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ABSTRACT

This study investigated the perceptions and experiences of a sample of
103 Melbourne high-rise public housing tenants in relation to matters
of crime, fear of crime and security through the administration of a
modified victimisation survey questionnaire. Specific issues
canvassed included expressed victimisations, precautionary behaviour,
knowledge of crime on the estates, fear of crime on the estates, fear
associated with particular locations and times on the estate, pre-
ferred security arrangements and general views of life on the estate.
In particular, changes over time in these perceptions and experiences
as a function of new security arrangements and physical renovations
were assessed.

Tenants from three metropolitan estates were sampled. On one estate
which experienced new security arrangements, the results indicated a
reduction in expressed victimisation, a reduction in levels of pre-
cautionary behaviour, a reduction in fear of crime, and an enhancement
of positive perceptions of the housing environment. On the second
estate, which experienced physical renovations, the results indicated
a reduction in expressed victimisations, a reduction in Tlevels of
precautionary behaviour, and a reduction in fgar of crime. On the
last estate, which experienced neither altered security arrangements
or physical renovations, the results indicated increased victimisation
and an increase in the fear of crime.

The results were discussed in the context of the available literature
on crime, the determinants of fear of crime, and environmental crime
control strategies. A number of policy implications were proposed,
including the potential utility of specific security personnel
deployments.
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PREFACE

The present study is concerned with the experiences of a sample of
high-rise public housing tenants in Melbourne in relation to crime and
fear of crime. It was generated by the concern of the Flemington
Tenants' Association that these were matters about which little was
known empirically, but which were subject to considerable assertion
and speculation, often of a sort derogatory to high-rise estates, and
by implication, their tenants. The Association wished to establish
the extent and nature of tenants' experiences with crime, and their
responses to crime, through systematic data collection. In addition,
the Association was keen to gather information about which of a range
of possible security arrangements met the approval of tenants.

The issues raised by the Association were based in part on a
simple desire to combat what many tenants believed to be uninformed
and unfounded impressions of estate living generated especially by the
news media. But it was also based on a particular strategic motiva-
tion. An understanding of that motivation helps explain the general
directions which the study has taken, and so it is necessary to devote
a few words to the issue of 'agenda'.

A very brief history of high-rise public housing in Victoria is
provided in the Introduction. At this point, we want to refer only to
developments over the last three or four years. These years, since
the election of the state Labor Government, have seen a policy commit-
ment to the upgrading of high-rise and other public housing estates.
And concomitant with that commitment has been the establishment of
tenants' associations which have been involved in the planning of the
design and logistics of upgrading with the Ministry of Housing. In
other words, tenants are being given a voice in the nature of improve-
ments on their estate. Clearly this process could not result in a
simultaneous and uniform renovation programme throughout Melbourne,
and so it has happened that estates have experienced different rates
of upgrading. This 1is due partly to bureaucratic allocation
priorities, and partly to the relative persuasiveness and speed of
different tenant association submissions. The outcome of this
differential application of the Estate Improvement Programme to the
estates is that some tenant associations are in a position to view the
results of wupgrading on other estates, and to decide their own
priorities accordingly.

The Ministry of Housing Estate Improvement Programme is designed



as a two-stage process of physical renovations and upgraded security
arrangements. The general issues of security will be discussed at
some length in the body of this report. Here we want to note that
security concerns loomed large on the Flemington Tenants' Association
agenda, partly as a result of the crime and fear of crime issues
raised above, and partly as a response to the need for the tenants to
decide which sort of security system would be éppropriate on their
estate in the longer term. Particularly they had as a model a planned
installation of electronic surveillance equipment and permanent foyer
attendant on the Collingwood high-rise estate, the first such
installation in the state. Members of the Flemington Tenants'
Association felt that such electronic security surveillance might not
meet their needs, as they believed it offered the potential for a
de-personalising and alienating form of security with 'big brother'
overtones. Hence they required an assessment of the effects of this
form of security relative to other forms.

In brief, then, the Flemington Tenants' Association wanted
answers to three broad questions:

(1) what was the nature and extent of crime on the estate?

(2) what was the nature and extent of fear of crime on the estate?
(3) what sorts of security were believed appropriate to the estate?
Answers to these questions were required both to inform the Associa-
tion of conditions on the estate, and to form the basis of planning
for improvements on the estate.

The Security Sub-Committee of the Flemington Tenants' Association
contacted the second author for assistance in these inquiries. As a
social worker with the Flemington Community Health Centre, his
interest and concern in these matters was well known. He in turn
contacted the first author for assistance in study design and
analysis. The study is broadly based upon victim survey design
principles, and is described in full in the body of the report.

The research proposal was submitted to the Ministry of Housing in
early 1983 for approval and assistance. The Ministry offered
qualified approval but would not assist in the program (see letter -
Appendix A). Initial funding became available through the Arts
Faculty Pilot Research Funding program at the University of Melbourne,
where the first author was then a staff member in the Criminology
Department. A more substantial grant from the Criminology Research
Council enabled the project to be continued and completed. We are

very grateful to both of these bodies for their valuable assistance.
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We consider the present study to be important for a number of
reasons. First, as far as we are aware, it offers the first such
detailed look at victim and fear of crime experiences of a sample of
people in a two-stage evaluation setting in Australia. Second, it
represents a variety of 'consumer' criminology, or ‘criminology from
below', in the sense that it was generated not by academics exploring
an abstract notion of crime in the communty, but rather by a group of
people who are normally seen as the subjects of criminological
inquiry, not the initiators of such inquiry. It thus reflects a
conscious awareness by our particular group of tenants that hearsay,
speculation and anecdotalism ought to be replaced by sound empirical
investigation in order to clarify matters of concern in estate living,
and to form the proper basis for planning. We are very encouraged by
this perspective, traditionally the perogative of bureaucratic and
academic planners, and we are very pleased to be a part of the
exercise.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The present study is an .investigation of aspects of experiences with
crime, perceptions of crime, and fears of crime. More specifically,
it investigates these phenomena amongst an identifiable sub-group of
urban residents, tenants in high-rise public housing estates. And it
investigates these matters amongst these people in relation to the
effects of a number of changes in the Tliving environment. As a
consequence of this focus, it is necessary to canvass briefly two
general areas so that the reader can clearly identify the context of
the research. These are: the phenomena of crime and fear of crime;
and the design and impact of crime reduction/prevention strategies
based upon environmental considerations. Each of these areas can only
be touched upon here. The reader is directed to more comprehensive
reviews in the literature which are noted below.

1.1 Crime And The Fear Of Crime

The advent of the victimisation survey, first designed and applied
during the U.S. President's Commission on Crime in the mid-1960s,
heralded a new concern with a 'holistic consideration of the offender,
the victim and the social setting in which the crime occurs' (Garofalo
and Laub, 1978:242). Victim surveys assess the experiences with crime
of samples of people, and through them it has become clear that not
only are official measurements of crime fallible and distorting
indices of the degree and distribution of crime, but also that the
experience of crime is a phenomenon which varies considerably amongst
groups and individuals in the community (Skogan and Maxfield, 1981;
Galvin and Polk, 1982; Challinger, 1983). Further, the two decades of
research in this area have resulted in a pronounced complication of
our understanding of the relationships between crime rates, experience
with crime and fear of crime. The relationship between experience
with crime and fear of crime is particularly complex, and it is
further complicated by consideration of policy and political factors.
As Skogan and Maxfield (1981) point out, actual experiences with crime
do not explain the extent and distribution of patterns of fear of
crime. In fact Henrig and Maxfield (1978) note that while fear of
crime escalates with increasing official crime rates, it does not
decline when official rates suggest that crime is diminishing. At the
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same time, however, fear of crime has become a powerful force in the
setting of political agendas. Hough and Mayhew (1983) suggest that
fear of crime is becoming as great a problem in Britain as crime
itself, while Garofalo (1979) notes that fear has formed the basis for
a myriad of socio-political decisions and programs in the United
States. There is a belief amongst many commentators in the field that
the complexities of crime and fear of crime are not understood well by
policy makers, and that strategic interventions are often ill-founded
and mis-conceived (see, for instance, Baumer, 1978; Garofalo, 1979;
Garofalo and Laub, 1978; Henrig and Maxfield, 1978).

Why is all this important? To state the obvious, experience with
crime and fear of crime can have debilitating effects upon the quality
of life enjoyed by the community. The experience of crime itself,
especially violent crime, requires no imaginative leap to be con-
sidered disturbing and unsettling. Actual victim experiences can
involve substantial danger and loss, personally and economically. But
as has been noted, patterns of fear and crime substantially outstrip
actual victimisations in the community, and if the most pervasive
effects upon the community of the crime phenomenon are of major
concern, then it is towards the fear of crime that we should turn in
order to comprehend the most generalised impact of crime. This is not
to suggest, of course, that actual victimisation should be ignored;
although often paradoxically, victim experiences and crime rates are
related to fear of crime, and must be considered in the mosaic.
Nevertheless, fear of crime has the potential to discommode a greater
number of people than victimisation itself, and to generate
behavioural changes which seriously interfere with the quality of
life. These matters must be fully understood if a sound basis for
intervention strategies is to be formed.

The research to date on the impact and determinants of fear of
crime had produced a series of more or less generalisable features of
the phenomenon, some of which contain apparent paradoxes. The most
often cited paradox is that two of the strongest correlates of fear,
sex and age, are inversely related to risk of victimisation (see
Baumer, 1978; Skogan and Maxfield, 1981; Stafford and Galle, 1984).
In other words, those least likely to be victimised, women and the
elderly, are those who typically express the greatest fear. Another
paradox discovered by Skogan and Maxfield (1981) is that those least
likely to require protection from criminal activity had higher
incidences of avoidance and protective behaviour. There are other
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peculiarities emerging from research, and these will be discussed
further. For the moment, a brief summary of the determinants of fear
of crime culled from the literature will suffice. Before that summary
is presented, a note on the measurement of fear is relevant.

A unifying feature of much of the research on the fear of crime
is the rather simplistic way in which fear 1is conceived and measured.
While a debate of sorts exists in the Titerature concerning what it is
and how it ought to be measured (see Skogan and Maxfield, 1981:
Chapter 3; Toseland, 1982), research has usually adopted single-item
indicators. For instance, Garofalo (1979) in his study of National
Crime Survey data in the U.S. reports that the item measuring fear
was: 'How safe do you feel or would you feel being out alone in your
neighbourhood at night?'. Toseland (1982) in his work with the 1976
National Social Survey conducted by the National Opinion Research
Centre at the University of Chicago used the item: 'Is there any area
around here - that is, within a mile - where you are afraid to walk
alone at night?'. Skogan and Maxfield (1981) in their three-city
survey in the U.S. used a similar item to the NCS measure. The
British Crime Survey used: 'How safe do you feel walking alone in this
area after dark?' (Hough and Mayhew, 1983). It is possible to specu-
late on the limitations of these sorts of indicators, and they are
noted here for later contrast with the measures used in the present
study.

Three major groupings of fear determinants have emerged consis-
tently from research in the area. These will be briefly reviewed
here, and then discussed within the context of a taxonomy suggested by
Skogan and Maxfield (1981). The groupings are: victimisation; demo-
graphic variables; and 'psychosocial' variables (Toseland, 1982).

1.1.1 Victimisation

In general, the experience of victimisation has been found to heighten
fear of crime. However there are variations within this general
pattern, and the results of research are often equivocal. The
universal paradox of the inverse relationship between sex and fear has
been noted, and has been used to suggest that victimisation is either
unrelated or inversely related to fear. Rosenthal (1969), for
instance, found an inverse relationship between being a victim and
fear of crime. In an English study, Allatt (1984) found that the
experience of being burgled had no bearing upon fear of crime
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measures. Garofalo and Laub (1979) review a number of studies which
found only weak to moderate relationships between victim experiences
and fear. On the other hand, Skogan and Maxfield (1981) and Toseland
(1982) found substantial correlations between victimisation and-fear.
Two features of this confusion need comment.

First, there is often no distinction made between property crimes
and crimes against the person in many studies. Skogan and Maxfield
point out that at the individual level, experience of violent crime
has a strong impact upon fear; but as crimes against the person are
relatively rare events, the impact may become attenuated in aggregate
studies. On the other hand, individual responses to the experience of
a crime against property tend to be minor in terms of fear, but as
property crimes are much more common than personal crimes, and affect
a great many more people, the aggregate effect may be pronounced.

Second, most aggregate studies of victimisation and fear of crime
use a simple formula for victimisation rate: V/Pt, where V is the
number of victimisations in a population, P is the number of
individuals in a population, and t is a particular time period.
Stafford and Galle (1984) point out that this formula assumes even
distribution of risk of victimisation, and they assert that this
assumption is untenable. They suggest that rates of victimisation are
distributed according to exposure to risk, and that exposure differs
between groups and individuals. For instance, crime statistics
suggest that personal crimes take place disproportionately away from
the home, and that people vary in the extent to which they operate
away from home at times of peak risk (generally after dark). They
suggest a modification of the conventional formula which makes use of
an exposure term to adjust for the greater exposure of young males to
victimisation risk. Adopting this formula, they found substantial
correlations between victimisation and fear, where the conventional
formula found inverse relationships.

On balance, then, it would seem that as a general principle,
victimisation can be expected to lead to heightened fear of crime.
However variations in this pattern should be expected depending upon
sample sizes, victim types and victimisation categories.

1.1.2 Demographic Variables
A number of demographic variables have consistently emerged from the
research. The following 1ist has been culled collectively from:



-5-

Baumer, 1978; Garofalo, 1979; Skogan and Maxfield, 1981; Toseland,
1982; Hough and Mayhew, 1983. The variables include (not necessarily
in rank order in terms of proportions of explained variance): being
female; being elderly; having a low income; having a low education;
being black; 1living alone; 1living in big cities; 1living in low
socio-economic areas in big cities; and being unmarried or widowed/
divorced. While some of these variables bear relationships with
objective risk of victimisation (some inverse such as being female and
elderly, some direct such as being black), in general they remain as
determinants of fear independent of individual victimisation
experiences.

1.1.3 Psychosocial Variables

Psychosocial variables which have been found to relate to fear of
crime encompass a range of attitudinal dimensions relating directly or
indirectly to perceptions of crime. Prominent amongst them is general
perceptions of the nature and degree of crime in one's neighbourhood
(Skogan and Maxfield, 1981). The greater the belief in crime in the
area, the greater is the fear of crime. Also important appears to be
the level of satisfaction one has in living in one's neighbourhood
(Skogan and Maxfield, 1981). Less satisfaction correlates with
greater fear, Last, the means of transmission and inception of
knowledge about crime amongst people seems to be related to fear of
crime. Garofalo (1979) reports that media portrayals of crime appear
to have an influence upon fear, while Skogan and Maxfield (1981) found
that transmission of local knowledge about crime on a 'gossip' basis
had important influences upon fear.

Skogan and Maxfield (1981) have combined these various deter-
minants of crime into a simple taxonomy. This taxonomy is presented
here in order to provide a useful context for the discussion of both
the particular concerns which governed the present study and the
results which have emerged from the study. The taxonomy consists of
four categories: victimisation; vulnerability; vicarious experience;
and neighbourhood conditions. Victimisation has already been
canvassed adequately.

By vulnerability, Skogan and Maxfield mean two different aspects
of susceptibility to fear. The first is physical vulnerability, where
the individual is characterised by a reduced capacity to resist
criminal depredation. Being female and elderly are typical features
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of such vulnerability. This perceived reduced capacity is seen to
inculcate increased fear. At the same time, the behavioural responses
to such vulnerability are believed to be responsible for the sub-
stantial decrease in actual risk of victimisation by these groups.
That is, avoidance and protective behaviour amongst women and the
elderly, such as never going out alone, or never going out after dark
at all, have the effect of reducing likely victimisation. Para-
doxically, these behaviours, and the decreased actual risk of victim-
isation appear to have no effect upon fear. The second aspect of
vulnerability 1is social vulnerability. This reflects exposure to
criminal activity because of the social circumstances people find
themselves in. The concept reflects the actual risk of victimisation
and the means taken to protect against crime. In the U.S., the groups
with the greatest risk of violent victimisation are the poor and
blacks. Skogan and Maxfield believe that this is so because these
groups live, work and play in those areas with typically high crime
rates, such as high-density and the less savory parts of the big
cities. This is not to suggest that the poor and blacks are more
likely to be criminal, but rather that they are forced for economic
and social reasons to 1live in areas which have high crime rates
independently of who lives there. In addition, the lack of social and
economic mobility of these groups means that they are unable to take
effective steps to reduce victimisation exposure, such as moving out
of the neighbourhood. Nor are they able to avail themselves of the
facilities of the more wealthy in securing homes and lifestyles from
crime by expenditure on sophisticated protective devices and
personnel. Consequently, these sorts of vulnerabilities heighten fear
of crime. Thus, a combination of the two forms of vulnerability is
seen to maximise fear; in Skogan and Maxfield's survey work, the
highest fear scores were achieved by aged, poor female blacks.
Interestingly, social and physical vulnerability are statistically
independent determinants of fear.

Vicarious experience denotes the transmission of crime knowledge
amongst groups. Skogan and Maxfield note two basic kinds of trans-
mission: the news media and personal conversation. In their own work,
they found no evidence that media presentations of crime affected fear
of crime; they note that media presentation is so pervasive that it
appears to affect everyone similarly, and so it was difficult to
isolate any specific effects. This finding is somewhat at odds with
Garofalo's work, and we need to address it in more detail in relation
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to our work. On the other hand, Skogan and Maxfield found that local
neighbourhood networks of crime knowledge dissemination are very
influential. Gossip about crime embraced many more people than merely
those who have been victimised, and it tended to embelish the extent
the consequences of victimisation. And unlike direct experience of
crime, gossip about crime is not a rare event.

The last category of determinant is neighbourhood conditions.
Mirroring Toseland's (1982) findings, they found that perceptions of
the criminogenic nature of one's own neighbourhood, and one's general
degree of satisfaction with the neighbourhood have important bearings
upon fear of crime.

The foregoing discussion has looked at the general literature in
regard to fear of crime. Now it is time to turn to the more specific
concerns of this study. In part those concerns are dictated by the
particular nature of the living environment of high-density inner-
urban housing estates, and by the nature of the people who live there.
As will be seen shortly, the general literature of fear of crime has
particular relevance to this environment and these people, because on
a hypothetical level, most if not all of the characteristics for a
climate of heightened fear of crime exist on Melbourne's high-rise
public housing estates. As a consequence, remedial strategies for the
reduction of crime on the estates must take into account the
phenomenon of fear of crime.

Public housing estates around the world share a number of
universal features which bear strong relevance to any discussion of
fear of crime. Some of these are features of fact, such as location
and the socio-economic status of inhabitants; others are matters of
perception and stereotype. Both varieties of feature tend to
associate public housing estates with crime and fear of crime. Let us
relate these features back to Skogan and Maxfield's taxonomy.

In terms of victimisation, public housing estates have generally
been located in the inner urban parts of big cities where official
crime rates are highest. Ever since the ecological studies of crime
in the 1930s, there has been fixed association between inner urban
centres and crime (see Shaw and McKay, 1942). Although this associa-
tion has only been derived statistically this century, it goes back in
the popular imagination to the eighteenth century. In part this was
due to the creation of new inner urban ghettos inhabited by those
displaced by the Industrial Revolution. A perceived breakdown in law
and order led the middle classes to characterise the inner urban slum
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dwellers as the ‘dangerous classes', and all manner of evil and
depredation was laid at their door (see Silver, 1969 and Jones, 1972).
In the popular mind, dense congregations of the poor, the unemployed,
the foreign and all the other dispossessed led to slums which in turn
led inevitably to social deviance (Petersen, 1968; Gans, 1972).
Graham (1985) updates this pergorative profile by suggesting that the
inner urban areas of big cities are still stamped with the following
characteristics:

. the inner city is an area in which poor people
live; the population is transient; there are high
proportions of migrant populations; unemployment is
high; crime rates are high; anti-social attitudes
are prevalent; and the people who live there have
less regard for the area in which they live. (p.41)
While some of these propositions can be supported in fact, others are
blatant reminders of the deviant image generated two hundred years
ago, and maintained in prejudice. Davidson (1979) offers a partial
explanation for this continuing prejudice. He has applied labelling
perspectives to locations in much the same was as others have applied
them to individuals and classes of people. He has drawn up a taxonomy
of environments based upon differing levels of interplay between crime
rates, social reactions to crime and the operations of the agencies of
social control. One of his categories, the 'stigmatised neighbour-
hood', is of relevance here. Selective law enforcement, dispropor-
tionate media attention, and popular views of the criminality of the
working and welfare classes serve to stigmatise a neighbourhood with a
reputation for social deviance. The notion of a stigmatised neigh-
bourhood applied readily to the poor inner urban areas of cities.

High-density inner urban public housing development has been a
particular feature in Sydney and Melbourne since the 1950s (Neutze,
1978). The Melbourne development will be described in more detail
later, but here it is important to note that independently of the
actual social conditions on the estates themselves, high-rise public
estates have been located precisely in those inner city areas which
historically carried the stigma of crime and deviance.

Empirical evidence on the rates of crime and victimisation on
Australian public housing estates is virtually non-existent. Wilson
(1976) reports on American studies which suggest higher rates of crime
on public estates than in adjacent areas. However he notes other
studies which do not demonstrate any differences in crime between
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private and public housing neighbourhoods. While noting the unavaila-
bility of official Australian statistics, he suggests that anecdotal
and observational evidence does not support thae proposition that
public housing estates suffer more crime than other neighbourhoods.
Perlgut (1983) cites a letter to him by Harry Parsons, a former
commissioner of the Victorian Housing Commission, who wrote that there
has been very little crime in Australian high-rise estates.

Whatever the reality of the crime conditions on public housing
estates, it is possible to suggest that the deviant stigma of public
housing can, through the reaction model proposed by Davidson, generate
an image of criminal prevalence amongst tenants themselves as well as
others (see Lee, 1985, for further discussion of the stigma of public
housing). While this image of prevalence does not carry the same
direct influence upon fear of crime as actual victimisation, it can
create the conditions in which each victimisation is fully absorbed in
the neighbourhood consciousness as further evidence of the deviant
nature of the locale. We will say a Tittle more about this later.

Physical and social vulnerabilities also play a formative part in
the profile of high-rise public housing estates. As will be noted in
a later section, the tenants of Melbourne's high-rise estates are
drawn predominantly from a welfare clientele which contains a dispro-

1 Social vulnerability

portionate number of female heads of household.
is reflected in the socio-economic status of the tenants. Norden
(1983) notes the homogeneously low income levels of North Melbourne
tenants, while Perlgut (1981) notes the high unemployment rates on
public housing estates in general. A recent study at the Flemington
estate puts the unemployment rate there at 40%.2 While the 1local
estates do not have a direct equivalent of the American black, they
have large numbers of recently-arrived migrants drawn from at least 19
different nationalities (M.0.H. Survey Report, 1984). There are no
local data to suggest that these people are more or less likely to be
victimised, but their collective low socio-economic status locates
them squarely in the social vulnerability dimension proposed by Skogan
and Maxfield.

Vicarious experience similarly features prominently on the
estates, at 1least hypothetically. Notwithstanding Skogan and
Maxfield's general finding of the irrelevance of media upon fear of
crime, there are certain specific distinctions about public housing
living which ought to be noted in regard to the media. In Skogan and
Maxfield's work, they suggested that the dissemination of crime news
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was so uniformly pervasive that specific impacts were impossible to
identify. But they were monitoring aggregate impacts across three
large American cities with many variations in neighbourhood demo-
graphy. In the case of public housing estates, it is possible to
profile the inhabitants in more homogeneous manner, and it would at
least be more theoretically possible to monitor specific media
influence. However such work has not been done in Australia, and it
must remain a possibility. But a more immediate distinction can be
made between the sorts of variables Skogan and Maxfield were
scrutinising and those germane to the present study. And that is that
in the case of the tenants on Melbourne's high-rise estates, they
themselves in a collective and very identifiable sense have been the
subject of crime news. Not only are they exposed to general crime
information through the varijous media, but they in fact on a rather
reqgular basis are the news. And it is fair to say that in general,
news presentation of both life on the estates and crime on the estates
has been of a pronouncedly lurid and sensational nature. Appendix E
presents a brief overview of the sorts of print media attention that
the estates have received over the last five years or so, and the
reader 1is urged to form an impression of the impact of such presenta-
tions on the tenants themselves and on others.

Localised transmission of crime information also plays a probable
role on the estates. The physical layout of the estates, with
universally wutilised recreational, amenities and transit areas
(community rooms, laundries, balconies, 1ifts, foyers) facilitate
regular communication, and create the conditions for a rapid ‘'grape-
vine' effect. One of the authors, with considerable experience in
social work on the estates, has first hand experience of the ways in
which a drunken threat on a Friday night can become a fully-fledged
sexual assault by Monday morning.

