If you have issues viewing or accessing this file contact us at NCJRS.gov.

THE HOUSTON VICTIM RECONTACT EXPERIMENT
TECHNICAL REPORT

by '
Wesley G. Skogan and Mary Ann Wycoff

Final Draft Report
National 1 1?0 e
nat Institute of Justi
The Honorable James K. Stewart,lgsrector

July 9, 1985

U.S, Department of Justice
Nationat institute of Justice

This document has been reproduced exactly as received from the
person or organfzation originating it. Points of view or opinjans stated

in this document are those of the authors and do not necessarily

\rjequsem the official posttion or policies of the National institute of
ustice.

Permission to reproduce this copysighted malarial has been
granted by

Public Domain/NIJ Police Foundation
U.S. Department of Justice Hubert Williams,
to the National Criminal Justice Fieference Service (NCJRS), President

Further reproduction outside of the NCJRS system requires permis-
sion of the copyright owner.



THE HOUSTON VICTIM RECONTACT EXPERIMENT
TABLE OF CONTENTS

PREFACE « « v v b e e e e e e e e e e e i
INTRODUCTION . « « v @ o v . . e e e e e B 1
PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE VICTIM RECONTACT STRATEGY . . . 3
EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES + « « « v v v o e v e e e e e e e e 20
THE SAMPLE . . . . . . . T AR AR 22
EVALUATION SURVEY INTERVIEWS . o + v v v v o e e e e s . REYY
MEASURING THE PROGRAM'S CONSEQUENCES inas 29

OTHER FACTORS WHICH INFLUENCE THE OUTCﬁgES A 33
DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TREATMENT AND CONT%OL GRAURE 34
MULTIVARIATE TESTS OF PROGRAM EFFECTSE. ABBUISITIONS © - - 36
PROGRAM EFFECTS ON SUBGROUPS OF VICTIMS . . . « + . . . . . Co.. 43
VICTIMS® ASSESSMENTS OF THE PROGRAM . . . . . « . . . . . . ... . 56
FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS + + v v v v v v v o« . G e .. 59
CITATIONS « + v v v v v v e v v e i Ce. . 62

APPENDIX A The Fear Reduction Program

APPENDIX B Supporting Statistical Tables

APPENDIX C Measurement and Scaling in the Evaluation Survey
APPENDIX D Evaluation Survey Questionnaire

APPENDIX E Houston's Victim Information Form

APPENDIX F Houston's Crime Specific Victim Questionnaires
APPENDIX G Houston's Letter to Uncontacted Victims



TABLE
TABLE

TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE
TABLE

TABLE
TABLE

THE HOUSTON VICTIM RECONTACT EXPERIMENT
List of Tables

Characteristics of Victims and Residents of

Matched Houston Program Areas: Survey Findings . . . .

Relatjonship Between Treatment Status and
Selected Victim and Incident Characteristics,

Comparison of Control and Treatment Groups . . . . . .

Disposition of Sample Cases in Follow-Up

Evaluation Survey . . . . . . . .. e e v e e

Comparison of Original Sample and Interv1ew

Sample & v . i e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

Mean Outcome Scores for Treatment and Contro]

BroUPS & v v v s v o e s e e e e e e e e e e e e

Regression Analysis of Outcome Measures Using

Treatment Status and Covarjates . . . . . . . . . .

Effects of Treatment, Communication Problems,
and Communication-Treatment Interaction,

Indicators of Communication Problems . . . . . ..

Outcome Scores by Race and Facility with

English .« .« « v v v v v v v e s e e e e e e e e e
Victims' Assessments of the Recontact Program e e

Page No.

19



This study was conducted under
Grant No. 83-1J-CX-0003 from the
National Institute of Justice.
Points of view or opinions stated
in this report do not necessarily
represent the official position of
the U.S. Department of Justice, the
Houston Police Department or the
Police Foundation




R T

~ PREFACE

This technical report describes the Houston P011ce Department's Victim
Recontact Program and the evaluation of it conducted by the Police
Foundation. ~As the report describes, the program was developed by a team of
Houston police officers. They worked out of the Department's Research and
Planning Division, under the direction of the Division Head and the Chief of
Police. Without their creativity and cooperation there would have been no
program to evaluate. The following members of the Houston Police Department
were actively involved in the planning and execution of the program.

Lee Brown, Chief of Police

John Bales, Assistant Chief

Frank Yorek, Deputy Chief

Hiram Contreras, Captain

Robert Wasserman, Police Administrator

The Fear Reduction Task Force
Sergeant Steve Fowler

Jerri Jackson Don Pardu Mara English
Philip Brooks Charles Epperson  Robin Kirk
Herb Armand Alan Tomlinson

Other Victim Recontact Staff
Allen Hughes Henry Chisholm

Staff members of the Police Foundation and research consultants were
involved in the design and execution of the program evaluation, or gave
advice to those who did. They included:

Sampson Annan, Director of Surveys
Gretchen Eckman, Houston Site Observer
Antony Pate, Newark Project Director

Research Consultants

Paul Lavrakas Albert J. Reiss, Jr.
Peter Rossi Richard Berk
David Bayley Jerome Skolnick

Bonnie Fisher worked at Northwestern University preparing and analyzing
the data. Pat Mayhew made useful comments on a very early draft of the
report. '

The project was supported by the National Institute of Justice. The
staff of the Institute provided continuous encouragement and advice. Those
actively involved in this project included James K. Stewart, Director, and
William Saulsbury, the original project monitor; and Gil Kerlikowske, who
inherited the role of project monitor.

The entire project, including the evaluation, was conducted under the
direction of Lawrence Sherman, Vice President for Research of the Police
Foundation. Patrick V. Murphy, President of the Police Foundation, was
active in establishing the Fear Reduction project and representing it to the
policing community.



INTRODUCTION

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 were developed.

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 increased 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 communities.

In each city a number of different strategies were 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. Some focused upon reducing physical
disorder, including trash and litter, abandoned buildings, graffiti, and
deterioration. 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 information 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.

Responsibility for planning and implementing the strategies in Houston
was given to a planning Task Force, which consisted of a sergeant, four
patrol officers, and a civilian member of the department. Each of the
patrol officers was directly responsible for the execution of one of the
strategies. During the nine-to-twelve month period that the strategies were
operational, the original Task Force members assumed total responsibi]ityk
for implementation. They conducted much of the operational work themselves
and coordinated the activities of a few other officers who were involved in

program implementation.



PLANNING AND IMPLEMENTATION OF THE VICTIM RECONTACT STRATEGY

The Need for a Victim Program. In March, 1983, the Houston Police
Department's Fear Reduction Task Force decided“that one element of its
program would involve a service for victims of crime. The recontact
strategy reflected groWing concern in Houston and elsewhere over the fate of
victims. Victims traditionally have been the “forgotten participants" in
the criminal justice system. They have been valued only for their role in
(a) reporting crimes when they occur, and (b) appéaring in court as
witnesses. Otherwise, they attracted little attention and nbwhere any
representation of their interests.

However, there is growing interest in crime victims. Their numbers are
large--victimization surveys indicate that about one-third of all US
households are "touched" by crime in some way during the course of a year'
(Bureau of Justice Statistics, 1984). New research has documented the
impact of crime on individuals and households. Research on the police has
highlighted the extent to which their function is one of dealing (often
inadequately) with victims's problems rather than "fighting crime." Police
officers who respond to calls are the primary link between victims and the
state and any attempt to expand programs for crime victims inevitably will
depend upon their cooperation, if not active assistance.

Research on victims has identified four somewhat overlapping categories
of crime consequences: economic, physical, social, and psycho]ogical. Thé
economic and physical consequences of crime are the easiest to evaluate. 1In
1981, for example, victimization surveys indicate about 3 in 10 victims of
robbery and assault were injured in at least a minor way; however, only

about 9 in 100 were injured seriously encugh to require medical care. In



the same year, about 75 percent of robberies and 86 percent of burg]afies
led to financial losses, most undef $250 (Bureau of Justice Statistics,
1983). These costs of crime were paid most heavily by those who cou]& least
afford them, the poor and uninsured. | |

There is less certainty about the psychological and social fmpact of
victimization. The 1ist of potential psychological conéequences of
victimization is a long one, including depression, anxiety, loss of controt,
shame, embarrassment, vulnerability, helplessness, humi]iétion, anger,
shock, awareness of mortality, tension, malaise, and fear. These can be
observed in such stress-related physicalydisorders as nausea, 1nsomhia,
headaches, and fatigue. Some studies indicate that victimization can lead
to interpersonal problems like extreme mistrust of others, social isolation,
difficulty in interacting with family and friends, and an 1nabi1ity'to
function appropriately at work. (These have been summariéed in a recént
report of the American Psychological Association's Task Force on the Victims
of Crime; see Kahn, 1984.)

Studies of the social and psychological consequences of crime vary in
what they find regarding the extent and magnitude of these problems for
victims. Those which focus upon selected serious'crimes (rape, the
survivors of homicide victims) not surprisingly find the effects of
victimization to be widespread, deep and long lasting (see, for example,
Burgess and Homstrom, 1974). Studies of victims whose cases have advanced
through the criminal justice system also encounter many with serious
problems, in part because those tend to be violent and more serious
offenses. Studies of cases selected more randomly from police files reveal
somewhat fewer seriously damaged victims (Maguire, 1980, 1982).

Victimization surveys (which describe even more representative cases,



including those which were not reported to the pofice) suggest that'most’
crimes are relatively trivial in their consequences (Mayhew, 1984).’
However, the‘1arge number of victimizations uncovered by those surveys means
that a small percentage of seriously impacted victims can sum to a large
national total (Waller, 1982). ’ |

An idea about which there is much agreement but Tittle precise data is
~that the social anq psychological effects of victimization are acted out in
"stages" or ”phases" following the incident, and that victims have aifferent
needs during each period. Symonds (1975, 1976) proposes that these include
an “impact" phase (characterized by disorganization and:he1p1essness), a .
"recoil" phase (sadness, depression, breakdown of social re1afion$hips), and
"reorganization (modifying behavior, adjusting to the situation). Bard and
Sangrey (1979), Salasin (1981), Burgess and Holmstrom (1974), and othefs
have proposed similar typologies, but as yet there is no usefu] information-
on the usual timing of these phases, or how they can be anticipated. Some
research indicates that most of the emotional consequences of victimization
dissipate within a month (Syvrud, 1967), while other studies find them
present and even increasing in magnitude several years after the event
(Shapland, 1984). Better information on the "life course" of victimization,
and how it may vary by type of crime, is critical for planning ways to
intervene in those stages to smooth the transition toward recovery.

Since the "discovery of the victim," numerous programs have been
developed to provide such assistance. They offer such diverse services as
crisis counseling, babysitting, emergency housing or repairs, psychological
therapy, transportation, advocacy for victims in the courts, and assistance
’in fi11ing out insurance and compensation forms. Most are conducted by
prosecutor's offices, as an adjunct to the courts {Cronin and Bourque,

1981).
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In a recent review of these programs, Waller (1982: 21) concluded
.. .there is almost no systematic‘research to support the plausible
contention that they meet many of the major needs of crime victims."
Studies indicate that victims do not often seek them out, in part because
they are unaware of their availability (Friedman, et al., 1982). As an
adjunct of the courts, they often are responsible for ensuring the
availability of victims as witnesses, and can suffer severe geal conflicts
as a result (Weigend, 1983; Chelimsky, 1981).

There is even less systematic information available on the

effectiveness of po]ice-centered programs for victims, although there are

several in operation in the US and Canada. Waller (1982) reports that some
police départments try to refer victims‘to social service agencies and give
out information cards to victims. However, research on victim's
re]atiohships with the police indicate that the matter is much more complex.
Police officers who respond to their call are the sole contact that the
majority of victims have with the criminal justice system, for many crimes
are never solved. While surveys indicate that most people have a favorable
opinion of the police before such contacts, many come away from the
experience unhappy. Victims appear to want 1nformétion, recognition,
advice, and reassurance, and they often do not gét it from the police.

Lack of information is their biggest complaint. Victims feel‘
frustrated by a lack of feedback about progress in their case or its
probable disposition (Kelly, 1982). They know very little about police or
court pkocedures, and are not certain what is expected of them. Several
studies indicate that they have little knowledge about programs available
for them or where to turn for assistance with practical problems. Victims

also want recognition of their status as an injured party whose condition is
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being taken seriously. They like to be listened to. This highlights the
importance of the expected "rituals" of po]icework-mquestioning neighbors,
searching for evidence and fingerprints, filling out forms. Victims also
need advice on what to do, assistance with pressing problems, and sympathy.
Shapland (1984) found that "...caring and supportive attitudes were the main

'subject for victim praise."

Ironically, many of the "professional" responses of the police with
whom they come in contact are at odds with these needs. Police officers
often appear impersonal, if polite. They can be preoccupied with technicaip
efficiency and unwilling to venture an opinion outside of their traditional
area of expertise. Often they are forbidden to recommend specific towing
companies or repair contractors, as a defense against corruption. Victims,
on the other hand, tend to rate police officers by the time and trouble they
take to help them out. (Magure, 1982). Patrol officers can be under
pressure to quickly complete incident reports and get back "in service"--
surely not a victim-oriented definition ofipoiice service. There are other
inconveniences imposed by the routines of police work as well. For example,
victims of theft need their property back, but it is the inclination of the
police to keep it locked up in the evidence room, sometimes for‘years.

Finally, it can be very hard to méndate changes in routine patrol
operating procedures. It often proves difficult to get patrol officers to
pass out victim information, refer victims to service agencies, or pass
along names directly to victim offices. | |

One very important message of research on victims is that the time
taken and the attitude and concern shown by officers--not the traditional
standards by which "“good policework" is judged-sdetermines citizen

satisfaction with the quality of police service.
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The Victim Recontact Plan. In this context, the Task Force planned a

program for increasing the department's responsiveness to the needs of
victims in Houston. The program (which is described in detail later in this
report) involved recontacting recent crime victims by telephone. For
household crimes like burglary, the complainant was the target of the call.
The calls would be conducted by police officers. One of their tasks was to
indicate their continuing concern for the victim's plight. The officers
were to find out whether victims needed any assistance. They would have on
hand an inventory of community and pubiic agencies to which victims could be
referred when appropriate. The call wdu1d provide an opportunity for
citizens to report threats of retaliation, further acts of crime, or even
"nonpolice" problems with things like municipal services. The calls could
facilitate a two-way exchange of information between victims and the police.
The officers would be prepared to offer advice and information on filling
out insurance claims and to answer questions about the progress of the case.
They also would take reports of any new infofmation which had turned up
about the case. They had on hand a number of crime prevention brochures to
mail to victims.

Finally--and most important--the Planning Task Force decided that them
program would serve all individual and household victims of crime in a
program area, not a selected set. |

An important assumption behind the Houston program was'that it would
enhance victims' sense of police "presence" in their neighborhood. The

"reassurance" that this presumably provides had made this an often-discussed



goal of police departments, one which is traditionally pursued by the
extensive use of visible patrols. This assumption is consistent with some
survey data on fear and perceptions of the freguency of police vehicular and
foot patrols (Pate and Skogan, 1985; Police Foundation, 1981) although not
with others (Kelling, et al, 1974). Vehicle patrols, however, are an
expensive way to demonstrate police presence. Contacting victims by
telephone might be a more cost-effective way to create a perception of

- police presence and to provide reassurance to the people who might need it
the most.

An important appeal of this strategy was its simplicity and low cost,
for victims could be contacted by telephone. It would be conducted from a
central site using regular case reports as it's source of names and
telephone numbers, so it would not call for changes in regular patrol
procedures. |

It was anticipated that at the outset the program would require one staff
member, and would need no special facilities except a desk, te]ephoﬁe, and
filing cabinet. Should this strategy prove effective it could easily be
implemented by other police agencies.

As with other Fear Reduction projects the Task Force was planning, it
was understood from the beginning that a rigorous outside evaluation would
be conducted of the execution of the program and its impact upon the
community., The Task Force and the project's manager cooperated fully with
the evaluators. The program was organized and carried out so that a strong
evaluation design--a true experiment--could be employed to examine its
consequences for victims. As described below, only half of the‘Victims
whose records flowed into the project's of fice were contacted; a randomly

chosen 50 percent were not. Then, sdfvey interviews were conducted with
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both sets of victims to compare their levels of fear and evaluation of
police services. Unlike several other Fear Reduction Project strategies
which were being evaluated using large surveys of program and comparison
areas, this one was not designed to have neighborhood-wide effects. It was
anticipated that the impact of the effort would be on the individuals who
were contacted, although there might be minor spill-over effects upon their
relatives and friends who heard of the program.

The area of the city originally chosen for the project (Federai—Maxey)_
was approximately one square mile in size, with a 1980 Census population of
3500 persons. Like other Fear Reduction Program target areas in Houston it
was racially and ethnically heterogeneous. The area's crime rate for the
previous year made it reasonable to expect that within six months about 200
victimizations (the original target figure for the experiment) would be
reported to the police from“there. Individual and household targets of most
Part I offenses were to be contacted, with the exception of rape victims,

who were already served by a different program.

Project Organization. The Recontact strategy was directed by a member of

the Department's Fear Reduction Planning Task Force, Officer Jerri Jackson. |
in preparation for conducting the program she reviewed past offense reports
for most types of crime, and developed an inventory of information they
contained which might prove useful in identifying victim's problems. From
this she developed a "Victim Information Form" which could be completed
using offense reports, prior to contacting each victim. She also identified

personal and other information (e.g., reports of problems with insurance
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coverage) which might be obtained from victims when they were contacted, and
developed separate telephone questionnaires for each major type of crime
which would be used to gather that data. (See Appendices D and E for copies
of the Victim Information Form and the crime-specific questionnaires.)

The first interview question asked victims "...how you've been doing
since..." the incident. This allowed them to describe emotions or
experiences which had resulted from the crime. The final question was, "are
there any other problems that I can assist you with?" These and other
questions were designed to elicit descriptions'of specific problems facing
victims. To be able to respond to those problems, Officer Jackson assembled
a resource list which identified public and private sources of assistance
for a variety of problems. At the time, Houston had no victim assistance
program which could provide anything but counseling, so alternative sources
of financial and other assistance had to be identified. She also collected
crime prevention information which she could mail to those who indicated an
interest in receiving it. Since it was apparent that some victims would be
very difficult to reach by telephone, she also prepared a letter (Appendix
F) explaining the Department's interest in contacting victims. This letter,
which was to be mailed to those who could not be reached after several
attempts, requested that the victim contact her directly.

As part of her preparation for the project, Officer Jackson observed
victim contact programs in San Diego and Santa Ana, California, Police

Department.l

1. This was made possible by the technical assistance component of the
Police Foundation'’s grant from the National Institute of Justice.
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There she talked with agency personnel about problems in contacting and
dealing with vfctims, and about the kinds of problems they most frequently
mentioned. Other than this site visit, neither Officer Jackson nor the
officers who later would assist her in running the program recieved any

formal training.

Information Flow. According to the original recontact plan, victims were

to be contacted within a week or ten days after each incident. At the
district stationhouse, patrol officers were to photocopy incident reports
which they had written in the field. These were to be forwarded to the
Victim Recontact office. These forms were to be the source of victim's
names, telephone numbers, and other information needed to begin the
recontacting process. In actual practice the flow of these forms was
erratic and created a considerable delay in the program. Despite
instructions by the district captain, officers frequently failed to
photocopy their incident reports, which were then sent from the stationhouse
to the Records Division without coming to the attention of the Recontact
Office. In addition (and this may be more unique to Houston), in many
instances patrol officers did not "write" incident reports at all; rather,
they entered their notes directly into the Department's computer from a
terminal at the stationhouse. When they did this they were to print special
copies copies for the Victim Recontact office, but they frequently neglected
to do so. Further, in Houston reports of auto thefts are taken by a special
centralized telephone unit, which then enters its repdrts into the computer;
delays in their entry process meant that it was often two or three weeks

before auto theft reports were available to the Victim Recontact team.
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These problems were identified when, after the pfogram had been in
operation about three Weeks, it seemed that too few reports were flowing to
the Recontact Office from the field. A check of the number of forms
received against incidents recorded in the central computer confirmed that
there were more crimes recorded for the target area than were documented in
reports received by the Office. Reminders from the captain did not lead to
marked improvement in the rate at which officers made copies of their
reports, so the program team turned to the computer as its source of
information. They periodically printed their own copies of incident reports
for the area. This produced a more complete list of victims, but it
extended the time between the commission of the crime and recontact with the
victim, since there often was a bhacklog of handwritten repqrts awaiting
entry by the Records Division. As a rersult of this delay, only 15 percent
of victims could be contacted within seven days of the crime; 45 percent
were contacted within two weeks, and 82 percent were contacted within one
month of when the crime occurred.

