with a weapon had a 

correlation coefficient of .812 and having your money taken with force had a correlation 

coefficient of .818 – both of these were significant at the .01 level). However, these 
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items were combined into two separate indexes. Correlations were also run for the 

indexes, which showed to be significant but no issues of multicoliniarity were found. 

Second, prior to creating indexes, I conducted Principal Components factor analysis 

using Varimax rotation with Kaiser Normalization to determine the most appropriate way 

to create the indexes. After conducting factor analysis, almost all of the items loaded on 

to two separate components (Table 3-2). The way that the items loaded on to the two 

factors was consistent with previous research and with what was theoretically 

anticipated, with personal/violent crimes loading on the first factor and property related 

crimes loading on the second factor (Table 3-2) (Ferraro, 1995). Two items that were 

removed and omitted from future analysis were ―being harassed‖ and ―being 

approached by a beggar.‖ These two items, which are both types of harassing 

behaviors (considered as personal crimes), loaded on to the second factor (where 

property crimes loaded, possibly because beggars often ask for money). Because these 

two behaviors are not considered property crimes, they were omitted and removed and 

factor analysis was run again, where the rest of the items loaded as anticipated.  

Based on factor analysis results, three indices were created by summing the 

responses for individual items (which range from 1 (not afraid) to 4 (very afraid)) for 

each index and then dividing by the number of items used in each index to create a 

score consistent with the original coding scheme. The first index created was a general 

fear of crime index, where all 21 items in the instrument were combined. The second 

index created was a violent/personal crimes index. This included 13 items (murder, 

being attacked with a weapon, being robbed, threatened, beaten up, shot at, drive-by 

shooting, physical assault, sexual assault, being harassed, car jacking, and having 
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property taken with force).  A property crime index was created that included 6 items 

(break in, car theft, property damage, property damage by graffiti, break in while away, 

having money or property taken without force). All three indexes were found to have 

high reliability, with Cronbach‘s Alpha of .960, .958, and .851, respectively.  A separate 

drug-related variable (―being around drug use or sales) was used to examine fear of 

drug crime independently.  

Altruistic fear  

Altruistic fear was measured two ways. The first variable provides a 

comprehensive measure that is inclusive of all individuals, family members and non-

family members with whom the participants may have lived. The second measure 

allows focuses on individual family members. 

First, participants fear for other members of their family/household was measured 

by asking participants the following question:  

―In general, are you more, less, or equally afraid for other people living in your 

home as you are for your self?‖  

Participants were given a 3-point Likert scale, where response options included 

more afraid (1), less afraid (2), and equally afraid (3). These were recoded so that 3 = 

more afraid and 1 = less afraid (See Appendix H)  

Altruistic fear was also measured by asking participants:  

Now I would like you to think of your family members. Of those living in your 
home, please indicate how personally afraid you are that each of the 
following family members will be a victim of crime?  

Participants were asked about how afraid they are that their father, mother, 

husband, wife, partner, son(s), daughter(s), brother(s), sister(s), or other person will be 

a victim of crime. Response options were not afraid (1), somewhat afraid (2), afraid (3), 
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and very afraid (4). For those who did not live with any family members or did not have 

those individuals present in their lives, researchers indicated it as ―not applicable‖ (97). 

Because many individuals may live with roommates other than family members an 

―other‖ column was created.  The measures were adapted and modified based on 

questions used in Warr and Ellison (2000). Altruistic fear has been studied by looking at 

fear for one‘s spouse or partner and fear for ones child separately. Many different types 

of descriptive sub-analysis will be conducted with this variable so that altruistic fear can 

be examined by the gender of the participant and the gender of the family member. Due 

to the small sample size (n=202) and the limited number of probationers who indicated 

living with each type of family member, only descriptive analysis was conducted.  There 

were several variables constructed to examine altruistic fear using these items. First, 

three scales will be made that distinguishes between spouse, children, and parents. 

Second, each family member that was asked about (i.e. mother, father, wife, husband, 

son, and daughter) will remain as separate variables (again so that variations across 

gender and groups of family members can be conducted). Due to the fact that many 

participants indicated either not living with family members (coded as 97) and those who 

did live with family members most often indicated not being afraid for them the 

distribution is highly skewed. As such, the response options for these variables will be 

collapsed and dichotomized. Those who indicated being not afraid (1) will be recoded 

as Not Afraid (0) and those indicated being somewhat afraid (2), afraid (3), or very 

afraid (3) were collapsed and dichotomized and recoded as Afraid (1). Those who were 

coded as a 97 were removed from analysis, and the descriptive analysis only included 

those who indicated living with each type of family member.  
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Precautionary behaviors  

Precautionary behaviors were measured by asking participants the following 

question:  

Now I would like to ask you about some of the things that you have done to 
protect yourself from crime. Please remember your answers are confidential 
and if you prefer not to answer a question you may skip it. In order to feel 
safer from being a victim of crime, in the past year did you.  

Participants were asked if they took 12 different precautionary behaviors based on 

studies by Ferraro (1995), Lane (2009), Lane and Meeker (2004).  The 12 behaviors 

included buy or secure a gun, carry a gun, carry a weapon other than a gun, arrange to 

go out with someone so they would not be alone, avoid certain areas of their 

neighborhood or community, join a gang for protection, hangout with gang member, buy 

an alarm or security system, install extra locks on their home or car, buy a watch dog, 

added outside lighting, and/or limit or change their daily routine because of crime. The 

response options were yes (coded as 1) and no (coded as 0). Bivariate correlations 

were first conducted and all items were highly correlated with one another, however, 

issues of multicoliniarity are not an issue because indexes were created.  Principal 

Components Factor Analysis with Varimax rotation was conducted to help determine 

the most appropriate way to create indexes of these behaviors. Factor analysis (Table 

3-3) revealed three separate components. Defensive behaviors loaded on to the first 

factor, avoidance behaviors loaded onto the second factor and target hardening 

behaviors loaded onto the third factor. This is consistent with prior research and was 

anticipated. Three indexes, as shown in Table 3-3, were created for this variable where 

3 items (buy of secure a gun, carry a gun, carry a weapon other than a gun) were 

placed into one index that representing defensive behaviors. The second index is for 



63 

those behaviors that are known as target hardening, which includes 4 items (buy an 

alarm or security system, install extra locks, add outside lighting, and buy a watch dog 

for protection). The final index includes avoidance behaviors, which is comprised of 3 

items (arrange to go out with someone so you are not alone, avoid certain areas of your 

neighborhood or community, limit or change your daily routine). This variable will serve 

as the dependent variable for research question three. 

Independent Variables  

 The following section describes each of the quantitative independent variables in 

the present study (see Appendix H for questions in survey instrument).  

Offense history 

 Offense history was measured in two ways: official and self-report data, but only 

official records are used in the present study because they were more complete source.  

As a result, self-report data were not used in the present studies analysis to 

indicate criminal history.  

Official offense history was measured by recording each participant‘s previous and 

current offense history as it appears on the criminal record in the Florida and National 

Criminal Database (FCIC/NCIC). The information obtained from the criminal history 

forms (See Appendix F) allows us to look at the offense history for each participant so 

that it can be examined in comparison to their fear responses.  Variables from the 

criminal history form were used as predictor variables in three research questions of the 

present study. Offense history is used as an independent variable to examine: 1) How 

does offending and participation in crime affect probationer‘s levels of fear of crime for 

themselves? 2) Are probationers who commit more serious offenses more fearful of 

crime for themselves or their family members in comparison to less serious offenders? 
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3) Are more serious offenders more likely to use defensive behaviors versus avoidance 

behaviors?   

 Offense history variables were obtained by listing offenses verbatim in the order 

that it appeared in the criminal record and the degree of offense, which was listed by 

indicating if each offense was a misdemeanor or felony and if it was a first, second, or 

third degree level offense as indicated in the criminal record. Each offense had listed 

the state and/or county the offense was committed in, case number, and date of arrest. 

We indicated the length of their sentence--for those who received probation or prison 

time their time was recorded in months; for those who receive jail time, we indicated 

time in days. We also used current offense history variables. The criminal history form 

lists several common offenses for those on misdemeanant probation, as well as having 

another column for those whose current offense is not listed. For every offense they 

currently were charged with, researchers listed the case number for each charge to 

ensure accurate data information. However, it is important to note that these forms only 

had the participant‘s subject number so that there was no identifying information on 

them (no one could see it and know which participant‘s history record form it was – only 

the two principal investigators had a maters list in a locked cabinet) (Appendix F).  

 Official criminal record was measured three different ways here. First, there is a 

frequency measure across all crimes. This indicates the number of offenses an 

individual has participated in. Second, four separate variables were created for each 

type of crime (violent/property/drug/public ordinance). These were each dummy coded, 

where 1 = present and 0 = not present. Third, the final measure created was a 

seriousness scale.  Within each type of crime (drug, property, persons/violent, public 
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ordinance), offenses were separated into categories first by level (Misdemeanor or 

Felony) and then by the degree (first, second, or third degree M/F). This is how the data 

were originally coded into the criminal history form and was separated into type of 

offense based the categories used by Alachua County Court Services (Appendix I). 

Each type, level, and degree was entered as count data. Researchers used these data 

to create an ordinal scale through a series of recodes. First, all offenses were combined 

into a new variable by degree and level. So those that were categorized as a Criminal 

Felony in the First Degree were added together to create a Criminal Felony Frist Degree 

Variable (i.e. CF1 Drug + CF1 Property + CF1 Violent/Persons + CF1 Public 

Ordinance). This same process was conducted for those offenses that were classified 

as Criminal Felony in the Second Degree, Criminal Felony in the Third Degree, 

Misdemeanor in the First Degree, and Misdemeanor in the Second Degree. So there 

are five variables, each measuring a different degree and level of offense (there is no 

longer a crime type distinction). Each of these variables were then dichotomized, so that 

a 0 indicates they did not have an CF1 or CF2 and so on and a 1 indicates having a 

CF1, or a CF2, or a CF3, or a M1, or a M2 (system missing were recoded as 0 as these 

were individuals who do not have a criminal history present).  

 The next step was to recode the total for CF1 into a new variable where 1 was 

equal to 5 and all other was set equal to 0. CF2 was recoded into a new variable where 

1 was equal to 4 and all other was recoded as 0. CF3 was recoded into a new variable 

where 1 is set equal to 3 and all other 0. M1 was recoded into a new variable where 1 is 

equal to 2 and all other were set equal to 0 and M2 was recoded into a new variable 

where 1 was equal to 1 and all others were recoded as 0. These new variables were 
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then combined (NewCF1 + NewCF2 + NewCF3 + NewM1 + NewM2) to create a 

seriousness scale, where higher numbers on the scale indicates being a more serious 

offender.  

Social disorganization  

Social disorganization was measured by several different variables. Such 

variables include perceptions of social and physical characteristics, to gain an accurate 

account of how participants view the communities they live in. These measures used 

here are consistent with the measures used in the literature (Earls et al., 1994; Ferraro, 

1995; Lane et al., 1997; Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001).  Gaining a detailed picture of 

the participants‘ neighborhood perceptions is especially important because the 

perceptions of  the community that one lives in has been found to be a good predictor of 

fear of crime (Lane, 2002; Maxfield, 1984; Skogan & Maxfield, 1981). 

Social disorganization was measured through perceptions of four main social 

disorganization constructs: social disorder, physical disorder, collective efficacy, and 

subcultural diversity (i.e., ethnic heterogeneity). We also look at residential mobility as a 

characteristic that could affect social disorganization. Although some have argued that 

actual disorder (or objective measures of disorder) is important, perceived disorder has 

been found to be a stronger predictor for fear of crime (Covington & Taylor, 1991; Lane 

& Meeker, 2003). Furthermore, studies have shown that once other variables are 

controlled for, actual disorder, as a predictor, is greatly weakened (Lane & Meeker, 

2003).  

Physical and social disorder was measured by asking participants: 

I would like you to think of your neighborhood and some of the problems in 
your community and how serious they are. Please indicate if the following 
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items are a big problem, somewhat of a problem, a problem, or not a 
problem (Appendix H).  

Physical disorder was measured by asking participants how much of a problem 

the following were in their current neighborhoods: litter, broken glass, graffiti, buildings 

falling apart, trash on sidewalks, and needles on the street.  Response options were on 

a four-point Likert scale including: not a problem (coded as 1), somewhat of a problem 

(coded as 2), a problem (coded as 3), and a big problem (coded as 4). Social disorder 

was measured by asking participants how much of a problem the following were: 

unattended kids, people selling drugs, people drunk or drinking in public, groups of 

teens or adults hanging out or causing trouble, poverty or financial hardship, gangs, 

gunfire, and people using drugs. Here the same response options were used, ranging 

from not a problem (1) to a big problem (4). All of the items used to measure physical 

and social disorder have been used in prior research of community disorder (Ferraro, 

1995; Lane, 2009; Lane & Meeker, 2004, 2005). Factor analysis was conducted, and all 

physical disorder items loaded onto one component (Table 3-4) and all social disorder 

items loaded on to one component (Table 3-4). As a result, indexes for physical and 

social disorder were created by adding the items related to social disorder or physical 

disorder and then dividing by the number of items in the index. Reliability tests were 

conducted, and the physical disorder scale had a Cronbach‘s alpha of .832, and the 

social disorder scale had a Cronbach‘s alpha of .945 – indicating that both scales are 

highly reliable.  

Collective efficacy was measured by asking participants the following questions: 

―Would your neighbors be willing to help one another?,‖  ―Would your neighbors do 

something if they saw unattended kids misbehaving?,‖  ―Would your neighbors do 
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something if they saw a crime occur?‖ Response options are yes (1) or no (0). Factor 

analysis was conducted in order to determine how the items loaded. Factor analysis 

showed all items loading onto the same factor. The reliability scale (Cronbach‘s Alpha) 

was also high at .815 (Table 3-5). These measures are consistent with previous work of 

Sampson et al. (1997) that combines elements of social cohesion and informal social 

control.  

 Residential mobility was measured by asking ―How often do individuals move in 

and out of your neighborhood?‖ Response options are rarely (1), sometimes (2) often 

(3).  

Finally, subcultural diversity was measured by asking ―which of the following best 

illustrates how racially mixed your neighborhood is,‖ and recording which of the 

following answer options the participant reports: not very mixed (1), most people are of 

the same race, somewhat mixed-some people of different races (2), and very mixed, 

people are of various racial backgrounds (3).  

As noted above scales were created for each of the variables (social disorder, 

physical disorder, and collective efficacy,) that are being used to measure social 

disorganization.  Scales were created first by combining (i.e. adding) the items for each 

scale and then dividing by the total number of items being summed.  

Demographic Variables  

 Demographic variables were used as control variables in most of the analysis 

and include: age, race, ethnicity, and sex. Age was determined by each participant‘s 

birthday, which was obtained from the criminal history form.  Participant‘s date of birth 

was subtracted from the date of the interview to determine age. Race was measured by 

asking participants ―How would you describe your race?‖ Response options include: 
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White (coded as 1), black/African American (coded as 2), and other (which will be 

coded as 3). A dummy variable was created for the race variable (i.e. white = 1 and 

non-White = 0). Finally, sex initially was coded as female (1) and male (2). This was 

recoded so that females are coded as 0 and males are coded as 1. Ethnicity was 

measured by asking participants ―How would you describe your ethnicity?‖ Response 

options included Hispanic (1) and Non-Hispanic (0). 

Qualitative Variables 

 The instrument used in this study incorporated several questions to get 

qualitative information to allow for more detailed explanations from respondents. The 

open-ended questions focused on and assessed four major areas: 1) Fear of crime, 2) 

precautionary behaviors, 3) altruistic fear, and 4) neighborhood perceptions. Within 

each of the four major areas, several themes were found in the transcriptions that were 

used for content analysis (Appendix I). All open-ended questions in the interviews were 

transcribed verbatim, except any names or personal identifiers, which were removed. A 

conceptual content analysis was conducted of the transcriptions in an effort to find 

major or meaningful patterns among participants. Researchers also conducted a 

qualitative comparison of participants‘ responses and examined the frequency of the 

presence of these themes14.  

                                            
14

 In order to conduct content analysis researchers utilized directed techniques (where analytic codes 
were created and based on theory and findings from past research (Berg, 2009). We also used a 
summative approach, where certain themes and ideas were found to be consistent throughout the 
interviews and were counted later added as themes (Berg, 2009). Moreover, all of the interview data that 
was collected was transcribed from audio recordings and/or writings that the probationers indicated on 
the survey. From these interviews, researchers identified a series of themes that were consistently found 
and that were anticipated based on past research and theory (so themes are not just an arbitrary set of 
categories) We focused the analysis on manifest content rather than including a interpretations of latent 
content for this study to reduce the error in interpreting probationers statements and ensure that the 
content analysis was being conducted in a systemic and objective manner (Berg, 2009). Codes for these 
themes were then put into the four main categories: 1) fear of crime, 2) altruistic fear of crime, 3) 
precautionary behaviors, and 4) neighborhood perceptions. This allowed us to evaluate materials and find 
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Fear of crime  

 Below are the open-ended questions asked during the interviews concerning fear 

of crime and offending. Participants were asked three separate questions: ―Which 

crimes are you most afraid of? Why?”  Which crimes are you least afraid of? Why?” “Do 

you feel that taking part in these activities [crime] has made you feel more or less afraid 

of crime? Why?‖ and “Please describe which crimes you were a victim of and what 

happened to you? ― The third question is important because of the relationship between 

one‘s experiences with victimization and fear. This question will allow us to gain greater 

insight on the participants‘ experiences in relation to the other variables being 

examined.  

Altruistic fear of crime  

 The next set of open-ended questions focused on altruistic fear, or fear for one‘s 

family or others in their lives. Participants were asked three questions: ―Are you more 

afraid for them [family] than your self?‖ and ―Do you feel that taking part in these 

activities [crime] has made you feel more or less afraid for your family? Why?― These 

set of questions will allow us to better understand probationers‘ fear levels for 

themselves in comparison to fear for their family and will also allow us to better 

understand how probationers own participation in crime has affected their fear levels.  

Precautionary behaviors  

 The following questions pertain to precautionary behaviors and fear of crime. 

Participants will be asked: ―What crimes were you trying to avoid by taking part in the 

previously listed options? Please Explain.‖ and ―Do you feel that doing these things 

                                                                                                                                             
meaningful patterns with regard to each of the 4 major categories. The qualitative data is later compared 
to quantitative findings found in the present study and were compared to past research.  
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[precautionary behaviors] have helped keep you safe? Explain how?‖ Due to the fact 

that probationers have a history of engaging in criminal behavior, asking these 

questions will provide greater insight on how probationers choose to protect themselves 

from crime.  

Neighborhood perceptions  

 Finally, the following questions relate to fear and social disorganization. 

Participants were be asked: ―How would you describe the people who live in your 

neighborhood in terms of income?‖ ―How would you describe the people who live in 

your neighborhood in terms of education?‖ ―What do you think you could rely on your 

neighbors for?‖ ―What do you think you could not rely on your neighbor‘s for?‖ These 

questions will allow us to gain a more holistic and detailed perception of participant‘s 

neighborhoods and community characteristics that could have an influential role in 

shaping their fear.  

Analytic Plan  

I used a range of statistical analysis techniques to examine the relationship 

between probationer‘s prior offending history, social disorganization, fear of crime, and 

precautionary behaviors. This study used both quantitative and qualitative approaches 

to analyze the data collected from survey responses obtained from semi-structured 

interviews. Table 3-6 outlines the analytic plan for each research question being studied 

here in detail.  Quantitative analysis included descriptive statistics and frequencies, 

factor analysis, and reliability tests.  Several regression models were estimated to 

examine relationships between the independent variables (which include social 

disorganization measures and official and self-reported criminal history) and the 

dependent variables (which include fear of crime and precautionary behaviors) 
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The first set of models used Step-wise Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) multiple 

regression to predict fear levels among offenders. This allowed the researcher to 

explore multiple independent variables of interest. As displayed in Table 3-6, the model 

explored how previous participation in crime, the type of offenses committed by 

probationers (persons/violent crime, property crimes, and drug related crimes), and 

neighborhood perceptions (Table 3-8 shows measures) predicts the level of fear 

individuals have, after controlling for current offense and demographic variables. There 

were four dependent variables - two indices (a general fear of crime index, 

persons/violent crimes and property crimes) and a drug related variable. The step-wise 

regressions used a theoretical framework to add independent variable to the model at 

each step. Table 3-9 illustrates how variables were added to the model at each step.  

 The second set of models, as shown in Table 3-6, used descriptive analysis to 

show participant‘s fear levels for their families. Due to the small sample (some 

categories have an n that is less than 40), the most appropriate method on analyzing 

data on altruistic fear is to look at descriptive statistics among this group.  

 

The third set of models, as shown in Table 3-7 looked at offenders‘ precautionary 

behaviors. Previous offense history, offense seriousness, and current offense history, 

social disorganization measures, and fear of crime were used to predict participant‘s 

use of precautionary behaviors. Three regression analyses were estimated, depending 

on how the dependent variable is examined. Logistic regression was used to examine 

participant‘s offense history as a predictor of precautionary behaviors, measured 

dichotomously as those who do partake in any of three types of precautionary behaviors 

(defensive, avoidance, and target hardening) and those who do not. Binary responses 
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will be used to code precautionary behaviors for defensive, avoidance, and target 

hardening behaviors, so that 1 = a response of yes to one or all of the listed behaviors 

and 0 = no to all behaviors being examined. Table 3-10 shows how each set of 

variables will be added to each model.   

Finally, qualitative data was used to supplement quantitative findings. Content 

analysis was conducted on interview transcriptions that any significant patterns or 

themes can be noted among and across participant responses.  
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Table 3-1. Full Sample Overview of All Participants (Non-Interviewed/Interviewed 
Participants). 

 Full Sample                                                                                                                                              
(N=517) 

      %               (n) 
Convenience Sample 13.2%  

 
68 

Original Sample 86.8%  449 
Interviewed 39.1%  202 
Refused to Participate (No Interest) 9.1%  47 
Refused to participate (Done with CS/COS) 3.5%  18 
No Show to Interview 15.3%  79 
Canceled Interview Appointment 1.9%  10 
No Longer Eligible    

   Probation Ended 1.7%  9 
   Early Termination 3.3%  17 
   Administrative Probation 1.0%  5 
   Mail In Status 3.9% 20 
   Violation of Probation 12.2%  63 

No Direct Contact 6.2% 32 
Failed to report to probation 1.4%  7 
Will Contact 1.5%  8 
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Table 3-2. Fear of crime Factor Analysis: Factor1 Loadings and Reliability Test. 
 N=202 Factor 

Loadings 
Cronbach‘s  

Alpha 

General Fear of Crime Index    .960 
Fear of Violent Crimes          .958 

Being murdered         .877  
Being attacked by someone with a weapon        .849  
Being robbed or mugged on the street        .779  
Being beaten up by someone  .602  
Being shot at while walking down the street        .828  
Being the victim of a drive by or random shooting         .857  
Being physically assaulted/attacked without a weapon         .613  
Being the victim of a car jacking         .743  
Having money or property taken with force or a weapon   .829  
Having someone commit a home invasion robbery 
against you  

 .806  

Having someone break into your home while you are 
there 

 .629  

Being Threatened by some   .755  
Being raped or sexually assaulted  .827  

Fear of Property Crimes          .851 
Having your car stolen        .546  
Having your property damaged  .734  
Having your property damaged by graffiti or tagging         .650  
Having someone break into your home while you are 
away  

 .551  

Having your money or property taken from you without 
force 

       .610  

Fear of Drug Crime (1 item Variable)     
Being around drug use or sales     

Omitted Items:     
Beggar; Harassing    

1Principal Components Analysis -Varimax with Kaiser Normalization  
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Table 3-3. Precautionary Behavior Factor Analyses: Factor Loadings1 and Reliability 
Test. 

 N=202 Factor 
Loading

s  

Cronbach‘s  
Alpha 

Avoidance Behaviors       .553 
 Limit or change your daily routine  .646  
Avoid certain areas of your neighborhood  .610  
Arrange to go out with someone so that you are not alone  .685  

    
Defensive Behaviors   .622 

Buy or secure a gun         .793  
Carry a gun  .830  
Carry a weapon other than a gun         .573  

    
Target Hardening     .688 

Buy an alarm or security system    .709  
Install extra locks on your home or car   .684  
Buy a watchdog   .645  
Add outside lighting   .658  

1Principal Components Analysis -Varimax with Kaiser Normalization  
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Table 3-4. Physical and Social Disorder Factor Analysis: Factor Loadings and Reliability 
Test. 

 N=202 Factor 
Loading

s  

Cronbach‘s  
Alpha 

Physical Disorder    .832 
Litter, broken glass, or trash on sidewalks or streets  .701  
Graffiti on buildings or walls   .830  
Vacant or deserted homes   .842  
Buildings that are falling apart or run down  .824  
Needles on the street  .757  

    
Social Disorder    .945 

Drinking  .777  
Selling Drugs    .884  
Teens hanging out    .874  
Poverty  .783  
Too many people in one home   .748  
Gunfire  .711  
People drunk on the street  .821  
Unsupervised youth  .838  
Kids behaving badly   .868  
People using drugs   .841  
    

 

 

Table 3-5. Collective Efficacy Factor Analysis: Factor Loadings and Reliability Test. 

 N=202 Factor 
Loadings 

Cronbach‘s  
Alpha 

Collective Efficacy         .815
  

Rely on neighbors for help  .783  
Help one another  .803  
Do something is kids are truant     .687  
Do something is see a crime occur  .647  
Trust neighbors   .774  
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Table 3-6. Fear of Crime and Offending Research Questions. 
Research Question 
 

Independent Variables of Interest  Dependent Variables  Analysis Plan 
 

How does offending and 
participation in crime affect 
probationer‘s levels of fear of 
crime for themselves?  
 Essentially can one‘s prior 
offense type (property, 
violent/persons, or drug 
crimes) or seriousness level 
predict fear levels?  

Key Variables:  
Criminal History  
Official Record:  

 Offense (by type categories 
(violent, property, drug)  

 Offense Seriousness Scale  
 
 Current Offense  (violent, 

property, public ordinance, 
drug)  

 
Other Variables of Interest:  
Control Variables:  
Age, sex, race 
 

I would like to ask you about how personally 
afraid you are of the following crimes. For 
each of the following crimes please indicate if 
you are not afraid, somewhat afraid, afraid, or 
very afraid. In the past year how personally 
afraid have you been of:‖  
 
Fear of Crime:  Not Afraid (1) 
                        Somewhat Afraid (2) 
                        Afraid (3) 
                        Very Afraid (4) 
***Note: The list of crimes that participants 
are asked to indicate how personally afraid 
they are of are the same as those that they 
are asked if they committed.  
 
Indices for fear of crime variable:  
Violent/persons crimes index 

 12 Items (rape/sexual assault, murder, 
being attacked with weapon, robbed, 
threatened, beaten up, shot at, drive-by 
shooting, physical assault, harassed, car 
jacking, property taken with force) 

Property crime index  

 6 Items (break in, car theft, property 
damage, by graffiti, break in while away, 
having money or property taken without 
force.  

Drug-related variable  
 
 

 
 
 
Ordinary Least Squares 
Multiple Regression  

Related Qualitative Variables of Interest: 
1) Which crimes are you most afraid of? Why?  
2) Which crimes are you least afraid of ? Why?  
3) Please Describe which crimes you were a victim of and what happened to you?   
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Table 3-6. Continued.  
Research Question Key Variables of Interest 

 

―In general are you more, less, or equally afraid for other people living in 
your home as you are for your self?‖  
More Afraid (1) recoded (3) 
Less Afraid (2) recoded (2) 
Equally Afraid (3) recoded (1)  
 
―Of those living in your home, please indicate how personally afraid you are 
that each of the following family members will be a victim of crime?‖  
                    Not Afraid (1) 
                     Somewhat Afraid (2) 
                     Afraid (3) 
 

 Analysis Plan 
 

Are probationers who 
commit more serious 
offenses more fearful of 
crime their family 
members?  

