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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 levels of 
precautionary behaviour, and a reduction in fear 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 ra i sed by the As soc i at i on 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 is 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 upgrading on other estates, and to decide their own 

priorities accordingly. 

The Ministry of Housing Estate Improvement Programme is designed 
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process of physical renovations and upgraded security 
The general issues of security wi 11 be discussed at 
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 appropriate 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 we 11 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 fi rst author was then a staff member in the Cr imi no logy 
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 . invest igation of aspects of experiences with 
crime, perceptions of crime, and fears of crime. More spec ifica 11y, 

it invest igates these phenomena amongst an ident ifi ab le 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 1 i v ing env ironment. 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 victimi sation survey, first desi gned and app 1 i ed 
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 samp les of peop le, and through them it has become c lear 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 re lationsh ip 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 prob lem in Brita in as crime 

itself, while Garofa.lo (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 v ictimi sat ion shou ld be ignored; 

a lthough often paradox ica lly, victim exper iences and crime rates are 

re lated 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 victimi sation 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 is conceived and measured. 

While a debate of sorts exists in the literature 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: lIs there any area 

around here - that is, within a mi le - where you are afraid to walk 
alone at night?'. Skogan and Maxfield (1981) in their three-city 

survey in the U.S. used a simi lar 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 resu lts 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 re lationsh ip 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 stud ies. Skogan and Maxfi e ld 

point out that at the ind iv idua 1 level, experience of v io lent 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 forrula 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 disproportionate ly 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 
corre lations between victimi sat ion and fear, where the convent iona 1 

formula found inverse relationships. 

On balance, then, it wou ld seem that as a general princ ip le, 

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 list has been culled collectively from: 
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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; living alone; living in big cities; living 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 re lated 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
mi nants of crime into a simp le taxonomy. Th i s 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; 

and neighbourhood conditions. 

canvassed adequately. 

By vulnerability, Skogan and 

vulnerability; vicarious experience; 

Victimisation has already been 

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 is social vulnerability. This reflects exposure to 

crimina 1 activity because of the soc ia 1 circumstances peop le fi nd 

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 live 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 expend iture on sophist icated protective dev ices 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 Maxfie ld 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 embeli sh 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 roore 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 v ictimi sation, pub 1 ic hous ing estates have genera lly 

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 assoc iation 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 

characterist ics: 

••• 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 dev iant 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 prec ise ly in those inner city areas wh ich 

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 pub 1 ic 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 ev idence does not support thae propos it ion 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 little more about this later. 
Physical and social vulnerabilities also playa formative part in 

the profi le 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

portionate number of female heads of household. 1 Social vulnerability 
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 

pub lic housing estates in genera 1. A recent study at the Flemington 
estate puts the unemp loyment rate there at 40%.2 Wh ile the local 

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.O.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 least 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 

1 iving which ought to be noted in regard to the media. In Skogan and 

Maxfie ld' 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 Me lbourne' s high-r ise estates, they 

themselves in a collective and very identifiable sense have been the 

subject of crime news. Not on ly are they exposed to general crime 

information through the various media, but they in fact on a rather 

regular 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 is 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 

ro le on the estates. The physical layout of the estates, with 

universally utilised recreational, amenities and transit areas 

(community rooms, laundries, balconies, lifts, foyers) facilitate 

regular communication, and create the conditions for a rapid 'grape­

vine' effect. One of the authors, with cons iderab le exper ience in 

soc ia 1 work on the estates, has first hand experience of the ways in 

wh ich a drunken threat on a Friday night can become a fu lly-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 dev iance suggested as poss ib le 

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 likely determinants of fear. Additionally, 

the physical nature of the estates might well have a bearing upon 

perceptions of neighbourhood condit ions, irrespective of not ions of 

deviant stigma. Perlgut (1983) writes: 
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The fact is that a signf~cant percentage of public 
housing in Victoria 1S in, or is rapidly 
approaching, a state of crisis ••. 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 is 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 th is 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 test ing of aspects of th is 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 I (Garafolo, 1979:96). Put more complexly: 

There is a possibility that some policies directed 
at reduc ing 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 comp lex it ies, 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 attel1llts to link 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 mora 1 i st ic components of the ear ly 
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 is that of opportunity; strategies are based upon the 

principle that if the opportunity for the corrmission 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 usefu 1 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 

facil itate crime. For instance, un 1 ighted streets, parks, bui ld ings 

and so forth, unsupervised areas, inadequate or non-existent security 
devices, physical layouts of buildings and neighbourhoods which reduce 

the opportunity for corrmunication, 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 
unrepa ired, a 11 the re st of the wi ndows wi 11 soon 
be broken. This is as true in nice neighbourhoods 
as in run-down ones. Window-breaking does not 
necessar i ly occur on a large sca le becau se 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 break ing 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 neighoourhood to 

facilitate crime. The second requires the inhabitants to foster and 

maintain a sense of individual and collective responsibility for their 
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environment, which is 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 stud ies in th is general area. Curt is 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 l principles without sufficient attention to the 
complexity of the relationships between housing design, criminal 
opportunity and fear of crime. He also notes some methodo logica 1 

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 superV1Slon 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 

superv is ion on the one hand, and privacy on the other, be determi ned 

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 Ifortress­

building l
• These authors also note that many of the features which 

fragment communit ies, such as c lass, race and cu ltura 1 differences, 

may well be intractable. Jeffrey (1971) posits a particularly grim 

prognost icat ion of urban 1 ife dominated by fortress mentality 

(p.214-S). 

We wish to pass no particular judgement on these critiques. We 

are mindful of the need to enCOlIJ,)ass as many as possible of the 

cOlIJ,)lexities 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 is particularly so if we re-ellJ,)hasise 

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 

assoc iated cOlIJ,)onents wh ich generate fear of crime. 

Wilson (1976) notes that architectural efforts to 

For instance, 

effect crime 

reduction have as an ancillary function the I ••• destigmatising (of) 

public housing projects through design innovations which add 

individuality and humanity to the physical environment l (p.S1). 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 likely 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 1 imi ts 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 100m large in 
any perspective of relevance. Wilson (1976) notes that: I ••• 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 is 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 locks, alarm 
systems and so forth. 

In terms of supervision, we are concerned with the application of 
security personnel and electron ic survei 11 ance. 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 limits any regular and 

specific surveillance of housing estates. Their activities are 
norma lly confi ned to patro 11 i ng 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 lbourne. 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 loca 1 estates in the form wh ich Wi 1 son (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 Me lbourne to date in an acceptab le 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, electron ic 

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 lifts 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 



-18-

environmental change for consideration in this study because of the 

general linkage 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 intu it ive interest as they have by research impera­

tives drawn from the literature. 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 re lated to urban crime, 

fear of crime, and the concept of environmentally-based remedial 

strategies to conbat 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 living 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 likelihood 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 surround ing urban areas. On the other hand, it is 

possible at least tentatively to identify a range of factors 

assoc iated in the 1 iterature with fear of crime wh ich appear to be 

particularly relevant to the estates, such as the demographic 



-19-

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 
genera 1. 

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 I (1972, p.4) and the notorious slums of the large capital 
cties. The alleged social costs of the slums, including delinquency, 

hea lth prob lems and destitution were seen as a powerfu 1 argument in 

favour of state intervention in the housing market. Additionally, 

post-war moves to generate emp loyment and to rev ita 1 i se 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 prob lem in Me lbourne with some vigour, dec laring 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 Co 11 i ngwood. The ex is t ing cheap ly-built accommodat ion 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 
O'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 Wi lson, 1976 and Perlgut, 1981, 
1983). Of particular interest in the local 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 
unemployment, overall increases in migration, and an increasing 
dependency on the state for income through pensions and benefits (ASS, 
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 laundries, 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 victimi sat ion survey princ ip les, 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 take 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 physical 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 invest igation program allowed for two admi n istrations 
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 lifts, 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, Co 11 ingwood and Ri chmond, in h is recent descriptive exami na­

tion of the applicat40n of 'manageable space' strategies to public 

housing developments. He provides a useful outline of the social and 

arch itectura 1 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 discuss ion of the estates offers a va luab le 

genera 1 background to the env ironments 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 lifts 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 deta il, 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 acceptab leo Thus we are' unab le 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 limitation 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 
Br it ish context. As a consequence, we were unab le to prov ide 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 is, of course, a typical problem in 'real life' research, where 
there are logistical, statistical and occasionally ethical constraints 
upon saTll>ling 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 enterta ined no forma 1 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 pub lic 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 ord inary suburban liv ing. In add it ion, these physical features 

have their corollaries in the nature of social living on high-rise 

estates, although firm generalisations are not as feasible with social 

1 iv ing features as they are with phys ica 1 features. In turn, wh ile 

many victimisation phenomena on public-housing estates parallel those 

in the private housing fie ld, there are severa 1 unique features on 

high-rise estates, such as the danger of objects being thrown off 

balconies, urination in the lift and so forth. All of these features 

required that the questionnaire be designed with a consistent theme of 

estate living in mind. A search through the literature 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 understand ing 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 sunmarised 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; 
D: victim experiences; 
E: 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 princ ip les. 
Biographical data were sought first through simple questions in order 
to re lax the respondent and to estab 1 ish 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 assurJ1)tion that the previous 
questions would enable the respondents to rank and evaluate security 
issues with a little thought. 

Part A 
Routine biographical questions were asked in this part. Two features 
require conment. 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. Th is 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 quest ions were not we 11 answered, 

apparently because there was some confusion between nodding 

acqua intance and close ties. In add it ion reports from interv iewers 
suggested defic ient record ing of the answers, part icu 1ar 1y over the 

issue of whether one known name represented a complete family or each 
individual merrber of a fami 1y 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 samp ling plan oversa/lllled 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 I knowledge and 

fear of crime. The questions concerned respondents I 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-spec ific inc idents such as objects thrown from 
balconies and urination in the lifts. Each of these questions was 

probed by means of a five-point scale ranging from 'a great manyla 
great dea1 1 to I 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, in the interests of brevity, it was decided to 

confine the range of offences to those which can be considered (a) 

re lative ly prevalent in the wider conmun ity (the property offences) 

and (b) fear-inducing (offences against the person). Initial dis­

cussions with tenants in the Flemington Tenant's Association Security 

Sub-Conmittee 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 0 

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 inc idents probed, it was 

decided to leave Part 0 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: 

1. car park and grou nds 
2. foyer of the block 
3. lifts of the block 
4. balconies/laundries in the block 
5. respondents' own flat 
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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 samp le of police patrollers, and gather the ir 
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 0 were 
repeated. Offences against the person were probed on the same five­
point scales used in Part E, wh ile 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 a lternat ive 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 quest ionna ire (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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cons i dered crit ica 1 components of the crime/fear concerns of th is 

study. Nonetheless it was cons idered poss ib le 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 Sallpling 

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 twe lve months. The second block, 76 Cann ing Street, North 

Me lbourne, 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) 

Flemington (FLEM1)~ Flemington (FLEM2) 

North Melbourne (NORM1) 

~ 
Collingwood (COLL1) North Melbourne (NORM2) 

~ 
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 ho~ours students who had been briefed in deta il by the princ ip a 1 

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 letter is appended as 
Appendix B. 

Interv iewers then called upon se lected households, introduced 
themse lves, and read the exp lanatory preface on the questionnaire. 
The interv iew was either conducted immed iate ly if conven ient, 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 
approx imate ly about 20 percent, based on est imates 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 53 7 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 
I round-tab le I consultation between the princ ipa 1 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-re lated perspectives by the study samp les, and to re late 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 env iron­
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 poss ib le effects of samp le attrit ion 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 

comfortab le 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 b iographica 1 items and those concerned with 
respondents I general perceptions of 1 iving on a high-r ise estate, 
then, only three items out of eighteen differentiated original and 

departing respondents. On ly two of these, age and Comfort on the 

Estate, wou ld 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 
interv iewed 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 living. 

Th is latter purpose cannot be cons idered a defin it ive test of the 
effects of the three env ironmenta 1 cond it ions 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 samples. 

VARIABLES 

1. Sample Size 

TABLE 2 

BIOGRAPHICAL DATA 

COLLl COLL2 NORM1 NORM2 

37 34 

2. Use of Interpreter(%) 

No 
Yes 

3. Sex(%) 

Male 
Female 

4. Age 

Average, Phase One 
Range 

5. Nationality 

Australia 
New Zealand 
U.K. 
Ita ly 
Greece 
Yugos lav ia 
Turkey 
Other Continental 
Vietnam 
Other Asian 
Other 

68 
32 

24 
76 

65 
35 

43.3 
(20-80) 

17 (46%) 
1 
1 

1 
2 
6 (16%) 
2 
6( 16%) 
1 

74 
26 

21 
79 

41.1 
(22-77) 

76 
24 

16(47%) 

4 
1 

3 

2 
6(18%) 
1 
1 

FLEM1 FLEM2 

41 
59 

32 

56 
44 

75 
25 

37.8 
(18-73 ) 

3(9%) 

2 

2 
2 

13(41%) 
3 
7(22%) 
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TABLE 2 (continued) 

VARIABLES 

6. Marital Status 

Single 
Married 
Separated 
Divorced 
Widowed 

7. Average Time on 

8. Number 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
average 

Comment 

in Flat 

COLLl COLL2 

{%} {Phase One} 

11 
43 
16 
11 
19 

Estate {months} 

78 93 

(%) (Phase One) 

22 
19 
22 
27 

5 
5 

2.9 

NORMI 

18 
32 
15 
18 
18 

77 

18 
27 
32 
21 

3 

2.7 

NORM2 

84 

FLEMI 

19 
75 

3 
3 

69 

28 
16 
25 
16 

6 
6 
3 
3.9 

FLEM2 

80 

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 is, 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 mis leading. 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. Consequent ly, caution must be exerc ised in extra­
polating from the results of this survey. 

