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Abstract

Public transit is a central tool for urban mobility in developing countries, but crime may undermine its use
and the policies that support it. We study how crime affects transit demand, price responsiveness, and policy
preferences through a pre-registered survey experiment with over 5,000 participants in six Latin American
capitals. First, commuters are willing to pay a premium of more than half the current fare to avoid crime
exposure. Second, crime reduces the choice of public over private transport and limits the efficacy of price
instruments to induce potential users to switch from private to public modes. Third, higher perceived crime
crowds out support from forward-looking investments, including service frequency and emissions reduction.
Crime imposes a cost on frequent riders, deters marginal ones, and creates a second-best environment in

which common transit policies become less politically supported.
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1 Introduction

Public transportation is the backbone of urban mobility in cities of low- and middle-income countries, especially
for low-income residents who lack access to private vehicles. In the metropolitan areas of Mexico City and Buenos
Aires, 56% and 59% of households do not own a private vehicle, rising to 66% and 79% in the lowest quartile of the
income distribution (Instituto Nacional de Estadistica y Geograffa, 2017; Ministerio de Transporte de la Nacién,
2018).1 Public transit determines low-income residents’ access to consumption (Miyauchi et al., 2021), jobs
(Tsivanidis, 2026), health (Bedoya Arguelles et al., 2024), and education (Borker, 2021), among other relevant
daily life activities. Fare subsidies have therefore become a central policy tool for economic development: they
expand mobility for workers who cannot afford private alternatives (Franklin, 2018; Moreno-Monroy & Posada,
2018) and can pull commuters away from private modes, reducing congestion and emissions (Almagro et al.,

2024; Parry & Small, 2009). Its efficacy, however, depends on transit being a system riders are willing to use.

In these same cities, crime is pervasive on public transit. In our own sample of 5,161 commuters across
six Latin American capitals, 54% report having been victims of a crime on public transit in the past year, and
70% report having witnessed one. Safety concerns might therefore pose a barrier to transit demand: among
Latin American commuters who have access to public transit but choose not to use it, 29% cite safety as their
main reason for avoidance (CAF, 2017). This burden is uneven: women, who use transit at higher rates than
men, report higher victimization and concern, and adopt costly avoidance strategies that constrain their access
to jobs and education (Borker, 2024; Buchmann et al., 2026; Garlick et al., 2025; Kondylis et al., 2025). While
there is descriptive evidence suggesting that crime depresses ridership, disproportionately limiting the mobility
of those with the fewest alternatives, how exactly safety concerns affect transit demand across Latin America is

still an open question.

Safety concerns matter for transit demand in three ways. First, safety may have a direct effect on
demand: crime risk reduces the value of transit for some commuters, while others might stop considering transit
altogether. Second, crime may directly reduce the responsiveness of transit demand to fares. When safety
concerns are salient, the non-monetary costs associated with transit may dominate monetary considerations,
making fare subsidies less effective at increasing ridership. Third, crime may alter citizens’ preferences over
transportation policies, crowding out environmental goals or service quality in favor of safety. This paper
provides survey evidence on the magnitude of the safety premium and on the effect of crime on modal choice,

transit demand elasticity, and policy preferences.

We implement a pre-registered? survey experiment with over 5,000 participants across six Latin Amer-
ican metropolitan areas: Bogotd, Buenos Aires, Mexico City (CDMX), Guatemala City, Lima, and Santiago.
These cities combine high levels of crime with extensive, subsidized public transit systems. While previous

studies have exploited price changes to estimate the elasticity of demand (Davis, 2021), this variation might
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simultaneously change safety concerns, as transit accessibility affects the distribution of crime (Khanna et al.,
2026). Our experimental design induces exogenous variation in price and crime separately to estimate the ef-
fect of crime on transit demand. This survey experiment approach has been shown to capture well real-world

behavior (Dechezleprétre et al., 2025; Funk, 2016; Hainmueller et al., 2015).

The experimental design consists of three parts. In Part 1, participants choose between two transit
options that vary in fare and crime rates, allowing us to estimate how much users are willing to pay to reduce
crime exposure during their commute. We use mouse-tracking, a non-choice measure of priority ordering (Brocas
et al., 2014), to reveal which information values more for participants to making their modal choice. In Part
2, we set the outside option to private transportation and vary again transit fares and crime rates. These two
parts allow us to estimate the effect of crime on transit demand and its price elasticity. In Part 3, we examine
how crime perception affects preferences over transportation policies. Participants are randomly assigned to
read news articles that frame public transportation as safe, unsafe, or neutral. After this exogenous change in
crime perception, they allocate a municipal budget across transportation policies such as fare subsidies, service

improvements, emissions abatement, and crime reduction.