Last, neighbourhood conditions can play an obvious role in the
generation of fear of crime on the estates. If it is the case that
tenants have absorbed the images of deviance suggested as possible
above by means of Davidson's notion of the stigmatised neighbourhood,
then we would expect to see this manifested both in directly unfavour-
able perceptions of the neighbourhood, and in expressions of fear,
regardless of the other 1likely determinants of fear. Additionally,
the physical nature of the estates might well have a bearing upon
perceptions of neighbourhood conditions, irrespective of notions of
deviant stigma. Perlgut (1983) writes:
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The fact is that a signficant percentage of public

housing in Victoria is in, or is rapidly

approaching, a state of c¢risis ... Inhuman and

institutional design of many housing estates has

combined with years of neglect to produce many

badly deteriorated 'problem' estates. (p.104)
We do not necessarily want to endorse this judgement, but rather note
it as a relevant perspective from a critical observer of public
housing developments in Australia.

Thus it 1is possible, we believe, to describe high-rise public
housing estates in such terms that it would appear they are particu-
larly likely to be environments conducive to fear of crime. It must
be emphasised, however, that much of this description is based upon a
proposition concerned with image rather than reality. The facts of
life on the estates are generally unknown in an empirical sense, and
we make no judgements about those facts at this stage. However the
possibility of the sort of image that has been outlined, however
unwarranted in reality, has emerged quite logically and persuasively
from the literture on fear of crime and its determinants and locales.
The testing of aspects of this image is the concern of the present
study.

The second part of this introduction is concerned with remedial
strategies designed to alter the existence and effects of crime and
fear of crime.

1.2 Strategies For Prevention And Reduction

The complexities of the relationships between crime and fear of crime
force the consequence that remedial strategies to alleviate both may
not be the unified and simultaneous tasks they were once assumed to
be. That assumption posited a simple relationship between crime rates
and fear which we now know to be an inadequate understanding of the
phenomenon. Put simply: 'Policy makers should not necessarily expect
a major decrease in the amount of fear if crime is successfully
reduced' (Garafolo, 1979:96). Put more complexly:

There is a possibility that some policies directed
at reducing fear may either increase the fear of
crime, or more importantly, increase the actual
rate of victimisation (Henrig and Maxfield,
1978:298).
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In order to unravel these complexities, and to reduce the stress on
the reader's perserverance, the following discussion is restricted
largely to considerations of environmental strategies. There are two
major reasons for this selectivity. First, so much of what has been
hitherto discussed relates to the impact upon fear of crime of the
environmental conditions in which people exist. While these condi-
tions cannot be sharply separated from the other determinants of fear,
they dominate the fear phenomenon. Second, there are good reasons for
believing that environmental strategies offer possible means to bring
together solutions to the complex problems of crime and fear.

The notion of environmental crime-control strategy is based
simultaneously upon a perceived failure of other strategies to
significantly affect crime, and upon a theoretical conception of the
genesis of crime. In the first instance, strategies based upon
attempts to comprehend and alter the criminal behaviour of individuals
through various law enforcement and therapeutic means have been found
wanting. Many critics attest to this failure, and the reader is
directed to Jeffrey (1971) for a summary of the arguments. A substi-
tution for the theoretical and remedial principles which have tradi-
tionally formed the basis of offender-directed crime control has been
developed adopting the twin propositions that the environment in which
crime flourishes is both more amenable to control and remedy than the
indvidual offender, and is in any case the cause of the offending
behaviour.

There is nothing particularly original about the ‘'new environ-
mental approach. It has its historical roots in the 'environmental
determinsm' which characterised early attempts to 1link environment
with crime, and which formed the basis for the nineteenth century slum
reclamation and ‘child saving' movements (see Piatt, 1969; Gans, 1972
and Wilson, 1970). While the modern environmental planners have
dropped many (but not all) of the moralistic components of the early
reformers, the association between environment, especially 'deprived’
environments, and social deviance persists, as we have seen. There is
a new statistical sophistication about the modern environmental
notions, with some proponents insisting that the association should be
considered a correlative one rather than a causal one (see Fischer,
1977; Clarke, 1980).

Environmental crime control implies a range of strategies from
the quite specific, such as 'target-hardening' crime-prone objects and
services, to the more general ones of large-scale environmental
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upgrading and improvement. One of the key constructs in the general
approach 1is that of opportunity; strategies are based upon the
principle that if the opportunity for the commission of crime is
eliminated or reduced, then the bulk of crime motivated by availa-
bility of criminal targets will disappear (Clarke, 1980). This
construct is obviously relevant, and apparently quite successful, in
terms of specific offences and crime targets. It is also relevant on
the macro-scale of total environments. Oscar Newman (1972) pioneered
the modern detailed consideration of the environment as conducive to
crime, and his remedial strategies consist largely of designs which
reduce the opportunity for crime. These strategies will be discussed
further; but for the moment, it is useful to describe some of the
conditions under which opportunities for crime are considered rife.
There appear to be two interlinking aspects of criminal oppor-
tunity in relation to the environment. The first of these is the
physical dimension, in which features of the 'hard' environment itself
facilitate crime. For instance, unlighted streets, parks, buildings
and so forth, unsupervised areas, inadequate or non-existent security
devices, physical layouts of buildings and neighbourhoods which reduce
the opportunity for communication, all offer the potential for crime.
The second aspect concerns a rather more psychological dimension which
reflects the sense of caring and responsibility for an environment
shared by inhabitants. Wilson and Kelling (1982) report on a number
of interesting findings in the U.S. which they believe clearly
demonstrate that neglect for the physical environment breeds crimin-
ality. As an illustration, they suggest the following scenario:

... if a window in a building is broken and is left
unrepaired, all the rest of the windows will soon
be broken. This is as true in nice neighbourhoods
as in run-down ones. Window-breaking does not
necessarily occur on a large scale because some
areas are inhabited by determined window-breakers
whereas other areas are inhabited by window-lovers;
rather, one unrepaired broken window is a signal
that no one cares, and so breaking more windows
costs nothing. (p.31)

Newman (1972) bases his remedial strategies on two approaches
which he believes attack both of the opportunity aspects outlined
above. They are supervision and territoriality. The first of these
requires that there be no unsupervised areas in the neighbourhood to
facilitate crime. The second requires the inhabitants to foster and
maintain a sense of individual and collective responsibility for their



-14-

environment, which 1is then reflected to outsiders as a clearly
identifiable and essentially private domain. His proposals consist
largely of architectural designs which he believes will facilitate
both supervision and the development of a sense of proprietorship over
the neighbourhood.

Other writers have taken up these propositions and expanded them,
especially in terms of fostering a sense of community amongst inhabi-
tants. Wilson and Kelling (1982) take a detailed look at such
developments in the U.S., especially in relation to the role of law
enforcement agencies in contributing to community cohesion. Henrig
and Maxfield (1978) offer a useful summary of what they term
'community building strategies', while Podolefsky and DuBow (1981)
report on a number of case studies in this general area. Curtis and
Kohn (1982) have recently reported on the American Urban Initiatives
Anti-Crime Program, which is largely underpinned by resident involve-
ment in social cohesion and crime prevention strategies. A useful
local community development approach applicable to housing estates has
been descrbed recently by Norden (1983).

Perlgut (1981) has added a valuable Australian contribution to
the field. He has attempted to intergrate the 'hardware' of physical
design strategies with those of community development and housing
policies. He has emphasised the need for resident input into effec-
tive management of housing. However he has also offered a critique-of
some of the propositions and applications of Newman's work. He
believes that too many programs have been initiated on Newman's
'defensible space' principles without sufficient attention to the
complexity of the relationships between housing design, criminal
opportunity and fear of crime. He also notes some methodological
criticisms of Newman's work. Others have also expressed reservations
about Newman's particular work and the general thrust of environmental
crime control. Nittim (1985) claims that Newman's work is deficient
in that it lacks general social analysis. Rejecting any sort of pure
environmental determinism, Nittim insists that a concentration upon
environmental crime control alone results in palliative measures which
ignore the general social causes of criminality and deviance.
Nittim's critique is echoed by those writers who ideologically have
little time for deterministic conceptions of social deviance divorced
from considerations of political economy (see Taylor, Walton and
Young, 1975 and Krisberg, 1976). The particular social costs of
environmental crime control have received attention. Clifford (1976),
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for instance, notes that the principles of supervision and visibility
can cut across the principle of right to privacy. He suggests that
the limits of the trade-off between increased communal safety through
supervision on the one hand, and privacy on the other, be determined
by residents themselves rather than by social planners. It is also
possible to feel disturbed by some potential consequences of terri-
toriality. Taken to its logical limits, territoriality conjures up
images of isolated neighbourhoods where suspicion of strangers is rife
and where intolerance of deviance dominates social and private life -
an environment which Henrig and Maxfield (1978) call ‘'fortress-
building'. These authors also note that many of the features which
fragment communities, such as class, race and cultural differences,
may well be intractable. Jeffrey (1971) posits a particularly grim
prognostication of wurban 1life dominated by fortress mentality
(p.214-5).

We wish to pass no particular judgement on these critiques. We
are mindful of the need to encompass as many as possible of the
complexities and intracacies of the urban environment; we are also
mindful of the difficulties of so doing. The present study is based
upon the perception of a number of finite needs by a group of housing
tenants, and we feel it would be wrong to ignore these specific needs
by adopting a macro-social planning perspective. Thus, notwithstand-
ing these critiques, it is possible that there are potential utilities
in applying some of the basic environmental crime control notions to
public housing estates. This 1is particularly so if we re-emphasise
the nexus between environmental conditions and fear of crime. For not
only do some of the approaches offer the possibility of reducing the
opportunity for crime, but they also offer alleviation in the
associated components which generate fear of crime. For instance,
Wilson (1976) notes that architectural efforts to effect crime
reduction have as an ancillary function the ‘... destigmatising (of)
public housing projects through design innovations which add
individuality and humanity to the physical environment' (p.51). If
this consequence were to be effected, then one would expect observable
effects upon resident perceptions of the quality of the neighbourhood,
which, as we have seen, have 1likely influence upon fear of crime.

In general, then, there appear to be a number of useful applica-
tions of environmental crime control strategies to specific environ-
ments such as public housing estates. Perlgut (1983) cites the
extensive review by Rubenstein, Murray, Motoyama, Rona and Titus
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(1980) of the relationships between crime and the 'built' environment,
which concludes that the principles of environmental crime prevention
are all desirable. These authors believe that measures related to
security have proved particularly effective.

Before the range of options applicable to local public housing
estates are described briefly, the limits of that range ought to be
canvassed. Much of the remedial aspects of the Newman approach
require an ab_initio application to housing developments. But as
Nittim (1985) observes, the development of high-density public housing
estates in Australia generally predates the detailed considerations
offered by the modern environmentalists. Thus any application of the
broad environmental principles must be restricted to those which do
not require significant structural change. And in turn, for the sake
of immediate relevance, these applications must be restricted to those
which can be assessed in the context of this study. This leaves us
effectively with considerations of security and physical renovation.
While a certain degree of community development exists in the local
context (see Norden, 1983), our brief for this study did not allow us
to investigate its importance directly.

Security aspects of the public housing environment loom large in
any perspective of relevance. Wilson (1976) notes that: '... the one
outstanding concern of residents in public housing is the need for
adequate security' (p.30). The two aspects of security which appear
to be most important are those of supervision and protection. They
are, of course, related, but for present purposes it 15 useful to
distinguish between strategies which are primarily concerned with the
supervision of people and property, and those concerned primarily with
protecting people and property from crime. Examples of supervision
include ‘'hardware' aspects such as illumination, the presence of
security personnel, and electronic means of surveillance such as video
cameras. Protective devices include window and door Tlocks, alarm
systems and so forth.

In terms of supervision, we are concerned with the application of
security personnel and electronic surveillance. These are the two
resources available which have been applied differentially in the
local environment, and thus their respective effects can be assessed.
There are three basic varieties of security personnel: police
security, private security firms, and tenant security. Some American
housing authorities employ their own police personnel (Wilson, 1976),
but in the Australian context, police generally perform a routine
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neighbourhood patrolling function which 1limits any regular and
specific surveillance of housing estates. Their activities are
normally confined to patrolling the grounds of the estate in motor
vehicles, or less often, on foot. There has been some experimentation
with the deployment of specifically designated foot patrol officers in
Me]bourne.3

Private security arrangements are more common on Melbourne
estates. These consist mainly of the patrolling of grounds after
dark, with some limited patrolling of the foyers and ground-floor
areas of the estate. Resident-oriented security has not been a
feature of the local estates in the form which Wilson (1976) reports
has occurred in the U.S. However a modified version of tenant-
controlled security has recently been initiated on some estates, in
which the various Tenant Associations employ and train individuals
under government subsidies to patrol the estate.4

None of these varieties of security have been empirically
assessed in Melbourne to date in an acceptable manner, although the
last-mentioned strategy is currently under investigation.5

Electronic surveillance applications have occurred in the U.S.
for some time, according to Wilson (1976). He suggests that they have
had marginal effects upon crime rates. We can find no data on their
effects upon fear of crime. As noted in the preface, electronic
surveillance is one of the security options offered by the Victorian
Ministry of Housing, and the present study is intended to be a partial
evaluation of one such application in Melbourne. Electronic sur-
veillance is intended to both cut-down on manpower deployment and to
supervise those areas on estates such as 1lifts which are closed to
regular supervision.

Allatt (1984) claims to have demonstrated some success in terms
of a decrease in both crime rates and fear of crime on housing estates
through the systematic application of protective devices to all
ground-floor points of entry on an English housing estate. However no
such overall program has been undertaken in Victoria, and so we cannot
assess such applications locally. Nevertheless Allatt's study is one
of the few we could find which addressed both crime and fear of crime
issues in controlled investigations relating to environmental change,
and we make some use of her findings later in the report.

The effects of physical renovation alone, unassociated with wider
strategies of crime prevention and community development, remain
unknown on our reading of the literature. We have included such an
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environmental change for consideration in this study because of the
general Tinkage in the literature between fear of crime and neighbour-
hood conditions. It is possible to anticipate some change in measures
of fear of crime as a function of physical renovation, but any
prediction of the degree of such change must remain uncertain, until
the relativity of neighbourhood conditions as a determinant of fear of
crime can be identified.

While we can be guided by the general literature in the present
study to some extent, we are largely 'flying blind' in relation to the
specific concerns of the project. As Perlgut (1982) notes, the
necessary work simply has not been done in Australia to provide us
with adequate local models and findings relating to the parameters of
crime and fear of crime on public housing estates. Thus the terms of
the present study have been dictated as much by available resources
and concerns of intuitive interest as they have by research impera-
tives drawn from the Tliterature. The specific context and design of
the study is the focus of the next section.

1.3 The Environmental Context Of The Present Study

So far we have canvassed a number of aspects related to urban crime,
fear of crime, and the concept of environmentally-based remedial
strategies to combat the problems generated by crime and fear. We
have paid particular attention to these matters in relation to public
housing estates, although it has been noted that scant research has
been conducted in this area in Australia. Our general hypothesis
regarding public housing estates is that many of the assumed features
of high-density public housing 1living appear to be particularly
conducive to the development of fear of crime. We want to re-
emphasise that this hypothesis is based largely upon our understanding
of the phenomenon of social reaction to public housing living. While
there are some objective data which indicate the 1likelihood of
significant actual crime problems, such as the location in general of
housing estates in alleged high crime rate areas of the city, we are
not in a position to isolate the 'criminality' of public housing
estates from surrounding urban areas. On the other hand, it is
possible at least tentatively to identify a range of factors
associated in the literature with fear of crime which appear to be
particularly relevant to the estates, such as the demographic
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composition of the estates, the-influence of neighbourhood conditions,
and the role which perceptions of stigma might play in the generation
of a deviant, and hence fear-inducing image on the estates.

It now behoves us to describe briefly the specific development
and nature of Melbourne's high-density housing estates, so that the
environmental context of the study can be located. The focus is on
high-density (i.e., high-rise) housing rather than public housing in
general.

The beginnings of state intervention in housing in Australia can
be traced back to 1909. However a systematic commitment to public
housing was lacking until the 1940s, when the first Commonwealth-State
Housing agreement was signed in 1945 (Jones, 1972). In large measure
the impetus for public housing was generated by the powerful lobbying
of church and welfare leaders in the decade 1930-1940. An influential
housing reform group arose which, according to Jones, was motivated by
a: 'religiously based indignation at the widespread incidence of
poverty' (1972, p.4) and the notorious slums of the large capital
cties. The alleged social costs of the slums, including delinquency,
health problems and destitution were seen as a powerful argument in
favour of state intervention in the housing market. Additionally,
post-war moves to generate employment and to revitalise the economy
through capital works in housing were influential motivations.

The Housing Commission of Victoria, established in 1937 to tackle
public housing issues, remained relatively inactive during the
depression and war years. The first major activity occurred in the
mid-1950s, when the newly elected state Liberal government attacked
the slum problem in Melbourne with some vigour, declaring 1000 acres
of inner Melbourne 'ripe for immediate demolition' (Hargreaves, 1975).
The ensuing slum reclamation program invoked the same basic arguments
heard twenty years before: the social costs of slums and revitalistion
of the economy. In turn, the first of these rationales echoes the
much earlier concerns discussed above about the nexus between deprived
living environments and deviance. New arguments were also advanced:
the social and economic needs to create cosmopolitan urban centres
(see Kendrig, 1974).

Areas marked for demolition predominantly bordered the central
business district of Melbourne, in locations such as North Melbourne,
Fitzroy and Collingwood. The existing cheaply-built accommodation in
these areas housed working-class families in close proximity to large
manufacturing and service industries, such as abattoirs and meatworks
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in Richmond and Flemington, and the docks in West Melbourne.

The decision to build high-rise tower estates in these areas
stemmed partly from cost-benefit analysis, and partly on the perceived
need to increase density within the inner-city (Stevenson, Martin and
0'Neil, 1967). The towers are sound from an engineering perspective;
Park Towers in South Melbourne won an international engineering award.
Early research on tenant attitudes to high-rise living indicated over-
whelming support for this new accommodation initiative (Stevenson et
al, 1967). Approximately a score of high-rise towers have been
constructed in and around central Melbourne, varying in height from 12
to 30 stories.

However the initial enthusiasm for high-rise estates has been
tempered since those early years. The spectacular social collapse and
ultimate demolition of the Pruitt-Igloe high-rise estate in St. Louis,
U.S.A. heralded a rash of architectural and social critiques of
high-rise public accommodation (see Wilson, 1976 and Perlgut, 1981,
1983). Of particular idinterest in the Tlocal context have been the
social changes which have contributed to a growing disenchantment with
high-rise estates. Since the mid-fifties, there has been a decline in
the industrial base of the inner-city of Melbourne, which has led to a
decline in job opportunities and population. Coupled with this
localised decline, there has been a rise in general structural
unemp loyment, overall increases 1in migration, and an increasing
dependency on the state for income through pensions and benefits (ABS,
1985). In effect there has been a marked change in demography on the
estates; the working-class characteristics of the population has
changed gradually to a welfare-class profile. These characteristics,
according to Norden (1983), classify the estates as 'transitory
neighbourhoods', with high rates of dissensus and lack of social
cohesion. In turn, these features help fulfil the necessary condi-
tions for the development of stigmatising images of the environment.

The consequences of the reality and images of high-rise living
outlined above led the newly-elected state Labor Government in 1982 to
commit itself to a range of improvement strategies for public housing
estates in Melbourne. A two-stage program was initiated, dealing
firstly with urgent repairs and upgrading of Tlaundries, foyers and
communal areas, and secondly with security arrangements. The effects
of these programs upon measures of fear of crime constitute the major
concern of the present study.
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1.4 The Present Study

The impetus for the present study has been described in the Preface.
Its context has been outlined in the preceding sections of this
Introduction. It remains for us to describe how we have conceived the
project to help answer the questions posed by the Flemington Tenants'
Association. Those questions dictated that we develop a design which
would: (a) identify the extent of problems of crime on the estates;
(b) identify the extent of fear of crime; and (c) measure the effects
of changes in the estate environments on these matters. Thus we
required an investigation instrument relevant to the issues, and a
sampling plan to give effect to that investigation.

The survey device and methodology adopted for the study is fully
described in the next section of the report. It has been broadly
based upon victimisation survey principles, modified to take into
account the circumstances prevailing in the local environment. It has
been designed to gather basic information on the perceptions and
experiences of tenants with regard to matters of crime on the estates,
in such a manner so that changes over time can be monitored.

The sampling plan involved the identification of estates upon
which some sort of change relevant to the issues of the commission of
crime and the fear of crime were to take place. Three inner-city
high-rise estates were selected: Flemington, North Melbourne and
Collingwood. On the Flemington estate, no overt changes relevant to
the present issues were planned to takKe place; this estate was to
operate as the control. At North Melbourne, physical renovations of
the laundries was planned during the study period. The Collingwod
estate was to enjoy altered security arrangements, having already
experienced a major physiéa] renovation of the buildings. By this
sampling plan, we have hoped to monitor the differential effects of no
change, physical change, and security change, upon the crime-related
measures. The investigation program allowed for two administrations
of the survey instrument, twelve months apart, in order to assess the
effects of change.

The prevailing security arrangements at the first administration
on the three estates consisted generally of external regular
patrolling by security guards employed by private firms, with routine
backup by police services. The proposed new security arrangements at
Collingwood consisted of the installation of electronic surveillance
equipment in the foyers and 1lifts, and the deployment of a permanent
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foyer guard to monitor the electronic equipment.

By coincidence, Perlgut (1983:106-116) has looked at two of these
estates, Collingwood and Richmond, in his recent descriptive examina-
tion of the application of 'manageable space' strategies to public
housing developments. He provides a useful outline of the social and
architectural features of the estates, and he describes a number of
crime and security problems which had arisen round the time of his
investigation (1980-1). While some of these specific issues lack up-
to-date relevance, his discussion of the estates offers a valuable
general background to the environments investigated in the present
study, and the reader is encouraged to refer to his work.

The manipulation of the experimental variables was performed
essentially in accordance with the above outline. However the
Collingwood estate which was to enjoy the installation of the elec-
tronic equipment experienced some difficulties in that regard. The
surveillance equipment was designed to cover all ground floor ingress
points and the 1ifts while the foyer attendant was deployed throughout
the testing period, the performance of the cameras was impaired
because of poor external lighting, which was not rectified over the
test period. In effect, the only cameras which operated successfully
were those in the lifts, which became operational six months into the
testing period.6 Thus the thrust of the new security arrangements on
that estate consisted of the permanent deployment of the foyer guard;
it is possible, nevertheless, that the installation, if not effective
operation, of the cameras might have some placebo effect in the second
half of the testing period.

Before the methodology of the study is described in detail, and
the results presented, it is necessary to discuss briefly some of the
limitations of the research. There are three main areas of limita-
tion. The first concerns the inability to generate controlled
comparisons between the perspectives and experiences of the tenants
who formed the samples in the present study and people from non-public
housing. Our resources were not able to encompass such a comparison
on logistical grounds; additionally, the design of the survey instru-
ment was dictated specifically by conditions prevailing on public
housing estates, and it would have been very difficult to design a
parallel but private-housing-specific instrument to render any
comparisons acceptable. Thus we are unable to offer firm comment on
the relativity of the findings of this study to other populations,
other than in the very broadest of terms.
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The second Tlimitation reflects the difficulty of obtaining
specific official crime statstics for small geographical areas. It
was our original intention to obtain such statistics in order to form
a comparison between victimisation experiences of the samples and
official rates, but this proved'impossible given our resources and the
manner in which police crime statistics are collated. Mayhew and
Clarke (1982) and Osborn (1982) have revealed similar problems in the
British context. As a consequence, we were unable to provide the
Flemington Tenants' Association with an official index of crime on the
estates. Nevertheless, expressed victimisation experiences were
gauged, and can be utilised in comparisons between estates and as
reflections of changing environmental conditions.

The last limitation reflects the inherent problems in a pre/post
test design in which the subjects are not randomly allocated to
experimental and control treatments (see Campbell and Stanley, 1969).
This 1is, of course, a typical problem in 'real 1life' research, where
there are logistical, statistical and occasionally ethical constraints
upon sampling plans. The net effect of this limitation is that the
researcher cannot be absolutely sure that any effects identified are
the pure function of the manipulation of the experimental variables.
We have relied largely upon associated data and intuition to conclude
that extraneous factors did not appear to operate systematically and
in a biased manner to distort the results. -

We have entertained no formal hypotheses in the present study.
The discussion of the literature has provided a number of features
which might be predicted in the local context, but the lack of
Australian data, and the quite specific concerns which motivated this
research render it unwise to restrict ourselves to formal hypotheses.
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2.0 METHODOLOGY

2.1 The Questionnaire

The final version of the questionnaire adopted for the present study
is included as Appendix C. The original draft version was piloted on
a small group of Flemington high-rise tenants, and was extensively
re-worked as a result.

2.1.1. Development

The design of the questionnaire was guided by general victimisation
survey principles. But the particular concerns which motivated the
present study dictated that the device be tailored to specific local
needs. Foremost amongst these needs are those concerned with the
nature of high-density, highrise public housing. There is a basic
physical homogeneity about high-rise living, in terms of architecture,
recreational space and so forth which sets high-rise housing apart
from ordinary suburban living. In addition, these physical features
have their corollaries in the nature of social 1living on high-rise
estates, although firm generalisations are not as feasible with social
living features as they are with physical features. In turn, while
many victimisation phenomena on public-housing estates parallel those
in the private housing field, there are several unique features on
high-rise estates, such as the danger of objects being thrown off
balconies, urination in the 1lift and so forth. A1l of these features
required that the questionnaire be designed with a consistent theme of
estate 1living in mind. A search through the Titerature did not
provide an adequate model questionnaire design which would suit the
needs of this study, so the questionnaire was virtually developed from
scratch.

