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INTRODUCTION 





A. INrRODUCTIQB 

11any crimes in Mirmeapol:i.s are crimes of opportuni i..-y, committed by 

amataurs. Crimes such as residential burglary are seldom corm,ni tted while 

1 
the resident is present. In addition, "Nearly 30 percent of the residen .. 

tial burglaries, excluding garages and storage areas" involved unforced 

t ,,2 
en ry ••• The ease of this type of crime for the burglar, a.") well as the 

difficulty in securing -vTitnesses for the police results in I.:/, difficult 

case in wInch to apprehend a suspect. It is for these types of crimes, 

those that are considered opportunistic, that the Community Crime Preven-

tion (CCP) demonstration is being conducted. 

The administration of Minneapolis requested and received state and fed •• 

eral funding to attempt a concerted effort involving residents in the pre~ 

vention of crime. An importru1t first step, that of documenting crime in 

14inneapolis, had just been completed by t'1e Minnesota Crime Control Plarming 

Board. TIlis report also included a series of recommendations for implement-

ing a CCP program in Minneapolis. A number of these recommendations are 

being tested in this demonstration. Other than these specific recomme~da-

tions, some elements of the theory of community crime prevention are also 

1Douglas W. Frisbie et al., Crime in lunns?polis: Proposals for Pre
vention (St. Paul, Mirulesota: Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention 
and Control, May 1977) 1 page 78; reports that "only 12 percent of burglary 
victims are actually present during a burglary ••• II. 

3 

1_ 



being tested, that is; 'ilhether or not the conununity, in conjunction with 

the police, engaged in crime prevention activities can reduce crime. 

B. DISCUSSION OF CRIME AND ,COMMUNITY CIHME PREVENl'IOJ 

The costs of crime are not limited to the losses suffered by victims. 

Climbing insur.ance rates a~d rising police costs must be borne by the en-

tire community. Cl"ime imposes substantial indirect costs as well. These 

costs stem from changes in the attitudes and behavior of residents. Even 

though they may never have been a victim of a crime, residents carry the 

psychological scars that a cormnunity crime problem can cause, The changes, 

which fear of cr:tme can induce, range from curtailing evening activities 

and avoiding specific areas to, in some cases, moving out of the neighbor

hood. 2 Besides the social loss of decreased involvement in the cormnunity, 

an economic problem may develop from the subsequent loss of revenue by area 

businesses. 

Efforts to combat crime have generally focused upon the offender. Law 

enforcement agencies have expanded and new enfqrcement strategies have been 

develvped with the goal of reducing crime by increasing the risk of appre-

h,msion. Attempts have been made to increase the efficiency of courts to 

ensure the swiftness of punishment. Correctional systems have been modified 

lThis section is based on excerpts from documents writ~en by the Com
munity Crime Prevention Unit of the Minnesota Crime Control Planning Board. 

2The use of the word "fear", in thi s context, has provoked some cri ti .. 
cism. Fear is a complex phenomenon probably best measured by physiological 
tests. lbwever, the word fear has been retained, rather than alternative 
terms, such as "concern'" since it seems to capture a nonrational dimension 
expressed by residents. 

4 

-I 
I 
I 



to emphasize rehabilitation of innlates. Community crime prevention shifts 

the focus of crime control efforts from the criminal to the environmer.~ in 

which criminal aots ocour. This approach assumes that a criminal act re" 

quires a combination of criminal motivation and opportttnity. The presence 

of opportunity may frequently precipitate crime. 

The purpose of CCP is to reduce crim'3 by minimizing criminal opportu .. 

nity~ Its focus is limited to crimes, such as burgla~, where opportunity 

appears to be important. CCP is generally restricted to stranger-to-stranger 

crimes. Not onlY.are strru1ger-to-stranger crimes more often a function of 

opportunity, but these crimes appear to engender the greatest amount of pub~ 

lie fear. Crimes between acquaintances including many homicides and the 

sale of drugs, are not as anenable to thi s approach. While not denying the 

importance of these crimes the CCP approach merely admits its limitations 

and restricts itself to opportunistic r stranger-to-stranger crimes. The 

goal of CCP then is to lindt criminal opportunity by reshaping the social 

and physical envirorullent. In so doing, not only should crime be reduced t 

but the fear associated with these crimes also may be diminished. 

The impetus for COP came largely from work produced for the Law EnN 

forcement Assistance Administration (LEM) by architect Oscar Newman and 

1 
his colleagues. Newman headed a team of architects and social scientists 

who studied how the physical design of residential complexes affected the 

frequency of crime and vandalism. The study indicates that appropriate 

building design and site planning can create what Newman calls defensible 

lOscar N"Mman, ~::3ign Guidelines for Creating: Defensible.§E§.~ (Washing .. 
ton, D.C.: National Institute of Law Enforcemont and Criminal Justice, 
April 1976). 

5 



space. This is space that encourages protective attitudes and practices 

on the part of residents. 

The CCP program which gre,If from Newman's work is much broader than de

fensible space. It incorporates a variety of antiwcrime resources in addi

tion to physical dpsign: police" community groups and home security 

strategies. CCP seeks to corrbine these resources in such a way as to 

create an environment Imnimally supportive of criminal activity. Conse

quently, citizen involvement is ~ critical component of CCP. 

It should not be presumed th,!.t CCP can replace crime control techniques 

already in use. However, for certain crimes, CCP does appear to offer 

several advantages not common to most existing strategies. For one thing, 

it is preventive. Most methods of crime control are reactive. They come 

into play only after a crime has been committed. It is difficult to control 

crime if we WJlst allow it to occur before taking action. Since CCP operates 

to reduce opportunity for crime, it may possibly provide a less costly means 

of reducing crime than other approaches. Secondly, CCP shifts the initiative 

aTtray from the offender. Most crime control strategies leave the initiative 

for determining where and when crimes will occur to the offender. CCP is 

one way to begin denying this freedom. Lacking this freedom the.offender 

may be forced to take greater risks. This in turn may disrupt criminal 

activity and increase the possibility of apprehension. Thirdly, CCP en

deavors to facilitate infor.rnal social processes. In so doing, it can pro" 

vide incidental benefits to the quality of life in addition to reducing 

crime and its associated fear. For example, it is possible through physical 

design or redesign to encourage inhabitants to regain a proprietary interest 

in their environment and to foster productive neighborhood groups. 

6 



C. HISIDRY or:: MINNEAroLIS. DEIDN3TRATION PROJECT 

In 1975, the Governor's Commission on Crime Prevention and Control
l 

re-

ceived funds from LEAA to develop a crime prevention plan for Minneapolis. 

The first part of this plan was to document the nature of the crime problem 

in Minneapolis. Next, the CCPB selected Lo~rry Hill East and Hawthorne 

neighborhoods (see Figure 1 for location of neighborhoods) and began plan-

ning specific crime prevention strategies for them. One year prior r the 

Westinghouse National Issues Center t chose the ,\'lillard-Homewood neighbor .. 

hood as a national demo~stration site for a residential crime prevention 

program and planning began-for that area. Although the planning phases for 

these two projects were on different time tables, the implementation was to 

begin at approximately the same time. LEAA funded the planning and imple-

mentation phases for both projects though monies were allotted through 

separate granting procedures. It was at the implementation phase that the 

two projects joined forces. While WIllard-Homewood maintains the status 

of a national demonstration of residential crime prevention, it has been 

incorporated into a demonstration for the city of Minneapolis along with 

Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne. 

D. NEIGHBORHOOD SELECt+Q.N CRfTERIA 

Two primary criteria were applied in selecting the particular neigh-

borhoods: 1.) priority was given to aTeas where the level of crime was sub .. 

stantial, and 2) the areas had to represent a variety of socio-geographic 

settings. Criteria for the second requirement utiliZed land use character~ 

1The Conunission became a state agency in the spring of 1977, and is 
now named the Minnesota Crime Control Planning Board (CCPB). 
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istics and level of community organization. Land use factors included 

population density, presence of a commercial strip and judgments concerning 

the homogeneity of the neighborhood. JUthough Willard··Homewood ''Tas selected 

somewhat differently and at an earlier date than the other two areas, the 

1 
criteria for selection were essentially the same. 

E!. JIHb,RP.CTERISTICS OF SELEC'l'E.l?,.]g§HIDRI-DOD5t 

The boundaries of Lowry Hill East and Hawthorne each extend sltghtly 
--~" 

" 

beyond one census tract. Willard~Homewood consists of three entire censuB 

tracts and portions of tw'o' additional tracts. 'l~e population of Willard .. 

HOmewood is over 8,600. Hawthorne has approximately 3,400 residents and 

2 
Lowry Hill East has about 5,700, 

Lowry Hill East is one of the most densely populated areas in Minnea .. 

polis. About 80 percent of the residents are renters. Young adults between 

the ages of 18 and 24 comprise 36 percent of the population compared to the 

city..,,,ride average of 10 percent. Lowry Hill East is bounded by commercial 

establi$hments on its east and west sides. There is virtually no minority 

population. 

Most residences in Hawthorne are one or two family homes. A high pro .. 

portion of th.e population is under 18 years of age (39 percent compared to 

ci ty ... wide average of 27 percent). .About 96.1 percent of the residents are 

white. A commercial strip borders one side of the neighborhood. 

1Crime Prevention Throuqh Environmental Desim1- ... Process. Cases Studies 
E.~ -(nrli~gton, 'VirgInia: -WestinghotU.'e El;ctrrc Co~pO"ration, March 1977) 1 

pages 1.9 and 5.1~5.5, 

2Demographic data drived from 1970 Census. 
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~1i11ard",Hom~wcod is principally residential; consisting of single 

family d"rellings, The minori ty population is about 46 percent of the 

total. There is some cOTIltnercial development in WillardwHomewood, although 

it is not as extensive as in the two other demonstration sites. 

F p AD~rr NISTRATIVE STRUCT~ 

Thf") three demonstration areas are under the direction of the Community 

Cri~e Prevention office within the Minneapolis City C0ordinator's Department. 

The office consists of a demonstration manager, an architect I a planner, a 

graphics person and support staff. They oversee all activities in the 

three neighborhoods r and serve as intermediaries between the local communi. 

ties and the city administration. 

Each neighborhood has a crime prevention office which is staffed by a 

coordinator, community organizers, a local police officer and other support 

staff. MOst of the staff persons in the neighborhood offices are residents 

of these same areas. The coordinator and organizers are responsible for 

contacting residents on each block ~nthin the demonstration area. The 

program is then introduced to the residents, urging them to form or join 

an existing block club. The block club organizing concept is intrinsic to 

the current CCP program, since community involvement is essential to this 

strategy. The police officer is an integral part of the CCP staff and is 

involved in the education of the public, increasing contact with residents, 

conducting premise security surveys (see page 24) and helping to coordinate 

police and CCP efforts. 

The administrative structure of the Minneapolis CCP project was decided 

upon during the planning phase of the project. As was mentioned earlier, 

10 



block club organizing is a key component to this community crime prevention 

program. The neighborhood offices were set up to facilitate implementation 

of this component and to give the residents a place within their own neigh

borhood to discuss their crime problems. The offices were staffed with 

persons famili ar with the respective neighborhoods as well as with community 

organizing. The planners decided to have the three neighborhood staffs 

managed by a city staff so that the local communities could be represented 

within the city administration. It was hoped that this would eliminate some 

of the many procedural requirements local projects frequently find neceSSdrJ. 

CCP changes the focus of crime control efforts from the criminal to the 

environment in which criminal acts occur. This approach assumes that a 

criminal act requires a coffibination of criminal motivation and opportunity. 

The purpose of CCP is to reduce crime by minimizing criminal opportunity. 

This crime control technique has received increasing attention as crime rates 

have increased. For Minneapolis, this attention has come in the form of 

grant monies to test a comprehensive crime prevention demonstration. Three 

neighborhoods were selected as sites for these demonstrations, Lowry Hill 

East (in South Minneapolis), Ha\vthorne and Wi11ard",Homewood (in N:>rth Min

neapolis). These three areas have two things in common: 1) relatively 

high crime rates, and 2) a variety of socioMgeqgraphic settings within each. 

1he demonstration is being managed ~ a CCP office, which is a part of the 

City Coordinators' Office, Each neighborhood has its own staff as well. 

The proj ected evaluation products are discussed. in Appendix .R .• ,' Appen

cUx B includes the data collection instruments which will be used in this 

evaluc>tion. 
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------------~ 

A. INI'RODUCTION 

The major goals of the Community Crime Prevention Project are 1) to 

reduce crime, and 2) to reduce the fear of crime. In Part III of this deM 

sign we examine the chief factors which contribute to the accomplishment of 

the impact goals. Part II is a design for the process evaluation. 

The three neighborhood staffs were ask:ed to prepare a. written work: plan· 

organiZed on the basis of crime prevention objectives. Five mador categories 

of objectives became apparent from these work: plans. The five categories 

describe desired prooess outcomes. These outoomes are: 1) increased resi. 

dent involvement; 2) target hardening; 3) opportunity reduotion through 

environmental design; 4) inoreasad awareness of orime prevention teohniques; 

and 5) oooperative interaotion between police and residents. This classi .. 

fication of neighborhood goals does not preolude eValuating still other as .. 

peets of process that may become apparent or important as the project is 

implemented. A later section of this process design i,-nll enumerate the 

aotivities whioh are expeoted to address the outcomes set forth by the 

neighborhoods. 

A discussion of the theoretical perspective adopted in this process 

design will e)..'-plain, among other matters, hOYT to inoorporate unanticipated 

process objectives in the evaluation. The next paragraphs will present the 

theoretical orientation used. 

15 
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Ii:.. TIWDRETICAL Pf.RSPECTIVE, 

Quite frequently researchers e:xpress concerns aL--out conducting process 

oriented evaluations. In most instances their concerns are based upon the 

amorphous nature of process. Empirical relationships are difficult to es

tablish. Tests of significance and confidence intervals are usually inap

propriate. Units of measurement are not always quantitatively defined. 

Dealing with these methodological frustrations is usually accomplished by 

superimposing a structural model upon the E::valuation meth')doJ.0gy. Another 

method is measuring progress via short and long term goal accomplishments. 

The advantage of these bro approaches is that they structure the sitv.ation. 

With the modeling approach the structure is external and theoretical. Using 

the goal-based method of evaluation the structure consists of bench marks 

for comparison and an orientation toward outcome. While these approaches 

seek to provide clarity and purpose to an ambiguous situation, they are not 

without their shortcomings. 

In spite of the focus it provides, imposition of a structural model 

suffers from the problem of goodness of fit. As with most models, some 

compromise must be made between the theoretical assumptions of the model 

and the realities of the situation to which it is applied. ~"ithout care, 

the evaluation could inadvertently focus upon how well the situation fits 

the model rather than upon how effective the process has been. In this type 

of situation one might reasonably conclude that the model was evaluated, 

rather than the program. 

Controlling for this type of oversight has traditionally fallen upon a 

goal or performance .. based method. This strategy is used often in evaluative 

research. It focuses upon the ability of the project personnel to maintain 

16 



movement toward their overall goals. Efficacy is a keystone of the design, 

for it presents the evaluation staff vnth a preconceived framework for eval

uation. 

HOwever, a perfo~lUancedbased design depends ve~ rauch upon evaluation 

skills which may not be immedi at ely apparent to the evaluator. The design 

itself, with its emphasis upon bench marks, may not control adequately for 

factors which subtly inhibit goal attainment. Unanticipated consequences 

and hidden agendas are usually viewed as artifacts rather than as areas for 

inquiry. Furthermore: where goals are diffusely written, proper assessment 

strategies may not be apparent. Imen there is ambiguity in stating goals, 

it may not be easy to piece together the multiplicity and fragmen.tation 

which occur in implementation. Above all though, a performance~based de~ 

sign is intolerant of changes in goals during utilization and is insensitive 

to important activities occurring in nongoal areas. 

Traditional methodologies obviously have some application to this set", 

ting, but they do not totally lend themselves to studies of innovative social 

programs set in a political context. The uncertainty and the potential for. 

dramatic change may decrease the overall effectiveness of goal .• oriented eval .. 

uation by increasing the potential to produce ambiguous results. The ambi"" 

guiiy usually results from the project goals changing, while the eValuation 

strategy failed to keep pace. Process evaluations should accept initial 

goals as a starting point, neVer as an ending point. This type of evalua .. 

tion should begin the process of searching for significant features, cycles 

of cause and effect, unanticipated consequences, and hidden agendas. Pro .. 

cess evalUations should concentrate on examining innovations as an integral 

part of the milieu, being aware off but not totally adhering to, goal 

17 



statements. The evaluator focuses on the process rather than outcome. The 

cI'ucial .;lerLKmt s he concentrates upon are the people building the program. 

Finally, when using a goal ... oriented or a modeling strategy, the eval-

uation staff needs to probe continually as to the progress toward stated 

goals and objectives. It may be possible that this situation could lead 

to project and evaluation staff becoming adversaries, 'Nhich is, of course, 

counterproductive. Successful evaluations require open comrnwlication be-

tween eValuation and project staff. 

In the proposed evaluation design, the team will capitalize upon the 

strengths of the more traditional methods while utilizing some innovative 

strategies to overcome traditional bi&ses. This evaluation needs to avoid 

mistaking word for deed; that is, attempting to observe the impact of a work 

plan which was never fully implemented. Any study of process requires an 

observatational strategy~Mwho did what, when and with what, effect. Effecn 

tive process observation requires the use of the "illuminative" eValuation 

1 method. Illuminative eValuation is defined as a methodological approach 

which primarily seeks to comprehend all the salient elements in a given 

situation through caref~l observation and extensive inquiry. It is a 

technique appropriate to process evaluations because ~t does not myopically 

focus on goals, objectives, or desired outcomes. This method seeks to 

identify and expand upon issues in achieving goals. It recognizes that 

modification always takes place and explores the structure and functions of 

the proj ect in relation to the changes 't'Thich are occurring. It realizes 

lMa1colm Parlett and David Hamilton, "Evaluation as Illumination: A 
New Approach to the Study of Innovatory Programs II , in Gene Glass (ed.) 
Evaluation Studies Revie,,! Annual t 1976 (Beverly Hills, California: Sage 
Publications, 1976), pages 140-157. 
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that most goal statements are only transito~ so it en~hasizes the process 

or metamorphosis of the project. It acknowledges that this program does not 

contain any ~ight experimental controls. Rather, it exists within the socio-

political milieu which is character~zed by complexity and diversity. 

"Illuminative evaluation is not a standard methodological pack .. 
age but a general research strategy. It aims to be both adapta 
able and eclectic. The choice of research tactics follows not 
from research doctrine, but from decisions in each case as to the 
best available techniques: the problem defines methods used, not 
vice versa. Equally, no method is used exclusively or in isolaw 

tioni different techniques are combined to throvr lig"ht on a com .. 
m:>h problem."l 

Illununative evaluation is a research approach asking not simply "Does 

it work?" but more importantly '''v,Then such a program is introduced, what 

then happens?" It uses techniques from both traditional and nontraditional 

methodologies to examine the strategies used in project implementation. 

This evaluation must focus upon strategies used in the project implementa .. 

tion because the strategy is the only aspect of the project which could 

realistically be trrulsferred to another site. 

While the illuminative method offers distinct advantages in its com .. 

mitment to flexibility, it too is not without fault. MOst suspect is its 

subjective nature. Given this, the evaluation team must remain alert for 

any biases creeping into the manner in which they view project activities. 

1Ibid• For a more detailed discussion of the theoretical illltecedents 
of illuminative evaluation see: Nartin Trow', "}1'ethodological Problems in 
the Evalua.tion of InnovationII', in l?rancis Caro (ed.) I~eadinas in_ EvalJ:lat~en 
Rdses.rqh (New York, New York: Sage Publishing, 1971),. page;, 81 .. 94; Earnest 
R. House (ed,), ~chool Evaluation: The Politics and Process (Berkeley, Cal. 
ifornia: McC\\tchen Publishing, 1973); James Popham at al' l Instructional, 
Objectives, American Educational Research Association MOnograph No. 3 
(Chicago·:-"Rand NcNally, 1969)i W. \v. Charters Jr. and J. E. Jones,. "On 
the Risk of .Appraising 1Ton .. Events in Program Eviiluation". !fl..l:19~'ltiol1& 
Researcher, Voluw~ 2, NumL~r 11, 1973. 
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~b research methodology is immune to bias. All research is based upon some 

human judgment and is accordingly susceptible to bias of a subjective nature. 

vIere this project to have one evaluator this problem would cause more con .. 

cern. 11ith a team of three different evaluation personnel, individual bias 

will be lessened as a restut of interaction among the, team members. Also, 

the subjective natu:re of this method of inquiry will be balanced off against 

the other more traditional evaluation strategies to be used in the entire 

illuminative process. The use of modeling strategies and goal oriented 

methods should verify any conclusions based upon the illuminative inquiry 

process. 

£!.. OPERATIONAL PLAN 

In undertaking this broadly aimed strategy, several different techniques 

will be used to obtain the diverse information required. As described in the 

previous section, the evaltlation team will examine the achievement of the 

following five process goals: 

1) Increased Resident Involvement~~As a result of this project, 
have the neighborhood residents become more actively involved with each other 
and the community at large? 

2) Target Hardening--Have the residents bocome more aw"are of 
what types of hardware devices secure their home from entry by a burglar 
and how many have made changes? 

3 ) Opportuni ty Reducti on Through Envi ronment al resign .... What 
ha~ been changed and have crime opportunities been reduced through environ
mental changes? 

4) Increased Awareness of Crime Prevention Techniques--Have 
residents become more aware of what they can do as individuals to prevent 
crime in their homes and neighborhoods? 

5) Cooperative It.teraction between the Police and Community .... 
Are b0th the police and community working toward active cooperation in pre
venting crime? 
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While examining these five process goals, the team will focus on: 1) any 

salient features of the organizational strategies employed in each demonw 

stration neighborhood, and 2) any l.mique organizational components 1-Thich 

may have helped or hindered implementation. 

The evaluation task will occur in three stages. In the otservational 

stage, team members will immer~e themselv~s in the daily activities of the 

project. .A particular team member 1-Till be assigned to each neighborhood. 

Team members will attempt to become thoroughly acquainted with the assigned 

neighborhood. 

The second stage is one of inquiry. Aspects of the project requiring 

further inQdepth investigation will be identified, based upon the results 

of the observational stage. The final stage is the one in which the team 

seeks to explain. Evaluators will determine the general principles under

lying the organiZation of the program, ruld attempt to identifv patterns of 

cause and effect. 

1'lliile these stages are seen as discrete entities, in reality they over .. 

lap. The importrult aspects of transition from stage to stage occurs as old 

and new problem areas become progressively clarified and redefined. In 

general, this approach provides a viable interface between the process and 

impact areas of tP.is evaluation. As an important issue emerges relating to 

the overall impact of the project, the team can qQickly explore the antece~ 

dents of this issue or track it as it develops. lUso, when decisions rela .. 

ting to process are reached, this approach ~dll allow the team to formulate 

potential hypotheses for impact. .As these deci "ions are iroplemertted the 

team \\<1.11 verify their assumptions by using hypotheses testing procedures, 
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Data vdll be gathered using the following five techniques: 

1) Observation .. r ,Obscrvationa1 m8thods will obtain continuous 
records of ongoing events. VJhere appropriate, observational strategies and 
codification methods will be used to organize information. 

2) Intervie'1s .. -0btaining the personal views of the participants 
is crucial to assessing the essential elements of the process of imp1ementa .. 
tion of the program. Both structured and unstructured interviews will pro
vide information as to 'l'lhy events occulTed and what reactions they generated. 
Interviews with key informants will investigate issues pertinent to the 
decision~ma..1(ing process. Intervie"l'TS with residents vTill also provide timely 
information. 

3) Neighborhood Office RecordsN-The evaluation requires that 
the neighborhood program staff maintain certa.in records of their activities. 
These records, relating, for instance l to orga..~izing ef~orts, block club 
meetings and requests for services, ,rill be used by the evaluation staff in 
presenting a complete picture of the efforts involved in the implementation. 

4) QuestionnairesM~Where appropriate, questionnaire and survey 
solicitation will be undertaken. This effort will focus upon the neighbor" 
hood residents and their reactions to issues concerning the structure and 
functioning of the project. 

5) Histol~ and Background Sources--During the evcuuation, the 
team members 1'1-1.11 hold discussions va th the original planners and related 
staff. The team will also review reports issued by the Comrrru.n:i. ty Crime 
Prevention Unit pertaining to the development and implementation of the 
project. Information relating to similar underta..1(ings in other locations 
will further contribute to understanding of the project. Evaluation strate .. 
gies from other projects vril1 also be examined as iril1 resource materials 
for communit~ development and crime prevention. 

To summarize, the operational plan is to specify how the goalworiented 

and illuminative evaluation approaches 'torill be 7mplemented. The major out-

comes of this specification should be clarification of purposes:,' organization 

of relevant information, focus upon important positive and neg6~tive aspects 

of the program. generation of alternatives I and sharpening of the intuition 

of the current and future decision makers. The plan appro ache Sl the project 

from a developmental standpoint. How did the neighborhood pro£rrams go about 

the business of community crime prevention? How effective was their comrrru.-

nication, coordination, operation, and direction? Did they develop and use 
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the necessary tools to i111dertake this type of project and do it successfully? 

If not, what were shortcomings and how can they be removed as a barrier to 

suocessful implementation? 

D. MINNEAPOLIS CQJ1MUNITY pRI11E PREVENTleQ1LSI'RATEGX: 

The overall strategy discussed here emel-ged from the work: plans of eaoh 

of the three neighborhoods. Though the implementation strategy used in this 

project is, in essenoe, the same for all three. demonstration sites, it llUlst 

be remembered that the neighborhoods are quite different from each other. 

Therefore successful implerrentation in one neighborhood does not guarantee 

success in the other areas. 

As noted earlier, there are five process goals which incoI~orate the 

implementation of the comprehensive crime prevention package. The first 

desired outcome, J..E£!easE?4..l:~,sidel}:!: involvement, has three irrnnediate objec .. 

tives. The first is the formation of block: clw~s. The neighbo~~ood staffs 

try to personally contact as many residents as possible and at a minimum, 

they leave related information about the CCP program at the residents' homes. 

The reason for this personal contact, other than to relay information, is to 

encourage citizens to participate in their block: club. Through the block: 

club, pertinent information C~ be communioated to the residents. Also, 

oitizens have an opportunity to ask staff members questions conoerning crime, 

and speak ,.nth police officers who regularly patrol their neighborhood. 

The second obj ecti ve of inoreased re,sident inv.sik.v,ement, is ",,<::tablishing 

business associations. These associations may function in much the same 

mru1ller as blook: olubs. .or differences oonoern the types of orime dis~ 

cussed; i. e., commerci.;. ; '.~rglal:Y rather than residential, and corrnneroial 
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robbery rather than street robbery. Hawthorne and Lowry Hill East have 

mdjor commercial stl"ips T,.n thin their boundaries. 1iillard-Homewood has some 

commercial areas but not a major commercial strip. The objective of esta .. 

blishing business associations then is applied only to Ha\.rrhorne and Lowry 

Hill East. 

The ne~ghborhood 'watch force progra.m is the final objective to reaching 

the desired outcome of i,nsrea§ed recsiden~ involvement. This program is 

instituted through the block clubs. Citizens are encouraged to watch out 

for suspicious ~ersons and crimes in progress. They are instructed as to 

correct procedures for calling police and recording characteristics of the 

suspicious person(s) and any vehicle involved. Residents are encouraged to 

exchange phone numbers, and sometimes to give each other their schedules so 

that neighbors know when they expect to be horne. 

Under the desired outcome of ta:r;:gej; h.arden~!}g.1 there are also three 

immediate objectives. The first one, landlord responsibility, is important 

specifically to renters. The neighborhood staffs intend to instruct renters 

concerning the minimum requirements meeting the city security codes. For 

those renters, whose buildings are not in accordance 'with code, and who wish 

to do something about it, a letter can be sent to the landlord through the 

CCP office. 

Premise security surveys are the second objective under this desired 

outcome. Upon the request of the resident trained police officers survey 

a horne identifying weaknesses \<lhich may be vulnerable to entry by burglars. 

Lists are made of the weaknesses and changes recommended. It is then up to 

the resident to decide which recommendations, if any, to implement. 

24 



-~-----------------

Operation Identification is also one of the slID-strategies used in this 

crime prevention demonstration. This is a procedure for marking one's valun 

ables with an identifying number. If confiscated goods bear an Operation 

L·D." nuniber, the merchandise can be traced to the Oi-mer. 

The third desired outcome, opportU!!.t i;;L. redugJ:,i on trg-ough envirorunental 

desj.ml, deals with physical changes in some of the demonstration areas. For 

instance, some areas will receive additional street lights t street diverters, 

or changes in alleyway access. These changes mainly will be focused in 

Hawthorne and Willard ... Homewood. Some physical changes may occur in Lowry 

Hill East, but they would be instituted through the City Planning Office ffi1d 

not this demonstration projeot, The evaluators will, however, keep traok of 

these ohanges. 

A fourth desired outcome is in~_~2?ed awar~~~§s of qri~~ Er~ention 

techniqu~f2l.. The immediate objective for this is the education of the resi .. 

dents concerning crime prevention. Interaotions through block clubs, busi~ 

ness associations, neighborhood watch force, landlord responsibility and 

premise security surveys will all contribute to this education. Pamphlets 

and newsletters will also be designed and disseminater.l to residents. 

The final desired ~utcome is cOSEerative interacti~n b~ween police a~ 

community. Police~community contacts will be increased primarily through 

premise securi ty surveys. According to the neighborhood work plans the 

second meeting of each block cllili will deal with target hardening. speci

fically it will center around premise security surveys and Operation I.D. 

One or two local officers will attend the meeting, meet the people, eA~lain 

target hardening, anslver questi ons, and take requests for premise security 

surveys. If a resident signs up for a survey, he will again have contact 
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~nth the police when the officer conducting the survey, comes to his home. 

Residents also get instructions from the neighborhood staff and police 

officers concerning crime reporting and how' to be a good witness. This 

type of interaction is expected to contribute to the desired outcome of 

coop8rative interaction between Bolice and cornrmmi"tY,. 

Any strategy reconnnended for effective implementation of a CCP program 

will be based upon the experiences within each of the three demonstration 

neighborhoods. Evaluation of the CCP process occurring in the three demon

stration areas may suggest that program implementation will have to be 

adapted to the setting peculiar to a given site. 

E.' DESCRIP~~ON OF EVALUAI'I0N:.PB9CES~ 

Table 1 portrays the process model which will be employed to evaluate 

the five outco,nes designated as desirable by the three neighborhood staffs. 

Under each of the outcomes, the innnediate objectives are listed with the 

activities that lead toward them. The activities have been divided into: 

initial, continuing, and concluding activities. The data that need to be 

collected are enumerated under the different objectives. Finally, issues 

which may obstruct the achievement of these objectives are listed. 

The examples of block clubs will be used to explicate further the 

scheme eIrq:)loyed in Table 1. At the most general level, the block clubs 

should foster the kind of activities which encourage residents to become 

involved in their neighborhood crime prevention efforts. Three stages 

can be identified in atteIrq:)ting to achieve the innnediate objective of the 

formation of block clubs. TI1e initial stage, centering around establishing 

block clubs, includes canvassing the neighborhoods, providing literature 
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and information concerning the program, and attempting to set up initial 

meet.ings on every block. The continuation stage deals specifically with 

maintaining block clubs. The organizers must be sure the needs expressed 

in the initial stages by the citizens l are being met by this program. The 

final or concluding stage is to achieve self-sustaining block clubs. This 

means block clubs will continue to meet and deal with block concerns even 

after the organizers no longer attend meetings. 