 
Descriptive Analysis   

 
Related Qualitative Variables of Interest: 
1) Are you more afraid for them (family) than yourself?   
2) Do you feel taking part in these activities [Crime] has made you feel more or less afraid of crime? Why?  
3) Do you feel that taking part in these activities has made you feel more or less afraid for your family? Why?   
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Table 3-7. Fear of Crime and Coping Mechanisms. 
Research Question Independent Variables of 

Interest  
Dependent Variables  Analysis Plan 

 
How do probationers cope 
with fear of crime? Are 
more serious offenders 
more likely to use 
defensive behaviors? 

  
Key Variables:  
Criminal History  
Official Record:  

 Offense   

 Will be separated into offense 
type categories (violent, 
property, drug)  

 Seriousness Scale   
An ordinal scale will be created 
to measure seriousness - 
ranging from second-degree 
misdemeanor to first-degree 
felony.  

 

 Current offense  
 
 
Other Variables of Interest:  
Control Variables:  
Age, sex, race, ethnicity. 

 
Now I would like to ask you about some 
of the things you have done to protect 
yourself from crime. In order to feel 
safer from being a victim of crime, in the 
past year did you…? ―  
 
Yes (1)  
No (0) 
 
***Such precautionary behaviors will be 
divided into precautionary v. defensive 
behaviors  
 
Precautionary behaviors:  
Avoidance behaviors:  
3 items (arrange to go out with someone 
so you are not alone, avoid certain 
areas, limit or change daily routine,) 
 
Defensive behaviors:  
9 items (buy or secure a gun, carry a 
gun, carry other weapon, join a gang, 
hang out with gang members, buy alarm 
or security system, install extra locks, 
add outside lighting, buy watchdog) 
 
Those who answer yes to engaging in 
any behavior will be coded as 1 and 
those who answer no to all will be coded 
as no 
 
 

 
Logistic Regression  

Related Qualitative Variables of Interest: 
1) What crimes were you trying to avoid by taking part in the previously listed options? Please Explain.   

2) Do you feel that doing these things have helped keep you safe? Please Explain How?  
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Table 3-8. Fear of Crime and Social Disorganization. 
Research 
Question 

Independent Variables of Interest  Dependent Variables  Analysis 
Plan 

 
1) How do 
perceived 
neighborhood 
characteristics 
affect 
probationers 
fear levels for 
themselves 
and their 
families?  

 
Social Disorganization:  
Disorder:  
―I would like you to think of some of the problems in your community and how 
serious they are. Please indicate if the following items are a big problem, 
somewhat of a problem, problem, or not a problem.‖  

Not a Problem (1) 
Somewhat of a Problem (2) 
A Problem (3) 
A Big Problem (4) 

Physical Disorder:  

 Litter, broken glass, graffiti, buildings falling apart, trash, needles on the 
street, vacant or deserted homes 

Social Disorder:  

 Unattended kids, selling drugs, drunk on street, drinking in public, kids 
misbehaving, hanging out & causing trouble, poverty, language and 
cultural difference, too many living in one home, gangs, people moving in 
and out a lot, using drugs, vandalizing others property  

Collective Efficacy  

 ―How likely that neighbors will: help one another, trust one another?‖  

 ―How much do you feel like you belong to your neighborhood? ― 

 ―What would your neighbors do if they saw unattended kids or a crime 
occur?‖ 

Residential Mobility 

 ―How often do individuals move in and out of the neighborhood?‖ 
Subcultural Diversity  

 ―How racially mixed is your neighborhood?‖  
Other Variables of Interest:  
Control Variables:  Age, sex, race, ethnicity, Previous offense history 
 
 

 
―I would like to ask you about 
how personally afraid you are 
of the following crimes. For 
each of the following crimes 
please indicate if you are not 
afraid, somewhat afraid, afraid, 
or very afraid. In the past year 
how personally afraid have 
you been of:‖  
      Fear of Crime:   

Not Afraid (1) 
Somewhat Afraid (2) 
Afraid (3) 
Very Afraid (4) 

Indices for fear of crime 
variable:  
Violent/persons crimes index 

 11 Items  
Property crime index  

 6 Items.  

 Drug –related variable  
 

  
 
(OLS) 
Multiple 
Regressions  

Related Qualitative Variables of Interest: 
1) How would you describe the people who live in your neighborhood in terms of income?   
2) How would you describe the people who live in your neighborhood in terms of education?   
3) What do you think you could rely on your neighbors for? What do you think you could not rely on your neighbor‘s for?  
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Table 3-9. Personal Fear of Crime Step-Wise OLS Regression Overview: Predicting General, Violent, Property, and Drug 
Fear of Crime.1  

 
 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 

Step 1: Controls  

 Age, race, sex, ethnicity 

X X X X 

Step 2: Offense History 

 CH violent, drug, property, public ordinance 

 X X X 

Step3: Current Offense 

 Violent, drug, property, public ordinance 

  X X 

Step 4: Social Disorganization  

 Social disorder, physical disorder, collective efficacy, residential mobility, subcultural diversity 

   X 

1 This series of analysis was done for all four type of fear that is being examined in the present study.  

 

 
 
 
 
Table 3.10. Precautionary Behaviors Step-Wise OLS Regression Overview: Predicting target hardening defensive, and avoidance 
precautionary behaviors.2  

 
 

Step 1 Step 2 Step 3 Step 4 Step 5 

Step 1: Controls  

 Age, race, sex, ethnicity 

X X X X X 

Step 2: Offense History 

 CH violent, drug, property, public ordinance 

 X X X X 

Step3: Current Offense 

 Violent, drug, property, public ordinance 

  X X X 

Step 4: Social Disorganization  

 Social & physical disorder, collective efficacy, residential mobility, subcultural 
diversity 

   X X 

Step 5: Personal Fear 

 General, violent, property, drug  

    X 

2 
This series of analysis was done for all three types of precautionary behaviors being examined in the present study.  
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS  

Descriptive Statistics 

Independent Variables:  

Participant characteristics  

The final sample for the present study was comprised of 202 Alachua County 

misdemeanant probationers. Table 4-1 displays sample characteristics for the full 

sample, as described here, and the breakdown among those in the convenience sample 

and random sample.  Most of the participants in the study were men (n=128, 63.4%), 

with only 74 women in the sample (36.6%). Variations in racial and ethnic makeup 

varied, with most, 59.9% (n=121), identifying as white, 39.6% (n=80) as black, and 0.5% 

(n=1) as Asian. Only 6.4% (n=13) indicated being Hispanic, 93.1% were of non-

Hispanic origin. There was a diverse age distribution ranging from 19 to 69, with the 

average age being 36 years old ((most individuals (59.8%, n=120) were younger in age 

between 19 and 37)). Probationers‘ educational background varied. Education ranged 

from 4th-5th grade (0.5%, n=1), 6th -8th grade (2.0%, n=4), 9th-11th grade (9.4%, n=19), 

12th grade/HS Graduate (31.7%, n=64), GED (7.4%, n=15), some college (31.2%, 

n=63), AA/AS (5.4%, n=11), BA/BS (6.4%, n=13), MA, MS (2.0%, n=4), PhD (0.5%, 

n=1), and Vocational (1.0%, n=2).  Specifically, most probationers in the sample 

graduated high school and had some college21. With regard to employment, most 

participants were either employed full-time (38.1%, n=77) or not employed (28.7%, 

                                            
21

 This is an interesting finding for the particular sample, as the data was collected in a city that is in close 
proximity to a university. Because of this many of the individuals in the sample could have been college 
students who were on probation. This could have also affected the age range for the current sample. 
While the current instrument did not specifically ask probationers to indicate if they were a student (as it 
was not anticipated that there would be a higher magnitude of students on probation) during interviews 
many identified as students. This issue will be expanded on in the limitations section 
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n=58). Some were employed part-time (18.3%, n=37) or self-employed (1.5%, n=3), 

others identified as being a student (5.4%, n=11), and homemaker (0.5%, n=1). We also 

had some who indicated being disabled (5.9%, n=12) or retired (0.5%, n=1). When 

looking at marital status of probationers who participated in the study, most were never 

married (51%, n=103), with others reporting being married (13.4%, n=27), divorced 

(19.8%, n=40), separated (6.4%, n=13), or living with a partner (8.4%, n=17). In terms of 

children, most participants had children (60.4%, n=122).  

Moreover, current offense history was obtain both through self-report and from 

official records. When looking at probationers‘ self-reported current offense 

characteristics (Table 4-2), probationers were able to indicate the length of their 

sentence, time served, and whether or not they received their sentence as a result of a 

plea agreement (Table 4-2). With regard to sentence length, self-report indicated 

probationers serving from 3 months to 36 months. Most indicated serving a 12-month 

sentence on probation (69.3%, n=140). At the time of the interview participants also 

indicated the length of time that they had served on their probation sentence at the time 

of the interview. Most stated that they had served 1 to 3.5 months (30.2%) and 4 to 6 

months (43.1%, n=87), however some did indicate having served 10 to 18 months at 

time of interview (8%, n=16). In terms of plea-bargaining, 74.3% identified as having 

plea-bargained for the current charge.  

With regard to current offense characteristics obtain from official records, sentence 

length, current offense type, and number of charges are discussed. In terms of 

sentence length, official records indicated probationers officially serving 6 months 

(14.9%, n=30), 9 months (1.0%, n=2), or 12 months (84.2%, n=170). Although there 
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were differences between official records and self-report, both indicated that a majority 

were serving 12-month sentences. While participants were on probation for a myriad of 

offenses, most probationers who participated were on misdemeanant probation for a 

public ordinance violation/offense (60.4%) followed by violent offenses (21.8%), 

property offenses (10.4%), and drug offenses (7.4%). Most offenders were currently on 

probation after being charged with one offense (78.7%, n=159). However, there were 

some offenders who had multiple charges. Although most only had one current offense 

they were being charged with, some had 2 offenses they were charged with (15.8%, 

n=32), 3 offenses (3.9%, n=8), or 6 offenses (0.5%, n=1).  

Official criminal history  

 Participants‘ official criminal history, as mentioned earlier, was retrieved using 

NCIC/FCIC and Court Services county Databases LINDAS and Monitor. Criminal 

histories ranged (Table 4-3), some had very limited official criminal histories, including 

those with no previous adult criminal history (28.7%, n=58) (i.e. this current probation 

sentence was their first offense so they had no previous criminal history). Most 

however, had a previous adult criminal history (71.3%, n=144), many of which had 

extensive criminal histories that included felony and misdemeanor offenses, records of 

incarceration to both jail and prison facilities.  Most did not have a juvenile record 

present (91.1%, n=184). Specifically, 30.7% had a violent/persons offense present, 

42.1% had a previous property offense, 34.7% had a previous drug offense, and 58.4% 

had a previous public ordinance offense present on their criminal history.  

Official criminal history data (rather than self-report) was used in the current 

analysis for offense history.  This approach was taken due to the fact these this data 

were more complete and researchers felt it to be a more accurate depiction of 
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probationers‘ offending patterns than the self-report data, where some probationers 

seemed to be hesitant to admit to participating in such offenses.  Such participants 

appeared to need some reassurance while completing the interview, which researchers 

provided to all inmates throughout the interview process (because of the nature of their 

sentence and their status as a probationer)22. Three different offense variables were 

created for analysis (Table 4-4), a seriousness scale, a diversity measure, and offense 

types as dummy variables). Based on the seriousness scale (which ranges from 0 to 15, 

higher scores indicate more serious offenders, lower scores indicate less serious 

offenders based on the degree and level of the offenses they have perpetrated), 

descriptive statistics indicate that most offenders are less serious offenders, with a 

mean of 3.56.  The diversity measure, which ranges from 0 to 3 (high scores indicating 

a more diverse offender, or participating in more types of offending), has a mean of 

1.50. This may indicate that offenders are more specialized in the types of crimes that 

they choose to commit rather than participating in a range of crime or criminal 

behavior23. When looking at each type of offender (the dummy coded variables by type 

of offense, all range from 0 to 1, where 0 indicates no history for that type of offense 

                                            
22

 Both self-report and official data were collected so that researchers could have the most complete view 
of their offending history and better capture the extent of crime probationers have engaged in. 
Sometimes, self-report data has proven to be an important tool in helping researchers capture or get 
closer to the true amount of crime (as it helps us see not only crimes committed where official CJ 
intervention occurred, but also those offenses where probationers may not have been caught) (Maxfield & 
Babbie, 2008). However, researchers also recognized some of the issues and limitations associated with 
self-report data (i.e. issues with the validity of the data based on how truthful probationers are willing to be 
and whether or not they over or under report). While researchers note that offending populations tend to 
provide accurate data with regard to offending (Peterson, Braiker, Polich, 1981) and used techniques to 
increase truthful self-reporting (i.e. ensure and offer confidentiality, have then report this information in a 
private room away from probation staff) some participants seemed to need reassurance (which 
researchers provided). As such, researchers determined that official records data would be most 
appropriate here.      

23
 However, this does not imply that they do not participate in a range of criminal behaviors within each 

type. This only indicates that participants are committing the same types of offenses.  
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present and 1 indicates the presence of that particular offense type) we see that drug 

offending, has a mean of .486, property offenders has a mean of .590, violent offenders 

has a mean of .431, and public ordinance has a mean of .819. Generally speaking, 

there are more offenders with public ordinance crime present in their criminal history 

than any other crime type.  

Self-report criminal history 

 Although researchers had access to official criminal records, in an effort to 

capture both crimes that they have been officially processed for and those that they 

have not been, we collected self-report data on offending. Researchers asked 

participants if they had participated in 21 different offenses during their semi-structured 

interviews. These crimes included property, drug, and violent offenses. While most 

probationers denied participating in many of the listed offenses, there were some 

offenders who did admit to certain crimes. While research has shown inmates often 

provide accurate self-report of their past offending history (Peterson, Braiker, & Polich, 

1981), we anticipated that some offenders might be less willing to admit to their offense 

history because of the nature of their sentence (i.e. being on probation). Due to the fact 

that probationers are serving their sentence in the community, some might have felt as 

if admitting to many of the offenses listed would lead to a violation. But again, 

researchers reassured them at every stage of the interview process that the survey was 

confidential.  Results showed (Table 4-5) that probationers were most likely to report 

drug possession (48%, n=97), dealing drugs (24.8%, n=50), harassing someone (31%, 

n=62), and to beating up/assaulting someone (37.12%, n=75). Probationers also 

admitted to threatening someone without a weapon (14%, n=28), breaking into 

someone‘s home (2.5%, n=5), raping or sexually assaulting someone (1%, n=2), 
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attacking someone with a weapon (10%, n=20), stealing a car (6%, n=12), robbing 

someone (4%, n=8), vandalizing someone‘s property (24.3%, n=49), shooting someone 

while walking (3.5%, n=7), damaging someone‘s property with graffiti (11.4%, n=23), 

breaking in (10.4%, n=21), committing a home invasion (1.5%, n=3), drive-by shooting 

(2%, n=4), carjacking someone (1%, n=2), and participating in gang (4%, n=8).   

Social disorganization  

 Participants were asked several theoretically-driven questions to obtain 

perceptions of probationer‘s neighborhoods. Perceptions of social disorganization were 

measured using three scales and two additional variables. Two scales included 

perceptions of physical and social disorder, both ranged from 1 (not a problem) to 4 (a 

big problem). Higher scores on the scale indicate higher levels of disorder and lower 

scores indicate lower levels of perceived disorder. The third scale used to measure 

perceptions of social disorganization was collective efficacy (with response options 

ranging from 0 to 1, where a 1 indicates the presence of collective efficacy and 0 

indicates a lack of collective efficacy). The other two neighborhood items were 

subcultural diversity (ranged from 1 to 3, where higher scores indicate higher levels of 

diversity), and residential mobility (ranged from 1 to 3, where higher scores indicate 

greater mobility).  

Results show (Table 4-6) that most participants did not indicate perceptions of 

high social disorganization in their communities. On average, participants indicated low 

perceived social and physical disorder, living in a community with collective efficacy 

present, with medium levels of residential mobility and subcultural diversity. Specifically, 

social disorder had a mean of 1.5. Physical disorder had a mean of 1.39, Collective 
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efficacy had a mean of .813, Subcultural diversity had a mean of 2.11, and residential 

mobility had a mean of 1.82 

Dependent Variables:  

Fear of crime  

 Participants were asked about their fear of several different crimes. Specifically, 

they were asked about 21 different crimes (see Table 4-7). Recall that these were 

combined into three scales and one additional variable by offense type, including fear of 

violent/persons crime, property crimes, and drug crimes and a general fear of crime 

scale.24. Results indicate that most participants did not experience high levels of fear of 

crime generally or of any of the specific offenses. Specifically, descriptive statistics for 

the indices show fear of violent crimes had a mean of 2.41, fear of property crime had a 

mean of 2.15, and fear of drug crimes had a mean of 2.11.  Generally, probationers did 

not indicate having high levels of fear across all fear types—that is, they were 

somewhat afraid. However, they did indicate being slightly more fearful of violent crimes 

than property or drug crimes.  

 When looking at the specific items that make up each of the fear of crime scales, 

a similar pattern emerges (Table 4-8), with most responses having a mean around 2. 

On average, probationers indicated feeling somewhat afraid or afraid for each crime 

asked during the interview (Table 4-9). For example, they indicated being ―afraid‖ of 

being murdered or attacked with a weapon but only ―somewhat afraid‖ of being beaten 

up or being attacked without a weapon. 

                                            
24

 To create the scales, I added the fear of crime items and then divided by the number of items being 
combined. Response options ranged from 1 (not afraid) to 4 (very afraid), where higher scores indicate 
higher fear levels 
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 Altruistic fear  

 Probationers were also asked about altruistic fear, which is fear for one‘s family 

and others. The participants in the present study are offenders, and their criminal 

involvement could possibly put their families in danger (or participants may live in areas 

that are conducive to crime and victimization).  We wanted to see if they had fear for 

their family, and if so whom. The first variable asked probationers to compare fear for 

themselves v. their family members (so it is asking them to determine who they have 

higher fear levels for family or their own personal fear).  To allow an examination of fear 

for each type of family member, there were 6 separate variables  (fear for mother, 

father, husband, wife, son, and daughter) for each type of family member, which will all 

be analyzed separately. Due to the fact that the number of cases for each of these 

variables is small, rather than conducting regression analysis, we explored altruistic fear 

among probationers by examining descriptive statistics.  

With regard to probationers fear for themselves compared to their family, 

participants were asked ―In general, are you more, less, or equally afraid for other 

people living in your home as you are for your self.‖ Response options range from 1 to 

3, where 1 is coded as more afraid, 2 is coded as less afraid, and 3 is coded as equally 

afraid. This was recoded so that it is in the same direction as the other variables in the 

study. So not 1 is coded as less afraid, 2 is coded as equally afraid, and 3 is coded as 

more afraid, so that higher scores indicate higher levels of fear for their family compared 

to themselves and lower scores indicate lower levels of fear for their family in 

comparison to themselves. Results indicate (Table 4-10) that most probationers are 

more afraid (49%, n=99) or equally afraid (33.2%, n=67) for their family member as they 

were for themselves, with a mean of 2.31.  
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When looking at specific family members, probationers were asked how fearful 

they were for the following family members that they lived with25: Father, Mother, 

Husband, Wife, Son, and Daughter. Response options ranged from 1 (coded as not 

afraid) to 4 (coded as very afraid), where higher levels indicate greater fear of crime for 

each of these family members and lower levels indicate less fear of crime for each 

family member. Due to the fact that participants may not live or be in contact with some 

of these family members (and therefore may not have any feelings of fear for such 

individuals), the current analysis focuses only on family members who were living with 

the participant at the time of the survey.  With regard to fear for one‘s parents, only 54 

probationers indicated living with their fathers (Table 4-11), of those 54, most indicated 

being somewhat afraid for their fathers (mean of 1.78). Many probationers indicated 

living with their mother (n=79), however, many were somewhat afraid for them (with a 

mean of 2.05). When looking at one‘s spouse, only 22 participants indicated having a 

husband, and most were not afraid for them (with a mean of 1.59). Similarly, only 27 

participants indicated having a wife with whom they lived. They generally were 

somewhat afraid for them, with a mean of 1.85. With regard to one‘s children, 70 

probationers indicated having and living with a son. Interestingly, most probationers who 

indicated living with a son, indicated they were either somewhat afraid (n=18, 25.7%), 

afraid (n=8, 11.4%) or very afraid (n=22, 31.4%) for them, with a mean of 2.43. When 

looking at daughters, 61 probationers indicated having and living with a daughter. 

Consistent with prior research (Warr & Ellison, 2000), most indicated having some level 

                                            
25

 So only those who indicated living with each of the six family members answered how fearful they 
were. Descriptive findings in this section are only for those probationers who indicated they lived with that 
family member.  
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of fear for their daughter, with a mean of 2.62 (Table 4-10). Of the 61, who lived with a 

daughter, 21.3% (n=13) said they were somewhat afraid, 11.5% (n=7) said they were 

afraid, and 39.3% (n=24) said they were very afraid for their daughters.   

Due to the fact that much of the data was highly skewed, these variables were 

then collapsed and dichotomized. Table 4-11 shows the descriptive statistics of these 

variables after being collapsed. Each of the six variables were dichotomized, so that 1 

(not afraid) is coded as 0 (not afraid) and those who answered 2 (somewhat afraid), 3 

(afraid) or 4 (very afraid) were recoded as 1 (afraid). Descriptive statistics (Table 4-11) 

reveal that for those who indicated they lived with each type of family member, 

participants were more likely to say they were not afraid for their mother, father, wife, or 

husband. Many participants also indicated being afraid for their son or daughter 

(specifically, most indicated being fearful for their son, n=70). So of those probationers 

who indicate living with a family member, it seems that those probationers who were 

afraid were afraid for their children (and are not as fearful for parents or spouses).  

 To examine the role of gender and altruistic fear, simple cross-tabulations were 

conducted. Findings show that with regard to fear for others compared to their own fear, 

of the seventy-four female probationers, 41% (n=30) indicated being equally afraid and 

42% (n=31) indicated being more afraid for others. Interestingly, most males indicated 

being more afraid for others (54%, n=68). Fewer reported being equally afraid (n=37, 

30%) or less afraid (n=23, 18%). Moreover, of those who indicated living with their 

father, both male and female participants most often reported being not afraid for them. 

Of those who did, there were more males who indicated fear (n=14) than female 

participants (n=8). With regard to probationers mothers, by a small margin, more 
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females indicated being fearful for their mothers (n=18) than not (n=14). Males indicated 

more often to not be afraid for their mothers (n=26) than afraid (n=21). With regard to 

spouses, of the women who indicated living with their husband, 72.7% (n=16) indicated 

being not afraid for them. Interestingly, males who indicated living with their wives 

(n=27), most reported not being afraid for them (55.6%). Finally, with regard with ones 

children, of those who indicated having a son (n=70), both males and females indicating 

having fear for them more often than not. So 60% (n=18) of women (of 30 who reported 

having a son) reported being afraid for their son. With regard to the 40 male participants 

who had a son, 75% (n=30) reported being afraid for their son. For those who  said that 

they had a daughter that they lived with, a similar pattern emerges. Of the 29 females 

that indicate having a daughter, 70% (n=20) report being afraid for them. Similarly, male 

participants who indicate having a daughter they live with (n=32), most report being 

afraid for them (n=24, 75%).  

 Overall, we were able to find some support for hypothesis 4. Through descriptive 

analysis, we were able to determine that there are some offenders who are fearful for 

their family members. Most probationers noted being fearful for their son (n=22, 31.4%) 

or daughter (n=44, 72.1%). Table 4-11 also indicates that some probationers were 

fearful for their mother or father. In both cases, there were more probationers indicating 

fear of for female family members (daughters, mothers, wives) than males. Few 

indicated being fearful for their spouse. Finally, when asked how afraid they were for 

family members compared to them, most probationers indicated they were more fearful 

for others (n=99, 49% more afraid). Some also indicated to being equally afraid for 

family as they are for themselves (n=67, 33.2%) and few indicated being less afraid for 
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family (n=36, 17.8%). This is interesting, here we can see that most probationers hold 

some level of altruistic fear and it seems to be higher for female family members.  

Moreover, it seems that female offenders tended to report being more fearful for others. 

Male participants also reported being fearful for other family members.  

Precautionary behaviors  

 Probationers were asked about the types of precautionary behaviors they 

participated in to protect themselves from them from being victimized. Probationers 

were asked if they participated or engaged in 10 different precautionary behaviors. 

These items were placed into three scales (which were created by adding the items 

together and then dividing by the number of items in the scale – see methods section 

for further detail). The three scales include avoidance behaviors, defensive behaviors, 

and target hardening behaviors. Response options ranged from 0 to 1, so those who 

indicate a 1 engaged in the specified behavior and those who indicate a 0 do not. In 

general, probations were more likely to participate in avoidance behaviors. Few 

indicated using defensive behaviors or target hardening behaviors to protect themselves 

from being victimized. Specifically, results for each scale show (Table 4-12) defensive 

behaviors with a mean of .231, avoidance behaviors with a mean of .457, and target 

hardening behaviors with a mean of .293.  

Within each scale, descriptive statistics for each item (Table 4-13) also show 

similar results. With most participants indicating that they participate in avoidance 

behaviors and few indicated engaging in any defensive or target hardening behaviors. 

Quantitative and Qualitative Data Analysis Findings 

This section presents the results from the data collected from the 202 semi-

structured interviews conducted on misdemeanant probationers. Findings from the 
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multivariate analysis (that examine the relationships for each of the four research 

questions mentioned earlier) will be presented and discussed in detail. Due to the fact 

that there are many models being examined, this section will be separated by research 

question (rather than by model), where quantitative models and qualitative findings will 

be discussed.  

Personal Fear of Crime  

Research question 1 and 2 

Does offending and participation in crime affect offenders‘ levels of fear of crime? 

Are more serious offenders less fearful of crime? If so, what types of crime?  

How do perceived neighborhood characteristics affect probationers fear levels for 

themselves?  

Four theoretically-driven step-wise multivariate liner regressions were estimated to 

predict fear of crime based on probationers‘ offense history and their perceptions of 

social disorganization characteristics in their neighborhoods for each of the four 

dependent variables.  These dependent variables were: general fear of crime,, fear of 

violent crime,  fear of property crime, and fear of drug crime (Table 4-14). All three 

scales range from 1 to 4. This section is presented in four tables (for each type of fear 

being predicted), where independent variables vary across steps.  

Predicting general fear of crime  

Table 4-14 shows the Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) step-wise regression 

predicting general fear of crime for the full sample. Specifically, demographics, offense 

history, current offense, and social disorganization were used to predict probationers‘ 

general fear of crime. All four models were statistically significant overall (F-statistic was 

significant at the .001 alpha level). 
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Step 1 (or model 1), which includes only demographic control variables (age, race, 

and gender) explained 11.8% of the variance in general fear of crime (R2 = .118).  The 

variables in step 1 were examined individually to see what effect a change in race, 

gender, and age has on probationers‘ general fear of crime. Two control variables were 

found to be statistically significant: race (at the .01 alpha level) and gender (at the .001 

alpha level). Age was not found to be a significant predictor of general fear of crime in 

step 1. Specifically, gender had a negative relationship with general fear of crime, so 

females were significantly more likely to experience general fear of crime than men.  

Step 2 (Table 4-14) added the offense history of probationers to the step-wise 

regression; however, none of the offense history variables were significant. This means 

that the type of offense history a probationer had (including violent, drug, property, and 

public ordinance offense as well as a CH seriousness scale) did not have a significant 

effect in predicting general fear of crime. So the type of offending history and the 

seriousness of the offenders‘ criminal history were not significantly related to 

probationers‘ general fear of crime. Yet, although the offense seriousness scale was not 

statistically significant, it was inversely related to violent fear of crime – so less serious 

offenders were more fearful of crime as anticipated. However, gender and race 

remained significant after including offense history variables. Similarly, as in step 1, 

women and non-whites were significantly more likely to be fearful. The addition of 

offense history variables also helped explain more variance (about a 2% increase) in 

general fear of crime (13.8% or an R2 of .138).  

