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Resumen
En Ecuador, al igual que en el resto de Latinoamérica, la problemática de la inseguridad es innegable, y a pesar de que en el
país existen encuestas que miden la percepción de inseguridad o la victimización, no existe ningún instrumento que mida el
miedo al delito. La presente investigación tiene como propósito realizar un estudio psicométrico de una escala del miedo al
delito que parte de una perspectiva psicosocial. Para validar este modelo teórico se realizó un análisis factorial exploratorio
(AFE) y un análisis factorial confirmatorio (AFC) con una muestra conformada por 298 estudiantes universitarios de la ciudad
de Ambato, Ecuador, con un promedio de edad de 21.28 años (DT = 1.62). Los resultados muestran que la escala presenta
índices de bondad de ajuste satisfactorios. Específicamente, se utilizaron dos modelos explicativos del miedo al delito, uno de
primer orden y otro de segundo orden, siendo este último el que explicó mejor la estructura psicosocial del miedo al delito.
Palabras claves: Miedo al delito, análisis factorial confirmatorio, fiabilidad, inseguridad, modelos de ecuaciones estructurales.

Psychometric analysis of a scale to measure fear of crime
in Ecuadorian youths
Abstract
In Ecuador, as in the rest of Latin America, the problem of insecurity is undeniable. Although there are surveys in the country
that measure the perception of insecurity or victimization, there is no instrument that measures fear of crime. This research
was aimed at the structural validation of a scale to measure the fear of crime from the psychosocial perspective. To validate
this theoretical model, an exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) were conducted. A total
of 298 students from the city of Ambato, Ecuador, participated in the study. The average age was 21.28 years (SD = 1.62).
Results showed satisfactory psychometric and structural properties of the scale. Furthermore, two theoretical models of fear of
crime were developed: a first order factor and a second order factor. Results confirm the relevance of the second order model
for explaining the psychosocial construction of the fear of crime.
Key words: Fear of crime, confirmatory factor analysis, reliability, insecurity, structural equations model.
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Análise psicométrica de uma escala para medir o medo do delito
em jovens equatorianos
Resumo
No Equador, assim como em toda a América Latina, a problemática da insegurança é inegável e, apesar de existirem, no país,
pesquisas que meçam a percepção de insegurança ou vitimização, não há nenhum instrumento que meça o medo do delito.
A presente pesquisa tem como propósito realizar um estudo psicométrico de uma escala do medo do delito que parte de uma
perspectiva psicossocial. Para validar esse modelo teórico, realizou-se uma análise fatorial exploratória (AFE) e uma análise
fatorial confirmatória (AFC) com uma amostra conformada por 298 estudantes universitários da cidade de Ambato, Equador,
com uma média de idade de 21.28 anos (DT=1.62); os resultados mostraram que a escala apresenta índices de bondade de
ajuste satisfatórios. Especificamente, utilizaram-se dois modelos explicativos do medo do delito, um de primeira ordem e outro
de segunda ordem; este último explicou melhor a estrutura psicossocial do medo do delito.
Palavras-chave: Análise fatorial confirmatória, confiabilidade, insegurança, medo do delito, modelos de equações estruturais.

INTRODUCTION
In the last few years, Ecuador has been considered one
of the main countries in Latin America characterized by its
wide social and economical development (Latinobarometro,
2013). However, just like in the rest of Latin America,
insecurity problems are undeniable. Particularly, in the
90's, decade, when insecurity showed its first social consequences in Ecuador, crime rate grew exponentially; for
example, kidnapping increased 60%, extortions, 106% and
homicides doubled, from 7 to 14 annual cases per every
100 thousand inhabitants (Jarrin, 2005). In this sense, by
the year 1999 the government's system reorganized the
whole judicial structure with the objective to control that
social phenomenon (Ojeda, 2010). However, despite the
new initiative proposed by the government -according to
the data provided by the judicial police-,crime rates between
the years 2000 and 2009 had no meaningful decrease. On
the contrary, murder rates are highlighted as the crimes that
presented a meaningful increase again (Centro Ecuatoriano
de Analisis de Seguridad Integral, 2013).
That judiciary restructuration, associated with a lack of
expertise, resulted in Ecuador's developing and establishing
a climate of insecurity characterized by high crime rates.
In this sense, it may be understood that by the year 2013
and based on data from Latinobarometro (2013), 31% of
Ecuadorian citizens pointed out that the main issue in the
country was insecurity and that 49% was concerned by the
fact that they could be victims of a crime. These data make
evident the importance of approaching the studies of insecurity problems, particularly those related to fear of crime.
On the other hand, despite the fact that Ecuador designs surveys for measuring the perception of insecurity
or victimization, it needs to be pointed out that there is no
instrument that measures the fear of crime (Gallardo-Leon,

