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Although fear of crime is a widely researched topic, theoretical explanations for 

fear of crime continue to be refined.  However, the process of socialization may be able 

to explain disparities in fear levels among groups.  Using a sample of 394 

undergraduate students, this study tests two types of socialization related to fear of 

violent, property, and threat-based crimes: racial socialization and crime messages.  

Racial socialization is cultural socialization, preparation for bias, and promotion of 

mistrust.  Crime messages are conceptualized using applications of social learning 

theory: differential association, differential reinforcement, and imitation.  Additionally, the 

study determines whether the impact of socialization on fear of crime differs across 

racial groups. 

Using original data, this study finds that both socialization models predict fear of 

crime.  For racial socialization, promotion of mistrust was the only type of message that 

predicted fear.  Participant’s parents that provided messages about distrusting other 

races were strongly related to participants’ fear of crime.  Social learning of crime 

messages also predicted fear of crime.  Primary and secondary group fear of crime was 

strongly related to participants’ fear of crime.  Primary group differential reinforcement 
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was related to fear of violent and threat-based crimes.  Additionally, social learning 

models were able to explain more variance in fear of crime than racial socialization 

models.  Race of the participant did not consistently impact socialization.  Implications 

for theoretical models explaining fear of crime are discussed in detail. 
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

A social problem that has become a popular topic in criminological research is 

fear of crime.  National studies indicate fear of crime remains high, despite a decrease 

in the U.S. crime rate (Cordner, 2010; Truman & Rand, 2010).  Studies suggest that 

fear among individuals can affect psychological well-being, precautionary behaviors, 

and even criminal activity (Lane, 2006; Norris & Kaniasty, 1992; Rader, May, & 

Goodrum, 2007).  An accurate measure of community fear is also important as 

politicians often cite the public’s fear of crime as a justification for being tough on crime 

and passing of punitive sentencing policies against criminals (Cook & Lane, 2009; 

Scheingold, 1995; Warr, 2000). 

Although fear of crime is a widely researched topic, theoretical explanations for 

fear of crime are still being refined.  The most salient theoretical explanation for fear of 

crime is rooted in social disorganization theory, where the characteristics of an 

individual’s neighborhood are associated with fear of crime (Covington & Taylor, 1991; 

Franklin, Franklin, & Fearn, 2008; LaGrange, Ferraro, Supancic, 1992; Lane & Meeker, 

2003; May, 2001).  However, actual neighborhood conditions do not necessarily explain 

the fear-victimization paradox, because some research has shown that groups least 

likely to be victimized are the most afraid and those most likely to be victimized are the 

least afraid.  However, perceptions of neighborhood factors do predict fear (Ferraro, 

1996; Warr, 2000).  More specifically, social disorganization theory does not fully 

explain the increased fear levels of minorities compared with whites and women 

compared to males (Lane & Fox, 2012; Lane & Meeker, 2003; Lane & Meeker, 2004; 

Rohe & Burby, 1988).  Perhaps, the process of socialization can explain the disparities 
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in fear levels among groups.  Associating with parents and/or peers who are fearful of 

crime and mistrust others may shape a person’s own fear attitudes.  This study focuses 

on two types of socialization related to fear of crime: racial/ethnic and crime messages.   

Racial/ethnic socialization includes mechanisms through which messages about 

race or ethnicity are transmitted (Hughes et al., 2006).  Most of the literature on racial 

socialization focuses on parents’ communication with children about their race or 

ethnicity (Hughes & Chen, 1997; Caughy, Nettles, O’Campo, Lohrfink, 2006; Hughes et 

al., 2006; Huynh & Fuligni, 2008).  The three most common ways in which parents 

communicate messages about race or ethnicity are: cultural socialization, preparation 

for bias, and promotion of mistrust (Hughes & Chen, 1997).  Although some types of 

racial/ethnic socialization are healthy for the development of children, some messages 

parents transmit to their children may be detrimental (Caughy, Nettles, O’Campo, 

Lohrfink, 2006; Huynh & Fuligni, 2008).  Research has found messages promoting 

mistrust of other races/ethnicities are related to poor academic achievement and 

behavior problems in school (Huynh & Fuligini, 2008).  Promotion of mistrust messages 

may also be related to increased fear of crime, although no studies have specifically 

examined this question. This study will be the first to do so.  

The second type of socialization, crime messages, is best explained through 

Akers’ social learning variables- differential association, definitions, differential 

reinforcement, and imitation (Burgess & Akers, 1966; Akers & Sellers, 2009).  The basic 

concept of the socialization of crime messages is that fear of crime is learned (Akers, 

1998).  Rader and Haynes (2011) also extended the social learning process to explain 

gender differences in fear of crime, which they refer to as the gendered fear of crime 
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socialization process.  However, components of the social structure that impact fear of 

crime cannot be ignored, like social disorganization theory.  Therefore, to the author’s 

knowledge, this is the first study examining whether Akers’ social structure social 

learning theory can at least partly explain fear of crime (Akers, 1998). 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Fear of Crime as a Social Process 

Fear of crime may be in part a product of socialization (DeGroof, 2008).  Warr 

(1990) explains that fear develops from symbols, which derive their meaning from the 

phenomena they represent.  It may be from social sources, like family and friends, 

which people learn to associate certain symbols with crime and therefore become 

afraid.  Fear of crime attitudes are more likely to develop during childhood or youth 

because social institutions, like family and friends, are more salient in people’s lives 

during that time (Akers, 1998).  In an extension of a social learning theory, Ronald 

Akers notes, “fear of crime could be conceptualized as one type of ‘definition’ or 

attitude, then theoretically it should be learned in the same way that definitions 

favorable or unfavorable to committing crime are learned” (Akers, 1998, p. 308-309).  In 

addition to the learning process, neighborhood or social conditions surrounding the 

person may influence the types of socialization messages they are exposed to (Akers, 

1998).   

Social disorganization theory has been the most common theory used to explain 

individual and community fear of crime, in which those living in structurally and socially 

disorganized neighborhoods are more fearful of crime.  A theory combining social 

structure and socialization has the potential to explain the development of fear of crime 

attitudes among individuals.  Therefore, community level factors may influence 

socialization, which together impact fear of crime.  The current study is the first to 

examine whether an integration of micro- and macro-theories explain fear of crime. 
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One phenomena of fear of crime, that has not fully been explained by current 

theoretical models, is that minorities are more fearful than whites.  Several studies have 

indicated non-whites score higher on fear of crime measures than whites (Lane & Fox, 

forthcoming; Lane & Meeker, 2003; Lane & Meeker, 2004; Liska, Lawrence, & 

Sanchirico, 1982; Rohe & Burby, 1988; Taylor & Covington, 1993).  Many studies have 

argued that this finding is a result of minorities living in more crime filled neighborhoods 

thereby increasing their perceived risk (Lane & Meeker, 2004; Liska et al., 1982).  Other 

studies have indicated that when perceptions of neighborhood characteristics are 

controlled for, minorities continue to report higher rates of fear than non-whites (Lane & 

Fox, forthcoming).  One possibility is that minorities may be racially or ethnically 

socialized differently than whites, affecting their fear.  This study aims to identify 

whether racial/ethnic socialization is associated with higher fear levels in minorities and 

its possible relationship to fear among whites.  

Racial/Ethnic Socialization and Fear of Crime 

According to the literature, there are three ways in which parents communicate 

messages about race or ethnicity to their children- cultural socialization, preparation for 

bias, and promotion of mistrust (Hughes & Chen, 1997).  One of the primary goals of 

racial/ethnic socialization is to teach children how to cope with discrimination (Hughes et 

al., 2006).  However, parents’ racial/ethnic socialization techniques have been found to 

impact children in a number of unique ways.   

First, cultural socialization messages involve teaching children about their own 

race/ethnicity through heritage and history, more specifically building cultural, racial, or 

ethnic pride (Hughes et al., 2006).  Cultural socialization messages are the most 

frequently reported types of racial/ethnic socialization reported by parents and children 
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(Hughes & Chen, 1997).  Children whose parents socialized them with cultural 

socialization messages have been found to have better problem solving skills, fewer 

problem behaviors, and higher cognitive scores (Caughy, O’Campo, Randolph, & 

Nickerson, 2002; Caughy et al., 2006).   

Second, preparation for bias messages refers to teaching children about their 

race/ethnicity through awareness of prejudice and discrimination (Hughes & Chen, 

1997).  These messages are less common than cultural socialization messages, but are 

given at the same frequency as promotion of mistrust messages (Hughes & Chen, 

1997).  Research has found preparation for bias to be associated with children’s racial 

identity exploration (Hughes & Johnson, 2001).  Parental job stressors and beliefs that 

their child has been treated unfairly have been found to predict preparation for bias 

messages (Hughes & Chen, 1997; Hughes & Johnson, 2001).  

Finally, promotion of mistrust messages are those messages that teach children 

to mistrust other races (Hughes & Chen, 1997).  These messages are different from 

preparation for bias messages in that they do not contain advice for coping with 

discrimination but rather alertness of other racial groups.  Research has consistently 

found promotion of mistrust messages to be related to negative outcomes, including 

poor academic achievement and behavior problems in school (Caughy et al., 2006; 

Huynh & Fuligni, 2008).  Caughy et al. (2006) found parental messages of mistrust and 

bias were positively associated with negative neighborhood climate.  Negative 

neighborhood climate included measures of physical and social disorder, fear of 

retaliation, and fear of victimization.  Therefore, children socialized with promotion of 
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mistrust messages have heightened emotions and behaviors, which could be impacted 

by neighborhood conditions.  

Several studies have found a link between ethnocentric attitudes and fear of 

crime, where negative attitudes toward other races/ethnicities were associated with fear 

of crime, referred to in the literature as subcultural diversity (Merry, 1981; Covington & 

Taylor, 1991; Cops, 2010).  Merry (1981) conducted an ethnographic study of 

multiethnic families in an urban housing project, and found that residents were uncertain 

of neighbors who had different backgrounds than them.  For the study participants, fear 

was not determined by the presence of a particular race, culture, or ethnicity, but by the 

understanding of the race, culture, or ethnicity.  For example, she found Chinese 

residents were fearful of Black residents because they did not understand their manners 

and behaviors.  Covington and Taylor (1991) tested the generalizability of Merry’s 

subcultural diversity model through quantitative methods examining racial differences in 

randomly sampled neighborhoods in Baltimore.  The researchers found that residents 

who differed by race (black or non-black) compared to a majority of their neighborhood 

had higher levels of fear.  Therefore, we may be able to better explain fear of crime 

through the process of socialization; more specifically, the different types of racial 

socialization messages parents give their children.  

Studies examining specific fear of crime also find support for subcultural diversity 

as a predictor of fear (Lane & Meeker, 2000; Lane & Meeker, 2003; Lane & Meeker, 

2004).  Lane and Meeker (2000) examine Merry’s (1981) idea of subcultural diversity 

and fear of gang crime among residents living in Orange County, CA.  Diversity was 

measured by how often participants worried about “problems in racial and ethnic 
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relations,” “foreign immigrants in Orange County,” and “changing moral standards” (see 

Lane & Meeker, 2000, pp. 507).  Using a variety of statistical measures to control for 

extraneous variables, the researchers found that subcultural diversity significantly 

explained fear of crime and fear of gangs.  The researchers also found significant 

differences for age.  Subcultural diversity was a strong predictor of fear of crime and 

gangs for older people but was not significantly related to sex.  Therefore, stronger 

measures of fear of crime, which measure concrete fears operationalized as specific 

offenses, also show support for Merry’s (1981) idea of subcultural diversity (Ferraro & 

LaGrange, 1987).  

Two later studies conducted by Lane and Meeker (2003, 2004) assessed 

subcultural diversity through survey questions regarding strangers moving in and out, 

and language, cultural, and racial differences among residents. Both studies used the 

same data to find that subcultural diversity was a significant predictor of fear of gang 

crime.  However, subcultural diversity had smaller direct effects on fear of gang crime 

than other social mechanisms, such as community concern or incivilities.  Although both 

studies only looked at fear of a specific crime, gang crime, they still showed support for 

the idea that individuals who perceived those around them to be different than them had 

elevated fear levels.  Based on these findings and previous findings, it is possible that 

through both the process of racial/ethnic socialization, children learn fear of others 

and/or crime.  Therefore, it is important to understand what type of racial and ethnic 

socialization messages parents are giving their children and how those messages 

influences fear.  The current study aims to discover the relationship between racial 

socialization and fear of crime.  
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Theoretical Background 

Social Structure and Social Learning Theory 

Social learning theory ranks among one of the most commonly tested theories in 

criminology (Pratt et al., 2010).  It is an expansion of Edwin Sutherland’s theory of 

differential association and his nine propositions regarding how “criminal behavior is 

learned.”  It adds components of psychology and operant conditioning (Burgess & 

Akers, 1966; Sutherland, 1947, pp. 6-7).  Research has found social learning variables 

to be consistent and moderate predictors of crime.  However, very few studies have 

directly examined social learning theory’s ability to explain fear of crime (Akers, 1998).  

Fear of crime can be conceptualized in the same way behaviors or attitudes toward 

committing crime are, as an attitude learned through definitions favorable or unfavorable 

to fear (Akers, 1998).  Fear of crime is learned, just like criminal and other behavior is 

learned (Akers, 1998).  

The four elements of social learning theory are: differential association, 

definitions, differential reinforcement, and imitation (Burgess & Akers, 1966; Akers & 

Sellers, 2009).  Differential association involves direct and indirect association with 

others who engage in certain kinds of behavior or have certain attitudes.  This 

interaction can take place with primary, secondary, or virtual peer groups.  Definitions 

are one’s own beliefs and attitudes toward a certain behavior or attitude.  These 

definitions may serve as a discriminative stimulus or cue as to how a person should 

appropriately respond in certain situations (Akers, 1998).  Differential reinforcement 

involves a balance of anticipated rewards and punishments for behavior or attitudes.  

Attitudes that are positively reinforced are more likely to occur in the future.  And finally, 

imitation is engaging in a behavior after seeing someone else engage in the behavior.  
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Where social learning theory is a micro level theory focusing on how the individual 

learns behaviors and attitudes, social structure and social learning is an integration of 

macro- and micro-level theories attributing learning, in part, to the social environment 

(Akers, 1998).  Theoretical integration of macro- and micro-theories may be used to 

explain larger variation in human behavior or attitudes specifically fear of crime. 

Social structure social learning theory (SSSL) proposes that social structural 

variables will be mediated by social learning variables, which will in turn affect individual 

behavior (Akers, 1998).  There are four elements of the social structure expected to 

relate to social learning variables: differential social organization, differential social 

location, differential location in the social structure, and theoretically defined structural 

causes.   

Differential Social Organization and Fear of Crime 

In relation to crime and deviance, differential social organization refers to the 

structural correlates or characteristics of different social systems that are expected to 

influence crime (Akers, 1998).  This aspect of the SSSL model incorporates factors 

describing how the population of the community is organized.  Some of the most 

common measures of differential social organization include population size and 

density, demographic composition, and economic attributes (Akers, 1998; Lee, Akers, & 

Borg, 2004).  The best way to obtain a representative measure of this construct is 

through census tract data.  However, when sampling university students from a wide 

range of communities, the most efficient way to measure this construct is by asking 

about the students’ perceptions about characteristics of their community (Akers, 1998; 

Lee et al., 2004; Schafer, Huebner, & Bynum, 2006).  
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Although Akers (1998) does not address how fear of crime is specifically 

explained by differential social organization, it is possible that the process would be the 

same for any attitude or behavior as it would be for criminal behavior.  With regard to 

fear of crime specifically, differential social organization refers to the structural 

correlates or characteristics of different communities that are expected to influence fear 

(Akers, 1998).  The most common structural correlates measured in fear of crime 

research are physical and social disorder (Rohe & Burby, 1988; LaGrange et al., 1992; 

Franklin et al., 2008).  Physical and social disorder serve as a warning signs and are 

brought about by unmanageable physical surroundings and social behaviors (Covington 

& Taylor, 1991; LaGrange et al.,1992).  Physical disorder includes: litter, trash, graffiti, 

abandoned buildings, and unkempt lots; whereas social disorder includes: public 

drunkenness, drug use or sales, loiterers, unsupervised youth, and inconsiderate 

neighbors (Covington & Taylor, 1991; LaGrange et al., 1992). 

There are several studies that show support for the relationship between 

neighborhood conditions and fear of crime.  Rohe and Burby (1988) examined 

victimization, personal characteristics, and social control influences on fear of crime 

among individuals living in low-income housing projects.  Perceived social and physical 

disorder showed significant positive relationships with fear of crime.  More specifically, 

the researchers found the strongest relationship with fear of crime and perceived social 

disorder, which was indicated by the presence of drug users and gangs in their 

community.  LaGrange et al. (1992) found similar results through conducting a national 

telephone survey, which examined perceived social and physical disorder in relation to 

fear of crime and perceived risk of victimization.  The researchers found a strong 
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statistically significant relationship between fear of crime and both perceived social and 

physical disorder, with social disorder having the strongest relationship.  A more recent 

study by Franklin et al. (2008), examined the efficacy of three theoretical models in 

explaining fear of crime in a rural sample.  The study also found social and physical 

disorder to explain the most variance in perceived risk and worry of victimization 

compared to other theoretical models of vulnerability and social integration.  Therefore, 

research has consistently found across national, rural, and urban populations that 

perceived disorder in one’s community is very influential in explaining fear of crime. 

Researchers have also compared actual or objective disorder of communities to 

individual perceived disorder (Covington & Taylor, 1991; Perkins, Florin, Rich, & 

Wandersman, 1990; Perkins, Meeks, & Taylor, 1992; Schafer et al., 2006; Maxfield, 

1984; Taylor, Shumaker, & Gottfredson, 1985).  Objective measures, including official 

crime rates for a community and police beats, are associated with fear of crime (Perkins 

et al., 1990; Perkins et al., 1992).  Although, results have been mixed as to whether 

perceived or objective disorder is more predictive of fear of crime after controlling for 

other variables (Covington & Taylor, 1991; Taylor et al., 1985; Schafer et al., 2006).  

Schafer et al. (2006) examined three measures of fear of crime: perceived safety, fear 

of personal, and property victimization. The results did not find any objective measures 

of crime rates to be a statistically significant predictor of fear.  These researchers did 

find perceived disorder to be a statistically significant predictor of fear.  Overall, 

research indicates perceived disorder appears to be a stronger predictor of fear 

compared to objective disorder (Covington & Taylor, 1991; Taylor et al., 1985; Schafer 

et al., 2006).   
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In social structure social learning terms, the literature indicates structural 

correlates (e.g. physical and social disorder) are important predictors of fear of crime 

(Rohe & Burby, 1988; LaGrange et al., 1992; Franklin et al., 2008).  Primarily, 

respondents’ perceptions of neighborhood conditions are a key predictor of fear 

(Covington & Taylor, 1991; Taylor et al., 1985; Schafer et al., 2006).  Consequently, the 

current study proposes that the learning process might also mediate structural 

correlates.  

Differential Location in the Social Structure and Fear of Crime 

Differential location in the social structure refers to individual social attributes and 

characteristics that determine where individuals stand in the overall social structure 

(Akers, 1998).  Some of the most common measures of differential social location in the 

social structure include age, gender, race, marital status, and socioeconomic status 

(Akers, 1998; Lee et al., 2004).   

Fear of crime attitudes and behaviors differ widely based on the characteristics of 

the individual.  Several researchers have found support for the fear-victimization 

paradox, in which groups least likely to be victimized are the most afraid and those most 

likely to be victimized are the least afraid (Ferarro, 1996; Truman & Rand, 2010; Warr, 

2000).  Fear of crime research has found these paradoxes to exist for females (Ferraro, 

1996; McGarrell, Giacomazzi, & Thurman, 1997; May, Rader, & Goodrum, 2010; 

Schafer et al., 2006; Warr, 1984, 2000) and sometimes the elderly (Lindquist & Duke, 

1982; Lane & Meeker, 2000; Maxfield, 1984; McCoy, Wooldredge, Cullen, Dubeck, & 

Browning, 1996; McGarrell et al., 1997).  The fear–victimization paradox for elderly has 

been largely explained away using strong measures with multiple-item indices 

examining specific fear rather than a single-item measure of fear (Ferraro & LaGrange, 
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1987; McCoy et al., 1996).  Most theories used to explain fear of crime, like social 

disorganization, are not able completely to explain away these paradoxes for females.  

That is, the findings on these measures still hold, even after controlling for perceptions 

of neighborhood factors. 

However, several researchers have pointed to socialization as an explanation for 

fear (Rader & Haynes, 2011; Goody, 1997).  For example, some research finds that 

male’s fear of crime is associated with what society finds desirable (Rader, 2010; Sutton 

& Farrall, 2005).  Researchers found males with the highest scores on a social 

desirability scale had the lowest levels of fear (Sutton & Farrall, 2005).  A qualitative 

study found that men changed their levels of fear of crime following marriage (Rader, 

2010).  Although this study had a small number of participants (n = 28), males gave 

invaluable information as to why their fear levels increased when they got married, with 

most of the reasons centered on socialization.  For example, they felt it was important to 

protect their wives and provide for their family.  Therefore, a theory that accounts for 

both social structural and social process variables might better explain these 

discrepancies between gender and fear. 

Fear of crime research has also found minorities are more fearful than whites 

(Lane & Meeker, 2003; Lane & Meeker, 2004; Jordan & Gabbidon, 2010; Rohe & 

Burby, 1988).  However unlike the elderly and females, minorities generally have a 

higher statistical risk of victimization than other groups (Truman & Rand, 2010).  This 

can be partially explained by social disorganization theory because minorities are more 

likely to live in communities characterized by social disorganization and therefore may 

be more fearful (Lane & Meeker, 2003; Lane & Meeker, 2004).  However, Lane and 
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Meeker (2003) found differences in how social disorganization affected fear of gang 

crime among minorities and whites.  Whites were more likely to have an increase in fear 

if they perceived disorder and community decline, while minorities were more likely to 

have more fear if they perceived disorder in their neighborhood but not decline (Lane & 

Meeker, 2003).  These findings are important because it is possible that the 

socialization messages individuals receive from family and friends influence what 

community factors impact fear of crime. 

Differential Social Location and Fear of Crime 

Differential social location refers to characteristics of individuals in primary, 

secondary, or reference groups that provide socialization of attitudes or behavior 

(Akers, 1998).  One of the most common measures of this concept is family structure: 

one parent, two parents, or other (Lee et al., 2004).  In relation to crime and deviance, 

research has found children in two-parent families are less likely to engage in 

delinquent behavior than children raised in single parent homes (Johnson, 1986; Apel & 

Kaukinen, 2008).  Neighborhoods characterized with a large proportion of single parent 

households also have higher crime rates than neighborhoods with two-parent 

households (Sampson, Raudenbush, & Earls, 1997).  It is important to examine the 

impact of family level variables on fear of crime because they may account for 

neighborhood level effects (Levanthal & Brooks-Gunn, 2000).   

Very few fear of crime studies have used family structure as an explanatory 

variable or found it to be a significant predictor.  A two parent family structure may 

involve more crime messages than one parent family structure, leading to increased 

fear of crime.  Lane (2006) examined family structure impact on fear by asking juvenile 

probationers about their living arrangements, whether they were living with both parents 
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or other.  However, she found the variable to be insignificant in predicting fear of crime 

at the bivariate level and did not include it in the multivariate analysis. 

Social Disorganization and Fear of Crime 

The third variable identified by Akers for social structural variables is theoretically 

defined structural causes (Akers, 1998).  This variable includes elements of already 

defined structural theories in the criminological literature.  These theories offer 

explanations for the correlations between the dependent variable (in the present study, 

fear of crime) and other explanatory variables (such as race, class, gender, etc). 

Examples of these are social disorganization, anomie, and conflict theories (Akers, 

1998).  However, the current study will only focus on social disorganization theory.  

Social disorganization theory has been widely used by scholars to explain fear of 

crime, relating neighborhood disorganization to an increase of fear of crime.  Social 

disorganization theory was first developed in the Chicago studies of residential patterns 

of delinquency conducted by Shaw and McKay (1942; 1969).  Shaw and McKay’s 

hypothesis argues that structural factors, including socioeconomic status, social 

mobility, and ethnic heterogeneity, influence community social organization, including 

solidarity, cohesion, and integration, which foster informal social control, which then 

influences crime rates (Akers & Sellers, 2009; Shaw & McKay, 1942; 1969). 

Following the initial theory, Sampson and Groves (1989) clarified the relationship 

between neighborhood structural characteristics and crime to be mediated by 

community social disorganization, more specifically local friendship networks, 

supervision of youth peer groups, and organizational participation.  Additionally, 

Sampson et al. (1997) proposed the concept of collective efficacy to describe 

community social disorganization, which involves trust and confidence between 
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community members in enforcing informal social control for the common good.  Several 

studies have shown support for the concept of collective efficacy as an explanation for 

crime, showing that communities with lower collective efficacy yield higher crime rates 

and self-reported violence (Morenoff, Sampson, & Raudenbush, 2001; Sampson et al., 

1997). 

Social disorganization has been used to explain deviant behavior and crime, but 

it can also be used to explain individual and community fear of crime (Sampson & 

Groves, 1989).  Skogan (1986, 1990) explains negative feedback loops are created in 

communities with crime, structural deterioration, and disorder.  Fear of crime results 

from neighborhood decline, which in turn increases withdrawal from the community and 

decreases informal social control (Wilson & Kelling, 1982).  Skogan (1986, 1990) 

describes crime and fear as indirectly affected by disinvestment of properties, 

demagoguery, deindustrialization, demolition and construction in the community, which 

relates back to the properties of the “zone of transition” proposed by Skaw and McKay 

(1942; 1969).   

The most common social mechanisms used to explain the relationship between 

fear of crime and disorganization are subcultural diversity, disorder, and community 

concern (Lane & Meeker, 2003).  Perceived disorder or neighborhood incivility is the 

most commonly studied aspect of social disorganization in predicting fear of crime 

(Covington & Taylor, 1991; Franklin et al., 2008; LaGrange et al., 1992; Lane & Meeker, 

2003; May, 2001; Taylor & Hale, 1986). However, Lane and Meeker (2003) found each 

of the three mechanisms, subcultural diversity, disorder, and community concern, to 

significantly explain fear of gang crime among California residents.  Minorities perceived 
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more disorder which was directly associated to their fear, where whites perceived more 

community decline which was directly associated to their fear.  It is one goal of this 

study to better understand the differences in how these factors relate to fear for whites 

and minorities.  One possibility is that the process of socialization may help explain 

these differences. 

Differential Association and Fear of Crime 

Differential association involves direct and indirect association with others who 

engage in certain kinds of behavior or have certain attitudes (Akers & Sellers, 2009).  In 

terms of fear of crime, this would be the association with others who have fear of crime 

attitudes.  This interaction can take place with primary (family and friends), secondary 

(church, school, or law and authority), or virtual peer groups (media and internet) 

(Akers, 1998; Akers & Sellers, 2009).   

To the author’s knowledge, there has only been one empirical study examining 

Akers’ social learning variables impact on fear (Akers, 1998).  Akers (1998) concept of 

differential association was measured by examining participants how worried about 

crime their primary and secondary groups were.  His sample was collected in Texas 

through mailed surveys and consisted of only the elderly (ages 60 and older).  Results 

showed differential association variables explained 53% of the variance in general fear 

of crime for men and 24% for women (Akers, 1998).  Additionally, the study found 

primary groups had the strongest effect and relationship with the fear of crime 

measures.  Another study by May (2001) found differential association to be a good 

predictor of fear of crime and protective factors in his study of incarcerated male 

adolescents.  However, May’s concept of differential association was measured by 

peer’s delinquent behavior, not fear of crime attitudes or behaviors.  Therefore, 
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secondary group fear of crime was indirectly measured through secondary group 

delinquent behavior. 

Cops (2010) did not directly use Akers’ social learning measures in models 

explaining fear of crime, but did measure the impact of primary and virtual peer groups 

(family, peers, and media) on fear of crime for Flemish youth.  First, Cops (2010) found 

that youth who indicated a positive relationship with their mothers and higher levels of 

parental control increased fear of crime compared to youth with negative relationships 

with their mothers and lower levels of parental control.  Second, as the number of best 

friends increased, the less fear of crime youth had.  Third, the more popular media that 

youth reported watching, the more fear of crime they had.  De Groof (2008) also found 

increased parental supervision increased fear of crime for Flemish youth, supporting the 

possibility that socialization impacts fear.   

A study of American male adolescents, also found parental supervision to be the 

strongest significant predictor of adolescent fear of criminal victimization, controlling for 

age, economic status, perceived neighborhood incivility, perceived risk, and parental 

attachment (May, Vartanian, & Virgo, 2002).  Adolescents with parents who actively 

supervised them were more fearful than adolescents whose parents were less 

supervisory.  However, youth who are supervised closely are less likely to perceive risk 

of victimization.  The researchers also found adolescents who reported weak 

attachment to their parents had more fear than those who had stronger attachments.  

The researchers suggested that parents who supervise their children closely may create 

a “sheltering effect” which leads parents to not offer youth suggestions on how to deal 

with risk of victimization.  It is possible that parents who supervise their children closely 
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have fear of crime attitudes or behaviors, and expose these fear attitudes or behavior 

with their children through association and interaction. 

Although the previously discussed studies support the possibility that 

socialization is related to fear of crime, the measures do not directly ask whether 

associating with parents, peers, or media had exposed them to fear of crime attitudes or 

messages (Cops, 2010, De Groof, 2008; May et al., 2002). Therefore, it can only be 

interpreted from the literature that more parental supervision or control leads to direct or 

indirect association with fear of crime attitudes or behaviors from parents.  The current 

study aims to expand the current body of by determining whether differentially 

associating with primary and secondary groups who have fear of crime attitudes 

influences one’s own fear.  

Definitions and Fear of Crime 

Definitions are one’s own beliefs and attitudes toward a certain behavior or 

attitude (Akers & Sellers, 2009).  In terms of fear of crime, definitions are one’s own fear 

of crime attitudes.  These fear definitions may also serve as a discriminative stimulus or 

cues as to how a person should appropriately respond in a certain situation.  A person 

with fearful attitudes may respond with protective or avoidance behaviors, such as 

carrying a gun or avoiding certain areas of the neighborhood at night.  Therefore, 

precautions are measure of behavior that one would hypothesize results from definitions 

favorable to fear of crime (Akers, 1998).  In the before mentioned study of Texas 

elderly, Akers (1998) found fear of crime had a direct effect on precautionary behaviors 

for both men and women.  He also found an indirect effect of differential association 

(associating with others who engage in fearful attitudes) on behavioral precautions, 

which was mediated by one’s own fear of crime attitudes.  
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Differential Reinforcement and Fear of Crime 

Differential reinforcement involves a balance of anticipated and actual rewards 

and punishments for fear of crime attitudes or behaviors (Akers & Sellers, 2009).  From 

the standpoint of social learning theory, fear of crime attitudes that are reinforced are 

more likely to occur in the future (Akers, 1998).  Alternatively, fear of crime attitudes that 

are punished are less likely to occur in the future.  Additionally, precautionary behaviors 

that are reinforced or punished affect the likelihood of future behavior (Akers, 1998).  In 

the study of Texas elderly, Akers (1998) found social reinforcement for fear of crime 

attitudes was associated with one’s own fearful definitions and precautionary behavior.   

Imitation and Fear of Crime 

Imitation is engaging in fear of crime attitudes or behaviors after seeing someone 

else that you admire engage in the behavior (Akers & Sellers, 2009).  Imitation is more 

important at the initiation of the behavior or attitudes rather than the persistence over 

time.  According to social learning theory, after behavior is first modeled, reinforcement 

or punishment for the behavior will determine whether definitions favorable or 

unfavorable to fear will develop (Akers, 1998; Akers & Sellers, 2009).  This was the only 

element of social learning theory not measured in the Texas elderly study of fear of 

crime (Akers, 1998).  Therefore, there are no known studies that specifically examine 

whether imitation is associated with fear of crime. 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Research Question One 

One of the primary goals of racial/ethnic socialization is to teach children how to 

cope with or protect themselves from discrimination (Hughes et al., 2006).  Fear of 

crime may be a coping or protection mechanism for children who receive certain types 
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of messages.  Specifically, promotion of mistrust messages are those that teach 

children to mistrust other races (Hughes & Chen, 1997).  This idea is very similar to 

subcultural diversity theory of fear of crime, where fear is developed from residents 

being unable to understand and predict the behaviors of the people living around them 

(Merry, 1981).  It may be through the process of racial/ethnic socialization that 

individuals learn to mistrust groups that are different from them, which in turn impacts 

their fear of crime.  To the author’s knowledge, there have been no studies examining 

whether racial/ethnic socialization messages predict fear of crime.  Therefore, the 

following research questions are proposed in this study:  

 Does racial socialization affect fear of crime?   