It has been noted that, typically, fear of crime has been
measured by single-item indicators concerned largely with perceptions
of safety in the local neighbourhood after dark. In the present study
we were unconvinced that such indicators provide the most compre-
hensive measure of fear, especially when the results of research are
to be used as the basis for policy planning. So while we have
maintained the general constructs of fear measurement as base
indicators, we have incorporated these into a multiple location/time
framework to offer a wider understanding of the parameters of fear.
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In addition, we have adopted three levels of measure to assist in
this: items indicating knowledge of crime; items indicating levels of
perceived safety in relation to locations and times; and items
reflecting levels of being ‘'scared' or ‘'worried' in relation to
specific offences. Responses to these items have been summarised by
multi-variate analysis (see below).

2.1.2 Format

The questionnaire is divided into six parts, A through F:

A: biographical information;

B: perceptions of general life on the estate;

C: perceptions of levels of crime on the estate; precautions taken
against crime on the estate;
victim experiences;
perceptions of levels of safety on the estate by time and
location;

F: perceptions of fear of victimisation on the estate; rankings of
locations on the estate in terms of security needs; rankings and
assessments of different security measures.

The ordering of these parts is based upon routine survey principles.

Biographical data were sought first through simple questions in order

to relax the respondent and to establish rapport. Perceptions of

general life on the estate were probed prior to the substantive
questions on crime and fear in order to avoid distorted responses to
the sentiments concerned with the general estate environment. Percep-
tions of the levels of crime were similarly probed before the
respondent was asked to recall personal victimisation experiences.

Part F questions were asked last on the assumption that the previous

questions would enable the respondents to rank and evaluate security

issues with a Tittle thought.

Part A

Routine biographical questions were asked in this part. Two features
require comment. A design fault not picked up during piloting con-
cerns the difficulty of accurately identifying household configuration
from the questions about number of people living in the flat with the
respondent and the age and sex of each resident in the flat. In
practice, only the number of people living in the flat was used as an
indicator of household configuration in the analysis of data.
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The last two questions on the first page of the questionnaire
were designed to tap the degree of isolation experienced by the
respondent. This is an indirect measure of such a concept, but was
felt to be less threatening than direct questions concerning loneli-
ness. However, in practice, these questions were not well answered,
apparently because there was some confusion between nodding
acquaintance and close ties. In addition reports from interviewers
suggested deficient recording of the answers, particularly over the
issue of whether one known name represented a complete family or each
individual member of a family known by a respondent. Accordingly,
care should be taken in interpreting the results of these items when
they are reported in a later section.

Part B

The questions for this part were designed especially for this study.
The first four questions were asked in open-format, although it was
possible to code the answers readily into five- or three-point scales.
Questions 5 and 6 were asked to gauge the general extent of respondent
participation in the affairs of the estate and, more specifically, to
gauge whether the sampling plan oversampled residents with a keen
interest in security and renovation committees. Question 7 was asked
to tap a reportedly serious dimension of perceived lack of privacy in
high-density housing. Questions 8 and 9 were asked as a broad
summarising assessment of life on the estate. Question Ten was asked
also as a broad summarising assessment of perceived safety.

Part C
This part begins the specific probing of respondents' knowledge and
fear of crime. The questions concerned respondents' general percep-
tions of the levels of crime on their estate. A summarising question
was asked first, and then specific questions relating to crime
happening to children and the elderly, assaults, robberies, property
offences, and estate-specific incidents such as objects thrown from
balconies and urination in the 1lifts. Each of these questions was
probed by means of a five-point scale ranging from 'a great many/a
great deal' to 'none at all'. Questions 15 and 16 concerned personal
precautions taken against crime. Question 16 was in open-format, and
was then coded later.

The crime-specific questions in this part were drawn up on the
basis of common crimes which occurred in residential areas of
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Melbourne. It was a selective list which ignores many other relevant
offences. However, 1in the interests of brevity, it was decided to
confine the range of offences to those which can be considered (a)
relatively prevalent in the wider community (the property offences)
and (b) fear-inducing (offences against the person). Initial dis-
cussions with tenants in the Flemington Tenant's Association Security
Sub-Committee suggested this final list as the most relevant.

The same discussion led to the four additional questions on
estate-specific incidents. These four incidents were noted as
particularly irritating or, in the case of gun-shots, fear-inducing.

Part D

This part was concerned with victim experiences. Following victimisa-
tion survey principles, considerable care was taken to ensure that
telescoping or other distortions of time did not occur in respondents'
recall. The same range of offences and incidents comprising Part C
were probed in terms of personal victimisation, with the exception of
sexual assault. In the authors' discussions with the Ministry of
Housing concerning permission for proceeding with the survey a
Ministry official made it clear that while agreement in principle for
the survey would be granted, this was contingent upon the omission of
the sexual assault question. The official considered that the issue
raised by such a question was too sensitive. The authors argued
vigorously against this notion, to no avail. It was disappointing to
have to eliminate this question, but it was considered expedient to do
so.

It became clear during the pilot survey that ad hoc descriptions
of incidents would be difficult to code. Rather than provide pre-
coded formats for each of the offences and incidents probed, it was
decided to leave Part D as it was, and to append specific 'incident
sheets' at the end of the questionnaire which could be filled out by
the interviewer whenever an offence was recalled.

Part E
This part probed fear expressed by respondents in relation to loca-
tions and times on the estate. The locations on the estate were:

. car park and grounds

foyer of the block

lifts of the block
balconies/laundries in the block

. respondents' own flat

G H W
¢« o e
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Time periods were:

1. 7.00am to 3.00pm

2. 3.00pm to 11.00pm

3. 11.00pm to 7.00am

This time categorisation was chosen to coincide with the three divi-
sions of police shiftwork. The original intention was to cross-check
police patrol and calls-for-service experiences and crime reports
against respondents' expressed fears at these times. However, this
did not prove to be feasible given the resources available. To draw a
representative sample of police patrollers, and gather their
experiences on the three different estates sampled for the survey was
too massive an undertaking, while the extraction of crime reports
broken down by blocks within estates was impossible.

In retrospect the time divisions were unnecessarily complicated,
and a dichotomous classification into day and night would have been
sufficient. Nevertheless, the breakdown of times as they stand offer
sufficient differentiating power to be useful. Fear was expressed on
a five-point scale ranging from 'very scared' to 'not scared at all'.

Part F

This last part probed respondents' fears of specific victimisation.
The same offences and incidents covered in Parts C and D were
repeated. Offences against the person were probed on the same five-
point scales used in Part E, while property offences were probed by
similar scales with 'worried' replacing 'scared'.

In addition, respondents were asked to rank the five nominated
locations on the estate in terms of the importance of making them
secure and safe. Three alternative security arrangements were also
ranked. They were:

1. regular police department patrols;
2. regular patrols by a private estate security
firm;
3. security cameras and a permanent foyer
attendant.
None of the estates sampled for the survey actually had these alterna-
tives in pure form, but they represent broadly differing approaches to
estate security. The aim of this ranking, and of the last section in
the questionnaire (the assessment of the sorts of jobs these hypo-
thetical alternatives would perform), was to gauge respondents'

preferences and perceptions. In themselves, these measures can not be
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considered critical components of the crime/fear concerns of this
study. Nonetheless it was considered possible that they bore some
relationship to crime/fear perceptions. In addition, it was the
request of the security sub-committee at Flemington that such
questions be asked in the survey in order to provide feedback on
preferred security arrangements.

2.2 Sampling

The broad rationale for the present study has been described. To
reiterate, the study is aimed at assessing the effects upon selected
measures of exposure to and fear of crime of a number of environmental
conditions pertaining to high-rise public housing estates. The three
conditions of concern are as follows:

(i) estate conditions prior to Estate Improvement
Program renovations and prior to added
security surveillance measures (that is, a
control condition with no change over time);

(ii) estate conditions pre- and post-Estate
Improvement Programme renovations;

(iii) estate conditions pre- and post-added
security surveillance measures.

One high-rise block from each of three Ministry of Housing public
housing estates in the Melbourne metropolitan area was selected to
reflect the three conditions. The first block, 126 Racecourse Road,
Flemington, was selected because there was to be no change over the
next twelve months. The second block, 76 Canning Street, North
Melbourne, was selected because it was to receive Estate Improvement
Programme renovations during the next twelve months. The third block,
229 Hoddle Street, Collingwood, was selected because it had received
Estate Impovement Programme renovations prior to initial data collec-
tion, and was to receive added security surveillance measures during
the next twelve months. Figure 1 summarises the sampling plan.

Each of the blocks selected for the present study is architectur-
ally similar, with 20 floors each containing nine households. There
are a variety of one-, two- and three-bedroom flats on each floor. In
order to sample representatively from flat-size, proximity-to-lifts,
and height-from-the-ground configurations, it was decided to sample
every household on six floors spread throughout the height of the
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FIGURE 1
SAMPLING PLAN
PHASE ONE PHASE TWO
(12 months later)

Pre-Renovations Flemington (FLEM1) —— Flemington (FLEM2)

North Melbourne (NORM1)
Post-Renovations and
Pre-Security
Surveillance Collingwood (COLL1) North Melbourne (NORM2)
Post-Renovations and ~\\\\“‘\~\5
Post-Security
Surveillance Collingwood (COLL2)

block. Thus 54 households were selected in each block.

One respondent from each household was interviewed. Interview
times were distributed throughout the day into night-time, and as a
consequence it was not possible to consistently select the head-of-
household. Instead the oldest inhabitant over 18 was asked to
complete the questionnaire.

Where there was no one in the flat, or no person over 18 after at
least one ‘'call-back', the flat immediately below or above the
nominated floor was contacted.

2.3 Interviewing

The questionnaire was administered by one of six experienced graduates
or honours students who had been briefed in detail by the principal
researchers. All potential respondents were mailed a letter outlining
the broad nature of the project and inviting their participation. The
letter contained a photograph of the interviewer, and was translated
into relevant community languages. The Jletter 1is appended as
Appendix B.

Interviewers then called upon selected households, introduced
themselves, and read the explanatory preface on the questionnaire.
The interview was either conducted immediately if convenient, or an
appointment made for a later date. If an interpreter was necessary,
this was arranged by appointment at a later date. Care was taken to
ensure that interpreting services were applied sensitively. For
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instance, it was ensured that Croatian respondents were interviewed by
appropriate ethnic interpreters.

The support of the tenant associations and the attention paid to
preparing potential respondents resulted in very few refusals to take
part in the study. Refusal rates ran at the five percent mark for
both Phase One and Phase Two interviews.

The Phase One respondents were re-contacted for Phase Two inter-
viewing. The researchers had thought that the attrition rate would be
approximately about 20 percent, based on estimates for estate turn-
over. This proved to be an underestimate. Table 1 presents attrition
rates for the samples.

TABLE 1

SAMPLE ATTRITION (N)

Phase One Phase Two (Re-interviewed)
COLLINGWOOD 54 37 (68.5%)
NORTH MELBOURNE 537 34 (64.2%)
FLEMINGTON 54 32 (59.3%)

As a consequence of the attrition rate, particular attention was
paid during data analysis to any differences in the sample character-
istics between original respondents and those who were not re-
interviewed. As noted previously, refusal rates were low; the reason
for the attrition rates was predominantly the turn-over of households,
either between flats or estates, or into private or non-estate public
housing.

Phase One interviewing was conducted between August and November
1983, while Phase Two interviewing was conducted during the same
period in 1984. Hence there was approximately 12 months difference
between Phase One and Two interviewing. This ought to have allowed
ample time any for changes in estate condtions to take effect.

2.4 Data Analysis

Open-ended questions were coded into numerical format by a process of
'round-table' consultation between the principal researchers and the
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interviewers. All responses were then entered and stored on computer
file at the University of Melbourne, and analysed by the Statistical
Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS) (Nie, Hull, Jenkins, Stein-
brenner and Bent, 1975). Specific analytic techniques will be
described in the appropriate sections of the following chapter.
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3.0 RESULTS

3.1 Introduction

The basic strategy in the present study has been to obtain measures of
crime-related perspectives by the study samples, and to relate any
changes in these measures over time to the three environmental condi-
tions pertaining to the selected blocks. To this end, respondents who
were interviewed at both Phase One and Phase Two formed the sub-
stantive sample for the study.

There are four major components in this section. They are:

(a) the effects of sample attrition;

(b) summary data on each of the three samples of
original respondents;

(c) the development of crime-related measures; and

(d) the effects over time of the three environ-
mental conditions on these measures.

3.2 The Effects Of Sample Attrition

As noted in the previous section, sample attrition was somewhat higher
than anticipated. Consequently it was necessary to address the issue
of the possible effects of sample attrition upon responses. In order
to test for possible response bias due to attrition, two strategies
were followed. In the first, chi-square tests were conducted on both
biographical data and general environmental perceptions between those
respondents who remained in the sample, and those who departed.8 The
second strategy involved testing for mean differences between these
two groups on the crime- and fear-related measures developed for this
study. As this development will be described later in this section,
it is premature to detail the results of this latter attrition test
here. Hence, the remainder of this sub-section is concerned with the
general biographical and perceptual items.

Original and departing respondents from each of the three blocks
were tested on data derived from Phase One interviewing. Nominal,
ordinal and interval scale data from the questionnaire items were
reduced to ensure manageable cell sizes.
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In general, there were very few differentiating items. Of the
biographical items, only age (p< .05) differentiated amongst original
and departing respondents, and only for the Collingwood sample. Of
the general perceptual items, Comfort on the Estate (p < .05)

differentiated the Flemington sample, while Feelings about Moving (p<

.05) differentiated the Collingwood sample. Those who left the
Collingwood sample were likely to be younger than those who stayed.
Those who left the Flemington sample were less likely to feel
comfortable on the estate than those who stayed. Those who left the
Collingwood sample were more likely to be indifferent about a
potential move from the estate than those who stayed.

In the array of biographical items and those concerned with
respondents' general perceptions of 1living on a high-rise estate,
then, only three items out of eighteen differentiated original and
departing respondents. Only two of these, age and Comfort on the
Estate, would seem to offer potential bias in terms of crime- and

fear-related perspectives. However the differentiation was not
particularly sharp, nor was it accompanied by confirmatory
differentiation in other logically-related items, such as likelihood
of moving or perception of area, which might suggest a consistent and
systematic bias. It is reasonable to conclude, therefore, that in
basic biographical and general perceptual terms, the substantive
sample for the study did not suffer from the effects of attrition on
Phase One measurements.

3.3 Summary Data On Samples

3.3.1 Biographical and General Estate Perception Data

The following sub-section presents descriptive data on basic bio-
graphical and general perceptual items for each of the three samples
interviewed at both Phase One and Phase Two. There are two purposes
to this presentation.

First, it allows a comparison of characteristics between estate
samples. Second, it allows a brief comment on changes wrought over
time on those general perceptual items relating to estate Tiving.
This Tlatter purpose cannot be considered a definitive test of the
effects of the three environmental conditions assessed in the study.
The key variables for this test are, of course, the crime- and fear-

related measures. Nevertheless, as was noted in the introduction,
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general environmental perceptions can be considered to have moderating
effects upon fear measures, and while more detailed attention will be
paid to these effects in a later sub-section, it is instructive to
look at broad changes in these perceptions here. Percentages have
been calculated excluding missing data. Percentages may not total 100
due to rounding.

Table 2 presents biographical data for each of the three samplies.

TABLE 2
BIOGRAPHICAL DATA

VARIABLES COLLl  COLL2 NORML  NORM2 FLEMI FLEM2

1. Sample Size 37 34 32

2. Use of Interpreter(%)

No 68 65 74 76 41 75
Yes 32 35 26 24 59 25
3. Sex(%)

Male 24 21 56
Female 76 79 44

4. Age

Average, Phase One 43.3 41.1 37.8
Range (20-80) (22-77) (18-73)

5. Nationality

Australia 1
New Zealand

7 (9%)
1
U.K. 1
1
2

(46%) 16(47%)

Italy

Greece

Yugoslavia

Turkey 6(16%)
Other Continental 2
Vietnam 6(16%)
Other Asian 1
Other -

-
I NWWMNIN Y N W

(41%)

(18%) (22%)

P2 YN W
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TABLE 2 (continued)

VARIABLES coLLl  coLL2 NORM1I  NORM2 FLEM1 FLEM2

6. Marital Status (%) (Phase One)

Single 11 18 19
Married 43 32 75
Separated 16 15 -
Divorced 11 18 3
Widowed 19 18 3

7. Average Time on Estate (months)

78 93 77 84 69 80
8. Number jn Flat (%) (Phase One)
1 22 18 -
2 19 27 28
3 22 32 16
4 27 21 25
5 5 3 16
6 5 - 6
7 - - 6
8 - - 3
average 2.9 2.7 3.9
Comment

It was the original intention in this study to obtain detailed popula-
tion statistics concerning the estates sampled and then to gauge the
extent of sample representativeness. However advice from the Ministry
of Housing suggested that accessible records relate only to
'principal' tenants, that s, those particular residents who
originally signed the tenancy agreement. These details are held in
manual records at the appropriate district office. To extract these
data requires labour-intensive work which was beyond the resources of
this study. Additionally, certain features of the principal tenant
profile, such as configuration of household, can be expected to change
over time since the original tenancy agreement. Finally, a direct
comparison between the features of this study's samples, which were
not drawn on principal-tenant criteria, would be misleading. For
these reasons, it proved impossible to accurately gauge the
representativeness of the three samples. Nevertheless, there is no
reason to believe that the present study has seriously distorted the

characteristic biographical profiles of residents through its sampling
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procedures. A necessary qualifying statement to this assumption lies
in the sampling of sex. It is probable that the Collingwood and North
Melbourne samples contain a disproportionately high percentage of
women respondents. Consequently, caution must be exercised in extra-
polating from the results of this survey.

Variations between samples require comment. In general, the
Collingwood and North Melbourne samples can be considered similar in
basic biographical terms, with the exception of the absence of Turkish
respondents at North Melbourne. However, key differences exist
between these two samples and Flemington. Flemington has a greater
representation of males, tends to be younger, with a greater propor-
tion of non-Australians, especially Turkish residents. Additionally,
there are less separated, divorced or widowed respondents, and the
households tend to be larger. It 1is probable that many of these
distinguishing features are interconnected. It is clear that an
assumption of basic biographical homogeneity between estate samples
cannot be made.

While it is unnecessary to assume that respondent characteristics
must be identical across estates, it is clearly possible that these
differences between Flemington and the other two samples may have
moderating effects upon fear- and crime-related perspectives. It is
thus necessary to warn the reader about the consequences of this
biographical diversity upon results.

Table 3 presents sample responses to those items concerned with
general perceptions of estate living. Five-point scales have been
reduced to three-points for easier comprehension.

Comment

It will be recalled that the first two items in Table 3 were designed
as a measure of isolation. In fact, responses to the two items cannot
be considered particularly reliable as noted previously. It is there-
fore difficult to interpret the variations over time and between
samples evident in the table. The remaining items offer somewhat more
interpretable differentiating power.

Perception Of Area: In Phase One responses, Collingwood and North

Melbourne demonstrated considerable similarities on this item, with
Jjust over a third each of the sample perceiving the estate area to be
‘good'. Flemington on the other hand, had a clear majority of respon-

dents perceiving the estate area to be good. Between the phases of
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interviewing, a clear change can be discerned in Collingwood, with a
lesser change occuring in North Melbourne. There was little change
evident in Flemington. Both Collingwood and North Melbourne respon-
dents had become more favourably disposed in their perceptions of
estate area.

TABLE 3
GENERAL PERCEPTIONS OF ESTATE LIVING

VARIABLES coLLl  coLL2 NORMI ~ NORM2 FLEM1 FLEMZ2

1. Average Number of Residents Known on Floor

5 3 2 3 3 3

2. Average Number of Residents Known in Block

13 10 9 6 8 10

3. Perception of Area (%)

Good 37 81 39 56 71 79
Mixed 35 8 9 9 13 14
Bad 27 10 53 36 17 6

4. Comfort on the Estate (%)

Comfortable 51 89 50 47 81 81
Mixed 11 5 - 12 6 7
Uncomfortable 38 5 50 41 12 13
5. People on Estate (%)

Good 27 39 30 33 38 58
Mixed 60 50 29 44 50 27
Bad 14 11 41 22 12 16
6. Relativity of Neighbourhood (%)

Better 8 16 32 10 7 19
Same 65 61 52 45 67 62

Worse 27 23 16 45 27 19
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TABLE 3 (continued)

VARIABLES coLLl  coLL2 NORML  NORM2 FLEM1I FLEM2

7. Interested in Estate (%)

Very/Quite 36 11 42 15 28 29
Fairly 22 11 21 35 22 22
A Little/Not 44 79 38 50 50 50

8. Involved in Estate (%)

Very/Quite 11 3 24 12 3 9
Fairly 5 3 15 12 16 6
A Little/Not 84 95 61 77 81 84

9. Privacy on Estate (%)

A Lot/Quite a Lot 46 49 53 53 50 39
Fair Amount 19 27 6 15 22 23
A Little/None 35 25 42 33 28 38

10. Move from Estate (%)

Yes 43 27 50 50 23 41
No 57 73 50 50 77 59

11. Feelings about Moving (%)

Very/Quite Sad 46 13 27 12 54 38
Neither Pleased

Nor Sad 4 41 27 21 25 34
Quite/Very Pleased 49 46 47 67 22 28

Comfort On The Estate: Again it can be seen that at Phase One,
Collingwood and North Melbourne demonstrated similar perceptions of

comfort, with half of each sample considering themselves to be
comfortable. Flemington respondents were more consensual in their
perceptions of comfort. Twelve months later, Collingwood had become
more comfortable, North Melbourne had a small number of respondents
who have become somewhat more comfortable, while Flemington remained
the same.

People On Estate: In their perceptions of the sort of people who

share their estates with them, respondents offered a variety of
perspectives. Collingwood at Phase One considered that residents are
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either good or mixed, as did Flemington, while North Melbourne was a
little more derogatory. Over time, all samples generally perceived
improvements, although the movement was uneven.

Relativity Of Neighbourhood: This quesfion emerged in practice to be
difficult to answer by respondents. Criteria of comparison differed
considerably between residents, and the answers cannot be considered
reliable. There was obvious similarity on both Phases between

Collingwood and Flemington, while North Melbourne offered considerable
change over time.

Interested In Estate: Phase One responses from each of the samples

were generally similar on this item. Over time, Collingwood's
interest in the estate plummetted, while North Melbourne also fell in
interest. Flemington remained the same.

Involved In Estate: North Melbourne demonstrated somewhat more estate

involvement than the other two samples, but in general involvement was
low across samples, and it decreased over time.

Privacy On Estate: There was some degree of unanimity across samples

on this question, with approximately half of all respondents
perceiving that they had considerable privacy. This did not change
dramatically over time, although Flemington demonstrated a decrease in
perceived privacy.

Move From Estate: When asked this question at Phase One, both

Collingwood and North Melbourne split roughly in half on the answer,
while Flemington respondents were considerably less 1likely to be
planning to leave. Twelve months later, North Melbourne remained the
same. Collingwood demonstrated less 1likelihood of moving, while
Flemington had an increase in the numbers who planned to leave.

Feelings About Moving: At Phase One, Collingwood respondents split on

sentiments about leaving, while North Melbourne had a greater per-
centage neither pleased nor sad. Flemington demonstrated a greater
sentiment of sadness about leaving. At Phase Two, Collingwood
increased the numbers who were neither pleased nor sad, North
Melbourne respondents became considerably more pleased to leave, while

Flemington became marginally either more pleased or equivocal.
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Summary
(1) In general, Flemington emerged as a sample to be more content at

Phase One with its estate environment, having positive perceptions in
greater proportion than the other blocks on Perception of Area,

Comfort on the Estate, People on Estate, Privacy on Estate, likely

Move from Estate, and Feelings about Moving. Collingwood and North

Melbourne shared a number of similarities in perceptions of estate
living.

(2) Over time, Collingwood changed the most. Its respondents demon-
strated increased positive perceptions of the estate area, comfort on
the estate, the nature of people on the estate, the relativity of the
estate compared with the neighbourhood, the degree of privacy on the
estate and the 1likelihood of moving from the estate. On the other
hand, neither North Melbourne nor Flemington demonstrated systematic
changes over time.

(3) It is premature to relate these findings in a conclusive way to
the three estate conditions which form the major concern of this
study. It is probable that there were a number of interaction effects
whose importance cannot be gauged from summary descriptive statistics.
In addition it is not possible to be sure that changes in general
estate perceptions bear a direct and systematic relation to estate
security and improvement. Nevertheless, a preliminary reading of the
above data would suggest that whatever had happened to Collingwood in
the twelve months between Phase One and Phase Two interviewing had
wrought an impressive change in respondents' views of estate living.
A later section must be awaited to discover whether this change can be
related to perceptions of fear and crime.