Step 3 added the current offense of probationers, which included violent, drug, 

property, and public ordinance offenses. Again, as shown in Table 4-14, offense history 
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did not have a statistically significant effect. This means that offense history has no 

effect on one‘s general fear of crime. Moreover, with the inclusion of current offense 

variables, race is no longer a significant predictor of general fear of crime. Variables that 

remained significant predictors included: gender (at the .001 alpha level), property (at 

the .05 alpha level), and public ordinance (at the .01 alpha level) offenses. So here we 

can see that females are still significantly more likely to be fearful than males (b-

coefficient = -.551) and those whose current offense is a property crime are more likely 

to be fearful than those who are violent offenders (b-coefficient = .680). Interestingly, 

public ordinance offenders were found to be less likely to experience general fear of 

crime than those who committed a violent offense (b-coefficient = -.338). With the 

addition of probationers‘ current offense, the model is able to explain about 18.2% of the 

variance in general fear of crime (R2 = .182).  

Step 4 (Table 4-14) added social disorganization variables (including social and 

physical disorder, collective efficacy, residential mobility and subcultural diversity). The 

overall model, which included all variables, explained 20% of variance in general fear of 

crime (R2 = .200; this is an 8.2 % increase from the first model). In the final step, 

females continue to experience significantly more general fear of crime than males do 

(at the .001 alpha level). Race and offense history are not significant predictors in the 

final model. Current property offender (at the .01 alpha level) and public ordinance 

offenders (at the .05 alpha level) were still significantly less afraid than violent offenders. 

As shown in Table 4-14, collective efficacy was the only significant predictor among the 

social disorganization variables of general fear of crime. Interestingly, collective efficacy 

was positively related to general fear of crime, so the more collective efficacy perceived 
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by probationers the more general fear of crime they expressed. While this is not 

consistent with what the researchers theoretically hypothesized (as many like Gibson, et 

al., 2002, have found increased levels of collective efficacy to lead to lower levels of 

fear, this relationship has been found in other studies on fear of crime among offenders 

(such as Lane & Fox, forthcoming and Roman & Chalfin, 2008). For example, Roman & 

Chalfin (2008) found similar results, where higher levels of collective efficacy were 

related to higher levels of fear. They argued that in neighborhoods where there are high 

levels of crime or where crime tends to be pervasive, the amount of community 

cohesion among neighbors may not matter. Roman & Chalfin (2008) also noted that the 

presence of collective efficacy among neighbors can result not only in an increase in 

neighbors coming together to combat crime but can lead to an increase in the 

dissemination of information on crime and violence in their community, which in turn can 

result in higher levels of fear. Suggesting that collective efficacy among neighborhoods 

with higher perceived crime may magnify the presence and impact of crime in ones 

neighborhood and thus fear that such individuals have (Roman & Chalfin, 2008).  

Overall, female participants were found to be significantly more fearful than males, 

across all four steps. This is consistent with past research, which finds that women tend 

to be generally more afraid of crime (Ferraro, 1995, Ferraro & LaGrange, 1992, Lane & 

Meeker, 2003; Lane, Gover, & Dahod, 2009, Warr, 1984). Non-whites (including blacks 

and Asians) were found to be significantly more afraid than whites until the third and 

fourth step, where current offense and social disorganization variables were added to 

the analysis. With regard to probationers‘ current offenses, only those charged with a 

property crime were more afraid than violent offenders. Those who were not charged 
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with ordinance offenses experienced less general fear of crime than violent offenders. 

With regard to the neighborhood probationers lived in, it seems that collective efficacy 

mattered the most, but not in the way that researchers anticipated it would. Findings 

show that, after taking into account probationers‘ offense history, current offense, and 

demographic characteristics, those probationers who felt or perceived higher levels of 

collective efficacy experienced more general fear of crime. Lane & Fox (forthcoming), 

who examined a similar offending population (jail inmates) found a positive relationship 

between collective efficacy and fear of property crime. They argue that it is possible that 

those who live in areas where collective efficacy is greater, such as those 

neighborhoods that are nicer or more affluent in terms of income, may generally worry 

more about crime because they have a fear of losing their property. I think that this 

same rationale can be expanded to the current study. It may be that because many of 

those interviewed were on probation for low-level offenses (mostly public ordinance 

offenses like DUI) and may come from nicer communities they generally experience 

higher levels of fear because they have more to lose from if they are victimized. So with 

regard to general fear of crime, prior offense history does not seem to have a significant 

effect on probationers‘ experience of general fear of crime. While the researcher‘s 

hypothesis was supported in the direction of the relationship (the seriousness of past 

criminal offenses committed was negatively related to general fear of crime), this was 

not a significant predictor of general fear of crime in any of the four models estimated. 

What seems to matter most is the probationers‘ gender (so females are more likely to 

experience general fear) and current offense (specifically, whether or not there current 

offense was a property or public ordinance offense compared to a violent offender). The 
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property offense results are in agreement with what we originally hypothesized, that less 

serous offenders (such as those who commit misdemeanant property crimes) would be 

more likely to be afraid of crime than violent or more serious offenders. In terms of 

neighborhood effects on probationers‘ fear of crime, only perceptions of collective 

efficacy seem to affect probationers‘ fear levels (and this was not in the expected 

direction). While we anticipated and found a positive relationship between perceptions 

of disorder, subcultural diversity, and residential mobility and general fear these 

variables were not statistically significant predictors of general fear of crime.  

Predicting fear of violent crime   

Table 4-15 shows the series of OLS step-wise regressions estimated to predict 

fear of violent crime among probationers. All four models were found to be statistically 

significant (as denoted by the F-statistic, which was significant at the .001 alpha level).  

 Similar to the series of regressions above predicting general fear of crime, 

gender was significant throughout all four steps in predicting fear of violent crime. 

Specifically, step 1, where demographic predictors were included alone (including age, 

race, and gender), both gender (at the .001 alpha level) and race (at the .01 alpha level) 

were statistically significant predictors of violent fear of crime. So women (b-coefficient 

of -.515) and non-white (b-coefficient of -.417) probationers were found to be more likely 

to report fear of violent crime. Here demographics alone explain about 10.4% of the 

variance in fear of violent crimes (R2 = .104).  

Step 2 (Table 4-15) adds offenders‘ criminal histories (including violent, drug, 

property, and ordinance offense histories). We also add offense seriousness scale. The 

addition of such variables increased the explained variance to 12.6% (R2 = .126), which 

is a modest 2.2% increase or change in variance explained. None of the offense history 
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variables were significant when added to the model. However, expected relationships 

were found and consistent with the findings in Table 4-14. The offense seriousness 

scale was negatively related to violent fear of crime, so the more serious the offender 

the less fear of violent crime they experienced (but was not a statistically significant 

variable). Gender and race remain to be significant predictors and the .001 and .01 

alpha levels, respectively.  Similar to the findings in the previous step-wise regression 

for fear of crime generally, women and non-white probationers are significantly more 

likely to experience fear of violent crime.  

Step 3 (Table 4-15) adds current offense to the series of regressions (which 

include drug, property, and public ordinance current charges – violent offense was the 

reference category). The addition of such variables increased the variance explained to 

17.1% (R2 = .171). Again probationers‘ offense history, both type and seriousness level, 

were not found to be statistically significant. So the types of offenses and offense 

histories offenders have do not have a significant influence on probationers‘ fear of 

violent crime in this sample. Similarly, the seriousness of the offenses committed by 

probationers‘ does not have a significant effect on their fear of violent crime. In addition, 

once current offense is included in the model race is no longer a significant predictor. 

The only two significant predictors are gender (at the .001 alpha level) and property 

offenses as a current charge. So it seems that females, again tend to be more fearful of 

violent crimes as well as those who are charged with property offenses (compared to 

those who were charged with a violent offense).  

Finally, as seen in Table 4-15, step 4 adds social disorganization variables to the 

model. Once added to the model, the variance explained in fear of violent crime 
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increases to 18.7% (a 1.6% increase in explained variance and a 8.3% increase in 

variance explained from step 1 (where only demographics were present) to step 4 

where demographics, offense history, current offense, and social disorganization are 

accounted for. When social disorganization variables were added to the model, offense 

history remains non-significant, as does age and race. Gender, however, continues to 

be significant (at the .001 alpha level; b-coefficient of -.602). So it seems that once all 

variables are accounted for (offense history, neighborhood perceptions, and current 

charges) women still continue to have a significantly higher likelihood of being fearful of 

violent crime. This is similar to the findings for general fear of crime; there is something 

about gender – specifically female probationers – that leads them to be more likely to be 

fearful of violent of crime and crime more generally. 

Overall, across all four steps (Table 4-15) women were significantly more fearful of 

violent crime than men. Age seems to only matter until current offense is accounted for. 

Only those with a property charge as a current offense were found to be significantly 

fearful of violent crime.  This remains significant even after perceptions of social 

disorganization were accounted for. It seems that being a women and being on current 

probation for property charges are the two most consistent predictors of fear of violent 

crime (and general fear of crime as shown in Table 4-14). In comparison to the 

regressions predicting general fear of crime, where collective efficacy was significant in 

predicting general fear of crime, it is not a significant predictor for fear of violent crime. 

Also, public ordinance current charges were not significant predictors of fear of violent 

crime, but were significant in predicting general fear of crime.  With regard to research 

question one, it seems that offense history does not have an effect on probationers‘ fear 
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of violent crime (or general fear of crime as discussed above). Similarly, while the 

direction of the relationship for offense seriousness was consistent with what 

researchers hypothesized (negatively related to fear of violent crime) it does not have a 

significant effect on probationers‘ fear of violent crime. Current offenses, specifically 

property charges, do matter. So those probationers who were charged with property 

offenses are significantly more likely to report or experience fear of violent crime than 

violent offenders were. Researchers expected more serious offenders to be less fearful 

of crime. Finally, neighborhood perceptions were not significant predictors of fear of 

violent crime, which was not anticipated by the researchers 

Predicting fear of property crime 

In order to examine the relationship between probationers‘ offense history and fear 

of property crime, Table 4-16 shows the OLS step-wise regressions that were 

estimated. All four models were statistically significant at the .001 alpha level.  

Step 1 here includes demographic variables (age, race, and gender). As seen with 

the two previous step-wise regressions predicting general fear of crime (Table 4-14) and 

fear of violent crime (Table 4-15), gender and race are both statistically significant 

predictors of fear of property crime. So non-whites (blacks and Asians) are significantly 

more likely to be fearful of property crime at the .05 alpha level (b-coefficient = -.231). 

However, this is not as strong of a predictor for fear of property crime as it was found to 

be for fear of violent crime and general fear of crime. Also, gender was a found to be a 

significant predictor of fear of property crime. So again, as we saw in Table 4-14 and 4-

15, females were significantly more likely to report fear of property crime than male 

probationers were. Demographic factors alone can account for 12.4% of the variance in 

fear of property crime (R2 = .124).  
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Step 2 adds offense history variables, which accounts for the different types of 

offense histories that probationers may have, including violent, drug, property, and 

public ordinance offenses. Step 2 also includes offense seriousness scale to account for 

probationers‘ offense history based on the seriousness of their offenses. The addition of 

such variables only increases the variance explained minimally, with 13.6% of the 

variance in fear of property crime explained (R2 = .136), because none of them are 

significant predictors.  However, gender (b –coefficient of -.507) continues to remain 

significant in the second model. In fact, after offense history variables are added, the 

strength of the relationship between gender and fear of property crime increases. So 

females continue to be significantly more afraid of property crime (at the .001 alpha 

level) than males (as was found in Table 4-14 and 4-15 predicting general fear of crime 

and fear of violent crime, respectively). Non-whites, meaning black, Asian and Hispanic 

probationers, also are still more likely to indicate fear of property crime than white 

participants (b-coefficient of -.273) at the .05 alpha level.  

Step 3 (Table 4-16) adds current offense to the model, accounting for the charge 

for which probationers are currently serving a probation sentence. This includes 

charges that are categorized as violent, drug, property, and public ordinance offenses 

(violent offenses serves as the reference category). Once current offense is added to 

the model race is no longer significant. Gender, again remains significant and the 

strength of the relationship increased as well (b-coefficient of -.511). Here again, women 

continue to be more fearful of property crime than men. So we see the same pattern 

emerge with gender as in the previous models predicting fear of property crime and in 

the series of models predicting general fear of crime (Table 4-14) and violent fear of 
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crime (Table 4-15), even after accounting for offense history and current charge. Again, 

property offenders were more afraid of property crime than violent offenders were. The 

overall model can explain about 16.9% of the variance in fear of property crime (R2= 

.169).  

The final model (step 4) adds social disorganization variables, accounting for 

probationers‘ perceptions of collective efficacy, social and physical disorder, residential 

mobility, and subcultural diversity in their neighborhoods. After adding in these 

variables, the amount of variance explained in fear of property crime increases to 19% 

(R2 = .190). So we can see that as we account for demographic factors, offense history, 

current offense, and neighborhood perceptions, we can explain about 6.6% more of the 

variation in fear of property crime. Although none of the social disorganization variables 

were significant predictors of fear of property crime (as found in Table 4-15 as well 

when predicting fear of violent crime), gender (b-coefficient of -.529) and current 

property offense (b-coefficient of .521) remain as the only two significant predictors for 

fear of property crime. Specifically, we can see in Table 4-16, that female offenders are 

still significantly more likely to experience fear of property crime and those who are 

currently on probation for property offenses experience fear of property crime more than 

those who are on probation for violent charges.  

With regard to the research questions of interest, it seems that even after 

accounting for neighborhood perceptions, and demographic variables, probationers‘ 

offense history type (so if they are a violent offender compared to a property offender or 

drug offender) has no effect on their fear of property crime. The seriousness of the 

offenses committed by probationers also does not have a significant effect on their fear 
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of property crime. The only consistently significant predictors for fear of property crime 

are gender – so if you are a female you are more likely to experience such fear – and if 

you have committed a property offense. This is consistent with the previous set of 

analyses predicting fear of violent crime (Table 4-15). It could be that females who are 

charged with property offenses feel that because they are involved in such a lifestyle 

they may have a higher risk of similar victimization. Also, in terms of perceptions of 

neighborhood influences on fear of property crime, it seems that none of these factors 

mattered in predicting their fear of property crime. 

Predicting fear of drug crime 

 The final set of step-wise regressions estimated work to predict fear of drug 

crimes (which includes being around drug sales or around the growing/manufacturing of 

drugs). Table 4-17 shows all four models to be significant (as noted by the F-statistic, 

probability <. 001).  

Step 1 includes only the demographic variables of probationers (including race, 

age, and gender). Interestingly, this is the first model to show age as a significant 

predictor of fear, specifically here for fear of drug crimes. In the above models predicting 

general fear of crime (Table 4-14), violent fear of crime (Table 4-15), and property fear 

of crime (Table 4-16), age was not a significant predictor. So here, the older the 

offender the fearful they are of drug crimes. This could be due to older individuals 

feeling a greater sense of vulnerability to their person when drug crimes occur around 

them. Yet, the magnitude of this effect is quite small (b-coefficient of .020).  Race and 

gender were also found to be significant predictors of fear of drug crime. Women (as 

found in the previous models) are significantly more likely to be fearful of drug crimes 

(b-coefficient of -.616, significant at the .001 alpha level) and non-whites are also more 
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likely to be more fearful of drug crimes than whites (b-coefficient of -.376, significant at 

the .05 alpha level).  

Step 2 adds offense history to the model. The only type of offense history that 

seems to matter in predicting fear of drug crime is a public ordinance offense (at the .01 

alpha level, b-coefficient = .664). This is the first model that any offense history has 

been found to be significant. So those with a history of public ordinance offenses are 

more likely to indicate fear of drug crime than probationers who do not have a history of 

these offenses. However, the offense seriousness does not matter. The addition of 

offense history helped explain more variance in fear of drug crime, explaining 17.4% of 

the variance (R2 = .174). Furthermore, age and gender of the participant still matter, but 

race drops out and no longer matters in terms of predicting fear of drug crime. So we 

still find that those who are older experience greater fear of drug crime (b-coefficient 

.016, .05 alpha level). However, the magnitude of this effect is very small. Also, females 

still have a significantly higher likelihood of being fearful of drug crime than men (b-

coefficient -.733, .001 alpha level), which is consistent with what we found in the first 

model (Table 4-17) and in the first three series of step-wise regressions predicting 

general fear, fear of violent and property crime (Table 4-15 and 4-16, respectively).  

Step 3 (Table 4-17) as before, adds current offense variables. However, unlike in 

the previous regression models predicting general fear of crime, violent fear of crime 

and property fear of crime, none of the types of current offense charges matter (i.e. they 

are not significant predictors of fear of drug crime). Moreover, when looking at gender, 

females are still more likely to experience fear of drug crime and older offenders are 

also more likely to experience fear of drug crime. With regard to offense history, 
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probationers who have a public ordinance offense history are more likely to experience 

fear of drug crimes than those who have other types of offense history. Again this could 

be due to the fact that public ordinances offenses tend to be non-violent in nature. So 

while researchers anticipated offenders would not be very fearful, we expected that 

those offenders with non-violent criminal histories would be more fearful than those with 

violent histories (Lane and Fox, 2009 argue in their piece on fear among jail inmates). 

Interestingly, offense seriousness still does not have an effect in predicting fear. With 

current offense variables being added to the model, 19.1% of the variance in fear of 

drug crime is explained (R2 = .191).  

In the final model, step 4 (Table 4-17), social disorganization variables were added 

and increased the explained variance to 22.1% (R2 = .221). We see similar findings with 

the previous models in predicting fear of drug crimes. Women are significantly more 

likely to experience fear of drug crime than men (b-coefficient of -.746, .001 alpha level) 

and older probationers are more likely to be fearful of drug crime than younger 

probationers. However, the magnitude of this effect is still very small (b-coefficient of 

.016). Probationers with a history of public ordinance offenses are also still more likely 

to be fearful of drug crime than probationers who have other criminal history patterns. 

As with previous regressions predicting violent (Table 4-15) and property (Table 4-16) 

fear of crime, perceptions of one‘s neighborhood does not have an effect on 

probationers‘ fear of drug crimes.   

Overall, females seem to be significantly more likely to be fearful of drug crime 

across all four models. Across all models, older probationers are also more likely to 

experience such fear (than those on probation who are younger). The only type of 
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offense history that seems to matter is public ordinance offense history, which is 

consistent with Lane & Fox‘s finding (forthcoming) that less serious offenders are more 

afraid. Also race only seems to matter in predicting fear of drug crime until we account 

for offense history.  

Summary of Findings for Personal Fear of Crime  

 Overall, women seem to be significantly more fearful than men. Specifically, 

women were more likely than men to express general fear of crime (Table 4-14), fear of 

violent crime (Table 4-15), fear of property crime (Table 4-16) and fear of drug crime 

(Table 4-17). This held consistent even after controlling for offense history, current 

offense, and neighborhood perceptions in all four series of step-wise regression models. 

In terms of race, non-whites seem to experience more fear than whites; however, when 

all variables were accounted for this effect dropped out for all four types of fear. Age 

was only significant in predicting fear of drug crime (Table 4-17). OLS regressions 

revealed that older offenders tend to be more fearful of drug crimes, after accounting for 

neighborhood perceptions and offense history. In terms of offense history, it seems that 

seriousness of offense generally does not matter. So research question 1 (which 

expected that less serious offenders would be more afraid) is not supported. It may be 

possible that with a larger sample or a sample including felony probationers (rather than 

low-level misdemeanant probationers) some significant findings may emerge. Only 

when predicting fear of drug crimes were probationers‘ offense histories significant. 

Holding all other variables constant, probationers with a public ordinance offense history 

are more fearful of drug crimes than probationers who did not have this history. This is 

consistent with what researchers anticipated. Researchers hypothesized that offenders 

in general would be reluctant to report being fearful of crime. However, we also 
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hypothesized that non-violent offenders would be more fearful than violent offenders. 

Due to the fact that public ordinance offenses are non-violent in nature, it was expected 

that those with public ordinance offense histories would be more fearful. However, we 

expected they would be fearful of violent crimes rather than non-violent crimes. So it is 

interesting that it is only significant for fear of drug crime, but it may be because this is 

the type of crime they have the most experience with in their lives. In terms of current 

offense, probationers charged with property offenses were more likely to experience 

general fear of crime, as well as violent fear of crime. Those with current charges that 

were public ordinances were more likely to have general fear of crime. Overall, it seems 

that offense history and current offense are not as significant in predicting fear of crime 

as was originally anticipated. However, future exploratory work should be conducted to 

see if offenders in different settings or with different correctional sentences (i.e. jail 

inmates v. probationers, v. those on parole, etc.) produce similar findings. Finally, 

neighborhood perceptions seem to only matter when predicting general fear of crime. 

Interestingly, as noted above in Table 4-14, the only neighborhood variable that was 

significant was collective efficacy and it had a positive relationship with general fear of 

crime. While one would not anticipate that those who live in areas that they perceive to 

have a higher likelihood of collective efficacy (meaning in areas where there are 

informal social controls in place and feel like they can trust their neighbors or trust that 

they will do something if crime occurs or kids misbehave) to be more fearful, this is not 

the first study to find this result. Lane & Fox (forthcoming) had similar findings among 

offenders in jail. So it might be that those on probation who live in nicer areas may feel 

like they have more to lose or might see themselves as being more vulnerable to 
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victimization. In terms of research question 2, it seems that neighborhood perceptions 

only mattered when predicting general fear of crime and do not have a significant effect 

in predicting fear of violent crime, fear of property crime, or fear of drug crimes, when 

they are examined individually.  

Precautionary Behaviors   

Research question 3: 

What precautionary behaviors do probationers take part in to cope with personal 

fear of crime? Are more serious offenders likely to use defensive behaviors (defensive 

vs. avoidance behaviors)? 

 Three series of step-wise logistic regression models were estimated predicting 

the precautionary behaviors that misdemeanant probationers use to protect themselves. 

Precautionary behaviors are broken into three separate series of analysis, where the 

use of defensive behaviors (Table 4-18), of avoidance behaviors (Table 4-19), and 

target hardening behaviors (Table 4-20) are predicted separately. Due to the fact that 

present analysis is using binary dependent variables with dichotomized outcomes (0/1), 

logistic regression is the most appropriate way to examine the effect of the independent 

variables on the dependent variables (Long & Freese, 2006). This section presents the 

results from the step-wise logistic regression analysis predicting the use of defensive 

precautionary behaviors, avoidance precautionary behaviors, and target hardening 

precautionary behaviors. Results are presented in Table 4-18, 4-19, and 4-20 (one for 

each type of precautionary behavior being predicted), where independent variables 

vary.  
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Predicting defensive precautionary behaviors  

The step-wise logistic regression models were estimated by incorporating new 

independent variables of interest in each step. As seen in Table 4-18, here were five 

steps (or models) run, where step 1 included the control variables (demographics) only, 

step 2 added offense history of the probationers (violent, drug, property, and public 

ordinance offenses and a offense seriousness scale). Step 3 added measures of 

probationers current charge (drug, property, and public ordinance offenses – with 

violent offense charges being the reference category), step 4 included measures of 

perceived social disorganization (including social and physical disorder, collective 

efficacy, residential mobility, and subcultural diversity). The final model, step 5 added 

measures of personal fear of crime (including fear of violent crime, fear of property 

crime, and fear of drug crime).  

The logistic regression analysis (Table 4-18) revealed no statistically significant 

findings in step 1 (demographics), so when only accounting and controlling for variables 

like probationers race, age, and gender, there is not significant difference among 

participants. The Cox & Snell R2 is .020 or 2%, however this is a pseudo R2 and cannot 

be directly interpreted as the percent of the variance explained. To help us better 

determine the amount of variance explained by the addition of variables in each step, 

we also report the Negelkerke R2, which adjusts the Cox & Snell R2 so that the range 

extends to 1  (which the Cox & Snell lacks) (Negelkerke, 1991). We will discuss the 

Negelkerke R2 for the subsequent findings.  At step 1, the Negelkerke R2 is .026 (or 

2.6%)26. Similarly, step 2 (offense history) and step 3 (current offense) had no 

                                            
26

 There are other types of R-square that would allow us to determine the proportional reduction in error, 
where the bigger the number the better the model fit, however those were not run as a part of the current 
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significant findings, neither offense history, seriousness of offense, or the offender‘s 

current offense history was significant in predicting the use of defensive precautionary 

behaviors. The Negelkerke R2 for step 2 is 6.3% ( or .063) and 7.8% in step 3 (or .078). 

So if the Negelkerke was interpreted as a traditional R2 we could note that there is 

significantly more explained variance in model 2 (an increase of 3.7%) and model 3 (an 

increase of .052 from step 1 and 1.5% from step 2), with the addition of offense history 

and current offense.  

Step 4 added variables for perceptions of social disorganization. Here findings 

show no statistically significant results for probationers‘ demographics, offense history, 

and current offense. Interestingly, the addition of social disorganization variables 

resulted in only one variable being a significant predictor of defensive behaviors – 

subcultural diversity (with all other neighborhood variables having no significance). 

Subcultural diversity was significant at the .05 alpha levels. So those who experience 

higher levels of perceived subcultural diversity are more inclined (or are more likely to) 

use defensive precautionary behaviors to protect themselves (b-coefficient of .473). 

With regard to the odds ratio, for every unit change in subcultural diversity, the percent 

change in the odds of using defensive behaviors are expected to change by a factor of 

1.60 (or 16%), on average, holding all other variables constant. The explained variance 

here is 13% (which is an increase of 5.2% from step 3).  

Finally, step 5 is the full model - including demographics, offense history, current 

offense, and social disorganization - incorporates fear of crime variables to the analysis. 

                                                                                                                                             
analysis (other possible R

2 
include the McFadden R

2 
, which treats the log likelihood of the model as the 

total sum of squares and the log likelihood of the whole model as the sum of squared errors (McFadden, 
1973; McFadden, Puig, & Kirschner, 1977). 
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Because the current analysis is theoretically driven, fear of crime variables were 

included into the analysis as the last step so that the effect of demographics, offense 

history, and social disorganization could be controlled for before accounting for one‘s 

personal fear. Surprisingly, the only significant variable again was subcultural diversity 

(at the .05 alpha level). As shown in Table 4-18, it seems that probationers who 

experience higher perceived subcultural diversity are more likely to use defensive 

behaviors (i.e. carry a gun, carry a weapon other than a gun, and/or buy and secure a 

gun) (b-coefficient of .486). The percent change in the odds of using defensive 

behaviors is expected to change by 16.3%, on average. Adding personal fear of crime 

to the model significantly increased the explained variance to 17.1% (from 13%- so 

there was a 4% increase).  

Overall, only those participants who experienced or perceived higher levels of 

subcultural diversity in their neighborhood and communities were found to have a higher 

likelihood of using defensive behaviors (like buying a gun, carrying a gun, or carrying a 

weapon other than a gun) to protect themselves. Interestingly, demographics were not 

significant predictors. This is not consistent with past research, which traditionally has 

found that gender, for example, plays a role in the type of precautionary behaviors we 

use. Specifically, the literature shows that males are more likely to use defensive 

behaviors like carrying a firearm than females (who are more likely to employ avoidance 

type behaviors or carry nonlethal defensive weapons) (Ferraro, 1995, Lane, 2009).  It 

could be that participants are carrying weapons for reasons other than protection, like 

sport or recreation, as Wright (1991) would argue (Ferraro, 1995). Wright notes that 

although we may believe individuals carry weapons as a form of protection it may be 
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that the motivation is for reasons other than protection or self-defense (Ferraro, 1995; 

Wright, 1991).  This could also be a limitation of the current studies sample size (n=202) 

and type of participant.  One would assume that because this is an offending 

population, they would be more likely to participate in defensive behaviors as a 

mechanism of protection from possible victimization (because they are more involved in 

crime and therefore are more likely to be victims of crime). However, because they are 

on probation, they could have felt hesitant to indicate that they were carrying a weapon 

(as that would be a violation of probation) even though they were reassured that the 

survey was confidential.  

