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NEIGHBORHOOD POLICE NEWSLETTERS 

Introduct i on 

Recent research, much of it funded by the National Institute of 

Justice (NIJ), has revealed that fear of crime has become a major problem 

in our society. Other research has revealed that this far often derives 

from concern about various "signs of crime" than from direct or indirect 

experience with crime. For example, neighborhoods which suffer from such 

physical and social disorder as vandalism, loitering and public drinking or 

gambling convey the feeling of having been abandoned. As a result, 

law-abiding residents and merchants begin to flee. Houses and shops become 

vacant, making them vulnerable to more vandalism and social disorder. Those 

who choose to remain--or are unable to leave--look upon the streets with 

detachment, responding to the apparent lack of ~oncern revealed by the 

neglect and disorder around them. As insidious cycle leads from fear of 

crime to crime to even more fear. 

We have known this for some time--but little has been done about it. 

In 1982, however, N.I.J. decided to fund well-evaldated experiments in 

Houston and Newark to determine the most effective ways that police, working 

with citizens, can dismantle the cycle of fear. Through a competitive 

bidding process, the Pol ice pbundation was awarded a grant to pl an and 

conduct the evaluations of those experiments. 

One of those programs selected to be tested was a neighborhood 

newsletter, published by the police department. The rationale behind that 

program, and the hypotheses to be tested by it, are presented below. 

(r 
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Rationale 

There is increasing agreement among many criminal justice scholars 

and practitioners that effective crime prevention and fear reduction are 

primarily the result of citizens working together with local law 

enforcement agencies to make their own homes and neighborhoods safe 

(Lavrakas and Herz, 1982: Rosenbaum, 1982; Waller, 1979; Yin, 1979). Yet a 

decade of research and evaluation of crime prevention and fear reduction 

efforts has shown that it is no easy task to get citizens to take (and 

maintain) anti-crime efforts (Bickman and Lavrakas, 1976; Girard et al., 

1976; Heller et al., 1975: Yin et al., 1977). 

Although some increases in crime-prevention behaviors have been 

achieved by increasing social communication about crime (Lavrakas, Herz and 

Salem, 1981), mass media campaigns have been largely unsuccessful. The 

recent "Take a Bite out of Crimen campaign, for example, found that only 13 

percent of those interviewed indicated any attitude change and only four 

percent indicated a change in behavior (Mendelsohn et al., 1981). More 

generally, communication media have demonstrated little effect on the fear 

of crime but,~ave shown the ability to influence general knowledge about the 

crime problem. For example, judgments of the rate of crime were 

gemonstrated to have been infl uenced by the medi a (Doob and McDonal d, 1979; 

S~ogan and Maxfield, 1981; Tyler, 1980), as were beliefs about the 

demographic characteristics of victims and perpetrators (Doob and McDonald, 

1979). It would be possible to conclude from these results that media 

campaigns cannot influence crime-prevention behaviors and, therefore, to 

rely solely upon community-based prevention efforts. Such a conclusion 



would, 

1 arqer 

-5-

however, as a self-fulfilling prophecy, fail to tap the potentially 

audiences that could be reached by media as opposed to those affected 

by local social networks. The failure to utilize the media would be 

l'n low-income neighborhoods Which, although they particularly unfortunate 

may have a serious crime problem, often have poorly developed community 

networks, and thus could be mobilized only through media campaigns. 

In an attempt to understand Why crime-rel ated medi a campaigns have 

such little success, Tyler (1984) reviewed the literature dealing with 

had 

risk-related media effects in general and found that, outside the area of 

crime, media indeed have been successful under certain circumstances. 

explain how these successes were achieved, Tyler concluded that three 

To 

basic 

models of media impact had received some support: 

o 

o 

o 

The perceived-informativeness model is based on the premise that 
people try to understand the world; in or~erh to dO,SO'e!h~:s~~del 
implies, they "seek out, o~gani~e, and welg expenenc 
upon the information contalned 1n those experiences" (Tyler, 
1984: 33). 

The emotion-based moqel suggests thaththe i~pa~tao~o~~~n~~p~~es 
med; ated by the emot lons aroused by t em. ~c , 
that people adopt recommendations that a~e l~kely to qUlet the 
feelin aroused by a risk-related communlcat~o~. However! , 
attituae-change research has revealed a curvllln~ar ~elatlonshlp 
between aroused fear and attitude ch~ng~, necessltatlng a rouse 
calibration of fear imagery sO,that ~t.1S stro(~glenouI~8~~ ~3-36 ) 
action but not so strong that lt debllltates yer, . • 

