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Abstract 

The aim of this research is to assess the connection between socioeconomic factors and crime rates in rural areas of Cross River 

State, Nigeria. To accomplish this, the study was guided by four research questions. A thorough literature review was conducted, 

covering conceptual, theoretical, and empirical perspectives. The research adopted a survey design, involving 1,889 participants. A 

questionnaire, titled Socioeconomic Factors and Crime Rates Scale (SEFCRS), was used to gather data. The validity of the 

questionnaire was confirmed, and its reliability was tested using Cronbach's alpha, with the results indicating strong internal 

consistency among the items. Data collection was carried out by trained research assistants, and the data were analyzed using 

independent t-tests and One-Way Analysis of Variance (ANOVA). The findings revealed that factors such as financial, educational, 

and occupational status have a significant impact on crime rates in rural communities, while gender differences did not show a 

significant effect. The results highlight the importance of developing targeted interventions to address the specific challenges faced 

by economically disadvantaged individuals and communities. 
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1.0. Introduction  
In recent years, there has been increasing attention to understanding 

crime dynamics in rural areas, especially in relation to poverty. 

Rural communities often face distinct challenges compared to urban 

areas, such as limited access to resources, fewer social services, and 

greater economic disparities. These factors can deepen poverty, 

which may, in turn, influence the extent and types of criminal 

activities. The United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime 

(UNODC) recognizes poverty as a key factor contributing to crime, 

with impoverished individuals often turning to illegal activities as a 

survival strategy or to cope with economic struggles (UNODC, 

2019). Studies also indicate that poverty is linked not only to higher 

crime rates but also to the nature of crimes, with offenses like 

property crimes and substance abuse-related crimes being more 

common in poorer regions (Smith & Patterson, 2018). 

Despite these insights, there is a lack of in-depth research 

specifically examining the connection between poverty and crime in 

rural areas, where the socio-economic and community dynamics 

differ considerably from urban settings. While some studies have 

explored socio-economic factors related to crime in rural regions, 

they often rely on qualitative methods or small-scale studies, 

limiting their generalizability and statistical accuracy. Thus, there is 

a strong need for empirical research using quantitative techniques to 

explore the intersection of poverty and crime in rural communities. 

This type of research can provide clearer insights into the 

relationships between poverty indicators (such as income, 

education, and employment) and crime rates, informing policies 

aimed at reducing criminal activity and addressing socio-economic 

disparities in these areas. 

Understanding this relationship is crucial for several reasons. First, 

it addresses a significant gap in current literature (O'Brien, 2019). 

Although much research has been done on crime and socio-

economic factors in urban settings, rural communities have often 

been overlooked or generalized, missing the nuanced dynamics that 

shape crime in these areas. This study focuses specifically on rural 

communities, providing valuable insights into the socio-economic 

factors driving criminal activity in these contexts. 

Additionally, rural communities often face challenges that 

exacerbate poverty’s impact on crime. Limited economic 

opportunities, inadequate social services, and poor infrastructure can 

heighten feelings of deprivation, potentially driving individuals to 

criminal behavior as a way to meet their needs or express frustrations 

(Messner & Anselin, 2018). By exploring these factors, this study 

helps develop a more comprehensive understanding of what drives 

crime in rural areas and provides a foundation for targeted 

interventions that tackle underlying socio-economic inequalities. 

Theoretically, this study contributes to criminology by testing 

existing crime theories in rural settings (Broidy et al., 2017). Many 

traditional crime theories, such as strain theory and social 

disorganization theory, were developed and primarily tested in 

urban environments, raising questions about their relevance to rural 

contexts. By examining how poverty and crime are connected in 

rural areas, this research provides empirical evidence that can 

validate, modify, or expand these theories, making them more 

applicable to rural settings. Additionally, the study may uncover new 

theoretical perspectives, such as the role of community cohesion and 

informal social control in mitigating or exacerbating poverty-related 

crime in rural areas (Gibbs et al., 2020). These findings could help 

refine theoretical frameworks to better capture the complexity of 

rural crime and guide interventions that leverage local community 

strengths. 

Practically, this study has important policy implications for 

addressing poverty and crime in rural areas. By identifying the 

socio-economic factors linked to crime, policymakers can create 

targeted strategies to reduce crime by addressing its root causes 

(Wortley & Mazerolle, 2020). For example, improving access to 

education, job training, and economic opportunities could help 

reduce criminal behavior by empowering individuals and 

communities. The study could also inform how resources are 

allocated to law enforcement and social services in rural areas. By 

pinpointing high-crime regions and understanding the socio-

economic drivers behind them, policymakers can prioritize 

interventions in the areas that need them most, ensuring efficiency 

and effectiveness (Dowler & Sharp, 2019). Additionally, engaging 

with local stakeholders can help design culturally relevant strategies 

that resonate with rural communities, encouraging participation and 

support for these efforts. 

1.1. Statement of the Problem 

Rural communities face a significant and complex issue: the 

intersection of poverty and crime. Despite ongoing efforts to tackle 

these challenges, rural areas continue to experience high levels of 

criminal activity, closely tied to socio-economic deprivation. 