Maybe increasing the sample would make such differences among gender groups 

more evident. Although we anticipated more serious offenders to use defensive 

behaviors (rather than avoidance behaviors), it seems that our hypothesis is not 

supported. Offense history, offense seriousness, and current charge do not matter, 

based on the findings. Offending does not make a participant more likely to participate 

or use defensive precautionary behaviors. Because subcultural diversity was the only 

significant variable in predicting the likelihood of using defensive behaviors, it could be 

that perceiving people different from you in your community (or living in an ethically and 

racially diverse neighborhood) reduces ones likelihood to build community cohesion and 

thus results in distrust and fear among the community, which in turn result in offenders 

resorting to possessing a firearm to protect themselves in their communities.  

Predicting avoidance precautionary behaviors  

Table 4-19 show the series of logistic regression estimated predict avoidance 

precautionary behaviors used by probationers. Here a theoretically driven step-wise 
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logistic regression analysis shows the progressive addition of variables of interest in 

predicting the likelihood of using avoidance behaviors 

Step 1 includes demographics (race, age, sex), only sex was significantly 

associated with using avoidance precautionary behaviors (at the .01 alpha level). Based 

on the findings in Table 4-19, females were significantly more likely to use avoidance 

behaviors than males (b-coefficient of -.869). Because age and race were not found to 

be significant, it would suggest that there were no racial or age differences among 

probationers in predicting their likelihood of using avoidance behaviors to protect 

themselves. The Negelkerke R2 is, 047, meaning when only accounting for demographic 

factors, 4.7% of the variance is exampled.  

Step 2 adds offense history variables (violent, drug, property, public ordinance 

variables, and an offense seriousness scale). After accounting for offense history, sex 

continues to be a significant predictor (as in step 1). Again, females are more likely to 

indicate using avoidance behaviors than men. The only other significant predictor was 

having a violent offense history (at the .05 alpha level). So probationers who have more 

violent offenses in their criminal histories are less likely to participate in avoidance 

precautionary behaviors (b-coefficient of -1.02). Here, the addition of offense history 

increases the explained variance to 10.8 %, as denoted by the Negelkerke R2 (.108). 

This is a significant increase of 6.1% in explained variance. 

 Step 3 (Table 4-19) adds current charges (property, drug, and public ordinance – 

violent current charges were used as the reference). Here sex continues to remain 

significant (at the 05 alpha level), Again, as we see in step 1 and 2, females are more 

likely to use avoidance behaviors than males (b-coefficient of -1.01). Violent offense 
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history is also significant at the .05 alpha level. Again, it seems that those probationers 

who have more violent offending in their offense history are less likely to use or employ 

any avoidance behaviors (b-coefficient of -1.15). Using the Negelkerke R2, the addition 

of current offense increases the explained variance to 11.8% (a 1% increase).  

Step 4 includes measures of perceived social disorganization (including social and 

physical disorder, collective efficacy, residential mobility, and subcultural diversity). 

Again, sex is still a significant predictor of using avoidance behaviors. As indicated 

earlier, here we can see that females are more likely to report using avoidance 

behaviors than males. Adding neighborhood perceptions to the model resulted in 

offense history no longer being a significant predictor. Interestingly, neighborhood 

perceptions were not significant predictors of using avoidance behaviors as was 

anticipated. Yet, we see more variance explained by the addition of these variables 

(Negelkerke R2  = .186 or 18.6%, which is a 6.8% increase).  

 Step 5 accounts for personal fear of crime variables by adding measures of fear 

of violent crime, fear of property crime, and fear of drug crime to the model. After 

accounting for offense history, current history, neighborhood perceptions and personal 

fear of crime, sex continues to be a significant predictor for avoidance behaviors as 

shown in Table 4-19. So again we see females are more likely to indicate using 

avoidance precautionary behaviors than males, even after controlling for all other 

variables. No other variables were significant in the final model.  

 Overall, gender and violent offense history were the only two variables found to 

be significant predictors in the analysis. With regard to gender, throughout the series of 

logistic regressions (step 1 to 5) females were found to be more likely to report using 
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avoidance precautionary behaviors. Meaning, females are more likely than males to 

indicate they limit or change their daily routine, avoid certain areas of their 

neighborhood, and go out with someone so they are not alone. This is consistent with 

the previous literature, which has consistently noted females as being more likely to 

engage in avoidance behaviors than males (Ferraro, 1995; Lane, 2009; Lane & Meeker, 

2004; Reid, Roberts, & Hilliard, 1998). While we anticipated offense history to have an 

effect on using precautionary behaviors, it seems that offense history played a small 

role in using avoidance behaviors. The only offense variable that was found to be 

significant was previous violent offending. However, we found that those who had more 

violent offenses in their criminal histories were less likely to use or indicate using 

avoidance behaviors to cope with crime. One reason for this could be that these types 

of offenders are more likely to feel like they can protect themselves, so they chose not 

to avoid areas. It could also be argued that the more violent offenses committed would 

result in the use of defensive behaviors, but as we see in Table 4-18, when predicting 

defensive behaviors such results were not found. Also, we did not find any perceived 

social disorganization variables to be significant in predicting the use of avoidance 

behaviors. Theoretically, we would believe neighborhoods to play a role in the coping 

strategies probationers use to protect themselves. For example, Ferraro (1995) found 

that those who lived in neighborhoods that had incivilities were more likely to change 

their daily routine. Perhaps more research is needed among offending populations to 

better understand the relationship between neighborhood perceptions, personal 

characteristics, offending and precautionary behaviors used.  
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Predicting target hardening precautionary behaviors  

 Table 4-20 shows five step-wise logistic regression models estimated to predict 

target-hardening behaviors used by participants in the study. For each model, a series 

of variables are added to predict the likelihood of offenders using target-hardening 

behaviors.  

 In all five models, there were no statically significant variable found to predict the 

likelihood of engaging in target hardening behaviors (as indicated in Table 4-20).  Model 

1 (or step 1) shows demographic variables (age, race, sex). None of these demographic 

variables were found to be significant, so men are not more likely to participate or use 

target hardening behaviors to protect themselves than women (or vice versa). Similarly, 

there are no differences among different racial groups or age groups among 

probationers in predicting their likelihood of using target-hardening behaviors to protect 

themselves. The Negelkerke R2 is .033, meaning when only taking into account 

probationers demographic characteristics, 3.3% of variance is explained.  

 Step 2 added probationers‘ offense history (including violent, drug, property, and 

public ordinance history variables) and an offense seriousness scale. Even after adding 

probationer‘s offense history, there were no significant differences in the likelihood of 

engaging in target hardening behaviors. The addition of offending history increases the 

explained variance (as indicated by the Negelkerke R2) to .037 (or 3.7%).  

 Step 3 (Table 4-20) adds current offense to the step-wise regression model.  

Property, drug, and public ordinance current offenses were used. Again violent current 

offense was used as the reference category. After controlling for demographics and 

offense history, there were no significant findings. So it could be that there is no 

difference in the likelihood of engaging in target hardening behaviors among 
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probationers who committed different offenses that they are currently on probation for. 

With the addition of current offense variables, as shown in Table 4-20, the explained 

variance increased by 1.8% to 5.5% (Negelkerke R2  = .055).  

 Step 4 added measures of perceived social disorganization to the model. 

Interestingly, neighborhood perceptions (measured by social and physical disorder, 

collective efficacy, subcultural diversity, and residential mobility) were not significant in 

predicting the likelihood of using target-hardening behaviors. The Negelkerke R2 was 

.081, meaning the model explains about 8.1% of the variance.  

 Step 5 , which included all variables (demographics, offense history, current 

offense, social disorganization) adds personal fear of crime to the final model. Again, 

here we see that personal fear of crime (including measures of fear of violent crime, 

drug crime, and property crime) was not a significant predictor of target hardening 

behaviors. The Negelkerke R2 is .092. Controlling for such variables, the exaplained 

variance increased to 9.2%.   

Overall, here we can see that after accounting for several important variables like 

participant demographics, personal fear of crime, and neighborhood perceptions, we 

were unable to find any statistically significant predictors of the likelihood to use target 

hardening behaviors to protect themselves.  

Summary of Findings for Precautionary Behaviors  

It was originally hypothesized that a prior offense history would lead individuals to 

find methods to protect themselves and that offenders who had more serious criminal 

history would have engaged in defensive behaviors, rather than avoidance behaviors or 

target hardening, to cope with crime. We also expected to find, based on past research 

by May (2001) and Lane (2009), that male probationers would be more likely to 
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participate in defensive behaviors than female probationers, who would have been more 

likely to report using avoidance behaviors. However, hypotheses were partially 

supported. Logistic regression analysis predicting defensive behaviors showed no 

significant predictors other than subcultural diversity. So probationer‘s gender and 

offense history seriousness made no difference. Although we thought more serious 

offenders would use defensive behaviors (because of their lifestyle and vulnerability to 

victimization), offense serious did not make a difference. Also, males were not found to 

be more likely than females to participate in defensive behaviors to protect themselves.  

When predicting avoidance behaviors, however, gender did play a significant role 

in predicting the likelihood of using such precautionary behaviors. Table 4-19 revealed 

that females were more likely to report using avoidance behaviors than males (as was 

anticipated). Also, violent offending was significant here (unlike when predicting 

defensive behaviors) and those with more violent offenses in their criminal histories 

were less likely to use avoidance behaviors. While we would assume that those with 

more violent offenses would use defense behaviors to protect themselves because of 

the nature of the offenses they are committing, we did not find this when predicting 

defensive behaviors  (Table 4-18). Finally, personal fear of crime measures were not 

found to be significant predictors in either regression models. This is also not consistent 

with what we would expect. One would anticipate that being fearful of crime would lead 

to the use of avoidance or defensive precautionary behaviors as a way to cope with 

one‘s fear and protect your self from future victimization. Such findings could have 

resulted because the sample size in the present study (n=202) is so small. It could be 

that collecting more data on offending populations may help us better understand the 



 

122 

role of offending, neighborhood perceptions, and fear of crime on the use of 

precautionary behaviors. Or it could be that those using precautionary behaviors are no 

longer afraid because they are protected.  

When predicting the use of target hardening behaviors (Table 4-20), there were no 

significant predictors for target hardening behaviors. So demographics, offense history, 

current offense, social disorganization, and personal fear of crime were not able to 

predict the likelihood of using target-hardening behaviors. This is interesting, and is 

unexpected. We would have expected most to engage in avoidance and/or target 

hardening behaviors (as Ferraro, 1995 notes). For example, Ferraro (1995) found that 

most participants either used avoidance behaviors or did things to protect their home 

(i.e. target hardening behaviors like adding locks to ones home and adding outside 

lighting). Few were noted to carry a gun or use defensive behaviors. It may be that 

having an sample of offenders plays a complex role in determining the types of 

precautionary behaviors offenders use to cope with crime and protect themselves from 

victimization.  

Qualitative Data Analysis Findings 

This section present the findings from qualitative analysis (we employed content 

analysis techniques) conducted on interview data collected on misdemeanant 

probationers. Content analysis is a method of examining and interpreting material that is 

qualitative in nature (meaning interviews and narratives given by participants which can 

be written and/or audio recordings) so that certain patterns, themes, and meanings can 

be found and interpreted (Berg, 2009, Berg & Latin, 2008; Leedy & Ormrod, 2005).  

There have been few studies to examine fear of crime from a qualitative 

perspective, and to date there has not been any qualitative work on fear of crime among 
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offenders. It is the hope of this study that this qualitative section will build on the past 

works on fear of crime, specifically those among offending populations.   In this section 

we will discuss in detail the themes and patterns found throughout the interviews. This 

section will address qualitative findings with regard to personal fear of crime, altruistic 

fear of crime, precautionary behaviors, and social disorganization.  

Personal Fear of Crime and Offending 

Qualitative findings  

The qualitative component of the study allowed researchers to gain greater insight 

on probationer‘s fear of crime. There were several themes that emerged from the 

interviews conducted. When examining fear of crime and offending there were 18 

different themes that were found throughout the transcripts (Table 4-21). Such themes 

may not have been captured by the quantitative data; however, qualitative data has 

provided us with the unique opportunity to better understand this relationship and 

hopefully gain greater insights on probationer‘s personal fear of crime.  

Due to the semi-structured nature of the interview process, researchers were able 

to ask participants open-ended follow-up questions after asking more structured 

questions. One of the most notable themes present throughout the interviews were 

probationers indicating they were afraid of certain specific crimes (93.6%, n=189, Table 

4-21). Most often participants mentioned being afraid of a violent crime (56.9%, n= 115). 

Some offenders were general in the types of crimes they feared. For example a 35 year 

old white male who was on probation for a public ordinance offense (DUI) stated: ―I 

would say I am afraid of, um, just like the random violent activity, nothing specific 

though.‖  
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Most however, were very specific in the types of crimes they listed being afraid of. 

Some who indicated being fearful also stated it was due to a recent experience of 

victimization. A 34-year-old black male on probation for not having a valid drivers 

license (public ordinance offense – see Appendix I for a detailed breakdown of offenses 

and offense categories), for example, states:  

Um it would be the home invasions cause I mean I‘ve been home invaded 
before so that why that's the fear that is kind of hard to get out of your mind 
so pretty much I go to sleep every night and I think about that. If that 
happened to me again I don't know, I would be really scared. It makes me 
scared‖  

Another participant (a 33 year old black male on probation for larceny and petty 

theft (property crime) states:  

Um, probably the getting robbed someone robbing me with a weapon. 
Because I can get killed, you know, over take my life over a couple bucks.  
That‘s, yeah, I‘m afraid of that. I think my life is more viable than, you know 
money. So I‘d be very afraid if they got a weapon, they could kill you and 
have a better chance of killing you, man.    

Many participants also discussed the notion of whether or not participating in crime 

had a significant effect on their fear of crime. Few indicated that it had a significant 

effect on their fear; however, those that did often felt more afraid. Many stated that 

because they know what they are capable of, it makes them question what others can 

do to harm them. A 45-year-old white female on probation for a DUI stated:  

More afraid actually ‗cause you actually see it, you know, when you‘re doing 
it. And it‘s not good you know what I mean. You just see how people are, 
you know, what they do to get drugs and stuff like that and it‘s just crazy. 
It‘s crazy. Anyone is capable of it and knowing that makes it really scary  

Another participant had similar sentiments and stated (27 year old white male on 

probation for resisting or obstructing an officer without violence (a public ordinance 

offense)):  



 

125 

Definitely more afraid of crime. Because, um, I‘ve seen a lot of the types of 
people that are, you know, that end up in these, uh, services, and uh…And 
I‘ve been to jail a few times now. And I‘ve seen a lot of the tough people 
that end up there. And, there‘s a lot of people like that out there, you know. 
Scary, who can just snap and commit crime when you don't see it comin‘. 
Like you see what out there that other people don't, and it‘s like, damn there 
is a lot of crime. And it‘s unfortunate, but uh, you know you just got to be 
aware and keep your eyes open. 

Interestingly, there were also some individuals who indicated that their 

participation in crime made them less afraid of crime because they are more aware of 

crime.  A 36 year old white male on probation for battery (a violent offense)  stated:  

Yes it does impact it, um, since, uh, I have indicated some of the my 
involvement in some crimes. I guess I would be more aware of what can 
happen at a given point time, and it would probably make me less afraid, 
um, just having that information and knowing what to do in those types of 
situations cause I can handle my self. 

Some indicated that their participation in crime had no effect on their fear levels. A 

participant who was on probation for domestic battery (a violent offense)  (29 year old 

black male) stated:   

It really doesn‘t change how I feel about crime, I mean, I still feel the same 
way about it. It‘s pretty bad cause, like, it doesn‘t make it look any better, 
but it doesn‘t affect me either way.  

A participant on probation for DUI  (25 year old white male) stated something 

similar with regard to offending affecting their fear levels.  He said, ‖Not, neither I guess, 

it didn‘t really affect my views at all.‖  

Some distinguished between their offending affecting their fear versus their 

awareness of crime. A 27-year-old white male on probation for aggravated battery with 

a weapon stated:  

Um neither. Neither more or less. Um. I mean I‘ve been exposed to crime, 
so I‘m definitely aware of you know surroundings and all, but yeah I guess it 
raised awareness but I am not afraid of it. 
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Similarly, a 22 year old white male who was on probation for possession of 

marijuana with the intent to sell (a drug offense) stated: 

Well, I mean its made me more aware of it, I guess you could say it made 
more afraid. But, if anything, it made me more understanding of it, you 
know, of the situation and the situation they are in.  

In summary, while we anticipated finding that participation in crime would increase 

probationers‘ fear levels, it seems that it dose not have the effect that we had 

hypothesized. Qualitative interviews revealed that offending does not necessarily 

increase a probationers‘ fear of crime.  In fact, for some, it reduced their fear levels 

because they felt more aware of why and how crime operates. However, some 

probationers also indicated that their participation also made them more afraid because 

they know what people are capable of doing and feel that their offenses puts them in a 

position to be victimized. These are interesting findings because we can see a variation 

in fear levels among offenders. Interestingly, many who indicated being more fearful 

said they were fearful of property crimes most often or violent crimes that involved their 

property (like home invasions or robbery). These were also property and public 

ordinance offenders. Those who were on probation for violent offenses tended to 

indicate that they were less afraid of crime or that their offending had not effect on their 

fear.  

Altruistic fear of crime and offending  

 With regard to the qualitative information obtained on altruistic fear of crime 

(Table 4-22), many probationers mentioned the importance of protections or being 

fearful of certain crimes because of the presence of children or family. About 12% 

(n=25) of participants indicated being afraid for their family members. Of those who 

indicated fear for family, it was often focused on young children or older parents.  A 
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participant on probation for battery (23 year old black male) highlights this concern by 

discussing his fear of certain crimes when his young nieces and nephews are at home, 

showing that his fear specifically, is not for his own safety, but that younger children will 

be harmed. He states:  

I‘m most afraid of…home invasion. Because you know, sometimes I have 
my nieces and nephews there, and you know…if somebody come in like 
that, you know…I got a 2 year old little boy and a 11 month old little girl, 
that‘s kind of, like, not a second chance to think.  You know, like, should I 
do this, but I got little kids here.  So it‘s like, it could turn out very, very ugly 
quick.  That I‘m the least afraid of…I‘m not really too much afraid for me, 
but most---it would really be home invasion though or something where my 
kids or nieces and nephews are cause they can defend they self.  

Another participant on probation for assault (20 year old black female) compares 

her fear for her family compared to her own fear and states:  

Um, my family is my pride, my joy, and I love them, I love them more than 
really I love myself, so that makes me more afraid for them. I ain‘t afraid 
cause I can handle myself, I have been through more and they haven‘t. I 
want to protect them from that. Cause I mean you never know how this 
work is gonna end up and what is coming to you.  

Similar sentiments were expressed by a 48 year old black male who was on 

probation for trespassing (a property offense) He states:  

Um, my wife and then I have two smaller children who I just feel if 
something happened won‘t be able to defend off the intruder. I have fought 
my whole life, I learned to fight early and can use anything for a weapon, 
but my wife and kids can‘t protect themselves. So, yea, I am more afraid for 
them than me cause I could pick up some dirt and make it a weapon but 
they defenseless. 

One participant also expressed these concerns, however, they were for family 

members that were older in age. A 45 year old white female on probation for DUI stated: 

―Well I am afraid for my mom who is up in age, and she‘s a female so people try to take 

advantage of that.‖  
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About 34.2% (n=69) indicated that they were afraid for their family because of their 

participation in crime. One participant on probation for possession and use of drug 

paraphernalia (a 32 year old black male) described how the type of crimes he 

participates in may put his family in danger. He stated:  

The drug sales, man, it can put people in danger, cause, I mean, like when 
you like living in drugs a lot of people think you got a lot of money or 
something like that. And, then they know where you live. They might just 
wanna come over and take whatever you have, like if you got some money 
or anything. It might not be nothing else just because you got a homeboy 
just because they don‘t get nothing and need money. But like that one 
situation can put my fam. in jeopardy, you know. That real and that scary. 

 Qualitative data (Table 4-22) revealed that participants had family who were 

victims of crime. Moreover, 24.3% of the sample indicated they were afraid for a family 

member. Similar to what we found in the descriptive results for altruistic fear (Table4-10 

and Table 4-11), most probationers were afraid for a close family member (like their 

mother or father or son or daughter). We also found that while some indicated being 

fearful for family because of their participation in crime, interviews show that some 

offenders fear levels were unaffected or reduced due to their participation in crime.  

Precautionary Behaviors and Offending 

Qualitative findings  

 There were several interesting themes that were present in the interviews 

concerning precautionary behaviors as shown in Table 4-23. Most notable were 

probationer‘s statements on their use of precautionary behaviors and how diverse 

participants were in the types of behaviors they engaged in.  

Many spoke about engaging in target hardening behaviors like a participant who 

was on probation for worthless checks (50 year old black female) who stated:  
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I installed extra locks in the home to keep them [criminals]  from getting in, 
in case they want to come in, I mean I can get in I got the key. So that‘s 
good to avoid crime. I bought an alarm security system sure, it‘s part of the 
age. Bought a watchdog. I like dogs, dogs tell you when there‘s a criminal 
outside, Added outside lighting of course, it‘s good to see a criminal when 
he‘s coming. 

 A 46-year-old white female on probation for violation of a domestic injunction 

(public ordinance offense) discussed participating in similar efforts to protect herself 

(target hardening). 

Um the dog, but it‘s always handy to have one, because they are a very 
good deterrence, especially if they‘re by the door, because they bark. Um, 
and then usually people run away, so my only reason for getting him was 
that reason.  

Some participants shared about their defensive efforts in protecting themselves 

from victimization. A 31 year old black male on probation for domestic battery stated:  

Um like with buying a gun, just in case something does happen, when 
someone breaks in my house I wanna be able to protect my self. I got a bat 
too, but the gun, I know I am protected from all the violent crimes out there.  

While many probationers indicated the use of avoidance behaviors (as was found 

in the quantitative analysis), the qualitative work highlights offenders‘ use of many 

behaviors. A 24-year-old white female (on probation for) discussed the use of different 

methods to protect her self:  

I carry a weapon, pepper spray and sometimes a knife. But I also arrange 
to go out with other people so I am not by myself. That way I don't feel 
afraid like I need to use a weapon, but if I have to, and I have, I will. 

A 23-year-old black male on probation for DUI also discussed using multiple 

approaches to protecting himself from victimization:  

I carry a knife and arrange to go out with someone so you wouldn't be alone 
and avoid areas of the neighborhood that I know have action [crime] goin‘ 
on. But I always be prepared, like I avoid those areas like that part of the 
city, but if I gotta‘ protect myself I will. 
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Based on the qualitative interviews conducted, we can see that probationers 

employ several techniques to protect themselves from crime. Although descriptive 

statistics show that few offenders indicated using precautionary behaviors (Table 4-13), 

qualitative findings show something different. From the interviews, as shown above, we 

found that many (about 82% - Table 4-23) mentioned trying to protect themselves from 

some type of crime. Probationers mentioned participating in avoidance behaviors, 

defensive and target hardening behaviors. Interestingly, as stated above, some 

probationers mentioned that they participated in several types of behaviors. For 

example, having a gun (defensive) and buying locks and lights for their homes (target 

hardening). Finally, we also found that many felt that participating and engaging in such 

precautionary behaviors helped keep them safe from being victimized. So while 

quantitatively we were unable to determine the role that precautionary behaviors play in 

offender‘s lives, qualitatively we can see that they are actively protecting themselves 

from being victimized (even though they participate in crime themselves).  

Fear of crime and social disorganization  

Table 4-24 highlights the themes found present throughout the interviews with 

regard to probationer‘s perceptions of their communities. This was of particular interest 

to researchers because probationers carry their sentence out in the community, which 

could possibly affect their fear levels. This was also an important component because of 

the effect that perceived disorder and subcultural diversity may have on fear of crime.  

Much of the literature has pointed out the importance of neighborhood disorder, 

collective efficacy, and subcultural diversity on fear of crime (Lane, 2002). In fact, many 

have found such perceptions to have a greater influence on one‘s fear of crime than 
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crime rates. Such findings make qualitative analysis of offender‘s perceptions of their 

communities critical.  

When asked to describe their neighborhood, some participants described their 

neighborhood to be living in an area that was low-income and that many lived in 

poverty. Others described living in an area where there are many college students or an 

area that was middle-class.  

A 26-year-old female on probation for possession of drug paraphernalia talked 

about the individuals living in her community and elaborated on the difficulties of 

employment and income. She stated: ―A lot of them don‘t have jobs, There are a lot of 

people around me that don‘t work so I don‘t know how they even survive, I think they 

have a lot of assistance from the state and stuff.‖  

Another participant (23 year old black male on probation for possession of 

marijuana) stated something similar when asked to describe his neighborhood in in 

terms of poverty:  “um a lot of them. uh I would say pretty much everybody we ain’t got 

a new ride or a nice crib, we be trying to make it every day, but it be hard to make 

money in the economy you know” 

Many probationers also mentioned being able to rely on their neighbors for help 

(n=136, 67%), there were, however, some participants who indicated not being able to 

rely on their neighbors for help (n=52, 26%). This is an important indicator of perceived 

collective efficacy in participant‘s neighborhoods. When asked if they could rely on their 

neighbors and what they could rely on them for, one participant (26 year old black male 

on probation for possession of marijuana with intent to sell) states: ―hell no, nothing, 

unless if I wanna let them steal my stuff. I don‘t know them and they don‘t talk to me.‖  
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Similarly, a 29-year-old male on probation for domestic battery stated: 

I couldn‘t rely on any of my actual neighbors, I have a tenant at my house 
but that‘s it. I don‘t think I could ask them to help with anything or watch out 
for me. Um my neighbors, they‘ve vandalized my property, they‘ve 
trespassed, they‘ve done all kinds of stuff, I rely cannot rely on them for 
anything. 

Here we can see that the participant‘s history of victimization has influenced his 

perceptions of his community.  

Some probationers indicated having a difficulty trusting neighbors because of their 

inability to communicate with one another. A 34-year-old white male on probation for 

DUI indicated that he can‘t rely on his neighbors for help because of the diverse 

population living in his community (an indicator of subcultural diversity).  He states:  

No, I mean, there‘s almost everyone in the neighborhood is like foreign and 
most people don‘t really speak English, and they don‘t try to talk to anyone 
who isn‘t from their country. I can‘t rely on them for anything, I mean I can‘t 
even talk to them.  

When probationers were asked to describe the physical and social condition of 

their neighborhood, many indicated kids drinking on the street, drugs, vandalism or 

garbage to be the biggest issue in their neighborhood. Most also stated that gangs and 

violent crimes were the least problematic in their communities. So it seems that most 

individuals on probation do not perceive serious (or violent) crimes to problematic in 

their communities. Most noted drug and property related offenses to be the most 

problematic for them. For example, a 43-year-old black male on probation for DUI 

states:  

You know all the kids here be going and doing drugs and drinking at night 
and then go around and tag up cars and houses, and vandalism is also a 
big issue, but that‘s about it, no one here ever does crazy stuff like gangs or 
anything. I think one time there was kids fighting over some drugs or 
something and they ended up going to jail but not a lot of that. 
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Another participant states (31 year old white male on probation for DUI):  

Uh, most problematic is vandalizing and drunk people trying to break into 
other peoples‘ houses, steal things.  Uh, mess with your property, like your 
car and least problematic?  I would say murder is not a problem in our, in 
our neighborhood. 