We find that commuters place substantial weight on safety when making transportation decisions,
and are willing to pay a large premium for safer public transportation. Using mouse-tracking, we reveal that
participants consistently seek out information about crime before considering other trip attributes such as
duration, suggesting that safety concerns are central to how users evaluate transportation options. These
patterns are consistent across cities and demographic groups, and have a direct correlate on how users value
safety in public transportation. Commuters are willing to pay a premium equivalent to 51% of the current fare
to ride safer transit, and require a 61% fare discount to tolerate a higher crime risk in transit®. We find a similar
pattern when making private transportation the outside option. Overall, we find that commuters highly value
safety when making transportation decisions, consistent with previous findings from field experiments (Borker,

2021; Garlick et al., 2025; Kondylis et al., 2025).

We next examine how crime affects transportation choice and the responsiveness of demand to price.
When choosing between public and private transportation, we find that higher crime rates in transit decrease
the likelihood of choosing this option by 15 percentage points, from a baseline of 66%. In addition to this, we
find an average marginal effect of prices on the likelihood of choosing a bus is approximately -0.25, similar to
that estimated from real fare changes (Davis, 2021; Holmgren, 2007). However, this effect is limited by the
environment’s safety: higher crime nearly doubles the share of commuters who are entirely unresponsive to price
incentives (i.e., who would not choose public transit even when free). This result shows that in context of high
crime, there is a limit in the capacity of fare subsidies to promote transit use. These findings suggest that crime

is not just a barrier to ridership but a constraint on the effectiveness of the policy tools used to expand it.

3In the study countries, the regular ticket fare costs, on average, USD 0.7 at the average official exchange rate of September 2024,
when the survey took place. Specifically, the prices of an average bus fare in Buenos Aires, Santiago, Lima, Bogotd, Guatemala and
CDMX were approximately USD 0.3, USD 0.77, USD 0.93, USD 0.72, USD 0.65 and USD 0.25, respectively.



In Part 3, we study whether perceived risk of crime crowds out support for other transportation
policies. Prior research suggests that immediate concerns, such as safety, can draw attention away from longer-
term objectives, such as climate change (Dechezleprétre et al., 2025; Weber, 2010). To examine this possibility,
participants are randomly assigned to read a news article about public transportation in their city that frames
safety as either high, low, or is silent on the topic. We measure perceived crime risk before and after the
information provision and then ask participants to allocate a fixed budget across policy areas. First, we document
that perceived crime is well calibrated, with women, frequent riders, and victims of crime holding higher risk
perceptions. Perceived crime at baseline is correlated with higher support for safety investments and lower
support for emissions reductions and service improvements. We use the randomized information provision to
show that an exogenous increase in perceived crime results in similar effects: commuters redirect investments from
clean and frequent transit into safety*. Thus, support for service improvements depends on safety perceptions.
A safer transit system won’t only increase transit use, but creates a better environment for other transit policies

like fare subsidies, service improvements, or greener transportation.

Taken together, these findings show that crime is a central friction in Latin American urban mobility,
with implications beyond the individuals who experience it directly. First, commuters across the region place
a high value on safer transit, willing to forgo more than half the current fare to take a safer route. Second,
crime reshapes transit demand on two margins: it imposes a welfare cost on captive riders, who continue using
the system because they lack alternatives, and it deters marginal riders. Third, crime creates a second-best
environment in which fare subsidies and other transit policies become both less effective at attracting riders and
less popular with citizens, whose support shifts toward immediate safety spending. Reinforcing safety would
increase welfare for the riders already on the system, expand demand to those currently deterred, and increase
the effectiveness and political support of the fare subsidies and service investments through which governments

seek to broaden access to urban mobility.

Related Literature. This paper contributes to the broad literature on travel mode choice initiated by
McFadden (1974) and Ben-Akiva and Lerman (1985). While much of this work has focused on how pricing can
shift behavior to reduce congestion and pollution (Almagro et al., 2024; Anderson, 2014; Parry & Small, 2009),
the role of safety in modal choice has received less empirical attention. Most studies focus on the effect of safety
concerns among women on their modal choice, showing that many women forgo job and education opportunities
to avoid unsafe routes (Borker, 2021; Buchmann et al., 2026), and are willing to pay to avoid harassment in
transit (Kondylis et al., 2025). We build on this literature, but use an experimental approach to isolate the
effect of crime perception on transit demand. Survey experiments are increasingly used to value public goods
and citizens’ preferences (Dominguez & Scartascini, 2024; Stantcheva, 2023), with growing evidence confirming

these tools yield meaningful predictions (Funk, 2016; Hainmueller et al., 2015).

A growing literature shows that policy effectiveness often depends on the presence of complementary

4This is consistent with our mouse-tracking results, since participants are increasing the budget allocated to crime abatement by
reducing the allocation to the two least-important characteristics according to our non-choice data.



interventions (Ganimian et al., 2024; Mbiti et al., 2019; Muralidharan et al., 2016, 2021). In urban transit, this

means that policy tools like fare subsidies may underperform when complementary investments in safety are
absent. We show this is the case in Latin America, where crime weakens the marginal e ect of fare reductions
on modal choice. This nding parallels evidence from Jakarta, where transit expansion failed to deliver welfare

gains because of a lack of complementary investments in service quality (Gaduh et al., 2022).