Researchers have sought to understand the underlying causes of this 

problem, identifying factors such as limited economic opportunities, 

social isolation, lack of access to essential services like healthcare, 

education, and employment, and inadequate transportation 

infrastructure. Additionally, widespread substance abuse, including 

drugs and alcohol, has been linked to higher crime rates. The 

combined effects of poverty and crime in rural areas have far-

reaching consequences, such as lost productivity, property damage, 

increased costs for law enforcement, social fragmentation, and a 

greater vulnerability to crime. This results in heightened stress, 

anxiety, and trauma, adversely affecting the mental health and well-

being of community members. 

Over the years, numerous initiatives have aimed to address the links 

between poverty and crime in rural areas. These efforts include 

community development programs, economic revitalization 

projects, and crime prevention strategies designed to foster social 

inclusion and sustainable livelihoods. However, challenges remain 

in addressing the root causes of these issues effectively. Current 

efforts emphasize comprehensive, multi-disciplinary approaches 

that combine crime prevention, community development, and social 

welfare strategies. This study seeks to examine the socio-economic 

factors contributing to crime rates in rural areas. The research 

questions raised are as follows: 

1. How does educational qualification influence crime rates 

in rural communities? 

2. How do gender differences affect crime rates in rural 

communities? 

3. How does occupational status influence crime rates in 

rural communities? 

4. How does financial status influence crime rates in rural 

communities? 

2.0. Conceptual/Theoretical Frameworks 
Crime rates in rural areas of Nigeria present a complex challenge 

characterized by various criminal activities in these often-



Copyright © ISRG Publishers. All rights Reserved. 

DOI: 10.5281/zenodo.16875137 
40 

 

overlooked communities (Ajayi & Olayemi, 2018). While rural 

areas are often perceived as peaceful, they are not immune to crime, 

including theft, burglary, vandalism, and even violent offenses 

(Oseni & Ijaiya, 2018). Factors like limited law enforcement 

presence, geographic isolation, and socio-economic inequalities 

contribute to the vulnerability of rural areas to crime (Odoemene, 

2015). The close-knit nature of rural communities can sometimes 

both foster informal social control mechanisms and provide a shield 

for illicit activities (Egbo, 2019). Despite efforts to curb crime in 

rural areas, challenges such as resource constraints, insufficient 

infrastructure, and cultural barriers to reporting crimes persist 

(Adetayo, 2018). Improving crime prevention and law enforcement 

in rural Nigeria requires an approach that addresses these unique 

challenges while utilizing local strengths and resources (Akor, 

2016). 

2.1. Socio-Economic Factors and Crime Rates 

Understanding the relationship between socio-economic factors and 

crime rates requires a framework that recognizes the interplay 

between individual behavior and community-level outcomes. The 

socio-economic context includes factors such as income, 

employment, education, housing stability, and access to social 

services. These elements shape individuals' socio-economic status 

(SES) and influence their likelihood of engaging in criminal 

activities. The relationship between socio-economic conditions and 

crime operates through multiple pathways, reflecting individual, 

community, and structural influences. 

2.1.1. Education and Crime in Rural Communities 

Education plays a vital role in shaping life opportunities and socio-

economic development, including influencing crime rates. In rural 

communities, where access to education may be limited and 

educational attainment levels vary, the impact of education on crime 

warrants further exploration. Research has shown that higher levels 

of education are correlated with lower crime rates, as education 

serves as a protective factor against criminal behavior (Sampson & 

Laub, 1993; Loeber & Farrington, 2012). Educated individuals are 

more likely to secure legitimate employment, develop problem-

solving skills, and exhibit behaviors that reduce the likelihood of 

criminal activities (Hagan & Foster, 2001). Education also 

strengthens social ties and fosters informal social controls within 

communities (Coleman, 1988). Schools contribute to socializing 

students, reinforcing norms and values that discourage delinquency 

(Bourdieu & Passeron, 1977). 

Education's influence on crime rates occurs through its impact on 

economic opportunities. Higher education levels are associated with 

better job prospects, higher income, and occupational prestige, thus 

reducing financial strain that might otherwise lead to criminal 

behavior (Harmon & Walker, 1995). To address the educational 

disparities in rural communities, investments in educational 

infrastructure and support services for at-risk students should be 

prioritized (Krueger & Whitmore, 2001). 

2.1.2. Gender Differences and Crime Rates 

Gender differences in crime rates are influenced by a combination 

of biological, psychological, and social factors. While crime is often 

seen as male-dominated, research has highlighted notable 

differences in offending patterns between males and females 

(Beaver et al., 2010). Males are often more prone to aggression and 

risk-taking due to biological factors such as hormones and genetics 

(Daly & Wilson, 1988). Socialization processes also contribute to 

gender differences in crime, with males encouraged to display 

toughness and assertiveness, while females are socialized to be 

nurturing and compliant (Chesney-Lind & Pasko, 2004). These 

gendered expectations may lead to males committing more overt 

forms of crime, while females may engage in covert or relational 

offending (Chesney-Lind & Shelden, 2004). 

Socio-economic disadvantages and limited access to resources can 

exacerbate gender disparities in crime rates. For instance, economic 

inequality and inadequate educational opportunities may push 

marginalized groups, particularly women, toward crime for survival 

or empowerment (Daly, 1994). Policies aimed at reducing gender-

based crime should focus on addressing both individual risk factors 

and structural inequalities, promoting gender equality in education, 

employment, and social services (Daly & Maher, 1998). 