Variations between samples require comment. In general, the 

Co 11 i ngwood and North Me lbourne samp les can be cons idered simi lar 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 is 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. 
Tab le 3 presents samp le responses to those items concerned with 

genera 1 perceptions of estate 1 iv ing. Five-point sca les 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, Co 11 ingwood and North 

Melbourne demonstrated considerable similarities on this item, with 

just 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 perceiv ing the estate area to be good. Between the phases of 



-38-

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 COLLI COLL2 NORMI NORM2 

1. Average Number of Residents Known on Floor 

5 3 2 

2. Average Number of Residents Known in Block 

13 

3. Perception of Area (%) 

Good 
Mixed 
Bad 

37 
35 
27 

4. Comfort on the Estate (%) 

Comfortable 
Mixed 
Uncomfortable 

51 
11 
38 

5. People on Estate (%) 

Good 
Mixed 
Bad 

27 
60 
14 

10 

81 
8 

10 

89 
5 
5 

39 
50 
11 

6. Relativity of Neighbourhood (%) 

Better 
Same 
Worse 

8 
65 
27 

16 
61 
23 

9 

39 
9 

53 

50 

50 

30 
29 
41 

32 
52 
16 

3 

6 

56 
9 

36 

47 
12 
41 

33 
44 
22 

10 
45 
45 

FLEMI FLEM2 

3 

8 

71 
13 
17 

81 
6 

12 

38 
50 
12 

7 
67 
27 

3 

10 

79 
14 
6 

81 
7 

13 

58 
27 
16 

19 
62 
19 



TABLE 3 (continued) 

VARIABLES COLLl COLL2 

7. Interested in Estate (%) 

Very/Quite 
Fairly 
A Litt le/Not 

36 
22 
44 

8. Involved in Estate (%) 

Very/Quite 
Fairly 
A Little/Not 

11 
5 

84 

9. Privacy on Estate (%) 

A Lot/Quite a Lot 
Fair Amount 
A Little/None 

46 
19 
35 

10. Move from Estate (%) 

Yes 
No 

43 
57 

11. Feelings about Moving (%) 

Very/Quite Sad 
Neither Pleased 
Nor Sad 
Quite/Very Pleased 

46 

4 
49 

11 
11 
79 

3 
3 

95 

49 
27 
25 

27 
73 

13 

41 
46 
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NORM1 NORM2 

42 
21 
38 

24 
15 
61 

53 
6 

42 

50 
50 

27 

27 
47 

15 
35 
50 

12 
12 
77 

53 
15 
33 

50 
50 

12 

21 
67 

FLEM1 FLEM2 

28 
22 
50 

3 
16 
81 

50 
22 
28 

23 
77 

54 

25 
22 

29 
22 
50 

9 
6 

84 

39 
23 
38 

41 
59 

38 

34 
28 

Comfort On The Estate: Again it can be seen that at Phase One, 

Co 11 ingwood and North Me lbourne 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. Twe lve months 1 ater, Co 11 i ngwood had become 

more comfortab le, North Me lbourne 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 
1 itt le more derogatory. Over time, all samp les genera lly perce ived 
improvements, although the movement was uneven • 

. 
Relativity Of Neighbourhood: This question 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 samp les 
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 th is quest ion, with approx imate ly 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 likely to be 
planning to leave. Twelve months later, North Melbourne remained the 
same. Collingwood demonstrated less likelihood 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 likelihood of moving from the estate. On the other 
hand, neither North Me lbourne nor Flemi ngton demonstrated systemat ic 

changes over time. 

(3) It is premature to relate these findings in a conclusive way to 
the three estate condit ions wh ich form the major concern of th i s 

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 I 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 
Tab le 4 presents the detail s of precautions taken by respondents 

against crime on the estates. 

TABLE 4 

PRECAUTIONS TAKEN BY RESPONDENTS AGAINST CRIME 

VARIABLES COLLI COLL2 NORMI NORM2 FLEMI FLEM2 

Personal Precautions {%} 

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

Nature of Precautions {%) {respondents who answered yes} 

Will not go out 
at night 54 32 71 38 31 34 
Will not use 
1 ift 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 Co 11 i ngwood and North 

Me lbourne respondents who take personal precautions dropped by eight 
and six percent respectively, while six percent more Flemington 

respondents took precautions. 

Of 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 remalnlng 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 deroonstrated considerably less caution. 

Flemington maintained its levels of personal caution. 

In terms of the physical I hardware I of caution, the results are a 
1 itt le arnb iguous. Major it ies of both North Me lbourne and Flemi ngton 

respondents reported installing security doors or windows before the 

testing period, while a third of the Collingwood respondents so 

reported. The percentages report ing install at ion during the test 

per iod dropped on all estates. However both North Me lbourne 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 levels of pre-existing security installation. For 

instance, some respondents may have rooved into flats which already 
contained suffic ientsecurity 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 in 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 s;tudy, 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 

regard ing the ir exper iences 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) COLLI COLL2 NORMI NORM2 FLEMI FLEM2 

Any Victim Experience ( i n 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 
Fl at 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 th irteen victimi sations at Phase One. Th irteen 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 sal1l>le 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 less, 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 (%) COLLl COLL2 NORMI NORM2 FLEMI FLEM2 

Objects thrown from balconies 

Da i ly 
Week ly 
Fortnightly 
Month ly or less frequent 1y 
Not witnessed 

Drunken behaviour 

Da i 1y 
Week ly 
Fortnightly 
Monthly or less frequently 
Not witnessed 

Urinating in lifts 

Da i1y 
Week ly 
Fortn ight ly 
Month 1y or less frequently 
Not witnessed 

Gun shots on estate 

Da i1y 
Week ly 
Fortnightly 
Monthly or less frequently 
Not witnessed 

3 
3 

3 
92 

27 
3 

19 
51 

30 
40 

14 
16 

18 
3 

22 
57 

3 
97 

22 
43 

5 
16 
14 

84 
10 

3 
3 

5 

11 
84 

15 
59 
3 
9 

15 

15 
41 
12 
6 

27 

21 
47 
6 
9 

18 

3 
6 
9 

12 
71 

50 
24 
9 

12 
6 

15 
39 

21 
27 

27 
41 

3 
12 
18 

12 
88 

41 
22 
6 

16 
16 

6 
16 
6 

19 
53 

53 
18 

3 
6 

19 

12 
6 

13 
69 

53 
12 

22 
13 

3 
22 

22 
53 

53 
25 

3 
6 

13 

3 

41 
56 
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Comment 
Part of Collingwood's estate improvement program involved sealing the 
ba leon ies, wh ich 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 
lifts 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 Co 11 ingwood and North Me lbourne report ing 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 
Co 11 i ngwood samp le' s witness ing of drunk enness and urination in the 
lifts. It appears as if Collingwood's reduced victimisation and 

levels of personal precautions had left the safT1Jle with more time to 
ponder the less-crit ica 1 but annoying inc idences of nu i sance 
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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quest ions 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 

COLL! COLL2 NORMl NORM2 FLEMl FLEM2 

1. Lifts Flat Foyer Foyer ) Lifts Lifts 

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

) eq. ) eq. 
3. Flat Foyer Ba leon ies Flat Car Park) Ba leon ies) 

4. Car Park Lifts Car Park Car Park Ba lcon ies Foyer 

5. Ba leon ies Ba lcon ies Flat Ba leon ies 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, Co 11 i ngwood respondents changed the ir prior it ies 
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 lift 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 likely 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 

COLLI COLL2 NORMI NORM2 FLEMI FLEM2 

I Security Security Security Security Police Security 
Cameras Cameras 
and Foyer and Foyer 
Attendants Attendants 

2 Private Pr iv ate Pr iv ate Po 1 i ce Pr iv ate Po lice 
Security Security 
Patro ls Patrols 

3 Regular Po li ce Reguar Police Po li ce Pr ivate 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. Presumab ly 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. 

Tab le 9 presents responses to assessments of security arrange­
ments. 

Comment 
The resu lts in Tab le 9 broadly support the rank ing data in Tab le 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 sl i ghtly less respondents were very enthusi ast ic 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 COLL2 NORM1 NORM2 FLEM1 FLEM2 

Police resEonsible for estate securit~ {%) 

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 securit~ firm res~onsib1e (%) 

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 

Securit~ cameras and a fo~er attendant res~onsib1e {%} 

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 Me lbourne respondents fo 11 owed a similar patern at Phase 
Two, although they increased their favourab le perception of po 1i ce 
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 
samp 1es favoured the security measures developed at Co 11 i ngwood 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 estab 1; sh 
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 se lections and to obta in a more COIll> lete 
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. 

DEGREE OF SAFETY FELT 

Very/Quite Safe 

Fairly Safe 

Rarely/Not Safe At All 

Comment 

TABLE 10 

SAFETY FELT ON THE ESTATE 
(Percentages) 

COLL1 COLL2 NORM1 NORM2 FLEM1 FLEM2 

40 

24 

36 

59 

27 

14 

19 

44 

36 

47 

27 

27 

51 

16 

32 

47 

25 

28 

The majority of a 11 respondents fe lt at least fair ly safe at both 
phases of interviewing. At Phase One, half of the Flemington salll>le 
fe lt very or quite safe, fo 11 owed by Co 11 i ngwood with 40%. On ly 19% 
of North Melbourne respondents felt very or quite safe. At the other 
end of the scale, a disturbing one third of the total salll>le 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. 



-51-

TABLE 11 

CRIME BELIEVED TO HAPPEN ON ESTATE 
(Percentages) 

AMOUNT OF CRIME COLL1 COLL2 NORM1 NORM2 FLEM1 FLEM2 

None at all/very little 

Not much 

Quite a lot/a great deal 

Comment 

32 

32 

35 

24 

62 

13 

18 

27 

56 

19 

44 

37 

19 

38 

43 

26 

29 

45 

At Phase One, over 50 per cent of North Melbourne respondents believed 
that there was quite a lot or a great deal of crime happen ing 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 
Co 11 i ngwood and North Me lbourne 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. a 1, 1985). 

There are forty-five items in the data array, each of wh ich 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. All responses 
to these items gathered at Phase One for surv iv ing respondents were 
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entered into the analysis, with pairwise deletion of missing data. 
Both varimax 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 cornnon 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 surnnary 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 
(Loading at .30) 

1 12 11.6 25.7 

2 14 5.1 11.2 

3 10 3.7 8.1 

4 8 2.7 5.9 

Table 13 presents the inter-component correlations. 

Component 

1 

2 

3 

4 

TABLE 13 

INTER-COMPONENT CORRELATIONS 

1 

1.0 

2 

-.20 

1.0 

3 

-.20 

.23 

1.0 

4 

.27 

-.10 

-.14 

1.0 

Cumulative 
Var i ance 

25.7 

36.9 

45.1 

50.9 

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 items were 
allocated to the component on which they loaded the highest. Only six 
items did not load at least .20 higher on one component over another. 

Ques. 
No. 

37 
38 
40 
41 
43 
44 
46 
47 
49 
50 
61 
62 

Ques. 
No. 

10 
11 
12 
13 
14.a 
14.b 
14.d 
14. e 
14.f 
14.j 
14.k 
14. 1 
14.m 
60 

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

TABLE 14 

ITEM STRUCTURE AND LOADINGS FOR FIRST COMPONENT 

Item Description 

fear felt in car park/grounds between 3pm and 11pm 
fear felt in car park/grounds between 11pm and 7am 
fear fe lt in foyer of the block between 3pm and 11pm 
fear fe lt in foyer of the block between 11pm and 7am 
fear fe lt in lifts between 3pm and 11pm 
fear felt in lifts between 11pm and 7am 
fear felt in balcony/laundry beween 3pm and 11pm 
fear felt in balcony/laundry beween 11pm and 7am 
fear fe lt in own flat between 3pm and 11pm 
fear felt in own flat between 11pm and 7am 
fear felt about encountering drunken behaviour 
worry felt about encountering urine in the lift 

TABLE 15 

ITEM STRUCTURE AND LOADINGS FOR SECOND COMPONENT 

Item Description 

safety felt living on the estate 
crime believed to occur on estate 
cr ime be 1 i eved to happen to ch i1 dren 
crime believed to happen to the elderly 
physical attacks believed tohappen 
sexual attacks believed to happen 
property believed to be stolen from flats 
property believed to be stolen outside flats 
damage to property believed 
objects believed to be hrown from balconies 
drunkenness believed to happen 
urination in lifts believed to happen 
shooting of firearms believed to happen 
fear felt of objects being thrown over balconies 

Loading 
(+) 

.82 

.81 

.85 

.83 

.78 

.76 

.77 

.75 

.43 

.43 

.34 

.40 

Loading 
( -) 

.49 

.66 

.74 

.65 

.75 

.79 

.64 

.68 

.51 

.50 

.40 

.43 

.67 

.47 



Ques. 
No. 

14.c 
14.g 
14.h 
14. i 
53 
54 
55 
57 
58 
59 

Ques. 
No. 

36 
39 
42 
48 
51 
52 
56 
63 

Notes 
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TABLE 16 

ITEM STRUCTURE AND LOADINGS FOR THIRD COMPONENT 

Item Description 

robberies believed to happen 
motor theft believed to happen 
theft from motor vehicles believed to happen 
damage to motor veh ic les bel i eved to happen 
fear felt of robbery 
worry felt about theft from flat 
worry felt about theft from outside flat 
worry felt about theft of motor vehicle 
worry felt about damage to motor vehicle 
worry felt about theft from motor vehicle 

TABLE 17 

ITEM STRUCTURE AND LOAD INGS FOR FOURTH COMPONENT 

Item Description 

fear felt in car park/grounds between 7am and 3pm 
fear felt in foyer between 7am and 3pm 
fear felt in lift between 7am and 3pm 
fear felt in own flat between 7am and 3pm 
fear felt about physical attack 
fear felt about sexual attack 
worry felt about damage to property 
fear felt about gunshots on estate 

Loading 
(+) 

.55 

.64 

.63 

.48 

.61 

.70 

.57 

.87 

.78 

.76 

Loading 
(+) 

.64 

.31 

.58 

.66 

.52 

.55 

.45 

.55 

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 items, but it was 
fina lly dec ided to keep the component as it stands in Tab le 16, 
because it is clearly tapping an important dimension of motor­
property concern. As a consequence, ana lyses wh ich util i se 
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 

interpretab le 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 in 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 fe lt fearfu 1 prac­

tically everywhere and always. It has been termed 'Perceptions of 

Extreme Concern'. 