The parallel-process model suggests that p~rceptions of both 
informativeness and emotion influence the lm~act of \~essag~ on 
risk-avoidance behavior. Such a model co~taln~ cogn, ~ve an 
affec~ ive ~omponen~s, implY~ nih tha~f~~~\h~~e a~~~~~m~~~o~nfl uence 
con~al~ed lnllexperlences a~ e aThe effectiveness of media 
~~~~~g~~~a~~erii~~~:'c~~~~'b~4l~cr~ased either ~Y making t~em more 
informative, making them more emotlonally arouslng, or bot. 

! 
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These models suggest three basic reasons why media efforts have 

produced little effect on crime-prevention behaviors. First, citizens may 

not find most media reports of crime to be informative. By overreporting 

serious crimes and underreporting others, most media reports are of little 

use to the average citizen. In addition, media reports usually pertain to 

large geographical areas and/or concentrate upon areas with high levels of 

crime, often distant from the neighborhood of a typical citizen. 

Second, media reports of crime may be ignored because they provide 

little information about effective behaviors for avoiding crime. "Perhaps," 

Tyler suggests, "individuals must both perceive a risk and see how to lessen 

that risk before they will be influenced" (Tyler, 1984: 34). Such an idea 

is central to the "health belief model" (Becker, 1974; Becker et al., 1977; 

Maiman and Becker, 1974). Mendelsohn et al. (1981) suggest the relevance of 

this notion to crime prevention by concluding that "there is considerable 

s,kepticism about the efficacy of individual ized protective action-taking and 

beliefs about the ability of such behaviors to actually reduce crime .•.. " 

(p. 192). 

Third, the impact of crime prevention messages may be restricted by the 

1 imited affect they produce, as hypothes i zed by the "fear appeal" approach 

to persuasion (Leventhal, 1970). Evidence for this was provided by Tyle,' 

(1978), who found that citizens rated media reports of crime as less 

emotionally arousing than either informally communicated reports or their 

own experiences. The need for such affect is particularly crucial becuase 

of the uillusion of invulnerability" to crime which makes personal danger 
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seem unreal to most citizens until they have been personally victimized 

(LeJeune and Alex, 1973). 

The implications for crime-related media appeals are clear. Depending 

upon which model proves to be most val id, such campaigns must: 

o 

o 

Make their messages much more informative, by providing 
crime-related materials relevant to the particular concerns and 
circumstances of the reader, by giving advice concerning actions 
that can be taken to prevent crime and by convincing the reader 
that such actions can be effective, and/or 

Make their content somewhat more threatening, by emphasizing to 
readers the very real possibility that crime could and does affect 
people "like them." 

Making messages more informative need not be controversial. Providing 

citizens with information about how their local problems might be--and have 

been--effectively dealt with is simply a matter of determining the nature of 

those problems and addressing messages appropriate to them. Increasing 

levels of fear, even if only slightly, is much more problematic. Besides 

the intrinsic distastefulness of heightening fear, such increases have been 

tentatively linked to restrictions in behavior, restrictions which, if taken 

to extremes, could mean that law-abiding citizens retreat from public 

places, leaving those places to those who perpetrate crimes (Lavrakas et 

al., 1981). 

The key issue, then, is whether it is possible to effect increases in 

"positive" crime prevention behaviors (such as installing locks or other 

devices) without also increasing "negative" behaviors (such as avoiding all 

exposure}--and, furthermore, whether these changes can be made without 

engendering significant increases in fear. 

I' 
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Lavrakas et al. (1983) have suggested that one means of achieving the 

desired positive effects would be the provision of local crime data to 

neighborhood residents, allowing them to adjust their behaviors in 

accordance with the local crime conditions. In terms of the models of media 

influenced discussed earlier, the potential effect of such crime statistics 

could, depending upon its content, support either or both models. If the 

recorded crime data suggested increases or decreases in crime, or levels 

greater or lower than those anticipated, the provision of such information 

would not only be informative but would also be expected to effect higher or 

lower levels of fear-providing evidence concerning the parallel-process 

model. If, on the other hand, such data suggested no changes in crime or 

indicated levels no different from those expected, the provision of such 

data would provide evidence concerning for the perceived-informativeness 
model. 

The provision of local crime data is, because of the ambiguous nature 

of its contents and therefore its effects, controversial. As Lavrakas et 

al. (1983) have noted, there are many reasons why crime information has 

seldom been released by public officials. First, "fighting crime" has 

traditionally been viewed as the exclusive province of the police, and thus, 

it is argued, only the police need detailed information about local crime 

problems. Second, crime information has been restricted in order to protect 

the privacy of victims and safeguard on-going investigations. Probably the 

overriding reason that the release of such information has been so 

restricted concerns local politics and untested assumptions about citizens' 

reactions to such information. Many elected officials appear quite 

sensitive about information they assume will create a public outrage. Other 

i 
{ 

I' 
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officials share a genuine, yet unsubstantiated, concern that releasing 

detailed information about crime to citizens will lead to excessive fear of 

crime. 

The Lavrakas et al. 1983 study of neighborhood police newsletters in 

Evanston, Illinois has produced results which suggest that the provision of 

crime data--accompanied by other local crime-related information--can 

produce positive effects without attendant negative consequences. In that 

study, newsletters were distributed which contained crime prevention advice, 

stories of successful efforts to prevent or solve crimes and, in some cases, 

information about crimes that had been recorded in the vicinity. An 

evaluation of the effects of these newsletters suggested that recipients of 

the newsletters--and especially those who received crime statistics--were 

more likely to: 

o perceive crime problems in their area to be serious; 

o attribute responsibility for preventing crime to citizens 
rather than to the police; 

o install household crime prevention devices; but 

o were not more likely to be fearful of crime. 

The findings from the Evanston study, although suggest ive, were based 

on a non-experimental research design--that is, households were not assigned 

at random to receive the newsleters with or without statistics, or to 

receive no newsletter at all. This means that other factors besides the 

newsletter may have prdouced the results. Furthermore, the city in which 

the study was conducted was hardly representative of most of this country-­

since the. overall crime problem in that city was not great, the great 

! 
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majority of crimes d· t 
lrec ed against property and almost 3 . 0 percent of the 

C1ty's residents had bachelors or masters degrees. 

The importance of the Possible 
impact of neighborhood police 

newsletters led the Fear Reduction 
Task Forces in Houston and Newark to 

conduct experimental tests of the 
effects of distributing 

both with and without 
crime statistics--to residents 

such newsletters-_ 

of their cities. The 
exact nature of those tests . d 

1S escribed in the next sect1·on. T 
f th he remainder 

o is section describes the basic hypotheses 
upon which the newsletters , and their evaluation , were constructed. 

Hypothesized Effects 

the 
~he ~urp~se of this evaluation was to determine the extent to which 

d1strlbutlon of police neighborhood 
. newsletters--with and without local 

recorded Crlme statistics--could achieve the follow'ing hypothesized 
effects: 

o Incr~ase the perceived accuracy of the local 
recelved by program area residents crime information , 
In~rease the relative worry about 
crlmes; property vis-a-vis personal 

o 

Increase the attributi f 
to residents, as oPPos~~ ~o ~~~~~~~ibility for crime prevention 

o 

I~crease the installation of ho . 
wlthout increasing the tendencyu:ehO~tdhdcrlme prevention devices 

o W1 raw from all risks ' 
Improve the evaluation of poll·ce ' services, and 

o 

o 

o Improve satisfaction with the area. 

Each of these hypotheses is discussed in 
greater detail below. 



Perceived Accuracy of L~cal Crime Information. It can be hypothesized, 

based upon either the perceived-informativeness or the parallel-process 

model, that respondents who receive newsletters--especially those which 

contain recorded crime information--will perceive that they receive more 

accurate crime information than those who do not receive such 

newsletters. 

Fear of and Worry About Crime Victimization in the Area. Based on the 

perceived informativeness model, it may be hypothesized that distribution of 

newsletters without crime data should lead to a decreased fear of personal 

victimization, that is, a reduced sense of vulnerability to becoming a 

victim of crime. This reasoning assumes that such newsletters would make 

citizens more confident of their own ability to resist victimization by 

providing crime prevention information and "good news" stories that are 

relevant to their neighborhoods. 

On the other hand, if newsletters, whether or not they contain crime 

data, were perceived by readers as having been distributed only because 

crime was a widespread and serious problem in the ~rea, some increase in 

fear might be expected to result. The effect of distributing newsletters 

with recorded crime data is difficult to predict without knowing whether its 

contents indicated levels or trends of crime which were fear-provoking. 

Relative Worry About Property Vis-a-Vis Personal Crime. Because property 

crime prevention efforts are more frequently prescribed than those to avoid 

personal crime and because crime prevention advice could be expected to deal 

more with avoiding property crimes, and because property crimes occur more 

r 
f 

\ 
\ 
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frequently than pesonal crimes, it is hypothesized that persons receiving 

the newsletters--particularly those containing recorded crime 

information--will be more likely to see property crime as a bigger problem 

than personal crime. 

Perceived Area Crime Problems. As Furstenberg (1971) pointed out, there 

is a clear differenee between the fear of crime, an individual's assessment 

of his or her own risks of victimization (how much h e or she personally is 

likely to be endangered by crime), and perceptions of crime as a serious 

problem. Subsequent research (Baumer and Rosenbaum, 1982; Skogan and 

Maxfield, 1981) has supported the original conclusion that fear and 

perceptions are conceptually different concepts. 

Lavrakas et ale (1983) suggest the hypothesis that neighborhood 

community newsletters 'containing recorded crime data could increase 

perceived levels of crime wl'thout notably' . lncreaslng levels of fear. This 

reasoning would assume that exposure to specific information about crime and 

crime prevention would increase citizens' opl'nl'ons that crime represents a 

signficant local problem that must be dealt wl·th. This hypothesized effect 

should be stronger with exposure to the version of the newsletter with tr~me 

statistics, since this version would provide detailed information of the 

amount and nature of the local problem. 

Crime Prevention Dispositions and Behaviors. If, as hypothesized, 

newsletters--whether containing crime data or not--can increase the 

confidence of readers so that they can prevent crime, without increasing 

their fear level, then no effect on defensive behaviors should be expected. 
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On the other hand, increased levels of perceived area crime problems may be 

hypothesized to lead to an increase in the installation of household crime 

prevention devices. 

Evaluations of Police Service. It can be hypothesized that neighborhood 

police newsletters, whatever other effects they may have, would indicate to 

area residents a higher level of concern by police about the neighborhood, 

thus leading to a perceived improvement in police service. It is, however, 

conceivable that local crime statistics which suggest that crime is--and is 

becoming--a bigger problem than previously thought could lead to a lower 

evaluation of police service. 

Satisfaction with Area. Finally, if the police newsletters are successful 

in increasing the confidence of readers that they can avoid crime, then 

residents could be expected to become more satisfied with their neighborhood 

as a place to live. On the other hand, if the content of the crime 

statistics provokes fear, dissatisfaction with the area may result. 

Summary 

Most attempts to change crime prevention behaviors have been 

unsuccessful. Recent analys is of those efforts and others seeki ng to alter 

risk-avoidance activities has suggested that, in order to be effective, 

media campaigns have to be either very informative and relevant to the 

audience, somewhat frightening or both. A recent quasi-experimental study 

suggested that neighborhood police newsletters-- especially those that 

contain local recorded crime data--could increase desirable crime prevention 

\ 
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behaviors without notably increasing the fear of 
crime. Task forces of the 

Houston and Newark police departments 
decided to test such newsletters in 

experiments to determine if dist "b t" 
rl u lng them could accomplish the following goals: 

o !ncreas~ perceptions of area crime 
lncreaslng the fear of crime; problems without 

o Increase th 1" 
crimes; e re atlve worry about property vis-a-vis 

personal 
o Increase the attr"b t" 

to residents, as ~p~o~~~ ~~ ~~f~~~~ibility for crime prevention 

I~crease the installation of h " 
wlthout increasing the tendenc~U:~hO~tdhdcrlme prevention devices 

Wl raw from all riSks. ' 
Improve the evaluation of police services; and ' 

o 

o 

o Improve satisfaction with the area. 

The remainder of this report describes how the neighborhood police 
newsletters were published, how the 

program was evaluated and what the 
results of that evaluation were. 
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PUBLICATION OF THE NEWSLETTERS 

The planning and publication of the neighborhood police newsleters in 

Houston and Newark are summarized briefly below. 

Houston 

Planning. In March, 1983 the Houston Fear Reduction Task Force began 

planning the Houston Newsletter by collecting several examples of 

neighborhood (and, specifically, police-generated) newsletters from around 

the nation. The one that ultimately served as the principal model was 

ALERT, a publication of the Evanston (IL) Po15ce Department and its 

Residential Crime Prevention Committee (cf. Lavrakas et al., 1983). 

Commander Frank Kaminski, who was in charge of the production of the 

Evanston Newsletter, and Dr. Dennis Rosenbaum, a research psychologist at 

Northwestern University and former Director of Planning and Research at the 

Evanston Police Department both consulted with the Houston Task Force on the 

design, content and production of the Houston Newsletter. 

Questions of title, format, story content and physical size required 

sUbstantial planning time, but the biggest issues were those of the 

editorship of the newsletter and the means of production~ None of the Task 

Force members had journalistic experience, some were reluctant to write in a 

"news" style, and all were responsible for developing other parts of the 

Houston Fear Reduction Project. 

Commander Kaminski advised that the production experience in Evanston 

recommended that it be at least a half-time job, and both he and Ms. Josie 

.-:--------" ... "~'-. ... -"- " 

! 

/ 

Ochoa (a consultant from Shell Oil Co.) suggested that the Houston Police 

Department arrange for the services of an experienced editor, either from 

within or outside the ranks. Both also pointed out having the newsletter 

printed within the department might lead to frustration over schedules, in 

the event that the Ne~sletter was not viewed as a priority item relative to 

other police or city business. 

At the same time, the Houston Police Department was looking for someone 

to take responsibility for its in-house newsletter, and the position which 

was finally offered in July, 1983, was one which combined both 

responsibilities. The person selected for the editorial position was an 

officer who wished to continue patrol work while editing on a part-time 

basis; her work on the Fear Reduction newsletter was a small part of this 

already part-time effort, which left most of the work of preparation to the 

Task Force. 

It was also decided that the newsletter would be printed by the 

city government, due mainly to cost considerations. The costs were not only 

those associated with the field experiment, but also for the printing of 

other versions of the same newsletter for four other target areas in 

Houston. In total, upwards of 1,200 copies of the newsletter were needed 

each month. The decision to use the city's printing facilities was a 

cost-effective one, but was also associated with occasional delays. 

Newsletter Content. The Houston Newsletter, entitled "Community 

cPolicing Exchange," was planned to contain a mix of general and neighborhood 

news items. The general items included crime prevention and other safety 

information intended to give the reader a sense that there were 

t-' ____ >_ ___ <If ,. 
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precautionary measures which could be employed to increase personal, 

household and neighborhood security. 

Among the general items was a regular front-page column, "Community 

Comments," written by Dr. Lee P. Brown, Houston Chief of Police. This 

column ran alongside a line drawing of Chief Brown and contained information 

about the Department and/or greetings (at holiday seasons) to the 

community. A more detailed breakdown of the content of items included in 

the newsletter is presented in Table 1. A sample copy is included in 

Appendix B. 

Included among the neighborhood items was information about area 

officers, and "good news" stories about crimes that had been prevented or 

solved, or other situations that had been resolved because of efforts of the 

police and citizens in the area. Task Force members planned to solicit 

these stories from officers working the various areas and hoped, with time, 

to develop an interest among some officers in writing for the newsletter. 

Although Commander Kaminski encouraged citizen involvement in writing and 

production, this proposal was n.at feasible because of schedule demands to 

produce the newsletters as quickly as possible. 

In the Houston target area where the field experiment was to be 

conducted (the Wood Bayou neighborhood), one version of the newsletter had a 

one-page insert which contained a line drawing of the area's boundaries, a 

list of Part I crimes which had occurred in the previous month, the date of 

each crime, the location of each crime (by street and block number), and the 

time of occurrence (day, evening, or night). These statistics were compiled 
,/ 
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Table 1 

Percentage Distribution of Houston Newsletter Content 
(Based on Column Inches) 

Type of Content Percent of Content 

Good News (Successful Prevention) 8% 

Crime Prevention Advice 
8% 

I 
Personal Crime . 

29% Property Crime 21% 

Personal and Property Crime 0% 

Depart.mental Information 
12% } 

Related to Fear Reduction 
21% 

Not Related to Fear Reduction 16% 

Advice or Information 
16% } 

Related to Crime 
24% 

Not Related to Crime 12% 

Safety advice 12% 

Encouraging people to get 
involved 1% 

Offering police services to citizens 0% 

Greetings 4% 

Total 99%* 

*Does not equal 100% because of rounding. 
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by Officer Jackson. An example of such an insert is provided in Figure 1. 

The crime data that were included are shown in Table 2. 

Size and Format. The newsletter included four pages, exclusive 9f 

crime statistics, which were printed on a single 11" by 14" sheet, which was 

folded to produce four 7" x 11" pages. There were two columns per page, and 

a variety of spatial arrangements were used for stories which might occupy 

one-third or more of a single column or take two columns on the top or 

bottom half of a page. 

The title, "Community Policing Exchange," had a subheading, "Published 

by the Houston Police Officers Serving Your Neighborhood." Print was black 

on off-white stock. A variety of type sizes and styles were used for story 

headings. Stories were separated horizontally by lines. The final 

appearance was a clean, attractive one that tried to draw the reader's 

attention to items the Task Force wanted to emphasize. 

Production. The Task Force worked as a group to identify general items 

of interest, sometimes finding them in newsletters from other cities, and 

writing others from local source materials. Officers Herb Armand, Epperson, 

Jackson, Kirk and Tomlinson would write the items about their patrol 

neighborhoods, and these were then edited into a consistent style by 

Sergeant Fowler, Officer Alan Tomlinson and Ms. Mara English. 

Publication Dates. The original timetable for the evaluation of the 

newsletter called for the first newsletter to be published in June, 1983, 

with the evaluation coming in January, 1984, after the distribution of 

six issues. The start-up for the newsletter took much longer than initially 

i"~1 
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Figure 1 

Sample Recorded Crime Insert in Houston Newsletter 

REPORTED CRIME 

This attachment to your copy 01 Police 
Community Exchange is an attempt to provide 
you with information about crime in your neigh­
borhood, 1\ tells you the number and types 01 
crime that w~re reported from your area to the 
Houston Police pepartment during a recent 
two (2) month period, The purpose of providing 
this type 01 information to you, as a resident. 

DISTRICT· BUT 10C30 
Northeast Houston 
(Boundaries: N-Woodforest SoEas\ Frwy; 
E-Maxey-Federal. W-John Ralston RdJ 

LEGEND 
hundred block - btk 
6:ooa,m. to 2:59p,m. (D) 
3:oop,m. to 1 0:59p,m. (E) 
11 :OOp.m to 5:59a.m. (N) 

COMMERCIAL BURGLARY 

9/9 900 blk Maxey (D) 
9/10 11000 blk E. Frwy (D) 

aURGLARY MOTOR VEHICLE 
9/3 1 I 000 blk E. Frwy (E) 
9/16 600 blk Maxey Rd. (D) 
10/1 800 blk, Autumn Wood (N) 
10/' 8 1 , 000 blk Fleming (D) 
10/25 11000 blk E. Frwy (D) 

THEn 
9/1 
9/9 
9/1 I 
9/1~ 
9/16 
9/16 
9/21 
9/2' 
9/22 
10/1 
10n 
10/12 
10/28 

1200 blk Fleming (N) 
1000 blk Federal (D) 
11 000 blk E. Frwy (D) 
12000 blk Fleming (D) 
11000 blk Dawn Wood (D) 
11000 blk E. Frwy (D) 
11000 blk Dawn Wood (N) 
800 blk Autumn Wood (N) 
1 I 000 blk Dawn Wood (D) 
11000 blk E. Frwy (D) 
1000 blk E. Frwy (E) 
800 blk Maxey (E) 
700 blk Maxey (El 

llliRGLARY RESIDENCE 
~/19 11000 blk E. Frwy (D) 
9120 12000 blk Fleming (N) 
9129 100 blk Center Wood (El 
,0/30 12000 btk Fleming (D) 

Is to give y?u a better ideal 01 whats happening 
I~ your neIghborhood. We hope this will pro­
~de you and your neighbors with the informa­
tIon needed to take specilic crime prevention 
me~sures. Remember, "by themselves. the 
police can only react to crime' they need an 
Involved citizenry to prevent it.': 

£uT frIIEEW~y 

AGGRAVATED ROBBERY 
9/2 900 blk Maxey (D) 
9/3 1000 blk Center Wood (N) 
9/15 12000 blk Fleming (N) 
9/17 500 blk Ken Wood 
10/1 1000 blk Federal (D) 
10/11 800 blk Maxey (E) 
10/14 1000 blk Federal (D) 

ASSAULT 
9/4 500 blk. Wood Vista (E) 
10/4 12000 blk Fleming (N) 
10/3 12000 blk Fleming (N) 
10/6 BOO blk Autumn Wood (D) 
10/13 12000 blk Fleming (E) 
10/15 12000 blk Fleming (N) 
10/15 12000 btl( Fleming (N) 
10/15 12000 blk Fleming (El 

AUTO THEn 
9/1 1 2000blk Fleming (N) 
9/5 700 blkCoolwood (D) 
9/" 700 btk Coolwood (N) 
10/3 600 blk Maxey Rd. (D) 

I, 

I 

'i 
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Table 2 

"
n Progrqam Area Presented in Houston Newsletters Recorded Crime 

Issue 1 2 3 4 5 

Date Nov 1983 Dec 1983' Jan 1984 Feb 1984 March 1984 

Period 
Sept-Oct Nov-Dec Jan-Feb 6 Feb 7-23 Covered August 

(61) (37) (l6) (days) (31) (61) 

Personal 
Crimes 5 15 16 1 2 

Property 
Crimes 20 24 29 29 7 

Auto 
Theft 0 4 21 30 15 

Total 25 43 66 60 24 
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scheduled, with the first newsletter being mailed in mid-November, followed 

by issues in December, January, February and March. 

Newark 

Planning. From the start (March, 1983), it was agreed that the 

design, planning and publication of the Newark Newsletter would be the 

responsibility of the Newark Police Department. To accomplish these tasks, 

Sergeant Ernest Newby was appointed editor-in-chief; Detective William 

Caulfield served as assistant editor. They were assisted by an editorial 

board consisting of Captain Joseph Santiago, the Fear Reduction Program 

Coordinator, and Ms. Maria Cardiel los, the Assistant Coordinator. 

To familiarize themselves with the nature of their tasks, this group 

collected several examples of neighborhood newsletters from around the 

nation, including police-generated ones. As with Houston, the one that 

ultimately served as the principal model was ALERT, a publication of the 

Evanston (Il) Police Department and its Residential Crime Prevention 

Committee. Also in Newark, Commander Kaminski of the Evanston Police 

Department and Dr. Rosenbaum of Northwestern, provided consultation to the 

Newark editorial board about design, content and production. 

Newsletter Content. The newsletter was planned to contain a mix of 

general and specific local items. The general items included crime 

prevention and other safety items meant to provide the reader with a sense 

that there were precautionary measures which could be employed to increase 

personal, household, and neighborhood security. In addition, there was to 

be a regular column entitled, "From the Desk of the Police Director," which 

; ... __ Ii 

. : 

~" 



'., 

-23-

was written by Director Hubert Williams. A detailed breakdown of the 

content of the newsletter is presented in Table 3. A sample copy is 

included as Appendix C. 

As with Houston, included among the neighborhood items was information 

about area officers, and "good news" stories about crime that had been 

prevented or solved, or other situations that had been resolved because of 

efforts of the police and citizens in the area. Although Commander Kaminski 

here too encouraged citizen involvement in writing and production, this 

proposal was not feasible in Newark because of schedule demands to produce 

the newsletters as quickly as possible. 

Local area crime statistics were included in one version of the Newark 

newsletter as a one-page insert, which included a map identifying the 

boundary areas of the target neighborhood, a list of the Part I crimes which 

had occurred the previous month, the date of the crime, its approximate 

location and time of day. These statistics were compiled by Ms. 

Cardiel los. An example of such an insert is provided in Figure 2. The 

crime data included in the newsletter are shown in Table 4. 

Size and Format. The newsletter included four pages, exclusive of the 

crime statistics included in one version, and was printed on a single 11" x 

17" sheet of paper which was folded so as ta~produce four 8 1/2" x 11" 

pages. There were three columns to the page, ar!J;I a variety of spatial 
\ \ 

arrangements were used. i 

The newsletter was entitled\, "ACT 1," based on the acronym for IIAttack 
.\ 
.\~ ::.--;'1 

Crime Together," the name given to the Department1s overall fear reduction 

program. The sub-head i ng read, II Pub 1 i shed by the Newark Police Department 

! 

\ 
\ 
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Table 3 

Percentage Distribution of Newark Newsletter Content 
(Based on Column Inches) 

Type of Content Percent of 

Good News (Successful Prevention) 

Crime Prevention Advice 
Personal Crime 

Property Crime 

Personal and Property Crime 

Departmental Information 
Related to Fear Reduction 

Not Related to Fear Reduction 

Advice or Information 
Related to Crime 

Not Related to Crime 

Safety advice 

Encouraging people to get 
involved 

Offering police services to citizens 

Greetings -
Total* 

*Does not equal 100% because of rounding. 

.'--------.--.--~ -- --------""---'----

f 
Ii 

Ii 
I 

Content 

9% 

~l 15% 30% 

7% 

16% } 
22% 

6% 

10% } 11% 
1% 

6% 

17% 

2% 

2% 

99%* 
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Figure 2 

Sample Recorded Crime Insert in Newark Newsletter 

, .. 
i t ~p", AVE. 

.. / 
L~"IG.M AY~ .. 

t I 
wi 
I 
o 

",NGI&. Ava JI 
..... A.01NGa ....... t C 

I J. • B . 
I!. 

~ • -,. 
I eo 

To al' Newark residents who 
have followed in our effort to 
study crime in your area. we 
would like to extend our thanks. 
As in the past. we present you 
with data reflective of your 
neighborhood. Listed herein 
is the crime type, date, and 
location of occurrence. 

• One more bit of informa­
tion which might be of inter­
est to you is that this month 
evening activity represents 
66.7' of committed crimes. 
So please be aware of all 
that happens around you -
at all times - and follow 
our crime prevention tips 
even more stringently dur­
ing the evening hours!! 

Join with us and Attack 
Crime Together!! 

'" i fO..rCI- ,,""1£ 

= l,'-&''1.'" ,..vl. • t-

..,I'.IIAMIC, AVI ;.' ~ 

PoMONA AVE J 

Time Period: December 15 - January IS 

ARSON 
12/25 Stengel Ave., btn 

Porter Pl./Eliza­
beth Ave. 

BURGLARY 
Commercial 
12/19 Bergen St., btn Le­

,hi gh/lyons 
115 Lehigh Ave., btn Hun­

terdon/Elizabeth 
Residential 
12/19 Shepard Ave., btn Os­

borne/Bergen 
12/22 Mapes Ave •• btn Os­

borne/Bergen 
12/24 Lehigh Ave.,btn Park­

view/Bergen 
12/25 Mapes Ave., btn Hun­

terdon/Elizabeth 
12/27 Lyons Ave •• btn Os­

borne/Parkv1ew 

ROBBERY 
12/22 cor. Hunterdon/Shep-

arcS 

7 

THEFT 
12/21 

1/12 

1/13 

(Pers.) 
Pomona Ave •• btn 
Bergen/Elizabeth 
Bergen St., btn Le­
high/lyons 
Bergen St., btn Le­
high/lyons 

THEFT OF AUTO 
12/25 

12/26 

12/31 

1/9 

1/13 

1/13 

tor. Elizabeth/Mape~ 
Ave. 
Bergen St •• btn Le­
high/Lyons 
Pomona Ave •• btn Ber 
gen/EHzabeth 
Lehigh Ave •• btn Hur 
terdon/Elizabeth 
Parkview Tr., btn 
Harding/Lyons 
Bergen St., btn le­
high/Lyons 

TOTAL INCIDENTS 18 

'<" .;.."".:;::;::!.::.~ .. _, .. ."..: ___ ---:-~::=._-=-:.~ ___ "'''''' __ . __ '_''''~ __ • __ ""'""'"_"" .... _.,.,. _____ .... ,-.. ,~._*__,_' ... ......_._.~t_._ ... ··.'_· 
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Issue 

Date 

Period 
Covered 
(days) 

Personal 
Crimes 

Property 
Crimes 

Auto 
Theft 

Total 
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Table 4 

Recorded Crime in Program Area Presented in Newark Newsletters 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Oct 1983 Nov 1983 Dec 1983 Jan 1984 Feb 1984 March 1984 

Aug 15- Sept 15- Oct 15- Nov 15- Dec 15- Jan 16-
Sept 14 Oct 14 Nov 14 Dec 14 Jan 15 Feb 14 

(31) (30) (31) ( 30) (32) (30) 

13 9 7 2 1 6 

6 9 9 5 10 16 

9 7 5 6 6 5 

28 25 21 13 17 27 
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and Neighborhood Residents." Print was black on light blue stock. A 

variety of type sizes and styles were used for story headings and graphics 

were utilized wherever possible. For example, the Director's column ran 

along with a photo of Director Williams. 

Production. The editor, Sergeant Newby, was responsible for locating 

general items of interest, sometimes finding them in newsletters from other 

cities, and writing others from local source materials. In addition, 

information was provided by Lieutenant Jack Yablonski of the Newark Crime 

Prevention Bureau, Captain Charles Knox of the South District, Sergeant 

Kenneth Williams of the Police Community Service Center, members of the 

Crime Analysis Bureau, and other members of the Department with 

suggest ions. 

Materials were to be submitted to the editor by the first of each 

month. The final copy was then sent to the Neighborhood Information 
, 

Services Bureau of the City of Newark for layout and typesetting. Because 

only one person worked in this capacity, ahd because several other city 

agencies were making competing requests, preparation of the newsletter often 

took several days. In addition, the graphic artist assigned to work on this 

task was not able to give it top priority; as a result other delays often 

occurred. To compensate, the editor and assistant editor assumed the 

responsibility for designing and laying out the newsletter format 

themselves. 

Another production problem concerned the supply of materials required 

for publication, which was frequently exhausted, as the printing agency was 

! , 

\ 
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unable to maintain a continuous supply from the City. As a result, the 

Police Department arranged to procure the necessary materials directly. 

Publication Dates. The first newsletter was mailed in mid-October , 
1983. Thereafter, newsletters were mailed mid-month in November, December 

(of 1983), January, February, and March of 1984. 

Summary 

Neighborhood police newsletters were produced and ~istributed by both 

the Houston and the Newark police departments. The Houston newsletter, 

entitled "Community Policing Exchange," was mailed in November and December 

of 1983 and January, Febru~ry and March of 1984. Th N k e ewar newsletter, 

"Act 1," was distributed from October 1983 through March 1984. Each 

ne~sletter contained a combination of crime prevention advice, stories about 

successful crime prevention, local neighborhood information and various 

other articles. In each city, inserts containing local crime information 

were added to a random set of newsletters. 
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EVALUATION DESIGN AND METHODOLOGY 

Introduction 

The evaluation was designed to measure the effect of distributing two 

types of police community newsletters to selected households and, after this 

distribution had continued for six months, interviewin~ one representative 

from each household sent newsletters--as well as from househol ds sent no 

newsletters. This is not, therefore, a test of the effects of the 

newsletters themselves, since not all persons interviewed can be expected to 

have read the newsletters sent to their homes. Such a test could only be 

possible under conditions where the newsletter was given directly to persons 

who would be closely monitored to insure that they read and condensed the 

material. A test of that type, however, would not simulate the "real world" 

conditions under which printed materials are actually distributed. The 

strength of this test, then, is that it evaluates a delivery mechanism 

which, if found effective, could be adopted easily and inexpensively. In 

both Houston and Newark, one neighborhood area was designated as the 

experimental field test site. In each area, two versions of the newsletter 

were tested. One version was the newsletter with an insert showing local 

crime statistics for the past month. The second version was the newsletter 

without the local crime statistics insert. 

In each program area, households were randomly assigned to one of three 

experimental conditions: the treatment conditions represented by each 

version of the newsletter, and the "control" condition represented by 

househo 1 ds wh i ch were not rna i1 ed the news 1 etter. Thus the eva 1 uat i on of the 
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newsletters constituted a 
"true e ' 1 Xperlment" (cf. C 

966; Cook and Campbell, 1979). ampbell and Stanley, 

To provide the best Possible 
newsletters evaluation of the effect 

, two different exper iment al of distributing 
designs were utilized. panel sample of th 

e same persons In one, a 

months after dist 'b ' 
r1 utl0n began. 

has the strength that, by 

were to be interviewed both 
before and six 

Anal ' YS1S of data provided 
1 by such a design 
Ooking at the effects 

time, the effects on the same people over 
of extraneous factors not 

can be minimized, increasing th d' assOciated with the experiment 
e eSlgn's i t 

can be further e h n ernal validity. n 
n anced using th, lis strength 