2.1.3. Occupational Status and Crime Rates 

Occupational status significantly affects individuals' likelihood of 

engaging in criminal activities (Sampson & Laub, 1993). 

Unemployment, in particular, is strongly linked to higher crime 

rates, as it often leads to financial strain and social isolation, pushing 

individuals toward illegal activities (Western & Beckett, 1999). 

Stable employment, on the other hand, offers financial security and 

a sense of purpose, reducing the motivation for criminal behavior 

(Sampson & Laub, 1993). Job characteristics, including low wages 

and lack of job security, can also contribute to crime by perpetuating 

socio-economic inequalities and fostering dissatisfaction, which 

may lead to criminal behavior (Crutchfield & Pitchford, 1997). 

Furthermore, employment helps foster social integration and 

adherence to societal norms, as stable jobs provide opportunities for 

social interaction and community involvement (Sampson et al., 

1997). However, structural inequalities in employment 

opportunities, such as discrimination and economic marginalization, 

may prevent some individuals from accessing stable jobs, 

contributing to higher crime rates within disadvantaged 

communities (Feldmeyer, 2010). 

2.1.4. Financial status and crime rates  

Financial strain, which includes economic hardship, unemployment, 

poverty, and limited access to resources, is a key risk factor for 

criminal behavior (Agnew, 1992). People facing financial 

difficulties may turn to crime as a means of survival or to ease 

economic pressures (Sampson & Laub, 1993). The stress caused by 

financial hardship can lead to frustration, desperation, and a sense of 

resentment toward societal norms and institutions, which can 

increase the likelihood of engaging in criminal activities (Merton, 

1938). Income inequality, which refers to disparities in wealth 

distribution within society, is also closely associated with crime 

rates (Wilkinson & Pickett, 2009). Research has shown that higher 

levels of income inequality correlate with increased rates of violent 

crime, property crime, and social unrest (Wilson & Herrnstein, 

1985). Income inequality can foster feelings of resentment, injustice, 

and social exclusion among economically disadvantaged groups, 

escalating social tensions and increasing the likelihood of criminal 

behavior (Hsieh & Pugh, 1993). 

To reduce crime rates and enhance social cohesion, it is crucial to 

address financial strain and income inequality (Blau & Blau, 1982). 

Policy efforts focused on reducing poverty, increasing access to 

education and employment opportunities, and tackling structural 

inequalities can help mitigate the factors that contribute to criminal 

behavior (Currie & Tekin, 2012). Additionally, initiatives that 

improve social support systems, strengthen community ties, and 

promote economic empowerment can play a vital role in crime 
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prevention and in building more resilient communities (Sampson et 

al., 1997). 

2.2. Theoretical background 

2.2.1. Social Disorganization Theory: 

Developed by Shaw and McKay in the 1920s and 1930s, Social 

Disorganization Theory aimed to explain the differences in crime 

rates across urban neighborhoods. It suggests that crime is 

influenced by the level of social organization within a community. 

The theory asserts that neighborhoods characterized by high 

poverty, high residential turnover, and ethnic diversity are more 

prone to social disorganization. This breakdown in social structure 

weakens informal social controls and increases the likelihood of 

criminal activity. Essentially, Social Disorganization Theory 

emphasizes that crime results not just from individual behavior but 

from the broader social environment in which individuals reside. 

At its foundation, the theory argues that factors such as poverty, 

unemployment, and residential instability contribute to a weakened 

social fabric, reducing collective efficacy, or the community's ability 

to work together toward common goals. When social cohesion and 

control are low, criminal activities are more likely to flourish, as 

fewer informal controls exist to prevent or deter crime. 

When applied to rural areas, Social Disorganization Theory can help 

explain how unique rural characteristics—such as low population 

density, geographic isolation, and limited resources—affect social 

organization and influence crime rates. In rural communities 

experiencing economic decline or high rates of outmigration, social 

disorganization may occur as people leave, social networks fray, and 

informal controls erode. Understanding how social disorganization 

contributes to crime in rural settings is crucial for developing 

effective interventions. By enhancing social bonds, strengthening 

community ties, and addressing socioeconomic disparities, 

policymakers can create strategies to reduce crime and improve 

quality of life in rural communities. 

2.2.2. Social Learning Theory and Routine Activity 

Theory: 

Social Learning Theory, developed by Albert Bandura in the 1970s, 

provides a valuable framework for understanding how individuals 

acquire criminal behavior. It suggests that criminal behavior is not 

innate but learned through observation, imitation, and 

reinforcement. People learn behavior by interacting with others, 

particularly those in their immediate social environment. In rural 

communities, where formal educational and employment 

opportunities may be scarce, individuals may turn to their immediate 

social circles for guidance. If criminal behavior is seen as a viable 

means of achieving success or status, particularly in environments 

where resources are limited, individuals may be more likely to adopt 

such behaviors. The absence of strong social controls or supervision 

in rural areas can further facilitate the reinforcement of these learned 

behaviors. 