Overall, although we were unable to find much through our quantitative findings on 

probationer‘s neighborhood perceptions, qualitative data (as shown in Table 4-24) has 

helped shed some light on their communities.  Because this is a sample of individuals 

on probation, it was interesting to find that many described living in communities where 

they could trust their neighbors and rely on them for some things. We also found that of 

those who indicated having some type of physical or social disorder present in their 

communities, it was usually vandalism, drugs, or kids drinking. Very few indicated more 

violent crimes being an issue. Finally, when asked if such things had any impact on their 

fear, many did not indicate that their neighborhoods or that the level of crime in their 

communities had an impact on their fear levels. 
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Table 4-1. Interviewed Sample: Sample Characteristics (original & convenience 
sample).27  

 Full Sample 
(n=202) 

Original Sample  
(n=153) 

Convenience 
Sample (n=49) 

 % N % N % N 

Sex  

Male  63.4% 128 63.4% 97 63.3%  31 
Female   36.6% 74 36.6%  56 36.7% 18 
       

Race  

White  59.9%  121 59.5% 91 61.2% 30 
Black   39.6% 80 39.9%         61 38.8% 19 
Asian     0.5%             1 0.7%            1 ___ ___ 
       

 
Ethnicity  

      

Hispanic   6.4%   13 6.5%     10       6.1% 3 
Non-Hispanic  93.1% 188 93.5% 143 93.9% 46 
       

Age       

19-22 12.4% 25 8.5% 13 24.4% 12 
23-27 20.4% 41 23.6% 36 10.1% 5 
28-32 16.0%  32 13.8% 21 22.4% 11 
33-37 11.0%  22 9.8% 15 14.3% 7 
38-42 8.5% 17 7.3% 11 12.2% 6 
43-47 11.5%  23 12.6% 19 8.1% 4 
48-52 10.0%  20 11.8% 18 4.0% 2 
53-57 4.0% 8 5.3% 8 ___ ___ 
58-62 6.0% 12 7.3% 11 2.0% 1 
63-69 1.0%  2 0.7% 1 2.0% 1 

       

Educational Background        

4
th
-5

th
 Grade 0.5%  1 0.7% 1 ___ ___ 

6
th
-8

th
 Grade 2.0%  4 2.7% 4 ___ ___ 

9
th
-11

th
 Grade 9.4%  19 8.5% 13 12.2% 6 

12
th
 Grade/HS Graduate 31.7%  64 33.3% 51 26.5% 13 

GED 7.4%  15 7.2% 11 8.2% 4 
Some College 31.2%  63 28.1% 43 40.8% 20 

AA/AS 5.4%  11 6.5% 10 2.0% 1 

PhD 0.5%  1 0.7% 1 ___ ___ 
LPN 1.0% 2 1.3% 2   ___ ___ 
Vocational  1.0% 2 1.3% 2 ___ ___ 
Missing Response  1.5%  3 1.3% 2 2.0% 1 
       
Employment History       
Full-Time 38.1% 77 38.6% 59 36.7% 18 
Part-Time 18.3% 37 17.0% 26 22.4% 11 
Self-Employed 1.5%  3 1.3% 2 2.0% 1 

                                            
27

 Independent sample t-test and chi-square were run to determine if there were any significant 
differences among those in the original sample, where participants were part of a random sample, and 
those in the convenience sample. There were no significant differences found between the two groups for 
most variables. Only plea-bargaining and employment status were found to be different between the two 
groups at the .001 and .05 level (respectively).  
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Table 4-1. Continued. 
 Full Sample 

(n=202) 
Original Sample 

(n=153) 
Convenience 

Sample (n=49) 
 % N % % N % 

Not Employed 28.7%  58 28.8% 44 28.6% 4 
Disabled 5.9%  12 7.8% 12 ___ ___ 
Student 5.4%  11 5.2% 8 6.1% 3 
Retired  0.5%  1 0.7% 1 ___ ___ 
Homemaker 0.5%  1 0.7% 1 ___ ___ 
Missing Response  0.5%  1 ___ ___ 4.0% 2 
       
Marital Status        
Married 13.4% 27 13.1% 20 14.3% 7 
Divorced 19.8% 40 19.6% 30 20.4% 10 
Separated 6.4% 13 7.2% 11 4.1% 2 
Never Married  51.0%  103 50.3% 77 53.1% 26 
Living with partner  8.4%  17 9.2% 14 6.1% 3 
Missing Response  1.0%  2 0.7% 1 2.0% 1 
       
Have Children        
Yes 60.4%  122 61.4% 94 57.1% 28 
No  39.6%  80 38.6% 59 42.9% 21 
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Table 4-2. Interviewed Sample: Current Offense Characteristics (original & convenience 
sample).  
 Full Sample 

(n=202) 
Original Sample  

(n=153) 
Convenience 

Sample (n=49) 
 % N % N % N 
Current Offense (Official):        
Violent/Persons Offenses  21.8% 44 25.5% 39 10.2% 5 
Property Offenses 10.4% 21 7.2%% 11 20.4% 10 
Drug Offenses 7.4% 15 7.2%% 11 8.2%% 4 
Public Ordinances  60.4% 122 60.1% 92 61.2% 30 
       
Number of Charges        
One 78.7% 159 78.4% 120 79.6% 39 
Two 15.8% 32 15.7% 24 16.3% 8 
Three 3.9% 8 3.9% 6 4.1% 2 
Four 0.5% 1 0.7% 1  ____ ____ 
Six 1% 2 1.3% 2 ____ ____ 
       
Length of Probation Sentence 
(Official):  

      

6 Months  14.9%  30 9.2% 14 32.7% 16 
9 Months  1.0% 2 0.7% 1 2.0% 1 
12 Months  84.2% 170 90.2% 138 65.3% 32 
       
Length of Probation Sentence 
(Self-Report):   

      

3 Months 0.5%  1 0.7% 1 _____ _____ 
4 Months  1.0% 2 _____ _____ 4.1% 2 
6 Months 21.8% 44 19.6% 30 28.6% 14 
7 Months  0.5%  1 _____ _____ 2.0% 1 
10 Months  0.5%  1 0.7% 1 _____ _____ 
11 Months  0.5% 1 _____ _____ 2.0% 1 
12 Months 69.3% 140 72.5% 111 59.2% 29 
18 Months 2.5%  5 2.6% 4 2.0% 1 
24 Months  2.5%  5 2.6% 4 2.0% 1 
36 Months  0.5%  1 0.7% 1 _____ _____ 
Missing Responses  0.5%        1 0.7% 1 _____ _____ 
       
Length Served (At Interview):        
Less than a month  1.5% 3 _____ _____ 6.1% 3 
1 to 3.5 Months  30.2% 61 27.6% 42 38.7% 19 
4 to 6 Months  43.1% 87 47.2% 72 30.5% 15 
7 to 9 Months  17.4%  35 16.9% 26 18.3% 9 
10 to 18 Months  8.0% 16 8.5% 13 6.1% 3 
       
Plea Bargained:        
Yes  74.3% 150 74.5% 114 73.5% 36 
No  21.3%  43 19.6% 30 26.5% 13 
Missing Responses  4.5% 9 6.0% 9 

 
_____ _____ 
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Table 4-3. Interviewed Sample: Official Prior Criminal History (original & convenience 
sample).  

 Full Sample 
(n=202) 

Original Sample 
(n=153) 

Convenience 
Sample (n=49) 

 % N % N % N 
Violent/Persons Offenses:  
Present  30.7% 62 31.4% 48 28.6%  14 
Not Present  40.6%  82 39.2% 60 44.9% 22 
No Previous Adult History  28.7%  58 29.4% 45 26.5% 13 
       
Property Offenses:  
Present  42.1%  85 40.5% 62 46.9% 23 
Not Present  29.2%  59 30.1% 46         26.5% 13 
Not Previous Adult History  28.7%  58            29.4% 45 26.5% 13 
       
Drug Offenses:        
Present  34.7%  70 37.3% 57 26.5% 13 
Not Present  36.6%  74 33.3% 51         46.9% 23 
Not Previous Adult History  28.7%  58            29.4% 45 26.5% 13     
       
Public Ordinance Offenses:        
Present  58.4%  118 60.1% 92 53.1% 26 
Not Present  12.9%  26 10.5% 16         20.4% 10 
Not Previous Adult History  28.7%  58            29.4% 45 26.5% 13     
Juvenile Record:        
Yes 8.9% 18 9.2% 14 8.2% 4 
 No  91.1% 184 90.8% 139         91.8% 45 
                      
Presence of Prior Adult CH:       
Yes 71.3%  144 70.6% 108 73.5% 36 
No 28.7% 58 29.4% 45 26.5% 13 

 
 

Table 4-4. Official Criminal History Measures Descriptive Statistics.  
 Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Seriousness Scale 1 15 3.56 3.90 
Diversity Measure 1 3 1.50 .916 
Type Dummy      
Drug Offending  0 1 .486 .502 
Property Offending 0 1 .590 .494 
Violent Offending  0 1 .431 .497 
Public Ordinance 0 1 .819 .386 
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Table 4-5. Interviewed Sample: Self-Report Criminal History (original & convenience 
sample).  

 Full Sample 
(n=202) 

Original Sample  
(n=153) 

Convenience 
Sample (n=49) 

 % N % N % N 

Self-Report Criminal History:  
Rape/Sexual Assault 1% 2 0.7%     1 2% 1 
Attack someone-weapon  9.9% 20 11.1% 17 6.1% 3 
Steel Car   5.9% 12 7.2% 11 2% 1 
Robbing someone 4% 8 3.3% 5 6.1% 3 
Vandalize property  24.3% 49 23.5% 36 26.5% 13 
Threaten-no weapon  13.9% 28 13.1% 20 16.3% 8 
Assault –no weapon  37.1% 75 37.3% 57 36.7% 18 
Shot at someone while walking  3.5% 7 3.9% 6 2% 1 
Damage property with graffiti  11.4% 23 10.5% 16 14.3% 7 
Breaking in to someone home 10.4% 21 11.8% 18 6.1% 3 
Home Invasion 1.5% 3 0.7% 1 4.1% 2 
Drive-by shooting 2% 4 2% 3 2% 1 
Harass someone 30.7% 62 28.8% 44 36.7% 18 
Carjacking  1% 2 1.3% 2   
Dealt Drugs  24.8% 50 24.8% 38 24.5% 12 
Possess Drugs  48% 97 47.7% 73 49% 24 
Stole money/prop with force 6.9% 14 6.5% 10 8.2% 4 
Stole money/prop no force 17.8% 36 15.7% 24 24.5% 12 

 
 

Table 4-6. Social Disorganization Descriptive Statistics.  
 Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Social Disorder 1 4 1.53 .598 
Physical Disorder 1 4 1.39 .550 
Collective Efficacy  0 1 0.813 .293 
Subcultural Diversity  1 3 2.11 .765 
Residential Mobility  1 3 1.82 .841 

 

 
Table 4-7. Fear of Crime Descriptive Statistics.  
 Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Fear of Violent Crime 1 4 2.41 1.03 
Fear of Property Crime 1 4 2.15 .794 
Fear of Drug Crime 1 4 2.11 1.21 
General Fear of Crime  1 4 2.32 .907 
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Table 4-8. Fear of Crime Descriptive Statistics (for each item).  
 Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Fear of Violent Crime:     
Being murdered  1 4 2.88 1.349 
Being attacked with a weapon 1 4 2.70 1.219 
Being robbed or mugged 1 4 2.50 1.227 
Being beaten up  1 4 2.03 1.106 
Being shot at while walking 1 4 2.57 1.318 
Being the victim of a drive-by 1 4 2.52 1,372 
Being attacked without a weapon 1 4 2.06 1.149 
Being the victim of a carjacking 1 4 2.16 1.186 
Having money/property taken-with force 1 4 2.47 1.206 
Home invasion robbery  1 4 2.60 1.239 
     
Fear of Property Crime:     
Having your car stolen 1 4 2.07 1.219 
Having your property damaged 1 4 2.05 0.981 
Having property damaged by graffiti  1 4 1.70 1.009 
Having someone break in while away 1 4 2.36 1.129 
Having someone break in while there 1 4 2.54 1.222 
Having money/Property taken – no force 1 4 1.90 1.056 
     
Fear of Drug Crime 1 4 2.11 1.210 

 
 
 
Table 4-9. Fear of Crime Frequencies (for each item) N=202. 
 Not Afraid Somewhat 

Afraid 
Afraid Very Afraid 

 
 N %  N % N  % N  % 

Fear of Violent Crime:         
Being murdered  57 28.2 20 9.9 13 6.4 112 55.4 
Being attacked with a weapon 48 23.3 43 21.3 32 15.8 79 39.1 
Being robbed or mugged 61 30.2 44 21.8 32 15.8 65 32.2 
Being beaten up  90 44.6 46 22.8 36 17.8 30 14.9 
Being shot at while walking 78 38.6 20 9.9 15 7.4 89 44.1 
Being the victim of a drive-by 76 37.6 24 11.9 20 9.9 82 40.6 
Being attacked without a weapon 83 41.1 46 22.8 38 18.8 35 17.3 
Being the victim of a carjacking 84 41.6 38 18.8 39 19.3 41 20.3 
Having money/property taken-with force 63 31.2 40 19.8 41 20.3 58 28.7 
Home invasion robbery  59 29.2 34 16.8 38 18.8 71 35.1 
         
Fear of Property Crime:         
Having your car stolen 81 40.1 48 23.8 44 21.8 29 14.4 
Having your property damaged 53 26.2 73 36.1 58 28.7 18 8.9 
Having property damaged by graffiti  115 56.9 46 22.8 21 10.4 20 9.9 
Having someone break in while away 59 29.2 58 28.7 39 19.3 46 22.8 
Having someone break in while there         
Having money/Property taken – no force 99 49 48 23.8 31 15.3 24 11.9 
         
Fear of Drug Crime 95 47 31 15.3 34 16.8 42 20.8 
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Table 4-10. Altruistic Fear of Crime Descriptive Statistics.  
 N  Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Fear for family compared to self 202 1 3 2.31 .758 
Fear by type of family member:       
Fear for Father 54 1 4 1.78 1.08 
Fear for Mother  79 1 4 2.05 1.24 
Fear for Husband 22 1 4 1.59 1.09 
Fear for Wife 27 1 4 1.85 1.13 
Fear for Son 70 1 4 2.43 1.23 
Fear for Daughter  61 1 4 2.62 1.27 

 

 
Table 4-11. Altruistic Fear of Crime Frequencies.  
 Lives with 

family member 
Not 

Afraid 
Afraid 

 
Min Max Mean SD 

   N % N % N %     

Fear for family compared to self 202 100         
Fear by type of family member:            
Fear for Father 54 26.7 32 59.3 22 40.7 0 1 .407 .496 
Fear for Mother  79 39.1 40 50.6 39 49.4 0 1 .494 .503 
Fear for Husband 22 10.9 16 72.7 6 27.3 0 1 .273 .456 
Fear for Wife 27 13.4 15 55.6 12 44.4 0 1 .444 .506 
Fear for Son 70 34.7 48 68.6 22 31.4 0 1 .686 .468 
Fear for Daughter  61 30.2 17 27.9 44 72.1 0 1 .721 .452 

*N = represents the number o individuals who indicated living with that family member, Not Afraid = the 
number of individuals who indicated not being afraid for those family members out of the whole 202 
participants, Afraid= the number of individuals who indicated being afraid for those family members. The 
percent for those who indicate afraid and not afraid is out of those who indicated they will with that 
particular family member and the percent (N) column indicates the percent of individuals who indicated 
living with each listed family member out of the 202 participants.  

 

 
Table 4-12. Precautionary Behaviors Descriptive Statistics. 
 Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Defensive Behaviors  0 1 .231 .309 
Avoidance Behaviors  0 1 .457 .348 
Target Hardening Behaviors  0 1 .293 .321 
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Table 4-13. Precautionary Behaviors Descriptive Statistics (for each item) N=202. 
 Yes* % No* % Min Max Mean SD 

Defensive Behaviors:          

Buy or secure a gun 38 18.8 164 81.2 0 1 .19 .392 

Carry a gun 29 14.4 173 85.6 0 1 .14 .352 

Carry a weapon other than a gun 73 36.1 129 63.9 0 1 .35 .479 

         

Avoidance Behaviors:          

Limit or change your daily routine  55 27.2 147 72.8 0 1 .27 .446 

Avoid certain areas of your neighborhood 124 61.4 78 38.6 0 1 .61 .488 

Go out with someone so not alone 98 48.5 104 51.5 0 1 .49 .501 

         

Target Hardening Behaviors:          

Buy an alarm o security system 51 25.2 151 74.8 0 1 .24 .427 

Install extra locks on your home or car 62 30.7 140 69.3 0 1 .30 .460 

Buy a watchdog  44 21.8 158 78.2 0 1 .21 .419 

Add outside lighting  80 39.6 122 60.4 0 1 .39 .489 

*Yes = the number of participants who indicated that they engage in each of the listed precautionary 
behaviors, No = the number of participants who indicated that they do not engage in each of the listed 
participants.  
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Table 4-14. OLS Regression Predicting General Fear of Crime.  
 Step 1: 

Control Variables 
Step 2: 

Offense History 
Step 3: 

Current Offense 
Step 4: 

Social Disorganization 
 B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 

Age .007 .005 .099 .007 .005 .093 .009 .005 .117 .008 .005 .111 

White  -.351** .124 -.190 -.404** .137 -.219 -.268 .149 -.145 -.273 .154 -.148 
Male  -.507*** .126 -.270 -.539*** .131 -.287 -.551*** .131 -.293 -.576*** .136 -.307 
             
Offense History              
Violent    -.025 .174 -.013 .044 .176 .022 .043 .180 .022 
Drug     -.181 .181 -.095 -.156 .182 -.082 -.181 .185 -.095 
Property    -.055 .148 -.030 -.032 .146 -.017 -.025 .147 -.013 
Ordinance     .301 .168 .164 .259 .168 .141 .209 .171 .114 
Seriousness Scale     -.018 .029 -.078 -.025 .030 -.108 -.023 .030 -.101 
             
Current Offense             
Drug        .200 .249 .058 .147 .252 .043 
Property       .680** .216 .225 .669** .218 .221 
Ordinance        -.338* .141 -.183 -.325* .143 -.175 
             
Social Disorder          .079 .151 .052 
Physical Disorder          .044 .154 .027 
Collective Efficacy           .437* .228 .141 
Residential Mobility           .031 .084 .029 
Subcultural Diversity           .002 .087 -.001 
             
Constant 2.585*** .229  2.634*** .238  2.378*** .255  1.903*** .410  
F-statistic 8.851***   3.858***   3.840***   2.891***   
R

2
 .118   .138   .182   .200   
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Table 4-15. OLS Regression Predicting Fear of Violent Crime.  
 Step 1: 

Control Variables 
Step 2: 

Offense History 
Step 3: 

Current Offense 
Step 4: 

Social Disorganization 
 B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 

Age .007 .006 .085 .007 .006 .079 .009 .006 .103 .008 .006 .096 
White  -.417** .142 -.199 -.475** .157 -.227 -.319 .170 -.152 -.328 .176 -.156 
Male  -.515*** .144 -.241 -.556*** .150 -.260 -.573*** .150 -.268 -.602*** .155 -.282 
             
Offense History              
Violent    .005 .199 .002 .077 .201 .035 .068 .206 .031 
Drug     -.203 .207 -.094 -.166 .208 -.077 -.194 .212 -.090 
Property    -.094 .169 -.045 -.068 .166 -.033 -.064 .169 -.031 
Ordinance     .369 .192 .177 .314 .192 .150 .257 .196 .123 
Seriousness Scale     -.024 .033 -.089 -.031 .034 -.116 -.029 .035 -.112 
             
Current Offense             
Drug        .180 .284 .046 .120 .288 .031 
Property       .771** .247 .224 .750** .250 .218 
Ordinance        -.391 .161 -.186 -.377 .163 -.179 
             
Social Disorder          .048 .173 .028 
Physical Disorder          .080 .176 .043 
Collective Efficacy           .478 .262 .136 
Residential Mobility           .018 .096 .015 
Subcultural Diversity           .004 0.99 .003 
             
Constant 2.727*** .262  2.783*** .273  2.492*** .292  1.970*** .476  
F-statistic 7.659***   3.494***   3.562***   2.667***   
R

2
 .104   .126   .171   .187   
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Table 4-16. OLS Regression Predicting Fear of Property Crime. 
 Step 1: 

Control Variables 
Step 2: 

Offense History 
Step 3: 

Current Offense 
Step 4: 

Social Disorganization 
 B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 

Age .008 .004 .116 .007 .005 .114 .009 .005 .133 .009 .005 .130 
White  -.231* .108 -.143 -.273* .121 -.169 -.173 .131 -.107 -.171 .135 -.106 
Male  -.493*** .110 -.300 -.507*** .115 -.309 -.511*** .116 -.311 -.529*** .120 -.322 
             
Offense History              
Violent    -.080 .153 -.047 -.017 .155 -.010 -.003 .158 -.002 
Drug     -.141 .159 -.085 -.137 .161 -.082 -.157 .163 -.094 
Property    .015 .130 .009 .036 .128 .022 .048 .130 .030 
Ordinance     .175 .147 .109 .158 .148 .098 .120 .151 .074 
Seriousness Scale     -.008 .026 -.041 -.015 .026 -.072 -.012 .027 -.059 
             
Current Offense             
Drug        .237 .219 .078 .198 .222 .065 
Property       .514** .190 .194 .521** .192 .196 
Ordinance        -.242 .124 .149 -.230 .126 -.142 
             
Social Disorder          .138 .133 .104 
Physical Disorder          -.023 .136 -.016 
Collective Efficacy           .362 .201 .134 
Residential Mobility           .053 .074 .057 
Subcultural Diversity           -.012 .076 -.011 
             
Constant 2.326*** .200  2.360*** .209  2.171*** .226  1.658*** .364  
F-statistic 9.361***   3.788***   3.518***   2.709***   
R

2
 .124   .136   .169   .190   
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Table 4-17. OLS Regression Predicting Fear of Drug Crime.  
 Step 1: 

Control Variables 
Step 2: 

Offense History 
Step 3: 

Current Offense 
Step 4: 

Social Disorganization 
 B SE β B SE β B SE β B SE β 

Age .020** .007 .199 .016* .007 .162 .017* .007 .173 .016* .007 .157 
White  -.376* .164 -.152 -.318 .180 -.129 -.191 .197 -.078 -.125 .202 -.051 
Male  -.616*** .167 -.246 -.733*** .171 -.292 -.751*** .174 -.300 -.746*** .179 -.298 
             
Offense History              
Violent    .215 .227 .082 .259 .233 .099 .324 .237 .124 
Drug     -.186 .236 -.073 -.244 .241 -.096 -.271 .244 -.107 
Property    -.131 .193 -.053 -.103 .193 -.042 -.053 .194 -.022 
Ordinance     .664** .219 .271 .664** .223 .271 .611** .225 .249 
Seriousness Scale     -.029 .038 -.095 -.029 .039 -.093 -.035 .040 -.112 
             
Current Offense             
Drug        .565 .330 .123 .546 .332 .119 
Property       .387 .286 .096 .378 .288 .094 
Ordinance        -.272 .185 -.110 -.236 .187 -.095 
             
Social Disorder          .364 .199 .180 
Physical Disorder          .022 .202 .010 
Collective Efficacy           .577 .301 .140 
Residential Mobility           -.078 .110 -.054 
Subcultural Diversity           -.033 .114 -.021 
             
Constant 2.013*** .304  1.957*** .312  1.738*** .339  1.005*** .547  
F-statistic 9.655***   5.074***   4.081***   3.276***   
R

2
 .128   .174   .191   .221   
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Table 4-18. Logistic Regression Predicting Use of Defensive Precautionary Behaviors.  

 

  
Step 1: 

Control Variables 

 
Step 2: 

Offense History 

 
Step 3: 

Current Offense 

 
Step 4:  
Social 

Disorganization 

 
Step 5:  

Fear of Crime  

 B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR 

Age -.023 .012 .978 -.017 .013 .983 -.015 .013 .985 -.015 .014 .985 -.010 .014 .990 
White  .121 .294 1.13 .165 .331 1.18 .368 .370 1.45 .365 .391 1.44 .262 .402 1.29 
Male  -.101 .297 .904 -.076 .314 .059 -.109 .322 .897 -.084 .341 1.08 -.249 .373 .780 
                

Offense History                
Violent    -.357 .424 .700 -.309 .439 .496 -.374 .460 .688 -.291 .471 .747 
Drug     .179 .439 1.19 .096 .452 1.10 .108 .465 1.11 .010 .476 1.01 
Property    -.565 .361 .568 -.530 .362 .588 -.621 .377 .537 -.665 .386 .514 
Ordinance     -.520 .406 .594 -.541 .418 .582 -.559 .436 .572 -.370 .450 .691 
Seriousness Scale     .109 .072 1.12 .114 .075 1.12 .134 .077 1.14 .122 .077 1.13 
                

Current Offense                 
Drug        .579 .644 1.78 .884 .641 2.42 1.07 .651 2.94 
Property       .303 .582 1.35 .538 .546 1.71 .814 .578 2.25 
Ordinance        -.234 .413 .791 -.075 .431 .928 -.137 .444 .872 
                

                

Social Disorder          .227 .379 1.25 .354 .391 1.42 
Physical Disorder          -.490 .389 .613 -.508 .392 .602 
Collective Efficacy           -.038 .208 .963 -.333 .577 .717 
Residential Mobility           .473* .219 1.60 .486* .223 1.63 
Subcultural Diversity                 
                
Fear of Violent Crime             .123 .266 .884 
Fear of Property Crime             .133 .346 .876 
Fear of Drug Crime             .243 .178 .784 
                
Constant  .583 .545 1.79 .517 .572 1.68 .422 .635 1.53 .192 1.02 1.21 .655 1.12 1.93 
X

2 
4.01   5.78   2.42   8.37   6.95   

Cox & Snell R
2
 .020   .047   .059   .097   .127   

Negelkerke R
2 

.026   .063   .078   .130   .171   
-2 log likelihood  273.6   270.2   267.8   257.1   250.1   



 

147 

 

 
Table 4-19. Logistic Regression Predicting Use of Avoidance Precautionary Behaviors.  

 

  
Step 1: 

Control Variables 

 
Step 2: 

Offense History 

 
Step 3: 

Current Offense 

 
Step 4:  
Social 

Disorganization 

 
Step 5:  

Fear of Crime  

 B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR 

Age -.012 .013 .988 -.008 .015 .002 -.0.08 .015 .992 -.002 .015 .998 -.001 .016 .999 
White  -.055 .335 .946 -.274 .388 .760 -.290 .429 .749 -.110 .444 .895 -.105 .450 .900 
Male  -.869** .370 .419 -.954** .391 .385 -1.01* .402 .362 -1.03* .417 .356 -1.02* .439 .362 
                

Offense History                
Violent    -1.02* .464 .362 -1.15* .481 .316 -.952 .499 .386 -.919 .502 .399 
Drug     .437 .501 1.55 .442 .514 1.56 .210 .533 1.23 .309 .496 1.36 
Property    .140 .407 1.15 .114 .410 1.12 .197 .430 1.22 -.452 .795 .637 
Ordinance     .150 .459 1.16 .115 .466 1.12 .238 .487 1.27 .309 .496 1.13 
Seriousness Scale     -.037 .078 .964 -.017 .081 .983 -.017 .085 .983 -.020 .085 .980 
                

Current Offense                 
Drug        -.448 .737 .639 -.435 .794 .647 -.452 .795 .637 
Property       -.765 .656 .465 -.521 .693 .594 -.581 .707 .559 
Ordinance        -.249 .468 .780 -.186 .499 .831 -.223 .506 .800 
                

                

Social Disorder          .628 .504 1.87 .592 .503 1.81 
Physical Disorder          .571 .522 1.77 .625 .527 1.86 
Collective Efficacy           -.193 .748 .825 -.187 .755 .830 
Residential Mobility           .230 .257 1.25 .223 .257 1.25 
Subcultural Diversity           -.0866 .258 .917 -.096 .260 .908 
                
Fear of Violent Crime             .085 .308 .918 
Fear of Property Crime             .323 .395 1.38 
Fear of Drug Crime             -.159 .211 .853 
                
Constant  2.12 .65*** 8.35 2.35 .69*** 10.4 2.69 .78*** 14.6 .505 1.36 1.66 .325 1.47 1.38 
X

2 
6.63   8.86   1.43   5.36   9.84   

Cox & Snell R
2
 .032   .074   .080   .127   .131   

Negelkerke R
2 

.047   .108   .118   .186   .192   
-2 log likelihood  223.7   214.9   213.5   203.1   202.1   
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Table 4-20. Logistic Regression Predicting Use of Target Hardening Precautionary Behaviors.  