The rest of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 o ers a simple conceptual framework of the
externalities crime has over public transportation, to guide the interpretation of our results. Section 3 details the
experimental design, and Section 4 explains the empirical analysis. Section 5 reports the results of the survey
experiment along three margins: the valuation of safety on transit, the e ect of crime on transit demand, and
the e ect of perceived crime on policy support. Finally, Section 6 discusses the broader signi cance of our results

for urban transportation in developing contexts.

2 Conceptual Framework

We model how crime in uences public transportation demand through a simple discrete choice framework that
captures both direct and indirect responses. Commuteri chooses between transportation modeg 2 J to
commute across a given origin-destination pair, selecting the option that maximizes their utility. Each mode is
characterized by a pricep; , a safety levels;, and other characteristicsx; (e.g., duration, emissions). The utility

of choosing modg is:

8
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where g( ) is a deterministic function increasing in s; and decreasing inp;, and "j; is an i.i.d.extreme
value Type | error term. Each commuter i has an idiosyncratic safety thresholds;, below which a mode is
excluded from their consideration set® Thus, crime determines whether a mode is even considered, and if so,

how attractive it is relative to other options.

Let G =j 2J :s; > s; denote the set of modes considered by ageit Conditional on the mode being

in the consideration set, the probability that agent i chooses modg follows the standard logit form:

P o = P exp(g(pi;si; X))
e kac, €XP((Px; Sk; Xk))

)

To link this to aggregate demand, assume that the share of individuals who consider public transporta-

SImplicitly, we are normalizing uij =0 to be the utility of not doing the trip.



tion is given by F (Spubiic ), the cumulative distribution of safety thresholds. Aggregating across commuters:

Ppublic = F(Spublic) Ppublic iCi €))

Equation (3) highlights two channels through which crime a ects public transportation demand. First,
as Spupic  declines, fewer commuters include public transportation in their consideration set{thedirect e ect.
Second, even among those who still consider it, lowespypic reduces the relative utility of public modes, making
them less likely to be chosen{theindirect e ect. Both e ects lower the level of demand, but their e ect on price
responsiveness is theoretically ambiguous. Through the extensive margin, greater safety expands the pool of
commuters who consider public transit, so a fare change moves more riders and the response grows. Therefore,
changes in prices will a ect a greater number of people, scaling the e ect. Through the indirect margin, greater
safety makes public transit more attractive overall, so commuters will respond less to price variations (e.g.,
commuters would tolerate higher prices when the public transit is safe because they value it more). Therefore,

which force dominates is an empirical question.

This relationship between safety and price elasticity has been largely overlooked in the transportation-
demand literature, where utility is typically assumed to be additively separable across characteristics, ruling
out complementarities between safety and prices (Ben-Akiva & Lerman, 1985; McFadden, 1974). Ultimately,

whether demand becomes more or less elastic as safety improves remains an empirical question.

3 Experimental Design

We implement a pre-registered online experiment composed of three sequential parts, designed to measure (1)
willingness to pay for safety in public transportation, (2) how crime impacts public transportation demand, and

(3) whether crime perception shifts support across policy domains. All three parts were completed in xed order.

In Part 1, participants are shown two public buses (Bus A and Bus B), each described by four attributes:
fare, travel time, CO, emissions, and crime rate. Importantly, the instructions explained to the participants that
they could assume that these alternatives were identical in all the characteristics that were not presented in the
screen. These attributes are hidden behind clickable labels, and participants must click to reveal each one. We
track the order in which attributes are revealed to measure which features respondents prioritize (Brocas et al.,
2014), with display order randomized to avoid position e ects. Bus A always shows the average fare and crime
level in the participant's city. Bus B varies across four treatment arms: the crime level is described as being
above or below the city averagek 2 f 30% 10% +10%; +30%g), and its fare starts at either 50% higher (for
safer buses) or 50% lower (for more dangerous ones). After the initial choice, we elicit indi erence prices using
an iterative Gabor-Granger method (Gabor & Granger, 1964), adjusting Bus B's fare by 10% each round until
the respondent switches from her initial choice or reaches ve iterations. Keeping variations in price and crime

orthogonal to each other rules out participants using price to infer crime rates, which could happen in empirical



setting where commuters have limited information about crime. This allows us to estimate both willingness to

pay for safety and price sensitivity of demand under varying crime levels.

In Part 2, participants choose between a public bus and a private taxi. Bus attributes vary by treatment
arm, while taxi attributes remain xed. The crime rate for the bus is again framed as k above or below the
city average k 2 f 30% 20% +20%:; +30%g), while the crime rate for the taxi is xed at the city average.
The initial fares are based on local standards: the public bus fare is the city's typical ticket price, and the taxi
fare re ects a 20-minute Uber ride from city hall at 8 PM. Respondents who select the bus (or taxi) are asked
to repeat the choice with the bus fare increased (or decreased) by 20%, iterating up to ve times. Indi erence
prices are de ned as in Part 1. This part allows us to estimate how crime shifts demand away from public

transportation.