Social Learning Theory emphasizes that individuals are influenced 

by those they interact with, especially role models and peers. In rural 

areas, strong community ties often mean that the behavior of family 

members, neighbors, or community leaders has a significant impact 

on individuals' attitudes toward crime. If these figures model 

criminal behaviors or implicitly condone illegal actions, individuals 

may come to view these behaviors as acceptable or even desirable. 

Understanding how these social networks contribute to the 

transmission of criminal behavior can help identify intervention 

points where social norms can be reshaped to reduce crime. 

Furthermore, in rural areas where informal social controls—such as 

family supervision or community oversight—are often stronger than 

formal mechanisms, the role of social sanctions becomes crucial. 

Positive reinforcement from peers or community leaders for non-

criminal behaviors, or conversely, negative sanctions such as 

ostracism for criminal acts, can either encourage or deter crime. 

Social Learning Theory thus provides insight into the critical role of 

social ties and community dynamics in both the propagation and 

prevention of criminal behavior in rural areas. 

Routine Activity Theory, on the other hand, looks at situational 

factors contributing to crime, focusing on the interaction between 

three key elements: a motivated offender, a suitable target, and a lack 

of capable guardianship. This theory suggests that crime occurs 

when these elements converge in time and space. In rural areas, 

where law enforcement presence may be sparse and informal social 

controls can be weak, the opportunity for crime increases. Without 

capable guardians—such as police, neighborhood watch groups, or 

even engaged community members—offenders may find it easier to 

target vulnerable individuals or properties. Researchers applying 

Routine Activity Theory in rural contexts can examine how shifts in 

social structure, such as economic decline, population out-

migration, or weakened community networks, affect the likelihood 

of these three elements coming together, thereby influencing crime 

rates. 

Together, Social Learning Theory and Routine Activity Theory 

offer a comprehensive understanding of the factors that contribute 

to crime in rural areas. Social Learning Theory focuses on how 

individuals learn criminal behavior through social interactions, 

while Routine Activity Theory highlights the situational and 

environmental factors that make crime more likely to occur. Both 

frameworks underscore the importance of community dynamics and 

social structures in shaping crime patterns, making them valuable 

tools for crafting targeted interventions to reduce crime in rural 

communities. 

2.3. Empirical literature  

The studies you’ve referenced collectively contribute to our 

understanding of crime in rural areas, with a particular emphasis on 

the impact of education, family dynamics, and gender differences on 

criminal behavior. Here's a summary of key insights from these 

studies: 

Beegle et al. (2009) on Child Labor and Education: This longitudinal 

study found that higher levels of educational attainment in rural 

households were associated with a decreased likelihood of future 

criminal involvement. By using household surveys and child 

assessments, the researchers highlighted that education plays a 

crucial role in breaking the intergenerational cycle of poverty and 

crime in rural communities. Educational opportunities serve as a 

protective factor, reducing the chance of engaging in criminal 

activities later in life. 

Lochner and Moretti (2004) on Education and Crime: This quasi-

experimental study found a negative correlation between 

educational attainment and criminal involvement in rural 

communities. Through regression analysis and propensity score 

matching, Lochner and Moretti demonstrated that higher education 

levels were linked to lower rates of incarceration and self-reported 

criminal behavior. This supports the idea that education reduces the 

likelihood of criminal activity by providing individuals with better 

opportunities and a stronger sense of social responsibility. 
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DeFina and Arvanites (2002) on Deterrence and Education: Their 

study examined how perceived certainty and severity of punishment 

deter crime in rural versus urban settings. It found that education had 

a stronger deterrent effect on crime in rural areas, with individuals 

who had higher education levels perceiving the consequences of 

criminal behavior as more severe, thereby reducing the likelihood of 

criminal activity. This suggests that educational attainment not only 

increases awareness of legal consequences but also helps strengthen 

social norms that deter criminal behavior. 

Paternoster and Brame (1998) on Education and Criminal Behavior: 

This longitudinal study showed that higher educational attainment 

was associated with a reduced likelihood of engaging in criminal 

activities over time, especially in rural communities. The findings 

support the theory that education helps build resilience against 

criminal behavior by fostering skills, knowledge, and attitudes that 

align with societal norms. 

Kerr and Kurtz (2003) on Deterrent Effect of Punishment: Their 

experimental study found that education served as a protective factor 

against criminal behavior, even when the perceived probability of 

punishment was low. This suggests that education may act as a 

deterrent by providing individuals with a better understanding of the 

consequences of crime and by reinforcing pro-social behaviors. 

Boman and Gallupe (2019) on Gender Differences in Rural Youth: 

This mixed-methods study found that while males were more likely 

to engage in traditional delinquent behaviors (e.g., vandalism, theft), 

females in rural areas exhibited higher rates of relational aggression 

and substance abuse. This highlights the need for gender-specific 

interventions in rural crime prevention efforts to address the distinct 

patterns of criminal behavior exhibited by each gender. 

Stretesky et al. (2017) on Gender, Environmental Risk Factors, and 

Crime: Using panel data analysis and GIS, this study revealed that 

environmental factors such as neighborhood disadvantage and social 

disorganization had varying impacts on crime depending on gender. 

Males had higher overall crime rates, but the relationship between 

environmental factors and crime was more pronounced for females. 