 Hypothesis: Racial socialization will be positively associated with fear of crime 

 Are individuals socialized with promotion of mistrust messages more afraid than 
those socialized differently?   

 Hypothesis: Promotion of mistrust messages will impact fear of crime more than 
other racial socialization messages  

 Are certain racial groups racially socialized differently than others and if so, does 
this impact fear? 

 Hypothesis: Minorities will be racially socialized differently than whites, which 
impacts their fear of crime 

 
Research Question Two 

Previous racial/ethnic socialization studies have found different types of 

messages are more common in certain types of neighborhoods.  Specifically, Caughy et 

al. (2006) found promotion of mistrust is more common in integrated neighborhoods 

than predominately black or predominately white neighborhoods. They also found 

preparation for bias and promotion of mistrust messages are associated with a negative 

neighborhood social environment (Caughy et al., 2006).  However, their measure of 

negative neighborhood social environment included physical/social disorder, fear of 

retaliation, and fear of victimization.  The current study would like to separate these 
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measures and do a more complete test of social disorganization.  Therefore, research 

question two is:  

 Do perceived neighborhood characteristics affect racial socialization of college 
students? 

 Hypothesis: Social disorganization will be positively associated with racial 
socialization 

 Do certain racial groups perceive neighborhood conditions where they grew up 
differently than others and if so, does this impact racial socialization? 

 Hypothesis: Minorities perceive neighborhood conditions differently than Whites, 
which impacts their racial socialization 

 
Research Question Three 

Social disorganization theory has been the most common theory used to explain 

individual and community fear of crime.  However, many studies only examine structural 

characteristics of the community or neighborhood, for example disorder.  This study will 

explore whether there is a relationship between neighborhood structural characteristics 

and fear of crime that is mediated by community social organization, more specifically 

Sampson et al. (1997)’s concept of collective efficacy (Figure 2-3).  Therefore, research 

question three is:  

 Do perceived neighborhood characteristics of social disorganization predict 
college students’ fear of crime? 

 Hypothesis: Perceived neighborhood characteristics of social disorganization will 
be associated with fear of crime 

 Do certain racial groups perceive neighborhood conditions differently than others 
and if so, does this impact fear? 

 Hypothesis: Minorities will perceive neighborhood conditions differently than 
Whites, which impacts their fear of crime 

 
Research Question Four 

The study of Texas elderly showed good support for social learning theory as an 

explanation for fear of crime (Akers, 1998).  However, was an incomplete test of 

the theory, with imitation not included in the model.  Therefore, this study 
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expands on the theory by testing a complete model of social learning on fear of 

crime (Figure 2-4).  Research question four is:  

 Do social learning variables predict fear of crime for university students? 

 Hypothesis: Social learning variables will be positively associated with fear of 
crime 

 Do certain racial groups socialize differently than others with regard to their 
safety from crime and if so, does this impact fear? 

 Hypothesis: Racial groups will not be socialized differently with regard to their 
safety, which in turn impacts fear 

 
Research Question Five 

Although both socialization models presented in this study are similar, they are 

different in the types of messages individuals receive.  Racial socialization messages 

are about race or ethnicity (Hughes et al., 2006), whereas social learning messages are 

about crime and safety (Akers, 1998).  Racial socialization focuses on discrimination 

from and mistrust towards other groups of people, so implies fear comes from a 

negative view of other groups.  Social learning theory focuses on a social problem 

(crime) and one’s own inability to protect them self from victimization.  Social learning 

theory also includes components of operant conditioning- differential reinforcement and 

imitation.  Therefore, research question five is:  

 Which socialization model is a better predictor of fear of crime- racial 
socialization or social learning theory?  

 Hypothesis: Social learning theory will predict fear of crime better than racial 
socialization theory 
 

Research Question Six 

Several studies have shown support for macro theories, such as social 

disorganization, in explaining fear of crime (Covington & Taylor, 1991; Franklin et al., 

2008; LaGrange et al., 1992; Lane & Meeker, 2003; May, 2001).  This supports social 

structure social learning theory because it expects social structure variables to be 
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related to the behavior or attitude, in this case fear of crime (Akers, 1998).  However, 

social disorganization is only one component of the social structure.  Therefore, 

research question six is:  

 Do the social structure components- differential social organization, differential 
social location, differential location in the social structure, and social 
disorganization- predict fear of crime for university students (Figure 2-5)? 

 Hypothesis: Social structure components will be positively associated with fear of 
crime 

 
Research Questions Seven 

There has been no prior research that has explored whether micro theory of 

social learning mediates the effects of social structure for fear of crime.  However, 

several studies show support for macro theories, including social disorganization, in 

explaining fear of crime (Covington & Taylor, 1991; Franklin et al., 2008; LaGrange et 

al., 1992; Lane & Meeker, 2003; May, 2001).  This at least indirectly supports social 

structure social learning theory, because it expects social structure variables to be 

related to the behavior or attitude, in this case fear of crime (Akers, 1998).  Also, Akers 

(1998) study of Texas elderly found social learning variables of differential association, 

definitions, and differential reinforcement to predict fear of crime.  However, the main 

proposition of social structure social learning is the effects of the social structure to be 

mediated by the social learning process, which in turn affects fear of crime.  Therefore, 

according to the theory one or more of the dimensions in social structure and social 

learning with fear of crime as the dependent variable could show: (1) direct significant 

effects of the structural factors on social learning variables, (2) non-significant or 

substantially reduced direct effects of the structural factors on fear of crime with social 

learning in the model, and (3) substantial and significant direct effects of social learning 
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variables on fear of crime (Lee et al., 2004, p. 19).  A primary research question, then, 

is:  

 Does Akers’ social structure social learning theory explain fear of crime among 
college students (Figure 2-6)?  

 Hypothesis: Adding social learning variables will substantially reduce the direct 
effect of structural factors on fear of crime 

 



 

43 

 
Figure 2-1.  Research question one 

 
 

 
Figure 2-2.  Research question two 

 
 

 
Figure 2-3.  Research question three 

 
 

 
Figure 2-4.  Research question four 

 
 

 
Figure 2-5.  Research questions six. 
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Figure 2-6.  Research question seven 
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CHAPTER 3 
RESEARCH METHODOLOGY 

Research Design 

Sample 

Data were collected during the summer and fall semesters of 2011 at the 

University of Florida.  Participants were recruited through two methods.  The first was 

through the Department of Sociology and Criminology & Law’s participant pool.  

Students who participated in the pool received either course credit or extra credit in 

exchange for participation.  Those in the participant pool who did not wish to participate 

in the studies were offered an alternative assignment to complete.  The second way the 

study recruited participants was by announcing the opportunity to undergraduate 

classes not involved in the participant pool. Undergraduate instructors allowed the 

researcher to present the study and provide students with an opportunity to participate. 

All participating instructors chose to provide extra credit for student participation.  During 

the class announcement, students were informed of the opportunity and provided with 

contact information to set up an interview date and time via email. 

Therefore, the sampling method employed was a convenience sample.  A 

convenience sample was implemented primarily because this research project does not 

have funding, making it difficult to gain a sample that is representative of the university 

population.  In addition, this study is exploratory in that it is the first to examine key 

research questions regarding the effect of racial/ethnic socialization on fear.  

Consequently, it will provide information that may allow for the development of a more 

representative study at a later date.  The unit of analysis is individuals, with 400 
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undergraduate students recruited to complete the interview, to allow for enough power 

to examine differences among racial groups. 

Procedure 

After receiving Institutional Review Board approval from the University of Florida 

(Appendix A), researchers conducted face-to-face semi-structured interviews with 400 

university students.  The interviews averaged 36.6 minutes, but ranged from 19 to 98 

minutes depending on participants’ willingness to share on open-ended questions.  All 

interviews were conducted in a room on campus and participants were able to choose a 

time slot that was convenient for them on the participant pool website.  For those not in 

the participant pool but recruited through undergraduate classes, they were able to set 

up a time by emailing the researcher and selecting a time at their convenience. 

Once the participant arrived for the interview, (s)he was given an informed 

consent form ( Appendix B).  The informed consent form was read aloud and (s)he was 

asked to follow along.  After the consent form was read and the participant agreed to 

participate, (s)he was asked to sign and return it to the researcher.  The researcher then 

placed the signed informed consent in an envelope and gave the participant an extra 

copy of the consent. 

Once a signed informed consent was obtained, the researcher completed the 

first page of the interview instrument.  The first page was to ensure the participant got 

credit in the participant pool or extra credit in the class for participating.  It also provided 

information on the interview date, time, and length.  Once the cover sheet was 

completed and the Study ID number was noted on both the cover sheet and first page 

of the interview instrument, the interview began.  The interview consisted of both open 

and close-ended responses.  To fully obtain open-ended responses, researchers were 
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instructed on the interview instrument when to turn on and off a digital voice recorder.  

Participants had the option to stop the voice recording at any time, or to opt to not have 

their interview voice-recorded.  If participants did not want their responses to be 

recorded, researchers wrote their response to the best of their ability in the answer 

blanks.  Additionally, researchers were instructed when to give participants a colored 

card to help them answer close-ended questions with Likert scale answer options 

(Appendix C).  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.   

Measures 

Fear of Crime 

The fear of crime scale used was adapted from Lane and Meeker (2003), Lane 

(2006), and Lane (2009). Participants were verbally asked how personally afraid they 

were of nineteen crimes, while the interviewer recorded their answers. Response 

options included: not afraid (1), somewhat afraid (2), afraid (3), and very afraid (4) 

(Appendix D, questions 58-78).  The fear items represented a variety of personal crimes 

(rape/sexual assault, murder, being attacked with a weapon, robbed, threatened, 

beaten up, shot at, drive-by shooting, physical assault, harassment, carjacking, and 

property taken with force), property crimes (break in, car theft, property damage, 

property damage by graffiti, break in while away, home invasion robbery, having money 

or property taken without force), and one drug-related crime.  

A Principal Component factor analysis using Varimax rotation of the fear of crime 

items revealed four constructs (four Eigenvalues greater than 1.0).  These four 

constructs were used to create four fear of crime scales: fear of violent crimes, fear of 

property crimes, fear of crimes possibly leading to violence, and fear of burglary. The 
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fear of violent crime scale consists of 11 items, with factor loadings ranging from 0.65 

(robbery) to 0.89 (drive-by or random shooting). The fear of property crime scale 

consists of three items, with factor loadings ranging from 0.59 (property damage) to 

0.63 (property damage by graffiti or tagging).  Fear of crimes possibly leading to 

violence consists of two items, with factor loadings ranging from 0.57 (harassed) to 0.68 

(threatened).  Fear of burglary consists of one item, with a factor loading of 0.57 (break 

in while away from home).  See Table 3-1 for scale factor loadings and reliability 

coefficients.  

Racial/Ethnic Socialization 

The racial socialization scale was used in two ways in this study. The first was to 

predict fear of crime in research question one.  The second is as a dependent variable 

in research question two.  The racial socialization scale used was adapted from Hughes 

and Chen (1997) and Hughes and Johnson (2001).  Participants were verbally asked to 

indicate how often their parents engaged in the following behaviors when they were 

growing up.  Response options included: never (1), sometimes (2), regularly (3), and all 

the time (4).  Racial socialization is divided into four types of messages: (1) cultural 

socialization, (2) preparation for bias, and (3) promotion of mistrust.  The following eight 

items measured cultural socialization messages: talked to you about important people 

or events in your own racial or ethnic group’s history, encouraged you to read books 

about your own race or ethnicity, talked to you about discrimination against your own 

racial or ethnic group, and did or said things to show that all are equal regardless of 

race or ethnicity, talked to you about important people or events in history of different 

racial or ethnic groups, encouraged you to read books about other racial or ethnic 

groups, talked to you about discrimination against a racial or ethnic group that is not 
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your own, explained something on TV that showed discrimination (Appendix D, 

questions 18-25).  The following five items measure preparation for bias messages: 

talked to you about others trying to limit you because of your race or ethnicity, told you 

that you must be better to get same rewards because of your race or ethnicity, told you 

your own race or ethnicity is an important part of self, talked to someone else about 

discrimination when you could hear, and talked to you about unfair treatment due to 

your race or ethnicity (Appendix D, questions 26-30).  The following two items measure 

promotion of mistrust: did or said things to you to keep you from trusting kids of other 

races or ethnicities, and did or said things to encourage you to keep you’re your 

distance from people of other races or ethnicities (Appendix D, questions 31-32).   

A Principal Components factor analysis using Varimax rotation of the racial 

socialization items represented three constructs (three Eigenvalues greater than 1.0).  

These constructs were used to create three racial socialization scales: cultural 

socialization, preparation for bias, and promotion of mistrust.  The cultural socialization 

scale consists of four items, with loadings ranging from 0.64 (talked to you about 

important people or events in history of different racial or ethnic groups) to 0.71 

(encouraged you to read books about other racial or ethnic groups).  The preparation for 

bias scale consists of 5 items, with factor loadings ranging from 0.55 (told you your own 

race or ethnicity is an important part of self) to 0.82 (talked to you about unfair treatment 

due to your race or ethnicity).  The promotion of mistrust scale consists of two items 

with factor loadings ranging from 0.63 (did or said things to keep you from trusting kids 

of other races or ethnicities) to 0.64 (did or said things to encourage you to keep your 



 

50 

distance from people of other races or ethnicities).  See Table 3-2 for scale factor 

loadings and reliability coefficients. 

Perceptions of Social Disorganization 

The perceptions of social disorganization measures are based on a variety of 

established measures.  Structural characteristics of social disorganization are physical 

and social disorder, diversity, residential mobility, and racial heterogeneity (Shaw & 

McKay,1942; 1969).   

Physical disorder, social disorder, and diversity. The diversity, physical, and 

social disorder scales are adapted from Lane (2006).  Participants were asked to 

indicate whether or not the following problems characterize the neighborhood where 

they grew up.  The following items measured physical disorder (Appendix D, questions 

278-281, 294, 296-297): litter, trash, broken glass, graffiti, buildings falling apart, vacant 

or deserted homes and cars, dark areas with no or little lighting, areas that feel strange 

or unknown, and decreasing housing values.  The following items measure social 

disorder ( Appendix D, questions 282-285, 289-293, 295, 298): unattended kids, people 

selling drugs, people drunk or high on the street, drinking in public, kids misbehaving, 

people hanging out and causing trouble, poverty, language and cultural difference, too 

many people living in one home, gangs, people moving in and out a lot, and people 

using drugs.  Additionally, participants were asked to indicate whether language, 

cultural, and racial differences between residents are a problem in the neighborhood 

they grew up in.  The latter measures are intended to measure diversity (Appendix D, 

questions 286-288).  Response options included: not a problem (1), somewhat of a 

problem (2), a problem (3), and a big problem (4). 
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A Principal Components factor analysis using Varimax rotation of the disorder 

items represented three constructs (three Eigenvalues greater than 1.0).  These 

constructs were used to create three scales: social disorder, physical disorder, and 

diversity.  The social disorder scale consists of 6 items, with factors ranging from 0.64 

(gangs and increasing crime) to 0.78 (people drunk or high on the street). The physical 

disorder scale consists of 2 items, with factors ranging from 0.69 (vacant or deserted 

homes) to 0.71 (buildings falling apart or run down).  The diversity scale consists of 

three items, with factors ranging from 0.64 (language differences between residents) to 

0.81 (cultural and racial differences between residents).  See Table 3-3 for scale items 

and reliability coefficients.  

Residential mobility.  Residential mobility was measured by asking participants, 

“how often do individuals move in and out of the neighborhood you grew up in?” 

(Appendix D, question 277).  Response options included: not often (1), somewhat often 

(2), often (3), and very often (4).   

Racial heterogeneity. Third, racial heterogeneity was measured by asking 

participants to describe the people in their neighborhood where they grew up in terms of 

race/ethnicity (Appendix D, question 263).  Response options included: the majority the 

same race/ethnicity as you (1), 50/50 (2), and the majority a different race/ethnicity as 

you (3).  

Collective efficacy. Sampson et al. (1997)’s concept of collective efficacy 

clarified the relationship between neighborhood structural characteristics and crime to 

be mediated by community social disorganization.  Therefore, the two components of 
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collective efficacy, social cohesion and informal social control, are measured to more 

fully test the full model of social disorganization (Sampson et al., 1997).   

To measure social cohesion, participants were asked to indicate how strongly 

they agreed with statements about the neighborhood they grew up in.  These 

statements included (Appendix D, questions 264-268): the neighborhood you grew up in 

was close-knit, people in the neighborhood you grew up in could be trusted, people in 

the neighborhood you grew up in generally do not get along with each other, people in 

the neighborhood you grew up in do not share the same values, people in the 

neighborhood you grew up in are willing to help their neighbors.  Response options 

included: strongly disagree (1), disagree (2), neutral (3), agree (4), and strongly agree 

(5).  Two items (people in the neighborhood you grew up in generally do not get along 

with each other and people in the neighborhood you grew up in do not share the same 

values) were reverse coded so that higher score indicated greater social cohesion. 

A Principal Component Factor analysis using Varimax rotation of the social 

cohesion items represented one construct (one Eigenvalues greater than 1.0).  This 

construct was used to create the scale.  The social cohesion scale consists of 3 items, 

with factors ranging from 0.64 (neighborhood was close knit) to 0.67 (people in the 

neighborhood could be trusted). See Table 3-4 for scale items and reliability 

coefficients. 

To measure informal social control, participants were asked to indicate how likely 

neighbors could be counted on to intervene if a variety of things happened in their 

neighborhood.  The following items measured low informal social control (Appendix D, 

questions 272-276): children skipping school and hanging out on street corners, 
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children spray-painting graffiti on a local building, children showing disrespect to an 

adult, a fight broke out in front of their house, and the fire station closest to their home 

was threatened with budget cuts.  Response options included: very unlikely (1), unlikely 

(2), neither likely nor unlikely (3), likely (4), and very likely (5).   

A Principal Component Factor analysis using Varimax rotation of the low informal 

social control items resulted in one construct (one Eigenvalues greater than 1.0).  This 

construct was used to create the scale, with those items not loading deleted from the 

scale.  The low informal social control scale consisted of 2 items, with factors ranging 

from 0.58 (children showing disrespect to adults) to 0.64 (children skipping school and 

hanging out on street corners).  See Table 3-5 for scale items and reliability coefficients. 

Social Learning 

Measures for social learning theory, as they are related to fear of crime, are 

adapted from Akers study of the elderly in Texas (1998).   

Differential association.  There are three measures of differential association.  

The first measure asked participants how fearful primary and secondary groups were 

about crime in general on a scale of one (not fearful at all) to ten (very fearful) 

(Appendix D, questions 194-206).  Not all participants have the same number of entities 

in their primary and secondary groups.  Therefore to avoid list wise deletion of cases, 

scales were created manually on a case-by-case basis for primary and secondary 

groups by taking the average for each case.  See Table 3-6 for sums and proportions in 

primary and secondary groups.  Primary groups consist of: mother, father, grandfather, 

sisters, brothers, church members and best friends (Cronbach = 0.87).  Secondary 

groups consist of: work associates, fraternity and sorority members, and club members 

(Cronbach = 0.86).  
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The second differential association measure asks participants how often their 

parents and friends talk to them about crime.  Response options include: never (1), 

sometimes (2), regularly (3), and all the time (4).   

The third differential association measure asks participants how often they see 

reports of violent crime on TV, the internet, or the newspaper. Akers (1998) refers to 

these as virtual groups. Response options include: less than once a month (1), once a 

month (2), a couple times a month (3), once a week (4), more than a week (5), and 

every day (6).   

Differential reinforcement.  Differential reinforcement for fear of crime is 

measured by asking participants how primary and secondary groups would react to their 

concern about fear.  Again to avoid list wise deletion of cases, scales were created 

manually on a case-by-case basis for primary and secondary group reinforcement by 

taking the average for each case.  See Table 3-6 for sums and proportions in primary 

and secondary groups.  Response options included: positive (1), neutral (0), and 

negative (-1). 

Imitation. Imitation is measured by asking participants if they have ever imitated 

a behavior that they observed someone they admire do to prevent themselves from 

becoming a victim of crime.  Response options included: yes (1) or no (0). 

Social Structure 

Differential social organization. The measure of differential social organization 

is adapted from Lee et al. (2004).  Although the best way to get a representative 

measure of this construct is through census tract data, when sampling university 

students from a wide range of communities the best way to measure this construct is by 

asking about the students’ perceptions about characteristics of their community (Akers, 
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1998; Lee et al., 2004; Schafer et al., 2006).  Participants are asked to describe their 

hometown (Appendix D, question 12).  Response options include: small-rural (1), 

medium-suburban (2), and large-metropolitan (3).  Dummy variables were then created 

for each of the three types of hometowns.  

Differential social location.  The measure of differential social location is also 

adapted from Lee et al. (2004).  Participants were asked about the structure of their 

family (Appendix, question 15).  Response options include: two parent family (1), single 

parent family (2), or family in which parents were absent with others serving as parents 

or guardians (3).  Dummy variables were then created for each of the three family 

structure type. 

Differential location in the social structure.  There are four measures of 

differential location in the social structure in this study.  Based on Akers (1998), gender, 

age, race, and socioeconomic status determine where the individual stands in the social 

structure.  Therefore, the following demographic characteristics were asked of the 

participants.  Participants were asked their sex (Appendix D, question 1).  Response 

options include: male (1) and female (0).  Participants were asked their date of birth 

(Appendix D, question 2), which was converted to age at interview.  Participants are 

asked to indicate their racial/ethnic identity (Appendix D, question 3).  Dummy variables 

were created for four racial groups: Black/African American, White/Caucasian, 

Latino/Hispanic, and Other.  Participants were asked to indicate their parent/guardian’s 

yearly household income (Appendix D, question 17).  To effectively measure the 

participants’ income growing up, I used participants’ reports of their parent/guardian 

income.  Response options include: less than $15,000 (1), between $15,000 and 
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$24,999 (2), between $25,000 and $34,999 (3), between $35,000 and $49,999 (4), 

between $50,000 and $74,999 (5), between $75,000 and $99,999 (6), $100,000 or 

more (7).  

Theoretically defined structural causes.  The last aspect of the social structure 

is theoretically defined structural causes (Akers, 1998).  The theory that is used in this 

study is social disorganization, which measures are described above.  

Controls 

Personal characteristics.  The following controls are used throughout analyses 

focusing on research questions where they are not key variables: age, sex, race, and 

income.   

Analytic Plan 

To start the analysis the researcher ran several descriptive analyses to retrieve 

information regarding the distributions of each variable.  The researcher then estimated 

bivariate correlations for each of the variables to determine the direction and strength of 

relationships.  The researcher also performed factor and reliability analyses for each 

scale created.  Additionally, each reported regression model was checked for 

heteroskedasticity1 and multicollinearity2.  

                                            
1 Heteroskedasticity is the tendency for the error terms to have a non-constant variance around the 

predicted regression line, which is a violation of the Gauss-Markov OLS regression assumptions. Each 
regression model is checked for heteroskedasticity using the Breusch & Pagan test (1979).  In the models 
where the test statistic is significant, the model is re-run with a robust regression estimate, which takes 
into account all the outliers and weighs them differently than central cases.  The r-squared and betas 
remain the same in robust regression, but the standard errors of the betas do not assume normality.  
Models run with robust regression estimates standard errors will be noted as RSE. 

2 Multicollinearity is examined for regression models containing more than one independent variable.  A 

diagnostic for multicollinearity is variance inflation factor (VIFs). They are estimates of how much 
multicollinearity has increased the variance of an estimated coefficient. The VIFs for the independent 
variables reveal multicollinearity is not an issue.  
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Research Question One  

The following questions encompass Research Question One: Does racial 

socialization affect fear of crime?  Are individuals socialized with promotion of mistrust 

messages more afraid than those socialized differently?  Are certain groups 

(racial/ethnic) socialized differently than others with regard to their safety from crime 

and does this impact fear?  This was accomplished by examining participants’ survey 

responses to fear of crime and racial socialization variables.  Then, correlation results 

are reported to determine significant relationships at the bivariate level.  I ran Ordinary 

Least Squares (OLS) multiple regression that regresses fear of violent crimes, fear of 

property crimes, fear of crimes possibly leading to violence, and fear of burglary (the 

dependent variables) onto the three types of racial socialization messages: cultural 

socialization, preparation for bias, and promotion of mistrust (the independent 

variables).  The model also includes control variables of sex, age, gender, race, and 

income.  OLS multivariate regressions are reported for the entire sample and 

racial/ethnic group.   Additionally, to determine whether there is a difference in racial 

socialization on fear for certain racial groups, I ran a regression coefficient comparison 

tests, as developed by Clogg, Petkova, and Haritou (1995) (Paternoster et al., 1998).  

Research Question Two  

Research Question Two was: do perceived neighborhood characteristics affect 

racial socialization of college students?  To assess research question two, I ran 

bivariate correlations to determine significant associations between the independent 

(physical and social disorder, diversity, residential mobility, racial heterogeneity, and 

collective efficacy) and dependent variables (cultural socialization, preparation for bias, 

and promotion of mistrust).  Of those variables that were significantly associated, OLS 
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models were run to predict the three racial socialization types.  The models also include 

control variables that were significantly associated with the dependent variables at the 

bivariate level.  Additionally, to determine whether there was a difference in perceived 

social disorganization on racial socialization for certain racial groups, I ran the 

regression coefficient comparison test developed by Clogg, Petkova, and Haritou (1995) 

(Paternoster et al., 1998). 

Research Questions Three 

Research Question Three is: do perceived neighborhood characteristics of social 

disorganization predict college students’ fear of crime?  To assess research question 

three, I ran OLS multiple regression that regressed the fear of crime scales (the 

dependent variables) onto neighborhood structural characteristics and collective 

efficacy (the independent variables).  If the effect of neighborhood structural 

characteristics is substantially reduced in the model with collective efficacy then the 

researcher will have support for the theoretical model of social disorganization theory 

proposed by Sampson et al. (1997) and Sampson and Groves (1989).  The models will 

also include control variables of age, sex, race, and income. 

Research Questions Four 

Research Question Four is: do social learning variables predict fear of crime for 

university students? To assess research question four, I first ran bivariate correlations to 

determine significant associations between the fear of crime scales (the dependent 

variables) and the social learning variables: differential association, definitions, 

differential reinforcement, and imitation (the independent variables).  More specifically, 

step-wise linear regression analyses were performed with each model progressively 

incorporating additional independent variables.  The independent variables alternating 
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within the blocks of models are personal characteristics and social learning variables.  

The purpose of running more than one model is to determine the combined effect of 

social learning variables.  However, independent variables that were not significant at 

the bivariate level were not included in the regression models.  

Research Questions Five 

Research Question Five is: which socialization model is a better predictor of fear 

of crime- racial socialization or social learning theory?  To assess research question 

five, I ran run step-wise linear regression analyses with each model progressively 

incorporating additional independent variables.  The independent variables alternating 

within the blocks of models are racial socialization and social learning variables.  

Research Question Six 

Research Question Six is: do the social structure components- differential social 

organization, differential social location, differential location in the social structure, and 

social disorganization- predict fear of crime for university students?  To assess research 

question six the researcher ran OLS multiple regression that regressed the fear of crime 

scales (the dependent variables) onto the social structure variables: differential social 

organization, differential social location, differential location in the social structure, and 

social disorganization (the independent variables). 

Research Question Seven 

Research Question Seven was: does Akers’ social structure social learning 

theory explain fear of crime among college students?  To assess research question 

seven, I ran OLS multiple regression that regressed the fear of crime scales (the 

dependent variables) onto both the social learning and social structure variables (the 

independent variables).  I compared the effects of the social structure variables to the 
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effect in the research question five to determine whether the mediation hypothesis is 

correct.  If the effect of social structure variables is substantially reduced in the model 

with social learning variables then the researcher has support for Akers’ social structure 

social learning theory in explaining fear of crime. 
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Table 3-1.  Factor analysis for fear of crime variables 

Scales Factor 
loading   

Scales Factor 
loading 

Fear of violent crimes     Fear of property crimes   
 Item 1: Break in while home 0.66   Item 1: Car stolen 0.60 
 Item 2: Rape 0.75   Item 2: Property damage 0.59 

 Item 3: Murder 0.85   
Item 3: Property damage by graffiti or 
tagging 0.63 

 Item 4: Attacked with a weapon 0.80     = 0.76
 Item 5: Robbery 0.65  Fear of crimes possibly leading to violence  
 Item 6: Shot at 0.86   Item 1: Threatened 0.68 
 Item 7: Home invasion robbery 0.69   Item 2: Harassment 0.57 

 Item 8: Drive-by or random shooting 0.89     = 0.78
 Item 9: Assault 0.80  Fear of burglary  
 Item 10: Carjacking 0.70   Item 1: Break in while away from home 0.57 

 
Item 11: Money or property taken away 
with force 0.70     

   = 0.96      

Cronbach's alpha =          
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Table 3-2.  Factor analysis for racial socialization scales   

Scales Factor 
loadings  

Cultural socialization   

 Item 1: Talked to you about important people or events in history of different racial or ethnic groups 0.54 

 Item 2: Encouraged you to read books about other racial or ethnic groups 0.71 

 Item 3: Talked to you about important people or events in your racial or ethnic group's history 0.69 

 Item 4: Encouraged you to read books about your own race or ethnicity 0.69 

  α = 0.83 

Preparation for bias  

 Item 1: Talked to you about discrimination against your own racial or ethnic group 0.61 
 Item 2: Talked to you about others trying to limit you because of your race and ethnicity 0.76 
 Item 3: Told you that you must be better to get the same rewards because of your race or ethnicity 0.78 

 Item 4: Told you your own race or ethnicity is an important part of self 0.55 

 Item 5: Talked to you about unfair treatment due to your race or ethnicity 0.82 

  α = 0.86 
Promotion of mistrust  

 Item 1: Did or said things to keep you from trusting kids of other races or ethnicities 0.63 
 Item 2: Did or said things to encourage you to keep your distance from people of other races or ethnicities 0.64 

  α = 0.71 

Cronbach's alpha = α   
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Table 3-3.  Factor analysis for disorder variables 

Scales Factor 
loading   

Scales Factor 
loading 

Social disorder     Physical disorder   

 Item 1: Drinking in public 0.65   Item 1: Vacant or deserted homes 0.69 

 Item 2: Selling drugs on the street 0.76   Item 2: Buildings falling apart or run down 0.71 

 Item 3: Gangs 0.64     = 0.83 

 Item 4: People drunk or high on the street 0.78  Diversity  

 Item 5: People using drugs 0.77   
Item 1: Language differences between 
residents 0.64 

 Item 6: Increasing crime 0.64   
Item 2: Cultural differences between 
residents 0.81 

   = 0.93   Item 3: Racial differences between residents 0.81 

       = 0.85 

Cronbach's alpha =            
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Table 3-4.  Factor analysis for social cohesion  

Scales Factor loading 

Social cohesion   
 Item 1: Neighborhood was close knit 0.64 
 Item 2: People in the neighborhood could be trusted  0.67 
 Item 3: People in the neighborhood are willing to help 0.67 

   = 0.78 

Cronbach's alpha =    
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Table 3-5.  Factor analysis for low informal social control  

Scales Factor loading 

Low informal social control   

 Item 1: Children skipping school and hanging out on street corners 0.64 

 Item 2: Children showing disrespect to adults 0.58 

   = 0.70 

Cronbach's alpha =    
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Table 3-6. Sum of entities for primary and secondary groups for social learning 
variables 

    N = 394 
    Sum of entities n % 

Differential association    
 Primary groups (ranged from 0 to 7) 0 0 0 
  1 0 0 
  2 1 0.25 
  3 20 5.08 
  4 69 17.51 
  5 130 32.99 
  6 129 32.74 
  7 45 11.42 
     
 Secondary groups (ranged from 0 to 3) 1 157 49.22 
  2 134 42.01 
  3 28 8.78 
Differential reinforcement    
 Primary groups (ranged from 0 to 7) 0 0 0 
  1 0 0 
  2 0 0 
  3 19 4.82 
  4 72 18.27 
  5 126 31.98 
  6 132 33.50 
  7 45 11.42 
     
 Secondary groups (ranged from 0 to 3) 1 157 49.22 
  2 134 42.01 

  3 28 8.78 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

Demographics 

The sample consisted of 394 undergraduate students (Table 4-1 for descriptive 

statistics).  A majority of the sample (n = 262; 66.5%) was female.  The racial 

composition of the sample was a majority White (n = 203; 51.5%), with 22.1% Black (n 

= 87), 14.2% Hispanic (n = 56), 5.8% Asian (n = 23), 4.8% Mixed Race/Biracial (n = 19), 

and 1.5% Other (n = 6).  However to allow for comparison throughout the study, the 

group Other was comprised of Asian, Mixed Race/Biracial, and Other, which 

represented 12.1% (n = 48).  While respondents’ ages ranged from 18 to 33, a majority 

of the sample was young (mean, median and mode of 20 years old).  The mean income 

score was 5.03, which is equal to their parents making between $50,000 and $74,999 

(scale 1 to 7).  The percentage frequencies break down to 1.7% reporting less than 

$15,000 (n = 6), 8.2% between $15,000 and $24,999 (n = 29), 10.7% between $25,000 

and $34,999 (n = 38), 17.5% between $35,000 and $49,999 (n = 62), 17.5% between 

$50,000 and $74,999 (n = 62), 16.1% between $75,000 and $99,999 (n = 57), and 

28.5% $100,000 or more (n = 101).  Additionally, a majority of the sample was 

comprised of criminology majors (n = 257; 65.2%), which was expected because half 

the sample was recruited from the criminology, law & society and law participant pool. 