It should also be noted that there appeared to be some anomolous
responses within the general Collingwood trend towards a more positive
appreciation of the estate environment. Amongst these were the
decrease in expressed interest and involvement in estate happenings,
and the decrease in expressed sadness about the prospect of leaving
the estate. It may be, of course, that these variables were unrelated
to the other aspects of living on the estate canvassed in this section
of the results.
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3.3.2 Precautions and Victim Experiences

The following sub-section presents descriptive data on those variables
in the study concerned more explicitly with responses to and
experiences of crime on the estate. At this stage in the presenta-
tion, the concern is with actions and experiences. Those variables
concerned with subjective responses to crime are dealt with in a later
section.

Precautions
Table 4 presents the details of precautions taken by respondents
against crime on the estates.

TABLE 4
PRECAUTIONS TAKEN BY RESPONDENTS AGAINST CRIME

VARIABLES coLLl  CoLL2 NORMI  NORM2 FLEM1 FLEM2

Personal Precautions (%)

Yes 92 84 85 79 78 84
No 8 16 15 21 22 16

Nature of Precautions (%) (respondents who answered vyes)

Will not go out

at night 54 32 71 38 31 34
Will not use

l1ift at night 5 3 35 9 9 9
Carries a weapon 3 5 3 6 3 3
Installed security

door or window 32 19 82 21 59 16
Installed extra locks 68 68 12 56 16 47
Comments

At Phase One, Flemington emerged as less likely to take precautions
than either Collingwood or North Melbourne, although a clear majority
of all respondents thought it necessary to take some sort of personal
precaution. At Phase Two, the percentages of Collingwood and North
Melbourne respondents who take personal precautions dropped by eight
and six percent respectively, while six percent more Flemington
respondents took precautions.

0f the five major personal precautions noted by respondents, the
first three can be considered features of personal behaviour which

would presumably vary depending upon perceived likely victimisation.
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The remaining two are 'once-only' precautions, which, having been
enacted, are then not repeated.. In these terms, then, North Melbourne
emerged at Phase One as most cautious in terms of personal behaviour,
followed by Collingwood with Flemington least cautious. At Phase Two,
a dramatic decrease in caution on the North Melbourne block can be
seen, while Collingwood also demonstrated considerably less caution.
Flemington maintained its levels of personal caution.

In terms of the physical 'hardware' of caution, the results are a
little ambiguous. Majorities of both North Melbourne and Flemington
respondents reported installing security doors or windows before the
testing period, while a third of the Collingwood respondents so
reported. The percentages reporting installation during the test
period dropped on all estates. However both North Melbourne and
Flemington respondents increased the rate of extra-lock installation
during - the test period, while the same percentage of Collingwood
respondents reported installing locks during the test period as before
it. It is possible that these results suffer on a comparative basis
from unknown Tlevels of pre-existing security installation. For
instance, some respondents may have moved into flats which already
contained sufficient security devices, and thus the fact that they
have not had them installed was no reflection upon their perceived
need for security. In brief, we suspect the reliability of these
hardware results.

Summary
In terms of the more probably reliable of the caution indicators, the

personal behaviours reported in Table 4, a marked drop 1in such
behaviours was evident between Phases One and Two for the Collingwood
and North Melbourne samples. Once again, this is not a definitive
test of the effects of the environmental conditions of interest in
this study, but it does suggest that environmental change on the
estates concerned with security and renovation appeared to have a
positive effect upon the perceived need to avoid victimisation.

Victim Experiences

Direct experience with crime was measured in two ways in the present
study. First, respondents were asked a range of specific questions
regarding their experiences of general criminal activity. Second,
respondents were asked about a range of incidents which are reportedly
ommon to public-housing estates.
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Table 5 reports criminal victim experiences.

TABLE 5
VICTIM EXPERIENCE

FORM OF
VICTIMISATION (N) cCOLLl  COLL2 NORMI  NORM2 FLEM1 FLEM2

Any Victim Experience (in last six months)

No 20 33 20 25 22 19
Yes 17 4 14 9 10 13
Physical assault 3 1 - 1 - 2
Threat of violence 3 1 1 2 - 1
Personal theft 1 - 7 - 4 -
Robbery 1 - - - - -
Flat broken or

damaged and theft 1 - 2 1 4 2
Flat broken or

damaged/no theft 6 1 2 3 2 3
Theft outside flat 5 - 1 - - 3
Damage to property - - 1 - 1 -
Motor theft - - - - - 1
Damage to or theft

from motor 8 2 2 4 2 6
Gunshot through

window 1 - - - - -
Totals 29 5 16 11 13 18
Comment

At Phase One, 17 Collingwood respondents accounted for the 29 victim-
isations. At Phase Two, four respondents accounted for the five
victimisations. Three of these four had been victimised in Phase One.
Fourteen of the North Melbourne respondents accounted for the sixteen
victimisations at Phase One. Nine respondents accounted for the
eleven victimisations at Phase Two. Six of these nine had been
victimised at Phase One. Ten of the Flemington respondents accounted
for the thirteen victimisations at Phase One. Thirteen respondents
accounted for the eighteen victimisations at Phase Two. Six of those
thirteen had been victimised at Phase One. In summary, 41 of the 103
respondents were victimised at Phase One (40%), while 26 were
victimised at Phase Two (25%). Of those 26, 15 had been victimised at
Phase One. Hence 52, or just over half of the total sample had been

victimised at lease once during the eighteen months which the
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victimisation questions covered.

The bulk of reported victimisation concerned property offences at
both Phases of interviewing. At Phase One, Collingwood reported the
most victim experiences, followed by North Melbourne and Flemington.

At Phase Two, Collingwood's reported victimisation decreased
dramatically, while North Melbourne decreased somewhat Tless, with
Flemington increasing its reported rate.

Table 6 presents responses to questions regarding estate-specific
incidents.

TABLE 6

REPORTED INCIDENCE OF ESTATE-SPECIFIC INCIDENTS
(IN LAST SIX MONTHS)

WITNESSED INCIDENCE OF (%) COLL1 COLL2 NORML NORM2  FLEM1 FLEM2

Objects thrown from balconies

Daily 3 - 15 50 41 53
Week 1y 3 - 59 24 22 12
Fortnightly - - 3 9 6 -
Monthly or less frequently 3 3 9 12 16 22
Not witnessed 92 97 15 6 16 13
Drunken behaviour

Daily - 22 15 15 6 3
Week 1y 27 43 41 39 16 22
Fortnightly 3 5 12 - 6 -
Monthly or less frequently 19 16 6 21 19 22
Not witnessed 51 14 27 27 53 53
Urinating in lifts

Daily 30 84 21 27 53 53
Week 1y 40 10 47 41 18 25
Fortnightly - - 6 3 3 3
Monthly or less frequently 14 3 9 12 6 6
Not witnessed 16 3 18 18 19 13
Gun shots on estate

Daily - - 3 - - -
Week Ty 18 5 6 - 12 3
Fortnightly 3 - 9 - 6 -
Monthly or less frequently 22 11 12 12 13 41
Not witnessed 57 84 71 88 69 56
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Comment

Part of Collingwood's estate improvement program involved sealing the
balconies, which accounted for its very low rate of witnessed object
throwing. Both North Melbourne and Flemington reported high rates of
object throwing, with the frequency increasing between phases.

At Phase One, drunkeness was observed most often at North
Melbourne, with Collingwood and Flemington reporting much less.
However, while Flemington and North Melbourne remained static over
time, Collingwood reported a much greater incidence of drunkenness in
Phase Two.

Flemington reported the greatest frequency of urination in the
1ifts at Phase One. At Phase Two, however 84% of Collingwood's sample
reported the daily witnessing of urination, while the other two blocks
remained relatively static.

Gun shots represented a relatively rare phenomenon on all
estates, with both Collingwood and North Melbourne reporting less at
Phase Two. Flemington, however, reported more gun shots over time.

Summary
Of major interest from these results is the change over time in the

Collingwood sample's witnessing of drunkenness and urination in the
lifts. It appears as if Collingwood's reduced victimisation and
levels of personal precautions had left the sample with more time to
ponder the Tless-critical but annoying incidences of nuisance
behaviour. At the same time, the activity most closely identified
with dangerousness, gun shots, was perceived as lessening. Flemington
remained remarkably consistent in its witnessing of incidents over
time, with the exception of gun shots, while North Melbourne also
remained generally consistent, except for a greater frequency of
balcony objects and less gun shots over time.

3.3.3 Ranking of Locations and Security Options and Perceptions of
Security

In this sub-section, responses to questions concerning preferred

security priorities are described. First, those responses to

questions asking respondents to rank order locations on the estate in

terms of importance of making secure and safe are tabulated. Second,

responses to questions asking respondents to rank three different

security arrangements are presented. Last, percentage responses to
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questions concerned with the sort of job each of these arrangements
might perform are presented.

Ranking of Locations

In the following presentation of responses, locations have been ranked
according to the mean rank of each location for each sample over both
Phase One and Phase Two of the interviews. Table 7 presents the mean

rank orders for locations.

TABLE 7

MEAN RANK ORDERS FOR LOCATIONS ON THE ESTATE IN TERMS OF IMPORTANCE
MAKING SECURE AND SAFE

CoLL1 coLL2 NORM1 NORM2 FLEM1 FLEM2

1. Lifts Flat Foyer Foyer ) Lifts Lifts
)eq.
2. Foyer Car Park Lifts Lifts ) Foyer ) Car Park )
)eq. )eq.

3. Flat Foyer Balconies Flat Car Park) Balconies)
4, Car Park Lifts Car Park Car Park Balconies Foyer
5. Balconies Balconies Flat Balconies Flat Flat
Comment

Lifts and Foyer figured prominently on each estate in terms of
priority at Phase One. Flats, balconies and car parks were considered
less important for security purposes at this phase, although the three
blocks differed in their rank orders on these locations.

At Phase Two, Collingwood respondents changed their priorities
quite markedly. While balconies remained the least priority, the flat
became most important, followed by the car park. This alteration
would seem to reflect quite clearly the placement of a foyer attendant
who serves to protect the entrance and 1ift areas of the block, while
offering little assistance at the individual flat level or outside the
block. North Melbourne respondents changed relatively little in their
priorities, although it seems 1likely that the renovation of the
laundries has had the effect of rendering the balconies safer in the
perceptions of the sample. Flemington respondents also changed their
priorities a little, but with no renovations or security alterations
in their block, it is difficult to be sure why these changes occurred.
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Table 8 presents the mean rankings of the security arrangements.

. TABLE 8
MEAN RANK ORDERS OF PROPOSED SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS

CoLL1 coLL2 NORM1 NORM2 FLEM1 FLEM2

1 Security Security Security Security Police  Security
Cameras Cameras
and Foyer and Foyer
Attendants Attendants

2 Private Private Private Police Private Police
Security ' Security
Patrols Patrols

3 Regular Police Reguar Police Police Private Security Private
Patrols Patrols

Comment

Security cameras and foyer attendants emerged as the preferred option
at Phase One for both Collingwood and North Melbourne. Flemington
respondents placed this option last at Phase One, and clearly
preferred police patrols. At Phase Two, Collingwood retained its
preference for the cameras and foyer attendant. Presumably the
experience of some aspects of this arrangement between the two phases
did nothing to dissuade the sample from its merits.

North Melbourne also retained this preference, without any direct
experience of it. Flemington changed its preferences at Phase Two,
and ranked the cameras and foyer attendant at number one. This change
may have reflected a knowledge amongst Flemington respondents of the
developments on the Collingwood estate.

Table 9 presents responses to assessments of security arrange-
ments.

Comment

The results in Table 9 broadly support the ranking data in Table 8.
The Collingwood sample believed that security cameras and a foyer
attendant would perform better than either private security or police
patrols at Phase One. At Phase Two, these perceptions were retained,
although slightly less respondents were very enthusiastic about the
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security cameras. Additionally, fewer respondents believed police
would do a good job. Overall, however, fewer respondents believed
that any of the three security arrangements would result in a bad job.

TABLE 9
ASSESSMENTS OF ALTERNATIVE SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS

SECURITY ARRANGEMENTS COLL1 COLLZ2  NORM1 NORM2  FLEM1 FLEM2

Police responsible for estate security (%)

A very good/fairly good job 54 32 38 50 75 53
Average job 22 62 29 38 19 28
A fairly bad/very bad job 24 6 33 12 6 18

Private security firm responsible (%)

A very good/fairly good job 42 60 56 30 60 53
Average job 36 32 29 58 28 31
A fairly bad/very bad job 22 8. 15 12 12 15

Security cameras and a foyer attendant responsible (%)

A very good/fairly good job 84 76 94 72 76 81
Average job 8 19 6 21 19 9
A fairly bad/very bad job 8 6 - 6 6 9

North Melbourne respondents followed a similar patern at Phase
Two, although they increased their favourable perception of police
patrols at the expense of private security patrols, while emerging as
less enthusiastic for the security cameras and foyer attendant.
Flemington, on the other hand, became more enthusiastic for the
cameras, and favoured police patrols less.

In general, then, both in terms of preference and assessment, all
samples favoured the security measures developed at Collingwood at
Phase Two, whether they had experienced these measures or not.

3.4 The Development of Crime-Related Measures

One of the major concerns of the present study has been to establish
the extent and nature of respondents' perceptions of and responses to
crime in their environment, and to relate these to the three
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environmental conditions. The questionnaire probed in some detail and
through many questions a range of issues relating to these perceptions
and responses. The task of this section of the results is to present
the array of responses in a reduced and summarised form which will
enable detailed statistical tests to be performed between Phase One
and Phase Two interviewing schedules.

While it would be interesting to present and discuss the
individual responses to the questions which tap crime-knowledge and
crime-fear perceptions, there are simply too many of them for detailed
presentation in this report. Hence we have adopted the summarising
procedure to be described shortly. However it is useful here to cull
a few selected frequency results from the complete findings contained
in Appendix D. The reader is encouraged to scrutinise that appendix
in order to check on our selections and to obtain a more complete
view. It will be recalled that there are two summarising questions in
the schedule probing the extent to which respondents felt safe on the
estate, and the extent of general crime they perceived existed on the
estate. Tables 10 and 11 present the responses to those questions.

TABLE 10
SAFETY FELT ON THE ESTATE
(Percentages)
DEGREE OF SAFETY FELT COLL1 COLL2 NORML NORM2  FLEM1 FLEM2
Very/Quite Safe 40 59 19 47 51 47
Fairly Safe 24 27 44 27 16 25
Rarely/Not Safe At All 36 14 36 27 32 28

Comment

The majority of all respondents felt at least fairly safe at both
phases of interviewing. At Phase One, half of the Flemington sample
felt very or quite safe, followed by Collingwood with 40%. Only 19%
of North Melbourne respondents felt very or quite safe. At the other
end of the scale, a disturbing one third of the total sample felt
rarely or not safe at all. At Phase Two, Collingwood respondents
clearly felt much safer, while North Melbourne respondents also felt
somewhat safer. Flemington retained its feelings of safety over the

two phases.
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TABLE 11
CRIME BELIEVED TO HAPPEN ON ESTATE
(Percentages)
AMOUNT OF CRIME COLL1 COLL2 NORM1 NORM2  FLEM1 FLEM2
None at all/very little 32 24 18 19 19 26
Not much 32 62 27 44 38 29
Quite a lot/a great deal 35 13 56 37 43 45

Comment

At Phase One, over 50 per cent of North Melbourne respondents believed
that there was quite a lot or a great deal of crime happening on the
estate. Flemington also believed that there was a lot of crime, while
Collingwood believed there to be somewhat less. Between the phases,
Flemington once again did not alter perceptions markedly, while both
Collingwood and North Melbourne respondents moderated their views.
Overall, approximately a third of the total sample believed there to
be considerable crime at Phase Two.

The other questions of particular concern to this section are
those relating to knowledge of crime on the estate, feelings of safety
on various locations at various times on the estate, and perceived
likelihood of specific victimisation. These questions comprise
Question 10 from Part B, all of Part C with the exception of Questions
15 and 16, all of Part E, and Questions 51 to 63 in Part F. |

In order to establish the inter-relationships between the items,
it was decided to factor analyse them, to arrive at a smaller number
of linear combinations which adequately reflect the substance of
respondents' perceptions. Principal Components factoring was adopted,
with communalities estimated at unity. This factoring procedure makes
no assumptions about the underlying conceptual nature of the data, but
rather produces the optimum linear combination of items (see Nie
et. al, 1985).

There are forty-five items in the data array, each of which was
answered on a five-point scale. These ordinal data were treated as
interval data for the purposes of the analysis. Percentage responses
for each of the forty-five items appear in Appendix D. A1l responses
to these items gathered at Phase One for surviving respondents were
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entered into the analysis, with pairwise deletion of missing data.

Bottharimax and oblique rotations produced similar solutions.
The oblique solution was adopted as it contained a marginally sharper
differentiation on those items which loaded significantly on more than
one component. Factoring was terminated after the extraction of four
components. The fifth and later factors each explained less than five
percent of common variance, and they tended to have very few items
loading on them. This extraction criterion is more rigorous than the
Kaiser criterion, which includes all components with an eigenvalue of
1.00 (see Child, 1970). Table 12 presents in summary form the details
of the four components.

TABLE 12

FOUR-COMPONENT FACTORING WITH OBLIQUE ROTATION OF RESPONSES TO
CRIME-RELATED ITEMS

Component Number of Items Eigenvalue % of Variance Cumulative
(Loading at .30) Variance

1 12 11.6 25.7 25.7

2 14 5.1 11.2 36.9

3 10 3.7 8.1 45.1

4 8 2.7 5.9 50.9

Table 13 presents the inter-component correlations.

TABLE 13
INTER-COMPONENT CORRELATIONS

Component 1 2 3 4
1 1.0 -.20 -.20 .27
2 - 1.0 .23 -.10
3 - - 1.0 -.14
4 - - - 1.0

Items were allocated to a component if they loaded at .30 or above.

This loading criterion is marginally more rigorous than that derived
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from the Burt-Banks formula (Child, 1970). Overlapping

allocated to the component on which they loaded the highest.

items were
Only six

items did not load at least .20 higher on one component over another.

Tables 14 to 17 present the item structures of the components.

TABLE 14
ITEM STRUCTURE AND LOADINGS FOR FIRST COMPONENT

Loading

Ques.

No. Item Description (+)
37 fear felt in car park/grounds between 3pm and 1lpm .82
38 fear felt in car park/grounds between 1llpm and 7am .81
40 fear felt in foyer of the block between 3pm and 1llpm .85
41 fear felt in foyer of the block between llpm and 7am .83
43 fear felt in lifts between 3pm and llpm .78
44 fear felt in 1lifts between 1llpm and 7am .76
46 fear felt in balcony/laundry beween 3pm and 1llpm 77
47 fear felt in balcony/laundry beween llpm and 7am .75
49 fear felt in own flat between 3pm and 1llpm .43
50 fear felt in own flat between llpm and 7am .43
61 fear felt about encountering drunken behaviour .34
62 worry felt about encountering urine in the 1ift .40

TABLE 15
ITEM STRUCTURE AND LOADINGS FOR SECOND COMPONENT

Ques. Loading
No. Item Description (=)
10 safety felt living on the estate .49
11 crime believed to occur on estate .66
12 crime believed to happen to children 74
13 crime believed to happen to the elderly .65
1l4.a physical attacks believed tohappen .75
14.b sexual attacks believed to happen .79
1l4.d property believed to be stolen from flats .64
14.e property believed to be stolen outside flats .68
14.f damage to property believed .51
14.j objects believed to be hrown from balconies .50
14,k drunkenness believed to happen .40
14,1 wurination in lifts believed to happen .43
1l4.m shooting of firearms believed to happen .67
60 fear felt of objects being thrown over balconies A7
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TABLE 16
ITEM STRUCTURE AND LOADINGS FOR THIRD COMPONENT

Ques. Loading
No. Item Description (+)
l4.c robberies believed to happen .55
14.g motor theft believed to happen .64
14.h theft from motor vehicles believed to happen .63
14.1 damage to motor vehicles believed to happen .48
53 fear felt of robbery .61
54 worry felt about theft from flat .70
55 worry felt about theft from outside flat .57
57 worry felt about theft of motor vehicle .87
58 worry felt about damage to motor vehicle .78
59 worry felt about theft from motor vehicle .76
TABLE 17

ITEM STRUCTURE AND LOADINGS FOR FOURTH COMPONENT

Ques. Loading
No. Item Description (+)
36 fear felt in car park/grounds between 7am and 3pm .64
39 fear felt in foyer between 7am and 3pm 31
42 fear felt in 1ift between 7am and 3pm .58
48 fear felt in own flat between 7am and 3pm .66
51 fear felt about physical attack .52
52 fear felt about sexual attack .55
56 worry felt about damage to property .45
63 fear felt about gunshots on estate .55
Notes

1. Forty-four items are represented by the four components. One
item, 'fear felt in balcony/laundry between 7am and 3pm' did not
load at .3 on any of the components.

2. The third component contains three items, Qs. 57 - 59, which were
answered only by those who possessed motor vehicles. These three
are the highest loading items, and clearly contribute consider-
ably to the component's variance. At the same time, however,
this feature reduces the number of respondents who can be scored
on this component by about two-thirds. Initially it was proposed
to re-factor the matrix eliminating those three jtems, but it was
finally decided to keep the component as it stands in Table 16,
because it 1is clearly tapping an important dimension of motor-
property concern. As a consequence, analyses which utilise
component scores on this third component must be qualified by the
fact of a reduced number of respondents.
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Comment
The factoring has resulted in four groups of items which offer an
interpretable pattern of responses to crime issues on the estates.
The first component grouped together all those items concerned with
fear on different locations on the estate in the evening and night-
time, with the addition of two items which reflect fear of specific
incidents. As a consequence, this component has been labelled 'Locus
of Concern'.

The second component grouped many of those items reflecting
beliefs in the extent of crime on the estate. It has been labelled
'Perceptions of General Crime'. The third component contained a mix

of items reflecting beliefs in the extent of some crimes on the estate
and items reflecting fears of those same crimes. The offences
included 1in these items predominantly concerned property crime.
Interestingly, robbery appeared in this component, suggesting that
respondents tended to classify robbery as a property offence. This
component has been labelled 'Perceptions of Motor-Property Crime'.

The fourth component contained a mix of items reflecting fear of
locations on the estate during the day, and fear of specific offences.
These items tended to generate little concern amongst the bulk of
respondents, so it is probable that this last component reflected the

responses of a small number of respondents who felt fearful prac-
tically everywhere and always. It has been termed 'Perceptions of
Extreme Concern'.

In summary, the four components described above represent four
different groups of perceptions by respondents relating to their
environment. The lack of substantial correlations between the com-
ponents suggests that there are relatively discrete areas of concern
amongst respondents. It would appear, for instance, that the common-
sense proposition that a belief in substantial criminal activity
occuring on the estate would influence Tlevels of fear felt at
different Jocations on the estate does not survive the test of the
present data.

3.4.1 Component Scoring

The factoring procedure described above allows the development of
numerical scores for each respondent which describe in summary form
the location of that respondent on the four components extracted. A
modifcation of the SPSS factor scoring procedure was adopted. In the
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SPSS procedure, factor scores are calculated by standardising the item
scores and multiplying each respondent's standard score on every item
by the component score co-efficient output by the factoring procedure.
In this way, all items are scored on each component for each
respondent. Thus this procedure scores items which make little or no
contribution to a particular component. For the present study, the
basic procedure was followed as above, but only those items which
loaded at .3 were included in the calculation for any component.

The scoring procedure follows the direction of component
loadings. This means in practice that Locus of Concern, Perceptions

of Motor-Property Crime and Perceptions of Extreme Concern are

oriented with high scores indicating increased fear or belief in the
extent of crime. Perceptions of General Crime, on the other hand, is

oriented with low scores indicating increased belief in the extent of
crime.

3.4.2 The Effects Of Sample Attrition

It has already been noted in an earlier section that general bio-
graphical and environmental-perception data failed to demonstrate a
consistent and dramatic difference between surviving members of the
samples and those who were not re-interviewed at Phase Two. Now that
four criterion measures of crime-related perceptions have been
developed, it is possible to compare surviving and non-reinterviewed
respondents on these dimensions. T-tests were conducted on mean
component scores between the two groups on each estate sampled, and
there were no significant differences on any estate for any of the
four components. Thus in biographical terms, general perceptions of
estate living and the fear of crime measures, there were no strong or
consistent indications that those who left the sample were sub-
stantially different from those who remained on Phase One measures.

3.4.3 The Relationships Of The Components To Other Variables

Before the major test of the study's central concerns is described, it
is useful to look at the extent to which component scores vary
according to certain biographical and perceptual factors. It is clear
that a number of relevant sub-samples of respondents could be
developed and then examined for differences on the crime and fear

measures. Age, sex, nationality, marital status, length of time on
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the estate, and so forth all suggest themselves as interesting
categorisations of respondents for this purpose. However to Tlook at
each of these in turn is a cumbersome exercise, and one which would
test the perseverance of the reader. Instead, a summarising procedure
was adopted to examine the extent to which these various factors
related to the crime/fear measures. Multiple regression was used for
this purpose. While this procedure cannot answer all of the possible
questions which might be asked about the composition of the com-
ponents, it has the attraction of quickly assessing the major contri-
bution of putatively relevant variables to component variance.