To test whether perceived crime in uences transportation policy priorities, in Part 3 participants are
randomly assigned to view one of three newspaper headlines. THaangerous group sees an article describing
a high crime incident on the public transport in their city; the Safe group sees an article framing the system
as secure; theControl group sees an article about public transport that makes no mention of safety (see Fig-
ure B3). Participants are then asked to allocate a USD 120,000 budget across four policy areas: increasing
service frequency, cutting fares, reducing crime, and cutting emissions. We also elicit perceived risk of crime in
public transportation once before Part 3 and again after the news priming, enabling us to test whether shifts in
perceived safety causally a ect policy preferences. To incentivize truthful responses, participants are informed
that the study results will be shared with o cials from their city's Department of Transportation, potentially
in uencing real policy decisions. This participatory budgeting task follows established methods for eliciting pol-
icy preferences (Haaland et al., 2023; Olken, 2010), and allows us to test whether higher perceived crime crowds

out support for competing policies, as suggested by previous research (Gonalez & Sanchez, 2022; Weber, 2010).

Participants and Procedures. The experiment was conducted in September 2024 with 5,161 participants
recruited through an online panel provider. Respondents were drawn from six Latin American capitals: Bogog,
Buenos Aires, Mexico City (CDMX), Guatemala City (Guatemala), Lima, and Santiago de Chile. Table Al
presents descriptive statistics for the subject pool. Our pool, which resides in urban areas, is slightly younger
and better educated than country-representative samples (see Table A2). Importantly, our sample is familiar
with the public transit system of their cities: 94% of respondents use transit at least weekly, and 49.5% use it

at least 5 days a week.

4 Empirical Analysis

4.1 E ect of Crime on Public Transportation Demand

The rst goal of Parts 1 and 2 is to estimate participants' willingness to pay (WTP) for crime reduction in

public transportation. Let, y; be the latent indi erence price between the safer and less safe alternative, and let



K be set of safety levels displayed (e.g., in Part 1K = f 30% 10% +10%;+30%g).® We estimate the WTP

for safety with the following linear model:

yp = o+ X kIfCrime = kgi + ¢y + X + )
k2K
Where If Crime = kg; is an indicator function denoting whether respondenti was exposed to & crime variation
treatment group. We include city xed e ects . and controls X (age, gender, education, and whether the
participant was ever a victim of a crime in public transportation). ” Following Domnguez and Scartascini
(2024),y; is bounded between the last and second-to-last price shown before participants switched their choice,

or the last price shown if they never switched.

To analyze the e ect of crime on mode choice in Part 2, we estimate a linear probability model:

X
1f Choose Bug; = + k1IfCrime = kgi + ¢y + X + (5)
k2 K

where the outcome is an indicator for whether participanti chooses the bus over the taxi in their rst decision.

Next, we estimate how price sensitivity varies with crime exposure. The unit of observation is now
a participant{price cell: respondent i observed at each oered farep;, j = 0;0:1;;:::;28 We model the

probability of choosing the bus with a logit:

Pr(Choose Bus at Price =p);; = % ©
where X
zi = ot 1pj + 21fCrime = kgi + 5 pj U Crime= kg + i)+ X7+ B )
k2K

The interaction 3 captures how crime shifts the e ect of price on the likelihood of choosing the bus,
on the log-odds scale. We adopt the logistic form because it lets the choice probability respond nonlinearly to
price; since log-odds coe cients are not marginal e ects, we also report the average marginal e ect (AME) of

price on bus choice, separately by crime level.

4.2 Crime Perception and Crowding Out

Part 3 measures perceived crime, and identi es whether it a ects preferences over transportation policies. Pre-
vious research has found that more immediate concerns, like safety, may crowd out support for less salient

objectives like environmental issues (Gonalez & Sanchez, 2022; Weber, 2010). In regions with high crime rates

SinPart 2, K = f 30%; 20%;+20% ;+30%g.

7We conduct a randomization balance check in Table A1, which shows the only signi cant di erence between treatment groups
is whether the participant has ever been a victim of a crime on public transportation. Consequently, we include this as a control
variable in our analysis.

8We assume choices are monotone in price: if the bus is chosen at fare pjj , it is also chosen at any lower fare. This lets us treat
each elicited switch point as the participant's choice at every o ered fare.



such as Latin America, this distortion may be particularly pronounced. To test this hypothesis, we explore
whether crime perceptions are linked to di erential support for public transportation policies: increasing bus

frequency, reducing ticket prices, reducing crime, and reducingC O, emissions.