2009; Molina-Coloma, Reyes-Sosa & Larrañaga, 2015).
That is why it is important to construct measures to operationalize this phenomenon, given the great social relevance
of this problem in the Ecuadorian context.
Lastly, and with a theoretical interest, although there is
wide tradition in doing research about fear of crime, intending to know its causes (Farrall, Jackson & Gray, 2009), it
is also true that, in the literature there is a lack of consensus
in the operationalization of this construct (Gabriel & Grave,
2003). In this way, the following provides an approach
to the theory of fear of crime, its operationalization and
measurement.
Fear of crime, a monolithic concept?: A psychosocial vision
for its operationalization
For a long time, insecurity and fear related to crime have
formed part of human concerns (Fernandez & Grijalva,
2012). However, it was only until the 70's that fear of
crime became an issue of high social relevance (Gabriel
& Greve, 2003; Lee, 2007; Warr, 2006). In its beginnings,
fear of crime was only measured with an item in what has
been called a global measure. The question asked was
done in the following way: How safe do you feel walking
alone in your neighborhood at night? (Hale, 1996; Warr,
2006). Nevertheless, several authors have pointed out that
a single measurement is not precise and cannot give quality information in order to understand this phenomenon
(Vozmediano, San Juan & Vergara, 2008).In addition, these
kinds of questions provoke a biased answer since they lead
to an overestimation of risk on the part of the subjects. In
this way, an only one measure may be considered vague
and it does not reflect the complexity of the dimensions that
may explain fear of crime (Fernandez & Grijalva, 2012).
Based on the assumption of a monolithic measurement,
Hale (1996) points out that there are multiple studies trying
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to contribute with evidence about the factors that might
potentiate fear. Some studies have focused their interest
on a global measure (Lee, 2007; Winkel, 1999, others on
the fractures of the feeling of belonging to a community
(Sampson & Stephen, 1999; Sutherland, 1939), abandoning
public spaces (Doran & Brian, 2005; Moore & Shepherd,
2007; Williamson, David & Richard, 2006), emotions as
fear mongers (Frijda, Manstead & Bem, 2000; Loewenstein,
Weber, Hsee & Welch, 2001; Slovic, Finucane, Peters, &
Macgregor, 2004) or perception oriented studies about risk
of victimization (Garofalo, 1979). All of these researches
have tried to give a better explanation to multi variant
phenomena of ways of appropriation. Thus, all of them
show the complexity of studying this problem, and also,
its lack of consensus and operationalization (Vozmediano
et al., 2008).
Research carried out from a monolithic vision has given
way for several authors to point out the difficulties of measuring the fear of crime (Hale, 1996; Jackson, 2005). For
such a reason, more complex measures that operationalized
such construct started being built, parting from a polysemic
conception (Killias, 1990; Van der Wurff, Van Staalduinen
& Stringer, 1989). From this perspective, authors as Van
der Wurff, Van Staalduinen and Stringer (1989) propose
an integral measure for the study of fear of crime called
Social Psychology Models. Thereby, these authors propose
four social components that must be measured together:
attractiveness, criminal intentionality, power and contextual
instability.
On their part, Fattah and Sacco (1989) approached the
study of fear of crime arguing that this is a construct with
two main characteristics: an emotional one, and a psychological one. These authors developed a model for studying
fear that focuses their interests on three aspects that should
be measured together: the feeling of insecurity, worry about
crime and perception of risk. The work developed by Killias
(1990) from the standpoint of vulnerability, may be considered as a pioneer in psychosocial measurement of fear
of crime (Hale, 1996; Jackson, 2009). In his research, this
author proposes that fear of crime must be operationalized
via three aspects: exposition to risk, loss of control, and
condition after the consequences of a crime. The model
proposed by Killias (1990) is especially relevant because
it incorporates the notion of a social context and a situation
component, which allows the identification of processes,
such as physical abilities that potentiate or diminish the
fear of crime.
The studies mentioned are interesting, since they allowed
the introduction of psychosocial notions in the study of fear