e pre-dlstribut' 
controls in the analysis 10n scores as statistical 

of the Post-distribution 
the panel members are t ' scores. However, Some of 

no re1nterviewed during the ' 
surveys. Th' Post-d1stribut1'on 1S "panel attrition" 

makes it inappropriate 
results to the population 
, of the program area as 
1S Possible that interviewing 

to generalize the 

a whole. In addition it 
persons before newsletter distr' , ' may sens it i ze 

to receive. 
those respondents to th, 1but10n begins 

e exper1mental treatment th 
e,Y are about 

In the other design c t ' 
, er a1n persons 

month were on 1 y to b ' s after distributi f e lnterviewed six 
on 0 the newsletters began. 

design avoids the p t ' This ,Eost-test only 
o entlal sensitization 

ha that the in it i al ' ve. In addit ion 't d 1nterview may 
,1 oes not have the attrit' 

panel de ' lon problem inh 
, slgn. The disadvantage of sUch·· erent in the 
1S t a post-test only d ' 

no Possible to use the eSlgn is that it 
an ., pre-distribution scores 

alys1s of the post-d' t' , as controls for the 
1S r1butlon Scores. 

_____ • __ ~_L ___ . 
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Selection of Program Areas 

A multi-stage selection process was used to ensure that the fear 

reduction programs were implemented in comparable areas--and in areas 

appropriate to the theories being tested. In each city, members and staff 

of the police department were asked to identify areas containing both 

residential and non-residential units, which demonstrated conditions of 

social disorder and physical deterioration sufficient to be expected to be 

associated with the fear of crime but not so exaggerated as to be beyond 

effect within a one-year evaluation. Data for the areas identified were 

compiled from the block statistics contained in the 1980 Census of 

Population and Housing concerning: 

- population, 
- number.of occupied units, 
- ethnic composition, 
- median housing value, 
- occupancy rate, 
_ percentage of owner-occupied units, 
_ average number of persons per occupied unit, 
_ percentage of inhabitants over the age of 65, and 

percentag.e of inhabitants under the age of 18. 

Cluster analyses were performed on these data to determine the set of 

five noncontiguous areas which were most closely matched on the dimensions 

examined. These five areas were then randomly assigned to receive certain 

types of programs or, in the case of the comparison area, to receive no new 

programs. Any changes discerned in this comparison area, then, could be 

taken as representative of prevailing trends in the city during the 

implementation period. 

\\ 
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Demographic data from the 1980 Census concerning the two program areas 
South Distr ict 2 (S 2) , , - in Newark and Wood Bayou in H ouston are presented in 
Table 5 below. 

TABLE 5 

Demographic Data for Newsletter Program Areas 

thnlclt 
Population HousinQ Units 

e Occupied Units 

Area X X S I. Be~o~ 65 =nc 
X 

Total Black White 
panlsh SinglE 

Person X 
Ori!!in 18 above Total 

X Per Owner 
Newark 

. Famil Occupied Unit Total Occupied 

prc~~:i Area 4155 95 3 1 32 5 1451 16 97 3.0 1408 29 
Houston prCr- Area 7700 36 45 Wood BallOU) 15 29 3 38B6 51 79 2.5 3070 30 

Source: 1980 Census 

The program area in Houston was the Wood Bayou neighborhood in the 
northeast part of the city. The area had an approximate population of 7,700 
residents in 3,886 dwelling units (according to the 1980 census) within 
about one square mile of space. The area was racially heterogeneous with 45 
percent white, 36 percent black , 15 percent Hispanic and 4 percent Asian 
residents. 

The program area' N 1n ewark was a neighborhood (S2) l' n the southeast part 
of the city. Based on the 1980 census, the area had a resident population 
of approximately 4155 persons living . 1 ln 451 dwelling units. As of 1980, 95 
percent of the population was black. 
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Survey Procedures 

Areal Listing and Household Selection. Once program and comparison areas 

were selected, Police Foundation staff employed updated 1980 census block 

maps to compile the sample frames for both the residential and 

non-res ident i al 

samples. Area survey supervisors conducted an areal listing, walking the 

streets, block by block, and recording all addresses within the defined 

boundaries on Listing Sheets. After being put onto computer-readable tape, 

these listings were subdivided into two sub-lists, one for residences and 

one for non-residential establishments such as businesses, churches, offices 

and other such places. Each address on both lists was assigned an 

identification number. Selection of sample addresses was accomplished by 

dividing the universe (the number of addresses listed) by the desired sample 

size to arrive at a sampling interval. Starting with a random 

identificiatoin number and selecting every Nth case (where N was equal to 

the sampling interval), this procedure was used to produce a random sample 

of addresses in the program and comparison areas. 

Respondent Selection Within The Household. Once the samples of addresses 

were selected, the final step was the selection of a respondent ,within each 

household. This selection was accomplished during the first visit of an 

interviewer by listing all household members who were 19 years of age or 

older and assigning them numbers, starting with the oldest male to the 

youngest female. The interviewer then referred to a random selection table 

assigned to that household to determine who should be the respondent. No 
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substitution was permitted for the 
selected respondent. (Th' 

1S is a standard "Kish-table" selection procedure.) 

For the panel sample in Wave 2 
, the plan was to contact and interView the same respondent from WI' 

ave ,w1thout any substitution. Since the 
newsletters were mailed to selected 

respondents no 

procedure used 

sample. 

addresses rather than designated 
trac~ing of panel respondents was done. 

in Wave 1 were followed in selecting 
The same selection 

the post-test only 

Supervisor/Interviewer Trainina Th 't ' 
_. e 1n erVlew operations for Wave 1 

began with the hiri f ' 
ng 0 SuperVlsors, Who wey'e given a two day tr ' , 

' - a1nlng sesS10n, followed by the recrUitment and 
After general advertising for int ' 

hiring process for interviewers. 

erv1ewers, several orientation sessions 
were held for screening and selection purposes. 

The selected interviewers were then invited to a three day training 
session, after passing a police 

record check to which they had agreed as 
part of the hiring process. The 

final hiring decisions were made by the Pol' F ' 
. lce oundat10n's Survey Director 

and the field Supervisors after the tra,'nl'ng 

The intervi ewers' tra" , 
session. 

\. 1n1 ng 1n each city was conducted 
Director with the aSSistance of the by the Survey 

Project Director, a trainer and the site Supervfsor. Prio t t 
r 0 a tending the training sessions, an Inter . 

T ' , V1ewer 
ra1n1ng Manual was sent to each interviewer. 

This manual was designed as a 
programmed learning text with questions whl'ch 

i ntervi ewers were to th answer as ey reviewed each section The t ' , 
, • raln1ng agenda included general 
lntroductory remarks (including background on the study and 

the Foundation 

i ' 
L 
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selection; a complete review of the questionnaire with special attention to 

the victimization series; a practice review session; and role-playing 

sessions. 

Contacting Sampled Households. About one week before interviewing began, 

an advance letter from the Mayor of each city was mailed to the selected 

households and establishments. The letter, addressed to "resident," or 

"owner" informed them of the main objectives of the research effort in an 

attempt to give credibility to the study and encourage cooperation with it. 

The Wave 1 interviewing began on June 3, 1983 and was completed on 

September 20, 1983, after which the police departments started the 

implementation of the programs. The post implementation survey (Wave 2) 

began on March 15, 1984 and continued until April 27, 1984. 

All interviewing was conducted in person. Telephone contacts were 

made only after an initial household visit had been made, in order to 

arrange an appointment for an in-person interview with the selected 

respondent. 

Call-Back Procedures. Interviewers made a minimum of five attempts to 

complete an in-person interview. In some cases (9 percent) interviewers 

made more than five attempts to complete an interview with the selected 

respondent. Each attempt was recorded on a Call Record Sheet. The attempts 

were made at different times of the day and different days of the week to 

maximize the chances of finding the respondent at home. About 70 percent of 

the interviews were completed on the first and second visits. 

! 
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A Non-InterView Report (NIR) was completed for each selected household 

in which an interview could not be completed. The supervisor reviewed each 

NIR to decide whether or not the case should be reassigned to another 

interviewer for conversion. Most refusal cases were reassigned and 

interviewers were Successful in converting nearly 40 percent of the initial 

refusals to completed interviews. 

In-Field Editing. Completed questionnaires were returned to the 

supervisor on a daily basis. The supervisor and her clerical staff were 

then responsible for the field editing of all completed questionnaires. 

This process enabled the supervisor to provide the interviewers with 

feedback concerning their performance and insure that they did not repeat 

the errors they had previously committed. It also permitted retrieval of 

missing information before sending the cases to the home office. 

Validation. Validation procedures were designed to insure that 30 percent 

of the respondents were recontacted to verify that the interview was indeed 

completed with the selected respondent. The validation process also helped 

to provide feedback about the interviewer's work. Thirty percent of each 

interviewer's work was randomly chosen for validation as they were received 

by the site office. Validations were completed either by telephone or 
in-person. 

If one of an interviewer's completed questionnaires could not be 

validated, the supervisor conducted a 100 percent validation of that 
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interviewer'S work. Cases that failed validation were either reassigned or 

dropped from the data base. 

Towards the end of the field work period for Wave 1, the interview~rs' 

hourly basis to a "per completed" basis. mode of payment was changed from an 

t validation of completed The validation was then changed to 100 percen 

Even thou,gh this was more costly, it was felt that such interviews. 

necessary because of the increased reward provided for validations were 

To further guarantee reliability, these validations completed interviews. 

were conducted from the home office by telephone. Cases in which the 

longer working and cases without telephone numbers telephone number was no 

f l'n-person validation. The per completed were sent back to the field or 

"
nterv,'ewers was continued for the Wave 2 survey; the mode of payment for 

t 33 percent after the initial five completed validation rate was kepta 

"
nterv,'ewer had been successfully validated. interviews for each 

Houston Samples 

f th ogram area in Houston Sample Size. The residential listing 0 e pr 

't A random sample of 1430 of these produced a total of 2662 housing un, s. 

"
n the pre-test survey which was conducted units was selected for inclusion 

d lt (19 years of age or older) was in July and August of 1983. One a u 

randomly selected to be interviewed in each household. 

The panel sample was selected from the list of 767 Panel Sample. 

"
ntervl'ew was completed during the pre-test. As househo 1 ds in W1 i ch an 

249 of the households was randomly selected shown in Table 6, a sample of 

ex' perimental conditions in W1ich one third of the and assigned to the three 
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households were mailed five monthly issues of the version of the newsletter 

with the crime statistics insert; one third were mailed five monthly issues 

of the version without crime statistics insert; and one third were not 

mailed the newsletter. 

Post-Test Only Sample. The 1,232 household units which remained after 

the pre-test sample was selected served as the sampling frame for the 

post-test only sample. A sample of 411 of these households was then 

selected and randomly assigned to the three experimental conditions with 137 

households in each condition. The distribution of households by 

experimental condition is shown in Table 6. 

Survey Results. The Wave 2 interviews for the panel and post-test only 

samples were conducted in March and April of 1984. The survey results are 

presented separately for the panel and post-test only samples in Table 6. 

As the table shows, a total of 127 of the 249 respondents selected from the 

pre-test to be part of a panel sample were successfully reinterviewed, an 

overall panel response rate of 70.9 percent. The remaining 122 cases did 

not yield completed interviews, mainly due to vacant dwelling units. This 

relatively high vacancy rate was not unexpected; the 1980 Census showed a 21 

percent vacancy rate in the program area and, according to local newspaper 

reports, had increased by the time interviewing occurred. In addition, 

Hurricane Al icia, which hit th(l~ Houston area in August, 1983, caused many 
\' 

Ii 
residents of the program area to vacate their homes. 

Table 7 presents the panel completion rates for the total sample and 

various subgroups. The table shows that 51 percent of the designated panel 
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Condition 

Newsletter 
with Statistics 

I 

Newsletter 
without Statistics 

No Newsletter 

Total 

Condition 

Newsletter 
with Statistics 

Newsletter 
without Statistics 

No Newsletter 

Total 

Table 6 

Neighborhood Police Newsletter Experiment Response Rates: Houston 

Panel Sample 
(Numbers in Parentheses are Percentages of Sample Size) 

Respon-
Total Sample Completed dent Maximum 
Units Size 1 Interviews Refusals Vacant Moved Calls 

255 83 43 3 24 2 2 
( 51.8%) (3.6%) (28.9%) (2.4%) (2.4%) 

256 83 42 4 18 3 3 
(50.6%) (4.8%) (21. 7%) (3.6%) (3.6%) 

256 83 42 2 23 0 2 
(50.6%) (2.4%) (27.7%) (0.0%) (2.4%) 

767 249 127 9 65 5 7 
(51.0%) (3.6%) (26.1%) (2.0%) (2.8%) 

Post-Test Only Sample 
(Numbers in Parentheses are Percentages of Sample Size) 

Total Sample Completed Maximum 
Other 2 Units Size 1 Interviews Refusals Vacant Calls 

411 137 62 3 53 11 8 
(45.4%) (2.2%) (38.7%) (8.0%) (5.8%) 

410 137 58 4 54 9 12 
(42.3%) J2.9%) J39.4%) (6.6%) (8.8%) 

411 137 69 8 38 10 12 
(50.4%) (5.8%) (27.8%) (7.3%) (8.6%) 

1232 411 189 15 145 30 32 
(46.0%) (3.6%) (38.3%) (7.3%) _(23.4%>-

t'anel 

Other 2 
Response 
Rate 3 

9 75.4% 
(10.8%) 

13 67.7% 
(14.6%) 

14 70.0% 
(16.9%) 

30 70.9% 
(14.5%) 

Post-Test 
ResP04'se 
Rate 

73.8% 

69.9% 

70.4% 

71.1% 

1. The sample size was based on the assumption that the survey operations would produce completion rates of 
66 percent for the panel sample and 55 percent for the post-test only sample. 

2. "Other" includes the number of respondents who were in hospital. ill. on vacation. or had a language problem. 
plus completed interviews which were invalidated during quality control checks and those cases in which the pre­
test and post-test interviews could not be matched. 

3. "Panel Response Rate" equals Number Completed + (Sample Size - (Number Vacant + Number Respondent Moved». 
Ineligible) . 

4. "Post-Test Response Rate" equals Number Completed + (Sample Size - Number Vacant). 
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Table 7 

Panel Completion Rates of Ne\l\'sletter Samples: Houston 

Overa 11 (N::249) 

Race 

Sex 

Age 

Blacks (N=132) 
Whites (N=58) 
Hispanics (N=42) 
Asian/Pacific Islander (N=11) 
American Indian (N=1) 
Other Undetermined (N=5) 

Males (N=116) 
Females (N=133) 

LT 25 years (N=42) 
25-49 years (N=178) 
GT 49 years (N=29) 

Years of Residence 
LT 3 years (N=159) 
3-5 years (N=53) 
6-9 years (N=26) 
GT 9 years (N=11) 

Educat ion 
Elementary School (N=13) 
Some High School (N=44) 
High School Graduate (N=109) 
Some College (N=52) 
College Graduate (N=28) 

Household Income 
LT $5,000 (N=15) 
$5,000-$10,000 (N=19) 
$10,000-$15,000 (N=37) 
$15.000-$20,000 (N=39) 
$20,000-$25,000 (N=47) 
$25,000-$30,000 (N=20) 
Over $30,000 (N=48) 

% Completed* 

51% 

55% 
38% 
52% 
73% 

100% 
40% 

56% 
47% 

43% 
51% 
66% 

46% 
55% 
58% 
91% 

46% 
50% 
52% 
54% 
46% 

67% 
52% 
51% 
49% 
45% 
50% 
65% 

Respondent's English (Interviewer judgment) 
Good (N=222) 51% 
Fair or Poor (N=17) . 59% 
Interview in Spanish (N=8) 25% 

Respondent's Cooperativeness (Interviewer judgment) 
Very (N=196) 53% 
Fairly or Not Very (N=51) 43% 

* Percent of those persons interviewed during the summer of 1983 
who were success fully rei ntervi ewed duri ng the. spri n9 of 1984. 

Ns in parentheses represent the number of respondents interviewed 
during the pre-test, in the summer of 1983. 
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sample was reinterviewed at Wave 2. Examination of completion rates by 

subgroup shows that certain differential attrition occurred. Blacks and 

Hispanics, for example, were more likely to be reinterviewed than were 

whites. Females were reinterviewed at a somewhat higher rate than males. 

The older a respondent, the more likely it was that a reinterview occurred. 

Years of residence was inversely related to panel attrition, with short term 

residents least likely to be reinterviewed. A curvilinear relationship 

between household income and attrition was found, with respondents from low 

income households and high income households the most likely to be 
reinterviewE!d. 

To better understand the consequences of the panel attrition, Appendix 0 

presents comparisons of mean scores of selected variables for those persons 

who were successfully reinterviewed at both waves compared to those who 

could not be reinterviewed at Wave 2. The results show that of 21 

comparisons, ~ showed differences that were statistically Significant. 

Thus, the panel attrition did not appear to produce substantially different 

responses to the principal outcome measures under study. 

The post-test only sample yielded results similar to those in the panel 

sample; 189 of the 411 persons in the sample provided completed interviews, 

a response rate of 71.1 percent. The remaining 222 cases did not yield 

interviews, due mainly to vacant dwelling units. 

Table 8 presents selected demographic characteristics of both types of 

samples. The results show that the respondents in the panel samples had 
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Table 8 

Demographic Characteristics of Newsletter Samples: Houston 

Panel Post-Only 
Samples Samples 
N (%) N (%) 

Sex 
Males 65 (51. 2) 102 (54.0) 
Females 62 (48.8) 87 (46.0) 

Race 
Bl acks 73 (57.5) 91 (48.4) 
Whites 22 (17.3) 54 (28.7) 
Hispanics 22 (17.3) 37 (19.7) 
Asian/Pacific Islander 9 (7.1) 4 (2.1) 
American Indi an 1 (0.8) 0 (0.0) 
Other Undetermined 0 (0.0) 2 ( 1.1) 

Average Age 36.5 35.0 

Education 
Elementary School 3 (2.4) 14 (7.4) 
Some High School 18 (14.2) 40 (21.2) 
High School Graduate 68 (53.5) 74 (39.2) 
Some Co 11 ege 26 (20.5) 36 (19.0) 
College Graduate 12 (9.4) 25 (13.3) 

Own or Rent Home 
Own 39 (30.7) 42 (22.2) 
Rent 88 (69.3) 147 (77.8) 
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notably higher proportions of blacks and owners and were somewhat older than 

those in the post-only samples. Based on the characteristics examined, no 

differences across experimental conditions were statistically signifi~ant. 

Appendix C presents more complete breakdowns across conditions. 

Newark Samples 

Sample Sizes. The residential listing of the program area in Newark 

produced 1194 housing units. A sample of 756 units was randomly selected 

from those units for the pre-test survey which was conducted in July and 

August of 1983. In each of the selected households a respondent was 

randomly selected from a list of adults (19 years of age or older) living in 

the household at the time of the survey. 

Panel Sample. The panel sample was selected from the list of 543 

households in which an interview was completed during the pre-test. A total 

of 198 of the households were randomly selected and assigned to the three 

experimental conditions. As Table 9 shows, one third of the households were 

mailed six monthly issues of the version of the newsletter with crime 

statistics insert; one third were mailed six monthly issues of the version 

of the newsletter without crime statistics; and, one third were not mailed 

the newsletter. 

Post-Test Only Sample. A sample of 303 housing units was selected from 

the 438 units that were left after the selection of the pre-t~st sample in 

1983. As in the pre-test sample, these households were then randomly 

assjgned to the three experimental condit ions. ji 
I) 
v 
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Condition Total 

Newsletter 181 
with Statistics 

Newsletter 181 
without Statistics 

181 
No Newsletter 

543 
Total 

Condition Total 

Newsletter 146 
with Statistics 

Newsletter 146 
without Statistics 

146 
No News 1 etter 

438 
Total 

.. 
b 

Table 9 

Neighborhood Police Newsletter Experiment Response Rates: Newark 

Panel Sample 
(Numbers in Parentheses are Percentages of Sample Size) 

Respon 
Samplr Completed dent Maximum Ineligible, 
Size Interviews Refusals Vacant Moved Calls Dupl icates 

66 34 5 2 11 6 0 
(51.5%) (7.6%) (3.0%) (16.7%) (9.1%) (0.0%) 

66 44 3 2 11 3 0 
(66.7%) (4.5%) (3.0%) (16.7%) (4.5%) (0.0%) 

66 39 3 1 6 4 1 
(59.1%) (4.5%) (1.5% (9.1%) (6.1%) ( 1.5%) 

198 117 11 5 28 13 1 
(59.1%) (5.6%) (2.5%) (14.1%) (6.6%) (0.5%) 

Post-Test Only Sample 
(Numbers in Parentheses are Percentages of Sample Size) 

ueslred 
Sampli Completed Maximum Ineligible, 
Size Interviews Refusals Vacant Calls Du,,-l icates Other2 

101 58 15 0 9 0 6 
(57.4%) (14.8%) (0.0%) (8.9%) (0.0%) (5.9%) 

101 67 8 9 11 0 6 
(66.3%) (7.9%) (8.9%) (10.9%) (0.0%) (5.9%) 

101 56 11 17 13 1 3 
(55.4%) J1O.9%) (13.9%) (12.9%t (1.0%) (3.0%) 

303 181 32 41 33 1 15 
(59.7%) (l0.6%) (13.5%) (10.9%) (O.3%) (4.9%) 

The sample size was based on the assumption that the survey operations would produce completion rates of 
66 percent for the panel sample and 75 percent for the post-test only sample. 

Other2 

8 
(12.1%) 

3 
(4.5%1 

12 
(18.2%) 

23 
(11.6%1 

Post-Test 
Response 
Rate4 

67.4% 

72.8% 

67.5% 

69.3% 

"Other" includes the number of respondents who were in hospital, ill, on vacat ion, or had a 1 anguage problem, 
plus completed interviews which were invalidated during quality control checks and those cases in which the pre­
test and post-test interviews could not be matched. 

"Panel Response Rate" equals NlJ1lber Completed + (Scnple Size - (Number Vacant + Number Respondent Moved Ineligible» 

"Post-Test Response Rate" equals Number Completed + (Sample Size - HlJ1lber Vacant) 

Panel 
ResP3nse 
Rate 

64.1% 

83.0% 

76.2% 

71.3% 
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Survey Results. The Wave 2 interviews for the panel and post-test only 

samples were conducted in March and April of 1984. Table 9 presents the 

survey results separately for the panel and post-test only samples. For the 

panel sample, a total of 117 of the 198 pre-test respondents were 

succesfully re-interviewed in 1984, an overall panel response rate of 71.3 

percent. The remaining 81 cases did not yield completed interviews due to 

vacant dwelling units, refusals, the pre-test respondent no longer being a 

member of the household and other reasons. 

Table 10 presents the panel completion rates for the total sample and 

various subgroups. Overall, as the table indicates, 59 percent of the 

designated panel respondents were reinterviewed in Wave 2. The completion 

rates varied considerably across subgroups, however. Females were much more 

likely to be reinterviewed than were males. Age was also related to panel 

attrition, with older persons more likely to be reinterviewed. Years of 

residence was inversely related to panel attrition, with short term 

residents least likely to be reinterviewed. 

To better understand the consequences of the panel attrition, Appendix E 

presents comparisons of mean scores of selected variables for those persons 

who were successfully reinterviewed at both waves as compared to those from 

persons who could not be reinterviewed at Wave 2. The results show that of 

21 comparisons, ~ showed differences that were statistically significant. 

Thus, the panel attrition did not appear to produce substantially different 

responses to the principal outcome measures being analyzed. 

The post-test only sample, interviews were completed in 181 of the 303 

designated households, an overall response rate of 69.3 percent. The 

principal reasons for failure to complete interviews were vacant dwelling 
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Table 10 

Panel Completion Rates of Newsletter Samples: Newark 

Overall (N=198) 

Race 
Bl acks (N=187) 
Whites (N=7) 
Other Undetermined (N=4) 

Sex 
Males (N=71) . 
Females (N=125) 

Age 
LT 25 years ( N=26) 
25-49 years (N=106) 
GT 49 years (N=63 ) 

Years of Residence 
LT 3 years (N=44) 
3-5 years (N=32) 
6-9 years (N=24) 
GT 9 years (N=95) 

Education 
Elementary School (N=23) 
Some High School (N=36) 
High School Graduate (N=76) 
Some College (N=31) 
College Graduate (N=27) 

Household Income 
LT $5,000 (N=19) 
$5,000-$10,000 (N=12) 
$10,000-$15,000 (N=17) 
$15,000-$20,000 (N=20) 
$20,000-$25,000 (N=16) 
$25,000-$30,000 (N=6) 
Over $30,000 (N=11) 

Respondent's English (Interviewer judgment) 
Good (N=165) 
Fair or Poor (N=29) 

Respondent's Cooperativeness (Interviewer judgment) 
Very (N=148) 
Fairly or Not Very (N=45) 

% Completed* 

59% 

60% 
43% 
50% 

48% 
66% 

54% 
53% 
73% 

48% 
50% 
71% 
66% 

65% 
61% 
61% 
48% 
59% 

79% 
75% 
47% 
70% 
81% 
83% 
55% 

62% 
48% 

65% 
44% 

* Percent of those persons i ntet"vi ewed duri n9 the summer of 1983 who 
were successfully reinterviewed during the spring of 1984. 

Ns in parentheses represent the number of respondents interviewed 
during the the pre-test in the summer of 1983. 
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Demographic Characteristics of Newsletter Samples: Newark 

Panel Post-Only 
Samp1 es Sampl es 
N (%) N (%) 

Sex 
34 (29.1) 52 (28.7) Males 

Females 83 (48.8) 129 (71.3) 

Race 
112 (95.7) 181(100.0) B1 acks 

Whites 3 (2.6) 0 (0.0) 
Other Undetermined 2 (1. 7) 0 (0.0) 

Average Age 46.50 42.50 

Education 
(16.2) 20 (11.0) Elementary School 19 

Some High School 22 (18.8) 47 (26.0) 
High School Graduate 39 (33.3) 69 (38.1) 
Some College 25 (21.4) 35 (19.3) 
College Graduate 12 (10.2) 10 (5.5) 

Own or Rent Home 
51 (28.2) Own 56 (47.9) 

Rent 61 (52.1) 130 (71.8) 

f 
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units and refusals. The different reasons for non-interview are presented 
in Table 9. 

Table 11 shows selected demographic characteristics of both types 

of samples. The results indicated that respondents in the panel sample were 

notably more likely to have been owners and college graduates and were 

somewhat older than those in the post-only sample. No differences across 

experimental conditions were statistically significant. Appendix H presents 

more complete breakdowns by condition. 

Measurement 

Survey questionnaires were designed to collect information about 

exposure to the program as well as to measure the effects on each of the 

dimensions on which the program was hypotheSized to have some impact. 

Appendix F contains a sample of the questionnaire. Appendix G describes in 

detail the measures used and how they were created. A brief summary of the 

measures used is presented below. 

o Recalled Program Exposure. Respondents were asked if they had: 

- Heard about a monthly newsletter published by the police 
specifically for residents of this area, and 
Seen any issues of the newsletter (after being shown a copy). 

Those persons who said they had seen a copy were asked how many issues 

had been mailed to them and how many they had looked at. 

o Perceived Accuracy of local Crime Information. To measure the 

perceived accuracy of the crime information they received, respondents were 

asked if they thought they got a "true picture" of local crime. .. } 



o Fear of Personal Victimization in Area. A composite scale was 

created combining the responses to four questions which asked about: 

- Perceived safety while in area alone, 
Whether there was a place in the area where the respondent 
was afraid to go, 
Worry about being robbed in the area, 
Worr~ about being assaulted in the area. 

o Worry About Property Crime Victimization in Area. Responses to two 

questions were combined to produce a measure of concern about local property 

crime. The questions about the respondents' levels of worry about: 

Burgl ary and 
- Auto theft 

In addition to the two scales to measure fear/worry about particular 

types of crime, respondents who recalled seeing a newsletter were asked 

whether, because of seeing it, they had become more or less worried about 

becoming a victim of crime. 

o Relative Wor\y About Property Vis-a-Vis Personal Crime. To 

measure the extent to which respondents worried more about property crime 

than about personal crime, a scale was constructed which subtracted the 

average ievel worry about personal crimes (robbery and attack) from the 

average level of worry about property crimes (burglary and theft or damage 

to automobile). High positive scores indicate much greater relative worry 

about property crime; high negative scores indicate much greater relative 

worry about personal crimes. A score of zero indicates equal worry about 

both types of crimes. 

\ 
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o Perceived Area Personal Crime Problems. To measure perceived 

personal crime in the area, responses were combined for three questions 

which asked respondents about their perceptions of the problems of: 

People be!ng attacked or beaten up by strangers in the area 
People belng robbed or having their money .purses or wallet~ taken, ' 
Perceived problem of rape or other sexual attacks. 

o Perceived Area Property Crime Problems. To measure perceived area 

property crime, responses were combined for three questions which asked 

about perceptions of the problems of: 

- Burglary in the area, 
Auto vandalism in the area and 
Auto theft in the area. 

Respondents who recalled seeing a newsletter with crime statistics were 

asked whether, because of seeing the crime information, they thought more or 

less crime was occurring in their area than they had thought before seeing 
it. 

o Perceived Increase in Area Crime. As an indicator of respondents 

perceptions of local crime trends, they were asked whether they thought that 

crime in their area had increased or decreased in the past year. 

o Perceived Increase in Area Personal Crime. To measure perceptions 

of local personal crime trends, respondents were asked to indicate the 

extent to which they thought that increasing personal crime in the area was 
a problem. 

t ' 
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o Perceived Increase in Area Property Crime. As an indicator of 

perceptions of local property crime trends, respondents were asked to 

indicate the extent to which they thought that increasing property crime in 

the area was a problem. 

o Attribution of Crime Prevention Responsibility to Residents. To 

determine the extent to which respondents were willing to take 

responsibility for crime prevention, they were asked whether they thought 

the prevention of crime was more the responsibility of residents, more the 

responsibility of the police or the responsibility of both. The higher the 

score, the more the responsibility attributed to residents. 

o Defensive Behaviors to Avoid Personal Crime. To measure the 

extent to which respondents take restrictive, defensive precautions to 

protect themselves against crime, the answers were combined for four 

questions which asked whether the respondent: 

o 

Goes out with someone else after dark in order to avoid 
crime, 
Avoids certain areas, 
Avoids certain types of people, and 
Avoids going out after dark. 

Household Crime Prevention Efforts. To measure the household 

prevention measures which had been taken, the responses to the following 

questions were combined: 

Have special locks been installed? 
Have outdoor lights been installed? 
Have timers been installed? 
Have special windows or bars been installed? 

- Do you ask a neighbor to watch home when away for a day or 
two? 
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In addition, respondents who recalled seeing a newsletter were asked 

whether, because of the newsletter, they had taken--or considered taking-­

actions to prevent crime. 

o Perceived Efficacy of Defensive Behaviors. Respondents were ,asked 

to indicate how much safer they thought they could become if they took 

defensive behaviors (such as avoiding certain places or types of people) to 
avoid crime. 

o Perceived Efficacy of Household Crime Prevention Efforts. 

Similarly, respondents were asked how much safer they thought their home 

could be made by undertaking various crime prevention efforts (such as 

installing special locks, lights or timers) to protect it against 

victimization. In addition to the two specific questions about personal and 

property crime, each respondent who recalled seeing a newsletter was asked 

whether, because of it, they were more or less confident about avoiding 

crime of any kind. 

o Evaluations of Police Service. A scale designed to indicate 
/ 

general attitudes toward police service was created by combining the 

responses to the following individual items: 

How good a job do the police in the area do at preventing 

crime? 
How good a job do the police in the area do in helping victims? 
How good a job do the police in the area do in keeping order 
the street? 

- How polite are police in the area in dealing with people? 
How helpful are police in the area in dealing with people? 
How fair are police in the area in dealing with people? 

': 
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o Satisfaction with Area. To ascertain the extent to which 

respondents were satisfied with the area in which they lived responses were 

combined for two questions which asked about: 

- Their perception of the extent to which the area had become a 
better or worse place in the past year, and 
The extent to which they were satisfied with the area as a 
place to live. 

o Assessments of Newsletters. Respondents who said they had seen 

at least one copy of the newsletter were asked "how interesting" and "how 

informative" they found it to be. In addition, respondents who said they 

recalled seeing a copy of the newsletter were asked what they found most 

informative about it, how it could be made more informative, whether they 

would like to continue receiving the newsletter and whether they would like 

to receive local recorded crime information. 

Analysis 

The effect of the experimental conditions on each dependent variable 

was tested by means of analysis of covariance, using dichotomous 

independent "treatment" variables to represent whether each respondent lived 

in a household which, according to records, was not mailed a newsletter, was 

mailed a version of the newsletter without crime statistics or was mailed a 

newsletter containing crime statistics. This analysis permitted the 

creation of adjusted mean scores at Wave 2, controlling for sex, age, 

education and race of the respondent as covariates. The use of such 

adjusted means statistically controls for differences in these 

characteristics of the treatment groups which may have existed even after 

random assignment to treatment conditions was carried out. Finally, as 
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discussed by Cohen & Cohen (1975), the Wave 1 score in the panel sample for 

each dependent variable was also used as a covariate, producing adjusted 

means which were "regressed change scores" at Wave 2. 

Analyses for both panel and post-test only samples were performed 

separately for both cities. The panel analysis has the advantage of 

stronger internal validity due to its repeated measures feature. On the 

other hand, the post-test only sample has the strength of greater external 

validity, since it does not suffer from the problems of panel attrition. 

The analyses were conducted by comparing the adjusted means of the 

three experimental conditions on a pairwise basis. Such analyses provide an 

opportunity to test the relative effectiveness of two models of media 