The same two groups of eighteen items used in tests for the
effects of sample attrition were again adopted for the regression
analysis i.e., biographical items, and those items concerned with
general perceptions of estate living were used to predict component
scores. In the first instance, biographical items were entered step-
wise into the analysis, with pairwise deletion of missing data. After
initial regression, during which the SPSS default options for item
entry were used, it was decided that the criteria for entry into the
analysis would be as follows: (i) only the first five items to be
entered; and (ii) f-score set at 1.0. Categorical data were entered
as dummy variables (see Nie et.al., 1975, for a discussion of entry
criteria and the use of dummy variables).

Surviving respondents from all block samples were used as a
single sample, as for the factor analysis. Table 18 presents the
details.

Comments

In general, 1linear combinations of biographical variables did not
explain a substantial proportion of the component variances, with the
exception of perceptions of motor-property crime.

Locus of Concern: a combination of sex and nationality accounted for

nearly a quarter of the variance in this component. Being female was
associated with heightened fear, while being Australian was similarly
associated with heightened fear.
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TABLE 18
STEPWISE REGRESSION OF BIOGRAPHICAL VARIABLES AGAINST COMPONENT SCORES

Items Multiple R R Square (Simple R)
(cum.) (cum.)

Locus of Concern

Male/Female .46 .21 (.46)
Non-Australian/Australian .49 .24 (.28)
Perceptions of General Crime

Non-Vietnamese/Vietnamese .39 .15 (.38)
Age .54 .29 (.27)
No Interpreter/Interpreter .56 31 (.28)
Not Married/Married ' .58 .33 (.13)
Perceptions of Motor-Property Crime

Non-Turkish/Turk ish .43 .19 (.43)
Not Separated/Separated .60 .36 (.29)
Not Single/Single .64 , .41 (.01)
Number of people known on floor .67 .45 (.29)
Perceptions of Extreme Concern

Non-Turkish/Turkish N .21 04 (-.21)
Age .29 .09 (-.18)

Perceptions of General Crime: four variables accounted for a third of
component variance. Being Vietnamese was associated with believing

that there was less crime on the estate. Being younger was associated
with believing there was more crime on the estate. Requiring an
interpreter was associated with believing there was less crime on the
estate. And being married was associated with believing there was
less crime on the estate.

Perceptions of Motor-Property Crime: four variables accounted for 45%

of component variance. Being Turkish was associated with more concern
over motor-property crime. Being separated or single was similarly
associated. Interestingly, knowing more people on the floor was also
associated with more concern.
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Perceptions of Extreme Concern: 1less than 10% of component variance

was explained through biographical variables for this component.
Being Turkish and being older were both marginally associated with
less concern.

In the second instance, both biographical variables and those
items which assessed general perceptions of estate living were entered
into the regression analysis All other conditions of entry remained
the same. Table 19 presents the details.

TABLE 19

STEPWISE REGRESSION OF BIOGRAPHICAL AND GENERAL PERCEPTION VARIABLES
AGAINST COMPONENT SCORES

Items Multiple R R Square (Simple R)
(cum.) (cum.)

Locus of Concern

Male/Female .46 21 (.46)
‘Comfort on the Estate' .56 31 (.39)
‘People on the Estate’ .58 .34 (.38)
Non-Vietnamese/Vietnamese .60 .36 (-.08)
Non-Australian/Australian .63 .40 (.28)
Perceptions of General Crime

'Feelings about Moving' .56 .32 (-.56)
"People on the Estate' .66 .43 (-.50)
Non-Vietnamese/Vietnamese .69 .48 (.38)
Age 72 .52 (.27)
Not Married/Married .74 .55 (.13)
Perceptions of Motor-Property Crime

Non-Turk ish/Turk ish .43 .19 (.43)
Not Separated/Separated .60 .36 (.29)
Move From Estate: Yes/No .67 .45 (-.28)
Age .70 .49 (-.33)
Number in Flat .73 .54 (-.02)

Perceptions of Extreme Concern

'Feelings about Moving' .40 .16 (.40)
'Comfort on the Estate' .45 .20 (.38)
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Comments
The addition of the general perception items has inceased the propor-

tion of the component variances accounted for by the item array.

Locus of Concern: forty percent of this component's variance was

accounted for by five variables. Sex and Australian/Non-Australian
remained in the equation, while being less comfortable on the estate
and having a poor regard for people on the estate were strongly
associated with heightened levels of concern. Being Vietnamese
entered the equation associated with low levels of concern, but the
simple correlation was negligible.

Perceptions of General Crime: over half of the variance in this

component was accounted for with the entry of two perception items:
feelings of pleasure about leaving the estate, and having a poor
regard for people on the estate were strongly associated with more
perceived crime.

Perceptions of Motor-Property Crime: over half of this component's
variance was accounted for with the entry of two new biographical

variables and one perception item. Being older was associated with
believing there is less motor-property crime, while thinking that one
is likely to move from the estate in the near future was associated
with believing there is more crime.

Perceptions of Extreme Concern: twenty percent of this component's

variance was accounted for by two perception items. Feeling pleased
about moving from the estate, and feeling less comfortable on the
estate were associated with increased concern.

Summary
A considerable proportion of the variance in three of the four

components was explained by a combination of biographical and general
perception variables. In brief, a number of features stand out.
Amongst those findings which might have been predicted from the
literature, it can be noted that being female was associated with
heightened fear on various locations on the estate, while generally
negative feelings about living on the estate in terms of Tlevels of
comfort, about other people living on the estate, and in sentiments
about moving from the estate were all associated with heightened fear
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on the estate or various perceptions of the extent and nature of crime
on the estate. Less predictably, being Vietnamese specifically, or
non-Australian in general, was associated with less fear or belief in
the extent of crime on the estate. Additionally, being older was
associated with a lower belief in the extent of c¢rime. And, contrary
to the general finding regarding non-Australians, Turkish respondents
tended to have heightened beliefs in the extent of motor-property
crime.

It 4is difficult to explain with any certainty these Tlatter
results. With regard to the Vietnamese respondents, and perhaps the
non-Australian respondents in general, it may have been the case that
these individuals were reluctant to express substantial dissatisfac-
tion with estate 1living for fear of some sort of bureaucratic
reprisal, despite the efforts to assuage such fears in the conduct of
the survey. Alternatively, these responses may have been genuine when
viewed in the context of environments from which newly-arriving
migrants have come.

The finding with regard to age is even more puzzling. While the
simple correlations were not particularly high, there was a clear
tendency for age to be associated with less concern, which is contrary
to the literature. Age was associated to some extent with length of
time on the estate, and while length of time itself did not feature in
the regressions, it is possible that relatively long term exposure to
estate conditions inured respondents against pronounced fear and
concern. In addition, it may be that as older residents took more
precautions against crime on the estate, they felt less exposed and
vulnerable.

3.4.4 Differences Between Victims And Non-Victims On Component Scores
One final analysis was performed for this section. It is of obvious
interest to note any possible effects of being victimised upon the
component scores. A simple procedure was followed to test for such
effects. Component scores for the 103 surviving respondents were
dichotomised at the median at both Phase One and Phase Two.
Respondents were then divided into those who had been victimised at
least once, and those who had not been victimsed, at each of the
interviewing phases. The small absolute numbers in the sample pre-
cluded any finer categorisations. Chi-square tests were then
conducted on these two 2x2 contingency tables.
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At Phase One, there were no significant differences between
vctims and non-victims on any of the four component scores. However
at Phase Two, victims were more likely to be above the median score on
Locus of Concern (chi = 5.6, 1 df., p «.05) and Perceptions of Extreme
Concern (chi = 6.1, 1 d f., p<.05); and below the median score on
Perceptions of General Crime (chi = 6.2, 1 df., p < .05). Thus, on
three of the four fear/crime measures, victims at Phase Two were
significantly more 1likely to be fearful or to believe in more crime
than non-victims.

It has been noted previously that 15 of the 26 victims at Phase
Two had also been victimised at Phase One. It was possible that
relatively frequent victimisations have had the effect of making these
15 particularly fearful of their environment, with the consequence of
the signficant differences noted above. As a check upon this possi-
bility, t tests were performed on Phase Two component scores between
those who were victimised at both phases, and those who had been
victimised for the first time at Phase Two. There were no significant
differences between the two groups on any of the component scores.
Thus it is unlikely that the multiple victims were contributing dis-
proportionately to the high component scores evident amongst victims
at Phase Two.

While the differences between victims and non-victims at Phase
Two were not profoundly large (no contingency co-efficient was greater
than .30), the contrast between Phase One and Phase Two results on
these tests cannot be ignored. It is, however, difficult to explain
the results. They will be discussed again in a later section.

3.5 The Effects Of Time And Changed Environment On Crime/Fear
Measures

The final set of results in this section is concerned with the effects
of the changes in environmental conditions over the twelve months of
the study. To recapitulate those changes: Collingwood respondents
saw the installation of electronic surveillance devices (although not
their completely successful operation) and the positioning of a
security guard in the foyer of the block. North Melbourne experienced
the renovations of the laundries, while security arrangements remained
the same. Flemington had neither altered security arrangements nor
any renovation program.

Table 20 presents the details of changes in mean component scores
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between Phase One and Phase Two interviewing.
TABLE 20

CHANGES IN MEAN COMPONENT SCORES BETWEEN PHASE ONE
AND PHASE TWO INTERVIEWS

Mean S.D. T Sig.
Locus of Concern
Collingwood: Phase One .15 .95
Phase Two --.60 .73 3-8 .000
North Melbourne: Phase One .51 .79
Phase Two -.17 .74 3.5 -001
Flemington Phase One -.69 .60
Phase Two -.01 99 "3:2 -002
Perceptions of General Crime
Co1lingwood Phase One .31 1.02 1.6 ns
Phase Two .63 .62 *
North Melbourne  Phase One -.23 92 45 ns
Phase Two -.13 .54 :
Flemington: Phase One -.03 .90 0.2 ns
Phase Two -.07 .85 )
Perceptions of Motor-Property Crime
Collingwood: Phase One .35 .96 1.2 ns
Phase Two -.13 .61 :
North Melbourne: Phase One -.51 .76
Phase Two -.02 .51 -1.9 -080
Flemington: Phase One .26 .75 0.8 ns
Phase Two .00 1.00 :
Perceptions of Extreme Concern
Collingwood: Phase One .10 .87
Phase Two -.26 .46 2.2 -030
North Melbourne: Phase One .05 86 5.7 ns
Phase Two .19 .72 :
Flemington: Phase One -.23 47 1.2 ns

Phase Two -.06 .61
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Comments

The examination of mean scores for Phase One interviewing reveals that
at the beginning of the study, North Melbourne respondents demonstra-
ted the most fear on various locations on the estate, followed by
Collingwood, with Flemington considerably less fearful. In terms of
perceptions of general crime, once again, North Melbourne demonstrated
the greatest belief in the extent of crime, followed by Flemington
with Collingwood holding the least belief. Motor-property crime was
believed to the highest by Collingwood, followed by Flemington with
North Melbourne holding the least belief. Collingwood was most
concerned with the more extreme fears measured by the questionnaire,
followed by North Melbourne with Flemington considerably less
concerned.

Over the twelve months period, several significant changes
emerged. In the major component, Locus of Concern, the Collingwood
respondents Jlowered their fear very significantly, as did North
Melbourne respondents. Flemington respondents increased their fear
significantly.

Interestingly, none of the estates significantly altered their
beliefs in the extent of general crime over the twelve months. Nor
were there any substantial changes in perceptions of motor-property
crime. In the fourth component, Collingwood alone significantly
decreased concern over extreme fears on the estate.

Coupled with the descriptive data reported earlier on perceptions
of 1living on the estate, precautions against crime and victim
experiences, a relatively clear pattern emerges from Table 20. A
considerable change had been wrought amongst Collingwood respondents
concerning their expressed fears of estate living. They emerged at
the end of the twelve months as less fearful and more content with
estate living. While the change was not as pronounced amongst North
Melbourne respondents, a move in the same direction of decreasing fear
is strongly evident. On the other hand, Flemington residents, who
began with the least fear on the estate, end up at the end of the
twelve months with heightened scores on these measures.

The interpretation of these results must be informed by a dis-
cussion of some of the design difficulties inherent in the study. It
is clear from the data in Table 20, and in biographical and descrip-
tive data presented earlier, that little assumption of homogeneity can
be made about the compositions of the sub-samples. It is, for
instance, impossible to assume any of the sample -equivalences
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implicit in Figure 1, i.e., that North Melbourne at Phase One is
equivalent to Flemington at Phase One, or that North Melbourne at
Phase Two 1is equivalent to Collingwood at Phase One in terms of the
fear/crime measures. Hence there are in effect no sound controls
contained in the study to account for movements in mean component
scores between the two phases solely as functions of changes in
renovations or security arrangements. With the lack of uniform
starting points on component scores, factors other than those of
primary concern in the study might have wrought the changes evident in
Table 20. Nevertheless, there are sound reasons for concluding that
this 1is not the case. In order to argue this proposition, it is
necessary to discuss some of the possible sources of error and inter-
ference in the study.

Three possible sources of error in the results ought to be
canvassed. They are: a regression effect upon the component scores;
the design of the measuring instruments; and uncontrolled variables
specific to estates. Regarding the first source, it might be argued
that the changes in, for instance, the first component scores evident
for the three sub-samples between the phases are the result of the
centralising tendency for extreme scores to reduce over repeated
measures (see Campbell and Stanley, 1969). There are two assumptions
to this argument. First, the phenomenon under study (in this case,
fear of crime) contains extreme positions (extreme lack of fear/
extreme fear) which will be naturally moderated over time because
those positions become too unrealistic or uncomfortable. Second, the
cases are selected purposively to contain some extreme positions.
While we can acknowledge the first assumption, the sample selection
for the present study did not involve purposive selection of extreme
positions, and there is no a priori reason to conclude that, for
instance, Flemington's low fear scores on the first component at Phase
One reflects the selection of an atypically fearless group of tenants.
It should also be pointed out that equivalent effects were not evident
in terms of Phase One/Phase Two score changes for the other three
components. If a regression effect was occuring, it ought to have
been obvious in at Teast some of the other measures, such as the
fourth component.

The second source of error lies in the design of the measuring
instruments. In general, this source is concerned with questions of
reliability. It could be argued that the questionnaire items them-
selves, and the procedures used to derive component scores through
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the factor process resulted in measures with inadequate reliability.
There will, of course, be measurement error inherent in the sorts of
devices used for the present study. One form of such error is random
error, which will have the effect of suppressing significant
differences over time. This phenomenon c¢learly has not affected the
changes in the component scores for Locus of Concern, the major fear
measure. The second source of unreliability is systematic error, for
instance in the form of set response bias. Two arguments can be
adduced against such a proposition. First, the factoring results
offer an indication of reliability. Had a set response been operating
in the items which were factored, it is unlikely that the results
would have emerged as coherently as they did. For instance, res-
pondents clearly and consistently distinguished between those items
which reflected fear of locations on the estate at evening/night times
and those which reflected fear during the daytime. Systematic error
in the form of set response bias would have eliminated such distinc-
tions. Additionally, the separation evident in the second and third
components between property/motor crime and other crime ought not to
have occurred had set bias been systematic.

The second argument against the possibility of systematic
response bias lies in an examination of the consistencies between the
component measures and the other measures of perceptions of life on
the estate, precautions taken against crime and victim experiences. A
blind response set would not have encouraged such consistency. On the
other hand, a deliberate and systematic distortion of responses in
order to present a particularly high or particularly low fear profile
might have produced the present results. Such an argument involves a
consideration of the third source of potential error, uncontrolled
factors specific to estates. Thus, while it is strictly a problem of
measurement reliability, it will be discussed under this third source.

Systematic distortion of responses could arise if there was a
collective sentiment towards presenting a particular fear profile for
some sort of gain among respondents. For instance, it might be argued
that Collingwood's relatively high level of fear at Phase One was a
deliberate response by tenants to hasten the process of increased
security. Similarly, it might be advanced that Flemington's
relatively high level of fear at Phase Two was a deliberate attempt to
initiate Ministry renovations and added security measures on that
estate. While this remains possible, there are a number of counter-
arguments. First, such a deliberate set of distortions would require
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a collective and consensual approch to the interviews by respondents,
any evidence for which was lacking according to reports by inter-
viewers. Additionally, the social work practice on the Flemington
estate by one of the authors placed him in a good position to assess
any such collective seniments towards the issues canvassed in the
interviews, and he found no indication that such distortion existed.
Second, had such systematic distortion taken place, one would
expect to see it reflected in most if not all of the substantive fear
and belief-in-crime measures. As is obvious from Table 20, there were
no significant differences between Phase One and Phase Two on the
measure Perceptions of General Crime. It would be logical to expect

that any deliberate manipulation of the responses would have included
items which computed this measure.

Thus we consider it unlikely that there did exist amongst res-
pondents an 'agenda' of response manipulation for some sort of gain.
However this conclusion does not preclude the possibility that other
uncontrolled factors influenced the results in Table 20. Because of
the lack of adequate controls, it is not possible to be sure that
Collingwood's improvement on the first component scores over the
twelve months reflected only the new security arrangements.
Similarly, it 1is possible that some specific incident crucially
affected Flemington's respondents in such a way that they became
signficantly more fearful at Phase Two. We cannot disprove such
propositions definitively; indeed it would be surprising in these
three dynamic social settings if a range of uncontrolled factors did
not influence tenants' perceptions of their environment to differing
degrees. Nevertheless, returning to the data themselves, there
remains an impressive consistency and plausibility in the results
based upon a consideration of the environmental and security changes
which took place. In the case of Collingwood, there appears a clear
linkage between improved perceptions of the general estate environ-
ment, decreased victim experiences, and decreased fear of specific
locations and times on the estate. Coupled with the ranking data in
Tables 7 and 8, it is reasonable to assume that the appointment of a
foyer attendant, and the possibility of a placebo effect from the
installation of the cameras, represented a clearly visible and known
factor which Tlogically exblains the change in tenants' perceptions
over time. At the same time, the Collingwood sample did not alter its
perception of the amounts of crime occurring on the estate. Clearly
the sample distinguished between the general phenomenon of crime and
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its own vulnerability to specific incidents of and Tlocations for
crime.

The response pattern amongst Flemington tenants also follows an
interpretable theme, although it is less consistent than that evident
at Collingwood. In general, Flemington respondents maintained their
relatively satisfied perceptions of estate living between the phases
of interviewing. During the same period they did not significantly
alter their precautionary behaviour. However their victim experiences
escalated somewhat, and their Locus of Concern scores grew signifi-
cantly. As the Flemington block experienced neither renovations nor

increased security procedures, it is possible to argue that the
Flemington results reflect the gradual deterioration in perceptions of
security when no new steps are taken to improve the environment or
security measures. Nevertheless while the authors know of no specific
critical incidents which might have affected Flemington responses to
the Phase Two measure Locus of Concern, it remains possible that

scores on this measure were atypical at Phase Two.

The North Melbourne response pattern 1is perhaps the most
interesting. Tenants there generally began and remained the most
dissatisfied with their environment. However they dramatically
reduced their precautionary behaviour between phases, they were
victimised somewhat less, and they significantly decreased their fear
of crime as measured by the first component. Once again we know of no
obvious factors external to the study which might have accounted for
these changes. It remains plausible that the attention shown by the
Ministry of Housing in terms of the laundry renovations have had the
effect of improving the perceptions of the tenants with regard to
their safety.

In summary, then, we are confident that the changes which took
place at Collingwood were a strong reflection, if not a total
function, of the changes in security arrangements there. We are less
confident, but consider it very possible that the changes in fear of
crime on both the Flemington and North Melbourne blocks were a reflec-
tion of, respective]y, any lack of official action, and the renova-
tions which took place.
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4.0 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

4.1 The General Context Of The Present Findings

The purpose of this last section of the report is to summarise and
discuss the present findings. First, we must do this in the context
of the broad literature on victimisation and fear of crime. Second,
we would like to place this discussion in the context of the particu-
lar concerns raised by the Flemington Tenants' Association.

There are four main aspects of the present findings which have
general relevance to the literature on victimisation and fear of
crime. These are: victimisation experiences; levels of expressed
safety; precautionary behaviour; and the constituents of fear of
crime. Within these descriptive aspects lies the more complex
inferential aspect of changes in these phenomena over time as a
function of known alterations to the living environment. These five
aspects will be canvassed in the following sub-sections. To maintain
parity with most of the research which has been conducted in this
area, findings from Phase One of the present study only are used for
comparative purposes in the first four aspects. The effects of
changes over time considerably complicate the presentation of data,
and as few of the studies in the literature address change over time
in a comparable fashion to the present study, it was thought best to
compare only single 'slices' of time.

4.1.1 Victimisation

Victim experiences of the samples were presented in detail in Table 5.
From that table it was clear that property crimes dominated crimes
against the person, a finding which conforms with the bulk of studies
in this area. In terms of specific offences, we have turned to the
latest Australian Bureau of Statistics 'Crime Victims Survey, 1983'.
That survey was conducted on a representative sample of Australians
between February 1983 and January 1984, and thus corresponds roughly
with data gathering at Phase One of the present study. While we
believe the comparisons worth making, a number of limitations should
be noted. First, the ABS offence categorisation does not fully tally
with that used in the present study. We have adjusted our categories
where possible from the raw data, and have arrived at five offences
which offer some comparability. Second, the ABS survey probed
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victimisations in the last twelve months period, while the present
study probed only the last six months. Hence, it is probable that our
figures represent an underestimate when compared with the ABS figures.
Third, the differences in sample sizes, subtle differences in
questions and sampling procedures reduce direct comparability. Last,
the ABS survey counts victims only once, regardless of multiple
victimisations. Hence the figures for the present samples have been
adjusted for equivalence. The caveat noted in the ABS survey is
relevant to both studies, and is repeated here in full:

It should be born in mind that the responses ob-
tained in this survey were based upon respondents’
perceptions of particular offences that occurred to
them. Those perceptions do not necessarily corres-
pond with legal or police definitions of offences.

With these limitations and restrictions firmly in mind, Table 21 is
presented, utilising the ABS figures for Victoria.

TABLE 21
COMPARISON OF HIGH-RISE VICTIMISATIONS AND ABS VICTIM SURVEY RATES
(Percentages)
Offence High-Rise Tenants ABS Survey (Victoria)
Assault (includes threat of
violence) 4.9 3.6

Robbery (defined by ABS as
theft or attempted theft with

violence or threat of
violence) 1.0 0.4

Break and Enter of household
with or without theft 9.7 5.6

Other Theft (personal theft

or theft from outside household,

including theft from motor

vehicles) ' 15.5 5.8

Motor Vehicle Theft 0.0 0.8

Victimisation rates appear to run higher on the estates than for the
state as a whole, with the exception of motor vehicle theft. This
exception is possibly due to lower rates of vehicle ownership amongst
public housing tenants. While the differences are not sharp for the
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two crimes against the person, there is a marked difference on the
other two property crimes. It should be noted, however, that the
state-wide rates include country-based crimes, which are traditionally
lower than those for city centres. It is probable that rates for
Melbourne alone would be somewhat higher.

4,1.2 Levels Of Expressed Safety

From Table 10, it can be computed that at Phase One, 38% of the total
sample felt very or quite safe on the estate, 28% felt fairly safe,
and 34% felt rarely safe or not safe at all. Garafolo's (1979) report
on the American NCS data reported that 16% of respondents felt very
safe, 39% felt reasonably safe, 22% felt somewhat unsafe, and 23% felt
very unsafe. Skogan and Maxfield (1981) report that in their Chicago
telephone survey, using a similar four point scale to Garofalo, 26%
felt very safe, 40% felt somewhat safe, 18% felt somewhat unsafe, and
16% felt very unsafe. Toseland's (1982) results indicated that 56% of
respondents were not frightened to walk alone at night, while 44%
were. Allatt's (1984) British study found that only 26% of her sample
felt safe.

With the exception of Allatt's results, which were not reported
in sufficient detail to enable useful comparisons, the overall levels
of fear expressed in the present study appear to be similar to those
reported in the overseas literature. Two features in this comparison
are of note. The first is that the American studies used items
relating to safety at night, while the present study did not specify
nighttime in this general question. Studies such as Skogan and
Maxfield's have demonstrated that there 1is considerably less fear
expressed by American respondents during the day. The second feature
reflects the general differences in crime rates between urban America
and Australia, where the rates for the latter are usually considered
much lower. Under both these circumstances, the levels of safety
expressed by the local tenant sample must be considered rather low;
that is, unspecified as they are by night/day distinction, they remain
comparable with nightime urban American levels of safety. We cannot
say more without accurate Australian norm scores for feelings of
safety, but it is possible that these results indicate substantial
relative fear amongst the high-rise tenants.
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4.1.3 Precautionary Behaviour

The present study differs from most in that it restricts questions of
perceptions of crime and precautionary behaviour to a relatively small
geographical area, that of the estate environs. In addition, signal
features of the high-rise estates, such as foyers and lifts, do not
always have analogous features in other environments. With these
differences in mind, there are three aspects of precautionary
behaviour canvassed in the present study which can be compared with
other studies. These are: willingness to go out at night; carrying a
weapon; and installation of security devices. At Phase One, 46% of
the total sample reported that they would not go out at night; 3% said
tht they carried a weapon for self-defence; and 52% reported that they
had installed security doors or windows to their flats.