Fear of Crime 

Results indicated that the mean of the fear of violent crime scale for the entire 

sample was 2.68 (sd = 1.02), meaning they were generally afraid of crime.  See Table 

4-2 for scale items descriptive statistics for the entire sample.  Additionally, one-way 
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analyses of variance (ANOVA) results found no significant differences between racial 

groups in any of the fear of crime scales (Table 4-3 shows group comparisons). 

Racial Socialization 

Results indicated that the mean of the cultural socialization scale for the entire 

sample was 2.39 (sd = 0.75); meaning participants were generally given cultural 

socialization messages by their parents.  The mean for the preparation for bias scale for 

the entire sample was 2.08 (sd = 0.82); meaning participants were generally given some 

preparation for bias messages by their parents.  The mean for the promotion of mistrust 

scale for the entire sample is 1.25 (sd = .47); meaning participants generally were given 

very little promotion of mistrust messages by their parents.  Therefore, cultural 

socialization messages (such as talking to participants about important people or event 

in their racial or ethnic group’s history) are the most common type of racial socialization 

message, with promotion of mistrust messages (such as saying things to keep 

participants from trusting kids of other races or ethnicities) being the least common.  

Additionally, ANOVA results found the only significant differences between racial 

groups was in preparation for bias messages (Table 4-4).  Significant differences using 

Tukey HSD find Blacks reported more preparation for bias than Whites, Hispanics, and 

Others. Hispanics and Others both report more preparation for bias than Whites.  

Therefore, white participants are given the least amount of preparation for bias 

messages than all other racial groups. 

Social Disorganization. 

Social disorder.  Results indicated the mean of the social disorder scale for the 

entire sample was 1.57 (sd = 0.77); meaning respondents generally considered this a 

small problem in their neighborhoods of origin.  Additionally, ANOVA results found 
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significant differences between racial groups (Table 4-5).  Significant differences using 

Tukey HSD find Blacks and Others perceive more social disorder than Whites.  

Physical disorder.  Results indicated the mean of the physical disorder scale for 

the entire sample was 1.36 (sd = 0.65); meaning respondents generally considered this 

a small problem in their neighborhoods of origin.  Additionally, ANOVA results found 

significant differences between racial groups (Table 4-5).  Significant differences using 

Tukey HSD finds Blacks perceive more physical disorder than Whites and Hispanics.  

Others perceive more physical disorder than Hispanics.  Hispanics perceive significantly 

more physical disorder than Whites.  

Diversity.  Results indicated the mean of the diversity scale was 1.50 (sd = 

0.70).  Additionally, ANOVA results found significant differences between racial groups 

(Table 4-5).  Significant differences using Tukey HSD finds Blacks perceived 

significantly more diversity in their neighborhood than Whites, Hispanics, and Others.  

Racial mobility.  Results indicated the mean of the racial mobility scale was 1.58 

(sd = 0.77); meaning respondents generally did not report a lot of people moving in and 

out of their hometowns.  ANOVA results did not show significant differences between 

racial groups. 

Racial heterogeneity.  A majority of participants described people in their 

neighborhood as a majority the same race/ethnicity as themselves (n = 219; 55.7%), 

26.5% answered 50/50 (n = 104), and 17.8% answered the majority a difference 

race/ethnicity as themselves (n = 70).  Additionally, certain racial groups did report more 

racial heterogeneity in their neighborhoods of origin than others.  Pearson Chi-square 

test results did find a statistically significant relationship between racial heterogeneity 



 

70 

and race (X² = 78.34, p < .001).  Whites were more likely to grow up in neighborhoods 

with people the same race or ethnicity as them, where non-Whites were more likely to 

grow up in neighborhoods with people a majority a different race than them. 

Collective efficacy.  Results indicated the mean of the low informal social 

control scale was 3.26 (sd = 0.82); meaning participants generally reported growing up 

in neighborhoods with low informal social control.  Additionally, ANOVA results did not 

show significant difference between racial groups.  Results indicated the mean of the 

social cohesion scale is 3.51 (sd = 1.05); meaning participants generally reported high 

social cohesion in their hometowns.  Additionally, ANOVA results show significant 

differences between racial groups.  Whites report significantly more social cohesion in 

their neighborhoods then Blacks and Hispanics.  

Social Learning Variables  

See Table 4-6 for social learning variables descriptive statistics and Table 4-7 for 

ANOVA results by race.  

Differential association.  Results indicated the mean of primary group 

differential association is 5.25 (sd = 1.78); meaning participants reported their primary 

groups are moderately afraid of crime (scale of 1 to 10).  Additionally, ANOVA results 

found significant differences between racial groups on the primary group differential 

association measure (Table 4-7).  Hispanics report significantly more primary group fear 

of crime than Blacks and Whites.   

The mean for secondary group differential association was 4.80 (sd = 1.91); 

meaning participants reported their secondary groups are moderately afraid of crime 

(scale of 1 to 10).  The mean for how often parents talk about crime was 2.37 (sd = 

0.78); meaning participants parents sometimes talk to them about crime.  The mean for 
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how often friends talked about crime was 1.96 (sd = 0.60); meaning participants friends 

sometimes talk to them about crime.  ANOVA results did not show significant 

differences between racial groups for any other differential association variables (Table 

4-7).  

Differential reinforcement.  The mean for primary group differential 

reinforcement was 0.45 (sd = 0.46); meaning primary groups positively reinforced 

participants’ fear of crime.  The mean for secondary group differential reinforcement 

was 0.35 (sd = 0.54); meaning secondary group positively reinforced participants’ fear 

of crime behavior.  ANOVA results did not show significant differences between racial 

groups for either differential reinforcement measure (Table 4-7). 

Imitation.  A majority of participants (60.2%) did not imitate a precautionary 

behavior that they observed someone they admire do (n = 236).  Chi-square test results 

did not show statistically significant relationships between imitation and racial group of 

the respondents (X² = 5.97, p > .05). 

Social Structure Variables 

Differential social organization.  Results indicated that 48.6% of participants 

reported living in medium-suburban hometowns (n = 191), 31.8% in large-metropolitan 

hometowns (n = 125), and 19.6% in small-rural hometowns (n = 77).  

Differential social location.  Results indicated that 71.8% of participants had 

two parent families (n = 283), 25.1% had single parent families (n = 99), and 3.1% had 

families in which parents were absent with others serving as parents or guardians (n = 

12).  

Differential location in the social structure.  Descriptive statistics for gender, 

age, race, and socioeconomic status are discussed above in demographics.  
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Theoretically defined structural causes.  Descriptive statistics for social 

disorganization variables are discussed above.  

Research Question 1: Racial Socialization and Fear of Crime 

The first research question this report examined the relationship between racial 

socialization and fear of crime for the entire sample and by racial group.  

Bivariate Correlations 

Table 4-8 shows a bivariate correlation matrix with fear of crime scales, racial 

socialization scales, and control variables.  Younger participants were significantly more 

fearful of violent, property, and crimes possibly leading to violence than older 

participants, even though there is not much age variation in the sample.  Females were 

significantly more fearful in all four fear of crime scales than males.  Whites were 

significantly less fearful of violent crimes than non-whites.  Blacks were significantly 

more fearful of violent crime than non-Blacks.  There was also a significant negative 

association between family income and fear of violent crime.  The personal 

characteristics significantly associated with fear of crime types are included as control 

variables throughout the study.  

As for racial socialization scales, there were significant positive relationships 

between all three types of racial socialization messages and each type of fear of crime 

(except for cultural socialization and fear of burglary).  Therefore, as racial socialization 

messages increased, participants’ fear of crime increased.  

OLS Regression Models for the Entire Sample 

Table 4-9 shows the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression results for the 

entire sample to determine whether racial socialization predicts fear of crime while 
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controlling for other variables.  Only independent variables significant at the bivariate 

level were included in the models.  

Predicting fear of violent crime.  The overall model predicting fear of violent 

crime was significant (F = 16.69, p < .001, R² = .24).  However, promotion of mistrust 

was the only racial socialization measure that remains significant while controlling for 

other variables.  The more promotion of mistrust messages a participant receives the 

more fearful they are of violent crimes (b = 0.24, p < .05).  Additionally, the personal 

characteristics of age (b = -0.05, p < .05), gender (b = -0.79, p < .001), and being White 

(b = -0.28, p < .05) remained significant while controlling for other variables.  Younger 

participants were significantly more fearful than older participants.  Females were 

significantly more fearful of violent crimes than males.  Whites are less fearful than 

Hispanics and Others.  

Predicting fear of property crime.  The overall model predicting fear of property 

crime was significant (F = 7.53, p < .001, R² = .08).  Again, promotion of mistrust was 

the only significant predictor of fear out of the types of racial socialization messages, 

while controlling for other variables.  The more promotion of mistrust messages a 

participant receives the more fearful they are of property crimes (b = 0.19, p < .05).  

Additionally, females were significantly more fearful of property crimes than males (b = -

0.23, p < .01), while controlling for other variables. 

Predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence.  The overall model 

predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence was significant (F = 24.70, p < 

.001, R² = .21).  Again, promotion of mistrust was the only significant predictor of fear 

out of the types of racial socialization messages, while controlling for other variables.  
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The more promotion of mistrust messages a participant receives the more fearful they 

are of crimes leading to violence (b = 0.21, p < .05).  Additionally, females were 

significantly more fearful of crimes leading to violence than males (b = -0.75, p < .001) 

while controlling for other variables. 

Predicting fear of burglary.  The overall model predicting fear of burglary was 

significant (F = 13.96, p < .001, R² = .11).  Again, promotion of mistrust was the only 

significant predictor of fear out of the three types of racial socialization messages, while 

controlling for other variables.  The more promotion of mistrust messages a participant 

receives the more fearful they are of burglary (b = 0.25, p < .01).  Additionally, females 

were significantly more fearful of burglary than males (b = -0.56, p < .001) while 

controlling for other variables. 

OLS Regression Models by Race and Clogg Coefficient Comparison Tests 

Predicting fear of violent crime by racial group.  Table 4-10 shows the 

bivariate correlation matrix of fear of violent crime and racial socialization by race.  Age 

was only significantly associated with fear of violent crime for Whites, meaning younger 

whites are more afraid of violent crime than older whites.  Gender was significantly 

associated to fear of violent crime across all races, with females being more afraid than 

males.  Preparation for bias and promotion of mistrust were only significantly associated 

to fear of violent crime for Whites, meaning Whites that received more preparation for 

bias and promotion of mistrust messages are more afraid of violent crime than Whites 

who do not receive those messages.  

Independent variables that were significantly associated at the bivariate level with 

at least one of the racial groups were entered into OLS regression models to predict 

fear of violent crime.  More specifically, OLS regression models were run for each race 
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using age, gender, preparation for bias, and promotion of mistrust.  Table 4-11 shows 

OLS regression results predicting fear of violent crime by race.   

For Whites, the overall model was significant (F = 18.16, p < .001, R² = .21).  

Only promotion of mistrust remained significant out of the types of racial socialization 

messages, while controlling for other variables (b = 0.35, p < .05).  Additionally, age (b = 

-0.11, p < .001) and gender (b = -.64, p < .001) were significant predictors of fear of 

violent crime.  Specifically, white women and younger whites were more afraid of violent 

crime.  

For Blacks, Hispanics, and Others, the overall models were significant (Blacks: F 

= 6.73, p < .001, R² = .22; Hispanics: F = 3.75, p < .01, R² = .22; Others: F = 4.93, p < 

.01, R² = .26).  Across all three racial groups none of the racial socialization variables 

were significant predictors of fear of violent crime.  The only significant predictor of fear 

of violent crimes for Blacks, Hispanics, and Others was gender (Blacks: b = -1.11, p < 

.001; Hispanics: b = -0.87, p < .01; Others: b = -0.83, p < .01).  For all racial groups, 

women were more afraid. 

In order to determine significant differences in the impact of racial socialization 

on fear of violent crime by racial group I ran a regression coefficient comparison test 

developed by Clogg, Petkova, and Haritou (1995).  The test determined there were not 

significant differences in the impact of each type of racial socialization message on fear 

of violent crime by racial group (Table 4-12 for report of z-values associated with each 

racial socialization variable and racial group).  Therefore, the impact of racial 

socialization on fear of violent crimes was not different for Whites, Black, Hispanics, and 

Others.  
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Predicting fear of property crime by racial group.  Table 4-13 shows the 

bivariate correlation matrix of fear of property crime and racial socialization by race.  

Younger Whites and Blacks were more afraid of property crime than older Whites and 

Blacks.  White, Black, and Hispanic females were more afraid of property crime than 

males.  As for racial socialization variables, Whites given more preparation for bias 

messages were more fearful of property crimes than Whites who are given less 

preparation for bias messages.  Blacks given more of all three types of racial 

socialization messages were more fearful of property crime than Blacks who are given 

less racial socialization messages.  Also, Others given more promotion of mistrust 

messages were more fearful of property crime than Others given less promotion of 

mistrust messages. 

Independent variables that were significantly associated at the bivariate level with 

at least one of the racial groups were entered into OLS regression models to predict 

fear of property crime while controlling for each other.  More specifically, OLS 

regression models were run for each race using age, gender, cultural socialization, 

preparation for bias, and promotion of mistrust.  Table 4-14 shows OLS regression 

results predicting fear of property crime by race.   

For Whites, the overall model was significant (F = 10.35, p < .001, R² = .16).  

Preparation for bias was the only significant predictor of fear property crime out of the 

types of racial socialization messages for Whites, while controlling for other variables (b 

= 0.29, p < .01).  The more preparation for bias messages White students received, the 

more fear of property crime they had.  Additionally, age was a significant predictor for 
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Whites (b = -0.08, p < .01).  White younger participants had more fear of crime than 

White older participants.  

For Blacks the overall model was not significant (Blacks: F = 0.64, p > .05, R² = 

.03).  However, for Hispanics and Others, the overall models were significant 

(Hispanics: F = 2.85, p < .05, R² = .17; Others: F = 4.52, p < .01, R² = .28).  For 

Hispanics, the only significant predictor of fear of property crime was gender (b = -0.54, 

p < .01).  Hispanic females were more afraid of property crime than Hispanic males.  

For Others, the only significant predictor of fear of property crime was promotion of 

mistrust (b = 0.73, p < .01). More specifically, Others that received promotion of mistrust 

messages from their parents were more fearful of property crime than Others that 

received less messages.  

In order to determine significant differences in the impact of racial socialization 

on fear of property crime by racial group I ran a regression coefficient comparison test 

developed by Clogg, Petkova, and Haritou (1995).  This test determines there were 

significant differences concerning the impact of each type of racial socialization 

message on fear of property crime by racial group (Table 4-15 for report of z-values 

associated with each racial socialization variable and racial group.  The only differences 

existed between Whites-Others, Whites-Blacks, Blacks-Others, and Hispanics-Whites.  

Whites had significantly more preparation for bias messages that impact their fear of 

property crime than Hispanics (z = 2.16, p < .05) and Blacks (z =2.16, p < .05).  

Additionally, Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics had significantly less promotion of mistrust 

messages that impact their fear of property crime than Others (Whites: z = -2.53, p < 

.05; Blacks: z = -3.00, p < .05; Others: z = -2.24, p < .05). 
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Predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence by racial group.  

Table 4-16 shows the bivariate correlation matrix of fear of crimes possibly leading to 

violence and racial socialization by race.  Younger whites were significantly more afraid 

of crimes possibly leading to violence than older whites.  White, Black, and Hispanic 

females were more afraid of crimes possibly leading to violence than White, Black, and 

Hispanic males.  Whites given more cultural socialization, preparation for bias, and 

promotion of mistrust messages were significantly more afraid of crimes possibly 

leading to violence than Whites with less racial socialization messages.  

Variables that were significantly associated at the bivariate level with fear of 

crimes possibly leading to violence for at least one of the racial groups are entered into 

OLS regression models to control for each other.  More specifically, OLS regression 

models were run for each race using age, gender, cultural socialization, preparation for 

bias, and promotion of mistrust.  Table 4-17 shows OLS regression results predicting 

fear of crimes possibly leading to violence by race.   

For Whites, the overall model was significant (F = 22.05, p < .001, R² = .29).  

None of the racial socialization variables were significant predictors of fear of crimes 

possibly leading to violence for Whites.  Additionally, younger whites (b = -0.09, p < 

.001) and white females (b = -0.73, p < .001) were more afraid of crime than older 

whites and white males.  

For Blacks and Hispanics, the overall models were significant (Blacks: F = 8.44, 

p < .001, R² = .23; Hispanics: F = 4.64, p < .01, R² = .28).  None of the racial 

socialization variables were significant predictors of fear of crimes possibly leading to 

violence for Blacks.  However, preparation for bias was significant for Hispanics (b = 
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0.38, p < .05), meaning Hispanics who were given more preparation for bias messages 

were more fearful of crimes possibly leading to violence.  Additionally, gender was a 

significant predictor for both Blacks and Hispanics (Blacks: b = -0.96, p < .001; 

Hispanics: b = -0.88, p < .01).  Black and Hispanic females were significantly more 

afraid of crimes possibly leading to violence than Black and Hispanic males.  For 

Others, the overall model was not significant (F = 1.32, p > .05, R² = .12).  

The regression coefficient comparison test developed by Clogg, Petkova, and 

Haritou (1995) determines there were not significant differences concerning the impact 

of each type of racial socialization message on fear of crimes possibly leading to 

violence by racial group (Table 4-18 reports the z-values associated with each racial 

socialization variable and racial group). 

Predicting fear of burglary by racial group.  Table 4-19 shows the bivariate 

correlation matrix of fear of burglary and racial socialization by race.  White and Black 

females were significantly more afraid of burglary than White and Black males.  As for 

racial socialization variables, White students who were given more preparation for bias 

and promotion of mistrust messages are more afraid of burglary.  Also, Black students 

that were given more preparation for bias messages have more fear of burglary than 

those Blacks who weren’t given as many messages.  

Independent variables that were significantly associated at the bivariate level with 

fear of burglary for at least one of the racial groups are entered into OLS regression 

models.  More specifically, OLS regression models were run for each race using 

gender, preparation for bias, and promotion of mistrust.  Table 4-20 shows OLS 

regression results predicting fear of burglary by race.   
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For Whites, the overall model was significant (F = 12.15, p < .001, R² = .13).  

Promotion of mistrust was the only significant predictor of fear burglary out of the types 

of racial socialization messages for Whites, while controlling for other variables (b = 

0.29, p < .05).  The more promotion of mistrust messages a White student received the 

more fear of property crime they have compared to those that received less promotion 

of mistrust messages.  Additionally, white females had more fear of crime than white 

males (b = -0.58, p < .001).  

For Blacks, the overall model was significant (F = 5.54, p < .01, R² = .13).  

However, none of the racial socialization variables were significant predictors of fear of 

burglary.  Black females were significantly more fearful of burglary than Black males (b 

= -0.78, p < .001).  For Hispanics, the overall model was significant (F = 8.28, p < .001, 

R² = .27).  Both preparation for bias (b = 0.58, p < .001) and promotion of mistrust (bb = 

0.41, p < .01) messages were significant predictors of fear of burglary for Hispanics.  

The more preparation for bias and promotion of mistrust messages Hispanics received 

the more fear of burglary they had compared to those Hispanics that received fewer 

messages.  The overall model for Others was not significant (F = 1.27, p > .05, R² = 

.07). 

The regression coefficient comparison test developed by Clogg, Petkova, and 

Haritou (1995) determined there were significant differences concerning the impact of 

each type of racial socialization message on fear of burglary by racial group (Table 4-21 

reports the z-values associated with each racial socialization variable and racial group).  

The only significant differences that impacted fear of burglary in race exist for 

preparation for bias.  Both Whites (z = -2.42, p < .05), Blacks (z = -2.88, p < .05), and 



 

81 

Others (z = -2.91, p < .05) had significantly less preparation for bias messages that 

impacted their fear of burglary than Hispanics. 

Research Question 2: Social Disorganization and Racial Socialization 

The second research question of this report examines the relationship between 

neighborhood characteristics and racial socialization for the entire sample and by race.  

Bivariate Correlations 

Table 4-22 shows a bivariate correlation matrix with racial socialization scales, 

social disorganization variables, and control variables.  Females had significantly more 

cultural socialization and preparation for bias than males. Whites had significantly less 

preparation for bias and promotion of mistrust than non-Whites.  Blacks had significantly 

more cultural socialization and preparation for bias than non-Blacks.  Hispanics had 

significantly more preparation for bias and promotion of mistrust than non-Hispanics.  

Participants with lower income had significantly more preparation for bias and promotion 

of mistrust than those with higher income.  

As for social disorganization scales, there were no significant relationships 

between social disorganization variables and cultural socialization messages.  However, 

there were significant positive relationships between several social disorganization 

variables (social disorder, physical disorder, and diversity) and preparation for bias and 

promotion of mistrust.  As participants’ perceptions of disorder and diversity in the 

neighborhood increased, messages of preparation for bias and promotion of mistrust 

also increased.  Additionally, participants who lived in neighborhoods that consisted of a 

majority of people a different race than them were given more preparation for bias 

messages.  Alternatively, participants who lived in neighborhoods with a majority the 

same race as themselves had less preparation for bias messages. 
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OLS Regression Models for the Entire Sample 

Table 4-23 shows the ordinary least squares (OLS) regression results for the 

entire sample to determine whether social disorganization variables predicted racial 

socialization while controlling for personal characteristics.  The overall model predicting 

cultural socialization was significant (F = 4.83, p < .01, R² = .02).  However, none of the 

social disorganization variables were significant at the bivariate level, so were not 

included in the model.  Females reported significantly more cultural socialization 

messages than males (b = -0.20, p < .05), controlling for race. 

The overall model predicting preparation for bias was significant (F = 16.80, p < 

.001, R² = .33).  However, none of the social disorganization variables were significant 

predictors of preparation for bias messages after controlling for personal characteristics.  

Race was still a significant predictor after controlling for social disorganization.  Blacks 

reported significantly more preparation for bias messages than Others (b = 0.46, p < 

.01).  Whites reported significantly less preparation for bias messages than Others (b = -

.52, p < .001). 

The overall model predicting promotion of mistrust was significant (F = 5.97, p < 

.001, R² = .09).  None of the social disorganization variables were significant predictors 

of racial socialization, after controlling for personal characteristics.  However, Hispanics 

reported more promotion of mistrust messages than Blacks and Others (b = 0.20, p < 

.01) controlling for other variables.  Also, individuals coming from families with lower 

incomes reported significantly more promotion of mistrust messages than those coming 

from families with higher incomes (b = -0.05, p < .01). 
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OLS Regression Models by Race and Clogg Coefficient Comparison Tests 

Predicting cultural socialization by racial group.  Although none of the social 

disorganization variables were significantly associated with cultural socialization at the 

bivariate level for the entire sample, there were social disorganization variables 

significantly associated with cultural socialization at the bivariate level for certain racial 

groups (Table 4-24 shows bivariate correlation matrix by racial group).  Hispanics who 

grew up in neighborhoods with a majority the same race as them were given more 

cultural socialization messages than Hispanics that did not grow up in those 

neighborhoods.  Alternatively, Hispanics who grew up in racially diverse neighborhoods 

(50/50) were given less cultural socialization messages than Hispanics that did not grow 

up in those neighborhoods.  Others who grew up in neighborhoods with social cohesion 

and low informal social control were given more cultural socialization messages than 

those who do not grow up in neighborhoods with informal social control and social 

cohesion. 

Social disorganization variables that were significantly associated with at least 

one of the racial groups were entered into OLS regression models to predict cultural 

socialization (Table 4-25).  More specifically, OLS regression models were run for each 

race using residential mobility and racial heterogeneity variables. However, only 

Hispanics had a significant overall model predicting cultural socialization (F = 4.48, p < 

.01, R² = .21), even though none of the individual social disorganization variables were 

significant (residential mobility: b = 0.06, p > .05; majority the same race: b = 0.46, p > 

.05; 50/50: b = -0.34, p > .05).  Therefore, social disorganization variables were not 

significant predictors of cultural socialization for the entire sample and by racial group. 
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I did not determine whether there were significant differences concerning the 

impact of social disorganization on cultural socialization messages because only one 

racial groups overall models was significant.  The beta coefficients and standard errors 

for Whites, Blacks, and Others are too unstable to conduct a regression coefficient 

comparison test (Clogg, Petkova, & Haritou, 1995). 

Predicting preparation for bias by racial group.  Several social 

disorganization variables were significantly associated with preparation for bias at the 

bivariate level for the entire sample; there are also differences by racial group (Table 4-

26 for bivariate correlation matrix by racial group).  For Whites, those that grew up in 

neighborhoods with a majority a different race and perceived diversity were given more 

preparation for bias messages.  For Blacks, those that grew up in neighborhoods with 

low informal social control were given more preparation for bias messages.  For 

Hispanics, those that grew up in neighborhoods with a majority the same race were 

given more preparation for bias messages.  Alternatively, Hispanics that grew up in 

diverse neighborhoods (50/50) were given less preparation for bias messages.  For 

Others, those that perceived social disorder and low informal social control in their 

hometowns were given more preparation for bias messages. 

Social disorganization variables that were significantly associated with at least 

one of the racial groups were entered into OLS regression models to predict preparation 

for bias.  More specifically, OLS regression models were run for each race using social 

disorder, diversity, racial heterogeneity, and low informal social control.  Table 4-27 

shows OLS regression results predicting preparation for bias by race.   
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For Whites, the overall model was significant (F = 3.14, p < .01, R² = .07).  

Concern about diversity was a significant positive predictor of preparation for bias 

messages for Whites (b = 0.27, p < .01).  Additionally for Whites, growing up in 

neighborhoods with a majority the same race and 50/50 were significant negative 

predictors of preparation for bias messages (b = 0.64, p < .05).  Therefore, whites 

growing up in these neighborhoods were given less preparation for bias messages than 

those growing up in neighborhoods with a majority a different than them. 

For Blacks, the overall model was not significant (F = 1.69, p > .05, R² = .10).  

However, both overall models for Hispanics and Others were significant (Hispanics: F = 

3.45, p < .01, R² = .36; Others: F = 6.14, p < .001, R² = .42).  For Hispanics, the only 

significant predictor of preparation for bias was majority the same race (b = 0.53, p < 

.05), meaning Hispanics who grew up in neighborhoods with a majority the same race 

were given more preparation for bias messages than Hispanics who grew up in 

neighborhoods with a majority a different race than them.  For Others, those that 

perceived more social disorder were given more preparation for bias messages (b = 

0.46, p < .01).  Others living in neighborhoods with a majority the same race as them 

were given significantly less preparation for bias messages than Others living in 

neighborhoods with a majority a different race than them (b = -0.62, p < .05).  

Additionally, Others growing up in neighborhoods with low informal social control were 

given significantly more preparation for bias messages than Others in hometowns with 

high informal social control (b = 0.36, p < .001). 

The regression coefficient comparison test developed by Clogg, Petkova, and 

Haritou (1995) determined there were significant differences concerning the impact of 
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each social disorganization variables on preparation for bias by racial group (Table 4-28 

reports the z-values associated with each racial socialization variable and racial group).   

Whites perceived significantly less social disorder in their hometowns that impacts their 

preparation for bias compared to Blacks (z = -2.29, p < .05)  and Others (z = -3.84, p < 

.05).  The impact of diversity on preparation for bias was more for Whites than Blacks (z 

= 2.38, p < .05).  The impact of growing up in a neighborhood with a majority the same 

race on preparation for bias was less for Whites (z = -3.25, p < .05), Blacks (z = -2.18, p 

< .05), and Others (z = -3.32, p < .05) than Hispanics.  The impact of low informal social 

control on preparation for bias was significantly less for Whites than Others (z = -3.25, p 

< .05).  Additionally, the impact of low informal social control on preparation for bias was 

significantly more for Others than Hispanics (z = 3.15, p < .05). 

Predicting promotion of mistrust by racial group.  Several social 

disorganization variables were significantly associated with promotion of mistrust at the 

bivariate level for the entire sample; there are also differences by racial group (Table 4-

29 for bivariate correlation matrix by racial group).  Less family income was significantly 

associated with greater messages promoting mistrust for Blacks and Hispanics than 

those with higher family incomes.  Blacks with higher perceptions of residential mobility, 

social disorder, and physical disorder were significantly associated with more promotion 

of mistrust messages than those with lower perceptions of disorder and residential 

mobility.  Whites with higher perceptions of physical disorder and diversity in their 

hometown were also related to more promotion of mistrust messages.  Others with high 

perceptions of social disorder were also significantly associated with more promotion of 

mistrust messages than those with lower perceptions of social disorder. 
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Personal characteristics and social disorganization variables that were 

significantly associated with at least one of the racial groups were entered into OLS 

regression models to predict promotion of mistrust.  More specifically, OLS regression 

models were run for each race using income, social disorder, physical disorder, 

diversity, and racial heterogeneity.  Table 4-30 shows OLS regression results predicting 

promotion of mistrust by race.   

For whites, the overall model was significant (F = 2.46, p < .05, R² = .07).  

Diversity was the only significant predictor of promotion of mistrust for Whites, while 

controlling for other variables (b = 0.15, p < .05).  Whites who perceived more diversity 

in their hometowns were given more promotion of mistrust messages than Whites who 

perceive less diversity in their hometowns.  

For Blacks, the overall model was significant (F = 2.79, p < .05, R² = .16).  

However, there were no significant predictors in the model for Blacks.  The overall 

models for Hispanics (F = 1.69, p < .05, R² = .16) and Others (F = 1.13, p > .05, R² = 

.13) were not significant. 

The regression coefficient comparison test developed by Clogg, Petkova, and 

Haritou (1995) determined there were no significant differences concerning the impact 

of each social disorganization variables on promotion of mistrust by racial group (Table 

4-31 reports the z-values associated with each racial socialization variable and racial 

group).   

Research Question 3: Social Disorganization and Fear of Crime 

The third research question of this report examines the relationship between 

neighborhood characteristics and fear of crime for the entire sample and by racial 

group.  
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Bivariate Correlations 

Table 4-32 shows a bivariate correlation matrix with fear of crime scales, social 

disorganization variables and personal characteristics.  Control variables/personal 

characteristics significantly associated with fear of crime scales are discussed in 

research question 1 results.  

Social disorder, physical disorder, and diversity were significantly positively 

associated with fear of violent crime.  OLS regression models will not be run to predict 

fear of property crime, burglary, or crimes possibly leading to violence because none of 

the social disorganization variables were significantly associated at the bivariate level.  

Since neither of the collective efficacy variables (Informal social control and social 

cohesion) were significantly associated with fear of crime scales at the bivariate level, 

the study will not assess its mediation effect proposed by Sampson et al. (1997). 

OLS Regression Models 

Predicting fear of violent crime.  Table 4-33 shows the OLS regression models 

predicting fear of violent crime.  Model 1 shows the effect of personal characteristics on 

fear of violent crime, with the overall model significant (F = 21.55, p < .001, R² = .21).  