Presented next on the table are the variables pertaining to the forma ... 

tion of block clubs. Most of this information will be collected from logs 

kept by the neighborhood staffs. Finally I various issues which may impede 

progress towards the immediate objective are listed. This section addresses 

issues such as, "Do the residents feel that joining a block club reduces 

their personal independence?" Table 1, (Activities Addressing Process Out., 

comes) lists the desired outcomes, innnediate objectives, activities leading 

toward the objective, the variables examined, and possible issues which may 

occur that address process. TIns table gives, in slumnary form, the overall 

strategy of this crime prevention demonstration. 
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TMLE 1 

ACTIVITIES ADDI~E83INrJ P!~CCB'::;S OlJl'CC:·lES 

I. Desired Outcome 

A. Irem.cdiate Obj ecti ve 

Activities Leading Toward Objective 

Variables Pertaining to Objective 

Issues Addressing Process 

B. Immediate Objective 

Activities Leading Toward Objective 

Variables Pertaining to Objective 

Issues Addressing Process 

C. Immediate Objective 

Activities Leading Toward Objective 

Variables Pertaining To Objective 

Issues Addressing Process 

Increased Resident Involv~~ent 

Block: Clubs 

INITIAL 

Establishing 
Block Clubs 

cmrrnlUATION 

H.J.int<,dning 
Block Clubs 

CONCr.uSro~ 

Self-Sustaining 
Block Clubs 

1. Prior block: organization (i.e., involvement in community 
activities) 

2. # meetinga per block 
3. # participants per meeting 
4. # housing u.'1its represented 
5. Block population 
6. Topics discussed/covered 
7. Literature dissC'r.1ination 
8. # staff at Block: Club meetings 
9. Type 'of training given for Block Club Captains 

10. # trained to be Block: Club Captains 
11. Time beoreen selection d.'1d training as Captains 
12. Captainr. nominated or volunteer 

1. Do topics covered in Block: Club meetings go beyond Crime 
Prevention? 

2. Are actions taken due to these meetings that go beyond Block. 
Watch, Premise Security Survey, Operation ID? 

3. Ho~r often do Block Club Capt.:iins assume naintenance operations? 
4. Does Block Club Captain .. relcome new neighbors with an invita

tion to the Block: Club and Crime Prevention program? 
5. Are residents hesitant to give up their independence by joining 

a Blook Club? 

Business Associations 

INITIAL 

Establishing 
Block ClubF 

CONTINUATION 

M<lintaining 
Block Clubs 

CONCLUSIo.'l 

Self-Sustaining 
Block Clubs 

1. # businesses in de.-:tonstration neighborhoods 
2. # proprietors contacted 
3. # proprietors participating in Crime Prevention Program meetings 
4. # Business Association meetings held 
5. Topics discussed/covered 
6. Literature dissemination 
7. # staff at Business Associ~tion meetings 
8. Type of training, if any, given to Business Groups 
9. # trained 

10. List of kinds of businesses represented 
11. # business clubs per neighborhood 

1. ~o proprietors feel the benefits of a residential Crime 
Prevention program are not substantial a~Qugh Ear them? 

2. Are they already too busy to attend meetings? 
3. \'[ould a different method of participation, Olle requiring less 

time and corr.mi tment, be necessary? 

Neighborhood Watch Force Programs 

INITIAL 

Establishing 
Watch Force 

CONTINUATION 

Haintaining 
1'latch Force 

CONCLUSION 

Self-Sustaining 
Neighborhood 
Tllatch Force 

1. Hew much informal block watching e.risted prior to this program'? 
2. # blocks involved ''Ii th 1'l.:ttch Force 
3. # Block Hatches per block 
4. # housing lUlits participating per \vatch 
5. II participcmts per Block I'l.:itch 
6. # Block Club meetings held before Block Watch introduced 
7. Degree of media involve.'nent ,'lith Blocl:: \'latch; literature 

disseminated as wall as \'latch F'orce Srickers, etc. 
8. Hethod used for I'l.:ttch (exch.:mge of keys, phone numbers, etc.) 

(For level of intensity) 

1. How much resistance to Block \'latch based on exchanging perflonal 
information? 

2. Arc residents hesitant; to give up their independence? 
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II. Desired Outcome 

A. Immedlate Objecti,::e 

Activities Leading Toward Objective 

Variables Pertaining to Objective 

Issues Addressing Procp.ss 

B. Immediate Objective 

ActivitieG Leading TOl1ard Objective 

Variables Pertaining to Objective 

Issues Addressing Process 

c. Immediate Objective 

Activities Leading Toward Objective 

Variables Pertaining to Objective 

Variables Pertaining to Objective 

TABLE 1 (CONTINUED) 

Target Hardening 

Landlord Responsibility 

INITIAL 

Landlord List 
(absentee and 

owner occupied) 

COtITINUATION 

Citing Problems 
to Landlords 

1. # violations before OCP Program 
2. # violations after OCP Program 
:3 • # landlords co:nplying to code 
4. Has there been foHol-I-UP by staff 
5. # times there has been follow-up 

CONCLUSION 

Compliance 

1. How much of a role did block captains play? 
2. How are caretakers involved in process? 
3. Are renters reluctant to confront landlords? 
4. Are landlords apathetic concerning compliance 

with security codes? 

Premi se Security Surveys 

INITIAL 

Prcmotion 

CONTINUATION 

Requests 

1. How request initiated 
2. /I requests 
3. If.. surveys 

CONcLusrm 

Ccmpliance 

4. X amount of time bet\'lee..'1 requests and surveys 
5. # compliance checks conducted 
6. X amount of time between .. urveys and ccmpliance 
7. # subsidies requested 
8. X amount of subsidy deli ver,,d 
9. # subsidies delivered 

10. Range of subsidies 
11. #/tyy..:! of recc:mnendod changes (priority and non) 
12. Amount of work: done by locksmith/resident 
13. Literature dissemination 

1. Are reGidents reluctant to have police officers enter 
their hcmes? 

2. Are the contractors behind schedule? 
3. Are the police behind schedule conducting Premise Security 

Surve'.fs? 

Operation Identification 

INITIAl; CONTINUATION 

Promotion Requests 

1. # requests before OCP Program 
2. # requests after CCP Progr~~ 
3. Literature dissC'mil1.Jtion 

CONCLUsrC'~ 

Harked Prop;:>rty 
Use of Stickers 

4. Ho\~ l'eql1e::;ts initiat~>d 
5. X amount of delay Ume bebmen request an:! acquisition 

of engravers 

1. H011 many other programs are promoting Operation ID? 
2. Do resid\?!\ts perceive Operation ID "ticl~crs as telling 

criminals that they have valuables worth taking? 
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lIt. DN:irrxl OUlc(ll\o 

A. Imrnndidte Obj ccti vo 

Activities Lauding To.1i1r"; Objeotive 

Variablos P0rtuining to Objective 

ISGues A~dressing Process 

IV. Desired Outocme 

A. Irnmc:iiato Obj ecti ve 

Aotivities Leading Toward Objc0tive 

Vari~)lus Pertaining to Objective 

Issues Jlddresrling Prooess 

V. Desired Cutoome 

A. lrrh1\edi at e Cbj eoti, ve 

TAm.r:: 1 (COlrrHlUlm) 

O!'POl tunity I1c,hwtion Thrvl'gh Envirorunmtcll Donian 

Physicul Chan]0S 

T'HTIAL 

Hp,1W; by w'hich 
P,roblcm Areas 

Dd'ined 

Selection Prooess 
for Clwnges 

1. 
2. 

tI surveys* conduoted 

" v. 

II pott~;ltLll db);> viGited 
Looation aIhi if of i:aprovc:nents 
Typos of il:ljH oVf:n~('nt 

Changes 

4. 
5. 
6. 

Ncighb..:>rhoad bOlded,)c! of imprOVC'I.lcnts 

7. 

1. 
2. 

II voluntalY rcquest as a result of survoy 
Attitude ch,1!lge c(lncl~nling safety for those residents 

li ving in the ared of the chango 

Did Blook Club orgdni~dtion influonce process? 
I'That is neigOOor13' reaction to mOuIlG by l'Ihich changes 

'~ere dot<'rrllined? 
Survey indep'~ndent of this Evalu,ltion Team 

Increased A,,;areness of Crime Prevention Techniques 

Educdtion 

CO! lTINWl.'I~ION CctK!l,USION IllITIAL 

Prcp.uation/ 
Dcv'")lopment 

Of Haterials 

Dist>cmination Bcct.n1e a "Resource 

1. Different themes of li~erature 

Center" to Co.-n:nuni ty 
Concerning Crime 

Prevention 

2. II by type of material c.iGseminated 
3. Illio is recipient of material 
4. Ho,', disscr::inated (n'J.otive VG. proactive or both) 
5. Kinds of media us~.:i other thlm pamphlets 
6. Ho,~ ini tiutnd ooncerning other media 

1. Are there delays or difficulties in printing? 
2. lire there clHficulti,'s in dissor.Unution? 
3. Is there a l<wk of interest on the part of the residents 

l'Ihich ,·;ould prevent absorbticn (.f the infor:~dtion? 
4. Hhat is tile level of functional lit(~raC'f in each neighborhood? 
5. Ho;., much corr.munity org.mizing in the area other than crime 

prevention? 

Cooperati ve Interilction Bebleen Police and Ccmmuni ty 

Increased Folico~Community Relations 

INI'l'IAL COIITI~ruATIOll CONCLUSION 

Aotivitieo Leading TOl~ard Objective Examine Present Citing Problems Mechanis.lls for 
state Solving Problems 

Variables Pertaining to Objective 1. II times police officer attends Block: Club meetings 

Issues Addressing Process 

2. if different officers involved with this project 
3. Nature of the interaction 
4. Level of Gupport of CCP Prog~-am from police ddmbistration 
5. Resident p(~rccption of police officers in Hinneapolis 
6. Effectiveness of communication network bet"leen CCP staff 

and police 

1. Are long~tanding, negative attitudes and perceptions con~ 
cerning police too deop for this project to change? 

2. Do the police also have negative feolings concerning the 
residents in the ilrca they serve? 
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Figure 2 is presented here as an outline of the Process Evaluation 

Plan exhibited in Tables 2, 3 and 4. This figure will list the immediate 

objectives for the five desired process outcomes. The left column lists 

the questions, concerning each objective, needed to complete the process 

evaluation. These include: the method used to achieve the objective, the 

data needed to measure the achievement of the objective, how the information 

will be obtained, who will obtain it, when the information is needed, how 

the data can be verified, how will it be analyzed, the ori teria used to 

determine goal achievement, hypothetical barriers to meeting the objective, 

and recormnended changeR. The row· across the top of the figure lists the 

process goals and objectives. The purpose in presenting this figure is to 

give the reader the complete picture of the process eValuation plan on one 

page, since the table itself will be divided up into three parts due to its 

comprehensiveness. 
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FIGURE 2 

mmm Or:' F!\,CC:::;-':~ Wl\LUATI()~, PLAn 

- •.. -- ' !I.' UP ....... _u 
~-

Opportunity 
RE.-:luction Increased ('",oporative 

Desired Increased Resident Involvement Target Hardening Through r'\\oIdrent.:SS Interaction 
Outcome Environ- of Cri:::~ EltlD'l"len 

t.!'mtal PreVfmtion Police und 
Design 'rtlcCmiques Col:'.r.,W1i ty 

Neighbor-
hood i·fatch Landlord Premise Operation Police 

I:r.mediate Elock Business Force Responsi- Security Identi- Physical Comm'..lnity 
Objective iClub':; Jillcociations Pro'Jrat.lS bilities Survey fication Olanges Education Relations 

I .' 
Bathod To 
Achieve 
Objective 

Data To 
l!oaGure 
Achievement 
of Objectives 

Ho~r \'Till 
Inforuation 
Be Obtained 

\'lho Ifill 
Obtain It 

" 
l'ihen Is 
Information 
Needed 

Can Data 
Be Verified 
And How 

HOI., Will 
Inform.:1tion 
Bo Analyzed 

Criteria To 
Determine 
Achievc:nent 
of Obj acti VeS 

If.fPOthetical 
Barriers 

Recommonded 
Changes 
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In essence then, Table 2, 3 and 4 exhibit information contained in 

Table 1, but in a somewhat different manner. Each objective has the im .. 

portant questions of what 1 1'fhere I how f who 1 r.nd when answered, along with 

deadlines for completion. A row is included which will specify the oriteria 

used to measure the achievement of the objective. 1 The rON titled "Hypo .. 

thetical Barriers" includes issues which may affect the process of obtaining 

the d~sired outcome. Listing hypothetical barriers should assist the eval" 

uators in identifying why particular strategies do not work adequately. 

Since this is a process evaluation of a demonstration project, there are 

likely to be some changes in the methods used to achieve objectives. A 

component of change wa.s built into the process plan wi th thi s in mind. If, 

as the project progresses, a neighborhood appears to be failing to meet an 

objective, a change in the method used to achieve it may be required. This 

change can be noted by evaluators and its path can then be charted. 

Table 2 centers on the desired outcome of increased resident involve~ 

ment. Under this outcome~ three different irranediate objectives are listed: 

the formation of block clubs,. the formation of.business associations, and 

the formation of the ndghborhood watch force program. 

Table 3 lists the three irranediate objectives which lead to the desired 

oui~come of target hardening. These three obj ecti ves are: landlord respon .. 

sibility, premise security surveysr and Operation Identification. 

lThe row detailing evaluat1.on criteria is j ncomplete because all per
tinent infol'mation was not available a.t the time of printing. 
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D&:JIRED ou'rea-IE 

IHHEDIATE OSJECTIVE 

P 
METI~D 1'0 ACHIEVE 
OBJECTIVE 

DATA TO HE.'iSURE 
ACHIEVE-lENT 
OF OBJEe-fIVE 

. FimT lolILL 
_ • ~T 

. ;::-!ATION 
:;-fAINED 

.. 

.. . l'fILL OBT.mr 

HHEN IS I!I.'FORHATION 
NEEDED 

-
CAN DATA 
BE VERIFIED 

l 
AND HOly 

HOW lolILL 
INFor/HATION 
BE ANALYZED 

CRITERIA 
'1.'0 DETERHINE 
AClfiEVEH£NT 
OF OBJECTIVE -
nYPOTHE.TICAL 
BARRIERS 

RECO}!HENDED 
'-- CHANGES 

TABLE 2 

PROC~S EVJlJ,tJ:ATION PLAN 
CI'ITZEN AcrrON 

INCREASED RESIDENT INVOLVEHENT 

BLOCK CLUB3 BUSINES3 l\S30CIATImS NEIGBBORHOOD HATCH FeRCE 

- Doorknocking - T~lking with proprietors ~ Get inforrr.ation to 
- Literature diss~~ination - Lit~rature diss~~naticn Block Club members 
- Block Club maTbers - Business As:::;ociations - Literature dissa~ination 

solicit - Training sessions - Use of special stickers, 
~ Block Club meetings logos 
- Training Block Club - Special training 

c.:rntains 
A # of participants - # of participants - # participants of ..)ach 
- # of Block Club meetings - # of meetings held Block \'htch 
- # of blocks contacted/ - # of Business Associ~- - # Block vTatch progra.~s 

organized Hans formed - % block/residents 
- "/0 of blocks involved - # of businesses participating 

represented/total - #"crime in progress"calls 
- #"suspicious person"calls 

_ From neighborhood logs _ From neighborhood logs ~ From neighborhood logs 

~ Each researcher i.nll be - Each researcher i.nll be - Each researcher i-lill be 
responsible for one responsible for one responsible for one 
neighborhood neighborhood neighborhood 

- For 1-!ontp~y Reports - For End of Year Report - For Honthly Reports 
- Possibly to be included 

- For End of Year Report in Monthly Report - End of Year Report 

Yes, a number of \'lays: Yes, a hUI:'ber of i'lays: Yes, a number of ways: 
- Check l.n th neighborhood - Check \'lith neighOorhood - Check with neighborhood 

staff staff staff 
- Randomly check each - Randomly check each - Randomly check each 

others' records others' records others' records 
- Possible other measures; - Possible other measures; - Possible other measures; 

i.e. telephone survey i.e. teleohone survey i.e., telephone survey 

- Descriptive statistics - Descriptive statistics - Descriptive statistics 

-

~ Personnel: Lack of - Proprietors too busy - Resistance by residents 
staff skills - Proprietors skeptical of - Loss of freedom 

_ Resistance by residents results 
- Foster dependent Block 

Clubs 
Example: 

[Include apar t;nr:>..nts in 
Block Clubs instead of 
tre'lting differently 
in LHEl 
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DESIRED OUTCOME 

J:Mt.1EDIATE OBJECTIVE 

HETHOD ro ACHIEVE 
OBJECTIVE 

DATA ro HRn.suRE 
A CHI EVEHENT 
OF OBJECTIVE 

HOI'! WILL 
INFORHATION 
BE OBTAINED 

100 l'iILL OBTAIN 

WHEN IS INFORHATION 
NEEDED 

CAN DATA 
BE VERIFIED 
AND ED\,! 

HOW \'fILL 
INFORHATION 
BE ANALYZED 

CRITERIA 
ro DETERHINE 
ACHIEVEHEtrr 
OF OBJECTIVE 

HYPOTHETICAL 
BARRIERS 

. 

REOJNHENiJED 
CHANGES 

TABLE 3 

POOCESS EVALUA_'l'ION PLA~I 
SECURITY CIIA!r.:E:J 

TARGET li~DENING 

LANDLORD RESPONSIBILITIES PREMISS SECURITY SURVEY 

~ Explanation of CCP ~ 1~ough Block Clubs and 
program Business Associations 

- Include in Blod!:; Club - Use of Police Liaison 
meetings for credibili ty 

- Literature diss~~na- - Literature dissemination 
tion 

_ List of ..Q.ode_viol-'l.tions 
- Landlord list - # requests 
- # renters that request - # conducted 

Premise Security Survey - ime between req.&survey 
- # that comply with - ~ participation (before 

recommended char.ges as and after) 
well as ~ changes - compliance follo~I-Up* 

- X amount of ~Jbsidies 
- From neighborhood logs - Participation before CCP 
- City list (i.e., program from police 

bail ding inspectors precincts 
office) - During and after CCP 

- Evaluation staff program through 
neiqhbor-hood loqs 

- Each researcher will be - Each researcher ~ll be 
responsible for one responsible for one 
neighborhood neighborhood 

.. End of Year Report - For Honthly Reports 

- Possibly for Monthly - End of Year Report 
reports if sufficient 
information 

- Through P.S.S. forms as - Through compliance 
well as the follow-up* 
*compliance folloH-UP* 

r 
t, Descriptive statistics ~ Desoriptive statistics 
1 

- # code violations before 
CCP Program 

- # brought up to standard 
- # complying beyond 

cOQe vj Qlil.1;i QD6 

- Irate landlords - Resistance 
- Apathetic ten~ts - Backlog of contractor 
- No desi,re to s oend - Police backlog on 

money or cooperate condUcting a P.S.S. 
(1 i'lnd1ords) 

ltSee Appendix B, part 4 for compliance follow-up form 
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OPERATION IDEl1l'IFICATImr 

~ Through Block Clubs 
- Use of Police Liaison 

for credibility 
- Literature diss~nation 

- # requests 
- # actual checkou ts of 

tools (# of ID numbers; 
given out is same) I 

I 
I 

- Participation before CCP. 
program from police 

I 
I 

precincts 

I - During ~~d after CCP 
progra!n through 

I 
neighborhood leas I 

- Each researcher \oIi11 be 
responsible for one I 

neighborhood 

M For Honthly Report I , 

n End of Year Report 

M Possibly through site , 
checks or te~ephone 

- Descriptive statistics 

- Resistance 
- Operation ID has been 

pushed by several 
groups as \.,.e1J... so not 

_ QQnQll.l~;j ~r;; 



Table 4 contains the finul three outcomes considered desirable. Each 

of these outcomes han one inun2diate obj ccti ve. Opportunity reduction 

through environmental design is the first of these three final outcomes 

listed. Its immediate objective is physical change in some areas within 

the demonstration neighborhoods. The second of'these final three desired 

outcomes is increased awareness of crime prevention techniques, ~'l'ith the 

immediate objective of educating the public through dissemination of crime 

provention material ~1d information. The final outCOITB listed is coopera

tive interaction between police and community. The immediate objective of 

improved police~comrnunity relations is ~o be achieved through citizen con~ 

tact with officers at block clubs and through conducting premi8e security 

surveys. 
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DFSIRED OOT(XlHE 

. 

IMHEDIATE OBJECTIVE 

HETlDD 'W ACHIEVE 
: OBJECTIVE 
I 

1 DATA 'W HE.l\S'URE 
i ACHIEVB,:E:IT 
: OF OBJEC'l'IVE 

I 

I 
: IDi'l \ofILL 
i IliFORHATION 
: BE 08TAIllED 
! , 
I 

I 'dID I'TILL OBTAIN 

\'lilEN IS 
IHFOID{ATION NEEDED 

CAN DATA 
IBE VERIFIED I AND ID1-T 

I 
1 row i>TILL 
. INFO?~·:.n.TIO~T i BE ANFL Y3ED 

CRITERIA TO 
'W DETE:R!·:nlE 

I ACHIEVEl·':::''':IT' 
OF OBJECTIVE 

HYroTHETICAL 
BARRIEF£ 

REOJ~!!-:BmED 

CHiU:GES 

TABLE 1\ 

PI(OCESS F.VALw\.'rrO:l PLAN 
OJ~ll:umTY ACTION 

OPPORWNITY REDUCTION INQ(EASED AivARENFSS 

THROUGH OF CRINE PRr.'VENTION 

ENVIRONHENTAL DESIGN TECHNIQUFS 

PHYSICAL CHANGES EDUCATION 

- Surveying ne(..rJs - LiteratUre developnent 

- Contracting \·rith City - LiteratUre dissemination 
Rlll - Act as resourCG to 

- Ma~ing changes cor.ur.uni ty 

- Through Block Clubs and 
I'latches 

-II and type of actual - Quantity of literature/ 
changes type 

- money spent - CUlmination of all 

- crime rate in change areal previously mentioned 
- fear of c:dme in change 

1-
methods 

area Level of aw~reness 
before/after .. City Office logs -City Office logs 

- Recent victimization 
survey 

- Each researcher '\'Till be i - Each researcher will be 
responsible for one I responsible for one I neighborhood neighborhood 

A End of Year Rep:lrt - End of Year Report 

- On site visits ,. Check with neighborhood 

- "Before/after" pictures staff 
- Check with city staff 

,. Descriptive statistics - Descriptive statistics 

,. Volume and floi. of - Increased al'rareness 
traffic indicatE> ~ on resident 

,. LOI.or crine ratE'S in survey I in change area ,. 1 people participating 
,. Lo\'re1' fear of crime in in program in the 

_cn.(l!lruLa1:e 3 ._-LiLQQ...ll'ii,abl:orhcods 
,. a:nount of f.'.or.t:y allot- 1- Printir.g deL.l.Ys 

ted doesn't allc\'l ,. Level of functional 
much'change literacy 

,. Bureaucratic "rc:d tapetl - A."rlount of organizing 
,. Late spring that·; in area other than 

CCO 
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CXX)PERA'l'IVE INTERACTIOn 

BETWEEN POLICL AND 

COl-lHUNITY' 

POLICE-CONHUNITY RELATImS 

- Increased police acceS-
sibili ty through Block 
Club meetings 

- Hutual meeti~gs of resi-
dGnts and police 

- Support of police 
delC:lrt;';cnt 

- Residel,t survey 

- If. "criIT,e in progressll 

calls 

- # "suspicious person" 
calls 

.. # poliCe at meetings (in 
nonthr:"at;:,:".ir,:; 8i t~latiqrJ.. 

- Survey - Intervis~·;s 
,. "'C!P" calls and "SP" 

calle: from police 
department (ho"r, under-
tenn:l.ned at this time) 

- Neiahf~~coi lccrs 

- Each n)8E'arCner .. rill be 
responsible for one 
neighborhood 

,. End of Year Rep:lrt 

,. Check v,ri th neighborhood 
staff 

- Police department 

- Descriptive statistics 

- Incre.:l.!lC in perception 
of g~Jod encounter!:: 
with police by 
residents 

- Increa~:e in ItCI?" and 
ffC!.r.1r ,c.:J' 1 ~ 

- Encrus1:!od. attitucios 
and !:ercepticns on 
the I:art of both 
police and re13icionts' 



F. SUHHARY 

In thin process design, the evaluators have adopted an approa.ch which 

Hill monitor activities intended to achieve specific outcomes as "l'Tell as 

be sensitive to any changes introduced during the implementation of the 

project. These specified outcomes are: increased resident involvement, 

target hardening, opportunity reduction through environmental design, 

increased a't'Tareness of crime prevention techniques 1 and cooperative inter

action between police and community, These areas .... Till be examined in each 

of the three neighborhoods using the following tec!uliques and sources: 

observation r intervie"l'Ts, neighborhood office records, questionnaires, his ... 

tory and background sources, The five outcomes considel'ed desirable, plus 

the objectives and activities listed under each, encompass the crime preven~ 

tion strategy used in these demonstrations. Finally, the process model for 

this overall strategy is described in Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4. 
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PART III 

DESIGN FOR IMPACT ASSESSMENT 
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A. INI'RODUCTIQ~tl 

Research projects are rarely run at the convenience of: the evaluators. 

Thus, evaluation requirements are not often a factor in the planning of a 

project. This situation can lead to a number of constraints concerning the 

evaluation, all of which must be handled with the most sound alternatives 

possible~ 

The planning as l>fell as the beginning implementation of this project, 

was executed with little input from evaluators. The eValuation team was 

hired October 1977, and the neighborhood staffs started working July of 

1977 (their training began as early as ffay of the same year). This lack 

of involvement in the early sta.ges of the project is a constraint in it~ 

self, but it also has led, indirectly at times, to other confounding 

elements. 

For instance, the demonstration sites were selected in a non ... random 

manner. Randomization is an essential ingredient for an experimental 

design, 'Nhich is an effective method of finding out hON well a program. 

achieved its goals. The experimental design can, through randomization, 

protect against tlrreats to internal validity (see Part III, section B.) 

l~rhich may cause confusion in analyzing results. A quasi ... experimental de .. 

sign, that is one that does not satisfy the strict requirE'lIlents of an 

e}..'Periment, can be used for this proj ect. The difference between these 

two design types is that the quasi~experimont generally leaves one or 

several of tho possible threats to internal validity uncontrul1cd. 
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The survey instruments tapping victimization and residents' fear of 

crime, also involve constraints. The resident survey Vlas originally de-

signed as a planning aid rather than an eValuation tool. Hence, the res" 

ponses tend to be of an open .. ended nature. The first edition of the survey 

'VIaS administered in the ~villard .. Homewood neighborhood in January of 1976. 

The survey w·as changed before it was administered the second time, in Lowry 

Hill East and Hawthorne, in August of 1976. A few questions ·were deleted 

and specific responses were required instead of keeping the open ... ended for .. 

mat. Besides cutting down the time each interview took, these changes also 

led to an ease in administering the instrument. These changes, however, did 

not include topic changes. For posttest measures on these surveys, idenM 

tical replication is necessary. This means that comparisons of responses 

cannot be made between Hillard .. Home'VTood and the other two neighborhoods on 

the questions which were changed. 

Trial projects, flliLded in the manner this one is, als~ bear a time con .. 

straint. At this point, the CCP demonstration is a one year program. The 

process portion of this evaluation is not likely to be hampered by the time 

allowed. However, crime rates can fluctuate from year to year to such a 

degree that significant changes are unlikely to occur wi thin the time of 

measurement. This statistical reality limits the conclusions which could 

be drawn from only one year's data. 

B. THREATS TO INI'ERNAL VALIDITY 
.1 ...... 

In experimental designs in general, there are a number of alternative 

"confounding" explanations other than the experimental manipulation (or 

treatment) which could account for resQlts in the expected direction. 
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,1',_, Ristou. 

Some event other than the treatment may occur bet~'leen the pretest and 

the posttest which could affect the results. One such example would be an 

auto theft ring or a burglary ring operating in a neighborhood, in which 

the leader of the ring dies of natural causes t leading the membors of the 

group to discontinue operations in that neigl1borhood. This evaluation de~ 

sign will attempt to control for such effects by using both contiguous con ... 

trol areas and noncontiguous control census tracts. PresumablYt the 

dissolution of any such ring would also decrease crime rates in adjacent 

census tracts, thus helping one to avoid the false conclusion that the 

reduction in crime was due to project intervention. Effects, other than 

the ones generated by the project, that are local either to the control Or 

experim.,mtal area can affect the outcome of the si:udy. The eValuation team 

will check other governmental programs in the affected areas carefully for 

any potential impact on crime rates and/or fear of crime. Other purely 

local events will be monitored carefully. 

2. Matur.s.:li2n 

The passage of time alone may be responsible for an effect. In the 

current instance, this 1-10uld undoubtedly take the form of some kind of 

ceiling effect in the (jrime rate statistics, or of a reduction in crime 

throughout society as a whole. For example, suppose the crime rate stays 

about the same in the demonstration neighborhoods throughout the demonstra •• 

tion period. One could conclude that the project had an impact", ... it halted 

the increase in crime. In other ,~ordsr the crime rate 1"ould have been 

greater had there been no program. But this could equally reflect a sort 

of practical limit on how' high crime rates can go. Additionally, even a 

reduction in crime rates Inay not be attributable to the demonstration prow 
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gram, as crime rates may reflect an ongoing historical process. In other 

words, the broader society may be generating conditions which ( ~lsed the 

ups~nng in crimG rates in recent years. These conditions may be changing 

inds·pendent of project interventions. Hence, the crime rates may decrease 

independent of project activities. Again, the use of control tracts should 

help rule out this explanation because these processes ~~uld affect the 

crime rates in the control areas the SaInG way as in the demonstration neigh ... 

borhoods. 

h.._~tin9: 

The administration of the pretest and the posttest could be responsible 

for some of the significant effects produced by the program. Ordinarily, 

the effects of testing tend to confirm the impact of the experimental mani

pulaticlTl. This may happen when tested individuals act to increase their 

knowledge about the points raised in the survey. In this case the pretest 

respondents may have adopted various crime prevention ideas lOne could 

control for this by testing but not manipulating a control group. Then 

the impact of the treatment would be the difference in the posttest results 

not accounted for by the pretest scores. 

However, for several rcasons the situation here is somewhat more compli~ 

cated. First and foremost, both the testing effect and the presence or. the 

demonstration project will tend to increase the percentage of crimes reported. 

Improving the percentage of crimes reported and increasing surveillance by 

residents are goals of the project. 1~us the effects of test sensitization 

will work: against demonstrating program impact on actual crime rates. But 

the pretest questions related to fear of crime and dangerousness of thd area 

may lead respondents to do more "reali ty testing" of their perceptions than 

they otherwise would have done. 
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As can be seen by comparing the crime rates (Tables 7, 8 and 9) with 

fear of crime (Appendix C) there pTobably is an unrealistically high level 

of fear. Pretesting may reduce the fear of crime by alerting respondents 

to test their perceptions against the actual level of crime, Thus, the 

evaluation faces the complex situation where pretesting may work against 

the program goals on reported crime (by increasing the percentage of crimes 

reported), but for them on fear of crime (by le:ssening the fear of crime), 

One can attempt to gauge the possibility of increased crime reporting by 

comparing crime rates found by pretest and posttest surveys with those re ... 

corded by police. Since the pretest survey was not administered in the 

control neighborhoods r the design cannot use the control areas to assess 

the impact of pretesting on fear of crime. 

Tne :1{awthorne effect"1 is a possible threat' as well. This effect is 

much like th8 testing effect. As the neighborhoods became aware that a 

crime prevention program is undenTa3r , attempts to prevent crime or report 

crimes may increase without any specific activities on the part of the 

neighborhood staffs. Although the progra~ms were not formally underNay until 

July of 1977, the neighborhoods may have learned of them months before. 