 

 Step 1: 
Control Variables 

Step 2: 
Offense History 

Step 3: 
Current Offense 

Step 4:  
Social 

Disorganization 

Step 5:  
Fear of Crime  

 B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR B SE OR 

Age .009 .012 1.01 .010 .013 1.01 .011 .013 1.01 .012 .013 1.01 .012 .014 1.01 
White  -.424 .297 .654 -.479 .327 .619 -.495 .368 .610 -.378 .383 .685 -.345 .388 .708 
Male  -.453 .303 .636 -.430 .314 .650 -.365 .322 .694 -.279 .334 .757 -.257 .357 .773 
                

Offense History                
Violent    -.103 .351 .902 -.092 .433 .912 -.056 .445 .945 -.100 .450 .905 
Drug     -.073 .374 .930 -.252 .446 .777 -.353 .462 .703 -.328 .466 .721 
Property    -.036 .327 1.04 -.021 .354 .979 -.036 .362 .964 -.002 .368 1.00 
Ordinance     -.042 .388 .959 -.006 .409 .994 -.074 .422 1.08 -.013 .434 1.01 
Seriousness Scale     .044 .070 1.05 .020 .073 1.02 .010 .075 1.01 .016 .076 1.02 
                

Current Offense                 
Drug        .781 .651 2.18 .869 .678 2.38 .946 .691 2.57 
Property       .877 .609 2.40 .840 .627 2.32 .824 .633 2.28 
Ordinance        .444 .631 1.56 .487 .423 1.63 .553 .429 1.74 
                

                

Social Disorder          -.076 .377 .927 -.056 .386 .945 
Physical Disorder          -.438 .400 1.55 -.416 .407 1.52 
Collective Efficacy           -.588 .577 .556 -.632 .585 .532 
Residential Mobility           -.268 .209 .765 -.256 .211 .774 
Subcultural Diversity           .191 .216 1.21 .190 .217 1.21 
                
Fear of Violent Crime             .309 .262 1.36 
Fear of Property Crime             -.372 .341 .689 
Fear of Drug Crime             .046 .174 1.05 
                
Constant  .488 .548 1.63 .484 .571 1.62 .054 .631 1.06 -.031 1.07 .969 .125 1.14 .882 
X

2 
4.984   .617   3.318   4.11   1.77   

Cox & Snell R
2
 .024   .027   .041   .061   .069   

Negelkerke R
2 

.033   .037   .055   .081   .092   
-2 log likelihood  271.2   270.5   267.6   263.5   261.7   
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Table 4-21. Fear and Offending Themes (types of crimes).  
                 % 

(Yes) 
N 

(N=202) 

   
1. Does the participant mention being afraid of any crimes?  93.6% 189 

a. Do they mention a specific crime?  92.1% 186 
b. Do they mention multiple crimes? 40.6% 82 
c. Does the participant mention violent crimes?  56.9% 115 
d. Do they mention property crimes?  17.3% 35 
e. Do they mention drug crimes?  17.8% 36 

2. Does the participant mention not being afraid crime?  91.6% 185 
3. Does the participant mention crimes they are least afraid of? 85.1% 172 

a. Is there a mention of a specific crime?  22.3% 45 
b. Do they mention multiple crimes they are not afraid 

of?  
32.7% 66 

c. Does the participant mention not being afraid of 
violent crimes?  

27.7% 56 

d. Does they participant mention being least afraid of 
property crimes? 

6.4% 13 

e. Do they mention being least afraid of drug offenses?  47.5% 96 
4. Is there a mention of them being a victim of a previous crime?  47% 95 

a. Do they mention what type of crime it was?  46.5% 94 
5. Does the participant mention being more afraid of crime 

because of their participation in crime? 
20.3% 41 

6. Does the participant mention being less afraid of crime 
because of their participation in crime?  

13.9% 28 

7. Does the participant mention their participation in crime has 
had no influence of their fear?  

9.4% 19 

N = only those who had the theme present in their transcript 
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Table 4-22. Altruistic Fear Themes (fear of family).    

  % 
(Yes) 

N 

1. Do they mention a family member being a previous victim of crime?   24.8% 50 
a. Do they mention what type of crime it was?   21.8% 44 
b. Does the participant mention which family member was a victim?   20.3% 41 

2. Does the participant mention being afraid for their family member?   24.3% 49 
a. Do they mention the gender or age of the person they are afraid 

for?  
 23.3% 47 

b. Do they mention the gender or age of the person they are not afraid 
for?  

 11.9% 24 

c. Do they mention the relationship they have with the person they are 
afraid for or not afraid for?  

 21.8% 44 

3. If they mention not being afraid for family members, do they mention why?   18.8% 38 
4. Does the participant mention the gender or age of the family member as a 

reason for not being afraid for the family member?  
 19.8% 40 

5. Does the participant mention being afraid for friends or roommates?  12.4% 25 
6. Does the participant mention not being afraid for friends or roommates?  8.4% 17 
7. Does the participant mention being afraid for their family because of their 

participation in crime?  
 34.2% 69 

8. Does the participant mention why they are afraid?   33.2% 67 
9. Do they mention that their participation in crime has had no influence on 

how afraid they are for their family?  
 7.4% 15 

 
 
Table 4-23. Precautionary Behaviors Themes.     

  % 
(Yes) 

N 

    
1. Does the participant mention types of crimes they are trying to protect 

themselves from?  
 82.7% 167 

2. Does the participant state that they are not protecting themselves from any 
crime?  

 8.9% 18 

3. Is there any mention of the things they do to protect themselves from crime?   86.1% 174 
4. Is there any mention of the things they do to protect their family from crime?   17.3% 35 
5. Do they mention that the things they do to protect themselves have helped 

keep them safe?  
 82.2% 166 

6. Do they mention that these things have not helped keep them safe?   19.8% 40 
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Table 4-24. Neighborhood Perceptions Themes.    

  % 
(Yes) 

N  

1. Does the participant describe their neighborhood?   97% 196 
2. Does the participant mention the type of income in their 

neighborhood?  
 96.5% 195 

3. Does the participant mention the level of education their 
neighbors or community members have?  

 95% 192 

4. Does the participant mention relying on their neighbors?   67.3% 136 
5. Does the participant mention not relying on their neighbors for 

help?  
 25.7% 52 

6. Is there a mention of things they can rely on them for?   86.6% 175 
7. Is there a mention of things they cannot rely on them for?   69.8% 141 
8. Do they mention any physical attributes of their neighborhood?   23.8% 48 
9. Do they mention any social attributes of their neighborhood or 

community?  
 26.2% 53 

10. Is there a mention of how close they are to their neighbors?   20.3% 41 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 

Summary of Findings  

Using data collected from semi-structured interviews conducted with 

misdemeanant probationers, the present work examines the relationship between 

probationers‘ personal fear of crime and their offending patterns, perceptions of social 

disorganization, and precautionary behaviors. We also examined altruistic fear of crime 

among probationers.   This section will discuss quantitative and qualitative findings from 

this study and address how such findings relate to the literature.  Each research 

question will be discussed.  

Quantitative Finding 

Findings with regard to research question one focused on personal fear of crime 

among offenders. Regression analysis revealed gender to be an important predictor for 

general fear of crime, fear of violent crime, fear of property crime, and fear of drug 

crime. For all types of personal fear, women were found to be significantly more fearful 

than men. Such findings were evident even after controlling for probationers offense 

history, current offense, and perceptions of social disorganization. This is consistent 

with the literature on fear of crime. Most (like Ferraro, 1995, Ferraro & LaGrange, 1992; 

Warr, 1984) have found that females tend to report higher levels of personal fear. In 

terms of offending populations, Lane, 2009, found that female offenders were no more 

likely than male offenders to indicate being fearful of crime. Lane & Fox (forthcoming), 

found there to be significant differences among males and females who were non-gang 

members, where females were more fearful of crime than males.  
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Race has also been found to be a significant predictor of fear in the literature. The 

present study found that non-whites were found to have more fear of crime than whites, 

but not after accounting for other variables like offending history and social 

disorganization. Although the literature has mixed findings with regard to race, as 

discussed earlier, most studies have found that non-whites tend to report higher fear 

levels than whites (Lane & Meeker, 2003; Rader, et. al., 2007)  

In terms of age, older offenders were found to have more fear of drug crimes only. 

Age was not a significant predictor for other types of fear of crime (i.e. fear of violent 

crime, property crime, and general fear of crime). Although the early research on fear 

argued that the elderly or older individuals experienced more fear, more recent studies 

have found that younger individuals tend to be more afraid (Ferraro, 1996; Ferraro & 

Lagrange, 1992; Lane & Meeker, 2000; Rader, May, & Goodrum; Roundtree, 1998; 

Warr, 1994). This is an interesting finding, as it contradicts what the current research 

has found. However, age here ranges from 19 to 69, with most of the sample (79%) 

being between 9 and 47. So these findings do not necessarily imply that the elderly 

were more fearful, only that those who were older in the present sample experienced 

more fear.  

The present study was specifically interested in understanding the role that 

offending played in probationer‘s fear of crime. We found that seriousness of offense 

does not matter. So more serious offenders were not found to have more personal fear 

of crime than less serious offenders (or vice versa).  

Research question 1 asked:  Does offending and participation in crime affect 

offenders‘ levels of fear of crime? Are more serious offenders less fearful of crime? So 
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while we found that generally, offenders do report being fearful of crime and specifically, 

females and minorities are more fearful of crime than males or whites, offense 

seriousness does not matter. Research question one, then was not fully supported. 

Probationers‘ offense history mattered when predicting fear of drug crimes. Specifically, 

those offenders who have a history of public ordinance offenses are more fearful of drug 

crimes. We anticipated that non-violent offenders would be more fearful than violent 

offenders. However, it was interesting that they were found to be fearful of drug crimes 

and not another type of fear of crime (like fear of violent crime). While this is consistent 

with what we expected, those offenders who have a violent, property, or drug criminal 

history were not found to have fear.  

Probationers charged with property offenses were also found to be more likely to 

experience general fear of crime, as well as violent fear of crime. So the study showed 

that offense history and current offense are not as important in predicting fear of crime 

as was originally anticipated, but it may matter when predicting certain types of fear.  

With regard to social disorganization and fear of crime, probationers‘ perceptions 

of their communities did not have the anticipated impact on fear of crime.  

Neighborhood perceptions, which were measured by asking participants about social 

and physical disorder, collective efficacy, subcultural diversity, and residential mobility, 

seem to only matter when predicting general fear of crime. Interestingly, the only 

neighborhood variable that was significant was collective efficacy. It was found that 

probationers who reported more perceived collective efficacy in their neighborhoods 

expressed more general fear of crime. Although we did not expect to find a positive 

relationship between collective efficacy and fear of crime, this is not the first study to 
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report such findings. For example, Lane & Fox (forthcoming) found something similar 

when studying jail inmates. In terms of research question 2, it seems that neighborhood 

perceptions only mattered when predicting general fear of crime and did not have a 

significant effect in predicting fear of violent crime, fear of property crime, or fear of drug 

crimes. 

Research question 3 asked about the precautionary behaviors that probationers 

use to cope with fear of crime. Specifically, we tried to examine the role that offending 

history has on the types of precautionary behaviors probationer‘s use. While some 

probationer‘s reported using different types of precautionary behaviors to protect 

themselves. Multivariate analysis presented mixed findings.  

Findings show that for those who utilize defensive behaviors, the only significant 

predictor is the perceived subcultural diversity in one‘s community. Those who reported 

more subcultural diversity, had a higher likelihood of using defensive measures to 

protect themselves (e.g. like a gun, knife, etc.) Again, this is not what researchers 

anticipated. It was originally hypothesized that those with more serious prior offense 

histories would defensive tools (like carrying a gun), rather than avoidance behaviors or 

target hardening, to cope with crime. Here gender, age1, race, offense history and 

seriousness of one‘s criminal history had no impact in determining the likelihood of 

participating in defensive behaviors to protect one‘s self. Such findings are contradictory 

to what has been found in the research. Based on the work by May (2001) and Lane 

(2009), we originally hypothesized that male probationers would be more likely to 

                                            
1
 Age is an interesting variable with regard to precautionary behaviors, as much of the research has not 

consistently found that older individuals are more fearful and therefore take more actions to protect 
themselves. Some have found that increased fear levels among the elderly does not always mean there 
will be an increase in the use of precautionary behaviors (Liska, 1988). 
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participate in defensive behaviors, yet we found that males were not more likely than 

females to participate in defensive behaviors to protect themselves.  

This result also is not consistent based on what we know about the use of 

precautionary behaviors among offenders, Lane (2009) for example conducted a study 

among juveniles who were institutionalized and found that a large percentage of males 

participated in defensive behaviors (like buying and securing a gun) and those females 

who did carry a weapon were carrying weapons other than a gun (Lane, 2009). Much of 

the literature on non-offending populations has also found that males tend to be more 

inclined to use a gun or keep a gun at home to protect themselves, compared to 

women. While we found that some men and women indicated using defensive 

behaviors descriptively, it is minimal overall. Of the defensive behaviors asked about 

(carrying a weapon, buying a gun, and carrying a weapon other than a gun) most of 

those who stated participating in defensive behaviors reported carrying a weapon other 

than a gun. It is interesting that the only significant predictor (more than fear of crime) is 

subcultural diversity as perceived subcultural diversity can influence one‘s fear of crime 

levels. It may be that a larger sample would provide us with a better understanding of 

the relationship between neighborhood perceptions, fear of crime, and the 

precautionary behaviors offenders‘ use.  

With regard to avoidance behaviors used by probationers, gender was found to be 

significant. Based on our findings, females were more likely to report using avoidance 

behaviors than males (as was anticipated). This is consistent with the work of Ferraro 

(1996) and others who have found consistently that females tend to not only be more 

fearful but also use avoidance behaviors when protecting themselves from crime or 
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possible victimization. Lane (2009), found that among offenders, females tended to use 

avoidance behaviors.  In terms of offending, those with more violent offenses in their 

criminal histories were less likely to use avoidance behaviors in this sample.  While we 

expected that those with more violent offenses would use defense behaviors to protect 

themselves because of the nature of the offenses they are committing, we did not find 

this when predicting defensive behaviors  (Table 4-18). Interestingly, personal fear of 

crime was not found to be a significant predictor, which was not anticipated as fear of 

crime has been found to have a strong positive correlation with precautionary behaviors 

(Ferraro, 1995, May, 1999, Rader, May, Goodrum, 2007). Finally, personal fear of crime 

was not found to be significant in predicting the use of avoidance behaviors. This was 

not consistent with what was anticipated or with the literature. One would anticipate that 

being fearful of crime would lead to the  increased use of avoidance or defensive 

precautionary behaviors as a way to cope with one‘s fear and protect your self from 

future victimization. Such findings could have resulted because the sample size in the 

present study (n=202) is so small. It could be that collecting more data on offending 

populations may help us better understand the role of offending, neighborhood 

perceptions, and fear of crime on the use of precautionary behaviors. Or it could be that 

they took precautionary behaviors and no longer feel afraid.  

No predictors were significant when predicting the likelihood of using target-

hardening behaviors. So demographics (like race, gender, and age), offense history, 

current offense, social disorganization, and personal fear of crime were not able to 

predict the likelihood of using target-hardening behaviors. Although we anticipated 

many individuals to participate taking these actions, it seems that while some 
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probationers indicated participating in some of these behaviors, there is not enough to 

find a significant effect. We would have expected most to engage in avoidance and/or 

target hardening behaviors (as Ferraro, 1995 notes). For example, Ferraro (1995) found 

that most participants either used avoidance behaviors or did things to protect their 

home (i.e. target hardening behaviors like adding locks to ones home and adding 

outside lighting). Few were noted to carry a gun or use defensive behaviors. It could 

also be that these actions are more expensive and the offender‘s socio-economic status 

may reduce their ability to go out and buy materials that would protect them and their 

home. For example, previous work has found that income and precautionary behaviors 

are positively related (so those who have more money are able to afford an alarm 

system or extra lighting), and that defensive or avoidance behaviors are more common 

among those who have a lower socio-economic status (Roundtree & Land, 1996; Vacha 

& McLaughlin, 2004). This may be an important variable to account for in the future.  

It may be that offenders‘ use of precautionary behaviors is for different reasons 

than the general population. More research help shed light on this particular. While 

Lane (2006, 2009) found that among offenders, those more involved in crime seem to 

not have higher fear levels as one would anticipate and that its those who have less 

involvement that report higher fear levels. It could be that, as Lane (2006) suggest 

having a comparison group of non-offenders would help us better understand what role 

participation in crime has on fear of crime as well as the precautionary behaviors taken. 

Qualitative Findings  

Although we hoped that the interviews would provide us with greater insight on 

fear of crime among offenders, qualitative interviews revealed that offending does not 

necessarily increase a probationer‘s fear of crime. Interestingly, we found that for some 
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participants, participation in crime actually reduced their fear of crime because they felt 

more aware of crime and those around them who commit crime. Those who did say 

they were fearful because of their participation in crime said this was due to feeling that 

their offending put them in a position where they can be more easily victimized or more 

visible to other offenders. Specifically, many probationers who reported being afraid 

talked about being afraid of property crimes rather than being fearful of drug crimes or 

violent crimes. Many of these individuals were also those who had a history of being a 

public ordinance offender. Those who were on probation for violent offenses tended to 

talk about how they were less afraid of crime or that their offending had no effect on 

their fear. These qualitative findings on personal fear of crime support our quantitative 

findings that although probationers indicate being fearful of crime, offending may not 

matter in terms of making one more fearful of crime. Interestingly, we did find an 

interesting perspective on the offending and fear relationship, which should be further 

examined in future work.  

Qualitative interviews on altruistic fear also presented some interesting findings. 

Interestingly, few participants who indicated being fearful for family specifically 

mentioned that altruistic fear was not driven by their offending history.  As others, like 

Warr (1992) and Snedker (2005) have found, many indicated being fearful for their 

children or older family members.  

With regard to precautionary or constraining behaviors probationers participate in 

to protect themselves from crime and victimization, we can see that probationers use 

many techniques to protect themselves from crime. Although descriptive statistics show 

that few offenders indicated using precautionary behaviors (Table 4-13), qualitative 
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findings show something different. From the interviews, as shown above, we found that 

many mentioned trying to protect themselves from some type of crime. Probationers 

mentioned participating in avoidance behaviors, defensive and target hardening 

behaviors. Interestingly, some probationers mentioned that they participated in several 

types of behaviors, combining different types (i.e. using both defensive and target 

hardening behaviors). Finally, we also found that many felt that taking these actions to 

protect themselves actually helped keep them safe from being victimized. So while 

quantitatively we were unable to determine the role that precautionary behaviors play in 

offender‘s lives, qualitatively we can see that they are actively protecting themselves 

from being victimized (even though they participate in crime themselves).  

Finally, interviews helped us also understand the neighborhood that probationers 

were coming from. Many probationers talked about being able to trust and rely on their 

neighbors and few mentioned the presence of violent or more severe crimes in their 

neighborhoods. Some talked about the presence of physical and social disorder in their 

communities, but most mentioned few things like a little vandalism or kids drinking. 

When participants were asked if these things had an impact on their fear, few noted 

such neighborhood perceptions to have had an impact on their fear of crime.  

 The findings in this study presents some important findings and some findings 

that should be taken and expanded on in future work so that we may better understand 

the role of fear among offenders.  

Study Limitations and Suggestions For Future Research 

While this study presented important findings on fear among offending 

populations, there are some limitations to the current work that can be expanded upon 
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in future research on fear of crime. This section will present the limitations of this study 

and present some suggestions for future research.  

 The first limitation is the sample size. Although researchers hoped to achieve a 

larger sample, we were only able to obtain interviews from 202 probationers. This 

limited the types of analysis of some variables (like altruistic fear). While we originally 

made an effort to randomly sample from the total population of probationers (in order to 

have a more generalizable sample and findings), it may be helpful to either open the 

study to all or sample from a larger population of offenders.  Future work should try to 

increase the sample size substantially, and if possible, try to obtain a comparison group 

of non-offenders so that we can examine differences among fear across the two groups 

(as suggested by Lane, 2009 in her study among juvenile probationers). It would also 

be interesting to see variations across jail inmates or prison inmates, probationers (who 

serve their sentence in the community), and non-offenders. This may help us better 

understand not only variations in fear levels but may help us better examine the role 

that offending or offense seriousness plays on fear of crime.  

 Something that was found throughout the study was the importance of gender in 

fear of crime among offenders2, especially with regard to the use of precautionary 

behaviors. In fact, this was the one of the only significant predictors across the three 

types of the precautionary behaviors examined. As such, it is critical for future research 

to unravel the relationship between gender and fear among offenders. This is something 

                                            
2
 Ferraro (1995) notes that women often indicate being fearful of crime because they are fearful of rape 

and fear of rape is a main motivator in women indicating fear for other ―nonsexual‖ crimes (Ferraro, 1995; 
98). This is usually because of the possibility of rape when a nonsexual crime occurs (Ferraro, 1995: pg. 
94). As such, in order to examine fear of crime among women the degree for non-sexual crimes 
compared to sexual assault should be examined in future work as well.  
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that I plan to do in future work with the present data set but should also be studied in 

future studies looking at fear among offenders.  

Another limitation could be the fact that most participants in the present study were 

on probation for misdemeanant offenses (like public ordinance offenses that include 

DUI and domestic battery). That is, they may not be immersed in the criminal lifestyle. A 

suggestion for future work may be to obtain a sample of more serious offenders, like 

felony probation or jail inmates. This may help us understand or reveal some important 

relationships between offending history and fear of crime.  

 Additionally, there may have been the possibility of self-report issues during the 

data collection process. While we collected both official and self-report data, self-report 

often allows researchers capture those offenses participants were not arrested or 

convicted of. Many have noted offenders to accurately report their offense history, and 

have suggested providing confidentiality and anonymity as mechanisms to increase the 

accuracy of self-report (Peterson, Braiker, & Polich, 1981). While researchers did this 

and reinforced that their participation and responses were confidential, there is always 

the possibility of over and under reporting of offense data and, in this case, the type of 

precautionary behaviors they use (i.e. admit to carrying or owning a gun), which may 

have affected our findings. Some probationers may have felt hesitant to give this 

information from fear of being violated and being sent back to jail. Again, researchers in 

the present study made all efforts to ensure that participants felt comfortable reporting 

the truth, but it is difficult to know if all who did this against the probation conditions were 

willing to divulge it. .  
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In terms of the variables used for analysis, the present study did not include an 

income variable, which in future studies may allow researchers to understand the 

effects of income on the precautionary behaviors used by participants. Moreover, due to 

the fact that the data were collected on probationers who lived in a community that is 

close to a university, there may have been college students in the sample. We did not 

have variable that had the participant indicate if they were a current student or not, this 

is a variable that should be included in future work. Also, future work should focus on 

better understanding the role of altruistic fear among offenders. The present study did 

not ask participants specifically what crimes they were fearful for their families. As Warr 

(2000) suggested, future work should also ask offense specific altruistic fear of crime 

questions. The present study also did not have a question that asked probationers what 

precautionary behaviors they take to protect their families. This would have been 

beneficial to fully understand altruistic fear among offenders. It is also important to 

better understand the gender differences present in altruistic fear and try to understand 

the role that gender and age plays in altruistic fear. It seems that offenders are reporting 

fear for themselves and for their families, it would be beneficial to continue this line of 

research so that we can better understand these relationships.  

Study implications 

The current study is mainly exploratory and has limited findings, so we are unable 

to discuss specific or direct policy implications that result from this study specifically. 

However, based on what we did find, this section will discuss proposed implications that 

may be possible if certain relationships are further examined in future works.  

In terms of personal fear of crime, although we do not have a comparison group of 

non-offenders, it may be that offenders experience fear the same way that non-
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offending individuals do. If so, policy makers should consider offenders fear similar to 

non-offending populations. However, if future work discovers that offending plays a role 

in personal fear of crime levels among offenders, policies should work to ensure that 

they not only address both fear of crime among those who are law abiding and provide 

modified policies for those who have a history of offending so that their needs may be 

met as well.  When looking at altruistic fear of crime, we found that probationers do 

report altruistic fear.  Similar to personal fear, altruistic fear may lead to consequences 

that not only affect the precautionary behaviors one takes but may also have an impact 

on one‘s personal fear. This could result in offenders participating in more extreme 

actions to protect themselves and their families from victimization (more severe than 

those actions they would take to protect themselves). This is an important dynamic of 

policy makers to consider, as family may play an influential role fear and reactions to 

fear.  Finally, gender was an important significant predictor when looking at avoidance 

behaviors used by offenders. Like women in the general population, female offenders 

were found to be more likely to report using avoidance behaviors than male offenders 

(Ferraro, 1995; Lane, 2009). Policymakers should take into account and better 

understand fear among female offenders in the creation of policy. Policymakers should 

consider all of these variables so they can create policies that reduce public fear (both 

among offenders and non-offenders), and ensure that individuals are adequately 

protecting themselves from possible victimization (and not overly constraining their 

behaviors). 



 

165 

APPENDIX A 
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APPENDIX B  
IRB APPROVAL  



 

168 

APPENDIX C 
LETTER SENT TO PROBATIONERS 
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APPENDIX D 
REVISED LETTER TO PROBATIONERS  

 

 
 

   

Division of Criminology, Law, & Society 3323 Turlington Hall, P. O. Box  117330 

College of Liberal Arts and Sciences Gainesville, FL  32611-7330 

   (352) 392-0265 TEL 

  (352) 392-6568 FAX 

Dear Mr. /Ms. _______________________ 
 

We are Saskia Santos and Katheryn Zambrana, and we are currently students at the University of 

Florida’s Criminology, Law and Society Graduate Program. We are inviting you to participate in 

an independent research study that is trying to understand probationers’ views of the terms and 

conditions they are required to complete, as well as issues surrounding fear of crime and the 

community. Specifically, we would like to see what you think of the conditions of your 

probation and how you view crime.   
 

This study is completely separate from Court Services and the probation staff. Participation is 

voluntary, so if you decide not to take part in the study it will NOT affect your probation status. 

There is no cash incentive for participating. However, if you choose to participate you are 

eligible to receive 5 hours of community service credit. If you are not required to complete 

community service hours, you will be eligible for 1 month cost of supervision credit. You are 

only eligible for one of the credit options. 
 

If you would like to set up an interview please contact either:  
 

Saskia Santos   Katheryn Zambrana 

   

   

 Supervisor: Jodi Lane, Ph.D.  

   
 

 

The interview should last about one hour. During the interview we will ask questions, some of 

which will be tape-recorded, in order to better understand your experiences with being on 

probation and a member of the community. Your answers will be confidential and private. Only 

the researchers know what you said.  

 

If you have any questions or concerns please feel free to contact us via phone or e-mail. Thank 

you and we look forward to hearing from you!   