of crime (Jackson, 2009). In this way, Gabriel and Grave
(2003) argue that such construct must be understood in two
levels: an individual one and a social one. In this way, not
only the individual factors will promote, to a large extent,
fear of crime, but also social factors (contextual) will play
an important part in fear mongering (Gabriel & Grave,
2003). For such reason, fear of crime must be conceived
as a transitory or predisposition stage (Gabriel & Grave,
2003). The first one refers to the degree of fear of becoming
a victim of a crime (context) and it will be associated with
social factors (state). The second one refers to the tendency
to have previous experiences (victimization) and will be
associated with individual factors (predisposition) that will
promote in a larger sense the feeling of fear.
Based on the cited research, Jackson (2005, 2006, 2009)
proposes that in fear of crime related studies, not only the
fact that some have greater concerns than others must be
questioned, but also, mechanisms and perception of subjectivity that promote crime must be determined (Gabriel
& Greve, 2003; Jackson, 2009). Thus, fear of crime studies
must define two levels of measurement: public space anxiety and worry about crime. In this way, crime may be one
of the risks that promote the probability of being or not a
victim of a crime; also, the fact of not controlling the event
and the consequences of it, may provoke an increase in the
concerns of becoming a victim of a crime (Killias, 1990).
In this way, based on the notion of vulnerability, and
making an effort to solve the non-monolithic fear of crime
assessment, Jackson (2009) develops a scale for measuring
fear of crime from a psychosocial vision. This scale focuses its
attention on four main dimensions operationalized together:
Worry about crime, perceived likelihood of personal crime,
perceived control over personal crime, and the perceived
consequences of personal crime. Additionally, these four
dimensions apply to four different crime-related contexts;
to name a few, for example, being robbed or threatened
by an unknown person on the street (Jackson, 2009). The
worry component measures the emotional aspect and the
components of likelihood, control, and consequences measure the risk of victimization, that is, the aspect of perceived
risk (notion of vulnerability).
Bearing in mind all of the above, the main objective of
this paper is the adaptation and psychometric analysis –in the
Equadorian context- of the Fear of Crime Scale developed
by Jackson (2009), which has been replicated in Mexico
by Reyes, Valencia & Larrañaga ( 2015). The purpose is to
study the instrument’s validity and reliability by means of
testing its internal structure and its adjustment to the four
dimensional theoretical model proposed by Jackson (2009).