In summary, the four cOfllJonents 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 levels of fear felt at 
different locations 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 

numerica 1 scores for each respondent wh ich 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 
bas ic procedure was fo llowed as above, but on ly those items wh ich 
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
graphica 1 and environmental-perception data fa iled to demonstrate a 
consistent and dramatic difference between surviving menbers 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 samp led, 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. 
that a number of relevant sub-samples of respondents 

It is clear 
cou ld 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 look 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 compos"ition 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 
deta i1 s. 

Comments 

In general, linear corrbinations 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 

Locus of Concern 

Male/Female 
Non-Australian/Australian 

Perceptions of General Crime 

Non-Vietnamese/Vietnamese 
Age 
No Interpreter/Interpreter 
Not Married/Married 

Multiple R 
(cum. ) 

.46 

.49 

.39 

.54 

.56 

.58 

Perceptions of Motor-Property Crime 

Non-Turkish/Turkish .43 
Not Separated/Separated .60 
Not Single/Single .64 
Number of people known on floor .67 

Perceptions of Extreme Concern 

Non-Turkish/Turkish 
Age 

.21 

.29 

R Square 
(cum. ) 

.21 

.24 

.15 

.29 

.31 

.33 

.19 

.36 

.41 

.45 

.04 

.09 

(Simple R) 

( .46) 
(.28) 

(.38) 
( .27) 
(.28 ) 
(.13) 

(.43 ) 
(.29) 
(.01 ) 
( .29) 

(-.21) 
(-.18) 

Perceptions of General Crime: four variables accounted for a third of 
component variance. Being Vi etnamese was assoc iated with bel i ev ing 
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 simi larly 
associated. Interestingly, knowing more people on the floor was also 

associated with more concern. 
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Perceptions of Extreme Concern: less 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 biographica 1 variab les 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 
(cum.) 

Locus of Concern 

Male/Female 
'Comfort on the Estate ' 
'People on the Estate ' 
Non-Vietnamese/Vietnamese 
Non-Australian/Australian 

Perceptions of General Crime 

'Feelings about Moving' 
'People on the Estate ' 
Non-Vietnamese/Vietnamese 
Age 
Not Married/Married 

.46 

.56 

.58 

.60 

.63 

.56 

.66 

.69 

.72 

.74 

Perceptions of Motor-Property Crime 

Non-Turkish/Turkish 
Not Separated/Separated 
Move From Estate: Yes/No 
Age 
Number in Fl at 

Perceptions of Extreme Concern 

'Feelings about Moving' 
'Comfort on the Estate' 

.43 

.60 

.67 

.70 

.73 

.40 

.45 

R Square 
(cum. ) 

.21 

.31 

.34 

.36 

.40 

.32 

.43 

.48 

.52 

.55 

.19 

.36 

.45 

.49 

.54 

.16 

.20 

(Simple R) 

(.46 ) 
(.39) 
(.38 ) 

(-.08) 
(.28 ) 

(-.56) 
(-.50) 
(.38 ) 
(.27 ) 
(.13 ) 

(.43 ) 
(.29 ) 

(-.28) 
( -.33) 
( -.02 ) 

(.40 ) 
( .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 variab les. Sex and Austra li an/Non-Austra li an 

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: 

fee 1 ings of pleasure about leav ing the estate, and hav ing 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 levels 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 crime. And, contrary 

to the genera 1 find ing regard ing non-Au stra 1 i ans, Turk i sh respondents 

tended to have heightened beliefs in the extent of motor-property 

crime. 

It is difficult to explain with any certainty these latter 

results. With regard to the Vietnamese respondents, and perhaps the 

non-Australian respondents in general, it may have been the case that 

these ind iv idua ls were reluctant to express sub stant ia 1 dissat isfac­

tion with estate living 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 

cOf11)onent scores. A simp le procedure was fo 11 owed to test for such 

effects. COf11)onent scores for the 103 surviving respondents were 

dichotomised at the median at both Phase One and Phase Two. 

Respondents were then div ided into those who had been victimi sed at 

least once, and those who had not been victimsed, at each of the 

interviewing phases. The small absolute numbers in the sarrple pre­

c luded any finer categorisations. Ch i -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 likely 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
b i 1 ity, t tests were performed on Phase Two component scores between 

those who were victimi sed 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
proportionate ly to the high component scores ev ident 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 env ironmenta 1 cond it ions over the twe lve 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 i nterv iewi ng. 

TABLE 20 

CHANGES IN MEAN COMPONENT SCORES BETWEEN PHASE ONE 
AND PHASE TWO INTERVI EWS 

Mean S.D. T Sig. 

Locus of Concern 

Co 11 ingwood: Phase One .15 .95 3.8 .000 Phase Two -.60 .73 

North Melbourne: Phase One .51 .79 3.5 .001 Phase Two -.17 .74 

Flemington Phase One -.69 .60 -3.2 .002 Phase Two -.01 .99 

PerceQtions of General Crime 

Collingwood Phase One .31 1.02 -1.6 ns Phase Two .63 .62 

North Me lbourne Phase One -.23 .92 -0.5 ns Phase Two -.13 .54 

Flemington: Phase One -.03 .90 0.2 ns Phase Two -.07 .85 

PerceQtions of Motor-ProQert~ Crime 

Co 11 i ngwood : Phase One .35 .96 1.2 ns Phase Two -.13 .61 

North Melbourne: Phase One -.51 .76 -1. 9 .080 Phase Two -.02 .51 

Flemington: Phase One .26 .75 0.8 ns Phase Two .00 1.00 

PerceQtions of Extreme Concern 

Co 11 ingwood: Phase One .10 .87 2.2 .030 Phase Two -.26 .46 

North Melbourne: Phase One .05 .86 -0.7 ns Phase Two .19 .72 

F 1 emi ngton : Phase One -.23 .47 -1.2 Phase Two -.06 .61 ns 
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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 lowered their fear very significantly, as did North 

Melbourne respondents. Flemington respondents increased their fear 
significant ly. 

Interest ingly, none of the estates significant ly 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, Co 11 ingwood a lone si gnificant ly 

decreased concern over extreme fears on the estate. 

Coupled with the descriptive data reported earlier on perceptions 
of living on the estate, precautions against crime and victim 
experiences, a relatively clear pattern emerges from Table 20. A 

consi derab le change had been wrought amongst Co 11 i ngwood respondents 

concerning their expressed fears of estate living. They emerged at 

the end of the twe lve months as less fearfu 1 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 

be made about the compositions 

instance, imposs ib le to assume 

little assumption of homogeneity can 

of the sub-samp lese It is, for 

any of the samp le equivalences 



-65-

imp 1 i c it in Fi gure 1, i. e., that North Me lbourne at Phase One is 

equivalent to Flemington at Phase One, or that North Melbourne at 

Phase Two is equivalent to Co 11 i ngwood at Phase One in terms of the 
fear/crime measures. Hence there are in effect no sound controls 
conta ined in the study to account for movements in mean component 

scores between the two phases sole ly 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 is not the case. In order to argue this proposition, it is 

necessary to discus~ 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 purpos ively to contain some extreme pos it ions. 

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, Flemington1s 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 least some of the other measures, such as the 
fourth component. 

The second source of error lies in the design of the measuring 

instruments. In genera 1, th is source is concerned with quest ions 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 resu lted in measures with inadequate re 1 i ab il ity. 

There wi 11, 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 clearly has not affected the 

changes in the cOlJl)onent 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 wh ich 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 

cOlTponents 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 

corrponent 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 Collingwood1s 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 Flemington1s 

relatively high level of fear at Phase Two was a deliberate attelTpt to 

initiate Ministry renovations and added security measures on that 

estate. Wh i le th is remains poss ib le, 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 poss ib 1e to be sure that 

Collingwood's improvement on the first component scores over the 
twe lve months ref1 ected on 1y the new security arrangements. 
Similarly, it is possible that some specific incident crucially 

affected Flemington's respondents in such a way that they became 

signfjcantly 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 
Tab 1es 7 and 8, it is reasonab 1e 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 wh ich log ica lly exp 1a ins the change in tenants' percept ions 
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 samp 1e distinguished between the general phenomenon of crime and 
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its own vulnerability to specific incidents of and locations 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 

re lative ly satisfied perceptions of estate 1 iv ing 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 env ironment or 

security measures. Nevertheless while the authors know of no specific 
crit ical inc idents wh ich mi ght have affected Flemi ngton responses to 

the Phase Two measure Locus of Concern, it rema ins poss ib le that 

scores on this measure were atypical at Phase Two. 

The North Me lbourne response pattern is perhaps the most 

interest ing. Tenants there genera 11y began and rema ined 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 wh ich mi ght 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 poss ib le that the changes in fear of 

crime on both the Flemington and North Melbourne blocks were a reflec­
tion of, respectively, 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 surrrnarise 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: v ictimi sat ion experiences; levels of expressed 
safety; precautionary behaviour; and the constituents of fear of 

crime. Within these descriptive aspects lies the more complex 

inferent ia 1 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 wh ;ch has been conducted in th is 

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 Yictimisation 
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 1
• 

That survey was conducted on a representative sample of Australians 

between February 1983 and January 1984, and thus corresponds rough ly 

with data gather ing at Phase One of the present study. Wh i 1 e 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 sarJl)les 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 atterJl)ted theft with 
violence or threat of 
vio lence) 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 
veh ic les) 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 veh ic le theft. Th is 
exception is possibly due to lower rates of vehicle ownership amongst 
public housing tenants. While the differences are not sharp for the 



-71-

two crimes against the person, there is a marked difference on the 

other two property crimes. It shou ld be noted, however, that the 

state-wide rates include country-based crimes, which are traditionally 

lower than those for city centres. It is probable tha.t 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 

samp 1e fe lt very or quite safe on the estate, 28% fe 1t fa ir 1y 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. Tose1and's (1982) results indicated that 56% of 

respondents were not fr ightened to wa lk a lone at night, wh i le 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 suffic ient deta il to enab le usefu 1 comparisons, the overall levels 

of fear expressed in the present study appear to be simi lar 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 

Maxfie ld' s have demonstrated that there is cons iderab ly 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 
a lways have analogous features in other environments. With these 
differences in mind, there are three aspects of precautionary 
behav iour canvassed in the present study wh ich 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 Maxfie ld' 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" imited 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 Maxfie ld found that 19% of 
the ir respondents reported 'tak ing someth ing' 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
ho lds report buying protective dev ices such as security doors and 
window bars in recent times. Skogan and Maxfie ld 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 
leve 1 of precautionary behav iour 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 surrrnarise this section of the study, it is necessary to 

return to Skogan and Maxfi e ld I S mode 1 of the four major i nfl uences 

upon fear of crime: victimisation, vulnerbility, vicarious experience 

and neighbourhood conditions. 

Victimisation 

The present data have thrown up some anomalous 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 criter ion 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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Vul nerabil ity 
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 sa~le. 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 longer periods than the younger members of the 
sa~les, 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 te~orarily. Under 
these circumstances, then, the Skogan and Maxfield thesis concerning 
the lessening effect upon fear of neighbourhood integration may have 
been operating. 

A direct co~arison of social vulnerability with other studies is 
not possible, given that all respondents in the present sa~le can be 
considered in the low income bracket. 
ethnic parallel of the American black. 

In addition, there exists no 
The major find ings 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 
Turk ish 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 'network ing' effect, where gossip about crime is 
spread rapidly when a number of people communicate 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 
s 1 i m. 

On the other hand, it is worth repeating that the authors' 

anecdotal knowledge of crime-gossip was consistently confirmed through 

observations and discuss ions with indiv idua 1 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 uncomfortab le on the estate and hav ing 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 prob lem 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 wou ld 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 behav iours wh ich 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 is known in the literature, there is scant empirical 
evidence in support, especially in regard to the specialised sarrples 
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 in Britain has been 
reported by Allatt (1984). She looked 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 fitt ing of the security dev ices 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: IJust 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. 

A llatt 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 Co 11 ingwood 
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, in 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 
re levance to the present study. She probed changes in the target 
estate respondents I attitudes towards the estate as a result of the 
security installations. She reported" 'Approximately 92% said they 
fe lt 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. 

All att conc ludes that her data reveal a c lear 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 multi­
variate measures which contained a good deal of individual differences 
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amongst respondents on the many different items wh ich computed the 

criter ion 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 

sp in-off in terms of estate perceptions and precautionary behav iour 

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. 

Obv ious ly there are profound differences between the stud ies wh ich 

render firm comparisons unwise. But it is interesting to speculate 

whether the differences noted above derive from an essential qualita­

t ive difference in 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 cornni ss ion of crime and fear of crime than other security 

measures. 