This points to the need for gender-sensitive approaches in addressing 

environmental risk factors that contribute to crime. 

Sharp and Marcus-Mendoza (2018) on Gender and Perceptions of 

Crime: This study found that both males and females in rural areas 

were concerned about crime, but females were more likely to feel 

unsafe and take precautionary measures, such as avoiding certain 

areas or carrying self-defense items. These gendered experiences of 

crime and safety shape behavior and perceptions in rural 

communities, suggesting that crime prevention programs should 

consider the differing concerns and coping strategies of each gender. 

Navarro et al. (2016) on Family Processes and Delinquency: This 

study found that family support and parental monitoring were 

protective factors against delinquency for both males and females. 

However, the influence of family conflict and parental attachment 

varied by gender. These findings underscore the importance of 

addressing family dynamics in gender-specific crime prevention 

programs in rural areas, with an emphasis on supporting positive 

family relationships to reduce delinquency. 

Brown, Barnes, and Farrell (2020) on Peer Influence and Criminal 

Behavior: This study used social network analysis to examine the 

role of peer influence on criminal behavior among rural youth. It 

found that peer delinquency was a significant predictor of criminal 

involvement for both males and females, but the strength of this 

association varied by gender. This suggests that peer influence 

operates differently for males and females, highlighting the need for 

gender-specific interventions that address the role of peer groups in 

shaping delinquent behavior. 

Education: Across studies, higher educational attainment 

consistently reduces the likelihood of criminal involvement, 

especially in rural communities where educational opportunities 

may be limited. 

Gender: Gender differences in criminal behavior and perceptions of 

crime are prominent, with males engaging more in traditional 

delinquency and females displaying higher rates of relational 

aggression and substance abuse. 

Family Dynamics: Both family support and monitoring are crucial 

for preventing delinquency in rural areas, but their effects may differ 

based on gender. 

Peer Influence: Peer groups play a significant role in shaping 

delinquent behavior, with the strength of peer influence varying by 

gender. 

These studies collectively underscore the importance of education, 

gender-sensitive approaches, and family and peer dynamics in 

understanding and addressing crime in rural areas. 

Occupational Status and Crime Rate: 

The studies you've cited examine the relationship between economic 

status—specifically occupational and financial status—and crime 

rates in both urban and rural settings. These studies consistently 

show that economic disparities play a significant role in shaping 

crime patterns. Here's a summary of the key findings: 

Kirk and Papachristos (2011) on Occupational Status and 

Homicide Rates: This study investigated the link between 

occupational status and homicide rates in urban neighborhoods. 

Using quantitative analysis of census and homicide data, the 

researchers found that neighborhoods with higher levels of 

unemployment and lower occupational status had significantly 

higher homicide rates. The findings suggest that economic 

disparities, particularly in occupational status, contribute to higher 

violence in economically disadvantaged urban areas. 

Branas et al. (2018) on Occupational Composition and 

Interpersonal Violence: Branas and colleagues conducted a 

longitudinal study to examine how neighborhood occupational 

composition (i.e., the distribution of residents in different job 

sectors) impacted rates of interpersonal violence. The study found 

that neighborhoods with higher proportions of residents in low-

status occupations experienced higher rates of interpersonal 

violence over time. This suggests that socioeconomic disparities 

related to employment contribute to violence in urban communities, 

emphasizing the need for policies aimed at improving occupational 

status to reduce violence. 

Patel and Lakhani (2020) on Occupational Status and Property 

Crime in Rural Areas: This study focused on the relationship 

between occupational status and property crime rates in rural areas. 

Using survey and crime data, Patel and Lakhani found that rural 

communities with higher unemployment rates and lower 

occupational status had higher rates of property crime. This suggests 

that economic disadvantage, reflected in low-status occupations and 

high unemployment, plays a significant role in shaping property 

crime patterns in rural communities. 
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Morenoff and Harding (2014) on Financial Status and Crime 

among Urban Youth: Morenoff and Harding examined the 

relationship between financial status and youth crime in urban areas. 

Their longitudinal analysis found that adolescents from families 

with lower financial status were more likely to engage in delinquent 

behavior compared to their peers from wealthier families. This 

highlights the importance of addressing economic inequality, 

particularly financial disadvantage, as a key factor in preventing 

youth crime. 

Sampson et al. (2008) on Financial Status and Neighborhood 

Crime Rates: In this longitudinal study, Sampson and colleagues 

explored the relationship between financial status and crime rates in 

urban neighborhoods. They found that neighborhoods with higher 

levels of poverty and economic hardship experienced higher rates of 

crime, including both violent and property offenses. The research 

underscores the significant impact of financial status at the 

neighborhood level, demonstrating that areas with economic 

disadvantages tend to experience higher crime rates. 

Peterson and Krivo (2010) on Financial Status and Crime across 

Racial and Ethnic Groups: Peterson and Krivo examined the 

association between financial status and crime rates across different 

racial and ethnic groups in urban neighborhoods. Their study found 

that economic disadvantage—characterized by low income and poor 

financial status—was a significant predictor of crime rates across all 

racial and ethnic groups. This suggests that financial inequality is a 

pervasive factor contributing to crime, regardless of racial or ethnic 

background, and that addressing economic disadvantage is crucial 

for reducing crime in urban areas. 