 

Sincerely,  

Saskia Santos        Katheryn Zambrana 



 

170 

APPENDIX E 
PARTICIPANT BENEFITS APPROVAL  
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APPENDIX F 
CRIMINAL HISTORY FORM 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Criminal History Form Cover Sheet  
 
 

Probationer’s Name: _________________________________ 
 
 
 

Note: Upon completing this form please remove this cover page from the criminal history form and place it in the 
designated envelope 
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1. Subject Number:  _________________ Criminal History Form 2. Researcher (enter name): ______________ 

3.Criminal history retrieved: _________________( mm/dd/yy) 4. Criminal history form completed: _______________ ( mm/dd/yy) 

5. Date of birth: _________________ ( mm/dd/yy) 6. Sex (circle one): Male 1 Female 0 

7. Race (circle one): White  1 Black/African American   2 Other Specify______________________ 

Criminal history: Use additional form if more space is needed 

Offense: copy verbatim each offense in 

the order it appears on the criminal record 
a. Degree: list if 

1,2,3 degree and M if  

misdemeanor and F if 

felony 

b. State: 
list state 

where 

occurred 

c. Case 

number 
(number cases 

in order)  

d. Date 

  Arrested 

e. Outcome: code 

1=probation, 2= jail days, 

3= prison time, 4= case 

dropped, 5= other 

f. Details: if  outcome was: 

1 or 3= list sentence in mos, 

2= list days, 4= specify other 

8.________________________ ___________ _______ ______ ____ ______________ _________________ 

9.________________________ ___________ _______ ______ ____ ______________ _________________ 

10._______________________ ___________ _______ ______ ____ ______________ _________________ 

11._______________________ ___________ _______ ______ ____ ______________ _________________ 

12._______________________ ___________ _______ ______ ____ ______________ _________________ 

13._______________________ ___________ _______ ______ ____ ______________ _________________ 

14._______________________ ___________ _______ ______ ____ ______________ _________________ 

15._______________________ ___________ _______ ______ ____ ______________ _________________ 

16._______________________ ___________ _______ ______ ____ ______________ _________________ 

Current Offense: Circle yes or no and complete column a Yes No a. Case number(s):  if  yes, list case number 

17. Possession of marijuana- not more than 20 grams 1 0 _____________________________ 

18. Alcohol possession by person under 21 years of age 1 0 _____________________________ 

19. Driving under the influence of alcohol 1 0 _____________________________ 

20. Driving while license suspended or revoked 1 0 _____________________________ 

21. No valid driver’s license 1 0 _____________________________ 

22. Criminal mischief  over 200 dollars under 1000 dollars 1 0 _____________________________ 

23. Larceny: petit first degree property 100 to under 300 dollars 1 0 _____________________________ 

24. Retail theft 1 0 _____________________________ 

25. Worthless check 1 0 _____________________________ 

26. Trespass 1 0 _____________________________ 

27. Resisting or obstruct officer without violence 1 0 _____________________________ 

28. Battery: touch or strike 1 0 _____________________________ 

29. Domestic battery: touch or strike 1 0 _____________________________ 

30. Other (specify___________________________________) 1 0 _____________________________ 
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Current Offense: Circle yes or no and complete column a Yes No a. Case number(s):  if  yes, list case number 

31. Other (specify___________________________________) 1 0 _____________________________ 

32. Other (specify___________________________________) 1 0 _____________________________ 

33. Other (specify___________________________________) 1 0 _____________________________ 

34. Other (specify___________________________________) 1 0 _____________________________ 

35. Length of current probation sentence: __________months  

36. Expected probation termination date:  _________________ ( mm/dd/yy) 

New law violation: copy verbatim the 

offense in order offense occurred and 

complete columns a, b and c 

a. Date: list date 

of offense by 

mm/dd/yy  

b. Outcome: code 1=extended sentence, 2= 

additional condition(s), 3=days in jail, 4=other 

c. Details: if outcome was: 1= list term, if 2= list 

condition, if 3= how many days, if 4= specify other 

37.__________________________ ___________ ________________ _________________________ 

38.__________________________ ___________ ________________ _________________________ 

39.__________________________ ___________ ________________ _________________________ 

40. __________________________ ___________ ________________ _________________________ 

41. __________________________ ___________ ________________ _________________________ 

42. __________________________ ___________ ________________ _________________________ 

43. __________________________ ___________ ________________ _________________________ 

Types of technical violations: if technical violation 

occurred complete columns a, b and c 

a. Number of 

violations: indicate 

number 

b. Outcome: code 1=extended 

sentence, 2= additional condition(s), 

3=days in jail, 4= other 

c. Details: if outcome was: 1= 

list term, if 2= list condition, if 3= 

how many days, if 4= specify other 

44. Report to probation office once a month ________ ____________ ______________ 

45. Answer truthfully to inquiries by PO ________ ____________ ______________ 

46. Notify PO of changes in residence ________ ____________ ______________ 

47. Notify PO of changes employment/education ________ ____________ ______________ 

48. Try to obtain employment ________ ____________ ______________ 

49. Maintain employment/school enrollment  ________ ____________ ______________ 

50. Allow PO to visit residence  ________ ____________ ______________ 

51. Allow PO to visit employment site ________ ____________ ______________ 

52. Pay monthly cost of supervision ________ ____________ ______________ 

53. Pay court cost ________ ____________ ______________ 

54. Complete community service (CS) hours in lieu of fees ________ ____________ ______________ 

55. Complete mandatory CS hours ________ ____________ ______________ 

56. Complete work crew days ________ ____________ ______________ 

57. Complete a jail sentence ________ ____________ ______________ 
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Types of technical violations: if technical violation 

occurred complete columns a, b and c 

a. Number of 

violations: indicate 

number 

b. Outcome: code 1=extended 

sentence, 2= additional condition(s), 

3=days in jail, 4= other 

c. Details: if outcome was: 1= 

list term, if 2= list condition, if 3= 

how many days, if 4= specify other 

58. Pay restitution ________ ____________ ______________ 

59. Submit to random screens (breathalyzer/urinalysis) ________ ____________ ______________ 

60. Do not possess or consume alcohol  ________ ____________ ______________ 

61. Do not possess or consume illegal drugs ________ ____________ ______________ 

62. Participate in alcohol treatment ________ ____________ ______________ 

63. Participate in drug treatment  ________ ____________ ______________ 

64. Participate in mental health treatment ________ ____________ ______________ 

65. Participate in employment program ________ ____________ ______________ 

66. Complete Milepost class ________ ____________ ______________ 

67. Complete DART program ________ ____________ ______________ 

68. Complete Batterer’s Intervention program ________ ____________ ______________ 

69. Complete anger management ________ ____________ ______________ 

70. No contact with victim ________ ____________ ______________ 

71. Attend alcohol safety education school ________ ____________ ______________ 

72. Attend 1 victim impact panel ________ ____________ ______________ 

73. Drivers license (DL) suspended/revoked ________ ____________ ______________ 

74. Abide with order of impoundment ________ ____________ ______________ 

75. Abide by curfew ________ ____________ ______________ 

76. Other (_____________________________) ________ ____________ ______________ 

77. Other (_____________________________) ________ ____________ ______________ 

78. Other (_____________________________) ________ ____________ ______________ 

79. Other (_____________________________) ________ ____________ ______________ 

80. Other (_____________________________) ________ ____________ ______________ 

Probation conditions: circle one and specify where applicable Yes Specify  No 

81. Commit no new law violation 1  0 

82. Report to probation office once a month 1  0 

83. Answer truthfully to inquiries by probation officer 1  0 

84. Notify PO of changes in residence 1  0 

85. Notify PO of changes in employment/education 1  0 

86. Try to obtain employment 1  0 

87. Maintain employment/school enrollment  1  0 
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Probation conditions: circle one and specify where applicable Yes Specify  No 

88. Allow PO to visit residence  1  0 

89. Allow PO to visit employment site 1  0 

90. Pay monthly cost of supervision (specify amount)  1 $_________ 0 

91. Pay court cost (specify amount) 1 $_________ 0 

92. Complete CS hours in lieu of fees (specify hours)  1 _________hrs 0 

93. Complete mandatory CS hours (specify hours) 1 _________hrs 0 

94. Complete work crew days (specify days)  1 ________days 0 

95. Complete a jail sentence (specify days) 1 ________days 0 

96. Pay restitution (specify amount) 1 $_________ 0 

97. Submit to random screens (breathalyzer and urinalysis) 1  0 

98. Do not possess or consume alcohol  1  0 

99. Do not possess or consume illegal drugs 1  0 

100. Participate in alcohol treatment 1  0 

101. Participate in drug treatment  1  0 

102. Participate in mental health treatment 1  0 

103. Participate in employment program 1  0 

104. Complete Milepost class 1  0 

105. Complete DART program 1  0 

106. Complete Batterer’s Intervention program 1  0 

107. Complete anger management 1  0 

108. No contact with victim 1  0 

109. Attend alcohol safety education school 1  0 

110. Attend 1 victim impact panel 1  0 

111. Drivers license (DL) suspended/revoked (specify months)  1 ________mos 0 

112. Abide with order of impoundment 1  0 

113. Abide by curfew 1  0 

114. Other (specify________________________________) 1  0 

115. Other (specify________________________________) 1  0 

116. Other (specify________________________________) 1  0 

117. Other (specify________________________________) 1  0 

118. Other (specify________________________________) 1  0 
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APPENDIX G 
INFORMED CONSENT 
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APPENDIX H 
SURVEY INSTRUMENT  

 

 

AN IN-DEPTH STUDY OF SUPERVISED PROBATIONERS IN ALACHUA COUNTY 
 

 

TO BE COMPLETED BY INTERVIEWER: 

Interview Number: 

 

 

Probationer’s Name:  

Consent Date: (dd/mm/yy) 

 

 

 

Date of Interview: (dd/mm/yy) 

 

 

Location of Interview: 

 

 

Interviewer Name: 

 

 

Time Interview Began:  AM PM 

Time Interview Ended:  AM PM 

Date Criminal History Retrieved: 

(dd/mm/yy) 

 

Date Criminal History Form Completed: 

(dd/mm/yy) 

 

 

Please use the extra sheets of paper provided for any additional notes if the space provided on the instrument in not enough. 

When taking notes be sure to indicate the question number.  
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[Read] First, I am going to ask you some questions about you.                               Code Number  

1. How long have you lived in your neighborhood?  _________ (circle: days, mos, yrs) 
 

2. What type of place do you live in?  
(Read options & circle one) (Ferraro, 1995) 

Single family house 

1 

An apartment 

2 

A duplex 

3 

A condominium 

4 

A trailer house 

5 

 
A rooming house 

6 

Other 

Specify ________________ 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 

3. How would you define your neighborhood? 

Is it….(Read options & circle one) 

The block you live on 

1 

The blocks around your home 

2 

Your housing development 

3 
(Lane, et al., 1997) 

 
A section of your city 

4 

Your county 

5 

Other 

Specify ____________ 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
    

4. How long have you lived at your current 

residence? (enter number and circle)  

 

____________________ days/ mos/ yrs 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 

5. How many people live in your household?  
(enter number) 
 

 

                       _______________________ 
DK 

98 

RF 

99 

6. Do you have children?  

(circle one) (If no, skip to #9) 

Yes 

1 

No 

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
   

7. How many children do you have? (enter number)  

____________________ 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

8. Do your children (or child) live with you? 
(circle one) 

Yes 

1 

No 

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

9. What is your current marital status?  
(circle one) (do not read answer options) 
 

Married 

1 

Widowed 

2 

Divorced 

3 

Separated 

4 

Never 

married 
5 

Living with 

a partner 

6 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

10. How would you describe your race? 
(circle one) (do not read answer options)  

White                                     

1 

Black/African American 

2 
Other Specify_____________ 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
      

11. How would you describe your ethnicity? 

(circle one) (do not read answer options) 

Hispanic                          

1 

Non-Hispanic                                       

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

12. What is your current employment status?  
(circle one) (do not read answer options) 
 

Full-time 

1 

Part-time 

2 

Not employed 

3 
Other Specify__________ 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
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13. What is highest level of education you have 

obtained?  

(circle one) (do not read answer options) 

9
th

 Grade  

9 

10
th

 grade 

10 

11
th

 grade 

11 

High school 

12 

GED 

13 

 Some college 

14 
Other     Specify_____________ 

 

DK 

98 

RF  

99 

[Read] Now I am going to ask you some questions about you being on probation  

14. How long is your probation sentence?   
(enter number) 

 

____________________mos 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

15. How much of your probation sentence have 

you served?  (enter number) 

 

____________________mos  

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

16. Did you receive probation as the result of a 

plea agreement? (circle one) 

Yes 

1 

No 

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

What are the charge(s) that you are serving 

probation for? (circle yes or no) (do not read 

answer options) 

 Yes No 

17. Possession or use of drug paraphernalia  1 0 

18. Possession or use of narcotic equipment 1 0 

19. Possession of marijuana- not more than 20 grams 1 0 

 20. Alcohol possession by person under 21 years of age 1 0 

 21. Driving under the influence of alcohol 1 0 

 22. Driving while license suspended or revoked 1 0 

 23. No valid driver’s license 1 0 

 24. Criminal mischief  over 200 dollars under 1000 dollars 1 0 

 25. Larceny: petit first degree property 100 to under 300 dollars 1 0 

 26. Retail theft 1 0 

 27. Worthless check 1 0 

 28. Trespass 1 0 

 29. Resisting or obstruct officer without violence 1 0 

 30. Battery: touch or strike 1 0 

 31. Domestic battery: touch or strike 1 0 

 32. Other (specify________________________________________) 1 0 

 33. Other (specify________________________________________) 1 0 

 34. Other (specify________________________________________) 1 0 

 35. Other (specify________________________________________) 1 0 
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36. Have you received any violations for this sentence? 

(circle one) (If no, skip to #82) 

Yes 

1 

No 

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

Was the violation a new law violation? (If 
yes, list verbatim the offense in the order the offense 

occurred and complete columns a, b and c) (If no, skip 

to #44) 

a. Date (indicate the 

date that the offense 

by mm/dd/yy).  

b. Outcome (code the outcome of the violation: 

1= extended probation sentence, 2= additional 

condition(s), 3= days in jail, 4= other) 

c. Details (explain each condition. 

If 1- list new term, if 2- list new 

condition, if 3- how many days, if 

4- specify other) 

37. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

38. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

39. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

40. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

41. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

42. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

43. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

Was the violation a technical violation? (If yes, list verbatim 

the offense in the order the offense occurred and complete columns a, b 

and c) (do not read answer options) (If no, skip to #82) 

a. Number of 

times it occurred 
(indicate number)  

b. Outcome (code outcome of 

the violation: 1= extended probation 

sentence, 2= additional condition(s), 

3= days in jail, 4= other) 

c. Details (explain each 

condition. If 1- list new term, if 2- 

list new condition, if 3- how many 

days, if 4- specify other) 
44. Report to probation office once a month __________ _____________ ___________________ 

45. Answer truthfully to inquiries by probation officer __________ _____________ ___________________ 

46. Notify PO of changes in your residence __________ _____________ ___________________ 

47. Notify PO of changes in your 

employment/education 

__________ _____________ ___________________ 

48. Try to obtain employment __________ _____________ ___________________ 

49. Maintain employment/school enrollment   __________ _____________ ___________________ 

50. Allow PO to visit your residence  __________ _____________ ___________________ 

51. Allow PO to visit your employment site __________ _____________ ___________________ 

52. Pay monthly cost of supervision __________ _____________ ___________________ 

53. Pay court cost __________ _____________ ___________________ 

54. Complete CS hours in lieu of fees __________ _____________ ___________________ 

55. Complete mandatory CS hours __________ _____________ ___________________ 

56. Complete work crew days  __________ _____________ ___________________ 

57. Complete a jail sentence __________ _____________ ___________________ 

58. Pay restitution __________ _____________ ___________________ 

59. Submit to random screens  __________ _____________ ___________________ 

60. Do not possess or consume alcohol  __________ _____________ ___________________ 
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Was the violation a technical violation? (If yes, list verbatim 

the offense in the order the offense occurred and complete columns a, b 

and c) (do not read answer options) 

a. Number of 

times it occurred 
(indicate number)  

b. Outcome (code outcome of 

the violation: 1= extended probation 

sentence, 2= additional condition(s), 

3= days in jail, 4= other) 

c. Details (explain each 

condition. If 1- list new term, if 2- 

list new condition, if 3- how many 

days, if 4- specify other) 
61. Do not possess or consume illegal drugs __________ _____________ ___________________ 

62. Participate in alcohol treatment __________ _____________ ___________________ 

63. Participate in drug treatment  __________ _____________ ___________________ 

64. Participate in mental health treatment __________ _____________ ___________________ 

65. Participate in employment program __________ _____________ ___________________ 

66. Complete Milepost class __________ _____________ ___________________ 

67. Complete Daily Alternative Reporting Tracking 

(DART)  program 

__________ _____________ ___________________ 

68. Complete batterer’s intervention program __________ _____________ ___________________ 

69. Complete anger management __________ _____________ ___________________ 

70. No contact with victim __________ _____________ ___________________ 

71. Attend alcohol safety education school __________ _____________ ___________________ 

72. Attend 1 victim impact panel __________ _____________ ___________________ 

73. Drivers license (DL) suspended/revoked __________ _____________ ___________________ 

74. Abide with order of impoundment __________ _____________ ___________________ 

75. Abide by curfew __________ _____________ ___________________ 

76. Other (_________________________________) __________ _____________ ___________________ 

77. Other (_________________________________) __________ _____________ ___________________ 

78. Other (_________________________________) __________ _____________ ___________________ 

79. Other (_________________________________) __________ _____________ ___________________ 

80. Other (_________________________________) __________ _____________ ___________________ 

81. Other (_________________________________) __________ _____________ ___________________ 

   

 

[Read] I am going to ask about criminal sanctions and whether you have been sentenced to them in the past. Please indicate whether 

you have by answering yes or no.  

 Yes If yes,  indicate length of time served (circle one) No DK RF 

82. Probation (prior to current sentence) 1 ______________________mos/yrs 0 98 99 

83. Intensive supervision probation  1 ______________________mos/yrs 0 98 99 
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 Yes If yes,  indicate length of time served (circle one) No DK RF 

84. Jail 1 ______________________mos/yrs 0 98 99 

85. Prison 1 ______________________mos/yrs 0 98 99 

86. Day reporting  1 ______________________mos/yrs 0 98 99 

87. Electronic monitoring 1 ______________________mos/yrs 0 98 99 

88. Boot camp 1 ______________________mos/yrs 0 98 99 

 (If no to having served a prior sentence of probation, skip to #134)  

 

89. Did you receive any violations for your prior 

probation sentence(s)? (circle one) (If no, skip to #134) 

Yes 

1 

No 

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

Was the violation a new law violation? (If 
yes, list verbatim the offense in the order the offense 

occurred and complete columns a, b and c) (If no, skip 

to #97) 

a. Date (indicate the 

date that the offense by 

mm/dd/yy).  

b. Outcome (code the outcome of the violation: 

1= extended probation sentence, 2= additional 

condition(s), 3= days in jail, 4= other) 

c. Details (explain each condition  

If 1- list new term, if 2- list new 

condition, if 3- how many days, if 

4- specify other) 

90.______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

91. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

92. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

93.______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

94. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

95. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

96. ______________________________ ______________ ____________ ______________________ 

Was the violation a technical violation? (If yes, list verbatim 

the offense in the order the offense occurred and complete columns a, b 

and c) (do not read answer options) (If no, skip to #134) 

a. Number of 

time it occurred 
(indicate number)  

b. Outcome (code outcome of 

the violation: 1= extended probation 

sentence, 2= additional condition(s), 

3= days in jail, 4= other) 

c. Details (explain how each 

condition was. If 1- list new term, 

if 2- list new condition, if 3- how 

many days, if 4- specify other) 
97. Report to probation office once a month __________ _____________ ___________________ 

98. Answer truthfully to inquiries by PO __________ _____________ ___________________ 

99. Notify PO of changes in your residence __________ _____________ ___________________ 

100. Notify PO of changes in your 

employment/education 

__________ _____________ ___________________ 

101. Try to obtain employment __________ _____________ ___________________ 

102. Maintain employment/school enrollment   __________ _____________ ___________________ 

103. Allow PO to visit your residence  __________ _____________ ___________________ 
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Was the violation a technical violation? (If yes, list verbatim 

the offense in the order the offense occurred and complete columns a, b 

and c) (do not read answer options) (If no, skip to #134) 

a. Number of 

time it occurred 
(indicate number)  

b. Outcome (code outcome of 

the violation: 1= extended probation 

sentence, 2= additional condition(s), 

3= days in jail, 4= other) 

c. Details (explain how each 

condition was. If 1- list new term, 

if 2- list new condition, if 3- how 

many days, if 4- specify other) 
104. Allow PO to visit your employment site __________ _____________ ___________________ 

105. Pay monthly cost of supervision __________ _____________ ___________________ 

106. Pay court cost __________ _____________ ___________________ 

107. Complete CS hours in lieu of fees __________ _____________ ___________________ 

108. Complete mandatory CS hours __________ _____________ ___________________ 

109. Complete work crew days  __________ _____________ ___________________ 

110. Complete a jail sentence __________ _____________ ___________________ 

111. Pay restitution __________ _____________ ___________________ 

112. Submit to random screens  __________ _____________ ___________________ 

113. Do not possess or consume alcohol  __________ _____________ ___________________ 

114. Do not possess or consume illegal drugs __________ _____________ ___________________ 

115. Participate in alcohol treatment __________ _____________ ___________________ 

116. Participate in drug treatment  __________ _____________ ___________________ 

117. Participate in mental health treatment __________ _____________ ___________________ 

118. Participate in employment program __________ _____________ ___________________ 

119. Complete Milepost class __________ _____________ ___________________ 

120. Complete DART program __________ _____________ ___________________ 

121. Complete batterer’s intervention program __________ _____________ ___________________ 

122. Complete anger management __________ _____________ ___________________ 

123. No contact with victim __________ _____________ ___________________ 

124. Attend alcohol safety education school __________ _____________ ___________________ 

125. Attend 1 victim impact panel __________ _____________ ___________________ 

126. Drivers license (DL) suspended/revoked __________ _____________ ___________________ 

127. Abide with order of impoundment __________ _____________ ___________________ 

128. Abide by curfew __________ _____________ ___________________ 

129. Other (_________________________________) __________ _____________ ___________________ 

130. Other (_________________________________) __________ _____________ ___________________ 

131. Other (_________________________________) __________ _____________ ___________________ 

132. Other (_________________________________) __________ _____________ ___________________ 

133. Other (_________________________________) __________ _____________ ___________________ 
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[Read] Now I want to ask you more specific questions about your current probation and your views on the severity of the conditions. I 

am going to list possible conditions of probation. Please indicate whether they apply to you by answering yes or no.   

(circle one and specify where applicable) Yes Specify  No DK RF 

134. Commit no new law violation 1  0 98 99 

135. Report to probation office once a month 1  0 98 99 

136. Answer truthfully to inquiries by probation officer 1  0 98 99 

137. Notify PO of changes in your residence 1  0 98 99 

138. Notify PO of changes in your employment/education 1  0 98 99 

139. Try to obtain employment 1  0 98 99 

140. Maintain employment/school enrollment  1  0 98 99 

141. Allow PO to visit your residence  1  0 98 99 

142. Allow PO to visit your employment site 1  0 98 99 

143. Pay monthly cost of supervision (specify amount)  1 $_______ 0 98 99 

144. Pay court cost (specify amount) 1 $_______ 0 98 99 

145. Complete CS hours in lieu of fees (specify hours)  1 _______hrs 0 98 99 

146. Complete mandatory CS hours (specify hours) 1 _______hrs 0 98 99 

147. Complete work crew days (specify days)  1 _______days 0 98 99 

148. Complete a jail sentence (specify days) 1 _______days 0 98 99 

149. Pay restitution (specify amount) 1 $_______ 0 98 99 

150. Submit to random screens (breathalyzer and urinalysis) 1  0 98 99 

151. Do not possess or consume alcohol  1  0 98 99 

152. Do not possess or consume illegal drugs 1  0 98 99 

153. Participate in alcohol treatment 1  0 98 99 

154. Participate in drug treatment  1  0 98 99 

155. Participate in mental health treatment 1  0 98 99 

156. Participate in employment program 1  0 98 99 

157. Complete Milepost class 1  0 98 99 

158. Complete DART program 1  0 98 99 

159. Complete batterer’s intervention program 1  0 98 99 

160. Complete anger management 1  0 98 99 

161. No contact with victim 1  0 98 99 

162. Attend alcohol safety education school 1  0 98 99 
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(circle one and specify where applicable) Yes Specify  No DK RF 

163. Attend 1 victim impact panel 1  0 98 99 

164. Drivers license (DL) suspended/revoked (specify months)  1 _______mos 0 98 99 

165. Abide with order of impoundment 1  0 98 99 

166. Abide by curfew 1  0 98 99 

167. Other (specify______________________________) 1  0 98 99 

168. Other (specify______________________________) 1  0 98 99 

169. Other (specify______________________________) 1  0 98 99 

170. Other (specify______________________________) 1  0 98 99 

171. Other (specify______________________________) 1  0 98 99 

172. Other (specify______________________________) 1  0 98 99 

 

173. [Read] Are there any conditions which I have not asked you about, but that you are required to complete or adhere to? If so, what 

are they? 
 