Personal characteristics that were significant follow the trends found throughout the 

literature.  Younger participants were significantly more afraid of violent crime than older 

participants (b = -0.06, p < .05), even though there is not much age variation in these 

data.  Females were significantly more fearful of violent crime than males (b = -0.81, p < 

.001).  Hispanics and people in the other category were significantly more afraid than 

Whites (b = -0.38, p < .01).  The model with only the personal characteristics explained 

21% of the variance in predicting fear of violent crime. 
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Findings from Model 2 predicted fear of violent crime using personal 

characteristics and social disorganization as independent variables, with the overall 

model significant (F = 14.52, p < .001, R² = .21).  Even after adding social 

disorganization variables, both females were more fearful of crime than males.  

Additionally, Whites were less fearful of violent crime than Hispanics and Others.  Age 

was no longer significant after controlling for social disorganization variables.  More 

importantly, none of the social disorganization variables were significant after controlling 

for personal characteristics.  Furthermore, adding the social disorganization variables 

did not significantly explain more variance from the previous model with personal 

characteristics (F = 0.54, p > .05). 

OLS Regression Models by Race and Clogg Coefficient Comparison Tests 

Predicting fear of violent crime by race.  Table 4-34 shows a bivariate 

correlation matrix with fear of violent crime by racial group.  None of the social 

disorganization variables were significantly associated with fear of violent crime for 

Whites, Blacks, or Hispanics.  However, social disorder, diversity, and residential 

mobility were positively associated with fear of violent crime for Others, meaning 

individuals in the Other category who perceived more social disorder, diversity, and 

residential mobility in their hometowns were more afraid of violent crime. 

Personal characteristics and social disorganization variables that were 

significantly associated with at least one of the racial groups were entered into OLS 

regression models to predict fear of violent crime.  More specifically, OLS regression 

models were run for each race using age, gender, social disorder, diversity, and 

residential mobility.  Table 4-35 shows OLS regression results predicting fear of violent 

crime race. 
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For Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics, the overall models were significant (Whites: F 

= 13.56, p < .001, R² = .19; Blacks: F = 5.25, p < .001, R² = .22; Hispanics: F = 2.57, p < 

.05, R² = .19).  None of the social disorganization variables were significant predictors of 

fear of violent crime, as expected from their bivariate relationships.  For Others, the 

overall model was significant (F = 3.61, p < .01, R² = .29).  Other females were 

significantly more fearful of violent crime than males in the Other category (b = -0.68, p 

< .05).  Only social disorder remained significant of the social disorganization variables 

after controlling for other variables (b = 0.22, p < .05).  An individual in the Other 

category who perceived greater social disorder in their hometown was more fearful of 

violent crime than Others who perceived less social disorder. 

The regression coefficient comparison test developed by Clogg, Petkova, and 

Haritou (1995) determined there was a significant difference concerning the impact of 

each social disorganization variables on fear of violent crime by racial group (Table 4-36 

for report of z-values associated with each social disorganization variable and racial 

group).  Blacks perceived significantly less residential mobility in their hometowns which 

impacted their fear of violent crime compared to Others (z = -2.06, p < .05). 

Predicting fear of property crime, crimes possibly leading to violence, and 

burglary by race.  Tables 4-37, 4-38, and 4-39 show the bivariate correlation matrices 

with social disorganization variables and fear of property crimes, crimes possibly 

leading to violence, and burglary.  Similar to the relationship between social 

disorganization and the same fear scales for the entire model, there were no social 

disorganization variables significantly associated to fear at the bivariate level broken up 
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by racial group.  Therefore, I did not run OLS regression models or determine significant 

differences between racial groups. 

Research Question 4: Social Learning and Fear of Crime 

The fourth research question of this report examines the relationship between 

social learning variables and fear of crime. 

Bivariate Correlations 

Table 4-40 shows a bivariate correlation matrix with fear of crime scales, social 

learning variables, and personal characteristics.  Control variables/personal 

characteristics significantly associated with fear of crime types are discussed in 

research question 1 results. 

As for differential association variables, both primary and secondary groups fear 

of crime were significant predictors of all fear of crime types.  There was a positive 

relationship, the more fear of crime primary and secondary groups had, the more fear of 

all crime types participants had.  Media exposure was only significant for fear of 

burglary, as media exposure increased participants fear of burglary increased.  How 

often parents talked about crime was also a significant positive predictor of all fear of 

crime types.  The more parents talked to respondents about crime the more fear of all 

crime types the respondents had.  Therefore, several of the differential association 

variables were significant predictors of fear of crime at the bivariate level. 

As for differential reinforcement variables, primary groups reinforcement was a 

significant predictor of fear of violent, property, and crimes possibly leading to violence.  

Secondary group reinforcement was only a significant predictor of fear of crimes 

possibly leading to violence.  The more secondary groups reinforced fear of crime, the 

more participants’ feared crimes possibly leading to violence.  Overall, primary group 
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reinforcement was a better predictor of fear of crime types than secondary groups 

reinforcement at the bivariate level because it had a significant association with all four 

fear of crime types.  Imitation was only a significant predictor of fear of property crimes; 

the more an individual imitated a precautionary behavior of someone they admire the 

higher their fear of property crime. 

OLS Regression Models 

Predicting fear of violent crime.  Table 4-41 shows the OLS regression models 

predicting fear of violent crime.  Model 1 shows the effect of only personal 

characteristics on fear of violent crime, and the overall model was significant (F = 21.55, 

p < .001, R² = .21).  Personal characteristics that were significant follow the trends 

found throughout the literature.  Younger participants were significantly more afraid of 

violent crime than older participants (b = -0.06, p < .05).  Females were significantly 

more fearful of violent crime than males (b = -0.81, p < .001).  People in the Other and 

Hispanic categories were significantly more afraid than Whites (b = -0.38, p < .01).  

When compared to the subsequent model (described next), the model with only the 

personal characteristics explains the least amount of variance (21% of the variance). 

Model 2 shows the effect of personal characteristics and social learning 

variables, and the overall model was significant (F = 23.93, p < .001, R² = .35).  After 

adding social learning variables, the only personal characteristic that remained 

significant was gender.  Females remained significantly more fearful of violent crime 

than males (b = -0.59, p < .001).  Both primary and secondary group differential 

association were significant positive predictors of fear of violent crime (primary: b = 

0.13, p < .001; secondary: b = 0.08, p < .05), meaning primary and secondary groups 

with fear of crime increased participants fear of crime.  Additionally, primary group 
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differential reinforcement was a significant positive predictor of fear of violent crime (b = 

0.25, p < .01), meaning primary group reinforcement of fear of crime attitudes increased 

participants’ fear of violent crime.  Furthermore, adding social learning variables 

increased the explained variance by to 35% (from 21%).  The increase was a significant 

R² change (F = 12.52, p < .001).  

Predicting fear of property crime.  Table 4-42 shows the OLS regression 

models predicting fear of property crime.  Model 1 shows the effect of personal 

characteristics on fear of property crime, and the overall model was significant (F = 

9.46, p < .001, R² = .04).  Females were significantly more fearful of property crime than 

males (b = -0.26, p < .01) controlling for age.  Age was no longer significant controlling 

for gender.  When compared to the subsequent models (described next), the model with 

only the personal characteristics explained the least amount of variance (4%). 

Model 2 shows the effect of personal characteristics and social learning variables 

on fear of property crimes, and the overall model was significant (F = 7.92, p < .001, R² 

= .13).  After adding the social learning variables, the only variable that remained 

significant was secondary differential association (b = 0.09, p < .001).  Secondary 

groups fear of crime increased participants’ fear of property crime.  Furthermore, adding 

social learning variables increased the explained variance by to 35% (from 21%).  The 

increase was a significant R² change (F = 12.52, p < .001).  

Predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence.  Table 4-43 shows the 

OLS regression models predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence.  Model 1 

shows the effect of personal characteristics, and the overall model was significant (F = 

57.74, p < .001, R² = .20).  Females were significantly more fearful of crimes possibly 
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leading to violence than males (b = -0.78, p < .001).  When compared to the subsequent 

model (described next), the model with only the personal characteristics explained the 

least amount of variance (20% of the variance). 

Model 2 shows the effect of personal characteristics, differential association, and 

differential reinforcement on fear of crimes possibly leading to violence, and the overall 

model was significant (F = 23.84, p < .001, R² = .30).  After adding differential 

reinforcement variables, gender remained significant (b = -0.54, p < .001).  Both primary 

and secondary group differential association remained significant predictors of fear of 

crimes possibly leading to violence (primary: b = 0.11, p < .001; secondary: b = 0.06, p 

< .05), meaning primary and secondary group fear of crime increased participants’ fear 

of crimes possibly leading to violence.  Additionally, primary group differential 

reinforcement was a significant predictor of fear of crimes possibly leading to violence (b 

= 0.20, p < .05), meaning primary group reinforcement of participants’ fear of crime 

attitudes increased fear of crimes possibly leading to violence.  Although adding 

differential reinforcement variables increased the explained variance by 1%, the R² 

change was significant (F = 11.08, p < .05). 

Fear of burglary. Table 4-44 shows the OLS regression models predicting fear 

of burglary.  Model 1 shows the effect of the only personal characteristic significant at 

the bivariate level, gender (F = 39.11, p < .001, R² = .09).  Females were significantly 

more fearful of burglary than males (b = -0.57, p < .001).  When compared to the 

subsequent model (described next), the model with only the personal characteristics 

(gender) explained the least amount of variance (9% of the variance). 
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Findings from Model 2 predict fear of burglary using personal characteristic and 

differential association as independent variables, and the overall model was significant 

(F = 13.39, p < .001, R² = .17).  After adding differential association variables, gender 

remained significant (b = -0.44, p < .001).  Females were more afraid of burglary than 

males.  As for differential association variables, secondary group differential association 

was a significant predictor of fear of burglary (b = 0.07, p < .05) controlling for gender, 

meaning secondary group fear of crime increased participants’ fear of burglary.  Media 

exposure was also significant (b = .09, p < .05) controlling for gender, meaning the more 

often participants learn about crime from media sources the more fear of burglary they 

had.  Furthermore, adding differential association variables significantly increased the 

explained variance to 17% (F = 8.10, p <.001).  Since none of the differential 

reinforcement or imitation variables were significant at the bivariate level, they were not 

added to the models. 

OLS Regression Models by Race and Clogg Coefficient Comparison Tests 

Predicting fear of violent crime.  Table 4-45 shows the bivariate correlation 

matrix for social learning variables and fear of violent crime by racial group.  Primary 

group fear of crime, secondary group fear of crime, and primary group differential 

reinforcement were significantly positively associated with fear of violent crime for 

Whites. Primary group fear of crime, secondary group fear of crime, and parents and 

friends’ frequency of talking about crime were significantly positively associated with 

fear of violent crime for Blacks.  Primary and secondary group fear of crime was 

significantly positively associated with fear of violent crime for Hispanics.  Primary group 

fear of crime and parents frequency talking about crime was significantly positively 
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associated with fear of violent crime.  Across all races, social learning variables that 

were significant at the bivariate level increase participants’ fear of violent crime. 

Personal characteristics and social learning variables that were significantly 

associated with at least one of the racial groups were entered into OLS regression 

models to predict fear of violent crime.  More specifically, OLS regression models were 

run for each race using age, gender, primary group differential association, secondary 

group differential association, parents talk about crime, friends talk about crime, and 

primary group differential reinforcement.  Table 4-46 shows OLS regression results 

predicting fear of violent crime for each race.   

For Whites, the overall model was significant (F = 14.09, p < .001, R² = .29).  

White females (b = -0.53, p< .01) and younger Whites (b = -0.08, p < .01) were more 

fearful of violent crime than White males and older Whites.  As for social learning 

variables, primary group differential association was a significant predictor of fear of 

violent crime for Whites (b = 0.14, p < .05), meaning White’s that associated with 

primary groups with high fear of crime levels increased their own fear of violent crime.  

Additionally for Whites, primary group differential reinforcement was a significant 

predictor of fear of violent crime (b = 0.42, p < .01), meaning primary groups that 

reinforced White participants fear of crime attitudes increased fear of violent crime. 

For Blacks, the overall model was significant (F = 10.31, p < .001, R² = .46).  

Black females had significantly more fear of crime than Black males (b = -0.83, p < 

.001).  As for social learning variables, parents talking about crime significantly 

increased fear of violent crime for Blacks (b = 0.25, p < .05).  
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For Hispanics, the overall model was significant (F = 4.61, p < .01, R² = .37). 

However, none of the individual independent variables were significant predictors of fear 

of violent crime.  For Others, the overall model was significant (F = 2.92, p < .05, R² = 

.35). Other females had significantly more fear of crime than Other males (b = -0.75, p < 

.05). 

A regression coefficient comparison developed by Clogg, Petkova, and Haritou 

(1995) determined there were significant differences concerning the impact of social 

learning variables on fear of violent crime by racial group (Table 4-47 for report of z-

values associated with each social learning variable and racial group).  The impact of 

participants’ friends talking to them about crime on fear of violent crime was more for 

Whites than Hispanics (z = 2.08, p < .05).  The impact of participants’ parents talking to 

them about crime on fear of violent crime was less for Whites than Blacks (z = -2.12, p < 

.05).  Alternatively, the impact of primary groups reinforcing fear of crime attitudes on 

fear of violent crime was more for Whites than Blacks (z = 2.04, p < .05).   

Predicting fear of property crime by racial group.  Table 4-48 shows the 

bivariate correlation matrix for social learning variables and fear of property crime by 

racial group.  Primary and secondary group fear of crime, parents and friends talking 

about crime, and primary group differential reinforcement had a significant positive 

association to fear of property crime for Whites.  Primary and secondary group fear of 

crime had a significant positive association to fear of property crime for Blacks and 

Hispanics. 

Personal characteristics and social learning variables that were significantly 

associated with at least one of the racial groups were entered into OLS regression 
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models to predict fear of property crime.  More specifically, OLS regression models 

were run for each race using age, gender, primary group differential association, 

secondary group differential association, parents talk about crime, friends talk about 

crime, and primary group differential reinforcement.  Table 4-49 shows OLS regression 

results predicting fear of property crime for each race. 

For Whites, the overall model was significant (F = 11.42, p < .001, R² = .25).  

Younger Whites were more fearful of property crime than older Whites (b = -0.06, p < 

.01).  As for social learning variables, secondary group fear of crime (b = 0.08, p < .05) 

and friends talking about crime (b = 0.22, p < .01) significantly increased participants’ 

fear of property crime. 

For Hispanics, the overall model was significant (F = 3.07, p < .05, R² = .24).  

However, none of the independent variables were significant predictors of fear of 

property crime.  For Blacks and Others, the overall models were not significant (Blacks: 

F = 1.96, p > .05, R² = .14; Others: F = 1.00, p > .05, R² = .11).  Due to unstable 

estimates, Blacks and Others were not be used for the regression comparison test. 

A regression coefficient comparison developed by Clogg, Petkova, and Haritou 

(1995) determined there were significant differences concerning the impact of social 

learning variables on fear of property crime by racial group (Table 4-50 reports the z-

values associated with each social learning variable and racial group).  The impact of 

friends talking to participants about crime on fear of property crime was greater for 

Whites than Hispanics (z = 2.57, p < .05).  The impact of primary group differential 

reinforcement is greater for Whites than Blacks (z = 2.15, p < .05). 



 

99 

Predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence by racial group. Table 

4-51 shows the bivariate correlation matrix for social learning variables and fear of 

crimes possible leading to violence by racial group.  Primary and secondary group fear 

of crime, parents talking about crime, and primary and secondary group differential 

reinforcement had a significant positive association to fear of crimes possibly leading to 

violence for Whites.  Primary and secondary group fear of crime, parents talking about 

crime, and primary group differential reinforcement had a significant positive association 

to fear of crimes possibly leading to violence for Blacks.  Primary and secondary group 

differential association had a significant positive association to fear of crimes possibly 

leading to violence for Hispanics.  The only social learning variables associated to 

participants in the category of Other was primary group fear of crime.  

Personal characteristics and social learning variables that were significantly 

associated with at least one of the racial groups were entered into OLS regression 

models to predict fear of crimes possibly leading to violence.  More specifically, OLS 

regression models were run for each race using age, gender, primary group differential 

association, secondary group differential association, parents talk about crime, and 

primary and secondary group differential reinforcement.  Table 4-52 shows OLS 

regression results predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence for each race.   

For Whites, the overall model was significant (F = 18.00, p < .001, R² = .40).  

Female and younger Whites were significantly more fearful of crimes possibly leading to 

violence than male and older Whites (Age: b = -0.05, p < .05; Gender: b = -0.62, p < 

.001).  Two social learning variables significantly predicted fear of crimes possibly 

leading to violence for Whites- primary and secondary group differential association.  
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Primary and secondary group fear of crime significantly increased White participants’ 

fear of crimes possibly leading to violence (Primary: b = 0.08, p < .05; Secondary: b = 

0.12, p < .01). 

For Blacks, the overall model was significant (F = 10.21, p < .001, R² = .39).  

Black females were significantly more fearful of crimes possibly leading to violence than 

Black males (b = -0.63, p < .01).  Only one social learning variable significantly 

predicted fear of crimes possibly leading to violence for Blacks- Parents talking about 

crime (b = 0.29, p < .01).  The more their parents talked to participants about crime the 

greater fear of crimes possibly leading to violence for Blacks. 

For Hispanics, the overall model was significant (F = 8.15, p < .001, R² = .49).  

The only significant predictor of fear of crimes possibly leading to violence for Hispanics 

was secondary group differential association (b =0.22, p < .05).  Secondary group fear 

of crime significantly increased Hispanic participants’ fear of crimes possibly leading to 

violence. 

For Others, the overall model was significant (F = 2.69, p < .05, R² = .27).  

Younger Others were significantly more fearful of crime possibly leading to violence 

than older Others (b = 0.11, p < .05).  Only one social learning variable significantly 

predicted fear of crimes possibly leading to violence for Others- secondary group 

differential association (b = -0.13, p < .05).  Secondary group fear of crime significantly 

decreased participants in the Other category’s fear of crime possibly leading to violence.  

However, the relationship between secondary group differential association and fear of 

crimes possibly leading to violence was negative, which is opposite to the social 

learning models. 
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A regression coefficient comparison developed by Clogg, Petkova, and Haritou 

(1995) determined there were significant differences concerning the impact of social 

learning variables on fear of crimes possibly leading to violence by racial group  (Table 

4-53 reports the z-values associated with each social learning variable and racial 

group).  The impact of secondary group differential association on fear of crimes 

possibly leading to violence was greater for Whites (z = 3.47, p < .05) and Hispanics (z 

= 3.50, p < .05) than Others.  Additionally, the impact of secondary group differential 

association was less for Blacks than Hispanics (z = 2.00, p < .05).  The impact of 

parents talking about crime of fear was less for Whites than Blacks (z = -2.45, p < .05). 

Predicting fear of burglary by racial group.  Table 4-54 shows the bivariate 

correlation matrix for social learning variables and fear of burglary by racial group.  For 

Whites, primary and secondary group differential association, parents and friends 

talking about crime, and primary group differential reinforcement significantly increased 

fear of burglary.  For Blacks, primary and secondary group differential association, and 

parents talking about crime significantly increased fear of burglary.  For Hispanics, 

primary and secondary group differential association and imitation significantly 

increased fear of burglary.  For students in the category Other, only friends talking about 

crime was significantly associated to fear of burglary. 

Personal characteristics and social learning variables that were significantly 

associated with at least one of the racial groups were entered into OLS regression 

models to predict fear of burglary.  More specifically, OLS regression models were run 

for each race using gender, primary group differential association, secondary group 

differential association, parents talk about crime, friends talk about crime, primary group 
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differential reinforcement, and imitation.  Table 4-55 shows OLS regression results 

predicting fear of burglary for each race. 

For Whites, the overall model was significant (F = 7.66, p < .001, R² = .22).  

White females were significantly more fearful of burglary than White males (b = -0.56, p 

< .001).  Only one social learning variable significantly predicted fear of burglary- 

primary group differential reinforcement (b = 0.25, p < .05).  The more primary groups 

reinforced fear of crime attitudes the more fear of burglary Whites had. 

For Blacks, the overall model was significant (F = 3.82, p < .01, R² = .24).  Black 

females were significantly more fearful of burglary than Black males (b = -0.62, p < .05).  

However, none of the social learning variables were significant after controlling for other 

variables. 

For Hispanics, the overall model was significant (F = 5.83, p < .001, R² = .43).  

Secondary group differential association was significantly related to fear of burglary (b = 

0.22, p < .05), meaning secondary group fear of crime increased students’ fear of 

burglary.  Additionally, imitation was significantly related to fear of burglary (b = -0.58, p 

< .05).  Individuals who imitate precautionary behavior from someone they admire had 

less fear of burglary. 

For Others, the overall model was significant (F = 3.25, p < .05, R² = .27).  Other 

females were significantly more fearfully of burglary than Other males (b = -0.67, p < 

.05).  However, none of the social learning variables were significant after controlling for 

other variables. 

A regression coefficient comparison developed by Clogg, Petkova, and Haritou 

(1995) determined there were significant differences concerning the impact of social 
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learning variables on fear of burglary by racial group (Table 4-56 reports the z-values 

associated with each social learning variable and racial group).  Imitation impacted fear 

of burglary more for Hispanics than for all other racial groups. (Whites: z = 2.37, p <.05; 

Blacks: z = 2.02, p < .05; Others: z = -2.37, p < .05). 

Research Question 5: Racial Socialization vs. Social Learning Theory 

Predicting fear of violent crime. Table 4-57 shows the step-wise regression 

models predicting fear of violent crime. Model 1 shows the effect of racial socialization 

variables, with the overall model significant (F = 16.69, p < .001, R² = .24).  As 

described in the results for research question one, the only significant racial 

socialization variable was promotion of mistrust (b = 0.24, p < .05).  Those students who 

heard more messages in their home suggesting that they should mistrust other races 

were more afraid of violent crime.  Additionally, age (b = -0.05, p< .05), gender (b = -

0.79, p < .001), White (b = -0.28, p < .05) were significant predictors of fear of violent 

crime.  Younger people, females, and minorities were more afraid of violent crime.  

When compared to the subsequent model (described next), the model with only racial 

socialization variables explained 24% of the variance.  

Findings from Model 2 predicted fear of violent crime using personal 

characteristics, racial socialization variables, and social learning variables, and the 

overall model was significant (F = 21.03, p < .001, R² = .36).  After adding social 

learning variables, the only personal characteristic that was significant was gender.  

Females were still significantly more fear of violent crime than males (b = -0.59, p < 

.001).  Promotion of mistrust was no longer significant after controlling for social 

learning variables.  However, primary group differential association (b = 0.13, p < .01) 

and differential reinforcement were significant predictors of fear of violent crime after 
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controlling for racial socialization variables, meaning students whose primary groups 

were fearful of crime and had primary groups reinforce their fear of crime attitudes were 

more afraid of violent crime.  Furthermore, adding social learning variables increased 

the explained variance to by 12% (to 36% from 24%), which was significant based on 

the R² change (F = 11.03, p < .001). 

Predicting fear of property crime.  Table 4-58 shows the step-wise regression 

models predicting fear of property crime.  Model 1 shows the effect of racial 

socialization variables, and the overall model was significant (F = 7.53, p < .001, R² = 

.08).  As described in the results for research question one and in other models 

presented before, the only significant racial socialization variable was promotion of 

mistrust (b = 0.19, p < .05).  Additionally, gender was significant (b = -0.23, p < .01), 

women were again more afraid of property crime compared to men.  When compared to 

the subsequent model (described next), the model with only racial socialization 

variables explained 8% of the variance. 

Findings from Model 2 predicted fear of property crime using personal 

characteristics, racial socialization variables, and social learning variables, and the 

overall model was significant (F = 6.58, p < .001, R² = .15).  As shown in the models 

predicting fear of violent crime, after adding social learning variables, gender and 

promotion of mistrust were no longer significant.  However, primary group different 

association was a significant predictor of fear of property crime (b = 0.09, p < .001).  

Furthermore, adding social learning variables increased the explained variance to by 

7% (to 15% from 8%), which was significant based on the R² change (F = 6.05, p < 

.001). 
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Predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence.  Table 4-59 shows the 

step-wise regression models predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence.  

Model 1 shows the effect of racial socialization variables, with the overall model 

significant (F = 24.70, p < .001, R² = .21).  As described in the results for research 

question one, the only significant racial socialization variable was promotion of mistrust 

(b = 0.21, p < .05).  Additionally, gender was significant (b = -0.75 p < .001).  When 

compared to the subsequent model (described next), the model with only racial 

socialization variables explained 21% of the variance. 

Findings from Model 2 predicted fear of crimes possibly leading to violence using 

personal characteristics, racial socialization variables, and social learning variables, and 

the overall model was significant (F = 17.60, p < .001, R² = .32).  In contrast to fear of 

violent and property crime models, after adding social learning variables, promotion of 

mistrust was still significant (b = 0.19, p < .05).  As for social learning variables, primary 

group differential association (b = 0.10, p < .01), secondary group differential 

association (b = 0.06, p < .05), and primary group differential reinforcement (b= 0.21, p 

< .05) were significant predictors of fear of crimes possibly leading to violence.  

Although the effect of promotion of mistrust was not reduced, adding social learning 

variables significantly increased the explained variance by 11% (to 32% from 21%), as 

indicated by the R² change (F = 10.10, p < .001). 

Predicting fear of burglary.  Table 4-60 shows the step-wise regression models 

predicting fear of burglary.  Model 1 shows the effect of racial socialization variables, 

with the overall model significant (F = 13.96, p < .001, R² = .11).  As described in the 

results for research question one, the only significant racial socialization variable was 
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promotion of mistrust (b = 0.25, p < .01).  Additionally, gender was significant (b = -0.56, 

p < .001) females were more afraid of burglary than males.  When compared to the 

subsequent model (described next), the model with only racial socialization variables 

explained 11% of the variance. 

Findings from Model 2 predicted fear of burglary using personal characteristics, 

racial socialization variables, and social learning variables, and the overall model was 

significant (F = 9.93, p < .001, R² = .18).  As in fear of violent and property crime 

models, after adding social learning variables, promotion of mistrust was no longer 

significant.  Gender was still significant (b = -0.45, p < .001) and women were still more 

afraid than males.  As for social learning variables, secondary group different 

association was a significant predictor of fear of burglary (b = 0.07, p < .05), meaning 

secondary group fear of crime increases students’ fear of burglary.  Furthermore, 

adding social learning variables increased the explained variance to by 7% (to 11% 

from 18%), which was significant based on the R² change (F = 6.92, p < .001). 

Research Question 6: Social Structure and Fear of Crime 

The sixth research question examines the relationship between social structural 

components and fear of crime for the entire sample and by racial group. 

Bivariate Correlations 

Table 4-61 shows a bivariate correlation matrix with fear of crime scales, 

differential social organization, differential social location, differential location in the 

social structure, and social disorganization.  As for differential social organization, there 

were significant relationships between fear of violent crimes and individuals from 

hometowns in medium-suburban and large-metropolitan areas.  Individuals from 

hometowns in large metropolitan areas were more likely to fear violent crime and 
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individuals from hometowns in medium-suburban areas were less likely to fear violent 

crimes.  However, differential social organization variables were not significantly 

associated with the other fear of crime types. 

None of the differential social location variables were significantly associated with 

the fear of crime scales.  Variables representing differential location in the social 

structure were the same as control variables used throughout the study, with results 

discussed in research question 1.  Additionally, social disorganization variables 

significantly associated with fear of crime types were discussed in research question 3 

results. 

OLS Regression Models 

Predicting fear of violent crime.  Table 4-62 shows the OLS regression model 

predicting fear of violent crime.  The overall model was significant (F = 9.81, p < .001, 

R² = .22).  However, since none of the differential social location variables were 

significant at the bivariate level, they were not included in the model.  Controlling for 

other social structure variables, differential social organization variables were no longer 

significant predictors of fear of violent crime.  As for differential location in the social 

structure variables, younger participants had significantly more fear of violent crime than 

older participants (b = -0.06, p < .05) and females had significantly more fear of violent 

crime than males (b = 0.79, p < .001), controlling for other social structure variables.  

None of the social disorganization variables were significant after controlling for other 

social structure variables. 

Predicting fear of property crime.  Table 4-62 also shows the OLS regression 

model predicting fear of property crime.  The overall model was significant (F = 9.46, p < 

.001, R² = .04).  However, since there were only two variables significant at the bivariate 
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level, those were the only two entered into the model.  Controlling for age, females were 

more fearful of property crime than males (b = -0.26, p < 0.01).  Age was no longer 

significant after controlling for gender. 

Predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence.  Table 4-62 also 

shows the OLS regression model predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence.  

The overall model was significant (F = 57.74, p < .001, R² = .20).  However, since there 

were only two variables significant at the bivariate level, those were the only two 

entered into the model.  Controlling for age, females were more fearful of property crime 

than males (b = -0.78, p < 0.001).  Age was no longer significant after controlling for 

gender. 

Predicting fear of burglary.  Table 4-62 also shows the OLS regression model 

predicting fear of burglary.  The overall model was significant (F = 21.90, p < .001, R² = 

.10).  However, since there were only two variables significant at the bivariate level, 

those are the only two entered into the model.  Controlling for gender, individuals from 

large-metropolitan hometowns were more fearful of burglary (b = 0.23, p < .05).  

Additionally, controlling for large-metropolitan hometowns, females were still more 

fearful of burglary than males (b = 0.56, p < .001). 

Research Question 7: Social Structure Social Learning and Fear of Crime 

The seventh research question examines the social structural social learning 

theory’s ability to explain fear of crime.  More specifically, it examines whether the effect 

of social learning variables in the model substantially reduce social structure variables 

influence. 

Predicting fear of violent crime.  Table 4-63 shows the OLS regression model 

predicting fear of violent crime.  The overall model was significant (F = 15.57, p < .001, 
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R² = .35).  More specific to the hypothesis, age and race (White) were no longer 

significant predictors of fear of violent crime after controlling for social learning 

variables.  Gender was still significant (b = -0.58, p < .001), but the effect was reduced 

after adding social learning variables.  Furthermore, adding social learning variables 

increased the explained variance to 35% (from 22%), the R² change was significant (F = 

12.28, p < .001). 

Predicting fear of property crime.  Table 4-63 shows the OLS regression 

model predicting fear of property crime.  No additional variables were added from 

research question four because they weren’t significant at the bivariate level.  The 

overall model was significant (F = 7.92, p < .001, R² = .13).  The only significant 

predictor of fear of property crime was secondary group differential association (b = 

0.09, p < .001).  Secondary groups fear of crime increased participants’ fear of property 

crime. Furthermore, adding social learning variables increased the explained variance 

by to 35% (from 21%).  The increase was a significant R² change (F = 12.52, p < .001). 

Predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence. Table 4-63 shows the 

OLS regression model predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence.  No 

additional variables were added from research questions four because they weren’t 

significant at the bivariate level.  The overall model was significant (F = 23.84, p < .001, 

R² = .30).  Females were more fearful of crime possibly leading to violence than males 

(b = -0.54, p < .001).  Primary and secondary group fear of crime significantly increased 

students’ fear of crimes possibly leading to violence (primary: b = 0.11, p < .01; 

secondary: b = 0.06, p < .05).  Primary group differential reinforcement also increased 

student fear of crime possibly leading to violence (b = 0.20, p < .05).  Although adding 
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differential reinforcement variables increased the explained variance by 1%, the R² 

change was significant (F = 11.08, p < .05). 

Predicting fear of burglary.  Table 4-63 also shows the OLS regression model 

predicting fear of burglary.  The overall model was significant (F = 12.87, p < .001, R² = 

.18).  More specific to the hypothesis, size of hometown (large-metropolitan) was no 

longer significant after adding social learning variables.  Gender was still significant (b = 

-0.41, p < .001), but the effect was reduced after adding social learning variables.  

Furthermore, adding social learning variables increased the explained variance to 18% 

(from 10%), the R² change was significant (F = 7.88, p < .001). 