4.2 A Response To The Flemington Tenants' Association 

Finally, it is necessary to surnnarise the findings of the study in 

relation to the concerns expressed by the Flemington Tenants' Associa­

tion. Such a surrmary should include an assessment of the policy 
consequences of the fi ndings. The fo llowing discuss ion is presented 
according to the three major questions asked by the Association (see 
Preface) . The find ings are reported as aggregates of the three 

estates salTl>led, 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 lot or a great deal of crime on the estates at Phase 

One. Th is figure dropped to 31% at Phase Two for the samp le 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%; 

sexua 1 attacks = 10%. Those percentages tended to reduce at Phase 
Two, with the fo llowing exceptions, where the percentages increased: 

damage to motor vehicles; theft from motor vehicles; damage to 
property; motor veh ic le theft. Thus property offences domi nated 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 in the lifts. 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. On ly 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 arb i trary exerc i se to assess at wh at percentage fi gure 
one should consider a sample1s responses as Iserious l

• Nevertheless, 
the above results suggest, we submit, that 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 study1s victimisation rates were 
genera lly higher than the state averages, the estate fi gures 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 fe lt quite or very 

scared are as follows at Phase One: lift at night = 67%; car park at 
night = 62%; foyer at night = 62%; foyer in evening = 42%; lift 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, lifts 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 the ir veh ic les. 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 
Tab les 8 and 9 present the data on the samp les I preferred security 

arrangements. Co 11 i ngwood 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. Rank i ngs and assessments of the other two opt ions 

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 mi ndfu 1 of the need to present th i s 

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 
primari ly at cOl1l1lmal 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 
samp leo 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 
primari ly 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 is 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 electron ic survei 11 ance and the dep loyment of security personne 1 
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in the foyer. However the only clear favorable effect of new security 

arrangements emerged as a probab le function of the cont inuous ly 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 poss ib le effects of fu 11 electron ic. sur­

veillance. For instance, despite the continuous operation of lift 

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 lifts. We have already speculated about 

the possible causes of the increase in nuisance behaviour reported by 

Co 11 i ngwood respondents at Phase Two, but neverthe less quite clear ly 

those respondents did not find the lift 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 
personnel deployment in the 
priority, with regular security 
the grounds and lifts. 

to reflect 
foyer as a 

patrolling of 

We want to go further than this last recommendation in terms of a 

general policy of security configuration. We are clearly stepping 

outs ide the bounds of the present data in th is, but we allow ourse lf 

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 ef11Jhasis 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 

erJl) loyment opportunities, part icu lar ly in low-emp loyment 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 

ident ificat ion with security concerns in the absence of sympathetic 

and flex ib le feedback from impersonal dev ices. On the other hand, 

interaction with security personnel offers the potential for increased 

cornnunication, 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 recornnendations sounds practically 

trite, given that inescapable arguments for its imperative can be 

adduced quite independently of security considerations. Nevertheless, 

the data from the North Me 1bourne samp 1e are suffic ient 1y 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 

Th is last issue also exceeds our brief in th is 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 recornnendation is supported by initiatives 

proposed elsewhere in 'cornnunity development I strategies with regard 

to estate policy. 

We have noted the probab 1e effects of new security arrangements 

and renovations on two of the blocks sampled in the study. In both 

those cases, the respective tenants I 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 affa irs of the estates 

dropped between phases of interv iewing 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 cont inu ing 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 life 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 life 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-l iving, generated by a comp lex mosaic of historical 

prejud ice, perjorative pub 1 ic 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 

na ive to expect such change to occur overn ight; but in conjunction 

with the tangib le 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 

qua 1 ity of 1 ife 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 like to take this notion a good deal further, we will 
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restrict ourselves to matters relevant to the immediate concerns of 

the study. 

7. Tenants ought to be granted significant 
control over budget allocations relevant to 
those problems of estate conditions which they 
themselves have identified as iJl1)inging most 
directly upon the security of high-rise 
living. 
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NOTES 

1. The Australian Bureau of Statistics, in the report 'Social 
Indicators, Victoria, No. 1.', 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. 

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

3. 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. 

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

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

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

7. After a number of call-backs and alternative interviewing 
attelJllts, it proved imposs ib le to obta in the fifty-fourth 
interview in this block without going beyond the designated 
sampling plan. 

8. The eighteen variables used in th is (and later analyses) were as 
fo llows: 

Biographical 

Use of Interpreter 
Sex 
Age 
Nat iona lity 
Marital status 
Number in flat 
Time resident on estate 
Number known on floor 
Number known in block 

General Environmental Perceptions 

Perception of Estate 
Comfort on estate 
Sort of people on estate 
Relativity of neighbourhood 
Interested in estate 
Involved in estate 
Privacy on estate 
Likely to move from estate 
Feelings about moving from estate 
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APPENDIX A 

MINISTRY OF HOUSING 
Myer House, 250 Elizabeth Street, Melbourne Victoria. 3000. Telephone 669 1100 

G.P.O. Box 1670N, Melbourne, 3001 

8 August 1983 

Mr. R. Wynne 
Social Worker 

Telegraphic Address: "Vichousing" Melbourne 

Flemington Community Health Centre 
40 Shield Street 
FLEMINGTON VIC 3031 

Dear Mr Wynne 

Phone or call MR. T Ha rrop 
669 1127 

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 conditions. 

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 surve.y 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.n? f .. inariJ~~ contribution will be made to the study 
by the Mlnlstry./-

/. /' 
I awai r i confirmation of your acceptance of the 
abov ndi~:o s. 

/ rs/An/~ el V1/; 
EU KNEEBONE, 
ACT ~G GENERAL MANAG£R 
HOUSING SERVICES DTt7ISION 
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MINISTRY OF HOUSING 
Myer House, 250 Elizabeth Street, Melbourne Victoria. 3000. Telephone 669 1100 

G.P.C. Box 1670N, Melbourne, 3001 

j·1r. Ri chord Vv'ynne, 
Soci Ell V'/ort~:er, 

Telegraphic Address: "Vlchousing" Melbourne 

Fl erni ngton Cornrnuni ty Heal HI Centre, 
40 Shield Street, 
FLEnlNI3TON 'v'le 3031 

15 Octocl8r 1965 

I tf1f.ltik you f or the opportunit~d to cornment on !dOlW recent report "Tenent 
Perceptions of Crime ond Securitld on Melbourne's Hi,~m-Rise Public HOUSit,,~ 
Estates". I \,.,tould like to rnElke comments in re~~ards to two areas.; Hie 
findings of the stud!d and the policld implications !dOU Ijeri ... ·'e from the 
tindinqs. '. 

Ho\'Vever, trefore makinq U-Iese cornments, I woUlrj like to mention that the . ~ . 

t-'linistry cornrnenced developing options for estate irnpnJ"i8ment::: in 19i:H) 
v'Itli Ct1 cul rni nated in the commencement of pil ot prograrns t:oth on r-Ii I~i"l ri se 
ar"lIj meljium/low density housing estates in 1913 1 (not in 1982 as !dOU state 
on page 20). 

COMMENTS ON THE FINDINGS 

in l~eneral., the findin'~s of your stUdy reinforce ~Nhat Hie t"1ini:3tnJ hi::s 
founlj througrl its Oy'tn stwjies arllj e>~perienc:e in thj:3 i::ret!. For- e;.~arnDle. tbe 
follo-.,vin9 provides a surnrnflry of our rno:::;t recent sttl!j!d in U"ie ::;ec.lrit.!:1 
,:. t-·,:. (. • .. r"'-' I I "t· --/" .~! t· n . t- t - . r- t f~ - r·· ]11' " q. I .• 0 j. ;:·!f 0 J. - - 0 " ~ . - t .::..j i ,-c.., !::!'-' ,.tl :::u I'C.::1 U .:...:...:.. e, ij,I_:;:; U I _,il:! ,_·U I L.WUUI ... :::.tlli::!! i.:UflUUi.:.,_.!j Iii 

Dctot!eriNoverntler 1984 and publistled in Decernt1er, 1984) :-

SUMMARV OF FINDINGS FROM THE MINISTRV SURVEY 

Percept j oos of Safety 
'Tenonts r"!el!j si9nificant feijrS for safety., especi i:Jl1!d at nigr-rt ljfnj in tr-18 
1-·,"'1 fr .. ·t .. • .. ll 'r"!:=.1 ~.-Lt:=t .:. 'jO rllj- !l'r-1-! 'II ,""j-:' rj j.e t ~-! Ct h, ('1 ~"l \'-; .:. '.:. 41'] ij- + .:. i'i if 1'- Ctt-o t-d 1 u i,,' ~ 1.:. c! f 
_"'0', . I, I "l ,U '.tI Co ' .... '0' 1 ::;1 ..... < 1· '-' '0 ,_J "0· '" ';:;" i I '0"_' '" '.'. ~." I '0" '_";'. ; '.' , '0' ! ._' ·0·; 

in::;ecu(it!d vvere fe1t tr!d ljiff2(.9nt tenant i~rGu:~::: th fernale r·9~3ponijent~::'l 
~!I-~ I j.:. Q h,-, 1 jj.:; lsi'i)' + ~.! ,-. ~"1-i 1 11 ~-u rOO, :j. t"lIJ" ''"'1-'(1- /" I I.:· t r-·':.( 1 i --=1".' ;-t:""' ,-1" .. , h '-!l i.:· p ~"I r' 1 {l':: f t=fu ; '1 !~! (1 1 ~ ':. ': i , ,_I '~"1 "_, ,_,! ! ,_ " ._- I. ,~ I _" I j ! ! '..... ,_., l' , 1 i ,_I . i MIA '_' !_. ! ... , , 1 ... 1 1 L· "_, I t 1, 1_, A ._1 _' : , ,_I ; '..i '_' I "_' ,_., 1 : ['j ,,_. ,_t "_, 

~:;i:;Te. P:?'S~lOntjent.::; trorn 22ij Heljljle ::;t. (Vy't"18re ::;8cur-it!~ ::;81,)~C2::; v'/ere (rlO::;t 

ct~'}icu:::) enij Di!~ht ::;t. ~;enerijl·i!~ r~81t ~:;ijrer t;'"l;::n (8:::pon ijents fro(n 253 
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Awareness of Security Arrangements 
\f1litr"j the e>~(:8ption 0'( 22i~ Hotjtjle ::;t

1 
iJ'.ilti:,reness of the ~!ri:/i:t8 '::eCurif~l; 

:~uwr,j:3 '\"liJ8 r-fi~~r!er than for the C:ornrnunit~d !3UCirdi;Jn:3. Tenants teniJeci to 
,,..'1 ~V\' ·::.:.r! q-j + i i filii.J"'t-,"i·:· ,.,·!·"I-I t l-J :=0 1.:..:.:.:.,- .:.':d .:.;'d 'l!l:::"-f"ii=ono:: '=0': hoi ""l r"I1-"-':' , '_" __ . ,-. _' .-t, ''':j:;i'' ,'~ ,_I I.... !..J.: '" . ..J i '_' ,_I ,_, c;: I C=., .. ",J ! ". ~:i '.1 , __ ! __ I i.J. j "".1 I~ ,_I _' l_, , 1 I:j ,,: ,_,! '_' 

jppt-c!~lriat8 for- 'nUiSi:inCe' sitU{ltions i:inlj \!.'!ouhj re1ld on tT"te Police in n~cre 
seri crus :::1 tuat ions. 

Perceived Effectiveness of the SecurHy Arangements 
Overa 11; the tenants U",ougt1t that the security arranget-nents i'n:id i ncrea~;elj 
tile safetld at" Hie grout"lIjs end tllJilljirll~s anlj assesselj U'le secl.wit!d ~!atn:ds 
,:I!:; n1arginallld more effective tJliJn the ComrnunHy GuardiiJrt:3. Respondents 
t"rorn 229 HClljlj1e ~;t. assess81j tll:tt,h the securHld !~uards i:lnlj Cornrnunitid 
Guardians as beinq more effective than did re!3Clorpjents from otJler areas 

~ , 

of the estiJte, 

Tenant Preferences for Security Services 
Tr'le most important attritllJtes of a securit~d s~dstern \"vere n:lt"lkelj tlld tJ!e 
tenants as fol1ows :-

1. petro 1 s of bui 1 di ngs and grounds 
2. television sur"ieillance 
3, intercorns to a control roorn 
d. ; ntOt-'-'o"n': t'l) ';=, ':-~I-'!Jr' t I! ,-10'-"- ':-11':-'1 orr') 

J I ~ I 1J f ... • '.... ,_1,_, _' • I ! . ';J I..J .I_I! .... ':J __ I I. t::; •• , 

5. securit!d person in U-!e fOlder ot" eaei-I tllJillji ng 

As a first priority; the r-ligh rise terli:lnts felt niat the rnost irnport.;:nt 
areas that Ule patrols shou11j cover '!Vere the lifts fol1owelj Old nle 
balconies and verf.lndahs, the grounds, the fO~ders, the ~;tair:3 end,. h:i::;tlid, the 
car pflrkin'~ flrea. As rnigt1t be e~<pectelt the Di!~r!t Street tenants n:itelj 
pMrols of the grourlljs as tIeing most irnportant. Securitid p~trols !:;f"p)ul!j 
primarilld CO"ier the r"!ours of Ijarkness (startirllJ arournj 9 p,rn.); piJtrol::; en oJ 

. 24 f-lour tll3sis di!j not !38ern 1,"/i:itTantelj bu el1rnost t-Ialf of the tenants, 
~ ~ 

'" V'iet'lr a uniform .. 
'* pro'·,Iilje protection for tenants as a priorit~d over property .. 
* t!e i:iV'lare of H"le estate as a cornrnunity .. V'lfiil st not f a' ... 'ouri ril~ pi:lrt i cul iJr 

tenants; 
* ir,'"'nj',,Ip' p-nl;'-'':' l-'r,'1111'n ·'·-.·.,tto;-.:- '-If '1'4'''v ;".nd ·-·t-o'p.t-' ;:'(1(1 ho .:,.: .. :.i·:·tuli hi' ,::' I • j ) '_ ; _. "_' I , __ ,_" ,.J f:, ,. l 1 J I. " ... -__ ! ,_, '_-. , !..., l. .....1. I'... 1_1, _" • -..J,.... '-' ,_" I,..; ,_, __ , 1 ,_I " .. ,_',...,i "_':j .~ 

Ijirect ;ine to t,ne Police. 

T}";8 ~!refer-relj ~"n8tr-jO~j or prc\t;ljinq securit~d \!s:;!j~:; for t;'''t9 '3ecur~t#:; ~!eo~')l:? !.}) 

t!8 en~:~l1o~d8!j [i'd::1 ~~ri\"r::t8 ::;8cu(it~3 fir-rn .. iJ!thouqh just. ;.u"~~jer (t(l!~ !~u;:r'(er- elf 
~ .. r"le ter!ijnr.s t .. r"lOU~~!M;t tr·18 ~:,:?cur-it;d peocle shcu1~j Lie f'''1ini:::t.~ .. ~; 8~-~·1r:~1!:j!~1?·3~::, \/9 r-;; 

: .. ~ v:/ t e ~-;;~ (! t ':: T. ~~~,:\ iJ:; ~-: t. t~-~ 8 ':; '3 C U r~ t:d ~:: t;3 f f ~::: neu 11] [} 8 t r~i e t. en~j n T~ ':; t (1;3 ~r; ~~ ~?1 '/:j :::, 
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DiFFERENCES IN FiNDINGS 

, 
._.' 