Psychometric analysis of Fear of Crime Scale

METHOD
Sample
A cross-sectional study with a non probabilistic incidental sample of 298 youths (n = 142 men y n = 156 women)
took part in this research. All participants were youngsters
from Universidad Tecnica de Ambato (UTA) and belonged
to various university departments: Psychology, physical
therapy, accounting and auditing, as well as systems engineering. The average age for these participants was 21.28
(SD = 1.62).
Instrument
Fear of crime scale.
English version by Jackson (2009) Spanish version by
Reyes et al. (2015). It consists of 16 items grouped in four
dimensions (worry about crime, perceived likelihood of
personal crime, perceived control over personal crime, and
perceived consequences of personal crime) based on these
four crime related contexts: being robbed by an unknown
person on the streets, being harassed or threatened on the
streets, being robbed in a non violent way and that somebody breaks into my house while my relatives are inside.
Thus, each dimension is combined with each crime related
context to create a 4 x 4 model. The questions for each
dimension are the following:
- Worry: “How often have you felt worried about it?” The
response interval goes from 1 = Not once in the last month,
2 = Once or twice in the last month, 3 = Once or twice in
the last week and 4 = Everyday;
- Likelihood: “To which extent do you think it could have
happened to you?” The response interval goes from 1 =
definitely not going to happen, to 5 = certain to happen;
- Control: “To which extent do you feel able to control
whether or not you could be the victim of a crime?” The
response interval goes from 1 = I do not feel capable at all
to 5 = Completely certain that I am in control;
- Consequences: “To which extent do you think an experience
like this may affect your life?” The response interval goes
from 1 = Not the least bit to 5 = It would affect me a lot.
In his Spanish version the total scale got a .86 of Alpha
coefficient. Scores for each dimension are as follows: For
the worry dimension α = .83; for likelihood' dimension
α = .78; for control's dimension α = .78 and for consequences' dimension α = .82.
Procedure
With the intention of locating problems of the
items’ writing and comprehension, a pilot sampling
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was conducted, developed by duly trained collaborators
(American Psychological Association, 1999; Medrano &
Trogolo, 2014). The final instrument was prepared with the
correspondent corrections for its definite approval.
With the aim of applying the instrument to the study's
sample, institutional authorities were asked for their consent. Thus, the study was introduced to administrators and
students alike, with the intention of presenting the objectives and scope of the research Thus, after the presentation
of the study, a consent format was distributed among the
youngsters, in order to inform them that their answers
would be anonymous.
Data Analysis
First of all, in order to validate the adaptation to the
scale, descriptive data were obtained from each item,
homogeneity ratings and Cronbach's alphas for the whole
scale and for each dimension. Via the SPSS 22 program,
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was conducted to
study the factorial structure of the scale, discriminative
analysis in terms of sex and size of the effect. Later, since
the objective of this paper was to validate an instrument,
a Confirmatory Factor Analysis (CFA) was conducted via
the M-PLUS 7.1 program.
Additionally, a variety of criteria were used in order
to confirm the scale's structure. The Chi-square statistics
(X2) allows doing the testing of a null model versus the hypothetical or proposed model. A not-statistically significant
result (p >.05) may be interpreted as an indicator of a fair
adjustment to the model (Miranda-Zapata, Riquelme-Mella,
Cifuentes-Cid & Riquelme-Bravo, 2014).
In addition to considering the rating of Chi-square
related to the size of the sample and that it generally tends
to present differences in large samples, it is considered that
a Chi-square divided by the degrees of freedom of around
3 is satisfactory
On the other hand, evaluating the goodness of fit is determined by using the CFI (Comparative Fit Index) and the TLO
(Tucker-Lewis Index). As indices of absolute adjustment,
the RMSEA (Root Mean Square Error Approximation)
and the SRMR (Root Mean Square Residual) were used.
To sum up, the lower the values of the χ2, SRMR (< .08)
and RMSEA (< .07), and the higher the CFI and TLI (>
.90) the better the model’s adjustment to the data (Chen,
2007; Steiger, 2007).
RESULTS
Internal reliability was obtained for the total scale of
the fear of crime. Specifically, this measure calculates the
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absence of measurement errors in the instrument (Virla,
2010). The global scale's reliability as a construct obtained
a high internal consistency of .89 (Santisteban, 2009). On
the other hand, the index of corrected homogeneity per
item was calculated (see Table 1). This index allows the
determination of the degree in which the items in the scale
are grouped under a one factor scheme (Virla, 2010). This
result showed that most of the items presented satisfactory
indexes with values higher than .30, except for item 12,
which presented an index of .29. However, item 12 has
been kept for it does approach the proposed limit, and also
it is an item that contributes with theoretical information
about crime control (Magnusson, 1978; Martinez, 1995).
Exploratory factor analysis of the fear of crime scale
An EFA analysis was conducted with the 16 items that
comprises the fear of crime scale. The results of Bartlett's

purview test (X2 = 1793, 1756, gl = 120 p < .000) showed
that most of the items were dependant. Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin's
index (.81) showed a fair sampling adequacy and a fair
correlation between the items, proving that the items are
fit for the application of a factorial analysis (Hambleton &
Patsula, 1999). The Varimax extraction of main components
and rotation method was used, since a reduction of the
amount of variances losing the least information possible
was sought and keeping the orthogonality among the dimensions (Santisteban, 2009). The main component’s analysis
resulted in four factors that explain 60.5% of the variance.
Factor one explains 31% of the variance and groups
items 1 (.79), 2 (.69), 3 (.78) and 4 (.73). This dimension
emphasizes the worry for becoming a victim of a crime. The
second factor explains a 13% of the variance and groups
items 5 (.64), 6 (.67), 7 (.71) and 8 (.70). This dimension
emphasizes the likelihood of being a victim of a crime.

Table 1.
Statistics per item of the Fear of Crime Scale
Items

M

SD

CITC

Alpha

1. Being robbed by a stranger on the streets.

2.34

1.10

.525

.746

2. Being harassed or threatened on the streets.

2.03

1.05

.534

.741

Worry about crime

3. Being robbed in a non violent way.

2.11

1.10

.540

.744

4. Somebody breaking into my house while my relatives are inside it.

1.67

.93

.441

.751

5. Being robbed by an unknown person on the streets.

3.13

.85

.401

.747

6. Being harassed or threatened on the streets.

2.84

.90

.468

.744

Perceived likelihood of personal crime

7. Being robbed in a non violent way.

3.16

.96

.374

.748

8. Somebody breaking into my house while my relatives are inside it.

2.69

.95

.347

.753

2.92

1.00

.383

.789

Perceived control over personal crime
9. Being robbed by an unknown person on the streets.
10. Being harassed or threatened on the streets.