 

111 

 

Table 4-1.  Sample description     

    N = 394 
   Codes N % 

Demographics       
 Age    
  Mean age  20.06  
  Age range  18-33  
 Gender    
  Female 0 262 66.5 
  Male 1 132 33.5 
 Race    
  White/Caucasian  203 51.5 
  Black/African American  87 22.1 
  Latino/Hispanic  56 14.2 
  Asian/Pacific Islander  23 5.8 
  Mixed Race/Biracial  19 4.8 
  Other  6 1.5 
 Income    
  Mean income  5.03  
  Less than $15,000 1 6 1.7 
  Between $15,000 and $24,999 2 29 8.2 
  Between $25,000 and $34,999 3 38 10.7 
  Between $35,000 and $49,999 4 62 17.5 
  Between $50,000 and $74,999 5 62 17.5 
  Between $75,000 and $99,999 6 57 16.1 
  $100,000 or more 7 101 28.5 
 Major    
  Non-criminology major 0 137 34.8 
  Criminology major 1 257 65.2 
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Table 4-2.  Percentage for fear of crime scales and variables for entire sample       

Fear of crime scales N = 394 

n Not Afraid 
Somewhat 
Afraid Afraid 

Very 
Afraid Mean 

Fear of violent crime             

 Break in while home 394 19.8 22.1 23.1 36.0 2.73 

 Rape 394 25.6 10.9 11.4 52.0 2.90 

 Murder 394 23.9 11.9 9.1 55.1 2.95 

 Attacked with a weapon 394 15.7 20.8 23.1 40.4 2.88 

 Robbery 394 17.3 30.2 26.1 26.4 2.62 

 Shot at 394 32.7 10.9 10.9 45.4 2.69 

 Home invasion robbery 394 19.0 26.1 28.2 26.7 2.62 

 Drive-by or random shooting 394 34.0 12.2 14.0 39.9 2.60 

 Assault 394 24.6 21.6 20.1 33.8 2.63 

 Carjacking 394 36.6 24.9 20.6 18.0 2.20 

 Money or property taken away with force 394 18.0 28.4 24.6 28.9 2.64 

Fear of property crimes       

 Car stolen 394 27.9 37.1 23.6 11.4 2.19 

 Property damage 394 27.7 45.4 20.6 6.4 2.06 

 Property damage by graffiti or tagging 394 53.6 32.5 11.7 2.3 1.63 
Fear of crimes possibly leading to violence       

 Threatened 394 31.2 37.6 22.1 9.1 2.09 

 Harassment 394 32.5 36.6 19.8 11.2 2.10 

Fear of burglary       

 Break in while away from home 393 19.1 37.4 32.1 11.5 2.36 

Likert Scale: Not Afraid = 1, Somewhat Afraid = 2, Afraid = 3, Very Afraid = 4       
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 Table 4-3.  ANOVA results for fear of crime by race 

  

Fear of violent 
crime 

  Fear of property 
crime 

  Fear of crimes 
possibly leading to 
violence 

  Fear of burglary 

Whites N 203   203   203   203 

Blacks N 87  87  87  86 

Hispanics N 56  56  56  56 

Other N 48  48  48  48 

Whites x-bar (SD) 2.49 (0.99)  1.91 (0.69)  2.01 (0.85)  2.35 (0.91) 

Blacks x-bar (SD) 2.90 (1.02)  1.95 (0.76)  2.07 (0.90)  2.30 (0.93) 

Hispanics x-bar (SD) 2.83 (1.05)  2.04 (0.81)  2.29 (0.95)  2.43 (0.99) 

Other x-bar (SD) 2.91 (0.95)  2.06 (0.64)  2.24 (0.78)  2.40 (0.84) 

F 5.14**  0.90  2.03  0.24 

Df 393  393  393  392 

        

Significant contrasts none  none  none  none 

Tukey HSD        

        

Note.  **p < .01               
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Table 4-4.  ANOVA results for racial socialization by race 

Race Indicators of racial socialization 

Cultural 
socialization 

  Preparation for 
bias 

  Promotion of 
mistrust 

Whites N 203   202   202 

Blacks N 87  87  87 

Hispanics N 56  56  56 

Other N 48  48  48 

Whites x-bar (SD) 2.32 (0.72)  1.69 (0.59)  1.20 (0.41) 

Blacks x-bar (SD) 2.54 (0.81)  2.73 (0.83)  1.24 (0.46) 

Hispanics x-bar (SD) 2.35 (0.75)  2.35 (0.72)  1.39 (0.62) 

Other x-bar (SD) 2.41 (0.70)  2.29 (0.85)  1.29 (0.46) 

F 1.81  50.60***  2.84* 

Df 393  392  392 

      

Significant contrasts   B > W   

Tukey HSD   B > H   

   B > O   

   H > W   

   O > W   

Note. *p < .05, ***p < .001         
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Table 4-5.  ANOVA results for social disorganization variables by race 
  Social 

disorder 
  Physical 

disorder 
  Diversity   Social 

cohesion 
  Low Informal 

social control   

Residential 
mobility  

Whites N 202  203  203  203  203   203 

Blacks N 87  87  87  87  86  87 

Hispanics N 56  56  56  56  56  56 

Other N 48  48  48  48  48  48 

Whites x-bar (SD) 1.34 (0.49)  1.22 (0.45)  1.34 (0.54)  3.67 (0.76)  3.31 (1.00)  1.49 (0.66) 

Blacks x-bar (SD) 1.92 (0.99)  1.60 (0.87)  1.66 (0.76)  3.27 (0.80)  3.27 (1.10)  1.70 (0.93) 
Hispanics x-bar 
(SD) 1.63 (0.74)  1.25 (0.56)  1.70 (0.90)  3.28 (0.89)  3.20 (1.15)  1.71 (0.85) 

Other x-bar (SD) 1.83 (0.94)  1.59 (0.82)  1.68 (0.77)  3.53 (0.88)  3.09 (1.07)  1.60 (0.76) 

F 15.67***  10.31***  7.91***  6.65***  0.64  2.18 

Df 392  393  393  393  392  390 

            
Significant 
contrasts B > W  B > W  B > W  W > B     

Tukey HSD O > W  B > H  B > H  W > H     

   H > W  B > O       

   O > H         

Note. ***p < .001                       
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Table 4-6.  Descriptive statistics for social learning variables for entire sample  

      N = 394 
   n Mean SD 

Differential association       

 Primary groups fear of crime (scale 1 to 10) 394 5.25 1.78 

  Mother 389 6.35 2.36 

  Father 357 4.82 2.31 

  Grandfather 225 4.92 2.49 

  Sisters 244 5.45 2.49 

  Brothers 249 4.20 2.32 

  Best friends 392 4.99 2.22 

  Church members 221 5.55 2.31 

 Secondary groups fear of crime (scale 1 to 10) 319 4.80 1.91 

  Work associates 222 4.90 2.02 

  Fraternity or sorority members 78 4.85 2.34 

  Club members 209 4.76 1.99 

 
Media exposure 359 4.30 1.16 

  TV 390 4.41 1.45 

  Internet 361 3.86 1.53 

  Newspaper 394 4.56 1.45 

 Parents talk about crime 394 2.37 0.78 

 Friends talk about crime 393 1.96 0.60 

Differential reinforcement    

 Primary groups differential reinforcement 394 0.45 0.46 

  Mother 388 0.44 0.81 

  Father 358 0.55 0.64 

  Grandfather 227 0.39 0.68 

  Sisters 247 0.49 0.63 

  Brothers 249 0.27 0.69 

  Best friends 393 0.56 0.62 

  Church members 220 0.31 0.69 

 Secondary groups differential reinforcement 319 0.35 0.54 

  Work associates 225 0.25 0.58 

  Fraternity or sorority members 77 0.65 0.56 

  Club members 207 0.36 0.58 

 Imitation 392 0.40 0.49 
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Table 4-7.  ANOVA results for social learning variables by race 
  Primary 

group fear 
of crime 

  Secondar
y group 
fear of 
crime 

  Media 
exposure 

  Parents 
talk about 

crime 

  Friends 
talk about 

crime 

  

Primary 
group 

reinforceme
nt of fear of 

crime 

  Secondary 
group 

reinforceme
nt of fear of 

crime 

Whites N 203  163  184  203  203   203  163 

Blacks N 87  74  81  87  86  87  75 
Hispanics 
N 56  44  51  56  56  56  44 

Other N 48  38  43  48  48  48  37 
Whites  
x-bar (SD) 

4.92 
(1.63)  

4.67 
(1.73)  

4.36 
(1.15)  2.27 (0.74)  

1.91 
(0.52)  0.44 (0.47)  0.38 (0.52) 

Blacks  
x-bar (SD) 

5.33 
(1.88)  

5.21 
(2.13)  

4.14 
(1.17)  2.51 (0.87)  

2.11 
(0.71)  0.45 (0.44)  0.27 (0.54) 

Hispanics  
x-bar (SD) 

6.08 
(1.63)  

4.53 
(2.03)  

4.22 
(1.21)  2.46 (0.74)  

1.91 
(0.75)  0.48 (0.50)  0.25 (0.58) 

Other  
x-bar (SD) 

5.54 
(2.02)  

4.85 
(2.01)  

4.45 
(1.16)  2.44 (0.82)  

1.96 
(0.50)  0.43 (0.40)  0.48 (0.58) 

F 7.09***  1.68  1.00  2.47  2.52  0.11  1.88 

Df 393  318  358  393  392  393  318 

              

Significant 
contrasts H > B             

Tukey HSD H > W             

Note. ***p < .001 
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Table 4-8.  Correlations of fear of crime scales and racial socialization variables 

 Fear of violent 
crime 

Fear of property 
crime 

Fear of crimes 
possibly leading to 

violence 

Fear of burglary 

Personal characteristics         

 Age -0.17*** -0.12* -0.15** -0.07 

 Male -0.40*** -0.19** -0.44*** -0.30*** 

 White -0.19*** -0.07 -0.09 -0.00 

 Black 0.12* -0.00 -0.02 -0.03 

 Hispanic 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.03 

 Other 0.08 0.06 0.06 0.02 

 Income -0.13* -0.02 -0.04 0.01 

Racial socialization     

 Cultural socialization 0.12* 0.13** 0.12* 0.10 

 Preparation for bias 0.22*** 0.16** 0.15** 0.11* 

 Promotion of mistrust 0.13* 0.12* 0.12* 0.13* 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4-9.  OLS regression predicting fear of crime with racial socialization for the entire sample 

Variable 

Fear of violent crime Fear of property crime 
Fear of crimes possibly 

leading to violence Fear of burglary 

b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B 

Personal characteristics                         

 Age -0.05* 0.03 -0.09 -0.03 0.02 -0.08 -0.03 0.02 -0.07 -   

 Male -0.79*** 0.11 -0.36 -0.23** 0.08 -0.15 -0.75*** 0.08 -0.41 -0.56*** 0.09 -0.29 

 White -0.28* 0.16 -0.14 -   -   -   

 Black -0.08 0.18 -0.03 -   -   -   

 Latino -   -   -   -   

 Income 0.00 0.03 0.00 -   -   -   

              

Racial socialization             

 Cultural socialization 0.09 0.08 0.06 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.07 0.07 0.06 

 Preparation for bias 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.02 0.07 0.02 

 Promotion of mistrust 0.24* 0.11 0.11 0.19* 0.08 0.12 0.21* 0.09 0.11 0.25** 0.08 0.13 

 Constant 3.42*** 0.67 . 2.14*** 0.47 . 2.52*** 0.50 . 2.03 0.19 . 

              

 R-square 0.24 0.08 0.21 0.11 

 df 8 5 5 4 

 F-value 16.69*** 7.53*** 24.70*** 13.96*** 

 N 353 391 391 391 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4-10.  Correlations of fear of violent crime and racial socialization variables by race 

  White Black Hispanic Other 

Personal characteristics         

 Age -0.28*** -0.02 -0.04 -0.09 

 Male  -0.36*** -0.46*** -0.42** -0.42** 

 Income -0.06 0.08 -0.16 0.01 

Racial socialization     

 Cultural socialization 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.24 

 Preparation for bias 0.15* 0.04 0.24 0.28 

 Promotion of mistrust 0.17* 0.00 0.01 0.23 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4-11.  OLS regression using racial socialization to predict fear of violent crime by race 

  

Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B 

Personal 
characteristics                         

 Age -0.11*** 0.02 -0.23 0.03 0.09 0.03 0.02 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.05 0.04 

 Male -0.64*** 0.13 -0.31 
-

1.11*** 0.23 -0.47 -0.87** 0.29 -0.41 -0.83** 0.30 -0.42 

Racial socialization             

 
Preparation for 
bias 0.13 0.10 0.08 0.06 0.12 0.05 0.32 0.19 0.22 0.14 0.19 0.12 

 
Promotion of 
mistrust 0.35* 0.15 0.15 -0.07 0.25 -0.03 0.14 0.18 0.09 0.46 0.25 0.22 

 Constant 4.33*** 0.54 . 2.54 1.86 . 1.73 1.43 . 1.96 1.18 . 

              

 R-square 0.21 0.22 0.22 0.26 

 df 4 4 4 4 

 F-value 18.16*** 6.73*** 3.75** 4.93** 

 N 201 87 55 48 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p 
< .001.                     
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Table 4-12.  Z-values comparing beta coefficients by race for racial socialization variables predicting fear of violent crime 

    Preparation for bias Promotion of mistrust 

 
 z z 

  Whites v. Blacks 0.45 1.44 

 Whites v. Hispanics -0.88 0.90 

 Whites v. Others -0.05 -0.38 

 Blacks v. Hispanics -1.16 -0.81 

 
Blacks v. Others -0.36 -1.50 

 
Hispanics v. Others 0.67 -1.04 

 Note. No significant differences 
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Table 4-13.  Correlations of fear of property crime and racial socialization variables by race 

  White Black Hispanic Other 

Personal characteristics         

 Age -0.28*** -0.14* 0.04 0.15 

 Male -0.19** -0.20*** -0.31* -0.05 

 Income 0.01 -0.04 -0.03 -0.10 

Racial socialization     

 Cultural socialization 0.13 0.15* 0.23 0.06 

 Preparation for bias 0.27*** 0.24*** 0.24 0.10 

 Promotion of mistrust 0.12 0.17** 0.06 0.50*** 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4-14.  OLS regression predicting fear of property crime by race 
    Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

  b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B 

Personal characteristics                       

 Age -0.08*** 0.02 -0.25 0.01 0.10 0.01 0.04 0.07 0.09 0.03 0.03 0.10 

 Male -0.17 0.10 -0.12 -0.27 0.21 -0.16 -0.54* 0.24 -0.32 -0.18 0.22 -0.13 

Racial socialization             

 Cultural socialization -0.03 0.09 -0.03 0.12 0.15 0.13 0.10 0.17 0.09 0.05 0.14 0.05 

 Preparation for bias 0.29** 0.09 0.24 -0.07 0.14 -0.08 0.18 0.15 0.16 -0.07 0.14 -0.09 

 
Promotion of 
mistrust 0.14 0.12 0.08 -0.02 0.15 -0.01 0.17 0.15 0.13 0.73** 0.20 0.52 

 Constant 3.08*** 0.42 . 1.84 2.10 . 0.64 1.51 . 0.62 0.79 . 

              

 R-square 0.16 0.03 0.17 0.28 

 df 5 5 5 5 

 F-value 10.35*** 0.64 2.85* 4.52** 

 N 201 87 55 48 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.                     
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Table 4-15.  Z-values comparing beta coefficients by race for racial socialization variables predicting fear of property crime 

    Cultural socialization Preparation for bias Promotion of mistrust 

  z Z z 

 Whites v. Blacks -0.86 2.16* 0.83 

  Whites v. Hispanics -0.68 0.63 -0.16 

 Whites v. Others -0.48 2.16* -2.53* 

 Blacks v. Hispanics 0.09 -1.22 -0.90 

 Blacks v. Others 0.34 0 -3.00* 

 Hispanics v. Others 0.23 1.22 -2.24* 

 Note. *p < .05 
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Table 4-16.  Correlations of fear of crimes possibly leading to violence and racial socialization variables by race 

  White Black Hispanic Other 

Personal characteristics         

 Age -0.27*** -0.02 -0.09 0.09 

 Male -0.48*** -0.47*** -0.48*** -0.22 

 Income 0.05 0.07 -0.16 -0.17 

Racial socialization     

 Cultural socialization 0.16* 0.03 0.16 0.08 

 Preparation for bias 0.20** -0.02 -0.03 0.12 

 Promotion of mistrust 0.15* 0.11 0.12 0.20 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4-17.  OLS regression predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence by race 

    Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

  b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robus
t SE B 

Personal characteristics                       

 Age -0.09*** 0.02 -0.20 0.03 0.07 0.03 0.01 0.07 0.02 0.06 0.04 0.16 

 Male -0.73*** 0.10 -0.41 -0.96*** 0.16 -0.46 -0.88** 0.25 -0.46 -0.45 0.25 -0.28 

Racial socialization             

 Cultural socialization 0.05 0.09 0.04 0.05 0.16 0.05 -0.11 0.18 -0.09 0.03 0.14 0.02 

 Preparation for bias 0.15 0.11 0.10 -0.07 0.16 -0.07 0.38* 0.17 0.29 0.02 0.21 0.03 

 Promotion of mistrust 0.22 0.13 0.11 0.19 0.22 0.10 0.06 0.16 0.04 0.32 0.29 0.19 

 Constant 3.35 0.44 . 1.58 1.50 . 1.74 1.45 . 0.70 1.10 . 

              

 R-square 0.29 0.23 0.28 0.12 

 df 5 5 5 5 

 F-value 22.05*** 8.44*** 4.64** 1.32 

 N 201 87 55 48 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.                     
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Table 4-18. Z-values comparing beta coefficients by race for racial socialization variables predicting fear of crimes 
possibly leading to violence 

    Cultural socialization Preparation for bias Promotion of mistrust 

  z z z 

  Whites v. Blacks 0 1.13 0.12 

 Whites v. Hispanics 0.80 -1.14 0.78 

 Whites v. Others 0.12 0.55 -0.31 

 Blacks v. Hispanics 0.66 -1.93 0.48 

 Blacks v. Others 0.09 -0.34 -0.36 

 Hispanics v. Others -0.61 1.33 -0.79 

  Note. No significant differences 
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Table 4-19.  Correlations of fear of burglary and racial socialization variables by race 

  White Black Hispanic Other 

Personal characteristics         

 Age -0.12 0.04 -0.02 -0.08 

 Male -0.32*** -0.36*** -0.23 -0.23 

 Income -0.01 0.16 -0.22 0.16 

Racial socialization     

 Cultural socialization 0.09 0.13 0.21 -0.06 

 Preparation for bias 0.16* 0.03 0.42** -0.04 

 Promotion of mistrust 0.16* 0.05 0.18 0.03 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4-20.  OLS regression predicting fear of burglary by race 

    Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

  b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B b 
Robust 

SE B 

Personal characteristics                       

 Male -0.58*** 0.13 -0.30 -0.78*** 0.19 -0.36 -0.43 0.24 -0.21 -0.47 0.25 -0.27 

Racial socialization             

 Preparation for bias 0.15 0.11 0.10 0.03 0.13 0.02 0.58*** 0.14 0.42 -0.13 0.20 -0.13 

 Promotion of mistrust 0.29* 0.12 0.13 0.04 0.24 0.02 0.41** 0.15 0.26 0.16 0.27 0.09 

 Constant 1.98*** 0.21 . 2.38*** 0.41 . 0.66 0.43 . 2.64*** 0.43 . 

              

 R-square 0.13 0.13 0.27 0.07 

 df 3 3 3 3 

 F-value 12.15*** 5.54** 8.28*** 1.27 

 N 201 86 56 48 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.                     
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Table 4-21.  Z-values comparing beta coefficients by race for racial socialization variables predicting fear of burglary 

    Preparation for bias Promotion of mistrust 

 
 z z 

  
Whites v. Blacks 0.70 0.93 

 
Whites v. Hispanics -2.42* -0.62 

 Whites v. Others 1.23 0.44 

 Blacks v. Hispanics -2.88* -1.31 

 Blacks v. Others 0.67 -0.33 

 Hispanics v. Others 2.91* -1.31 

   Note. *p < .05     
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Table 4-22.  Correlations of racial socialization and social disorganization variables 

  Cultural socialization Preparation for bias Promotion of mistrust 

Personal characteristics       

 Age -0.07 -0.08 0.04 

 Male -0.13** -0.14** 0.00 

 Race    

  White 0.09 -0.50*** -0.11* 

  Black 0.11* 0.42*** 0.00 

  Hispanic -0.02 0.13** 0.13* 

  Other 0.01 0.09 0.04 

 Income 0.05 -0.26*** -0.21*** 

Social disorganization    

 Social disorder 0.07 0.30*** 0.17*** 

 Physical disorder 0.03 0.21*** 0.18*** 

 Diversity 0.00 0.21*** 0.16** 

 Residential mobility 0.02 0.08 0.09 

 Racial heterogeneity    

  Majority same race -0.04 -0.16** 0.01 

  50/50 -0.03 -0.03 -0.05 

  Majority different race -0.08 0.24*** 0.04 

 Low informal social control 0.08 0.06 -0.08 

 Social cohesion 0.07 -0.09 -0.07 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001     
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Table 4-23.  OLS regression predicting racial socialization with social disorganization for the entire sample 

Variable 

Cultural socialization Preparation for bias Promotion of mistrust 

b SE B b SE B b SE B 

Personal characteristics                   

 Male -0.20* 0.08 -0.12 -0.15 0.08 -0.09 -   

 White -   -0.52*** 0.13 -0.31 0.07 0.06 0.07 

 Black -0.12 0.07 -0.08 0.46** 0.13 0.23 -   

 Latino -   0.13 0.15 0.05 0.20** 0.08 0.15 

 Income -   0.02 0.02 0.04 -0.05** 0.02 -0.16 

Social disorganization          

 Social disorder -   0.11 0.07 0.11 0.02 0.05 0.03 

 Physical disorder -   0.03 0.08 0.02 0.10 0.05 0.14 

 Diversity -   0.06 0.06 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.08 

 Majority same race -   0.11 0.09 0.06 -   

 Majority Different race -   0.21 0.12 0.10 -   

 Constant 2.51*** 0.06 . 1.79*** 0.23 . 1.16*** 0.12 . 

           

 R-square 0.02 0.33 0.09 

 Adjusted R-square 0.02 0.31 0.08 

 Df 2 10 6 

 F-value 4.83** 16.80*** 5.97*** 

 N 394 353 353 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001               
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Table 4-24.  Correlations of cultural socialization and social disorganization variables by racial group 

  White Black Hispanic Other 

Personal characteristics         

 Age -0.08 -0.10 0.05 -0.14 

 Male -0.11 -0.09 -0.20 -0.18 

 Income 0.13 0.15 0.07 0.16 

Social disorganization     

 Social disorder 0.03 0.04 0.00 0.09 

 Physical disorder 0.02 0.01 -0.15 0.07 

 Diversity 0.08 -0.17 -0.01 -0.07 

 Residential mobility 0.04 0.04 0.04 -0.29* 

 Racial heterogeneity     

  Majority same race -0.05 -0.12 0.42** -0.13 

  50/50 0.01 0.08 -0.38** -0.01 

  Majority different race 0.09 0.05 -0.05 0.13 

 Low informal social control 0.04 0.21 -0.13 0.29* 

 Social cohesion 0.02 0.20 0.01 0.32* 

Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 4-25.  OLS regression predicting cultural socialization using social disorganization variables by race 

  

Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

b SE B b SE B b SE B B SE B 

Social disorganization                         

 Residential mobility 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.10 0.05 0.06 0.11 0.07 -0.30* 0.13 -0.32 

 Racial heterogeneity              

  Majority same race -0.34 0.26 -0.21 -0.19 0.22 -0.12 0.46 0.24 0.30 -0.30 0.23 -0.20 

  50/50 -0.34 0.28 -0.20 0.03 0.23 0.02 -0.34 0.24 -0.22 -0.11 0.26 -0.06 
 Constant 2.59*** 0.29 . 2.54*** 0.22 . 2.21*** 0.24 . 3.01*** 0.26 . 
               
 R-square 0.01 0.02 0.21 0.12 
 Df 3 3 3 3 
 F-value 0.70 0.48 4.48** 2.04 
 N 203 87 55 48 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.                     
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Table 4-26.  Correlations of preparation for bias and social disorganization variables by racial group 

  White Black Hispanic Other 

Personal characteristics         

 Age -0.04 -0.05 -0.03 -0.24 

 Male -0.13 -0.01 -0.11 -0.23 

 Income 0.11 0.03 -0.17 -0.11 

Social disorganization     

 Social disorder 0.06 0.10 0.24 0.38** 

 Physical disorder 0.08 0.06 0.18 0.21 

 Diversity 0.18** -0.03 0.13 0.24 

 Residential mobility 0.10 0.06 -0.03 -0.22 

 Racial heterogeneity     

  Majority same race -0.06 -0.01 0.42** -0.14 

  50/50 0.02 -0.03 -0.35** -0.09 

  Majority different race 0.20** 0.04 -0.07 0.20 

 Low informal social control -0.01 0.23* -0.14 0.38** 

 Social cohesion -0.07 0.16 -0.12 0.23 

Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 4-27.  OLS regression predicting preparation for bias using social disorganization variables by race 

  

Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

b SE B b SE B b SE B b SE B 

Social disorganization                         

 Social disorder -0.14 
0.1
0 -0.11 0.20 0.11 0.25 0.16 0.13 0.16 0.46** 0.12 0.52 

 Diversity  0.27** 
0.1
0 0.25 -0.12 0.13 -0.11 0.11 0.12 0.14 -0.01 0.15 -0.01 

 Racial heterogeneity             

  Majority same race -0.56* 
0.2
2 -0.42 -0.21 0.24 -0.13 0.53* 0.24 0.35 -0.62* 0.25 -0.35 

  Majority different race -0.63** 
0.2
3 -0.45 -0.18 0.24 -0.11 -0.22 0.23 -0.15 -0.10 0.26 -0.05 

 

Low informal social 
control 0.04 

0.0
4 0.06 0.19* 0.08 0.26 -0.02 0.08 -0.03 0.36*** 0.09 0.46 

 Constant 1.93*** 
0.3
3 . 2.07*** 0.39 . 1.84*** 0.45 . 0.56 0.43 . 

               
 R-square 0.07 0.10 0.36 0.42 
 df 5 5 5 5 
 F-value 3.14** 1.69 3.45** 6.14*** 
 N 201 86 55 48 

Note. *p < .05,**p < .01, ***p < .001.                       
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Table 4-28.  Z-values comparing beta coefficients by race for social disorganization variables predicting preparation for 
bias 

  
Social disorder Diversity 

Majority the same 
race 

Majority different 
race 

Low informal social 
control  

  z z z z z 

 Whites v. Blacks -2.29* 2.38* -1.08 -1.35 -1.68 

  Whites v. Hispanics -1.83 1.02 -3.25* -1.26 0.67 

 Whites v. Others -3.84* 1.55 0.18 -1.53 -3.25* 

 Blacks v. Hispanics 0.23 -1.30 -2.18* 0.12 1.86 

 Blacks v. Others -1.60 -0.55 1.18 -0.23 -1.41 

 Hispanics v. Others -1.70 0.62 3.32* -0.35 -3.16* 

Note. * p < .05           
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Table 4-29.  Correlations of promotion of mistrust and social disorganization variables by racial group 

  White Black Hispanic Other 

Personal characteristics         

 Age 0.00 -0.05 0.12 0.14 

 Male -0.06 -0.06 0.14 0.08 

 Income -0.05 -0.26* -0.35* -0.21 

Social disorganization     

 Social disorder 0.07 0.24* 0.12 0.29* 

 Physical disorder 0.19** 0.27* -0.08 0.28 

 Diversity 0.18** 0.20 0.02 0.10 

 Residential mobility -0.03 0.30** 0.04 0.00 

 Racial heterogeneity     

  Majority same race 0.00 0.16 0.07 0.03 

  50/50 -0.01 -0.06 -0.20 0.01 

  Majority different race 0.03 -0.11 0.14 -0.04 

 Low informal social control -0.05 -0.15 -0.09 0.03 

 Social cohesion 0.00 -0.06 -0.15 -0.08 

Note. *p < .05, ** p < .01 
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Table 4-30.  OLS regression using social disorganization to predict promotion of mistrust by race 

    Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 
  b SE B b SE B b SE B b SE B 

Personal characteristics                       

 Income -0.02 0.02 -0.07 -0.06 0.04 -0.20 -0.12* 0.05 -0.34 -0.05 0.05 -0.19 
Social disorganization             

 Social disorder -0.07 0.08 -0.09 -0.09 0.09 -0.20 0.18 0.15 0.19 0.06 0.12 0.12 

 Physical disorder 0.13 0.08 0.14 0.15 0.09 0.29 -0.24 0.25 -0.15 0.09 0.13 0.17 

 Diversity  0.15* 0.07 0.20 0.06 0.08 0.10 -0.01 0.12 -0.02 0.01 0.11 0.01 

 Residential mobility -0.04 0.05 -0.06 0.09 0.07 0.19 0.02 0.11 0.02 -0.07 0.10 -0.12 
Constant 1.09*** 0.17 . 1.16*** 0.23 . 1.93*** 0.41 . 1.41*** 0.36 . 
              
 R-square 0.07 0.16 0.16 0.13 
 df 5 5 5 5 
 F-value 2.46* 2.79* 1.69 1.13 
 N 178 78 52 45 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.                     
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Table 4-31.  Z-values comparing beta coefficients by race for social disorganization variables predicting promotion of 

mistrust 

  Social disorder Physical disorder Diversity Residential mobility 

 

 z z z z 

  Whites v. Blacks 0.17 -0.17 0.85 -1.51 

 

Whites v. Hispanics -1.47 1.41 1.15 -0.50 

 

Whites v. Others -0.90 0.26 1.07 0.27 

 

Blacks v. Hispanics -1.54 1.47 0.49 0.54 

 

Blacks v. Others -1.00 0.38 0.37 1.31 

 

Hispanics v. Others -0.05 -1.17 -0.12 0.61 

Note. * p < .05         
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Table 4-32.  Correlations of fear of crime and social disorganization variables 

  Fear of violent 
crime 

Fear of property 
crimes 

Fear of crimes 
possibly leading to 

violence 

Fear of burglary 

Personal characteristics        

 Age -0.17*** -0.12* -0.15** -0.07 

 Male -0.40*** -0.19*** -0.44*** -0.30*** 

 Race     

  White -0.19*** -0.07 -0.09 0.00 

  Black 0.12* 0.00 -0.02 -0.03 

  Hispanic 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.03 

  Other 0.08 0.06 0.06 0.02 

 Income -0.13* -0.02 -0.04 0.01 

Social disorganization     

 Social disorder 0.13* 0.02 0.07 0.03 

 Physical disorder 0.11* 0.05 0.07 0.02 

 Diversity 0.11* -0.01 0.06 0.05 

 Residential mobility 0.04 -0.03 0.00 0.02 

 Racial heterogeneity     

  Majority same race 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.07 

  50/50 -0.04 -0.06 -0.09 -0.05 

  Majority different race 0.04 0.01 0.03 -0.02 

 Informal social control -0.06 0.04 -0.02 -0.03 

 Social cohesion -0.08 -0.01 -0.06 -0.06 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001       
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Table 4-33.  OLS regression predicting fear of violent crimes with social disorganization variables 

Variable 

Model 1 Model 2 

b Robust SE B b Robust SE B 

Personal characteristics             

 Age -0.06* 0.03 -0.10 -0.06 0.03 -0.10 

 Male -0.81*** 0.11 -0.37 -0.80*** 0.11 -0.37 

 White -0.38** 0.12 -0.19 -0.36** 0.12 -0.18 

 Black 0.06 0.14 -0.02 -0.08 0.15 -0.03 

 Income -0.01 0.03 -0.02 -0.01 0.03 -0.01 

Social disorganization       

 Social disorder    0.04 0.09 0.03 

 Physical disorder    0.06 0.09 0.04 

 Diversity     0.01 0.07 0.01 

Constant 4.31*** 0.55 . 4.10*** 0.58 . 

        

 R-square 0.21 0.21 

 df 5 8 

 F-value 21.55*** 14.52*** 

 N 354 353 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001           
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Table 4-34.  Correlations of fear of violent crime and social disorganization variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

Personal characteristics        

 Age -0.28*** -0.02 -0.04 -0.09 
 Male -0.36*** -0.46*** -0.42** -0.42** 
 Income -0.06 0.08 -0.16 0.01 
Social disorganization     
 Social disorder 0.04 0.03 -0.01 0.30* 
 Physical disorder 0.04 0.07 0.02 0.22 
 Diversity 0.07 0.05 -0.08 0.30* 
 Residential mobility 0.04 -0.05 -0.16 0.29* 
 Racial heterogeneity     
  Majority same race 0.09 0.05 0.18 0.00 
  50/50 -0.04 0.07 -0.18 -0.20 
  Majority different race -0.10 -0.12 0.00 0.16 
 Informal social control -0.09 -0.06 -0.07 0.14 
 Social cohesion -0.05 0.02 -0.14 0.04 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001       
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Table 4-35.  OLS regression predicting fear of violent crimes using social disorganization variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

  b 
Robust 

SE 
B b 

Robust 
SE 

B b 
Robust 

SE 
B b 

Robust 
SE 

B 

Personal 
characteristics 

                        

 Age -0.11*** 0.02 -0.23 0.03 0.09 0.03 0.02 0.07 0.04 0.00 0.06 -0.01 

 Male -0.67*** 0.13 -0.32 -1.11*** 0.23 -0.46 -0.90** 0.28 -0.42 -0.68* 0.33 -0.34 

Social disorganization             

 Social disorder -0.04 0.17 -0.02 0.10 0.12 0.10 0.13 0.20 0.09 0.22* 0.10 0.22 

 Diversity 0.09 0.14 0.05 0.03 0.13 0.03 -0.10 0.15 -0.09 0.08 0.14 0.06 

 Residential mobility  0.08 0.09 0.05 -0.11 0.11 -0.10 -0.06 0.17 0.05 0.24 0.13 0.19 

 Constant 4.78*** 0.54 . 2.60 1.82 . 2.82 1.51 . 2.29*** 1.27 . 