impact. By comparing the means of the respondents who lived in households 

sent no newsleters to those of respondents sent newsletter-s without crime 

statistics, it is possible to test the suggestion of the perceived-­

informativeness model that providing citizens with relevant crime prevention 

information can produce desirable changes in attitudes and behaviors. The 

comparison of the means of the respondents who lived in households sent no 

newsletters to the means of those sent newsletters with crime statistics 

permits a test of the suggestion of the parallel-process model that a 

combination of crime prevention information and local crime statistics-­

which, depending on its content, may be simply more information or somewhat 

fear arousing--could also produce desirable changes. Comparing the means of 

the two newsletter groups provides a test of the additional effect 

contributed by crime statistics beyond that produced by the newsletter 

alone. 
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Summary 

This evaluation examined the effects of distributing neighborhood 

police newsletters to residents of Houston and Newark. One program area in 

each city was selected; within each area residences were randomly assigned 

to receive: 

o Newsletters with crime prevention advice, informat~on about 
successful efforts to thwart crime and an additional listing of 
crimes reported in their neighborhood. 

o Newsletters exactly like those above but without the listing of 
crimes, or 

o No newsletters. 

To measure the differential effects of being assigned to these 

conditions, two research designs were utilized in each city. In the panel 

design, certain people (the panel sample) were interviewed before distri­

bution of the newsletters began and again six months later. This design has 

the advantage of allowing strong statistical controls but, because of panel 

attrition, is not representative of the area in general. In addition, it is 

possible that interviewing persons before newsletter distribution began may 

sensitize the respondents to the experimental treatment. In the post-test 

only design, certain people were interviewed only once, six months after the 

distribution began. This design avoids the potential sensitization which 

pre-testing might cause and does not suffer from pane) attrition. It 

cannot, however, use pre-test scores as statistical controls. 

Survey instruments were designed to collect information about each of 

the following: 
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o Recalled Program Exposure, 
o Perceived Accuracy of Local Crime Information, 
o Fear of Personal Victimization in Area, 
o Worry About Property Crime Victimization in Area, 
o Relative Worry About Property Vis-a-Vis Personal Crime, 
o Perceived Area Personal Crime Problems, 
o Perceived Area Property Crime Problems, 
o Perceived Increase in Area Crime, 
o Attribution of Crime Prevention Responsibility to Residents, 
o Defensive Behaviors to Avoid Personal Crime, 
o Household Crime Prevention Efforts, 
o Perceived Efficacy of Defensive Behaviors, 
o Perceived Efficacy of Household Crime Prevention Efforts, 
o Evaluation of Police Service, 
o Satisfaction with Area, and 
o Assessments of the Newsletters. 

The data collected for these measures were subjected to analysis of 

covariance, producing adjusted Wave 2 means controlling for several 

demographic factors and, for the panel sample members, the value of the 

measure at the time of the first interview. Means for each experimental 

condition were compared to each other to provide information about the 

relative support provided to two models of media impact. 



/ 

r'l ., 

,. 
~! 
it 
!i 
,'j 

11 
f( 
" l..! 
'\ 
It 
,.I 
',I 
P 
H 
'i 
,i 

'I 
;\ 
'I 
H 
~ 
;\ 
H 

~ 
!! 
~ 
'n 
~ 
:l 
" " :~ 

:\ 
l~ 
N ;.\ 

tl 

H 
11 
f'l 
I: 
I; ., 
\' 
~ ; 
f; 

) 
i , 
I , 

-57-

RESULTS 

The results of the various analyses are presented, by city, 

below. 

Recalled Program Exposure 

Tables 12 and 13 contain results from several questions asked to 

determine the extent to which respondents recall being exposed to the 

newsletter. Table 12 shows that, in Houston, between 48 amd 70 percent of 

the respondents in households send a newsletter said they had heard of such 

a newsletter; between 45 and 65 percent said they recalled seeing a 

newsletter after being shown a copy. In both cases, recalled exposure was 

highest among those who were sent recorded crime data. Only 42 and 32 

pecent of those in households sent crime information recall seeing it, in 

the panel and post-only samples respectively. The average number of issues 

which respondents said they had examined ranged from about 1.4 to 1.8. 

Between 12 and 13 percent of respondents in households 'which were not sent a 

newsletter indicated they had heard of one; between 10 and 14 percent said 

they has seen a copy* Table 13 indicates that, in Newark, between 40 and 

59 percent of those in households mailed a newsletter said they had heard of 

them; when shown a copy, between 52 and 68 percent said they remembered 

*Although it is possible that some of these respondents were, in fact, 
exposed to the newsletter, it is at least as likely that they are 
misreporting that exposure. The "demand characteristics" of the interview 
setting are such, that a sizable percentage of U.S. citizens say they see 
television advertisements for liquor and cigarettes although such 
advertising ha.s been removed from that medium for years. 
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Percent Wh~ 
Recall 
Hearing of 
Newsletter 

Panel Sample Received: 

Newsletter with 70% 
Crime Statistics (N-43) (30/43) 

Newsletter without 48% 
Crime Statistics (N=42) (20/42) 

l~ 

No Newsletter ( N=42) (5/42) 

Post-Only Sample Received: 

Newsletter with 61% 
Crime Statistics (N-62) (38/62) 

Newsletter without 52% 
Crime StatisticsJN=58t (30/58J 

No Newsletter (N=69) (~~9) 

TABLE 12 

Recalled Exposure to Newsletter 

Houston Samples 

Total Sample 
Percent Whc Percent Who Average 
Recall Recall Issues 
Seeing Seeing Recalled 
Newsletter Crime Data Hailed 

65% 42% 2.14 
(28/43) (18/43) (N=43) 

60% 17% 1.76 
( 25/42) ( 7/42) (N=42) 

(~~2) 01 .W 
(0/42) (N=42) 

61% 35% 
(1.

8h (38/62) (22/62) N=62 

45% 7% . 1.21 
(26/58) (4/58) (N"58) 

14% (4~~9) (N~~~) (l0/69) 

Average 
Issues 
Recalled 
Examin~d 

d·7~) N-43 

1.38 
(N=42) 

.Ul 
(N=42) 

d·8~) N&62 

1.44 
(N=58) 

.US 
(N=69) 

Those Who 
Recall Seeing Newsletter 

Percent Average Average 
Who Recall Issues Issues 
Seeing Recalle( Recalled 
Crime Dat~ Hailed Examined 

67% 3.41 2.70 
. (·18/27) jN=27) (N=27) 

29% 3.08 (i2.4~) ( 7/24) (N=24) N=24 

lO!:} JN~) (N~~) 

59% (3.1~) 2.22 
(22/37) N-36 (N'"37) 

15% 2.69 1.77 
(4/26) ( N=26) (N=26) 

(:~O) (.j~) N=6 (N~~~l 
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Percent Whc 
Recall 
Hearing of 
Newsletter 

Panel Sample Received: 

News 1 etter with 59% 
Crime Statistics (N=34) (20/34) 

Newsletter without 41% 
Crime Statistics (N=44) (18/44) 

No Newsletter (N=39) (~/~9) 
Post-Only Sample Received: 

Newsletter with 41% 
Crime Statistics (N=58) (24/58) 

Newsletter without 40% 
Crime Statistics (N=67) (27/67) 

No Newsletter (N=56) (1~/~6) 

j' 

',-' 

TABLE 13 

Recalled Exposure to Newsletter 

Newark Samples 

Total Sample 
percent wtlc Percent Who Average 
Recall Recall Issues 
Seeing Seeing Recall ed 
Newsletter Crime Data Mailed 

68% 35% 1.91 
(23/34) (12/34) (N=34) 

59% 7% 1.16 
(26/44) (3/44) (N=44) 

(~~~9) (O/~9) .26 
(N=39) 

52% 22% .93 
(30/58) (13/58) (N=58) 

55% 7% 1.01 
(37/67) (5/67) ( N=67) 

(1~/~6) 71 .32 
(4/56) (N=56) 

" 

Average 
Issues 
Recalled 
Examined 

1.74 
(N=34) 

1.32 
(N=44) 

.36 
(N=39t 

1.21 
(N=58) 

l.lO 
(N=67) 

.41 
(N=56) 

Those Who 
Recall Seein~ Newsletter 

Percent Who Average Average 
Recall Issues Issues 
Seeing Recalle~ Recalled 
Crime Data Mailed Examined 

44% 3.25 2.68 
(12/27) (N=27) (N=27) 

12% l3.4~) 2.23 
(3/26J N=15 (N=26'-

JO~~)_ 
2.50 2.00 
IN=4) (N=7) 

45% 2.30 2.14 
(13/29) (N=20) (N=29) 

14% 2.83 2.11 
(5/35 (N=24) ( N=35) 

(~7i2) f·5~) .1.92 
N=7 (N=12) 
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seeing one. Only 26 and 22 percent of those in households sent recorded 

crime information recall seeing it, in the panel and post-only samples 

respectively. The average number of issues examined ranged from 1.1 to 1.7. 

Between 18 and 21 percent of those in households which were not sent 

newsletters said they had seen a copy. 

Tests of Hypothesized Effects 

o Perceived Accuracy of Local Crime Information 

Table 14 presents the Wave 2 adjusted proportions of respondents in 

each condition who thought they got a IItrue picture ll of local crime. No 

differences among means in Houston were statistically significant in either 

city. In the Newark panel sample, however, the mean for those in households 

receiving newsletters without statistics was sufficiently lower than that 

for those in households sent crime statistics for the difference to be 

significant at the .05 level. 

o Fear and Worry About Crime 

As the results in Table 15 indicate, no statistically significant 

differences between adjusted Wave 2 means were found with respect to the 

scale, IIFear of Personal Victimization in Area,!! in either city. 

Table 16 indicates the results of the analyses of the scale, IIWorry 

About Property Crime Victimization in Area. 1I The only statistically 

significant finding was that, in the Houston post-only sample, the group 

sent crime statistics were more worried than were those who received no 
newsletter. 
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Site x Sample 

Houston 

Panel 

Post-Only 

Newark 

Panel 

Post-Only 
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TABLE 14 

Perceived Accuracy of Crime Information 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Newsletter Newsletter 
No Without With 

Newsletter Statistics Statistics 

.38 .61 .52 
(N=38) (N=35) (N=42) 
.40 .44 .58 

(N=68) (N=56) (N=59) 

.45 .30 .54 
(N=34) (n+33) (N=25) 
.42 .32 .41 

(N=54) (N=65) (N=56) 

Entries represent proportions who believe they get a true picture of 
local crime. 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 

Direction and Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples 

Houston Newark . 
Comparison Panel 

No Newsletter 
Post-Only Panel Post-Onl...t 

versus 
NoS> NoS> NoS< NoS< Newsletter 

without 
Statistics 

No Newsletter 
versus 

S> S> S< Newsletter S> 
with 

Statistics 

Newsletter 
without 

Statistics S< S> S>* S> 
versus 

Newsletter 
with 

Stat istics 

* < .05 
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TABLE 15 

Fear of Personal Victimization in Area 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Newsletter Newsletter 
Site x Sample No Without With 

Newsletter Statistics Statistics 

Houston 

Panel 1.53 1.55 1.52 
(N=42) (N=41) (N=43) 

Post-Only 1.52 1.55 1.62 . 
(N=69) (N=58) (N=61) 

Newark 

Panel 2.01 1. 74 1.86 
(N=39) (N=42) (N=32) 

Post-Only 1.89 1.85 1.93 
(N=56) II (N=65) (N=57) , 

,II 

Higher scores indicate higher levels of fear. 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 

Direction and Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples 

Houston Newark 

Comparison Panel Post-Only " Panel Post-OnlY 
"'No -:Newsletter 

versus 
Newsletter NoS> NoS> NoS< NoS< 

without 
Stathtics 0 

No Newsletter 
versus 

Newsletter S< S> S< S> 
with 

. Statistics 

Newsletter 
without 

Stat i st ics S< S> S> S> 
versus 

Newsletter 
with 6 

Statistics 0 
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TABLE 16 

Worry About Property Crime Victimization in Area 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Newsletter Newsletter 
Site x Sample No Without With 

Newsletter Statistics Statistics 

Houston 

Panel 2.16 2.12 2.29 
(N=42) (N=41) (N=43) 

Post-Only 1.99 2.14 2.24 
(N=69) (N=58) (N=61) 

Newark 

Panel 2.13 2.09 2.14 
(N=39) (N=41) (N=31) 

Post-Only 2.27 2.15 2.28 
(N=56) (N=65) (N=57) 

3 = Very worried 
2 = Somewhat worried 
1 = Not worried at all 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race, and for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 

Direction and Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples ,; 

Houston. Newark 
:~-,. 

Comparison Panel Post-Only Panel Post-OnlY; 
. 1{o -Wewsletter 

versus 
Newsletter NoS< NoS> NoS< NoS< 

without 
Statistics 

No Newsletter 
versus 

News 1 etter:' S> S>* S> S> 
with 

Statistics h 
\; 

Newsletter i 

without 
Statistics S> Ii S> S> S> 

versus II 
J! 

Newsletter i' 
\' 

with 
Statistics 

II 

* p < .05 

~ ___ =--____ ~~~ ____ .o;._'.....,-or:""".",:.". --' .... ..,...-~,~ __ , .••• ~" 

/. ~-'-t ~ 
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In addition, respondents who said they recalled seeing a copy of the 

newsletter were asked \tttlether, because of that newsletter, they were more or 

less worried that they might become a victim of cr.ime. As Table 17 

indicates, seven of the eight gr·oups said they had become less ~rried: The 

only signficant difference was that Houston panel respondents in households 

sent crime statistics were significantly more likely to have increased their 

level of worry because of the newsletter than were respondents who were not 

sent statistics. 

o Relative Worry About Property Vis-aVis Personal Crime 

Table 18 shows that no statisti.cally significant differences were found 

among any groups in either city. 

o Perceived Area Crime Problems 

The results in Tables 19 and 20 reveal no statistically significant 

differences among groups with respect to "Perceived Area Personal Crime 

Probl~ms" or "Perceived Area Property Crime Problems." 

To better understand the effect of distributing recorded crime data on 

percept ions of crime, respondents who recall ed receiving such informatiop 

were asked if, as a result of seeing it, they found that there was more or 

less crime than they had thought previously. The results in Table 21 

indicate that respondents;n both Houston samples indicated ~hat they though 

that crime in the area was somewhat greater than they thought before they 

received the crime data included in the newsletter. In Newark, perceptions 

of crime remained the same or increased slightly in the panel and post-only 

samples respectively. 

f 
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TABLE 17 
, 

Increase in Worry About Victimization Because of Newsletter 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 

Site x Sample 

Houston 

Panel 

Post-Only 

Newark 

Panel 

Post-Only 

3 = More worried 
2 ~ No~ifference 
1 = Less ~rried 

Type of Newsletter RecelVed 

Without Statistics With Statistics 

1.64 2.27* 
(N=20) (N=23) 
1.90 1.90 

(N=20) {N=28} 
. 

1.85 1.91 
{N=20} (N=20) 
1.97 1.84 

{N=29} (N=24) 

*p < .01 

*Wave 2 means were adj usted for sex, age, educ at i on, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 
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TABLE 18 

Relative Worry About Property Vis-a-Vis Personal Crime 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Newsletter Newsletter \\ " 

Site x Sample No Without With 
Newsletter Statistics Statistics 

Houston 

Panel .43 .43 .64 
(N=42) (N=41) (N=43) 

Post-Only .29 .39 .48 
(N=69J (N=58) (N=61) 

Newark 

Panel -.03 .27 .18 
(N=39) ( N=42) (N=32) 

Post-Only .20 .18 .22 
(N=56) (N=65) (N=57) 

+2 = Very worried about property crime, not ~rr.ied about personal crime 
o = Equal worry about both propert~ and perspna!, crime ~ . 

-2 = Very ~rried about personal Crlme, not ~rrled about property Crlme 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 

Direction and. Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples 

Houston Newark 

Comj>ar i son :Panel Post-Only Panel Post-Only 
NO Newsletter 

(I) versus 
Newsletter = NoS> NoS> NoS( 

without 
Statistics 

No Newsletter 
versus 

Newsletter S> S> (I S> s> 
with I 

Statistics ., 

. Newsletter () 

without 
Statistics S> S> S( S> 

versus 
Newsletter 

with 
Statistics 

( $ 
i 

,U 

o 

, '" 

-

o 

J C, 

J 
"', 

I 
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TABLE 19 

Perceived Area Personal Crime Problems 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Site x Sample 

Houston 

Panel 

Post-Only 

Newark 

Panel 

Post-Only 

3 = Big problem 
2 = .Some problem 
1 = No problem 

No 
Newsletter 

1.42 
(N"'41) 
1.40 

(N=69) 

1.77 
(N=38) 
1. 74 

(N=55) 

Newsletter Newsletter 
Without With 
Statistics~I Statistics 

1.49 1.38 
(N=40) (N=41) 
1.43 1.37 

(N=58) (N=61) 

1.62 1.86 
(N=42) (N=31) 
1. 76 1. 79 

(N=65) (N=57) 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education race and for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respO~dent. ' 

Direction and Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Sam~les 

Houston Newark 
Comparison Panel Post-Only Panel Post-Only No NeWSletter 
versus " 

Newsletter NoS> NoS> NoS< without NoS> 
Statistics 

'1 

No Newsletter 
versus ,;, 

Newsletter S< S< S> S> with 
Statistics 

Newsletter 
without 

Statistics S< S< S> ver~us S> 
Newsletter' 

with 
Statistics 

., 

o 

f. 
[. 

I 
} 
i 

~ 
t q 

it 
) I 

~ 
f. 
i I 
i 
I I 
i j 
i • , ' 

i 
i I 

, I 
f' 
\~ , .. 
• ' I , 
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Site x Sample 

Houston 

Panel 

Post-Only 
,-

Newark 

Panel 

Post-Only 

3 = Big problem 
2 = Some problem 
1 = No problem 
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TABLE 20 

Perceived Area Property Crime Problems 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Newsletter Newsletter 
Pro Without With 

NeVIS 1 etter Statistics Statistics 

2.04 2.07 1.99 
(N=42) (N=41) (N=43) 
I.S7 I.S9 2.01 

(N=69) (N=5S) (N=61) 

2.07 2.02 2.17 
(N=3S) (N=41) (N=32) 
2.1S 2.02 2.02 

(N=56) (N=65) ( N=57) 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for' 
panel' sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent •. , 

<',,'; 

Direction -and Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

" 

Samples 
--

Houston Newark 
" ""-

Comparison Pane'l Post-Only Panel f'bst-On11 No NeWsletter " versus ,', 

Newsletter NoS> NoS> No,S< 
" NoS< without 

Statistics 

No Newsletter 
versus 

Newsletter S< S> S> S< with 
Statistics 

Newsletter 
without 

Statistics S< 
versus 

S> S) .. 
Newsletter 

with" 
Statistics 

,) 

Ii, ,: 

I, 
! 

! J 

,) , 

\ 
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TABLE 21 

Increased Estimate of Extent of Area Crime 
Because of Crime Data Provided in Newsletter 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Crime Data) 

Site x Sample Mean 

Houston 

Panel 2.28 
(N=18) Post-Only 2.38 
(N=20) 

Newark 

Panel 2.00 
(N=9) Post-Only 2.10 

(N=13J 

3 = More than thought before seeing statistics 
2 = About the same as thought before 
1 = less than thought before 

i-:= r 

; 
f; 
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Perceived Trends in Area Crime o 
Table 22 presents Wave 2 adjusted means for the question concerning 

"Perceived Increase in Area Crime," asking whether respondents thought· that 

crime had increased, decreased or remained the same in the past year. 

Eleven of the twelve groupS indicated that they thought crime had 

increased slightly in the past year. The only statistically significant 

differences were found in the Houston panel samples, in which respondents 

who received newsletters, regardless of whether they contained crime 

statistics, perceived a greater increase in crime than did those who 

received no newsletter. 
Tables 23 and 24 present the results concerning the extent to which 

increases in personal and property crime, respectively, were perceived to be 

a problem. In nine of the twelve samples, increasing property crime was 

seen to be a bigger problem than increasing personal crime. No 

statistically significant differences were discovered acrosS groups. 

o ~ttributionof Crime Prevention Responsibility to Residents 

Table 25 pr,esents the Wave 2 adjusted means for the question which 

asked respondents whether crime prevention was more the respons;bil ity of 

residents or the police. In either out of 12 cases respondents indicated 

they thought crime prevention wa1 slightly more the responsibility of 

residents than ,of police. No statistically significant differences acrosS 

groups, however, was discovered. 

! 
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TABLE 22 

Perceived Increase in Area Crime 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Newsletter Newsletter 
Site x Sample No Without With 

Newsletter Statistics Stat istics 

Houston 

Panel 1.90 2.21 2.24 
(N=39) (N=32) (N=38) 

Post-Only 2.21 2.12 2.20 
(N=63) (N=54) ( N=57) 

Newark 

Panel 2.11 2.02 2.12 
(N=32) ( N=36) (N=28) 

Post-Only 2.22 2.31 2.13 
(N=53) (N=54) (N=54) 

Entnes lndlcate that in the past to have: • ' year, crime in the area was perceived 

3 = Increased 
2 = Remained about the same 
1 = Decreased 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for . pane,l sample members the Wave 1 sex, age, educatlon. race and, for , score of the respondent. 

Direction and Statistical S' 19nificance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples 

Houston Newark 

Comparison Panel Post-OnlY Panel Post-Only 
llo NewsTetter 

versus 
(1 

Newsletter NoS>* NoS< NoS'< NoS> 
without 

Statistics i, 

No Newsletter 
versus 

Newsletter S>* S< S> S< 
with " 

Statistics 
,-

'1, 
, 

" 
~,: 

Newsletter 
without' 

Stat i st ics S> S> ' S> S< 
versus 

Newsletter 
with 

Statistics " 
.~~ - \\ -

*p < .05 
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TABLE 23 

Perceived Increase in Area Personal Crime 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Newsletter Newsletter 
Site x Sample No Without With 

Newsletter Statistics Statistics 
, 

Houston 

Panel 1.57 1.50 1. 73 
(N=42) (N=41) (N=43) 

Post-Only 1.43 1.49 1.53 
(N=68) (N=58) (N=59) 

Newark 

Panel 1.89 1. 76 1.9~ 
(N=37) (N=40) (N=32) 

Post-Only 2.03 1.87 1.87 
(N=52) (N=61) (N=55) 

Entries indicate that increasing personal crime in the area was perceived 
to be: 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 

3 = Big problem 
2 = Some problem 
1 :: No problem 

Direction and Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples 

Houston Newark 

Comparison Panel Post-Only Panel Post-Only 
No NewsTet-fer 

versus 
Newsletter NoS< NoS> NoS< NoS< 

without 
Statistics 

No News'l etter 
versus 

Newsletter S> 
with 

S> S> S< 

Statistics 

Newsletter 
without 

Statistics S> S> S> \\ = 
vets us 

Newsletter 
with 

Statistics 

\ 

( 

1, 
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TABLE 24 

Perceived Increase in Area Property Crime 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Newsletter Newsletter Site x Sample No Without With 
Newsletter Stat istics Statistics 

Houston 

Panel 1.94 1.92 1.72 
Post-Only 

(N=41) (N=41) (N=43) 
1.84 1.85 1. 79 

(N=68) (N=58) (N=59) 
Newark 

Panel 2.01 1.82 2.10 
(N=35) (N=40) (N=29) Post-Only 2.00 1.86 1.90 
(N=52) (N=62) (N=56) 

Entries indicate increasing property crime in the area was perceived to 
be: 

3 = Big problem 
2 = Some problem 
1 = No pro~lem 

" 

*Wave 2 me~ns were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 

Direction and Statistical Significcmce of Paired Compar'isons 

Samples 

Houston' Newark 
Comparison Panel Post-OnlY Panel Post-Only -No NewsTetter 
versus 

Newsletter NoS< NoS> NoS< NoS< without 
Statistics 

No Newsletter 
versus 

Newsletter S< 
with 

S< S> S< 
Statistics 

Newsletter 
without 

,:;::: 

Statistics S< S< S> S> versus 
Newsletter . 

with 
Statistics " 

\ 

! " 
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TABLE 25 

Attribution of Crime Prevention Responsibility to Residents 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means· 

Newsletter Newsletter 
Site x Sample No Without With 

Newsletter Stat i st ics Statistics 

Houston 

Panel 2.19 2.01 2.09 
{N=42} (N=41) (N=43) 

1.97 2.04 Post-Only 2.07 
(N=61) (N=69) (N=58) 

Newark 

Panel 1.96 2.07 2.01 
(N=39) (N=39) (N=31) 

1.91 2.11 -" Post-Only 1.96 
(N=65) (N=56) (N=56) 

.l f . in the area was perceivea Entries indicate that ~he prevention 0 crlme 
to be: 

3 - More the responsibility of residents . 
2 : The responsibility of both residen~s and pollce 
1 = More the responsibility of the pollce 

. d f age education. race and, for 
*Wave 2 means werbe adJ ~~~e wav~r 1 s~~~re of the respondent. panel sample mem ers, . 

Direction and Statisti.cal Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples 

Houston Newark 

Comparison Panel Post-Only Panel Post-OnlY 
NO Newsletter 

versus 
Newsletter NoS< NoS< NoS> ~, NoS< 

without 
Statistics 

No Newsletter 
versus 

Newsletter S< S< S> S> 
with 

Stat i st ics 

Newsletter 
without 

Statistics S> S> S< S> 
versus 

Newsletter 
with 

Statistics 
'j' :" 

,~ . 

f 

\ 

, t 

I ~ 

" 

, ,~, 
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o Crime Prevention Efforts 

Table 26 presents the Wave 2 adjusted means of the scale used to 

measure the number of defensive behaviors respondents undertook in an 'effort 

to avoid personal crime. No statistically significant differences across 
groups were found. 

Table 27 shows the number of reported efforts taken to prevent crimes 

against the household. The only statistically significant difference found 

was that, in the New.ark panel sample, respondents in households sent no 

newsletter were much more likely to have said they had taken steps to 

prevent household crime than were those sent a newsletter without crime 
statistics. 

Respondents who said they recalled seeing a newsletter were asked if 

they had taken--or considered taking--steps to prevent crime because of 

having read the newsletter. Table 28 presents the Wave 2 adjusted means of 

the efforts reportedly taken; Table 29 presents the adjusted means of 

efforts reportedly considered. No statistically significant differences 

were found with respect to either measure. 

o 'perceived Efficacy of Crime Prevention Efforts 
-> 

The extent to which respondents indicated they believed that defensive 

behaviors to avoid personal crime could make them safer is shown' in Table 

30. Comparable results concerning the perceived efficacy of household crime 

prevention efforts are presented in Table 31. In allsamples, household 

crime prevention efforts were perceived to be less effective than defensive 

behaviors. No statistically significant differences were found across 

treatment groups however. 

J\';'?"" f ''''"''~~~~~_. __ '~,~""r>'~,.~"'~_ ... ,~ ....... ~., . .," .. ~,,, .... *~_,,,_,_,",~ ..... , _ ... ~", ....... _.""", 
ii. 
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TABLE 26 

Defensive Behaviors to Avoid Personal Crime 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Newsletter Newsletter 
Site x Sample No Without With 

Newsletter Statistics Statistics 

Houston 

Panel 0.59 0.55 0.54 
(N=42) (N=41) (N=43) 

Post-Only 0.52 0.54 0.56 
(N=69) (N=58) (N=61) 

Newark 

Panel 0.66 0.63 ,0.70 
(N=39) (N=42) (N=32) 

Post-Only 0.70 0.71 0.75 
(N=56) (N=65) (N=57) 

Higher scores indicate the undertaking of greater numbers of defensive 
behaviors. 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. . 

Direction and Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

:samples 
-

Houston Newark 

Comparison Panel Post-Only Panel Post-Only 
-No ~ewsl etter 

versus 
Newsletter NoS< NoS> NoS< NoS> 

without 
Statistics 

No Newsletter 
verSUS 

Newsletter S< S> ; S> S> 
with 

Statistics 
" 

Newsletter 
without '( 

Statistics s< S> S> S> 
versus -

Newsletter 
with 

Statistics " 

\ (1 

" " 

r 
I 

\ 

'Q • 

fl' 

a 

Site x Sample 

Houston 

Panel 

Post-Only 

Newark 

Panel 

Post-Only 
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TABLE 27 

Household Crime Prevention Efforts 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

No 
Newsletter Newsletter 

Newsletter 
Without With 
Statistics Statistics 

2.30 
(N=42) 

2.35 2.72 
(N=41) (N=43) 2.65 2.52 

(N=69) 2.56 
(N=58) (N=61) 

2.87 
(N=39) 

1.83 2.18 
(N=42) 

1.81 (N=32) 
(N=56) 

1.88 1.93 (N=65) (N=57) 

Higher numbers indicate 
efforts. a greater number of household crlome ° preventlon 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for s 
panel sample members the Wa 1 ex, age, education, race and for 

, ve Score of the respondent. ' 

Direction and Statistical 
Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples 

Houston Newark 
Comparison Panel Post-Only -

No Newsletter Panel Post-OnlY 
versus 

Newsletter NoS> NoS<, without NoS<* NoS> 
Statistics 

No Newsletter 
versus 

Newsletter S> S< with S< S> 
Statistics \i 

\) 

Newsletter 
without 

St&t i st ics S> S> ,versus S> S.> 
Newsletter 

with 
i-~tati st ics 

-, 

* p< .05 

,\ , 

'--, , 
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TABLE 28 

Crime Prevention Efforts Undertaken Because of Newsletter 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 

Type of 
Newsletter Received 

Site x Sample Without With 
Stat ist ics Stat ist ics 

Houston 

Panel .32 .64 
(N=20) (N=23) 

Post-Only .52 . .45 
(N=20) (N=28) 

Newark 

Panel .50 .31 
(N=20) (N=19) 

Post-Only .51 .53 
{N=32} (N=241 

Entries represent proportions who have undertaken crime prevention 
efforts 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 

::::-,\ 
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TABLE 29 

Crime Prevention Effo~ts Considered Because of Newsletter 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 

Type of 
Newsletter Received 

Site x Sample Without With 
Statistics Statistics 

Houston 

Panel .39 .45 ~ 

Post-Only 
(N=20) (N=23) 
.27 .35 

(N=20) (N=28) 
Newark 

Pane{ 
, 

~28 .38 I 
\\ (N=21) (N=18) Post-Only .37 .25 

(N=32) (N=2~) 

Enftfries represent proportions who have considered crime prevention e orts 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age education race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 Score of the resPo~dent. 

; 
, ' 

'i 



TABLE 30 

Perceived Efficacy of Defensive Behaviors 

Wave 2 .Adjusted Means* 

Newsletter Newsletter 
Site x Sample No Without With 

Newsletter Statistics Statistics 

Houston 

Panel 2.29 2.39 2.32 
(N=42) (N=41) (N=43) 

Post-Only 2.39 2.37 2.35 
(N=68) (N=58) (N=60) 

Newark I 

Panel 2.19 2.18 2.17 
(N=38) (N=38) (N=31) 

Post-OnlY 2.34 2.16 2.30 
(N=56) (N=65) (N=57) 

Entries indicate that defensive behaviors are perceived to make a person: 

3 = A lot safer, 
2 = Somewhat safer, 
1 = Not much safer at all. 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 

Direction and Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples 

Houston Newark 

Comparison Panel Post-Only Panel Post-Only 
No Newsletter . 

versus 
Newsletter NoS> NoS< NoS< , NoS< 

without 
Statistics 

~. 

No Newsletter 
versus 

Newsletter S> S< S< S< 
with 

Statistics 

Newsletter 
without 

Statistics S< S< S< S> 
versus 

Newsletter 
with ,I' 

Statistics " ~,~. 

! 

\ 

t· 

J' [) 
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TABLE 31 

Perceived Efficacy of Household Crime Prevention Efforts 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Site x Sample No 
Newsletter Newsletter 

Newsletter 
Without With 
Statistics Statistics 

Houston 

Panel 2.22 2.34 
(N=42) 2.22 

Post-Only (N=41) (N=43) 2.32 2.32 2.20 (N=69) (N=52) (N=43) 
Newark 

Panel 1.99 2.08 2.16 

I Post-Only 
(N=37) (N=40) (N=30) 2.07 
(N=55) 

2.02 2.22 
• (N=63) (N=57) 

Entries indicate that h h ld make a home: ouse 0 crime prevention efforts are perceived to 

3 = A lot safer, 
2 = Somewhat safer, 
1 = Not much safer at all. 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted f . ' 
panel sample members, the wav~r 1 s;~~reagoef' tehdeucatlon'drace and, for 

respon ent. 

Direction and Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples 

Houston Newark 
Comparison Panel Post-Only Panel NO NeWsletter Post-Onl v 
versus 

Newsletter NoS> = NoS> without NoS< 
Statistics 

No Newsletter 
versus 

Newsletter = S< S> with S> 
Statistics 

< 

Newsletter :' 

without 
Statistics S< S< S> versus S> 
Ne~lr> 1 et ter 

with 
Statistics 

, . • 
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Table 32 presents the results of asking respondents who recalled having 

seen a newsletter whether, because of that newsletter, they felt more or 

less confident of being able to avoid crime. All eight groups reported that 

they felt more confident; no differences across groups, however, were 

statistically significant. 

o Evaluations of Police Service 

Table 33 presents adjusted Wave 2 means for the scale, "Evaluations of 

Police Service." The only statistically significant difference was in 

Newark, where the evaluation provided by panel respondents who received 

newsletters with crime statistics was lower than that given by panel 

respondents in households sent no newsletters. 

o Satisfaction with Area 

Table 34 presents the results for all groups concerning "Satisfaction 

with the Area." As the table reveals, no statistically significant 

differences were found. 

Additional Results 

Respondents who recalli~d seeing a newsletter were asked how 

informative and interesting they found its content to be. Tables 35 and 36 

present the results. As Table 35 indicates, respond~nts in an 

conditions found the content to be bet~en usomewhat ll and "very" 

interesting. No significant differe.nces were found. Table 36 presents the 

results concerning the informativeness of the newsletters, as judged by the 

respondents. As the table shows, all groups of respond~nts found the 

r. 
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TABLE 32 

Increase in Confidence in Avoiding Crime Because of Newsletter 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 
----

Site x Sample 

--
Houston 

Panel 

Post-Only 

Newark 

Panel 

Post-Only 
L-
3 = More confident 
2 = No difference 
1 = less confident 

Type of 
Newsletter Received 

Wi thout With 
Statistics Statistics 

2.71 2.69 
(N=20) (N=23) 
2.56 2.75 

_(N=20) (N=26) 

2.56 2.34 
(N=20) (N=20) 
2.59 2.54 

-(N=30) (N=24) 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, educat ion, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 

/; 
\1 
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TABLE 33 

Evaluations of Police Service 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

Newsletter Newsletter 
Site x Sample No Without With 

Newsletter Statistics Statistics 

Houston 

Panel 3.28 3.31 3.43 
(N=41) (N=40) (N=42) 

Post-Only 3.35 3.44 3.24 
(N=69) (N=58) (N=61) 

Newark 

Panel 3.05 2.82 2.66 
(N=36) (N=39) (N=31) 

Post-Only 2.65 2.76 2.80 
(N=54) (N=64) (N=57) 

Higher scorers, indicate more favorable evaluations. 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 

Direction and Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples 

Houston Newark 
,.,' 

Comparison Panel Post-Only Panel Past-Only 
NO Newsletter 

versus 
Newsletter NoS) , NoS> NoS< NoS> 

without 
Statistics 

No Newsletter 
versus -, 

Newsletter S> S< S<* 5< 
with 

Statistics .. 

Newsletter 
without 

Statistics $> 5< S< S> 

( , 

\ 
\ 

'" 0,), 

". .' . 

-.~ --.~~-- _. ~~~~~~~----- -- -----
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Site x Sample 

Houston 

Panel 

Post-Only 

Newark 

Panel 

Post-Only 
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TABLE 34 

Satisfaction With Area 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means*' 

Newsletter 
No Without 

Newsletter Statistics 

2.56 2.51 
(N=42) (N=41) 
2.61 2.59 

(N=69) (N=58) 

2.25 2.40 
(N=39) (N=42) 
2.13 2.18 

{N=56} (N=65) 

Newsletter 
With 
Statistics 

2.46 
(N=43) 
2.57 

(N=61) 

2.23 
(N=32) 
2.11 

( N=57) 

Higher scores indicate higher levels of satisfaction. 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for 
panel sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 

Direction and Statistical Significance of Paired Comparisons 

Samples -, 
Houston Newark 

Comparison Panel Post-Only Panel Post-Only 
No Newsletter . 

versus 
Newsletter NoS< NoS< NoS> NoS> 

without 
Statistics 

. No Newsletter 
versus 

Newsletter S< S< S< S< 
with 

Statistics 

News letter 
without 

Stati st ics S< s< S< S< 
versus ,.~) 

Newsletter 
with 

Statistics 
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'TABLE 35 

Ratings of Interestingness of Newsletter 

Wave 2 Adjusted'~eans* 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 

Site x Sample Type o-'f News Jetter jiecelVed 

Without Statistics With Stat'istics 
Houston 

Panel 2.65 2.51 
(N=20) (N=23) Post-Only 2.51 2.53 
(N=20) (N=28) c. 

" 
Newark 

Panel 2.43 2.33 
(N=19) ( N=20) Post-Only 2.54 2.73 
(N=31) (N=24) 

3 = Very interesting 
2 = Somewhat interesting 
1 = Not at all interesting 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, fo.~' panel 
sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respond~nt. 

C) 

(J 

i:;-

( 

I 

----.-----i 
-87-

TABLE 36 

Ratings of Informativeness of Newsletter 

Wave 2 Adjusted Means* 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 

Site x Sample 

Houston 

Panel 

Post-Only 

Newark 

Panel 

Post-Only 

*p < .05 

3 = Very infonnat ive 
2 = Somewhat informative 