There ;5(8 l\'VO ,jrei:lS v'ir-Iere the t'NO stuljies ~1rC\ljuce)j !jifferences in 
fi t"pji ngs 'onihi crt ere \Nort.1"l id of cornrnent. 

Firstl'd, in terrns of preferences for securitld arrangernents, yOW
o 

stU!ji~ 

foun,j a preference at Collili!;rNood (Phase 2) for securit!d carneras arl!j 
fOlder attendents rather than priviJte securitlJ pat.rols or police patrols. 
Furthermore, Hie areas of most concern to H!e Collingv'Io(!!J Pf-li:lSe 2 
tenants \'vere firstl lJ the flat follov'le!J tlld Hie car pi:lrk, r-clIder, 1ift:3 and., 
, - ~ r' " I' .:- - o· - 1 - <" ,.,,' e <"­I;:]::, _ .:!., '.fIt! tl l.:&j" ':'. 

On the otr"ler hand., our sur-vel) found a preference firstl'd for ::;;ecurit1j 
patrols, then television s!.lr'.,.'eiliance., intercorns to a control room or 
security Ijoor arllj" 1 iJst 1 ~d, a security person in the f oyer. There \'vere ij 1 ~;o 
differences in preferences ElS to trle rnost irnportent erei:lS of H-le est;:lte in 
terms of patrol priorities. 

The second area of difference t,et.vVeen the stUIJies relate::; to tJle r-ear of 
cri rne and country of bi rtrl of the respondent \~I'hereas 'doU f oW-pj "bei n9 
VietrliJrnese specifically, or non-AustriJlian in general., WiJS associat.elj 
V'li ttl 1 ess fear or bel i ef in the extent of cri me on H-le est.ate" "Ne found j u:::t 

.' 

t.r!8 opposite. That is., our sUr-"ield shov'ied that Australian-born teniJnts 
l~enere ]lId had 1 ess fear of cri me than those born overseas (i riC 1 udi ng U1e 
Vi etnarnese). Thi s fi nlJi ng \/'.'as also corroboreted tl!d our qual i tati VB 

r-esearcT!. 

Gi '.len that our survey onlj your Co 11 i n9wood PrlClse 2 surveld V'lere CiJtTi 81j 

out at the same time., use!j simi1er sarnplintj rnethclljolo!~ies anlj utilis81j 
professioni:llly-t.raineIJ interviewers., I v/oul:j speculijte UVlt Hie ;:,:t!lj"ie 
dHf erences in fi ndi n!~s v'/ere due to !jiff erences inquest i onrliJi re Ijesi gn at"pj 

8iJrnple size (rememberinG uour Col1in!]"Nocllj Pher38 2 samDle ccnsistelj of . . '-' '-' .... : , 

\I,I~ '''1 '::.- r' <"tilT'-llj p-I·Ojt 101 ,.j~r 1"',0 -'r: 10 h·- d 1- ,-.. -. t- 0 - t- ,t- ~tOl' t-r" 0 t f-I'- t-I 111:"Ilj'-' ,or 
, '0' ..... _.d '_"_ " ._.' _ 1.J'J f-,,_.I_'r·' &:; ,.,:l e.:-.:- I::!ij .J IJ • \1;;: _, i:l .j _'. I'!j&:;' 

respondent::: v'ihich, as !dOU point out., is contrClrtd to the literature. I ","lOUllj 

speculate tr-!at. tr!is is Ijue to hou:::eho]:j t.!dpe actin!~ CIS a 'confourpjin:;J' 
"}.,,, t-; '''f"t 1.:.' l' .:. n::o·:· .... : jl r'-qj' P. n + .:. ",,,; + i-· ,-.~) i 1:-i .-,::0 ·-1 t P.r-I rlQd' til t"t.=t ',IQ ;; f-p'·=t t ,::or- f ;::'C:l r'O -=: ,-. f . u. . l~ .... . ... ,I .1".'" ' .. " ,_f~..... l _' I • I ..... ' f 1 ! '., I 'J I , , t • .J i ,_·1 .. _' -' ,_, .. _ .' '...I I , ... '~:t _, , __ ' .. _' I ,.... • '_' '.of I 

':·~:lT'.:,r I \ t '-,'''n i°,::o'~nl-'r-·Idc.t-: t,:- ,oil' +r-'I-'Ilt '-"-,1'1 u~r-J::tl-l' t' h':'ll A 1,:·,-, t ::'('I-i~I,.j t,-, h.:. ! l,p .... !lCtr·-
.... i ..... __ .j 1 .. 1. I.J.; , ,_,.:,}-- _, i C:. '. ,_, I' '., t .. I ..... _, f i -_" ,I 11 t:-;.:I ._ l ' .. 1'_ ' •. ~. / . ..J '-' '-1 '. ' .. ' ;..' <:;: :j '-' ' .. ~! !::f '_' 

then resDonljents "Nitr-iout chi1ljren. 
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COMMENTS ON POLlCV IMPLICATIONS 

I_ Securitg ot/enNol! ought tft be directedprjmoril!l ot 
c{immtJnol entry IHld tronsil oreos on the astote., SlJch os cor 
pork ond grounds.. '-ogers bod liits. {'Poga 82} 

Th::;. t11'nl' ·:-t t-II":- • ... llrt-.::.r .. t ':·i=!I"'llt-l·t 'I orl-,f't-""m ,-Ioe.:- ;" i-ij-l-·t ""·J'-Il-·ur.t '-'-jto ;;0.-·· ... ,1,_, , ,_I • .j oJ ~ .. ' I oJ_·.... -!:i, .::1 I.J U 'oJ} IJI ..... Ji,..f, .'_.,II_I! '.w 1..4~1.!!1 

these areas U-iroul~h ph!dsica] irnprovernent works and pro"iislon of security 
personne 1 and so far has :-

in tenns of Dhusical impro',lernent v'iorks :-. ~. 

* 

transit areas: enclosed t1alconies .. provided ~3ecurit!d screens., 
irnproved Jig'flUng to t.he balconies an,j provide1j doors at eac:l"l erilj of 
the t!i::lconies (e.g. Col1ingwood and shortly, in Richmorllj anlj Fitzro!;l), 
installed closed circuit tele'·lision cameras focusse,j on :3tairv'iell 
e~~its (at Co 11 i ng"'tood) .. 
Cfir porks: irnoroved lighting in car parks (e.ll Coli i ng\'voclIj)., 
restricte,j entries to some of the multi-storeld cor pelrk::; (e.ll Fitzro'd .. 
Ri chrnond) tlnd provi ,jed peri meter f enci ng around the car parks (e.ll 
Fi tzro~d)._ 
grounds: provi,je,j securit!d Iiljhting for the esti:'1te ~~rourlijs (e.ll 
Col1in!Jwoo,j; Fitzroy._ Carlton, Prahran, etc.), 
foyers: provi d?d i rnprovernent \"'iorks to the f o!der areas such a::: 
better i i gh1. i ng and more secure rnai 1 bo;~es oS we 11 as pro"li ,ji n!~ 
contro 11 ed access to tllJi llji ngs vi iJ e i ectroni c s 1 i ,jj n'J Ijoors (e.!l 
Co 11 i rll~\hiOOd and soon at Ri chrnond and Fitzroy), i nsta 11 ed c 1 OS8!j 
circuit tele\"ision cameras in fO!der (i3t Collin 1jwo(lIj)., 
1 Hts: provi ded a securitld person Ijuri n!~ the 1 i ft upgra1jj rnj prograrn 
(reactling completion in all 11igh rise estates) and installed closelj 
circuit television cameras in lifts (e.g. Collingv'tooc! ··,·vith Fict"irnond 
arnj Fitzro!d t.o fo11ov-,I) .. 

i -. t CI -.., .... - j- ·-·P. .... l·'-· t -,- .-. - - e1 '-; to ;_.~r 111.:;. U .;. _ ..... II 1 cy ~,1::!r .:;.untl .. 

U-le t"1ini:3tnd provi:jes pri\let.e :::ecurit'd 9ueJrdsNr-iO patroi the '~rounds 
arllj tlui ]Jji ng::: on eleven tii gh ri se esteJtes, arllj 

pro"ii des Cornrnunit!d Guanjj ofr:: tliJS8tj in t.he f order (et Co 11 i r!lj"i'iGO:j), 

SectJrUg lJttentioh ought to be directefiprimarily lJt I}i!lilt 
Dnd eorilJ !J'll.lrIiJht} tima::.. ..... I~i] terms of ctJst-i!enefit. sectlril!./ 

~.J -....' ~ .~ 

., ",.J" '1' - . ,hI . . . .,{'.] - ~ oep/Dyment Olll,i PO,n,lJ .. W.:.,'!}}'} t/;i] el!lu- /}{ltJr S/Jl} t /r[J,~ ol}.f}'J.. 
t [J 2 O.J!}. is illOi C tJ t eO: 

securit'd peJtro 1::; to corrtrnenC8 at 9 p.rn. in f ecl. the hours of oper-at 1 on for 
:::eGurit!d pi3trois on eieven hi'jh-ris8 e:3teJte::: i::re 381ecte!j t11d the terli"lrd_::: 
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n'-jt rn 1"" .-I'-I '-'n',i~'- + f-l~ f-'n' ,t-':· ,-,f '-Ii "ht ij- r'-'IJ"' Rij'- r'-1 \ I "'-lett-t-,i r-'" t'r'-'R '-'C'! ,.-,:- '",\,,i',:·',.I-!_".'i, j- I ".1 _ I':' '..J ,_ '_, '_ r _.! '_I ._" ,! _ '." ,_, ,_,, I . .:! I I • _0 I.~ I I _: f I j.' '. I _' ! I _, -.'i I '_' j 

.r. The seolin.g of luJlconies ought to lte giyen high priority in 
es t 01 e renowJ! ion progrommes.. 

Tr-,is alv'lCl!Js t-Ias tleen a t',igh prioritld from Hie !··1inist.nd's point of vi ev',' i:!rllj 
the rnejorHtd of hi9h rise esterT.es either hf.lve .. or '1'.'i11 have, t.heir bell conies 
enclo:;;ed tlij the enlj of ttllS financif.ll 'dear. However, it rnust tIe remernt!erelj 
tJlat HIe r'1i ni stry is cornrni ttelj t.o tenant consu1tat i on and tJlat temlnt::;' 
priorities v'iill tIe taken into consideration. 

4. Security configurotion ought to reflect personnel 
deployment in the I'oyer liS II priority .. with regulllr security 
po/rolling of tite grounds ond lil'ts. 

As pOinted out tly U"IB eutbors .. this recornmenljation exceeds HIe tll)Unlj::: of 
their Ijetel. HO,\"l8ver., it is interestin9 to note Ulat U'le j'1inistn/:=; SlW'ield ;:11. 
Collingv'loo,j fournj U1at. 'whilst patrols of the bUil!jings aM grout"lIjs V'iere 
U'le most pref erre!j option of HIe tenant.s, "a securit'd person in the fOlder of 
Belch bui 1 di rllf V'las Ule 1 east pref 8tTelj opt ion. 

irL an~d event .. t.he t'1inistry believes that t.he final securit.!d confi9un:tion on 
an'd one esteJte shoullj result frorn consultation with tenants on theJt. e:3tiJte 
arllj INe feel10aU"!e to adopt U)e abo'·l8 recomrnendation i:1CTOSS the boanj. 

5 The bllsis 01' security orroogements ought III reflect on 
emphosis on personnel depl0!Jment roll."Ier thDn on fmpersoho) 
strtJtegjes. 

As descritlelj i:Jbove (point i), U'le 1'-1inistnd has provi,jed i:J rni:-n.ure of the 
tV'iO strat.egies.; i.e. personnel deploldt'l'"lent elt'pj ph1jsical ::;ecuriU~ rneer:;ure::; 
':'licr', :=0-:: c.!p't-·tr-onl·r· Al'I'j'omAnt l·t·n rlt-r-· .. ·\::!-d 11·qr',t i ",I' !-'·"jr·,-·t"l!! ~t-lr·lfi·:-l"t-C.·:· ~t,-· __ I .. ....,"-' ,_, ~ \.,0 .. _' .... 4 • .f , •• J .. .. r- _f I' ..." J 1 ~ ,J L' t...l _, ' .. 1: ':! ..... 1 _' ! .. ' ,_, of ,_, ,_I.' 'J .. 1 __ • 

Tr'le degree of Hli s rnhd.ure at i:1ny one est.ate !ijrgei y Ijepernj::: on Hie 
e;·~press8d preference::: or the tern:1nts. 

6. Tlte POSjfj¥8 jllJp1icotions for s-ectJrity require OlDt 
sgstelllDtic estDte reno¥DtioJ'JS lie giY!!l} urgent' J.fri{)rit!J~ 

T r~!8 r"'1i ni s tr~~ con t i nues t 0 :~i i'/8 hi !~tl CH-; ori t'd to i rnc:ro',/ern8nt 'l~f,l Ofk:::; !:1n 
8::~ tat 88 anij ,,/1/111 prO\l1,je $ 1 2 () rni 11 i l)n O\r"er t t-!8 tle::< t. f Dur ~;ef:1c~:; t!) ~~n,~ i nt. 'j": ... ; 

tr"iis prograrn. In rj·p3 1965-86 financiol ~~eer tt"i8 a11oc;:tion t.~:! r.t"ie E3;.::1~2 

~ (n~l(c·,/ernent. Pr""!)qrern 1 S .;;22 (ni 11 ion. 
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7. Tenonts ollght to be grtJnteo' significont control [W&f" lillage! 
ollocbtions releyent to those problems of e9tote cOl1dit ions 
'!'!'Ilich they themselYes hoye idel1tified os impingil1g most 
direct lJ/ tJpttn the sect/rHg of lJigh rise /iyjl1U-

Current1td tenent:3 Ijo t'liJve si9nificant control of budljet allocations 
relevent to estate conditions in trlat they control ho''!\'' HIe estate 
irnpro' ... 'ernent bUljget is spent for their estiJte. That is, "Nitt1in a firliJnciiJi 
ceiling .. tenants are free to trade off tletween various upgnJlje anlj securitlj 
v'Iorks. Tt1ere are t 'NO constrai nts on trll s tll,ltjget contro 1 bId tenants; 
nr::.tl!~, sorne 'Nork.s such as lHts. rutltlish C!1utes) laundnes arnj [lOner 
uplJn:lljes are rnen1jatond.. and second I ij.. there is current 1 t~ a rnoritori urn on 
e 1 ectroni c sec uri tId equi pment unt i 1 the Co 11 i ngwo(lIj clt'pj Ri chrnot"pj S!~st ern::: 
f'liJve tleen eva 1 uiJted. 