              

 R-square 0.19 0.22 0.19 0.29 

 df 5 5 5 5 

 F-value 13.56*** 5.25*** 2.57* 3.61** 

 N 202 87 55 48 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.            
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Table 4-36.  Z-values comparing beta coefficients by race for social disorganization variables predicting fear of violent 

crime 

    Social disorder Diversity Residential mobility 

  z Z z 

  Whites v. Blacks -0.67 0.31 1.34 

 Whites v. Hispanics -0.65 0.93 0.73 

 Whites v. Others -1.32 0.05 -1.01 

 Blacks v. Hispanics -0.13 0.65 -0.25 

 Blacks v. Others -0.77 -0.26 -2.06* 

 Hispanics v. Others -0.40 -0.88 -1.40 

          

Note. *p < .05
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Table 4-37.  Correlations of fear of property crime and social disorganization variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

Personal characteristics        

 Age -0.28*** -0.14* 0.04 0.15 
 Male -0.19** -0.20*** -0.31* -0.05 
 Income 0.01 -0.04 -0.03 -0.10 
Social disorganization     
 Social disorder 0.09 -0.12 -0.02 0.12 
 Physical disorder 0.09 0.04 -0.07 0.04 
 Diversity -0.02 0.05 -0.19 0.09 
 Residential mobility 0.02 -0.15 -0.04 0.07 
 Racial heterogeneity     
  Majority same race 0.11 0.01 0.00 0.14 
  50/50 -0.09 0.01 -0.01 -0.19 
  Majority different race -0.06 -0.03 0.01 0.02 
 Informal social control 0.04 0.03 -0.01 0.19 
 Social cohesion -0.02 0.01 0.00 0.08 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001       



 

148 

Table 4-38.  Correlations of fear of crimes possibly leading to violence and social disorganization variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

Personal characteristics        

 Age -0.27*** -0.02 -0.09 0.09 
 Male -0.48*** -0.47*** -0.48*** -0.22 
 Income 0.05 0.07 -0.16 -0.17 
Social disorganization     
 Social disorder 0.08 -0.14 0.14 0.35* 
 Physical disorder 0.01 -0.05 0.13 0.40** 
 Diversity 0.02 0.00 0.07 0.09 
 Residential mobility -0.03 -0.04 -0.09 0.31* 
 Racial heterogeneity     
  Majority same race 0.11 0.02 0.15 0.12 
  50/50 -0.10 -0.08 -0.12 -0.09 
  Majority different race -0.05 0.06 -0.03 -0.04 
 Informal social control 0.03 -0.06 -0.08 0.04 
 Social cohesion -0.08 0.07 -0.15 0.04 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001       
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Table 4-39.  Correlations of fear of burglary and social disorganization variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

Personal characteristics        

 Age -0.12 0.04 -0.02 -0.08 
 Male -0.32*** -0.36*** -0.23 -0.23 
 Income -0.01 0.16 -0.22 0.16 
Social disorganization     
 Social disorder 0.04 -0.01 0.15 0.03 
 Physical disorder 0.02 0.05 0.02 -0.02 
 Diversity 0.04 0.13 -0.04 0.05 
 Residential mobility 0.05 0.02 -0.09 0.08 
 Racial heterogeneity     
  Majority same race 0.10 -0.09 0.19 0.14 
  50/50 -0.06 0.05 -0.12 -0.18 
  Majority different race -0.11 0.05 -0.08 0.01 
 Informal social control 0.01 -0.12 -0.12 0.14 
 Social cohesion -0.04 -0.09 -0.21 0.13 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001       
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Table 4-40.  Correlations of fear of crime scales and social learning variables 

 Fear of violent 
crime 

Fear of property 
crime 

Fear of crimes 
possibly leading 

to violence 

Fear of 
burglary 

Personal characteristics         

 Age -0.17*** -0.12* -0.15** -0.07 

 Male -0.40*** -0.19** -0.44*** -0.30*** 

 White -0.19*** -0.07 -0.09 -0.00 

 Black 0.12* -0.00 -0.02 -0.03 

 Hispanic 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.03 

 Other 0.08 0.06 0.06 0.02 

 Income -0.13* -0.02 -0.04 0.01 

Differential association     

 Primary groups fear of crime 0.41*** 0.23*** 0.39*** 0.28*** 

 Secondary groups fear of crime 0.37*** 0.31*** 0.36*** 0.31*** 

 Media exposure 0.07 0.04 0.01 0.15** 

 Parents talk about crime 0.23*** 0.18*** 0.22*** 0.18*** 

 Friends talk about crime 0.07 0.09 0.06 0.08 

Differential reinforcement     

 Primary groups differential reinforcement 0.14** 0.13** 0.16** 0.08 

 Secondary groups differential reinforcement 0.10 0.04 0.13* 0.07 

Imitation     

  Imitate behavior of someone admired 0.08 0.19*** 0.04 0.04 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4-41.  OLS regression predicting fear of violent crime with social learning variables 

Variable 

Model 1 Model 2 

b Robust SE B b Robust SE B 

Personal characteristics             

 Age -0.06* 0.03 -0.10 -0.03 0.02 -0.06 

 Male -0.81*** 0.11 -0.37 -0.59*** 0.12 -0.27 

 White -0.38** 0.12 -0.19 -0.22 0.13 -0.11 

 Black -0.06 0.14 -0.02 0.03 0.14 0.01 

 Income -0.01 0.03 -0.02 -0.03 0.03 -0.06 

Differential association       

 Primary group    0.13*** 0.04 0.22 

 Secondary group    0.08* 0.03 0.15 

 Parents talk about crime   0.10 0.07 0.07 

Differential reinforcement       

 Primary group    0.25** 0.11 0.11 

Constant 4.31*** 0.55 . 2.31*** 0.63 . 

        

 R-square 0.21 0.35 

 df 5 9 

 F-value 21.55*** 23.93*** 

 N 354 282 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001           
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Table 4-42.  OLS regression predicting fear of property crime with social learning variables 

Variable 

Model 1 Model 2 

b Robust SE B b Robust SE B 

Personal characteristics             

 Age -0.03 0.02 -0.09 -0.01 0.02 -0.03 

 Male -0.26** 0.08 -0.17 -0.09 0.09 -0.06 

Differential association       

 Primary group    0.02 0.03 0.04 

 Secondary group    0.09*** 0.02 0.24 

 Parents talk about crime    0.09 0.05 0.11 

Differential reinforcement       

 Primary group    0.14 0.08 0.09 

Imitation       

 Imitate behavior    0.01 0.07 0.01 

Constant 2.73*** 0.43 . 1.35** 0.49 . 

        

 R-square 0.04 0.13 

 df 2 7 

 F-value 9.46*** 7.92*** 

 N 393 317 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001           
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Table 4-43.  OLS Regression predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence with social learning variables 

 

Model 1 Model 2 

b Robust SE B b Robust SE B 

Personal characteristics             

 Age -0.03 0.02 -0.07 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 

 Male -0.78*** 0.08 -0.42 -0.54*** 0.09 -0.30 

Differential association       

 Primary group    0.11** 0.03 0.22 

 Secondary group    0.06* 0.03 0.14 

 Parents talk about crime    0.05 0.06 0.04 

Differential reinforcement       

 Primary group    0.20* 0.10 0.11 

 Secondary group    0.09 0.08 0.06 

Constant 2.99*** 0.47 . 1.24* 0.52 . 

        

 R-square 0.20 0.30 

 Df 2 7 

 F-value 57.74*** 23.84*** 

 N 393 316 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001           
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Table 4-44.  OLS regression predicting fear of burglary with social learning variables 

Variable 

Model 1 Model 2 

b Robust SE B b Robust SE B 

Personal characteristics             

 Male -0.57*** 0.09 -0.30 -0.44*** 0.11 -0.23 

Differential association       

 Primary group    0.06 0.04 0.12 

 Secondary group    0.07* 0.03 0.15 

 Media exposure    0.09* 0.04 0.11 

 Parents talk about crime    0.03 0.07 0.03 

Constant 2.55*** 0.06 . 1.37*** 0.25 . 

        

 R-square 0.09 0.17 

 Df 1 5 

 F-value 39.11*** 13.39*** 

 N 393 294 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001           
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Table 4-45.  Correlations of fear of violent crime and social learning variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

Personal Characteristics         

 Age -0.28*** -0.02 -0.04 -0.09 

 Male -0.36*** -0.46*** -0.42** -0.42** 

 SES -0.06 0.08 -0.16 0.01 

Differential Association     

 Primary groups fear of crime 0.35*** 0.46*** 0.45*** 0.38** 

 Secondary groups fear of crime 0.29*** 0.48*** 0.46** 0.26 

 Media exposure 0.08 0.13 -0.03 0.18 

 Parents talk about crime 0.13 0.35*** 0.18 0.29* 

 Friends talk about crime 0.10 0.21* -0.19 -0.08 

Differential Reinforcement     

 Primary groups differential reinforcement 0.23*** 0.08 -0.01 0.05 

 Secondary groups differential reinforcement 0.15 0.05 0.10 0.02 

Imitation     

  Imitate behavior of someone admired 0.05 0.11 0.00 0.27 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4-46.  OLS regression predicting fear of violent crimes using social learning variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

  b 
Robust 

SE 
B b 

Robust 
SE 

B b 
Robust 

SE 
B b 

Robust 
SE 

B 

Personal characteristics                         

 Age -0.08** 0.02 -0.16 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.15 -0.02 0.07 -0.06 

 Male -0.53** 0.16 -0.26 -0.83** 0.26 -0.37 -0.62 0.35 -0.28 -0.75* 0.37 -0.38 

Differential association             

 Primary group 0.14** 0.05 0.22 0.10 0.09 0.18 0.05 0.14 0.08 0.18 0.08 0.39 

 Secondary group 0.04 0.05 0.07 0.12 0.06 0.25 0.17 0.11 0.34 0.02 0.07 0.04 

 Parents talk about crime -0.05 0.10 -0.04 0.25* 0.10 0.21 -0.03 0.28 -0.02 -0.09 0.18 -0.08 

 Friends talk about crime 0.18 0.13 0.09 0.05 0.10 0.03 -0.30 0.19 -0.23 0.23 0.33 0.12 

Differential reinforcement             

 Primary group 0.42** 0.15 0.20 -0.14 0.23 -0.07 -0.14 0.29 -0.06 -0.13 0.39 -0.06 

Constant 2.90*** 0.70 . 0.44 1.73 . 1.10 1.19 . 2.38 1.61 . 

              

 R-square 0.29 0.46 0.37 0.35 

 df 7 7 7 7 

 F-value 14.09*** 10.31*** 4.61** 2.92* 

 N 163 74 43 38 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.            
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Table 4-47.  Z-values comparing beta coefficients by race for social learning variables predicting fear of violent crime 

  Primary group 
differential 
association 

Secondary group 
differential 
association 

Parents talk 
about crime 

Friends talk about 
crime 

Primary group 
differential 

reinforcement 

 z z z z z 

Whites v. Blacks 0.39 -1.02 -2.12* 0.79 2.04* 

Whites v. Hispanics 0.61 -1.08 -0.07 2.08* 1.72 

Whites v. Others -0.42 0.23 0.24 -0.14 1.32 

Blacks v. Hispanics 0.30 -0.40 0.94 1.63 0.00 

Blacks v. Others -0.66 1.08 1.65 -0.52 -0.02 

Hispanics v. Others -0.81 1.15 0.23 -1.39 -0.02 

 Note. *p < .05           
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Table 4-48.  Correlations of fear of property crime and social learning variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

Personal Characteristics         

 Age -0.28*** -0.14* 0.04 0.15 

 Male -0.19** -0.20*** -0.31* -0.05 

 Income 0.01 -0.04 -0.03 -0.10 

Differential Association     

 Primary groups fear of crime 0.22** 0.24* 0.31* 0.10 

 Secondary groups fear of crime 0.33*** 0.27* 0.37* 0.27 

 Media exposure 0.10 -0.03 -0.05 0.09 

 Parents talk about crime 0.20** 0.14 0.21 0.12 

 Friends talk about crime 0.20** 0.05 -0.09 0.07 

Differential Reinforcement     

 Primary groups differential reinforcement 0.17* -0.04 0.18 0.23 

 Secondary groups differential reinforcement 0.07 -0.04 0.02 0.08 

Imitation     

  Imitate behavior of someone admired 0.06 -0.02 -0.06 0.19 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4-49.  OLS regression predicting fear of property crimes using social learning variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

  b 
Robust 

SE 
B b 

Robust 
SE 

B b 
Robust 

SE 
B b 

Robust 
SE 

B 

Personal characteristics                         

 Age -0.06** 0.02 -0.18 0.08 0.10 0.11 0.09 0..06 0.24 0.04 0.05 0.14 

 Male -0.11 0.11 -0.08 -0.27 0.28 -0.16 -0.10 0.31 -0.06 -0.07 0.26 -0.06 

Differential association             

 Primary group 0.01 0.04 0.02 -0.03 0.07 -0.07 -0.01 0.12 -0.02 0.02 0.07 0.06 

 Secondary group 0.08* 0.03 0.22 0.11 0.06 0.30 0.14 0.07 0.37 0.06 0.06 0.18 

 Parents talk about crime 0.10 0.06 0.11 0.12 0.09 0.13 0.12 0.20 0.10 0.03 0.15 0.04 

 Friends talk about crime 0.22** 0.08 0.18 -0.06 0.14 -0.06 -0.24 0.16 -0.25 0.08 0.32 0.06 

Differential reinforcement             

 Primary group 0.21 0.09 0.15 -0.32 0.23 -0.20 0.09 0.36 0.05 0.16 0.30 0.10 

Constant 1.89 0.41 . -0.04 2.07 . -0.13 1.73 . 0.63 1.17 . 

              

 R-square 0.25 0.14 0.24 0.11 

 df 7 7 7 7 

 F-value 11.42*** 1.96 3.07* 1.00 

 N 163 74 43 38 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.            
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Table 4-50.  Z-values comparing beta coefficients by race for social learning variables predicting fear of property crime 

  Primary group 
differential 
association 

Secondary group 
differential 
association 

Parents talk about 
crime 

Friends talk 
about crime 

Primary group 
differential 

reinforcement 

 z z z z z 

Whites v. Blacks 0.50 -0.45 -0.18 1.74 2.15* 

Whites v. Hispanics 0.16 -0.79 -0.10 2.57* 0.32 

Whites v. Others -0.12 0.30 0.43 0.42 0.16 

Blacks v. Hispanics -0.14 -0.33 0.00 0.85 -0.96 
Blacks v. Others -0.51 0.60 0.51 -0.40 -1.27 

Hispanics v. Others -0.22 0.87 0.36 -0.89 -0.15 

Note. *p < .05           
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Table 4-51.  Correlations of fear of crimes possibly leading to violence and social learning variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

Personal Characteristics         

 Age -0.27*** -0.02 -0.09 0.09 

 Male -0.48*** -0.47*** -0.48*** -0.22 

 Income 0.05 0.07 -0.16 -0.17 

Differential Association     

 Primary groups fear of crime 0.36*** 0.35*** 0.51*** 0.30* 

 Secondary groups fear of crime 0.43*** 0.30** 0.64*** -0.09 

 Media exposure 0.05 -0.11 -0.03 0.19 

 Parents talk about crime 0.18** 0.30** 0.20 0.21 

 Friends talk about crime 0.12 0.07 -0.03 -0.06 

Differential Reinforcement     

 Primary groups differential reinforcement 0.21** 0.23* 0.09 -0.14 

 Secondary groups differential reinforcement 0.21** -0.03 0.17 0.05 

Imitation     

  Imitate behavior of someone admired 0.06 0.02 -0.11 0.07 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4-52.  OLS regression predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence using social learning variables by 
race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

  b 
Robust 

SE 
B b 

Robust 
SE 

B b 
Robust 

SE 
B b 

Robust 
SE 

B 

Personal characteristics                         

 Age -0.05* 0.02 -0.12 0.04 0.08 0.04 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.11* 0.05 0.36 

 Male -0.62*** 0.12 -0.35 -0.63** 0.21 -0.32 -0.52 0.26 -0.28 -0.30 0.26 -0.20 

Differential association             

 Primary group 0.08* 0.04 0.16 0.12 0.08 0.25 0.04 0.11 0.07 0.11 0.06 0.29 

 Secondary group 0.12** 0.04 0.23 0.02 0.06 0.04 0.22* 0.08 0.50 -0.13* 0.06 -0.35 

 Parents talk about crime -0.04 0.10 -0.04 0.29** 0.09 0.28 -0.12 0.22 -0.09 0.23 0.15 0.28 

Differential reinforcement             

 Primary group 0.24 0.14 0.13 0.25 0.21 0.13 0.00 0.22 0.00 -0.12 0.31 -0.07 

 Secondary group 0.10 0.12 0.06 -0.25 0.17 -0.15 0.12 0.25 0.08 0.12 0.16 0.10 

Constant 2.19*** 0.55 . -0.08 1.46 . 0.66 1.17 . -0.42 1.02 . 

              

 R-square 0.40 0.39 0.49 0.27 

 df 7 7 7 7 

 F-value 18.00*** 10.21*** 8.15*** 2.69* 

 N 162 74 43 37 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.            
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Table 4-53.  Z-values comparing beta coefficients by race for social learning variables predicting fear of crimes possibly 
leading to violence 

  Primary group 
differential 
association 

Secondary group 
differential 
association 

Parents talk 
about crime 

Primary group 
differential 

reinforcement 

Secondary group 
differential 

reinforcement 

 z z z z z 

Whites v. Blacks -0.45 1.39 -2.45* -0.04 1.68 

Whites v. Hispanics 0.34 -1.12 0.33 0.92 -0.07 

Whites v. Others -0.42 3.47* 1.50 1.06 -0.10 

Blacks v. Hispanics 0.59 -2.00* 1.72 0.82 -1.22 

Blacks v. Others 0.10 1.77 0.34 0.99 -1.58 

Hispanics v. Others -0.56 3.50* -1.31 0.32 0.00 

 Note. *p < .05           
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Table 4-54.  Correlations of fear of burglary crime and social learning variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

Personal Characteristics         

 Age -0.12 0.04 -0.02 -0.08 

 Male -0.32*** -0.36*** -0.23 -0.23 

 Income -0.01 0.16 -0.22 0.16 

Differential Association     

 Primary groups fear of crime 0.23** 0.33** 0.46*** 0.19 

 Secondary groups fear of crime 0.27*** 0.34** 0.56*** 0.13 

 Media exposure 0.17* 0.21 0.01 0.20 

 Parents talk about crime 0.20** 0.24* 0.17 -0.04 

 Friends talk about crime 0.13 0.12 0.10 -0.31* 

Differential Reinforcement     

 Primary groups differential reinforcement 0.16* -0.01 -0.05 0.00 

 Secondary groups differential reinforcement 0.06 0.05 0.17 0.02 

Imitation     

  Imitate behavior of someone admired 0.04 0.15 -0.31* 0.22 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 



 

165 

Table 4-55.  OLS regression predicting fear of burglary using social learning variables by race 

  Whites Blacks Hispanics Others 

  b 
Robust 

SE 
B b 

Robust 
SE 

B b 
Robust 

SE 
B b 

Robust 
SE 

B 

Personal characteristics                         

 Male -0.56*** 0.15 -0.20 -0.62* 0.26 -0.32 -0.08 0.25 -0.04 -0.67* 0.26 -0.37 

Differential association             

 Primary group 0.03 0.05 0.06 0.01 0.08 0.02 0.10 0.11 0.16 0.09 0.07 0.21 

 Secondary group 0.07 0.05 0.13 0.12 0.08 0.28 0.22* 0.08 0.45 0.02 0.08 0.04 

 
Parents talk about 
crime 

0.07 0.10 0.05 0.10 0.10 0.10 -0.09 0.24 -0.07 -0.28 0.19 -0.28 

 Friends talk about crime 0.21 0.12 0.12 -0.01 0.13 -0.01 0.05 0.17 0.04 -0.40 0.29 -0.23 

Differential reinforcement             

 Primary group 0.25* 0.12 0.13 -0.23 0.21 -0.12 -0.17 0.29 -0.08 0.00 0.41 0.00 

Imitation             

 
Imitate behavior of 
someone admired 

0.10 0.14 0.05 0.08 0.21 0.04 -0.58* 0.25 -0.29 0.21 0.22 0.12 

Constant 1.36*** 0.35 . 1.57** 0.45 . 1.26 0.76 . 3.33*** 0.68 . 

              

 R-square 0.22 0.24 0.43 0.27 

 df 7 7 7 7 

 F-value 7.66*** 3.82** 5.83*** 3.25* 

 N 163 72 44 38 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001.            
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Table 4-56.  Z-values comparing beta coefficients by race for social learning variables predicting fear of burglary 

  Primary group 
differential 
association 

Secondary group 
differential 
association 

Parents talk 
about crime 

Friends talk 
about crime 

Primary group 
differential 

reinforcement 
Imitation 

 z z z z z z 

Whites v. Blacks 0.21 -0.53 -0.21 1.24 1.98 0.08 

Whites v. Hispanics -0.58 -1.59 0.62 0.77 1.34 2.37* 

Whites v. Others -0.70 0.53 1.63 1.94 0.59 -0.42 

Blacks v. Hispanics -0.66 -0.88 0.73 -0.28 -0.17 2.02* 

Blacks v. Others -0.75 0.88 1.77 1.23 -0.50 -0.43 

Hispanics v. Others 0.08 1.77 0.62 1.34 -0.34 -2.37* 

Note. *p < .05             
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Table 4-57.  Step-wise regression predicting fear of violent crime with racial socialization and social learning theory 

  

Model 1 Model 2 

b Robust SE B b Robust SE B 

Personal characteristics             
 Age -0.05* 0.03 -0.09 -0.03 0.02 -0.05 
 Male -0.79*** 0.11 -0.36 -0.59*** 0.12 -0.27 
 White -0.28* 0.16 -0.14 -0.13 0.14 -0.06 
 Black -0.08 0.18 -0.03 0.01 0.15 0.01 
 Income -0.00 0.03 0.00 -0.02 0.03 -0.03 
Racial socialization       
 Cultural socialization 0.09 0.08 0.06 0.01 0.08 0.00 
 Preparation for bias 0.09 0.08 0.08 0.11 0.09 0.09 
 Promotion of mistrust 0.24* 0.11 0.11 0.17 0.10 0.08 
Differential association       
 Primary group    0.13** 0.04 0.22 
 Secondary group    0.08 0.03 0.15 
 Parents talk about crime    0.07 0.07 0.05 
Differential reinforcement       
 Primary group    0.25* 0.11 0.11 
Constant 3.42*** 0.67 . 1.78* 0.69 . 
        
 R-square 0.24 0.36 
 df 8 12 
 F-value 16.69*** 21.03*** 
 N 353 291 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001           
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Table 4-58.  Step-wise regression predicting fear of property crime with racial socialization and social learning theory 

  

Model 1 Model 2 

b Robust SE B b Robust SE B 

Personal characteristics             
 Age -0.03 0.02 -0.08 -0.01 0.02 -0.03 
 Male -0.23** 0.08 -0.15 -0.09 0.09 -0.06 
Racial socialization       
 Cultural socialization 0.07 0.06 0.07 0.03 0.06 0.03 
 Preparation for bias 0.07 0.05 0.08 0.04 0.06 0.05 
 Promotion of mistrust 0.19* 0.08 0.12 0.14 0.08 0.10 
Differential association       
 Primary group    0.01 0.03 0.03 
 Secondary group    0.09*** 0.02 0.24 
 Parents talk about crime    0.07 0.05 0.08 
Differential reinforcement       
 Primary group    0.15 0.08 0.10 
Imitation    0.00 0.07 0.00 
Constant 2.14*** 0.47 . 1.08* 0.51 . 
        
 R-square 0.08 0.15 
 df 5 10 
 F-value 7.53*** 6.58*** 
 N 391 316 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001           
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Table 4-59.  Step-wise regression predicting fear of crimes possibly leading to violence with racial socialization and social 
learning theory 

  

Model 1 Model 2 

b Robust SE B b Robust SE B 

Personal characteristics             

 Age -0.03 0.02 -0.07 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 

 Male -0.75*** 0.08 -0.41 -0.53*** 0.09 -0.30 

Racial socialization       

 Cultural socialization 0.04 0.06 0.04 0.02 0.07 0.02 

 Preparation for bias 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.03 0.07 0.03 

 Promotion of mistrust 0.21* 0.09 0.11 0.19* 0.09 0.11 

Differential association       

 Primary group    0.10** 0.03 0.21 

 Secondary group    0.06* 0.03 0.14 

 Parents talk about crime    0.03 0.07 0.03 

Differential reinforcement       

 Primary group    0.21* 0.10 0.11 

 Secondary group    0.10 0.09 0.06 

Constant 2.52*** 0.50 . 0.95 0.53 . 

        

 R-square 0.21 0.32 

 df 5 10 

 F-value 24.70*** 17.60*** 

 N 391 315 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001           
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Table 4-60.  Step-wise regression predicting fear of burglary with racial socialization and social learning theory 

  

Model 1 Model 2 

b Robust SE B b Robust SE B 

Personal characteristics             

 Male -0.56*** 0.09 -0.29 -0.45*** 0.11 -0.24 

Racial socialization       

 Cultural socialization 0.07 0.07 0.06 0.02 0.08 0.02 

 Preparation for bias 0.02 0.07 0.02 0.02 0.08 0.02 

 Promotion of mistrust 0.25** 0.08 0.13 0.17 0.09 0.09 

Differential association       

 Primary group    0.06 0.04 0.11 

 Secondary group    0.07* 0.03 0.15 

 Media exposure    0.09 0.04 0.11 

 Parents talk about crime    0.01 0.07 0.01 

Constant 2.03*** 0.19 . 1.16*** 0.29 . 

        

 R-square 0.11 0.18 

 df 4 8 

 F-value 13.96*** 9.93*** 

 N 386 284 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001           
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Table 4-61.  Correlations of fear of crime scales and social structure variables 

  Fear of 
violent 
crime 

Fear of 
property 

crime 

Fear of crimes 
possibly leading to 

violence 

Fear of 
burglary 

Differential social organization     

 Small-rural hometown -0.04 -0.05 -0.02 -0.06 

 
Medium-suburban 
hometown 

-0.10* -0.04 -0.05 -0.08 

 
Large-metropolitan 
hometown 

0.15** 0.08 -0.07 0.13** 

Differential social location     

 Two parent family -0.05 0.01 0.00 0.07 

 Single parent family -0.03 0.01 0.00 -0.05 

 Family with parents absent 0.05 -0.06 -0.01 -0.05 

Differential location in the 
social structure 

    

 Age -0.17*** -0.12* -0.15** -0.07 

 Male -0.40*** -0.19** -0.44*** -0.30*** 

 White -0.19*** -0.07 -0.09 -0.00 

 Black 0.12* -0.00 -0.02 -0.03 

 Hispanic 0.06 0.05 0.09 0.03 

 Other 0.08 0.06 0.06 0.02 

 Income -0.13* -0.02 -0.04 0.01 

Social disorganization     

 Social disorder 0.13* 0.02 0.07 0.03 

 Physical disorder 0.11* 0.05 0.07 0.02 

 Diversity 0.11* -0.01 0.06 0.05 

 Residential mobility 0.04 -0.03 0.00 0.02 

 Racial heterogeneity     

  Majority same race 0.00 0.04 0.05 0.07 

  50/50 -0.04 -0.06 -0.09 -0.05 

  Majority different race 0.04 0.01 0.03 -0.02 

 Informal social control -0.06 0.04 -0.02 -0.03 

  Social cohesion -0.08 -0.01 -0.06 -0.06 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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Table 4-62.  OLS regression predicting fear of crime with social structure variables for entire sample 

  

Fear of violent crime Fear of property crime 
Fear of crimes possibly 

leading to violence Fear of burglary 

b 
Robus
t SE B b 

Robust 
SE B b 

Robust 
SE B b 

Robust 
SE B 

Differential social organization                         

 
Medium-suburban 
hometown -0.04 0.13 -0.02 -   -   -   

 
Large-metropolitan 
hometown 0.20 0.14 0.09 -   -   0.23* 0.10 0.11 

Differential location       -      

 Age -0.06* 0.03 0.10 -0.03 0.02 -0.09 -0.03 0.02 -0.07 -   

 Male -0.79*** 0.11 -0.36 -0.26** 0.08 -0.17 -0.78*** 0.08 -0.42 -0.56*** 0.09 -0.29 

 White -0.21* 0.13 -0.15 -   -   -   

 Black -0.09 -0.15 -0.04 -   -   -   

 Income -0.01 0.03 -0.02 -   -   -   

Social disorganization             

 Social disorder 0.02 0.09 0.01 -   -   -   

 Physical disorder 0.06 0.10 0.04 -   -   -   

 Diversity 0.00 0.08 0.00 -   -   -   

 Constant 4.13*** 0.66 . 2.73*** 0.43 . 2.99*** 0.47 . 2.48*** 0.06 . 

              

 R-square 0.22 0.04 0.20 0.10 

 Df 10 2 2 2 

 F-value 9.81*** 9.46*** 57.74*** 21.90*** 

 N 353 393 393 392 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001                       
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Table 4-63.  OLS regression predicting fear of violent crime with social structure social learning variables 

    Fear of violent crime Fear of property crime 
Fear of crimes possibly 

leading to violence Fear of burglary 

    B 
Robus
t SE B b 

Robust 
SE B b 

Robust 
SE B b 

Robust 
SE B 

Differential social organization                         

 Medium-suburban hometown -0.08 0.14 
-

0.04 -   -   -   

 Large-metropolitan hometown 0.10 0.14 0.05 -   -   0.22* 0.10 0.11 

Differential location             

 Age -0.03 0.02 
-

0.06 -0.01 0.02 -0.03 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 -   

 Male -0.58*** 0.12 
-

0.27 -0.09 0.09 -0.06 -0.54*** 0.09 -0.30 
-

0.41*** 0.11 -0.22 

 White -0.20 0.14 
-

0.10 -   -   -   

 Black 0.01 0.15 0.01 -   -   -   

 Income 0.04 0.03 
-

0.06 -   -   -   
Social disorganization             

 Social disorder -0.01 0.09 
-

0.01 -   -   -   

 Physical disorder 0.02 0.09 0.02 -   -   -   

 Diversity -0.04 0.07 
-

0.03 -   -   -   
Differential association             

 Primary group 0.13** 0.04 0.22 0.02 0.03 0.04 0.11** 0.03 0.22 0.06 0.04 0.11 

 Secondary group 0.08* 0.03 0.15 0.09*** 0.02 0.24 0.06* 0.03 0.14 0.07* 0.03 0.15 

 Media exposure -   -   -   0.09* 0.04 0.11 
 Parents talk about crime 0.09 0.07 0.07 0.09 0.05 0.11 0.05 0.06 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.02 
Differential reinforcement             

 Primary group 0.24* 0.11 0.11 0.14 0.08 0.09 0.20* 0.10 0.11 -   

 Secondary group -   -   0.09 0.09 0.06    
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Table 4-63.  Continued 

    Fear of violent crime Fear of property crime 
Fear of crimes possibly 

leading to violence Fear of burglary 

    B 
Robus
t SE B b 

Robust 
SE B b 

Robust 
SE B b 

Robust 
SE B 

Imitation -   0.01 0.07 0.01 -   -   

Constant 2.42*** 0.65 . 1.35** 0.49 . 1.24* 0.52 . 1.30*** 0.26 . 