1 = Not at all informative 

Type of Newsletter Received 

Without Statistics 

2.60 
(N=20) 
2.35 

(N=20) 

2.45 
(N=18) 
2.62 

(N=30) 

With Statistics 

2.46 
(N=23) 
2.71* 
N=28) 

2.37 
(N=19) 
2.55 

(N=24) 

*Wave 2 means were adjusted for sex, age, education, race and, for panel 
sample members, the Wave 1 score of the respondent. 
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newsletter to be between "somewhat" and "very" informative. The only 

statistically significant difference was that post-only Houston respondents 

in households which were sent newsletters with recorded crime data gave a 

significantly higher rating than did those in households receiving 

newsletters without crime data. 

To provide a better understanding of respondents' reactions to the 

newsletter, those who recalled seeing a newsletter were asked what they 

found most informative about it. Summaries of the results obtained in 

Houston and Newark are provided in Tables 37 and 38 respectively. The most 

frequently mentioned response given by Houston respondents in households 

sent the newsletter with crime statistics was that crime information was the 

most informative aspect of the newsletter's content. Only one person in the 

other newsletter condition mentioned this. Table 38 indicates no such 

differences in Newark. 

Tables 39 and 40 present the suggestions made by respondents in 

households sent newsletters about how the newsletters .could be made more 

informative. No clear differences across groups emerge. 

Table 41 contains the responses to qu~stions asking whether respondents 

wanted to continue receiving the newsletter. The results indicate that from 

85 to 100 percent said they did want to continue doing so. 

Table 42 indicates how many respondents said they would like to receive 

local crime statistics--whether they had done so or not. The results 

indicate that at least 85 percent in all condit'ions said they would like 

such information. 
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TABLE 37 

Houston Responses to "What, if anything, did you find most informative 
about the newsletter?" 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 

Received Received 
Newsletter Newsletter 

, 
Comment Without With 

Statistics Statistics Total 

Crime Information 
1 23 24 (1.8%) (34.8%) (19.7%) 

Self-Protection 7 7 14 Advice (12.5%) (10 .6%) (11. 5%) 
Property Protection 9 7 16 Advice (16.1%) (10.6%) (13.1%) 
Neighborhood 1 2 3 Information ( 1.8%) (3.0%) (2.5%) 

Emergency Numbers 
8 3 11 (19.3%) (4.5%) (9.0%) 

All of It 
1 7 8 ( 1.8%) (10.6%) (6.6%) 

28 " 
. 

Other 11 39 (50.0%) _ (16.7%) (32.0%) 

Nothing/Don't 
1 4 5 Know ( 1.8%) (6.1%) (4.1%) 

Total 
56 66 122 (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) 
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TABLE 38 

Newark Responses to IIWhat, if anything, did you find most informative 
about th~ newsletter?1I 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 

Received Received 
Newsletter Newsletter 

Comment Without With 
Statistics Statistics Total 

5 5 10 
Crime Information (/8.8%) (10.0%) (9.3%) 

Self-Protection 3 3 6 
Advice (5.3%) (6.0%) (5.6%) 

Property Protection 8 9 17 
Advice, (14.0%) (18.0%) (15.9%) 

Neighborhood 2 2 4 
Information (3.5%) (4.0%) (3.7%) 

1 1 2 
Emerjlency Numbers (1.8%) (2.0%) (1. 9%) 

2 0 2 
All of It (3.5%) (0.0%) (1. 9%) 

23 18 41 
Other (40.4%) (36.0%) (38.3%) 

13 12 25 
Nothing/Don't Know (22.8%) (24.0%) (23.3%) 

57 50 107 
Total (100.0%) (100.0%) ( 100.0%) 

\ 
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TABLE 39 

Houston Responses to "How could the newsletter be made more informative?" 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 

Received Received 
Comment Newsletter Newsletter 

Without With 
Statistics Statistics Total More 

Information About 2 9 11 Crime or Criminals (4.9%) (13.6%) (10.3%) 
More Self-Protection 1 3 4 Advice (2.4%) (4.5%) (3.7%) 
More Property 1 4 5 Protection Advice (2.4%) (6.1%) (4.7%) More 
Information About 1 2 3 Police Activities (2.4%) (3.0%) (2.8%) 
More Information 2 4 6 About Area (4.9%) 

More (6.1%) (5.6%) 
Frequent/Longer/ 3 4 7 Broader Circulatior (7.3%) (6.1%) (6.5%) 

Good As 14 9 23 Is (34.1%) (13.6%) (21.5%) 

Other 8 14 22 (19.5%) (21.2%) (20.6%) , 

Don't Know 9 17 26 (22.0%) (25.8%) (24.3%) 

Total 46 66 107 (100.0%) (100.0%) (100.0%) 

-,._' ~,~-
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TABLE 40 

Newark Responses to "How could the newsletter be made more informative?" 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 

Received Received 
Newsletter Newsletter 

Comment Without With 
Statistics Statistics Total 

More 
Information About 3 4 7 
Crime or Criminals (4.8%) (7.8%) (6.1%) 

More Self-Protection 2 1 3 
Advice (3.2%) (2.0%) (2.6%) 

More Property 3 -, 2 5 
Protection Advice (i'L8%) (3.9%) (4.4%) 

More 
Information About 1 3 4 

Police Activities (1.6%) (5.9%) (3.6%) 

More Information 2 3, 5 
About Area (3.2%) (5.9%) (4.4%) 

More 
Frequent!Longer! 5 6 11 

Broader Circulatior (7.9%) (11.8%) (9.6%) 

More Resident 5 3 8 
Involvement (7.9%) (5.9%) (7.0%) 

3 6 9 
Good As Is (4.8%) (11.8%) (7.9%) 

24 14 38 
Other (38.1%) (27.5%) (33.3%) 

15 9 24 
Don't Know (23.8%) (17.6%) (21.1%) 

63 51 114 
Total (100.0%) (100.0%) ( 100.0%) 

! I . 
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TABLE 41 

Percent of Respondents Who Wanted to Continue Receiving Newsletters 

Wave 2 Unadjusted Means 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 

Site x Sample 
~""" 

Without Statistics With Statistics 
." -.. .,.. 

Houston 

Panel 100% 89% 
(N=24) (N=33) 

Post-Only 85% 100% 
\\ (N=26) (N=33) 

Newark 

Panel 92% 100% 
(N=24) (N=22) 

Post-Only 97% 97% 
(N=37) (N=29) 
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TABLE 42 

Percent of Respondents Who Want to Receive loca,' Crime Stati st ic~s 

Wave 2 Unadjusted Means 

(Respondents Who Report Seeing Newsletter) 

Type of Newsletter _Recell~ecJ 
Site x Sample I j •• Without Statistics Wi1'rh ,Stat 1 st lCS 

//1' 
!, 

Houston '.! 

Panel 85% 91% 
(N=20) (N=21) 

95% 100% Post-Only 
(N=20) (N=27) 

Newark 

Panel 91% 100% 
(N=19) ( N=l7) 

Post-OnlY 100% 92% 
(N=29) (N=24) 
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Summary 

- Perceived Program Awareness 

F~om 45 to 65 percent of the Houston respondents in households sent 
I 

news 1 e1:ters recall ed seei ng one when shown a copy. In Newark, 52 to 69 I 

percent recalled seeing one. Although five and six copies of the newsletter 

were distributed in Houston and Newark respectively, respondents reported 

looking at an average of only 1.4 to 1.8 issues in Houston and 1.1 to 1.7 

issues in Newark. Only 32 to 42 percent of Houston respondents sent 

recorded crime information recalled having seeing it; in Newark, from 22 to 

26 percent recalled it. 

~rement of Hypothesized Effects 

Although a total of 208 pairs of means were analyzed, only seven of 

those pairs proved to be sufficiently different to achieve the .05 level of 
st.tistical significance. 

In the Houston panel samples: 

o Respondents in households sent newsletters without crime 
statistics perceived a significantly greater increase in area crime 
than did respondents send no newsletters, 

o Respondents in households s~nt newsletters with crime statistics 
also perceived a sJgnificantly greater increase in area crime trhan 
did those sent no newsletter, and 

o Respondents sent newsletters with crime statistics were , 
significantly more likely to say they had increased levels of woprr'y 
about being a victim because of reading the newsletter than did 
those sent the version without such statistics. 

In the Houston post-only samples: 

o'':;'Respondents in households sent'newsletters with crime statistics 
expressed significill'ltly higher levels of WOrry about property crime 
Victimization in the area than did those sent no newsletters. 

::.; 
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)1 In the Newark panel samples: 

o Respondents in households sent newsletters without c~ime statis~~cs 
undertook significantly fewer actions to protect thelr home agalnst 
crime than did those sent no newsletter, 

o Rerpondents sent newsletters with statistics gave a significa~tly 
le;s positive evaluation of police service in the area than d1d 
those sent no newsletter, and 

o Rerpondents sent newsletters with crime statistics perceived the~~ 
lo~;al crime information to be significantlY.IOO~e accurate than dld 
those sent the newsletter without such statlst1cS. 

With such a large number of comparisons this small number of statistically 

.. k ble ,·n l·tself Furthermore, these few significant find1ngs 1S remar a . 

significant differences suggested no interpretable patterns. Such a paucity 

1 t and the absence of cons is tency among them, can 1 end, of significant resu s, ' 

no support to the hypotheses tested by this evaluation. 

o Assessments of the Newsletter. Residents who recalled examining 

newsletters indicated they found them to be interesting and informative. 

Over 85 percent of respondents in all conditions wanted to continue 

receiving the newsletters; similarly, over 85 percent in all conditions 
\' . . 

wantedlo receive local crime stat 1 St1CS. 
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SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

Introduction 

Recent research, much of it funded by the National Institute of 

Justice, has revealed that fear of crime has become a major problem in our 

society. Other research has revealed that this fear often derives from 

concern about various "signs of crimen than from direct or indirect 

experience with crime. For example, neighborhoods which suffer from such 

physical and social disorder as vandalism, loitering and public drinking or 

gambling convey the feeling of having been abandoned. As a result, law­

abiding residents and ~~rchants begin to flee. Houses and shops become 

vacant, making them vulnerable to more vandalism and social disorder. Those 

who choose to remain--or are unable to leave--look upon the streets with 

detachment, responding to the apparent lack of concern revealed by the 

neglect and disorder around them. An insidious cycle leads from fear of 

crime to crime to even more fear. 

We have known this for some time ,-but little has been done about it. 

In 1982, however, N.I.J. decided to fund evaluations of well-designed 

experiments in Houston and Newark to determine the most effective ways that 

police, working with citizens, can dismantle the cycle of fear. Through a 

competitive bidding process, the Police Foundation was awarded a grant to 

plan and conduct the evaluations of those experiments. 

In each city, task forces were assembled to determine the most 

appropriate programs to be tested, given the local circumstances. In both 

cities, the programs agreed upon included door-to-door police visits, as 
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well as pol ice community offices and newsletters. In Houston, the 

effectiveness of community organizing by police officers and a program to 

serve victims were also tested. In Newark, the police, working with other 

agencies, were to develop recreational alternatives to street corney' 

lOitering and to clean up deteriorated areas and buildings. 

All of these strategies were to be implemented under the direction of a 

fear reduction task force and evaluated by the Police Foundation using the 

most vigorous research designs possible. 

Police Community Newsletters: 
Rationale and Hypothesis 

Most media attempts to change crime prevention behaviors have been 

unsuccessful. Recent analysis of those efforts and others seeking to alter 

risk-avoidance activities has sUggested that, in order to be effective, 

media campaigns have to be either very informative and relevant to the 

audience, somewhat frightening or both. A recent quasi-experimental study 

suggested that neighborhood police newsletters-- especially those that 

contain local recorded crime data--could increase desirable crime prevention 

behaviors without notably increasing the fear of crime. Task forces of the 

Houston and Newark police departments decided to test such newsletters in 

experiments to determine if distributing them could accomplish the following 

goals: 

o Increase perceptions of area crime problems without 
increasing the fear of crime, 

o Increase the relative worry about property ver$US personal crimes, 

o Increase the attribution of responsibility for crime prevention 
to residents, as opposed to police, 
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I~crease.the in~tallation of household crime prevention devices 
wlthout lncreaslng the tendency to withdraw from all risks ' 

Improve.-,the eva 1 uat i on of po 1 ice serv ices, and 

Improve satisfaction with the area. 

The Newsletters 

, 

\~--~~~ .• ,! 

Ne i,ghborhood po 1 ice news 1 etters were produced and mail ed by both the 

Houston and the Newark police departments. The Houston newsletter, 

entitled "Community Policing Exchange," was mailed in November and December 

of 1983 and January, February and March of 1984. The Newark newsletter, 

"Act 1, II was mai led from October 1983 through March 1984. Each newsletter 

contained a combination of crime prevention advice, stbries about suc~essful 

crime prevention, local neighborhood information and various other articles. 

In each city, inserts containing local crime information were added to a 

random set of newsletters. 

The Evaluation 

This evaluation examined the effects of mailing neighborhood police 

newsletters to residents of Houston and Newark. One ~\rogram area in each 
)) 

city was selected; within each area residences were randomly assigned to 
receive: 

o Newsletters with crime prevention advice, information about 
successful efforts to thwart crime and an additional li.sting of 
crimes reported in their neighborhood, ' 

o Newsletters exactly like those above but without the listing of crimes, or ' 

o No newsletters. 
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b · assigned to these the differential effects of elng To measure . 

were ut i 1 i zed. In the .E!~e 1 des i gn , conditions, two research designs 

~ were interviewed before distribution of Certain people (the panel sample) 

This design has the began and again six months later. 
the newsletters 1 but, because of panel 

f allowing strong statistical contro s 
advantage 0 1 In addition, it is 
attrition, is not representative of the area in genera. 

possible that interviewing persons before newsletter distribution began may 

In the post-test to the experimental treatment. sens it i ze the respondents th 

interviewed only once, six months after e only design, certain people were 

Potential sensitization which This design avoids the distribution began. It 

not suffer from panel attrition. re-testing might cause and does 

p .' ";~~. statistical controls. se pre-test scores ~ .. ,_~ cannot, however, u . b t 

Were designed to collect informatlon a ou Survey instruments each of 

the following: 

o Recalled Program EXPosrre~l Crime Information, 
o Perceived ACCUraCY.Ofim~~ation in Area, 
o Fear of Personal Vlct . Victimization in Area, . 
o Worry About Property Crlme t Vis-a-Vis Personal Cnme, t' Worry About Proper y 
o Rela ~ve P sonal Crime Problems, 
o perce~ve~ ~r~: p~~perty Crime Problems, 
o PercelVe r. . Area Crime t 
o Perceived Increas~ lnp ention Responsibility to Residen s, 
o Attribution of ~rlm\ r~~oid Personal Crime, 
o Defensive Be~avlors °tion Efforts, 
o Household Crlm.~ Preven efensive Behaviors, . 
o Perceived Ef~ rcy o~ ~ousehold Crime Preventlon Efforts, o Perceived Eff\Jacy or . 
o Evaluation of Police Servlce, 

Satisfaction with Area, and 
~ As se s smen t s of the News let ters • . 

The data collected for these measures were subjected to analysls of 

2 means controlling for several covari ance, produc ing adjusted Wave 
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demographic factors and, for the panel sample members, the value of the 

measure at the time of the first interview. Means for each experimental 

condition were compared to each other to provide information about the" 

relative SUpport provided to two models of media impact. 

Summary 

Perceived Program Awareness 

From 45 to 65 percent of the Houston respondents in households sent 

newsletters recalled seeing one when shown a copy. In Newark, 52 to 69 

percent recalled seeing one. Although five and six copies of the newsletter 

were distributed in Houston and Newark respectively, respondents reported 

looking at an average of only 1.4 to 1.8 issues in Houston and 1.1 to 1.7 

issues in Newark. Only 32 to 42 percent of Houston respondents sent 

recorded crime information recalled having seen it; in Newark, from 22 to 26 
percent recalled it. 

Measurement of Hypothesized Effects 

Although a total of 208 pairs of means were analyzed, only seven of 

those pairs proved to be sufficiently different to achieve the .05 level of 

statistical sigiiificance. In the Houston panel samples: 
,'. 

o RespOndents in househOlds sent newsletters without crime 
statistics perceived a significantly greater increase in area 
crime than did respondents sent no newsletters, 

o Respondents in households sent newsletters with crime statistics 
also perceived a significantly greater increase in area crime than did those sent no newsletter, and 

o Respondents sent newsletters with crime statistics were 
significantly more 1 ikely to say they had increased levels of 
worry about being a victim because of reading the newsletter than 
did those sent the version without such statistics. 

In the Housfon post-only samples: 
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Respondents in households sent newsletters with crime statistics 
expressed significantly higher levels of worry about property 
crime victimization in the area than did those sent no 
letters. 

In the Newark panel samples: 

o 

o 

o 

Respondents in households sent newsletters without crime 
statistics undertook significantly fewer actions to protect their 
home against crime than did those sent no newsletter, 

Respondents sent newsletters with statistics gave a significantly 
less positive evaluation of police service in the area than did 
those sent no newsletter, and 

Respondents sent newsletters with crime statistics perceived their 
local crime information to be significantly more accurate than did 
those sent the newsletter without such statistics. 

Such a paucity of significant results, and the absence of consistency 

in them, can lend no support to either the perceived-informativeness model 

or the parallel-process model of media impact. 

o Assessments of the Newsletter. Residents who recalled examining 

newsletters indicated they found them to be interesting and informative. 

Over 85 percent of respondents in all conditions wanted to continue 

receiving the newsletters; similarly, over 85 percent in all conditons 

wanted to receive local crime statistics. 

Conclusions 

The Houston and Newark police community newsletters, although 

successfully implemented as planned for six months, were generally 

unsuccessful in achieving the hypothesized outcomes. There could be at 

least four possible explanations for the failure to find the expected 

results: 
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1. The measurement of program effects might have been inadequate. 

2. The program might not have operationalized the theory 
appropriately. 

3. The strength or length of implementation could have been too 
limited to allow for effects to have been achieved. 

4. The models being tested could be wrong. 

It is !1.ecessar.y to consider each of these possible explanations in 

order to put these findings in perspective. 

Measurement of program effects could have affected the results in 

several ways: the size of the samples selected co~ld have been too small to 

show significant effects, the sampling procedures could have provided biased 

results, or the measurement and analysis procedures could have been invalid. 

In all cases, these potential problems appear incapable of explaining the 

failure to support the theory. With regard to sample size, the samples 

selected, although constrained by a finite budget, were chosen in order to 

be more than adequate to allow for proper analytical techniques to be 

applied. Furthermore, although this study, as any other, would have 

benefited from larger sample sizes, the trends demonstrated by these data 

were not consistent enough to have supported the theory which prompted it, 

no matter how large the samples might have been. The sampling procedures 

were based on accepted sampling principles and were carried out with 

considerable, documented, success. Sophisticated measurement and analysis 



," ___ ~_""''''''''T>'o-,<",.u,,,,,,~ 

~ , ~', ~,<>~-,.",-~~. <'," " -. --., -,. 7:'.",:_~.,,".-.i:>::c.;-:;"_·_--:;;:·':::.:::~7':::'::-_~:':'':::::::::-:::::''::'·::!_·::'''-::::';:::::':::....-::::...~;J:.~:~:::-~~~~:;!.:.::~;::::;:~-:':::.:~~-::.:;:;"..:::-.:::::;;::::.:::::.':.:':":::::::::':::::::.:.;:::.:.::.::;:::;::t:!:!:::"~ .... ~~.:--:.::::r':;~-::::';="'":;';::;:::~n:'::;:':;:".~_.~_ .. ~"':'~;"Z...,-;;:';;';;\t::=::-.ot'~=..." 

'ii 

-104-

techniques were utilized in order to maximize the reliability and validity 

of the results. 

The second possible explanation, that the program might not have 

operationalized the models appropriately, deserves closer investigation. 

The newsletters tested were based on the same principles as, and were 

in most respects similar to, the newsletter in 'Evanston, IL, whose 

evaluation provided suggestive evidence that the delivery of newsletters 

with local crime statistics could increase crime prevention efforts without 

increasing fear. To that extent, they appear to have implemented the models 

correctly. However, the fact that the Houston and Newark newsletters failed 

to reinforce the findings in Evanston suggests that further comparisons of 

the differences in operationalization be made. 

Three aspects of the operationalization of the theory--the 

characteristics of the persons to whom the newsletters were distributed, the 

method of distribution and the selection of persons to be interviewed--may 

have contributed to the differences. In Evanston, nearly all adult 

residents had graduated from high school, the majority having also graduated 

from college; about one in four even had a masters degree. In contrast to 

this highly educated resident population, one-fourth of the respondents in 

the Houston program area had not graduated from high school and only about 

ten percent had graduated from college. Similarly, in the Newark program 

area, over one-third of the respondents were not high school graduates and 

only 14 percent had graduated from college. There is evidence to suggest 

that the more education a person has received the more likely that person is 

to acquire information by means of books and newspapers (Bogart, 1981). 
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Thus, the relatively limited education levels of the Houston and Newark 

audiences could well have affected the willingness or ability of the 

recipients to read and comprehend the newsletter--especially the relatively 

complicated recorded crime data. Such an interpretation is supported by the 

fact that recalled awareness of the newsletters was generally highest among 

Houston and Newark respondents who had gone beyond high school and lowest 

among those with less than a high school degree (See Appendix I). These 

results suggest that, in order to reach residents with limited education, 

special efforts may be necessary to make the information more readily 

understandable. Alternatively, newsletters may simply be an inappropriate 

medium for that group. 

Another difference in operationalization, the method of dissemination 

of the newsletters, is also worthy of examination. In Evanston, newsletters 

were, in most cases, hand-delivered to residents by local community groups. 

In Houston and Newark, on the other hand, copies were mailed to a randomly 

selected subset of addresses in the program area. Each of these approahces 

has advantages and disadvantages. Delivering newsletters through existing 

community groups can take advantage of existing social networks as well as 

the added credibility which association with such groups might bring, 

especially when, as in Evanston, the newsletter is co-authored by the police 

and the community groups. On the other hand, such a distribution system 

presupposes the existence of such a community organization and, therefore, 

precludes its use in neighborhoods where such organizations do not already 

exist. 
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There were also differences in the types of sampling procedures among 

the three studies which could have affected the results. In Evanston, those 

interviewed were the self-identified heads of the households. In Houston 

and Newark, those interviewed were randomly selected adult members of the 

household. Each of these approaches has benefits and costs associated with 

it. The Evanston method probably increased the chances of interviewing a 

person who had seen or read a copy of the newsletter. Such an approach, 

however, underrepresents all others in the household who do not proclaim 

themse 1 ves to be "heads. II The Houston and Newark approach, on the other 

hand, provides a good test of the general effectiveness of distributing 

newsletters to households without focusing on the effects on the most mature 

and responsible members. 

The third possible explanation for the failure to find the expected 

results is the brevity or weakness of program implementation. This appears 

to be plausible. It is not unlikely that, had the newsletters been 

distributed for a longer time, a greater level of awareness could have been 

achieved. It also must be reiterated that the evaluation was of the 

effectiveness of distributing newsletters to households, in which 

representative household members were interviewed. Such an approach has the 

advantage of being more practical than distributing newsletters to 

particular individuals, but is necessarily weaker in the effects it can 

demonstrate. 

Finally, it is clearly premature to pronounce judgment on the val idity 

of the models underlying the Houston and Newark newsletters. No conclusive 

evidence was found to support either the perceived-informativeness model or 

the parallel-process model. No clear disconfirmatory evidence was produced 

either. More research is necessary before reaching any conclusions. 
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INTRODUCTION 

THE FEAR REDUCTION PROGRAM 

The program described in this report was one of several strategies 

tested as part of a Fear Reduction Program which was carried out in Houston, 

Texas, and Newark, New Jersey, in 1983 and 1984. The police departments in 

these two cities were invited to design and implement strategies to reduce 

fear of crime. The Police Foundation with funding provided by the National 

Institute of Justice (NIJ) provided technical assistance to the departments 

during the planning phase of the program and conducted rigorous evaluations 

of the strategies which wet~e developed. NIJ also supported a dissemination 

program, in which the National Conference of Mayors, the Police Executive 

Research Forum, the National Organization of Black Law Enfot~cement 

Executives, and the National Sheriffs' Association sent representatives to 

observe the strategies in action and report on them to their members. The 

questions they asked and the written observations they shared with the 

Housto.n and Newark departments provided constructive criticism of the 

program implementation process. 

Program Objectives. The overall goal of the program was to find new ways 

to help citizens gain a realistic picture of the crime problems facing their 

neighborhoods, reduce excessive fear of crime, encourage greater positive 

police-citizen cooperation in crime prevention, spark iQcreased awareness 

among people of the steps which they could take to reduce crime, and help 

restore their confidence in the police and faith in the future of their 

communit i es. 
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In each city a numbet' of different strategies wet'e developed which 

addressed these issues. Previous research has found crime to be only. one of 

the causes of fear and declining community morale, so those strategies 

addressed a broad spectrum of issues. S f d 
orne ocuse upon reducing physical 

disorder, including trash and litter, ~bandoned buildings, graffiti, and 
detet'iorat i on. 

Others targeted social disorder, including lOitering, 

harassment, disorderly street behaVior, and violations of rules of conudct 

on mass transit. A number were designed to increase the two-way flow of 

information between citizens and the police. From the police side this 

included developing new mechanisms to gather' f . 
1n ormat10n about community 

problems often of a seemingly "nonpolice" nature, aSSisting citizens in 

organizing to address such problems, and testing new mechanisms to "spread 

the word" about community programs and the things that individual citizens 
could do to prevent crime. 

Site Selection. Houston and Newark were selected as examples of two 

different types of American cities. Houston is a relatively young city, 

with low population density and a developing mUniCipal infrastructure, while 

Newark is a mature city with high population density and no significant 

growth. Because they are so different, Some of the strategies they 

developed for the Feat' Reduction Project were unique, but most addressed the 

same underlying Pt'oblems and many were surpl'isingly similat'. The two cities' 

were also selected because of the capaCity of their police departments to 

desi gn and manage a campl ex experimental Pt'og)'am. 
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Within each city, "matched II neighborhoods were selected to serve as 

testing grounds for the strategies. Because Newark has a predominantly 

black population, five physically similar areas with a homogeneous racial 

composition were selected. The heterogeneous nature of Houston called for 

the selection of neighborhoods with a population mix more closely resembling 

that of the city as a whole. In both cities the selected areas were 

approximately one square mile in size, and physically separated from each 

other. Site selection was guided by the 1980 Census, observations of 

numerous potential sites, and extensive discussions with police crime 

analysts and district commanders in the cities. 

The Task Force Planning Process. In both cities, the program planning 

process had to design programs which met two constraints: they could be 

carried out within a one-year time limit imposed by the National Institute 

of Justice, and they could be supported entirely by the departments--there 

was no special funding available for these projects. 

The planning processes themselves took different forms in the two 

cities. In Houston, one patrol officer from each of the four participating 

police districts was assign(!d full time for two months to a planning Task 

Force, which was headed by a sergeant from the Planning and Research 

Division. A civilian member of the Planning and Research Division also 

served on the Task Force. During the planning period the group met 

regularly with staff members of the Police Foundation to discuss past 

research rel ated to the project. They al so read stud i es of the feat' of 

crime, and visited other cities to examine projects which appeared relevant 
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to fear reduction. By April, 1983, the group had formulated a set of 

strategies which they believed could be implemented effectively in Houston 

and had the potential to reduce citizen fear. 

Then, during April and May the plan was reviewed and approved by Houston's , 

Chief of Police, the department's Director of Planning and Research, by a 

panel of consultants assembled by the Police Foundation, and by the Director 

of the National Institute of Justice. 

In Newark, the Task Force included several members of the police 

department as well as representatives of the Mayor's office, the Board of 

Education, the New Jersey Administrative Office of the Courts, the Essex 

County Courts, the Newark Municipal Courts, the Essex County Probation 

Department and the Graduate School of Criminal Justice of Rutgers 

University. The gt'oup met once or twice a week for a month to discuss the 

general problems of fear, then bt'oke into several committees to consider 

specific program possibilities. In April, 1983 the committees submitted 

lists of proposed programs to the entire task force for approval. These 

programs were reviewed by the panel of consultants, assembled by the Pol ice 

Foundation and by the Director of the National Institute of Justice. 

Technical Assistance by the Police Foundation. The Police Foundation 

provided the departments with technical assistance throughout the planning 

stages of the Fear Reduction Project. Its staff assisted the departments in 

locating potentially t'elevant projects operating in other cities, 

accumulated research on fear and its causes, arranged for members of the 

Task Forces to visit other departments, and identified conSUltants who 
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assisted the departments in program planning and implementation. This 

activity was supported by the National Institute of Justice. 

Strategies Developed by the Task Force. In Houston, strategies were 

developed to foster a sense that Houston police officers were available to 

the public and cared about individual and neighborhood ,problems. Some of 

the strategies also were intended to encourage citizen involvement with the 

police and to increase participation in community affairs. The strategies 

included community organizing, door-to-door police visits, a police­

community newsletter, recontacts with crime victims~ and a police-community 

storefront office. 

The Newark strategies were directed at the exchange of information 

and the reduction of social and physical disorder. The police strategies 

included door-to-door visits, newsletters, police-community storefronts, 

and the intensified enforcement and order maintenance. In association with 

the Board of Education, recreational alternatives to street-corrt~r loitering 

were to be provided. With the cooperation of the courts system, juveniles 

were to be given community work sentences to clean up deteriorated at~eas; 

with the assistance of the municipal government, abandoned or deteriorated 

buildings were to be demolished and delivery of city services 

intensified. 

Implementation of the Strategies. Responsibility for implementing the 

strategies in Houston was given~to the planning Task Force, which then 
',\, 

consisted of a sergeant, four patr~l officers, and a civilian member of the 

department. Each of the patrol officers was directly responsible for the 
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execution of one of the strategies. They were joined by three additional 

officers; two from the Community Services Dl'Vl'sl'on were assigned to work on 
the community organizing strategy, and another was assigned to work on"the 
door-to-door contact effort. D ' Urlng the implementation period, two more 
officers were assigned to the victim t t recon ac program and another to the 
community organizing strategy. 

During the nine-to-twelve month period that the strategies were 

operational, the original Task Force members assumed total responsibility 

for implementation. They conducted much of the operational work themselves 

and coordinated the few other officers from each patrol district who were 

involved 1n program implementation. Wh '1 en lmp ementation problems required 

swift and uniqu~ solutions (a condition common during the start up period), 

the Task Force officers worked directly with the dl'strl'ct captains and/or 
with the sergeant from Planning and Research who headed the Task Force. 

This sergeant would, in turn, take direct action or work with the Director 

of Planning and Research or with one of the Deputy Chl'efs over the patrol 
districts and/or with the Assistant Chief in charge of Operations. The 

amount of responsibility placed on the task force members had some of the 

disadvantages which can exist when the traditional chain of command is 

Circumvented, but it had the advantage that Task Force members felt 

ownership of, and pride in, the program they had designed. 

In Newark, responsibility for implementing each program component was 

assigned to one or more ff' wh o lcers, 0 in turn were monitored by the program 

coordinator and his assistant. Those officers working in particular patrol 

divisions--those in th 't ~ e communl y police center and those making door-to-

" J 
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door contacts--reported formally to the division Captain and informally to 