To check whether this relation is causal, we vary crime perceptions exogenously by exposing participants
to di erent newspaper headlines. As a manipulation check, we elicit participants' perceived probability of being
victim of a crime in public transportation both before Part 3 and after being exposed to the newspaper headline,
in line with the literature on belief updating (Cullen & Perez-Truglia, 2022; Haaland et al., 2023). We estimate

this model:

X
Crime Perception ; = + jlfArticle; = jg+ ¢+ X + (8)
j23
where Crime Perception ; is the di erence in perceived probability of being a crime victim before and after the
priming.® The variable 1f Article; = j g indicates whether participant i was in treatmentsj 2 f Dangerous; Safeg,
while the Control group is omitted. We control for the same set of variables as in Equation (4) and use city

xed e ects.

After the experimental intervention, subjects were asked to allocate a budget of 120,000 USD across
4 policies. To make the experiment incentive compatible, we explicitly inform participants that the results of
this study will be presented to transportation policymakers in their city. Perceived consequentiality has been
shown to improve the validity of stated preference elicitation by aligning survey responses with true preferences

(Czajkowski et al., 2017; Vossler & Watson, 2013). We estimate the following model:

X
yk= + (U Article; = jg+ o+ X + (9)
i23
whereyk is the share of the budget allocated to policyk 2f frequency, fare, safety, emissiorgs The coe cient i
captures the causal e ect of being exposed to articlg on the budget allocated to each policyk.!® We interpret
this parameter as a proxy for support of each one of the policies given the nature of the zero-sum game of this

environment.

9We elicited safety beliefs by asking the question In an average trip in the transit system of your city, what do you think is
the probability of being victim of a crime?  We asked this question immediately before and after being exposed to the newspaper
headlines.

10 Admittedly, our treatment may also vary other relevant variables to the budget allocation decision such as trust in the police or
in the government. For that reason is that we adopt the speci cation in Equation (9) instead of a 2SLS with Crime Perception
being the instrumented variable, which would violate the exclusion restriction.



5 Results

5.1 Valuation of Safety in Public Transport

We begin by showing how participants value safety in transportation decisions using a non-choice measure of
attribute relevance, where demand e ects are not plausible. Before making a choice, participants click through
boxes to reveal information about each transportation option, revealing what information commuters consider
rst. Figure 1 shows that safety and price are consistently the rst attributes revealed (i.e., clicked before
the other two alternatives).'* This pattern of safety and price being the most relevant attributes is robust
across all cities in the study. Table A3 regresses the order in which each attribute was looked up on a series
of participant characteristics. The heterogeneity in look-ups reinforces our revealed preference interpretation of
the mouse-tracking measure. Reported victims of a crime in transit look safety information signi cantly earlier

(p = 0:022), as do lower-income participants p = 0:004). On the other hand, higher-income commuters look
up the duration of the trip signi cantly earlier ( p < 0:001), consistent with a higher value of time. Overall, our
non-choice measure reveals that safety is among the top concerns of Latin American commuters when making

transportation decisions.

Figure 1. Mouse-tracking results

Notes: Look-up order is coded as 1 for the attribute revealed rst, and 4 for the attribute revealed last. Error bars
correspond to the 95% con dence interval of the mean after controlling for demographic characteristics and whether the
participants was victim of a crime in public transportation.

The value placed on safety, as revealed by mouse-tracking, is also evident on the substantial safety
premium from choice data. In Part 1, participants choose between two transit options that di er in fare and

crime levels. Using a price iteration method, we estimate indi erence price¥ across four treatment groups that

11we randomize the order in which the characteristics are presented by the participants. Therefore, if each participants would
click the boxes by their order of appearance, the expected look-up order of each characteristic would be 2.5 ( %), which
corresponds to the horizontal black line the Figurel.

12 Note that in this context, ‘indi erence price' corresponds to the price that would make the participant indi erent between riding
a standard bus and the bus with a di erent crime level. Given that the only characteristic that varies between them is crime and
safety, the di erence between the standard fare and the estimated indi erent price is a proxy of the willingness to pay for safety.

10



vary crime levels by 10% and 30% relative to the average. Table A4 (columns (1)-(4)) presents the results
from Equation (4) (Table A5 shows the results by city). Our estimates con rm that participants are willing to

pay more than the value of an entire fare to ride public transportation with lower crime, relative to higher crime

To ease the interpretation, Panel (a) of Figure 2 presents the average percentage di erence between
the indi erence price associated with each crime-level alternative and the current bus fare in participants' cities.
The results show that commuters are willing to pay substantial premiums for safer transit: on average, they are
willing to pay fares that are 50% higher for a transit options with less crime. Conversely, commuters require a

fare discount of roughly 60% to ride a transit line with higher crime.