              

 R-square 0.35 0.13 0.30 0.18 

 Df 14 7 7 6 

 F-value 15.57*** 7.92*** 23.84*** 12.87*** 

 N 276 317 316 286 

Note. *p < .05, **p < .01, ***p < .001 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

Revisiting Research Questions 

Research Question 1: Racial Socialization and Fear of Crime 

Consistent with the literature, cultural socialization messages were the most 

common type of racial socialization message among the sample of undergraduates, 

followed by preparation for bias, and with promotion of mistrust being the least common 

(Hughes & Chen, 1997).  Also consistent with the literature, Black participants had more 

preparation for bias messages than all other racial groups (Biafora, Warheit, 

Zimmerman, & Gil, 1993; Hughes, 2003; Hughes & Chen, 1999; Phinney & Chavira, 

1995).  Increased preparation for bias messages for Blacks could be explained by their 

history of discrimination in the US.  Ward (1991) discovered this theme in narratives 

with African American adults about racial conflict.  African Americans often connect their 

present conflicts with their collective history as a people and slave past (Ward, 1991).  

Alternatively, Whites had the least preparation for bias messages than all other groups, 

which could be explained by their opposite discrimination history to Blacks. 

To address the research questions regarding racial socialization and fear of 

crime, the only racial socialization measure that was a significant predictor of fear of 

crime was promotion of mistrust (across all four fear of crime measures).  Promotion of 

mistrust messages are those that teach children to mistrust other groups (Hughes & 

Chen, 1997).  The more promotion of mistrust messages students heard from their 

parents the more fear of crime they reported.  The idea of promotion of mistrust is 

closely related to Merry’s (1981) subcultural diversity, where fear is developed from 

residents being unable to understand and predict the behaviors of the people living 
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around them.  Based on these findings, it is through the process of racial socialization 

that individuals learn to mistrust groups that are different from them, which in turn 

impacts their fear of crime. 

Additionally, gender was a significant predictor of fear of crime (across all four 

fear of crime measures).  Consistent with the literature, females are more afraid of crime 

than males, even after controlling for racial socialization measures and other personal 

characteristics (Ferraro, 1996; McGarrell, Giacomazzi, & Thurman, 1997; May, Rader, & 

Goodrum, 2010; Schafer et al., 2006; Warr, 1984, 2000).  Therefore, the fear-

victimization paradox still exists for females even after controlling for racial socialization.  

However, race is no longer significant after controlling for racial socialization measures.  

Therefore, the fear-victimization paradox for minorities is explained away by racial 

socialization. 

More specifically, to address research question 1c, looking at the impact of race 

on racial socialization and fear of crime, this study found some significant differences in 

the impact of racial socialization messages on fear of crime.  These differences were 

present for racial socializations impact on fear of property crimes and burglary.  

Preparation for bias messages significantly impacted fear of property crime for Whites 

more than Others.  Promotion of mistrust messages significantly impacted fear of 

burglary for Whites and Hispanics less than Others.  Additionally, preparation for bias 

messages significantly impacted fear of burglary for Whites and Blacks less than 

Hispanics.  There was no significant difference in racial socializations impact on fear of 

violent crime and crimes possibly leading to violence.  These findings are interesting 

because Blacks had the highest frequency of preparation for bias messages compared 
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to all other racial groups. However, preparation for bias messages did not influence 

Blacks’ fear of violent crime more than other racial groups. Additionally, there is no 

consistent pattern by racial group in the differences that were found for fear of burglary 

and property crime.  For the non-significant differences explaining fear of violent crime 

and crimes possibly leading to violence, the findings would imply racial socialization 

messages have a similar cognitive/emotional impact on all racial groups. 

Research Question 2: Social Disorganization and Racial Socialization 

Although previous racial socialization studies have indicated promotion of 

mistrust messages to be more common in racially diverse neighborhoods (Caughy et 

al., 2006), this study did not find similar results.  None of the racial heterogeneity 

variables were associated with promotion of mistrust or preparation for bias. This finding 

runs counter to findings throughout the literature, where racial socialization messages 

are more frequent in socially integrated neighborhoods (Brown, Tanner-Smith, Lesane-

Brown, & Ezeil, 2007; Caughy et al., 2006).  The same was true for other social 

disorganization variables, such as physical disorder, social disorder, and diversity.  

Therefore, racial socialization messages are not predicted by neighborhood 

characteristics, as defined by social disorganization theory. 

Additionally, there were no differences in the impact of neighborhood conditions 

on cultural socialization and promotion of mistrust by racial group.  These results 

indicate that parents relay all types of racial socialization messages regardless of their 

race and neighborhood the live in.  However, there were significant differences in the 

impact of neighborhood conditions on preparation for bias.  Whites preparation for bias 

was impacted significantly less by neighborhood conditions (social disorder, low 

informal social control, and racial heterogeneity) than Others and Hispanics.  However, 
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this may be due to Whites reporting less negative neighborhood conditions in their 

hometowns compared to other racial groups. 

Research Question 3: Social Disorganization and Fear of Crime 

The third research question of this report examined the relationship between 

neighborhood characteristics of social disorganization and fear of crime.  Social 

disorganization theory has been one of the most common theories to explain fear of 

crime.  However, this study indicates social disorganization variables were only 

associated with fear of violent crime, as none of the variables were associated with fear 

of property crime, burglary, or crimes possible leading to violence.  Additionally after 

running multivariate models controlling for personal characteristics, none of the social 

disorganization variables were related to fear of violent crime. 

More specifically, both gender and race remained significant predictors of fear of 

violent crime controlling for social disorganization variables.  Social disorganization 

theory was unable to explain the fear-victimization paradox for women.  Additionally, 

social disorganization variables were not able to control for non-Whites (mostly 

individuals in the category of Other) having increased levels of fear of crime.  Lane and 

Fox (2012) also indicated similar results, when perceptions of neighborhood 

characteristics were controlled for, minorities continued to report higher rates of fear 

than non-whites.  Therefore, other theoretical options involving individual level factors, 

like socialization (described next), may have more power in explaining fear of crime.   

Research Question 4: Social Learning and Fear of Crime 

The results of research question four expanded on Akers (1998) study of Texas 

elderly, which applied social learning theory to fear of crime.  The findings indicated 

social learning variables predicted several fear of crime types.  Differential association 
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variables were the most consistent and powerful social learning variable to predict fear 

of crime, with at least one differential association variable being significant for each fear 

of crime type.  More specifically, both primary and secondary group fear of crime were 

significant positive predictors for fear of violent crimes and crimes possibly leading to 

violence.  Secondary group fear of crime and exposure to media were both significant 

predictors of fear of burglary.  Secondary group fear of crime was also a positive 

predictor of fear of property crime.  Therefore, association with others who have fear of 

crime attitudes increases one’s own fear of crime attitudes. 

Additionally, primary group differential reinforcement was only a significant 

predictor of fear of violent crime and crimes possibly leading to violence after controlling 

for other variables.  One possible explanation for this is that primary groups emphasize 

crimes that are more personal and can actually hurt themselves or others close to them, 

leading to positive reinforcement for fear of crime attitudes.  Warr (1992) proposed the 

idea of altruistic fear, or fear for other persons.  Research has found altruistic fear to be 

more common in primary groups (like family households) than personal fear of crime 

(Warr & Ellison, 2000).  More specifically, Warr and Ellison (2000) found women 

expressed more fear of crime for children (parental fear) and men expressed more fear 

of crime for their wives (spousal fear).  Another possible explanation may be violent 

crimes are more personal and sensitive to talk about with others.  Therefore, individuals 

are more likely to about their fear of violent crimes with those they are closest to (i.e. 

parents and best friends) than secondary group members. 

Different from fear of violent crime and crimes possibly leading to violence, 

secondary group fear of crime increases fear of burglary and property crime.  It may be 
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that participants hear messages from work associates, fraternity and sorority members, 

and club members regarding more common and less personal crimes, like theft, which 

increases their fear of burglary and property crime. 

Although social learning variables explained a significant amount of variance in 

fear of crime between models, gender was still the most influential variable.  Females 

are significantly more fearful than males after controlling for social learning variables 

(except of property crimes).  Therefore, the fear-victimization paradox still exists, that 

females are more fearful of crime even though they are less likely to be victimized than 

males (Ferraro, 1996; Hale, 1996; LaGrange & Ferraro, 1989; Warr, 2000). 

Research Question 5: Racial Socialization vs. Social Learning Theory 

The fifth research question explored the impact of two types of socialization on 

fear of crime: racial messages and crime messages.  Racial socialization is the process 

through which parents relay messages to their children about culture, discrimination, 

and mistrust of other races (Hughes & Chen, 1997).  Burgess and Akers (1966) social 

learning theory describes the learning process of crime messages.  Primary groups, 

secondary groups, and media deliver crime messages through definitions favorable or 

unfavorable to fear of crime and reinforcement (Akers, 1998).  Both of these methods of 

socialization share the same assumptions of learning, which focus on overt behavior or 

attitude formulation (Akers, 2009).  However, social learning theory includes principles 

of modern learning theory, such as the reinforcement process (Akers, 1999). 

In this study, racial socialization, specifically promotion of mistrust, is a significant 

positive predictor of fear of crime.  However, when social learning variables are included 

in the models, promotion of mistrust is no longer significant (except for fear of crimes 

possibly leading to violence).  Therefore, social learning theory has more explanatory 
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power for fear of crime.  One reason for this finding is that racial socialization includes 

three types of messages about other racial groups, which are similar to the concept of 

differential association of crime messages in social learning theory.  Promotion of 

mistrust messages contribute to definitions favorable to fear of crime.  However, social 

learning theory goes further to include components of operant conditioning in differential 

reinforcement and imitation.  Also, social learning theory incorporates messages 

delivered by primary, secondary, and media groups, where racial socialization only 

includes messages delivered by parents. Therefore, this study indicates that social 

learning theory offers a more complete picture of how fear of crime develops. 

Research Question 6: Social Structure and Fear of Crime 

The sixth research question examined the relationship between social structural 

components of Akers (1998) SSSL theory and fear of crime.  Several studies have 

shown support for macro theories, like social disorganization, in explaining fear of crime 

(Covington & Taylor, 1991; Franklin et al., 2008; LaGrange et al., 1992; Lane & Meeker, 

2003; May, 2001).  However, social disorganization is only one component of Akers 

(1998) SSSL theory. 

For all four fear of crime types, variables representing differential location in the 

social structure predicted fear of crime.  Females and younger participants were more 

fearful of property crime and crimes possibly leading to violence.  Female, non-White 

and younger participants were more fearful of violent crime than male, White, and older 

participants.  Additionally, females had more fear of burglary than males.  Therefore, 

individual social attributes and characteristics that determine where individuals stand in 

the overall social structure impact fear of crime. 
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A variable representing differential social organization was only predictive of fear 

of burglary.  Participants who grew up in large-metropolitan areas were more fearful of 

burglary than those who were not.  Therefore, the structure and organization of a 

community influences fear of burglary.  No variables representing social disorganization 

and differential social location were significant in multivariate analyses.  The measure 

used for differential social location was family structure, which studies have found to be 

a significant predictor of fear of crime (Lane, 2006).  Research question three discusses 

the lack of relationship between social disorganization theory and fear of crime 

variables.  Although social disorganization theory is one of the most notable macro 

theories to explain fear of crime, other components of Akers (1998) SSSL theory were 

better predictors for this sample. 

Research Question 7: Social Structure Social Learning and Fear of Crime 

The seventh research question explored Akers (1998) SSSL theory’s ability to 

explain fear of crime.  There has been no prior research exploring whether the micro 

theory of social learning theory mediates the effect of social structure for fear of crime.  

However, the results of this study show support for Akers (1998) SSSL theory’s 

explanation of fear of crime.  According to the theory, one or more of the dimensions in 

social structure and social learning with fear of crime as the dependent variable should: 

(1) have direct significant effects of the structural factors on social learning variables, (2) 

have non-significant or substantially reduced direct effects of the structural factors on 

fear of crime with social learning in the model, and (3) have substantial and significant 

direct effects of social learning variables on fear of crime (Lee et al., 2004, p. 19). 

For all four fear of crime types, there are non-significant or substantially reduced 

direct effects of the structural factors on fear of crime with social learning variables in 
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the model.  More specifically, age and race is reduced to non-significance for fear of 

violent crime.  Gender is reduced to non-significance for fear of property crime and 

substantially reduced for all other fear of crime types.  Large hometown size was also 

substantially reduced for fear of burglary.  Research questions four and six support that 

there are direct significant effects between social structure variables and fear of crime 

and social learning variables and fear of crime.  Therefore, this study shows support for 

SSSL’s ability to predict fear of crime. 

Implications of Research 

Theoretical Implications 

This study shows strong support for socialization/learning theory’s ability to 

predict fear of crime.  Both racial socialization and social learning theory were significant 

positive predictors of several different fear of crime types.  Both crime and racial 

messages were shown to promote definitions favorable to fear of crime.  These theories 

indicate it is through social sources, like family and friends, which people learn to 

associate certain symbols with crime and therefore become more afraid.  However, 

social learning theory adds components of modern learning theory, including differential 

reinforcement (Akers, 2009).  From the standpoint of social learning theory, fear of 

crime attitudes that are reinforced are more likely to occur in the future (Akers, 1998). 

This study showed strongest support for social learning theory.  Social learning 

theory is widely recognized in the criminological literature explaining crime and deviance 

(Stitt & Giacopassi, 1992).  Akers (1998) expanded the theory to explain the formulation 

of other behaviors or attitudes, including fear of crime.  Ronald Akers noted, “fear of 

crime could be conceptualized as one type of ‘definition’ or attitude, then theoretically it 

should be learned in the same way that definitions favorable or unfavorable to 
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committing crime are learned” (Akers, 1998, p. 308-309).  In the Texas elderly study, 

Akers (1998) found primary group differential association of fear of crime messages 

increased participants’ fear of crime attitudes.  Additionally, Akers (1998) found social 

reinforcement for fear of crime attitudes was associated with one’s own fearful 

definitions and precautionary behavior.  This supports the findings of the current study, 

where both differential association and reinforcement of crime messages increased 

individuals fear of crime. 

Interestingly, previous theories used to predict fear, such as social 

disorganization theory, were not strong predictors of fear in this sample.  Although 

throughout the literature neighborhood variables have been found to predict fear 

(Covington & Taylor, 1991; Franklin et al., 2008; LaGrange et al., 1992; Lane & Meeker, 

2003; May, 2001; Taylor & Hale, 1986), they have mostly been unable to explain racial 

and gender differences in fear levels (Lane & Fox, forthcoming; Lane & Meeker, 2003; 

Lane & Meeker, 2004; Rohe & Burby, 1988).  More specifically, the fear-victimization 

hypothesis, where minorities and females have higher fear or crime levels than whites 

and males (Ferraro, 1996; Warr, 2000).  However, this may be the effect of using a 

convenience sample of college students, which generally did not report much social 

disorganization in their own neighborhoods.  Social learning theory and racial 

socialization variables were able to explain racial differences in fear of crime away and 

reduce the impact of gender on fear of crime.  Therefore, learning models may be more 

powerful in explaining fear of crime than neighborhood conditions. 

Although social disorganization theory was not predictive of fear, this study does 

show some support for Social Structure Social Learning theory (Akers, 1998).  For each 
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crime type, gender had the strongest impact on fear.  Gender is a social attribute and 

characteristic that determines where individuals stand in the overall social location in the 

social structure (Akers, 1998).  Differential social location in the social structure is a 

macro-level component of SSSL.  Adding the micro-level component of social learning 

variables substantially reduced the impact of gender on fear of crime.  Therefore, social 

learning mediated the effect of social structure for fear of crime.  Additionally, controlling 

for social learning variables decreased the effect of age and race on fear of violent 

crime to non-significance and substantially reduced the effect of hometown size on fear 

of burglary.  However, more research is needed using a nested design to fully evaluate 

SSSL’s ability to predict fear of crime. 

Race did not show a clear or consistent pattern in its impact on racial 

socialization or crime socialization on fear of crime.  Most of the racial socialization 

literature focuses on African Americans, with little emphasis on other groups (Huynh & 

Fuligni, 2008).  Therefore, this study adds to the literature by examining racial 

socialization across Whites, Blacks, Hispanics, and Others.  These findings imply 

socialization messages have a similar cognitive/emotional impact on all racial groups. 

There was another finding that showed up separate from the original research 

questions.  Similar to findings throughout the literature, gender was the most consistent 

and influential variable in explaining fear of crime, even after controlling for socialization 

and neighborhood variables (Ferraro, 1996; McGarrell, Giacomazzi, & Thurman, 1997; 

May, Rader, & Goodrum, 2010; Schafer et al., 2006; Warr, 1984, 2000).  Rader and 

Haynes (2011) extended the social learning process to explain gender differences in 

fear of crime, which they refer to as the gendered fear of crime socialization process.  
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Similar to how this study connected racial socialization and fear of crime socialization, 

Rader and Haynes built a theory fusing concepts of gender socialization and fear of 

crime socialization.  However, to the author’s knowledge, there have been no studies to 

test their theoretical model. 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

While the current study expands on previous fear of crime literature and 

theoretical understanding, some limitations exist.  First, the data are cross sectional and 

self-reported from university undergraduates.  Future research should consider 

examining individuals overtime and in a more diverse setting, such as other universities 

or communities.  One reason neighborhood effects may not have been significant in this 

sample is the nature of the design.  A nested design with individual level and 

neighborhood level data may have provided a more complete prospective on 

understanding fear of crime (Scarborough et al., 2010).  Additionally, the study is not 

able to determine feedback effects with a cross sectional design.  This is especially 

important with the socialization variables, with both social learning of crime messages 

and racial socialization predicting one’s own fear of crime definition.  From the current 

standpoint, we are unable to tell the “birds of a feather flock together” argument (p. 106, 

Akers & Sellers, 2009).  More specifically, whether individuals with high fear of crime 

definitions look to interact with others who have similar definitions or peers fear of crime 

definitions influence individuals definitions. 

Secondly, the study is an exploratory study of social learning theory’s impact on 

fear of crime.  Since this is the first study to do a complete test of social learning theory 

components on fear of crime, measures for social learning component are still being 

refined.  Specifically, the imitation measure contains only one item and is binary 
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(yes/no).  Additionally, individuals reported their peers definitions and reinforcement of 

fear of crime.  Individuals may reflect their own fear of crime definitions on their peers. 

Third, the current study does not include macro-level variables, which several 

studies show support in explaining fear of crime, including social disorganization 

(Covington & Taylor, 1991; Franklin et al., 2008; LaGrange et al., 1992; Scarborough et 

al., 2010).  Future studies should expand on this research by including social structure 

variables in Akers (1998) SSSL theory.   These findings are important because it is 

possible that socialization messages individuals are receiving from family and friends 

are influences by community factors that in turn impact fear. 

Even though there are these limitations, this study does expand on previous fear 

of crime and socialization research.  First, it connects two socialization models that 

haven’t been brought together before, racial socialization and social learning.  Second, 

it explores Social Learning Social Structure theory’s application to fear of crime. 
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APPENDIX A 
IRB PROTOCOL 

This appendix contains the Institutional Review Board (IRB) Protocol for the 

current study that was submitted. 

UFIRB 02 – Social & Behavioral Research 
Protocol Submission Form 

This form must be typed.  Send this form and the supporting documents to IRB02, PO Box 112250, Gainesville, FL 
32611.  Should you have questions about completing this form, call 352-392-0433. 

Title of Protocol:   University of Florida Student Experiences and Attitudes Interview 

 

Principal Investigator:   Ashley Price UFID #: 1805-1521 

Degree / Title: 

 

M.A. student Mailing Address: (If on 

campus include PO Box 

address): 

3323 Turlington Hall, P.O. 
Box 117330 Gainesville, 
FL 32611-7330 

Email: 

aprice@ufl.edu 

Department: Department of Sociology and 
Criminology & Law 

Telephone #: 239-331-
6270 

 

Co-Investigator(s): 
 

 UFID#: Email: 

 

Supervisor (If PI is 
student): 

Jodi Lane UFID#: 6776-5790 

Degree / Title: 
 
 

Ph.D., Associate Professor Mailing Address: (If on 

campus include PO Box 

address): 
3323 Turlington Hall, P.O. 
Box 117330 Gainesville, 
FL 32611-7330 
 

Email : 
jlane@ufl.edu 

Department: 
 

Department of Sociology and 
Criminology & Law 

Telephone #: (352) 392-
0265 x 212 

 

Date of Proposed 
Research: 

From May 1, 2011 to April 30, 2012 

 

Source of Funding (A copy of the grant proposal must 
be submitted with this protocol if funding is involved): 
 

 
Unfunded/None 
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Scientific Purpose of the Study: 
 
The primary goal of the proposed research is to contribute and extend current theories on individual fear of crime 
by gaining in-depth qualitative and quantitative data from university students.  Research regarding fear of crime 
as a process of socialization is extremely under developed; a majority of research has focused on how 
neighborhood factors impact fear.  However, it may be through both neighborhood conditions and socialization 
factors that fear of crime develops.  The neighborhood where a person grows up may influence how a family 
member or friend views and reinforces crime.  Messages about ones own or others races and ethnicities may 
also influence views of crime.  Specifically, this study will examine student’s fear of crime as it is influenced by 
demographic factors, neighborhood conditions, racial socialization and crime socialization.  A secondary goal of 
this study is to explore whether fear of crime is influenced by attitudes toward the criminal justice system in 
general.   

 

Describe the Research Methodology in Non-Technical Language:  (Explain what will be done with or to the 
research participant.) 
 
The sample will be recruited from undergraduate students choosing to participate from the Department of 
Sociology and Criminology & Law’s participant pool and a variety of undergraduate classes, some of which may 
offer extra credit to students for their participation.  Researchers will conduct face-to-face interviews with a 
maximum of 400 university students.  The interviews will last from 30 to 60 minutes, but may last longer or 
shorter depending on participants’ sharing on open-ended questions.  All interviews will be conducted in a room 
on campus or in a location convenient for the students.  Participants will be able to choose a time slot that is 
convenient for them on the participant pool website.  For those not in the participant pool who are recruited 
through undergraduate classes allowing us to recruit students, they are able to set up a time by emailing the 
researcher and selecting a time at their convenience.   
 
Once the participant has arrived he or she will be a given an informed consent form. The informed consent form 
will be read aloud and he or she will be asked to follow along (please see attached informed consent).  After 
reading the consent form, if the participant agrees to participate, (s)he will be asked to sign and return it to the 
researcher.  The researcher will then placed the signed informed consent in an envelope and will give the 
participant an extra copy of the consent.  
 
Once a signed informed consent has been obtained, the researcher will complete the first page of the interview 
instrument. The first page of the interview is to ensure the participant gets credit in the participant pool or extra 
credit in their class for participating.  It will also provide information on the interview date, time, and length.  Once 
the cover sheet has been completed and the Study ID number is noted on both the cover sheet and first page of 
the instrument, the interview will begin. The interview will have both open and close-ended responses.  In order to 
fully obtain open-ended responses, researchers will be instructed on the interview instrument when to turn on and 
off a tape recorder.  Participants have the option to stop the tape recording at any time, or to opt to not have their 
interview tape-recorded.  If participants do not want their responses to be tape recorded, researchers will write 
their response to the best of their ability in the answer blanks.  Additionally, researchers are instructed when to 
give participants a colored card to help them answer close-ended questions (please see attached cards).  The 
researcher will only give a card with answer options to the participant when it is related to a specific question and 
collect it when it is not relevant.  After the interviews are complete, researchers will remove the cover sheet from 
the interview instrument and placed in a separate envelope, which will later be locked in a cabinet at the 
University of Florida. 
 
Researchers will transcribe the tapes verbatim except any names or personal identifiers will be removed.  Only 
the study ID # will be on the transcriptions to allow matching with the quantitative responses.  Once transcription 
and analyses are complete, the tapes will be destroyed. Researchers will also enter the data from quantitative 
responses into a data file in SPSS, and this data will not include any indentifying information.  
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Describe Potential Benefits:  

There are no known benefits to individual study participants.  

Describe Potential Risks: (If risk of physical, psychological or economic harm may be involved, describe the 
steps taken to protect participant.) 

This study poses little risk to the participants.  However, a numbers of procedures will be taken to greatly reduce 
this risk. 

The first risk is participant’s responses may become known to people outside the study. To minimize this risk, 
researchers plan to keep the answers confidential, as noted in the informed consent.  To ensure the interviews 
remain confidential, a subject number will appear on the interview instrument instead of the student’s name.  The 
interview instrument will have a cover page that lists the student’s name and case ID number; this will be 
removed from the instrument at the end of the interview and placed in a locked cabinet at the University of 
Florida.  Names and other identifying information tape-recorded for open-ended questions will not be transcribed.  

The second risk is the possibility that some questions may be uncomfortable to answer.  To minimize this risk, the 
consent for indicates participants may choose to stop participating at any time during the interview and do not 
have to answer any particular questions.  In addition, participants have the option to stop tape recording the 
interview at any time.  Therefore, subjects do not have to answer questions that make them feel uncomfortable to 
answer. 

 

Describe How Participant(s) Will Be Recruited: 

Participants will be recruited in two ways. The first is through the Department of Sociology and Criminology & 
Law’s participant pool and by announcing the opportunity to undergraduate classes not involved in the participant 
pool.  Students who participate in the pool will receive either course credit or extra credit in exchange for 
participating. Those in the participant pool who do not wish to participate in studies are given an alternative 
assignment to complete.  The second way we are recruiting participants is by asking instructors to allow us to 
announce and describe the study in their classes; some of them may choose to give extra credit.  If the instructor 
offers extra credit, it will be limited to no greater than the equivalent of 2% of the student’s overall grade in the 
course.  Those who do not wish to participate in research will be given an alternative academic assignment to 
complete of equal time and effort.  The researcher will inform students about the opportunity and tell them to 
contact the researcher via email to set up an interview time.  For those courses that offer extra credit, the 
researcher will notify instructors the names of people who participated. 

Maximum 
Number of 
Participants (to 
be approached 
with consent) 

N = 400 Age Range of 
Participants: 

All participants 
will be over the 
age of 18.  

Amount of 
Compensation/ 
course credit: 

2 course 
credits or 
variable, 
depending on 
instructor 

Describe the Informed Consent Process.  (Attach a Copy of the Informed Consent Document.  See 
http://irb.ufl.edu/irb02/samples.html for examples of consent.) 

Once the respondents choose to participate and attend the designated time slot an informed consent will be 
given to them. Before the interview proceeds, the informed consent will be read allowed and they will be asked to 
follow along. The consent will describe the purpose of the study, lack of compensation, voluntary participation, 
ability to withdraw without penalty, and contact information of the principal investigator and IRB.  Participants will 
be given one copy to read and sign and return to the researcher. The participants will also receive a copy to take 
with them. 

(SIGNATURE SECTION) 

http://irb.ufl.edu/irb02/samples.html
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Principal Investigator(s) Signature: 

 

 Date: 

Co-Investigator(s) Signature(s): N/A Date: 

Supervisor’s Signature (if PI is a student):  Date: 

Department Chair Signature:  Date: 
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APPENDIX B 
INFORMED CONSENT 

This is the Informed Consent document that will be signed by all participants in 

order to participate in the study.  A copy of the Informed Consent will also be given to 

the participants to take home.  The following page show the full informed consent 

document. 

Informed Consent 
Title: University of Florida Student Experiences and Attitudes Interview 

 

Please read this consent document carefully before you decided to participate in the study. 
 
Purpose of the research study: 

We are working on a research project that hopes to scientifically examine university students’ feelings and opinions 
about their lives, including the things that worry them (including crime), their life experience, their families and friends, 
and their communities.  
 
What you will be asked to do in the study: 

You will be asked to answer a series of questions about your personal characteristics, your family life, your 
experiences, feelings, and responses to crime and law enforcement.  Additionally, you will be asked about your 
feelings towards your neighbors and community.  With your permission, I would like to tape-record some of your 
answers, so that I may describe your thoughts in your own words rather than from my notes.  The tapes will be kept 
in a locked filing cabinet in an office at the University of Florida.  Your name will not be put on the tape.  In addition, 
you have the option to stop the tape recording at any time, or to opt to not have your interview tape-recorded.  For 
some of these questions, I will present you with a card with the answer options, and you will be asked to pick which 
option best fits your answer.  I will then record the option you selected in the interview.  If you agree to let me 
interview you, please sign this consent form and return it to me. 
 
Please note that I will not place your name or anything that could be used to figure out who you are on the interview 
instrument or the tapes. The transcription also will not identify your name, and if you mention indentifying information 
throughout the interview, that information will not be transcribed.  I will keep your identifying information separate from 
your answers.  Please remember that there are no “right” answers. I am interested in understanding your views and 
feelings about your life experience and community.  
 
Time required:  

It should take 30-60 minutes to complete the interview, but it could be longer depending on your pace and the length 
of your answers to open-ended questions. The length of the interview will depend on how much you would like to 
share with me. 
 
Benefits:  

There are no known benefits to you. 
 
Compensation: 

You will not be compensated for participating in this study, unless your instructor chooses to give you course credit or 
extra credit for participation. If this is the case, we will notify your instructor that you participated.  Credit for your 
participation is left to your instructor’s discretion.  If you are receiving credit through the participant pool you will 
receive two course credits for your participation.  Should you not choose to participate in research, there are 
alternative assignments available that are of equal time and effort. 
 
Risks and confidentiality: 

Taking part in this study create little risk for you. There is a slight risk that you may feel discomfort after answering 
some of the questions. If you need to talk to someone after the interview, you may contact the Alachua County Crisis 
Line at (352) 264-6789. 
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Your identity will be kept confidential to the extent provided by law when reporting research findings. No one other 
than those working on this study will know your specific responses. We will not put your name or other identifiers on 
any of the responses you give. Rather, the interview instrument will have a subject number attached to it. We will 
keep a list of names and subject numbers separate to ensure that if someone reads your answers or interview 
transcription, he or she would not be able to determine that the responses are yours.  The cover page of the interview 
instrument will be removed and stored with the master list in a locked filing cabinet at the University of Florida. Your 
tape-recorded answers will be transcribed using only the subject number. The tapes will be kept in a locked filing 
cabinet at the University of Florida. The list that connects your name to the subject number will be kept in a locked file 
in a research office at the University of Florida, separate from the tapes.  Tapes will be destroyed once they are 
transcribed. Your name will not be used in any report. Instead, I will only report answers for the group as a whole (for 
example, how people answer in each response category). 
 
Voluntary Participation:  

You do not have to answer the questions. Your participation is completely voluntary. Nothing negative will happen if 
you do not want to join this study.  An alternative assignment is available to you should you not want to participate in 
research. 
 
Right to withdraw from the study: 

You have the right to leave the study and stop the interview at any time. You also can choose to answer some 
questions and not answer other questions. 
 
Whom to contact if you have questions about the study: 

Ashley Price, M.A. Student, Department of Sociology and Criminology & Law, 3332 Turlington Hall, P.O. Box 117330, 
Gainesville, FL 32611-7330, telephone-(352) 392-0265, fax-(352) 392-6568, email- aprice@ufl.edu 
 
Jodi Lane, Ph.D., Associate Professor, Department of Sociology and Criminology & Law, 3332 Turlington Hall, P.O. 
Box 117330, Gainesville, FL 32611-7330, telephone-(352) 392-0265 x212, fax-(352) 392-6568, email- jlane@ufl.edu 
 
Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in this study: 

If you have questions about being involved in this research, you may contact: 
UFIRB Office, Box 112250, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250, telephone- (352) 392-0433 
 
Agreement: 
I have read this consent form. I voluntary AGREE to answer the questions for this study (knowing that I can cease 

participation at any time without penalty), and I have received a copy of this form. 
 