American studies vary in the reported frequency of precautionary
behaviour. Skogan and Maxfield (1981) report, for instance, that one
study found that between 69% and 89% of those aged over 65 say they
never go out at night. In Skogan and Maxfield's own study of three
American cities, 26% of respondents claimed that they did not go out
at night. Hough and Mayhew (1983) report that in the British context,
about a third of women, and 5% of men say that they sometimes avoid
going out at night alone on foot; over 50% of women in the inner city
areas report not going out sometimes at night. Eight percent of all
respondents reported never going out alone on foot at night. Garofalo
(1979), in his review of the American National Crime Survey, reports
that 46% of respondents to that survey 'limited their behaviour' in
some way as a consequence of fear of crime.

In general, carrying a weapon seems not to be a particularly
common form of precautionary behaviour. One study, reported by Skogan
and Maxfield, claimed that less than 10% of survey respondents carried
a weapon. On the other hand, Skogan and Maxfield found that 19% of
their respondents reported ‘taking something' with them after dark,
such as a knife, gun or dog.

DuBow (1979) (reported by Skogan and Maxfield, 1981), after
reviewing the literature, suggested that about 40% of American house-
holds report buying protective devices such as security doors and
window bars in recent times. Skogan and Maxfield reported than an
average of 45% of respondents had increased household protection
through installation of security doors and windows.

In summary, then, the present sample reported a somewhat higher
level of precautionary behaviour than revealed by overseas survey
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respondents, with the exception of carrying a weapon. However the
comparisons are gross, in the sense that the American and British
survey responses are drawn from a variety of urban, surburban and
country areas. We suspect that if adjustments were made to these
surveys in terms of restricting responses to the inner-urban areas of
cities, the levels of expressed precautionary behaviour would not
differ dramatically.

4.1.4 The Constituents Of Fear Of Crime

In order to summarise this section of the study, it is necessary to
return to Skogan and Maxfield's model of the four major influences
upon fear of crime: victimisation, vulnerbility, vicarious experience
and neighbourhood conditions.

Victimisation

The present data have thrown up some anomolous findings with regard to
the effects of victimisation upon fear. It will be recalled that at
Phase One, the reported fact of victimisation bore no relationship to
scores on any of the four criterion measures developed for the study.
This is understandable when it is recalled that the bulk of victimisa-
tions consisted of property offences, which do not engender the same
levels of fear amongst victims as do crimes against the person. For
instance, Allatt (1984) in her British study of fear of crime on a
number of housing estates, found that the experience of burglary made
no difference to scores on measures of fear. However, at Phase Two of
the present study, small but significant differences between victims
and non-victims were found on three out of the four fear measures. A
possible explanation for this finding lies in the influence of other
factors which bear upon fear of crime. For instance, the present data
indicate a number of biographical variables which relate strongly to
the criterion measures, and it may have been the case that the Phase
Two victims collectively presented profiles more oriented towards
fear. However we have already noted that 15 of the 26 victims at
Phase Two had been victimised at Phase One, and that these 15 did not
differ in fear scores from their 11 colleagues. The most useful
strategy would be to control for the influence of those factors known
to be related to the fear criteria, but unfortunately, the small
number of victims at Phase Two prevented such analysis.
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Vulnerability
In simple terms, physical vulnerability connotes a sex/age dimension,

while social vulnerability connotes a race/income dimension. To
recall the American perspective, women and the elderly, and blacks and
the poor tend to score higher on fear measures. With regard to
physical vulnerability, the present study found that sex was strongly
related to locus of concern, the most influential fear measure. That
is, women tended to score higher than men on fear on the estate in the
evening and nightime. However sex did not emerge as a discriminator
on the other three measures. Age featured on two of the measures,
perceptions of general crime and perceptions of motor-property crime,
but in the opposite direction to that which was predicted. That is,
older people were less likely to express worry about property crime,
and less likely to believe in extensive crime on the estate than
younger people. There are two possible explanations for this finding.
The first lies in the precautionary behaviour of the older members of
the sample. For instance, older people were more likely to stay
indoors at night. Thus it may be that the older respondents felt
themselves less at risk of victimisation. The second explanation
reflects the finding that the older residents tended to have lived on
the estates for Jlonger periods than the younger members of the
samples, and it may have been that these tenants had developed a
greater sense of estate community and integration than those who
believed themselves in residence only relatively temporarily. Under
these circumstances, then, the Skogan and Maxfield thesis concerning
the lessening effect upon fear of neighbourhood integration may have
been operating.

A direct comparison of social vulnerability with other studies is
not possible, given that all respondents in the present sample can be
considered in the low income bracket. In addition, there exists no
ethnic parallel of the American black. The major findings of the
present regression analyses revealed that non-Australians in general
were less fearful of the estate environment at night, and that
Vietnamese residents believed in less crime on the estate, while
Turkish residents were more concerned with motor-property offences,
than their counterparts. It is probable that all of these findings
reflect specific features of the estate environment which do not have
their analogues in more global models of fear of crime.
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Vicarious Experiences

There are no empirical data in the present study which bear directly
upon the influence of vicarious experience upon fear of crime. There
is one small piece of indirect evidence. In the regression equations,
number of people known on the block floor was positively related to
perceptions of motor-property crime. At face value, such a finding
might indcate a 'networking' effect, where gossip about crime is
spread rapidly when a number of people comunicate frequently.
However, we were not satisfied that the measure of people 'known on
the block' was a reliable one, and such evidence must be considered
slim.

On the other hand, it 1is worth repeating that the authors'
anecdotal knowledge of crime-gossip was consistently confirmed through
observations and discussions with individual tenants and members of
the Tenants' Association. We have no means of evaluating just how
influential this networking was, but intuitively it seems likely that
it operated as a pervasive and powerful factor in fear and knowledge
of crime.

Neighbourhood Conditions

A number of variables which indicated a relatively negative view of
the estate environment were associated with heightened fear/knowledge
measures. Feeling uncomfortable on the estate and having negative

perceptions about people on the estate were both significantly
associated with fear on the estate at night. Pleasure at the prospect
of leaving the estate and negative feelings about the people on the
estate were associated very strongly with perceptions of general
crime. And pleasure at moving and being uncomfortable on the estate
were quite strongly associated with perceptions of extreme concern.
The present findings strongly support the Skogan and Maxfield
assertion regarding the influence of negative perceptions of neigh-
bourhood upon fear of crime. In fact, our results indicated that this
variable was generally more important than physical vulnerability.
There is an important difference between the present findings and
those of Skogan and Maxfield. In their work, they identified fear of
crime with perceptions of crime being a significant problem in the
local neighbourhood: "It was not surprising that concern about local
crime and disorder was. strongly related to fear". (1981: 261) While
we have noted that negative feelings about the estates were associated
with both fear of crime and knowledge of crime on the estates, the
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factoring procedure used to derive the criterion scores made it clear
that fear of crime on the estate at night, the major fear measure, was
only slightly associated with perceptions of general crime on the
estates. It would seem that, amongst the respondents to the present
survey, a variety of responses to a perception of crime on the estate
was elicited; for some it was a heightening of fear; for others,
perhaps, a series of precautionary behaviours which actually reduced
fear. Clearly the perception of the extent of crime will effect
individuals in different ways.

4.1.5 Effects Of Environmental Change On Fear Of Crime

The data from the present study offer evidence that improved security
arrangements, and to a lesser extent, improved physical environment,
lessens fear of crime. While this seems an intuitively likely outcome
from what 1is known in the 1literature, there 1is scant empirical
evidence in support, especially in regard to the specialised samples
and locations used in this study. As we have noted previously, little
work of any nature has been done on the parameters of crime and fear
of crime on Australian public housing estates.

However one reasonably analogous study 1in Britain has been
reported by Allatt (1984). She 1looked at the effects of improved
security arrangements upon fear of crime on two northern English
housing estates. One of these was a control estate, with no security
changes during the testing period, while the other, designated the
target estate, was fitted with security devices at all ground floor
points of entry. Survey data was gathered on 206 respondents on the
target estate and 199 respondents on the control estate just prior to
the fitting of the security devices on the target estate, and then
twelve months later. The specific focus of Allatt's study concerned
burglary, but she included items of a more general nature which allows
some comparison with data from the present study. She used single-
item indicators, and so the following comparisons are made with
equivalent item measures from our study.

One question common to both surveys concerned the general percep-
tion of crime on the estates: 'Just thinking about this area {estate),
would you say there is much crime around here?'. Recalling Table 11
in this study, at Phase One, 35% of Collingwood respondents, 56% of
North Melbourne respondents and 43% of Flemington respondents believed
that there was quite a lot or a great deal of crime. Allatt's
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equivalent figures were: 81% for the target respondents and 58% for
the control respondents. At Phase Two of this study, the figures
were: 13% of Collingwood, 37% of North Melbourne and 45% of
Flemington. Allatt's figures for her stage two were: 79% of target
respondents and 83% of control respondents. Thus the present study's
respondents tended to believe that there was less crime than their
English equivalents, and the two experimental estates dropped their
estimation of crime over time.

Allatt asked the question: ‘'Have you ever been worried in the
last year of becoming a victim of any type of crime?' The present
study contains no equivalent question. However she also asked
respondents about their fear of being the victim of burglary, and
Question 54 from the present survey addresses a similar issue. From
Appendix D it can be noted that at Phase One, 64% of Collingwood
respondents, 30% of North Melbourne respondents and 60% of Flemington
respondents reported being quite or very worried about property being
stolen from within their flats. The Phase Two figures were: 38%, 47%
and 56%. Allatt's stage one figures were: target = 53%; control =
48%; the stage two figures were: target = 40% and control 54%.
Thus, 1in the present study's equivalent group to Allatt's target
estate, the Collingwood respondents, there was greater fear of
burglary at Phase One, and considerably less fear at Phase Two.

There is one final set of findings from Allatt's work which bear
relevance to the present study. She probed changes 1in the target
estate respondents' attitudes towards the estate as a result of the

security installations. She reported" 'Approximately 92% said they
felt exactly the same, many of whom hated it; 6% said they were more
satisified (1984: 180). This is in marked contrast to the results of
the present study contained in Table 3. From that table, it was clear
that Collingwood respondents improved their perceptions of the estate
on almost all of the indicators.

Allatt concludes that her data reveal a clear reduction in fear
on the target estate, which she attributes to the new security
measures. She also notes the escalation in fear of crime expressed by
the control estate respondents. These findings are analogous to those
of the present study. However it is worth noting a few aspects of
this comparison. Allatt used single item indicators of fear and
perception, which could be expected to sharpen any simple differences
between estates. On the other hand, the present study adopted muiti-
variate measures which contained a good deal of individual differences
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amongst respondents on the many different items which computed the
criterion scores. Nevertheless, the decrease in fear scores amongst
the Collingwood respondents was much more dramatic than that reported
by Allatt for her target estate. Additionally, there was a pronounced
spin-off in terms of estate perceptions and precautionary behaviour
amongst the Collingwood respondents which was not evident amongst
Allatt's respondents. Even the decrease in fear scores amongst North
Melbourne residents exceeded that of the English target sample.
Obviously there are profound differences between the studies which
render firm comparisons unwise. But it is interesting to speculate
whether the differences noted above derive from an essential qualita-
tive difference 1in security arrangements between static protective
devices such as were used in the English study and the more labour-
intensive and surveillance oriented methods used at Collingwood in the
present study. As we have pointed out earlier, the most constant and
consistent part of the new security arrangements at Collingwood
consisted of the foyer attendant, as the security camera installation
suffered some setbacks. It may well be that the presence of a regular
and known surveillance agent offers a more wide-ranging effect upon
both the commission of crime and fear of crime than other security
measures.

4.2 A Response To The Flemington Tenants' Association

Finally, it 1is necessary to summarise the findings of the study in
relation to the concerns expressed by the Flemington Tenants' Associa-
tion. Such a summary should include an assessment of the policy
consequences of the findings. The following discussion is presented
according to the three major questions asked by the Association (see
Preface). The findings are reported as aggregates of the three
estates sampled, unless on specific topics the Flemington respondents
differed markedly from their colleagues on the other two estates.

4.2.1 The Nature And Extent Of Crime On The Estates

Table 11 revealed that approximately 45% of respondents believed that
there was quite a Tot or a great deal of crime on the estates at Phase
One. This figure dropped to 31% at Phase Two for the sample as a
whole, but Flemington respondents maintained their Phase One belief,
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with just under a half perceiving a lot of crime on the estate. In
terms of specific offences, we find the following percentages
perceiving quite a lot or a great deal/many at Phase One: damage to
cars = 56%; theft from outside flats = 50%; theft from inside flats =
48%; theft from motor vehicles = 48%; damage to property = 43%; motor
vehicle theft = 43%; robberies = 40%; crime happening to children =
30%; physical attacks = 29%; crime happening to the elderly = 26%;
sexual attacks 10%. Those percentages tended to reduce at Phase
Two, with the following exceptions, where the percentages increased:

damage to motor vehicles; theft from motor vehicles; damage to
property; motor vehicle theft. Thus property offences dominated the
rank ordering of extent of offences; crimes against the person were
perceived to be occurring a lot by less than a third of the respon-
dents. And where beliefs in the extent of crime changed over time,
only those concerned with property offences were subject to escalating
proportions.

In terms of estate-specific incidents, the overwhelming majority
of both North Melbourne and Flemington respondents believed that there
was quite a lot or a great many objects thrown off balconies. On all
three estates, similar majorities believed that there was much
urinating 1in the Tifts. Fifty-six percent of the total sample
believed that there was quite a lot or a great deal of drunken
behaviour on the estates at Phase One, with a small drop in this
percentage at Phase Two. Only 19% believed that there was a lot of
gun shots on the estates at Phase One, and this figure also dropped at
Phast Two.

It is an arbitrary exercise to assess at what percentage figure
one should consider a sample's responses as 'serious'. Nevertheless,
the above results suggest, we submit, tﬁat there was a prevailing
belief on the estates that property crime was common, while crimes
against the person were considerably less common. The figures
available in Tables 5 and 21 support this rank ordering, in terms of
actual victim experiences, with the exception of motor vehicle theft.
However, while it was noted that the study's victimisation rates were
generally higher than the state averages, the estate figures do not
suggest that actual victimisations accorded with the prevailing
beliefs about the extent of crime.
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4,2.2 The Nature And Extent Of Fear Of Crime On The Estates

Table 10 revealed that a third of the total sample felt rarely or not
at all safe on the estate at Phase One; this figure dropped to 22% at
Phase Two, largely due to the drops amongst Collingwood and North
Melbourne respondents. In terms of fear at various locations and
times on the estate, the percentages of those who felt quite or very
scared are as follows at Phase One: 1ift at night = 67%; car park at
night = 62%; foyer at night = 62%; foyer in evening = 42%; 1ift in
evening = 42%; car park in evening = 40%; balconies/laundries at night
= 31%; balconies/laundries in evening = 25%; flat at night = 13%. The
other locations and times were considered fearful by less than 10% of
the sample. At Phase Two, the total sample dropped their percentages
of respondents who were quite or very scared on all of the above
locations and times; but in each case, Flemington respondents
increased the percentages.

Clearly, then, the foyer, 1ifts and car park are areas which
engender considerable fear, with nearly two-thirds of the sample
reportedly quite or very scared at night. This must be considered a
disturbing result, even without community standards with which to
compare the figures.

In terms of fear of specific offences, well over half of those
with motor vehicles felt quite or very worried at both Phases about
theft of or from and damage to their vehicles. The percentages who
felt quite or very worried/scared about the other offences are as
follows at Phase One: theft from flat = 52%; robbery = 50%; theft from
outside flat = 49%; damage to property = 41%; physical attack = 37%;
sexual attack = 34%. Once again, respondents tended to be more
worried about property offences than they were scared about crimes
against the person, with the exception of robbery (which, as we have
commented in the factoring section of the report, the respondents tend
to categorise with property offences). These figures seem to us to be
quite high, although without data from other samples we cannot gauge
their relativity.

Again, a clear majority of North Melburne and Flemington respon-
dents were quite or very scared of objects thrown from the balconies.
Sixty-eight percent of the total sample was similarly worried about
urinating in the lifts at Phase One. Forty-nine percent were quite or
very scared about drunken behaviour on the estate at .Phase One, while
at the same time 37% were scared of gun shots. The percentages
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dropped a little over time, with the exception of those who feared gun
shots.

Data from the present study concerning the constituents of fear
are relevant to this section of the report. But as they have been
thoroughly canvassed in the previous section, they will not be
repeated here.

4.2.3 Preferred Security Arrangements

Tables 8 and 9 present the data on the samples' preferred security
arrangements. Collingwood and North Melbourne preferred the security
cameras and foyer attendant at Phase One, while all three estates
preferred this option at Phase Two. Accordingly, clear majorities in
each of the samples believed that this option would perform a fairly
or very good job. Rankings and assessments of the other two options
were a little equivocal. Collingwood respondents were consistently in
favour of private security over police security, while the other two
estates changed their rankings between phases. At Phase Two, Fleming-
ton respondents assessed the respective jobs that police and private
security firms would perform practically identically.

4.2.4 The Policy Implications Of The Findings -

Several features emerge from the findings with such clarity that to
ignore their implications would be a disservice. We want to draw
attention to three areas: tactical and logistic implications of the
findings; more general strategic implications for security in public
housing; and finally, a general issue of public housing policy. In a
sense, these three areas are rank ordered in terms of distance from
the actual data; the first represents the most proximate set of
implications, while the second and third areas move further into the
realm of extrapolation. The legitimacy of these extrapolations must
be judged by the persuasiveness of our arguments.

There are many features of the findings we would like to comment
upon in terms of policy implications. Particularly we would have
liked to discuss the findings related to the biographial correlates of
fear of crime. However we are mindful of the need to present this
last section concisely and to operate within the general restrictions
of what can be achieved in the near future by way of remedy. Thus we
have concentrated largely upon tangible aspects of security. This has
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not prevented us, however, from canvassing a long-term goal in respect
to the last recommendation.

Tactical Implications

From the data on the spatial and temporal correlates of fear of crime,
and the ranking data concerned with security priorities, we believe it
is reasonable to offer the following implications and recommendations:

1. Security attention ought to be directed

primarily at communal entry and transit areas

on the estate, such as car park and grounds,

foyers and lifts.
These were the locations nominated as most associated with fear by the
sample. Of course, once these areas are secure, it may be the case
that additional attention needs to be directed at other within-block
areas; this was implied by the changing security priorities at
Collingwood once the foyer had been secured. Nevertheless, logic
dictates that control of entry areas helps alleviate the problems of
'stranger-entry', and the dangers associated with the open spaces
outside the block.

2. Security attention ought to be directed
primarily at night and early morning times.
In terms of cost-benefit, security deployment
and patrolling in an eight-hour shift from
6.00pm to 2.00am is indicated.
While the data do not directly suggest that period, we believe it
represents an appropriate balance between the fear of tenants
expressed during the early evening, night and early morning periods as

measured by the three-way classification of time used in the study.

3. The sealing of balconies ought to be given
high priority in estate renovation programmes.
The fear engendered by the throwing of objects from balconies, and the
effective removal of that fear on the Collingwood block, leads
inevitably to this recommendation.

General Strategic Implications
The specific nature of security configuration 1is indicated by both

direct and indirect implications from the data. In direct terms, at
the end of Phase Two, the total sample strongly indicated a preference
for electronic surveillance and the deployment of security personnel
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in the foyer. However the only clear favorable effect of new security
arrangements emerged as a probable function of the continuously de-
ployed foyer guard at Collingwood, as the electronic surveillance was
only partially operative during part of the test period. We simply
cannot be sure of the possible effects of full electronic sur-
veillance. For instance, despite the continuous operation of 1ift
cameras in the second part of the test period at Collingwood, we note
from Table 6 that the Collingwood respondents reported a dramatic
increase in urination in the 1ifts. We have already speculated about
the possible causes of the increase in nuisance behaviour reported by
Collingwood respondents at Phase Two, but nevertheless quite clearly
those respondents did not find the 1ift cameras to be particularly
effective in this regard. Additionally, we received informal reports
from a number of Collingwood tenants who did not believe that any of
the cameras worked at all in any of the locations. We pass no comment
upon this belief, except to note it as a "consumer" response. We
therefore feel able only to offer the following recommendation:

4. Security configuration ought to reflect
personnel deployment in the foyer as a
priority, with regular security patrolling of
the grounds and lifts.

We want to go further than this last recommendation in terms of a
general policy of security configuration. We are clearly stepping
outside the bounds of the present data in this, but we allow ourself
this deviation from the traditional limits on scientific extrapolation

from social data for reasons we will adduce shortly.

5. The basis of security arrangements ought to
reflect an emphasis on personnel deployment
rather than on impersonal strategies.
We have already suggested in the body of the report why we believe the
data implicitly support this notion. Two further reasons can be
advanced. First, we personally have a commitment to the generation of
employment opportunities, particularly in Tlow-employment areas, and
consider that where there is no demonstrated and significant
superiority of labour-reduced over labour-intensive strategies, the
latter ought to prevail. Second, we believe that human resources
offer a better potential for the development of tenant identification
with and participation in estate security (the general issue of which
is the subject of the last recommendation in this section). We think
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it possible that an emphasis on static or impersonal security and
surveillnce strategies will facilitate tenant abrogation of responsi-
bility for security. For instance, it is diffcult to imagine tenant
identification with security concerns in the absence of sympathetic
and flexible feedback from impersonal devices. On the other hand,
interaction with security personnel offers the potential for increased
communication, information-sharing, sensitive response to matters of
concern, and identification with the issues and requirements of estate
security. Of course, much depends upon the nature and quality of the
service provided by security personnel, and due consideration needs to
be given to these matters. But we think it plausible that
personalised service delivery offers greater potential than an
emphasis upon 'hardware'.

The last of the strategic recommendations sounds practically
trite, given that inescapable arguments for its imperative can be
adduced quite independently of security considerations. Nevertheless,
the data from the North Melbourne sample are sufficiently persuasive
that it ought to stand as a security imperative in its own right.

6. The positive implications for security require
that systematic estate renovations be given
urgent priority.

A General Issue Of Estate Policy
This Tlast issue also exceeds our brief in this report, and we can

derive only indirect support from the data. However we feel confident
that we are consistent with the general literature on crime and fear
of crime, and that our recommendation 1is supported by initiatives
proposed elsewhere in 'community development' strategies with regard
to estate policy.

We have noted the probable effects of new security arrangements
and renovations on two of the blocks sampled in the study. In both
those cases, the respective tenants' associations had some input into
the design of those arrangements and renovation. However these inputs
were limited to consultation only. From Table 3, it is clear that
levels of interest and involvement in the affairs of the estates
dropped between phases of interviewing on both estates, most
dramatically at Collingwood. This finding leads us to question the
endurance of the positive gains evident on those estates in terms of
fear of crime in the absence of continuing involvement by tenants in
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estate decision-making. We can only speculate on the possibility of
increased beneficial consequences had tenants felt they exercised
considerably more on-going control over estate 1ife than they in fact
exercised during the study period.

We want to integrate this question with another perspective. On
a holistic reading of the findings, we believe that fear of crime
represented a significant impediment to the quality of life on the
estates. In turn, we believe that this fear stemmed from the
perceived nature of life on the estates. We remind the reader of the
strong associations between negative perceptions of estate 1life and
the criterion measures of crime and fear. There appear to be two
elements to this perception of life. The first is anchored largely in
the reality of a high-density, low income environment in urgent need
of renovation. The second element concerns the deviant imagery of
high-rise estate-living, generated by a complex mosaic of historical
prejudice, perjorative public attention directed at estates, and a
contemporary patronising view of the need to control the living
arrangements of the ‘'welfare classes'. We personally have difficulty
in separating out the relative inputs and consequences of these two
elements. What is clear is that perceptions of the quality of the
estate environment have significant effects upon perceptions of crime
and fear.

While we firmly believe that the foregoing recommendations will
have an impact upon the objective reality of security conditions on
the estates, we suspect tht this impact will be moderated in the long
term if the deviant image continues to persist. We have no guaranteed
solution to such a problem, of course. But we want to add to all the
other persuasive reasons for increasing tenant control over their
living environment by suggesting that such control will assist tenants
in creating an environment relatively free of the sorts of images
imposed upon them by the processes we have outlined. It would be
naive to expect such change to occur overnight; but in conjunction
with the tangible improvements we have recommended, we foresee the
possibility of a differently 'negotiated' image of estate life, more
favorable in orientation, and more satisfactory in terms of perceived
quality of life if tenants were to take control of those aspects of
estate life they see as problematic. If we are correct in our assump-
tions, we could expect a long-term alleviation of the crime and fear
concerns generated by psychological responses to estate life. While
we would 1like to take this notion a good deal further, we will
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restrict ourselves to matters relevant to the
the study.

7. Tenants ought to be granted

immediate concerns of

significant

control over budget allocations relevant to
those problems of estate conditions which they
themselves have identified as impinging most
directly upon the security of high-rise

Tiving.
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NOTES

The Australian Bureau of Statistics, in the report 'Social
Indicators, Victoria, No. 1l.', notes that 76% of public housing
principal tenants are female. The Victorian Ministry of Housing
Annual Report for 1983-84 notes that 73% of public housing
tenants qualify for housing rebates, which denotes low income.

Flemington Community Enterprises Inc., (1984) Flemington
Employment Research Project, Report No. 1, (unpublished).