3.08

.97

.316

.783

11. Being robbed in a non violent way.

3.09

.98

.374

.788

12. Somebody breaking into my house while my relatives are inside it..

2.91

1.03

.289

.780

3.18

1.05

.611

.742

Perceived consequences of personal crime
13. Being robbed by an unknown person on the streets
14. Being harassed or threatened on the streets

3.09

1.07

.629

.742

15. Being robbed in a non violent way

2.91

1.08

.520

.742

16. Somebody breaking into my house while my relatives are inside it.

3.31

1.13

.403

.751

Note: M= Means; SD= standard deviation; CIC= Corrected item-total correlation; Alfa= alfa if the item is eliminated.
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The third factor explains a 9.7% of the variance and groups
items 9 (.74), 10 (.73), 11 (.76) and 12 (.68). This dimension
emphasizes the feeling of control for being the victim of
a crime. Lastly, the fourth factor explains a 6.8% of the
variance and groups items 13 (.62), 14 (.59), 15 (.57) and
16 (.74). This dimension emphasizes how much a crime
may affect daily life.
On the other hand, internal liability indices for the four
dimensions were calculated through Cronbach’s Alpha.
Final scores for each dimension are as follows: For the
worry dimension .81; for the likelihood dimension .69;
for the control dimension .73 and for the consequences
dimension, .83.
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Internal consistency of the fear of crime scale:
Confirmatory factorial analysis.
One general factor model. With the intention of confirming the internal structure of the scale and prove that the
construct of fear of crime is not monolithic, a first model
that defines the existence of a first order factor was proposed. The model proposes a one dimensional vision of fear.
The CFA shows that the fit for this first model (Model 1)
is quite poor, as expected, (X2 = 1681.320, gl = 105, X2/
gl = 16.01; RMSEA = .184, SRMR = .159, 90% CI [.176,
.192]; CFI = .441; TLI = .361).
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Figure 1. Confirmatory factorial analysis of first order about fear of crime.
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Confirmatory first order model. With the intention of
confirming the four dimensional structure of fear of crime,
a first order model was made (Model 2) based on the theoretical structure proposed by Jackson (2005, 2006, 2009)
in previous studies. The CFA of model 2 (see Figure 1)
showed satisfactory fit (X2 = 241.823, gl = 96, p < .000; X2/
gl = 2.51; RMSEA = .070, SRMR = .052, 90% CI [.060,
.081]; CFI = .920; TLI = .901).
Confirmatory second order model. Once the four dimensional model proposed by Jackson was confirmed (2009),
with a theoretical interest in providing evidence that fear
of crime is a unifying second order construct (exogenous
latent variable), operationalized by four dimensions (worry,
likelihood, control and consequences), a third model was

carried out (see Figure 2). The model showed acceptable
fit (χ2 = 259.270, gl = 98, p < .000; χ2/gl = 2.64; RMSEA
= .072, SRMR = .054, 90% CI [.063, .083]; CFI = .910;
TLI = .895). Despite this model's slower adjustment rates,
compared to model 2, this model allows contributing with
theoretical evidence that fear of crime is a polysemic
construct (Jackson, 2009). In this sense, fear of crime is
positioned as a second order factor; thus, the dimensions of
worry about crime (.66), perceived likelihood of personal
crime (.87), perceived control over personal crime (-.29)
and perceived consequences of personal crime (.80) are
positioned as first order factors (endogenous latent variables)
(Fernandez & Grijalva, 2012; Fernandez, Lopez & Mariel,
2005; Ruiz, Pardo & San Martin, 2010).
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Figure 2. Confirmatory factorial analysis of second order about fear of crime.
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Table 2.
Comparison between men and women for the variables of worry, likelihood, control, consequences
Gender
Male
n = 142

Female
n = 156

M (SD)

M (SD)

Worry

1.80(.75)

Likelihood
Control
Consequences

F

P

η2

2.22(.87)

18.32

.000

.048

2.80(.66)

3.11(.64)

17.17

.000

.072

3.22(.71)

2.80(.73)

24.59

.000

.047

2.80(.88)

3.43(.79)