In conclusion .. your stwjy fin1jings reinforce and aljd to the bod1d of 
knov·tle1jge on security issues on i'11gh rise estotes onlj it is re;:r:;suriril~ U"liJt 
your conclusions provilje some 'outside' confirrnation of the strate9U of 
tenant pert i ci pot i on and i nvo 1 vernent thot the t'li ni stry t1as been pursui fl!] 
si nee H1e earl y 19CiO·s. I f you ha ... ·'e on'd queri es on ttli s matter .. V'lOU 1 lj idoU 
pleose contact Roger Hudson (ph. 669 1338). 
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SECURITY SURV~'L 

The tenant security group on this estate has recently 
approved a questionnaire which will be und7rtak7n o~ a 
number of floors in this block. The quest~onna~re ~s 
aimed at getting your ideas about the present secu~~~y 
sYstem you have on the est'ate, how safe you feel l~vJ.ng. 
on the estate and to assess how much crL~e occurs on th~s 
estate. The results of the survey will be available for 
your security group to use as they wish. 

The auestionnaire will take the form of a pers~nal interview 
wi~~·members of each flat and will take approx~ately 45 
minutes. Your co-operation would be appreci~ted as th7 
results of the survey will assist your securJ.ty group J.n 
planning the best security system for the estate. 

One of the people whose picture is shown below will come 
to interview you wi~~in the next 3-4 weeks. We look 
forNard to meeting you then. 

N~bm ~.n~nh ,e~a n~ii thue nha.~~a eha? thuan ban Pho~g van, 
ban n,ay. se ~?-~C;, xu d~g trong vJ.ec phdng van, mot so ba con eu 
n~ 0 ~ot ,so ~ang~lau ~rong khu nha nay. Bah e~u hoi nay nhao 
thu thap y kien eua Quy vi lien-quan d~n he.thO"ng an.ninh tai 
~~u ,\gia cu c~a Q~y yi, I fe \-xem Quy. e~ thay tiM. trang an .ninh 
o day.nh~, the nao va de, xem mue.do toi.pnam xay ra'trong khu 
gia 7u den rntic ~~o. ~et qua.eu~ su tharn do ~ay se duoc Nhom 
rln_nl.nh eua nguo~ thue nha xu dung theo y muon eua nguoi 
du,oc flhong van. 
B~n c~u h~i nay se t~ue hie~ duoi hinh thue mot euoc phdng_van 
ea .nhan danh eho nhung ngudi eu ngu trong rtlo'i e~:n nha va se hoi 

. ' .',1=rong vqng .:J, ~ phu'S. ~oa~ nghinh sti eO,ng tae cd-a Quy I vi I 
v~: ket: qua eua euoq, tham do se giup cho :Thorn An ninh thiet l.ap 
k~ ho~ch an.n~nh to~ ha~ eho ba con eu ngu trong.khu gia.e~. 
~10t tro~g nhting, nguoi So h~hh duO.i day' 3e' clan ?hong ~Tan Quy vi: 
trong vong 3 hoae 4 tuan toi. Chung toi mong ~uoe gap Quy v~ sau. 
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GUVENLIK KONUSUNDA ~~KET. 

Kirac~lar Guvenlik Komitesi tarafindan Housing Commission 
~lok}ar~nda guvenlik konusuyla ilgili bir anket yap~lmas~ 
kararlast~r~ld~. Anketin hedefi sizin bu konudaki dusunce 
ve hislerinizi ogrenmek. Ayr~ca gUvenlik ve bloklarda 
i~lenen suclara kar9k al~nmasi gereken onlemler ve bu konudaki 
sizin goru~leriniz, tavsiyeleriniz. ve hislerinizi 6grenme~ 
istiyoruz. Anketin sonucu Guvenlik komitesince degerlendirilip 
kullanilacakt~r. 

Anket ki~ilerin ozel goru~lerini yansita.c.;!~ ~ekilde haz~rlan­
m~~ olup yakla9~~ olarak 4S dakika surecektir. Yeni guvenlik 
sista~inin se~ilmesi, planlammasi sizler~gosterecegi 
yak~nl~~ ve i~b~rligiyle olacakt~=. 

Asag~deki sah~slardan biri sizinle ~- 4 hafta i~inde _ 
t~as kuraca~tir. Tekrar goru9mek Urnidiyle sayg~la~ 
sunar~. 

ENCUESTA SOBRE SEGURIDAD. 

El Cowite de Se6uridad de Azrendatarios. . _ ~ 
a.a. aorooa.do ::-eciente.l1ente \1n C;J.estkonar1.0 Ci.ue ",e_a. 

aolicado =~ '.1!l cier:o n\1~ero de ?isos en esee 31o~ue. El ~ues­
tionario :)rece=ndt:.:.onocer sus ideas acerca del presec.te S1.S-

. . uan s -ura Jd se S1.en-ce ... a de seguridad Ci.ue csta o!,erana.o, c . :=. .: (_. ) 
:e de ·iivir a~u.i I 'ara evaluar e1 orado a.e 'n.olenc1.a ,c_1. ... e.n 
qUt: ciec.e lugar dQ :ste ::-ecinto. . _ 
El cuescionario tcc.dra 180 ivr~a de \l~a dc.tre~1.st~ ~e:soc.al _on 
~ie~bros d= ca.da Plat / durara a.pro~1.madamen~e ~, ~1._utos. 

Su Qoo:eracion sera ~U7 apreciada / los r~~ultaa.os d~.~a en­
~uesca·a.yu~aran a.vu=stro. Co~ite de, Segur1.a.ad a ?lan1.~1.car 
a1 _ejar 31.stema ae 3eg~r1.daa. ?ara .os ?oolado~es. 
Jna d.~ :a oersoc.as :u./a iotograiia aparece aoaJo 10 ec.trevis­
cara daner; de las ?ro~i~as 5 ° 4 semanas. ~esde la nu.estros 
;lJrA.rieC'!i""i .. ni:nJ'l_ 



APPENDIX C SECURITY QUESTIONNAIRE 

WI3 are interested in hearing from you about what it is like living on a 

Ministry of Housing Estate. By canpleting this questionnaire you will 

assist us in evaluating the level of crime and security conditions on 

this estate. This smvey is ~ endorsed by the Ministry of Housing and 

is ~ cc::trpllsoIy. 

* lm§ _~0NNA:rnE IS STRICTLY CONFIDENI'IAL AND WILL NOT AFFEX:T YOUR 

'1'EN1INCY IN· m'l WAY * 

'!hank you for your co-operation. 

S&:TION A 

AGE: 0 
SE<: 0 
NATIONAI:.ITY : 

MruU~ ~S: . ________________________ __ 

BI.DCK: ------------------------------------ ( I 

FLAT NUMBER: I 11 

HCW ~.ANY PEOPLE LIVE IN THIS FLAT WITH yqtJ? 

WHAT IS THE AGE AND SEX OF ~. RESIDENT? 

Males. 1. 2. 3. 4. Females. 1. 2. 3. 4. 

HGW !.O~. HAVE YOU BEEN LIVING ON THIS ESTATE? (Mon ths ~ 

HCW MANY PEOPLE CO YOU KNGW BY NAME ON'mIS FIroR? 

fOol MANY PEOPLE CO YOU KNCW BY NAME ON THIS BI.CCK? 

CD 

CD 

co 

CI 
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.. Now I YXJuld ~"H:e t.o d~)i~ ... ()ll ~';1r~: qlle!;tiCi:1S ahol1t .... 'h.-='lt l~ is like U.vir~g 
on this es L:.tl t. " . 

SE:TION B 

Q. 1. Just thinking a..t:xJut this c;;;tate, what kind of area do you think 
it is? 

Q. 2. 00 you feel at hone living on this estate? (Probe - 'lbat is do 
you feel canfortable living on t.llls estate"?) 

Q. 3. What kind of people ~uld you say live on this esta~? 

Q. 4. Would you say this this estate differs fran other neighbourhoods 
around here? (Probe..- Arc the J?E..'Ople any different etc. etc?) 

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

Q. 6. 

1 
Very 
interested • 

2 " 
Quite 
interc~stcd. 

3 4 
Fairly A little 
.iJ"l~L"estL:..->d.. interested. 

S 
Not 
interested 
at all. 

Hew inVOlved are YCiU in Clctivi ties that happen on this estate? 
(Prob - Tenants Groups, recreational activities etc. etc). 

1 
Not involved 
at all. 

2 
A little 
involved. 

3 
Fairly 
involved. 

'* Quite 
involved. 

5 
VerY 
involved. 



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

1 

No Privacy 
at All. 

2 

A Little 
Privacy. 

3 

A Fair 
arrount of 
Privacy. 

4 

Quite a 
lot of 
Privacy. 

O. B. Do you intend to zrcve fran this estate in the next twelve months? 

Yes 0 

No 0 

5 

Lot of 
Privacy •. 

o. 9. Suppose you had to move away fran this estate. How would you feel about 
it? Vblld you feel ••••••• ~ •• 

1 

Very Sony. 

2 3 

Quite Sony. Neither Sony 
nor Pleased. 

4 

Quite 
Pleased. 

5 

Very 
Pleased. 

O. 10. How safe do you feel living on this estate? Do you feel •••••••••• 

1 2 3 4 5 

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

********************** 
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SECTION C 

Q. li. Just tru.:nki.. .. "lg abollt tb.is estate, would you say thp..re is much crime 
around here'? ~ .. Tould you say t~'1ere is •••••••.• 

1 3 4 5 

A Great Deal. QUite: a IGt. Not Much. Very Little. None at All. 

Q. 12. Just thinking aOOut the children living on this estnte, w:mld you say that 
there is much ..:rirne H.~PEN!NG TO THEM? Would you say that there is ...... . 

1 2 3 4 5 

None at All. Vexy Little. Not Much. Quite a Lot. A Great Deal. 

Q. 13. Just t:hinki."lg about thl3 Elderly Pe<)ple living on this estate, would you say 
that there is !Tlt.!ch ..;:;rime HAPPENING rro THEM around here? ~uld you say that 
tllere is .......... --_. 

1 2 3 4 5 

A Great Deal. Quit..~ a LDt. Not Much. very Little. None at All. 

Q. 14. A). Ju.c;;t i"_l-·lin.~ing abnllt. t:1i s estat..e, \..;Quld you say that there are many 
physic:ll ar.t.'1ckF> bapppn;ng around here? Would you say that there a.re' ••••• 

1 2 3 4 5 

None at All. Verj FG\';. Not: that Many. Quite a Lot. A Great Many. 



l.--~· 

o. 14·. B). 
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Just thinki.l'l'J' aCQl!t t.:Us estate, "\vOUld ~"OU say th~t there are many 
sexual attac!:s happ<.;.rJ.i..T1g .:t."""O" • .1.nd here·? ~Tould you say that there are 

1 2 3 4 5 

.... 

A Great 
Many. 

O'..ti.t..e 
a TJ..:Ii:. 

~t~t that 
.t'1r1n~· > 

Very FeM. None at All. 

o. 14. C). Just thirJdnq about this i;.:::tar..e, wuuld you say that there are many 
robberies happening aro\ll~d here? Would you say that. there are •••• 

1 

None at 
All. 

2 

V~.ry Few. 

3 

Nnt that 
Many 

4 

Quite 
a IDt. 

5 

A Great Many. 

o. 14. D). Just thinking aoout thi~ ustats, ',oA:)uld you say that llUlCh property is 
stolen frQll INgmE ?p'opl~';; n~T-S around here? W:mld you say that 
there is ........ . 

1 

A Great: 
Deal. 

2 

Ouitr1 
R I'it. 

3 

Net. that 
Much. 

4 

Very 
Little. 

5 

None at All. 

o. 14. E). Just th5..!1~:i.nq about. tlit:. estate, ':IKJuld you say that llUlCh property is 
stole..." £ran OUI'SIDE p:>Cf1e' s CIa" S around here? WOUld you say that 
there is .••••••.. 

1 

None at 
All. 

2 

ve:..·'y 
Little. 

3 

Not: tllat 
Hur:h. 

4 

Quite 
a IDt. 

5 

A Great 
Deal. 
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o. 14. F) • Just thinking about tllis e!'>tate, would you say that there 1smuch 
delibP..rate dnmaging of pet:lple· s personal property around here? 
Would you say that there is •••••••••• 

I 2 3 4 5 

A Great 
Deal 

Quite 
a ~t 

Not that 
M"Jch 

~at· 

All 

O. 14. G}.. Just thinking about. this 3state, ~uld you say that there are many 
cars or motorcycles stolen around h~..re? WOuld you say that there are •••• 

1 2 3 5 

None at 
All 

Ver.l 
F~ 

Not that 
Much 

4 

Quite 
a IDt 

.. A Great 
Deal' 

O. 14. H). Just tr....ink.ing abot.lt tins eztate, ~uld you say that many thinqs are 
stolen fran can3 and notnrcyclc.:s around here? 1M:luld you say that 
tll.ere are •••••••• 

1 3 4 5 

• 

A Gro-at 
Many 

Quite 
a. wt 

Not that 
to'!.any 

very 
F(ffM 

None at 
All 

o. 14 I). Just thinktng about !-ji,i::; est'3.te, would you say that many cars or 
rrotorcycl~s are cie .:...iberatF:ly d,:unagi::rl around here? ~uld you say 
that there are ., .... 