Also, some organizational activities, such as training the staffs, began 

earli er • Evidence for the presence of the I'Hawthorne effect" will be 

obtained by collecting crime data for the demonstration neighborhoods be~ 

ginning January 1977. 

lUse of the term "Hawthorne effece~ should not be conf-used with the 
Havrthorne demonstration neighborhood, Use of the term is retained because 
of its widespread recognition among the scientific community, 
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Instrumentation 
,Of; ........ a; •• 

'rh·>'.r8 mdY helve been changes in thc in::;trument used to collect the data 

between the pretest and the ];')Qsttest, Thu.3, changes in the vro..y police col ... 

lect crime statistics or way:a in vrhich the survey is administered may be 

responsible for any effect. The evaluation team will interview all tho se 

involved in the collection cmd processing of crime statistics to atte~pt 

to identify any changes in data collection, MOreover, posttest questions 

on the interview schedule will be replicas of the pretest questions . 

.§.', Stat.i.stical l"(egr,essioB, 

This effect is caused by the treatment group's regression or movement 

to the population mean. Statistical regression is a threat to validity 

since this movement to"i'i'a:r:d a lee3 extreme value could be misinterpreted as 

a treatment effect, Regression effects are the result of imperfect corre .. 

lations between pretest and posttest scores, which "may be due to ' error' 

and/or systematic souroes of variance specific to one or the other measure",l 

For example, in any measured characteristic, such as crime rates, there is 

a certain amount of rt:mdom error .. -some people score higher than they should 

on a test because of luck; thus if they are given another test later on the 

same material they probably will score lower. The opposite is true of those 

persons who score higher the next time they take the test. Also, unknown 

factors can affect scores from testing period to testing period systemati .. 

cally. Or, in the context of this project, within a neighborhood, proba-

bilities of crime may vary from time to time due to unknown systematic 

factors. The effects of these factors also can result in the treatment 

group's regression to a mean level. 

l Donald T. Campbell and Julian C. Stanley, Experimenta1 a.rtd Quasi
E?5PeriI't\ental Des~.ID:l§ for Research (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1963) I page 11. 
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It may appear that statistical regression can occur only in the case 

where individual scores are the unit of analysis, and, hence, may be a prob .. 

lem only in the analyses "'hich use individuals or opportunity as the basic 

unit. However, tests fOT the threats of statistical regression often are 

applied to aggregate sample scores (e.g., group means). In the present 

case, neighborhoods are sometimes the unit of analysis. Crime rates are 

aggregate scores for residences in each neighborhood. 

that: 

Campbell and Stanley, in their book dealing with research designs state 

"Regression effects are thus inevitable accompaniments of impsr .. 
fect test-retest correlation for groups s~lec~d FO~ theit 
5:,xtrerr4.tz.. They are not 1 however, necessary concomitants of 
extreme scores ",herever encountered."l 

In the case at hand, those census tracts vdth extremely high crime rates 

(high relative to the rest of the tracts) may be so extreme because of ran .. 

dam error 1'1hich will not ",ork in the same direction the next time crime is 

measured. Thus, if the demonstration tracts were the most e:lCtreme at time 

one, their rruiking would probably decrease as a result of this random error 

"<lorking in a different way at time two, The best control for this is to 

avoid extremes, and in fact the deffionstration neighbor}:ioods are not in the 

upper ten percent of census tracts in crimes per opportUnity, although they 

have high frequencies of crime. The Willard",Homt:lv.,rood crime rate is just 

slightly higher thru1 the city average, and Lowry Hill Ea.st is only in the 

top of quartile. 2 It might also be noted that the crime rate in each neigh-

borhood, fluctuates from yoar to year 1 as well as city wide. Since the data 

lIbido 

2 
From data gen(~rated for ~n_tlinn~apo:L.i§.t Mew 1977 
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boing used are only from fiscal year 1975 (July 1, 1974 to June 3D, 1975), 

it cannot be assu.'U8d that the c.,..) 'tie rate for cdch neigl-borhood is indicative 

of its average rate. A search tv .• : information on additional years has begun 

and will be taken into consideration in the final analy~is. If the evidence 

concludes that the neighborhoods are consistently high in crime rates, though 

not in the upper ten percent (i.e., ~xtreme), then the likelihood of statis

tical regression is not great. If, however, only the pretest score is high, 

then one might expect a decline from tItis extreme for the posttest. ffiadi

tionally I the analysis of the crime data ~rill be affected by the amount of 

random error in crime report statistics, but the evidence is insufficient 

to support conjectures whether regression to the mean will produce results 

in favor of the demonstration project. 

9. _ Se;l,.ec:tion 

Biases may result ftom differential selection of respondents. This is 

particularly serious here, as the usual procedure is to assign cases to the 

experimental and control groups randomly. In this project, the neighborhoods 

were sl~lected as demonstrations because they exhibited certain characterL~ .. 

tiC1s. In particular, they had to have a crime problem and some active or .. 

ganizations in the neighborhood to serve a~ the fulcrum for the demonstration 

project. 'rhus, even though the control areas are close matches of the de

monstration neighborhoods in most respects, they undoubtedly differ in terms 

of organizational activity and other characteristics. Beyond the neighbor" 

hoodwide considerations, there is an additional selection problem because 

some strategies for reducing crime will be implemented in parts of the 

neighborhoods rather than throughout whole neighborhoods. For example, not 

all alleys can be improved because of financi al constraints I so the selection 

of alleys may result in important biases. Those blocks with the most active, 

48 

.. _..;..-.--------



involved and concerned citizens probably ,.nll obtain most of the physical 

improvements to be made in the neighborhoods and create further problems 

of selection bias. 

7 . Emerime!1tal~]t>Etali tv.. 

This bias may be introduced if particular types of individuals move 

out of the demonstration neighborhoods. TIlis results in a selection artia 

fact, since the residents would then be composed of different types of pera 

sons at posttest than at pretest. This is ano~her serious prorlem as the 

residential mobility Over a five year period equals 78 percent in Lovay Hill 

East r 59 percent in Hawthorne, and 69 percent in Willarcl. .. ,Homewood. 1 A way 

to check for this is to compare the posttest samples with the pretest sample~ 

on background characteristics, such as age, marital status, education, occu

pation, number of children t family income l sex, and race( all of which were 

recorded during the pretest interviews. Fdditionally, length of residence 

can be used as a control. If one cannot reject the null hypothesis that 

both pretest and posttest samples came from the same population, the evalu .. 

ation team will conclude that mortality effects were negligible. Otherwise, 

comparisons can be made between responses of longer term and more recent 

residents concerning fear of crime. These comparisons should be helpful 

where residential mobility is high. 

!L..- Interas."tJ..on ~"i!:h Selection 

Many of the foregoing threats to internal 'lalidi t.-y can interact with 

selection to produce changes that might spuriously appear as treatment 
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effects. For example, selection-maturation interaction can result when 

experimental groups arc composed of different kinds of persons maturing 
1 

at different spaeds. 

9, Diffusion or Irrri tation of th f 3 Treatmen.t. 

Residents in the control areas might learn about what is occurring in 

the demonstration neighborhoods and adopt some of the techniques, thereby 

invalidating their status as a control group. The ev-aluation team can 

check for this possibility by identifying and briefly interviewing know-

ledgedble persons in the control areas. 

There is a possibility Minneapolis 'will adopt a citywide coromu.ni ty 

crime prevention program. Such a citywide program would complicate evalua-

tion of the three neighborhoods if it were enacted before completion of the 

demonstration project. However, this evaluation design will be appropriate 

tmless the citywide crime prevention techniques are introduced during the 

first months of 1978. In fact, a citywide project could be evaluated using 

many of the ideas and methods described in this design. MOdifications, such 

as time series analysis, could be incorporated into an evaluation of a city-

wide crime prevention project. 

1.0.- . ~sElacement of Crime 

Although the program may reduce crime in the demonstration neighborhoods, 

it may have no impact on the crime rate in the city because crime in these 

areas may simply diffuse to contiguous areas. Displacement of crime will 

1Thomas D. Cook and Donald T. Campbell, "The Design and Conduct of Quasi .. 
Experiments and True Experiments in Field Settings", in Marvin D. Dunnette, 
(ed.) gandbook !Jf Industrial artd Or£I.anizational Psychology, (New York: Rand 
McNally, 1976), page 227. 
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be checked by including both a contiguous and a noncontiguous cont;('ol for 

each demonstration area. It has been shown elsewhere that w.Qst crimes are 

1 
commi tted within a mile of the offender's home, Consequently r the analysis 

will assume that any displacement effects will show up in the contiguous 

control area but not in the noncontiguous control. A displacement effect 

could sno\1 up as a reduction in crime ill. the demonstration neighborhood, an 

increase in the contiguous control area, and little or no change in the non~ 

contiguous control. 

The city government or other groups might feel that to be fair, the 

control area '\,10uld have tr be upgraded as well as the demonstration a:rea. 

If compensatory programs are developed, the control area would not be a 

true control area. Compensatory equalization will be checked by interviei'Ts 

with knm'lledgeable neighborhood observers as 1'rell as i"nth city official.s. 

If the control area residents knew they were assigned to a control grouPt 

they might be lnotivat~d to meet some of the project's goals despite their 

control group status, This is lm1ikely to occur in the current context be~ 

cause it is unlikely any residents 11ill know of their conh"ol status, 

If this evaluation were merely to measure crime rates and fear of crime 

before the intervention process in the demonstration neighborhoods, and then 

measure them after the intervention had been implemented, then any of· these 

lCrim'? . In }fi.nn8anolis, }fay 1977 I chapter 5, page 86;. chapter 6 J' page ....... ~.;.;;.,____ ", •• a:-•• ~_ 

112; chapter 11, page 212. 
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alternativo explanations could account for a reduction in crime and fear of 

criroe. Tho evaluation team could conclude that the intervention reduced 

crime, but its chances of being vlrong would be great indeed. \.-1hat is needed 

in order to reduce the likelihood of these confounding alternative explana

tions is a series of control tracts which are as equivalent as possible to 

the demonstration neighborhoods. These control areas should be similar to 

the demonstration neighborhoods in crime rates and in demographic character

istics/ and they should experience no comparable intervention w"hich directly 

or indirectly influences the crime rate or the fear of crime. Table 5 pre

sents the basic design which is labeled a Ilserni-equivalent control grouPI 

quasi .. experimental design," It is not an equivalent group design or a truly 

experimental design, because the profiles of the demonstration neighborhoods l 

while being close 1-rill not perfectly match those of the control groups. Per .. 

feet matching requires rfuLdornly assigning neighborhoods to treatment and con

trol conditions. 

TABLE 5 

SCHS~ll\.TIC REP~ESS!Jl'ATION OF CONi'ROL Group DESIGN 

N"!iahborhood E!£~ Intervl?ntion Posttest 

inll ard-Homewood yes yes yes 

Control yes np yes 

Lowry Hill East yes yes yes 

Control yes no yes 

Hawthorne yes yes yes 

Control yes no yes 
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· Co. SELECTION OF C01'll'ROL NEIGHBORHOODS 

The three demonstration neighborhoods include l'lillardaHomewood 

(complete census tracts 27, 28, 32 and parts of tracts 20, 21)r Hawthorne 

(tract 22 and part of tract 23) I and Lowry Hill East (tract 67 with POl' .. 

tions of 68 T 70 and 77), Since these neighborhoods correspt;)nd generally 

with census tracts (noted above), the evaluation employs census tracts as 

the illlit of analysis for selecting controls. In order to determine which 

census tracts provide the best matches, both on crime statistics and on 

demographic characteristics, a cluster analysis was performed on census 

tracts in Minneapolis. The cluster analysis program creates a distance 

score for each pair of census tracts (s~lared Euclidean distance is used 

here), based on the distances between them on all nineteen variables listed 

in Table 6. Then the program groups the census tracts into clusters of 

tracts which share similar profiles on the ni :'1ateen variables. On the 

basis of this cluster analysis, the evaluation team was able to identify 

those tracts most similar to the demonstration neighborhoods in both re~ 

corded crime rates and demographic characterist:i.cs. One noncontiguous 

control tract was selected for each neighborhood to test for the impact of 

history and other confounding factors. An area within approximately one 

half rni~~ surrounding each of the experimental tracts will serve as the 

contiguous control area to check for the displacement of crime. 

The candidat~s for each noncontiguous control were reduced to a small 

set through the use of hierarchical cluster analysis. Eight crime rates 

ffild statistics representing eleven demographic characteristics were used 

as vari abIes in the analysis. The crime rates ivere based on major crimes 

reported between July 1 ( 1974, and June 30, 1975,. and were cOlnputcd on the 
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hasis of target opportunity. 1 The demographic statistics, ta.1:::en from the 

1970 Census/ were also selected to reprE:oent criteria used in sGlecting the 

demonstration neighborhoods. (See Table 6, which lists the nineteen variN 

abIes used in the cluster analysis.) l~e two sets of variables proved to 

he statistically related{ but in highly complexw·ays. Of the 171 unique 

product .. moment correlations, only 10 exceeded 0.8. Principlewaxis factor 

analysis extracted five factor~ using the Kaiser criterion. Furthermore, 

five canonical variates si~1ificant at the 0.005 level were extracted. All 

of this evidence indicates a highly complex and non~redundant relationship 

among the variables, making them ideal for use in a cluster analysis. 

TABLE 6 

VARIABLES USSD TO CLU3TER.CE~SUS TRACTSa 

Dew~graphic Statistics (From Census, 1970) 

1. Percentage Residents Stable 1965-1970 (15% sample) 
2. Percentage Housing Units Occupied 
3. Percentage Huusing Units ~iner Occupied 
4. Percentage l'illite 
5. ¥.ean Fa:nily and Unrelated Individual Income (20'1, sa.rr;;>le) 
6. Percentage Residents Over 64 Years Old 
7. Percentage Residents Bct'"een 10.17 Years Old 
8. Population D.msity (Per Acre) 
9. Percentage of Residential Structures Built 

Between 1965-1968 (20% sample) 
10. Percentage of Occupied Uni ts Husbandwvlife Family 
11. Total Population 

Crime Rate Statistics (From Police Records) 

1. Residential Burglary Per 1000 Residential Units 
2. Commercial Burglary Per 1000 Cor.unorcial Units 
3. Commercial Robbery Per 1000 Comm~rcial Units 
4. St.reet Robbery Per 1000 Residents 
5. Assaults Per 1000 Residents 
6. Sexual Offenses Per 1000 Female Residents 
7. Vandalism Per 1000 Structures (25% sample) 
8. Auto Thefts Per 1000 Registered Vehicles (20% sample) 

aBased on a 100 percent sample unless indicated otheD1ise. 

lCrime In Minneapolis, May 1977. 
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The selection of noncontiguous control tracts ",as performed in the 

following Gteps: 

1) Contiguous tracts (15,16,20,21,23,29,33,34,41,55, 
56 , 66, 68, 70 z 77) I,rere excluded from the analysis since they arc not ca.n~ 
didates for noncontiguous control tracts. 

2) I(ai.·T data for tracts 27, 28 and 32 w'ere aggregated, a..l1d 
rates and percentag'3s vrere computed for those tracts as a unit I and for 
the 109 rCllLaining tracts individually. 

3) All variables were standardized using ~scoring. 

4) Illerarchical clustel~ng was performed using the Ward 
minimumuvariance method. 1 

5) Tracts which had the tightest clustering in comparison with 
demonstration neighborhoods were selected. All nineteen variables were 
listed on these candidate tracts. 

6) Candidate tracts were ranked by assigning a given tract 
one point for each variable on 1'lhich its value is closest to the neighbor .. 
hood under study. The tract with the highest total points would be most 
like the demonstration tract. 

It became apparent through inspection that there were problems using these 

six steps exclusively. For instance f some tracts, 'I'1hioh ranked highJ.y with 

experimental tracks, had such low popUlations that comparisons 'VTould have 

been difficult. Other candidate tracts had no commercial areas within them, 

while two of the experimental tracts have at least one major commercial 

strip. In the case of Lowry Hill East, it was difficult to find a tract 

that had similar types of housing units of comparable proportions (the num .. 

be~ of mUltiple family dwellings is extremely high in this neighborhood), 

The imperfect match of a demonstration neighborhood with a control tract is 

accounted for in part because the cluster analysis weighs all nineteen 

variables equru.ly. So, as a seventh step in choosing a noncontiguous 

,-----------------------
lThe algorithm used was the stored .. data approach (MANAGE I PROCl) pub .. 

lished. in Nlchael R. Anderberg, Cluster Ani:tl'y"~.is .1.2£ !}pplications, (New York: 
Academy Press, 1973). The algorithm is implemented as a part of the CLUSTER 
package adapted for tho University of Ninnesota by Jeffrey H. Loesch. 
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control tract, an informal system of w'eighting was used as follovlS! 

7) Informal system of '-leighting 
a. existence of a commercial strip required 
b. propinqui. ty .. should be beyond one half mile of 

demonstration site 
c. site inspection (similar percentage of apartments, 

number of abandoned homes, etc.) 
d. similar level of density 
e. similar size population (with an added requirement 

of a minimum level of population about 2,500). 

One criticism of community crime prevention projects is that crime is 

not actually reduced but rather it is displaced to an area outside the pro~, 

ject. To test for this criticismr the area within a half~mile radius of 

each demonstration neighborhood has been designated as a contigtlouS control 

area. (Willard .. Homewood is flanked by Theodore Wirth Park on the west, 

which is approximately a half mile in width. This will serve as the con .. 

tiguous control area for that side of the neighborhood. Crimes that are 

committed there will be recorded.) The number and type of offenses will be 

tallied, as well as the location of their occurrence for these contiguous 

control areas. The Cri.mEt_!ll..¥ip..'t1e~20;Lil report showed that most crimes 

are committed within one mile of the offender's home. HovTever, limited 

eValuation resou~ces prevent collection of that qu&~tity of data. Figure 

3 presents the demonstration neighborhoods, as well as the contiguous con~ 

trol areas \'Ihere displacement of crime will be checked. 

1. Hai:V=...h0~J;tt'§! (:!:!lJ..£!:. ~2"1 

Using the criteria explained above, census tract 24 (east of Hawthorne) 

was selected as the noncontiguous control tract. Five trac·t;b c1ustcdng 

closest to Hawthorne were considered. Tract 18 was the only tract that 

l Cr:i.me In HilU1eapolis t Nay 19'77 I (soc [ootnot(;' on page 51). 
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soored. higher in the ranking than tract 24 (only by one point) I but 1.8 fell 

:;,1 in th .. i,'l~iqhting priori tiG~1. Tract 18 has no substantial 

commorcia1 strip and its density and population are less comparable than 

that of tract 24. So tract 24 is considered to be the best noncontiguous 

control tract for the Hm.,1:horne neighborhood. Tob1e 7 gives the demographic 

and crime statistics for Ha~~horne and its selected control tract. 

TliBLE 7 

D:::mGRAPHIC A::n C:<:I;·::;: srATISTICS 
Or' HPL';'I'mrm:: ,'i::n S~::L::::::':::!) oo:;r;;:;:oL 'l'RJl.CTa 

De:r.ogrilphio Stiltistios (From Census, 1970) 

1, Percentagsc Stehle 
2. Perccn~i.1ge Ocoupied 
3. Pcrcentilge o.,ner Occupied 
4. Percentage Hhite 
5 , }~an Inoome 
6. Perc.1ntilge Over 64 Years 
7. Percentage 10-17 Years 
8. Population I)..:msity 
9. Percentage of Residenti&1 

Structures Built Between 
1965-1968 

10. Peroenta~e of Occupied Units 
Husband-Hifc Fillllily 

11. Total Population 

Crime Rate Statistics (From Polioe Reoords) 

1. Residential Burglary 
2. Co~ercial Burglary 
3. Commercial Robbery 
4. Street Robbery 
5. Assaults 
6. Sexual Offenses 
7. Vandalism 
8. lluto Theft 

Hawthorne 
(traer: 22) 

41.2 
96.6 
35.7 
99.5 

$7539 
11.9 
15.0 
37.4 

1.8 

51.2 
3432 

112.9 
414.3 

42.9 
5.8 
4.9 
1.1 

23.3 
30.2 

H:mcontiguous 
Control 

(tract 24) 

55.4 
95.2 
39.8 

100.0 
$7774 

15.6 
12.0 
29.6 

7.6 

52.6 
3023 

51.9 
402.8 
41.7 
1.3 
1.3 
0.6 

23.8 
6.6 

~efer to Table 6 for complete variable name and the peroent for the 
sc:mple used. 
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Census tract 109 was chosen to be most cOlnparable according to the 

listed criteria. Six tracts were considered due to their close olustering 

to the Willard-Homewood tracts. ~10 tracts were dropped from these six 

due to popula.tions below the minirmun. Since the minimum population is 

2,500 for control traots and Willard .. Homewood has a combined population 

of over 8,000, one other tract was eliminated due to it's low population 

(tract 42, population = 2,995). Of the remaining 3 tracts, 109 and 94 

ranked highest considering all criteria. Both of these tracts are divided 

by Interstate 35W. HO'\1rever T tract 94, due to its smaller size and tho 

location of 351{ within it, (this highway divides it in half, leaving a 

severely disrupted area), 'I1aS passed over in favor of 109. Tract 109 

has a considerable portion remaining beyond the bisection of 3511]", and 

also 1.,ras the closest to vlillard .. Homewood in population. Table 8 gives the 

demographic and crime statistics for the W1l1ard ... Homewood area and its 

selected noncontiguous control tract. 

-----~------

i The demonstration neighborhood is actually comprised of 27, 28 and 32., 
wi th portions of tracts 20, 21. The evaluators have selected the noncontig ... 
nous control for lfnlard~Hommv()od by aggregating the crime and demographic 
data for tracts 27, 28 and 32. Tracts 20 and 21 were excluded because the 
data for the 11 demogravhic variables, were not available at tho block 
level. The evaluators will monitor the crime reports originating from 
these blO tracts ho,,.-ever, The team will be alert for anything occurring 
in tracts 20 and 21 I'.hich could di ntort the evaluation. 

Am::rregating th~ crimo and demographic data, for tracts '1/ t 28 and 32 
is justHicd because they are as close in stiltistical profilca as any tracts 
in the city of Hirm.eapolis. 
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TABLE 8 

DE~DG?"!"l!rJ:c jl .. ~:n C;I' r~·:·~ :'fi':~'rI:,vrrC::i 
FDR ' .. ;IT.!'.l1~~.:::'''.)) ;:,::) ;"; '~.;'::J ,.,~?:";;:.r. T'?~"CTa 

D:>mogl"l?hic 3tatistic;3 (From Census, 1970) 

1. Pct'e,mtage Stable 
2. P0rccntugo Occupied 
3. Pcrccnt,lge Olm':lr Occupied 
4. Percentdge h'hito 
S. }!:;,m IncoIr,e 
6. Pcrc0ntdgc Over 64 Years 
7. Percentage 10-17 
8. Population lNnsi ty 
9. Perc8ntage of I(",ddential 

Structures Built Between 
Hl65M1968 

10. Percentage of Occupied Units 
Husband-~'Tife Furnily 

11. Totdl Population 

Crime Rato Statistics (From Police Records) 

1. 
2. 
3. 

Resid,mtial L'urglary 
C<)mI'F~rcial Burglary 
Commercial RobbelY 
Stroot Robbery 
Assaults 

6, Sexual Offences 
7. Va.ndaJ.iGm 

Auto 'rheft 8. 

ifillard
fb:nc'Ilood 

(Tr.1,~t:, ":7,::'l,32l 

30.6 
93.5 
57.'1 
53.9 

$7736 
7.6 

13.9 
27.8 

1 ;7 

56.1 
8.5'68 

102.8 
428.6 
125.0 

4.8 
2.9 
1.3 

10.7 
20.1 

Noncontiguou:3 
Control 

(Tract 109) 

56.1 
97.9 
82.6 
64.4 

$8515 
17.3 
14.0 
23.0 

o 

63.7 
5321 

52.3 
181.8 
106.1 

3.6 
3.0 
0.7 
9.8 

10.4 

~efcr to Table 6 for cOl\1plete variable name and. the peroent of the sample 
used. 

3. _LowrX HilJ East (tract 67 ). 

Census tract 93 was selected in preference to the two other tracts 

(72 and 92) which clustered close to Lowry Hill East. This demonstration 

neighborhood is bordered on the west and east side by Hennepin Avenue and 

Lyndale Avenue, which are both ccmrnercial strips. Tract 92 did not have a 

comparable commercial area and tract 72 does not have a significant com~ 

mercial strip. The noncontiguous control tract (93), however, has two 

corrunercial strips, parts of Lyndale Avenue and Nicollet Avenue. 

Also in Lowry lull East, 48 percent of the housing units are in buil-

d:'!'1g's compos::pc1 of 10 or mo,,:,s units. In tract 72, only 6 percent are in 
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buildings of 10 or more units, wlule 33 percent are in tract 93. Few tracts 

in MiImeapolis are as dense as Lowry Hill East, Tract 92 is bordered on the 

w~st side by Lake Calhoun, where the mean fa'1lily and unrelated individual 

income is over $2,000 higher than in Lowry Hill East. Table 9 displays the 

values for each of the nineteen variables fDr the two comparable tracts. 

The commercial burglary rate for Lowry Hill East is somewhat misleading 

because the demonstration area includes Lyndale Avenue which is not in 

tract 67. This is another reason tract 93 was selected as a control tract 

for Lowry Hill East, it has a higher cornm~rcial burglary rate. l\}hen 

Lyndale1 s burglary rate fo:.. commercial establisJ:unonts is added to tract 

67 , the rates may be comparable. 

TABLE 9 

~-----------------------------------------------

Demographic Statistics (From Census, 1970) 

1, Percentage Stable 
2. Perccntago Occupied 
3. Fercentasp O,:ner Occupied 
4. Percentd~N 1',1lite 
5. 'Hean 1noo::;o 
6. PercentaGe Over 64 rears 
7. PercentaJ~ 10~17 Years 
8. Population D~t\sity 
9. Percentage of Residential 

Str1.lctut'oti Built B::;t~leen 
1965N1968 

10. Percontag~ o'f Occupi,::-d Units 
Hul;band~i'!ife Family 

20. Total Population 

Crime Rate Statis~ics {From Police Records} 

1. Reaident:i.al Eurglary 
2. Com:ncrci al fr..trclary 
3. Corrmercial !cubbcn;y 
4. Street R~bb~17' 
5. Assaults 
6. Sexual Offenses 
7. Vand3.lism 
8. Au'l:o Theft: 

LoWlY Hill 
East 

.£1l:9~t 67 ). 

22.9 
96.7 
14.l 
98.9 

$5896 
10.3 

6.0 
63.8 

12.6 

32.7 
5729 

63.8 
:t20.0 
70.0 

:>..B 
2.4 
2.1 
4.2 

20.6 

-
tbnoontiguou:;3 

Control 
(Trilct 93) 

48.7 
98.1 
37.1 
99.2 

$6935 
17.0 
1¥.0 
37.6 

S.7 

42.2 
4043 

41.9 
220.6 
58.8 

2.0 
0.7 

0 
4.9 
6.6 

ORe fer to Table 0 fOl" co!\!plete val.'!al,i.l.e ntllU>:i and. th-:l percent of the 
sa.'lPle US(,J. 

~--------------.----------------.. ----------------------------------~ 
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Figure 4 presents the df?mOnstration neighborhoods and their respective 

noncontiguous control tracts. 

The overall goals of the demonstration project are to reduce crime 

and the fe~ of crime in the demonstratlOn neighborhoods. The dependent 

variables are thus crime rates and degree of psychological fear of crime. 

Both of these variables have been measured before the implementation of 

the demonstration program. The crime rates have been measured by coding 

the Minneapolis Police Department" s cr:: me reports. Eight crime rates were 

measured during 1974M75 in all 127 census tracts. To determine the impact 

of the den~nstration program on crime rates, these data must be updated by 

coding crime reports for the demonstration tracts r noncontiguous control 

tracts and for the contiguous control area. All coders received the same 

training that the pretest coders received, and the data is being coded 

using the same rules and procedures. Crime reports for the areas concerned 

will be coded for all of 1977 through May 1978. 

Since there could be considerable error in crime reports, the evalua .. 

tion b~am proposes to use a measure of crime rates derived from the demon

Gtration neighborhood suxveys. The survey questions will be asked again 

on the posttest survey to see whether or not crime rates on both police 

reports and on the survey responses are affected by the demonstration pro. 

ject. The pretest responses by the demonstration area respondents to ten 

victimization and crime reporting questions are presented in Table 10. 

This information ccn be used in conjunction with the posttest results to 

see whether or not the crime reporting rate is affected by the project as 
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w'ell. One of the goals of the demonstration proj ects is to improve crime 

reporting, yet a change in crime report levels can confound the analysis 

of the impact of the programs (recall the earlier discussion.on the effects 

of testing on internal validity). The eValuation team will attempt to 

measure this change and adjust the analysis to take this change into account. 

The crime reporting r ate can be estirnat ad in two i'lays. First I of those 

survey respondents who claim to have been victirnized t the proportion 'I'Tho 

claim to have reported that victimization can be computed. Second, the 

victimization rates from the questionnaire can be compared to the rates 

from police crime reports in Tables 7, 8 and 9. For exa~le, the residen~ 

tial burglary rate in Lowry Hill East is 6.4 percent (from Table 9) 'I'lhen 

measured using orime reports, but 15 percent wh~n estimated from the strrvey 

sample (from Table 10). 

Both these comparisons are tricky and fraught 'I'lith dcmgor. First .. 

people are likely to overestimate crime reporting in an interview s:l.. tuation 

simply because it may seem inconsistent for respondents to tell an inter .. 

viewer that they were victimized yet did not report it. Also, the ~~rvey 

questions ask whether someone either broke into or tried to break into their 

home I whereas bttrglary rates do not a1 w'ays include both aspects. The 

officer handling an attempted burglary can either categorize it as a bur.., 

glary with the stipulation that it was not perpetrate.d t or as damage to 

property if damage ''las done in the atte.'llpt. Despite this slight discre'" 

pancy r these comparisons will be made, particularly to determine if there 

has been a ~ in these figures in the posttest data. 
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TABLE 10 

vrCl'IMIZA'ITON AND REPORTING RATEB mOl{ NEIGHBmHOOD Sffi?VEysa 

1. Pocket picked/purse snatched 
in this neighborhood 

2. Rob or try to rob you in this 
neighborhood 

3. Attack or try to attack you 
in this neigliliorhood 

4. Steal things from inside your 
car or truck when parked in 
this neighborhood 

5. Break into or try to break into 
your home/apartment, garage, or 
other building on your property 

6. Steal or try to steal anything 
outside your home 

7. Steal or try to steal your car 

8. Steal part of car (battery, etc.) 

9. Vandalize or try to vandalize 
your car 

10. Vandalize or try to vandalize 
your property 

aFor exact question \'lording see the 
questionnaire. 

Hawthorne (N = 94) Lowry Hill East (N = 116) Hillard-Homel-lood (N = 16~) 

" 
'70 Victimized '70 Reported .1e ... Yi::;timized '70 Renorted '70 Victimized '70 Report.:£ . 