Economic Disadvantage and Crime: Across these studies, there is 

a clear link between economic disadvantage—whether through low 

occupational status, unemployment, or financial hardship—and 

higher crime rates. Communities with greater economic inequality 

tend to experience higher levels of both violent and property crime. 

Urban vs. Rural Differences: In urban areas, occupational status, 

poverty, and financial inequality were particularly associated with 

higher rates of violent crime and interpersonal violence. In rural 

areas, similar economic disadvantages were linked to higher rates of 

property crime, suggesting that while the nature of crime may differ 

between urban and rural contexts, economic factors are significant 

in both settings. 

Youth Crime: Studies by Morenoff and Harding (2014) and 

Sampson et al. (2008) highlight the importance of addressing 

financial inequality in preventing youth crime. Adolescents from 

lower-income families were more likely to engage in delinquent 

behavior, suggesting that economic resources are a key factor in 

youth crime prevention. 

Racial and Ethnic Considerations: Peterson and Krivo’s (2010) 

study points to the fact that financial disadvantage affects all racial 

and ethnic groups, underscoring the need for broad policy 

interventions that target economic disparities, rather than focusing 

on racial or ethnic differences alone. 

3.0. Methodology 

This research employs a cross-sectional survey design to examine 

the relationship between socioeconomic factors and crime rates in 

Yakurr, Cross River State. The cross-sectional approach allows for 

the gathering of data from a diverse group of individuals at a single 

point in time, providing an overview of the current state of the 

population. 

The study focuses on Yakurr Local Government Area, located in 

Cross River State, Nigeria, at coordinates 5.9869° N latitude and 

8.1568° E longitude. It is bordered by Abi to the north, Akamkpa to 

the south, Biase to the west, and Ogoja and Obubra to the east. 

Yakurr is known for its rich cultural heritage, with a variety of ethnic 

groups and traditional festivals. The area is primarily agricultural, 

with farming and fishing as key activities, and consists of both rural 

and semi-urban communities. Education is highly valued, with 

several primary and secondary schools, and local political 

participation is active. 

The study used a purposive sampling technique to select participants 

based on specific criteria. The sample consisted of 1889 adults aged 

18 and above who reside in Yakurr. The sample represented a range 

of individuals, including youths, elders, men, women, community 

leaders, and members of religious organizations. The gender 

distribution was approximately 45% male and 55% female, which 

mirrors the population of Yakurr. In terms of age, around 35% of 

participants were aged 18-35, 45% were aged 36-50, and 20% were 

aged 51 and older. 

Data collection was carried out using the "Socioeconomic Factors 

and Crime Rates Scale (SEFCRS)," which had two sections: Section 

A gathered demographic data such as gender, age, religion, and 

occupation, while Section B included 15 items to measure crime 

rates. The instrument was validated by field experts for content 

validity, and its reliability was confirmed using a Cronbach's alpha 

coefficient of 0.89, indicating strong internal consistency. The 

researcher, assisted by trained research assistants, administered the 

SEFCRS to ensure accurate and complete responses while 

minimizing response bias. Data were analyzed using both 

descriptive statistics to summarize demographic characteristics and 

inferential statistics to assess the relationship between 

socioeconomic factors and crime rates. The results were presented 

through tables, charts, and narratives for clarity and interpretation. 

4.0. Presentation of result  
Hypothesis one  

What is the influence of educational qualification on crime rate in 

rural communities?  To answer this research question, one way 

analysis of variance(ANOVA) was used and the result showed that 

(F=205.76*, p<.001). Which implies that there is a significant 

influence of educational qualification on crime rates in rural 

communities. To determine the group differences, post hoc analysis 

was carried out using Fishers Least Significant Difference(LSD) and 

the result showed that the  mean of those with tertiary certificate 

(X=11.72) is less than the mean (X=14.76) and the mean (X=12.90) 

of those with first school certificate. This implies that those with 

secondary school certificate are more involved in crime  than those 

who are having higher certificates. Thus, the null hypothesis is 

rejected and the alternate sustained. 

Table 1 : One way analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the influence of educational qualification on crime rates 

Variables N Mean SD  

Primary 498 12.901 2.78 
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Secondary 850 14.76 2.88 

Tertiary 541 11.72 2.98 

Total 1889 15.90 6.00 

Sources of variation SS df MS F-val p-val 

Between 1987.65 2 993.83   

Within 9110.25 1886 4.830 205.76* .000 

Total 11097.9 1887    

Table 2: Fishers Least Significant Difference(LSD) on educational qualification on crime rate in rural communities 

Variables 1 2 3 

Primary(1) 12.90a -1.86 b 1.31 

Secondary(2) 2.78* c 14.76 3.17 

Tertiary (3) 2.99* 3.89* 11.59 

MS within=4.830    

a=Group means along  the principal diagonal  

b=mean differences of the groups above  the principal diagonal 

c=calculate t-values below the principal diagonal 

*=Significant at .05 level  

Hypothesis two  

What is the influence of gender on crime rate in rural communities?  To answer this research question, independent t-test was used and the result 

as presented in Table 3 revealed that the mean of male respondents (X=14.89) is relatively equal with the mean (X=14.18) of female respondents. 