The report-flow problem, the fact that some victims could not be
contacted during the day shift when Officer Jackson worked, and a smaller-
~than-anticipated number of reported crimes in the area, resulted in only 40
victims being contacted during the first four months of the program. In
order for the project to be completed and evd]uated, and for the personnel
assigned to it to be kept usefully busy, steps had to be taken to increase

the number of victims contacted each month.
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Program Reorganization. Several changes were made. First, the area

served by the program was expanded to include the entire 10th police
district, an area with a 1980 population of almost 40,000. Based upon‘the
1980 Census, the district's population was 26 percent white, 24 percent
black, 31 percent hispanic, and 18 percent "other." This increase in the
size of the catchment area for the program significantly increased the
number of victims eligible to participate, and it also made it possible to
expand the size of the experimental evaluation. In the end, almost 500
victims were invoived in the program, only 40 percent of whom came from the
original target area. Two additional officers were‘assigned to make calls,
one to help W1th the anticipated increase in office business, and the other
to extend the program later into the evening when it proved easier to find
people at home. The two new officers were trained by Officer Jackson and

Sergeant Steven Fowler, leader of the Fear Reduction Task Force.

The Program in Action. An aggressive contact procedure was employed. The

original incident reports filled out by responding patrol officers usually
recorded both home and work telephone numbers, as well as thé‘viétim's
addresses. When victims could not be reached in any other way, a letter was
sent (see Appendix F) asking them to call the project office. By the
beginning of May, 1982, (the 32nd week of the program), contacts had been
made with 327 victims. |

Many victims proved easy to contact. We have the most systematic data
on the 235 contacts who later were inyo]ved in the program's evaluation (a

subset of the 327 which excluded nonresidents, very young victims, targets
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of certain residential and commercial crimes, and others described below).
Of the 235 victims, the Recontact Team eventually talked with 93 percent,
and only 7 percent fell into the "sent a letter only" category. It took an
average of two telephone calls to reach victims who were to be found at all;
~including the up-to-seven calls which were to be made in an attempt to
locate the others, an average of 2.4 calls were made for all cases. Fully
36 percent of all cases could be disposed of on the first telephone call,
and a total of 71 percent by a second call. The remaining 29 percent took
more effort.

There was considerable variation in how those calls were handled. The
three officers involved in the program had different operating styles.
Officer Jackson is a black female; the two officers (Chisholm and Hughes)
who joined the project later are white males. Officer Jackson was a member
of the Fear Reduction Task Force, and appears to have had the best
understanding of the program and its objectives. More than the others she
focused on communicating concern and support for the victims whom she
contacted, and she was considered by observers to be the most compassionate
and sympathetic of the group. A sample transcript of one of her contacts
with victims is included as Appendix G. Of the two male officers, one
sounded somewhat more sympathetic than the other. Thus despite the use of
questionnaires to guide the interviewers, victims were eprsed to a somewhat
varied "treatment," as they would be in any operational program. Twenty-six
percent of all contacts were made by the officer who in our judgment seemed

to express the least interest in the plight of victims, 30 percent by the
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one who seemed most sympathetic, and 44 pekcent by the officer whose style
lay somewhere between the other two.

The principal form of advice that the team gave to victims concerned
crime prevention. Of the 218 victims who were contacted, 189 were sent

crime prevention brochures. However, when questioned, two-thirds of those

contacted indicated that they did not need any other form of assistance.

Only 9 cases actually involved referral to another agency; 2 each to
counseling and legal assistance agencies, and 5 to "other" places which were
not specifically recorded. Several other victims (26) even declined the
offer of a crime prevention brochure. This has implications for the
findings of the evaluation, as we shall see below.

Differences in the personal qualities of the Victim Recontact staff may
be seen in one Targe difference between them in the interviewing process.
The most sympathetic member of the team elicited twice as many reports of
problems as did the other two (54 percent, as opposed to 26}percent). This
suggests that the level of staff training and commitment to the brogram may
play an important role in determining its success in identifying victims in
need of aid. The importance of training and supervision was also
highlighted in a randomized experiment evaluating the impact‘of home
security surveys. Rosenhaum (1983) found the program increased levels of
fear among participants. He attributed this to the style of implementing
officers, who were prone to make remarks like “there sure is a lot of
burglary in this neighborhood,” and "maybe you should move."

The Victim Recontact program did feature substantial information

exchange. Over one-quarter of those contacted provided the police with



further information about their case. Most relayed new information on
stolen property (serial numbers, etc.), or descriptions of additional stolen
property. A number provided the police with names and addresses of
witnesses of the crime who had not been identified by patrol officers who
responded to the initial complaint. Finally, a few victims proVided
descripfions of new suspects. All of this information waskrecorded on
supplemental report'forms and‘forWarded7to appropriate divisions in the

department.

Who Were the Victims? Table 1 describes the background}of victims who

were interviewed as part of the evaluation. It compares them to adults
interviewed at a random sample of addresses in all five of the Fear
Reduction Program's matched program and comparison areas in Houston.

Table 1 illustrates how these victims differed from, and resembled, the
general population of similar areas of Houston. For example, the victim
group is made up of more males and fewer high schoo] graduates. These
differences turn out to be attributable to the personal crime victims in the -
group.  On the other hand, victims had a somewhat higher income level than
the general population, and they were more likely to be long term residents
and working full time. Much of this is linked to the characteristics of
property crime victims in the sample. There was a close match between the
two groups in terms of marital status and race.

Some Lessons Learned about Operations. This test of the Victim

Recontact strategy for responding to citizen's concern about crime has some
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lessons about how to organize such an effort. The Houston experience
suggests:

- allocate personnel across shifts to match the times when victims can
be found at home. Recontact efforts were most successful during the
late afternoon and early evening (4:00-8:00 p.m), the Evening Watch
of most police agencies .

- make a careful estimate of the ‘upk]oad which is ant1c1pated for the
Recontact team. This will invoive crime analysis, matching the size
of the program's target area and the projected number of recorded
crimes there to the number of available personnel.

- assign the project an adequate, secure space for reviewing and
storing incident reports and interview records, and a private and
guiet location for conducting victim interviews. Such space can-be
hard to come by in a busy district stationhouse. '

- make careful provision for the flow of information about victims to
the Recontact office, and the reverse flow of new information from
the Recontact team to the Records Division, Detectives, Community
Relations, and other divisions of the department. It may be
difficult to get this flow to function in a timely manner.

- training and commitment is essential for a successful program.
Personnel .assigned to make calls should be trained in how to conduct
such interviews and in the resources at their d1sposa1 1o deal with
problems they uncover.

- train patrol officers about the program, and give them material to
give to victims who seem to need assistance. The Recontact team was

surprisingly successful in leaving messages or sending letters ang—

having victims call them in return. Give victims early information
about a place to call. ‘

What it would cost another agency to conduct a Victim Recontact Program
is difficult to estimate. Because of the evaiuation, the Houston team
completed a great deal of paperwork wh1ch wou]d not be necessary for a
routine program. A Police Service 0ff1cer was assigned to assist Off1cer
Jackson because of this paperwork. However, even without an evaluation it
-would be important for the contacting officer to study’incideht reports
before making calls, and to keep track of the ca11—ba¢ks which a Successfu]

project would require. Added to the average of about 2.5 calls per-case,
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Table 1 -

Characteristics of Victims and Residents of Matched Houston Program Areas:

Survey Findings

Victims

Five Areas

Characteristics
Percent Male 60 19
Percent Black 26 27
Percent Whité 48 51
Percent Hispanic 24 20
Percent High School | ) |

Graduate . 51 68
Percent Income QOver

$15,000 68 62
Percent Lived In

Under 3 Years 40 50
percent Hork Full Time 72 62
Percent Married 57 56

(Number of Cases) (351) (2240)~

N
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‘and budgeting for an occasional foray to uncover additional "lost" incident
reports, it appears that each completed contact might consume 60 minutes of

staff time.
EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURES

In order to evaluate the effects of Houston's Victim Recontact
Program, crime victims were selected on é random basis to be called by the
program office or assigned to a noncontacted control group. Randomization
into treatment and control categories helped equate these groups of victims
on such theoretically important factors as sex, race, and type of
victimization. This randomization process helped c1ar1fy the impact of the
program upon victim's fear of crime, their assessment of police performance,
and other potential consequences of the program.

It is important in field expeniments that operational personnel ggz
make decisions--even "random” ones--on the basis of tneir reading of a case.
Rather, a system must be developed to control the assignment of cases as
they “trickle in" which makes a true random a110¢étion and enables’the
integrity of the aSsignment to be monitored by outsiders (Go]dman;41977).

Two procedures were employed to make these random assignments. During
the first three months of the Recontact Program; asSignment was’based upon a
digit embedded in each incident's case 1dentificétion number which Was
effectively random; even numbered eases were to be contacted; while odd
numbered cases were not. This procedure, which determined the assignment of
the first 69 cases io enter the office, proved clumsy and seemingly
ineffective (an inexp1icab1y large proportion of‘the‘eariy cases fell into
the nontreatment control group). So a change was made in the case
assignment process. The remaining 416 incidents which came 1ntovthe office

were assigned on the basis of the date on which they occurred; those whieh
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took place on even numbered days_ were to be contacted, while those which

occurred on odd-numbered days were not. This proved to be an easy-to-follow

allocation rule, and one which was simple for the evaluation team to
monitor. There were only two misassigned cases, which are excluded from
this analysis. - There is no reason to expect day number to be confounded
with the nature of crime incidents, the attributes of victims, or the 1mpact
of the program. There typically are more incidents reported to police
departments on Fridays and Saturdays than on other days of the week, and
over the 32 weeks of the evaluation weekend days were balanced between odd
and even dates. (Midnight marked a shift in the treatment status). k

The Recontact team contacted 327 vicfims of virtually all of the
incidents which took place in their expanded‘target area in Houston.
However, for purposes of the evaluation oh]y a subset bfﬂvictims were
considered targéts.for later interviewing. The f0110w1ng 1nc1dents and
victims were 1nc1uded and exc1uded from the formal evaluation:

-~ Only victims 13 years of age and older were included.

- Only residents of Houston at the time of the incident were
included.

- Victims of fraud (e.g. unpaid taxi drivers) and “pigeon-drop"
victims (there were 2) were excluded.

- Only victims of noncommercial incidents were included. Businesses
and organizations (e.g., churches) were excluded, although
individuals who personally were the targets of commercial robber1es
(clerks and store owners) were included.

- Victims of rape and the survivors of homicide victims were
excluded, for they fell into the jurisdiction of other programs.

- Part1c1pants in another Fear Reduct ion PrOJect experiment being
conducted in the area (the po]1ce community newsletter study) were
excluded by checking victim's addresses against a master 1ist of the
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small random sample of addresses involved in that experiment. As
the Victim Recontact Program's cases came from a much larger area,
there were only a few overlaps.

THE SAMPLE

Inc1ud1ng only the types of cases and vicﬁims’described above (and
exc]udﬁng the two misassigned cases), this procedure yielded an evaluation
sample of 485 persons, 250 invthe uncontécted contfo] group and 235 in the
treatment categor‘y.2 There were’a few multiple victims; personsrfrom
the target area who reported two separate incidents on various mixtures of
odd and even-numbered days. They were included ﬁn the treatment category if
any of those incidents fell on an even day and they were éiigib1e for a
follow up contact; otherwise, they were in the cbntro] group. Property
thefts predominated in this area; oh?y 18 percent bf the 485 victims were‘
involved in assault or robbery incidents. Of the assau]ts,”1ess than 30
percent were classed by the Houston police as feTonies inVo]ying serious
injury or a firearm. Virtually all of the robberies were armed robbery
cases. ’The 1afge$t category of offenses‘(202’cases, br 42 percent of the
~ total) encompassed veh1c1e-re]ated property crimes. These involved thefts
of vehicles (136 cases), thefts of pqgkages or goods out of them (62), and
thefts of parts or accessories from them (3).’ Other simple theffs accounted
for only 44 cases, less than 10 percent of the total. There were 149 |
residential burglaries (31 percent of the toté1), perhaps fhe'most serious

type of incident in the property crime‘group.'

2 Both methods of group assignment described above were used. The small
number of victims assigned using the incident-digit procedure did not
differ from those assigned using the incident-date procedure.



-23-

The randomization procedure appears to have equated the treatment and
nontreatment groups of victims on a variety of important factors. These
comparison variables were gleaned from police incidént reports filled out at
the time of the incident, and thus were independent of any later effects of
the program. ‘Tab1e 2 details the statistical significance of these
treatment-control éroup comparisons. Some (race, sex, age) refigct the
social backgrounds of victims, but because it comes from offense reports
“much of the information in Table 2 relates to various featﬁres of,the‘crimeé
in which they were involved. These include injury, victiméoffender
re1ationships; weapon use, and whether or not the police report indicated
the victim was suffering any form of shock (crying, streaming; etc.) As
Table 2 indiéates, the only significant difference between the two gfoups
concerned the presence of a weapon (but not‘necessari1y its use) during'the
crime. Weapons were more likely to have been involved in control cases than
in treatment cases, although they were not present very frequently in |
either. By this measure only, control cases were somewhat‘mOPe serious than -
treatment cases. Otherwise, there were no significant’differences between

’the two groups.
EVALUATION SURVEY INTERVIEWS

Data for evaiuating Houston's Victim Recontact program were obtained
in personal interviews with these victims. Because they were randomly
divided into treatment and contro] conditions, differences in responses
between the two gfoups of victims can be attributed to the effect of the

program.
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~ Table 2

Relationship Between Treatment Status and Selected Victim and -
Incident Characteristics

Comparisons of Cohtro] and Treatment Groups

Control Treatment v Control  Treatment
Crime Type Injury
Theft 8 11 - None - 88 88
Vehicle 42 42 Minor 8 6
Burglary 29 32 Hospital ‘ 5 6
Assault 13 11 ’ T10T% 1004
‘Robbery 8 _5 (p = .76)
: 100% 101%
(p = .36) Relationship ,
Stranger 83 88
Race : , Not Stranger 17 12
White 47 50 - T00% - 100%
Black 23 23 - (p = .17)
Hispanic 27 24 , :
Other 3 _ 3 Weapon present ,
100% 100% . No weapon - 88 94
(p = .77) Weapon 12 6
T00% T100%
(p = .05) |
Sex ‘ :
Male 58 57 Age Category:
Female _A2 _A3 13-25 26 28
100% 100% 26-32 28 28
(p = .83) 33-49 30 26
50-87 - 17 18
: T100% T00%
| (p = .94)
Shock Mentioned '
No 98 97
Yes -2 3
100% 100%
(p = .50)

Chi-square tests of significance. There were 250 persons in the control group
and 235 persons in the treatment group B
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Durfng the course of the project, copies of all intident’forms, notes
on victim contacts; and project paperwdrk were forwarded on a regular basis
to the evaluators. These were screened for completeness and compliance with .
the randomization procedure. Each sample case was assigned a unique
identification number. At the beginning of the interviewing period, basic
information necessary for locating victims was forwarded to the Police
Foundation's survey interviewing team in Houston. Neither the interviewers
nor the on-site survey field director were told the treatment or control
status of victims in the sample, o} any othek'detai1s about the respondents.
That information could be Tinked to sample names only through the
identification number. Interviewers knew that the sample consisted of
persons who had been victimized and that the police department was the
source of their names and addresses. If respondents asked the interviewers
how they were selected for questioning or how their names and other data
were obtained, they were to be told that interviews were being conducted
"with persons who had contacted the Houston police." If a respondent asked,
it was to be noted in a checkbox on the questionnaire; 43 percent Were given
this information. |

Interviewing began in March of 1984. The Police Department's Victim
Recontact team continued to process treatment and control incidents
throughout most of the interviewing period, .and the last survey interviews
(with the final treatment and control cases to pass through the Recdntabt
Office) were cohc]uded in mid-July. About 25 ihterviewers were employed in
this effort. They were trained in advance of the interview period, and were

supervised by an on-site survey manager. The interviewers were an
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experienced team, and also weré conducting intefviews eVaTuating other
_Police Foundation experiments. They always attempted to make their first
contact with a respondent with a personal visit, proceeded by an advaﬁce
letter introducing the survey. Every effort was made to locate sample
victims, even if they had moved some distance. A large number of follow-up
contacts were required in every case, and cases were abandoned as
"noncompletions" only after individual review and authorization by the
survey manager. Independent veriffcation contacts were made for one-third .
of the completed interviews. | |

In the end, interviews were completed with 72 percent of the sample,
including 74 percent of treatment cases and 70 percent of control cases.
The somewhat higher completion rate for the treatment group is to be
expected, for as the Recontact Team made their‘te1ephone calls they
sometimes needed to find new addresses and phone numbers for victims in this
group. The evaluation interviewers attempted to‘do’the‘same thing later for
both groups, but it was some mohths later and Such.infofmatibn could be more
difficult to find. One completed evaluation interview was dropped because
it could not be verified. There are therefore a total of 351 survey
interviews available for anaTysis, 176 in the control group and 175 in the
treatment group. Table 3 describes the distribution of completed and
noncompleted interviews for treatment and control groups, and for other key
variables. | |

As illustrated in Table 3, there were relatively few outright refusals
by victims to cooperate in the study (only 4 percent). More often,

interviewers were unable to find anyone at an address after many visits (9
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Table 3

Disposition of Sample Cases in Follow-Up
Evaluation Survey

Survey | Disposition

Completed | Victim | Made Maximum : *
Attribute Interview | Refused | Calls Other (N) | Sigf.
“Control Group 70 5 8 16 (250) | .35
Treatment Group 74 3 10 12 (235)
Theft Cases 72 5 9 14 | (287) | .04
Burglary Cases : 79 4 5 12 (149)
Personal Crimes 64 1 16 19 (89)
White 71 5 9 15 (245) .46
Black 77 4 6 12 (112)
Hispanic 68 3 14 15 (107)
Other races 86 0 0 14 (21)
Male 74 3 11 12 (278) .09
Female 70 5 7 18 (207)
Age 13-25 70 5 8 16 (121) .5l
Age 26-32 71 5 12 12 (125)
Age 33-49 70 5 6 18 (125)
Age 50-87 80 1 9 10 | (79)
Total 72 4 9 14 | .(485)

*Chi-square tests of significance
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percent). More uncbmp1eted interviews were attributed to "need language

other than English or Spanish" (interviews were conducted in both), and

"respondent moved-unable to locate," both coded as "other" in Table 3.

Table 3 also examines the dispbsition of sample cases by type of
incident and the characteristics of victims. The only significant
difference was for type of crime; thére were fewer thén average completions
with victims of personal crimes, and somewhat more with victims of burglary.
Again this is not unexpected, for the residence of victims is much more |
firmly established in the 1atter case, while many of these targets‘of
personal crime were victimized‘awéy from home. Otherwise, therevwas a
tendency for older victims and males to be easier to Tocate, but the
differences were ndt statistically different from chance. k

This "success" rate of 72 percent is roughly comparable with other
studies which attempt to locate and interview crime victims. For example,
between 1970 and 1972 the U.S. Census Bureau conducted similar interviews
with samples of crime victims selected from police files in Washington,
D.C., Baltimore, and San Diego. The Bureau's ¢omp1etion rates in these
surveys*@ere 67 percent, 69'percént,,and 64 percent, respgctive]y. The
completion rate was higher than some comparabTe‘nongovern%enta] efforts. In
1980, New York City's Victim Services Agency also carried out an interview
study of samples of recent victims selected from‘police files. They paid
victims for participating. In that study, interviews were completed with 15
percent of the sample (Friédman, et al., 1982).

In the end, the critical issues are, "is the interview sémp1e
statistically different from the original sample?" and if so, "will
differences between them lead us to make false}cdnclusions about the effect

of the program?" The first question is addressed in Table 4, which compares
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the original sample and the interviewed sémple on some key factors which
‘coujd‘be identified on police incident réports. Table 4 suggests that the
high oomp]etion rate and relatively even disposition of noncompletions
across key variables in this survey led the interviewed group to resemble
closely the total sample. None of the Samp1e~comp1etioh comparisons made 1in
Table 4 are c]Oserto significantly different,‘and no differences are greater

~than 3 percentage points.

MEASURING THE PROGRAM'S CONSEQUENCES

The impact of Houston's Victim Recontaot program‘upon victims was
assessed using their own respOnseskto the survey. As discussed above, four
general consequences of being recontacted were antioipated:

1. Victims' fear of crime would be reduced;

2. victims' commitment to their neighborHood as a place to live
would increase; ‘ :

3. victims' satisfaction with the quality of police service would
be enhanced; ‘ i ‘

4. victims would take more positive measures to protect their home
from re-victimization.

The evaluation survey was designedvto meaouréreach Of‘these potentiaT
conséquences of the program. Questioné directed at fear, residentia] ‘ |
commitment, satisfaotion with policing, and crime prevention activities were
- either written (a few) or drawn from previous studies of thése topios
(most). The questionnairé was structured to 1éad resoondenfé through a
‘discussioh of their neighborhood, perceptions about, and fear of, crime in

the area, victimization experiencés, assessments of the program and of the



Table 4

Comparison of Original Sample and Interview Sample

Original Interview - X Sigf.