Figure 2. Valuation of Safety in Public Transportation

(a) Safety Premium (b) Heterogeneity in Safety Premium

Notes: Panel (a) shows the average indi erence price between the treated and the standard public transit options in Part
1, deducting the current fare. Because the two options are identical except for their crime level, we interpret this measure
as the safety premium commuters are willing to pay for safety. The safety premium (around an extra 50%) commuters
are willing to pay to ride lower-crime transit is shown in dark green. The safety discount (around 60% less) commuters
require to ride less higher-crime transit is shown in light green. Error bars correspond to the 95% con dence interval
of the means, controlling for gender, age, education, and past victimization. Panel (b) shows the extra safety premium
each subsample is willing to pay, compared to the complement subsample. The points show the coe cient of an OLS
regression of the safety premium on a series of participant characteristics, including age and education level as control
variables, as well as city xed e ects. High Income corresponds to participants in the 20% of earners in their city; Clicked
Crime to participants who clicked the crime attribute rst in the mouse-tracking measure;  Victim to participants who
were the victim of a crime in transit during the last year; Conservative to participants who report higher than 5 in an
ideology scale that goes from 0 (extremely liberal) to 10 (extremely conservative); Female to women; Frequent PT to the
half of participants who use public transit at least 5 days a week. Error bars correspond to the 95% con dence interval
of the coe cient.

Notably, we observe striking non-linearities: participants respond similarly to +10% and +30% crime
(and to -10% and -30%), but strongly di erentiate across the zero threshold. This pattern is consistent with
scope insensitivity, a common phenomenon in contingent valuation studies where respondents treat continuous
changes in magnitudes as categorical{\higher" or \lower") (Diamond & Hausman, 1994; Toma & Bell, 2024).

Importantly, this phenomenon is not driven by a misunderstanding of probabilities. At the end of the survey, we

11



include a standard sanity check for the reporting of probabilities (Steckl & Gleissner, 2018). Most participants
pass this check, and we observe similar non-linear valuation patterns among them (Table A4). This suggests the
attening response re ects behavioral attenuation rather than misunderstanding (Enke et al., 2024). Considering
these quantitative reasoning limits in valuation tasks, we aggregate treatment groups with the same sign into
Lower Crime or Higher Crime groups in the main text to simplify interpretation. Because of scope insensitivity,
throughout the text we treat crime changes as qualitative. Columns (5)-(8) of Table A4 show the results using
this aggregation and we nd that participants are willing to pay approximately a premium of 115% of the current

fare to ride transit with lower crime, compared to a transit option with higher crime.

Figure Al shows the high valuation of safety is robust across cities in our study, with commuters in
Mexico City o ering the highest safety premium. Table A6 documents regresses the safety premium or discount
required by each commuter on a series of participant characteristics. Consistent with previous ndings from the
eld (Garlick et al., 2025; Kondylis et al., 2025), we nd that women place a higher premium on safety, willing
to pay 3 percentage points of the fare more than men (6%p < 0:001) to ride lower crime transit. Similarly,
victims of crime in transit are willing to pay more for a safer ride (p = 0:035). Most frequent transit users,
who perceive a higher risk of victimization, are willing to pay less for safety improvements [f < 0:001). This
pattern is consistent with several interpretations: most frequent transit users would be the most a ected from
fare increases, and they are already relying on transit despite the high level of perceived crime. Although lower-
income people take safety into account earlier when making their modal choice, they are less willing to pay for
safety in absolute terms p < 0:001), consistent with a more strict budget constraint. Finally, the mouse-tracking
measure provides valuable heterogeneity: those more concerned about safety are willing to pay a higher fare to
ride safer transit (p = 0:005).

Overall, we nd that Latin American commuters place a high value on safe public transit. Safety is
among the top concerns when making a modal choice, as our non-choice measure reveals. This concern translates
into a high willingness to pay for safer transit: commuters are willing to pay a 50% higher fare to reduce crime
on transit. The value of safety in transit is heterogeneous. Women and past victims place a stronger value
on safety, while lower-income commuters, who show a high concern for safety, are less willing to pay for safety

improvements.

5.2 E ect of Crime on Public Transit Demand and Price Elasticity

Part 2 examines how crime in uences the substitution between private and public transportation. Participants
choose between a bus and a private taxi, with initial prices held constant across treatments to eliminate anchoring
concerns. This setup allows us to study both the extensive margin |whether individuals opt into public
transportation at all| and the intensive margin |the fare at which they are indi erent between the two

options.

As sketched in the conceptual framework in Section 2, crime a ects transportation demand through two
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channels. First, the direct e ect: higher crime deters some individuals from considering public options altogether.
Speci cally, the share of participants who never chose public transit |[not even when free| increases from 13.9%

to 25.2% when the bus crime rate exceeds the city average (< 0:001) (see Figure 3). Table A7 regresses whether
each participant never chose transit on a series of covariates. Again, we nd women are more responsive to crime

in transit, while more frequent riders are less likely to exclude transit even when crime is higher.