0'70 1 '70 1% 

2 2 1 o 1 o 

5 2 4 1 4 o 

4 :3 4 7 5 

15 10 15 9 20 8 

14 6 16 8 14 :3 

3 2 1 1 :3 2 

9 6 9 :3 11 4 

15 6 5 2 7 2 

7 3 2 10 3 
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Psychological fear of crime ''fas mea~:mred on 'the pretest survey con

ducted in Hi.11ard-IIomC'i·100d, Lmrry HiD. Ea::t 1 a.nd Hawthorne. The queGtionn 

included in the survey a.re listed in JIppendix C along \'fi th the responses for 

tho residents in these three ndghborhoods. These data provide the baseline 

aga.in~"": which changes in fear of crime may be gauged. For example; 30 per~ 

cent of Ha~-rl:horne, 38 p8rcent of Lo'\'rry Hill and 22 percent of Willard

Homewood respondentn believe thctt crime increased in their neighborhoods 

during the past year. Likewise, 17 percent of the respondents in all three 

neiglborhoods felt the neighborhood was dangerous enough to think seriously 

about moving. If the d~nonstration program is successful, one ought to ob

serve a noted decrease in these percentages. Additionally I the estimates 

of the likelihood of various crimes occurring (question 3 in ~Dn~ndix C) 

ought to be reduced if the program is effective in n:ducing crime and fear 

of crime. As can be seen from a comparison of Appendix C vrith Tables 7, 8 

and 9, most residents overoa 8stirnate the probability that they will be vic

timized by various crimes. For example, in Lo'\'lrY Hill East, about six 

percent of the residences were burglarized in one year, yet 39 percent of 

the respondents felt there was a 50~50 or better chance they would be burN 

glarized when no one is at home. One goal of the proj ect is presumably to 

bring psychological perceptions around to a more realistic estimate of the 

chances of victimization. 

Another series of questions on the pretest questionnaire deal with 

whether or not certain situations are dangerous (Appendix C, part 4, lists 

28 such 8i tuations) • vJhile much of the information is redundant and some 

of it shows so little fear that reduction of fear is unlikel¥ all questions 

will be replicated on the posttest. For example, 97 percent and 98 per

cent of the respondents in Hawthorne and Lo'\'lrY Hill East feel i.t is safe 
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to 1<Talk with someone in the neighborhood during the day. Even if thi s 

should increase to 100 percent in the posttest sample, the increase may 

not be very interesting. However f there always is a po ssib:i.li ty of a 

decrease in the percentages, so that it is important that these questions, 

along with all the others, be repeated in the posttest questionnaire!, in 

order to check for any changes. 

The questions administered to samples from the neighborhoods we:.:"e 

identical in Lowry Hill East and Ha\rthorne, but there were some differences 

in question vlording in 1·lillard .. Homewood. All of the questions in Appendix 

C were identical with the exception of the series of questions under part :1. 

Whereas the Lowry Hill East and Ha\rthorne residents 'Vmre merely asked 

1<Thether or not each situati:m I'Tas dangerous i the vJillard .. fIomevlOod respon~ 

dents were asked to rate the degree of danger for' each situation, from 0 

(no dange::,,) to 10 (very dangerous). All responses from 0 .. 5 were considered 

as not dangercus aJ.1.d from 6 ... 10 as dangerous. The assumption was that since 

5 is the midpoint~ it can be aSS1uued to represent a neutral response (hence, 

not dangerous). Clearly I this assumption is open to question, but any other 

(arbitrary) deoision is equally (or more) open to problems. If anything l 

this procedure probably underestimates the degree of danger perceived by 

respondents, as evidenced by comparing 11illard",Home\\'Ood with the other two 

neighborhoods on que~tions e f g, s and aa under part 4. For purposes of 

evaluating the impact of the demonstration in \1illard .. Homew·ood-, thS! posttest 

questioTL~aire will repeat the pretest fonnat on these questions, again 

asking respondents to rate each from 0 ... 10. Then a simple difference bet"t<Teen 

mean scores i<Tould be the appropriate analysis proceduro. Unfortunately ( 

this means that no comparisons can be melde on these questions between 

ntOligliliorhoocis. 
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This design proposes to analyze the impact of the demonstration pro-

jects on the eight crime rates listed in Table 6 and on citizens~ fear of 

crime. Since the crime rates are opportunity rates, the unit of analysis 

in each case is the opportunity. This includes residential units for resi-

dential bur~lary, commercial units for commercial burgla~ and commercial 

robbe~, residents for street robbe~ ruld assaults, female residents for 

sexual offenses, total stl~ctures for vruldru.ism, and registered veh~cles 

for auto thefts. For as many of these crimes as possible, the evaluation 

team needs to delineate each opportunity and to calculate a pretest score 

which is the number of times that opportunity ,-Tas taken in the year pre", 

ceding the intervention. For example, a list of all residential units in 

the neighborhood and the number of times each unit was burglarized during 

that year is needed. Then the evaluation requires a posttest score for 

each unit, consisting of the number of times that unit was burglarized 

during the year following (or during) the demonstration project. 

Two types of analyses will be conducted with crime data. First, for 

every crime that one can disaggregate to opportUnities as units of analysis, 

the evaluation team will be able to perform an analysis of covariance to 

test impact on crime. Second, for crimes which cannot be disaggregated, a 

difference of proportions test will be employed. Finally, the analysis of 

survey data on fear of crime will use a difference of proportions test also. 

1. Analysis of Crime Data ..... Analysi s of Covariance ,-..... ~-........... ... .- .. ~ ._---

Analysis of covariance relates an interval and a nominal scale variable, 

controlling for an interval scale variable. That is, analysis of covariance 

relates posttest crime scores to neighborhood, controlling for pretest crime 
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scores. For example: 

2S. = Pretest score on crime for each opportunity; 

X2 = Posttest score on crime for each opportunitYr 
. 

A = Neighborhood (~ = demonstration; A2 = control; AS = contiguous). 

Then using analysis of covariance, one estimates the sum of squares in X
2 

unexplained by 2S. but explained by Ai and the stun of squares in X
2 

unex ... 

plained by both 2S. all.d A. The appropriate F ratio is obtained by dividing' 

the fOllUer sum of squaresr corrected by its degrees of freedom, by the 

latter (Le' r neigl1borhoods) T corrected. A significant F ratio will tell 

us that the individuals or opportunities in the neighborhoods differ in 

their posttest crim~ rates even after controlling statisticculy for their 

pretest crime rates (this is necessary because although the noncontiguous 

control a~d contiguous areas are very similar to the demonstration neigrilior~ 

hoods, there are notable differences). Since the N's (the number of op~ 

portuni ties) will generally be large, effects that are present will pro-

bably be statistically significant. In order to measure the magnitude of 

these effects 1 the intraclass correlation ought to be computed betw·een 

X2 and At controlling for Xi. In all likelihood, even if the effects ere 

significant, they "nIl not result in impressively high intraclass correIa .. 

tion coefficients 6 sinply because there are so many sources of error in 

the data and b,S!cuuse the· posttest data will probably be collected wi thin 

the next year or so when the program impact may just be begilming to be 

measurable at that time. Therefore, even if the corr(~lations are small, 

they should be taken seriously if they are statistically significant and 

in the predicted direction. 

The specific' hypothesis is not just that thG neighborhoods will dif~ 

fer r but that tho demonstration neighborhoods i.nll eil.'Perienoe significantly 
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10i'TfSlr posttcst crime than the respective control areas. The evaluation team 

furi.:her (')~!i::cts tID contiguous control area to have significantly higher 

posttest crime than the demonstration neighborhoods because of the displace-

ment effect. These specific hypotheses can be checked by examining the 

acausted m0an opportunity scores on X2 for each neighborhood, if there is 

all 0 'Of 0 tF to 1 an over Slgnl-lcan ra 10, In other words, the unit for analysis of 

covariance is the opportunity, but knmrledge of which areas are changing in 

w'hat ways requires an inspection of adjusted mean scores. 

Tables 11 and 12 provide guidelines for interpreting these mean post .. 

test scores and for assessing CCP impact. Table 11 depicts the possible 

outcomes of the CCP demonstration project. In each of the demonstration 

contiguous and noncontiguous control areas the crime rate logically could 

decrease J remain the same or increase. 3 Hence. there are 27 (3 ) possible 

outcomes of the Minneapolis CCP project. The schema in Table 11 illustrates 

all of these possibilities. 

1See Hubert Blalock, Social Statistics, 2r.d edt {New York, New York: 
McGra;t'1-Hill, Inc. 1972) I fer a discussion of analysis of covariance, 
intraclass correlation, and an interpretation of adjusted mean scores in 
covariance analysis. ' 
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TABLE 11 

ALTERllATIVE CRIHE R!\,fE P.:l.TrER~;::'; 

De.r:1onstration Contiguous Noncontiguous 
Neighborhood Control Area Control Tract 

Decre.ase Increase Si;Ulle 

Decrease Increase Increase 

Decrease Increase Decrease 

Decl'ease SaIne Same 

Decrease Same Increase 

Decrease Same Decrease 

Decrease. Decrease Same 

Decrease Decrease Increase 

Decrease Decrease Decrease 

Same Increase Same 

Same Increase Increase 

Same Increase Decree.se 

Same Same Same 

Same Same Increase 

Same Same Decrease 

Same Decrease Same 

Same Decrease Increase 

Sa.me Decrease Decrease 

Increase I11crease Si;Ulle 

Increase Increase Increase 

Increase Increase Decrease 

Increase Same Same 

Increase Same Increase 

Increacc Same Decrease 

Increase Decrease Same 

Increase Decrease Increase 

Increase Decrease Decrease 

L..--._ 

The CCP project -will have a positive effect if the following outcome 

occurs: The rate of crime is higher in the contiguous and noncontiguous 

control areas compared to the respective demonstrationneighborhoodo Disq 

placement is suggested if:' 1) The crime rate is higher in the contiguous 

control area than in the demonstration neighborhood r and 2) the crime rate 

is higher in the contiguous contJ~ol i?rea compa.red to the noncontiguous con-

trol tract. 'l'able 12 lists a set of scenarios which 1'loUld; indicat~ prO~JX'Ula 

success or eli splacernent. 
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TAl3l.E 12 

ALT~:l?!;."'I'IVF. C'r{T~r~.: ~':\'l,[.: P!I'I'l'!'Ttn 
.u;prcil.'rP: ; r :·\X·::(:,\~! \j' f,-X~: ~.~ t j\':~) /(':( D f; m .. '\CF11F:NT 

",,--... 

Ru.les of Interpretation Applicable to Table 12 

'Ihf) b':lr:ic Pt'"f;Jictiono aro th ... 1t tl,o CCp pr(."'rJ..~ I'till reduce crir.1e :n thQ dp.-''":lonstration neighborhoods and 
th;~t r.··:~~f·:- ~!'':~:';~ . frQ:~ t-h0 d: .. :.~:,n!;tr~ti. 0:1 nHi (1! ~t"'0r hO{",,!G I'lill bo d.i.opbct'd to thu c,;;ntiguQus control .!lrt:a .. SO\;-

f'·f .. ~ • ~ 1 I ' • ~",.". 
~ " ~. ~ ,; " . .1 .... _~ " ">r~ ,L'(' ' re'Q t'l~.t.;~·:1 in 1. .,: r pr.-diGticr:s! 1) r:~t~ G~' i=::(~ r~l't ~~ in D<)th tlh~ contiguou;, ,.:vl 

r.on.:o!\t i:,~,\~r.;'l:'; '~',J~ ... t 1" (}l \l'!: (·~t.; .-i i 11 b(~ BL1!lific~ntly l',i.,h"r than in tho de;,:cnstr.'\ t ion r,·.:!ighl::orhoo.:W • ::) 'Th(; 
crir.1e rate in tho .;;ontig'JO'lS control ,.re,1 l.,rill no significantly higher than in tht:: noncontiguous control tract. 

-
D~!~t:int;trv.t:icn ContiS'119us };,;n1c.)ntiguC'us 

INTERP~TArION 
N(tiGhbor~.ood C:mtrol _,1'8'1 ConLrol TrJ.ct 

1. Decrease Incre>lse SaIne Jicplace;-:lent set...rns evidcr·.tj the progril.,;\ probably hus r~-
J'lced crime in the de:;:on;,;tration aral l'ihile cri!:to rc-:<ained 
c':ms1:ant in th~ nO.:1contiquouG ccntrol area. This Indy be 
discribed aG a classic;).l outco:::e. 

2. Deorease Incrt::ase Increa~e This outco:::e is.ne:<t in rurJ:: to the classical cJ.se. If 
the crime rate in the contiguous com:rol ar0-3il h~:.J increolsrrl 
significantly r.1ore than the rdte in the noncontiguous con-
trol tract then the progra';\ probably roouced crime !\ the 
dc:r.onstratiof; area • 

. , 
3. Decrease Incroase Decrease Displace:nent se';.'l',s c1"13.r but a:-:y impact of the program on 

.... reducing crime in the d~~onstration area could oc:::ur orly 
if the percentago decrease in crime in the dcrr.onatration 
area is greater tha.:1 the percentage de::reJ.se in the non-
contiguous ccntrol tract. 

4. Decrease Sar:le Same No displacE>'":lent because the chan]e in the crime rate in 
the contiguous control aroa should ahrays be hig'h'~r (r.tore 
crime) thiil1 tn th", nonc:.'onti0UQ'lS control tract. This is 
true because the contiguous control are<l is as much a con-
trol as the noncontiguou:; control tract >,ri th but one 
exception: The conti'Jucus control area '.,rill likely shovr a 
higher rate of crime because of displace:nent. E'or the 
same reason, the progra:n did not have un effect on reduc-
ing crime. 

5. Decrease Same Incr ... ase 'i'his case is somewhat a1lbiguous because there appears to 
be displace!nent. Yet, the interpretive rule adopted here 
indicates the crime rate cannot be higher in the noncon-

, tiguous control tract than in the contiguous control areJ.. 

6. Decrease Srune Decrease Both displaca~ent and a reduction in crir.1e would occur if 
the percentage decrease in the noncontiguous control tract 
is less than the percentage decrease in the delnonstration 
area. 

7. Decrease Decrease Increase This case is som9l-mat a::1biguous also. It would indicate 
. displacement if the percentage decrease in crime rates is 
greater in the demonstr~tion area than in the contiguous 
control area. The program apparently' has no effect on re-
ducing crime however, because the crime rate has decreased 
in the contiguous control area while rising in the noncon-
tiguous control tract. 

8. Decrease Decrease Same No displacement likely since the cri-:le rate has risen in 
the noncontiguous control tract but decreased in the c:on-
tiguous control area. Program impact on redUcing crime 
might occur if the percentage decrease is greater in the 
da:nonstration area than in the contiguous control area. 

9. Decrease Decrease Decrease The program may have r,yluced crime if the percentage de-
crease in the demonstration area ~s greater than in the 
control areas. Displac"'-'Uent is possible if the percent-
age decrease in crime in greater in the noncontiguous 
control tract than in the contiCJ1tous control arc<!. 

10. Sume Increase Increase Crime may have been reduced by the program if the percent" 
ago increase in the contiguous control area is rrt'oat:er 
than in the noncontiguous c.)ntrol tract. Di:;;pltlccment 
, ... ould a.lso occur u:;;inrr the serna rea:.>oning. 

11. Increaso Increase Increaso Tho prOgram Ill'ly have reduced the rate 01' increa:.l0 in 
crimo if it cun be shovm tl1<lt the porccntol':ra increase in 
contiguous and noncon t itJuouo control aroao are highn.r 
than in tho dcmonntration aroa. Dioplacn.ment: mi9ht bn 

72 prO:.lont if tho p<1r con t,'\<]Q il\(::roaoQ in tho contiquouG con-
trol area if.: hidhcr than in the nC>nCotttil)tlOliS control tt :t.:t. 
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Covariance analysis is the most appropriate statistical procedure to 

use in the current instance. The researoh design is not a true experimental 

design, because the evaluation team had no control over the assignment of 

units (opportunities for crime) to different treatment groups (demonstration, 

noncontiguous, contiguous). Furthermore, the team did not have any control 

over the assignment of treatments to neighborhoods; the demonstration 

neighborhoods were selected purposively rather than randomly, the noncon~ 

tiguous control census tracts were selected on the basis of their match 

wi th the demonstration neighborhoods on crime rates and demographic charac'~ 

teristics, and the adjacent control is the area within one ... half mile of the 

periphery of the respective demonstration site. Thus I this is a correlated 

groups design, rather than a factorial design, and the eValuation team 

mU.st "control for" the inpact of pretest difference on the posttest measures 

of crime. Analysis of covcu:i al1ce will do this. 

The major assunptions underlying the covariance model include a normal 

distribution of scores within each population; homogeneous error varimlces 

within popu~a.tions; the error terms for the pretest soores should not be 

serially correlated ivith the orror terms of the post test scores; the dep0n~ 

dent variable must be an interval lovel variable; and there mu.st be inde .. 

pendent random samples within populations. Although the first assumption 

of normal distribution is violated in the current instance (the distribution 

of most of the eight orimes will be bimodel, either zero or one occurrence 

of crime for most oppo":tunities) t when the sample size is large this aSSUnlp~. 

tion is very robust. Since the number of residential units I the nurnbf)r of 

residents r and so on is in tho thousands in thene ncighl.)orhoods, the N j.s 

sufficiently large to \'1i thstand the lack of a nOl1.nal distribution. 
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The second ussumption, homogoneous error variances 't,<fithin each popu-

It1.tion, S08l.ThJ sound. 'i'lwre will undoubtedly br; considerable random error, 

but the evaluutors expect it will ba considerable in every neighborhood. 

There is some possibility that the demonstration projects will improve crime 

rep'Jrting I thus brin9ir(~ the msasured score clo;3er to the true crime score~~ 

in the demonstration neighborhoods. The evaluation team vrill check this 

carefully in the posttest survey of crime victims. If there hus been such 

an effect, its magnitude will have to be estimated and a jud~l1llent made as 

to how ext~msively this error has been reduced. 

The third assumption, no serial correlation in the errors in the pre·. 

test and posttest measures of crime, is an important yet difficult assump ... 

tion. (In a fixed effects model, one would have to assume independence of 

error terms Q.cross cases. Since this is a correlated groups design, by 

def:iitl tion one lacks such independence. Therefore, this must be concep .. 

tualized as a random effects model, which incorporates the less restricted 

asslmption under discussion.)1 In other words, it must be assumed that the 

major factors causing errors in tho pretest measures must not have the same 

effect on individl1al posttest soares that they had on the pretest scores. 

The longer the time interval between measurements, the less likely there 

will he severe serial correlation. Since at the present time the pretest 

scon~s are based on 1974",75 crime data, and the posttest scores will be 

based on 1977-78 crime data, serial correlation is unlikely to be a serious 

--------------------
1See tfilliam. Lo Hays, Statistic8 for Social Scientists (New York, 

New York : Holt 1 Rinehart and Win~ton .. 'IIle. I 1963) I for a di scussion of 
these models and asstmptions. 
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problem. (Actually, the assmnption of the model includes serial correlation 

but is a bit broader. One also must assume that the error terms are inden 

dendent of the treatment levels [the A' sJ. In other 'words, there must be 

nothing systematic beb~een errors in crime reports and the neighborhood in 

which the crime opportunity exists. If this assumption is met, the second 

assumption above "lill be met by definition. ) 

Fourth, the dependent variable is the number of crimes committed on 

each opportunity available l clearly an interval vaxiable. Fifth, the 

assumption of independent rru1dom samples poses a conceptual problem. In 

using crime report statistics for each neighborhood, the evaluation prem 

sumably is dealing "lith population parameters rather than sample estimates 

However, it is known from prior research that many crimes are not reported 

aod that crime statist~cs are, therefore r merely a sample of the total 

number of crimes,1 UnfoxtUl1ately, one cannot assume that xeported crimes 

are a random sample of total crimes, although one can probably assume that 

repoxted crimes are a representative sampling of the more serious crimes 

cormnitted in the neighborhoods. The more serious crimesr such as assault 

ai'l.d commercial robbery r are almost alwa:Ys reported, 'with the exception of 

rape. The residential robberies and vand..,lisms vlhich involve small los8es 

are probably seldom reported. Il..s a result, the evaluation team will make 

the less stringent assumption that the reported crimes are ~ally- repreN 

sentutive across neighborhoods ,"lith respect to the more serious crimes. 

For some of the crime rate statistics, the evaluators will be unable 

to disaggregute the data by individual opportunities. Residential burglaxy 

~ ,. ~ ... - .... - .... --~---

lCrime In 1linneupolis, }fuy 1977. 
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cun be disaggregatcd b€'cause a listing can be obtctined of all residential 

u:d. ::;:; 1.n tl>·: n'~ i.:r>lhorhufjJ. and I:ldtch ~Jach unit 11i th both pretest and post .. 

test crime reports, sin00 addresses are given 011 the crime reports. The 

sarne is true for cOITh"'1l:::rcial robb2!ry and burglary. I:io';'lCver I when dealing 

with reGidents rathor than 'T,'lith residential or commercial units, the 

evaluators may not be able to obtain a list of all individuals in the 

neighborhood and match that liGt ,dth crime reports on assaults, for exam .. 

ple. Census estimates of the nwriber of people in the neighborhood, cow.d 

be used, and scores of zero could be assigned to all persons not listed as 

victims of assault, but there are serious respondent mobility problems, 

particu.larly in Lo~1ry Hill East, Eeleto'l the design proposes a compromise 

sta:tiGtica.1 test which allows the evaluation team to examine the impact of 

the demonstration. of those crimes for "Thich disaggregation is impossible, 

too costly, or simply not useful. 

The impact of the dGIUonstrations on crime rates that cannot (or should 

not) be disaggregated can be analyzed by using a test for the significance 

of the difference of differences in proportions. For each neighborhood, 

the evaluators will run two tests on each cri.me rate, one between the demon-

stration and the control, and the second between the demonstration and the 

contiguous areas. The appropriate formula is: 

where Psl = crime rate in demonstration neighborhood, pretest l 

Ps2 = crime rate in demonstration neighborhood, posttest J 

p = 
s3 

crime rate in control (and contiguous) area pretest, 

Ps 4 = crime rate in control (and contiguous) area, posttest, 
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Pui = highest crime rate in census tracts under analysis, 

'fui = 1 - Pui (i = 1 to 4), 

Nl = N2 = number of crime opportunities in demonstration 
neighborhood, and 

N3 = N4 = number of crime opportunities in control 
(and contiguous) area. 

A calculated Z of 1.65 will indicate statistical significance at the 0.05 

level, for a onentailed test (since the direction of the effect is predict-

ed). Tables 11 and 12 in the previous section provide gt'.idelinef? for :inter-

pre.ting different patterns of significant differences and assessing CCP 

impact. 

To illustrate, let us set up this test for Lowry Hill East/ and its 

noncontiguous control, tract 93, on auto theft. The first element, Psl' 

is 0.0205 (the proportion of opportunities for auto theft that were, in 

fact, exercised); the second element, Ps2' will be obtained at the end of 

the demonstration project as the !Jroportion of auto thefts per 100 autos; 

P s3 is 0.0066, the proportion of auto thefts in tract 93 (Table 9); p s4 

will be obtained at the end of the project; Nl and N2 are the munber of 

autos in Lowry Hill East; NS ani N4 are the number of autos in tract 93; a 

and p . = 0.0302 while a . = 0.9698. 
Ul. "Ul. 

Several factors need comment here. First, the p 's above refer to 
s 

sample proportions while the p 's refer to population proportions, and 
u 

technically the evaluators will be estimating the population proportions 

directly with the crime rate statistics. HOwever, because of errors in 

crime reporting und recording, and because the evaluators wish to generalize 

beyond the demonstration neighborhoods to other similar areas, they will 

treat the orime statistics as sample proportions. Second, the evaluators 
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wii1 use the highest crime rate in the analysis tracts as the best estimate 

of the p 's, because this is a conservative estimate. The closer the pro
u 

porti,on of crime per 100 opportunities is to 0.5, the higher will be the 

standa~d error (the denominator in equation 1), and the less likely the 

calculated Z score is to be significant. Thus, a,ssuming that the real 

crime rate in each tract is equal to the highest recorded rate in the ana. 

iysis tracts, in a sense, loads the dice against the researc~i hypothesis. 

It makes it more difficult for the evaluation to show an effect of the 

demonstration projects on crime rates. This procedure will be emphasized 

when reporting results, if the data indicate no effect. 

The third and most important matter for discussion here is the appro-

priateness of using this 'particular test of significance. The major assump-

tion of this test is that there are four independent random samples from 

which the p'S are calculated. It is clear that since the analysis involves 
s 

pretest and posttest measures on the same variables within the same neigh-

borhoods, Psi and Ps2 are not calculated from independent samples, in a 

strict sense. HOwever, this is the only reasonably appropriate statistical 

test that can be performed on these data because the data cannot be disag-

gregated. As may be seen from the formula, the evaluators need only agM 

gregate information on each neighborhood to conduct this test of significance. 

The crime rate per 100 opportuni t:i.es and the number of crime opportunities 

for each neighborhood are needed in order to conduct the test, because one 

can estimate the standard error of the test statistic using only aggregate 

data. (This is because of the nature of dichotomous distributions. The 

only stipulation is that N must be large which, of course, it is.) In 

order to an~lyze covariance, the evaluation team would need disaggregated 

data. 
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3.' Analysis of Fear of Crime -- Difference of Proportions 

The above models (covariance and difference of differences in propor

tions) can examine the overall impact of the demonstration programs on 

crime rates, through the use of control area and demonstration neighborhood 

statistics. In order to evaluate the overall impact of the demonstration 

program on p~chological fear of crime, the evaluators need to rely on a 

slightly different design and analysis procedure, because of the absence 

of any control groups. The pretest questionnaire was administered to 

random samples of residents in the demonstration neighborhoods, but not in 

any of the control areas. The evaluation, therefore, must rely on a more 

simple, less powerful (in terms of failing to rule out alternative explana~ 

tions j design and analysis. 

The design will be what Campbell and Stanley .call a one-group pretest

posttest design. It is also called a pre-experimental design, and it is 

incapable of ruling out such confounding factors as t~story, maturation, 

and so on, the factors disscussed above under "Threats To Internal Va1idi~.n 

Generally~ history becomes a more plausible alternative explanat~on the 

longer the time lapse between pre. and posttesting. The time lapse here 

will be several years, so the effects of history may m.t be ruled out as 

a confounding factor. 

Tile test of significance to be used is the difference of proportions 

tests, "t'lhere the evaluators ,are : ... nterested in determining whether or not 

changes in the percentage of respondents giving a particular answer to a 

particular question are significant between the pretest and posttest. The 

appr~priate formula is: 
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Z= 
Psl Ps2 , 

-VPU% yNl + N2 

Nl N2 

N1Psl + N2Ps2 
where p" = 

Nl + N2 
I 

u 

and cru = 1 - P{l' 

Psl = proportion in pretest giving particular response to 
question, 

P = proportion in posttest giving same response to same 
s2 question, 

N! = sample size for pretest, 

N2 = sample size for posttest, 

P" = best sample estimate of the true proportion (in the 
u population) that would give that response to that 

question if they were asked (assuming the correct
ness of the null hypothesis that both samples are 
from the same population, i,e., that there was no 
change in fear of crime), 

~ = best sample estimate of the true proportion that wOl~.d 
n2i give that response to that question, if asked, 

This test, assumes that both the pretest and the posttest questionnaire 

has been administered to independent random samples of adult respondents in 

the neighborhood. (The null hypothesis is that both p 1 and p 2 are esti-
s s· 

mating a different parameter than is Psl') A one-tailed test of significance 

will be used. This will require a calculated Z of greater than or equal to 

1.65 to allow one to reject the null hypothesis. This procedure may be re-

peated on all the questions in Appendix C to determine whether or not fear 

of crime has been reduced. For any questions with multiple possible re-

sponses, the tests performed on these responses will not be independent of 

one another, but the overall results ought to be claer as to whether fear 

of crime has been significantly reduced. 
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Fe' SUMMARY 

This impact evaluation design proposes an examination of the project's 

effects on crime and fear of crime by: 1) Selecting control areas for 

comparison with the demonstration neighborhoods, in order to rule out vari~ 

ous threats to internal validity; 2) Collecting crime data in the surround

ing half wile of each demonstration neighborhood to measure any crime 

displacement effects; 3) updating the pretest measures by coding police 

crime reports for all concerned areas (demonstration, control, contiguous); 

and 4) ~ conducting a posttest resident survey within the demonstration 

neighborhoods; and 5) Using analysis of covariance and difference of 

differences in proportions as the statistical tests of impact. 
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APPENDIX A 

EVALUATION PRODUCTS 
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As stated earlier f the evaluation of the Community Crime Prevention 

Demonstration consi sts of two :\..!Tlportant components: process and impact. 

The mador products will also be in two distinct forms which reflect both 

the audience and content of these products. First, ~n holding to the 

precept that eValuation feedback is a necessary component of ongoing pro

ject activities, monthly evaluation reports will be provided to each 

neighborhood office and the demonstration project manager. Secondly, an 

end of year report will be published containing all evaluation findings 

mld recommendations. 

Two types of information will be included in ,the regular monthly 

reports. The first type of information will address the immediate objec .. 

tives listed in Table 1. It will reflect ongoing activities such as the 

number of block clubs organized, premise security surveys given, or block 

watches in operation during any given month. While eaoh neighborhood 

shall be aware of figures, this reporting mechanism will serve to remind 

them of their movement towards their goals. The second type of information 

included in the monthly reports will be a summa~ of the neighborhood 

orime statistics for the preceding month. Locations of each criminal 

activity will be reported, a~ well as statistics dealing with some of the 

more detailed elements of the pm-ticular crime occurrences. In general, 

monthly reports will highlight level of activity, problem areas, actions 

taken to overcome impediments, issues of coordination and other pertinent 

elements of implementation strategies. 



The end of year report will include all findings from the investi" 

gation of both process and impact. Measures of impact will be presented 

and analyzed. Crime statistics will be used to examine project effects 

in the demonstration neighborhoods as well as the project's displacement 

effects. Conclusions will be drawn regarding criminal activity in the 

demonstration neighborhoods and their respective control areas. Resident 

interviews will be discussed with respect to changing community perceptions 

of crime and its associated fear, police efficiency, neighborhood improve

ment and personal security. Close analysis and discussion will be pre

sented ~oncerning the mqjor characteristics of the process of implementation. 

What strategies work in certain settings, what difficulties can be antici

pated in similar implementations, and what problems can be averted through 

planning. The overall intent of the year end report is to provide a 

framework for future implementation of similar proj ects at a citywide 

level. 
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APPENDIX B 

DATA OOLLECTIO N INSTRUMENTS 

Part 1: Resident Survey for Hawthorne and Lowry 

Hill East Neighborhoods 

Part 2: Citizen Survey for Willard-Homewood 

Neighborhood 

Part 3: Offense Co,ling Form for recording 

criminal activity 

Part 4: Premise Security Survey Follow-Up 

Information Sheet 
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PART 1 

RESIDENr SURVEY FOR HAWTi.DRNE AND LOlVRY 

BILL EAST NEIGHBJRIDOre 

91 





For Office Use Only: 

Study Number ____________ . 

Card Number 

Interview No. 

Community No. 

HaTi7thorne 
RESIDENT SURVEY --

Check 

o 
Lowry Hill East 0 

INSTRUCTIONS TO INTERVIEWERS: 

Please circle all anSHers. It should be remembered that this is a 

highly confidential questionnaire and copies must never be left 

where they might fall into unauthorized hands. Please note: Numbers 

to the left of each question are for office purposes only. 

INTERVIEWER: 

Name -----------------------------------------
Address ---------------------------------------
City ________________________ State __________ __ 

Phone 

Area: --------------------------
Quota: Female 

Male 

1 

ZIP -----



20 

b 
21 

22 

23 

b 
24 

25 

Hello, I'm , working with the State of Minnesota on 

a study in the neighborhood shown on this map. (SHOW COLORED MAP) Your 

house/apartment is here. (POINT) We would like your household to be rep

resented in our sample. 

(INTERVIEWERS INSTRUCTIONS) SHmol HAP 

A. NEIGHBORHOOD AND ATTITUDES TOWARD CRIME 

Al. How long have you lived in this neighborhood? 

1. less than 6 months 
2. 6 months to 1 year 
3. more than 1 but less than 5 years 
4. more than 5 years 
OL other ----------------------------8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

A2. How many families do you know personally or do you recognize on sight 
as living in this neighborhood? 