; Sample R Sample of
Characteristic Percent (N) Percent (N) Difference
Control 52 (250) 50 (176) .74
Treatment 48 (235) 50 (175)
Theft 9 (44) 8 (29) .80
Vehicle 42 (203) 42 (147)
Burglary 31 (149) 34 (118)
Assault 12 (58) 10 (34)
Robbery 6 (31) 7 (23)
White 48 | (235) | 47 (164) .95
Black 23 (112) | 24 - (86)
Hispanic 25 | (122) 25 (88)
Other race 3 (16) 4 (13)
Male 57 (287) 59 (207) .68
Female 43 ~ (207) 41 (144)
Age 13-25 27 (121) 26 (85) .93
Age 26-32 28 | (128) | 27 (89) |
Age 33-49 28 (125) 27 | (88)
Age 50-87 18 (79) 19 (63) |
Not injured 88 (429) 91 (318) .76
Injured 12 (56) -9 (33)
Stranger | ss (413) | 87 (305) .54
Not Stranger | 15 (72) 13 _(46)
No Weapon 90 | (440) | 92 (322) | .70
Weapon present 9 (45) 8 (29) ‘

Chi-square tests of significance




-31-

police in general, and to gather details about them and their household. (A
copy of the questionnaire is included as Appendix C of this report.)

Three measures of fear of crime were deveToped, each of which was based
upon responses to several individual survey questions. All described in
some 1éngthkin Appendix B. The first measure of feaf was dubbed fear of

personal victimization, for it combined responses to four questions about

how fearful respondents felt out alone in their area at night, if there were
places nearby they were afraid to walk, and how worried they were about

being robbed and attacked in the area. The second fear measure focused’Upon

local personal crime probliems which were not necessarily personalized.
Responses to three questions asking "how much of a problem" asséult,
robbery, and fape'were in the area were combined to form this 1ndicator of
fear. Finally, responses to five ofher questions covering worry about and
the extent of area problems with various forms of burg1ary and theft were =

combined to form an index of concern about property crime.

One general measure of satisfaction with police services is employed in
this analysis. It combined responses to questions which cover:

- How good a job police do preventing crime.

- How good a job police do helping victims.

- How politely police deal with people.

- How helpful police are when dealing w1th peop]e

- How fairly police treat people.

The evaluation survey also asked about six specific measures that

people can take to protect their household and property; These ranged from

installing better locks on doors and windows and marking valuable property
“to asking neighbors to watch one's home if it is going to stand empty for

some length of time. Four other‘questions‘examihed the tendency of

respondents to take measures to protectvthemse]ves;from personal crime.
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These included avoiding certain people and pTaces,‘going out’withlan eSCbrt,
and avoiding gbing out at all after dark. Thié'is a behavioral measure of
fear. - | | |

F1na11y, respondents to three survey quest1ons were comb1ned to form aﬁ

index ofiset1sfact10n with area. They inquired if the area had gotten

befter o} worse, 1fkit was 1ike1y to get better or worse in the future, and
Ahow sat?sfied respondents were with the area as "a place to 1ive.,"

| Appendix B describes in detail the content of these measures and the
’Qﬁy‘in which they were created, and preéents est imates Qf their fe]iabi1ity.
éecause they combined responses to several queStions,,the reSu]ting scales
took on a wide range of values. ‘Thesefwere‘distributed‘re?ative]y normaTTy,
and seem usefully to approximate the assumption of simply OLS regression.

| Past research indicates that answers to questions like these ére"firm1y
'rooted in people's race, sex, age, and other dempgraphic attribUtes, SO
v:deep1y so that some have questioned whether‘they'afe in fact even‘requnsiVe
to transient experiences or program interventions;(81e1by ahd Berk, 1980).
Responses to these measures gg_appear‘to be sensitiVe to the immediate
ﬁVictimization experiences of individuals. Similar data (using viytgg11y the
same queStionnaire) were collected from samp1es of'the génera] population in
four program and control areas in Houston. - The respondents were 1nterv1ewed
twice, which a]]owed an analysis of the 1mpact of victimization which
occurred between the two interviews, by compar1ng 1t to changes 1n 1eve15 of
fear, concern, perceptions of crime, area sat1sfact1on, and cr1me-re1ated
behaviors. A]] of these fear, perceptual, and behaviorai measures shffted

in response to recent experience with crime. " This finding persisted when
other factors, including even experience with crime prior tokthe‘first
interview, were controlled for (Skogan, forthComing). Of course, this does
not demonstrate that these measures are responsive to,p1ahnedeihterventions

--that can only be determined by conducting experiments like this one.



OTHER FACTORS waCHrINFLUENCEeTHE OUTCOMES
Although randomization was the basic too1 fer iso]eting the impact of -

the Victim Recontact Program upon victims in Houston, it was important to -

“examine the influence of other factors as well. There are two reasons for

:this.' First, fear of crime; perceptions of thefpolice,‘crime,preVention

activity, and satisfaction with one's neighborhood are strong1yvrelétedvto;a
number of features of peép]e‘s Tives:and to ofher ekperiences whicn they may
have had. It is therefore usefu] to contro] for those factors to'highTighf
any additional effect of the program upon measures of those outcomes Then- |

we need not simply depend upon the s1m11ar1ty of targe samples to "cance]

out" d1fferences in those things between treatment and contro1 groups

Second, it may be that this and other programs affect some kinds of people

or victims of some k1nd5'of crimes, but nqteothers. ‘Th15'can be very
complicated to determine, for there were meny types,of peopTe~and crimes,
involved in this project but taking some of thoseAe1ements of the sftuation
into account might further clarity the effects of- the program ’
Here is a br1ef 115t of the maJor "other" factors whlch were exam1ned

in some detail:

- Type and seriousness of crime.

- Incident 10¢ation and victim-offender re]atienships.

- Other recent v1ct1m1zat1on exper1ences, and know]edge of
Tocal crime.

- Other recent contacts with the p011ce espec1a11y encounters
: initiated by the police.

= Victims' persona] and household character1st1cs, including

race, sex, age, income, home ownersh1p, educat1on, and length
of residence.

- Linguistic and cultural d1fferences which m1ght 1nh1b1t the c]ear ,
exchange of . 1nformat1on between the po]wce and citizens.
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DIFFERENCES BETWEEN TREATMENT AND CONTROL GROUPS

Because victims wehé random1y assfgned to’tfeatment and control
groups,othe simp]est test of the impact of the'prOgram’is toicompare the
avérage‘scorés of the two groupsvoo’the outcome measures of “interest.
‘Bécguse there is vari%tionkaround thé‘mean,for each‘groUp (people in them ,
havé‘both higher and 1oWer scores), a test of significance is requiréd to
tell us if differences in the groups meéns really are significant (different
from chance). Meah scores, standard deyiations, aod tests of sionificance
aré'presented for all seven outcome measures in Tab]e 5. |

Table 5 1nd1cates that there was on]y one 51gn1f1cant d1fference
between victims who were recontacted and thosekwho were~not Those who were
contacted were significant1y more likely to peroeive'area prob]ems with
personal crime. (Th1s d1fference is very robust as we sha11 see .in
analyses to follow.) There were no s1gn1f1cant (or even close to |
5ignificant) differences botween the two groups on the other‘twovmeaSukes of .
~fear, no differences in reports of houéeho1d;or‘persona7 precautions against
victimization; aod‘no’differenoes inkpercoptions of'the qUa1i{y of police
service.3 | S - |

Appendix A of this,report presénts‘suppOrting‘statistica1 tables which‘

provide more detailed ana1yses of these data. They‘report mean dffferences

3’ The statistical "power" of a test of s1gn1f1cance can be Tow--and thus
~m1s1ead1ng--1f there is a great deal of error in measurement, if samp]e
sizes are small, or if there is a great deal of within- -group variance 1in
the measures. Those factors can outweigh even large true differences
between treatment and control-group means. However, none of these
factors seem to be overriding here, and differences between the groups
are tiny in any event. (See: Medlar, et al., 198l; Crane, 1976).



-35-

Table 5

Mean Outcome Scores for Treatment and Control Groups

Mean Scores
Outcome ' ' (Standard deviations) Significance of
~Scale S ‘ Control Treatment Difference*
Fear of area personal ‘ 1.64 1.67 ‘ .58
victimization ‘ ~(.616) (.604)
Perceived Area Personal 1.57 1.69 .05
Crime Problems (.570) (.601) - ’
Concern about area 2.11 2.18 . k .30
property crime (.614) (.602)
2.23 2.17 .36
Satisfaction With Area (.626) (.619) :
Evaluation OF 3.18 3.22 .61
Police Service (.706) (.756)
Defensive Behaviors To .397 399 | .95
Avoid Personal Crime | (.334) (.341) |
Household Crime .703 .680 . .64
Prevention Measures {.458) (.468)

*One-tailed t-tests of the Significance of mean differences
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vbetween treatment and control groups on resﬁonées to each of the component
questions wﬁich make up these summary scale scores. They furthér support
the conclusions illustrated in Table 5; Responses to all of the cdmpoﬁent
questions which make up the area pérsona1 ¢crime problems measure were higher
for the reconfacted group, although only one was significant1y so. An
examination of all tweTve‘questionS‘which make up the three fear measures
(two persona1, one property) indicates that nine of them point to higher
levels of fear among the treatment group (buf few significantly so), while
only three of them (none significantly) point to lower levels of fear among
those who were recont;cted. These survey data therefore strongly suggest
that Houston's Victim Recontacf\Program had none of the positive benefits
for victims which were initially hypothesized,vand the only significant

effect of the program ran counter to its expectationst
MULTIVARIATE TESTS OF PROGRAM EFFECTS

As indicated above, it is often useful to extend the anaIysis of the
effects of an experimental program to take into account what is known about
the problem upon which it focuses. In a true experiment with a suffiéient]y
large sample, mean differences between groups (or the lack thereof) may be
persuasive evfdénce of program effects. However, there are othér important
causes of the outcome measures of intefest'here. Women are more fearful of
crime and do more to avoid personal victimization than do men. The elderly
repor :igh levels of fear on some measures, are muchyjéSS 1ikely than
others to éxpose themselves to risk, and generally have very positive views

~of the police. Blacks generally report being more fearful and less
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‘supportive of the police than do whites, and the typé of crime in which
victims are involved makes a great deal of difference in their emotional
) responses. There has been a great deal of research on thé’corre]ates'bf‘
fear, perceptions of neighborhood, satisfaction with the po]ice; and crime-~
related behaviors among city dweTHerg (c.f. Skogah and Maxfield, 1981).
This research indicates "ofher causeé" of these outcomes have substantial
effécts on most of the measures employed in this eva1uatfon. |
| These correlates of naturally occuring {(as opposed to experimenta]ly
manipulated) variation in the outcome measures of an experiment are
sometimes call "disturbances® inkthose outcdmes (Judd and Kenny, 1981).
That is, they are én uncontrolled source of variation in the measures which
“join in" with the (presumed) influence of the experimental intervention to
determine their level. [In addition, there are some (perhaps random)
disturbances in the measures which are attributable to measurement error;
this is discussed briefly in Appendix B.] Statisticaliy, one can improve
the "efficiency" of an estimate of the impact of an experimental
intervention by controlling for those disturbances in outcome measures.
Because those other known sources of varfation'are thus accounted for,
remaining variation ih outcomes which might be related to the intervention
can be more accurately estimated. This works because age, sex, type of
victimization, and other factors which generally influence fear and behavior
are randomly distributed with regard to the treatment, in a true
experiment. |

Those controls are introduced here using multiple regression. Table 6

lists a relatively long list of measures which were controlled for in this
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way. It includes 27 indicators of 22 different constructs; some, like race
and type of crime require mu1tib1e indicants to capture all of their
important categories. These measures were included in a regression
analysis, a]ong‘with one for treatment or control status, to account for
their distinct fe]ationship to fear, reports of behaViof, community
attachment,; and perceptions of the police.
The critical piece of information in each column of Table 6 is at the

top.4 The first row reports the statistical significance of the treatment .

measure when other factors are taken ihto account, Those;tests simply
reinforce the conclusion drawn from the analysis of mean differences: the
recontact program appears to have had an effect only upon perceptions of
area problems with personal crime, and it is a positive effect which is
contrary to the program's goal. If anything, this analysis finds the effect
is more significant than indicated at first. Otherwise, controlling for
other factors which in the past héve been correlated with these outcome

measures does not reveal any significant program effects.®

4. Otherwise, do not pay attention to the coefficients attached to any
particutar independent variable. They are a “"laundry 1ist" of factors which
have been shown to be variously related to the different dependent
variables, and not all are of interest in any particular case. They are
intercorrelated, often highly so when they are dummy codes for different
- categories of the same construct, some are redundant, and none is a useful
test of a substantive "fear of crime" hypothesis.

5. Regressing treatment status on these 27 indicators revealed that in
multivariate combination the "victim-offender relationship" measure was
significantly correlated with treatment condition. A1l of these analyses
were therefore rerun without that indjcator, for it was presumably capturing
some treatment effect and thus leading us to underestimate the impact of the
program. However, removing it had no effect except to increase somewhat the
significance of the program's effect upon perceptions of area personal crime
problems.
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Table 6

Regression Analysis of Outcome Measures
Using Treatment Status and Covariates

Fear of
Area Personal Perceived Area Personal
Explanatory Victimization Crime Problems
Factors Beta  (sigf.) Beta (sigf.)
Treatment Status .06 (.24) 14 (.003)
Crime Type :
Burglary victim -.02 (.83) .02 (.76)
Personal victim -.16 (.08) -.04 .64)
Seriousness
Weapon present .06 {.50) .19 (.03)
Gun present -.04 (.60) -.15 (.07)
Injury level .12 (.07) .08 (.24)
Shock reported .01 §.77) .14 (.003)
Loss over $100 -.10 .07) -.02 (.66)
Incident Features 7
At or near home Jd1 (.13) -.10 (.18)
Know offenders -.15 (.005) -.10 (.07)
Other Victimization
Total number 26 (.001) .27 (.001)
Number violent -.02 (.68) -.04 5.55)
Number predatory .10 (.08) -.01 .90)
Know assault victim .16 (.006) .12 (.03)
Know robbery victim .06 (.32) .15 (.01)
Know burglary victim -.00 (.96) .01 (.79)
Personal Attributes »
Sex - female .29 (.001) .16 (.01)
Age .15 (.01) .08 (.19)
Education -.06 (.25) .09 (.09)
Length of residence -.01 (.92) .10 (.15)
Marital - single -.05 (.34) -.01 (.83)
Black .01 (.83) -.10 (.06)
Hispanic .01 (.83) .02 (.66)
Asian or other .06 (.24) .04 (.42)
Rent home .01 (.92) .13 (.02)
Know families in the ,
area (count) (log) -.02 (.68) .07 (.18)
Proactive contact
with police .03 (.53) .06 (.23)
Elapsed time between
crime and survey (log) -.06 (.25) -.03 (.55)
2 .27 .25
R = o
adj
(N) (350) (350)




Table 6 - continued

Regression Analysis of Outcome Measures
~ Using Treatment Status and Covariates

Concern About

Area Property Satisfaction
Explanatory Crime Problems With Area
Factors Beta {sigf.) Beta (sigf.)
Treatment Status .04 (.39) -.05 (.33)
Crime Type ;
Burglary victim -.05 (.51) -.03 (.72)
Personal victim -.04 (.68) .08 (.43)
Seriousness
Weapon present -.02 (.79) -.10 (.30)
Gun present .00 (.96) Jd1 (.19)
Injury level .01 (.92) -.07 (.29)
Shock reported .13 (.01) -.09 (.07)
Loss over $100 .07 (.23) .06 (.31)
Incident Features
At or near home .10 (.20) -.12 d2)
Know offenders -.04 (.46) .09 .09)
Other Victimization :
Total number .39 (.001) -.28 (.o01)
Number violent -.06 £.35} .15 2.01)
Number predatory .01 .82) .02 .71)
Know assault victim .01 (.80) -.20 (.001)
Know robbery victim .11 g.OS) -.03 (.59)
Know burglary victim .16 .002) -.06 (.26)
Personal Attributes :
Sex - female -.07 (.17) .05 (.36)
Age -.12 (.04) -.03 (.67)
Education . -.03 (.55) .03 (.58)
Length of residence .10 (.14) -.12 (.07)
Marital - single .10 (.06) .05 (.37)
Black o -.08 2.14; -.08 §.14)
Hispanic .02 .76 .09 .12)
Asian or other 06 |- §;25) .03 (.53)
Rent home .04 .50) -.06 (.34)
Know families in the
-~ area {count) (log) .06 (.28) .06 (.29)
Proactive contact
with police .05 (.30) .09 (.07)
Elapsed time between
crime and survey (log) -.09 - (.08) .11 {.04)
2 .24 19
R =
adj
(N) (350) (350)
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Table 6 - continued

Regression AnaTysis of Outcome Measures
Using Treatment Status and Covariates

Explanatory

Evaluation of

.Defensive Behaviors

Police Service To Avoid Personal Crime |
Factors Beta = (sigf.) Beta (sigf.)
Treatment Status .03 (.53) .05 {.33)
Crime Type ‘
Burglary victim .06 5.483 .28 (.003)
Personal victim .10 .31 .09 , (.35)
“Seriousness
Weapon present -.11 (.27) -.09 (.32)
Gun present .06 (.49) 02 (.79)
Injury level .06 (.38) -.01 (.84)
Shock reported -.09 (.11) .05 (.30)
Loss over $100 .04 (.54) -.04 (.50)
Incident Features ,
At or near home -.06 (.47) -.11 ‘ .17)
Know offenders .03 | (.62) -.05 (.38)
Other Victimization
Total number -.25 (.001) .22 (.001)
Number violent .06 (.34) .00 (.98)
Number predatory -.02 (.74) .13 (.04)
Know assault victim -.05 (.41) .00 {.95)
Know robbery victim -.02 (.75) .02 (.75)
Know burglary victim -.08 (.17) -.02 (.70)
Personal Attributes
Sex - female .06 (.30) .30 (.001)
Age .17 (.01§ .07 (.24)
Education .02 (.79 -.05 (.37)
Length of residence .03 (.67) 00 - (.98)
Marital - single .00 (.97) -.08 (.12)
Black .11 (.05) .07 (.17)
Hispanic -.02 (.68) .06 (.25)
Asian or other -.04 (.52) .04 - (.56)
Rent home .02 (.75) .04 (.52)
Know families in the :
area {count) (log) 10 (.09) -.06 (.23)
Proactive contact ‘ ,
with police ~-.04 (.43) -.01 (.86)
Elapsed time between ‘
crime and survey (log) .08 (.14) ~-.05 : (.33)
2 .09 .21
R =
adj ‘
(N) (350) (350)




Table 6 - continued

Regression Analysis of Outcome Measures
~ Using Treatment Status and Covariates

»Exp1énatory

- Count of;Househéid

Crime Prevention

Measures R
Factors  Beta _(sigf.)
Treatment Status -.03 (.62)
Crime Type ;
Burglary victim A1 1 (.18)
Personal victim .14 (.15)
Seriousness :
Weapon present -.30 (.002)
Gun present A5 1 (.09)
Injury. level -.18 (.02)
Shock reported -.02 (.70)
Loss over $100 -.06 (.28)
Incident Features
At or near home .08 (.29)
Know offenders .07 (.22)
Other Victimization :
Total number .06 (.32)
Number violent .12 (.07)
Number predatory -.08 (.22)
Know assault victim -.02 (.73)
Know robbery victim .18 (.01)
~ Know burglary victim .00 (.98)
Personal Attributes
Sex - female .00 (.94)
Age ‘ -.17 (.01)
Education .09 (.13)
Length of residence .14 (.04)
Marital - single -.09 (.12)
Black -.01 (.92)
Hispanic .01 (.80)
Asian or other -.03 2.60)
Rent home -.10 .10)
Know families in the
area (count) (log) .08 (.14)
Proactive contact : ‘
with police -.00 | (.92)
Elapsed time between
crime and survey (10g) -.03 (.60)
2 .13
R =
adj g
(N) (350)
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PROGRAM EFFECTS ON SUBGROUPS OF VICTIMS |

There is a final form of analysis which often proves useful in the
eva]uatjon of programs: it asks the quest1on, "does the program appear to
havé a (larger) effect upon part1cu1ar k1nds of cljents?" Often a program
or policy may prove more re]evant to or useful for some groups of people,
and less for others. This may be linked somehow to who they are or the |
nature of their prob1ems. Statistically, such effects are known as
"treatment-covariate interactions." | |

O0ften hypotheses about these subgroup interaefibn effects are
sufficiently numerous, unanticipated, or so ill-formulated thét they are not
built into the evaluation design, but instead are exanred after the fact
using the data. That was the case here. There were no special strata gsed
~in assigning cases to treatment or control condition in orden to ensuné‘a
balance of cases for particu]ar client subgroups,'énd the number of ‘victims
who fall into some hypothetica]]y‘important catégOries is somefimés very
small. However, the nature-df the program as it evolved and the problem it
addresses suggests several plausible hypotheses about thoymight be-
affected" among the largen pool of victims recontacted by the police in
Houston. These victims were a far-from-homogeneous grbup,'becauSe,of the
wide net spread by the program, and there fs considerab]e vaniation among
them along several dimensions which might mediate the impact of the program.