Crime not only deters commuters from considering transit, it also reduces its overall appeal. We
compare how likely commuters are to choose transit over a private option, at current prices, and under varying
levels of crime in transit. The rst four columns of Table 1 regress a dummy of whether participants chose
public over private transport on the crime levels in public transit. Participants become 15 percentage points
(29% more, p < 0:001) more likely to choose private transport when crime rates in transit are higher than
average. These results are robust across cities and stronger among participants who passed the probability test.
Table A8 further dissect the treatment e ect by participant characteristics, showing that crime has a similar
deterrent e ect on the extensive margin across all commuters. To sum, we nd that crime in transit prompts

substitution from public to private transportation.

Turning to the e ect on prices, columns (5)-(8) of Table 1 show that crime signi cantly shifts the
price at which commuters become indi erent between public and private transportation. When crime is higher
than average, the indi erence price becomes 27% lowerp(< 0:001), showing that commuters require a price
discount to compensate the welfare loss of crime. These results are robust to alternative speci cations and to
restricting the sample to respondents who passed the probability test. While there are slight di erences across

cities (Table A9), the e ects of crime are robust across commuter characteristics (Table A8).

Table 1. E ect of crime on transit demand, Part 2

Chose Bus WTP
(1) (2 ) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8)

Higher Crime  -0.149  -0.150  -0.150  -0.171  -0.273  -0.274  -0.273  -0.304
(0.014)  (0.013) (0.013) (0.015) (0.021)  (0.021)  (0.021)  (0.025)

Observations 5,161 5,161 5,161 3,789 5,161 5,161 5,161 3,789
Controls No No Yes Yes No No Yes Yes
City FE No Yes Yes Yes No Yes Yes Yes
Probability Test No No No Yes No No No Yes

Notes: Results from linear regressions with robust standard errors in parentheses (Equation (4)). The dependent variable
Chose Bus is a dummy that equals 1 if the participant chose the public option in that decision (Columns (1)-(4)). The
dependent variable WTP is the estimated willingness to pay for transit, relative to the current fare price (1 = current
fare), using decisions from Part 2 (Columns (5)-(8)). Higher Crime is a dummy that equals one if the participant was
assigned to the crime treatment groups with higher crime than average. Columns (3)-(4) and (7)-(8) include age, gender,
and education level as control variables. Columns (2)-(4) and (6)-(8) include city xed e ects. Columns (4) and (8)
restrict the sample to participants who passed the probability test. Signi cance levels: ***p < 0.01, **p < 0.05, *p <
0.1.
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These results highlight that crime makes public transit less attractive, both by deterring marginal
riders and by reducing its value to riders. Keeping prices xed, when public transportation safety decreases,
some commuters will stop considering this option, while others who were at the margin will change to other
transportation modes. To prevent these marginal commuters from changing to private options, they need to be
compensated with lower fares. Overall, these results provide evidence of two mechanisms through which crime

reduces public transportation demand.

On the other hand, crime may also alter the responsiveness of ridership to price incentives. Table A1l
reports price responsiveness estimates (i.e., Equation (6)) for both parts of the experiment (Table A12 and
Table A13 explores heterogeneity by city and individual characteristics, respectively). In Part 1, the average
marginal e ect of price on the probability of choosing the bus (which we interpret as a proxy of elasticity), is
equal to {0.7, and there is substantial heterogeneity by crime level. In particular, in contexts of higher crime,
average responsiveness declines by 10.6% € 0:001), implying that price cuts are less e ective in boosting
ridership under high crime scenarios. Conceptually, this aligns with results from the transportation literature
(Holmgren, 2007), though our elasticities are somewhat larger, possibly because the outside option in Part 1 is

another public transit option.

In Part 2, where the outside option is a private mode, we nd an average e ect of 0:24, consistent
with previous estimates in the literature (Davis, 2021). Crime shapes this demand in two ways. First, as
documented above, higher crime nearly doubles the share of commuters who would not consider transit even
when it is free. Second, Column (3) of Table Al1l indicates that the price responsiveness of demand declines
with crime. However, the interaction coe cient is small, and when we condition on the sample who did the
probability correctly, the e ect becomes non-signi cant. For ease of interpretation, Table A1l also shows the

average marginal e ects to show that these values are similar in both crime environments.

Therefore, we conclude that the predominant e ect of crime on transit demand operates through the
direct channel: higher crime shifts the demand curve inward, so that fewer commuters choose transit even at
a zero fare, while the marginal e ect of price is similar across crime conditions. Figure 3 shows this directly.
The translucent step curve traces the empirical share of participants who would choose the bus at each price,
while the solid line is a smooth approximation of demand over the interior prices (that is, excluding the extreme
fares). The gure makes our explanation clear: the demand curves for the two crime conditions are separated
by a level gap, driven almost entirely by the di erence in the share choosing the bus at a zero fare, whereas for

participants who would choose the bus at a positive price the slopes of the two curves are almost identical.
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Figure 3. Demand for Public Transit as a Function of Price and Crime

Notes: The gure plots the share of participants choosing public transit over the private alternative as a function of the
fare (relative to the current fare), separately for the lower- and higher-crime treatments in Part 2. The faint step functions
report the empirical share at each fare on the elicitation grid. The solid curves are a monotone spline interpolation through
those points. The labels mark the di erence in demand between the two treatments at the current price (100%) and
when transit is free (0%).