the program coordinator, who, at the beginning of the program was still a 

Lieutenant. This somewhat ambiguous reporting structure created some' 

delays, lack of coordination and misunderstanding during the early months 

of program implementation; these problems were largely overcome with the 

cooperative efforts of the parties involved. Officers who implemented the 

other programs reported directly to the program coordinator, a system which 

worked effectively throughout the program. 

The Overall Evaluation Design. All of the strategies tested in Houston 

and Newark were to be evaluated as rigorously as possible. Two of them--the 

victim recontact program in Houston and police-community newsletters in both 

cities--were evaluated using true experiments, in which randomly selected 

groups of citizens were either contacted by the program or assigned to a 

noncontacted control group. The other strategies, including the one 

reported here, were area-wide in focus, and were evaluated using pre- and 

post-program area surveys. Surveys were also conducted in a comparison 

area, in which no new programs were implemented, in each city. 

Summary 

Recent research, much of it funded by the National Institute of 

Justice, has revealed that fear of crime has become a major problem in Our 

society. Other research has revealed that this fear often derives from 

concern about various Jlsigns of crime" than from direct or indirect 

experience with crime. For example, neighborhoods which suffer from such 
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physical and social disorder as vandalism, loitering and public drinking or 

gambling convey the feeling of having been abandoned. As a result, law­

abiding residents and merchants begin to flee. Houses and shops become 

vacant, making them vulnerable to more vandalism and social disorder. Those 

who choose to remain--or are unable to leave--look upon the streets with 

detachment, responding to the apparent lack of concern revealed by the 

neglect and disorder around them. As insidious cycle leads from fear of 

crime to even more fear. 

We have known this for some time--but little has been done about it. 

In 1982, however, N.I.J. decided to fund well-evaluated experiments in 

Houston and Newark to determine the most effective ways that police, working 

with citizens, can dismantle the cycle of fear. Through a competitive 

bidding process, the Police Foundation was awarded a grant to plan and 

conduct the evaluations of those experiments. 

In each city, task forces were assembled to determine the most 

appropriate programs to be tested, given the local circumstances. In both 

cities, the programs agreed upon included doOt"-to-door police visits, as 

well as police community offices and newsletters. In Houston, the 

effectiveness of community organizing by police officers and a program to 

serve victims were also tested. In Newark, the police, working with other 

agencies, were to develop recreational alternatives to street corner 

loitering and to clean up deteriorated areas and buildings. 

All of these strategies were to be implemented under the direction of a 

fear reduction task force and evaluated by the Police Foundation using the 

most vigorous research designs possible. 
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Community Policing Exchangg 
PUBLISHED BY THE HOUSTON POLICE ~ OFFICERS SERVING YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD 

H.P.D. reaches out 
with Community 
Newsletter 

Welcome to the first edition of the Houston Police 
~partmenrs COMMUNITY POLICING EXCHANGE. 
Pl3ase take the time to read the information assembled in 
,this newletter. Irs for your benefit This information has 
'been gathered by police officers y,,:)rking in your neigh­
borhood who want to keep ~u informed about crime 
activity occurring in your neighborhood, crime prellention 
lips, and neighborhood news. 

The purpose for providing this type infonnation is to gille 
a clearer understanding of what is going on in ~ur 
neighborhood. We hope that this infonnation will assist 
you and your neighbors in deciding if ~u should become 
more actively involved in looking out for each olhe~s well 
being. Remember by ourselves, police can only react to 
crime. we need an in'.1)lved Citizenry to prevent it. 

A community that employs crime prevention techniques, 
is alert to suspicious behavior and circumstances, and 
reports this infonnation to the police, will be a far safer 
place to lille than one that does not Alert and responsive 
citizens, who are willing to become involved, can maximize 
the efficiency and effectiveness of the police in prellenting 
crime and apprehending criminals. 

Living with 
success 

The most effectille action against crime is citizen 
action. The. police, by themselves, can onlytlalle 
limHed success in dealing with neighbomood prcr 
blems that contribute to fear. 

We are often unaware of the success stories that 
happen fNefY day \¥hen citizens confront problems 
in their neighborhocx:ts. Through this newsletter, we 
will teU \00 of these successes. 

Take a youngman IMng in the GoIfcrest neigh­
borhood. He noticed suspicious activity in a nearby 
backyard and strange comings anci goings to the 
nearby house. He suspected that drug dealing was 
going on and notifiect his local beat officef'. After 
investigation, h was found that drugs were being 
manufactured. Arrests wece made and the problem 
eliminated. 

This is but one of the success stories from neigh­
borhoods all 0tIef the tHy; Citizen action can make a 
dilferenoe. Tell us about your success story so we 
can tet oIheIs know. what has happened. Call our 
special number or drop us a line. Sergeant Sieve 
Fowler, 221-{)711 or Community POlicing Exchange, 
33 Artesian Street, HoustOn, TelGas 77002. We'll Write 
about these in each issue. 

Community 
Comments 
Lee P. Brown, Chief of Police 

Policing the community irr 
'.1)Ives selection of options 
for action in a variety of 
complex urban sHuations. 
The police must select op­
tions for action, based on 
an understanding of com­
munity priorities. It is equal­
ly important forthe police to 
clearly slate those values 
and beliefs which lay the 
foundation for priorilfset­
ling. 

Values are those standards and beliefs which 
guide the operation of the Police Department. The 
values set forth the philosophy of policing in Houston 
and the committments made by the Department to 
high standards of policing. For values to be mean­
ingful they must be widely circulated so that all 
members of the community are aware of them. De­
partment values must incorporate and reflect citizen's 
expectations, desires, and preferences. The community's 
contributions in expre-::>sing their values are S~)J;)Sequently 
tt.anifested in the Departmenfs administrative policies. 

For the Houston Police Departmen~ several vaiues need 
to be carefully reflected throughout ~s operations. These 
values are as follows: 

• Police must involve the community in all aspects 
oj policing which directly impacts the quality of 
community life. 

• The Police Department believes that it has a 
responsibility to react to criminal behavior in a 
way that emphasizes prevention and tnat is marked 
by vigorous law enforcement 

• The Police Department believes that it must. 
deliver its services in a manner that prese!Ves 
and advances democratic values. 

• The Department is committed to delivering 
police services in a manner which will best 
reinforce Itle strengths of the city's neighbort'loods. 

• The Department is commjttecj to allowing public 
input . in thec:le\lelopment of its poliCies which 
directly impacts neighborhood life. 

• The Department is committed to understanding 
neighborhood crime problems from the commurr 
ity's pe!'Spectille and collaborate with the commurr 
ity by delleloping strategies that deal with neighbor­
hood crime. 

• , 
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" Bicycle safety tips 

Nearly haH the entire population of the United 
States rides bicycles. whethel tor recreation, trans­
portation. or keeping in shape There are as many 
adult bike nders as children. ObeYing traffic laws and 
safety rules Will make bicycling safer. more enJOyable. 
and will prevent accidents 

• Always ride In the same direction as other traffiC. 
Stay close to the nght edge of the roadway. ex­
cept when passing or making a left tum. Be care­
ful when passing a standing vehicle or one pro­
ceeding in the same direction. 

• Whenever a usable path for bicycles has been 
provided. bicycles must use the path and not the 
roadway. 

• Bicvcles should not be used to carry more 
persons at one time than the number for which it 
is designed and equipped. except that an adult 
may carry a child securely attached to his person 
in a backpack or sling. 

• Use caution at intersections and railroad cross­
ings. 

4) Keep at least one hand on the handlebars at all 
times. If you plan to carry books. packages. or 
other items. you should add a front or rear carrier 
to your bicycle. If you carry items. you musl drive 
with both hands on the handlebars. 

• A bike 113g aif.d a I e3Mew mirror are added safe­
ty precautions. 

COMMUNIl'Y .I POLICING EXCHANGF 

• When operating a bicycle. you musl never 
attach yourself or YOUI bicycle to any vehicle 011 the 
roadway 

• You must always stop before reaching a school 
bus that has stopped to load ('Ir unload passen­
gers. 

• Weaving from one lane to another IS both illegal 
and dangerous. 

• Don't make a U-tum without first looking care­
fully to see if it is safe to do so. On some streets 
U-tums are not permitted. 

• You must never drive at a speed faster than that 
which is reasonable and safe. Use hand Signals. 

• Wear light-colored clothing or apply reflective 
tape to your clothing or the bicycle handlebars. 
frame or fenders. 1\ will help you to be seen and 
may keep you from getting hit Some riders use 
am' and leg lights. 

• Watch for people getting into and out of parked 
cars. and for cars pulling into traffic from a curb 
or drivev.'aY. 

Parents should be aware of the responsibilities that 
they must assume when their children ride bicycles. 
These responsibilities range ali the way from selec­
tion 01 a proper bicycle for the child to seeing thai the 
child leams and obeys all the traffic laws. 

~ 
Be alert to suspicious circumstances 

Anything that seems even Slightly out of place for 
your area, or for the time of day, may mean criminal activity. 
In your neighborhood or business complex. you are the 
expert You know if there is someone in the area that 
doesn't belong. 

Some of the most obvious things to watctl for and 
report 

• A stranger entering your neighbor's 110use when 
II IS unoccupied may be a burglar. 

• A scream heard anywhere may mean robbery or 
rape. 

• Offers of merchandise at ridiculously low prices 
could mean stolen property. 

• Anyone removing accessories. license plates. or 
gasoline from a vehicle should be reported. 

• Anyone peering into parked cars may be looking 
for a car to steal or for valuables left displayed 
in the car. 

• The sound of breaking glass or loud explosive 
noises could mean an acciden~ housebreaking. 
or vandalizing. 

• Peroons loitering around schools. parks. se­
cluded areas. or in the neighborhoods could be 
sex offenders. 

• A person running, especially if carrying some­
thing of value, could be leaving the scene of a 
crime. 

• The abandoned vehicle parked on your block 
may be a stolen car. 

• Persons being forced into vehicles, especially 
n juveniles or female, may mean a possible kid­
napping, 

• Apparent business tranactions conducted 
from a vehicle, especially arouli~5 schools or 
parks, with juveniles involved, could'mean possible 
drug sales. 
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COMMUNITY I POLICING EXCHANGE 
• 
H.P.D. community 
program implemented 

Northline Park area ... 
As residents of the Northline Park Area, you are 

probably concemed with making your neighborhood 
a safer place to live. The Police Department is aware 
that every citizen in Houston would like to feel a sense 
of safety in their neighborhood. With this thought in 
mind. the Department has devised a police strategy that 
will soon be Implemented in the Northline Park Area. 
The Department will be opening a Police Community 
Station in your area that will be staffed by two Police 
Officers. two Community Service Officers. and one Civilian 
(who will serve as an aide to the police officers and help 
coordinate activities out of the Community Station). The 
station will be located at 7208 Nordling in the Fontana 
Shojjping center across from Durkee Elementary School. 

We would like to introduce some of the police officers 
that work in the Northline Park area. During the day, 
Officer C,M. Campbell and Officer D.o, Roberts will be 
working your area. During the evening hours Officer T.R. 
Cunningham, C. Daniels, and G. Schaull will be working 
your area along with the Community Station Officers, 
Robin Kirk and Mike Mikeska. The night shift Officers 
working the area are R.N. Holley, R.W. Breeding and R.R. 
Hopkins. . 

If anyone has any questions about the Community 
Station. or would like to volunteer to work· in the station, 
please contact Officer Robin Kirk or Mike Mikeska at 
691-CARE. An open house at the Community Station is 
slated for November 1 3, 1983. 

Protecting a 
precious resource 

The child trus;;; him. He buys the child candy. takes 
the child to movies. gives the child his time when no one 
else will. He is the child's speCial friend. 

The child does not want to lose hiS friend The child 
will do anything to keep him. Besides. he is a grown-up 
who knows what is right and what is wrong. 

Child pornographers can destroy precioUS moments 
of childhood. When a camera is held by a pomographer. 
the child will be haunted by the experience for the remain­
der of his life. 

According to the Texas Department of Human Re­
sources. studies shC'w that a majority of those who are 
sexually abused as children will become child molesters 
as adults. The wreckage of the life of a sexually abused 
child IS devastating and SOCiety pays the price. 

Anyone from a stranger to a close friend or family 
member can be a sexual abuser of children. The Crime 
Sto;...pers Advisory Council for the month of November is 
concentrating Its efforts on the prevention and apprehen­
sion of child pomQgraphers in Texas. 

Parents, family members and friends are encouraged to 
become infonned on ways to prevent children from be­
coming invotved With the child pomographers and sexual 
abusers, and leam to recognize the symptoms of a child 
under a pomographer's Influence. 

Persons with infonnation on child pomographers are 
asked to call their local Crime Stoppers program or the 
tolHree Texas Crime Stopper's holline at1-80D-252-TIPS 
anytime, day or night 

Improving your 
neighborhood' 

The main purpose of City and govemmental agencies is 
to serve the citizens. Those who work In agenclP's are 
willing and well prepared to help. A valuah!e resuurce III 
those who are working toward neighborhood Improve­
ment is the information and assistance that thE-se booles 
can provide. 

Listed below are some of the City departmenis thai are 
most directly involved in neighborhood - relat€li activities. 
You will notice that some of these departments also prcr 
vide speakers on topics of neighborhood interest 
The Neighborhood RevItalization Division of the City 
Planning Department assists neighborhood groups In 
efforts to improve their neighborhoods. The DIVision 
provides data and infonnation to groups: develops Inlorrn­
ation sharing workshops; maintains a resource file of 
persons. agencies. and programs available to assist 
groups: and helps groups to develop comprehensive 
plans and strategies for improving their neighborhoods. 

The Mayo!'s Citizen's Assistance Office located in City 
Hall. distributes a booklet listing City services and informa­
tion about each service. This infonnation makes it easier 
for you to request these. services by phone. The Mayor's 
Citizen's Assistance Office refers requests for service to the 
proper City division or department for you. The Mayor's 
Citizen's Assistance Office. after referring your complaint to 
the appropriate City department will contact you later to let 
you know what action has been taken. It also arranges 
for speakers for community groups. 

The Community Services DiviSion of the Police Depart­
ment provides speakers to talk on sublects related 10 
police-community matters. 

The Public Education Section of the Fire Department 
offers a program that includes films. slides. lectures. and 
demonstrations on tile and fire safety, The Special Ser· 
vices Section offers fire safety and home inspections upon 
request 

3 

The Public Works Department provides for and iTlaln­
tains roads. drainage. sewer disposal and Wnle! for lhe 
City of Houston as some of its duties Additional tunctlons 
include the overseeing of all construction on City proper' 
ties and the Street Repair Division malrW3111S city streets 
and cleans and recuts roadside ditc;hes Clnd mowc; strp.E'1 
rights-ol-way. Repairs for c:;ewer lines are handled bv In£-' 
Water Quality Secllon 

The Traffic and Transportation Department Instnlls 
and maintains traffic Signals traffiC sl(:1ns and streel slqns 
throughout the City Blind Intersections. slqn~ ilnd Signals 
In need of maintenance and requests 101 new traffiC con· 
trois should be reported to them. 

The resources listed are lust sampling of the rec:;ources 
aV;:Iilab!::rtu neighborhood groups. In your search for 
assistance you are certain to uncover other resources 
as you go along. Special thanks to the Neighborhood 
Revitalization Division of City Planning Department for 
providing this Infonnation . 
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}1 Citizens fight back 
The key to minimizing crime in any communi~ is 

citizen involvement A community that .e~ploys cnf'!'El 
prevention techniques, is alert to ~U~PICIOUS. behaVior 
and circumstances, and reports thiS ~nformatlon to the 
police will be a far safer place to live than one. t~at 
doesn\t. Alert and responsive ci~zens, wh~ ~re WIlling 
to become involved, can maximlz~ the .efflclency and 
effectiveness of the police in preventing Crime and appre­
hending offenders. 

In July of 1983, officers received a ~II to an 
apartment complex in your area: The com~lalnant stated 
to the officers that .he heard hiS front patiO door open, 
looked out of his WIndOW, and saw an unknown person 
stealing property off his patio. The suspect the~ pr~ 
ceeded to another apartment and was attempting 0 

Crime prevention tips 
After reviewing the crime reports for y?ur ~rea, we were 

able to determine which crime preventl~n tips would be 
most helpful to you as residents and busl~ss ~rs. A 
number of thefts occurring in your area Involve Pigeon 
Dropping." This type of theft is often perf~rm.ed by a "Con 
Artis~" a smooth-talking criminal whose aim IS to s~rate 
you from your money through trickery an~ deceit The 
Pigeon Drop is an old and well-known confidence gar:ne, 
perpetrated mainly on elderly, trusting and unsuspecting 
citizens. They may stop you on the stree~ call you .on ~ 
phone, or ring your door bell. They may ~eteno to 

irmen building inspectors, bank examiners or any 
~ ide~tity There are many different kinds of con­
~idence ga~' they can occur at any time of the year ~nd 
can be avoided" the intended victim (pi~~) recognizes 
the confidence game and refused to participate. 

• Beware of friendly strangers offering goods or 
services at low rates. 

• Be suspicious of telephone calls from persons 
claiming to be bank officials who ask you to 
withdraw money from your account. for a~y 
reason. Legitimate ban~s communicate In 
writing on business transacllons. 

OffiCE OF THE CHIEF OF POLlCE 
61 RIESNER STREET 
HOUSTON, T~AS 77'()02 

COMMUNITY I POLICING EXCHANGE 

commit the same offense. The complainant at t~i.s time 
stopped the suspec~ preventing him ~om taking any 
property belonging to his neightx;lr. The Involvemen! of a 
concemed citizen prevented a nelgh~r from becoming a 
victim and losing his personal belongings. 

The Police Department recognizes that there are 
other incidents where a citizen has performed an act 
which was a deterrent to crime. \I you know of any 
instances where the act of a citizen's involveme.n\ det~rred 
a criminal ac~ please contact us and t~e artlc,e WIll t;>e 
published in this Newslette~ .. We a~e ~Sklng f<:>r your assIs­
tance and support in acqulnng thiS information for th~se 
success stories. Our office is located at 33 Artesian, 
Planning and Research Division, telephone number 
221-{)711, c/o Sergeant Steve Fowler. 

Protect your car 
A million cars were stolen in the United. States last year. 

Millions more were burglarized or vandalized. E?efore you 
beCOme one of the statistiCS, leam how to fight back. 

According to the FBI, most cars are stolen by 
"amateurs."-And they are stolen because they are 
easy to steal! 

Your first defense against auto theft is to lock your 
car and protect your keys. Did you know that most 
cars are stolen because they were left unlocked or 
the keys were still in the ignition? 

Although you can't .make your. ~r impossible to 
steal (a professional thief can get It If he really wants 
it), you can ma.ke it tough. 

Take these tiPS: 
• Store spare keys in your walle~ not In the car. 

• Replace standard door lock buttons with the 
slim, tapered kind. 

• In the driveway. park your car with t~ front 
toward the stree~ so anyone ~mr.gring WIth the 
engine can be seen more eaSily. 
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A TTACK CRIME TOGETHER 

This month I would like to discuss 
with you yet another component 
of the Fear Reduction Program -
the Nelghbortiood Clean-up Pro­
gram. One element of this strategy 
Involves the aSSigning of juveniles 
arrested for minor acts of delin­
quency or first offenders to appear 
before a community juvenile con­
ference.commlttee and be given 
the option of performing commu­
nity service work or appearing be­
fore a juvenile court judge for case 
adjudication, This committee in 
conjunction with the New Jersey 
Municipal Court and the Essex 
County Court Systems, consists of 
fifteen (15) members made up of 
five (5) members from each of 
three (3) areas earmarked for 
clean-up activities. Juveniles who 
accept the community service 
sentencing option are required to 
attend a training session which 
emphasize the values of discipline, 
teamwork. good work habits, re­
sponsible and cooperative com­
munity living. 

Program actMtles consist of 
general clean-up actMties. such 
as remOving graffiti, vacant lot and 
street clean-up, and area beautifi­
cation, within sections of the city 
the youths reside or committed 
their offense. Supervised by a 

Published by the 
NEWARK Police Department 
and Neighborhood Residents 

VOL. 1, NO.4 JANUARY 1984 

sergeant, it is hoped that the af­
fected youths will view Newark 
police officers In a positive man­
ner, rather than a symbol of the es­
tablishment which they feel to be 
threatening and/or Intimidating. 

While the objective of the 
Clean-Up Program is the removal 
of the physical eyesores within 
specific neighborhoods, of equal 
Importance Is the opportunity af­
forded the affected youths to ex­
perience a sense of pride and ac­
complishment in observing how 
their efforts can provide a safe 
and clean environment within 
which they can live and prosper, 

PROTECT YOUR HOME 
Basement windows are the sec­

ond most likely point of entry to a 
residence for a burglar. The ac­
cessibility and concealability of 
basement windows makes them 
especially attractive to a prowling 
burglar. Usually basement win­
dows can be easily pried open 
because residents have failed to 
adequatley secure them, When 
securing basement windows, you 
must attemptto make It Impossible 
for person's body to fit through the 
opening, 

Several measures can be taken 
to secure basement windows: 

*Add a security grill to the win­
dow. 
*Llmlt access by running two 
bars top to bottom (remember 
to keep an emergency exit.) 
*Replace vulnerable windows 
with glass blocks, 
*Keep storm windows on base­
ment windows which are sec­
ured from the Inside, 
An alternative to securing the 

basement windows Is a strong 
door and secure lock on the entry 
way leading from the basement to 
the rest of the home, Another alter­
native is replacing or covering the 

Hubert WIlliams, Police Director 

glass with a break resistant 
polycarbonate or acrylic material. 
A three step process can be used 
In applying these materials to 
basement windows. 

Step 1 

Existing glass 

Polycarbonlte 
or 8Cl')'llc 

Cut 1/8\\ or thicker polycarbo­
nate or acrylic sheet 3" larger in 
length and width than the window 
area, and sand the edges smooth. 
Drill 1/4" diameter holes 3/4" in 
from the edges of the material 
and not more than 9" on centers. 
These holes will be slightly larger in 
diameter than the screws used to 
fasten the material to the window. 
Sfep2 

Place the finished sheet of 
polycarbonate flush against the 
inside of the window over the area 
to be protected, Mark holes on the 
window. then pre-drill using ap­
proximately 1/8" diameter drill to 
accept screws, NOTE: It is Impor­
tant to drill a smaller hole In the 
wooden frame so the screws will fit 
snugly, 
Sfep3 

Secure polycarbonate to the 
window using No. 10 oval-head 
screws and finishing washers. 
Length of screws should be the 
same as thickness df the window, 
Tighten screws only until snug. 



WEST DISTRICT 
CAPTAINS CORNER 

On December 6, 1983 a major 
police action occurred In the West 
District InvoMng an armed suspect 
who had taken eleven people 
hostage. This incident. which re­
ceived widespread news cover­
age, is an excellent example of 
the professional competence and 
ability which exists within the 
Newark Police Department. It also 
illustrates the philosophy under 
which the Newark Police Depart­
ment opf.Hates, namely, that the 
protection and Saving of lives is of 
paramount importance in all situ­
ations. 

The incident had its beginning 
on the previous day (December 5) 
when the suspect went to his 
moft"ler-in-Iow's home in the North 
District and became involved in an 
argument which resulted in the 
shooting of his mother-in-law and 
brother-in-law. The suspect then 
fled, taking his wife and five chil­
dren to his sisters home located on 
Martin Luther King Boulevard. 

Later that evening two West Dis­
trict police officers, William Hicks 
and James O'Hara, developed in­
formation that the suspect was at 
the apartment on Martin Luther 
King Boulevard. Officers Hicks and 
O'Hara notified the Rapid Robbery 
Squad and together with two de­
tectives from that unit responded 
to the apartment to investigate. 
The officers confirmed that the sus­
pect was in the apartment but 
they could not gain entry. They 
also confirmed that children were 
in the apartment and knew that to 
force entry would endanger inno­
cent lives. The apartment was then 
sealed off and attempts were 
made to convince the suspect to 
surrender. It was at this point that 
the Newark Police Departments 
specially trained Hostage 
Negotiating Team was called in 
along with the Tactical Force. ~ 
the evening dragged on, other • 
police units were called to the 
scene to provide their special as­
sistance. 

West District and Traffic Bureau 
Units were utilized to control the 
traffic fiow and crowds in the area. 
The Police Emergency Bureau re-

sponded with barricades to assist 
in contrOlling pedestrian move­
ment and also with special equip­
ment should forced entry into the 
apartment be necessary. 

Detectives responded to assist in 
a variety of areas essential to the 
operation. All In all, a large 
number of police officers from a 
variety of units within the depart­
ment were brought together to 
provide their particular expertise in 
the now large scale and complex 
police operation. To the great 
credit of all those involved, the en­
tire operation proceeded 
smoothly. 

All moming the officers cooly 
negotiated with a gun waving, 
threatening suspect. Despite 
many times during the ordeal 
when officers feared the suspect 
was about to act Irrationally and 
begin shooting, they did not elect 
to use deadly force. Instead, they 
continued pleading with the sus­
pect to remain calm and not re­
sort to violence, knowing full well 
that at any moment the suspect 
might begin shooting and the 
negotiating officers would be 
dangerously exposed. It is Impor­
tant to note that throughout that 
tense morning the Newark Police 
Department was fully capable of 
concluding the situation by em­
ploylntJ deadly force from police 
sharpshooters. 

We elected not to do that and 
instead negotiate despite the 
danger. The high value the officers 
of the Newark Police Department 
place on all human life was clearly 
demonstrated by this Incident and 
the great credit and skill of all in­
volved, the situation was success­
fully resolved without Injury to any­
one. 

It is Important for the citizen of 
Newark to have confidence in the 
ability of their Police Department 
to successfully deal with highly vol­
atile situations. this incident clearly 
demonstrates the justification for 
that confidence. 

Report a Rape to 
SARA IMMEDIATELY 

CALL 
733·RAPE 

--- ...... -...... -....... ~ , ",,- ......... _,... ..... -. 

BURGLARY RING t3ROKEN 
BY DETECTIVE 

For the past several months the 
Ivy Hill apartments have experi­
enced a large number of burglar­
ies. Entry Into the apartments were 
made through the rear windows 
which were adjacent to the build­
Ings stairwell. The suspects would 
locate an empty apartment. go to 
the stairwell, break the window of 
the apartment and then crawl 
from the stairwell Into the apart­
ment. After taking what they 
wanted, the suspects would simply 
leave the apartment by way of the 
front door. 

Detective Frank D'Andrea of the 
West Detective Squad investi­
gated many of these cases and 
after several months of hard work 
was successful in Identifying a bur­
glary ring which was responsible 
for the crimes. To date 13 people 
have been Identified and most 
have been arrested. They have 
been charged and Implicated i,n 
20 burglaries so far and the investi­
gation Is continuing as to their in­
volvement in other burglaries. 

Congratulations to Detective 
D'Andrea (formerly a West District 
officer) for a job well done .. 

WON'T YOU JOIN US? 
If you have any newsworthy 

events to report affecting you or 
your community, or, you would like 
to provide a "Helping Hand" to our 
West District Community Center 
staff, please write of call: 

West District Community 
Service Center 

767 So. Orange Avenue 
Newark, New Jersey 

(201) 733-4830 
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It was mentioned in the 
November issue of ACT that disrup­
tive teenagers are a big problem 
in the Vailsburg area. They are re­
sponsible for a large percentage 
of robberies, burglaries, car thefts, 
purse snatching, drugs and other 
crimes committed in the area. The 
staff at the West District Communi­
ty Service Center is determined to 
meet this problem head on. 

Since August we have been ac­
tively engaged in the Identifica­
tion of the teenagers responsible 
for the commission of these 
crimes. It should be mentioned 
that we have been successful in 
this endeavor. We are taking one 
street at a time and taking positive 
action when we encounter prob­
lem teenagers. We have Identified 
the source of the problems on 
South Munn Avenue and are ar;­
tively working to eliminate the 
cause. 

The staff of the West District 
Community Center In a further ef­
fort to eliminate teenagers crimi­
nal activity in the area on De­
cember 9, 1983 escorted fifteen 
teenagers to Rahway State Prison 
to porticipate in the Scared 
Straight Program. 

On December 8th at the West 
District Community Center a Fire 
Prevention Seminar was held, con­
ducted by Newark Firefighters 
Shelly Harris. 

At the December 12th meeting 
of the Columbia Ave. Block Associ­
ation Councilman Ronald Rice at­
tended and spoke about flooding 
and street conditions on Columbia 
Ave. 

The staff at the West District 
Community Center Invites neigh­
borhood residents to visit the cen­
ter and air your complaints In 
order for us to service you. We are 
also reminding you that If you want 
something printed in the Act news 
letter It must be submitted to the 
West District Community Service 
Center prior to the second week of 
the month. 

THE BEST IN 
THE WEST 

It was a Saturday night. 
November 19, when West District 
Officers Charles Kaiser and 
George Brodo received a call of 
hold-up in progress at Goodys 
Comer Tavern, 41-19th Avenue. ~ 
the officers rolled up to the scene 
they observed a man standing 
near the tavern entrance pulling a 
stocking mask from his face. He 
was also observed holding some 
coats over his arm and a woman's 
pocketbook. 

session of a dangerous weapon 
and aggravated assault on police 
officers upon his release from the 
hospital. Officers Kaiser and Brodo 
have been recommended for offi­
cial commendations for their 
courageous pursuit and ap­
prehension of a highly dangerous 
man. 

************************7,''1,*"1-
On December 10,1983. short­

ly after midnight While West District 
Officers William Hamilton and 
James O'Hara were dispersing ap­
prOXimately 100 youths at 18th and 
Brookdale Avenues. The youths 
had apparently gathered at that 
location following a party at Vai­
Isburg High School and the officers 
sensed some sort of trOUble was 
brewing. While trying to disperse 
the crOWd, the officers heard four 
shots ring out. The sound of the 
shots caused a panic in the crOWd, 
and people began running in a/l 
directions. Officers Hamilton and 
O'Hara called for back up assist­
ance as they went to the aid of a 
young man who was shot and 
lying on the ground. After help ar­
nved at the scene, Officers Hamil­
tion and O'Hara began interview­
ing witnesses and determined the 
names of two suspects. Since the 
suspects were last seen heading 
towards Irvington, the Irvington 
Police were notified and re­
sponded to the call for assistance. 
A coordinated search was or­
ganized with police units from 
both Newark and Irvington. Eigh­
teen minutes after the shooting 
occurred, Officers Hamiltion and 
O'Hara spotted the suspects In Ir­
vington Center and with the assist­
ance of Irvington Police made the 
apprehension. this was a fine 
piece of coordinated pOlice work 
invoMng two police departments 
and many police officers, and is 
certainly worth mentioning in this 
column. 

WHAT HAVE 
YOU TO SAY? 

When the suspect spotted the 
officers he started to run away. 
Brodo and Kaiser yelled for the sus­
pect to halt as they began to pur­
sue him on foot. The officers yelled 
a second time and with that the 
suspect wheeled around and fired 
one shot at the approaching offi­
cers. He then continued running 
away with the officers in pursuit. Fi­
nally, as the suspect entered a 
vacant lot on South 17th Street, he 
attempted to shoot Officer Kaiser, 
who Immediately fired his 
weapon, hitting the man once. 
The suspect was then ap­
prehended and transported to 
College Hospital where he was 
treated for his wound. At the shoot­
Ing scene officers recovered the 
proceeds from the robbery, along 
with the suspects gun. The SUspect, 
Identified as Ronald Mundra, 29 
years old, from Irvington was 
charged with armed robbery, pos-

If. you have any newsworthy 
events to report, we would like to 
hear about It - write: 

Editor, ACT Newsletter 
Office of the Police Director 

31 Green Street 
Newark, New Jersey 07102 
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APPENDIX D: 

COMPARISON OF MEAN SCORES FOR SELECTED VARIABLES "LOST" VERSUS 
"FOUNDII MEMBERS OF HOUSTON PANEL SAMPLE 
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Append i x D-1 

Means or, in one case, percentages, are presented for "lost" and "Found" members of the Houston panel sample for the following items. 

Q5. In general, since July of 1983, would you say this area has become a 
better place to live, gotten worse, or stayed about the same? 

Q14. On the whole, how do you feel about this area as a place to live? 

Now, I am going to read a list of things that yOu may think are problems in this 
area. After I read each one, please tell me whether yoU think it is a bi9 problem, ,Some problem; or no problem here in this area:-

Police not making enough contact with residents? 

Groups of people hanging around on corners or in streets? 

Po 
1 
ice stoppi ng too many people on the streets without good reason in thi s area? 

Since July of 1983, has the amount of crime in this area increased, decreased or stayed about the same? 

Have you been to any of these meetings? 

How safe would yoU feel being outside alone in this area at night? 

Sire',. July of 1983, has the amount of crime in this area increased, decre'ased or stayed about the same? 

Q40. Do yOU believe you USually get a true picture of crime in this area? 

Q42. Since July of 1983, have you seen any brOchures, pamphlets or neWSletters 