These include:



-44f )

- Communication Problems. A number of victims involved in the
‘program had a linguistic and cultural heritage other than English

and North American, including both Hispanics and Asians (mostly
Vietnamese). The Victim Recontact Program was conducted in English,
and the effect of the police calling some of these victims or: ‘
attempting to find them through intermediaries may not have been as
"reassuring” as intended. The same may have been true for black
victims, who as a group have historically had troubled relations
with the police. Hypothesis: recontact had negative effects upon
Hispanic, Asian, and black victims. ’ ~

Seriousness. One important feature of the Victim Recontact Program
was that it involved victims of all manner of crimes. Most victim
services programs (which this was not) confine themselves to

serving victims of personal crime or even more narrowly-defined and
serious categories of offenses (See Waller, 1982). As noted above,’

 one striking feature of the client interviews conducted by the

Recontact Team was the large number of victims who indicated that
they did not need any assistance and had "no problems." . Perhaps the
impact of a program like this is confined to those who do. '
Hypothesis: recontact had positive effects upon the victims of
serious crimes.

Vulnerability. Previous research on fear of crime suggests that
certain kinds of people feel themselves to be particularly .
vulnerable to crime, either because of their limited capacity to
defend themselves or their fear of the physical consequences of
victimization (Skogan and Maxfield, 1981). Two vulnerable groups
represented in this sample are the elderly and women. Hypothesis:
recontact had positive effects upon vulnerable victims. '

Supporters. One finding of research on fear is that people who are
not surrounded by networks of "supporters" are more afraid of crime
(cf. Friedman, et al., 1982). They have no one to share their
concerns with, and if they are victimized they may not have anyone
to take care of them. They may feel more at risk as well because
they may more often be alone. People who are isolated may rely more
upon the police for reassurance and support, Two related indicators
of such support are whether victims are married or single, and
whether they 1ive with other adults or alone. Hypothesis:

recontact had positive effects upon more isolated victims.
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- Extent of Victimization. While everyone in our evaluation sample
had been victimized at least once, they varied considerably in the
extent of their experience with crime. In the evaluation survey
they described an average of 3.1 victimizations in the past 10 to 12
months. Twenty-six respondents recalled seven or more
victimizations during that period. In addition, many were
"indirectly" victimized--that is, they knew other people who lived
in their area of Houston who were victims of robbery, assault, and
burglary. Both personal and indirect victimization are correlates
of fear of crime and preventive behaviors (Skogan and Maxfield,
1981). The Recontact Program may have reached in this group a
subset of victims in need of reassurance. Hypothesis: recontact
had positive effects upon more frequently and 1nd1rect1y v1ct1m1zed
victims. ,

- Time. F1na11y, one feature of the evaluation is that there was a
varying gap in the length of time between when respondents were
victimized and when they were interviewed. People forget things,
including telephone calls from the Recontact Team, and it seems
Tikely that the apparent impact of the Recontact Program would be
greater among those who were victimized and then recontacted closer
in time to the interview. - This is in part because even the impact
of the victimization should fade with the passage of time. In this
experiment the average gap between incident and evaluation interview
was 81 days, and the median was 65 days--more than 9 weeks. The"
maximum was 284 days, but 75 percent of victims were interviewed

within 15 weeks of the incident. Hypothesis: recontact appears to

have had positive effects among those interviewed more quickly after

the event. [Note the disclaimer--recontact may have affected others

at the moment, but due to the passage of time before the evaluation
interview that effect subsided.] One shortcoming of these
evaluation data is that very few victims were contacted soon after
the incident, so we cannot really test the extra effectiveness of
such recontacts.

Table 7 tests all of these hypotheses. -In each test it presents the
results of a multiple regression anaiysfé which examines the impact of three
measures: the hypothesized mediating factor (the “covariate“), victims'
treatment or control status, and a combination of the two ("a treatment-
covariate interaction térm"). The latter was stored so it Was‘a1ways zero

for control cases (not contacted) and for treatment cases not in the

hypothesized category. If there is a statistica}]y significant re]atidnship‘

between the interaction term and an outcome measure when its components
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Table 7

Communication-Treatment Interaction

Indicators of Communication Problems

Effects of Treatment, Communication Problems, and

Spanish-0ther Race

Victim Black

Outcome Variable Beta (sigf.) | Variable Beta | (sigf.)
Fear of e
Personal race -.13 (.07) Black .06 | (.40)
Victimization | treatment -.06 (.33) treatment .09 (.16)
in Area interaction .23 (.004)* | interaction -.15 (.07)
Perceived ' '
Personal Crime| race -.05 (.50) Black -.11 | (.16)
Problems treatment .04 (.48) treatment 12 (.06)
in Area interaction .16 (.04)* interaction| -.03 (.74)
Concern About S
Area Property | race -.11 (.13) Black .04 (.61)
Crime treatment -.02 (.77) treatment .04 (.51)
Problems interaction .19 (.02)* interaction| .03 (.67)

race .19 (.01) Black --.10 (.18)
Satisfaction | treatment .00 (.99) treatment -.07 (.26).
With Area interaction -.12 (.14) interaction .06 (.50)

race -.04 (.58) Black -.05 | (.48)
Evaluation Of | treatment .00 (.94) treatment .07 (.26)
The Police interaction .06 (.47) interaction| -.10 (.19)
Detensive ' ' '
Behaviors To | race -.11 (.14) Black .05 (.51)
Avoid Per- treatment -.09 (.14) treatment | .02 (.71)
sonal Crime | interaction .24 (.002)* | interaction -.05 (.53)
Household ‘ : ~
Crime race -.07 (.31) Black .03 (.71)
Prevention treatment -.05 (.40) treatment .02 (.70)
Efforts interaction .11 (.18) interaction| -.09 (.27)

*

Interaction significant p< .05
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Table 7 - continued

Effects of Treatment, Incident Sekiousness, and
Seriousness-Treatment Interaction

IndiCatqrs of Incident Seriousness

Seriousness Score Victim of Personal Crime

Qutcome Variable Beta (sigf.)] Variable Beta| (sigf.)
Fear of '
Personal serious .06 (.35) victim .06 (.41)
Victimization | treatment .03 (.54) treatment .04 (.45)
in Area interaction .02 (.79) interaction -.03 (.68)
Perceived ' '
Personal Crimel serious .15 (.02) victim .17 {(.01)
Problems treatment 12 (.04) treatment .14 (.02)
In Area interaction .05 (.44) interactiont -.04 | (.56)
Concern About ~
Area Property | serious .01 (.82) victim .00 | (.96)
Crime treatment .06 - (.32) treatment .08 (.19)
Problems interaction .00 (.97) interactionl -.09 (.22)
Satisfaction | serious .05 (.47) victim .07 (.33)
With Area treatment -.02 (.77) treatment -.03 (.56)

interaction| -.12 (.07) interactiont -.03 (.70)

serious -.02 (.72) victim .00 (.96)
Evaluation of | treatment .02 (.73) treatment .02 (.76)
The Police interaction .02 (.76) interaction| .04 (.56)
Defensive
Behaviors To | serious .09 (.15) victim .08 | (.24)
Avoid Per- treatment .03 (.63) treatment .01 (.86)
sonal Crime interactionl -.05 (.46) interaction| .01 (.83)
Household '
Crime serious -.14 (.03) victim -.12 (.08)
Prevention treatment -.03 (.56) treatment -.04 (.45)
Effects interaction .01 (.89) interaction| .07 (.30)




Table 7 - continued-

Effects of Treatment, Victim Vulnerability, and
Vulnerability-Treatment Interaction

Indicators of VU]nerabi1ity

Victim Female , Victim Over 50
Outcome Variable |  Beta (sigf.)| Variable Beta | (sigf.)
Fear Of ~ :
Personal female .33 (.001) | older .15 (.04)
Victimization | treatment -.01 (.96) treatment | .07 (.23)
In Area ‘ interaction .05 (.75) interaction -.10 (.19)
Perceived ‘ ' v
Personal Crimg female .19 (.01) older .09 | (.20)
Problems treatment | .05 (.77) treatment A3 1 (. 03)
In Area interaction .07 (.67) interaction| -.07 (.36)
Concern About
Area Property | female -.01 {.92) older -.09 | (.21)
Crime treatment .05 (.75) treatment .06 (.32)
Problems interaction .00 (.98) interactijonf - -.03 (.66)
female -.07 (.35) older -.12 (.09)
Satisfaction | treatment .05 (.76) treatment -.10 (.11)
With Area interactionf -.11 (.51) interaction .12 (.12)
female .07 (.37) older .18 (.01)
Evaluations Of] treatment .20 (.21) treatment | .01 | (.84)
The Police interactionl -.20 (.25) interaction .09 (.24)
Defensive ;
BehaviorsTo female .33 (.001) { older . .08 (.25)
Avoid Per- treatment -.08 (.60) treatment | .02 (.69)
sonal Crime interaction .10 (.53) interactionf -.05 (.53)
Household ‘
Crime female . ! (.14) |- older -.03 (.68)
Prevention treatment .16 (.31) treatment | .02 (.76)
| Effects interaction -.19 (.26) interaction, -.10 (.20)




Table 7 -.continued

Effects of Treatment, Victim Support, and
Support-Treatment Interaction

Indicators of Victim Support

Unmarried Live Alone
Outcome Variable - Beta (sigf.)l Vvariable Beta |
Fear Of , -
Personal unmarried .07 (.33) alone .08 .
Victimization | treatment 05 | (.44) | treatment .05 | (.
In Area interaction| -.04 (.63) interactio ~-.05
Perceived ' u . ;
Personal Crime| unmarried | -.00 (.95) alone -.04
Problems treatment .05 (.47) treatment .08
In Area interaction 12 (.14) interaction .09
Concern About | , ~
Area Property | unmarried .03 (.72) alone -.00
Crime ‘ treatment .08 (.22) treatment .07
Problems interaction| -.06 (.49) interactionl -.06°
Satifaction unmarried -.05 (.51) alone -.09
With Area treatment -.06 (.37) treatment -.09
interaction .02 (.82) interaction .12
unmarried -.12 (.10) alone -.04
Evaluation Of | treatment -.04 (.56) treatment .02
The Police interaction .13 (.12) | interaction] . .01
Defensive ‘ ,
Behaviors unmarried .10 (.19) | alone .08
To Avoid Per- { treatment .06 (.36) treatment | .02
sonal Crime interaction =-.12 (.17) interaction| -.05
Household ‘ ' S
Crime unmarried .04 (.60) alone .04
Prevention treatment .04 (.53) treatment .01
Efforts jnteraction] -.1l (.20) interactio -.05
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Table 7 - continued

Effects of Treatment, Victimization Experience, and
Victimization-Treatment Interaction

Indicators of Victimization

Know Crime Victims in Area Victimization Past Year
Qutcome Variable Beta {sigf.)] Variable Beta | (sigf.)
Fear Of '
Personal know victims| = .26 (.001) victimizations| .34} (.001)
Victimization | treatment 04 | (.51) treatment 021 (.79)
In Area interaction | -.03 (.75) interaction 041 (.71)
Perceived :
Personal Crimel know victims| .36 (.001) victimizations] .41 | (.001)
Problems treatment .14 (.03) treatment .231(.02)
In Area interaction | -.06 (.44) interaction -.131](.21)
Concern About ‘
Area Property | know victims| .30 (.001) victimizations .49 { (.001)
Crime treatment .05 (.40) treatment .19 | (.04)
Problems interaction .00 (.98) interaction ~.131(.18)
know victims| -.25 (.001) victimizations| -.33 | (.001)
Satisfaction | treatment -.07 (.28) treatment ~-.09 1 (.35)
With Area interaction .05 (.58) ~interaction .02 | (.81)
know victims] -.13 (.09) | victimizations| -.31 | (.001)
Evaluation Of | treatment .05 (.41) treatment -.04 | (.64)
The Police interaction| -.04 (.62) interaction .07 1(.52)
Defensive , ‘ -
Behaviors To | know victims] .21 (.005) victimizations] .36 | (.001)
Avoid Per- treatment .04 (.51) | treatment L1311 (.19)
sonal Crime interaction | -.08 (.33) interaction A3 (.21) -
Household ‘
Crime know victims| .25 (.001) | victimization| .24 (.001)
Prevention treatment .06 .38) treatment L1510 (.13)
Efforts interaction | -.14 .10) interaction -.20| (.07)
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Table 7 - continued

Effects of Treatment, Elapsed Time Since Incident, and
Elapsed Time-Treatment Interaction

Elapsed Time (log) Between Incident and Survey Interview

*Interaction significant p < .

05

Outcome Variable Beta (sigf.)
Fear Of
Personal time ; -.07 (.33)
Victimization | treatment .65 (.11)
In Area interaction -.63 (.13)
Percelved ‘ :
Personal Crime| time . .00 (.99)
Problems treatment 1.14 (.006)
In Area interaction | -1.05 (.01)*
Concern About | ‘ ,
Area Property | time -.11 (.12)
Crime treatment .39 (.35)
Problems interaction -.34 (.42)
' t ime A1 (.13)
| Satisfaction | treatment -.54 (.19)
With Area interaction .50 (.23)
time -.02 (.82)
Evaluation Of | treatment -.65 (.11)
The Police interaction .69 [ (.10)
Defensive o
Behaviors To | time -.10 (.15)
Avoid Per- treatment .02 (.95)
sonal Crime interaction -.02 (.96)
Household L
Crime time .10 (.14)
Prevention treatment -.26 (.54)
Efforts interaction .25 (.55)

Note: ETapsed time in days logged to correct skewed distribution
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(the "main effects") also are taken into account, it suggests that the
recontact had a‘Qnique effect upon the hypothesized subgroup--for better or
worée, depending upon the sign of the coefficient (see Reichardt, 1979).

Virtually the only significant subgroup effects apparent in Table 7 are
to be found in the first column. There is a significant relationship
between falling in the hispanic/other background category and being
recontacted, and fear of crime. This is true for’allythree measures of fear
presented in Table 7, and in each case the apparent impact of program |

“contact was to increase levels of fear. Recontacted persons in this
éategory also were significantly more Tikely to report taking defensive
actions to protect themselves from personal crime, which can be seen as a
behavioral measure of fear.

The effect of this treatment-covariate interaction was extremely
robust. When entered with treatment status and the other 27.indicators used
as coVariates in the large regression analyses presented in the previous
section, this background treatment interaction was still significant]y‘
related to fear of personal victimization (p<.01) and concern about ‘area
property crime (p<.03). It was also still related to taking more defensive
actions {p<.01). |

Table 8 explores this somewhat unexpected finding in more detail. It
presents mean outcome scores for racial groups in the victim sample (as‘
indicated in survey), separately for those in‘fhe treatment and control

categories, and notes for significance of those differences. These means



v Table 8

Qutcome Scores by Race and Facility With English

~ Fear of Area

Personal Victimization
Contrel Treatment (Sigf)

Perceijved Area : Concern About Area
Personal Crime Problems  Property Crime Problems .~ Satisfaction With Area

Control Treatment (Sigf) Control Treatment (Sigf) Control Treatment  (Sigf)

‘Race
Black 1.70 1.54 (.25) 1.45 1.55 (.25) 2.15 2.26 {.25) 2.12 2.13 (.50)
- White 1.69 1.67 {.50) 1.66 1,69 (.40) 2.17 2.07 (.25) 2.15 2.14 {.50)
Hispanic 1.51 1.86 (.005) 1.53 1.84 (.025) 2.01 2.34 (.o1) 2.40 2.18 (.10)
English
Good 1.68 1.68 {.50) 1.60 1.67 (.25) 2.19 2.19 {.50) 2.15 - 2.16 (.50)
Fair or , N
Poor* 1.44 1.58 (.25) ~ 1.39 1.94 (.005) 1.72 2.05 {.10) 2.64 - 2.28 {.05)
‘ Defensive Behaviors To Household Crime
Evaluations of Police Avoid Personal Crime Prevention Measures Number of Cases
Control Treatment (Sigf) Control Treatment (Sigf) Control Treatment (Sigf) Control Treatment
Race » v :
Black 3,11 2.98 {.25) .43 .39 (.40) .~ 1.85 1.38 {.25) 43 45
White 3.28 3.29 {.50) .42 .35 {.10) 1.67 1.55 (.40) 79 85
Hispanic 3.16 3.23 (.40) .34 .54 {.01) 1.48 1.79 (.25) 43 © 38
English » - .
Good 3.17 3.20 (:40) .42 .39 (.25) 1.67 1.58 (.40) 147 163
Fair or ~
Poor* 3.24 3.48 (.25) .27 .48 (.05) 1.21 1.42 (.40 29 12

*Based on ‘interviewer rating. "Poor" includes interviews conducted in spanish.

One-tailed small sample t-tests of significance

-89—
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“are not controlled for the other factors taken into account in the
regression analyses, but they te]]'generé]]y the same stoky.

Hispanics in the group which was recontacted by thé Houston police were
more fearful of personal victimzation, perceived more problems with personal
and property crime in their area of the city, and were more likely to report
taking fear-related defensive actions when on the street."Hispanics were |
also less likely to be satisfied with the area as a place to live if’they
had been called, buf the difference was not sfgnificant. None of these
differences could be seen for whites or blacks in the same groups. There
were not enough Asians in the victim sample to report a statistical analysis
(there were 4 in the treatment category and 3 in the control group), but
those few in the,treatment‘group were even more likely to be fearful, worry
“about personal and property crime, and take defensive actions, and their‘
satisfaction with the area as a p]ace to live also Went‘down. |

There is 1ittle in the data indicating why the Recontact Program should
have had this effect on hispanics and asians. It is not that they weré
soured on the police by the recontact experience; in fact, Table 8 indicates

“that in both groups evaluations of police service weré higher (but not .
significantly) in the treatment category. Hispanics and Asians ih~both
groups gave ratings of the police which were higher than thosé for b]écks;
but there were no comparable untoward effects registered by black victims
who were contacted in the program. It may be significant that all of‘the

| Asian victims in this sample were recent immigrants to the U.S., and becauéé

of this they may have found the Recontact telephone call bewildering.
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However; the same was not true for Hispanic victims, many of whom were
long-term residents of Houston.

One possible clue may be found in interviewer ratings of eath
respondent's facility with English, a‘judgment which was méde at the
conclusion of the interviews. Virtua]]y all of the victims whose English
was rated as "fair" or "poor" rather than'"good" were in these two groups;
thirty-two percent of hispanics and 5 of the 7 a;iahs were given this lower
‘rating. Table 8 also examines outcome scores for the rating categories. It
indicates that victims in the treatment group who were rated only fair or
poor in their facility with Eng]isﬁ Weré more likely than others to perceive
area personal crime problems, to be dissatisfied with the area as a place to
live, and take defensive précautions. Differénces on other outcome
dimensions were not significant, but also point to unéxpected‘pfogram
consequences. | k

Using this‘faci]ity-With-Eng]ish measure in either the treatment-
covariate regressions in Table 7 or regression analyses of outcome measures
like those presented earlier in Tab1e’6 does ggg account for all of the
"Hispanic/other" effect, however. That effect may in part be 11hguistic,
but other factors were at work in thi§ program which are not captured by
that measure. More research and fie]d testfng needstfo be done béfore a
police department institutes a p;ogram like this in areas with‘1arge
Hispanic or (recent immigrant) Asian populations.

Nonexperimental Variations in Treatment. It is tempting to use data

generated for the Victim Recontact evaluation to examine theyimpact‘of o

variations in how the treatment was delivered. This is decidedly
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ggggxperimenté]. Differences in which officers talked to which victims was
related to thekShifts which they worked and whén victims were home; the
friendliness of the'exchaﬁge and how reaséuring~it seemed was probably as
much a function of how it was received‘by the victim as how it was conductéd
by the officer; some victims refused to receive the.crime prevention
- materials which were offered; the gap in time betwéen the incident and the
recontact call was linked in part to how many attempts it took to find
victims at home. In short, there was a great deal of l"seTf selection" by
victims into "variations in treatment" which makes it impossible to untangle
‘thevimpact of differenCes in how matters were cohducted‘at fhe;Recontact
office. (C.F. Cook and Péo1e, 1982, and a damaging rejoinder by Mark, 1983).
| Interesting1y, the data also do‘not'3uggest any. Despite the
injunctiohskabove we examined the correlates of four variétions in
treatment: which officer conducted’the‘intefview, if victims indfcated they
needed assistance of some kind, if they weré,referred to another program or
- agency, and if victims offered information to the po1ice. Using the multi-
variate regression variables listed iﬁ Table 6 to control for some of the
differences in fear and other outcomes attributable to differences among
victims, there were no significant residual relationships betwéen'these

treatment variation measures and any of the outcomes.
VICTIMS' ASSESSMENTS OF THE PROGRAM

The evaluation survey conducted in Houston also enables us to report
upon the Victim Recontact Program from another perspective--that of victims |

themselves. In the survey questionnaire, respondents were qujzzed about
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their victimization experiences'"since July of 1983," the date marking the
‘beginning of the program. aneteen;victimizatidn questionsrwere covered,
and then a11fwere asked, : |

After any incident in which you were a victim, did

the police call you later to see if there was

additional assistance you might need?