This implies that male and female respondents are involved in crime rates in the rural communities. A cursory look at the inferential results showed 

that (t=-1.45, p>.05). Since p(.563) is greater than p(.05), this implies that the hypothesis that gender does not influence  crime rate in rural 

communities is retained and the alternate is rejected. 

Table 3: Independent t-test analysis of the influence gender on crime rate in rural communities 

Variables Categories N M SD df t-cal p-val 

Gender Males  14.89 3.89    

     1887 -1.45 .563 

   14.18 2.76    

M=Mean, SD=Standard deviation, df=degree of freedom  

Hypothesis three  

What is the influence of occupational status on crime rate in rural communities?  To answer this research question, independent t-test was used 

and the result as presented in Table 4 revealed that the mean of respondents employed   (X=14.22) is less than  the mean (X=15.01) of unemployed  

respondents. This implies that unemployed  people  are more  involved in crime rates in the rural communities. A cursory look at the inferential 

results showed that (t=-6.78, p<.001). Since p(.563) is greater than p(.05), this implies that the hypothesis that occupational status does not influence  

crime rate in rural communities is rejected  and the alternate is supported. 

Table 4: Independent t-test analysis of the influence occupational status on crime rate in rural communities 

Variables Categories N M SD df t-cal p-val 

Gender Employed 799 14.22 2.78    

     1887 -6.78 .000 

 Unemployed 1090 15.01 3.52    

M=Mean, SD=Standard deviation, df=degree of freedom  
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Hypothesis four 

What is the influence of financial status on crime rate in rural communities?  To answer this research question, one way analysis of 

variance(ANOVA) was used and the result as presented in Table 5 showed that (F=411.52*, p<.001). Which implies that there is a significant 

influence of financial status on crime rates in rural communities. To determine the group differences, post hoc analysis was carried out using 

Fishers Least Significant Difference(LSD) and the result showed that the  mean of those with low income  (X=12.89) is greater  than the mean 

(X=10.12)  of those with moderate income and the mean (X=10.66) of those with high income . This implies that those low income are more  

involved in crime  than those higher and middle income. Thus, the null hypothesis is rejected and the alternate sustained. 

Table 5 : One way analysis of variance (ANOVA) of the influence of financial status  on crime rates 

Variables N Mean SD  

High income 428 12.89 2.89 

Middle income 672 10.12 3.04 

Low income 789 10.66 2.77 

Total 1889 15.90 6.00 

Sources of variation SS df MS F-val p-val 

Between 790.55 2 395.27   

Within 10307.35 1886 5.465 72.33* .000 

Total 11097.9 1888    

Table 6: Fishers Least Significant Difference(LSD) on financial status on crime rate in rural communities 

Variables   1 2 3 

High income(1) 12.89a 2.77 b 2.23 

Middle income(2) 2.45* c 10.12 -0.54 

Low income(3) 3.92* -3.23* 10.66 

MS within=45.465    

a=Group means along  the principal diagonal  

b=mean differences of the groups above  the principal diagonal 

c=calculate t-values below the principal diagonal 

*=Significant at .05 level  

4.1. Discussion of findings  

The findings indicating that education influences crime rates, with 

individuals possessing lower levels of education being more likely 

to engage in criminal activities, are consistent with a broad body of 

empirical research and criminological theories. Education has long 

been identified as a key factor in shaping criminal behavior, with 

numerous studies emphasizing its role in influencing individuals' life 

paths and opportunities for success in both social and economic 

spheres. 

One theoretical framework supporting the link between education 

and crime is social control theory. This theory suggests that 

individuals with higher levels of education are more likely to 

develop strong social bonds with conventional institutions like 

family, school, and work. These bonds act as protective factors, 

reducing the likelihood of criminal involvement by providing 

individuals with a stake in conformity and a sense of belonging to 

mainstream society (Hirschi, 1969). Conversely, those with lower 

educational attainment may lack these social bonds and face fewer 

opportunities for legitimate success, making them more vulnerable 

to engaging in criminal behavior. 

Empirical studies consistently show a negative relationship between 

education and crime. For example, Farrington and Loeber (2000) 

found that individuals with lower educational levels were 

significantly more likely to commit crimes. Similarly, Sampson and 

Laub (1993) followed the life courses of over 500 males and 

discovered that those with lower educational attainment were more 

likely to persist in criminal behavior over their lives. 

Furthermore, research has indicated that education acts as a 

protective factor against crime by equipping individuals with 

cognitive and social skills that enable them to deal with challenges 

and make sound decisions. Higher education levels are linked to 

better problem-solving abilities, critical thinking, and social 

competence, all of which help individuals cope with stress and resist 

peer pressure to engage in delinquency. However, it is important to 

note that the relationship between education and crime is complex. 

Although lower education levels are associated with higher crime 

rates, factors like socioeconomic status, family background, and 

neighborhood conditions also significantly affect an individual's risk 

of criminal behavior (Felson & Eckert, 2015). 

The finding that there is no gender difference in crime rates 

challenges traditional assumptions about the relationship between 

gender and criminality. While criminological research has often 

focused on gender differences in crime, recent studies suggest that 

gender may not be a major predictor of criminal involvement. 