1. none 
2. 1 or 2 
3. 3 or 4 
4. 5 to 10 
GL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

A3~ How many families in this neighborhood do you know well enough to ask 
a favor ~f if you needed something? 

1. none 
2. 1 or 2 
3. 3 or 4 
4. 5 to 10 
5. more than 10 
OL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

A4. Would you say you really feel a part of the neighborhood here, or do 
you think of it more as just a place you live? 

1. part 
2. place to live 
OL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

2 

. 1 



26 

b b 
27-30 

31 

b 
32 

33 

b 
34 

35 

b 
36-79 

80 

AS. In general, is it easy for you to tell a stranger from SOmeone who 
lives in this area, or is it hard to know a stranger when you see one? 

1. easy 
2. hard 
CL other 
B. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

A6. If you did see a stranger in this neighborhood whose behavior made 
you suspicious, t-lhat wou ld you do? 

1. nothing (ASK A7) 
2. call a neighbor (SKIP TO AS) 
3. ask him what he was doing (SKIP TO AS) 
4. call the police (SKIP TO A9) 
8. don't know (SKIP TO AS) 
CL other 
9. no answer/not applicable 

A7. (If "NOTHING") why? 

1. afraid to turn in false alarm because it would waste police time 
2. afraid to turn in false alarm because it would be embara$sing 
3. would watch to see if stranger did something wrong or suspicious 

before do~~g anything 
CL other (SKlr'TO AlO) 
9. no answer/not applicable 

AS. (IF "NO CALLII TO POLICE) Why wouldn't you cal1 the Police? 

1. afraid to turn in false alarm because it would waste police time 
2. afraid to turn in false alarm because it would be embarassing 
3. would watch to see if stranger did something wrong or suspicious 

before doing anything 
CL other (SKIP TO A10) 
9. no answer/not applicable 

A9. Within the past year or tHO, do you think that crime in this neighborhood 
has increased, decreased, or remained about the same? 

1. increased (ASK A10) 
2. decreased (ASK AlO) 
3. same (SKIP TO All) 
4. haven't lived here that long (SKIP TO All) . 
8. don't know (SKIP TO All) 
CL other 

---~~-------------------------9. no answer/not applicable 

3 
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END OIF CARn' 1 

CARD 2 
e_·~ 

7:-5 -6 ==] 
o 2 
89 

ib 13 

Study Numbl~r 

Interview Number 

Gat'9 Number 

Cpmmunity Number 

fOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

1st 
~~ 

~~ ~4 ).<~nd 

2nd 
=nf -~9·k.j.nd 

3rd 

b 

Al0. Were you thinking about any specific kinds of crimes if you said 
you thin).< crime in this neighborhood has increased/decreased? 

1. yes 
2. no (SKIP TO All) 
3. don't kno~ (SKIP TO All) 
CL other __ ~ ______________________ ___ 

9. no answer/not applicable 

(IF ."YES") What kinds of crimes? (SHOW CARD) (CODE UP TO 3) 

01-
02. 
03. 
04. 
05. 
06. 
07. 
08. 
09. 

. 10. 
Ci.. 
98. 
99. 

buildings broken-into or burglarized 
damage to cars or outsides of buildings 
stealing of things left outside, in the 
pur~e snatchings 
hold-ups of people out on the street 
hold-ups of businesses 
car theft 
people getting beat up 
people getting raped, sexually molested 
juvenile gangs 
other ------------------------don't know 
no answer/not applicable 

(vandalism) 
yard, in the car (Petty 

theft) 

All. Is this neighborhood dangerous enough to make you think seriously 
about moving elsewhere? 

1. yes 
2. no (SKIP TO AD) 
8. don't know 
CL other 
9. no answer/not applicable 

~--~~----~--------------------------------------------------------------------------~ 

4 



32 

33 

b-b 
34 

35 

1st 
36 reason 

2nd 
37 reason 

3rd 
38 reason 

A12. (IF YES) Why don't you? (ASK FOR MAIN REASON) 

1. can't afford to 
2. can't find other housing 
3. relatives, friends nearby 
4. convenient to work 
5. plan to move soon 
CL other ________________________________ __ 

8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

A13. How about any crimes which may be happening in this neighborhood-
would you say they are committed mostly by the people who live 
here in the neighborhood or ~ostly by outsiders? 

1. no crimes happening in neighborhood 
2. people living here 
3. outsiders 
4. equally by both 
8. don't know 
CL other 
9. no answer/not applicable 

A14. So~e people have suggested that crime in neighborhoods would go 

A15. 

down if neighbors joined together to prevent crimes. For example, 
neighbors might watch each other's houses when they go on vacation 
or they might report suspicious cars to police. How much differ
ence do you think it would make in the amount of crime if a group 
of neighbors joined together to prevent crime from happening in 
their neighborhood~ Would it make a breat deal of dif.f.erence, some, 
or no difference? 

1- great deal (SKIP Te A16) 
2. some (SKIP TO A16) 
3. no 
8. don't know (SKIP TO A16) 
CL other 
9. no answer/not applicable 

(IF "NO") Hhy do you feel that way? (CODE UP TO 3) 

1. crime here is already low 
2. police would do a better job than groups would 
3. neighborhood groups wouldn't prevent crime at all 
4. legal problems with group actions 
8. don't know 
CL other 
9. no anS\l1er /not applicable 

5 



I 
I 

b 
39-44 

45 

46 

b 
47-56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

1-----... 

-------------------

A16. How much time would you be willing to spare to help a neighborhood 
group that wants to help prevent crime? 

1. none 
2. a couple of hours a month (SKIP TO AlB) 
3. a couple of hours a week (SKIP TO A18) 
8. don't know 
CL other 
9. no answer/not applicable 

A170 (IF "NONE") What is your main reason for feeling that way? 

1. not enough spare time 
2. neighborhood groups might not work out 
3. crime here is already low 
8. don't know 
CL other 

--~--------------------~------9. no answer/not applicable 

A18. Here is the map I showed you before of the neighborhood we're studying. 
(SHOW COLORED MAP) Your house/apartment is here. (POINT) Are there 
any areas in this neighborhood that seem dangerous to you? 

1. yes 
2. no (SKIP TO A21) 
8. don't know (SKIP TO A21) 
CL other 
9. no answer/not applicable 

A19. (IF "YES") Hhere are those areas? (RECORD UP TO 3 AREAS ON BLACK 
& WITE) 

6 
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1st thing 
61 62 1st area 

2nd thing 
63 64 1st area 

3rd thing 
6s 66 1st area 

1st thing 
67 68 2nd area 

2nd thing 
69 70 2nd area 

3rd thing 
TI 72 2nd area 

1st thing 
73 74 3rd area 

2nd thing 
75 76 3rd area 

3rd thing 
77 78 3rd area 

b b 
79 80 

END OF CARD 2 

CARD 3 

A20. What m&kes them seem dangerous to you? CODE UP TO 3 REASONS 
FOR EACH AREA. PLEASE NOTE: RECORD CORRESPONDING NUMBER Of AREA 
AND CORRESPONDING NUMBER OF REASONS IN THE SPACE ~O THE RIGHT 
OF THE REASONS. 

1ST AREA 2ND AREA 3RD AREA ----01. strangers on the street 
02. strange cars 1. 1. 1. __ _ 
03. drunks or drug addicts 
04. people of a different 2. 2. 2. __ _ 

race 
05. juveniles hanging around 3. ___ 3. ___ 3. __ _ 
06. purse snatching 
07. muggings 
08. loose dogs 
09. secluded 
10. poorly lighted at night 
98. don't know 
99. no answer/not applicable 
CL other 

------------------------------~ 

.. 

Study number E D 2 - --123 

Interview number 
456 7 
o 3 Card number 
89 

-- Community number 
lOll 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

A21. Do you have any children under 18 years of age living at home? 

1. yes 
12-68 2. no (SKtP TO ~~23) 

9. no answer/not applicable 

_6-_9 _------'-' _____ , ---------(f. ----. __ ... ,. __ d 



--10 

72 

73 

I A22. (IF "YES") I would like to read some different situations and I'd 
like you to tell me whether you are worried or not at all worried 
for your children in each situation. 

a. Are you worried when your children are playing outside the 
house but where you can see them or hear them? 

10 yes 
2. no (SKIP TO b) 
CL other 
8. don't know (SKIP TO b) 
9. no answer/not applicable 

(IF "YES") What is it that worries you most? 

1. traffic accidents 
2. other 9ccidents 
3. juvenile gan~s 
40 might get in fights 
5. people of other races 
6. child molestets 
7. strangers 
A. don't know 
CL other 
9. not applicable/no answer 

b. Are you worried when they are walking or riding the bus to and 
from school? 

1. yes 
2. no (SKIP TO c) 
CL other 

~--~~~----~~-------------------------------8. don't know (SKIP TO c) 
9. no answer/not applicable 

(IF "YES") What is it that worries you most? 

1. traffic accidents 
2. other accidents 
3. juvenile gangs 
4. might get in fights 
5, people of other races 
b. child molesters 
7. strangers 
8. harrassing on busses 
9. drugs 
A. don't know 
CL other 

----~----~~~~--------------------------B. no answer/not applicable 

8 
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74 

75 

76 

77 

78 

c. Are you worried 'vJhcn they are at school? 

1. yes 
2. no (SKIP TO d) 
CL other 
8. don't knO\v 
9. no answer/not applicable 

(IF "YES") What is it that worries you most? 

d. 

2. accidents 
3. juvenile gangs 
4. might get in fights 
5. people of other races 
6~ child molesters 
7. strangers 
9. drugs 
A. don't know 
B. no answer/not applicable 
CL other ________________________________________ _ 

Are you worried when they are in the neighborhood during the 
but out of your sight or hearing? 

1- yes 
2. no (SKIP TO e) 
CL other 
8. don't know (SKIP TO e) 
9. no answer/not applicable 

(IF "YES") What is it that worries you most? 

1. traffic accidents 
2. other accidents 
3. juvenile gangs 
4. might get in fights 
5. people of other races 
6. child molesters 
7. strangers 
9. drugs 
A. don't know 
B. no answer/not applicable 
CL other _____________________________ _ 

day, 

e. Are you worried when they are playing in the neighborhood park? 

1. yes 
2. no (SKIP TO £) 

CL other _____ ~-__ --~-------------------------
8. don't know (SKIP TO £) 
9. no answer/not applicable 

9 
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79 

so 

(IF "YES") What is it that worries you? 

1. traffic accidents 
2. other accidents 
3. juvenile gangs 
4. might get in fights 
5. people of other races 
6. child molesters 
7. strangers 
8s not enough adult supervision 
A. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 
CL other ________________________________________ __ 

f. Are you worried when your children are away from your home in 
the evening? 

1. yes 
2. no (SKIP TO A23) 
8. don't know (SKIP TO A23) 
9. no answer/not applicable 
CL other -------------------------------------------

END OF CARD 3 

CARD 4 

E D 2 ----123 

4567 
o 4 --8 9 

10 11 

Study number 

Interview number 

Card number 

Community number 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

12 

(IF "YES") What is it that worries you? 

1. traffic accidents 
2. other accidents 
3. juvenile gangs 
4. might get in fights 
5. people of other races 
6. child molesters 
7. strangers 
CL other 
8. don't knov 
9. no ansver/not applicable 

10 



13 

14 

15 

16 

A23. Now, I'd like to read some other possible situations and I'd like 
you to tell me how likely it is, during the next year, that this 
situation will happen to you. (SHOW RESPONDENT CARD) Is there 
no chance of the situation occurring, less than a 50/50 chance, 
about 50/50 chance, or better than 50/50 chance of the situation 
occurring? Let's try the first situation. How likely is it that 
this situation will occur? 

a. someone would break into your house/apartment when no one 
is home? 

1. no chance 
2. some chance, but less than 50/50 
3. about 50/50 chance 
4. better than 50/50 chance 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

b. someone would break into your house/apartment when someone 
is home? 

1. no chance 
2. some chance, but less than SO/50 
3. about SO/50 chance 
4. better than 50/50 chance 
CL other 
8. don't know , 
9. no answer/not applicable 

c. your purse/,,,allet would be snatched when you I re within this 
neighborhood? 

1. no chance 
2. some chance, but less than 50/50 
3. about SO/50 chance 
4. better than SO/50 chance 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

d. someone would take something from you on the street by force 
or threat when you're within your neighborhood? 

1. no chance 
2. some chance, but less than SO/50 
3. about 50/50 chance 
4. better than 50/50 chance 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

11 



17 

18 

19 

20 

e. SOmeone would beat you up or hurt you on the street when iou're 
within this neighborhood? 

1. no chance 
2. some chance, but less than 50/50 
3. about 50/50 chance 
4. better than 50/50 chance 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

f. someone would break into your car when you're within this 
neighborhood? 

1- no chance 
2. some chance, but less than 50/50 
3. about 50/50 chance 
4. better than 50/50 chance 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no ansHer/not applicable 

g. someone would vandalize your property or your car when you're 
within this neighborhood? 

1- no chance 
2. some chance, but less than 50/50 
3. about 50/50 chance 
4. better than 50/50 chance 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not app licable 

h. someone would sexually assault or molest you ~",hen you're 
within this neighborhood? 

1. no chance 
2. some chance ,out less than 50/50 
3. about 50/50 ~hance 
4. better than 50/50 chance 
CL other 

~------------------------------------------------------8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

12 



walk ---21 

walk 
-2:-":2~ 

___ walk 
23 

walk 
-2:-:4~ 

bus ---25 

bus 
-2:-":6:---

bus ---27 

bus 
~2:-:8-

TV 
-2:-:9:--

--::--_ TV 
30 

___ TV 
31 

A24. Now, I'd like to change the situation and have you answer 
in a different way. I will read you some possible situa
tions and I'd like Xpu to tell me whether or not you think 
itts dangerous. Here is the first situatiori. 

NOTE TO INTERVIEWER: PLEASE USE CODE BELOW. RECORD IN BOX 
AVAILABLE THE NUt-mER THAT CORRESPONDS WITH THE RESPONDENT'S 
REPLY. "OTHER" ANSHERS ARE TO BE RECORDED IN THE SPACE PRO
VIDED. (CODES FOR 24 __ -bb) 

1 Not dangerous 

2 - Dangerous 

CL - Other 

8 - Don't know 

9 - No answer/not applicable 

a. walking in this neighborhood alone during the day 
(OTHER) 

b. walking in this neighborhood with someone during the day 
(OTHER) 

c. walking in this neighborhood aLone at night 
(OTHER) 

d. walking in this neighborhood with someone at night 
(OTHER) 

e. waiting fora bus in this neighborhood alone during the day 
(OTHER) 

waiting for a bus in this neighborhood with someone-during 
the day 

(OTHER) 

g. waiting for a bus in this neighborhood alone at night 
(OTHER) 

h. waiting for a bus in this neighborhood with someone at 
night 

(OTHER) 

i. watching TV at home alone during the day 
(OTHER) 

j. watching TV at home with someone during the day 
(OTHER) 

k. watching TV at home alone at night 
(OTHER) 

13 
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TV _.-
32 

yard 
33 

yard 
34 

yard 
35 

yard 
36 

park 
37 

park 
38 

park 
39 

park 
40 

bar 
41 

bar 
42 

bar 
43 

bar 
44 

facilities 
45 

facilities 
46 

A24. (CONTINUED) 
CODE = SAME AS PREVIOUS PAGE 

1 - Not dangerous 
2 - Dange-rous 

CL - Other (record in space provided) 
8 - Don't know 
9 - No answer/not applicable 

1. watching TV at home with someone at night 
(OTHER) 

m. in your yard or in front of your home alone during 
(OTHER) 

n. in your yard or in front of your home with someone 
the day 

(OTHER) 

the day 

during 

o. in your yard or in front of your home alone at night 
(OTHER) 

p. in your yard or in front of your home with someone at night 
(OTHER) 

q. in a park in this neighborhood alone during the day 
(OTHER) 

r. in a park in this neighborhood with someone during the day 
(OTHER) 

v. in a bar in this neighborhood with someone during the day 
(OTHER) 

w. in a bar in this neighborhood alone at night 
(OTHER) 

x. in a bar in this neighborhood with someone at night 
(OTHER) 

y. using neighborhood facilities like stores or banks alone 
during the day 

(OTHER) 

z. using neighborhood facilities like .stores or banks with 
someone during the day 

(OTHER) 

14 
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facilities 

facil Hies 
48 

--'49--' 

50 

51 

52 

--"53- ' 

n, .54'-

S~," 

'56' 

~7 
" -

58 

59 

60 

61 

A24. (CONTINUED) 
CODE = SAME AS PREVIOUS PAGE 

1 - Not dangerous 
2 - Dangerous 

CL - Other (record in space provided) 
8 - Don't know 
9 - No answer/not applicable 

aa. using neighborhood facilities alone at night 
(OTHER) 

bb. using neighborhood facilities with someone at night 
(OTHER) 

A2S. I am going to read you a list of crimes and crime-related 
problems that exist in some areas. For each, I want you to 
tell me whether it is a big problem, some problem, or almost 
no problem in this neighborhood. 

Big Some No OTHER 
Problem Problem Problem DK CL 

a) people selling illegal 
drugs 1 2 3 8 

b) people using illegal drugs 1 2 3 8 

c) groups of teen-agers around 
in the streets or parks 1 2 3 8 

d) groups of men in the 
streets or parks 1 2 3 8 

e) drunken men 1 2 3 8 

f) prostitution 1 2 3 8 

g) vandalism 1 2 3 8 

h) stea ling cars 1 2 3 8 

i) burglary - breaking into 
people's homes 1 2 3 8 

j) robbing people on the 
street '1 2 3 8 

k) h.oldL's up and robbing small 
stores or businesses 1 2 3 8 

1) people being beaten up or 
hurt on the streets 1 2 3 8 

m) rape 1 2 3 8 

15 

N/A 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 
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62 63 

b-b 
64-75 

76 

A26. Overall, which one on the list I just read to you do you think 
is the most serious crime problem in this neighborhood? 

01 selling drugs 
02 using drugs 
03 teens hanging around 
04 men hanging around 
05 drunks 
06 prostitution 
07 vanda lism 
08 car theft 
09 burglaries and break-ins 
10 people robbed on the street 
11 business hold-ups 
12 beatings 
13 rapes 
98 don't know 
CL other 
99 no answer/not applicable 

B. HONE PROTECTION 

B1. During an ordinary week, about how many days ar~ there when no 
one is home for some time during the day? 

1. none (SKIP TO B2) 
2-6 some (Ask HOW HANY and record) 

2. one or two 
" 3. three 

4. four 
5. five 
6. six or seven 

CL other 
----~~--------~-------------------8. don't know (SKIP TO B2) 

9 •. no answer/not applicable 

Bla. (IF "SONE") About how many hours a day is that (that there is no 
one home)? 

1. 1-2 
2. 2-4 
3. 4-6 
4. 6-8 
5. 8-10 
6. 10-12 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 
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78 

79 

b 
80 

END OF CARD 4 

CARD 5 

E D 2 ---1. 2 3 

----45·67 

o 5 
89 

10 11 

B2. And during an brdinary week, about how many evenings are there 
when no one is home for a period of time after dark? 

1. none (SKIP TO B3) 
2-6 Some (HOW HANY) 

2. 1 or 2 
3. 3 
4. 4 
s. 5 
6. 6 or 7 

CL other 
8. don't know (SKIP TO 83) 
9. no answer/not applicable 

B2a. (IF "SONE") On those nights about hm., many hours in the evening 
are there when everyone's out of the house? 

1. 1-2 
2. 2-4 
3. 4-6 
4. 6-8 
5. 8-10 
6. 10-12 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no ans'Y'er /not applicable 

Study number 

Interview number 

Card number 

Community number 

FOR OFF1CE USE ONLY 

17 



b 
12 

13 

14 
b 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 
b 

25 

26 

27 
b 

28 

29 

30 

31 

32 

B3. Here is a list of some things people have to protect their homes. 
(SHOW YELLOH CARD) Which of the things on the list do you (and 
your family) have to protect your home? 

YES 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

NO 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

OTHER (CL) OK 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

N/A 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

18 

Deadbolt locks on some doors only 

Deadbolt locks on all doors 

Special locks on some tvindows only 

Special locks on all windows 

An alarm that rings 

A silent alarm 

Gun that could be used for protection 

Other weapon--something you could use to 
protect yourself 

Automatic timers to turn lights on 
after dark 

Specially trained attack or guard dog 

Ordinary dog 

Bars or wire mesh on some doors only 

Bars or wire mesh on all doors 

Bars or wire mesh on some windows only 

Bars or wire mesh on all windows 

Have your valuables engraved with an Operation 
Identification number in case they are stolen 

Private patrolman or security guard 
making regular checks 



33 

34 

35 

36 

37 

38 

39 

40 

41 

1~2 

b-b 
43-51 

52 

53 

54 

55 

56 

57 

58 

59 

60 

B4~ (HAND RESPONDENT BLUE CARD) 
when you go out for a while. 
you? 

YES NO OTHER (CL) DK N/A 

9 1 2 8 

1 2 8 9 

1 2 8 9 

1 2 8 9 

1 2 8 9 

1 2 8 9 

1 2 8 9 

1 2 8 9 

1 2 8 9 

1 2 8 9 

1 2 8 9 

1 2 8 9 

1 2 8 9 

On this card are things you might do 
When no one will be left at home, do 

Lock doors 

Have and use deadbolt locks on door 

Lock windmV's 

Leave dog in 

Leave dog outside 

Leave radio or TV playing 

Notify persons 

Set alarm 

Leave outside lights on during the day 

Leave inside lights on during the day 

Leave outside lights on at night 

Leave inside lights on at night 

Set automatic timers to turn lights on 
after dark 

E5. Here's a card (HAND RESPONDENT BUFF CARD) listing some steps people 
might take to secure their home/apartment when they go away for a 
weekend or a longer vacation. Do you? 

YES NO OTHER (CL) DK N/A 

1 2 3 4 Lock your doors 

1 2 3 4 Lock your windows 

1 2 3 4 Tell your neighbors you're going away 

1 2 3 4 Turn on alarm system 

1 2 3 4 Leave outside lights on 

1 2 3 4 Leave inside lights on 

1.9 



61 

62 

63 

64 

65 

66 

67 

68 

69 

70 

71 

72 

---------------------------

B5 (CONTINUED) 

YES NO 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

OTHER (CL) DK 

8 

8 

B 

B 

B 

8 

8 

8 

B 

N/A 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

Have someone reposition drapes and shades 

Have and use deadbolt locks on doors 

Set automatic timer to turn lights on 
after dark 

Don't give out information about absence 
on telephone 

Stop newspapers 

Stop deliveries 

Have lawn mowed/xoJ'alk shoveled 

Stop mail or have neighbor collect mail 

Leave a car where it can be easily seen 

B6. Have you and any of your neighbors ever made an arrangement to 
watch one another's residence when you are not at home? 

1. yes 
2. no (SKI? TO B8) 
OL other 

-----~----~~----------8. don't know (SKIP TO B8) 
9. no answer/not applicable 

B7. Do you do that all the time, or just on specia~ occasions, such as 
vacati~:ms? 

1. all the time 
2. special occasions 
CL other 

~------------------------8. don't knmoJ' 
9. no answer/not applicable 

BB. ,.,rhen you go moJ'ay for a weekend or a longer vacation, do you ask 
police to periodically check your home/apartment? 

1. yes 
2. no 
CL other 

~------------------------------B. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

20 



b-b 
73-75 

76 

b-b 
77-80 

END OF CARD' 5 

CARD 6 

E D 2 ---123 

4567 
o 6 ---8 9 

10 11 

B9. Do you have any insurance to cover theft, vandalism, or injury due 
to burglary? 

1. yes 
2. no 
CL other 
8. don't knm.;r 
9. no answer/not app licable 

Study number 

Interview number 

Card number 

Community number 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

12 

C. POLICE 

C1. Now we wou ld like to ta lk about the Hinneapo lis Police Department. 
Overall, how would you rate the job being done by the Minneapolis 
Police Department in your neighborhood? 

1. excellent 
2. good 
3. fair 
4. poor 
OL other ----------------------------8. don I t know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

21 



-- 1st way 
13 

14 
2nd way 

15 
3rd way 

b-b ---
16-21 

23 

C2. In what ways could they jmprove? (CODE UP TO 3) 

1. • no improvement needed 
2. more frequent patrolling 
3. quicker response to ca 11s 
4. more personal 'contact with the public 
5. more control over teenagers 
CL other 
8. - don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

~ 

C3. About how often do you see the Minneapolis Police Department 
patrolling in your neighborhood? 

1- at least once a day 
2. several times a week 
3. once a week 
4. several times a month 
5. never 
CL other 
8. don't knm'l 
9. no answer/not applic.:1ble 

C4. Have you talked to the Hinneapolis Police Department for any 
reason within the last year?--like asking direction, report
ing a crime or anything? 

1. yes 
2. no (SKIP TO D) 
CL other 

~----~--------~----------------------8. don't know (SKIP TO D) 
9. no answer/not applicable 

22 



24 

25 

26 

---27 

28 

---29 

30 

31 

32 

33 

b-b 
34-52 

53 

b 
54 

55 

b 
-~.-

56 

57 

C4a. (IF "TALKED") Here any of the calls for these sorts of problems? 

a. 

b. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

g. 

h. 

i. 

j. 

C5. 

D. 

Da. 

YES 

1 

1 

CODES IN BOX - MARK PROPER NUMBER IN BOX PROVIDED. 

Auto accident (or other driving CODES TO: C4a. a-j 

or traffic problem) a. 
1. yes 

Car theft b. 2. no 

Something stolen from car 8. don't know or 
9. no answer/not appli-yard c. 

cable 
Teenage problem (drugs, CL other 

loitering) d. a. 

Burglary or break-in e. b. 

Purse snatchings f. c. ----
Hold-up of som60ne on the d. 

street g. 
e. 

Hold-up of a business b. 
f. 

Beating i. g. 

Rape or molesting j. h. 

i. 

j. 

How would you say you TN'ere treated by the police? 

1. very well 
2. fairly well 
3. not so well 
8. don't know 
CL other 
9. no answer/not app licable 

VICTUnzATION 

The following questi.ons refer only tohings that happened to you in 
this neighborhood during the last 12 months--between May 1977 and today. 

NO OTHER(CL) 

2 

2 

DK N/A 

8 9 

8 9 

23 

Did you have your (pocket picked/purse 
snatched) in this neighborhood? 

Did anyone rob you or try to rob you in 
this neighborhood by using force or 
threatening harm to you? 



60 

b-b 
61-62 

63 

b 
64 

65 

b-b 
66-67 

68 

69 

70 

b 
71 

72 

73 

b-b 
-74-75 

76 

pa. (Continued) 

YES - NO OTHER (CL)~ 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 2 

1 1 

1 2 

DK 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

8 

. '" 

N/A 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

9 

Did anyone attack you or try to attack you in 
this neighborhood with their fists or any 
kind of weapon? (don't include robbery or 
purse snatching) 

During the last 12 months, did anyone steal 
things such as a package or clothing from 
inside your car or truck, when it was parked 
in this neighborhood? 

During the past 12 months did anyone break 
into your (home/apartment), garage, or other 
building on your property? 

Did anyone steal or try to steal anything that 
is kept outside your home, or happened to be 
left out su~h as a bicycle, a garden hose, or 
la~om furni ture? 

Did you or anyone in your fami ly mom a car or 
another motor vehicle anytime during the last 
year? (IF NO, SKIP TO *) 

Did anyone steal it or try to steal it? 

Did anyone steal part of the car itself, such 
as the battery, hubcaps, tape-deck, and so 
forth? 

During the past 12 months did anyone vandalize 
or try to vandalize your car--like break off 
an antenna or slash tires? 

*During the past 12 months did anyone vandalize 
your property--that is, break your windm-ls 
or throw paint on your belongings or anyt~ing? 

24 
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b 
77 

78 

79 

b 
80 

END OF CARD 6 

CARD 7 

E D 2 ---123 

4567 

o 7 
89 

10 11 

Db. Did anything else happen during 
was a crime, but did not report 

YES NO OTHER (CL) OK N/A - - -

1 2 8 9 

(IF "YES") What happened? 

1- Strange C3rs 
2. Kids driving around 
3. Loose dogs 
CL other 
8. don't kn01..,r 
9. no answer/not applicable 

Study number 

Interview number 

Card number. 

Community number 

FOR OFFICE USE ONLY 

25 
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the past year which you thought 

I to the police? (RECORD BELOW) 

-

... 



SUPPLEMEKTAL QUESTIONS TO VICTIMIZATION SECTION 

IF RESPONDENT ANSHERS "YES" TO ANY OF THE QUESTIONS IN "D-VICTIMIZATION," ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AND RECORD THEM IN THE 
FOLLOWING GRID. (CIRCLE "YES II ANS~vERS IN LEFT BOX)' 

Da. How many times did this happen? 
Db. Where did this incident take place? (HAND GREEN CARD) 
Dc. Did you report this to the police? . 
Dd. If "NO, II Hhat is the reason this incident was not reported to the police? 
De. What was the value of the property taken? 