Not unexpectedly, some of’thOSe in the treatment group-—29‘perCent—-
failed to recall they were contacted. Those who "remembered" were
significantly more 1ikely to be younger and more fearful, and women and‘
whites were almost signfficantly’more likely to recall the recontact as |
well. Fully 85 percent of those in the “1etter only" group which could not
be reached by telephone said they were not contacted. Victims who did
recall such a contact were asked a series of questions'about how it went. A
brief summary of those assessments is presented in Tab1e‘9.

As Table 9 indicates, the vast majority of those recalling a pregram
contact found it somewhat or very helpful. Almost everyone (92 percent)
thougnt the officer they talked to was ?very'polite.“ They vere a 1ftt1e
less certain that the efficer was "very concerned" about their plight (23
percent said it was "somewhat"), but few came’away with a bad impression on
that score. Paralleling the administrative records,’a majority of thoSe |
questionned (62 percent) did not recall being referred to any agency‘or
organization which could assist them. of the‘relative1y small number Who'
recalled they were directed to some form of assistance, a Targe majority (79
percent) reported that they did ggg‘follow‘through upon that recommendation.

Most of the respondents (80 percent) remembered receiving crime prevention
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Table 9

- Victims® Assessments of the Recontact Program

 The officer who caTTed was:

Did the officer tell you about any

~not at all helpful 2 agencies or organizations which
not very helpful ‘ 1 m1ght be able to assist you?
somewhat helpful 18
~very helpful : - 79 No 62
o - Toox Yes: 38
(124) 100%
L (122)

The officer who called was:

~ After the call from the officer,

very impolite 0 did you receive any crime prevention
~somewhat impolite 0 information in the mail?
. 'somewhat polite -8 L R ‘
very polite 92 No 20
' : 100% Yes 80
(124) - T00%
(123)
The officer who called was: Do you think the police department
not at all concerned 1 should continue to call crime
not very concerned 3 victims to offer them support?
~somewhat concerned 23 . e
very concerned : 73 No 3
T100% Yes 97
(124) T00%

(122)

 Note:

Based on treatment group respondents who recalled be1ng recontacted

(71% of treatment group).
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informatiOn’in.the mail, one of‘the "treatments“ administered almost
universally by the program. |
Finally, virtually everyone who was interviewed (97 percent) thought
the Houston Police should continue to contact crime victims to of fer them

support.
" FINDINGS AND IMPLICATIONS

By most of the measures examined here’the Victim Recontact Program
in Houston failed to achieve its fundamentaT goals. It had no disCernib]ek
impact upon victims' perceptionskof'police serviee; even when the meesure
| included queetions about "how well thebpoiice‘treat victims," “how helpful®
and "how polite" they are, and "how good a job they do"‘preyenting crime.

It did not appear to stimu]ate'positive efforts by:vittims‘to protect their
homes from further victimization. It was uhre]ated;to Whaf victims thought
about their neighborhood. Finally, on many measures of fear there was a
tendency for those who were contacted to be s]ight1y more fearful, and"
victims in the treatment group were significantTy’moke Tikely to think
personal crimes were a "big problem" in their area. of HoUston.’ There 15’
somekevidence that victims in the most culturally d%sﬁinct
categories-~Hispanics and Asians--became somewhat ﬂQﬁé fearful when they
were recontacted, |

In considering why this is the case it is useful fo review differences
between fhe Victim Recontact Program and victim assistance prbgrams (VAPs).
This contrastfhfgh1ights many of the limitations of the Recontact Program on
Houston. One difference is that VAPs USua11y are much more intensive;,'
‘kvi;tims meet personally with advisors, and often repeatediy. VAPs typicalTyv

spend much more than the 60 minutes of staff time on a case which we
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estimate is required for a routine police recontact effort. Victim

assistance programs often have resources; they can house battered women,

provide emergency service, and often'dea1'direct1y with social welfare
agencies concerning particular victims. The Victim Recontact program had
nothing to offer but solice and a referral Tist. VAPs usually deal with

self-selected clients, people who know and call them--or are specifica}ly

referred to them--because they are in need of'whét the program has to offer.
Se1f4se1ection'by clients into treatment usual]y makes a program Took very
suCcessfu]]y tafgeted. Some victim programs get referrals fhrough patrol
officers who are trained to direct severe cases or spec1a1 c]asées of
victims--such as the elderly--to specialized services. Selection‘and,
referral processes, plus the specialization of many VAPs in specific types

of crime, also results in a concentration of serious and personal crime

victims in their programs. The Recontact Program reached out to many peqp]e
who thought they,dﬁd not have any prob1ems. It had no speciai expertise\}n
dealing with particular victim problems, and dealt with such a varied set‘of
clients that it could not concentrate upon'particu1ar forms of victim ' |
support. Finally, VAPs try to work fapid]y. Truly pressing prob]ems‘aré
those which people must confront prompt]yé-a_smashed-in front door,‘a stolen

car, or need for medical care, for example. Many of Houston's recontact

calls came so long after the event that victims probably were a]réady forced

to deal with them as best they could. The immediate trauma of victimization
also should have dissipated before the median recontact, two and one-half

weeks later. The high incidence of "no problem" cases may well reflect the

- fact that the offered assistance came too late to be of much help.
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 The absence of these featuresvfrom the program in Houston‘waé '
~deliberate. When the Victim Recontact Prdgram was p1anned,'a,cdnscious
decision Wés made.ﬂgi to emulate VAPs. Rather, the'program‘was deéigned to
be simple and relatively inexpensive, to operate'without makihg any demands
:upon the remainder of thehdepartment,vand to sérvé~a‘broad spéctrumfof
victims. "This evaluation suggests fhat'such a program is not likely to havé;,
much-impact upon victims, ’

k This is not to say we are‘certain that moreyintensive and expensive
victim aséistance programs'which focus upon specific ¢ategories of victﬁms .
in need gg_have‘more‘positive benefits. Although ho‘randomized
experimentation in the field of Victim Services has beén pub]ished,~ 
inventoriés of the features which apparently lead to successful brdgrams for
victims (reviewed}in~Mayhew, 1984; Waller, 1982) Contain.many e]ements,which
were not present in the HouSton Victim Recontact Program. Many of these
features are present in programs in other citieS‘howeVer., For example, the
Edmonton,}A]berta, police department hagwconduéted a victim services program
since 1979, It offers crisis 1nterventioh, counseling, emergencykserines,
the provision of fo11ow-up case information, and even aid in making funeral
: afrangements, as well as assistance in f111ing‘out insurance claims and
referral to other agencies. Like other pfogfams in Cénadé and Great
Britain, it relies heavi1y>upon éivi]ian'vo1unteers to make to face-to-face
contacts upon which the program is built. (For a descriptioh of this,and‘
other Canadfan programs, see Canadian‘FedéraT-Proyincial Task,Force,‘1983.)
Although much more complex and difficult to organize, such pfograms may

~provide a model for more effective police services for victims.
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THE FEAR REDUCTION PROGRAM

The program described in this report was one of several strategies
tested as part of a‘Féar Reduction Program which was carried ouf in Houston,
Texas, and Newark, New Jersey, in 1983 and 1984. The poiice 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 pfogram and cohducted rigorous eVaIuations
of the strategies Which were developed. NIJ also supported a dissemination
pragram, in which the National Conference of Mayors, the Police Executivg
Research Forum, the Nationa1‘0rganizat10n of Black Law Enforcement
Executives, and the Nationa1 Sheriffs' Association sént 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
Houston and Newark deparfments provided constructive critfcism of the

prog}am implementation process.
PROGRAM QOBJECTIVES

The overall goal of the program was to find new ways to help citizens
;\\
gain a realistic picture. of the crime problems facipﬁ their neighborhoods,

reduce excessive fear of crime, encourage greater positive police-citizen

cooperation in crime prevention, spark increased awareness among people of

the steps which they could‘tgke to reduce crime, and help restore their

confidence in the police and faith in the future of their communities.
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‘In each city a number of different strategies were 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 strategieé
addressed a broad spectrum of issues. Some focused upon reducing physical
disorder, including trash and Titter,‘abandoned buildings, graffiti, and
deterioration. Others targeted social disorder,{inc]uding 1oitéring,
harassmént, diSorder1y street behavior, and vid]ations of rules of conudct
on mass transit. A number were designed to increase the two-way‘f1ow of
information between citizens and the police. From the po]icé side this
inc]uded developing new mechanisms to gather information about éommunity
problems often of a seemingly "nonpolice" nature, assisting citizens in
organizing to address such prob]ems, and testing new mechanisms to "spread
the word" about community programs and the things-that indiVidua1 citizens

could do to prevent crime.
- SITE SELECTION

Houston and Newark weré selected as examples of two different types
of American cities. Houston is a re]ative1y 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 deve1oped for the Fear
Reduction'Project‘were unique, but most addressed the éame uhder]ying
problems and many were surprisingly similar. The two cities were also
selected because of the capacity of their poTice'departments to design and

manage a complex experimental program.
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Within each éity, "matched"'neighborhoods Were selected to serve as
testing grounds for the strategies. Because Newark has a predominantly
black population, five physically similar areas with a homogeneoué racial
composition were selected. The heterogeneous nature of Houstdn ca]]edifbr
the selection of neighborhoods with a pdpu1ation mix more closely resemb1ihg
that of the city as a whole. 'In both cities the selected éreas were
approximately one square mile in size, and physically separated from each
other. Site seléction'was guided by the 1980 Census, observations of
numerous potential sites, and extensive discuSsiohs with police crimé

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
1imit imposed by the National Institute of Justice, and they cbu1d be
supported entirely by the depaktments--there was no special funding
available for these projetts. ’ | |

The planning processes themselves took different forms in the two
cities. In Houston, one patrol officer from each of the four participating
po]ibe districts was assigned full time for two mohths to a planning Task
Force, which was headed by a sergeant from the Planning and Reseafch
Division. A civilian member of the Planning and Research Division a1so
served on the Task Force. During the planning period the gfoup met |
regularly with staff membefs of the Police Foundation‘to discuss past
research related to the project. They also read studies of the fear 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 -

stratégies which they believed could be implemented effectively in Houstan

~ 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 ﬁo]ice
department as well as‘representatives of the Mayor's office, the Boakd‘of
Education, the New Jersey Administrative‘Office of the Courts, the Essex
Coﬁnty Courts, the Newark MunicipaT Courts, the Essex County Prbbation
Department and the Graduate School of Criminal Just1ce of Rutgers
University. The group met once or twice a week for a month to discuss the
general problems of fear, then broke into several committees to consider
specific program possibilities. In Aprii, 1983 the committees submitted
1ists of proposed programs to the entire task‘forcé fof approval. These
progfams were reviewed by the paneikof consultants, assembled by the Police

Foundation and by the Director of the National Institute of Justice.
TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE BY THE POLICE FOUNDATION

The Police Foundation provided the departments with téchnica1‘

assistance throughout the planning stages of the Fear Reduction Project.

| Its staff assisted the departments 1n locating potent1a11y relevant projects

operating in other cities, accumulated research on fear and its causes,
arranged for members of the Task Forces to visit other departments, and
jdentified consultants who assisted the depaftments}in program planning and
imp1ementation. This activity was supported‘by the National Institute of

Justice.



STRATEGIES DEVELOPED BY THE TASK FORCE

In Housfon, strategies were developed to foSter'a sense that Hbuston'
police officers were available to the public and cared about individual and
neighborhood problems. Some of the strategies aiso‘were inténded‘to
encourage citizen involvement with the police and to‘increase participation
in commuhity affairs. Thefstrategies included community organiiing,
door-to-door po]icé visits, a police- community néws]étter, recontacts with
crime victims, and a police~community storefront office.

The Newark strategies were directed at the exchéngé of information
and the‘reduction of social and physical discrdér. The police strategies |
included door-to-door visits, newsletters, police-community storefronts,
and the intensiffed enforcement and order maintenance. In association with
the Board of Education, recreational é]ternatives to,street4cornér loitering
were to be provided; With the cooperation of the codrts system, juveniles
were to be given community work sentences to clean up deteriorated areas;
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 thé planning Task Force, which then consisted of a sergeant, four patrol-
officers, and a civilian member of the department. Each of the patrol

officers was directly responsible for the execution of one of the



strategies. They were‘joihed by three additional officers; two frdm the
Community Services'Division were assigned to work on the commun{ty 
organizing strategy, and another was assigned to work on the door-to-dbor
contact effort. During thé implementation beriod,'two more officers Were
assigned to the victim recontact program and anothef to the communfty
organizing strategy.

During the nine-ﬁo-twelve month period that the strategies wefe’
operationa], the original Task Force members assumed total reSponsibi1ity
for implementation. They conducted much of the operational work themselves
and coordinated the few other officers from each patrol district who were
involved in program implementation. When imp1ementationfprob1ems‘required
swift and unique solutions (a condition common during the start up period),
the Task Force officers worked direct1y wifh the dfstrict’captains and/or
with the sergeant from Planning and Research who headed the Task Fokte.
This sergeant would, in turn, take direct action or work with the Director
of Planning andkResearch or with one of the Deputy Chiefs oVer the patrol
districts and/or with the Assistant Chief in charge of Operatios. 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 fejt,

ownership of, and pride in, the program they had designed.

In Newark, responsibility for imp]ementihg each program‘component was
assigned to one or‘more of ficers, who fn turn were monitored by the program
coordinator and his assistant. Those officers working in particu]ar:patrol

divisions--those in the community police center and those making door-to-



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 strUCthe created some -
delays, 1ack of coordination and misunderstanding durihg thé earTy months
of program imp1ementation;kthese problems were largely overcome with the
cooperativé efforts of the'parties involved. Officefs‘Who implemented the
other programs reported d1rect1y to the program coord1nator, a system which

worked effect1vely throughout the program.
THE OVERALL EVALUATION DESIGN

A1l of the strategies tested in Houéton énd Newark were to be
evaluated as rigdrous]y as possible. Two of them--the victim recontact
program in Houston and police-community newsletters in both cities--were
evaluated using true exper1ments, 1n which random1y selected groups of
citizens were e1ther contacted by the program or ass1gned to a noncontacted
control grOUp. The other strateg1es, including the one reported here, were
area-wide in focus, and were eva1uatéd'using pke—'and post-progham area
surveys. Surveys were also condutted in‘a compariSoh area, in which no new

programs were impTemented, in each city.
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Table B-1

Mﬂ]tivariate Correlates of Treatment-Control Status

Explanatory Treatment or Control
Factors ' , ‘ Multiple Regression
Beta (sigf)
Crime Type ;
- burglary victim ; -.12 (.18)
" personal victim - -.05 - (.66)
Seriousness
weapon present ' -.10 (.33)
gun present -.08 (.39)
injury Tevel ' .06 (.41)
shock reported ; .05 (.36)
Toss over $100 .02 (.67)
Incident Features , :
at or near home .08 (.34)
know offenders : =13 (.04)*
Other Victimization , ;
total number -.07 (.28)
number violent -.00 {(.95)
number predatory 02 (.71)
know assault victim .01 (.92)
‘know robbery victim .01 (.90)
know burglary victim ' .06 (.30)
Personal Attributes
sex--female ' -.01 (.89)
age -.08 (.24)
education ' .08 (.18)
length of residence .01 (.87)
marital--single -.02 (.69)
black - . .00 (.99)
hispanic ; -.04 (.55)
asian or other - - .01 (.87)
rent home . .01 (.92)
Know families in the ‘
area (count) -.00 (.99)
Proactive contact ~ B
with police , .02 (.73)
Elapsed time between ‘ :
crime and survey -.02 - (.75)
2
R = .002
adj
(N) 350

* indicates significant difference p < .05



Table B-2

Mean Differehce Between Treatment
and Control Victims on Survey Outcome Measures

Fear of Personal Victimization in Area

Means (Significance

\
i

Fear Items | - Control  Treatment of Difference) (N)

Scale Score 1.6¢  1.67 (.58)  (351)

Q34 Unsafe at night  2.48 2.45 (.83) (351)

Q35 Fear going places  0.51 0.49 - (.67) (350)

Q43 Worry robbery - 1.90 2.0 (.22) | (351) L
Q44 Worry attack 1.64  1.74 (.25) (351),

‘\i§\

N

T-tests of significance of mean differences

High scores all = Fearful



‘Table B-2 - continued

Mean D1fference Between Treatment
and Control V1ct1ms on Survey Outcome Measures

‘Perce1ved Area Personal,Cr1me Problems

- Personal Crime . Means - (Significance

Problems Items - ’ Contro] Treatment - of D1fference) v(N)
1Sca1e Score P 1.57. :1;69 ‘ (.05)* (351)
Q116  People attacked ~ 1.48 1.66 (. 02) (349)
Qll? | Peop]e'robbed 1.89 | 2.03 ( 1) (350)
;012 ‘ Rape problem : 1.29. : 1.37 »’ (.2 3) (341)
Q39 Area crime up in | ‘ ' :
past year’ ' 2.38 ,2139, - (.95) (334)

~ High scores all = Fearful
*indicates significance p < .05

T-tests of significance of means differences



Tab1e B-2~ continued B

Mean Difference Between Treatment
and Control Victims on Survey Outcome Measures

Concern About Area Property Crime Problems

Property Crime ,‘ : Meens " (Significant ,
Concern Items e Contro] Treatment Difference) (N)
Scale Score 211 248 . (30) o (31)
Q45 Worry burglary "‘:2;3§:; i L E 2;47,5 ({24) : (35})'
047 Worry duto ~ S 2.08 2.16 (.33 (344) ,
068 - Burglary problem ~ 2.31 243 (1) (351)
Q70 Auto vandalism.  2.11 2,19 (.40)  (387)
Q71 Auto theft problem 2.2 2.18 (.68)  (348)

High scores all = Fearfuyl

" T-tests of significance of mean differences

High scores all = Fearful



ey

Tab1e B—2 - continued

Mean D1fference Between Treatment
and Contro1 Victims on Survey Outcome Measures

i . Sat1sfact1on W1th Area !

Residential | Means ~ (significance
Commitment Items - Control.  Treatment of Difference) (N)

- Scale Score _ 2.23 207 (.36) . (351)
5 - Area gotten better 1.77 176 (.92) (349)
Q14 Satisfied place to N “ S

Tive v 2.95 2.84 (.26) ~ (351)
le ' Area will get R ‘ ' | ‘ :
| better o 1.94 1.89 (.58)  (346)
N2 Likely will Tive | S
here next year 3.97 3.90 (.68) ~ (348)
011 “Area a place where o o
people help each ' ,
other .48 A3 (.39)‘ (346)

S -

High scores all = Satisfaction
Items below dotted line did not form a scale

T-tests of significance of mean differences



Table B-2 - continued

Mean Difference Between Treatment
and Control Victims on Survey Outcome Measures-

Evaluation of Police Servite

Police . Means (Significance

Evaluation Items Control  Treatment of Difference) (N)
Scale Score 3.8 3.22 (61)  (351)
Q50 Prevention 316 327 (.37)  (346)
051 Helpvictins 3.2 3.41 ((11)  (344)
Q57 Polite  3.30 .23 (.43) (335)
Q58 Helpful o 13.08 3.1 (.77) | (344)

| (.26) (343)

059 Fair 3.20 3.12

High scores all = positive evaluations

T-tests of significance of mean differences



Table B-2 - continued

Mean Difference Between Treatment
and Control Victims on Survey Outcome Measures

Defensive Behaviors to Avoid Personal Crime

Defensive Means (Signficance

Behavior Items , Control  Treatment of Difference) ’(N)
Sca]é ~ Score ‘ 40 .40‘ - (.95) (351)
Q80 Escort .35 .38 (.55) (351)
@81 Avoid areas .39 39 (.99) | (350)
82 Avoid people 51 53 (.83) © (350)
) (351)

086 Avoid going out 34 30 - (.36)

High;scores Q80-82 all = Take actions.

T-tests of significahce of mean differences



Table B-2 = continued

Mean‘Différencé Between Treatment

and Control Victims on Survey Outcome,MeaSUres

Household Crime{Prevention Efforts

(.64)

Household Crime ‘ (Signifitance'} ,
Prevention Items Control Treatment = of Difference) (N)
Count Q74a-Q85 ~1.59 1.57 (.85) (351)
Q74a - Locks .331 282 (.31) (349)
Q75a Qutdoor lights .246 .236 (.83) (349)
Q764 Timers .103 .103 i .99) (348)
Q77a  Marking 142 .168 (.51) (349)
078a Bars 074 103 (.35) (350)
Q85 Have neighbor |

watch house 703 .680 (350)

High Scores.Q74-78a = "Yes" "Since July 1983"

Q85 -~ Hi = "Yes" Last time away

T-test of significance of mean differences
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| ~ APPENDIX C |
SCALING THE VICTIM RECONTACT PROGRAM EVALUATION DATA

This report describes how analytic scales were developed for the Fear
Reduction Project's Victim Recontact Program evaluation. These scales
measure the central outcomes of interest in this project: perceptions and
fear of crime, evaluations of the quality of police service, residential
satisfaction, and crime related behaviors. Each measure is a composite of
responses to three or more items which were inC1uded in the surveys to tap
those dimensions. Such multiple-item scales give us more re11ab1e,
general, stable measurements of peoples attitudes and experiences than do
responses to s1ng1e survey questions. ,

CRITERIA ;
In each case the goa] was to arrive at scales with the fo110w1ng
properties:

1. Responses to a set of items should be consistent (a11 positively
correlated). This was established by examining their inter-
correlations, after some items were rescored for directionality of
wording. 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 sca]e score for
an individual.