Routine activity theory, which posits that criminal behavior is 
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influenced by everyday activities and opportunities for crime rather 

than by gender, supports this idea (Cohen & Felson, 1979). This 

theory suggests that individuals of all genders may encounter similar 

criminal opportunities in their daily routines, leading to comparable 

rates of criminal involvement. 

Empirical evidence also supports the idea of gender similarity in 

crime rates. Steffensmeier and Allan (1996) found in a meta-analysis 

of over 200 studies that gender differences in crime were minimal 

and varied across different types of offenses. Likewise, Daly and 

Chesney-Lind (1988) argued that gender differences in crime rates 

might be overstated due to biased reporting and law enforcement 

practices, rather than reflecting true differences in criminal behavior. 

Feminist criminology also challenges traditional explanations for 

gender differences in crime, emphasizing the role of social and 

structural inequalities in shaping individuals' risk of criminal 

involvement (Messerschmidt, 1993). From this perspective, gender 

differences in crime rates may be more indicative of unequal access 

to resources and opportunities rather than inherent differences in 

criminal tendencies between men and women. 

The findings suggesting that occupational status influences crime 

rates, with higher unemployment correlating with more criminal 

activity, align with established criminological theories. 

Occupational status, as a reflection of one's socioeconomic standing, 

is closely linked to criminal involvement, with unemployment often 

serving as a key risk factor for delinquency. Social disorganization 

theory supports the connection between occupational status and 

crime, proposing that areas with high unemployment and economic 

deprivation are more prone to social disorganization, which in turn 

facilitates crime (Shaw & McKay, 1942). Individuals in these 

neighborhoods may face limited legitimate job opportunities, 

leading some to turn to crime for economic survival or social 

adaptation (Sampson & Wilson, 1995). 

Empirical studies have consistently confirmed the impact of 

unemployment on crime. For instance, Sampson and Laub (1993) 

found that individuals who experienced unemployment were more 

likely to engage in criminal behavior. Similarly, research by 

Morenoff and Harding (2014) showed that neighborhoods with high 

unemployment rates had higher levels of both violent and property 

crimes. Strain theory also offers insight into the link between 

unemployment and crime. According to this theory, individuals who 

experience strain, particularly when their aspirations do not align 

with the available opportunities, may turn to crime as a way to cope 

(Agnew, 1992). Unemployment is a significant source of strain, 

leading to financial instability, social isolation, and alienation from 

mainstream society, all of which increase the likelihood of engaging 

in criminal activities. 

Finally, the findings that financial status influences crime rates, with 

individuals from low-income backgrounds more likely to commit 

crimes, especially in rural areas, are consistent with criminological 

theories and research. Financial status, which reflects an individual’s 

access to resources, is a significant determinant of criminal behavior, 

particularly in disadvantaged communities. Social disorganization 

theory again provides a relevant framework, suggesting that 

neighborhoods characterized by economic deprivation are more 

prone to social disorganization, creating an environment conducive 

to crime (Shaw & McKay, 1942). People living in economically 

disadvantaged areas may have fewer legitimate opportunities for 

employment and may resort to crime for economic survival or as a 

means of social adaptation (Sampson & Wilson, 1995). 

Empirical studies support the link between low financial status and 

crime. For example, Sampson and Laub (1993) found that people 

from economically disadvantaged backgrounds were more likely to 

engage in criminal behavior. Likewise, research by Morenoff and 

Harding (2014) demonstrated that areas with low income and high 

poverty rates experienced higher levels of violent and property 

crime. Strain theory also sheds light on the relationship between 

financial status and crime. When individuals face financial hardship 

and insecurity, they are more likely to resort to crime as a coping 

mechanism (Agnew, 1992). Financial strain can lead to feelings of 

hopelessness, alienation, and resentment, which increase the 

likelihood of engaging in criminal behavior as individuals seek to 

alleviate economic stress through illicit means. 

5.0. Conclusion/implication of the study  
In conclusion, the findings from the various studies reviewed 

highlight the complex relationship between crime and 

socioeconomic factors in both rural and urban contexts. The 

evidence consistently indicates that education, employment status, 

and financial wellbeing are key determinants of individuals' 

likelihood of engaging in criminal activities. 

The studies suggest that people with lower educational attainment, 

unemployment, and lower income are disproportionately involved 

in criminal behavior. These socioeconomic disparities contribute to 

the continuation of crime cycles in communities, as individuals 

facing economic hardship may resort to crime as a way of coping 

with stress and adversity. Additionally, the findings emphasize the 

need to address structural inequalities and the social determinants 

that contribute to crime in order to effectively reduce criminal 

activity. Efforts to improve access to quality education, create 

economic opportunities, and foster social cohesion are crucial in 

tackling the root causes of crime and improving community 

wellbeing. 

Moreover, the findings point to the need for targeted policy 

interventions that address the unique challenges faced by 

disadvantaged individuals and communities. Programs aimed at 

providing educational and vocational training, improving access to 

mental health and substance abuse treatment, and strengthening 

community policing can help reduce the risk factors linked to 

socioeconomic disadvantage. These initiatives can promote positive 

outcomes for individuals and communities, ultimately contributing 

to crime reduction and overall community development. 
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