1 " 

.:. 3 4 5 

None at 
All 

Vo2;rl 
Few 

N,'1t ti'lat 
~'!ny 

Quite 
a Lot 

A Great 
Many 
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Q. 14. J). Just thinking about this estate, y,ould you say thatnany objects 
are thrown over the balconies around here? ~ld you say that 
tr~ are •••••••• 

1 

A Great 
Many 

2 

Quite 
a lot 

3 

Not that 
Many 

4 

Very 
Few 

5 

None at 
All 

o. 14. K) ~ Just thinking about this estate, 'NOUld" you say that there is IlUlCh 
drunken behaviour around here? ~ld you say that:"there is •••••• 

-

1 

None at 
All 

2 

Very 
Little 

3 

Not that 
Much 

4 

Quite 
a tot 

5 

A Great 
Deal 

• 

o. 14. L). Just thinking about this estate, 'NOUld you say that there are many 
incidents of people urinating in the lifts? Would you say that 
tr~ are ••••••••• 

1 

A Great 
Many 

2 

\)lite 
a lot 

3 

Not that 
Many 

4 

Very 
Few 

5 

None at 
All 

Q_ 14.. M). Just thinking about this estate, would you say that there are many 
incidents of shooting fireanns around here? Would you say that ". 
tllel:'e are ••••••• 

1 

None at 
All 

2 

Very 
Few 

3 

Not that 
Many 

4 

Quite 
a lot 

5 

A Great 
Many 



c. 15. 

Q. 16. 
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Co yeu thi.,.,_~ it is necessa..ry to take any particular precautions 
against cri.me on this estate? 

Yes 0 

No 0 

Do you personally take particular precautions against crime on this 
estate? (Probs- Do you refrain fran going out at night? Do you 
refrai.'1 fl.: ... m getting in the lif't alone? Do you can:y a weapon? 
Have you fitted a security door I security bars to windows, ala:an 
system etc. etc? 

Yes 0 

NoD 

If so, what precautions do you take? 

********************** 

• 
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SECTICN D 

MOil, I ~uld like to ask you about sane things which may have happened to you 
in the last six rronths. 

can you t.1Unk back to what you were doing six months ago - that is, at the 
(beginning/middle/end) of (rr.onth) 1983 •••••••• and to what has happened to 

:you since then (In1:e-"Viewer to pranpt with relevant examples ••••••••• New Years 
Day, Easter, School Holidays, Birthdays, Illness in the Family) • 

Now 1 I want to ask you about sane things which might have l'lappenecl to you in that 
tirr.e. I want you to think carefully about each one, and tell me 1£ anything of 
that kir.d ~ happen to you in the last six months. Please take·your time and 
think carefully and if you remanber sanething whic." happened to you that might 
fit the description I give, let me knew. 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 ahout:-

O. 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, 
where and at about what time?, can you give me a brief description of 
what happened? 

Yes 0 

NoD 

Q. 18. Durinq the last six months, did anyone tJ:y to attack you, or hit you, 
or tr.l to use any kind of violence against you on this estate? 
If so, when, where and at al:out what time? Can you give me a brief 
description of what happened? 

Yes 0 

No 0 
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o. 1.9. DurinCl the last six rccnths, nas. anything been stolen fraIl yOUr person 
on this estate? (example: fIan your pocket, your handbag etl;) • 
1f so, when, where and at about what time. can.you give me a brief 
description of what happened? 

Yes 0 

NoD 

. 
O. 20. During the last six ronths, did anyone rob you, or t:.r[ to rob vou on 

th;j.s estat;e? If so, when, where and at about what time? can.you 
.give me ahrief description of what happened? 

Yes 0 

NoD 

O. 21. Duri-ng the last six ronths, did anyone break into your flat? If so, 
when, and at about what time? Can you give me a brief des~ption 
of what happened? 

Yes 0 

NoD 

O. 22. curing the last six months, did anyone ~ to break into your flat? 
If so, when and at about what time? Can you give me a brief des-
cription of what happened? . 

Yes 0 

NoD 
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o. 23. During the last six rronths, has anything been stolen fran inside 
your flat? If so, when and at about what time? Can you give me 
a brief description of what happened? 

Yes 0 

NoD 

O. 24. During the last six nonths, has anything been stolen fmu outside 
flat? (eg. bicyales., letters, clothes off the washinqline or 
fran inside the laundry etc). If so, when, Where and at about 
what time? can you give 'me a brief description of what happened? 

Yes 0 

NoD 

o. 25. During the last six nonths, did anyone deliberately damage any. 
property belonging to you on this estate? (eg. a windcM 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 happpetled? 

o. 26. Do you own a car or notor-cycl,e? 

Yes 0 

NoD 

yes~ 

Nor 
o. 30. 

o. 27 • .. 
O. 28 • • O. 29. 

• 

J, 
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IF YES ..... Q. 27. Was your car or motor-cycle stolen fran this 
.ast:;;:~~: du.r:.ng the last si."{ m::.:mti'.s: If so, when and at about 
what time? 

Yes 0 

No 0 

Q. 28. Was anyt:hi."'lg stolen fran your car or motor-cycle on this estate, 
so far durina the last six rronths? If so, when and at about 
wr..at time? 

Yes {] 

NoD 

Q. 29. Did you find that your car or IWtor-cycle was damaged on this 
estate, so far during the last six rronths? If so when and at 
about what t.:ime? 

Yes 0 

NoD 



o. 30 

o. 31. 

O. 32. 

O. 33. 

o. 34. 
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DI..1=ing t..'1e last six rrcnt.':s hav(;. yeu seen any objects being thrown 
over the balcoru.es ex: +-.. his estate? 

If so, about how mm-:.' times:;' 

During t..'1e last six Imnths~ have you witnessed particular 
incicien~ of dJ:\mkAl1 b?.h;i~licur on this estate? 

If so, about hew many times? 

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

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

During the last six rronths, h.~ve you heard gtm shots fired 
on the estate? 

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

NoD 

Yes 0 

NoD 

Yes 0 

NoD 

Yes 0 

No 0 

During t.~e last six months, did anyt..bing elese happen on this 
estate that '....urried you and wl-.ich you think might have involved 
a crime of any kind (that is =..nything that was against the la~)? 

If so, l,.oihan, whel:e and at ab.."')ut what t:i.me. can you give me a 
brief description of wn.a t happened? 

Yes 0 

--_.----_ .. __ . __ ._._-- No. 0 



SECl'ICN E 
:- 14 -

Q. 35. 

Q. 36. Car park. and 9P.2und~ J:F.!~n 7.00 CUll and 300 p.n. 

o. 37. 

1 

Not Scared 
at All 

2 

A Lit,tl.,~ 
Scared 

3 

Fairly 
Sca.r.ed 

car park and grounds ~~en 3.00 an and il.OO pn. --.. , -

1 

Very 
Scared 

2 3 

Fairly 
Scared 

4 

Quite 
SCared 

4 

A Little 
Scared 

Q. 38. car park ~!1d 'lEC;uncls ~'~een 11.00 p1l and 7.00 am. 

Q. 39 

1 

'Not Scared 
at All 

2 

A Litl Ii! 
Scare, I 

3 

Fairly 
Scared 

Fever of t~E' l?l:.~k be~-·/." '~ 7.0(1 :m1 and 3. 00 pn. 

1 

Very Scared 

') ... 

~ui;'j, 

Scat( 'I 

3 

Fairly 
:~c."l.··?d 

4 

Quite 
Scared 

4 

A Little 
Scared 

5 

• 

5 

Not ScaJ:ed 
at. All 

5 

very 
scared 

5 

Not scared 
at All 



Q. 40 

1 

Not ScarPd 
at All 

2 

l>. Little 
SCal'ed 

15, 

3 

Fairly 
Scared 

Q. 41. Foyer-2L~e block betwe~I}, 11.00 pn and 7.00 am. 

1 

Veri 
Scared 

2 

Quite 
Scared 

3 

Fairly 
Scared 

Q. 42. In the lift bet;:~ 7.00 am and 3.00 pn. 

Q. 43. 

1 

Not Scared 
at All 

2 

A Litt.le 
Scared 

In the lift bet"",1e:m 3.00 t=r.1 

1 
.., 
'" 

Very QUit0 
Scared Scared 

and 

3 

Fairly 
SCi3red 

11.00 pn. 

3 

Fairly 
Scared 

4 

Quite 
Scared 

4 

A Little 
Sc3J:ed 

4 

Quite 
Scared 

4 

A Lit::le 
Scaretl 

5 

Very 
Scared 

5 

Not Scared 
at All 

5 

Very 
Scared 

5 

Not Scared 
at All 
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Q. 44. Irl tbe lit::: bet.ween 11. 00 r:m a.T~: 7.00 am. 

1 

Not Scared 
at All 

A Little 
Sc-..ar::d 

3 

Fairly 
Scared 

4 

Quite 
Scared 

Q. 45. On the balcony/In the l."iun~&:~n 7 .00 am and 3.00 J;m. 

1 

Very 
Scared 

2 

Quite 
Scared 

3 

Fairly 
Scared 

4 

A Little 
Scared 

G. 46. On the balcony lIn the laundry be'b.reen 3.00 'fill and ll.oo ;me 

1 

Not Scared 
at All 

1 

Very 
Scared 

2 

A Little 
Scared 

2 

Quite 
S.:::ared 

3 

Fairly 
Scared 

3 

Fairly 
Scared 

4 

Quite 
Scared 

4 

A Little 
Scared 

••• /17 

5 

Very 
Scared 

5 

Not Scared 
at All • 

5 

Very 
Scared 

5 

Not Scared 
at All 
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o. 48. In your flat between 7.00 am and 3.00 pn .. 

1 

Not scared 
at All 

2 

A Little 
Scared 

3 

Fairly 
Scared 

o. 49. In your flat be~ 3.00 pn and 11.00 };ttl .. 

1 

Very 
Scared 

2 

Quite 
Sc.'U'ed 

3 

Fairly 
SC".ared 

o. 50. In ycur flat bet:WP.en 11.00 tm and 7.00 am. 

1 

Not Scared 
at All 

2 

A Little 
Scared 

3 

Fairly 
Scared 

********************* 

4 

Quite 
Scared 

4 

A Little 
Scared 

4 

Quite 
Scared 

5 

Very 
Scared 

5 

Not Scal:eC 
at All. 

• 

5 

Very 
Scared 
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SECTION F 

o. 51. 

o. 52. 

o. 53. 

o. 54. 

Ho;.·· 3G::.:".d are y .. 1.1 t:~at you may l~ t:..'1.e ,,-ictim of a physical 
att.ac;:-':.:. (':.n thi.s f stat'.e? 

1. 

Very 
Sca.~d 

Quite 
Scared 

3 

No't that 
Sc"U:ed 

4 

Scared Very 
Little 

H.~.; sC!."lred. .:J.n: you ~~hClt }l'i:. !?~1.'"SO:-.. 'l !.l~- rM,y be the victim of a 
$e:mal attack (:n ~:.us e5t:at.e? 

1 

l~jt Sc:u.red 
c.',.t All 

2 

Sc.·JrE"d Very 
r.itt).e 

3 

No+: that 
SC'.<u.-ed 

4 

Quite 
Scared 

H:::r.r :.~a..~ are y~")u rp.rsona~ ty that yeu :nay be the victim of a 
ror;1::V::!~l on this estate? 

1 

VCl7 
Sca.~d 

2 

Qu.ite 
ScalT:.:'\ 

3 

Not tr.at 
Scared 

4 

SC-'3....""eCi Very 
Little 

He:,. :\~:'n:ri~~ <i~;: yeu ;:.::rsoI"'.Ll 11 y t~'1.a t ?r~pe~- m::'iY bI; stolen 
L.:.~:. L"'E.}.::=~ Eur fi.~~? 

1 .... 3 4 ... '" 
'.~".J- !-~·:::j .. i·,j \.\brried \ .... ::-, "T._ , 'dwc (illite \"-i~~' '""- C' -
r:t All Little :i.::=:-ie<'i !"K:n:ried 

" 

5 

Not Scare< 
at All 

5 

Very 
Scared 

5 

Not Scare; 
at All 

5 

Very 
Worried 



Q. 55. 

o. 56. 

o. 57. 

Q. 58. 
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H~.7 u, .... ,..."...; c,r! =!""C ~TC'- -..:3,.· .. · .. '1-- 1 ' •• tl-",t- ·-......--'"""'~7 """'.y be stolen v- 'N'.'.J.~."';";'~ ' ........... ..... l::"- .. _U tr.:.';""1 _Jr.;._ J::"' ..... v!-'t;"'": ... _~ ."' .. 

fran outside yout" fJ.c?_t: 

1 

Ve--y 
Norried 

Quite 
~qorri(.!d 

3 

Not th.?t 
Non:ie<"! 

4 

~rried Veri 
Lit'"...le 

P..cw wor....:-ied are YOll t!-,,;:t your ~\:,:-:~o~al p:ropert:'j may be . 
deliberately oaooaaed en this E!Rtar...e? 

..# _ ... -

1 

Not ~·:Orried 
at All 

2 

\i')n::ted Very 
Littl.a 

3 4 

'* .IF RESPONDENT a-vNS a"J!GR VEHICLE PROCEED '!O QUESTIONS 57 - 59 

HeM ~rried C!r9 yeu th,<i.t your rrntnr vehicle may be stolen 
frc:m this estate? 

1 

Veri 
Worried 

2 

Qui.t.e 
WOrried 

3 

Not that 
. Worried 

4 

Vbrried Very 
Little 

Ho...: "WCrric~ arc: i'''ou t~t YOll:"rr ... jtor vehicle may be deliberately 
damaged on this esti=l.tG? 

1 

Not W::lrried 
at All 

2 

Vk)~-ricl ~7er{ 

Litt.'~; 

3 

Not t1:i'l.t 
Worried 

4 

Quite 
WOrried 

.... /20 

5 

Not Worried 
at All· 

5 

Very 
WOl:ried 

5 

Not Vk:>rried 
at All 

5 

Very 
Worried 



Q. 59. 

Q. 60. 

o. 61. 

Q. 62. 
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Hc:.; ~rrioo (1r8 you' tb~t: prc;:;e~.y may be stolen frc-n outside 
your" r.ntor \,-ehic:J.e on this est:..:'1::e? 

1 

T.ler.1 
1fW:lrried 

2 

Quite 
~VorIicd 

3 

LJot th.:.t 
l'1orried. 