INTERVIEWER: USE ONE ROW FOR EACH CRIME APPLYING. (CIRCLE "YES" ANS~vERS IN COLUMN ON LEFT) 

Circle Number of 
YES times this 

anst.,rers haLened Where ha))ened-(Green Card) 

~~~-~~--~ -----

Report 
to 

Police Wh not re orted? 
Va lue of 
_roperty 

CODES: CODES: CODES: CODES: CODES: 

N 
0\ , 

purse 

1. One 
2. Two 
3. Three 
4. Four 
5. Five 
6. Six or 

more 
other CL 

8. don't 
know 

01 Inside OHn home/apartment 
02 Inside garage or other 

building on property 
03 Inside someone else's home 
04 Near home, in yard, side

walk, etc. 
05 
06 
07 

08 

On the street 
Inside school 
In the park, field, play

ground, parking lot 
In public conveyance or 

station 
9. no answer/ 09 Inside business 

N/A 11 

CL 

Inside office,' factory, 
warehouse, etc.' 

98 Don't know 
99 No answer/not applicable 

l snatch/ 12 37 38 12 13 

1. yes 
2. no 
CL other 
8. don't 

know 
9. N/A 

12 

1. Too insignificant 1. 
2. Didn't think they'd do 2. 

anything 3. 
3. Didn't notice right away 4. 
4. Lacked confidence in ap- 5. 

praisal of situation (would 6. 
embarrass if wrong) 

5. Hanted to handle it myself 
6. Covered by insurance 
CL Other ---------------------
8. Don't know 
9. No answer/not applicable 

CL 
8. 
9. 

$5.00 or les~ 
$5 - $25 
$25 - $50 
$50 - $75 
$75 - $100 
Over $100 
Other ------Don't know 
No answer/ not 

applicable 

1ST OCCURRENCE ONLY 1ST OCCURRENCE ONL 

34 56 
----I, pocket {)~cJ< __ ~ ____ --' ~ ____ ~~_~ ____________ _ -------- --~ --~-~---- ----

I robbery 

i 
1 

1 attack 

-I 
~ -------------

t 

~ 

b 
13 

b-b 
15-16 

14 

17 

b-b b-b 
39-40 4'1' -:z:-2 14-15 16 17 

b-b b-b 
43-46 ~ ~ 18-21 :2:2 ~ 

----- ----~--

b b b 
13 14 ~ --~-~~ ---------'-"'-----~---"'-"----~ 35 36 ___ 5L __ ~ ___ 5_8 

b b-b b-b 
15-16 17 37-38 39 59-60 61 



SuPPLENENTAL QUESTIONS TO VICTINIZATION SECTION (CONTINUED) KEUPUNCHER NOTE: CODES GO ACROSS 2 PAGES 

Circle 
YES 

answers 

Number of 
times this 

happened 

CODES: 
1. One 
2. Two 
3. Three 
4. Four 
5. Five 
6. Six or 

more 
Other CL 

Where happened (Green Card) 

CODES: 
01 Inside own home/apartment 
02 Inside garage or other 

building on property 
03 Inside someone else's home 
04 Near home, in yard, side-

walk, etc. 
05 On the street 
06 Inside school 
07 In the park, field, play

ground 
8. Don't know 08 
9 •. No answer / 

N/A 09 
11 

In public conveyance or 
station 

Inside business 

CL 

Inside office, factory, 
warehouse, etc. 

98 Don't knOt., 
99 No answer/not applicable 

Report 
to 

. Police 

CODES: 
1. yes 
2. no 
CL other 
8. don't 

know 
9. N/A 

Why not reported? 

CODES: 
1. Too insignificant 
2. Didn't think they'd do 

anything 
3. 
4. 

5. 
6. 
CL 

Didn't notice right away 
Lacked confidence in ap

praisal of situation (would 
embarrass if wrong) 

Wanted to handle it myself 
Covered by insurance 
Other ______________________ _ 

8. Don't know 
9. No answer/not applicable 

Value of Property 

CODES: 
1. $5.00 or less 
2. $5 - $25 
3. $25 - $50 
4. $50 .. $75 
5 • $ 7 5 -. $100 
6. Over $100 
CL Other --------1 8. Don't know 
9. No answer/not 

applicable 

i======t======::=::+================::t:======1==================+=======~ 

theft from 
vehicle 

break-in 

outdoor 
larceny 

theft of 
vehicle 

theft of 
vehicle 
parts 

b-b 
18-19 

b 
21 

b-b 
23-24 

b ---26 

b 
28 

20 

22 

25 

27 

29 

1ST OCCURRENCE 2ND OCCURRENCE 1ST OCCUR. 

b-b b-b 
49-52 ~ ~ 24-27 

b-b 
55-56 57 58 

b-b 
30-31 

b-b b-b 
59,·62 63 64 34-37 

b 
28 29 18-19 20 

b -- -- --- -----21 22 32 33 

----38 39 
b-b 

23-24 25 

b-b 
65-66 

b-b b ----67 68 

b-b ----
69-70 71 72 

40-41 42 43 ~- 27 

b-b 
44-45 

b -- -- --"--- ----I 
46 47 28 29 

1ST OCCURRENCE ONLY 

b 
40-41 

b 
43 

b-b 
1~5-46 

b 
48 

b 
50 

42 

44 

47 

49 

51 

1ST OCCURRENCE ONLY 

b-b 
62-63 

b-b 
65-66 

b-b 
68-69 

b 
71 

b 
73 

64 

67 

70 

72 

74 

---~.--------------------------------------------



'I' -

'andalism 
If vehicle 

'andalism 
If 
roperty 

f" 
0',) 

I 

b-b 
31-32 

30 

33 

1ST OCCURRENCE 2ND OCCURRENCE 1ST OCCUR. 

b-b b-b b-b 
75-78 79 80 50-53 54" 55 31-32 

OFFICE USE ONLY OFFICE USE ONLY 
END CARD 7- - - END CARD 8 

CARD 8 CARD 9 

E D 2 ---123 
SI, ..!. ..Q.. 2 

123 
III 

S# 

1# ----- ----4 5 6 7 456 7 

o 8 CARD# o 9 CAROl! -- --8 9 8 9 
COM/! COM# -- --10 11 10 11 

30 

33 

1ST OCCURRENCE ONLY 

b-b 
53-54 

-

52 

55 

1ST OCCURRENCE ONLY 

b-b ---76-77 

b-b 
79-80 

OFFICE USE ONLY 
END CARD 9 

CARD 10 

E D 2 ---123 

----456 7 

75 

78 

s# 

1# 

1 0 --8 9 
CARD# 

COM# 
10 11 





E. PERSONAL INFORHATION 

El. In which age group are you? 

1. under 25 
2. 26-35 
3. 36-45 
4. 46-55 
5. 56-65 
6. over 65 
CL other 
8. don't knmv 
9. no answer/not applicable 

12 

-
E2. Are you married, single, widowed, separated, or divorced? 

1- married 
2. single 
3. widowed 
4. divorced 
5. separated 
6. living together 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

13 

-
I 
, E3. What is the last grade of school you completed? 
, 1- 8 grades or less 

I 

2. 1-3 years high school 
3. high school graduation only 

I 4. 1-3 years college 
5. college graduation only 
6. higher degree (than Bachelor) 
CL other 
8. don't knmv 
9. no ans\.,rer Inot applicable 

----14 

E4. Are you the main wage earner in this household? 

1. yes (SKIP TO E6) 
2. no 
CL other 
8. don't knm.,r 
9. no answer/not applicable 

15 

.. 

.. , .. ?q 



16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

ES. What is the last grade of school the main wage earner in the household 
completed? 

1. 8 grades or less 
2. 1-3 years high school 
3. high school graduation only 
4. 1-3 years of college 
5. college graduation only 
6. higher degree (than Bachelor) 
CL other 

~--------------------------------8. don't knmv 
9. no answer/not applicable 

E6. What category best fits the occupation of the main wage earner (if 
unemployed now, or retired, or working part-time, indicate this and 
ask about last job held)? 

CHECK HERE IF: ________________ unemployed part-time retired ----------- ----------

1-
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
CL 
8. 
9. 

professional (teacher, lawyer, etc.) 
craftsman (carpenter, etc.) 
clerical worker (bookkeeper, secretary, etc.) 
laborer (not blue-collar jobs) 
service worker (barber, telephone operator, waitress, etc.) 
other 
don't know 
no answer/not applicable 

E7. Is there anyone (else) living here who is employed full time? 

1. ye~ 
2. no 
CL other -------------------------------------------8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

(IF "YES") Hmv many? 

1. one 
2. two 
3. three 
4. four 
S. five 
6. six or more 
CL other 
9. no answer/not applicable 



b-b 
21-22 

23 

24 

0' 

25 
a. 

b. 
26 

c. 
27 

d. 
28 

e. 
29 

£. 
30 

E8. Do you OHN or RENT this house/apartment? 

1. own 
2. rent 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no anS\vcr /not applicable 

" 

E9. How many childr~n under 18 live here? 

1. one 
2. two 
3., three 
4. four 
5. five 
6. six or more 
7. none (SKIP TO El1) 
8. don't know 
CL other 
9. no answer/not applicable 

E10. (IF HAS CHILDREN) Are any of them? (CODES IN BOX) 

ct. 

h. 

c. 

d. 

e. 

f. 

INTERVIEHER: PLACE CORRESPONDING NUl-lEER IN SPACE PROVIDED NEXT TO 
AGES 

3 years or under 

4 6 years 

7 ., 9 years 

.' 10-12 year.; 

13-15 years 

over 15 years 

CODES TO E10.a-f 

1. yes 
2. no 
CL other 

a. __________________ __ 
bo __________________ _ 
Co __________________ __ 

d. ________________ ~_ 
eo __________________ __ 

f.~~--------..-...-.--
8. don I t knmv 
9. no answer/not applicable 

Ell. Considering all sources on {ncome and all salaries for everyone who worked-
before deductions for taxes or anything--what was your total household income 
for 1977? Please include wages and salaries, income from businesses, pen
sions, dividends, interest, and any other money income received. 

Would you please look at this card and just tell me the number of the group 
your total income falls into? (SHOW INCOME CARD) 

31 
----------



31 32 

33 

". -.! 

35 

36 

37 

~.-----

Ell. (Continued) 

02. under $5,000 
03. $5,000-9,999 
04. $10,000 - 14,999 
05. $15,000 - 19,999 
06. $20,000 - 24,999 
07. $25,000 - 49,999 
08. $50,000 - Qr more 
CL other ----------------------
9~. don't knmlT 
99. no answer/not applicable 

E12. Have you attended a block club meeting within the last nine (9) 
months? 

1. yes 
2. no 

(if "YES" go to question E13) 
(if "NO" go to question E14) 

E13. Do you participate in Block Watch? 

1. yes 
2. no ------

E14. Have you had a premise security survey? 

1-
2. 

yes 
no 

E15. INTERVIEHER: CHECK WHETHER OR NOT THE RESIDENT DISPLAYS 
STICKERS FOR: 

1. Operation I.D. 
2. Block Watch 

E16. '{hat do you think should be done about crime? 



·..----""-.. -.-.- -..... -.. -

38 

39 

40 

41 

42 . 

• 

E17. How cooperative was the respondent? 

1. very cooperative 
2. fairly cooperative 
3. not very cooperative 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

El8. Sex 

1. male 
2. female 
CL other ------------------------8. dr.·n 't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

E19. Race 

1. White 
2. Black 
3. Indian 
CL other 
8. don't knmv 
9. no answer/not applicable 

E20. Type of dwelling 

1. single family 
2. duplex, 2-family 
3. high-rise, mUltiple unit 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

E21. General condition of dwelling 

1. excellent 
2. good 
3. fair 
4. poor 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

------



43 

b 
44-80 

E22. Respondent lives: 

1. on ground floor of dwelling (most single family units) 
2. above groung floor 
3. balow ground floor 
CL other 
8. don't know 
9. no answer/not applicable 

N~E ___________________________________________________________________ PHONE ______________ _ 

ADDRESS ___________________________________________________________________ z1 p ______________ _ 

1A 



PART 2 

CITIZEN SURVEY FOR 

\\lILLARD-IDMEWOOD NEIGHBORIDOD 

127 





"CITIZEN" QUESTIONNAIRE 

For Office Use Only 

Study Number 

Interview No. 

Card Number 

Community 

Instruction to Interviewers: 

Circle all code numbers. Notice lines on left of questionnaire. These 
lines are for coding purposes only and are not to be used by interviewer. 

It should be remembered that this is a highly confidential questionnaire 
and copies must never be left where they might fall into unauthorized 
hands. 

Interviewer: 

Name 

Address 

City 

Phone 

Area: 

Quota: Male 

Female 

Hel1o, I'm 
in conducting a 
household to be 

State ZIP 

I'm working with the State of Minnesota 
survey throughout the City of Minneapolis and would like your 
represented in our sample. 

1 



·A. NEIGHBORHOOD AND ATTITUDES TOWARD CRIME 

Ai. I'd like you to look at this map (SHOH MAP). Here is where \.,re are nm.". 
I would like you to outline the area that you think of as your neighbor
hood--that is, the area where people you think of as neighbors live. 
(INDICATE IN BLUE MARKING PEN) 

la. Does this area have a name? 
1. Yes (CONTINUE) 
2. No (SKIP TO A2) 

lb. What is this neighborhood called? 

A2. How long have you lived in this neighborhood? 
1. less than 6 months 
2. 6 months to 1 year 
3. more than 1 but less than 5 years 
4. 5 - 10 years 
5. more than 10 years 

·A3. How much longer do you plan to live in this neighborhood? 
1. 1 year or less 
2. more than 1 but less than 5 years 
3. 5 - 10 years 
4. more than 10 years 
5. don't know 

A4. How many families do you knmv personally or do you recognize on sight 
as living in this neighborhood? 
1. none 
2. 1 or 2 
3. 3 or 4 
4. 5 to 10 
5. more ~han 10 

AS. Ho\." many famil ies 
a favor or if you 
1- none 
2. 1 or 2 
3. 3 or 4 
4. 5 to 10 
5. more than 10 

in this neighborhood do you know well enough to ask 
needed something? 

A6~ In some neighborhoods, people do things together and help each other-
in other neighborhoods, people mostly go thEir own ways. In general, 
what kind of neighborhood would you say this is? 
1. most people here help each other 
2. some people here help each other and some go their own ways 
3. most people here go their own ways 
7. don't know 

2 



A7. Would you say you really feel a part of the neighborhood here, or do 
you think of it more as just the place you live? 
1. part 
2. place to live 

A8. In general, is it easy for you to tell a stranger from someone who· 
lives in this area, or is it. hard to knmof a stranger when you see 
one? 
1. easy 
2. hard 

A9. In the past year, do you remember seeing any strangers in the neighbor
hood whose behavior made you suspicious? 
1. yes (ASK 9a and 9b) 
2. no (SKJP to 9c) 

9a. If yes, about how many times in the past year did this happen? 

9b. If yes, did you do anything, like call a neighbor, ask the stranger 
what he was doing, or call the police? 

---- No (Why not?) 

---- Yes (What did you do?) 

(SKIP TO AiD) 

9ce If you did see a stranger in your neighborhood whose behavior made you 
suspicious, what would you do? 
1. nothing 
2. call a neighbor 
3. ask him what he was doing 
4. call the police 
7. don't knO\v 
9. other 

AlD. In general, during the past couple of years, do you think this neighbor
hood has become a better place to live, a worse place, or has it stayed 
the same? 
1. a better place to live (ASK lOa) 
2. a worse place to live (ASK lOa) 
3. has stayed about the same (SKIP TO All) 
4. haven't lived here that long (SKIP TO All) 

lOa. What about the neighborhood has gotten better/worse? 

3 



All. If you had to move, where would you look for another place in the 
T\Yin City area--in this neighborhood, or in some other part of 
Minneapolis or outside the city of Minneapolis? 
1. this neighborhood (SKIP TO A12) 
2. some other part of Minneapolis (ASK l1a) 
3. outside the city of Minneapolis (ASK 11a) 

lla. If b or c, why would you want to move away from this neighborhood? 

A12. Is there anything you donlt like about this neighborhood? 
1. yes (ASK 12a) 
2. no (SKIP TO A13) 

12a. If yes, what? Anything else? 

12b. If more than one answer, which of the problems you mentioned would you 
say is the most serious? 

A13. Within the past year or two, do you think that crime in your neighbor
hood has increased, decreased, or remained about the same? 
1. increased (AS~ 13a) 
2. decreased (ASK 13a) 
3. same (SKIP to A14) 
4. havenlt lived here that long (SKIP TO A14) 
7. don I t knO\" (SKIP TO A14) 

13a. Were you thinking about any specific kinds of crimes if you said you 
think crime in your neighborhood has increased/decreased? 
1. yes (CONTINUE) 
2. no (SKIP TO A14) 

If 'yes, ,,,hat kinds of crimes? 

A14. How about any crimes which may be happening in your neighborhood-
would you say they are committed mostly by the people who live here 
in this neighborhood or mostly by outsiders? 
1. no crimes happening in neighborhood 
2. people living here 
3. outsiders 
4. equally by both 
7. don It kno\" 
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A15. How much difference do you think it would make in the areount of 
crime if people took steps to protect themselves and their property 
from crime? Would it make a great deal of difference, some, or no 
difference? 
1. great deal 
2. some 
3. no 

A16. HO\o1 much di fference do you think it ~o1ould make in the amount of 
crime if a group of neighbors joined together to prevent crime from 
happening in their neighborhood? Would it make a great deal of 
difference, some, or no difference? 
1. great deal (SKIP TO A17) 
2. some (SKIP TO A17) 
3. no (ASK 16a) 

16a. (IF NO) ~oJ'hy do you feel that way? 

A17. HO\o1 willing would you be to help with 
about preventing crime in this area? 
some\vhat, or not at all ~villing? 
1. very willing 
2. somewhat willing 
3. not at all willing 

a group that was concerned 
Would you be very willing, 

A1S. How many people living in this area do you think would be willing 
to help with a group that was concerned with preventing crime in 
this area--all of them, most, some, a few, or almost none of them? 
1. all of them 
2. most of them 
3. some of them 
4. a few of them 
5. almost none 
7. don't know 
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A19. HO\., often do you use facilities in your own neighborh od to do the 
[0 11 O\.,ing activities? 

Occasion- Not Appli-
Freguently ally Never cable 

a) grocery shopping 1 2 3 4 

b) shopping for clothes 1 2 3 4 

c) banking 1 2 3 4 

d) eating at restaurants 1 2 3 4 

e) entertainment 1 2 3 4 

f) church or synagogue 1 2 3 4 

g) outdoor activities 
in parks 1 2 3 4 

h) children's 
recreation 1 2 3 4 

1) adult recreation 1 2 3 4 

j) visit with friends 1 2 3 4 

A20. Are there any areas in your neighborhood where you feel afraid to go 
alone after dark? 
1. yes (CONTINUE) 
2. no (SKIP TO A21) 

20a. Where are those areas? 

20b. What makes them seem unsafe? 

A21. Are there any areas in your neighborhood where you feel afraid during 
the day? 
1. yes (CONTINUE) 
2. no (SKIP TO A24) 

21a. Where are those areas? 

21b. What makes them seem unsafe? 
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A22. Is this neighborhood dangerous enough to make you think seriously 
about moving somewhere else? 

22a. 

1. yes (ASK 22a) 
2. no (SKIP TO A23) 

If 
1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
9. 

yes, why don't you? Any other reason? 
can't afford to 
can't find other housing 
relatives, friends nearby 
convenient to work 
plan to move soon 
other (Specify) 

--~-~---. I 

A23. I'd like you to look a t this map (SH01ol MAP OF NINNEAPOLIS) Here is 
where we are now. I would like you to outline any areas in the city
of Ninneapolis where you would be afraid to go to alone at night. 
(HAND RESPONDENT RED HARKING PEN) 

23a. What is the name of this area? -----------------------------------
23b. What is it about each place that makes it unsafe? 

A24. I'd like you to look at this map. (SH01of MAP OF HINNEAPOLIS) Here 
is where we are nmv. I ,,,ould like you to outline any areas in the 
city of Minneapolis where you would feel afraid to go to alone during 
the ~. (HAND RESPONDENT GREEN 'HARKING PEN) 

24a. What is the name of this area? 

24b-. 

A25. 

What is it about each place that makes it unsafe? 

Do you ever take any of the following things to protect yourself when 
you go to an area where you feel afraid? 
Do you take a: 
a. 
b. 
c. 
d. 
e. 
f. 
g. 

gun 
knife or other sharp instrument 
club, cane, or other blunt instrument 
,,,histle or other noisemaker 
tear gas or other protection spray 
dog 
other (Specify) 
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Yes 
1 
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1 

No 
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2 
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A26. Do you have any children under 18 years of age living at home? 
1. yes (IF YES, CONTINUE) 
2. no (IF NO, SKIP TO Bl) 

A27. I would like to read some different situations and I'd like you to 
tell me how worried you are for your children in each situation, that 
is ar-e you very worried, \vorried, or not \-lorried at all. 

1. How worried are you when your children are playing out
side the house but are where you Can see them or hear 
them? 
(IF WORRIED OR VERY WORRIED) What is it that 
worries you? 

2. How worried are you when they are walking or riding 
the bus to and from school? 
(IF WORRIED OR VERY WORRIED) What is it that 
worries you? 

3. How worried are you when they are at school? 
(IF HORRIED OR VERY \iORRIED) What is it that 
worries you? 

4. How worried are you when they are in the neighbor~ 
hood during the day, but out of your sight or 
hearing? 
(IF HORRIED OR VERY WORRIED) \vhat is it that 
worries you? 

5. How \vorried are you when they are p laying in the 
neighborhood park? 
(IF HORRIED OR VERY HORRIED) Hhat is it that 
worries you? 

6. How worried are you when your children are away 
from your home in the evenings? 
(IF I,vORRIED OR VERY \iORRIED) Hhat is it that 
worries you? 

A2B. Now, I'd like to read some other possible situations and I'd like you 
to tell me how likely it is, during the next year, that this situation 
will happen to you. (SHOW RESPONDENT CARD) Is there no chance of 
the situation occuring, less than a 50/50 chance, about 50/50, better 
than 50/50 chance of the situation occurring or almost certain to 
occur. Let's try the first situation. How likely is it that this 
situation will occur? 

1. someone would break into your house/apartment when 
no one is home 

2. someone would break into your house/apartment when 
someone is home 
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30 your purse/wallet would be snatched 

4. someone would take something from you on 
the street by force or threat 

5. someone would beat you up or hurt you on 
the street 

6. someone \\,ou I d break into your car 

7. someone would vandalize your car or your 
property 

8. someone would se~ually assault or molest you 

A29. Now, I'd like to change the situation and have you answer in a dif- -
ferent way. (HAND RESPONDENT SCALE CARD) When I ask you to answer 
a question with a number from this scale, I'd like you to think of 
it as a ladder. The larger the numbers, the higher you are on the 
ladder, and the lm<ler the numbers the lo\\'er on it. I will read some 
~ossible situations and I'd like you to tell me how dangerous you 
feel the situation to be. For example, if the situation is not dan
gerous at all, you could answer O. As the situation becomes more 
dangerous, you i\,OU ld go up the ladder to a more dangerous level. If 
you said 10, the situation would be very dangerous. 
(HAND RESPONDENT 107HITE CARD) On each of the cards is something you 
might do. Look at them one at a time and think how dangerous you 
feel the situation might be. The higher the number the more danger
ous you feel it is. 

29a. Hhat number best represents hOi\' dangerous you feel it 
is to walk around in your neighborhood alone during 
the day? 

Not applicable 

29b. Hhat number represents hm\' dangerous you feel it 
is to walk around in your neighborhood with $Ome
one during the day? 

Never use 

Not app lieable 

2ge. Which number represents how dangerous you feel 
it i$ to walk around in your neighborhood alone 
at night? 

Never use 

Not applicable 

Never use 
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29d. Which number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to walk around in your neighborhood with 
someone at night? 

Not applicable 

2ge. What number best represents how dangerous you 
feel it is to wait for a bus alone during the 
day? 

29f. What num~er represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to wait for a bus with someon~ during 
the day? 

Never use 

Not app licab Ie 

Never use 

Not applicable 

Never use 

29g. Which num~er represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to wait for a bus alone at night? 

Not app licable 

Never use 

29h. Which number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to wait for a bus with someone at night? 

Not app licable 

Never use 

29i. What number best represents how dangerous you 
feel it is to watch television in your home 
or apar,tment alone during the day? 

Not applicable 

29j. What number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to watch television in your home or apart
ment with someone during the day? 

29k. Which number represents how dangerous you 
it is to watch television in your home or 
ment alone at night1 
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Not 

feel 
apart-

Not 

Never use 

applicable 

Never use 
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applicable 

Never u1::e 
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I 

f 
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291. Which number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to watch television in your home or apart
ment with someone at night? 

Not app~.icable 

29m. What number best represents how dangerous you 
feel it is to be working or playing in your 
yard or in front of your home alone during the 
day? 

Never use 

Not applicable 

'29n. What number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to be working or playing in your yard or 
in front of your home with someone during the 
day? 

Never use 

Not applicable 

Never use 

290. Which number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to'be working or playing in your yard or 
in front of your home al9ne at night? 

Not applicable ________ _ 

29p. Which number represents hm" dangerous you feel 
it is to be ~"orking or playing in your yard or 
in front of your home with someone at night? 

Never use _____ _ 

Not applicable _____ _ 

29q. '''hat number best represents hOH dangerous you 
feel it is to be walking through or sitting in 
your neighborhood park alone during the day? 

Never use 

Not applicable 

29r. What number represents ho\" dangerous you feel 
it is to be walking through or sitting in your 
neighborhood park with someone during the day? 

Never use 

Not applicable __ -----
Never use ____ _ 
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295. Which number represents hm'i dangerous you feel 
it is to b~ ~'ialking th,rough or s~tting in your 
neighborhood park alone at night?, 

Not applicable 

29t. Hhich number represents hO\v dnngGro\ls you feel 
it is to be walking through or sitting in your 
neighborhood park with someone at night? 

Never use 

Not applicable 

Never use 

29u. What number best represents how dangerous you 
feel it is to be visiting your neighborhood bar 
alone during the day? 

Not applicable 

Never use ____ _ 

29v. Hhat number repre'sents hau dangerous you feel 
it is to be visiting your neighborhood bar with 
someone during the day? 

Not applicable _______ _ 

29w. Which number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to be visiting your neighborhood bar 
alone at night? - . 

Never use 

Not applicable 

------

Never use ____ _ 

29x. Which number. represents .,hm-1 dangerous you feel 
it is to be visiting your neighborhood bar with 
someone at night? 

Not applicable 

Never use 

29y. What number best represents how d.angerous you 
feel it is to use your neighborhood facilities 
like shopping for groceries, bagking, or buying 
clothes alone during the day? 

12 
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29z. Which number represents ho\v dangerous you feel it is 
to use your neighborhood facilities like shopping 
for groceries, banking, or buying clothes with some
one during the doy? 

Not app licab Ie 

29aa. Which number represents how dangerous you feel 
it is to use your neighborhood facilities like 
shopping ror groceries, banking, or buying 
clothes alone at night? 

Never use 

Not applicable 

29bb. Which number 
it is to use 
shopping for 
t:10thes with 

represents how dangerous you feel 
your neighborhood facilities like 
groceries, banking, or buying 
someone at night? 

Never use 

Not applicable 

Never use 

A30. I am going to read you a list of crimes and crime-related problems 
that exist in some areas. For each, I want you to tell me \vhether it 
is a big problem, some problem, or almost no problem in the neiehbor
hood or area where you live. 

a) people selling illegal drugs 

b) people using illegal drugs 

c) groups of teen-agers around 
in the streets or parks 

d) groups of men in the streets 
or parks 

e) drunken men 

f) prostitution 

g) vanda li.sm 

h) stealing cars 

i) burglary - breaking into 
people's homes 

j) robbing people on the street 

k) holding up and robbing small 
stores or businesses 

1) people being beaten up or hurt 
on the streets 
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Big 
Problem 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Some 
Problem 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

No 
Problem 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

3 

DK 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 



..... -..... -.... ..... _-.-,. ...... -....... 

30a. 

A31. 

Big Some No 
Problem Problem Problem 

m) rape I 2 3 

n) other (Sped fy) I 2 3 

Overall , what do you think is the most serious crime probelm in 
neighborhood? 

What would you like to see done in this neighborhood around your 
home in order to make you feel more safe? 

B. HOME PROTECTION 

your 

BI. During an ordinary week, about how many days are there when no one 
is home for some time during the daytime? 
1. none (SKIP TO B2) 
2. some (specify number ) 

la. If some, about how many hours a day is that (that no one is home)? 

(Hours per day) 

B2. And during an ordinary ''leek, about how many evenings are there when 
no one is home for some period after dark: 
1. none (SKIP TO B3) 
2. specify number ) 

2a. On those nights, about how many hours in the evening are there when 
everyone's out of the house? hours. 
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B3. Here is a list of some things people have to protect their homes. 
(SHOW YELLOW CARD) Which of the things on the list do you (and 
your family) have to protect your home? 

Yes No 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Deadbolt locks on one door 

Deadbolt locks on some doors 

Deadbolt locks on all doors 

Special locks on one window 

Special locks on some windows 

Special locks on all windows 

An alarm that rings 

Silent alarm 

Gun that could be used for protection 

Other weapons--something you could use to protect your-
self (What kind? ) 

Automatic timers to turn lights on after dark 

Specially trained attack or guard dog 

Ordinary dog 

~ars or wire mesh on or.e door 

Bars or wire mesh on some doors 

Bars or wire mesh on all doors 

Bars or wire mesh on one tvindotv 

Bars or wire mesh on some windmvs 

Bars or wire mesh on all windows 

Have your valuables engraved with an Operation Identifi
cation number in case they are stolen 

Private patrolman or security guard making regular checks 

Anything else you have to protect your home (Specify) 

B4. (HAND RESPONDENT BLUE SHOW CARD) On this card are things you might 
do when you go out for a while during the day. When no one will be 
left at home during the day, do you: 
Yes No 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

Lock doors 

Have and use dead bolt locks on door 

Lock ,.;i ndO\vs 
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Yes No 

1 2 Leave dog in 

1 2 Leave dog outside 

1 2 Leave radio or TV playing 

1 2 Notify persons 

1 2 Set alarm 

1 2 Leave outside lights on 

1 2 Leave inside lights on 

1 2 Set automatic timers to turn lights on after dark 

1 2 Other (Specify) 

B5. Now tell me from the card the things you might do when you go out for 
a while at night? When no one will be at home during the night" do 
you: 

1 2 Lock doors 

1 2 Have and use dead bolt locks on door 

1 2 Lock tolindows 

1 2 Leave dog in 

1 2 Leave dog outside 

1 2 Leave radio or TV playing 

1 2 Notify persons 

1 2 Set alarm 

1 2 Leave outside lights on 

1 2 Leave inside lights on 

1 2 Set automatic timers to turn lights on after dark 

1 2 Other (Specify) 

B6. Here's a card (HAND RESPONDENT BUFF CARD) listing some steps people 
might take to secure their home/apartment when they go away for a 
weekend or a longer vacation. Do you: 

Yes No 

1 2 Lock your doors 

1 2 Lock your \oli ndO't-ls 

1 2 Tell your neighbors you're going away 

1 2 Turn on an alarm system 

1 2 Leave outside lights on 

1 2 Leave inside lights on 
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Yes No 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Have someone reposition drapes and shades 

Have and use deadbolt locks on doors 

Set automatic timer to turn lights on after dark 

Don't give out information about absence on telephone 

Step newspapers 

Stop deliveries 

Have lawn mowed/walk shoveled 

Stop mail or have neighbor collect mail 

Other (Specify) 

B7. Have you and any of your neighbors ever made an arrangement to watch 
one another's houses when you are not at home? 
1. yes 
2. no (SKIP TO B9) 

B8. Do you do that all the" time, or just on special occasions, such as 
vacations? 
1: all the time 
2. special occasions 

B9. Are there any doors directly into your house or apartment that you 
can't lock, or where the locks don't work properly? 

BI0. 

1. yes 
2. no 

Are there any \.;rindm.;rs in your home that you can't lock or where the 
locks are broken? 
1. yes 
2. no 

lOa. If yes, are any of these windows on the first floor or in a place 
that someone could get to them fairly eaSily? 
1. yes (How many?) 
2. no 

Bll. Do you have any insurance to cover theft, vandalism, or injury due to 
burglary? 
1. yes 
2. no 

.... ". 
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C.. POLICE 

Cl. Now we would like to talk about the Minneapolis Police Department. 
Overall, how would you rate the job being done by the Minneapolis 
Police Department in this neighborhood? 
1. excellent 
2. good 
3". fair 
4. poor 
5. very poor 
7. don I t kno\-l 

C2. In \vhat \-lays could they improve? Any other Hays? 

C3. About how often do you see the Minneapolis Police Department patrol
ling in your neighborhood?--at least once a day, several times a 
week, about once a week, several times a month, almost never. 

C4. Have you had occasion to call the Minneapolis Police Department for 
assistance or about a crime within the last year? 
1. yes 
2. no (SKIP TO C5) 

INTERVIEHER NOTE: IF MORE THAN ONE CRIME, USE SUPPLEMENTAL GRID TO 
RECORD ANSWERS TO C4a - 4b) 

4a. Hhat was the nature of the call(s)? 

4al. Hhat type of crime? 

4b. About hOiv many minutes did it take the police to get here from the 
time you called? 

CS. How many months has it been since you last talked to a Minneapolis 
Policeman for any reason--to ask directions, to ask about a crime, or 
anything? 
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USE THIS GRID FOR ANSWERS C4a THROUGH 4b. ONE LINE FOR EACH CRIME 

C4ai. 
. 

C4a 4b 

~ 
~ 

I 

. 



C6. Did you talk to him on the telephone or in person? 
1. telephone 
2. in person 

C7. What was it about? 
'" 

C8. H9w would you say you were treated by the policeman?--very well, 
fairly well, or not so well. 
1. very we1l 
2 • fa i rl y we 11 
3. not sowell 

C9. And how would you rate the way the Minneapolis police in general 
usually treat people in this neighborhood?--very well, fairly well, 
or not so well. 
1. very well 
2. fairly well 
3. not so well 

D. VICTIMIZATION 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

The following questions refer only to things that happened to you 
during the last 12 months--between May 1977 and today. 

Yes No 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

Did you have your (pocket picked/purse snatched)? 

Did anyone take something (else) directly from you by 
using force, such as by a stickup, mugging, or threat? 

Did anyone TRY to rob you by using force or threatening 
to harm you? 

Did anyone beat you up, attack you or hit you with some
thing, such as a rock or bottle? (other than any inci
dents already mentioned) 

During the last 12 months were you knifed, shot at, or 
attacked with some other weapon by anyone at all? (other 
than any incidents already mentioned) 

Did anyone THREATEN to beat you up or THREATEN you with 
a knife, gun, or some other weapon, NOT including tele
phone threats? (other than any incidents already 
mentioned) 
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G. 

R. 

I. 

J. 

K. 

L. 

M. 

N. 

O. 

P. 

Q. 

R. 

S. 

T. 

u. 

v. 

Yes 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

No 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2 

NA 

3 

3 

Did anyone attack you in some other way? (other than 
any incidents already mentioned) 

Did anyone TRY to attack you in some other way? 
(other than any incidents already mentioned) 

During the last 12 ~onths, did anyone steal things that 
belonged to you from inside any car or truck, such as 
packages or clothing? 

Was anything stolen from you \<1hi Ie you \.,ere away from 
home; for instance, at work, in a theater or restau~ 
rant, or while traveling?' 

During the past 12 months did anyone break into or 
somehow illegally get into your (home/apartment), 
garage, or other building on your property? 

Did anyone get into a place where you or any member 
of your family were temporarily staying, such as a 
vacation home, a friend's home, or a hotel, and take 
someth~ng belonging to you or your family? 

(Other than the incidents just mentioned) did you 
find a door jimmied, a lock forced, or any other 
signs of an attempted break in? 

Was anything at all stolen that is kept outside your 
home, or happened to be left out~ such as a bicycle, 
a garden hose, or lawn furniture? 

Did you or anyone in your family own a car or another 
motor vehicle anytime during the last year? (IF NO, 
SKIP TO ~'() 

Did anyone steal it or use it without permission? 

Did anyone !!y to steal it or use it \vithout permission? 

Did anyone steal or try to steal part of the car it
self, such as the battery, hubcaps, tape-deck, and so 
forth? 

DUring the past 12 months did anyone vandalize your 
car like an antenna or slash tires? 

*(Other than any incidents already mentioned) Was 
anything (else) stolen from you during the last 12 
months? 

Did you find any evidence that someone ATTEMPTED to 
steal something that belonged to you? (otheT than any 
incidents already mentioned) 

During tho past 12 months did anyone vandalize your 
property? 'J:hat- is, break your windows or thl.·o\-1 paint 
on your belongings? 
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Yes No 

w. 1 2 

Wi. 

X. 1 2 

Xi. 

Did you call the police during the last 12 months to re
port something else that happened to you which you thought 
was a crime? (Do not count any calls made to the police 
concerning the incidents you have just told me about.) 

If yes, what happened? 

Did anything else happen during the past year which you 
thought \vas a crim:> , but did not report to the police? 

If yes, what happened? 
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SUPPLEMENTAL QUESTIONS TO VICTIMIZATION SECTION 

IF RESPO~DE~T ANs~·mRS YES TO ANY OF THE QUESTIONS IN "0 VICTIMIZATION," ASK THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS AND RECORD THEM 
IN GRID. (RECORD LETTER OF YES QUESTIO IN LEFT BOX.) 

Da. How many times did this happen? 

Db. Where did this incident take place? (HAND GREEk CARD) 

Dc. Did this happen inside city limits or outside Minneapolis? 

Dd. Did you report this to the police? 

De. If no, what is the reason this incident was not reported to the poli~e? 

Df. What was the value of property taken? 

Dg. \\lhat was the extent of a',ly personal injury that occurred?' 

INTERVIEWER: USE ONE LINE FOR EACH CRIME 

Letter Number of Hhcre Did Inside Report 
of Yes Times This This Happen or to 

Answers Happened (Green Card) Outside Folice Why Not Reported? 

Value Extent of 
of Personal 

Property In;ury 

.. 
. " 

; 

'"' -

. 



E. PERSONAL INFORNATION 

E1. In which age group are you? 
1. Under 25 
2. 26-35 
3. 36-45 
4. 46-55 
5. 56-65 
6. Over 65 
7. Refused 

E2. Are your married, single, widowed, separated, or divorced? 
1. Harried 
2. Single 
3. HidOl-led 
4. Divorced 
5. Separated 
6. Refused 

E3. What is the last grade of school you completed? 
1. 8 grades or less 
2. 1-3 years high school 
3. high school graduation only 
4. 1-3 years of college 
5. college graduation only 
6. higher degree 

E4. Are you the main wage earner in this household? 
1. yes (SKIP TO E6) 
2. no (ASK E5) , 

E5. What is the last grade of school the main wage earner in the household 
completed? 
1. 8 grades or less 
2. 1-3 years high school 

·3. High school graduation only 
4. 1-3 years of college 
5. college graduation only 
6. higher degree 

E6. What is the occupation of the main wage earner (if unemployed now, or 
retired indicate this and ask about last job held). 

E7. Hhat kind of business or organization (is/was) that in? 

E8. Is there anyone else living here who is employed full time? 
1. yes (ho\-l many? ) 
2. no 
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E9. Is there anyone else living here who is employed part-time? 
1. yes (How many? ) 
2. no 

EI0. Do you OHN or RENT this house/apartment? 
1. own 
2. rent 

Ell. How many children under 18 live here? 

E12. What are their ages? 

E13. Considering all sources of income and all salaries for everyone who 
worked--before deductions for taxes or anything-,-what ~.,as your total 
household income for 1977? Please include wages and salaries, income from 
from businesses, pension, dividends, interest, and any other money 
income received. 

Would you look at this card and just tell me the letter of the group? 
(SHOW INCOME CARD) 

1. Under $1000 
2. $1000 - 2999 
3. $3000 - 4999 
4. $5000 - 6999 
5. $7000 - 8999 
6. $9000 - 9999 
7. $10,000 14,999 
8. $15,000 - 19,999 
9. $20,900 - 24,999 

10. $25,000 - 49,999 
11. $50,000 or more 

E14. Have you attended a block club meeting within the last nine (9) months? 
1.' yes (GO TO E15) 
2. no (GO TO E16) 

E15. Do you participate in Block Watch? 
1. yes 
2. no 

E16. Have you had a premise security survey? 
1. yes 
2. no 

25 



E17. INTERVIEWERS: Check whether or not the resident displays stickers for: 
1. Operation 1.0. 
2. Block Watch 

E18. What do you think should be done about crime? 

EE'. Hm., cooperative ~.,as the respondent? 
1. very cooperative 
2. fairly cooperative 
3. not very cooperative 

E20. Sex 
1. male 
2. female 

E21. Race 
1. White 
2. Black 
3. Indian 
4. Other 

E22. Type of dwelling 
1. single family 
2. duplex, 2 family 
3. high-rise, multiple unit 
4. other 

E23. General condition of dwelling 
1. excellent 
2. good 
3. fair 
4. poor 

E24. 1. Respondent lives on ground floor of dwelling 
2. Respondent lives above ground floor 
3. Respondent lives below ground floor 

NAHE __________________________ _ PHONE ____________ __ 

ADDRESS ZIP -------------------------------------------------------- ---------
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PART 3 

OFFENSE CODING FORM FOR RECORDING 

CRIMINAL ACTIVITY 

155 
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WRITE LEGIBLY. 
ALL tlNSIIAnEO BOXES 
HUST HAVE NUMER
ICAL ~·,'WES. 
SHADED BOXES 
HAY HAVE NU
MERICAL OR 
ALPHA VALUES. 

UlER, I I I 1 2 ~3~-4~~5-L-6~ 

OFfHSE IHDRT IYITA CCUEcnON SHEET PAGE 1 
CODE UNKNOWN OR MISSING VALUES AS 9'5 

[Oi 1 UUD 
7 IJ 9 10 11 12 11 

Coda ill box 16 & 17. 
11 Resident ial 

See coding instructions for appropriate codes on these variables. 

Burglary 

12 Burg. of business ;::..:.(ffi]..::;..:.~S=.E ------!,o..!..:!!:::c~m~:T..!J..iTI' :~o+: :_--~~-.UI,-----,RI~22 ::~~~'r: ::NISH RAJI(f ~g ~~~:~i~~~~~ary nl r, ,_1 ~r ~.. 11_Lj I L J 
21 Theft from dwelling ~~ ~ .4 2 2 28 29 
22 Theft from business see codes 1 Attempt Record in military time. If eime Record to 
2:; Theft frolll person ae left 0 Perpe- occurred is not expressed in range, nearest 
24 Theft, purse snatch trated code time occur.:red finish as ~ hour 
25 Theft from auto ..... " .. ,.- ........... ....,..- ...... ,...- ".--
30 Damage to property 

:: ::::.:':!',., ~!.o~~/uruLJ~~~!~Sl~~/R~TI~I~T~o:~~~~~Ol~]~B~~~~rI~SH~~~~;~~~~~OF~W~~~~~~~~~T~O~.9~O~E~I~~~~~Nr~SH ~ 
52 Robbery of business ,: l __ : _. _ I J Jll--LJ j . ~ 
53 Robbery 0 f person -=3!£6~~3L-!~3~8~23Z9-L_.-:4~O,-____ ~4!-l1~~4£2.!--!4~J1-.-:i4:i4 _ ____ .----~--------=-_______ ,., 
54 Robbery, purse Month Day Year 197 Month Dau Code as follows. If day of week is not -. 

snatch Record month numerically: 1 (Jan) throuqh 12 (Dec). expressed in range, code day of week 
If date'occurreu ~s not expressed 63 Assault or simple finish as 8. 1 Mon. 2 Tue. 3 Wed. 
in range, code date occurred 4 Thu. 5-FrL 6 Sat. 7 Sun. 9 N.}..--assault 

64 Aggravated assault 
66 Rape, att. rape 
67 Other sex related 
60 Other crime against 

person 
70 Other crimes 
88 Other noncrime 

incidents 
99 Not Ascertainable 

from the report 
GJL. ______ _ 

Did inciden t OCCUI' in 
fT. Q!!. the p!'ernises of 
one of the tC'ZZC7.Jing: 
Code in box 72 & 73. 
77. Vacant building 
11 Single family res. 
12 2-4 family res. 
13 Apartment bldg. 
14 Residential garag~ 
15 Res. storage in 

apartillent bldg. 
19 ,Other or unspec. 

'residence 
21 Grocery store 
23 Gas station 
22 Hotel 
26 Hotel 
25 Bar 
27 Restaurant 
28 Commercial: on de

livery, taxi, or 
service call 

29 Other commercial 
C/L:..-____ _ 

31 School 
24 Office bUilding 
49 Factory, warehouse 
88 Other premise 

cl L_-:--_-..,._o--
99 Not AscertainJble 

from the report 

.,_._ ..• ' ••.• _~ ••. ,finish as ~. 

Reco!'d house mur:
be!'. If no p!'ecise 
add!'ess is given, 
code 9 in box 47. 
und code nearest 
address in .box 
48-51. 

Narre of street: Code fi.rst: 
eight letters of street 

Type 
ST AV 

Direc- Uniform street Record apartment nu;:,.cer "
·.of incident. If up;:er 
1duplex, 2nd floor, code 
~2. If lower duplex, 1st 
Vloor, o.;><1e l· 

See codes 
at left 

name 

.1'0.. of tl~,,- Race 
t: ... ,s. Code 1 I.n. 
actual n:o~ "Bite 
o None. I/2 Black 

• more t;'.an 3 N A 
: 8, code 8. ,at m. 
: If Unkna;;m,.a 0 the r 
icode 9. ,II9 N.A.t 
I' no. oJ tl~c
,tim!< is un
\. k!·oun~ QS-

Sex 
1 Male 

Age: Record 
age 'in years. 

2 Female If juvenile, 
9 N.A.t age unk. code 

00. If adult, 

tion 
N E 
SE SW 

t e
• 

code 

1 Found by police 
2 Radio 
3 Citizen 
4 Station 
5 Letter 
8 Other 
'9 N.A.t 

R-'1corci 
icard 1, 

f 
; 

! 

case number as in 
boxes 1-6. 

ISZJ117e 1. ! 

'age unk. code 
i90. If older 
jtiian 89, code 
; 89 • If unk. I I 

: ___ ~.:':~~ .. ~'_"d ...... __ -"........-l------
i I II 

I I J , I I 
7 8 9 10 11 

Record house number 

SlSF£CT HfORf''ATION 
U 0-

28 29 

22 • J 14 25 2"; ;- t~ ;.J 

Name of street: Code first 8 
letters of street name. I.( 

'victim did not live in city 

, ' 

ST AV ete 

of offense, see coding instructions. 

·0 [l 
10 31 

Was the blcident doU!'ce of :iu,wer> of 
SU80CCtS. 
o N'one 

SSuspect's reLationship 
actuaLly soon? suspect in- to victim~ 
o No fO!'r'Iation o Employee/customer 

Jji recti en 
N S SE etc. 

o 
32 
Race" 
1 \''hite 
2 Black 

Uniform street Code 

:0 
33 

Sex· 
1 Hale 

," 
:, ... 

'1 Yes, by person 0 No .info. If more than 
8. codt? 8. 

1 Unrelated, strangers 
2 Casual acquaintances 
J Well known 

3 Nat Am. 
S Other 

2 Female 
9 N.A.t 

Age" Code age 
in years. If 
juvenile, age 
unknown, code 

Who reported 1 Suspect 
the incident was seen 

2 Yes, by other 2 Victim's 
~itness suspicion 

9 Not Ascertain- 3 Police 
able from the suspicion 
report 4 Suspect's 

admission 
~8 Other 
i source' 
9 N.A.t 

9 Not Aster
tainable 
(rom ~e-

4 Officer/suspect 
5 Immediate family or 

port otherwise related 
• 6 C;;Iretaker I tenant 
; 7 Divorced/ separa ted 
i 8 Other C/L 
19 Not Ascer'':'t-a7"1n-a'7b-;1-e--
I from the report 

9 N.A.t 
,o(). If adult, 
; age unkncwn, 
1 code 90. If 
1 older than 89, 
I code 89. If 
~ unknown, code 
j~. 

~NOTE: If incident imrolved more than 
one suspect code information on only 
one sus;:cct, on whom the rost infor
II\Jtion is aV.1il;ilile. 

lrnN TO PAGE 2 tN. A., Not Aoaa!'tainab1.a from tho i"eport. 



CfFENSE f{FDRT mTA COUECTIal SHEET PACt 2 
CC'DE l'VI'V()r,'.'I OR NISSr.vc V,lLL'ES ,1$ (9 '5) 

j II I , Ii ~ ] I II I I !i 1 ii/I ! ] 
o I ,,--,J:..:'~.:::.-__ ..-:!..l.-.;J._";J_~'; iL-:h ... _..;4 .J\j' ';'J ;'1.1 51 ~2 53 $'; 55 ~G 

;;;C;;dhouse number o'io1mt! of stret?t: Pt?cord first Type Direct~on Uniform Street Code 
eight 1ettt?rs of s'reet name. ST AV etc N S SE etc 
(If suspect does IlC!t li~'e in city of offrmse, see coding instructic"ns.) .' . . .~".. ... 

lYP:- nr: DO SlY TNT·I IWI3,lICKfll I N3URhTE 
~~~~~~~aJ~II'lb'l i IIJO U U ~ 