which describe what you can do to protect yOurself and yOur home from crime? 

Now I'd like to ask yOu a few questions about things that might worry you in this area. 

How worried are you that: 
~? 

// 

Q43. Someone will try to rob you 011 steal something from yOU while yOU are outSide in this area? p 
!; 

Q45. Someone will try to break into your home while no one is here? 

Q50. Now let's talk abouthe Police in this area. How good a job do you think they are doing to prevent crime? 

• I 
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! 
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(continued) 

Now I am going to read you another list of some things that you may think are 
problems in this area. After I read each one, please tell me whether you think 
it is a big problem, some problem, or no problem here in this area. 

Q68. People breaking in or sneaking into homes to steal things? 

Q74. Have any special locks been installed in this home for security reasons? 

Q77. have any valuables here been marked with your name or some number? ;f 

Q79. Thinking of all the things that people can do to protect their home, that 
is, installing special locks, lights, timers, bars, et., how much safer do 
you think they can make your home? 

Q83. Thinking of all the things that people can do when they go out after dark, 
that is, get someone to go with them or avoid certain places or avoid 
certain types of people, how much safer do you think these actions can 
make you? 

Now, I am going to read you another list of some things that you may think are 
problems in this area. After I read each one, please tell me whether you think 
it is a big problem, some problem, or no problem here in this area. 

Ql17. People being robbed or having their money, purses or wallets taken? 

Q125. 00 you personally know of anyone in this area whose home or apartment has 
been broken into, or had an attempted break-in since July of 1983? 

Vari ab 1 e 

Q5 

Q14 

Q17 

Q18 

Q21 

Q30 (% YES) 

Q31 

Q34 

Q39 

Q40 

Q42 

Q43 

Q45 

Q50 

Q68 

Q74 

Q77 

Q79 

Q83 

Q117 

Q125 

Tab 1 e 0-1 

Mean for Houston Panel Samples 
Which Was: 

Lost (N=122) Found (N=127) 

1.86 1.91 

3.08 2.94 

1.79 1.89 

1.87 1. 79 

1.16 1.19 

26% 29% 

7% 10% 

2.51 2.73 

2.27 2.21 

47% 46% 

21% 20% 

1.95 2.00 

2.20 2.20 

3.23 3.20 

1.86 1.86 

24% 28% 

16% 23% 

2.28 2.18 

2.32 2.22 

1.60 1.56 

22% 29% 
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Appendix E-1 

Means or, in one case, percentages, are presented for "Lost" and "Found" members 
of the Houston panel sample for the following items. 

Q5. In general, since July of 1983, would you say this area has become a 
better place to live, gotten worse, or stayed about the same? 

Q14. On the whole~ how do you feel about this area as a place to live? 

Now, I am going to read a list of things that you may think are problems in this 
area. After I read each one, please tell me whether you think it is a big 
problem, some problem, 'or no problem here in this area:-

Q17. 

Q18. 

Q21. 

Q30. 

Q31. 

Q34. 

Q39 . 

Q40. 

Q42. 

Police not making enough contact with residents? 

Groups of people hanging around on corners or in streets? 

Police stopping too many people on the streets without good reason in this area? 

Since July of 1983, has the amount of crime in this area increased, 
decreased or stayed about the same? 

Have you been to any of these meet i ngs? 
\ ; 

How safe would you feel' being outside alone in this area at night? 

Since July of 1983, has the amount of crime in this area increased, 
decreased or stayed about the same? 

Do you bel ieve you usually get a true picture of crime 'in this area? 

Since July of 1983, have you seen any brochures, pamphlets or newsletters 
which describe what you can do to protect yourself and your home from 
crime? 

Now I'd like to ask you a few questions about things that might worry you in this area. 

How worried are you that: 

Q43. Someone will try to rob you or steal something from you while you are 
outside in this area? 

Q45. Someone wi 11 try to br~ak into your home wh il e no one is here? 

Q50. Now let's talk abou the police in this area. How good a job do you think 
they are doing to prevent crime? 

, 
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Appendix e-1 
(continued) 

, . 
Now I am going to read you another list of some things that you may think are 
problems in this area. After I read each one, please tell me whether you think 
it is a big problem, some problem, or no problem here in this area. 

Q68. People breaking in or speaking into homes to steal things? 

Q74. Have any special locks been installed in this home for security reasons? 

Q77. have any valuables here been marked with your name or some number? 

Q79. Thinking of all the things that people can do to protect their home, that 
is, installing special locks, lights, timers, bars, et., how much safer do 
you think they can make your home? 

Q83. Thinking of all the things that people can do when they go out after dark, 
that is, get someone to go with them or avoid certain places or avoid 
certain types of people, how much safer do you think these actions can 
make you? 

Now, I am going to read you another list of some things that you may think are 
problems in this area. After I read each one, please tell me whether you think 
it is a big problem, some problem, or no problem here in this area. 

Q117. People being robbed or having their money, purses or wallets taken? 

Q125. Do you personally know of anyone in this area whose home or apartment has 
been broken into, or had an attempted,break-in since July of 1983? 

Variable 

Q5 

Q14 

Q17 

Q18 f 
Q21 

Q30 (% YES) 

Q31 

Q34 

Q39 

Q40 

Q42 

Q43 

Q45 

Q50 

Q68 

Q74 

Q77 

Q79 

Q83 

Q117 

L-/'i125 
i) 

*p < .10 

Table E-1 

Mean for Newark Panel Samples 
Which Was: 

Lost (N=80) Found (N=l17) 

1.53 1.55 

2.66 2.64 

2.35 2.30 

2.52 2.57 

1.11 1.13 

36% 42% 

19% 20% 

2.57 2.62 

2.35 2.32 

53% 50% 

12% 14% 

2.04 2.13 

2.49* 2.30* 

2.74 2.74 

2.36 2.28 

36% 38% 

18% 20% 

2.20 2.08 

2.05 2.13 

2.17 2.25 

29% 30% 
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14 - Respondent is: 
1. Reinterview from Wave 1 Address 
2. Selection from New Address 
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RESPONDENT SELECTION TABLES 

SELECTION TABLE A SELECTION TABLE B1 
1 f ,the number ot Intervlew the person It tile numoer of intervIew tne person eligible persons you assigned the eligible persons you assigned the is number: is :lumber: 

1 1 1 i , 
2 1 2 1 

3 1 3 1 
4 1 4 1 

5 1 5 2 

6 or more 1 6 or mor!'! 2 

SELECTION TABLE B2 SELECTION TABLE C 

1 f t~e number ot Intervlew the person 11' "the number Of Intervlew the person 
eligible persons you assigned the eligible persons you assigned the 
is number: is number: 

1 1 1 1 

2 1 2 1 

3 1 3 1 

4 1 4 1 

5 1 5 2 

6 or more 1 6 or more ·2 

SELECTION TABLED SELECTION TABLE E1 

If the number of lntervl ew the person 1 T the nUlI\I)er of lntervl,ew the person 
eligible persons you assigned the eligible persons you ass igned the 
is number: is number: 

1 1 1 1 

2 1 2 1 

3 1 3 1 

4 1 4 1 

5 1 5 2 

6 or more 1 6 or mOiRe 2 

SELECTION TABLE E2 SELECTION TABLE F 

I! the number OT Intervlew the person If the number of Intervlew the person 
you assigned the eligible persons you assigned the eligible persons 

is number: is nlJllber: 

1 
, 

1 • 1 

2 1 2 1 

3 1 3 1 

4 1 4 1 

5 1 5 2 

6 or more 1 6 or more 2 
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INTRODUCTION FOR DESIGNATED RESPONDENT 

Hello, my name is and I work for a national research 
company in WashingtOn, D.C., [SHUW-r:fi~J. About six months ago we talked 
to about how people feel about their neighborhood and I 
would like-ro-rarr-wr~m/her again for a few minutes to see how he/she feels 
now. (CONTACT DESIGNATED RESPONDENT AND CONTINUE WITH THE CONFIDENTIALITY 
STATEMENT. IF DESIGNATED RESPONDENT IS UNAVAILABLE, ARRANGE TO COME BACK. BUT 
IF DESIGNATED RESPONDENT IS NO LONGER A MEMBER OF THE HOUSEHOLD DO NOT SELECT ~ 
NEW RESPONDENT, FILL OUT A NON-INTERVIEW REPORT FORM. 

Just like last year, all the information you give will be strictly confidential 
and it will be used only to prepare a report in which no one's answers will ever 
be identified except as required by law. Your participation is voluntary but 
your cooperation is valuable. 

INTRODUCTION FOR NON DESIGNATED RESPONDENT HOUSEHOLD 

Hello, my name is and 1 work for a national research 
organization in Washington, D.C. [SHOW 1.0. CARD] 

We recently mailed a letter to this household about a survey We are doing to 
find out the problems people are having in this area and what they think can be 
done to improve the quality of life around here. The information you give us 
will help develop programs to address these problems. Everything you tell us 
will be kept strictly confidential and it will be used only to prepare a report 
in which no one's answers will ever be identified. Your participation is 
voluntary but your cooperation will be very helpful. 

To be sure that we have a good idea of the opinions of everyone in this area, 1 
have been given a very strict method of selecting the person 1 talk with in any 
household. First, how many people 19 years or older live in this household. 

* OF ADULTS 19 YEARS OR OLDER 

Okay, starting with the oldest male, please tell me the first name and age of 
all the males who are 19 years or older. [NOW LIST ALL MALES] Then, please do 
the same for females, starting with the oldest one. 

[LIST THE FIRST NAME, SEX AND AGE OF ALL PERSONS 19 YEARS OLD AND OLDER WHO LIVE 
IN THIS HOUSEHOLD IN THE TABLE BELOW. ASSIGN THE NUMBER "1" TO THE OLDEST MALE, 
"2" TO THE SECOND OLDEST MALE, ETC. THEN ASSIGN CONTINUOUS NUMBERS TO THE 
FEMALES. LOOK AT THE SELECTION TABLE TO FIND OUT WHO IS TO BE INTERVIEWED.] 

LINE * 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

NAMES OF PERSONS 19 YEARS OR OLDER 

---------

-------------------

--------,---------

ASSIGNED 
SEX, AGE NUMBER 

--- -- ----

--------------------- --- -- ---

---------------------------- -- -- -----

CHECK 
RESPONDENT 

Okay, according to my instructions, I am supposed to talk with 
Is he/she here now? [~cr~AMEJ 

[IF SELECTED RESPONDENT IS OTHER THAN THE FIRST PERSON CONTACTED, MAKE 
ARRANGEMENTS TO IflTERVIEW THE PERSON SELECTED.] 

(15) 

(16) (17-18) (19) 

(20) (21-22) (23) 

(24)(25-26)(27) 

(28) (29-30) (31) 

(32)(33-34)(35) 

(36)(37-38)(39) 

(40) (41-42) (43) 

(44) (45-46) (47) 
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01. 

02. 

-2-

TIME INTERVIEW BEGAN: A.M. 
-----·P.M. 

First, 1 have a few questions about this part of (Houston/Newark)[SHOW 
MAPJ. How long have you lived at this address? 

YEARS 
liOffTi KNOW . 

MONTHS 
. 9999 

Before you moved here, did you live somewhere else in this area, somewhere 
else in (Houston/Newark), somewhere outside of the city of (Houston/Newark) 
or have you always lived here? 

SOMEWHERE IN THIS AREA 
SOMEWHERE IN THIS CITY 
OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY 
ALWAYS LIVED HERE 
DON'T KNOW .... 

1 
2 
3 
4 
9 

03. Do you own or rent your home? 

OWN (INCLUDES STILL 
RENT ... 
REFUSED 
DON'T KNOW .. 

PAYING) 1 
2 
8 
9 

04. About how many families do you know by name in this area? 

05. 

NUMBER 
DON'T KNOW 
REFUSED 

... 99 

... 88 

In general, since July of 1983, would you say this area has become a 
better place to live, gotten worse, or stayed about the same? 

BETTER .... 
WORSE •... 
ABOUT THE SAME 
DON'T KNOW .. 

3 
1 
2 
9 

011. In some areas people do things together and help each other. In other 
areas people mostly go their own way. In general, what kind of area would 
you say this is, is it mostly one where people help each other, or one 
where people go their own way? 

HELP EACH OTH£R • 
GO THEIR OWN.'tIAY . 
DON'T KNOW'< 

1 
o 
9 

014. On the whole, how do you feel about this area as a place to live? 

Nl. 

Are you ... 

very satisfied, ;.' . 
somewhat satisfied, 

\ 
\ 

somewhat dissatisfied, or" ... 
very dissatisfied? ••.. \\\ .. 
DON'T KNOW . . . . . . . . \ . 

All things considered, what do you thinR~this 
be a better place to live, have gotten w~rse, 

BETTER . . . . . '" 
WORSE . . . . 
ABOUT THE SAME 
~ON'T KNOW; ; 

4 
3 
2 
1 
9 

area will be like a year from now? 
or stayed about the same? 

3 
1 
2 
9 

(48-49)(50-51) 

(52) 

! 
(53) 

(54) 

(55) 

(.'16) 

(57) 

Wi 11 it " . 

(58) 

'f . : 

-3-

N2. How likely is it that you will still be livino. in th1'S now? Is it... area a year from 

very likely .... 
somewhat likely •. 
somewhat unlikely. or 
very unlikely? .. 
REFUSED ..... 
50-50 (VOLUNTARY) 
DON'T KNOW ... 

5 
4 
2 
1 
8 
3 
9 

~ow, ! am gOing to read a list of thinos that 
1n th1S area. After I read each one, please you may think are problems 
problem, some problem, or no problem here in i~l!':~e:~ether 1.Q..!!. think it h a big 

018. The first one is groups of 
people hanging around on 
corners or in streets? 

[PROMPT AS NECESSARY: Do you think 
this is a big problem, some problem 
or no problem in this area?J 

019. Beggars or panhandlers? ..... 

020. People saying insulting things 
or bothreing people as'they walk 
down the street? ....... . 

017. P?lice not making enough contact 
w1th residents? ........ . 

Q21. Police stopping too many people 
?n th~ streets without good reason 
1n th1S area? ..... " .. 

Q24. P~op1e drinking in public places 
llke on corners or in streets? 

Q26. Police <'&\'ing too touoh on people 
they stop? ...:...... 

BIG 
PROBLEM 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

SOME NO DON'T 
PROBLEM ~LEM ~ 

2 1 9 

2 1 9 

2 1 9 

2 1 9 

2 1 9 

2 1 9 

2 1 9 

(59) 

(60) 

(61) 

(62) 

(63) 

(64) 

(65) 

(66) 

Q30. Since July of 1983, have there been 
try to deal with local problems? any community meetings held here in this area to 

Q31. 

Q32. 

034. 

• ! 

NO .... 
YES . . . 
DON'T KNOW 

Have you been to any of these meetin9s? 

NO .. 
YES 

.......... 

......... 

o [SKIP TO Q34J 
1 
9 [SKIP TO Q34J 

. .... 0 [SKIP TO Q34J 

. . . . . 1 

Was anyone from the Police Department at any' f h o t ese meetings? 
NO .... 
YES 
DON'T KNOW • I 

o 
1 
9 

(67) • 

(68) 

(69) 

"How safe would you feel being outside alone in this area at ni9ht? 
Would you feel '" 

very safe, ..... . 
somewhat safe, ... . 
somewhat unSafe, or 
very unsafe? ..... 
DON'T GO OUT AT NIGHT 
DON'T 'NON .•...• 

4 
3 
2 
1 
7 
9 

(70) 
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Q35. 

Q38. 

Q39. 

Q40. 

Q4l. 

Q42. 

Xl. 

X2. 

-4-

Is there any place in this area where you would be afraid to go alone either 
during the day or after dark? 

NO .... 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o [SKIP TO Q39] 
1 
9 [SKIP TO Q39] 

Would you be afraid to go there during the day, after dark, or both? 

DAY TIME . 
AFTER DARK 
BOTH ... 
DON'T KNOW 

1 
2 
3 
9 

Since July of 1983, has the amount of crime in this area increased, decreased 
or stayed about the same? 

INCREASED 
DECREASED 
ABOUT THE SAME 
DON'T KNOW .. 

3 
1 
2 
9 

Do you believe you usually get a true picture of crime in this area? 

NO .. 
YES . 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
1 
9 

Where do you get information about crime in this area? 
else do you get information? [CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY] 

[PROBE: Where 

a. NONE/NO INFORMATION 
b. TELEVISION .. 

c. RAD.I 0 

d. CITY NEWSPAPER 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

NEIGHBORHOOD NEWSPAPER 
RELATIVES, FRIENDS, NEIGHBORS 
COMMUNITY MEETINGS 
POLlCE OFFICERS 

;, POLICE NEWSLETTER 
j. POLICE STATION/OFFICE 
k. GROUPS/ORGANIZATIONS. 
1. PAMPHLETS AND BROCHURES 
m. OTHER ____ _ 

n. DON'T KNOW .....•. ., 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

·0 
Since July of 1983, have you seen any brochures, pamphlets or 
newsletters which describe what you can do to protect yourself and your 
home from crime? 

NO .•. , 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
1 
9 

Have you heard about a monthly newsletter published by the police 
specifically for residents in this area? 

NO . , .. 
YES ... 
DON'T KNOW " 

o 
I 
9 

[INTERVIEWER SHOW COPY] Here is a copy of the most recent issue of the 
police department newsletter. Have you seen any issues of .this newsletter? 

NO . , . , 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o [SKIP TO Q43] 
I 

• 9 [SKIP TO Q43] 

(71) 

(72) 

(73) 

(74) 

(75) 

(76) 

(77) 

(78) 

(79) 

(80) 

(81) 

(82) 

(83) 

(84) 

(85) 

(86) 

(87) 

(88) 

(89) 

(90) 

( 

\ 

j 

>1 
'.j 
t 

X3. 

X4. 

X5, 

XS. 

X 7. 

X8, 

X 9, 

XIO. 

XI1. 

-5-

How did you happen to see the newsletter? [CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY] 
MAILED TO MY HOME 
LEFT AT MY DOOR . · 1 
PICKED IT UP 
BORROWED IT/GOT'IT 
OTHER 

FROM'NEIGHBOR : i · I} 
DON'T KNOW .. --.--.---------.... · 1 

'0 
How many issues have been mailed to your home? 

II OF COPIES 

DON'T KNOW ..... . . . 9 

[SKIP TO X5] 

Would you like to (co~ttnue to) get this newsletter at your home? 
NO ... . 
YES ... . 
DON'T KNOW. 

o 
1 
9 

How many issues have you have a chance to look at? 

NONE .... 0 [SKIP TO Q43] 

if OF COPIES 

DON'T KNOW. . .... 9 

In general, did you find the content of the newsletter(s) 

very i nformat i ve . . . . 
somewhat informative or 
not at all i nformat i ~e? 
DON'T KNOW ... , .... 

How could it be made more l·nformat· ? [PR lve. OBE 
made more informative?] : 

3 
2 
1 
9 

How elsp could it be 

What, if anything, did you find most informative about the newsletter(s)? 

In general, did you find the newsletter(s) 

very interesting. . .. 
somewhat interesting or 
not at all interesti~g? 
DON'T KNOW ...... '. 

3 
2 
1 
9 

Because of the newsletter, have you done 
your household, or your neighborhood? anything to protect yourself, 

NO • , , , 
YES , , , 
DON'T KNOW 

o [SKIP TO X13] 
1 
9 [SKIP TO X13] 

(91) 
(92) 
(93) 
(94) 
(95) 

(96) 

(97) 

(98) 

(99) 

(100-101) 

(102-103) 

(104) 

(105) 
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X12. 

X13. 

Xl4. 

XlS. 

X16. 

X17. 

X1S. 

X19. 

X20. 
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What have you done? [PROBE: What else have you done?] 

II • 

b. 

c. 

Because of the newsletter, have you considered doing anything (else) 
to protect yourself, your household, or your neighborhood? 

NO .... 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

What have you considered doing? [PROBE: 
doing?] 

a. 

b. 

c. 

o [SKIP TO XIS] 
1 
9 [SKIP TO XlS] 

What else have you considered 

Did the newsletter(s) you looked at have a maP with a special listing 
of recent crimes that took place in this area? 

NO . 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o [SKIP TO X17] 
I 
9 [SKIP TO X17] 

When you saw the listings of crimes, did you find there was more crime, 
less crime or about as much crime as you had thought existed in this area? 

MORE . . . 
LESS . . . 
ABOUT AS MUCH 
DON'T KNOW .. 

3 
I 
2 
9 

Should that type of crime information be included with the newsletter? 

NO . 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
I 
9 

What suggestions, if any, do you have for imeroving the newsletter? 
[PROBE: What other suggestions do you have?J 

NONE/DON'T KNOW .•....... 0 

a. 

b. 

c. 

Because of the newsletter(s) are you now more worried or less ~orried that 
you might become a Victim of crime? ---

MORE WORRI ED .• 
LESS WORRIED ••. 
NO DIFFERENCE/SAME 
DON'T KNOW .... 

3 
1 
2 
9 

Because of the newsletter(s) are you now more confident or less confident 
th at you can do th i ngs to avoi dbecomi ng a vi ct im of crime? 

MORE CONFIDENT .. 
LESS CONFIDENT ; . 
NO DIFFERENCE/SAME 
DON'T KNOW .... 

'.-

3 
1 
2 
9 

-------~--------

(106-107) 

(108-109) 

(I 10) 

(111-112) 

(113-114) 

(115) 

(I16) 

(117) 

(118-119) 

(120-121) 

(122) 

(123) 

I , ( 

~ ~-. 

1 
.f[" 

\ 
\ 

i , 
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Now,.I'd like to ask you a few 
you 1n this area. questions about things that might 

~orry 

How worried are you that: 

VERY SOMEWHAT 
Q43. someone will try to rob 

or.steal somethino from ~~~ 
Whlle you are outside ill this 

WORRIED WORRIED 
NOT 

WORRIED 
AT ALL N/A 

Q44. 

Q45. 

Q46. 

Q47. 

Q4S. 

Q49. 

QSO. 

area? ..... . ..... 
[PROMPT AS NECESSARY' AI' . . e you 
very tWOrrle~, somewhat Worried 
or no worr1ed at all?] , 

someone will try to attack 
you or beat you up while 
are outSide in this area?YOU 

~omeone will try to break 
lnto.your home while no 
One 1S here? ..... .... 
How about when.som~one is 
home, how worrled are 0 
~hat Someone will try fo \reak 
~ntho your home while Someone 
1S ere? ..... ..... 
[PROMPT AS NECESSARY' A 
very worri ed, sOmewh ~t re ~ou 
or not worried at all?Jworrled. 

someone wi 11 try to steal 
or damage your car in thO 
area? 1S . ..... . . . . . 
someone will deliberately t to 
~~rt yOU~ children while th~~ 

e plaY1ng or walkino in tho area? . . . - 1S ..... 

3 2 1 7 

3 2 1 7 

2 
7 

3 
1 

3 2 
7 I 

3 2 
7 I 

3 2 
7 1 

When it Comes to the preven.' . 
::~:c:~e responsibility of i~~nr::i~~~~: in ~~:: area, do you feel that it' 

or the responsibility of the S 

Now. let's 
thi nk they 

RESIDENTS 
POLICE .'. 
BOTH ... 
OTHER 
DON'T -'C"<'S'np FOE C",l-;:OF=-Y]..---­

KNOW • . . . ..... 

3 
1 
2 
4 

9 
talk about the police in tho 
are doing to prevent c· ?1S area. How good a 

rlme. Would you say they 
very good job, 
good job, 
fair job . ' poor Job, or . 
very poor job? 
DON'T KNOW'. : 

S 
4 
3 
2 
I 
9 

job do you 
are doing a ... 

(I2~) 

(125) 

(126) 

(127) 

(128) 

(129) 

(30) 

(31) 

I' _ 



.. 
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Q51. 

Q52. 

Q57. 

Q58. 

Q59. 

Q60. 

-8-

lice in this 3rea are doing in helping doing 
How good a tob do you think the Pv~ctims of crime? Would you say they are 

. 'after they have been people out 
a ... 

job, 5 
very good 4 
good job, 3 
fair job, 2 
poor job, or 1 
very poor job? 9 
DON'T KNOW 

doinQ in keeping order on the 
b the police in this area . 

How Qood a jo are Would you say they are doing a ... 
streets and sidewalks? 

very good job, 
good Job, 
fair job, 
poor job, or . 
very poor job? 
DON'T KNOW 

how Polite are the police in In general, 
Are they ... 

very pol ite, .. 
somewhat polite, . 
somewhat impolite, or 
very impolite? 
DON'T KNOW . . 

5 
4 
3 
2 
1 
9 

this area when dealing with people? 

4 
3 
2 
1 
9 

1 how helpful are the police in this In genera, 
around here? Are they ... 

area when dealing with people 

very helpful, .. , 
somewhat helpful, 
not very helpful, or 
not helpful at all? 
DON'T KNOW ... 

4 
3 
2 
1 
9 

this area in dealing with people 
In general, how fair are the police in 
around here? Are they ... 

very fair, ... 
somewhat fair, . 
somewhat unfair, or 
very unfair? .. 
DON'T KNOW 

see n a police officer Have you 

NO .... 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

4 
3 
2 
1 
9 

,'n this area within the last 24 hours? 

: : ~ [SKIP TO Q63] 
.. 9 

, in this Have you seen a police off,cer 
t w,'th,'n the last week? What aboU 

area? 
Q61. 

Q63. 

NO ... , 
YES ., . 
DON'T KNOW 

Do you know any of the police officers 

NO .. 
YES . 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
1 
9 

who work in this area? 

:.) 

o 
1 
9 

(132) 

(133) 

(134) 
( 

(135) 

(136) 

(137) 

N3. 

Q66. 

Q67, 

Q68. 

Q70, 

Q71. 

-----_. _ .. __ ., 
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Now. I am poinp to read you another list of some things that you may think are 
problems in this area. After I read each one, please tell me whether you think it is a 
big problem, some problem, or no problem here in this area. 

An increasing amount of property 
crime in the area? .. , .... 

[PROMPT AS NECESSARY: Do you 
think that is a big problem, some 
problem, or no problem in this 
area?] 

People breaking windows of 
buildings? , .. , • 

Graffiti, that is writing or 
painting on walls or buildings? 

People breaking in or sneaking 
into homes to steal 
things? " .. , ..... . 

Cars being vandalized--things 
like windows or radio aerials 
being broken? ... 

Cars being stolen? 

BIG 
PROBLEM 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

SOME 
PROBLEM 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

NO 
PROBLEM 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

DON'T KNOW 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9· 

9 

(140) 

(141 ) 

(142) 

(143) 

(144) 

(145) 

The next few questions are about things that some people might do for protection from crime. 

Q73. 

Q74. 

Q75. 

Has there been a crime prevention 
inspection of your home by a police 
officer or some specially trained 
person? . • . . . . . . , . 

H a ve any s p e ci all 0 c k s bee n 
installed in this home for 
security reasons? ..... 

Have any special outdoor lights 
been installed here to make 
It easier to see what's going on 
outside your home? .. , .... 

Are there any timers for turning your 
lights on and off at night? .... 

Have any valuables here been marked 
with your name or some number? 

Have special windows or bars been 
installed for protection? •.. , 

NO YES 

o 1 

o 1 

o 1 

o 1 

o 1 

o 1 

DON'T 
KNOW 

9 

g 

9 

9 

9 

9 

REFUSED 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

Thinking of all the things that people can do to protect their home, that is, 
installing special locks, li.ghts, timers, bars, etc., how much safer do you think they 
can make your home? Would you say they can make your home.,. 

a lot safer, •.... 
somewhat safer, or •. 
not much safer at all? • 
DON'T KNOW .....• 

3 
2 
1 
9 

~-.--

(146) 

(147) 

(148) 

(149) 

(150) 

(151 ) 

(152) 
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The n~xt questions are a ou some ,n9 b t th O s people m,'ght do when they go out after dark. 
Now, think about the last time you went out in this ar.a after dark. 

Q80. 

Q81. 

Q82. 

Q83. 

Q84. 

Q85. 

Q86. 

Did you go with someone 
else to avoid crime? .. 

The last time you went out 
after dark in this area, 
did you stay away from 
certain streets or areas 
to avoid crime? ... '" . 
When you last went out 
after dark in this area, 
did you stay away from 
certain types of people to 
avoid crime? .......... . 

NO 

o 

o 

o 

YES 

1 

,1 

1 

NEVER 
GO OUT 

2 

2 

2 

DON'T 
KNOW 

9 

9 

9 

Thinking of all the things that 
that is, get someone to go with 
types of people, how much safer 
Would you say they can make you 

people can do when they go out after dark, 
them or avoid certain places or avoid certain 
do you think these actions can make you? 

a lot safer, 
somewhat safer, or 
not much safer at all? 
DON'T KNOW ..... . 

3 
2 
1 
9 

Let's talk about the last time you invited someone from outsid~ this 
area to visit you here at night. Did you give your guest warn,ngs or 
suggestions about what to do to avoid possible crime problems? 

NO 
YES ... 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
1 
9 

Think about the last time when no one was home for at least a day or 
two. Did you ask a neighbor to watch your home? 

NO ....•. 
YES ..... . 
SOMEONE ALWAYS HOME 
DON'T KNOW .... 

o 
1 
2 
9 

In general, how often do you avoid gotng out af~er dark i~ this ~rea because 
of crime? Do you avoid going out most of the tlme, somet,mes, or never? 

NEVER GO OUT AFTER DARK 
MOST OF THE TIME 
SOMETIMES . 
NEVER 
DON'T KNOW 

4 
3 
2 
1 
9 

"d' 

(153) 

(154) 

(155) 

/ 

(156) 

(157) 

(158) 

(159) 

\ 

',. 

<~" "' . '- -",,~".,- ~ .. ",.,,-.-~ .-
~~------
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Now, I would like to ask you about any contacts you may have had with the (Houston/Newark) 
police since July of 1983. Since then have you ... 

Q87. reported a crime to the police? ... 

Q88. contacted the police about something suspicious? 

Q89. Since July of 1983 have you reported a traffic 
accident to the police? • .. . ... 

Q90. repo~ted any other problem to the police? 

Q91. Since July of 1983 have you contact~d the police 
for information about how io prevent crime? 

NO 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

YES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 
Q92. asked the police for any other information? ... 0 1 

Q95. The 

Q96. The 

Q97. How 

last 

last 

INTERVIEWER BOX C 

CHECK Q87 THROUGH Q92. CIRCLE ONE AND FOLLOW SKIP 
INS TR UCTI ONS 

-NO" TO Q87 THROUGH Q92 . 
-YES- TO ONE OR MOREITE~S 

time you cont act ed the police 

very helpful, 
somewhat helpful, 
not very helpful, or 
not at all helpful? 
DON'T KNOW 

time did yo u find the po 1 ice 

very polite, 
somewhat polite, . 
somewhat impolite, or 
very impo 1 ite? 
DON'T KNOW 

did you 

... 

1 [SKIP TO QI01] 
2 [ASK Q95] 

find them ... 
4 
3 
2 
1 
9 

4 
3 
2 
1 
9 

fairly were you treated by the police that time? Were they ... 
very fair, 4 somewhat fair, 3 somewh at unf ai r, or 2 very unfair? 1 DON'T KNOW , 9 

DON'T 
KNOW 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

(160) 

(161 ) 

(162) 

(163) 

(16:1) 

(165) 

(166) 

(167) 

(168) 

(169) 

. " 

. ' 
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Q101. Sinc~ July of 1983, have you been in a car or on a motorcycle which 
was stopped by the police? 

Q104. 

NO . 
YES . 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
1 
9 

Since July of 1983, have you been stopped and asked questions by the 
police when you were walkinp? 

NO .... 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

INTERVIEWER BOX E 

o 
1 
9 

CHECK Q101 AND Q104. CIRCLE ONE AND FOLLOW SKIP INSTRUCTION 
·YES" TO BOTH Q101 AND Q104 • 1 [ASK QI06] 
-YES" TO EITHER QI01 OR Q104 •••••• 2 [SKIP TO QI07] 
mNO· TO BOTH QI0l AND QI04 ••••••• 3 [SKIP TO Q111] 

Q107. The last time the police stopped you, did they clearly explain why they stopped you? 

Q108. 

NO .... 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
1 
9 

Did the police clearly explain what action they would take? 

NO . 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
1 
9 

Q109. Did you find the police ... 

very polite, .•. 
somewhat polite, . 
somewhat impolit~, or 
very impolite? .. 
DON'T KNOW .... 

4 
3 
2 
1 
9 

Q110. How fair were they? Were they .. 

Q111. 

very fair, 
somewhat fair, . 
somewh at unf ai r. or 
very unfair? . 
DON'T KNOW ... 

4 
3 
2 
1 
9 

Since July of 1983, have you had any other contact with the police in 
which you had a conversation? 

NO .... 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
1 
9 

(170) 

(I7l) 

(I 72) 

(173) 

(174) 

(175) 

(176) 

\ 
\ 

(177) 

.. 

o 

I 
j -13-

Now, I am gOing to read you another list of some things that you may think are problems in 
this area. After I read each one. please tell me whether you think it is a big problem. Some problem, or no problem here in this area. 

N4. 

Q.l14. 

Q117. 

Q118. 

An increasing amount of violent 
crime in the area? .... 

[PROMPT: Do you think that 
is a big problem, some problem, 
or no problem in this 
area?] 

People beinQ attacked or beaten 
up by strangers? ..... 

People being robbed or havinQ 
their money. purses or walleis 
taken? 

3 

3 

3 

3 

2 

2 

2 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 
Q120. Sale or use of drugs in public 

pl aces? ....• '. 
Q121. Rape or other sexual attacks? 

3 

3 

2 

2 

1 

1 

Now, r would like to ask Y9U a few Questions about some things which may have 
happened to you and people'you know in (Houston/Newark) since July of 1983. 
VI. 

Q124. 

Q125. 

V2. 

" '. 

Q126. 

Q127. 

Since July of 1983, has anyone broken into or attempted to break into your 
home. garage or aoother building on your property to steal something? 

NO ... ' . 
YES 
DON,'T KNOW 

· ••• 0 
· . . . 1 
• •.. 9 

Do you persona11y know of anyone (else) in (Houston/Newark) whose home or 
apartment has been broken into. or had an attempted break-in since July of 1983? 

NO . 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o [SKIP TO QV2] 
1 
9 [SKIP TO QV2] 

Did (this/anY of these) break-in(s) happen in this area? 

NO . 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
1 
9 

Since July of 1983, has anyone robbed you, that is, stolen something 
directly from yOb or tried to take something from you by force or after threatening you with harm? 

NO •..• 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
1 
9 

Do you personally know of anyone (else) in (Houston/Newark) who has been 
robbed or had their purse or wallet taken since July of 1983? 

NO . 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o [SKIP TO QV3] 
1 
9 [SKIP TO QV3] 

Did (this/any of these) crime(s) take place in this area? 

NO • 
YES . • . 
DONIT KNOt/ • 

o 
1 
9 

DON'T KNOW 

9' 

9 

9 

9 

9 

g 

(178) 

(179) 

(180) 

(181) 

(182) 

(183) 

(184) 

(185) 

(186) 

(187) 

(188) 

(189) 

"""-'~;~:~I!I'ii __ J¥P1>i~ __ ~'4f~~~ ___ -.-"""", ____ ....... ____ ,~""",-." ... ,..,..,~,,u.~r'tlX"-"':r-_~~~~~~~~,~~~..l'''-~~=~~._,=::,~~,,~, 
" ~"-'---- . 

i ; 
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V3. Since July of 1983, has anyone physically attacked you or threatened you 
you in any way, even though they did not actually hurt you? 

Q128. 

Q129. 

Q130. 

NO .... • . 0 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

. . . . . 1 

..•.• 9 

Do you personally know of anyone else in (Houston/Newark) who has been 
physically attacked or threatened you in any way since July of 19831 

NO .... 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o [SK IP TO Q130] 
1 
9 [SKIP TO Q130] 

Did (this/any of these) attack(s) take place in this area? 

NO . 
YES 
DON'T KNOW 

o 
1 
9 

What kinds of crimes do you most commonly hear about occurring in this 
area? [DO NOT READ RESPONSE CATEGORIES. PROBE: What other crimes 
do you hear about? CHECK ALL THAT APPLY] 

a. NONE/NO CRIME ......... . 
b. MURDER . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
c. FIGHTS/ASSAULTS/ATTACKS/INJURIES 
d. SEXUAL ASSAULT .. 
e. HOUSEHOLD BURGLARY .... 
f. BUSINESS BURGLARY 
g. HOLD UPS/MUGGINGS/ROBBERY 
h. AUTO THEFT . . 
i. THEFT/STEALING 
.i. VANDALISM 
k. DRUG USE/SALES 
1. PROSTITUTION. 
m. OTHER 

[SPECIFY] 
n. DON'T KNOW. 

1 

1 

1 
1 

1 

1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 

1 

'0 

Now, for the final questions: 

Q131. 

Q132. 

During the past week, other than going to work. on how many days did 
you go somewhere in this area during daylight hours? 

* OF DAYS 

REFUSED • 
DON'T KNOW 

.S 

. 9 

What about after dark? During the past week, other than going to worK. 
on how many nights did you go somewhere in this area after dark? 

* OF NIGHTS 

REFUSED ....• 
DON'T KNOW ... ; ... 

. . . . . . . 8 
9 

Now, I'd like to ask you a few questions about yourself and the people who live 
here. 

Q133: In what year were you born? 

YEAR 

REFUSED ....•..... 8888 

(190) 

(191) 

(192) 

(193) 
(194) 

(195) 

(196) 

(197) 
(198) 

(199) 

(200) 

(201) 

(202) 
(203) 

(204) 
(205) 

(206) 

(207) 

(208-211) 

r r 
, 

\. 
\ 

-IS-

Q135. Are you currently ... 

NS. 

Q137. 

Q138. 

marri ed, ...... . 
living with someone as 
wi dowed, . . . 
divorced, . 
separated. or 
never married? 
REFUSED 

partners, 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
8 

IncludinQ yourself, how many people 19 years and older currently 
live here? 

* OF ADULTS _____ _ 

REFUSED 
DON'T KNOW. 

How many people under 19 years old live here? 

* OF CHILDREN ___ _ 

REFUSED .•. 
DON'T KNOW .. 

8 
9 

88 
99 

[ANSWER Q138 AND Q139 BY OBSERVATION ONLY IF OBVIOUS] 

What is your raci al or ethnic background? 

black, . . . . . • . . . 
wh it e, . . . . . . . . . 
hispanic •......• 
asian/pacific islander. 
american indian, or 

Are 

something else? -T'l""~.......,,=-r---
[SPECIFy] 

REFUSED ... . 
DON'T KNOW .. . 

you ... 

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 

8 
9 

Q139. RESPONDENT SEX: 

Q140. 

MALE . 
FEMALE 

. . 1 
• • 2 

What was the highest grade or year of school that you completed? 
[CIRCLE HIGHESTJ 

NONE . . . . . . 
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL • 
SOME HIGH SCHOOL . . 
HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATE 
SOME COLLEGE .. 
COLLEGE GRADUATE rBACHELORSj 
POST GRADUATE 
REFUSED . . . . 
DON'T KNOW ... 

-----"-----'---- - --- -~---

1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 

(212) 

(213) 

(214-215) 

(216) 

(217) 

(218) 

\' 

• 
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Q141. We also would like to have an idea about your household income in 1983. 
Here is a card [GIVE CARD TO RESPONDENT) with some general categories on it. 
Please tell me which category includes your total household income--what 
everyone here made together last year? You don't have to give me the actual 
total--just tell me the correl:t letter. 

Q142. 

A 
B 
C 
D 
E 
F 
G •• 
REFUSED . 
~ON'T KNOW 

!} [SKIP TO 0143] . 

8 
9 

[IF "REFUSED" OR "DON'T KNOW") Would you just indicate if it was under 
$15,000 in 1983, or over $15,OOO? 

UNDER $15,000 
OVER $15,000 
REFUSED 
DON'T KNOW .. 

o 
1 
8 
g 

Q143. Now, in case my supervisor wants to call and verify this interview could 
I please have your telephone number? 

[NUMBER) ____________ _ 

REFUSED . 
NO PHONE ............. 

CLOSING STATEMENT 

CODE: 888-8888 