2. Item responses should be homogeneous, or single-factored
(indicating they all measure "the 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 they all 1oaded only on the first factor
(their "principle component")

3. The items should share a substantial proportion of their variance
with the hypothesized underlying dimension (perhaps precluding
them from being significantly linked to other conditions or
events). This was demonstrated in two ways. Good items were
those which evidenced a high correlation with others in the set.
This was measured by their item-to-total correlation ("corrected"

by excluding them from that particular total). Items were judged
useful when, in a principal components factor analysis, the factor
on which they fell accounted for a high proportion of their total
variance (they had a high "communality").

4. The items on their face should be re]ated to the demonstration
program (suggesting they could be responsive to the intervention).
Survey questions which "scale together" based upon their naturally
occurring covariation are not necessarily all useful if they
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should not be affected by the program. The substantive utility of
individual items cannot be stat1st1ca1]y demonstrated; it is an
“argument, .

The statistical analyses described above were done using SPSS-X.. That
program's RELIABILITY procedure 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 principal component from sets of items hypothesized to
be unidimensional. A value of 1.0 was used in the diagonal of the
correlation matrix to be factored, so the analysis tests how much of the
total variance in the items is explained by the factor.

The scales were originally developed using Targe surveys of the
residents of ten experimental and treatment areas in Houston and Newark.
Those data were gathered as pretests for other Police Foundation Fear
Reduction experiments. A1l conclusions about the scaling of items were
confirmed using the survey data gathered from victims for this study.
Victims are a rather unique subpopuTation, and there was nc guarantee that
measures standardized on general population samples would be similarly
useful for them. However, as many of the outcome measures examined here
were to be used in other Fear Reduction Program evaluations, whenever
possibla their content was to be kept unchanged As will be documented
below, the outcome measures generally scaled in similar fashion for this
samp1e of victims and other Houston residents.

FEAR OF AREA PERSONAL CRIME

Eight items were included in the survey to represent this general
construct. Analysis of the large scale surveys 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-examination
of correlations among these items indicated that worry 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 high reliability. However, a factor analysis of the
set suggested they were not unidimensional. In the large surveys, three
items asking about "how big a problem" specific personal crimes were in the
darea tapped a different dimension than those asking people how afraid they
were about personally being victimized by the same types of crime. These
respondents seemed to distinguish between personal risks and their general
assessments of area prob1ems The two clusters of items loaded very
distinctly on their unique factors, with high loadings. Among victims the



items were less strongly two-factored. The second factor, loading heavily
"~ -on items about area personal crime problems, was almost 51gn1f1cant however
(it had an eigenvalue of .92). This was strong enough to retain the '
separate status of the two measures. o

Based upon this analysis, the following 1tems were comb1ned ‘to form the
FEAR measure:

Q34: How safe would you feel being outs1de alone 1n thlS area -at
night? (Very safe to very unsafe)l

Q35: Is there any place in this area 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
~worried to not worried at all)

Q44: [How worried are youfthat] someone will try to attack you or
beat you up while you are outside in this area? (Very worried
to not worried at all) ‘

For the victim sample; these items were added together to form a scale
with a reliability orf .72. The average item-total correlation of its
components was .41 (the range was .29-.59), and the first factor explained
56 percent of the total variation in repsonses 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 itmes making up a simple additive scale will have a
differential impact upon its total var1atlon, and thus it will not actually
represent 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 emp]oyed A high score
on FEAR indicates respondents are fearful. :

The remaining items were comb1ned to form the PCPROB (persona1 crime
problem) measure:

[...please tell me whether you ‘think it is a big prob]em, some
v prob1em, or no problem here in this area?]

- Q114: People being attacked or beaten up by'strangers?

Q117: People being robbed or hav1ng their money, purses or wallets
taken?

- Ql21: Rape or other sexual assaults?

T. A few respondents who indicate that they “never go out" were rescored
as "very unsafe" (see below). ,



C-4

Because responses to these items all were measured on the same three-
position set of response categories, the scale scores were generated by
simply adding them together. As they had about the same mean and standard
deviation (the rape question was somewhat lower on both), the items all
contribute about equally to the total score for each individual. The
average correlation among them was .49 (range .41-.59). The factor lying
~beind these items accounted for 66 percent of their total variance. The

reliability of the scale is .74. A high score on PCPROB indicates that
these personal crimes were seen as "big problems in the area."

[N

CONCERN ABOUT PROPERTY CRIME

There were five candidate items in this cluster. -Three asked "how big

a problem" burglary, auto theft, and auto vandalism were in the area, and

two "how worried" respondents were about being victimized by burglary and

"~ auto theft or vandalism. Other research on concern about victimization or

assessments of risk indicates the distinction between personal and property

crimes is a fundamental one, and that perceptions of the two are best

- gauged separately. (Auto vandalism was experimentally included among a set
of "disorder" items which included other vandalism activities, but

empirically it belongs in this cluster of crimes): v

[...please tell me whether you think it is a big prob]em, some
prob1em or no problem here in th1s area.]

Q68: People breaking in or sneaking into homes to steal thingS?‘

Q70: Cars being vandalized--things 1ike windows or radio aerials
being broken?

Q71: Cars being stolen?

Q45: [How worried are you that] someone Will try to break into
your home while no one is there? (Not worried at all to
very worried)

Q47: [How worried are you that] someone will try to steal or
damage your car in this area? (Not worried at all to very
worried) o :

These jtems were combined to form a multiple item scale, CONPROP
(concern about property crime). They were substantially intercorrelated in
the victim sample (an average "r" of .42), each evidenced a high
item-to-total correlation, the group formed an additive scale with an Alpha
of .79, and they were single factored. The first factor explained 54



Because responses to these items all were measured on the same three-
position set of response categories, the scale scores were generated by
- simply adding them together. As they had about the same mean and standard
deviation (the rape question was somewhat Tower on both), the items all
contribute about equally to the total score for each 1nd1v1dua].“ The
average correlation among them was .49 (range .41-.59). The factor lying
beind these items accounted for 66 percent of their total variance. The
reliability of the scale is .74. A high score on PCPROB indicates that
these personal crimes were seen as "big problems in the area." .

CONCERN ABOUT PROPERTY CRIME

There were five candidate items in this cluster. Three asked "how big
a problem" burglary, auto theft, and auto vandalism were in the area, and
two "how worried" respondents were about being victimized by burglary and
auto theft or vandalism. Other research on concern about victimization or
assessments of risk indicates the distinction between personal and property
crimes is a fundamental one, and that perceptions of the two are best
gauged separately. (Auto vandalism was experimentally included among a set
of "disorder® items which included other vandalism activities, but
empirically it belongs in this cluster of more serious crimes):

" [...please tell me whether you th1nk it is a big probTem, some
problem, or no problem here in this area.] ,

Q68: People breaking in or sneaking into homes to steal things?

Q70: Cars being vandallzed--th1ngs like windows or radio aerials
' being broken?

Q71: Cars being stolen?

Q45: [How worried are you that] someone will try to break into
your home while no one is there? (Not worried at all to
very worried)

Q47: [How worried are you that] someone w111 try to steal or
damage your car in this area? (Not worried at all to very
worried)

‘These items were combined to form a multiple item scale, CONPROP
(concern about property crime). They were substantially intercorrelated in
the victim sample (an average "r" of .42), each evidenced a high
item-to-total correlation, the group formed an additive scale with an Alpha
of .79, and they were single factored. The first factor explained 54



~percent of the total variance in the five items. This consistency differed
from similar personal-crime items--there were no emp1r1ca1 distinctions
between perceived household risk and area property crime problems. = Because
all of 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 CONPROP 1dent1f1es respondents who think
these are "big problems.” , : ;

Note that other evaluation reports in this series do separate the
"problems" and “"worry" items, but among victims they simply were too
strongly single-factored to consider those subsets as measures of d1st1nct
constructs.

- SATISFACTION WITH AREA
Satisfaction with area was probed by responses to three questions;‘

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) : ‘

Ql4: On the Whole,'how do you feel about this area as a place to
Tive?. Are you ... very satisfied to very dissatisfied?

Nl1: Al things considered what do you think this area will be like
a year from now? w111 it be a better place to Tive, have gotten
worse, or stayed about the same? (better worse, or about the
same :

(Note that question NI was not included in several other Fear
Reduction Project surveys.) Responses to these questions were correlated
‘an average of .44 (range .41-.47), and had similar variances. Added
together they formed a scale with a reliability of .69. Their underlying
factor explained 63 percent of the variance in these three items. A high'
score on NBSATIF identifies respondents who think their area is a good
place to live, has been getting better, and will get better in the near
future. e ~

GENERAL EVALUATIONS OF THE POLICE

A number of questions in the survey gathered evaluations of po11ce
service. Some items focused upon recent, specific police-citizen
encounters which were identified in the survey, while others were "gener1c"
and referenced more global opinions. Eight generic items were included in
the questionnaire, and they revealed two distinct clusters of opinion: one
referring to proactive, aggressive police action, and-~the other to the
qua11ty of services provided citizens and ant1c1pated police demeanor 1n

((
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police-citizen encounters. A question referring to the strictness of
traffic Taw enforcement was inconsistently correlated with most of the
items, and had a low correlation with the other measures of police
aggress1veness, it was exc1uded completely.

The largest set of tems formed a d1st1nct factor, and make up an
add1t1ve measure, POLEVAL (evalautions of po11ce) They are:

QSO: “How good 3 job do you think [p011ce] are do1ng to prevent crime?
(very good to very poor JOb) ‘ .

Q51: How good a job do you th1nk thé po1ice in this area are doing in
~helping people out after they have been victims. of cr1me? (very
good - to very poor job) ‘ ‘

Q57: In genera1 how po11te are the police in this area when dea11ng
‘with peop1e? (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)

059: .In general, how fa1r are the police in this area in dealing w1th
peop1e around here? (very fa1r to very unfair)

The simple additive combination of these 1tems has a reliability of
.84, and they were correlated an average of .48 (range .33-.63). (The high
reliability of the scale comes in part from the fact that there are more
“items in it than in most of the scales presented here.) They were single
factored, and their principal facter expiained 57 percent of the total
var1at1on 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
POLEVAL. A high score on this measure points to a favorable eva1uat10n of
the police. ; :

CRIME-RELATED BEHAVIORS

. There are a number of anti-crime actions taken by many city residents
which are relevant for this evaluation. Some dinvolve crime prevention‘
activity, while others are defensive in nature. One conseguence 0
confidence which might be inspired by the Victim Recontact project could be
to increase the willingness of peop]e to go out freely under previously
fear-provoking circumstances; the crime prevention materials distributed to
most of those contacted by the program may have stimulated positive actions
to prevent victimization and reduce area cr1me ‘
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Four questions in the surveys probed the extent to which respondents
took defensive actions to protect themselves from personal victimization in
public locations. They were asked:

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? (yes or no)

Q81: The last time you went out after dark in this area, did you stay
away from certain streets or areas to avoid crime? (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 after dark in this
area because of crime? (never go out to never avoid)

In survey questions 1like this, 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 other measures. For analytic purposes it
is useful to count them along with the others. The "message" they are
communicating seems to be that "its a dangerous place out there," so we
classed them as "precaution takers" and assigned them "yes" responses to
these items.

Note that most of these questions all call for self-reports of very
recent behaviors. In any individual case they may not reflect general
patterns of behavior, lending error to our measure. However, t%1s approach
avoids to a certain extent asking respondents to attempt to typify or
generalize about their behavior (this is a difficult task for researchers),
and the recency of the referent behavior should increase the accuracy with
which it is recalled. Both of these should help differentiate these
responses from attitude or opinion dimensions, moving them closer to
measures of behavioral outcomes.

Responses to these four items were very consistent. They were
correlated an average of .41 (range .33-.57), and formed a simple additive
scale with a reljability of .73. The first factor explained 56 percent of
the total variance in these four items. The last item, Q86, was rescored
so that it's four response categories ranged in value between zero and one,
like the others. The items then all had similar means and standard
deviations. The resulting scale PRECAUTN is a simple additive combination
of the four. :
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A second set of behaviors measured in the survey referred to household
crime prevention activities. Questions in the survey which tapped fﬁese
activities included:

The next few questions are about things that some people might dd
for protection from crime.

Q74: Have any special locks been installed in this home for secur1ty
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 been marked with ybur name or some
number? (yes or no)

Q78: Have special windows or bars been installed for protection?
(yes or no)

(085: Think about the last time when no one was home for at least a
da{ or two. Did you ask a neighbor to watch your home? (yes or
no ‘ .

For all of the items above except Q85, positive responses were
followed up by the question, "Was this since July of 1983?" This reference
period identifies whether or not these tactics were adopted during the
Victim Recontact program perjod. It is positive responses to this follow
up question which are examined here, with all other respondents being
classified as nonadopters.

Responses to these questions all were positively intercorrelated.
The correlations often were low, however, probably due to the extremely
skewed marginal distributions of many of them. Only a few of our
respondents reported participating in home security survey, and 10 percent
reported having timers, 16 marked their property, and 9 percent installed
special security windows or bars. Nonparametric measures of association
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between these items--which are not affected by their skewed marginals--were
more robust. - Correlations between reports of the more normally distributed
activities (31 percent installed special locks, 24 percent outdoor 1lights,
and 69 percent reported having neighbors watch their homes recently) were
somewhat higher.

If added together, responses to these items would form a scale with a
reliability of .48. However, there were many very small correlations among
some of the items (they averaged only .14). Also, a factor analysis of the
entire set indicated they were not single-factored. Responses to Q75 and
Q76, two questions about lighting, were correlated .41 and "went together"
separately in a strong factor. Responses to questions about locks, window
bars, and property marking also went together, although more weakly. So,
in this evaluation we pursued two strategies with regard to household
prevention activities. First, we occasionally simply added together the
number of "yes" responses to six of the items, as a count of actions taken.
About 18 percent of the victim sample scored a "zero"™ on this count, while
37 percent recalled taking one recent crime prevention measure. 0n1y 8
percent of the group fell in the 4-6 actions range. Also, this report also
analyzes the adoption of these measures separately.

DISTRIBUTION OF SCALE SCORES

As they were to be used in multivariate regression analyses, it was
important that the distribution of the outcome measures described above
approximate the assumptions of regression. This was helped by the fact
that most of them took on a wide range of values, because they are scale
scores. In addition, the scores were examined for non- norma11ty None of
them were s1gn1f1cant1y skewed, so they are used here in the1r original
distributions.

THE REPRODUCEABILITY OF SCALES AMONG SUBPOPULATIONS

Tables B-1 summarizes the reliabilities for the scales discussed
above, and also presents them for some comparison populations. One
comparison population is respondents to a larger Police Foundation survey
conducted in the Federal Maxey area of Houston. This area lies in the
heart of the police district from which victims were selected for this
experiment. Table B-1 also presents scale reliabilities for all five
Houston neighborhoods surveyed as part of the Fear Reduction Project.
These comparisons are based upon a similar scaling of the survey items,
with the exception of NBSATIF, as noted.
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While the reliabilities presented here fluctuate somewhat from place
to place, the generalizability of the sc¢ales used in the evaluation is
evident. There is no evidence that special measures must be tailored for
any particular group, including victims; rather, the various analyses based
upon this data can employ virtually the same measures throughout.

A NOTE ON CALCULATING SCALE SCORES

There is a scattered amount of missing data for all of these items.
There was somewhat 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. The exact
number of victims responding to each survey item is presented in the
supporting statistical tabes in Appendix A. 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 substantially. Because these items are
single-factored and internally consistent, a better strategy is to let
responses to components of a scale which are present "stand in" 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 (score=sum of response values/number of valid
responses). Neither excluding respondents because of nonresponse nor
fabricating data for them in the form of imputed values (such as sample
means or "hot deck" values) is likely to be a superior strategy, in light
of our scaling approach to measurement. (See Kalton, 1983)
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Table B-1-

Comparative Scale Reliabilities

Houston

Houston

Houston
Scale Victims Federal-Maxey Five Areas
Fear of Personal ;
Victimization in Area 72 71 .69
Perceived Area Personal

Crime Problems .74 .78 .80
Concern About Area ,

Property Crime 79 .80 .79
Satisfaction With Area .69 .51% LA44*
Evaluation of Police

Service .81 .82 .80
Defensive Behaviors to Avoid

Personal Crime .73 .68 72

(number of cases) (351) (1672)

(506)

* Two item (Q5 and Q14)

Reliability estimate is

scale

Cronbach's Alpha
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ADDRESS LABEL

RESPONDENT # ¥ §VER510N DAY  MONTH
ot m— ) X i e o,
12 3lelsjejr)slolnoln
ViF
CITIZENS’
ATTITUDE SURVEY
VF VERSION

* POLICE FOUNDATION
WASHINGTON. DC.



Hello, my name is and I work for a national research
organization in Washington, D.C. [SHOW I1.D. CARD]

We recently mailed a letter to this household about 2 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 individual's answers will ever be identified. VYour participation is
voluntary but your cooperation will be very helpful,



72 ’
TIME INTERVIEW BEGAN: AWM.

p.¥,
Ql. Eurs% I have a few duestions about this part of Houston [SHOW MAP].
bt )
ow. Yong have you lived: ot this address? (12-13)(14-15)
 YEARS MONTHS |
TONTT kNOW . .77 .. . . +-9999
Q2. - Before you moved‘here, did you live somewhere else in this area,

somewhere else in Houstom, somewhere outside of the city of Houston or
have you always 1ived here? ' ‘

SOMEWHERE IN THIS AREA . .1
SOMEWHERE IN THIS CITY .2 (16)
OUTSIDE OF THIS CITY .3
ALWAYS LIVED HERE .4
DON'T KNOW .9
Q3. Do you own or rent your home?
OWN, (INCLUDES STILL PAYING) Vol
RENT . . . 2
REFUSED: . . B an
DON'T KNOW . 9 '
Q4. About how many families do you know by name in this area?
~——NUMBER A
DON'T KNOW . . . . v v o v o v v v v o o, 89 _
REFUSED . . . .+ o v v e o v oo BB (18-19)
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?
BETTER e e e .3 "
WORSE. -, . e e e e e e -
ABOUT THE SAME C e e .2 (20)
DON'T KNOW . ; .8 .
Qll. 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 peop1e help- each other, -or
one where people go their own way?
HELP EACH OTHER . . B P ; o
GO THEIR OWN WAY . v o v vl v v v v v weia s 0 : : oD
; DON'T KNOW e e e e e e e e . 8 : '
Ql4a. On the whole, how do you feel about this area as 2 place to live? -Are
you... ' .
very satisfied, W « . . . o . 4
somewhat satisfied, . .3
somewhat dissatisfied, or . 2 (22)
very dissatisfied? FEE 1
DON'T KNOW .. 9 ‘
N1, A1) things considered, what do you think this area will be like a year:
: from now? Will it be a better place to live, have gotten worse, or
stayed about the same? ’
BETTER & v v v v o v e e e e e e e 03
WORSE e e e e e e e e . | (23)
SAME o o v e e e S T e e e 2
DON'T KNDH O
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N2. ~ How likely is 1t that you will still be living in this area & year from
' now? :ls it.

very likely, . . . . . o 0 0.
somewhat Tikely, . . . .+ o ¢ « o &
somewhat unlikely, or . . . . . . .
very unlikely? . . . . o ¢ o o o
DON'T KNOW . . . . . . . .

50-50 (voL) . . . o

I P
W0 = N D

Q34. How safe would you feel being outside alone in this area at night?
Would you. feel ...

very safe, . . . . . o v e 0 oL 4
somewhat safe, . . . . o . .+ .+ .« . 3
somewhat unsafe, or . . . . « <+ . 2
very unsafe? . e 1
DON'T &0 QUT AT NIGHT . Y |
DON'T KNOW . . . . v v v o v o « 8

Q35. 1s there any place in this area where you would be afraid to go alone
either during the day or after dark?

NO . . . v v v v v 4 o e s v« « « . D [SKIP TO Q39]
YES .. B |
DON'T KNOW . » + v v n e v v v o v . O [SKiP T0 Q39]

Q38. Would you be afraid to go there during the day, after dark, or both?