For instance, regular foot-patrol by designated police officers
on the Flemington estate has been tried in recent years. The
second author liaised with the local police in this initiative,
and he believes tht the reluctance of the police department to
allocate sufficient resources to the exercise, and the reluctance
of local officers to become strongly involved in this non-
traditional aspect of policing considerably reduced its utility.

The Flemington Tenants' Association is currently implementing a
plan whereby people subsidised by the Community Employment
Programme (CEP) are trained and deployed to act as security
personnel on the estate.

The present authors are involved in a pre/post test evaluation of
tenant perceptions of and experiences with the new arrangements
in conjunction with the Ministry of Housing. This new initiative
post-dates the testing period of the present study.

Personal communication with the authors by J. Wiegerink, Security
Manager with the Victorian Ministry of Housing.

After a number of call-backs and alternative interviewing
attempts, it proved impossible to obtain the fifty-fourth
interview in this block without going beyond the designated
sampling plan.

The eighteen variables used in this (and later analyses) were as
follows:

Biographical General Environmental Perceptions
Use of Interpreter Perception of Estate

Sex Comfort on estate

Age Sort of people on estate
Nationality Relativity of neighbourhood
Marital status Interested in estate

Number in flat Involved in estate

Time resident on estate Privacy on estate

Number known on floor Likely to move from estate

Number known in block Feelings about moving from estate
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APPENDIX A

OF HOUSING
Myer House, 250 Elizabeth Street, Melbourne Victoria. 3000. Telephone 669 1100
G.P.0O. Box 1670N, Melbourne, 3001
Telegraphic Address: "*Vichousing” Melbourne

PhoneorcalMR T Harrop
8 August 1983 669 1127

Mr. R. Wynne

Social Worker

Flemington Community Health Centre
40 Shield Street

FLEMINGTON VIC 3031

Dear Mr Wynne

I refer to your correspondence to Officers of this Division in
which you propose to conduct an evaluative research project on
a number of Ministry high rise estates, the subject of which
will be the security of those estates.

I wish to advise you that although the Ministry still has
grave reservations about the validity of victimisation surveys
and any research based upon such a methodology, it is prepared
to agree in principle to the study being undertaken provided
you agree to satisfy the following conditionms.

a) That the researcher approach the tenants group of each
estate on which the survey is to be carried out to explain
to the tenants the purpose of the survey and obtains the
written approval of said groups for such a survey to be
carried out on their estates prior to undertaking the
survey.

b) That an introduction to the survey explaining to tenants
that this survey is not endorsed by the Ministry and is
not compulsory, to be installed and all surveyors be
obliged to read this to tenant when they approach them to
answer the survey.

c) That provision be made in the front of the final report
for inclusion of tenants and Ministry's comments on the
conduct and findings of the reseach and that no final
report is to be produced without inclusion of those
comments. :

As indicated in conversations you have had with officers of the
Ministry no financial contribution will be made to the study
by the Ministry.~ '

confirmation of your acceptance of the

ACTYNG GENERAL MANAGER
HOUSING SERVICES DTVISION
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MINISTRY OF HOUSING
Myer House, 250 Elizabeth Street, Melbourne Victoria. 3000. Telephone 669 1100
G.P.O. Box 1670N, Melbourne, 3001
Telegraphic Address: **Vichousing” Melbourne
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15 Ootoher 15

Mr. Richard Wynne,
Social Worker,
Flemington Community Health Cenire,
40 Shield Street,
FLEMUNGTON VIC 3031

rMr wWynne,

fank you for the opportunity to comment on your recent report "Tenant
Jand-] pﬂanﬁ of Crime and Security on Melbourne's High-Rise Public Housing

Estates”. | would Hike to make comments inregards to two areas; the

findings of the study and the policy implications you derive from the

. ,

xm'nt,h x..!.mmna’t.ed in tht.' Lc:mmem..amt!nt of mxnt g:u Dgrmnc hn?r* on high rise
and medium/1ow density housing estates in 1981 (not in 1982 as you state
on page 20).

COMMENTS ON THE FINDINGS

in general, the findings of your study reinforce what the Ministry has

found through its own studies and experience in this ares For exampiz, the
following provides o surnmary of our most recent s ‘zﬁr: in i
ared (9 survey of 222 tenants on the Collingwood Estate, conducted in

22 ten
Dotober/November 1984 and published in December, i 9‘4) -

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS FROM THE MINISTRY SURVEY

Percepiions of Safetg
Tenants held significant Years for zafely,

£

=_.=”_r;~.1m:a1 aress 3 ngd reuruja of ?u highr
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serioys sityations.

Perceived Effectiveness of the Security Arangements

Overall, the tenants thought that the security arrangements had increased
the f*atptu of the grounds and buildings and assessed the security tatrol:
3z marginally more effective than the Community Guardians. Respondents
from 229 Hoddle St assessed both the security guards and Community
Guardians as being more effective than did respondents from other areas
of the esiate

v,

Tenant Preferences for Security Services
The maost important attributes of a security system were ranked fny the
tenants as follows -
1. patrols of buildings and grounds
teleyision surveillance
intercoms 1o a conirol room
intercoms in a2 ‘E‘F!!':u"‘}f!! door system

security person in the foyer of sach building

I Y I Y

irst priority, the high e
areas t at the patrols should cover were the
bslconies and verandahs, the grounds, the foy

! i
car gumnq area. A3 might be expected, the Dight Sirest tenants ratad

patrols of the qruumj-: as Demq maost important, Security patrols should
primarily cover the hours of darkness {starting around 9 om.); patrols on 2
T 24 hour basis d}j not seem warranted by almost hui of the ternants.

Tenants views on the role of 3 sacurity wo

wear a uniform,

provide protection for tenants as a priority over property,

* Deaware of the estate as a community, whiltst not Tavouring carticular
Y‘-‘H»"Ht

*»

¥
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DIFFERENCES IN FiNDINGS

“."'.-'- - -
HEEE

¥ areas where if

(44

A
i

[an)
[w

e two studiss produced differences in

i
findings which are worthy of comment,

Firstiu

u, interms of preferences for security arrangements, your study
found a preference at Collingwood (Phase 2) for security cameras and
foyer .3?.*.9 dants rather than private security patrods or police patrols

15 o

Furthermore, the areas of mest concern to t’s‘se Collin Q"‘f““ru Prase 2
tenants wers firstly tf '
aztiy, the palconies

for security
o1z, then telewizion surveitlance, intercoms o & control room or
ecurﬁg door and, 1astly, 3 security person in the foyer. Thers were aiso
ifferences in preferences as to the most important areas of the esiate in
berms of patrol priorities

in tna- otner hand, our suryey found a preference firstly
rod

“l"‘l

[ S 4]

o,

[fx)

The second area of difference between the studies relates Lo the f
crime and country of birth of the respondent. Whereas gn:su found "being
Yietnamese speunraﬂq, or non-aAustralisn in general, z3nciatl

with Tess fear or belief in the extent of crime on the eatrt&' W fosun:i fust
the opposite. That is, our survey showed that Australisn-born tenants
generally hs d less fear of crime than those born overseas {including the
Yiethamese). This finding was also corroborated by ouwr qu i‘JHt:!U‘-;‘H
research.

S

iven that our survey and your Collingwood Phase 2 survey wers carried
aut at the same time, used similar sampling metnnduh.xmea and ytilisad
professionaliy-trained interviewers, | would specuiate that the above

e &

éiffereru_.es in findings were due to differences in guestionnaire des
) :

nbering your Collingwood M:*H 2 sample consisied of

.

wWe also found that mj 9:3:19 had less fear of Ccrime than younger
respaneems ahich, ,g "xt m.n‘., iz contrary to the jitarature. | would
Lhat old type acting a3 & ‘confounding’ ‘

hold 1
resoondants wil ', ::‘:“-.‘;.zj’i"&ﬂ ten
: A i?hh!)‘H? ?.3 ‘m*mm? childran: that
than rean mr‘m;r: without childres

ded 1o haye "';FMT'—-; fagre nof

glzo tended to D2 younger
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COMMENTS OM POLICY IMPLICATIONS

£ Securily alieniion aught lo ke directied grimerily ot
communsdl eniry ond (ransit gress an tae asiele, such 85 car
park and grounds, fayers snd /ifis {Page 877

1, cancenirate upon
g provision of security

reas through physical mzpr"mmpnt works

The Mintstry's current security orogram does, in fac
these a ar
personnel and so far nas -

in terms of physical improvement works -

*

transit areas: enclosed balconies, provided security soreens,
improved 5g'hﬁng to the balconies am:i provided doors at each end of
the balconies (e.g. Collingwood and shortly, in Richmond and Fitzroy),
inztalled closed circuit television cameras focussed on stairwel)
axits (at Collingwond),

*  car par¥s: improved h’qh?inq in car parks (e Collingwond),

restricied entries to some of the mu?‘n—%nrvu car parks (e Fitzroy,
Richmond) and provided perimeter fencing around the car parks (=g
Fitzroyl,

* graun;:!s: provided security lighting for the estate grounds (2.0,
Collingwood, Fitzroy, Carlton, Prahran, etc.),

-

foyers: provided improvement works 1o the foyer areas such as
better nqhhnq and more secure mail boves as well as providing
controlled access to buildings via eiectronic sliding doors (e
Collingwood t‘md s00n at Richmond and Fitzroy), installed closed
circuit television cameras in foyer {at Collingwood,,
*  Tifts: provided a 3&1:1:;'1”:_;; person during the 1ift upgrading orogram
{reaching completion in all high ri :.- eatatec; and instalied cloged
=3

circuit television cameras in 1iTts (e.g. Collingwood with Fichmond
and Fitzroy to follow),

in terms of security personnel -

*  the Ministry provides private security guards who patrol the grounds
andg nuﬂrm*a- an eleven pigh rise estates, nﬁ

*  provides Community Guardians based in the foger {2t Collingwood)

£ Security atiention auohl o be diracied primariiy ai aigal
ang gariy meraing (imas. ja lerms af cesi-2engfii, secyriiy
gegragment and pelraiiing i gn 2igh! fogr sifl from & nm
e Fam is indicaiag

P W T

T aoeration for

oA

e ?H‘j by the tenants
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angd can vary according to :I-'d_‘."l ft' 0. gz

natrols do cover the nours o

x

greatest fear of crime has besn

;“.IE‘ESE‘E

l'[n

S Fhe sesling af paiconies aught o he given #igh prierily in
esitale repavelion progranmes.

Thnis abways has been a high priority from the Ministry's point of wiew and

the majority of high rise estates either have, or will have, thair ‘*m onies

enclozsed oy the end of this Tinancial year. However, i1 must be 'r'm’smnhvrwj
that the Ministry is commitied to tenant consultation and that tenants

oriorities will be taken into consideration.

4 Securily copfiguration aught ta reflect persennel
depicyment in the foyer as g prierity, wilth reguisr securily
patroiiing af the grounds and 1i7is.

tneir data. However, 1t is interesting to note that the Ministry
Collingwood found that, whilst patrols of the buildings and grounds were
the most preferred option of the tenants, "a security person in the foyer of
gach building” was the least preferrad option.

as pointed out by the authors, this recommendation excesds the bounds of
stry's survey at

hﬁ '*ﬂmatr y believes that the final security configuration on
hould result from consuliation with tenantis on that estigie
d!'d YR feeﬂ ,uathe to adopt the above recommendation across ine board.

S Fhe hesis of securily errangemenis cught o refiect on
emphasis an persannel deployment raiRer (Asn on impersongi
strategies

W

scribed above (point 1, the Ministry has provided & mixiure of the
Uwn strategies; e nvr:mmei deployment and r*n'mrae securily measures
electrontc equipment, improved !mm ng, balcony enclosures, sl

SUCH 83 _ J
The degree of this mixture at any ohe estate | g 1y depends on the
gxprassed preferences of the tenants.

b The pasilive impiicetions for securiiy reguire (2af
syslemalic astale repayaiions he givan yrgent priarity
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7 Fensnis aught in be granied significaat canirgl ayves pudgs!
glincations refevent 1o those profiems of estale conditions
which taey lhemseives heve Ideniified a5 impinging moast

diractiy upon 1he securily of Aigh rise living

Currently tenants do have significant control of budget allocations

relever tm estate conditions in that they control how the estate
improverment budget i3 spent Tor their estate. That is, within a financial
ceiling, tenants are free to irade of f between various upgrade and security
works. There are two constraints on this budget cantrol by irﬂ'«am":;
firetly, some works such as 1ifts, rubbish chutes, taundries and ooiler

U ndatory, and secondly, thers i3 currentiy a mwrﬁurmm 2
slacironic s:et:urwu eguipment until the Collingwood and Richmend s

in conclusion, your study findings reinforce and add to the body of
knowiedge on security issues on high rise estates and it is reassuring that
your conclusions provide some ‘oulside’ confirmation of the strategu of
tenant participation and involvement that the Ministry has been pursuing
since the early 1980's. If you have any quurma on this matter, would you
please contact Roger Hudson {ph. 869 1338
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this estate has recently

be undertaken on a
The questionnaire is
rasent security
you feel living
w much crime occurs cn this
rvey will be available for

The tenant security group on
approved a questionnaire which will
number of floors in this block.
aimed at getting your ideas about the p
system you have-on the estate, how safa
on the estate and to assess ho
estate. The results of the su
your security group to use as they wish.

The gquestionnaire will take the form of a personal interview
with members of each flat and will take approximatesly 45
minutes. Your co-operation would be anorecxated as the

results of the survey w1ll assist your security group in
for the estate

planning the best secur ity systsm
shown below will come

One of the people whose picture is
We lock

to interview you within the next 3-4 weeks.
forward to meeting you then.

Nhom An.ninh cua nguCL thué nha vua chan thuan ban Phong van
ban nay se duoc xu dung trong viec phong van, mot so ba con cé
ngu & mot SO tanq ldu trong khu nha 1av. Ban cau hdi nay nhdn
thu thap Y klen cua Quy v1 lién-gquan dén he.- tnong an.ninh tai
khu dla cu cua Quy vi, ae Yxem. Quy cam t&av tinh .trang an ainh
o) day nhu. theé nao va de Xem muc. do toi. oham xay ra thong-;hu
g;a cuhden muc ndao. Két qua cua su tham do nay se ducc Jhom
duoglghoggavgg?ol thue nha xu dung theo y muon cua nguoi
Ban cau hoi nay se thuc hlen duol hinh thuc mot cuéc ohdng van
ca .nhan danh cho nnunc ngudi c¥ agu trong mOl cgn nha va se hoi
.krong vong 43 ohut. Hoan nghinh su conc tac cua Quy vi
v1 ket qua cua cuo tham do sé giup cho Nhom An ninh thidt léo
fe hoach an.ninh tdi nao cho ba con cu agu trong khu gla cu
Mot trong nhuing ngudil co hlnh ad01 ddy se &én :hong van Quy.VL
trong vong 3 hoac 4 tuan toi. Chunq tol mong duoc gap Quy vi sau.

STT DNSS - DMTERVISNTER

sl - PRI Rp DAty i Spas




~ GUVENLIX XONUSUNDA ANKET.

Xiracilar Guvenlik Xomitesi tarafindan Housing Commission

aloklarinda giivenlik konusuyla ilgili bir anket vapillmasi
kara;last;rlldlz Anketin hedefi sizin bu konudaki diisunce

ve hislerinizi A3renmek. Ayrica guvenlik ve bloklarda -
igslenen suclara karsi alinmasi gereken Snlemler ve bu konudaki
Sizin gorusleriniz, tavsiyeleriniz ve hislerinizi b@reqmek\‘
istiyoruz. Anketin sonucu Guvenlik komitesince de@erlegéiri’in
kullanilacaktir. o

Anket kigilerin Ozel goruslerini yansitacak i

I 1 % gekilde hazirlan-
mis olgp.yakla§1k glarak 45 dakika surecektir. Yeni guvenlik
sisteminin sgczlmesz, planlammasi sizlerb\gésterece§i
yakinlix ve isbzrlidiyle olacakti-.

A$a§1d§ki sahislardan biri sizinle 3~ 4 hafta iginde -
t¥mas kuracaktir. Tekrar gorusmek umidiyle saygilars
sunarim. ) )

»
.

ENCUESTA SQOBRE SEGURIDAD.

El Cownite de Seguridad de Arrendatarios

aa. aprobads reclientemdente un cuesticnario que sera
aplicade =1 un cierto nuzero de pisos en este 3loque. EL
tionario »srete¢nde :onocer sus ideas acerca del presente sis-
tewa de seguridad que esta orerando, cuan ssgurs Jd., se sien-
te de vivir aqui 7y -ara evaluar el zrado de vioclencia (crime;)
que ¢iene lugar <ea =wste reciato.
321 cuestiocnario tendra la roria de una <cnirevista personal :ton
RAiexmbdros de cada Flat y durara aproximadamente 45 ZTizutos.
Su soozeracion sera Iuy apreciada y los resultados de la en-
cuesta ayudaran a vucstro Comite de Seguridad a planificar
2l wejor sistewa d2 segiridad zara los pobdbladores.
.a personas :cuya fotografia aparece avajo lo entrevis-
Desde ya auestros

suesg-

Jna d=
tara dentro de las sro«lwas 3 o 4 semaznas,
AZradeaimiaentas.
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SECURITY QUESTICNNAIRE

We are interested in hearing from you about what it is like living on a
Ministry of Housing Estate. By camwpleting this questicnnaire you will
assist us in evaluating the level of crime and securitv conditions on
this estate. This survey is not endorsed by the Ministry of Housing and

is pot campulsory.

* THIS QUESTIONNATRE IS STRICTLY CONFIDENTIAL AND WILL NCT AFFECT YOUR
TENANCY IN ANY WAY *

Thank vou for your co-operation.

SECTICN A
AGE:

HOW MANY PEOPLE LIVE IN THIS FLAT WITH YOU?

L]

WHAT IS THE AGE AND SEX CF EACH' RESIDENT?

Males. 1l.___ 2. 3. 4. Females. 1. 2. 3. 4.

HOW LONG HAVE YOU BEEN LIVING ON THIS ESTATE? (Months.)

HOW MANY PEOPLE DO YOU KNOW BY NAME ON THIS FLOOR?

HOW MANY PEOPLE DO YOU KNOW BY NAME ON THIS BLOCK?




.2_‘ »

* Now I would like to asi o s quastions abomt what it is like living
on this estat...

SECTION B

Q. 1. Just thinking about this cstate, what kind of area do you think
it is?

Q. 2. Do you feel at hame living on this estate? (Probe - That is do
you feel camfortable living on this estate?)

Q. 3. TWhat kind of people would you say live on this estate?

Q. 4. Would you say this this estate differs from other neighbourhoods
around here? (Probe- Are the people any different etc. etc?)

Q. 5. How interested are you to know what is going on arocund this estate?

1l 2 3 4 S
Very Quite Fairly A little Not
interested. interested. interested. interested.  interested
at all.

Q. 6. How involved are you in activities that happen on this estate?
(Prcb - Tenants Groups, recreational activities etc. etc).

1 2 3 4 5
Not involved A little - Fairly Quite Very
at all. involved. involved. involved. involved.



2.

Q. 7. How much personal privacy do you feel there is living on this estate?

1 2 3 4 S
No Privacy A Litrle A Fair . Quite a Lot of
~at All. Privacy. amount of lot of Privacy. -
Privacy. Privacy.

Q. 8. Doyouintendtomvefmnttﬁ.sestateinﬂaenextmelvemnﬂzs?

Yes []

Q. 9. Suppose you had to move away from this estate. How would you feel about
it? muld you f%l a8 oeasstvevoe .

1l 2 3 4 5
Very Sorry. Quite Sorry. Neither Sorxy Quite Very
nor Pleased. Pleased. Pleased.

Q. 10. How safe do you feel living on this estate? Do you feel ....cccece

1 2 3 4 5

Not Safe at All. Rarely Safe. Fairly Safe. Quite Safe. Very Safe.

e Je e % Je v Jo sk e v vde e v d de Je e Yo e KRk



SECTION C

Q. 11. Just thinking about this estate, would you say there is much crime

around here? Would you say there is

1 2 3 4 5

A Great Deal. Quite a Lcet. Not Much. Very Little, None at All.

Q. 12. Just thinking about the children living on this estate, would you say that
there is much crime HAPPENING 10 THEM? Would you say that there is ......

1l 2 3 4 5

None at All. Very Little. Net Much. Quite a Lot. A Great Deal.

Q. 13. Just thinking sbout the Elderly Peorle living on this estate, would you say
that there is much crime HAPFININC TO THEM around here? Would you say that
mere is S oo asenvea

1 _ 2 3 4 5
A Great Deal. Quite a Lot. Not. Much. Very Little. None at All.
Q. 14. A).

Just thinking albont this estate, would you say that there are many
physical avtacks happening arcund here? Would you say that there are.....

1 2 3 4 5

None at All. Very Faw. Not: that Many. Quite a Lot. A Great Many.



| PO

Q. 14. B).

Q. 14. Q).

Q. 14. D).

Q. 14. E).

~5-

Just thinking abeut this estate, would you say that there are many
sexual attaclis happening around here? Would you say that there are ....

1 2 3 4 o 5
A Great Quite Not that Very Few. None at All.

Many. a Jot, Maeny,

~

Just thinking about this sstate, would you say that there are many
rcbberies happening around here? Would you say that.there are ....

1 2 3 4 5
None at Very Few. Net that Quite A Great Many.
All. Many a Lot. '

Just ﬂxink:ihg apout this gstats, would you say that much property is
stolen from DNSIDE seople’s f£lats arcund here? Would you say that

there is ceeecscee

1 2 3 4 5
A Great: Quite Net that Very None at All.
Deal. a Jot, Much. Little.

Just thirking about this estate. would you say that much property is

‘stolen from QUISIDE pecple's flars around here? Would you say that

there is .eeeceew.

1 2 3 4 5

Nene at Very Not that Quite A Great
All. Little. Much. a Lot. Deal.
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Q. 14. F). Just thinking about this estate, would you say that there is much
deliberate damaging of peuple's personal proper“y around here?
Would you say that there is .,....cecee

1 2 3 4 5
A Great Quite Not that - “Very o ANone. at -

Deal a Lot Much Little o All

Q. 14. G). Just thinking about this =state, would you say that there are many
cars or motorcycles stolen around here? Would you say that there are....

1 2 3 4 5
Nene at Vary ' Not that Quite . A Great
All Few Much a Lot Deal -

Q. 14. H). Just thinking about this estate, would you say that many things are
stolen from cars and motnrcycln,a around here? Would you say that
there are ....c...

1 2 3 4 5
A Great Quita Not that Vexy None at
Many a Lot Many Few All

Q. 14 I). Just thinking ahout this estate, would you say that many cars or

motoreycles are deliberate lv damaged around here? Would you say
that there are ...... ‘

1 2 3 4 5

None at very Not that Quite A Great
All Faw Many a Lot Many
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" Q. 14. J). Just thinking about this estate, would you say that many oi:jécts
, are thrown over the balccnies arcund here? Would you say that
there are ..eeesse

1 2 3 4 - s
A Great Quita Not that Very None at
Many a Lot Many _ Few - All

Q. 14, K). Just thinking about this estate, would you say that there is much
drunken behaviour around here? Would you say that.there is ......

1 2 3 -4 - - 5

None at - Very - Not that Quite A Great

All Little - Much a Lot Deal

Q. 14, L). Just thinking about this estate, would you say that there are many
incidents of pecople urinating in the lifts? Would you say that
&Aere are ®S0 S s0 0000 ' .

1 2 3 4 5
A Great Quite Not that Very None at
Many a Lot Many Few All

O. 14. M). Just thinking about this estate, would you say that there are many
incidents of shooting firearms around here? Would you say that -

1 2 3 4 5
Ncne at very Not that Quite A Great

All Few Many a Lot Many

[
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€. 15. Do ycu think it is necessary to take any particular precautions
against crime on this estate?

ves [
w U

Q. 16. Do you personally take particular precautions against crime on this
estate? (Frobe~ Do you refrain fram going out at night? Do you '
refrain from getting in the lift alcne? Do you carry a weapon?
Have you fitted a security deor, security bars to windows, alam
system etc, ete? :

Yes []
Yo [

If so, what precautions do you take?

% e e e Fo K e e v Fe ve 7 Jo e S do v v Fe Wk e



SECTICN D .

Now, I would like to ask you about same tl'ungs which may have happened to you
in the last six months. )

Can you think back to what you were doing six months ago - that is, at the
(teginning/middle/end) of (month) 1983........ and to what has happened to

vou since then (Interviewer to prampt with relevant exampleS..cce.... New Years
Day, Easter, Scheol Holidays, Birthdays, Illness in the Family). :

NMow, I want to ask you about some things which might hawve happened to you in that
time. I want you to think carefully about each one, and tell me if anything of
that kind did happen to you in the last six months. Please take.your time and
think carefully and if you remember samething which happened to you that might
fit the description I give, let me know. If doesn't matter who else was involved,
or whether you think it was serious or not.

Here are the things I would like to know about:-

Q. 17. - During the last six months, did anyone physically attack you, or hit you, )
or use any kind of violence against you on this estate? If so, when,
mmandataboutmtimxe? Canyougiven-eabnef descript:.onof
what happened?