CODE! 999-9999 

"Thank you very much, that completes the survey. You've been very helpful." 

TIME INTERVIEW ENDED A.M. 
---------- P. M. 

INTERVIEWER: I certify that I followed the procedures and 
rules in conducting this interview. 

Signed: __ . _____________ _ 

Interviewer /I 

(219) 

(220) ! 

(221-227) I 
I 

(228-229) 

, -, 

11. 

12. 

13. 

14. 

IS. 

16. 

17. 

-17-

INTERVIEWER OBSERVATIONS AND REMARKS: FILL OUT THIS SECTION AS SOON AS 
YOU LEAVE THE HOUSEHOLD. 

RESPONDENT'S FACILITY WITH ENGLISH: 

GOOD .... 
FAI R . . . . 
POOR .... 
INTERVIEW IN SPANISH 

RESPONDENT'S COOPERATIVENESS: 

VERY COOPERATIVE . 
FAIRLY COOPERATIVE. 
NOT VERY COOPERATIVE 

RESPONDENT'S INTEREST IN T~E INTERVIEW: 

VERY INTERESTED 
SOMEWHAT INTERESTED 
NOT INTERESTED, HARD TO 

HOLD ATTENTION .. 
DON'T KNOW ..... 

ACCURACY OF FACTUAL INFORMATION COLLECTED: 

MOSTL Y ACCURATE 
SOMEWHAT INACCURATE 
NOT TO BE TRUSTED 
DON'T KNOW ..... 

HOW SUSPICIOUS WAS THE PERSON WHO LET YOU IN? 

VERY SUSPICIOUS 
SUSPICIOUS ..•.. 
NOT VERY SUSPICIOUS 
DON'T KNOW ..... 

1 
2 
3 
4 

3 
2 
1 

3 
2 

1 
9 

1 
2 
3 
9 

3 
2 
1 
g 

HOW EASY WOULD IT BE FOR SOMEONE TO GET INTO THE HOME THROUGH A DOOR OR 
WINDOW? WOULD YOU SAY IT WOULD BE ... 

VERY EASY 
EASY . . • 
DIFFICULT 
VERY DIFFICULT 
DON'T KNOW 

TYPE OF DWELLING UNIT: 

TRAILER/MOBILE HOME 
SINGLE FAMILY HOME. 
ROW HOUSE/TOWNHOUSE . 
TWO FAMILY HOME/DUPLEX •.. 
SMALL APT. COMPLEX (UP TO 50 UNITS) . 
LARGE APT. COMPLEX (MORE THAN 50 UNITS) 
DON'T KNOW . . .. ........ . 

4 
3 
2 
1 
9 

:3

1 

1 
5 
6 
g 

[SKIP TO 19) 

18. NAME OF APARTMENT COMPLEX ~ __________ _ 

19. CAN RESPONDENT'S UNIT BE ACCESSED THROUGH A WINDOW? 

NO . 0 
YES 1 
DON'T KNOW 9 

110. DO YOU SEE ANY BARS IN THE WINDOWS? 

NO . 0 
YES 1 
DON'T KNOW 9 

Ill. BEGIN HERE CODE EXACT STREET ADDRESS APT. 

I '" I_I lOTI / / / I I -1-',/ I / I_I I II / I /] 

(230) 

(231) 

(232) 

(233) 

(234) 

(235) 

(236-) 

i . 
(237) b" rl .. . 

~ .' .' 

(238) 

(239-259)(260-26: 
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APPENDIX G: 

SCALING THE RESIDENTIAL SURVEY DATA 

I 

I 

I . 

SCALING THE RESIDENTIAL SURVEY DATA 

This report describes how analytic scales were developed for the Fear' 

Reduction Project Evaluation's panel sample surveys. These scales measure the 

central outcomes of interest in this project: perceptions and fear of crime, 

evaluations of the quality of police service, assessments of neighborhood 

problems, residential satisfaction, and crime related behaviors. Each measure 

is a composite of responses to two or more items which were included in the 

surveys to tap those dimensions. Such multiple-item scales yield more reliable, 

general, stable measurements of peoples attitudes and experiences than do 

responses to single survey questions. 

CRITERIA 

In each case the goal was to arrive at scales with the following 

properties: 

1. Responses to each item should be consistent (all positively 

correlated). This was established by examining their 

intercorrelations, after some items were rescaled for directionality of 

scoring. A summary measure of the overall consistency of responses to 

a set of items is Cronbach's Alpha, which is an estimate of their joint 

\ reliability in producing a scale score for an individual. 

2. Item responses should be homogeneous, or single-factored (indicating 

they all measure lithe same thing"). This was established by a 

prinCiple components factor analysis of the items hypothesized to 

represent a single dimension. The items were jUdged homogeneous when 
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they all loaded only on the first factor (their "principle component'I). 

The items should share a substantial proportion of their variance with 

the hypothesized underlying dimension (perhaps precluding them from 

being significantly responsive to other conditions or events). This 

was demonstrated in two ways. Good items were those which evidenced a 

. 'th th . the set Th,'s was measured by their high correlatlon Wl 0 ers ln • 

item-tn-total correlation ("corrected" by excluding them from that 

particular total). Items were judged useful when, in a principal 

components factor analysys, the factl')r on which they fell accounted 

a high proportion of their total variance (they had a high 

"communality"). 

for 

The items on their face should seem related to a problem which is an 

object of one or more of the demonstrati on programs (suggesti ng they 

could be responsive to those interventions). Things which "scale 

together" based upon their naturally occurring covariation are not 

necessari ly all useful, if they all shoul d not be affected by the 

program of interest. The substantive utility of individual items 

cannot be statistically demonstrated; it is, rather,an argument. 

The statistical analyses described above were done using SPSS-X. That 

system's RELIABILITY procedUl"e generated inter-item correlations, calculated 

item-to-total correlations, and estimated a reliability coefficient (Cronbach's 

Alpha) for each set of item responses. FACTOR was used to extract the principa'! 

component from sets of items 'hypothesized to be unidimensional. 

! 

l' 
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The scales were first developed using a random subset of the large Wave 1 

survey data set. Then, all conclusions were confirmed and the scaling 

information presented below was calculated using the entire sample. The final 

scaling procedures then were duplicated separately for a number of subgroups, to 

examine whether or not things "went together" in the same fashion among those 

respondents. The scales were developed using unweighted data. 

FEAR OF PERSONAL CRIME 

Eight items were included in the survey to represent this general 

construct. Analysis of the first wave of the data indicated one should be 

dropped, and that the remaining set was two-factored. 

The original items asked about the extent to which stranger assault, rape, 

and robbery were problems in the area, how worried the respondents were about 

being robbed, attacked, or being at home when someone broke in ("home 

invasion"), how safe they felt out alone in the area at night, and if there was 

a place nearby where they were afraid to walk. 

An examinat ion of carrel at ions among these items indicated that wor'.'v about 
" 

home invasion was only moderately correlated with the others, and excluding it 

from the group would improve the reliability of the resulting scale. 

Excluding this item but using all of the others would yield an additive 

scale with a reliability of .7B. However, a factor analysis of the remaining 

set suggested they were not unidimensional. Rather, three items asking about 

"how big a problem" specific personal crimes were in the area tapped a different 

dimension than those asking people how afraid they were and how worried they 

were about personally being victimized by the same types of crime. These 
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l"espondents seem to di st in9ui sh between personal ri sks and their general 

assessments of area problems. The two clusters of items loaded very distinctly 

on their unique factors, with high loadings. 

Based upon this analysis, the following items were combined to form the 

"Fear of Personal Victimization in Area" measure: 

Q34: How safe would you feel being outside alone in this area at 
night? (very safe to very unsafe)1 

Q35: Is there any place in this areas where you would be afraid to go alone 
either during the day or at night? (yes or no). 

Q43: [How worried are you that] someone will try to rob you or steal 
something from you while you are outside in this area? (very \\Qrried 
to not worried at all) 

Q44: [How worried are you that] someone will try to attack you or beat you 
up while you are outside in this area? (very worried to not worried at 
all) 

These items were added together to form a scale with a reliability of .72. 

The average item-total correlation of its components was .54, and the first 

factor explained 56 percent of the total variation in response to the items. 

Responses to Q35 were dichotomous, and as a result the item had only about 

two-thirds of the variance of Q43 and Q44, and one-half that of Q34. If such 

disparities are extreme, the items making up a simple additive scale will have a 

differential impact upon its apparent content. However, in this case there was 

no meaningful difference between the simple additive alpha and the alpha for a 

standardized scale score which equated the variances of its component parts. As 

a result, a simple additive scale score will be employed. A high score on this 

scale indicates respondents are fearful. 

1. A few people who responded to Q34 that they "never go out" were rescored as 
livery unsafe" (see below). 

\ 
\ 
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The remaining items were combined to form 
Problems" scale: the "Perceived Area Personal Crime 

[ ... please tell h 
no problem here ~e w ~ther you think it· b 1n th1s area?] 1S a ig problem, so me problem, or 

Q114: People being attacked or beaten 
up by strangers? 

Q117: Peop 1 e bei ng robbC \ or h a . . 
V1ng the1r mo 

Q121: R ney, purses or wallets taken? 
ape or other sexual assault ? s. 

Because responses to these items all were 
three-position set of response 

Simply adding them together. 

measured on the same 

categories, the scal 
e Scores were generated by 

As they had about the 
deviation (the rape Question same mean and standard 

was somewhat lower on both) th . 
contribute about equally , e 1tems all 

to the total Score for each 
lying behind these items individual. The factor 

reliability of the scal ~ccounted for 65 percent of their total variance. The 
e 1S .73. A high SCore on this issue 

these personal cr1'm es were seen as "big 
indicates 

prob 1 ems in the area. II 

WORRY AND PERCEPTIONS ABOUT PROPERTY 
CRIME VICTIMIZATION IN AREA 

that 

There were five candidate 
items in this cluster. 

prob 1 em" bur 1 Three asked "how big a 
gary, auto theft, and auto vandalism were . . 

worried" respondents were ab . . ° 1n the area, and two "how 
out be1ng v1ct1mized by b 1 

vandalism Other urg ary and auto theft or 
. research on co ncern about victimization 0 

(see Baumer and Rosenb r assessments of risk 
aum, 1981) indicates the dO to . 

property crimes i 1S 1nct10n between personal and 
s a fundamental one and th t 

gau d ' a perceptions of the two are best 
ge separately. (A t 

u 0 vandalism was experimentally 
included among a set 

-------~-, -

, .. 
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of "disorder" items which included other vandal ism activities, but empirically 

it belongs in this cluster of more serious crimes; (see below). 

Although all five items clustered together, the following items were 

combined 

Q45: 

to for the "Worry About Property Crime Victimization in Area" scales: 

[How worr i ed are you that] someone will try to break i n~o your home 
while no one is there? (Not 't-Ion-;ed at all to very warned) 

Q47: [How worried are you that] someone will try to ~teal or damage your car 
in this area? (Not worried at all to very warrled) 

These two items were combined to form a scale. They were intercorrelated 

.43 and formed an additive scale with an Alpha of .60. Because the items 

employed similar three-category responses and they had about the same means and 

standard deviations, they were scaled by adding them together. A high score on 

this scale identifies respondents who are very worried about property crime. 

The remaining three items were combined to form another scale, "Perceived 

Area Property Crime Problems" which, although highly correlated with the 

d "Worry about Property Crime" scale, omits, for theoreticial previously discusse 

reasons, all emotive references such as "worry" or "fear." The average 

correlation among these items is .53; the Alpha was .77. The items were: 

[ ..• please tell me whether you think is a big problem, some problem, 
or no problem here in this area.] 

Q68: People breaking in or sneaking into home~ to steal things? 

Q70: Cars being vandalized--things like windows or radio aerials being 
broken? 

Q71: Cars being stolen? 

,".- .,~ 

I 
~ f 
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PERCEIVED AREA SOCIAL DISORDER PROBLEMS 

This is a concept introduced by Hunter (1978) (as lIinci-vility"), and 

elaborated by Lewis and Salem (1981) and Skogan and Maxfield (1981).' Many' of 

its measures were first developed by Fowler and Mangione (1974). It has great 

currency in the research literature on the fear of crime. Recently, Wilson and 
" 

Kelling (1982) have expanded its theoretical significance by linking disorders 

explicitly to the generation of other serious crimes, and lent it some 

controversy by recommending that disorders become the d1rect object of 

aggressive, neighborhood-basl~d policing. The level of disorder has been shown 

to have direct consequences for aggregate levels of fear, community cohesion, 

and residential stability, in urban residential neighborhgoods and public 

housing projects (Skogan, 1983). 

Seven candidate items were analyzed as part of the scale development 

process. They all focused upon deviant behaviors of varying illegality and 

seriousness, most of which take place in public locations. They were: 

[ ..• please tell me whether you think it is a big problem, some problem, 
or no problem at all.] 

Q18: Groups of people hanging around on corners or in streets. 

Q20: People saying insulting things or bothering people as they walk down 
the street? 

Q24: People drinking in public places like on corners or in streets? 

Q66: People breaking windows of buildings? 

Q67: Graffiti, that is writing or painting on walls or windows? 

Q113: Gangs? 

Q120: Sale or use of drugs in public places? 
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Responses to these eight items were all positively intercorrelated (mean 

r=.40), and they had roughly similar means and variances. A scale "Perceived 

Area Social Disorder Problems," was formed by adding together responses to' them. 

The principal component factor for these items explained 48 percent of their 

total variance. This scale has a reliability of .85. A high score on this 

scale points to areas in \tttlich these are seen as "big problems." 

An additional six items included in the survey could have been included in a 

disorder scale. They were: 

Q23: Truancy, that is, kids not being in school when they should be? 

Q72: The wrong kind of people moving into the neighborhood? 

Ql19: Pornographic movie theaters or bookshops, massage parlors, topless 
bars? 

Ql16: Prostitutes? 

Q19: Beggars or panhandlers? 

Ql15: Children being bothered on their way to and from school? 

Responses to the these items were consistent with the others, but were 

excluded from the scale because they probed problems which were not,explict foci 

of any progr am. 

SATISFACTION WITH AREA 

Satisfaction with the area was probed by two question~~ 

Q5: In general, since July of 1982, would you say this area has become a 
better place to live, gotten worse, or stayed about the same? (better, 
worse, or about the same) 

Q14: On the whole, how do you feel about this area as a place to live? Are 
you ... (very satisfied to very dissatisfied?) 

Responses to these two questions were correlated .36, and had similar 

variances. Added together they formed a scale, "Satisfaction,with Area," with a 

reliability of .50, good for a two-item measure. A high score on this scale 

identifie's respondents who think their area is a good .,Pl~~e to 'live, and has' 

be,en getting better. 'I. 

! 

\ 
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EVALUATIONS OF POLICE SERVICE AND AGGRESSIVENESS 

A number of questions in the survey elicited evaluations of police 

service. Some items focused upon recent, specific police-citizen encounters 

which were identified in the survey, whl'le others were II ' generlc" and referenced 

more global opinions. Ten gene' 't ' rlC , ems were lncluded in the questionnaire, and 

they revealed two distinct clusters of opinion: one referring to proactive, 

aggressive police action, and the other to the quality of services provided 

A citizens and anticipated police demeanor in police-citizen encounters. 

question referring to the strictness of traffic law enforcement was 

inconsistently correlated with most of the items, and had a low (about .10) 

correlation with the other measures of police aggressiveness; it was excluded 

completely. 

Two general items consistently factored together, evidencing response 

patterns which differed from others focusing upon the police. Added together, 

they form a "Police Aggressiveness" measure. They are: 

[ ... please tell me whether you think it is a big problem, bl 
no problem here in this area.] some pro em, or 

Q21: Po~ice stopping too many people on the streets without good reason in 
thlS area? 

Q26: Police being too tough on people they stop? 

These two items were correlated +.50, and when factor analyzed with the 

remaining set (see below) formed a significant second factor with loadings of 

.83 and .86, respectively. They had about the same mean and standard deviation, 

so they were scaled by adding them together. The scale has a reliability of 

.66, good for a two-item measure. A high score on this scale identifies people 
,~ " 

who 'think these are "big problems." 

, , , 

" .~ 
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The remaining items also formed a distinct factor, and make up a second 

additive measure, "Evaluation of Police Service." They are: 

Q50: How good a job do you think [police] are doing to prevent crime? (very 
good to very poor job) 

Q51: How good a job do you think the police in this area are doing in 
helping people out after they have been victims of crime? . (very good 
to very poor job) 

Q52: How good a job are the police in this area doing in keeping order on 
the streets and sidewalks? (very good to very poor job) 

Q57: In general, how polite are the police in this area when dealing with 
people? (very polite to very impolite) 

Q58: In general, how helpful are the police in this area when dealing with 
people around here? (very helpful to not helpful at all) 

Q59: In general, how fair are the police in this area in dealing with people 
around here? (very fair to very unfair) 

The simple additive combination of these items has a reliability of .86, and 

they were correlated an average of .56. They were single factored, and their 

principal factor explained 60 percent of the total variation in the items. 

There was some variation in the response format for these items, but differences 

in the variances in the items were not great enough to preclude adding them 

together in simple fashion to form a scale. A high score on this measure points 

to a favorable evaluation of the police. 

PERCEIVED AREA PHYSICAL DETERIORATION PROBLEMS 

Itmes in this cluster refer to the prevalance of problems with trash, 

abandoned buildings, and dirty streets and sidewalks. These are interesting 

bec ause thei r frequency presumab ly refl ects the balance of two oppos i ng forces: 

the pace at which people or businesses create these problems and the efficiency 

t::::::.:',:~:::,:::::X:::::::::':::::"'::.":=~..:::'~ ___ :::tj~..,~~~.~:: """"" __ 
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with which the city deals with them. Identical conditions can result from 

differing mixes of either activity. 

The questions were: 

---_.-.... _ .. _. 

[ ... please tell me whether you think it is a big problem, some bl 
no problem here in this area?] pro em, or 

Q15: The first one is dirty streets and sidewalks in this area? 

Q22: Abandoned houses or other empty buildings in this area? 

Q65: Vacant lots filled with trash and junk? 

Responses to these questions were moderately intercorrelated (an average of 

.36), but single-factored. That factor explained 57 percent of the variance in 

the items. They had similar means and standard deviations as well as sharing a 

response format, so they were scaled by adding them together. This measure has 

a reliability of .63. A h1°gh sco thO 1 re on 1S sca e indicates that phYSical 

deterioration is thought to be a problem in the area. 

A related survey item (Q69) asking about problems with abandoned cars would 

scale with these, but that problem was not a target of the 1 c ean-up program in 
Newark. 

CRIME PREVENTION EFFORTS 

There are a series of anti-crime actions taken by city residents which 

might be relevant for this evaluation. Four questions in the surveys probed the 

extent to Which respondents took defensive behaviors to protect themselve~ from 

personal victimization in public locations. They were asked: 

,-- .... '*"':w.~lI!4 .......... _~_, --"'",·' ....... ==>="""""""" ... ~~'(:r.Ji~~'t:'~'}'t:;:'.t:;'~~~,;::-~.':;t;:!:;::r~-::;:~'~.:>~, B'~ 
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The next questions are about some things people might do when they go out 

after dark. Now think about the last time you went out in this area after 

dark. 

Q80: Did you go with someone else to avoid crime? 

Q81: The last time you went out after dark in this 
from certain streets or areas to avoid crime? 

(yes or no) 

area, did you stay away 
(yes. or no) 

Q82: When you last went out after dark in this area, did you stay away from 
certain types of people to avoid crime? (yes or no) 

Q86: In general, how often do you avoid going out ~fter dark in this area 
because of crime? (never go out to never avold) 

In survey questions like these, a few respondents inevitably respond that 

they "never go out." With the exception of the disabled this is highly 

unlikely, and people who answer in this way frequently are fearful and score as 

high "avoiders" on the other measures. For analytic purposes it proves useful 

(see Skogan and Maxfield, 1981) to count them along with the others. The. 

"message" they are communicating seems to be that "itls a dangerous place out 

k " d . d them "yes" there," so we have classed them as "precaution ta ers an asslgne 

responses to these items. 

Responses to these four items were very consistent. They were correlated an 

average of .41, and formed a simple additive scale "Defensive Behaviors" with a 

reliability of .74. The last item, Q86, was rescored so that its four response 

categories ranged in value betwen zero and one, like the others. The items then 

all had similar means and standard deviations. The resulting scale is a simple 

additive combination of the four. 

r • , 
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A second set of behaviors measured in the survey referred to household crime 

prevention efforts. Several elements of the program were designed to increase 

the frequency with which people take such measures. Questions in the survey 

which tapped these activities included: 

The next few questions are about things that some people might do for protection from crime. 

Q74: Have any special locks been· t 11 lns a ed in this home for security reasons? (yes or no) 

Q75: Have any special outdoor lights been installed here to make it easier 
to see what's going on outside your home? (yes or no) 

Q76: Are there any timers for turning your lights on and off at night? (yes or no) 

Q77: Have any valuables here b k een mar ed wi th your name or some number? (yes or no) 

Q78: Have special windows or bars been installed for protection? no) (yes or 

Q85: Th ink about the 1 as t t irne when no one was home for at least a day or 
two. Did you ask a neighbor to watch your home? (yes or no) 

Responses to these question~ all were positively intercorrelated. The 

correlations often were low, however, probably due to the extremely skewed 

marginal distributions of many of them. For example, less than 20 percent 

reported having timers, marking their properly, and installing special security 

windows or bars. Nonparametric measures of a$sociation between these 

items--which are not affected by their skewed marginals--were more robust. 

Correlat'ions between reports of the IOOre normally distributed activities (39 

percent have special locks, 30 percent outdoor lights, and 64 percent have 

neighbors watch their homes) were somewhat higher, averaging .20-.30. If added 

together, responses to these items would form a sca,le with a low reliability . 

" 
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Also, a factor analysis of the entire set indicated they were not 

single-factored. Responses to Q75 and Q76, two questions about lighting, "went 

So, 
"n th,'s evaluation analysis we simply added together together" separately. 

the number of II yes lt responses to the enti re set of items, as a count of act ions 

taken and, where relevant, analyzed the adoption of these measures 

separately. 

DISTRIBUTION OF SCALE SCORES 

Because they were to be used in mUltivariate regression analyses, it was 

important that the distribution of the scale scores described above meet the 

assumptions of regression. Also, one assumption in ANCOVA (carried out in this 

project using multiple regression) is that the relationship between pre- and 

post-test scores is linear, and this is also better determined if the scores 

themselves are fairly normally distributed. So, scale scores for both waves of 

each survey were examined for non-normality. Only one score for the Wave 1 

panel survey was heavily skewed, (that for "Police Aggressiveness lt ), and it 

was logged for use in statistical analysis. 

THE REPRODUCEABILITY OF SCALES AMONG SUBPOPULATIONS 

Tables 1-3 summarize the reliability for the scales discussed above and 

't f s·ubgroups and area samples used in the evaluation. present them for a var,e y 0 

Table 1 presents the findings separately for Houston and Newark. Table 2 

presents scale reliabilities for the major racial and ethnic groups surveyed in 

Houston--blacks, whites, and Hispanics. (In Newark, only largely black 

r 
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neighborhoods were involved in the Fear Reduction Project.) Table 3 breaks the 

data down separately for the ten neighborhoods surveyed. 

While the reliabilities presented here fluctuate from p1ace-to-place and 

gr'oup-to-grollp, the generalizability of the scales used in the evaluation is 
evident. 

There is no evidence that speci al measures must be tailored for any 

particular group or area; rather, the various reports and analyses based upon 

these data can employ the same measures throughout. 

A NOTE ON CALCULATING SCALE SCORES 

There is a scattered amount of missing data for all of these items. There 

were substantially more missing data for questions dealing with the police than 

for generic questions about neighborhood conditions, probably reflecting many 

people's true ignorance of police affairs. Because a number of these scales 

summarize responses to several questions, if one missing element for a scale led 

to the complete exclusion of a respondent, the number of cases available for 

analysis would drop quite substantially. Because these items are single­

factored and internally consistent, a better strategy is to let responses to 

components of a scale which !!::.~ present "stand inlt for occasional missing data. 

This was accomplished by basing each individual's calculated Score on the sum of 

valid responses, standardized by the number of valid responses (scores = sum of 

response value/number of valid responses). Neither excluding respondents 

because of nonresponse nor fabricating data for them in the form of imputed 

values (such as means or "hot deck~ values) is lik~ly to be a superior strategy, 

in light of our scaling approach to measurement (cf. Kalton, 1983). 

' .. 



Table 1 

Wave 1 Scale Reliabilities 

All Respondents 

Houston Race Totals 

Scale Black White Hi spanic 

Fear of Personal 
Victimization in Area .71 .71 .64 

Perceived Area Personal 
Crime Problems .76 .82 .79 

Worry About Property Crime 
Victimization in Area .63 .60 .69 

Perceived Area Property 
Crime Problems .79 .76 .79 

Perceived Area Social 
Disorder Problems .81 .82 .84 

H 
~~ Satisfaction with Area .51 .44 .39 
<I 

~ 
~ Police Aggressiveness .69 .60 .68 
Ii 
~ Evaluation of Police ,I 

\ Service .83 .84 .78 
j , , 
1 

I Perceived Area Physical 
'1 

Deteriorat ion Problems .60 .63 .61 

\ 
1 Defensive Behaviors to 
\ Avoid Personal Crime .69 .71 .66 

(Cases) (578) (1091) (443) 

2£ale 

Fear of Personal 
Victimization in Ar~a 

! Perceived Area Personal 
Crime Problems 

Wor~y ~b?ut Property Crime 
Vlctlmlzation in Area 

Perceived Area Property 
Crime Problems 

Perceived Area Social 
Disorder Problems 

Satisfaction with Area 

Police Aggressiveness 

Evaluation of Police 
Service 

Perceived Area Physical 
Deterioration Problems 

Oefen~ive Behaviors to 
AVOld Personal Crime 

(Cases) 

i! it 

I 
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Tab le 2 

Wave 1 Scale Reliabilities 

All Respondents 

City Totals 

Total Houston 

.72 .70 

.73 .80 

.61 .62 

.77 .77 

.84 .83 

.50 .44 

.66 .68 

.86 .83 

.63 .62 

.73 .69 

(4134) (2178) 

Newark 

.74 

.67 

.55 

.73 

.77 

.43 

.64 

.84 

.52 

.77 

(1956) 
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Table 3 
'. 

" Wave 1 Scale Reliabilities 

All Respondents 

Area Tota ls 
North lang- Wood Golf Shady Scale 
line wood Bayou Crest Acres S-l S-2 S-4 W-1 N-2 Fear of Personal 

\ ; 

Victimization in Area .71 .69 .71 .68 .70 .74 .75 .74 .73 .72 Perceived Area Personal 
,..-

! 
. j 

,.,. 

Crime Problems .79 .80 .78 .83 .74 .68 .66 .57 .66 .72 
< f 

'.<-" " 

! 

Worry About Property Crime 

'.1 
'I 
i'l 

Victimization in Area .65 .65 .56 .52 .67 .60 .69 .59 .63 .48 
t 

j t 

Perceived Area Property 

I rt 
Crime Problems .81 .78 .80 . 71 .76 .77 .76 .72 .72 .74 ...... q 

co !j 
I II 

Perceived Area Social 

H 
·T 

If 

Disorder Problems .81 .81 .83 .84 .85 .73 .77 .77 .80 .74 

If 

Satisfaction with Area 045 .48 .51 .42 .42 .44 .45 .45 
tL 
ti 

Police Aggressiveness .74 .66 .70 .65 .61 .71 ( .62 .71 .52 .60 r1 '.' 
);1 .. " 

fJ 

Evaluation of Police 
Service 

.86 .79 .83 .84 .80 .85 .82 .82 .85 .84 
# 
'1 

Perceived Area Physical 

II 

Deterioration Problems .67 .58 .62 . 59 .57 .64 .S2: .36 .S6 .39 
{I 

I 
Defensive Behaviors to 

!1 

' I 

[I, 

J 

Avoid Personal Crime .70 .67 .68 .71 .65 .73 .75 .78 .80 .76 

I 
I (Cases). 

(398) (378) (S06) (S26) (370) (398) (340) (441) (402) (37S) ~ 
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APPENDIX H: 

DEMOGRAPHIC CHARACTERISTICS OF NEWSLETTER SAMPLES BY 
EXPERIMENTAL CONDITION . 

! 
'\ 

\ 

. !) 

TABLE H-l 

Demographic Chal"acteristics of Houston Newsletter Panel Samples by 
Experimental Condition 

Experimental Conditions 

Newsletter Newsletter 
No Without With 

Newsletter Stat i st ics Statistics 
Sex 

Males 24 (57.1) 19 (45.2) 22 (51. 2) 
Females 18 (42.9) 23 (54.8) 21 (48.8) 

Race 
Bl acks 24 (57.1) 23 (54.8) 26 (60.5) 
Whites 9 (21.4) 6 (14.3) 7 (16.3) 
Hispanics 6 (14.3) 11 (26.2) 5 (11.6) 
Asian/Pacific Islander 3 (7.1) 2 (4.8) 4 (9.3) 
American Indi an 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 1 (2.3) 
Other Undetermined 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 

Average Age 36.1 36.8 36.7 

Education 
Elementary School 2 (4.8) 1 (2.4) 0 (0.0) 
SOlile Hi gh School 6 (14.3) 5 (11.9) 7 (16.3) 
High School Graduate 24 (57.1) 22 (52.4) 22 (51.2) 
Some College 6 (14.3) 10 (23.8) 10 (23.2) 
Co 11 ege Graduate 4 (9.5) 4 (9.5) 4 (9.3) 

Own or Rent Home 
Own 13 (31.0) 13 (31.0) 13 (30.2) 
Rent 29 (69.0) 29 (69.0) 30 (69.8) 
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TABLE H-2 

Demogt"aphic Characteristics of Houston Newsletter Post-Only Samples by 
Experimental Condition 

Sex 
t~ales 
females 

RG',ce 
Blacks 
Whites 
Hispanics 
Asian/Pacific Islander 
American Indian 
Other Undetermined 

Average Age 

Education 
Elementary School 
Some H"igh School 
High School Graduate 
Some College 
College Graduate 

Own or Rent Home 
Own 
Rent 

r J 

No 
Newsletter 

38 (55.1) 
31 (44.9) 

36 (52.1) 
20 (29.0) 
11 (15.9) 
1 (1.4) 
0 (0.0) 
1 (1.4 ) 

34.5 

6 (8.7) 
9 (13.0) 

30 (43.5) 
15 (21. 7) 
9 (13.0) 

17 (24.6) 
52 (75.4) 

Experimental Conditions 

Newsletter Newsletter 
Without With 
Statistics Statistics 

34 (58.6) 30 (48.4) 
24 (41.4) 32 (51. 6) 

27 (46.6) 28 (45.9) 
13 (22.4) 21 (34.4) 
15 (25.9) 11 (18.0) 
2 (3.4)' 1 ( 1.6) 
0 (0.0) 0 (0.0) 
1 (1. 7) 0 (0.0) 

34.7 35.9 

3 (5.2) 5 (8.1) 
19 (32.8) 12 (19.4) 
21 (36.2) 23 (37.1) 
10 (17.2) 11 (17.7) 
5 (8.6) 11 (17.7) 

10 (17.2) 15 (24.2) 
48 (82.8) 47 (75.8) 

I 

I
' 

, . 

" 

1 

TABLE H-3 

Demogt"aphic Characteristics of Newark Newsletter Panel Samples by 
Experimental Condition 

Experimental Conditions 

Newsletter Newsletter 
No Without With 

Newsletter Statistics Statistics Sex 
Males 14 (35.9) 9 (20.5) 11 (32.4) Females 25 (64.1) 35 (79.5) 23 (67.6) 

Race 
Bl acks 37 (94.9) 43 (97.7) 32 (94.1) Wh ites 1 (2.6) 1 (2.3) 1 (2.9) Other Undetermined 1 (2.6) 0 (0.0) 1 (2.9) 

Average Age 47.9 47.4 43.7 

Education 
Elementary School 8 (20.5) 5 (11.4) 6 (11.6) 
Some High School 9 (23.1) y 8 (18.2) 5 (14.7} High School Graduate 12 (30.8) 13 (29.5) 14 (41. 2) Some Co 11 ege 8 (20.5) 10 (22.7) 7 (20.6) College Graduate 2 (5.1) 8 (18.2) 2 (5.9) 

Own or Rent Home 
Own 22 (56.4) 17 (38.6) 17 (50.0) Rent 17 (43.6) 27 (61. 4) 17 (50.0) 

) , ~. 
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TABLE H-4 

Demographic Characteristics of Newark Newsletter post-Only Samples by 
Experimental Condition 

Experimental Conditions 

Newsletter Newsletter 
. No Without With 

Newsletter Statistics Statistics 

Sex 
Males 15 (26.8) 19 (28.4) 18 (31.0) 

Females 41 (73.2) 48 (71.6) 40 (69.0) 

Race 
Bl acks 56 (100.0) 67 (100.0) 58 (100.0) 

Average Age 42.4 44.0 40.6 

Educat ion 
Elementary School 7 (12.5) 8 (11.9) 5 (8.6) 

Some High School 20 (35.7) 14 (20.9) 13 (22.4) 

High School Graduate 19 (33.9) 29 (43.3) 21 (35.2) 

Some College 7 (12.5) 13 (19.4) 15 (25.9) 

College Graduate 3 (5.4) 3 (4.5) 4 (6.9) 

Own or Rent Home 
Own 18 (32.1) 14 (20.9) 19 (32.8) 

Rent 38 (67.9) 53 (79.1) 39 (67.20 

".''''.' .,,.."' __ ~ 0 0, iii 

APPENDIX I: 

RECALLED PROGRAM AWARENESS BY EDUCATIONAL LEVEL 
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Table 1-1 

Recalled Awareness by Educational Level 

Houston Sample 

-
Panel Post-Only 

Recall ed Newsletter, News 1 etter, Newsletter, 
Exposure No Stat i st ics Statistics No Statistics 
Indicator < HS HS > HS < HS HS > HS < HS HS > HS <: HS 

Percent Heard 16.7 54.6 50.0 42.9 68.2 85.7 45.5 52.4 60.0 43.8 
of Newsletter (6) (22) (14) (7) (22) (14) (22) (21) (15) (16) 

Percent Saw 0.0 63.6 71.4 42.9 59.1 85.7 31.8 61.9 40.0 52.9 
Newsletter (6) (22) (14) (7) (22) (14) (22) (21) (15) (17) 

Issues Ma i1 ed 
(Of those who - 3.4 2.7 3.0 3.0 4.0 2.6 2.7 2.8 3.0 
recall seeing one (14) (10) ( 3) (13) (11 ) (7) (13) (6) (8) 

Issues Mailed 0.0 2.1 2.0 1.3 La 3.1 .8 1.7 1.1 1.4 
(Total Sample) (6) (22) (14) (7) (22) (14) (22) (21) (15) (17) 

Issued Exami ned 
(of those who - 6 2.2 1.7 2.5 3.2 1.9 1.6 2.0 1.6 
recall seeing one (14) (10) (3) (13) ( 11) (7) (13) (6) (9) 

Issues Exami ned 0.0 1.6 1.6 .7 1.5 2.6 1.6 1.0 .B .8 
(Total Samples) (6) (22) (14) (7) (22) (14) (22) (21) (15J (17) 

'j , 

- !:f ' 

t ,. 

Newsletter 
Statistics 

. HS > HS 

65.2 72.7 
(23) (22) 

56.5 72.7 
(23) (22) 

2.7 3.3 
(13) (15) 

1.5 2.4 
(23) (22) 

1.8 3.0 
(13) (15) 

1.0 2.1 
(23) (22) 
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Recalled 
Exposure 
Indicator 

Percent Heard 
of Newsletter 

Percent Saw 
Newsletter 

Issues Ma il ed 
(Of those who 
recall seeing one 

., Iss ue s Ma il ed 
(Total Sample) 

Issued Examined 
(of those who 
recall seeing one 

Issues Examined 
{Total Samples} 

\' 

Table 1-2 

Recalled Awareness by Educational Level 

Newark Sample 

Panel 

Newsletter, Newsletter, Newsletter, 

Post-Only 

No Stat i st. ics Statistics No Statistics 
< HS HS > liS < HS HS > HS < HS HS > HS < HS 

30.8 33.3 50.0 40.0 69.2 66.7 22.7 48.3 53.3 50.0 
(13) (12) (18) (10) ( 13) (9) (22) (29) (15) (18) 

41.7 61.5 72.2 63.6 78.6 66.7 50.0 51.7 73.3 44.4 
(12) (13) (18) (11 ) (14) (9) (22) (29) (15) (18) 

2.0 3.5 3.7 2.5 3.6 3.6 2.4 3.0 3.3 2.8 
(2) {4} ( 9) (6) (9) (5) (8) (12) (4) (4) 

.3 1.1 1.8 1.4 2.3 2.0 .9 1.2 .8 .6 
(13) (13) (18) (11 ) (14) (9) (22) (29) (16) (18) 

1.2 1.6 3.0 1.9 3.4 2.5 1.8 2.3 2.2 2.0 
(5) (8) (13) (7) (9) ( 6) (10) (14) ( 11) (8) 

.5 1.0 2.2 1.2 2.2 1.7 .8 1.1 1.5 .9 
(13) (13) (18) (11) (14) (9) (22) (29) (16) (18) 

" 

Newsletter 
Statistics 

HS 

38.1 
(21) 

57.1 
(21) 

1.3 
(7) 

.8 
(21) 

1.8 
(11) 

1.3 
(21) 

> HS 

38.9 
(18) 

52.6 
(9) 

2.9 
(9) 

1.4 
(19) 

2.6 
(10) 

1.4 
(19) 

.: 
II , , 

'. 

Q 

. , 



r 
I 

'0 

\ 

\ l 

',) 

IF 

<J.._._ 

~ 

) 

. 

. .. , 

'" 

~ 

,f 

\ 

, " 
fl, '. 0 

" 

, 

;,7 
~~'''' 

\1 

{ 
i 
f 

{ 
i 
I' 
i 

t 
" 

,. 

Ii 
il i 

.1~' f , 
i, ~ ;q .. , 

<" t :<f. ! :.~1 
J ,~ 

f 
.. 

f; 
t~ ~" , 

, 



-~----~--~ -- --,---

---

\ 

" \ 

'(I 

r 
I 

I 
j 

.. 
'. 

'. 

~\ ,. 

, 

, . 