DAY TIME . . .
AFTER DARK . e w e e e e e e
BOTH . v v o v v v v ¢ s o e & e
DON'T KNOW . e e e e e

- .
WO W ro =

“ . .

Q39. Since JuTy of 1883, has the amount of crime in this area increased,
decreased or stayed about the same? ‘

INCREASED v v v v v v e v v e e v s
DECREASED & + v v v v v o v e v o
ABOUT THE SAME . . . v v v v « « . .
DON'T KNOW « + & v o o v . ‘

(Vs JAN N OS]

Q40. Do you believe you usually get a true picture of crime in this area?

O PO O
YES . P
DON'T KNOH e e e e e e v e e e e 9

Q41. Where do you get information about crime in this area? [PROBE:  Where
else do you get information? CIRCLE ALL THAT APPLY] A

a. NONE/NO INFORMATION . . . . . . . 1
b, TELEVISION . v v v v v v v v v w1
€. RADIO . v v v v v i e v e ]
d. CITY NEWSPAPER . & + « v v « « « o1
e. NEIGHBORHOOD NEWSPAPER . . . . , . 1
f. RELATIVES, FRIENDS, NEIGHBORS 1
g. COMMUNITY MEETINGS . . + + & « .« .1
h. POLICE OFFICERS . . « v « « « » .1
§. POLICE NEWSLETTER . . . . . . . .1

§. POLICE STATION/OFFICE . . . . . . 1
k. GROUPS/ORGANIZATIONS . . . . . . .1
Y. PAMPHLETS AND BROCHURES . R |
m. OTHER coee 1
’ N, DON'TKNOW . o v v v o v v v oo o[
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Q42.- Since July of 1983, have you seen any brochures, pamph1et$ or
newsletters which descr1be what. you can do to protect 'yourself and your
home from cr1me’

NO & . o T s e e e e '43
YES . . . . @3
DON'T KNOH

o e O

Now, ] am going to read a list of things that you may think are problems
in this area. After 1 read each one, p]ease tell me whether you think 1t is-a big
problem, some probiem, or no problem here in this area.

- BIG  SOME NO DON'T
PROBLEM  PROBLEM  PROBLEM ~ KNOW

Ql14. People being attacked or beaten
up by strangers? . . . . . . . . 3 2 1 9 (44)

[PROMPT: Do you think that

is a2 big problem, some problem,
or no problem in this

area?]

Q117. - People being robbed or having
their -money, purses or wallets
taken? . .- . G e e e e e e e 3 : 2 ' 1 9 ‘ (45)

Q118. Gangs?. . . . oo o . e 3 2 1 9 (46) -

Q120. Sale or use of drugs in public :
D'IGCES’ . . e e e e e e e e 3 2 1 : 9 47)

Ql21. Rape or other sexual attacks? . . . 3 2 1 .9 (%8)

[PROMPT AS NECESSARY: Do you
think that.is a big problem,.
some problem, or no problem in
this area?] s

- Ql7.  Police not making enough contact .
with residents? . . . U e 3 2 1 8 : (49)

Q21. Police stopping too many people
‘on-the streets without good reason ,
in this area? . . . . o oo e 3 ‘ 2 1 9 - (50).

Q26. Police being too cough on peop1e _ :
they stop? . . . i e e el 3 2 1 ] (51)

[PROMPT: Do you think that
is a big problem, some problem,
or no problem in this area?)

‘068. People breaking in or sneakwng

into homes to stea? ‘ .
things? o . v o v v e e e e e e 3 2 1 -8 ; (52)

Q70. Cars being vandalized--things
1ike windows or radio aerials
being broken? . . . . .o e e 3 L 2 1 -8 ; (53)

Q71. Cars being stolen? . . . « . . . . 3 2 1 9 (54)



Now. I'd like to ask you 2 few quest1ons about thwngs that might worry you in

this area.
How worried are you that:
' NOT
~ VERY SOMEWHAT WORRIED - DON'T
WORRIED WORRIED AT ALL N/A KNOW

43. someone will try to rob you
or steal something from you
while you are outside in this
area? . .. T T 3 2 1 7 9 (53)
[PROMPT AS NECESSARY: Are you
very worried, somewhat worried,
or not worried at 2117]

044, someone will try to attack
you or beat you up while you :

are outside in this area? . . . , 3 2 1 7 9 (56)
Q45. someone will try to break

into your home while no .

oné is here? . . . . .0 . i o 3 2 1 7 9 (57)

Q46. How about when someone is
home, how worried are you
that someone will try to break
into your home while someone :
is here? o . o ¢ v v e e e e 3 2 1 7 9 (58)

[PROMPT AS NECESSARY: ‘Are you
very worried, somewhat worried,
or not worried at al1?]

Q47. someone will try to steal
or damage your car in this -
area?r . . . e v e e e 3 2 1 7 9 (59)

- Q4E. someone will deliberately try to
‘ : hurt your children while they
ooare p1ay1ng or wa1k1ng in this ’ S
area? . . . e e 3 2 1 7 9 (60)

049. When it comes to the prevention of crime in this area, do you feel that it's
‘more the responsibility of the residents or more the responsibility of the

police?
. RESIDENTS . . . v ¢ v o « v v o o3
T S 2 POLICE v v v v h s v e e e e ] (61)
; ot o BOTH v v v v o i« v v o v 0 v & 2
, PN T OTHER ) e e« 4
P 5 o v ISPECIFY]
o« A i AR DON'T KNOH e e B
QSUE,,,Now, let's talk about the police in this area. How good a job do you
Y think they are doing to prevent crime? ‘Would you say they are doing 2. ..
; ; Py g very. good job, . v + 44 o v .0 o B
T P T R good Job, . ...ov o e e .4 (62)
S et ey fede o Joby s e e e e e e 3
po S e pgor Joby 0r o e e e e e 2
Pam IR B yery poor Job? . . v . e é

(»ijf’;*‘»‘é‘ - ’ Y : DON'T KNOW Ve .




051. How good a job do you think the police in this area are doing in helping
people out after they have beén victims of crime? Would you say they are

" doing a.
' ~§ery good job, . . 5
good job,. . .., . 4 :
fair job, .+ . . . . . .. .3 (63)
poor job, or . ... - v . 2 '
very poor iob? .. . . . . . 3
DON'T KNOW . . . . 9
Q52.  How good & job are the police in this a}ea doihg in keeping order on
the streets and sidewalks? Would you say they are doing a.
very good job, . -~ . . . . . . ., 5
good Job, . . . . . . . . o . . . 4
fair job, . .3 (64)
poor Job, or . . o . o .. . 2
very poor job? . . . . . o . . o1
DON'T KNOW . . + + + v « ¢« « « .+ . 9
N3. Do you know of any special police office you can c2ll to talk about
crime problems?
NO . . L s s s e s e s e W 0 ‘
YES . o . e e e e e e e e e ] (65)
DON'T KNOW . . . « + o v ¢ v v+ + 8 ~
Q57. In general, how polite are the police in this area when dea11ng w1th
peopIe around here? Are they...
very polite, . . . v + & + oiw . . @
somewhat polite, . . . . . . . . . 3
somewnat impolite, or . . e 2 (66)
very impolite? . . . . . . .+ ., .1
DON*T KNOW . & & o .« o v & o« o + . 8
0s58. In general, how helpful are the police in this area when dealing with
people around here? Are they... ‘ , "
very helpful, . . . « . . o . . . 4
somewhat helpful, S | -
not very helpful, or . ..« « « w « 2 (67)
not helpful at 2117 . . . . . . .1
DON'T KNOW . . . « « v v v « v . 9
059. In general, how fair are the police in this area in dealing with people
around here? Are they..
very fair, . . . & .« .. AT |
somewh at %a1r, P 3 (68)
somewhat unfair, orf e e e 2
very unfair? . . v o . o v v .o ]
DON'T KNOW. . v v v v v v v v vw « 9
060. Have you seen a §o1ice officer in this area within the last 24 hours?
NO . v v v e e e e e e e . 0
YES v v v a e e e e s e e o« o+ v . Y1 [SKIP TO 063] (69)
DON'T KNOH S | .
Q61. What about within the Yast week? Hive you seen a police officer in
this area?
N-.-ooqn--l--‘vt'po :
Y{E)Sl (70
DON'T KNOW . o . & v v w v 0w v v +. 8
063, . Do you know any of the police officers who work in this area?
: S SR P CE A : .
"Y‘gS‘. b'IUOOQOthil . (71)
DON T KNON e e e e e e e 8
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Next, ] would like to ask you about some things which may have happened sfnce July of 1983.
As I read €acnh one, please think carefully and tell me if it happened since July of 1983. It
doesn't matter whether you think it was serious or not, or who else was involved.

vi.

ve.

V3.

va.,

-

V6.

V7.

Vs,

Ve,

V10.

Vii,

vie,

“try to steal

NO

YES

KNOW

DON'T

11, [IF “YES"] How many times
did this happen since
July of 19837

Since July of 1983 has anyone

broken into your home, garage,

or another building on your

property to steal something? . . . 0

(Other than that,) have you found
any sign that someone tried to
break into your home, garage, or
another building on your property
to steal something? e e e e

Have you had. anything taken

from inside your home, garage, OT
another building on your property
since July of 1983, by someone
Tike a visitor? e e e

To the best of your knowledge,

has anything of value been stolen

from your mailbox since July of

1983, or has anyone tried to? . . 0

Excluding motor vehicles or bi-
cycles have you had anything stolen
that you left outside your home? 0

Since July of 1983, has anyone
damaged or defaced your home or

the building you live in, for

example, by writing on the walls,
breaking windows? . . v . « . .. 0

Have you or anyone fin this household
owned a car or truck since July of
18B32 . . . v e e e e .

[IF "NO" TO Q.V7 SKIP TO ¥11.]

Did anyone steal that (car/truck),
or try to, since July of 19837 . . 0

Did anyone take anything from
inside your (car/truck), or
any -parts of it? . . 0

{Other than that), did anyone
deliberately damage your (car/
truck) or vandalize it? . . . .

How about bicycles or motor-

cycles? Has anyone in this

household owned & bike or

motorcyle since July of 18837 . . 0

C[IF *NO" TO V11 SKIP TO Vi3, AFTER FOLLD

Did anyone steal, or try to

1
WING-U

]

steal that (motorcycle/bicycle)? . 0

A. | (72)

A. ' (74)

A, (76)

A. (78)

A. (80)

A. . (82)

{84&)

A. (85)

A. , (87)

A. (88)

(91)

P ANY "YES" FOR VI;VIO]

(73)

(75

a7

(79)

(81)

(83)

(86)
(88)

(30)

(93)
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_Now, 1 have a few cuestions sbout some things that may have happened to you personally since

July of 1983.

" u. 1r “YES"] How many

V13, Since July of 1983, has anyone stolen
something directly from you by force
or after threatening you with harm? . . . O

vi4. (Other than that,) has anyone tried to
take something from you by force even
though they did not get it? . . . . . . . O

oV15. Since July of 1983, has anyone picked

your pocket or taken a bag or package
directly from you, without using force

or threatening you? . . . . . . . ... 0

V16. (Other than that,) has anyone physically
attacked you or actually been violent
with you in an argument or fight? . . . . 0

V17, Since July of 1983, has anyone
threatened or tried to hurt you
even though they did not
actually hurt you? . . . . + « . . .+ . O

v18. Have you rece1ved any threatening or
obscene phone calls since July of
19837 v . e e e 0

V19, Has anyone sexually attacked you, or tried
to, since July of 19837 . . . . . . .. 0

DON'T times did this happen
NO YES KNOW since July of 19837
1 9 A. (94) (95)
1 9 A. (96) (97)
! 9 A. (98) (99)
1 9 A (100) (101)
1 9 A. (102) (103)
b 9 A, (104) (105-1
1 9 A. (107) (108) .

Ql122. After any incident in which you were a victim, did the police call you later
to see if there was any 2dditional assistance you might need?

RO .

YES . .
NEVER A VICTIM
DON'T KNOW

Fl, Did you find the officer who called...

very helpful, .
somewhat helpful,
not very helpful, or
not at al) helpful?
DON'T KNOW - .

F2.  Was the officer who called...

very polite, . . . . .+ . .
somewhat polite, . . . + .
somewhat impolite, or . .
very impolite? N
DON'T KNOW . . v v s o o o o o

.0
|
. 8
. 9

W N

WM b

[SKIP TO Q87] T o
[SKIP TO Q87)

[SK1P TO Q87]

(110)

(111)



A}
ta

F5.

F7.

Fe,

087.

0s87.
0ss.
089,

090.
Qel.

Q92.

W2s the officer who called

very concerned, . . . ..« . o .. .
somewhat concerned, . . . . . . . .
not very concerned, or . . . . . .
not at all concerned? . . ., . . .
DON'T KNOW .. . . . .

s s . n
Lol SRR

Did the officer tell you about any agencies or organizations which
might be able to assist: you?

NO . v s o e s e e s e e 0 TSKIP TO F7]
YES o e i s e e e e e e e
DOH'T KNOW .. . . . . . . .. ..., 9 [SKIP TO F7]

'Did you make contact with any of the agencies or organizatfons?

ND o v o v o e e e e e e e .. . D [SKIP TO FT)
YES o v v e v e i s e e
DON'T KNOW & v v v v v o v o o . .8 [SKIP TO F7)

In general, did you find the agency(ies)...

very helpful . . . . . . . .. ..
somewhat helpful, . . . . . . . .
not very helpfu), or . . . . . .
not at all helpful?. . . . . . ..
DON'T KNOW . . . v v & v v 0w o .
SOME WERE/SOME WEREN'T . . ., . .

o« o = o @
WD -~ NI L B

After the call from the officer, did you receive any crime prevention
information in the mail?

Do you think the police department

KD v o s e s e s e e e e
YES & v e s e vl e e e e e e e
DON'T KNOW . . & . v v s s o 0 v a

.

W0

to offer them support?

Now,

DON'T
| MO | YES | KNOM

reported a crime to the police? . . .. . . . .« .+ O 1 9 B7a.
contacted the police about something suspicious?, O 1 9 88a.
Since July of 1983, have you reported 2 traffic
accident to the poldce? . . v & «'v v v v v 4o +.. O 1 9 8%a.
reported any other problem to the police? . . . ., O 1 9 902,
Since July of 1983, have you contacted the
police for information about how to prevent :
Crime? o v e e e e e e e e e e e e e D 1 ] 9la,
asked the police for any other information? . , . 0 1 g g2a,

.

RO v v v b e s e e T e e e

. 0
YES o oL Lo s s e s e e )
DON'T KNOW . . . . o v v v o 0w v, 8

should continue to £all crime victims

] would like to ask you asbout any other contacts you may have had with the
Houston -police since July of 1983. Since July of 1983 have you...

IF YES, ASK:

INTERVIEWER BOX €
CHECK -QB87 THROUGH Q92, CIRCLE ONE AND FOLLOW SKIP INSTRUCTIONS
*NO® TO Q87 THROUGH Q92 . . . 1 [SKIP TO Q101]
ASK 93

"YES® T0 TWO OR MORE ITEMS o » o v o v o v v 2
PYES® TO ONE ITEM & o .« » o + v o viv v v o 3 [SKIP TO Q94)

Did (this/any of
these) happen in

this area?

Mo ¥ES
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 1
0 b
0 1

(112)

(113)

(114)

(115)

(116)

(117)

(118)

(120)

(122)

(124)

(126)
(128)

(130)

(119)
(120

(123)

(125)

(127)
(129)
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Q93. Which one of these contacts with the police was the most recent? Did it involve...

[READ CATEGORIES CIRCLED "YES" IN Q87.-Q82. AND CIRCLE APPROPRIATE CODE BELOW]
A crime (Q87) e ‘ .bl
Something suspicious (Q88) .2 (131)
A traffic accident (QB89) . . .3
Any other problem (Q90) . . . , . . 4
Crime prevention information (Q91) .5
Other information (Q92) . . . . . .6
DON'T KNOW . . 9
Next, 1 have a few questions about the last time you contactéd the police.
That is when you . [READ RESPONSE FROM Q93.]
Q94. The last time you contacted the police, did the police clearly
explain what action they would take in response to your contact?
T o ‘
YES. . . o e e e e e e e ) .
DON'T KNOW . . . + . . & o v v v v v . 8 , (132)
Q95. Did you find the police
very helpful, . 4
somewhat helpful, . 3 (133)
not very helpful, or .2
not at all helpful? .l
DON'T KNOW . .9
Q96. When you talked to the police did you find them...
very polite, . . . . v . i 4 . .. . . 4
somewhat polite, 3 (134)
somewhat impolite, or e v e o 2
very impolite? . + . . v « we v o+ . o1
DON'T KNOW . . .9
Q97. How fairly were you treated by the police that time? Were they...
very fair, . ... o o000 . 4
somewhat fair, . . . « o o o4 o 3 (135)
somewhat unfair, or ., . . . _ .2
very unfair? . . . . . ... 0. .. s 1
DON'T KNOW . . . . o v v ¢« v v v vin 9 :
Qes. After this recent experience, would you be more or less likely to
contact the police in the future?
MORE LIKELY o v + v v v v v v v v o 3
NO CHANGE . . . v v v v v v e e v 0 2 (136)
LESS LIKELY « v + v v v v v o o s 0w 1
DON'T KNOW . . v v « o« v v v v v o 8
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Q101. Since July of 1983, have you been in a car or on a motorcycle which was stopped by the

police? :
RO . . . .. e e e el ol s
YES . L. oo e s s s e e e )
DON'T KNOW R P * | (137

Ql104. Since July of 1983, have you been stopped and asked questions by the
police when you were walking?

NO

YES . . . .
DON'T KNOW .

(138)

OO

INTERVIEWER BOX E :

CHECK Ql01 AND 104. CIRCLE ONE AND FOLLOW SKIP INSTRUCTION ‘
®"YES" TO BOTH Q101 AND Qi104 . . . . . 1 [ASK Ql06) (139)
“YES* TO EITHER Q101 OR QlO4 . . . . . 2 [SKIP TO 0107}
“NO" TO BOTH Q101 AND Q104 . . . . . . 3 [SKIP TO Ql24

Ql106. Which of these stops by the police was the most recent? Was it when

you were., ..

stopped in a motor vehicle, or . . . . 1
stopped on foot? . . . . . . .. i .. 2 (140)
REFUSED . v . . v o« o « « « . . 8
DON'T KNOW . e e e . 9

Ql07. (When/The last time) the police stopped you, did they clearly explain

why they stopped you?

RO . v v v oo e e . 0
YES o o e o v e e e e e .1 141
DON'T KNOW . . . . + « .+ v « v & .8 Q1)

Q108. Did the police clearly explain what action they would take?
NO . . v e s e e e e e e e e e s O
2 T | : (142)
DON'T KNOW . . . .+ . v v v o v v s v . 9

Q109. Did you find the police ...
very polite, S e e e e e e e, &
somewhat polite, . . . . . . . . . . .3 (143)
somewhat impolite, or . 2
very impolite? B |
DON'T KNOW , . « o v v v v o v « v ' 8

Ql110. How fair were they? Were they...
very fair, . . o 0 0w s e e 4
somewhat fair, . . . . . . . . . . . .3 (144)
somewhat unfair, or . . . . . ¢ 2
very unfair? .. . . v w s e .o ]
DON'T KNOW .. . v v v v v v ov o w o+ 4 8
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~Now, I would Jike to ask you & few questions about people yod_know in Houston.

Q124.

Qles.

Q126.

Qiz27.

Qlizs.

Qlz9.

Q131,

Q13z.

Do you personally know anyone in Houston whose home or apartment has been
broken into, or had an attempted break-in since July of 19837

NO . . .« . . . . . ... ... D [SKIPTO Q126
YES v o e e e e T : Li28] (145)
DON'T KNOW . . . . . v . . . o0 . 2.9 [SKIP T0 Ql126]
Did (this/any of these) break-in(s) happen in this area?
O ¢
YES . . o e s o o e e \
DON'T KNOW © & v v v v oos o9 (146)
Do.you personally know anyone in Houston who has been robbed on the
street or had their purse or wallet taken since July of 19837
NO & . . e e e e ey e v . O [SKIPTO Q128)
YES o o e e e e e e e e e e 1 (147
DON'T KNOW . . . . . . « v v o v « . . 8 [SKIP TD Q128] ‘ v
Did (this/any of thesé) crime(s) take place in this area?
o e ¢ R , (148)

b {
DON'T KROW . . ., + v o v v v o v v . 8

Do you personally know anyone in Houston who has been attacked by strangers since
July of 19837

NO + « v v v e s e e e . o .. . . .0 [SKIP TO Q131]
B 7S P |
DON'T KNOW . . . « . « . . .« . . . .9 [SKIP TO Q131]

(149)

Did (this/any of these) attack(s) take place in this area?
Yes' o (1509
DON'T KNOW . .« « « v v v v v v v v o 9

During the past week, other than goino to work, on how many days did
you go somewhere in this aree during daylight hours?