This is consistent with a simple utility model in which money and safety enter utility additively and
riders perceive crime as ger-ride safety tax: a xed expected loss from victimization risk incurred each time
they board, independent of the fare. However, the doubling of non-consideration under high crime points to
a complementary, threshold-based mechanism, such as the one described in Section 2, in the spirit of limited-
consideration models (Goeree, 2008; Manski, 1977)inframarginal riders, those who include public transit in
their consideration set, trade o crime and fare smoothly and show similar price responsiveness across crime
conditions. Marginal riders exit the transit market once perceived crime crosses a safety threshold, and no fare
reduction brings them back. This two-margin structure suggests that personal safety acts as a binding constraint

on ridership (Loukaitou-Sideris, 1999).

For low- and middle-income cities, such as those in our sample, this pattern is especially important.
On the one hand, these cities typically have heavily subsidized public transit, so governments have little room to
attract additional riders by cutting fares further. On the other hand, they tend to have high crime, and public
transport is not perceived as safe. Consequently, investing in safety could draw in a large share of the marginal

riders who currently stay away at prevailing safety levels.

To sum up, we identify two distinct e ects of crime on transit demand in our survey experiment.
First, crime deters commuters from even considering transit, nearly doubling the share of non-considerers in our
highest-crime condition. Second, among commuters who do consider transit, crime reduces its value: it shifts the
demand curve inward and lowers willingness to pay, without materially changing price responsiveness. Our results
suggest that improving transit safety is not only a demand of Latin American commuters but a complement to

fare policy: safety expands the pool of commuters for whom fare interventions can move ridership, so the two
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policies reinforce rather than substitute for one another.

5.3 Crime Perception and Policy Preferences

So far, we have used exogenous variation in objective crime levels to study the e ect of crime on transit demand.
However, commuters don't usually have access to crime statistics when making transit choices. Instead, they
hold some belief of the probability of being victimized while riding public transit, which we denote perceived
crime. In this section, we study which commuters perceive more crime, and how this perception a ects transit

policy preferences.

During the experiment, we directly elicit participants' perceived likelihood of being the victim of a crime
while using public transit. On average, we nd that Latin American commuters perceive a 57% probability of
being victimized 3. To analyze which commuters drive this high crime perception, we regress crime perception
on a series of commuters' characteristics. Figure 4 reports the results of this exercise. Logically, victims of a
crime in transit perceive substantially higher crime (20% higher;p < 0:001). Women, even when conditioning
on past experiences, perceive 11% more risk than mem « 0:001), consistent with the common experience of
harassment in transit (Kondylis et al., 2025). More conservative commuters also perceive higher risk of crime,
as do more frequent public transit users. We nd no correlation of crime perception with within-city income
level. Overall, Latin American commuters perceive a high risk of victimization when using public transit, and

these perceptions seem calibrated to past experiences.

Higher perceived crime not only conditions demand for transit, but might also a ect preferences over
transit policies. In Part 3, we ask participants to allocate a municipal budget surplus between four di erent
transit policies: reducing crime in transit, cutting emissions, improving transit frequency, and reducing its price
by subsidizing fares. While this task doesn't involve monetary incentives, we incentivize truthful answers by
telling participants that their answers will be communicated to the transportation department of their city, a
technique that improves response quality (Czajkowski et al., 2017; Vossler & Watson, 2013). Indeed, we nd
that 97% of our participants allocate the entire budget even when not required to do so, con rming engagement
with the task.

First, we note that commuters show strong support for strengthening transit safety: the mean budget
allocation to this policy is 35.5%, and 60% of participants make it the priority by allocating the most funds
to it. We nd that crime perception partly explain preferences over transit policies. Panel (b) on Figure 4

shows that commuters who perceive higher risk of crime allocate more funds to reducing crime, and less to

13This gure closely tracks the 56% of our sample who was victimized while using transit during the previous year. While a
striking gure, it is consistent with other local studies about safety in transit and with broader victimization statistics within the
range of the disperse evidence of victimization in transit in Latin America. Over 50% of commuters of any gender in Buenos Aires
and Santiago de Chile report having been assaulted or harassed in public transportation during the previous year (Allen et al.,
2018). In Ciudad de Mexico, 85% of citizens report feeling unsafe in public transit, making transit the most unsafe space in the city
(Instituto Nacional de Estadstica y Geografa, 2025). In Lima, a third of women report having been victimized while using transit
in the previous year (Jaitman, 2020). Across all countries included in our study, 30% of urban inhabitants report having been the
victims of a crime (robbery, burglary, assault, fraud, blackmail, extortion or violent threats) in the previous year (LAPOP, 2023).
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