4 

t~rried Very 
Little 

How ~cared ;rre ~'(ju personally that objects may be thrown over 
the balconies on this estate? 

1 

Ver:/ 
SC'iraci 

2 

Quite 
Scared 

3 

Not that 
Scared 

4 

Scared Very 
Little 

Hew sc:J.reo. are you personally that you may encounter drunken 
behaviour on this estate? 

1 

Not Scared 
at All 

2 

Scarrxl Ver.y 
i,ittle 

3 

Not that 
Scared 

4 

Quite 
Scared 

p~.; wOl.-::ied arc r.;u persc.-1ally that yeu may llse a lift in tYhich 
saneon2 has urinated? 

.l 2 3 4 

-"rery Otlite Not that Worr.i.ed Very 
~vcrri2d Worried 'iJ0rrioo Little 

5 

Not Wor=i 
at All 

s 

Not Scar 
at All 

5 

Very 
Sca,rec.. 

5 

Not Ttiorri 
at All 



Q. 64. 

o. 65. 
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Hew 5:~a;:ed are y~~l per::;onall y that gur.shot'5 rna.y be fired on 
t.;us estate? 

1 

Not Scaxed 
at All 

2 

Sc~ed Very 
Little 

3 

Not t".hat 
Scarsd. 

4 

Quite 
Scared 

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 gmunds. 0 

(b) The foyer of tile block. 0 
(c) 'nle lifts. 0 
(d) T'ne balconies and laundries. 0 
(e) Your a...n particular fl~t. 0 

If ~rou h.af. t:.~ C'hoic~ of the follo.,ing security arrangenents which 
~ld you pref~!:1 Please rank in order. 

(a) Regular P='lice depal."'tnent patrnls. 0 

(b) Re']Ular pat....-Ols by a p··~.vate estate security fiI:rn. 0 

(c) Sec..:rit.y -::amr'>'!.-as ,jnc d ~l..'l13nent foye.-..: at-t".endant. 0 

5 

Very 
Scaree 
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Q. 66. If t.'e OOliC9 were rra·::e mainl;:" res~ .... sible fer rraki."'lg this 
estate secure and sa.ie I r.a.V' geed of a job do you t.'"li..r.k t.1-uay 
would de? 

1 2 3 4 5 

AVery 
Bad Job 

A Fairly 
Job 

Average 
Job 

A.Gocd 
Job 

AVery 
Goal Job 

Q. ·67. If a 'Or-vats esta-t-.::. securit., fil:m ~.;as made mainly responsible 
for rraking this estate secure and safe I hew good a j9b de you 
think they ~d de? 

1 

A VerI 
Good Job 

2 

A Fairly 
Good Job 

3 

Average 
Job 

4 

A Fairly 
Bad Job 

5 

. A Very 
Bad Job 

Q. 68. If a private estate seC'.lrit"J' fil:m - working with security cameras 
and a foyer attendant was made mainly resp::msible for. making. this 
estate SeC'..lt'9 and safe, her .... good a job do you think tt'.ey '«'Uld qo? 

1 

AVery 
Bad Jab 

2 

A Fairly 
Bad Job 

3 

Average 
Job 

4 

A Fai:ly 
Good Job 

5 

AVery 
Geed Jcb 

• 



INCIDENT SHEET 

FLAT NO. 

BLOCK NO. 

BRIEF DESCRIPTION OF OFFENCE 

1. WHEN (Month of the Year) 

2. WHERE ON THE ESTATE 

3. ~VHAT TIME OF DAY (Morning; Afternoon, Evening) 

4. DID YOU REPORT (mention specific incident) TO THE POLICE? YesDGO to 5 

No DGO to E 

5. WERE YOU HAPPY \'lITH THE \'lAY THE POLICE HANDLED THE SITUATION? 0 
YE 

NoD 
6. \'lHY 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 Pol~ce would come 

D) • Scared of retaliation 

E) . Thought it was a private matter 

F) . Somebody else called the Police 

G) . Other 
* PLEASE TURN OVER 



7. DID YOU REPORT (mention specific incident) TO ~HE ESTATE. SECURITY 
GUARDS? 0 

Yes GO TO 8 

8. WERE YOU HAPPY WITH THE WAY THE ESTATE SECURITY 
THE SITUATION? 

NOD 
GU~:sEr 

NoD 

GO TO 9 

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

* OPEN RESPONSE INTERVIEWER TO CODE AS FOLLOWS : 

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

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

B) • Didn't think the guards would do any good 

C) • Didn't think the guards would r:;ome 

D) • Scared of retaliation 

E) • Thought it was a private matter 

F) • Somebody else called the Guards 

G) • Other 



APPENDIX 0 - Frequency Distrib~tions of Items Included 
In Factor Analysis 

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

QUES. 
NO •. ~ . ITEM 

(10) Safe on Estate(%) 

Very /Quite safe 
Fairly safe 

Rarely/Not safe at all 

(11) Crime on Estate(%) 

None at all/Very little. 
Not much 

Quite a lot/A great deal 

( 12) Cri me happeni n9 
. to Gh,ldren{%) 

None at all/Very little 
Not much 

Quite a lot/A great deal 

(J 3) Cri me happeni n9 
to Elaerly{%) 

None at all/Very little 
Not much 

Quite a lot/A great deal 

(14a) Physical Attacks on 
Estate(%) 
. None at all/Very few 

Not lDany 
Quite a lot/A great many 

(14b 1 Sexual Attacks on 
Estate(%) 

None at all/Very few 
Not many 

Quite a lot/A great many 

(14c) Robberies on Estate(%) 
None at all/Very few 

Not many 
Quite a 1 at/ A great many 

(14d) Theft from Within 
Flats(%) 

None at all/Very little 
Not much 

Quite a lot/A great deal 

COLL1/COLL2 

40/59 
24/27 
36/14 

32/24 
32/62 
35/13 

63/63 
24/27 
14/11 

60/65 
11/22 
30/14 

68/38 
14/51 
19/11 

73/78 
19/22 
8/-

35/49 
22/43 
43/8 

43/38 
16/41 
40/22 

NORM1/NORM2 

19/47 
44/27 
36/27 

18/19 
27/44 
56/37 

47/41 
15/38 
39/22 

60/44 
15/41 
24/15 

53/27 
9/61 

38/12 

69/73 
21/27 
9/-

53/33 
24/38 
24/30 

44/33 
15/30 
41/36 

FLEM1/FLEM2 

51/47 
16/25 
32/28 

19/26 
38/29 
43/45 

50/57 
9/13 

41/30 

59/47 
17/37 
24/16 

35/50 
34/27 
31/23 

71172 
16/22 
1317 

36/38 
13/9 
52/53 

29/41 
9/19 

63/41 



COLL1/~OLL2 NORM1/NORM2 FLEM1/FLEM2 

(14e) .Theft from Outside 
Flats(%) 

None at all/Very little 38/59 47/24 25/38 
Not much 19/30 12/58 9/16 

Quite a lot/A great deal 43/11 42/18 66/47 

(l.4f) Damage to Personal 
Property(%j 

None at all/Very little 43/29 58/12 25/34 
Not much 14/49 3/24 28/13 

Quite a lot/A great deal 43122 39/65 47/54 

(1 49 ) Car Theft(%) 

None at all/Very few 30/6 51/19 31/25 
Not many 16/35 21/56 22/19 

Quite a lot/A great many 55/60 27/25 47/57 

(14h) Theft from Cars(%) 
None at all/Very few 24/6 56/13 36/27 

Not many 5/35 15/56 23/13 
Quite a lot/A great many 71/60 30/31 40/60 

( 14;) Damage to Cars(%) 
None at all/Very few 22/8 36/6 32/34 

. Not many 8/27 18/33 19/3 
Quite a lot/A great many 70/65 48/61 50/63 

(14j) Objects thrown from 
Ba !cOOl es (~) 

None at all/Very few ~Lf/100 3/3 6/19 
Not many -/- 3/3 13/9 

Quite a lot/A great many ,16/ - . 94/94 81/72 

(i4k) Drunken Behaviour(%) 
. None at all/Very little 30/16 12/9 41128 

Not much 19/38 9/33 22/34 
Quite a lot/A great deal 51/46 80/57 37/38 

(.141) Uri nating in L ifts(%) 
None at all/Very few 13/- 6/- i 15/13 

Not many 3/- 3/24 9/7 
Quite a lot/A great many 84/100 91/76 75/80 

(14m) Shooting Incidents(%) 

None at all/Very few 62/87 71/77 81/72 
Not many 16/8 9/15 6/9 

Quite a lot/A great many 22/5 21/9 12/19 



COLL1/COLL2 NORMl/NORM2 FLEMl/FLEM2 
< 

Perceptions of Fear by time and location on Estate 

( 36·) Car Park and Grounds 
J am - 3 pm (%l 

Not scared at al1/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 al1/A little scared 38/52 22/56 81/50 

Fai r1y scared 16/11 13/21 J3/16 
Quite/Very scared 46/35 65/24 6/34 

(38) 11 pm - 7 am (%) 
Not scared at al1/A little scared 21/38 16/19 53/32 

Fairly scared 5/16 9/1, 13/6 
Quite/very scared 73/46 75/6~ 35/62 

(39) Foyer 
J am - 3 pm (%) 

Not scared at all/A little scared 94/100 90/91 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 813 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 q.V~~ 

Fairly scared 19/8 -/21 13/6 
Quite/very scared 59/13 85/57 3~)/57 

(42) Lift 
7 am - 3 pm (%) 

Not scared at all/A little 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 

Fai r1y scared 5/11 13/24 19/6 
Quite/very scared '54/19 60121 9137 

(44) 11 pm - 7 am (%) 

Not scared at all/A little scared 22/67 18/16 40/35 
Fairly scared 3/11 3/19 1719 

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



COLL1/COLL2 NORM1/NORM2 FLEM1/FLEM2 

(.1-5 ) Balconies/Laundries 
7 am - 3 pm l:tJ 

Not scared at all/A little scared 95/98 93/94 ,100/91 
Fairly 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 

f47) 11 pm - 7 am (%) . 
Not scared at al1/A little scared 44/78 47/54 90/47 

Fairly scared 8/11 16/15 3/13 
Quite/very scared 47/10 38/30 7/40 

C§al i='lat 
7 am - 3 pm {%} 

Not scared at al1/A little scared 98/100 94/97 100/100 
Fairly scared -/- 3/3 -/-

Quite/very scared 3/- 3/- -/-

149) 3 pm - 11 pm (%) 

Not scared at a11/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 a11/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/v'ery 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 13/1 J. 

Quite/very scared 57/19 41/38 50/60 



COLL1/.COLL2 NORMl /NORr~2 F1EMl /FLEj~2 

(54) Theft from within Flat(%) 

Not worried/Very little 27/46 57/36 35/38 
Not that worried 8/16 12/18 6/6 

Quite/Very worried 64/38 30/47 60/56 

(55) Theft from outside 
Flat (~J 

Not worried/Very little 46/62 53/50 31/54 
Not that worried 11/32 3/24 9/-

Quite/very worried 43/5 44/27 60/47 

(56) Damage to p'ersona 1 
Property (%J 

Not worried/Very little 38/54 56/24 50/31 
Not that worried 16/22 6/41 13/3 

Quite/very worried 46/25 39/35 38/65 

(57) Motor Theft (% of those 
wltn motor venlclesl 

Not worried/very little 13/14 33/21 13/31 
Not that worried -/14 -/7 -/6 

Quite/very worried 86/72 . 66/71 88/63 

(58)Theft from Vehicles 
(% OT tnose wltn vehicles) 

Not worried/Very little 26/28 67/~1 22/41 
Not that worried -114 '. 11/29 11/12 

Quite/Very worried 74/57 22/50 68/48 

(59)Damage to vehicles 
(% OT tnose wltn vehicles) 

Not worried/very little 7114 33/14 13/31 
Not that worried -/14 -/- 6/13 

Quite/very worried 94171 66/86 81/56 

{60 ~ Obj ects thrown from 
Balcomes (%1 

Not scared/A little scared 82/97 9/6 9/13 
. Net that -scared -/3 -/9 13/6 

Quite/very scared 19/- 91/85 79/81 

~61) Drunken Behaviour (%) 

Not scared/A little scared 43/40 36/30 41/43 
Not that scared 5/32 6/18 25/16 

Quite/very scared 51/27 59/53 34/41 

~62)Urinating in Lifts (%) 
Not worried/A little worried 21/3 27/6 17/19 

Not that worried 8/32 6/44 16/16 
Quite/very worried 71/65 67/50 67/66 



(63) Shooting Incidents (%) 
Not scared/A little scared 

Not that scared 
QUite/very scared 

COLL1/COL!..2 

52/65 
8/8 

41/27 

NCR:·l1 INOR1·12 

44/53 
9/9 

47/39 

FL:::'11 IFLE:·12 

72/37 
6/9 

22/53 



APPENDIX E - PRINT MEDIA PORTRAYAlS OF HIGH-RISE ESTATES 

The authors had conducted a search through the fi les 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 
art ic les into 'negative', 'neutral' or 'posit ive' 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 impressionistic perspective among 
readers to a greater extent than the art ic les themselves. We do not 
have the space to reproduce photographs which often accollliJany 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 open ing paragraphs of the art ic les 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-t it le: 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 heading 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 Agel wrote back acknowledging the distortion. 

One article on 11/6/81 came to us with an incol1lJ lete tit le. 
Its substance puts it clearly in this first category. 

Neutral Orientation 

We had troub le class ifying some of these art ic lese A few of them 
obliquely raised a pergorative image by suggesting remedial srategies 
for identified problems. We leave it to the reader to dec ide whether 
these particular articles would be better placed in the preceding 
category. 

26/11/80 'Human Face for Housing Estates' 
22/8/81 
22/8/81 
30/4/82 
1/4/84 

'How To Change a High-Rise' 
'View From the Bottom I 
'A Woman in a High Place' 
I Lowering the Tension in the High-Rises' 

Positive Orientation 

5/5/83 
6/9/84 

'The Brighter Side of High-Rise Living' 
(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 art ic le on 9/6/81 came to us with an incomp lete tit leo 
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 
commission 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. 