57 58 65 to"; ,; 7 t· .. • .. 1 7-' 71 72 73 ::.; 
(box 57-6J & al-64;: Va1~~t] to:; J:ea!'t::s: Code up to 2 ~temS, (a,b) Numbf£!r ;""as tl'Clji,Sr] 2id victim ~ 
doHaI'. If none taken, oode 0000. :j .. ·.::::.c Code each item only once, a1- of cat- l'\zrls'lOi.:ed? have in- t>: 

is expressed in r::<n2e, ;:0';: .. mid.point 0;' 1"::'>:J ... though more t.ian one or- that egories ~ ~~s ~u~~nae? 
If greater :;it . .m C2;};)S, code ;;9;)B. .:;- w:::):t7~'r. ,item may have been taken. marked, 9 lLA.t or 1 Yes 
code 9999. Ino3u.ie vaLue of checks, food Find codes for property taken If more inappli- 9 N.A.t or 
stamps, l7'.oney or.icrs, etc., as cash. on facing page (p. J) than ~. bl inappli-

SECURITY POLICE 

. 
fIiES IB'I CES FfR30N f{PORTWG DISFffi ITl or~ 

I 1 [ I 
74 ~ 7"6' .,.,.1 

Did witnesses 0 ~one Who discovered 1 Cleared by 
other than vic-l Alarm incident? arrest 
tim se~spect or 1 Victim 2 Exceptionally 
01" incident? patro12 Victim, house- cleared 
o No 2 Op ID holder, man., 3 Unfounded 
If yes give no.3 Both owner. 4 Case inactive 
of witnesses. of the3 Employee pending further 
If more than a, above 4 Police leads 
code~. If un- 9 N.A.t 5 Alarm 6 Report for ins. 
known~ code 9. or in-6 Neighbo~ purposes 
If no. of wit- appli-7 Friend, reI. 8 Other 
nesses is un- cable 8 Other 9 N.A.t 
~~t!C( .. ,)-t ,1.3"ZU .. ""'7,:') 1. 9 N. A. +-

,-. ~';"'. 

None taken or 
damaged 

4 Property dam-
aged only 

1 All recovered 
2 Some recovered 
3 None recovered 
9 Not Ascertain-

able from the 
report 

code _. ca e cable 

It'l TIllE CRH'E 
. ] 

1-

o No 
If crime involved more 
than thilt reported under 

W 
80 ~ 

tt; 
~ 

~ .... 
TYPE OF CRINE (card 1 box 16-17) ~ 
code as follows for second crime: CIl 

1 Burglary . ~ 
2 Theft ~ 
3 Damage to property !;;! 
4 Auto theft "3 

5 Robbery ~ 
6 Crimes against person ~ 

IS Other III 

9 N.A.+ ~ 
roDE BOXES 1-'6 BEL.O.~ THE FOLUx.'ING INFOPJo'.ATION IS FRO.'! THE ;;;:'im;:;;':ii:~ C-;;;&;;;;~Y THOSE VARl"lllJLES FOR THE APPROPRIATE CRIJotE. 

~ 

~~F-ES",====",I",F=OC=C",U=RRE=N""C=E=I=S=A=~=ro='L=T=I=P=LE==CR=I",H:=.::E==I=N=C=I::::D_=" ,=Y'r=iI=S=RE=C=(;R=" D=E=D=I=N=e=A;;:R",D",2=B=O",X:==(=7=R=1 =' =CO=D;:;;E~l.(=~=RI=AB=LE=.=_~=:' :=:F:=:0:c;R=="AP;:::,:P:o;RO",P=!=U:A",T",~==CRIHES • 
SIIE OF FLCt-li Cf EXIT vrctiwf rert IrU er If w w OHNTRY H~' B1BCfD 0 U ovm 

code as in cilrd 1, 1-6 I enforced 1 Through win- 1 frontl At aperture to build-Code f7.oor Same as ·1 Victim absent 
CODE BOXES 7~·13 FOR 7 Caseknifed dow 2 Back ing from outside where. entry entry less than 4 hrs. 

RES IDEfo..rr I AL AND 

CCl'1'\ERCIAL B~GLARY 
(x-lLY • lEAVE BLANK 

FOR N..L OTHER CRll'ES, 

COll: BO>l:S 14-2] FOR 

1rlE FOLLCN fNG 

PROPERlY CR 1 tIES : 
MFr, THEFr FROM 
AUTO J 1:\l'\.MAG: TO 

PROPERlY. 
COt:€ THEFTS FROM 

PERsotl UNa:R mI1:Es, 
M'-AItlST PERSQN, 
COLE AUTO THEFT 
LNll:R AUTO THEFT 

lock 2 Through win- 3 Side 2 ~t aperture to bldg. was ~or~ed: IF DIFFEREN12 Absent 4-12 hrs. 
2 forced lock dow in door 8 Other trom adja.:ent or at- 0 J FROM E~TRY: 3 Absent 13-24 hra. ::-~ bldg. (garage, Baseme~t 
3 Broke glass J Through door,9 N.A.t shed, enclosed 1 First rioor 2 Front 4 Absent more than 
4 Body force no key used porch) etc.) 2 Second floor 3 Back 24 hrs. 
5 RelllGved door or ruel1tioned 3 At aper~ure to bur- or higher 4 Side 5 Present"'''' ~ 

or window 4 Through door, g~arized unit or of- 3 Entry '.:orough5 Suspect 8 Other .,:, 
6 Cut or re- used key . f~ce from interior roof was in- 9 Not Ascertainabl~ ~ 

moved screen area terru ted 8 Through other 4 At aperture to adj. 8 Other l' from the report 
8 Other, t 9 N' 6 l-lo actual aper ure . bldg. and main bldg. ,ot nscer-

CIL 9 Not Ascer- 5 At aperture to bldg. tainable fro~ 
9 N.A.t tainable froD! and unit the report 

entry to 
structure 
was made 

HNOTE: If box (13) 
above i8 coded §.., 
go to page 4. code 
boxes ((54-60)). 

the report 8 Othe-r-
9 N.A.t 
I 

" .' lOCATIOO SIll: OF 
,".'. ;"', • ~ 'C' ......... ~ ., 

TYIt OF lin DENT I NC I IE-IT f{1PCE OF nIT, IfrH. I ~T OF T)ArIV\(iE 

lJ 0 U LJ D 
16 17 H~ 

2 Theft 
3 Prop. 

:iam. 
4 theft 

from 
autD 

1 Outdoors, on or 1 Front 0 Not theit from 0 ~o damage 
adj 3cent to bldg 2 Back auto 1 t:sed physical 

2 ~ark or playgrni. 3 Side 1 Veh. unlocked force, no ob-
3 d k 2 Unlocked vEh. ject involved 

Street or s1 ewal 8 Other using wire 2 t:sed hitting 
.4 Indoors, public 9 N.A.t 3 Pried door object 
I area or inap- 4 Broke glass 3 Threw object 
15 Indoors, private plicable 5 Items taken 4 Used gun (ex-

I 
area ego apt, were in trunk cept BE gun) 
Raragc. 6 Items taken 5 Used vehicle 

6 Parkina lot 0-. were under hood 6 t:sed prying 
~ ramp, object 

\

8 Other ,B Other, includ- 7 Used cutting 
9 NAt II i ing from exte- object 

• • , rior of auto 8 Other object 
.'." . .... 9 N.A.t 9 N.A.t 

8 Other 
9 N.A.t 

... ~ }. ..... ,.. ... ..r ....... 

o No damar,e 1 Victim absent 
1 Damage to less than 4 hrs. 

structure 2 Absent 4-12 hrs. 
2 Damage to 3 Absent 13-24 hrs. 

res. 4 Absent more than 
garage 24 hrs. 

3 Damage to 5 Present"'''' 
vehicle 8 Other 

4 Damage to 9 N.A.t 
other *ANO'i'E:: If box (20) 

. property above is coded b 
9 N.A.t go to page 4, coc& 

bo:tes ((54-60)). 

TURN TO PAGE 4 t N.A., Not AscertainabZe from the repol't. 
----------~--~~ 



.,. ... .,; ....... ·t>"h 

V~UE OF ITEM TAKEN r C) I 

Codinq instructions for property taken. CI ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~ • Z od . MI' .-t ~ z-v Circ e c e8 app'l'opr'tate to the type, b ~ u:: ~ ~ ~D::i 
vaZue, and l~ulk of indivicwl itams CAMERAS AND __ • _____ ..:<CO't_ ... _.-:'_':"~o_~O(l. 

taken, eve71 though more than one of CA~,ERA ECUIPMENT 
that item t.."aS taken. If quantities of .~~~~~~~ 1HAT ME 

items taken were e.rpressed other than In_ta ... ". C .... r ... 

by unit count (e.g., board feet of Zum- ~~;:;h;;:~:::'o~!~'" 
bel's gaz.zons of gasoline) or as aoZZec- 'SMLL noo. LESS COH-

200 202 2u4 206 208 209 

tions or sats (e.g., coin collection, ~~~.!t~. EASILl 

casc of oil, set of tools) code such Hovle c ....... . 
220 222 224 226 228 229 

quantities as an individual item, e.r- Slide ea ... , .. . 
pressing its total value and bulk. En- ~:~;~'~::;.T~;:,:d" 
tel' into Boxes 65 to 70 (facing page) '1.J.l\GE PIIOTOGR.\PtlIC 

codes for the first wo categories of IT~:; ~;;:;!.:Tf.:~argeu. 
items listed on the offense report. PhotO flood L.mp •• 

Enter into Box 71 the total. nwnber of ~~~r~~::r;~~t!~reen'. 

240 242 244 246 248 249 

circZed codes. 
" •• _, ___ J - '--~':"""V"LUE OF I EM -s=r.P.hl: E'lulp ... nt, ctc, - §Bg ~81 084 ~85 q37 ao~ 

1i-~=:...:::;:......:.!.T:::..:. . ..:T;g~E:!.tl:..... ...... , ~!~~~om~ DRUGS .' ~ 9 ~, b ~ 8 9 
o 
U'I 

g g =A..~ FUR~~ ITU~E ~ ,,' ... - 4, -. • 

~ ....,. a~~ ·:i~.ALL ITE..'1S THAT CA..~ Be 
,..., c: ;;:-u CARRIED USILY SY O~E 
~ ~ ~o::; PERsen 

::l00.. ~",.lll H~nglng Shelves. 

Z 
LI'\ - 120 122 124 126 128 129 

A~;;~;A;;S----020 ~ 022 024 O~6 028 --- ;:~~t;~~~; Lamps. 
APPLIANCES ., ...... ~ ., ... ,,,.' - , ••• - l!.1g .. 1ne !taek. 

.~~~T~I~T C.I.~ BE 120 122 12q 1213 128 129 'rrnlS nl.\1: NlE «E..W'( OR 

Uectrle Clock •• Hlxera. ~~yB~~ ~~ :~R~~U!D 
'c'1 Pans. Blendeu. Coffee Ta.bles, 
HAlrdryel':!l. etc. End tables. Chaits~ 

• ~~"i~L~~ii~Dn~~lLY 140 142 144 146 148 149 TV Stands, ete, 
S~U \,Itndo,", Alt Con- *I..ARCE 11£.'1S ntAt MUST 8& 
d1tioners. Humld1flns. llANDLtIl a1 'NO 
DehualdHhrs, ~ l~ ~~!::r;~bi::;.Bu££ets. 

t~~c:P~~~~~~s THAT C~'i- " Upho1&1;.f!red. ct\airs, 
NOT BE CA1UUEO BY O~£ RecUaers, Couches, 

150 152 154 156 158 159 

170 172 174 176 178 179 

PERSOH lEO 162 164 166 168 169 Piano •• O,g, .. 
i..frlger.to",. !tanges. .~ 1~!i:~E OF DEFINITE OR 170 171 173 175 177 179 
llashers. Dr)'ers, etc. ....~ ___ .... 4-.:r1!!~~ Antiqu~ Furniture 

AliTO PARTS, ACCESSOR I ES .LAIIN i11R.~lrL'RE '!!!AT IS 
• INSTIJ.LED ELEC'{ROS IC REA'/'! OR »L'U,"! BL'T CA.~ 
£QUIPl!t~'T 'fltAT .AS rAK£:I USIL,( BE CARRIED BY 

1 Facti KOTOR VEHICLES 210 212 214 216 2J3 219 ONE PERSON '1 TApe: Decks, Tape Players, Folding Chairs. 
Speaker •• CS R..J.dio!l, etc. Lounges 

{'~;~~l~~~R~~I~~; 910 912 914 916 918 919 ·u.1IN FL'R.~In'R.E THAT lroST 
BE HA.~DLED BY TIIO 

150 152 154 156 :': 3 159 

170 172 174 176 178 179 
l~tt.eT1e.5. 'Ur'ell, 
H~b Caps, etc:. 

'AtrIO PA.~TS A.\1l ACCES-
GROC:~~~1Se tablea _._~=020 021 023 025 027 029 

~E OF ITeM T~EII 

~ , ~ s:! ~ ~~~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ ffi ~=~ 
o ~ ~ N > Z~~ 

A" • __ ...--'(t_vt .... ,.""" _ .. "'. ,_0_;;:)0 Q" 

SPORTlIIG GOODS, 
RECREATIONAL EOUIPI-'ENT 

*S!IAl.1. EASILY CAAalED, 
EAS ILY CONC[AWI.E 

., t~!~::! T.ckle. 
! i linoeuhu. ~!tc. 
, , *11REARMS 

RifleH" Shotguns. 
Handg\JOa I Shdh 

I 'J,CCESSO~IES 

~ 1 *SM~t~:~:;~~~lri~~t CA.'i BE 
tAS ILY CARR I ED BL'T Nat 
EASIU CONCEALED 

F1shlC1S Rods. Skib. 
Tenoh R.ach'., 

t" it~:t;~~t~Tr:MS THAT ~A.~ 

600 602 604 60G G08 609 

030 032 034 036 038 039 

030 031 033 035 037 039 

620 522 624 626 628 629 

~R~~IED EASILY BY ONE 650 652 654 656 658 659 
Ca.mpint Ceat' , 
Col! Clubs and Bags. 
Barbecue Cdlls 

.!.\ReE BIIlJ,"! ITE!lS HOT 
USTLY CARRIED BY OSE 
PERSON 

Small SaUbo,lta t 
660 662 664 666 668 669 

{J Canou, etc. 

I' I OfJ,ItCE In:MS THAT lroSr BE 680 6 ' 684 686 688 689 
I ~""""b11", 1lin1b1.ke., 8" 

Calf Carn 
• Rovbo.ats, Runabouts. 

... Speedboats, Tra Uers, 
i 1 Pull-type Caopers. etc. 690 692 694 696 698 699 
"! • ~~:\~:;~:' etc, 640 642 6qq 646 648 649 

... '. • _ .... ~ ........ VALUe OF iTEM TAKEN 
I o I 

_ 0 ~ ~ ~ ~~~ 
_ U'\ N ~ o:."!¢ 

:!: ::: ~ ~ ~ ~~J 

.~ 

h 
~_,,"'" "'Q;.~.N'f<,,,:! ~~..u"~'Jol. •. ~_ ... ",.o. ::>ca.. 

TV'S, STEREOS, RADIOS 

.; 

"S!lALL !tEllS, EASILY 
CONCUJ.JJlLE 

Trans-j.atol' Radio9. 
Rand-Held Ca~ette 
leeorders f 
Walth-Talkii'ls 

'j "INSTALLED ITOO TAKEN 
FROt! VElHCLES 

C.lr Tape Players. 
Car RadIos, AntennD..e. 
CB Radios. e~c. 

200 202 204 206 208 209 

210 212 214 216 218 219 

SORIES THAT ~'ERE Nor 
INSTALLED - 920 922 924 926 928 929 

,-,-~~- - VALUE OF ITEM TAKEN 
t a i 

'PORT,\BLE IT£'~S, NOT 
USILY COMCEAlJJ\LE 

5CLaU Portable! IV's, 
Small Record Pl.l),er., 
Table: Model Radio9, 
Cassette .lnd 8 Track 
Recotders, 

230 232 234 236 238 239 
B'tterle~, Belts, 
Tire.I, Mufflers. etc. 

'.AutO IIllDUlV'E S A.~D 
PROOCCTS 

Crill. 011, Ant1Eree~e. 
et.c ... 

930 932 934 936 938 939 

BiCYCLES ...... ~u· '''''''~~'~''''''''''''''~'''':1-~_,,~_.'tr 
• SIngle Speed, 3 Speed 050 051 853 855 057 059 
•. Ton Speed Bleyde. --- Ib2 54 56 058 053 

BUILDING MATERIALS .., 
.EASILY CO~CEAUBLE ITEMS 

uardvare 
"wm n~s. 