Yes [ |
Yo []

Q. 18. During the last six months, did anyone try to attack you, or hit you,
or try to use any kind of violence against you on this estate?
If so, when, where and at about what time? Can you give me a brief
description of what happened?

ves []
wo LJ




Q. 19. During the last six months, Bas anything been stolen frcm your person
on this estate? (example: fram your pocket, your handbag etg). -
If so, when, where and at about what time. Canyoug:.vemeabn.ef
description of what happened?

Q. 20. During the last six months, did anyone rcb you, or try
this estate? If so, when, where and at about what time
-give me a brief description of what happened?

Q. 21. During the last six months, did anyone break into your flat? If so,
when, and at about what time? Can you give me a brief description
of what happened?

ves (]

No []

Q. 22. During the last gix months, did anyone try to break into your flat?
If so, when and at about what time? Can you give me a brief des-
cripticn of what happened?

Yes D

No []




Q. 53.

Q. 24.

Q. 25.

Q. 26.
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During the last six months, has anything been stolen fram inside
your flat? If so, when and at about what time? Can you give me
a brief description of what happened? , o

e U
v [

During the last six months, has. anything been stolen frcm outside
flat? (eg. bicyeles, letters, clothes off the washing line or
fram inside the laundry etc). If so, when, where and at about
what time? Can you give me a brief description of what happened?

‘Y’esD.
o O

During the last six months, did anyone deliberately damage any
property belonging to you on this estate? (eg. a window in your
flat, the front door of your flat, anything you had left outside
your flat) If so, when, where and at about what time? Can you
give me a brief description of what happpened?

Yes[]

s (]

Do you own a car or motor-cycle? Yes

No Q. 27.
S

(—I-] Q. 28.
v

Q. 30. Q. 29.
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IF YES —» Q. 27. Was your car or motor-cycle stolen from this ves []
gstats, during the last six months? If so, when and at about
what time? :

vo [

Q. 28. Was anything stolen from your car or motor-cycle on this estate,
sc far during the last six months? If so, when and at about

what time?

Y O

Q. 29. Did you find that your car or motor-cycle was damaged on this
estate, so far during the last six months? If so when and at

about what time? :

Yes [ ]
% 7]

Yes [:] |



Q. 30

Q. 3l.

Q. 32.

Q. 33.

Q. 34.

~ 13 -

During the last six menths have ycu seen any ob]ects be:Lng thrcwn
over the balconies cn this estate?

If so, about how many times? : Yes D

v U

During the last six months, have you withessed particular
incidents of dxunken mehavicur on this estate?

1£ so, abcut how many times? Yes D

During the last six months, have you came across urine in
the lift:

If so, can vou tell me about how many times? ’ YesD

No []

During the last six months, have you heard gun shots fired
on the estate?

If so, can you tell me about how many times? Yes D

o [

During the last six nonths, did anything elese happen on this
estate that werried vou and which you think might have involved
a crime of anv kind (that is =znything that was against the law)?

If so, when, where and at about what time. Can you give me a
brief description of waat happened?

Yes [

.




SECTICN E

Q. 35.

Q. 36.

Q. 37.

Q. 38.

- 14 =

1 N |
Car park and grounds between 7.00 am and 300 mm.

1 2 3 4
Not Scared A Litty, ; . 4
at All Scared gi;’iég gcultei

Car park and grounds between 3.00 om and 11.00 pm.

1 2 3 4
‘S’ig i gg;g* 1 Fairly A Little
i Scared Scared

Car park and grounds Letween 11.00 pm and 7.00 am.

1 2 3 4
‘Not Scared A Litt,, ;
at All Scared gzaliég Quis tei

Focver of the block bew.

17,00 2m ancd 3.00 .

1

(XS]

1 3 4

Very Scarsd ait. rad .
Ty gcm‘( rairly A Little
G Scarad Scared

Not Scared
at aAll

Very
Scared

Not Scared
at All



Q. 40

Q- 41-

Q. 42.

15,

Fover of ‘he block betwsen 3.00 pm and 11.00 tm.

1 2 3 4
Not Scarsd A Little Fairly Quite
at All Scared Scared Scared

Fbyer of the block between 11.00 pm and 7.00 am.

1l 2 3 4
Very Quite Fairly A Little
Scared Scared Scared Scared

In the 1lift beteen 7.00 am and 3,00 mm.

1 2 3 4
Not Scared A Little Fairly Quite
at All Scared Scared Scared

In the lift betzsesn 3.00 o and 11.00 pm.

1 2 3 4
Very Cuitn Fairly A Litcle
Scared Scared Scared Scarai

Not Scared
at All

Very

Not Scared
at All



- 16 -

Q. 44, In the lifi: between 11.00 pm an? 7.00 am.

1 2 3 : 4 5

Not Scared Little Fairly Quite Very
at Ali Scar=d Scared Scared Scared

Q. 45. On the baicony/In the laundrv 'xatween 7.00 am and 3.00 pm.

1 2 3 4 5
Very Quite Fairly -~ A Little Not Scared

Scared Scared - Scared Scared at All .

Q. 46. On the balcony/In the laundry between 3.00 pn and ll.co mm.

1 2 3 4 5
Not Scared A Little Fairly Quite Very
at All Scared Scared Scared Scared

Q. 47. On _the balcony/Tn the laundry between 11.00 pm and 7.00 am.

1 2 3 4 5
Very Quite Fairly A Little Not Scared
Scared Scared Scarad Scared at All

eee/17



Q. 48.

Q. 49.

Qc 50.

-17 -

In your flat between 7.00 am and 3.090 pm.

1 2 3
Not Scared A Little Fairly
at All Scared Scared

In your flat between 3.00 pm and 11.00 pm.

1 2 3
Very Quite Fairly

Scared Scared . Scared

In your flat between 11.00 pm and 7.00 am.

1 2 3
Not Scared A Little Fairly
at All Scared Scared

e e e s e sde e e e e e g K¢ e 9 e e o e de e

Quite

A Little

Quite

Not Scarec
at all

Very
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SECTION F

Q. 51. How scared are yu that iou may be the victim of a physical
attact on this ¢stata?

‘ 1 2 3 4 5
Very Quite Mot that Scared Very ' Not Scara

Scaxed Scared Scaed Little at All

.

Q. 52. How scared are you that ypi cersosally may be the victim of a
sexual attack on this estate?

1 2 3 4 5
Nt Scared Scared Very Mot that Quite Very

at All Little Scared Scared - Scared

Q. 53. How scarad are vou personally that you may be the victim of a
roethary on this estats?

1 2 3 4 5
Very Quite Not that Scared Very Not Scare
Scarzd Scavred Scared Little at All

Q. 54. Huw earied ave you parsonolly that nroperty may be stolen
£rmoinsare vour fiat?

i 2 3 4 5

ot Woried Worried vz 1L that Guite Very
at ALL Little Uicrried Worried Worried



Q. 55.

Q. 56.

Q. 57.

Q. 58.

- 19 -

How worried are ycu perconzlly that groperty may be stolen
frem cutside your flat?

1 2 3 4 -

Very Cuite Not thet Worried Very Not Worried

Worried Worricd Worried Little at All’

How worried are you that your porxscnal property may be,
deliberately damaged cn this estatse? _

1 2 3 4 B
Not Worried Worried Very  Not that Quite  Very
at All Little worzied ' Worried " Worried
* IT RESPONDENT CWNS MOTCR VEHICLE PROCEED TO QUESTIONS 57 - 59

How worried are you that your motnr vehicle may be stolen
from this estate?

1 2 3 4 - 5
Very Quite Not that Worried Very Not Worried
Worried Worried - Worried Little at all

How worried arc: you that your motor vehicle may be deliberately
domaged cn this estata?

1 2 3 4 5
Not Worried Worried Very Not that Quite Very
at All Littr: Worried Worried Worxried

.../20



Q. 39.

Q. 60.

Q. 62.

- 20 -

How worried are you that properiy nay be stolen frem outside
your motor vehicle on _hls estate?

1 2 3 4
YVery Quite Not that Worried Very
Worried Worried Werried Little

How scared are ycu personally that objects may be thrown cver
the balconies on *his estate?

1l 2 3 4
Vexry Quite Not that Scared Very
Scarad Scared Scared Little

How scarad ars you personally that you may encounter drunken
behaviour on this estate?

1 2 3 4
Not Scared Scared Very Not that Quite
Little Scared Scared

at all

Bod worrtied are you perscnally that you may nse a lift in which

sanreona has urinated?

X 2 3 4
very Quite Not that Worried Very
Werriad Worried Worried Littie

Not Worri
at All

vl

Not Scar
at All

Very

5

Not Werri
at All



- Q. 63,

Q. 84.

Q. 62,

- 2] -

How scarad are you personally that gunshots may be fired on
this estate? g

1 2 3 A 4 5
Not Scared Scared Very Not that Cuita Very
at All Little Scarsd _ Scared Scarec

Please rank in order of priority areas on the estate
you think are most important to make secure and safe.

(a) The car park and grounds.

(b) The foyer of tbé bleck.

OO0 0

(e) The lifts.
(@) The balconies and laundries. D

{e) Your own particular flat, D

If you had the choice of the following security arrangements which
would you prefer? Please rank in order,

(a) Regular police dei:art:nent patrols. D
(b) Reqular patrtls by a p'vate estate security f£imm. D

() Security cameras ondé a cemmanent foyer attendant. D



Q. 66.

Q. 67.

Q- 68-

-22 =

If the polics wers made mainly responsible for making this
estate securs and safe, how goed of a job do you think they
would do? ' :

1 2 3 : 4 o 5
A Very | A Fairly Average A Good . A Ve:y

Bad Jab Jab Jcb ‘ Job  Good Job

If a private estate security firm was made mainly responsible
for making this estate secure and safe, how goed & job do you
think they would do?

1 2 3 - 4 ‘ 5 .
A Very A Fairly Average A Fairly - A Ve:? |
Geed Jeb Good Jeb S Jab 7 Bad Job Bad Job

If a private estate securitv fimm - working with security cameras
and a foyer attendant was made mainly responsible for making this
estate securs and safe, how good a job do you think they would do?

A Very A Fairly Average A Faizly A Vexy
Bad Jcb Bad Job Jab Good Jab Good Jcb



INCIDENT SHEET

FLAT NO.

BLOCX NO.

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF OFFENCE

1. WHEN (Month of the Year)

2. WHERE ON THE ESTATE

3. WHAT TIME OF DAY (Morning, Afternoon, Evening)

4. DID YOU REPORT (mention specific incident) TO THE POLICE? Yes Go to 5
No Go to €
5. WERE YOU HAPPY WITH THE WAY THE POLICE HANDLED THE SITUATION?
YE
NO

6. WHY DID YOU NOT REPORT (mention specific incident) TO THE POLICE?
*OPEN RESPONSE - INTERVIEWER TO CODE AS FOLLOWS IN PRIORITY

A). Didn't think the incident was serious enough

B). Didn't think the Police would do any good

C). Didn't think the Polece would come

D). Scared of retaliation

E). Thought it was a private matter

F). Somebcdy else called the Police

G). Other .____J

* PLEASE TURN OVER




7. DID YCU REPORT
GUARDS?

WERE YOU HAPPY WITH THE WAY THE ESTATE SECURITY GUARDS HANDLED

THE

Yes

NO

SITUATION?
Yes

No

(mention specific incident) TO THE ESTATE. SECURITY

GO TO 8

GO TC 9

WHY DID YOU NOT REPORT (mention specific incident) TO THE ESTATE
SECURITY GUARDS?

aA).

B).

C).

D).

E).

F).

G)o

* QPEN RESPONSE INTERVIEWER TO CODE AS FOLLOWS

IN ORDER OF PRIQRITY (i.e 1,2,3 etc)

Didn't think the incident was serious enough?

Didn't think the guards would do any goed

Didn't think the guards would ~<ome

Scared of retaliation

Thought it was a private matter

Somebody else called the Guards

Other




APPENDIX D =~ Frequency Distributions of Items Included
In Factor Analysis

Percentages may not equal 100 due to rounding. Missing data are excluded.

QUES.

No. © . ITEM COLL1/COLL2 NORM1/NORM2 FLEM1/FLEM2

(10) Safe on Estate(%)

Very/Quite safe 40/59 19/47 §1/47
Fairly safe 24/27 44/27 16/25
Rarely/Not safe at all 36/14 36/27 32/28

(11) Crime on Estate(%)

None at all/Very little. 32/24 18/19 19/26
" Not much 32/62 27/44 38/29
Quite a lot/A great deal 35/13 ' 56/37 43/45

(12) Crime happening
to Cnildren(%)

None at all/Very little 63/63 47/41 50/57
Not much 24/27 15/38 8/13
Quite a lot/A great deal 14/11 39/22 41/30

(13) Crime happening
to tlderliy(%)

None at all/Very little 60/65 60/44 59/47
Not much 11/22 15741 17/37
Quite a lot/A great deal 30/14 24/15 24/16
(14a) Physical Attacks on
Estate(s) :
- None at all/Very few 68/38 53/27 35/50
Not many 14/51 9/61 34/27
~Quite a lot/A great many 19/11 -38/12 31/23
(14b) Sexual Attacks on
Estate(%) o _
None at all/Very few 73/78 69/73 71/72
Not many 19/22 21/27 16/22
Quite a lot/A great many 8/- 9/- 13/7
(14c) Robberies on Estate(%) ‘
None at all/Very few 35/49 53/33 36/38
. Not many 22/43 24/38 - 13/9
Quite a lot/A great many 43/8 24/30 52/53
(14d) Theft from Within
' Flats(a) )
None at all/Very little 43/38 44/33 29/41

Not much - 16/4} 15/30 9/19
Quite a lot/A great deal 40/22 41/36 63/41



(14e) .Theft from OQutside
riats(%)

None at all/Very little
Not much

Quite a Tot/A great deal

- (14f) Damage to Personal
Property(%)

None at all/Very little
Not much

Quite a lot/A great deal

(149) Car Theft(%)

None at all/Very few

Not many
Quite a Tot/A great many

(14h) Theft from Cars(%)

None at all/Very few
Not many

Quite a 1ot/A great many

(144) Damage to Cars(%)

None at all/Very few
Not many
Quite a lot/A great many

(143) Objects thrown from
Balcontes(%])

None at all/Very few
Not many

Quite a lot/A great many

(14k) Drunken Behaviour(%)

~None at all/Very little
Not much

Quite a lot/A great deal

(141) Urinating in Lifts{%)

None at all/Very few
Not many
Quite a Tot/A great many

(14m) Shooting Incidents(%)

None at all/Very few
Not many

Quite a lot/A great many

COLLI/COLL?

38/59 °
19/30
43/11

43/29
14/49
43/22

30/6
16/35
55/60

24/6
5/35
- 71/60

22/8
8/27
70/65

3%/100
-/-
\16/-.

30/16
19/38
51/46

13/-
3/-
84/100

62/87
16/8
22/5

NORM1/NORM2

47/24
12/58
42/18

58/12
3/24
39/65

51/19
21/56
27/25

56/13
15/56
30/31

36/6
18/33
48/61

3/3
3/3
94/94

12/9
9/33
80/57

6/-
3/24
91/76

71777
9/15
21/¢

FLEM1/FLEM2

25/38
9/16
66/47

25/34
28/13
47/54

31/25
22/19
47/57

36/27
23/13
- 40/60

32/34
19/3
50/63

6/19
13/9
81/72

41/28
22/34
37/38

* 15/13
9/7
75/80

81/72
6/9
12/19



COLL1/COLL2

NCRMT1/NORM2 FLEM1/FLEM2

Percentions of Fear by time and location on Estate

(36) Car Park and Grounds
7 am - 3 pm (%)

Not scared at all/A little scared 94/100 87/86 97/100
Fairly scared -/- 10/12 3/~
Quite/Very scared 6/- 3/3 -/-
(37) 3 pm - 11 pm (%) | |
Not scared at all/A little scared 38/52 . 22/56 81/50
Fairly scared 16/11 13/21 13/16
Quite/Very scared 46/35 65/24 6/34
(38) 11 pm - 7 am (%)
Not scared at all/A little scared 21/38 - 16/19 . 53/32
Fairly scared 5/16 9/1% 13/6
Quite/very scared 73/46 75/63 35/62
(39) Foyer . A
— 7 am - 3 pm (%)
Not scared at all/A little scared 94/100 80/91 91/100
Fairly scared 3/- 6/9 3/-
Quite/Very scared 3/- 3/- 6/-
(40) 3 pm - 11 pm (%)
Not scared at all/A little scared 60/87 | 16/65 . 84/66
: " Fairly scared 8/3 6/24 3/13
Quite/very scared 32/10 79/12 13/22
(41) 11 pm - 7 am %)
Not scared at all/A little scared 22/78 15/21 %8/33
Fairly scared 19/8 -/21 13/6
Quite/very scared 159/13 85/57 39/57
(42) Lift |
7 am - 3 pm (%)
Not scared at all/A 1ittle scared 94/95 85/70 91/94
Fairly scared -/= : 13/18 9/-
Quite/Very scared 6/6 3/12 -/6
(43) (Lift) 3 pm - 11 pm (%)
Not scared at all/A little scared 40/70 28/54 72/57
. _ Fairly scared 5/11 13/24 19/6
Quite/very scared '54/19 . 60/21 9/37
(44) 11 pm - 7 am (%)
Not scared at all/A little scared 22/67 18/16 - 40/35
' Fairly scared 31 : 319 17/9

Quite/very scared - 76/22 79/65 '43/57



GoLL1/COLL2 NORM1/NORM2 FLEM1/FLEM2
(45) Balconies/Laundries
Jam - 3 pm (%) _
Not scared at all/A little scared 95/98 93/94 .100/91
Fajrly scared -/3 3/6 -/-
Quite/very scared - 6/- 3/- -/9
(46) 3 pm - 11 pm (%)
Not scared at all/A little scared 60/90 54/86 97/69
_ Fairly scared 8/5 9/9 -/3
. Quite/very scared 32/6 37/6 3/28
€47) 11 pm - 7 am (%)
Not scared at all/A little scared 44/78 47/54 80/47
Fairly scared 8/11 16/15 3/13
Quite/very scared 47/10 38/30 7/40
3g) rlat
7 am - 3 pm (%)
Not scared at all/A little scared 98/100 94/97 100/100
Fairly scared -/- 3/3 -/-
Quite/very scared 3/- 3/- -/-
1ag) 3 pm = 11 pm (%)
Not scared at all/A little scared 92/97 79/92 94/81
Fairly scared -/- 9/6 ~/6
Quite/very scared 8/3 12/3 6/12
(50) 11 pm - 7 am (%) .
Not scared at all/A little scared 81/98 79/80 90/81
Fairly scared 5/3 6/9 -/3
Quite/very scared 13/- 16/12 9/16
Fear of Specific Victimisation
(51) Physical Attack |
Not scared/A little scared 43/59 53/41 55/57
~ Not that scared 5/19 12/18 23/9
“Quite/very scared 51/22 36/42 23/34
_(52) Sexual Attack (%)
Not scared/A little scared 52/76 56/53 65/65
Not that scared 5/14 12/12 10/6
Quite/very scared 43/11 33/36 26/28
(53) Robbery (%)
Not scared/A little scared 30/59 - 53/39 37/28
Not that scared 14/22 6/24 13/13
57/19 41/38 50/60

Quite/very scared



COLL1/COLL2

(54) Theft from within Flat(%)

Not worried/Very little
Not that worried
Quite/Very worried

¢55) Theft from outside
Fiat (%)
Not worried/Very little
Not that worried
Quite/very worried

(56) Damage to Personal
Property (%)

Not worried/Very little
Not that worried
Quite/very worried

(57) Motor Theft (% of those
- With motor venicles)

Not worried/very little
Not that worried
Quite/very worried

(58)Theft from Vehicles
{%Z of those with vehicles)

Not worried/Very little
Not that worried
Quite/Very worried

(59)Damage to vehicles
(% ot those with vehicles)

Not worried/very little
Not that worried
Quite/very worried

(60) Objects thrown from
Balconies (%)

Not scared/A 1ittle scared
. Net that -scared
Quite/very scared

(1) Drunken Behaviour (%)

Not scared/A little scared'
Not that scared
Quite/very scared

(62)Urinating in Lifts (%)

Not worried/A little worried
Not that worried
Quite/very worried

-

27/46
8/16
64/38

46/62
11/32
43/5

38/54
16/22
46/25

13/14
/14

86/72

26/28

-/14"

74/57

7/14
-/14

94/71

82/97
19/-

43/40
5/32
51/27

21/3
8/32

71/65

NORM1/NORM2 FLEMI/FLEM2
57/36 35/38
12/18 6/6
30/47 60/56
53/50 31/54

3/24 9/-
44/27 60/47
56/24 50/31

6/41 13/3
39/35 38/65
33/21 13/31

-/7 -/6
66/71 88/63
67/1 22/41
11/29 11/12
22/50 68/48
33/14 13/31

-/~ 6/13
66/86 81/56

8/6 9/13

-/9 13/6
91/85 79/81
36/30 41/43

6/18 25/16
59/53 34/47
27/6 17/19

6/44 16/16
67/50 67/686



(63) Shooting Incidents (%)

Not scared/A 1little scared
Not that scared
Quite/very scared

COLL1/COLL2

52/65
8/8
41/27

NORUT/NORMZ FLIMI /FLEN2
44/53 72/37
9/9 6/9
47/39 22/53




APPENDIX E - PRINT MEDIA PORTRAYALS OF HIGH-RISE ESTATES

The authors had conducted a search through the files of 'The Age'
newspaper for reference to high-rise public housing estates in
Melbourne over the last five years or so. Twenty-six references were
uncovered, two of which were from the 'National Times' weekly
newspaper. A mixture of news and feature articles were revealed. We
have attempted a simple classification system, first with the feature
articles, and then with the news articles, in which we categorise
articles into ‘negative', 'neutral' or 'positive' perspectives, based
upon the thrust of the headings and sub-headings. This is very crude,
of course, as the substance of some articles may not reflect the
thrusts of the titles. But we believe that article headings have a
potential for the development of an impressiconistic perspective among
readers to a greater extent than the articles themselves. We do not
have the space to reproduce photographs which often accompany the
articles: this is a pity, as they often capture the orientation of the
articles excellently. We have also reproduced sentences from some of
the opening paragraphs of the articles when they appear to us to be
particularly pertinent.

FEATURE ARTICLES

Negative Orientation

3/4/80 'Doing Time in the High Rises'

13/8/81 'High Anxiety'
29/5/82 ‘'Ghettoes in the Sky' (sub-title: Three murders in the past

10 months have given North Richmond high-rise estate its

reputation of terror and violence ...)

10/3/83 ‘'Carlton Boys' Blamed for Terror at Commission Flats'

15/3/84 (National Times) 'Bureaucratic Beanstalks: Official Slum-
Making'

1/5/84 'To Estate Tenants, Their Home is Their Fortress'

14/5/84 'Insecurity Rules on the Housing Estate’

3/4/85 ‘'Tenants Prepare for Trouble and Crime in Fear-Filled Towers'
We were particularly impressed with this example. The

article was largely based on some preliminary findings from
the present study. In the interview with the journalist, we



were at pains to emphasise the evaluative aspects of our
study, and to point out the lack of reliable relative
evidence about conditions on the estates. The héading was
the responsibility of a sub-editor, and upon our complaint to
the Age about the midleading nature of the heading, the
editor of 'The Age' wrote back acknowledging the distortion.

One article on 11/6/81 came to us with an incomplete title.
Its substance puts it clearly in this first category.

Neutral Orientation

We had trouble classifying some of these articles. A few of them
obliquely raised a pergorative image by suggesting remedial srategies
for identified problems. We leave it to the reader to decide whether
these particular articles would be better placed in the preceding
Acategory.

26/11/80 ‘Human Face for Housing Estates'

22/8/81 'How To Change a High-Rise'

22/8/81 ‘'View From the Bottom'

30/4/82 'A Woman in a High Place'

1/4/84 'Lowering the Tension in the High-Rises'

Positive Orientation

5/5/83 'The Brighter Side of High-Rise Living'
6/9/84 (National Times) 'Tenants Happy with the High-Life'

NEWS ARTICLES

Negative Orientation

20/2/84 ‘High-Rise Police Call'
13/3/85 'Pensioners Continue Rent Strike Over Onslaught of Youth'

One article on 9/6/81 came to us with an incomplete title.
The first paragraph reads: 'The social environment in a block
of Housing Commission flats in North Melbourne - the scene of



recent shootings and arson - was hopeless, the State Minister
for Housing, Mr Kennett, said last night'.

Neutral Orientation (we encountered the same problems in this category
as above)

11/3/83 ‘'State Plans High-Rise Security'

28/1/84 ‘'Divided by Wall' (first paragraph: The vandals, the
scrawlers of obscene messages, all those who add to the fear
and isolation that is often the fabric of life in a housing

comission flat, have lost this round.)
27/1/84 'Ministry Scraps Plan to Demolish Flats'
15/10/84 (heading to letter) 'High-Rise Security Requires People'
19/1/85 ‘'Flemington Commission Tenants Plan New Security Service'
5/6/84  'New Move by Cathie to Placate Tenants'

Positive Orientation

19/6/84 'Estate Dispute Settled'

We have deliberately chosen a newspaper with a 'good' reputation in
order to illustrate our point about media portrayals of high-rise
estates. Our task would have been easier had we concentrated upon the
less reputable press.