 

[Read] I am going to ask you to the rate the severity of the conditions of your probation. The response options are not severe, 

somewhat severe, severe and extremely severe (Hand participant red answer card) (Read all the conditions and circle the answer 

option the participant selected, next turn tape recorder on and read column a and column b)   

(for all conditions circle one and 

then complete columns a and b 

with tape recorder on) 

Not 

severe 

Somewhat 

severe  

Severe Extremely 

severe 

DK RF a. Why do you feel 

the condition is 

severe? (ask of each 

one coded 4) 

b. Why do you feel 

the condition is not 

severe? (ask of each 

one coded 1) 
174. Commit no new law 

violation 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

175. Report to probation once a 

month 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

176. Answer truthfully to 

inquiries by PO 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

177. Notify PO of changes in 

residence 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

178. Notify PO of changes in 

employment/education 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 
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(for all conditions circle one and 

then complete columns a and b 

with tape recorder on) 

Not 

severe 

Somewhat 

severe  

Severe Extremely 

severe 

DK RF a. Why do you feel 

the condition is 

severe? (ask of each 

one coded 4) 

b. Why do you feel 

the condition is not 

severe? (ask of each 

one coded 1) 
179. Try to obtain employment 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

180. Maintain 

employment/school enrollment  

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

181. Allow PO to visit residence  1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

182. Allow PO to visit 

employment site 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

183. Pay monthly COS 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

184. Pay court costs 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

185. Complete CS hours in lieu 

of fees 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

186. Complete mandatory CS 

hours 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

187. Complete work crew days  1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

188. Complete a jail sentence 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

189. Pay restitution 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

190. Submit to random screens  1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

191. Do not possess or consume 

alcohol  

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

192. Do not possess or consume 

illegal drugs 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

193. Participate in alcohol 

treatment 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

194. Participate in drug treatment  1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

195. Participate in mental health 

treatment 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

196. Participate in employment 

program 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

197. Complete Milepost class 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

198. Complete DART program 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 
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(for all conditions circle one and 

then complete columns a and b 

with tape recorder on) 

Not 

severe 

Somewhat 

severe  

Severe Extremely 

severe 

DK RF a. Why do you feel 

the condition is 

severe? (ask of each 

one coded 4) 

b. Why do you feel 

the condition is not 

severe? (ask of each 

one coded 1) 
199. Complete Batterer’s 

Intervention 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

200. Complete anger 

management 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

201. No contact with victim 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

202. Attend alcohol safety 

education school 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

203. Attend 1 victim impact 

panel 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

204. DL suspended/revoked 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

205. Abide with order of 

impoundment 

1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

206. Abide by curfew 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

207. other (specify___________) 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

208. other (specify___________) 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

209. other (specify___________) 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

210. other (specify___________) 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

211. other (specify___________) 1 2 3 4 98 99 _______________ _______________ 

 

Turn off tape recorder once column a and column b are completed. [Read] The next set of questions asks you about your 

perception about the likelihood that you will be able to complete or follow the probation condition. The response options are not 

difficult, relatively easy, about 50/50, somewhat difficult and very difficult (Hand participant yellow answer card) (Read all the 

conditions and circle the answer option the participant selected, next turn tape recorder on and read column a and column b)   

(for all conditions circle one and 

then complete columns a and b 

with tape recorder on) 

Not 

difficult  

Relatively 

easy 

About 

50/50 

Somewhat 

difficult  

Very 

difficult  

DK RF a. Why do you 

feel __ is very 

difficult? (ask 

for each coded 5)  

b. Why do 

you feel ___ is 

not difficult? 
(ask for coded 1) 

212. Commit no new law violation 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

213. Report to probation once a 
month 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 
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(for all conditions circle one and 

then complete columns a and b 

with tape recorder on) 

Not 

difficult  

Relatively 

easy 

About 

50/50 

Somewhat 

difficult  

Very 

difficult  

DK RF a. Why do you 

feel __ is very 

difficult? (ask 

for each coded 5)  

b. Why do 

you feel ___ is 

not difficult? 
(ask for coded 1) 

214. Answer truthfully to 

inquiries by PO 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

215. Notify PO of changes in 

residence 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

216. Notify PO of changes in 

employment/education 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

217. Try to obtain employment 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

218. Maintain 

employment/school enrollment  

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

219. Allow PO to visit residence  1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

220. Allow PO to visit 

employment site 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

 

221. Pay monthly cost of 

supervision 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

 

222. Pay court costs 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

223. Complete CS hours in lieu 

of fees 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

224. Complete mandatory CS 

hours 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

225. Complete work crew days  1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

226. Complete a jail sentence 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

227. Pay restitution 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

228. Submit to random screens  1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

229. Do not possess or consume 

alcohol  

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

230. Do not possess or consume 

illegal drugs 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

231. Participate in alcohol 

treatment 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 
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(for all conditions circle one and 

then complete columns a and b 

with tape recorder on) 

Not 

difficult  

Relatively 

easy 

About 

50/50 

Somewhat 

difficult  

Very 

difficult  

DK RF a. Why do you 

feel __ is very 

difficult? (ask 

for each coded 5)  

b. Why do 

you feel ___ is 

not difficult? 
(ask for coded 1) 

232. Participate in drug treatment  1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

233. Participate in mental health 

treatment 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

234. Participate in employment 

program 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

235. Complete Milepost class 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

236. Complete DART program 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

237. Complete Batterer’s 

Intervention 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

238. Complete anger management 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

239. No contact with victim 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

240. Attend alcohol safety 

education school 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

241. Attend 1 victim impact panel 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

242. DL suspended/revoked 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

243. Abide with order of 

impoundment 

1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

244. Abide by curfew 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

245. other (specify __________) 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

246. other (specify __________) 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

247. other (specify __________) 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

248. other (specify __________) 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

249. other (specify __________) 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 

250. other (specify___________) 1 2 3 4 5 98 99 __________ __________ 
(Adapted Petersilia & Deschenes 1994b)  
[Read] 251. What you think about the 

difficulty of your sentence of probation?  

(circle one and complete column a) 

Not 

difficult 

1  

Relatively 

easy 

2 

About 

50/50 

3 

Somewhat 

difficult  

4 

Very 

difficult 

5  

DK 

98 

RF 

99 

a. Why you feel this 

way? Please explain 
_________________ 
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252. [Read] What do you think are some possible obstacles that you will face or are facing that could prevent you from successfully 

completing or adhering to your conditions of probation? 
  

 

Turn tape recorder off. [Read] Now I am going to ask you some things that possibly could be an obstacle for a person on probation. 

Please indicate your level of agreement on whether the following items are obstacles for you. Your response options are strongly 

disagree, disagree, agree and strongly agree. (Hand participant green card)  

(circle one) Strongly Disagree Disagree Agree Strongly Agree DK RF 

253. Finding a job 1 2 3 4 98 99 

254. Finding a good paying job 1 2 3 4 98 99 

255. Maintaining a job 1 2 3 4 98 99 

256. Finding time to report monthly  1 2 3 4 98 99 

257. Finding time to do CS hours 1 2 3 4 98 99 

258. Finding time to do work crew 1 2 3 4 98 99 

259. Transportation to work 1 2 3 4 98 99 

260. Transportation to report monthly to probation office 1 2 3 4 98 99 

261. Transportation to CS location 1 2 3 4 98 99 

262. Transportation to work crew 1 2 3 4 98 99 

263. Maintaining a residence 1 2 3 4 98 99 

264. Paying court costs 1 2 3 4 98 99 

265. Paying monthly cost of supervision 1 2 3 4 98 99 

266. Paying restitution  1 2 3 4 98 99 

267. Participating in treatment 1 2 3 4 98 99 

268. Avoiding drinking alcohol 1 2 3 4 98 99 

269. Avoiding using drugs 1 2 3 4 98 99 

270. Neighborhood conditions 1 2 3 4 98 99 

271. Lack of family support 1 2 3 4 98 99 

272. Number of probation conditions 1 2 3 4 98 99 
 

273. Turn tape recorder on. [Read] What are some possible things that would help increase the chances of you completing 

probation? Do you have any suggestions on how to remove or reduce the number of obstacles that you may face while on probation? 
 

 

Turn tape recorder off.  
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[Read] I am going to ask about your perceptions about different types of criminal sanctions. First, I am going to ask you to rate the 

severity of several sentencing sanctions. If you are not familiar with any of the sanctions, please let me know and I can describe them 

to you. The response options are not severe, somewhat severe, severe and extremely severe (Hand participant red card) Read all the 

conditions and circle the answer option the participant selected, next turn tape recorder on and read column a and column b)   

(for all sanctions circle one and then 

complete columns a and b with tape 

recorder on) 

Not 

severe 

Somewhat 

severe 

Severe Extremely 

severe 

DK RF a. Why do you 

feel _____ is 

severe? (ask for 

each one coded 4)  

b. Why do you 

feel ____ is not 

severe? (ask for 

each one coded 1) 
274. $100 fine 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

275. $1000 fine 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

276. $5000 fine 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

277. 1 year regular probation 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

278. 3 years regular probation  1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

279. 5 years regular probation  1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

280. 1 year intensive supervision probation  1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

281. 3 years intensive supervision probation 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

282. 5 years intensive supervision probation 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

283. 3 months in jail 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

284. 6 months in jail 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

285. 1 year in jail 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

286. 1 year in prison 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

287. 3 years in prison  1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

288. 5 years in prison  1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

289. 3 months day reporting  1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

290. 6 months day reporting 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

291. 1 year day reporting  1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

292. 3 months electronic monitoring  1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

293. 6 months electronic monitoring 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

294. 1 year electronic monitoring  1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

295. 3 months boot camp 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

296. 6 months boot camp 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 

297. 1 year boot camp 1 2 3 4 98 99 ____________ _____________ 
(Adapted from Petersilia & Deschenes 1994b)  
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298. (Hand participant orange card) [Read] Which of the listed conditions do you find to be the MOST severe? Why?  
 

 

299. [Read] Which of the listed conditions do you find to be the LEAST severe? Why?  
 

 

300. [Read] If you were able to make policy recommendations regarding the types of criminal sanctions that are used in our criminal 

justice system, what would you recommend? 
 

 

301. [Read] Is there anything that I have not asked you about conditions of probation or sanction severity that you feel I should know?  
 

 

Turn tape recorder off.  

[Read] Now that I have asked you about probation, I would like to ask you about how personally afraid you are of the following 

crimes. For each of the following crimes please indicate if you are not afraid, somewhat afraid, afraid, or very afraid. (Hand 

participant purple card) In the past year how personally afraid have you been of:  

(circle one) Not 

Afraid 

Somewhat 

Afraid 

Afraid Very 

Afraid 

DK RF 

302. Being approached by a beggar or panhandler  1 2 3 4 98 99 

303. Having someone break into your home while you are there 1 2 3 4 98 99 

304. Being raped or sexually assaulted 1 2 3 4 98 99 

305. Being murdered  1 2 3 4 98 99 

306. Being attacked by someone with a weapon  1 2 3 4 98 99 

307. Having your car stolen 1 2 3 4 98 99 

308. Being robbed or mugged on the street 1 2 3 4 98 99 

309. Having your property damaged  1 2 3 4 98 99 

310. Being threatened by someone  1 2 3 4 98 99 

311. Being beaten up by someone  1 2 3 4 98 99 

312. Being shot at while walking down the street 1 2 3 4 98 99 

313. Having your property damaged by graffiti or tagging  1 2 3 4 98 99 

314. Having someone break into your home while you are away  1 2 3 4 98 99 

315. Having someone commit a home invasion robbery against you 1 2 3 4 98 99 

316. Being the victim of a drive-by or random shooting 1 2 3 4 98 99 
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(circle one) Not 

Afraid 

Somewhat 

Afraid 

Afraid Very 

Afraid 

DK RF 

317. Being physically assaulted or attacked by someone without a weapon 1 2 3 4 98 99 

318. Being harassed by someone  1 2 3 4 98 99 

319. Being a victim of a car jacking  1 2 3 4 98 99 

320. Having your money or property taken from you without force or weapon 1 2 3 4 98 99 

321. Having your money or property taken from you with force or weapon  1 2 3 4 98 99 

322. Being around drug use or sales  1 2 3 4 98 99 
(Adapted from Ferraro, 1995; Lane, et al. 2005; Lane, 2006; Lane et al. 2005; Lane, et. al. 1997) 

323. [Read] Are there any other crimes that you are personally afraid of that are not listed here?  
 

 

324. Turn tape recorder on. [Read] Which of the crimes are you MOST afraid of crime? Why? 
 

 
 

325. [Read] Which of the crimes are you LEAST afraid of? Why?  
         

 
 

Turn tape recorder off.  

326. [Read] Now that you have indicated how personally afraid 

you are, I would like to know if you have been a victim of any of 

the previously listed crimes in the last year? (Read options & circle one) 

Yes 

1 

No  

(skip to # 328) 

0 

DK  

(skip to # 328)  

98 

  RF  

(skip to # 328)  

99 

327. Turn tape recorder on. [Read] Please describe which ones and what happened to you?  
 

 

Turn tape recorder off. 

328. [Read] Has your family been a victim of any of the 

previously listed crimes in the last year? (Read options & circle one) 

Yes 

1 

No (skip to # 330) 

0 

DK (skip to # 330)  

98 

RF (skip to # 330)  

99 
 

329. Turn tape recorder on. [Read] Please describe which crimes and what happened and to whom? 
 

 

Turn tape recorder off.  
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330. [Read] In general, are you more, less, or equally afraid for other 

people living in your home as you are for yourself? (Read options & circle one) 

More Afraid 

1 

Less Afraid 

2 

Equally Afraid 

3 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
(Lane et al., 1997) 

[Read] Now I would like you to think about your family members. Of those living in your home, please indicate how personally 

afraid you are that each of the following family members will be a victim of a crime? Please tell us how afraid, somewhat afraid, 

afraid, or very afraid you are that (Hand participant purple card) 

(circle one) Not Afraid Somewhat Afraid Afraid Very Afraid  N/A DK RF 

331. Your father will be a victim of crime 1 2 3 4 97 98 99 

332. Your mother will be a victim of crime  1 2 3 4 97 98 99 

333. Your husband will be a victim of crime  1 2 3 4 97 98 99 

334. Your wife will be a victim of crime  1 2 3 4 97 98 99 

335. Your partner will be a victim of crime  1 2 3 4 97 98 99 

336. Your son(s) will be a victim of crime  1 2 3 4 97 98 99 

337. Your daughter(s) will be a victim of crime  1 2 3 4 97 98 99 

338. Your brother(s) will be a victim of crime  1 2 3 4 97 98 99 

339. Your sister(s)will be a victim of crime  1 2 3 4 97 98 99 

340. Other (please specify) ____________  1 2 3 4 97 98 99 

341. Turn tape recorder on. [Read] Are you more afraid for them than yourself? Why?  
 

 

Turn tape recorder off. [Read]: You have indicated how personally afraid you are for you and your family of the crimes listed. I 

would like you to indicate how likely it is that in the next year you will become a victim of the following crimes. Is it not likely, 

somewhat likely, likely, or very likely that you will (Hand participant pink card)  

(Read options & circle one) Not 

Likely 

Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very 

Likely 

DK RF 

342. Be approached by a beggar or panhandler  1 2 3 4 98 99 

343. Have someone break into your home while you are there 1 2 3 4 98 99 

344. Be raped or sexually assaulted 1 2 3 4 98 99 

345. Be murdered  1 2 3 4 98 99 

346. Be attacked by someone with a weapon  1 2 3 4 98 99 

347. Have your car stolen 1 2 3 4 98 99 

348. Be robbed or mugged on the street 1 2 3 4 98 99 

349. Have your property damaged  1 2 3 4 98 99 

350. Be threatened by someone  1 2 3 4 98 99 
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(Read options & circle one) Not 

Likely 

Somewhat 

Likely 

Likely Very 

Likely 

DK RF 

351. Be beaten up by someone  1 2 3 4 98 99 

352. Be shot at while walking down the street 1 2 3 4 98 99 

353. Have your property damaged by graffiti or tagging  1 2 3 4 98 99 

354. Have someone break into your home while you are away  1 2 3 4 98 99 

355. Have someone commit a home invasion robbery against you 1 2 3 4 98 99 

356. Be the victim of a drive-by or random shooting 1 2 3 4 98 99 

357. Be physically assaulted or attacked by someone 1 2 3 4 98 99 

358. Be harassed by someone  1 2 3 4 98 99 

359. Be a victim of a car jacking  1 2 3 4 98 99 

360. Have your money or property taken from you without force or weapon 1 2 3 4 98 99 

361. Have your money or property taken from you with force or weapon  1 2 3 4 98 99 

362. Be around drug use or sales  1 2 3 4 98 99 
(Adapted from Ferraro, 1995; Lane, et al. 2005; Lane, 2006; Lane et al. 2005; Lane, et. al. 1997) 

[Read]: Now I would like to ask you about the crimes that you have committed in the past, please indicate if you have taken part in 

any of the following crimes by indicating yes or no? Please remember that your answers are confidential. (Read options & circle one) 

  Yes No DK RF 

363. Broken into someone’s home when people are present 1 0 98 99 

364. Raped or sexually assaulted someone 1 0 98 99 

365. Attacked someone with a weapon 1 0 98 99 

366. Stolen a car 1 0 98 99 

367. Robbed or mugged someone on the street  1 0 98 99 

368. Vandalized someone’s property 1 0 98 99 

369. Threatened someone with a weapon 1 0 98 99 

370. Beaten up or physically assaulted someone 1 0 98 99 

371. Shot at someone while walking down the street 1 0 98 99 

372. Damaged someone’s property with graffiti or tagging 1 0 98 99 

373. Broken into someone’s home while they were away 1 0 98 99 

374. Committed a home invasion robbery against someone 1 0 98 99 

375. Participated in a drive-by or random shooting 1 0 98 99 

376. Harassed or threatened someone 1 0 98 99 

377. Car jacked someone 1 0 98 99 
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  Yes No DK RF 

378. Dealt or delivered drugs (made, sold, or moved) 1 0 98 99 

379. Possessed drugs (marijuana, cocaine, crack, etc) 1 0 98 99 

380. Been in a gang 1 0 98 99 

381. Stolen someone’s money or property with force 1 0 98 99 

382. Stolen someone’s money or property without force 1 0 98 99 

383. Approach someone on the street asking for money or trying to panhandle 1 0 98 99 

384. Turn tape recorder on. [Read] Do you feel that taking part in these activities has made you feel more or less afraid? Why? 
  

 

385. [Read] Do you feel that taking part in these activities has made you feel more or less afraid for your family? Why?  
 

 

Turn tape recorder off. 

386. [Read] Do you feel that your participation in crime 

makes it more or less likely that your family will be 

victimized? Would you say it is…(Read options & circle one) 

Much less 

likely 

1 

Less 

likely 

2 

More likely 

3 

Much more 

likely 

4 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 

[Read]: Now I would like to ask you about some of things you have done to protect yourself from crime. Please remember your 

answers are confidential and if you prefer not to answer a question you may skip it. In order to feel safer from being a victim of crime, 

in the past year did you… (Read options & circle one) 
 Yes No DK RF 

387. Buy or secure a gun 1 0 98 99 

388. Carry a gun 1 0 98 99 

389. Carry a weapon other than a gun when you went out  1 0 98 99 

390. Arrange to go out with someone so you would not be alone 1 0 98 99 

391. Avoid certain areas of your neighborhood or community  1 0 98 99 

392. Join a gang for protection 1 0 98 99 

393. Hangout with gang members 1 0 98 99 

394. Buy an alarm or security system  1 0 98 99 

395. Install extra locks on your home or car 1 0 98 99 

396. Buy a watchdog 1 0 98 99 

397. Added outside lighting  1 0 98 99 

398. Limit or change your daily routine because of crime 1 0 98 99 
(Adapted from Lane, 2009; Lane et al., 1997; Lane & Meeker, 2004; Ferraro, 1995)  
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399. Turn tape recorder on. [Read] What crime(s) were you trying to avoid by taking the previously listed options? Please explain.   
 

 

400. [Read] Do you feel that doing these things has helped keep you safe? Please explain how.   
 

 

401. [Read] Now we have reached the last section of the questionnaire. Here I would like to ask you about the neighborhood you live 

in. Please think of your current neighborhood when answering the following questions. How would you describe the people who live 

in your neighborhood in terms of income? How many of them live in poverty?  
 

 

402. [Read] How would you describe the people who live in your neighborhood in terms of education?  
 

 

403. [Read] If you had a problem, could you rely on your neighbors for help?  
(Read options & circle one) 

Yes 

1 

No 

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 

404.  [Read] What, specifically, do you think you could rely on your neighbors for? Why?  
 

 

405.  [Read] What could you not rely on them for? Why?  
 

 

Turn tape recorder off. 

 

406. [Read] Can you trust your neighbors?  
(Read options & circle one) (Earls, et. al., 1994) 

Never  

1 

Some of the time 

2 

All of the time 

3 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

407. [Read] Would your neighbors be willing to help one another? (Read options & circle one) 

(Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001) 
Yes  

1 

No 

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

408. [Read] Would your neighbors do something if they saw unattended kids misbehaving? 
(Read options & circle one) (Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001) 

Yes 

1 

No 

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

409. [Read] Would your neighbors do something if they saw a crime occur? (Read options & circle one) 
(Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001) 

Yes  

1 

No 

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
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410. [Read] How much do you feel like you belong to your 

neighborhood? Would you say… (Read options & circle one)  
(Lane, et al., 1997; Ferraro, 1995) 

I don’t feel a 

part of it  

1 

Sometimes I feel a 

part of it  

2 

I feel very much 

a part of it  

3 

DK 

98 

RF  

99 

 

411. [Read] Which of the following best illustrates 

how racially mixed your neighborhood is: (Read 

options & circle one) 

Not very mixed: 

Most people are of 

the same race 

1 

Somewhat mixed: 

Some people of 

different race 

2 

Very mixed 

People are of various 

racial backgrounds 

3 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 

 

412. [Read] When thinking of those who live near your home, if you 

were to move away in the next year, how many would you really miss? 
(Read options & circle one) (Ferraro, 1995) 

None 

1 

Some 

of them 

2 

A lot of 

them 

3 

All of the 

them 

4 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 

 

413. [Read] How often do people move in and out of your neighborhood? 
(Read options & circle one) (Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001) 

Rarely  

1 

Sometimes  

2 

Often 

3 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

414. [Read] Do you see strangers in your neighborhood?  
(Read options & circle one) (Ferraro, 1995) 

Never 

1 

Almost never 

2 

Sometimes 

3 

Very often 

4 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

[Read]: The next questions ask about how safe you feel in your neighborhood. Please indicate if you feel very unsafe, somewhat 

unsafe, somewhat safe, or very safe. (Hand participant blue card) (Adapted from Ferraro, 1995) 

(circle one) Very 

unsafe 

Somewhat 

unsafe 

Somewhat 

safe 

Very 

safe 

DK RF 

415. How safe do you feel walking alone in your neighborhood during the day 1 2 3 4 98 99 

416. How safe do you feel out alone in your neighborhood at night  1 2 3 4 98 99 

417. How safe from crime do you feel inside your home during the day 1 2 3 4 98 99 

418. How safe from crime do you feel inside your home during the night  1 2 3 4 98 99 

419. How safe do you feel living in your neighborhood?  1 2 3 4 98 99 

 

420. [Read] Is there any area in your neighborhood where you would be 

afraid to walk alone at night? (Read options & circle one) 

Yes 

1 

No 

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

421. [Read] Is there any area in your neighborhood where you would be 

afraid to walk alone at during the day? (Read options & circle one) 

Yes 

1 

No 

0 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
 

422. [Read] In the past year, do you feel safer, not as safe, or about the same 

in your community? (Read options & circle one) (Lane et al., 1997) 

Safer 

1 

Not as safe 

2 

About the same 

3 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 
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[Read]: Based on the following crimes listed, do you feel that your community has a lot, moderate amount, small amount, or none of 

the following crimes? (Hand participant light blue card) 
(circle one) None Small Amount Moderate Amount A lot DK RF 

423. Property crime like burglary or theft 1 2 3 4 98 99 

424. Violent crime like assault or murder 1 2 3 4 98 99 

425. Drug related crimes (selling or distributing) 1 2 3 4 98 99 

426. Property crimes by gangs 1 2 3 4 98 99 

427. Violent crimes by gangs  1 2 3 4 98 99 
(Adapted from Lane et al., 1997)  

[Read] I am going to ask you some questions about the neighborhood you live in, as you define it. I would like you to think of your 

neighborhood and some of the problems in your community and how serious they are. Please indicate if the following items are a big 

problem, somewhat of a problem, problem, or not a problem. (Hand participant light purple card)  
(circle one) Not a 

problem 

Somewhat of a 

problem 

A problem A big 

problem 

DK RF 

428. Litter, broken glass, or trash on sidewalks or streets 1 2 3 4 98 99 

429. Graffiti on buildings or walls 1 2 3 4 98 99 

430. Vacant or deserted homes, cars, or storefronts 1 2 3 4 98 99 

431. Buildings that are falling apart or run down  1 2 3 4 98 99 

432. Drinking in public 1 2 3 4 98 99 

433. People selling drugs on the streets 1 2 3 4 98 99 

434. Groups of teens or adults hanging out and causing trouble 1 2 3 4 98 99 

435. Poverty or financial hardship 1 2 3 4 98 99 

436. Language differences between residents 1 2 3 4 98 99 

437. Cultural differences between residents 1 2 3 4 98 99 

438. Too many people living in one home 1 2 3 4 98 99 

439. Gunfire 1 2 3 4 98 99 

440. Gangs 1 2 3 4 98 99 

441. People drunk on the streets 1 2 3 4 98 99 

442. Unsupervised youth  1 2 3 4 98 99 

443. Kids behaving badly  1 2 3 4 98 99 

444. People moving in and out a lot  1 2 3 4 98 99 

445. Needles on the street  1 2 3 4 98 99 

446. People using drugs 1 2 3 4 98 99 

447. People vandalizing or damaging other people’s property 1 2 3 4 98 99 
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(Adapted from Earls, et. al. 1994-95; Lane, et. al. 1997; Ferraro, 1995; Sampson & Raudenbush, 2001).  

 

448. Turn tape recorder on. [Read] Specifically, what crimes are MOST problematic to you in your neighborhood? Why?  
 

 

449. [Read] What crimes are LEAST problematic to you in your neighborhood? Why?  
 

 

Turn tape recorder off.  
 

450. [Read] Overall, in the past year, would you say your community has become 

a better place to live, has gotten worse, or is about the same as it used to be?   
(Read options & circle one) (Lane, et al., 1997) 

Worse 

1 

Better 

2 

About the same 

3 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 

 

451. [Read] Do you think that crime in your neighborhood has increased, 

remained the same, or decreased in the last year?  
(Read options & circle one) (Lane, et al., 1997) 

Increased 

1 

Stayed the same 

2 

Decreased 

3 

DK 

98 

RF 

99 

 

 

452. Turn tape recorder on. [Read] If you have noticed an increase in crime, which crimes would you indicate to have increased?  
 

 

453. [Read] Is there anything about fear of crime that you feel is important for me to know that I have not asked you about?  
 

 

 

Turn tape recorder off and thank the participant for participating. 
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APPENDIX I 
OFFENSE CATEGORIES USED BY ALACHUA COUNTY PROBATION 

 
 
Table I -1. Alachua County Court Services Probation Offense Category by Type of Offenses  

Type of 
Offense 

Code 
# 

Offenses (also used for VOPs 

D 1 Possession or use of drug paraphernalia 

D 2 Possession or use of narcotic equipment 

D 3 Possession of marijuana – not more than 20 grams 
D 35 Cocaine possession 
D 46 Marijuana with intent to sell 

D 51 Dangerous drugs: Keep shop or vehicle for drugs 

D 56 Sale of control substance 
D 57 Possession of control substance 
P 11 Criminal Mischief over 200 Dollars under 1000 dollars  

P 12 Larceny: Petit first degree property 100 to under 300 

P 13 Retail theft 
P 15 Trespass 
P 19 Hit and Run: Leaving a scene of an accident  
P 20 Fraud: Illegal use of CC 
P 40 Burglary 

P 41 Conservation animal: Torment, mutilation, kill 

P 47 Grand theft 

P 58 Larceny of credit card 

P 62 Attempt to commit burglary 

P 64 Fraud: Obtain merchant money with false receipt 

PO 4 Alcohol possession under 21 

PO 5 DUI 
PO 6 No motor vehicle registration/ attached not assigned  

PO 7 Obstruction of justice- Harass  

PO 8 Reckless Driving  
PO 9 Driving while license suspended or revoked 
PO 10 No Valid Drivers license  
PO 14 Worthless check 
PO 16 Resisting or obstruct officer without violence 
PO 21 Violation of domestic injunction  
PO 22  Make false report  
PO 23 Improper exhibit of firearm or dangerous weapon 
PO 25 Contempt of court 
PO 27 False ID to LEO 
PO 28 Contribute delinquency of minor: Parent fail to require school 
PO 29 Disorderly intoxication  
PO 31 Resist recovery of property 
PO 32 Expired DL 
PO 33 Open container 
PO 34 Conditional release violation: Pretrial release 
PO 36 Disorderly conduct  
PO 42 Child neglect 
PO 43 Refuse to submit to DUI test 
PO 44 Contributing to delinquency of minor  

PO 45 Refuse to accept/sign citation 

PO 48 Obstruction of justice: threaten 
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Table I -1 (continued). Alachua County Court Services Probation Offense Category by Type of 
Offenses 

Type of 
Offense 

Code 
# 

Offenses (also used for VOPs 

PO 50 Out of county warrant 

PO 52 DWLS- Habitual 
PO 53 Flee/elude 
PO 54 Forgery of DL with altered  
PO 55 Misuse 911 

PO 63 Operate vehicle DL restriction 

PO 66 Failure to appear 
PO 67 Resist with violence 
V 17 Battery: touch or strike 

V 18 Domestic Battery: Touch or Strike  

V 24 Aggravated battery: Cruelty toward child 
V 26 Assault  

V 30 Felony Battery 

V 37 Aggravated battery with weapon  
V 38 Aggravated battery 
V 39 Dating violence 
V 49 Aggravated assault 

V 59 Domestic assault 

V 60 Sex offense- unnatural and lascivious act 

V 61 Domestic stalking 

V 65 Aggravated battery on pregnant victim 

V 68 Battery on LEO/FF/EMT 
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