42.82

.000

.103

Discriminant validity
With the objective of obtaining additional data for the
scale’s external validity, the differences between components of fear of crime regarding sex were examined, an
analysis of variance was applied to test statistical average
to test their differences, and also the sizes of the effects
were estimated using the eta square.
It must be pointed out that both on a global level
[F (1. 297) = 10.41; p = .000, η2 = .139] as in all the studies’
variables, meaningful statistics differences between men
and women were found (see Table 2). In this way, women
got higher scores than men, regarding worry about crime
variable, likelihood of crime, and consequences of crime as
well. Men, on the side, obtained higher scores than women
regarding control of crime.
DISCUSSION
Concerning the structure and liability of the scale, it
must be pointed out that the null model presented a poor
fit, as was expected, which allows us to demonstrate that
the construct of fear of crime is not a monosemic concept,
but a polysemic one. For such reason, both the Comparative
Fit Index (CFI) for models 2 and 3 was superior to .90, and
the Chi-square divided between the degrees of freedom was
lower than 3. In this way, all 16 items were distributed in
the four expected dimensions: worry about crime, perceived
likelihood of personal crime, perceived control over personal crime, and perceived consequences of personal crime
(Jackson, 2009). In addition, the Root Mean Square Error
Approximation (RMSEA) for both models was lower or
equal to .07 which indicates again, a good fit (Steiger, 2007).
On the other hand, it must be pointed out that despite
models 2 and 3 had similar adjustment indexes, given that
they are not rooted (empirical criteria), statistical adjustments
are not plausible indicators that allow the demonstration of

which of the two models explains, ideally, fear of crime;
despite the fact that model 3 is more advisable due to its
simplicity, it has a higher degree of freedom (2), which
leads to a meaningful Chi-square increase (Fujikoshi, 2000).
However, focusing on a theoretical criterion-positioning
and given the fact that the obtained data are indicators of
the goodness of fit of the models in this particular sample,
it is Model 3 the one that better explains the psychosocial
construction of the concept of fear of crime as it was developed since Van der Wurff, et al. (1989) as far as today
(Jackson,,,2009; Reyes et al. 2015).
The fact that dimensions are grouped in a second order
factor, allows confirming that fear of crime is a polysemic
concept that is explained through the four dimensions previously mentioned. However, it is important to underline
that the emotion itself, which may be personal or perceived
within the context, it is not directly part of the instrument
(although it has been theoretically considered that the component of worry is the affective one); and in this sense, it
would be interesting to assess too, the affect of fear itself
within the scale. It would be important to compare these
instruments with emotional climate scales that include fear
and insecurity (De Rivera & Paez, 2007).
Concerning discrimination in the scale, previous studies
have proven what has been found in this research (Fox,
Nobles & Piquero, 2009). Thus, it can be highlighted that
it is the group of women which shows higher levels of fear
in comparison to the group of men. Similarly, the size of the
effect is also relevant since it is an indicator of the scale's
validity. In this way, if women show higher levels of fear
this is due to the fact that they are extremely concerned,
perceive that they are more likely to be victims of crime,
believe they have less control of crime, and feel that the
consequences of crime may affect to a higher extent the
group to which they belong (Jackson, 2009; Scott, 2003).
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Lastly, it should be mentioned that, although the scale
adapted in Ecuador has been effective in measuring fear
of crime, the factors that promote this phenomenon should
also be questioned. From the English perspective, Jackson
(2009) proposes that physical skills and value judgments
are the processes that mostly promote fear of crime within
Anglo-Saxon contexts. However, previous studies in Mexico
(Vilalta, 2009a, Vilalta, 2009b; Reyes, et al., 2015), have
shown that victimization and lack of contextual stability
(insecurity) are two factors that promote, to a larger extent,
fear of crime in Latin American contexts. In Ecuador's case,
with the present study conducted in Ambato, it is possible
to demonstrate in the same way, what has been previously
said: victimization highly promotes the concern for the fear
of crime (Molina-Coloma, et al., 2015).
Overall, despite the fact that in Ecuador better tools were
created and implemented in order to reduce insecurity (for
example, the creation of an emergency number ecu-911,
panic buttons in taxis and buses) in some areas of the country the perception of fear of crime remains. Confirming
what Föhrig (2006) said when arguing that fear turns out
to be as meaningful as crime itself. A bigger fear of crime
provokes changes in daily routines, especially in the victims,
(Kanan & Pruitt, 2002), like avoiding going out to specific
places or zones considered to be dangerous (Carrion, 1994).
Regarding all of the above, it is concluded that the instrument assessed in this study may be a measure that helps
understanding the issue of fear of crime, so that strategies
to allow the winding down of social distrust are developed,
and thus, promote a healthy social coexistence and welfare.
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