UplnstaUed fixtures 
'UJUlE UEAYY llATERIALS 

K.;Iisonry. Lumber. 
P.aeUng, 
Uninaulhd 1.Iindows. 

500 502 504 506 508 
540 542 544 54b 543 
560 562 564 566 568 

o 

509 
549 
569 

o a tW o 0 lI'\ ::a.....J o LI'\ l.J"'I, ..... 3<.;:n 

7 :£ ~ d:: ffi ~=~ 
00 ""'"" \.t"\ ("oJ > zC:..J 
..... .... ...... ..,. 0 :J00... 

CALClil.A"TOR'"S ~'-iYPEW·R i i E"RS:""~"·~·""- 'I\o~",--,~,~._ 
(lFflCE EQUlPI'ENT 

'SMALL ITlHS nlAT CA.~ 8E 
CARUED A.\1l COSC£ALEO 
EASILY 

Stl-lU Potkn 
c.wlcuhtors. 
off lc~ Soppllu 

'SllALL ITnlS lllAT CAS aE 
CIJUtIrD USILI 8L1' sor 
OlSCEALED EASILY 

Tdephone'!I, • 
T.blt> Top C .. lculatou. 
Addlntl: H.1('hlnu~ 
D1etat lng K.h.hln __ " 

'nCQRD~ .... '0 1"1Ll~E!!rS 
f't'tlon .. l R~l!orJ:& or 
tl'JcUS\'"" , 
In"uunc:1' POUdt'l, ct(:. 
ort l('lf Ri'N,rd" 
DQ('\IIII~nt,., l'Ilu. 
1It"p'-'rtB, rte-. 

'lU~$ lilA •• \~E ~I'~~Y OR 
DUL~V wr rA.~ at ~,\RJ!It:ll 
r-ISILY al' (l~!: rLR$\lS 

lYfI,·vrh..-r_1l 
L.u~r C .. tl"ul.u 111~ 
tt,l~"trh'g 

.orrlrt f) KSIn'RE 
lh"" .... Sh,"lv,'~' 
"lit' C ... ttlt"'C~, I~!ik!'l, 
T.l~lrfll, .·.ut h !tlnl\ 

It S"h~ 

700 702 704 706 708 709 

720 722 724 726 728 729 

/01 701 703 705 707 709 

170 172 174 17l: 178 179 

760 7E2 764 766 768 7~9 

o 0 IUJ 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~ 
~ ~ ~ ~ ffi ~-~ o ~ ~ N > Z~~ 

II.-.,..to-t.-=~!'!~!"'..:. ,-."'" J .. .l,<4I4 ...... 0" ::'00.. 
HOUSEHOLD GOODS 
.~~ E.>.sm Co.~C£A!..\l\LE 300 302 304 306 308 309 

flat\larl:. linens, 
ToToteLs. 

';r~"~O;~I~~~~EA~!t~ 330 332 334 336 338 339 
Dishes. CtensUs. Scales. 
Can1~tH5, T\' traY3. ~tc:. 

·~~ui,O~~~~N~~~1'~I.~EO 330 331 m 335 337 339 
Cutlery. Silver, Chlna, 
Classvare I Art l;ork$ 

·~iDI~~~tOf DEFINITE OR 170 171 173 175 In 179 
Antique Furnltut'1! 

*lTf.",s 11'-\1' .ur LARoE OR 
B'1.K,( at. CA.~ BI: CA.~RltD 
BY l'~E PERSON 350 352 354 356 358 359 

Garblg.: Cans, Dn~es, 
Curtains:. ilu~s.. 

CB Radios a.nd 
ReceiVeu. (that verb 
not installed) , 
~Qrds I Tapes. etc~ 

: i .:tr!~Roio:~m~ ~~~t.'! 
BE CARRIED BY ONE PERSON 

Larger Pona111e TV's, 
pprtable Stereos, 
Turntables, Receivers, 
Arnl,Ufiers, Speakcfs. 
\.ilt&e- Tape Oec.~si tl.t.c. 

.!.ARCE NONPOr;TA.!lLE ITr.tS 
THAT ARE NOT EASILY 
CARRIED BY ONE PERSON 

Cl)ns.ole TV' H. 

Console Stereos, 
Xonportable ':\"9 

TOOLS, ECUIPI'PlT 

'tl.111 HJ,~~tngs .•• ~_~_".'~,H ..... n..~h".""_ 

-:i:-'.ALL HA .. ":D TOJLS. P!J;''ER 
looLS, LIGHT, PURTAEL::. 
tOOLS m~t CA.~ BE EASI~Y 
CARRIED 

StIolll Tool Boxes, 
C3rden, C.rpcntec's. 
¥!Cchilnlcls. Electri
cian's Tools. rortabh 
E102Ctdt Drills, 

HONEY ORCERS, CHECKS, 

~~~gl~T~:~S 001 002 004 006 008 009 
PERSO'lAL E£LC~H;INGS "'"- ' .... '" """""-... __ :""' ... _ ........ r - ..... 

OR I'ERCHA~IP I SE 
.Sl\,\I.l US Il Y COSCEAl.A&tt 
mxs 300 302 304 306 308 309 

Toiletries, hr'~1 
C03c.et.lcs, l'.:Irorb..lck.s, 
t(.ltt.a.ttnI"'S t NC!J~p.lpf!rs 

• SllALL , [AS Il'( CO~':LAI.AlILE 
LTE!!5 or llARHD VAlU 
lJatchu~ fanKs. Jt:'o.vlry, 

fII <:0[(\, .t:.'\.~~ c:ol!r...:t10nA 
"'1T~S T.\U~ tr:il" PfH~ml 
- tu"'W"~n~"~nt;nts.-

Sh"pr1nlt b,llt:f, ttc:~ 
, .PE~S'lSAL tfHCTS OR 
• Hl:RC\tASDISr. 

• ~!. Shoes, COdtll, Cloth!n«, 
;fats. H.;.ndb.J!t5. 
Uchrt'lld"_ }.\.1.t~$\1T'te!l 

'Ol11f~ STllRE ~ER\~I\A.~D1>f, OR 

300 301 303 305 307 309 

321 m 323 325 327 329 
320 322 321: 326 323 329 

330 331 333 335 337 339 

PJ::RSt,lN,\l nl~S I ~H,\Ll. I ~I.'T 
hOT E .... ' II.¥ C\'~CI:.<LASI E 330 332 334 336 338 339 

tl..',!<S,. UoJbbv Hro:t, CI:.atu 
-STORE MIRC\t.\SlIlSE OR 
Pl~~ONAL trl~S, ~l'l~Y, atrr 
EASILI' l'A.Run BY OSE 
PlRS"S 

tW!atc.' IIlUrmM'n\& t'~
rt'I'( I'l.lJhHI ,inti l'i~."U 

"fl.\.'il'~ '\''iO \1\\f.ASS 

350 352 35~ 356 358 359 

170 172 174 176 178 179 

5;"\15. f;tC. 
'W~R.\TORY. TESTING EQUIP
IIf.ST A.~D INSTRnU'~TS 

Ghss", .. re, HlcrQ!:lcopes, 
Volt H~tent 
Ut!ctrl;)nlc: TcRot inK Equip
I:cl1t. 4,.lth .... r Tut Lng 
'£qulp~nt 

*LARCE TOOLS, !\llSh.lIUA8L£, 
SOT EASILY C.\RRIEO BY OOE 
PERSQ~ 

Toible Saws, .... ~ld.:n. 
Shop El.lulpUltlJ\t 

'UR~E LAJl~R.\T\'R\ OR USTISC 
Eql'lr~uNt. NIlT l"'S Il.Y 

r CAkRlfO t\\' l'Sf rHb\'~ 
. "MS',\Ll.EO tQClr~ ~T 
.C~S /,so tn. ,RIC r""I.R~l\ 

ruRTARlE [Q\ lrh'~T 
rush .. 1'ypl.! L.I\I'1' H.)weu. 
EIl"ctrlt! 1..1101\ HIIU\,rs. 

5no ... eh"W~rsf 
Ch.lin SJW$ 

.~AS IJIO [HeIR Ie 1'l1lltREO 
lllllNG [~I\'lIf:<t 

LJ\IU .1M C.uden Ttactora, 
Rhltnlt H.,;V\ir_. "U.'~ 

• s.nw •. ~l~ll\·~\ tUt\'b:l~1t1i 

250 252 254 256 258 259 

270 272 2711 276 278 279 

420 422 424 426 q28 429 

420 421 423 425 427 429 

460 462 464 466 468 469 

460 461 463 QS5 467 4~9 
410 41Z 414 416 418 419 
440 442 444 446 448 q49 

4BO 482 484 ~86 48B 489 

680 ~S2 GS4 686 6S8 6S9 



AUTO WeET CODE 

OOXES 2l-Lf~ FOR 

AurO WEFT ONLY. 
LEA~ BLAtlK FOR 

ALL OWER CR Ir'ES. 

CRIMES AGAINST 
EERSQli 

CODE BOXES 49-EO 
FOR R'lLLCII! ItIG CR I MES : 
l'HEFT FROII PERSON, 
~BBERY OF PERSON, 
FOBBERY OF BUSItJESSr 

ASSAtA..T, 
SEX RELATED CRI~ES. 

LEAVE BLANK FOR 
ALL OWER CRI~IES 

am'ES AGAlN§T 

PJ:j\SCN: BOXES 
~'9-ul 

(COrE BOXES 91-00 
I F VICTIM WAS 

PRESENT ON SCENE 

DURING BURC-LARV. 
FROI'" p.2, CARD 2, 
BOX 13.) 

~l 

,-"",ncr's 
alley. garage, 
driveway 

CfFEflSE F£PORT fYlTA COU£CTICN SHEET PNI 4 
CODE UNKNCh'N OR HISSING VALUES AS 9's 

LcmD? 'hi !ERE hERE ms? °ECOVEPEfY? 
,U 0 u 

,~ :?J ~ . .0, 

Was veh- 1 In owner's pos- o No 
icle session 1 Yes, undamaged 
locked? 2 At owner's home 2 Yes, daI'\a~ed 

TYFt I)F \lEY. 

,0 
15 
1 Auto 
2 Van 
4 Hotorcycle 

2 Residential street 
3 Res. parkin6 ~ot a Unlocked 3 

or office 
In auto ignition 

8 Other, incl. 
parts taken 

5 Pickup 
6 Truck 

Record actual 
. year. If 

unknOlm, code 
, 99. 

4 Other street 
5 Other parking lot 
6 Parking ramp 
8 Other 
1 N.A.t 

1 Locked 4 Elsewhere in aut09 N.A.t 8 Other vehicle 
9 N.A.t 5 Lost or stolen i9 N.A.t 

;8 Other 
19 Unknown 

I 
.... ... """ .. ~ ... ' .,.. .' - .. ' 

II I ILJDD W LJD DODe. 
7S '!. ".....,:~ .... • j'" 4~ .~.i ,:C::;h .17 .-',:.... _____ _ 

Record house number Name of street: Enter first 8 Type Dire=tion Uniform Street Code 
. letters of street: name. ST AV etc ~l S SE etc 
: (If auto was recovered i~ a pZace other tha~ city of 0l;ense, see coding inst~~c-

tic't!s. 1;'" a!(';o k.\l3 net l'e..::;>1Jcred" 3eat."a bZank.) 

VIOLEtlCE IF Nf'f AT 
P~ISE LOCP.TICN I/ICTm'S II.CTIVITY SIJSFECT'S I1,CTIVITY INln~L C0"!RnlT4TIrv-! 

I I 
Lqg-

;U ·U LJ ;0 
50 51 52 53 ~: 

1 Single fam. res. 1 Indoor pUblic 1 Walking/standing 1 \,'as w1.th Vl.ctlm a No violence to person ::: 
2 2-4 fam. res. area 2 LeaVing building 2 Approached victim 7 Verbal abuse only ~ 
3 Apartment bldg. 2 Ind. private area 3 Hitchhiking 3 Followed victim 1 Personal threat only>; 
o Other or unk res. eg apt. 4 At home 4 Has in vehicle, but 2 Hinimum phYSical con- ~ 
4 School 0 Other indoors 5 At res. other not with victim tact (push, shove, grab) )" 
5 Bar or restaurant3 Outdoors, private than victim's 5 ~as hiding 3 Personal threat with ~ 
6 Othe, nonres. area, yard 6 At place of em- 6 Sitting,standing,' weapon, no injury 

CIL 4 Alley . ployment waiting for victim 6 Hinor injury, bodily 
7 Park, playground 5 Street, 17 In vehicle 7 T~as confronted by force (bruises, 
8 Other, sidewalk 8 Other victim; accidental scratches, etc.) 

C/L ,6 Parking lot, ·9 Not Ascertain- confrontation 4 Other injury, bodily 
9 N .A. t ramp able from the 8 '~as confronted by force 

;7 Other outdoors report victim; intentional 5 Injury with weapon 
.8 Other, incl. in i confrontation 8 Accidental injury 
, auto . 9 N.A.t 9 N.·A.t 
9 N.A.t '. • 

a::c;cnTPTTQN f1F Jt'CIIPIT /IT (10 T\1"~.IATEL.Y FOLLrwING FIRST 1}lP.EAT OF VrolB~CE OR FIRST Cfi'If=RflfTATIQ\l 
VICTIt1'S VTocerc~ Pfsm1\Ifllf!lli Tn AlC'iWJL OR DRJ!G.<: I~~J'D 
1t4CT1m "ICTl"l'S RF.ACTI~" f£i\fD\1 Pf8:ISE LOCl'IICH er SLSPECf 

D 0 U LJ LJ _ ;U 8 
5 No confron- 0 Slo violence to person 0 ~o weaponl Slngle ram. 1. Indoor, pu6hc l.se j:Jhoz,.·1-r"" .::o~a 

tation 7 Verbal abuse only 1 Knife res. area for ooxes 59 & 60: 
o Confrontation, 1 Personal threat only 5 Other cut2 2-4 fam res. 2 Ind. private 1 Under infl';1ence 

but no 2' " 1 tingor 3A 2 lsorlo.'as lnbar, 
reaction Hlnimum physlca ... con- stabbing partment area, ego or drinking in bat' "l 

1 Argued with tact (push, shove) object bldg apartr.ent 3 Is or was at party t;" 
suspect 3 Personal threat with 2 Gun (ex- 0 Other or unk. a Other indoors or similar circum., ~ 

2 Left scene or weapon, no injury cept BS res. 3 Outdoors, intoxicants men-
attempted to 6 Hinor injury, bodilY gun) 4 School private area, tioned 
leave force (bruises 3 Hitting 5 Bar, rest. yard 4 Had been drinking, 

3 Fought with t h ') object 6 Other nonres. 4 Alley bar or party not 
suspect scra c es, etc. 4 Th mentioned 

4 Complied with 4 Other' inj ury, bodily Obj~~ 7 Park, play- 5 e~r~et, side- 5 Alcohol/drugs/ 
suspect force 8 Other ground 6 Parking lot bottle, e~c., had 

6 screamed 5 Injury vith weapon object 8 Other 7 Other outdoors been mentloned 
8 other 8 Accidental injury 9 N.A.t 9 N.A:t 8 Other incl aute 6 lnto,:,icants not 
9 N A 9 " A t 9 N.A.t mentloned . . .1. . " ., ,. '. 9 N.A.t 

SPN\E FI an IJ''lTA SHm NlJ13ER IU'ORT CARD 

(Leave boxes 61-72 blank) ~'..:s G:.l!'- Record number of data 1 Incidl!nt or offense 
pl.Ot'1<Jlltal'L/ collection sheet in report 
data aap- boxes ((73-78)) of 2 Supplementary 
we fom card 3. 13 Arrest 
used? 14 Incident and 
o No supplem~ntary 

t N.A., Not A8CCl'ta1~'labl,a boom tile l'CP01'/;. 1 Yes , .... ~ .. , .. '.' ., ,,_ .. .• • 8 Other 

DATA SHEET NUHBER: ___ 1_1_8_6_ 



PART 4 

PREMISE SECURITY SURVEY FOLLOW-UP 

INFORMATION SHEET 

161 





FILE NUMBER: ________ _ 

1 TYPE OF PREMISE: 1. Single Family 

2. Duplex-Fourplex 

2 LCCATION: 1. Lowry Hill East 

PREMISE SECURITY SURVEY FOLLOW UP 

3. Apartment 

4. Industrial 

2. Hawthorne 

5. Conunercial 

6. Other (specify) 

3. Willard-Homewood Block # 

3 IS RESIDENT A PARTICIPANT IN: 
(ask if not checked on PSS 
circle all that apply) 

1. Block Club 2. Operation ID 3. Neighborhood Watch 

4 NUMBER OF CRIMINAL INCIDENTS IN PASI' 12 MONTHS: RobbeIY __ 
(ask if not reported) 

Burglary......;.._ Theft __ 

5 AVERAGE TIHE PER DAY PREMISES UNCCCUPIED: 
(ask if not reported) 

1. 0 thru 5 hours 2. 6 thru 12 hours 

6 WHAT PROMPTED YOU TO REQUEST A PREMISE SECURITY SURVEY? 

7 WERE YOU AWARE OF MOST OF THESE SECURITY PROBLEMS BEFORE THE PREMISE SURVEY? 1. Yes 

8 HAVE YOU MADE ANY OF THE SECURITY CHANGES lOOCH WERE RECOMHENDED? 1. "[es 

Vandali SITl.._ 

3. over 13 hours 

2. No 

2. No if no, GO TO Q18 

'9 WHEN WAS THE WORK COHPLETED? 

______ Days Between 

10 WHEN viAS THE SURVEY COMPLErED? 

.ry 
Days Between 

11 WHEN WAS THE SURVEY REQUESTED? 



PSS FOLLOW UP 

12 WHAT SECURITY CHANGES HAVE BEEN MADE? 

RECOMMENDATIONS PRIORITY 
Letter and number Check if 
from survey form starred 

1 ---

COMPLIANCE 
Check if 

yes 

WHO DID WORK 
C=Contracto~ 
S=Self 

cosr REASON NON.COMPLIANCE -

: 2 
I 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

0 

---
---
---
---
---
---
--- .-
---
---

If respondent has not mentioned all tne changes written on the PSS Form inquire as to whether they have 
been undertaken, e.g. "THE COPY OF THE PREMISE SECURITY SURVEY WHICH THE OFFICER HAS RETURNED TO (')UR 
OFFICE INDICATES THAT WAS ALSO IN NEED OF IMPROVEMENT. HAS ANYTHING BEEN DONE ABOJT THAT'?" 

If response is no, write down the letter and number of the item, check non ccmpliance blank: and ask why 
this particular change was not made. 

3 OF THE CHANGES MADE, WHICH WERE COMPLETED BY A LOCICSMITH'? 

4 CAN YOO TELL ME HeM MUCH EACH OF THE CHANGES cosr YOO TO THE NEARES!' OOLL.AR? IF YOU DID THE WORK YOURSELF JUST 

GIVE ME THE cosr OP THE MATERIALS. 

5 WHAT WAS THE TGrAL cosr TO YOO OF COMPLETING THE WORK? ________ _ 

L. 



....... -~- ... _-._--.--------- ---.--'"--~- .. * 

PSS FOLLOW UP 

16 WOULD YOU HAVE COMPLETED THESE SECURITY CHANGES IF THE cosr SUBSIDY PROGRAM WERE NOT AVAILABLE 

1. Yes 
2. No if no, ask: WOULD YOU HAVE HAD Kr LEASr THE ITEMS PERTAINING TO DCOR LOOKS 

AND WINDOWS TAKEN CARE OF? 

1. Yes 
2. No 

17 DO YOU FEEL MORE CONFIDENT THAN BEFORE THAT YOUR HOME WILL NOT BE BURGLARIZED? 

STOP! !! &TOP !! ! sroP! ! ! sroP! ! ! srop !! ! srop ! ! ! sroP! ! ! 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - ~ - - - - - - - - . 
18 DO YOU INTEND TO MAKE ANY OF THE RECOMMENDED CHANGES IN THE NEAR FUTURE? 

19 vlHICH ITEMS DO YOU INTEND TO TAKE CARE OF? 

(wri te letter and number from PSS Fonn) 

1. Yes 

2. No 

20 COULD YOU TELL !'IE WHAT YOUR MAJOR REASONS ARE FOR NOT HAVING THE WORle COMPLETED? 

--------,------------------------------------------~---

1. Yes 2. No 

if yes, GO TO Q19 

if no, GO TO Q20 





APPENDIX C 

RESIDENT RESPONSES TO ITEMS 

ADDRESSn,13 FEAR OF CRIME 

16'7 



L--_____ '~,_, ___________ _ 



Willard. 
Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Homewood 
(N = 1iL (N= 116) (N = 1632. 

l. Within the past year or two, 
do you think that crime in 
this neighborhood has: 

increased 30"/0 38"/0 22"k 
remained the same 38 25 42 
decreased 11 12 12 
other 21 25 24 

.' 
2. Is this neighborhood dangerous 

enough to make you think 
seriously about moving else. 
where? 

yes 17"/0 17"/0 17"/0 
no 81 80 82 
don't know 1 3 1 

3. How likely is it that this 
situation will occur (during 
the next year)? 

Someone would break into 
your house/apartment when 
no one is home: 

no chance 12"/" 6"/0 7"/0 
some chanCe, less than 

50.50 43 50 33 
about 50.50 chance 31 29 39 
better than SO-SO chance 13 10 19 
don't know 2 4 2 

Someone would break into 
your house/apartment when 
someone is home= 

no ch('iUce 46"/0 28"/0 30"/0 
some chance, less than 

50.50 41 61 53 
about 50"50 chance 7 6 12 
better than 50.50 chance 4 4 5 
don't know 1 3 0 

Your purse/wallet would be 
snatched i'lhen you're within 
this neighborhood: 

no chance 28% 30"/0 22"/0 
some chance, le8s than 

SO-50 45 47 46 
flbout SO-SO chalIce 15 18 22 
better than 50-50 chance 12 4 10 
don't know 1 5 0 



-

~ .. 



-------~---.'. ~ ... -- .--~",.... .. ~--. -~'".'- .. ~.- ~ .. ~-~---"~ .•. ~~-. ""_._._----_._- - - ~~~----.",,..,.,....,...,......,. ....................... -----."~"",---: 
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Willard ... 
Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Homewood 
(N = 94) (N=116) (N = llli 

Someone would take some-
thing from you on the 
street by force or threat 
when you're within your 
neighborhood? 

no chance 32% 28"/0 25"/0 
some chance, less than 

50-50 46 49 47 
about 50-50 chance 10 14 22 
better than 50-50 chance 9 4 !5 
don't know 4 5 1 

Someone would beat you up 
or hurt you on the street 
when you're within this 
neighborhood? 

no chance 39"/0 31"/0 20"/0 
some chance, less than 

50-50 44 45 55 
about 50-50 chance 9 15 20 
better than 50 .. 50 chance 5 5 4 
don't know 3 4 1 

Someone would break into 
your car when you're 'VTi thin 
this neighborhood? 

no chance 12"/0 5"/0 12"/0 
some chance, less than 

50u50 33 3'7 31 
about 50 .. 50 Qhance 21 25 28 
better than 50 .. 50 chance 20 13 19 
don't know 13 19 10 

Someone would vandalize 
your property or your car 
when you're within this 
neighborhood? 

no chance 10"/0 1210 9"/0 
some chance, less than 

50-50 46 41 32 
about 50-50 chance 24 23 33 
better than 50-50 chance 17 13 19 
don't know 3 11 6 

Someone would sexually "is .. 
sault or molest you when 
you're within this neigh-
borhood? 

no chance 51% 30'7., 32"/0 
some chance, less than 

50-50 30 44 49 
about 50 .. 50 chance 2 13 14· 
better than 50 ... 50 3 3 4 
don't know 14 10 1 

------------- ------------



Hawthorne 
(N==94) 

4. Is the following situation drul
gerous or not?a 

a. Walking in this neigh
borhood alone duri<t:
the day. 

not dangerous 
dangerous 

b. Walking in this neigh
borhood with someone 
during the day. 

not dangerous 
dangerous 

c. Walking in this neigh .. 
borhood alone at night. 

not dangerous 
dangerous 

d. vlalking in this neigh .. 
borhood with someone at 
night. 

8910 
11 

9710 
3 

3410 
64 

not dangerous 65% 
dangerous 35 

e. Wai ting for a bus in 
this neighborhood alone 
during the day. 

not dangerous 8710 
dangerous 13 

f. Waiting for a bus in 
this neighborhood with 
someone during the day. 

not dangerous 95% 
dangerous 5 

g. Waiting for a bus in 
this neighborhood alone 
at night. 

not dangerous 33% 
dangerous 63 

h. Waiting for a bus in 
this neighborhood with 
sorr~one at night. 

not dangerous 
dangerous 

6110 
37 

Lowry Hill East 
(N == 116) 

9810 
2 

3710 
63 

7310 
26 

9110 
3 

9210 
2 

3810 
55 

7510 
18 

Willard .. 
Homewood 
(N= 163) 

9210 
4 

9210 
2 

671 .. 
26 

7910 
14 

7910 
3 

79"10 
2 

59% 
17 

7010 
10 

aNot all percentages add to 100 percent because the "don't know" response 
has not bee~ presented here. 



Willard-
Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Home'l'lQod 
(N = 94) (N = 116) (N=163) 

i. Watching TV at horne 
alone during the day. 

not dangerous 98"/0 100"/0 93"/0 
dangerous 2 1 

j. Watching TV at horne .. lith 
someone during the day. 

not dangerous 98"/0 100"/0 93"/0 
dangerous 2 1 

k. "latching TV at horne alone 
at night. 

not dangerous 89"/0 9710 87"/0 
dangerous 11 3 7 

1. Watching TV at horne wi th 
someone at night. 

not dangerous 97"/0 99"/0 90"/0 
dangerous 3 1 4 

m. In your yard or in front 
of your home alone during 
the day. 

not dangerous 96"/0 98"/0 89 e1
/0 

dangerous 4 2 3 

n. In your yard or in front 
of your horne with some-
one during the day. 

not dangerous 97"/0 99"/0 90"/0 
dangerous 3 1 2 

o. In your yard or in front 
of your home alone at 
night. 

not dangerous '7010 72"/0 83"/0 
dangerous 29 26 12 

p. In your ya~d or in front 
of your home with someone 
at night. 

not dangerous 89"/0 86"/0 85"/0 
dangerous 11 11 7 

q. In a parle in this neigh .. 
hood alone during the day. 

not dangerous 78 "/0 75"/0 80"/0 
dangerous 15 10 3 

r. In a park in this neigh .. 
borhood with someone 
during the day. 

not dangerous 81"/0 7710 80~ 
dangerous 12 8 2 

--~-- -- ----



Willard .. 
Hawthorne L01~ry Hill East Homewood 
IN=:.,94) (N=116) (N =:. 1631 

s. In a park: in this neigh-
borhood alone at night. 

not dangerous 1810 22"/0 5010 
dangerous 68 63 31 

t. In a park in this neigh-
borhood with someone at 
night. 

not dangerous 4010 53"/0 63"10 
dangerous 46 32 li' 

u. In a bar in this neigh-
borhood alone during the 
day. 

not dangerous 5010 5510 4010 
dangerous 17 5 4 
not applicable 32 40 55 

v. In a bar in this neigh" 
borhood with someone 
during the day 

not dangerous 5710 57"/0 41% 
dangerous 10 3 3 
not applicable 32 40 55 

w. In a bar in this neigh-
borhood alone at night. 

not dangerous 27"10 41"10 33"/0 
dangerous 39 21 11 
not applicable ~2 38 55 

x. In a bar in this neigh .. 
borhood with someone at 
night. 

not dangerous 41 "10 53"10 40"10 
dangerous 24 9 5 
not applicable 32 38 55 

y. Using neigh~orhood fa-
cilities like stores or 
banks alone during the 
day. 

not dangerous 88"/0 85"/0 811~ 

dangerous 10 13 3 

z. Using neighborhood faN 
cilities with someone 
during the day. 

not dangerous 94"10 97"10 8 Ei"/o 
dangerous 5 2 :3 

aa. Using neighborhood fa-
cilities alone at night. 

not dangerous 48"10 55"10 ?5"/0 
dangerous 46 42 :13 

----------- -



Hawthorne 
(N = 94) 

bb. Using neighborhood fa
cili ties ,<Ii th someone 
at night. 

U0t dangerous 
dangerous 

5. Tell me whether each of these is 
a big problem, some problem, or 
almost no problem in this neigh
borhood. 

People selling illegal 
drugs 

Big problem 
Some problem 
No problem 
Don I t know 

People using illegal drugs 
Big problem 
Some problem 
lib problem 
fun't know 

Groups of teen-agers around 
in the streets ?r parks 

7410 
20 

21'10 
23 
35 
20 

24'10 
'Xl 
29 
20 

Big problem 27'10 
Some problem 29 
lib problem 33 
Don't knoW' 12 

Groups of men in the streets 
or parks 

Big problem 4'10 
Some problem 19 
lib problem 62 
fun' t know 15 

Drunken men 
Big problem 1710 
Some problem 30 
No problem 47 
Ibn I t know 6 

Prostitution 
Big problem 410 
Some problem 12 
lib problem 64 
Don't knoW' 20 

Vandalism 
Big problem 2610 
Some problem 37 
lib problem 33 
Don't know 4 

Lowry Hill East 
(N= 116) 

81'10 
16 

17'10 
28 
34 
21 

16'1" 
37 
28 
18 

7'10 
20 
66 

8 

5'10 
13 
73 

9 

5'10 
29 
63 

3 

16'10 
20 
56 

9' 

20'10 
42 
36 

2 

Willard .. 
Homewood 
(N = 16

m
:ll. 

1410 
36 
31 
18 

16'10 
41 
27 
15 

11'10 
42 
37 

9 

4'10 
15 
72 

8 

4'10 
20 
68 

7 

3'10 
16 
66 
15 

26'10 
44 
26 

3 



6. 

Willard .. 
Hawthorne Lowry Hill East Homewood 
(N = 94) 

Stealin!J' cars 
Big p:roblem 
Some problem 
No problem 
Don't know 

Burglary--breaking into 
people's homes 

131" 
26 
48 
14 

Big problem 31 "/0 
Some problem 33 
No probl em 31 
Don't kno .. ! 5 

Robbing' people on the street 
Big problem 16"/0 
Some problem 22 
No problem 49 
Don't: know 13 

Holdin~j up and robbing small 
stores or businesses 

Big problem 16% 
Some problem 23 
No problem 47 
D:m't know 14 

People being beaten up or 
hurt on the street 

Big problem 1810 
Som~~ problem 21 
No problem 46 
D:m't knovv 15 

Rape 
Biu problem 6"/0 
Some problem 18 
No problem 50 
D:ln't know 23 

Overall, which of these is the 
most serious crime problem in 
this neighborhood? 

Selling or using drug::; 15"/0 
'Teens hanging around 12 
Drunks 3 
Prostitution 1 
Vandalism 12 
Car theft 3 
Burglaries and breakins 29 
People robbed on street 3 
Business holdups 1 
B~adngs 1 
Rapes 3 
Murder 2 
fun't know 15 

*Categories are not comparable on this 
f!ormat was llsed on thi s survey. 

{N = 116) (N= 163) 

7'70 
26 
54 
13 

2510 
45 
25 

5 

910 
38 
43 
10 

25"/0 
44 
27 
4 

6'70 
30 
53 
10 

1"/0 
18 
53 
39 

810 
1 
2 
6 

10 
1 

27 
4 
4 
1 

17 
1 

18 

question since 

1210 
36 
39 
11 

25"/0 
48 
22 
6 

12"/0 
33 
46 

7 

12"/0 
42 
36 
10 

12"/0 
36 
44 

7 

310 
33 
47 
17 

* 

an open-ended 

_~~"""':""_~ • .....Lo. 
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