# OF DAYS

REFUSED . + . v v v v v v e v v v . . B
DON'T KNOW . . & v v v v vv v v v 2 O

(151)

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 . . . v v v v v v v ¢ v o a . B
DON'T KNOW . . + o v v.v v o v v v o 8

(152)
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The next few questions are sbout things that some people might do for protection from crime,

1F YES, ASK: _ Was that since

L . . 7 July of 19837
DON'T DON'T
NO YES KNOW REFUSED YES N0 KNOW

Q73. Has there been & crime prevention

inspection of your home by & police

officer or some specially trained )

PETFSON? .. L w a v e e e e 0 1 9 8 073a. 1 0 9 (133:11154)
Q74. Have any special locks been

installed in this home for

security reasons? . . . . .. . . . 0 1 9 8 Q74a. 1 0 8 (153)(i%6)
Q7s. Have any specia) outdoor lights

been installied here to make

it easier to see what's going on .

outside your home? . . . e 0 1 9 8 Q75a. 1 0 9 (157)(i58)
Q76. Are there any timers for turning your

lights on and off at night? . . . . 0 1 9 8 Q76a. 1 0 9 (159)(160)
Q77. Have any valuables here been marked

with your name or some number? . . 0 1 9 8 Q77a8. 1 0 9 (enlen
078. Have special windows or bars been

installed for protection? . . . . . 0 1 9 8 Q78a. 1 0 9 (1e3) (16

G79.  Thinking of all the things that people can do to protect their home, that is, installino
special locks, lights, timers, bars. etc., how much safer do you think they can make your
home? Would you say they can make your home.

3 1ot safer, N 3
somewhat safer, or . Coe e e 2 (165)
not much safer at a117 1
DON'T KNOW . . . 9
The next auestions 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.
NEVER DON'T. B
LY ES 60 O0UT KNOW
Q80. Did you oo with someone . E
else to avoid crime? . . . . . . . 0 1 2 9 : (166)
081,  The last time you went out
after dark in this area,
dgid you stay away from
certain streets or areas , ']~
to avoid crime? L. .. . . . . . e 0 1 2 ] (167)

Q82. When you last went out
after dark in this ares,
did you stay away from )
certain types of people to - ‘
aVOId CTIME? o v v e v e e s 0 1 2 9 L (168).



083.

‘ _tan make you? Would you say they can make you .., ; .

Q8s.

08s6.

Now,
live

0133,

Q134.

Ql3s.
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"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

N
& lot safer, . 3
somewhat safer, or .
not much safer at all?
DON'T KNOW ... . . .

W= M W

Let's talk about the last time you invited someone from outside this
area to visit you here at nmight. Did you give your guést warnings- or
suggestions ‘about what to do to avoid possible crime problems?

NO . o
YES . o oo
NO OUTSIDE GUESTS . . . . ..., . &
DON'T KNOW- . ., ., . . . . 9

Think about the last time when no one was home for at least & day or
two. Did you ask a neighbor to watch your home? :

ND .0
YES . ... oL D1
SOMEONE ALWAYS HOME . . .5
DON'T KNOW . . . , . . . 9

In general, how often do you avoid going out after dark in this area
because of crime? Do you avoid going out most of the time, sometimes, or
never? ‘ ,

NEVER GO OUT AFTER DARK
MOST OF THE TIME. . . .,
SOMETIMES o
NEVER . ., .

DON'T KNOW

P S
O N\ G B

I'd 1ike to ask you a few questions about yourself and the people that
here, ..

In what year were you born?
YE AR
REFUSED . . .. ., « . .« . . .. . . 8888

Are you presently employed full-time, part-time, a homemaker, or unemployed?
[IF OTHER PROBE: What is that?]

WORKING FULL-TIME . . . . ., , . .0
WORKING PART-TIME ., ., . , . . .l
HOMEMAKER . . . . .« ., . .. .. .2
UNEMPLOYED . . . . . . ., . .. . ... 3
RETIRED ., . . . . . . . o o v v, . @&
DISABLED . . . . « . . . , .., .. .65
STUDENT . . . . . . . . . . ., .. .6
OTHER : 7
8

9

REFUSED T T . . . . "
DON'T KNOW . ., v v vvn ol

Are you currently...

married, . v . v v e e e e
living with someone as partners, . . .
widowed, S e e e e e e e e
divorced,
separated, or e e e e
never married? . . ., . . oL . 0 L.
REFUSED

00 OV U B 3 N\ =

[SKIP TO QN4 ]

(169)

(170)

)

(172)

(173-176)

(177)

(178)



Q136.

LWL

0137.

Qi3s.

Ql3e.

Q140.
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Is (your husband/w1fe/the person you live. w1th) presently workwnu
full-time or part-time, homemaker. or unemployed? [IF OTHER PROBE:

What. is that person doing?]

WORKING FULL-TIME . 0
WORKING PART- TIME 0l
HOMEMAKER . 2 (179)
UNEMPLOYED .3 )
RETIRED . 8
DISABLED. . .5
STUDENT .6
OTHER L7
REFUSED ., . B
DON T KNOW . 9
Inciuding yourse1f, how many people 19 years and ‘older currently live
here? )
¢ OF ADULTS
REFUSED . ., . . . & . v vy w o vw W B : - ’ : (180)
DON'T KNOKW . . . v v v v v v v 0 8 SR , ;
How many people under 19 years old live here?
# OF CHILDREN ‘
REFUSED . . + v v « 4 wou w v w . . BB ‘ ~ - (181-182)
CDON'T KNOW o o o 0 e e e e L 99 : L Co
[ANSWER Q138 AND Q139 BY OBSERVATION ONLY IF OBVIOUS]
What is your racial or ethnic background? 'Are.you..
black, .1
white, -~ (183)
hispanic, . o3
asian/pacific is1ander. &
american indian, or . 5
something else? .
[SPECTFY]
REFUSED. . . e e e e . B i
DON'T KNOW . .9 L
RESPONDENT SEX: e
MALE © v v v e e e e i e e Y (184)
FEMALE '« v v v v i e e e e e e a2
What was the highest grade or year of school that you comp1eted’
[CIRCLE HlGHESTﬁ
NONE .. . e e e e e e e e |
ELEMENTARV SCHOOL o e e e e e e e .2
SOME HIGH SCHOOL » + . ' v v Qe w ~ .30
H1GH SCHOOL GRADUATE i e .4 :
SOME COLLEGE . e .5 (185)
COLLEGE GRADUATE [BACHELORS] R . .6
POST GRADUATE . . . o ey o7
REFUSED . . T .8
DON'T KNOW . . v v v v o e e v s .9



Qls2.

Ql43,
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We a1§okwou1d like to. have an idea abdut yobr household income in 1883,
Here is a card [G{VE CARD TD RESPONDENT] with some general categories on it.
Please -tell me which category in¢ludes your total household income--what

total=-just tell me the correct letter.

P S S P
B s

oMM oOOm>

REFUSED . . . . . . . . ...
DON'T KNOW e

.........
O OVU I LI NI s

515,000 in 1983, or over $15,0007

UNDER $15,000

 OVER $15,000 . C el
REFUSED & . . v vt v e s
DON'T KNOW . v v v wn v o s

w0 .o

~everyone here made together Tast year? ~You don't have to give me the actual

[SKIP TO Q143] (186)

[IF *REFUSED® OR “DON'T KNOW"J Would you just indicate if it was under

(187) °

Now, in 'case my supervisor wants to call and verify this interview could

I please have your telephone number?

[NUMBER] ;
REFUSED . . . . . . . + . v « . . . .. . CODE: BBB-8B8S
NO PHONE . . . . . . + . v . . . . .. ., CODE: 999-9999

CLOSING STATEMENT

(188-194)

"Thank you very much, that completes the survey. You've been véry helpful.".

TIME INTERVIEW ENDED M.
: P.M.

INTERVIEWER: 1 certify that 1 followed the procedures and

rules in conducting this intervisww—

Signed:

=== (195-196)

“Interviewer ¥
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- INTERVIEHER OBSERVATIONS AND REMARKS.: FILL OUT THIS SECTION 'AS SOON AS
YOU LEAVE THE HOUSEHOLD.

11. . RESPONDENT'S FACILITY WITH ENGLISH:

6000 . .

‘FAIR . ..

POOR . . .
INTERVIEW IN SPANISH

2. RESPONDENT'S COOPERATIVENESS:
" VERY COOPERATIVE

FAIRLY COOPERATIVE .
NOT VERY COOPERATIVE

(197)

254y I

(198)

« .ot .
N W

13. | RESPONDENT s INTEREST IN THE INTERVIEW:

VERY INTERESTED . .
SOMEWHAT INTERESTED ...
NOT INTERESTED, HARD TO

HOLD ATTENTION . ;
DON'T KNOW .

14. ACCURACY OF FACTUAL INFORMATION COLLECTED}

MOSTLY ACCURATE . . .
SOMEWHAT INACCURATE . .
NOT TO BE TRUSTED
DON'T KNOW .

(199)

e N W

(200)

O W Ry

I5.  HOW SUSPICIOUS WAS THE PERSON WHO LET YOU. IN?

VERY SUSPICIOUS R T
suspicroud . s a2
NOT VERY SUSPICIOUS AR |
DON'T KNOW . . . . 9

16. HOW EASY WOULD IT.BE FOR SOMEONE TO GET INTO THE HOME THROUGH A DOOR OR -~
"WINDOW? = WOULD YOU SAY IT WOULD BE... :

(201)

VERY EASY

EASY .

DIFFICULT . ;
YERY DIFFICULT .
DON'T KNOW . . . .,

(202)

ORGP

17. TYPE OF DWELLING UNIT:

TRATLER/MOBILE HOME . .. .. .
SINGLE FAMILY HOME e

ROW HOUSE/TOWNHOUSE

TWO FAMILY HOME/DUPLEX . . .

SMALL APT. COMPLEX (UP TO 50 UNITS)

LARGE APT. COMPLEX (MORE THAN 50 UNITS)

DON'T KNOW . . . . Vo .

- [SKIP TO 19) ‘
‘ (203)

O VUYL LI

18. NAME OF APARTMENT COMPLEX
I9. CAN RESPONDENT'S UNIT BE ACCESSED THROUGH A WINDOW?

NO . v e e e e e e D o
CYES . P RIS, ST ~ , : (204) -
DON'T KNOH R S LN O e

110. DO YOU SEE ANY BARS IN THE WINDOWS?
NO L. ...
YES .. L

DON'T KNOW .

T11. BEGIN HERE CODE_EXACT STREET ADDRESS T

w o

(205)

(206-230)

N5. HAS RESPONDENT TOLD HIS/HER NAME WAS OBTAINED FROM POLICE DEPARTMENT?

S N e e



APPENDIX E
HOUSTON'S VICTIM INFORMATION FORM

s
.
%
B
o gs
. U2
o .
i 5
i
S
. !
;
. v
H
i
; :
j p Y Y
' Y
i
EE B Y i '
: d . )
PR i i 2
o ' 4 e
e BREWEN EA | 3
e’ kS - 4
A Y3 2
23 :
i
B +
€ ¥
7 R
¢
s
FEE N Jo
Ea : G )
Ty : :
R . .
IS
i v
'f : :
f pit
] ! ' f i 3 14
5 .
- .
'

i N
¥ 1
4 E}
3 [N ARt e
¢ o L ey
1 ¥ ek 2N
I Tl
B2 .
i ) B VA
»f':l B . - i
E : LR ;
. 3
) g # ;
s i
R
wit
REY
.
-
.
‘ <
. B :
i~ . 3 . .




"APPENDIX E

VICTIM INFORMATION FORM

SECTION [

TO B? COMPLETED FROM THE NARRATIVE SECTION. OF INGIDENT REPORT. OF ALL CASES ~

NHICH QUALIFY BY CRIME TYPES, INCLUDING BOTH EVEN AND 0DD INCIDENT 'NUMBERS.

'a;;

‘“N h

. Victim's name:

Incident number:

i et et mnttn e St it e

Did.the, victim know the suspect?

No ‘e 8 @ e 8 o ®w o & @ 0
Yes. . e e s = e o s 1
Don't know . « « « « & 2

NO o v v v o v e e 0
Y 1
Don't know . « « « . = 2 (SKIP TO NO. 7)

T I R |

[S%]

Club, stick, bat . . .
Other, (SPECIFY) . . . 4

Was the‘weapod used against the victim?
Now'eviwooo. 0
Yes. « v oo v v 1

an’t KNOW » o v v\ s 2‘



VICTIM INFORMATION FORM, p. 2

). Did the victim sustain’any-physical injuries?

No . oo 0. “ e ;ZT‘ e e e e i e e 0
Yes, minor, reduiréd no‘mé&%égﬁ‘tfeatﬁenf .......... 1
Yé§, required‘medical treatment and release. . . « . . . . . 2
Yes, required a£‘1east overnigﬁ@ hospitalization ...... 3

.§. Did the responding officer réﬁérf the victim as being emotionally

upset (e.g., crying, screaming, yelling; perhaps in shock)?

SECTION IT

‘TQ BE COMPLETED FOR ALL CASES FOR WHICH THE-INCIDENT NUMBER IS EVEN AND

IN WHICH THE CALLER WAS ABLE TO REACH THE VICTIM BY TELEPHONE.

10.

1.

. Contact attempt: 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

MARK THROUGH:NUMBER OF EACH UNSUCCESSFUL ATTEMPT AND CIRCLE THE
(NUMBER OF THE ATTEMPT AT WHICH CONTACT ISﬁMADE.)

Date of successful contact: ___ 8 _

Contact initiation time:

Did thet&4§$imnindicate néed.for any type of asﬁistance?
No . ... ... ...0 (SKIP TO NO. 14)

Yeas. . . . e e e e |

AR



VICTIM INFORMATION FORM, p. 3

13. Did the caller feel that she was able to give the v1ct1m the assistance

14.

15

.. What tyﬁé of referral was made?

Other (SPECIFY)

the victim needed?

}7
Wk
.?1/‘ f
i

No...... ... . 0(EXPLAIN

Yes, but only

partially. . . . . . 1 (EXPLAIN

Yes, fully . . . . .. 2

Did caller refer the victim to some other agency or source of assistance?

No..........0(SKIPTO NO. 16)

Y&S..'....'....“.

Name of: Agency

Counseling . . . . .. .. .. 01
~Heaith care. . . ... ... 02
Financial assistance . . . . . 03
Legal assistance . . . ; ... 04
Commun1ty action or
advocacy e e s e e v e .. . 05
Pub]xc Works « . v . . e .. 06 kX
Crime ﬁﬁébention ....... 07
Emergency housing. . . . . . . 08
Emergency food . .. .. ... 09




VICTIM INFORMATION FORM, p. 4

- 16.

17.

18.

19,

" Yes, completely or almost completely . . .2

'Does the victim think the cost of any med1ca1 treatment w111 be covered
by insurance? ,

s, partially . . . .. .. . e

Yéé. completely or almost completely . . .2
Does not apply, no injury. . .. .. .. .38
Does notknow . . . . . . . . . .. ... 9

Boes the victim think the cost of any financial losses from stolen or
damaged property will be covered by insurance?

»w? Ce.

ISNOL s e .4: ‘_c n ¢ ® LI 1 -:"7:: e e w » & e :@® 0

;§¥gs;:;..p’ar_n§:_iajiiii(lé':_ et e et C T
Does not apply,.no losses. .'. . . . . . .8
Does not know .............. 9

Did the victim provide the caller with additional 1nformat1on for the police
about the case? ‘ ,

@

NO . =« o v . .. . .0 (SKIP TO NO.20)

What type of information did the v1ct1m provide? (CHECK ALL THAT
WERE PROVIDED.) . ’

___5dditiona1 property missing
__:Dg§cqiptions of suspects:
__;besbriptions of weapons ;
___DeScfipt%ons of thicles
_;.Information about witnesses

__ Qther (SPECIFY)




VICTIM INFORMATION FORM, p. 5

20,

21.

22.

23.

Did the caller provide the victim additional informatioq'about the case?

No oo v v v v s L 0 (SKIP TO NO.22 )

What type of information was provided the victim?

Caller's sense of victim's‘response to the call. Victim seem to respond:

Positively. . . . . « . . 1
Neutrally . . . . . .« e . 2
Negative]y ........ 3

Contact termination time:__



APPENDIX F
HOUSTON'S CRIME SPECIFIC VICTIM QUESTIONNAIRE




APPENDIX F

INTRODUCTION FOR VICTIM FOLLOW-UP

INTRODUCTION

Hellp, this is Officer with the Houston Police Department..

Name
May I speak with , how are you doing today? I am calling
Victim :
concerning a that occurred at this address ~
\ Offense Location
on at . I was reviewing your report and would like to "

Date Time

ask you a few questions concerning the incident. May I? Thank you.

s
’
1

PROCEED WITH QUESTIONS FROM QUESTIONATRE

, are there any questions that you would like to ask me?
Victim \ o

, Thank you for your time and aSsistance. You have been

Victim

quite helpful. If I can be of any further assistance, please do not hesitate

to cantact me, ' | . My tele-
- Officer's name Station or Division ,

phone number is : . Have a good day. Bye.
Office Phone number
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QUESTIONATRE FOR BURGLARY VICTIMS

Is there any additional information that you would like to include on this
report?

Is there any additional property missing that was pot prenously included
in this report? :

Have you identified a witness of any additional witnesses?

Are there any further descr:.ptlon on the suspect (s).or the vehicle (s)
used in the burglary?

If we recover any of your property, will you be able to 1aem-_1fy it?
How?

Have you been able to properly secure your hare since the incident occurred?
Would you like to receive same crime prevention information?

~ I have as your incident number. Do you have this number?

Are there any other problems that I can assist you with?



QUESTIONATRE FOR BURGLARY MOTOR VEHICLE VICTIMS

Is there any additional :Lnformatlon that you would like to add to thls

report?

Was there any addlt:.onal property taken in this incident that was not
prewously included :Ln this ::eport’>

Have you identified a witness or any additional witnesses?
Do you have a further description of the Suspect (s)?

Is this the correct license plate number and description o‘f.your vehicle?

iy
rd
!

I have | as your incident nurhber; do you have this number?

Are there any other problems that I can assist you with?

ey



OUESTIONATRE FOR AUTO THEFT VICTIMS

Is this the correct license plate mumber and description of your vehicle?

| I's there any addltlonal 1nfo1:mat11n you would llke to 1nclude to this

report?

Was there any additional property taken from your vehicle?

Have you been caontacted conceming the locatlon of your veh1cle‘>

(If recovered)

Have ybu identified a witness or any additional‘witneSSes to this.incicent?
Do you have any additional information cn the suspect (s)?
I have as yoﬁr incident number. Do vou have this' number?

Do you have any additicnal information on the "suspéct (s)?



Do you have any additional information cn the type weapon used?:

QUESTIONATRE FOR ROBBERY VICTIMS

Is there any addltlonal information that you would like to include on this
report?

Was there any additional property stolen that is not included in this report?

Do you have any further information on the descr:.ptlon of the suspect(s).
or the vehicle (s) used in the Robbery?

‘Have you identified a witness or additional withesses?

- ’ R i
,
i

If we recover any of your property, will you be able to identify it?
How? :

I have _ as your case nuiber. Do youhave this number?

Are there any other problems that I can assist you with?



QUESTIONATRE FOR THEFT VICTIMS

Is there any addltlonal mfomatlon that you would l:Lke to add o thJ_s

report?

Was thre any addltlonal propert:y taken in thls 1nc1dent that was not ’
previously included in this report° o

Have you identified a witness or any additional witnesées?‘ |

Do you have a further descrlptlcm of the suspect (s) or‘the vehicle (s) -
used in the 1nc1dent’> , E

If we recover any of your property will you be able to 1dentlry 1t’> ;
How?

I have as your case number, Do you have this number?

Are there any other problems I cah‘ assist vou with?



QUESTIONATRE FOR ASSAULT VICTIMS

Is there any additional information that you would llke to mclude on this
report?

_ Have you identified a witness of any additicnal witnesses to this incidént? ‘

Do you have any addidtional information on the suspect (S)?

Are you acquainted with the suspect (s)7 Hdewell do you know suspéct:(s)?

Have you or would you like to file c:ha.rges o) the suspect (s)" (If so, B

give camplainant needed 1nformatlon to file).

-
P
T

I have ‘ as YOur case nurber, do you have this number?

Are there any other problems that I can assist you with? :
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APPENDIX G
'HOUSTON'S LETTER TO UNCONTACTED VICTIMS

CRSNETVEL
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APPENDIX G

The Houston Police Department offers help to recent victims of crime through
its wvictim callback program. This program - is designed to help recent
victims of crime during the period of re-adyustmeirt which often follows the
victimization experience. We are interested in your well-being and would
like to assist you during this time by prowading you with information about
your case, crime prevention tips, and any otber assistance you may need.

Unfortunately, we have been unable to contact you by phone. If you would
like our assistance, please contact one of our Victim Assistance Officers at
221-0711. Both male and female officers are available to talk with you.
Please contact us betweem the hours of 9:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., Monday
through Friday. :

sincerely,

J. Jackson, Police Officer
Planning and Research Division

JJ

-