________________________________________________             _______________________ 
Sign your name above if you agree to participate     Date 
 
 
________________________________________________              
Print your name above         
 
 
________________________________________________             _______________________ 
Principal Investigator        Date 
 

 

mailto:aprice@ufl.edu
mailto:jlane@ufl.edu
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APPENDIX C 
COLORED CARDS 

 

WHITE CARD 

NEVER SOMETIMES REGULARLY ALL THE TIME 
1 2 3 4 

 

YELLOW CARD 

NOT 
AFRAID 

SOMEWHAT 
AFRAID 

AFRAID VERY AFRAID 

1 2 3 4 

 

ORANGE CARD 

VERY 
UNLIKELY 

UNLIKELY NEITHER 
LIKELY NOR 
UNLIKELY 

LIKELY VERY 
LIKELY 

1 2 3 4 5 

 

RED CARD 
MOTHER FATHER FRIEND NO ONE OTHER 

1 2 3 4 5 
 

GREEN CARD 

NOT 
SIMILAR 

SOMEWHAT 
SIMILAR 

SIMILAR VERY 
SIMILAR 

1 2 3 4 
 
 
 



 

195 

PINK CARD 

POSITIVE NEUTRAL NEGATIVE 

1 2 3 

 
PURPLE CARD 

NOT A 
PROBLEM 

SOMEWHAT 
A PROBLEM 

A 
PROBLEM 

A BIG 
PROBLEM 

1 2 3 4 

 
BROWN CARD 

RECIVED WHAT 
THEY DESERVED 

RECEIVED TOO 
MUCH 

RECEIVED TOO 
LITTLE 

1 2 3 
 

BLUE CARD 

STRONGLY 
DISAGREE 

SOMEWHAT 
DISAGREE 

SOMEWHAT 
AGREE 

STRONGLY 
AGREE 

1 2 3 4 
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APPENDIX D 
INTERVIEW INSTRUMENT 

This interview instrument will be given to each participant.  The proposed 

instrument is 23 pages in length and contains 302 questions that are both open and 

close ended. 
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_____________ 

 Study ID # 

 
 
TO BE COMPLETED BY INTERVIEWER: 

Interview Number: 

 

 

Participants Name:  

Recruited through CLS 

participant pool: 

Yes No 

Recruited through class: Yes No 

Instructor Name: 

Course Name: 

Extra credit offered?  

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 
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_____________ 

 Study ID # 

First, I would like to know some background information about you. (Interviewer: Please circle 

only one answer for each question) 

  
1. What is your sex? (Circle one) 
 1 Male  
 2 Female   
  
2. What is your date of birth? _______________________ (Interviewer: please enter date 

mm/dd/yy) 
  
3. Which of the following comes closest to describing your racial/ethnic identity (Interviewer: 

read answer options and circle one) 
 1 Black/African American 
 2 White/Caucasian 
 3 Latino/Hispanic  
 4 Asian/Pacific Islander 

 5 Mixed race/Biracial (Please specify _____________________________) 

 6 Other (Please specify _____________________________) 
  
4. What is your religious preference? (Interviewer: do not read answer options and circle one) 
 1 Catholic  
 2    Jewish  
 3  Baptist    

 4    Methodist  
5    Episcopalian  
6    Lutheran 

7    Presbyterian 

8    Pentecostal 

9    Muslim 

10   Buddhist 

11   Hindu 
12   None  

13   Other (Please specify _____________________________) 
  
5. What is your class level in college? (Interviewer: do not read answer options and circle one) 
 1   Freshman  

2   Sophomore  
3   Junior  
4   Senior  

5  Other (Please specify _____________________________) 
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6. In which of the following general fields is your major (first major if you have more than one)? 

Is it… (Interviewer: read answer options and circle one) 
1  Natural Science or Math (physics, chemistry, etc.)  
2  Social or Behavioral Science (sociology, psychology, criminology, anthropology, 

etc.)  

3  Humanities (language, philosophy, history, etc.)   
4  Business (accounting, business administration, etc.)  
5  Fine arts (music, drama, art, etc.)  

6 Undecided 
7  Other (Please specify _____________________________) 

 
7. Is your major criminology? (Interviewer: do not read answer options and circle one) 

 1 Yes 

 2 No 

 
8. Politically, how would you describe your views? Would you say… (Interviewer: read answer 

options and circle one) 

1  Very Liberal 

2  Liberal 

3  Middle of the Road 

4  Conservative 

5  Very Conservative 

6  Don’t Know 

 

9. What is your current marital status? (Interviewer: do not read answer options and circle one) 

1  Married 

2  Widowed 

3  Divorced 

4  Separated 

5  Never Married/Single 

6  Living with a Partner 

 

10. During the school year, do you live with your parents? (Interviewer: do not read answer 

options and circle one) 

1  Yes 

2  No 

 

11. During the school year, do you live in…. (Interviewer: read answer options and circle one) 
1   On-campus student housing  
2   On-campus fraternity or sorority house  
3   Off-campus apartment, condo, or house  

 
 
 
 
 



 

200 

12. How would you describe your hometown, would you say it is: (Interviewer: read answer 

options and circle one) 

1   Small – rural  

2   Medium – suburban 

3   Large – metropolitan  

  

13. How many brothers do you have? ________ (Interviewer: Enter #) 

14. How many sisters do you have? ________ (Interviewer: Enter #) 

 

15. Is the family in which you were reared for all or most of your adolescent years best described 

as? (Interviewer: read answer options and circle one) 

1  Two Parent Family (go to question 16) 

2  Single Parent Family (skip to question 17) 

3  Family in which parents were absent with others serving as parents or guardians 

(skip to question 17) 

 

16. Is your two parent family a… (Interviewer: read answer options and circle one) 

 1 Biological Family 

 2 Step Family 

 3 Other (Please specify _____________________________) 

 

17. To the best of your knowledge, which of the following categories best fits your 

parent/guardian’s yearly household income? (Interviewer: read answer options and circle one) 

1  Less than $15,000 

2  Between $15,000 and $24,999 

3  Between $25,000 and $34,999 

4  Between $35,000 and $49,999 

5  Between $50,000 and $74,999 

6  Between $75,000 and $99,999 

7  $100,000 or more 

8  Not sure 

9 N/A 

 

 

I would like you to indicate how often your parents engaged in the following behaviors when 

you were growing up. Is it never, sometimes, regularly, or all the time… (Hughes & Chen, 1997) 

(Interviewer: hand respondent white card and circle one answer for each question) 
 

Never Sometimes Regularly 
All the 

time 

18. Talked to you about important people 

or events in history of different racial or 

ethnic groups, other than your own 
1 2 3 4 

19. Encouraged you to read books about 

other racial or ethnic groups 
1 2 3 4 
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Never Sometimes Regularly 

All the 

time 

20. Talked to you about important people 

or events in your racial or ethnic group’s 

history 

1 2 3 4 

21. Talked to you about discrimination 

against a racial or ethnic group that is not 

your own 

1 2 3 4 

22. Explained something on TV that 

showed discrimination 
1 2 3 4 

23. Talked to you about discrimination 

against your own racial or ethnic group 
1 2 3 4 

24. Encouraged you to read books about 

your own racial or ethnic group 
1 2 3 4 

25. Did or said things to show that all are 

equal regardless of race or ethnicity 
1 2 3 4 

26. Talked to you about others trying to 

limit you because of your race or ethnicity  
1 2 3 4 

27. Told you that you must be better to get 

same rewards because of your race or 

ethnicity 

1 2 3 4 

28. Told you your own race or ethnicity is 

an important part of self 
1 2 3 4 

29. Talked to someone else about 

discrimination when you could hear 1 2 3 4 

30. Talked to you about unfair treatment 

due to your race or ethnicity  
1 2 3 4 

31. Did or said things to you to keep you 

from trusting kids of other races or 

ethnicities 

1 2 3 4 

32. Did or said things to encourage you to 

keep your distance from people of other 

races or ethnicities 

1 2 3 4 

 

The following questions are about your racial or ethnic group and how you feel about or react to 

it.  Please indicate how much you agree with the following statements.  Would you say that you 

strongly agree, somewhat agree, somewhat agree, or strong agree… (Interviewer: hand 

respondent blue card and circle one answer option) (Phinney, 1992) 
 Strongly 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

33. I have spent time trying to find out 

more about my own ethnic or racial 

group, such as its history, traditions, 

and customs 

1 2 3 4 
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 Strongly 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

34. I am active in organizations or 

social groups that include mostly 

members of my own ethnic or racial 

group 

1 2 3 4 

35. I have a clear sense of my ethnic or 

racial background and what it means 

for me 

1 2 3 4 

36. I like meeting and getting to know 

people from ethnic or racial groups 

other than my own 

1 2 3 4 

37. I think a lot about how may life 

will be affected by my ethnic or racial 

group membership 

1 2 3 4 

38. I am happy that I am a member of 

the group I belong to 
1 2 3 4 

39. I sometimes feel it would be better 

if different ethnic or racial groups 

didn’t try to mix together 

1 2 3 4 

40. I am not very clear about the role 

of my ethnicity or race in my life 
1 2 3 4 

41. I often spend time with people 

from ethnic or racial groups other than 

my own  

1 2 3 4 

42. I really have not spend much time 

trying to learn more about the culture 

and history of my ethnic or racial 

group 

1 2 3 4 

43. I have a strong sense of belonging 

to my own ethnic or racial group 
1 2 3 4 

44. I understand pretty well what my 

ethnic or racial group membership 

means to me, in terms of how to relate 

to my own group and other groups 

1 2 3 4 

45. In order to learn more about my 

ethnic or racial background, I have 

often talked to other people about my 

group  

1 2 3 4 

46. I have a lot of pride in my ethnic 

or racial group and it accomplishments 
1 2 3 4 

47. I don’t try to become friends with 

people from other ethnic or racial 

groups 

1 2 3 4 
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53. 

Have 

you 

spent 

time 

tryin

g to 

find 

out 

more 

abou

t 

peop

le of 

your 

own race or ethnicity, such as history, traditions, and customs? (Interviewer: Do not read 

response options and circle one) (Hughes & Johnson, 2001) 

 1  Yes 

 2  No 

 

(Interviewer: Turn on tape recorder) 

54. If yes, please explain what you did to find out more about people of you race or ethnicity? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

(Interviewer: Turn off tape recorder) 

55. Now I would like to ask you some questions about crime, how often do you see reports of 

violent crime on TV? Would you say… (Interviewer: Read answer options and circle one) 

(Akers, 1998) 

Less than 

once a 

month 

Once a 

month 

A couple 

times a 

month 

Once a 

week 

More than 

once a week Everyday 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

56. How often do you see reports of violent crime in the newspaper? Would you say… 

(Interviewer: Read answer options and circle one)  (Akers, 1998) 

Less than 

once a 

month 

Once a 

month 

A couple 

times a 

month 

Once a 

week 

More than 

once a week Everyday 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

 

 

 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Disagree 

Somewhat 

Agree 

Strongly 

Agree 

48. I participate in cultural practices of 

my own group, such as special food, 

music, or customs 

1 2 3 4 

49. I am involved in activities with 

people from other ethnic or racial 

groups 

1 2 3 4 

50. I feel a strong attachment towards 

my own ethnic or racial group 
1 2 3 4 

51. I enjoy being around people from 

ethnic or racial groups other than my 

own 
1 2 3 4 

52. I feel good about my cultural 

background 
1 2 3 4 
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57. How often do you see reports of violent crime on the internet? Would you say… 

(Interviewer: Read answer options and circle one) (Akers, 1998) 

Less than 

once a 

month 

Once a 

month 

A couple 

times a 

month 

Once a 

week 

More than 

once a week Everyday 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

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: (Interviewer: Hand participant yellow 

card and circle one answer for each question) 

 Not 

Afraid 

Somewhat 

Afraid 
Afraid 

Very 

Afraid 

58. Being approached by a 

beggar or panhandler  
1 2 3 4 

59. Having someone break into 

your home while you are there 
1 2 3 4 

60. Being raped or sexually 

assaulted 
1 2 3 4 

61. Being murdered  1 2 3 4 

62. Being attacked by someone 

with a weapon  
1 2 3 4 

63. Having your car stolen 1 2 3 4 

64. Being robbed or mugged 

on the street 
1 2 3 4 

65. Having your property 

damaged  
1 2 3 4 

66. Being threatened by 

someone  
1 2 3 4 

67. Being beaten up by 

someone  
1 2 3 4 

68. Be shot at while walking 

down the street 
1 2 3 4 

69. Having your property 

damaged by graffiti or tagging  
1 2 3 4 

70. Having someone break into 

your home while you are away  
1 2 3 4 

71. Having someone commit a 

home invasion robbery against 

you 

1 2 3 4 

72. Being the victim of a drive-

by or random shooting 
1 2 3 4 

73. Being physically assaulted 

or attacked by someone 
1 2 3 4 

74. Being harassed by someone  1 2 3 4 
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Not 

Afraid 

Somewhat 

Afraid 
Afraid 

Very 

Afraid 

75. Being a victim of a car 

jacking  
1 2 3 4 

76. Having your money or 

property taken from you 

without using force or weapon 

1 2 3 4 

77. Having your money or 

property taken from you with 

force or weapon  

1 2 3 4 

78. Being around drug use or 

sales  
1 2 3 4 

 

(Interviewer: Turn on tape recorder and read the following questions) 

79. Are there any other crimes that you are personally afraid of that are not listed here? Please 

explain. 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

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? Have you ever been… 

(Interviewer: Read answer options and circle yes or no to the following crimes they indicate they 

were victims of) 

 Yes  No 

80. Approached by a beggar or panhandler 1 0 

81. Someone break into your home while you were there 1 0 

82. Raped or sexually assaulted  1 0 

83. Attacked by someone with a weapon 1 0 

84. Car stolen  1 0 

85. Robbed or mugged on the street 1 0 

86. Property damaged 1 0 

87. Threatened by someone  1 0 

88. Beaten up by someone 1 0 

89. Shot at while walking down the street 1 0 

90. Property damaged by graffiti or tagging  1 0 

91. Someone break into your home while you are away 1 0 

92. Someone commit a home invasion robbery against you 1 0 

93.Victim of drive-by or random shooting 1 0 

94. Physically assaulted or attacked by someone 1 0 

95. Harassed by someone 1 0 

96. Victim of a car jacking 1 0 

97. Money or property taken away without force or weapon 1 0 
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 Yes  No 

98. Money or property taken away with force or weapon 1 0 

99. Around drug use or sales 1 0 

 

100. If yes, please describe which ones and what happened to you? (Interviewer: indicate crime 

from previous response and write out response from participant) 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

Has anyone in your family been a victim of the previously listed crimes in the last year?  Has 

anyone in your family ever been… (Interviewer: Read answer options and circle yes or no to the 

following crimes they indicate someone in their family was a victim of) 

 Yes  No 

101. Approached by a beggar or panhandler 1 0 

102. Someone break into your home while you were there 1 0 

103. Raped or sexually assaulted  1 0 

104. Attacked by someone with a weapon 1 0 

105. Car stolen  1 0 

106. Robbed or mugged on the street 1 0 

107. Property damaged 1 0 

108. Threatened by someone  1 0 

109. Beaten up by someone 1 0 

110. Shot at while walking down the street 1 0 

111. Property damaged by graffiti or tagging  1 0 

112. Someone break into your home while you are away 1 0 

113. Someone commit a home invasion robbery against you 1 0 

114.Victim of drive-by or random shooting 1 0 

115. Physically assaulted or attacked by someone 1 0 

116. Harassed by someone 1 0 

117. Victim of a car jacking 1 0 

118. Money or property taken away without force or weapon 1 0 

119. Money or property taken away with force or weapon 1 0 

120. Around drug use or sales 1 0 

 

121. If yes, please describe which ones and what happened to them? (Interviewer: indicate crime 

from previous response and write out response from participant) 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

(Interviewer turn tape recorder off) 
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I would like you to indicate how likely you think 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… (Interviewer: Hand respondent orange card, read answer options, and circle one answer 

for each question) 
 

Very 

unlikely 
Unlikely 

Neither 

likely nor 

unlikely 

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

122. Be approached by a beggar or 

panhandler  
1 2 3 4 5 

123. Have someone break into 

your home while you are there 
1 2 3 4 5 

124. Be raped or sexually assaulted 1 2 3 4 5 

125. Be murdered  1 2 3 4 5 

126. Be attacked by someone with 

a weapon  
1 2 3 4 5 

127. Have your car stolen 1 2 3 4 5 

128. Be robbed or mugged on the 

street 
1 2 3 4 5 

129. Have your property damaged  1 2 3 4 5 

130. Be threatened by someone  1 2 3 4 5 

131. Be beaten up by someone  1 2 3 4 5 

132. Be shot at while walking 

down the street 
1 2 3 4 5 

133. Have your property damaged 

by graffiti or tagging  
1 2 3 4 5 

134. Have someone break into 

your home while you are away  
1 2 3 4 5 

135. Have someone commit a 

home invasion robbery against you 
1 2 3 4 5 

136. Be the victim of a drive-by or 

random shooting 
1 2 3 4 5 

137. Be physically assaulted or 

attacked by someone 
1 2 3 4 5 

138. Be harassed by someone  1 2 3 4 5 

139. Be a victim of a car jacking  1 2 3 4 5 

140. Have your money or property 

taken from you without using force 

or weapon 

1 2 3 4 5 

141. Have your money or property 

taken from you with force or 

weapon  

1 2 3 4 5 

142. Be around drug use or sales  1 2 3 4 5 
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In order to feel safer from being a victim of crime in the neighborhood you grew up in, did 

you… (Ferraro, 1995) (Interviewer: Read answer options and circle one answer for each 

question) 

 Yes  No DK 

143. Buy or secure a gun 1 0 98 

144. Carry a gun 1 0 98 

145. Carry a weapon other than a gun when you 

went out  
1 0 98 

146. Arrange to go out with someone so you 

would not be alone 
1 0 98 

147. Avoid certain areas of your neighborhood 

or community  
1 0 98 

148. Join a gang for protection 1 0 98 

149. Hangout with gang members 1 0 98 

150. Buy an alarm or security system  1 0 98 

151. Install extra locks on your home or car 1 0 98 

152. Buy a watchdog 1 0 98 

153. Add outside lighting  1 0 98 

154. Learn more about self-defense 1 0 98 

155. Limit or change your daily routine because 

of crime 
1 0 98 

156. Generally avoid unsafe areas during the 

day because of crime 
1 0 98 

157. Avoid unsafe areas during the night 

because of crime 
1 0 98 

158. Have you ever imitated a behavior that you 

observed someone you admire (family member 

or friend) do to prevent themselves from 

becoming a victim of crime 

1 0 98 

 

(Interviewer: Turn tape recorder on and read the following questions) 

  

159. What crime or crimes were you trying to avoid by taking the previously listed precautions? 

Please explain.  

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

160. What do you think the consequences would be if you had not taken these precautions? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 
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161. Do you feel that doing these things has helped keep you safe? Please explain how. 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

 

(Interviewer: Turn tape recorder off) 

Please indicate who is most likely to talk to you about being a victim of the following crimes? 

(Interviewer: Give respondent red card and circle one answer for each question) (Busselle, 2003) 

 
Mother Father Friend 

No 

one 

Other (Please specify 

_________________) 

162. Being approached by a 

beggar or panhandler  
1 2 3 4 5 

163. Having someone break 

into your home while you are 

there 

1 2 3 4 5 

164. Being raped or sexually 

assaulted 
1 2 3 4 5 

165. Being murdered  1 2 3 4 5 

166. Being attacked by 

someone with a weapon  
1 2 3 4 5 

167. Having your car stolen 1 2 3 4 5 

168. Being robbed or mugged 

on the street 
1 2 3 4 5 

169. Having your property 

damaged  
1 2 3 4 5 

170. Being threatened by 

someone  
1 2 3 4 5 

171. Being beaten up by 

someone  
1 2 3 4 5 

172. Being shot at while 

walking down the street 
1 2 3 4 5 

173. Having your property 

damaged by graffiti tagging  
1 2 3 4 5 

174. Having someone break 

into your home while you are 

away  

1 2 3 4 5 

175. Having someone commit 

a home invasion robbery 

against you 

1 2 3 4 5 

176. Being the victim of a 

drive-by or random shooting 
1 2 3 4 5 

177. Being physically 

assaulted or attacked by 

someone 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Mother Father Friend 

No 

one 

Other (Please specify 

________________) 

178. Being harassed by 

someone  
1 2 3 4 5 

179. Being a victim of a car 

jacking  
1 2 3 4 5 

180. Having your money or 

property taken from you 

without using force or weapon 

1 2 3 4 5 

181. Having your money or 

property taken from you with 

force or weapon  

1 2 3 4 5 

182. Being around drug use or 

sales 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

183. How often do you think your parents think about you being a victim of crime? (Interviewer: 

read respondent answer choices and circle response) (Tulloch,  

2004) 

Not Often Somewhat Often Often Very Often 

1 2 3 4 

 

184. How often do your parents talk to you about crime? (Interviewer: read respondent answer 

choices and circle response) 

Never Sometimes Regularly All the time 

1 2 3 4 

 

185. How often do your friends talk to you about crime? (Interviewer: read respondent answer 

choices and circle response) 

Never Sometimes Regularly All the time 

1 2 3 4 

 

(Interviewer: Turn on tape recorder and read the following questions) 

186. Do your parents ask you to do anything to protect yourself against crime? (Interviewer: 

circle response) (Tulloch, 2004) 

1  Yes 

2  No 

 

187. If yes, please explain what they ask you to do. 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

188. Do you take your parents advice about protecting yourself against crime? (Interviewer: 

circle response) (Tulloch, 2004) 

1  Yes 

2  No 
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189. Please explain why or why not you choose or do not choose to take your parents advice 

about protecting yourself about crime. 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

190. Do your friends ask you to do anything to protect yourself against crime? (Interviewer: 

circle response) (Tulloch, 2004) 

1  Yes 

2  No 

 

191. If yes, please explain what they ask you to do. 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

192. Do you take your friends advice about protecting yourself against crime? (Interviewer: 

circle response) (Tulloch, 2004) 

1  Yes 

2  No 

 

193. Please explain why or why not you choose or do not choose to take your friends advice 

about protecting yourself about crime. 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

(Interviewer: Turn tape recorder off) 

 

 

To the best of your knowledge, on a scale of 1 (not fearful at all) to 10 (very fearful) how fearful 

is each of the groups about crime in general? (Akers, 1998) 

 
Scale of 1(not fearful at all) to 10 (very fearful) N/A 

194. Spouse or significant 

other  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 
97 

195. Mother  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 97 

196. Father  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 97 

197. Grandmother  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 97 

198. Grandfather  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 97 

199. Sisters  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 97 

200. Brothers  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 97 

201. Best friends  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 97 

202. Neighbors  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 97 

203. Work associates  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 97 

204. Church members  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 97 



 

212 

 Scale of 1(not fearful at all) to 10 (very fearful) N/A 

205. Fraternity or Sorority 

members  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 
97 

206. Club members  1      2      3      4      5      6      7      8      9      10 97 

 

How similar are the following groups fear of crime to yours? For each of the following groups 

please indicate whether they are not similar, somewhat similar, similar, or very similar. 

(Interviewer: Please hand respondent green card and circle one answer for each question) 

 

Not 

Similar 

Somewhat 

Similar 

Similar Very 

Similar 
N/A 

207. Spouse or significant 

other 

1 2 3 4 
97 

208. Mother 1 2 3 4 97 

209. Father 1 2 3 4 97 

210. Grandmother 1 2 3 4 97 

211. Grandfather 1 2 3 4 97 

212. Sisters 1 2 3 4 97 

213. Brothers 1 2 3 4 97 

214. Best friends 1 2 3 4 97 

215. Neighbors 1 2 3 4 97 

216. Work associates 1 2 3 4 97 

217. Church members 1 2 3 4 97 

218. Fraternity or Sorority 

members 

1 2 3 4 
97 

219. Club members 1 2 3 4 97 

  

 

 

If you were to express your fear of crime, how do you think the following groups would react to 

your concern? Would they have a positive, neutral, or negative reaction… (Interviewer: Hand 

respondent pink card and circle one answer for each question)  

 Positive Neutral Negative N/A 

220. Spouse or significant 

other 
1 2 3 

97 

221. Mother 1 2 3 97 

222. Father 1 2 3 97 

223. Grandmother 1 2 3 97 

224. Grandfather 1 2 3 97 

225. Sisters 1 2 3 97 

226. Brothers 1 2 3 97 

227. Best friends 1 2 3 97 

228. Neighbors 1 2 3 97 

229. Work associates 1 2 3 97 

230. Church members 1 2 3 97 

231. Fraternity or Sorority 

members 
1 2 3 

97 
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 Positive Neutral Negative N/A 

232. Club members 1 2 3 97 

 

(Interviewer: Turn on tape recorder and read the following question) 

233. Is there anything about fear of crime that you feel is important for me to know that I have 

not asked you about? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

(Interviewer: Turn off tape recorder) 

 

Now I would like to ask you some questions about law enforcement where you grew up or lived 

in for the longest period of time before coming to college.  

 

Please indicate whether you agree or disagree with the following statements about the police 

force where you grew up. (Tyler, 2003; Tyler & Fagan, 2008) (Interviewer: hand participant blue 

card and read answer options and circle one answer for each question) 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

234. You should accept the 

decisions made by police, 

even if you think they are 

wrong 

1 2 3 4 5 

235. You should do what the 

police tell you to do even 

when you do not understand 

the reasons for their decisions 

1 2 3 4 5 

236. You should do what the 

police tell you to do, even 

when you disagree with their 

decisions  

1 2 3 4 5 

237. You should do what the 

police tell you to do even 

when you do not like the way 

they treat you 

1 2 3 4 5 

238. There are times when it 

is ok for you to ignore what 

the police tell you  

1 2 3 4 5 

239. Sometimes you have to 

bend the law for things to 

come out right 

1 2 3 4 5 

240. The law represents the 

values of the people in power, 

rather than the values of 

people like you 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

241. People in power use the 

law to try to control people 

like you  

1 2 3 4 5 

242. The law does not protect 

your interests 
1 2 3 4 5 

243. Overall, the police where 

you grew up is a legitimate 

authority and people should 

obey they decisions that 

officers make 

1 2 3 4 5 

244. I have confidence that 

the police in the neighborhood 

I grew up can do their job 

well  

1 2 3 4 5 

245. I trust the leaders of the 

police in my hometown to 

makes decisions that are good 

for everyone in the city 

1 2 3 4 5 

246. People’s basic rights are 

well protected by the police 
1 2 3 4 5 

247. The police care about the 

well being of everyone they 

deal with 

1 2 3 4 5 

248. I am proud of the work 

of the police in my hometown 
1 2 3 4 5 

249. The police in my 

hometown are often dishonest 
1 2 3 4 5 

250. Some of the things the 

police do embarrass the city 

where I grew up 

1 2 3 4 5 

251. There are many things 

about the police in my 

hometown and its policies that 

need to be changed 

1 2 3 4 5 

252. I agree with many of the 

values that define what the 

police in my hometown stand 

for 

1 2 3 4 5 

253. If you talked to most of 

the police officers who 

worked in your hometown, 

you would find they have 

views to your own on many 

issues 

1 2 3 4 5 
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Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

254. You can usually 

understand why the police 

who work in your hometown 

are acting as they are in a 

particular situation 

1 2 3 4 5 

255. You generally like the 

police officers who work in 

your hometown  

1 2 3 4 5 

256. If most of the police 

officers who work in your 

hometown knew you, they 

would respect your values 

1 2 3 4 5 

257. Most of the police 

officers who work in your 

neighborhood would value 

what you contribute to your 

hometown 

1 2 3 4 5 

258. Most of the police 

officers who work in your 

hometown would approve of 

your life 

1 2 3 4 5 

259. I am proud of the work 

of my hometown police 
1 2 3 4 5 

 

Now I would like to ask you some questions about the neighborhood you grew up in or lived for 

the longest period before coming to college. Please think about the neighborhood you grew up in 

while answering the following questions. 

 

260. How long did you live in this neighborhood? __________ Year/Months/Days (Interviewer: 

enter number and circle unit of time) 

 

261. What type of place did you live in? (Interviewer: don’t read options and circle answer that 

best applies) 

 1  Apartment 
 2  Condo 
 3  Duplex  
 4 Group home 

 5 Single-family house 

 6 Trailer  

 7  Other (Please specify _____________________________) 
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262. How would you define the neighborhood you grew up in? (Interviewer: read answer options 

and circle one) 

1  The block you live on 
2  The block around your home 
3  Your housing development  
4  A section of your city 

5  Your entire city 

6  Your region of the county 

7  Your county 

8  Other (Please specify _____________________________) 

 

263. How would you describe the people in your neighborhood where you grew up in terms of 

race/ethnicity? (Interviewer: read answer options and circle one) 

The majority the same 

race/ethnicity as you 
50/50 

The majority a different 

race/ethnicity as you 

1 2 3 

 
I am going to ask you some more questions about the neighborhood you grew up in, as you 

define it. With regard to the neighborhood that you consider to be your home neighborhood 

please indicate how strongly you agree with the following statements. Please indicate whether 

you strong disagree, disagree, neutral, agree, or strongly agree. (Sampson et al., 1997) 

(Interviewer: hand participant blue card and read answer options and circle one answer for each 

question) 

 Strongly 

Disagree 

Disagree Neutral Agree Strongly 

Agree 

264. The neighborhood you grew 

up in was a close-knit neighborhood 
1 2 3 4 5 

265. People in the neighborhood 

you grew up in could be trusted 
1 2 3 4 5 

266. People in the neighborhood 

you grew up in generally do not get 

along with each other  

1 2 3 4 5 

267. People in the neighborhood 

you grew up in do not share the 

same values 

1 2 3 4 5 

268. People in the neighborhood 

you grew up in are willing to help 

their neighbors  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

(Interviewer: Turn tape recorder on a read the following questions) 

 

269. What specifically, do you think you could rely on the people in the neighborhood you grew 

up in for? Why? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 
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270. What could you NOT rely on the people in the neighborhood you grew up in for? Why? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

271. Why or why not could the people in the neighborhood you grew up be trusted? Please 

describe. 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

(Interviewer: Turn off tape recorder) 

 

With regard to the neighborhood that you consider to be your home neighborhood please indicate 

how likely neighbors could be counted on to intervene if the following things occurred in your 

neighborhood.  Would you say it is very likely, likely, neither likely nor unlikely, or very 

unlikely that your neighbors would intervene if… (Sampson et al., 1997) (Interviewer: Hand 

respondent orange card and circle answer options)  
 

Very 

unlikely 
Unlikely 

Neither 

likely nor 

unlikely 

Likely 
Very 

Likely 

272. Children were skipping 

school and hanging out on a street 

corner  

1 2 3 4 5 

273. Children were spray-painting 

graffiti on a local building 
1 2 3 4 5 

274. Children were showing 

disrespect to an adult 
1 2 3 4 5 

275. A fight broke out in front of 

their house  
1 2 3 4 5 

276. The fire station closest to 

their home was threatened with 

budget cuts  

1 2 3 4 5 

 

 

277. How often do individuals move in and out of the neighborhood you grew up in? 

Not Often Somewhat Often Often Very Often 

1 2 3 4 
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With regard to the neighborhood that you consider to be your home neighborhood please indicate 

whether or not the following problems characterize your neighborhood. Please indicate if the 

following items are a big problem, a problem, somewhat of a problem, or not a problem. (Lane, 

2006) (Interviewer: Hand respondent purple card and circle one answer for each question) 

 Not a 

problem 

Somewhat 

of a problem 
A problem 

A big 

problem 

278. Litter, broken glass, or 

trash on sidewalks or streets 
1 2 3 4 

279. Graffiti on buildings or 

walls 
1 2 3 4 

280. Vacant or deserted 

homes, cars, or storefronts 
1 2 3 4 

281. Buildings that are 

falling apart or run down  
1 2 3 4 

282. Drinking in public 1 2 3 4 

283. People selling drugs on 

the streets 
1 2 3 4 

284. Youths hanging out 

unsupervised 
1 2 3 4 

285. Poverty or financial 

hardship 
1 2 3 4 

286. Language differences 

between residents 
1 2 3 4 

287. Cultural differences 

between residents 
1 2 3 4 

288. Racial difference 

between residents 
1 2 3 4 

289. Too many people living 

in one home 
1 2 3 4 

290. Gunfire 1 2 3 4 

291. Gangs 1 2 3 4 

292. People drunk or high on 

the streets 
1 2 3 4 

293. Too much noise 1 2 3 4 

294. Decreasing housing 

values 
1 2 3 4 

295. People moving in and 

out a lot  
1 2 3 4 

296. Dark areas with no or 

little lighting at night 
1 2 3 4 

297. Areas feel strange or 

unknown 
1 2 3 4 
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Not a 

problem 

Somewhat 

of a problem 
A problem 

A big 

problem 

298. People using drugs 1 2 3 4 

299. Increasing crime 1 2 3 4 

300. The community is no 

longer the way it used to be 
1 2 3 4 

 

(Interviewer: Turn on tape recorder and read the following questions)  

 

301. Specifically, what crimes were MOST problematic to you in the neighborhood you grew up 

in? Why? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

302. Specifically, what crimes were LEAST problematic to you in the neighborhood you grew 

up in? Why? 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________

____________________________________________________________ 

 

(Interviewer: Turn off tape recorder and thank respondent for their participation) 
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